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PREFACE 

This report is one in a series of juvenile justice monographs to be 
published by the Academy for Contemporary Problems during 1981. Although their 
subjects differ considerably, all are related to the services delivered by 
public agencies to children. This volume is devoted to an examination of state 
and federal programs designed to aid local agencies serving delinquent and 
predelinquent youth. The other reports will focus on the interstate placement 
of children, the trial of juveniles as adults in criminal courts, and the 
constitutional and administrative issues that have been raised in connection 
with the social services functions of juvenile courts. Each of these issues 
will be with us for quite a while. I expect that they will receive considerably 
more attention over the next ten years than they have in many decades. 

In several ways, this monograph has proved to be the most difficult. The 
basic problem arose when we attempted to define delinquency "prevention" and 
delinquency "control" subsidies. The latter category presented nothing unusual 
as a research topic: delinquency control subsidies are grants that state and 
federal agencies direct toward local juvenile justice agencies. They are 
recognizable by the stated purposes of the enabling legislation as well as by 
the types of agencies that are entitled to receive them. The study, in this 
regard, simply expanded and updated an earlier work undertaken by the Council of 
State Governments and the Academy, State Subsidies to Local Corrections. It was 
the former category, delinquency preven~ion, that presented most of the problems 
we were to encounter during the data collection phase. 

For anyone familiar with the literature and rhetoric of the field, it should 
be apparent that delinquency prevention is, in effect, a "non-field" of inquiry. 
There is no social institution, comparable to public education or mental health, 
to which one can point and identify as the delinquency prevention system. 
Common agreement cannot even be reached as to the causes of delinquency, the 
amelioration of which would lead to a reduction or elimination of delinquent 
behavior. Most frust rating is trying to count the frequency of "preventions" 
that result from good programs. Events that do not occur present certain 
methodological problems. 

In trying to define delinquency prevention, we assumed that traditional 
juvenile or criminal justice agencies are not engaged in that type of activity. 
The conceptual bases for delinquency prevention and for the control of 
adjudicated delinquents are inherently antithetical. At first blush, this might 
appear erroneous, for doe,s not the term delinquency prevention mean that crimes 
by juveniles can somehow be stopped before they occur--in other words, 
prevented? Yet, despite evidence in the literature to the contrary, American 
justice agencies operate on the premise that crimes will be committed by 
juveniles and that these offenders will, in one manner or another, become public 
responsibilities. Therefore, any study of public programs to prevent 
delinquency and, correlatively, any stu.dy of the sbusidies which support them 
mus t inquire into other sys tems, such as those which provide child welfare, 
education, employment, and mental health services. 
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As we attempted to determine TN'hat in those fields could be defined as 
delinquency prevention activities, the clearer it became that no single 
definition or description would suffice. At what point, for example, should 
special education or teenage employment programs be characterized as delinquency 
prevention approaches? The manner in which we resolved the need for dissimilar 
definitions for each of those categories of services is described in the body of 
this report. Suffice it to say that trying to define delinquency prevention is 
like trying to trap moonbeams in a jar. 

We are pleased to offer this monograph to public officials, private operators 
of youth services, students, and others interested in the question of financial 
aid to local communities. At the same time, it must be viewed by the reader as 
a pioneering attempt to establish a framework where none presently exists and to 
describe programs outside of their normal contexts. The reader must also accept 
the probability that our final list of programs overlooks many existing programs 
simply because of our inability to discover them. When viewed in this way, this 
report can be seen as a critical first step toward the development of a body of 
knowledge related to juvenile delinquency prevention. 

We now have amassed a considerable body of information· about delinquency 
prevention and control subsidies. Its major value may well contribute more to 
understanding intergovernmental processes than to solidifying the amorphous 
world of delinquency prevention. In that context, certain trends are evident 
that warrant comment. Perhaps the most critical observation has to do with the 
rate of change in the use of subsidies and some reasons why it may be occurring. 

A number of federal grants-in-aid programs appear to be instituted to 
advance the acceptance of nationally adopted social priorities. The range of 
objectives, both primary and secondary, are often extensive. A single piece of 
enabling legislation may contain, for example, the goals of preventing and 
controlling crime and delinquency, protecting the public and the offender, 
ensuring no harm to the environment, offering reimbursement for displacement, 
preserving historical sites, and many other social priorities. Taken 
individually, few people would argue with their desirability. It would 
therefore be difficult to defend congressional decisions that permit one piece 
of legislation allowing persons to succeed in their enterprises by ignoring 
other countervailing legislation. The problem arises when Congress attempts to 
evaluate programmatic successes as the bases for continued funding. Simply put, 
the more that national social p'olicies overwhelm the objectives of nationally 
funded programs, the more likely there will be highly visible disputes over 
program effectiveness. 

The same criticisms can be made of state grant programs that attempt to 
emulate federal approaches. Narrowly defined objectives offer the prospect of 
uncluttered evaluations. Multiple objectives obscure evaluations of the real 
effects of programs. 

In developing this study, we found that several state subsidies investigated 
in the 1977 study were no lo'nger arnund. At the same time, at least five state 
subsidies have come into existence since 1978, the base year for this repor.t. 
With the de funding of the Crime Control Act, the results are a highly unstable 
environment for state and local grant recipients. This is not to say that other 
factors were not present, but only to suggest that legislative in.tent does not 
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appear to be calibrated with the means available for 
succe 0 determining progr ti 

SSe ur interviews revealed increasin 'k amma c 
governmental grants or "soft mone "f' g s epticism and wariness of 
themselves to long-term goals be y un~~n~. Recipients are reluctant to commit 

cause 0 t e uncertainty of future funding. 

There are means for avoiding the cu 
governments would be well-advised to sl ~rent condition. Federal and state 
amending, and repealing subsidy legi$lat~:n. OWn their propensities for passing, 

If the motivation for granting subsidies h 
certain services are needed and ent '1 as to do with the recognition that 
support, then "seed money" and othe~~ sh gr:~ter costs than local governments can 
Congress and state legislatures mu t on. term approaches should be abandoned. 
If, on the other hand, evaluation i: toacbcel)t the reality of long-term funding. 
programs, rather than the recognition thet the basis for continuing grant-in-aid 
sharing approaches then legisl ti . i a needs can be best met through cost
time should be per~itted without a ~e ~tent should be simplified and adequate 
only fair way to allow evaluatio:~~r w~r~~gesAnin funding patterns. This is the 
dysfunctional aspects of th. ything less exacerbates the more e current programs. 

June 1981 
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Juvenile Court Judge's 

Conmission 

Chris Gartt 
Department of Public Welfare 

SOUTH CAROLINA Grady Decell 

SOUTH DAKOTA 

TENNESSEE 

TEXAS 

Ii i 

Department of Youth Services 

~f. R. Newton 
Department of Hental Health 

Jay Newberger 
Supreme Court 

Tony Higginbotham 
Department of Nental 
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Beri Nilburn 
Texas Youth Council 
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Community Assistance Program 

STATE 
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VIRGINIA 

t~ASHINGTON 
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Robert Courtney 
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Division of Nental 

Health 
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Joseph Orrico 
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Russ Nosely 
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CHAPTER I 

INTRODUCTION 

For many years, juvenile corrections, particularly institutional care, was a 
responsibility of state government. Whatever local alternatives existed were 
provided through communi ties' own initiatives and resources. In recent years, 
however, a growing national concern to limit the use of state-operated 
institutions, coupled with an interest in habilitating youngsters in the:!.r own 
communities, has led to the development of a new range of community-based serv
ices as alternatives to incarceration in large, congregate facilities. A 
broader part o.f this effort includes many local services directed toward pre
venting delinquency by int~rvening in the lives of young people before they 
experience problems which could lead them into the juvenile justice system. A 
major source of encouragement to develop this new range of local services for 
the prevention and control of delinquency has been the availability of financial 
support from federal and state governments. 

At the outset, it is important to define what is meant by local services 
and to distinguish them from state services which may be delivered locally. In 
some cases, community-based services are part of state-administered human serv
ices systems. Programs are administered and provided by state employees 
assigned to local communities. States, rather than local governments, determine 
the types and levels of community-based programming to be offered. In other 
cases, adjudicated youth are committed to the responsibility of state agencies 
which may, in turn, purchase services from local private and public agencies. 
Although this approach also provides community-based services, the types and 
levels of services are, again, completely within the jurisdiction of state 
agencies. These methods of providing community-based services, while effective, 
are not the subject of this study. Rather, this report examines the role of 
state and federal governments in stimulating local governments to create 
delinquency prevention and control services. 

EARLIER REPORTS 

The growing importance of state grant"'-in-aid within adult and juvenile 
corrections systems was recognized in two Council of State Governments (CSG) 
publications in 1977. The first repor.t presented a profile of 41 programs, 
identified in 23 states, through which state· governments subsidized local 
juvenile and adult corrections programs. l The second publication contained an 
analysis of the financial, intergovernmental, and programmatic policies and 
practices found in ten selected grant programs. 2 
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These earlier works were limited to criminal and juvenile justice programs 
which were postadjudicatory (correctional) in nature. In the course of the 
research, it became apparent that many state grants supported preadjudicatory 
juvenile services, such as planning, prevention, and diversion, as well as non~ 
judicial alternatives for status offenders. These services, which were excluded 
from the previous studies, now constitute major portions of this report. 

The first two reports were also resq'icted to analyses of how state funds 
affected local correctional services. It was found, however, that many of the 
juvGnile justice programs were underwritten by both state and federal funds. As 
the availability of these dollars decreased, program administrators looked to 
the next level of government for continued support. It became apparent that the 
existence of such programs depended on the availability of fedelal as well as 
state funds. 

This study of intergovernmental grants-in-aid differs from the 1977 CSG 
repor.ts in three ways: 

• It restricts the inquiry to programs intended for juveniles; 
• It includes both juwmile delinquency prevention and control serv

ices; and, 
• It reports upon relevant federal (as well as state) legislati.:m 

which support a spectrum of juvenile programs, ranging from pre
vention to corrections. 

This breadth of inquiry offers a more realistic understanding of the role 
of intergovernmental finance in support of local delinquency prevention and 
control services. 

DEFINING DELINQUENCY PREVENTION AND CONTROL 

What are local delinquency prevention and control services? Using conven
tional understanding, delinquency control services can' be regarded as those 
services invoked after a child has been adjudicated a delinquent, as defined by 
the statutes of individual states. This definition encompasses all services 
offered by traditional juvenile justice agencies, i.e., police, prosecutors, 
juvenile courts, juvenile correctional agencies, and private providers serving a 
delinquency c.lientele. It also includes informal alternatives for dealing with 
accused juveniles, such as diversion or noncorrectional residential placements. 

Defining delinquency prevention is much more difficult. The constitutional 
framework of the American justice system precludes coer.civ€ inte~vention in the 
lives of children simply because they might become delinquent at some future 
time. The justice system deals with delinquency post factum, beginning with 
apprehension for alleged violations. Certain interventions that result ~rom 
these apprehensions can have the consequence of preventing subsequent offenses. 
Nevertheless, the prevent inn of future delinquency is only incidental to the 
intervention. The justice system is invoked initially and primarily to enforce 
laws that have been transgressed, not to prevent future violations. 
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Common usage of the term "prevention" assumes that an event is pursuing 
a predictable course and will continue in that direction unless something 
intervenes to alter the circumstances. Current knowledge is such that the exact 
circumstances required to cause a child's delinquent behavior are unknown. 
Since there are no certain conditions that, if changed, would invariably prevent 
delinquent behavior, we are not able to define delinquency prevention programs 
in these terms. 

Similar perspectives regarding the definition of delinquency prevention are 
expressed by the authors of Delinquency Prevention: Theories and Strategies, a 
study conducted by the Westinghouse National Issues Center for the Office of 
Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention. 

Delinquency prevention presents a variety of problems. To 
begin with, there are diverse academic, professional and pop
ular views about what delinquency prevention amounts to and 
how it may be accomplished. By no stretch of the imagination 
is delinquency prevention an established, coherent practice 
with predictable results. The diversity of arguments about 
causes of delinquency is complementer. by the variety of pro
grams called "delinquency prevention" and by the uncertainty 
about the results of any of these programs. Recognition that 
the problem of delinquency is complex and bound up with other 
social conditions leads some persons even to doubt whether 
"delinquency prevention" can be a distinct category of pro
gramming, with measurable utility.3 

A certain exasperation in defining delinquency prevention is also appar
ent in the 1976 Report of the Task Force on Juvenile Justice and Delinquency 
Prevention. 

Implementation of standards regarding the prevention of de
linquency involves a whole n~w set of ideas. Nebulous in 
concept, impressive in definition, and devoid of demonstrably 
effective techniques, delinquency prevention has been a ver
itable stepchild wandering in the wilderness of the juvenile 
justice system. The coricept of preventing delinquency has 
been exclusively attractive, and many youth-serving agencies 
have attempted to justify the bulk of their programs on the 
basis that they are preventing as much delinquency as anyone 
else. In light of current knowledge about delinquency 
causation, they might be entirely correct. Certainly, the 
prevailing opinion among juvenile delinquency experts is 
that, if delinquency is multi-causal, its prevention must be 
multifaceted. If any agency is attacking any of the root 
causes of delinquency, it is ipso facto engaged in preventing 
del:l,nquency.4 

The purpose of this study, however, is not to determine whether delinquency 
can be prevented or which programs seem to be most effective in doing so, but 
rather to note those local services supported by public funds which state and 
local officials, interest groups, and practitioners perceive as contributing to 
delinquency prevention and rehabilitation efforts. 
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Some indication of what comprises local delinquency prevention and control 
services can be found in the Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention Act of 
1974. According to this statute, a juvenile delinquency program is defined as 
any program or activity related to juvenile delinquency prevention, control, 
diversion, treatment, rehabilitation, planning, education, training, and 
research, as well as any program or activity for neglected, abandoned, or depen
dent youth. 5 . Treatment, according to the act, includes medical, educational, 
social, psychological, and vocational services; corrective and preventive 
guidance; and other rehabilitative services designed to benefit the addict. 6 
Finally, the legislation speaks of "advanced techniques," which include foster 
care and shelter care homes; group homes; halfway houses; homemaker and home 
health services; diagnostic and treatment services; services to maintain and 
strengthen the family unit; youth service bureaus; work and recreational oppor
tunities; comprehensive programs of drug and alcohol abuse education, prevention, 
and treatment; educational programs to encourage youths to remain in school or 
in alternative schools; and the expanded use of probation officers as well as 
other professional, paraprofessional, and volunteer workers to work with youth. 7 

In 1967, the Task Force on Juvenile Delinquency for the President's Commis
sion on Law Enforcement and Administration of Justice formulated some very 
specific recommendations regarding the prevention of juvenile delinquency. 
Several recommendations sought to intensify efforts to reduce unemployment, to 
improve housing and recreation, to ensure the availability of family assistance 
planning, to provide help in domestic management and child care, to make 
counseling and therapy easily obtainable, to establish youth services bureaus 
and community residential centers, to improve public education, to deal better 
with behavior problems, to prepare youth for employment, and to create new 
employment opportunities. 8 

Nearly a decade later, the Task Force on Juvenile Justice and Delinquency 
Prevention, quoted earlier, observed Some basic deficiencies in the work of the 
1967 task force. Specifically, it was felt that their efforts had added 
relatively little to the existing discussion of prevention in that "the 1967 
Commission had called for a national program of social reform in the areas of 
education, employment, housing and criminal justice but could only offer the 
model of a youth service bureau as one concrete organizational solution to the 
complex problem of delinquency. "9 It is interesting that while the 1976 Task 
Force on Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention did go the extra mile in 
recommending specific programs, the functional areas of programming remain strik
ingly similar to those found in the 1967 task force report and the Juvenile 
Justice and Delinquency Prevention Act of 1974; namely, recommended programs 
fall functionally into the areas of health, family and human services, education, 
employment, recreation, housing and, of course, services in the criminal and 
juvenile justice systems. 10 

THE DELINEATION OF FUNCTIONAL CATEGORIES 

The message in the literature is clear--to study subsidy programs in aid of 
local delinquency prevention and control services, it is necessary to survey 
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across functional categories. O· 
r~ginally, eight functional categories were 

chosen for this survey and are d 

• 
• 
• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

etailed below. 

Juvenile Justice--All juvenile justice grants were to be included 
~hild Welfare--All grants were to be included, except those used fo; 

ncome maintenance purposes (e.g., food stamps and welfare 
Mental Health--All mental health grants designed to f payments). 
i f hi ocus upon se rv
ces or c Idren, except those exclusively for children with devel-

~pmental, f physical, or learning disabilities, were to be included 
b~~~;~ms or y~uth with developmental, physical, or learning disa: 

es were ncluded when a specific program objective was delin-
~~e~~y i:r;v;ndtioinf' Drug abuse prevention or control programs were 

cue, targeted to young people. 
Education--All academic and vocational grants designed to focus u on 
rruancr' school disruptions, assaults, vandalism, or violations p of 

aw re ating to public instruction were to be included. 
~~Ployment Security--All employment gr,_:mts designed to focus upon 

e teenage labor force were to be included, except those subsidies 
targeted exclusively for clients with physical handicaps and di 
abilities. s-

H:alth--All health grants designed to focus upon services to child
r,-n wi th such problems as pregnancy, venereal disease and self-
destructive life styles were to be included. ' 
Vocationa: Rehabilitation--All vocational rehabilitation rants 
directed .. oward services for ten- to 18-year-old children wigth an 

i
imPlicit or explicit objective of delinquency prevention were to be 
ncluded. 

;ecre~tion/Arts--All recreation/arts grants directed toward services 
or c ildren with an implicit or explicit objective being delin

quency prevention were to be included. 

As the survey evolved in the field, the funds found in the areas of health 
vocational rehabilitation, or recreation and the arts which could be associat ' 
;it~ goals of delinquency prevention and control were too limited to be include~d 

uc programs, if they exist, tend to be directly administered by state a encie~ 
or are sUfPorted through less categorical governmental monies, such as T~tle XX 
or ~~nefria trefvienue sharing. As a result, this- report includes only information 
on e rs ve categories listed above. 

aid The next major design task was to specify what kinds of federal and state 
were to be included in the survey A f 

defined as direct cash transfers from' fede:a~ ::y s~at beginning, grants were 
uni ts of government or other public i t e governments to local 
" i or pr va e agencies. (The terms "grants " 
grants- n-laid," "grant programs," "subsidies," and "subsidy programs" are US~d 

synonymous y throughout this text \ Th i 
to be included, federal funds (oth~r th:~eC;;: ~~:iem~o~t~nt condition, however; 
governments to local agencies. s a to pass through state 

Because these types of intergovernmental aid had 
t i to . be identified with 

~:~g:l~ ~~~::oroica~eri:ic~:~ur~rant~n-aid programs examined in this report are 
diminish the importance of rev~nue !~ari::oach was i not taken in an attempt to 
not included in our definition for 1 lor ahvar ety of block grant programs 

, c ear y t ese mechanisms add millions of 
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dollars to the support of local services; rather, it was to be able to identify 
which federal funds states could specifically direct toward preventing and con
trolling delinquency. While the pass-through criterion was unnecessary when 
considering state grant programs, there were other discrete decisions to be 
made, particularly in paring away substantial in-kind contributions made by 
states to local agencies. Services such as technical assistance, training eval
uations, and audits normally absorbed within state operational budgets were not 
considered. 

Also excluded by this definition are cash transfers provided directly to 
individuals. For example, food stamps and welfare payments were ~xcluded, as 
were payments for such services as fostercare for juveniles under state custody. 
To be eligible, grant dollars had to be provided for the benefit of children and 
youth who were served by local public and private agencies. Using this broad 
definition, grants made directly to such local public agencies as juvenile 
courts; welfare departments, juvenile corrections agencies, mental health 
agencies, and school districts could be included, in addition to those generally 
earmarked for cities and counties. An important aspect of this broadened defini
tion of "local" was that grants to private agencies could be included as well. 

The scope of the project was further delineated by limiting the age range 
of the clientele to be served by grant programs. The search for appropriate 
subsidies focused upon programs serving children between the ages of ten and 
18, an age range which constitutes the minimum and maximum ages in most states 
for designating court jurisdiction over delinquent children. Grant programs 
most likely to have delinquency prevention and control objectives would focus 
on those children. However, most federal and state grant programs have dif
fering age criteria for client eligibility. In education, for example, the 
age range is generally five to 18; in employment, the range is normally 14 to 
21; in child welfare, birth to 18 is the most frequently defined target popula
tion. As a consequence, there would be considerable deviation from the proposed 
age range of ten to 18 years, and the decision was made to inchlde grants even 
where services to children under ten years old could not be clearly discerned 
from these for older age groups. In addition, where funds could be used to 
support programs for both juveniles and adults and a clear bifurcation of 
allocations could not be made, the program was only included if it could be 
confirmed that more than one-half of the actual clientele was under the age of 
18. 

Figure 1 offers a composite illustration of the criteria employed in this 
study. 

PROFILING STATE GRANT-IN-AID PROGRAMS 

A portion of the data in this report is based upon information received 
from key state agency officials in each of the 50 states. Telephone calls were 
used to make initial contacts with respondents to obtain and later to verify the 
information. Follow-up survey questionnaires were mailed to the appropriate 
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Criterion 1. 

Criterion 2. 

Criterion 3 

Criterion 4. 

Criterion 5. 
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FIGURE 1. DECISION CRITERIA USED IN THE SELECTION 
OF SUBSIDIES FOR INCLUSION IN THE STUDY 

If the subsidy is a 

Direct cash transfer 

I 
r 

l Yes No Excluded 

1 
Cash 

is transferred to agencies 
rather than to individuals 

I 
I 

I Yes No Excluded 

~ 
State 

governments are involved 
in the tranSfel" 

I 
1_ 

~ l Yes Excluded 

1 
Subsidy 

recipients are local 
(not state or federal agencies) 

i 
I I 

I Yes I No l Excluded 
t - I 

Supports Supports 
services for services for 

B--juveniles subject ... juveniles which 
to jurisdiction of focus on behavior which, 

juvenile justice if unchanged, could 
agency result in referral 

to juvenile justice 
system 

T 

I Yes I I No 1 __ Excluded 

t 
The subsidy qualified 
for inclusion in the 

survey 
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State 

Alaska 

Florida 

Iowa 

Maryland 

Michigan 

New York 

TABLE 1. CASE STUDIES OF STA~E GRANT-IN-AID PROGRAMS, 
BY STATE AND AGENCY TYPE 

Grant-in-Aid Program 

D"rug Abuse Grants 

Youth Employment Services 
Subsidy 

Specialized Children's 
Projects Subsidy 

Alternative Education 
Program 

Community-B~sed Juvenile 
Corrections Subsidy 

Alternatives to Foster 
Care and In-Hame Services 
Subsidy 

Youth Services Bureaus 
Subsidy 

Youth Diversion Projects 
Subsidy 

Child Care Fund 

Work Opportunity Resources 
Corps Program 

Youth Development/ 
Delinquency Prevention 
Subsidy 

Juvenile 
Justice 

x 

x 

x 

x 

x 

10 

Child Mental Educa- Employ-
Welfare, Health tion ment 

x 

x 

x 

x 

x 

x 

----------- ----

TABLE 1. (Continued) 

Juvenile 
State Grant-in-Aid Program Justice 

New York Special Delinquency 
Prevention Program GI'ants X 

No~th Carolina Community-Based Alter-
natives Program X 

Prevocational Educa
tion Program Subsidy 

Extended School Day 
Program Subsidy 

Pennsylvania State Reimbursement to 
Counties for Child 
Welfare Services, 
Act 148 

South Carolina State Aid to Commun!ty 
Mental Health Centers 

Utah 

TOTAL 

Juvenile Detention Serv
ices Subsidy 

Juvenile Court Teen 
Alcohol/Drug School 

K-12 Alco.hol Education 
Project 

-- denotes Not Applicable. 

11 

X 

8 

Child 
Welfare 

x 

2 

Mental 
Health 

x 

X 

X 

5 

Educa
tion 

x 

x 

3 

Employ
ment 

2 

________ ~ ____ ~ __ J.__'___ ~ __ • ___ _ 



official each time a grant program was identified. 
intended to obtain the following information: 

These questionnaires were 

• 
• • • • 
• 

• 

title and objectives of the grant; 
year it was initiated; 
factors applied in determining allocationS of funds; 
administrative requirements for receiving funds; 
type of local agencies eligible to apply; 
types of services provided; 
appropriations and expenditures for the fiscal year 1978 and, where 
available, comparable data since 1970 or the most recent year for 
which figures were available; and 
the source and amounts of any federal supplements to the state 
subsidy. 

Each state grant-in-aid has been profiled in a uniform format and can be 
found in Appendix B. 

SELECTING STATE GRANT-IN-AID PROGRAMS 
FOR CASE STUDIES 

Another important part of the research of state grants-in-aid involve~ on
site interviews with state and local elected officials, state and local adm~nis
t~ators local service providers, and key informants. These studies were under
taken i~ ten states regarding 20 grant programs. When two grant programs were 
administered by the same state agency, their descriptions were normally combined 
into a single case study, with the result that the report includes 16 case 
studies of 20 state grant progl'ams in ten states. The case study selection is 
illustrated in Table 1. 

At the outset, it has been determined that grant programs selected for case 
st dies should be representative of the five agency types within the survey, 
na~elY, juvenile justice, child welfare, mental health, education, and employ

t Thus the selection process immediately narrowed to those states affording 
:e~uffiCien~lY wide ra~ge of diversity of programs to ensure that the functional 
representativeness criterion would be met. 

A list of potential states which operated subsidy programs in tW9 or more 
functional categories was developed by staff for the MIJJIT Advisory Commtttee 
to review. Secondary crit~~ri.a, including geographic balance, population size, 
and urban/rural state representation were then weighed to reduce the n~~be~d of 
case study states to ten. The states finally selected were: Alaska, or a, 
Iowa, Maryland, Michigan, NeM York, North Carolina, Pennsylvania, South 
Carolina, and Utah. 

A listing of grants in each case study state and their respective functional 
areas was developed. Repeating the approach taken for selection of the case 
study states two additional factors were also considered in determining which 
of the prog:ams provided the most representative mix of state grants-in-aid 
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operating around the country. The first one reflected a concern that the study 
not be limited to examining the more-publicized, highly visible subsidy models, 
probably best illustrated by such programs as the Minnesota Community Corrections 
Act and the California County Justice System Subvention Program. Rather, the 
study's interest was in achieving a balance between comprehensive program models 
and the "garden variety" types of grant programs which, while narrower in scope, 
are fairly numerous and illustrative of many state grants. 

Among those ultimately chosen, the Michigan Child Care Fund and Pennsylvania's 
State Reimbursement to Counties for Child Welfare Services, which underwrite a 
wide range of services for delinquent and neglected youth, are exemplary of the 
comprehensi ve reimbursement models. Exemplifying smaller categorical grants 
would be Haryland's Subsidy to Youth Diversion Projects, supported by a compara
tively small appropriation, with only limited local participation, and offering 
a relatively narrow range of services. 

Considerations were also given to varying the administrative design fea
tures among those grants selected for closer scrutiny. These design features 
included: 

., The nlethod by which funds are allocated to local recipient agencies 
(allocations according to project grants, formula grants, or reim
bursement grants); 

• Administrative requirements for applying for and receiving funds 
(planning requirements, licenSing, or other requirements for ad
hering to state standards); and 

o Types of local agencies eligible to participate and receive funds 
(e.g., is participation limited to cities, counties, special 
districts, or private agencies?). 

All other factors being equal, a grant was examined for its unique, in
novative, or otherwise distinguishing features which would commend it for case 
analysis. On this baSis, the Iowa Alternatives to Foster Care SubSidy, which 
was one of only two grants-in-aid specifically funding in-home services for 
youth and their families, was selected. Description of the specific criteria 
for the selection of each state grant-in-aid program can be found in its respec
tive case study in Appendix D. 

SELECTING FEDERAL GRANT-IN-AID PROGRAMS 

The application of the same criteria. illustrated in Figure 1 to federal 
grant-in-aid programs revealed that a variety of these programs would be eli
gible for inclusion. From a review of the Catalog of Federal Domestic 
ASSistance, the following acts and subsections met ~e initial criteria: 11 

• Comprehensive Alcohol Abuse and Alcoholism Prevention, Treatment 
and Rehabilitation Act (CAAAPTRA); 

• Comprehensive Employment and Training Act (CETA); 
• Crime Control Act (CCA); 
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Ab Office and Treatment Act (DAOTA); 
• Drug use A t (EDA)' 
• Economic Development c d A t (ERA)' 
• Education for the Handic~ppe d ~y Education Act (ESEA); 

Title I, Elementary and eco
S
n a dary Education Act (ESEA); 

• EI tary and econ • Ti tIe IV-C, emen ) , 
• Emergency School Aid Act (ESAA , Prevention Act (JJDPA); Act 
• Juvenile Justice and De~~~i~e~~tice and Delinquency Prevention 
• Runaway Youth Act, Juv 

( JDPA Title III); A)' 
J 'B Sial Security Act (SS , 

• Title IV-, oc A t (SSA)' 
• Title V, Social Security ~t (SSA)' 

vv S cial Security , 
• Title~, 0 A t (VEA)' and 

Vocational Education c , 
• Youth Conservation Corps (YCC). 
• to local uni t s of 

i d direct payments 
Ie islation author ze that federal program was 

Where federal g h a pass-through provision, hAt and ESAA were 
government but did not e/12 As a result, the Runaway YO~t th ~rograms provide 
excluded from the /urv ;eliminary consideration, sincie 0 However, in those 
both eliminated a ter. :tance directly to local agenc es. federal-to-Iocal and 
categorical grant ass~ I ant federal act authorized both

i 
both types were 

instances where the re;v as part of a single allocat o~' t and its local 
federal-to-state paY:l'mas

s 
a single federal grant to ~TAs aw: ich direct.s that 

included and treate 1 of this phenomenon is, ies for the 
i The best examp e II d to state agenc 

communit es. - 1 1 "prime sponsors an 
ents be made to both oca 

paym f t t .. adm"lnistration. "balance 0 s a e . 

Juvenile Justice 
Crime Control Act (CCA) Prevention Act (JJDPA) 
Juvenile Justice and Delinquency 

• 

Chii~l:ei~~~: Social Security Act(S~!~A) 
Title XX, Social Security Act 

• Mental Health A1 hoI Abuse and Alcohol Prevention, 
Comprehensive co 
Rehabilitation Act (CAAAPTRA) Act (DAOTA) 

Ab se Office and Treatment Drug u 
Education d Secondary Education Act (ESEA) 

Title 1, Elementary an d Secondary Education Act (ESEA 
Title IV-C, Elementary an( EA) 
Vocational Education Act V 

• 
Treatment 

• 

and 

• Employment and Training Act (CETA) 
Comprehensive Employment (YCC) 
Youth Conservation Corps 

the use of such federal 
the findings with respect to 

Chapter 5 discusses i and control services. 
funds for delinquency prevent on 
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As in most studies of this type, categories may need to be modified in 
practice. In some states, federal funds were allocated to programs in func
tional areas not anticipated by the study's categorization. For example, it 
was found that some states use SSA Title XX funds for juvenile justice and 
mental health programs. In another case, monies from the Juvenile Justice and 
Delinquency Prevention Act supported mental heal th programs. Thus, tables in 
Chapter 5 will show some departures from this listing. 

Federal profiles and supplementary tables can be found in Appendix C. 

SOME CAVEATS ABOUT RESEARCH INTO FEDERAL AND STATE GRANTS
IN-AID TO DELINQUENCY PREVENTION AND CONTROL SERVICES 

Child welfare and mental health were very troublesome areas in the data 
collection phase of the' research. The federal government provides substantial 
funds for local services through programs such as SSA Ti tle XX, CAAAPTRA, and 
DAOTA. However, most states allocate these monies to communities as block 
grants or as reimbursements for services. When allocations are mad~ in either 
manner, there is no reliable method for determining what proportion of a grant 
was spent for services to youth. Local expenditures are reported according to 
the types of services provided, such as counseling or psychotherapy, without 
indicating the target population, such as juveniles, young adults, or elderly. 
A state may be spending large sums of money to support local agencies that serve 
delinquent or predelinquent juveniles and yet be unable to report the relative 
proportions of their appropriations and federal grant monies spent on serving 
those youth. Hence, no grants, particularly in mental health and child welfare, 
are recorded for a large number of states that are probably spending substantial 
amounts of money on services to youth but are unable to report or even to esti
mate these expenditures. 

When reviewing the data and profiles contained in this riaport, it should 
be remembered that this is a study of state and federal assistance for a very 
limited purpose. July in this sense is it an inventory of fiscal support to 
community-based delinquency prevention and control programs. Not included are 
data from states which: 

(1) Have only state-administered services; 
(2) Require all adjudicated youth to be committed to the authority 

of the state in order to receive services; or 
(3) Purchase local ser.vices for juveniles under state custody. 

In addition, such resources as tax levies, United Way funds, and private 
contributions that are provided to local programs directly from the communi
ties themselves are not included. Accordingly,. the figures reported in this 
study represent a fraction of total support for local delinquency prevention and 
control services. 

The research design called for data to be collected from fiscal 1978 for state 
appropriations and for federal expenditures. The use of federal expenditure 
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data was necessitated by the difficulty in trying to identify portions of 
congressional appropriations allocated to states in a given year. Host allo
cg.tion decisions are made through bureaucratic procedures within federal 
agencies, which mayor may not keep these figures on record. In cases where 
state appropriation figures could not be obtained, expenditures or estimates 
received from state agencies were accordingly substituted and noted on the 
tables. Notations have also been made for instances when no data could be 
obtained. In each case where deviations occurred, additional contracts verified 
that what had been received was the most reliable data available. 

In some instances, it was only possible to collect information for calendar 
1978 or for different fiscal years (which included certain months in 1978), 
depending upon state bookkeeping practices. While this means that the year 
reported might begin as early as Harch 1977 or end as late as October 1979, only 
a 12-month appropriation is reflected for comparative purposes in both the 
national tables and state profiles. 

It does remain important, however, to bear in mind that this survey iden
tifies and examines state and federal grants-in-aid which existed in 1978. 
Grants which were initiated and terminated prior to 1978 have been omitted, as 
well as any grants which might have been created since then. 13 

Data collection for this project began in January 1979. During this year, 
the national survey of state agencies was conducted which provided the data base 
for the state and federal profiles found in Appendices Band C, respectively. 
The case studies were initiated the latter pari of 1979 and the first half of 
1980. Updated information from the case studies was added to the profiles, and 
hence, some profiles may reflect only data from 1979 while other profiles may 
contain figures from 1980 or projections for 1981. 

For those interested in the detailed research methodology utilized in this 
study, a complete description may be found in Appendix A. 

ORGANIZATION OF THE VOLUHE 

In addition to providing a description of federal and state grants-in-aid to 
local delinquency prevention and control services, this volume is intended to 
offer some insight into the development of a subsidy for those readers who 
anticipate either designing a subsidy or lobbying to initiate or amend one. 
Depending upon the reader's interest, some sections of the volume are probably 
more helpful in specific content than others. Chapter 2 provides a general, 
indeed almost philosophical, discussion regarding the reasons for employing 
intergovernmental fund transfers. Chapter 3 summarizes the findings of the 
national survey of selected state agencies. It provides an overview of the 
number and types of state subsidies discussed in this volume. Hore detailed 
information regarding each state subsidy is profiled in Appendix B. A summary 
of the case studies is given in Chapter 4, wherein a synopsis of each case study 
can be found. Readers are encouraged, however, to read the full case studies in 
Appendix D. 
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The federal complement of grant-in-aid 
prevention and t 1 programs to local delinquency 
background on e~~~ ~:de::~vices i~ described in Chapter 5. Some historical 
Hore detailed if' grant- n-aid selected for th.is study is covered. 

n ormation regarding each t' 
administrative requirements c b f gran s allocational formula and 

an e ound in Appendix C. 

Chapters 6 and 7 comprise perha s h 
~lho wish to better understand the d Pi t ~ most useful section for individuals 
types of allocation mechanisms whie~ gbn 

0 subsidies. These chapters cover the 
expand upon requirements that ar c li~s~ meet certain objectives. They also 
administrative rules These di e i e y to be included in legislation or 

• scuss ons are illustrat d i h 
case studies and state and federal s b id e w t examples from the 

u s Y profiles. 

In addition to i summar zing the content of Cha t 1 
rai8es SOme policy considerations and speculates p ers f through 7, Chapter 8 
development of grants-in-aid i upon uture trends in the 
particular. ' n general, and categorical grants-in-aid, in 
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FOOTNOTES 

1. Council of State Governments, State Subsidies to Local Corrections: A 
Summary of Programs (Lexington, Kentucky: 1977). -

2. Council of State Governments, State Subsidies ~ Local Corrections 
(Lexington, Kentucky: 1977). 

3. Westinghouse National Issues Center, Delinquency Prevention: Theories 
and ]trategies (Arlington, Virginia: 1979), p. 1. 

4. National Advisory Committee on Criminal Justice Standards and Goals, 
.Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention, Report of the Task Force on 
Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention (Washington-,-n.C.: --m6), p. 21. 

5. JWenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention Act of 1974, P.L. 93-415, 
Sec. 103(3); as amended 1977~ P.L. 95-115; as amended 1980, P.L. 96-509. 

6. Ibid., Sec. 103(13). 
7. Ibid., Sec. 223(a)(10)(A-I). 
8. The President's Commission on Law Enforcement and Administration of 

Justice, Task Force Report: Juvenile Delinquency and Youth Crime (Washington, 
D.C.: 1967), pp. 47-56. ---,-- -- ---

9. National Advisory Committee on Criminal Justice Standards and Goals, 
Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention, pp. 27-28. 

10. Ibid., pp:-78-174. 
ll. Office of Management and Budget, 197~ Catalog of Federal Domestic 

Assistance (Washington, D.C.: U.S. Government Prlnti?8 Office, 1979). 
12. See Figure 1, Criterion No.3. 
13. A brief discussion regarding the Ohio Youth Service Grant, created in 

1980, does appear in one section. 

18 

" 

" 

I 

I 
i 



Q::: ••• 

r I 

------~--------------

CHAPTER 2 

WHY INTERGOVERNMENTAL FINANCING HAS EVOLVED 

PHILOSOPHICAL TRADITIONS 

The federalist form of government, according to Amendment X of the U. S. 
Constitution, holds that rights and responsibilities not reserved for the 
federal government belong to the states and to the people. The federalist 
approach at the national level finds its cou~terpart in home-rule provisions in 
many state constitutions, in which local governments are correlatively accorded 
powers not preempted by their state governments. ?olitical scientists have long 

c observed that loyalties to the states and strong beliefs in the desirability of 
independent local communities have promoted intergovernmental aid more than any 
desire for greater national involvement in social program development.l Grants 
strengthen the abilities of state and local governments to carry out their 
assumed functions, in which financial participation is voluntary. 

State agencies, naturally, do not face the same bars to direct provision 
of local services as· experienced by the federal government. In fact, many 
states have determined that direct provision of services by state agencies is 
the most efficient approach to meeting certain kinds of local needs. Yet, other 
states apparently prefer to share the determination and delivery of human serv
ices with local governments, a choice which probably has evolved from strong 
home-rule traditions. The provision by states of their resources to local 
governments recognizes a need to permit local control over the administration of 
services, yet allows local governments to benefit from the greater revenue
generating capacity of state governments. The determination of what services 
are to be offered, and in what quantity, is often left to the discretion of 
local elected officials and administrators, local boards or committees and, as 
in other endeavors, local citizens. 

POLITICAL INTERESTS 

It has been observed that state and federal legislation often emerges from 
a "sweetheart relationship" among three primary participants: interest groups, 
legislators, and executive agencies. 2 However phrased, it ~s clear that subsidy 
legislation is not drafted in a vacuum. Lobbyists and the executive branch 
represent powerful influences on legislative activities. 
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Interest Groups 

For a number of reasons, interest groups have found it necessary, or at 
least more expe:lient, to lobby at higher levels of government for action 
regarding their concerns. In practical terms, their constituents, while often 
small in any particular locality, swell to much larger ranks at state and 
national levels, where their forces can be further enlarged through coalitions 
with other interest groups. Their motives in approaching federal or state 
governments apparently stem from frustrations caused by unresponsive local 
governments toward human services and toward some groups of citizens perceived 
to have little power or status. 3 

Different types of interest groups may pursue the establishment of a single 
grant-in-aid program for different reasons. Some groups are, naturally, lobbying 
on behalf of themselves or on behalf of disenfranchised groups such as children. 
Social services professionals, on the other hand, may perceive themselves to be 
best capable of administering to the needs of potential beneficiaries. They, 
therefore, pressure the legislature not only for the resources to do so but for 
the authority as well. Also letting their interests be known are those groups 
which stand to economically benefit from an influx of grant funds. 

Once passed, the establishment of subsidies often leads to the spawning of 
even more narrowl" focused interest groups. Two such offsprings were the North 
Carolina Extended' School Day Association (born of the North Carolina Extended 
School Day Program Subsidy) and the Maryland Association of Youth Services 
Bureaus (undoubtedly a descendant of the Maryland Youth Services Bureaus 
Subsidy). Similar examples can be found in New York, Ohio, and elsewhere. 

The likelihood of grants~ ... n-aid producing pressure groups to ensure their 
perpetuation should serve as a caution to legislators. Strong demands for 
continual funding may arise from interest groups that subsidies helped to 
establish, long after the subsidized approach is determined to be less than 
appropriate. 

Legislatures 

As a group, legislators probably do more to further constituent interests 
than they do to promote national or state policies. SubSidies, therefore, can 
satisfy motives to send visible benefits home to the voters. Certain elements 
of what is euphemistically referred to as "pork-barrel legislation" is not 
infrequently present. 

The recent proliferation· of intergovernmental grants, particularly narrO\vly 
focused categorical grants, has also been attributed, in some measure, to the 
increased use of the legislative committee system. In state legislatures as 
well as Congress, legislators are assigned to committees and subcommittees which 
specialize in certain functional areas. The power of legislators is frequently 
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measured in their ability to redirect funds for programs that are of special 
interest to them by virtue of their commit tee assignments. In some ways, the 
committee system tends to narrow and intensify the work of legislators, unwit
tingly creating a speCial group of advocates within the legislative branch. The 
unintended result of this specialization is legislators with strongly held view
points about the special matters routinely assigned to them. 

Executive Agencies 

Frequently, the technical preparation of subsidy legislation, as well as its 
conceptual development, originates in an executive agency. In juvenile justice 
and child welfare agencies, the wave of interest in promoting community-based 
alternatives to the use of state institutions has led to efforts to increase the 
availability of such services through legislation. In many states, particularly 
those with strong local governments, state subsidy funds to promote the use and 
expansion of local services has seemed to be a logical and expedient approach. 
State executive officials have felt that transferring the responsibility for 
community-based services to local governments is in the best interests of 
clients' needs. 

As professionals in the same fields, state agency personnel and local admin
istrators are accustomed to dealing with one another. The development of sub
sidy legislation, in many instances, emerges as a joint effort, with both state 
and local participation. Once introduced, both groups offer support through 
their own accustomed channels for communicating with the legislature. 

Competing Interests 

The establishment of grant programs may realign the positions of various 
lobbying interests so that prior efforts of cooperation or competition can be 
reversed. While there may be general agreement among interest groups regarding 
what is needed, problem~ generally arise when deciding how it is to be 
accomplished. 

Many times, differences of opinion are resolved through compromise, with 
the result that the legislation reflects generally benign conditions. Con
troversial aspects may arise once again upon the release of executive rules 
and regulations. Established pursuant to legislation, administrative rules may 
destroy the delicate balance of support achieved by the legislature. Conversely, 
executive regulations may go far to make an unpalatable bill acceptable.. As 
subsidy programs ultimately become implemented, deviations from the intent of 
the legislators are inevitable. Executive perceptions frequently result in 
unintended legislative consequences. 

23 



a:::. i --- -----------

CORRECTING FISCAL IMBALANCES 

State and federal subsidies to local governments and agencies have become 
a way to share the wealth. Generally speaking, federal and state governments 
rely upon income tax-based revenue. Local governments, particularly counties, 
are relegated to dependency upon regressive, property-tax bases. 

Commentators on intergovernmental relations credit the adoption of the 
federal income tax in 1913 as the significant factor conditioning the expansion 
of the intergovernmental grant system. 4 Because of the revenue generated, it 
provided the means by which the federal government could tax beyond its needs. 
Previously, the national treasury had depended chiefly on excise taxes·, customs 
duties and, prior to the passage of the Homestead Act, the sale of public lands. 
The income tax quickly surpassed these sources in importance, providing nearly 
60 percent of federal receipts in 1922. Since that time, it has become 
increasingly productive because taxation has expanded to larger numbers of 
citize~s, because of inflated dollars, and because tax rates have risen. 
Moreover, unlike property and sales taxes, the income tax also has been quite 
responsive to national economic growth, for economic expansion brings automatic 
growth dividends to the federal treasury.5 

The Book of the States adds insight into the revenue growth from state 
income-t~. --The rate of growth for state tax revenue, in general, was about 
11.4 percent in fiscal 1976, compared to eight percent during fiscal 1975. 
Taxes on individual income were primarily responsible, increasing 14 percent 
from fiscal 1975 to 1976. All 50 states showed increases in tax revenues during 
fiscal 1976. 6 

The Book of the States' authors observe that, over the past 20 years, the 
distribution ~ -state-local tax revenue has changed rather significantly. 
Property taxes have dropped consistently, from 44.6 percent of total state
local tax rev.enue in 1956 to 36.3 percent in 1976, a rate that has held over 
the past four years. State and local taxes on income, however, have risen 
dramatically over this period. In 1956, income taxes accounted for 9.2 percent 
of all state-local tax revenue. By 1976, they had increased to 20.3 percent~ a 
rise attributed to increasing yields from individual income taxes. 7 It would 
appear, therefore, that federal and state governments are in relatively better 
financial positions than local governments to underwrite or expand local public 
service costs. 

With regard to revenue redistribution, it is an economic fact of life that 
there are poor communities and rich ccmmunities. In the interest of ensuring a 
sufficient level of services at a minimum standard of quality across communities, 
despite whatever capabilities a community may have to generate financial re
sources, higher levels of government can redistribute tax collections from 
wealthier areas to poorer ones. 

The concept, though, appears to work better in theory than in practice. 
Data are not readily available on the redistribution effects of state subsidies 
to local governments; however, analysis of federal prac tiCl' has revealed that 
the federal government has never followed a strong, consistent policy of 
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attempting to equalize the fiscal capacities of state and local governments. 
In distributing funds, federal allocation formulas usually include such factors, 
in addition to fiscal capacity, as population or indicators of program needs. 8 

PAYING FOR THE INTERVENTIONS OF HIGHER LEVELS OF GOVERNMENT 

Another reason for the growth of intergovernmental financing is attributable 
to the reluctant realization that higher levels of government should put "their 
money where their mandates are." Catherine Lovell, et a1., have intensively 
investigated this topic. They reported that: 

The "mandate issue" has been exacerbated and complicated by 
the triple squeeze in which local governments now find them
selves: the squeeze between (1) demands from constituents 
who expect government to increase the intensity and range of 
public service while at the same time expecting local govern
ment to protect diversity of interest and rights to community 
(2) increased pressures from the states and federal agencie~ 
to enlarge the scope and alter the processes of local govern
ment services, and (3) growing difficulties in extracting 
necessary local revenues (partly as a result of state 
restrictions on revenue bases and rates) leading to increased 
dependence on state and federal government for resources. 
This configuration of forces--enlarged demands from 
conflicting sources--and constrained resources has pushed 
local governments into more and more dependence on subven
tions and grants-in-aid and into greater conformity with 
external demands. 9 

The issue is a variation of the "sharing the greater wealth of the 
federal and state governments'" interests. Local governments might have 
offered the services now mandated for them by higher levels of government 
but simply never had the sources to do so. The truly.exasperating problem, 
however, is that higher levels of government may mandate new or expanded 
services while making no provisions to pay for them. 

State governments are more guilty of this than the federal government, 
primarily because of jurisdictional limitations imposed by the U.S. 
Constitution. Lovell's study found that: 

Federal conditions of aid mandates are funded twice as fre
quently out of federal funds as state conditions of aid are 
out of state funds. In each stage of the evolution of federal 
aid, the relative amount of federal funds involved has grown 
at an almost exponential rate. The absolute dollar amounts 
of the economic programs in the 1970s dwarf sums provided in 
1960s which in their day were considered substantial. 
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Local governments, however, are gaining some grou~~ i~ 
ressurin state governments either to consider the sca 

impact of gstate m:ndate: o~r~~~:i/e~~~u~t:ot~rsc~:~: :~o~~~I~~: 
funds to cover t em. cc , ha enacted fiscal 
for mandate reimbursements, and 25 states ve 1 
note requirements on legislation affecting loca govern
ment. 10 

i this context as statutory or The ACIR defines mandate reimbursement e~sation for those state actions--
constitutional provisions requiring stat~ com~ditional local spending. 11 Fiscal 
legislative or administrative--thatsC:eit:dre a: attaching to proposed legislation 
notes, on the other handl'i ar~ .9..e f state actions on local governments .12 estimates of the cost imp cat ons 0 

WHOSE INTERESTS ARE SUPPORTED THROUGH SUBSIDIES? 

whether subsidies are means to A "chicken and egg" debate exists over 1 ways to support the interests 
implement national and state POli\ie: t r mere ~e variation of the debate is 
and activities of political subd v s ~~~. th unit of government extending the 
whether subsidized policies originatede wto newe directions being pursued by sub
aid, or whether they were in respons b rations made by political observ-

t F llowing are some 0 se v 
levels of governmen. 0 the are limited to federal grants-in-aid, 
ers over the years. Unfortunately, y t ha e a parochial preoccupation with 
largely because political scientists seem 0 bV assumed to hold true for state
federal policy. No doubt, the statements can e 
to-local grants as well. 

hi h roduced one of the first com-
In 1955, the Kestnbaum Commission, ~ d~ at~d that the national government 

prehensive studies of the grant system, hi:ve c national objectives, not to help 
had used grants-in-aid primarily to e aCtheir activities .13 By the mid-1970s, 
states and local governments financ i came to the pragmatic conclusion 
Charles Schultze at the Bro,?kin;sblInss~~t:et ~: major national purpose but simply 
that many categorical aids pro a y d t f federal legislators and agency 
reflec t the substitution of th~ jUl gm;~ci~ls." 14 James Sundquist, author of 
officials for that of state and oca] 0 1 tions on the other hand, felt that 
a landmark study on intergovernmenta re at which the typical grant was insti
the 1960s represented a demarcation, Pe:~osr ino accomplishing their own objectives, 
tuted to assist state or local governm t te and local governments into new 
and after which it was intended to isve. s a 
fields in response to national needs. 

h t may be deemed to be in the national While policies supported throug gran s E 1 B k r an 
originated among the states. ar a e , interest, others observe that they sts that the pressure for many 

observer of federal grant-in-aid programs, sugge 1 16 In 1937 noted polit-
from the states themse ves. , 

of the earliest grants came h Administration of Federal Grants to States, 
ical scientist, V. O. Key in ~ s andeon ress, then enacts legis
reported that a few states establish se~vice f that fun~tion by all states. The 
lation designed to encourage the assump~ o~ 0 agents of the central government 
states become, in effect, although not norm, 
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in the pursuit of activities deemed by Congress to be clothed with a national 
interest. 17 Political scholar Morton Grodzins, also pointed to instances in 
which the federal government has acted as an emulator of state programs by 
making national policies of their successes. I8 

Discussions in this report seem to support the latter viewpoints. The 
problem, however, is not that one perspective is right and another is wrong, but 
that both perspectives hold true at the same time. Herein lies the potential 
for intergov'ernmental conflict. Federal and state governments seldom are the 
points of origination for public policies. As intended by our representative 
form of government, local constituents have, in most cases, prevailed' upon their 
governments to help inculcate particular approaches toward given problems. 
Having shaped the policy cooperatively, the interests of the local constituents 
and the state or federal legislators are in harmony, and it could be said that 
the grant was initiated to assist local governments in accomplishing their objectives. 

In other instances, federal or state governments have acted as emulators of 
local programs by making local successes into national or state .priorities. 
Deinstitutionalization of juveniles had COme to full term in Massachusetts 
before the concept was enacted at the federal level. In New York, comprehensive 
community planning, a feature of the Youth Development/Delinquency Prevention 
Subsidy, had germinated in Monroe and Rensselaer counties prior to its statewide 
adoption by the legislature and the state Division for Youth. 

We live, however, in a. pluralistic society with differing and competing 
values. Just because Some local jurisdictions have adopted a certain policy 
perspective, which is later embraced as a statewide or national goal, does 
not mean that all communities in the country share the same values. Once an 
objective is adopted as state or national policy, however, local officials 
choosing to accept subsidy funds must also accept the condi tions under which 
they are granted. Conflict occurs when the discord between state policies and 
local values is too great. 

Local constituents may perceive state legislators and administrators as too 
removed from or inappreciative of the needs of their community's children. 
They feel that they, better than state administrators, understand how the 
community's resources can best be mobi~ized to meet those needs. Local govern
ment officials wish to retain discretion over the use of funds. State adminis
trators, on the other hand, do not always trust the choices of local officials. 
Constituencies which appealed to the state government because they were neg
lected by local officials want state administrators to ensure that they will not 
continue to be overlooked. While federal or state governments struggle to ensure 
that funds are spent by local governments for the purposes and constituencies 
that' were intended, local governments fight for the autonomy to respond to their 
own political pressures in their own way. The dilemma is never resolved but is 
an inherent tension in the American political system. In any case, the important 
point is that how these competing interests are politically negotiated becomes 
reflected directly in the design of grant legislation. Accordingly, grant leg
islation will take on different characteristics in different states, depending 
upon the relative power of competing interests. It will be seen in the following 
chapters how grants are designed to meet these competing interests, as well as 
how they change over time. 
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PRACTICAL OBJECTIVES TO BE REALIZED THROUGH 
INTERGOVERNMENTAL FINANCIAL ARRANGEMENTS 

In addition to serving as tools for the implementation of state and federal 
policies, there are some practical economic and programmatic reasons for inter
governmental fund transfers. Slavet, Bradbury, and Moss, in Financing State
Local Services: A New Strategy for Greater Equity, posit four considerations 
in determining the need for shifting financing of local functions to higher 
levels of government. 19 

The first consideration is the efficiency of service delivery. For example, 
considering the costs of capital construction, it might make sense to encourage 
several counties to build a single detention facility. A state can stipulate 
that in order to receive subsidy funding, several counties must join together to 
warrant the building of a detention center of a minimum sizeo This approach was 
employed by the Ohio Youth Commission, under its District Detention Construction 
Subsidy. It requires that counties must cooperate to create a population base 
of 100,000 or more before construction funds will be contributed by the state. 

The second consideration is the degree to which residents of the service 
area agree to the quantity and quality of services to be provided. In other 
words services selected for shared state financing cannot result in service 
level~ too different from local preferences. An example in this instance is 
where a state might require, as a condition to receive state funds, that a 
municipality must provide one probation officer for every 25 juvenile ca.ses. 
However, if a municipality feels strongly that one probation officer should be 
expected to handle 50 cases, it might choose not to participate in state 
financing, t>articularly when the matching fund requirements are high. It is 
only when state and local preferences coalesce does it make sense for the higher 
level of government to offer support. 

Third, in the interest of redistributing resources to support given levels 
of services, the area to be taxed should be sufficiently heterogeneous. In 
other words, there must be wealthier districts that can afford to have their 
surpluses shared with poorer communities for the concept of redistribution to be 
realistically implemented. Usually, states have enough wealthy jurisdictions 
and other statewide tax bases to be in a position to distribute resources to 
poorer areas. Yet in past years, although less true at present, there have been 
some very poor states with more poor than wealthy communities. This situation 
has been a rationale for the federal government to redistribute resources to 
impoverished parts of the country. It also accounts for the absence of state 
subsidies in those states where tax revenues and per capita incomes are generally 
low. 

The fourth consideration pertains to what is known as "spillover benefits" 
or "externalities." The benefits flowing from public programs are not necessar
ily restricted to residents of the jurisdiction that provides and finances them 
through its taxes. Some benefits spillover to the residents of nearby areas or 
to the general public. 20 The argument is that residents of a community cannot 
be expected to pay for goods and services that benefit nonresidents. In the 
interest of discouraging "free riders," residents would rationally only purchase 
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sufficient levels of services to benefit themselves. What residents would 
purchase to benefit themselves, however, would be less than communities require. 
For example, runaway shelters are most likely to benefit youngsters who have run 
from places far away from the taxing district where the shelter is located. 
While local residents be.nE~fit from having the runaways supervised by the 
shelter, parents from outside the community also benefit. Therefore, people 
living in the community should not be expected to assume all of the costs. One 
solution is to have a share of the costs proportional to the actual distribution 
of benefits borne by a higher level of government, which can be accomplished by 
a properly designed subsfdy.21 

PROGRAlfl1ATIC REASONS FOR GRANTS-IN-AID 

Grants allow' a number of programmatic objectives to be achieved. They can 
stimulate new efforts into different areas through experimentation and innova
tion. They can also ensure a more equal availability of services across a 
state or the country, and require that minimum standards of quality be met. 

Stimulation of New Programs 

As discussed previously, higher levels of government may be more sympathetic 
to, or at least more pressured by» the needs of interest groups. Interest 
groups see state and federal governments as catalysts for stimulating recalci
trant local governments to make desired services available. With access to 
revenues from higher levels of government, local officials become more willing 
to participate in new service sectors. 

Replication is another form of stimulation in which higher levels of govern
ment are instrumental. State governments may make grants available to locali
ties willing to try highly acclaimed programs started in other communities. If 
the program seems to be effective in other locations, the state may develop 
cost-sharing arrangements that make it desirable for all communities to offer 
these innovative programs. 

Not only can grante be used to replicatE exemplary programs, they can also 
be used to stimulate the experimentation that leads to the development of model 
projects. State governments may ma~e money available to local agencies which 
would like to tryout new ideas but lack the resources to get it off the ground. 
The grants often serve to develop not only new programs but new agencies as 
well, in areas where none previously existed. 
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Equalizing the Availability and Quality of Services 

Grants can equal1.ze the availability of services across communities in two 

ways: 

• By creating a financial incentive for communities to offer "subsi

dized" services, and 
• By providing the resources for communi ties which otherwise could 

not afford to pay for them. 

A minimum quantity of services across communities can probably be guaranteed, 
depending upon the extent to which states are willing to underwrite costs up to 
the amount needed to assure such a level. 

Not only are grants-in-aid important in attaining minimum service levels 
across communities, they can also encourage the attainment of minimum quality 
levels. While the additional funds provided by state governments enable com
munities to afford better quality services, threat of their withdrawal provides 
leverage for compliance with state standards. 

Administrative Decentralization 

In an earlier section, it was noted that grants can strengthen an intergovern
mental system by bolstering the sagging fiscal resources of local governments. 
As such, the various levels of governm,ent retain their traditional functions but 
share resources. Despite many requirements currently used as conditions to 
obtaining state and federal funds, the determination whether to participate in a 
grant program, and to what extent, remains a decision of the community. While 
the provision of subsidized services, therefore, becomes a shared responsibility 
among the levels of government, the administ.ration of these services is clearly 
local. Local elected officials and administrators, rather than state officials, 
are held accountable for satisfying the needs of citizens. In reality, though, 
state agencies cannot avoid the responsibility connected with any deficiencies 
in services it subsidizes, despite whatever level of local control should have 
been exercised. In theory, however, subsidized services remain under the admin
istration of local agencies whose proximity supposedly makes them more account-
able to the needs of citizens. 
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CHAPTER 3 

DISCUSSION OF STATE GRANTS IDENTIFIED 
THROUGH THE SURVEY 

A total of 101 state grants in support of local juvenile delinquency preven
tion and control programs are profiled in this study.1 They are distributed 
across five functional categories or agency types. The number of states which 
reported the existence of grants meeting the study's criteria are illustrated in 
Table 2. 

Not surprisingly, the largest number of state grants associated most clearly 
with local juvenile delinquency prevention and control are found in the juvenile 
justice system itself. Twenty-nine states have at least one juvenile justice 
grant program. While most state., support local mental health efforts in some 
way, only 17 states report subsidies that specifically target inental health 
monies for services to youth. In most cases, these funds are directed toward 
the prevention of drug and alcohol abuse and the treatment of abusers. 

TABLE 2. STATE DELINQUENCY PREVENTION AND CONTROL 
SUBSIDIES IDENTIFIED IN THE 1978 SURVEY, 
BY TYPES OF AGENCIES 

Types of Agencies 
Child Mental 

Number of State 
Delinquency 

Prevention or 
Control Subsidies 

Juvenile 
Justice Welfare Health Education Employment 

Subsidy Programs 
Identified 

States Identified 
With Subsidy 
Programs 

56 6 

29 6 

25 11 3 

17 8 3 

Total 

101 

39(a) 

(a) This reflects the actual number of states reporting at least one sub
sidy program. States may have grants in more than one type of agency. 

It appears from the findings that states are attempting to prevent and 
control delinquency through their school systems, an increasingly likely place 
to deal with delinquency prevention. The funds from state grants-ln-aid 

35 

Preceding page blank 



....... --- -~-------- -- ----------------------

supplement the monies provided from federal allocations, largely from the 
Elementary and Secondary Education Act, and are targeted toward disadvantaged 
and disruptive pupils. Most states, even those without categorical grant 
programs, add state monies that are equal to or in excess of federal allocations 
to finance alternative educational settings, dropout prevention services, and 
vocational education. 

The project's researchers expected to find that local child welfare agencies 
would have received more state funding for handling troubled youth, as the juve
nile justice system has turned to less restrictive alternatives to incarceration 
and, in many cases, completely diverted status offenders to social service agen
cies. However, only six states indicated formally augmenting support to the 
child welfare system through subsidies. States, however, may be purchasing 
these services with funds from juvenile justice grants or with federal monies 
available from such sources as Title XX of the Social Security Act. 

Only three states report allocating state funds to local youth employment 
programs. This finding is not surprising in light of the $1.4 billion available 
to states from the federally funded Comprehensive Employment and Training Act. 
States probably perceive less need for subsidizing employment services so long 
a~ federal programs of this magnitude exist. 

Altogether, 39 states reported having at least one grant program that 
complied with the criteria for this study. While no individual state indicated 
having subsidies in all of the five categories, an average of 2.6 grants per 
state is apparent. Nine grants-in-aid were reported by Minnesota; the largest 
number for any state. However, the number of grant programs for a given state 
is a somewhat misleading measure, since some states subsume a number of objec
tives under single comprehensive block grants. Table 3 reflects the state 
subsidies included in this report, by their states of origin and their legal 
titles. 

The majority of state grants-in-aid examined in this study are relatively 
recent in origin. Programs having the longest history (20 years or more) were 
found in seven states: Illinois, Michigan, Minnesota, Missouri, New York, 
Oklahoma, and Virginia. Figure 2 illustrates the years in which state grant 
programs currently in existence were initiated. Grants which were initiated and 
later terminated before 1978 are not reflected. 

A SURVEY OF STATE SUBSIDIES IN 1978 

This section provides tables (Tables 4 through 8) listing the state grants 
identified in the survey. The tables are organized into five groups, one for 
each of the study's functional categortrad or agency types. They are, in order 
of appearance, juvenile justice, child welfare, mental health, education, and 
employment. Each table lists the state grants, by agency types, identified in 
the survey. Other helpful information to be found in the tables includes the 
1978 appropriation for each grant, as well as the per capita appropriation by 
state for its youth population, defined as ages ten through 18. Each table is 
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FIGURE 2: DATES OF ORIGINATION FOR STATE SUBSIDIES INCLUDED 
IN THE SURVEY 
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Year of Initiation 

preceded by a map (Figures 3 through 7) which illustrates the states having 
grant programs in these respective areas. 

In some cases, state grants are augmented by federal funds. Where funds 
from federal acts are considered to be part of the state subsidy program, the 
federal act is noted as well as the amount contributed to the state subsidy. 
Federal funds, however, are not added into the total. This is the procedure 
observed with regard to financial information displayed throughout this report. 
State funding amounts are reported as appropriations to state grants, as matches 
to federal programs, or as the sum of these two. Federal funds are reported as 
federal allocations to states, a~ federal contributions to specific state grant 
programs

t 
or as the sum of these two. To the extent possible, state funds are 

distinguished from federal funds, and federal and state funds are never added 
together. A composite table (Table 9) aligning total state appropriations to 
grant programs, is presented on page 63. 
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00 

State 

Alabama 

Alaska 

Arizona 

Arkansas 

California 

Colorado 

Connecticut 

Delaware 

Florida 

Georgia 

Hawaii 

TABLE 3. STATE SUBSIDIES. BY STATE. LEGAL TITLE. AND AGENCY '£YPE (1978) 

Grant-in-Aid Program 

Juvenile Probation Officer Subsidy 
Community Services Subsidy Program 
Alcoholism Prevention and Education Program 

Youth Services Subsidy 
Drug Abuse Grants 
Youth Employment Services Subsidy 

Juvenile Court Family CoU':lseling Program 
State Aid for Probation S,'rvices Program 

Community Services Subsidy 

Youth Service B~~r2~us Subsidy 
Detention of Status Offenders Program 
County Justice System Subvention Program (A.B. 90) 

Diversion Program 

Human Resource Development Program 
Grant-in-Aid Program to Child Guidance Clinics 

Purchase of Services 

Specialized Children's Projects Subsidy 
Basic Skills and Functional Literacy Supplement 
Alternative Education Program 
Law Education Program 

County-Dwned Detention Center Subsidy 

Shelter Care for Status Offenders Subsidy 

Juvenile 
Justice 

x 
X 

X 

X 
X 

X 

X 
X 
X 

X 

X 

X 

Child Mental Educ
Welfare Health ation 

X 

X 

X 

X 

x 

X 
X 
X 
X 

Employ
ment 

X 

, 

, 

\ 
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TABLE 3. (Continued) 

Juvenile Child Hental Educ- Employ-
State Gran·t-in-Aid Program 

JUBtice Welfare Health ation ment 
Illinois Juvenile Probation Subsidy 

X 
Indiana Community Mental Health Services Subsidy 

X Iowa 
Community-Based Juvenile Corrections Subsidy 

X Alternatives to Foster Care Subsidy 
X Programs Serving Chronically Disruptive Youth 

X Kansas COl!llJlunity-Based Delinquency Prevention Grants X Community-Based Boarding Homes Subsidy 
X 

Louisiana Purchase of Services to Prevent Inappropriate 
Incarceration 

X W 
\0 Maine Drug Treatment and Prevention Program 

X Maryland Youth Diversion Projects Subsidy 
X Shelter Care Program 
X Purchase of Servi~es Program 
X Youth Services Bureaus Subsidy 
X Grants to Local Treatment Facilities 

X Grant to the Cheltenham Center 
X Michigan Child Care Fund 

X Substance Abuse Prevention Education Subsidy 
X Adolescent Residential Substance Abuse Programs 
X Alternative Education Subsidy 

X 
\ 

Work Opportunity Resources Corps Program 
X 

i 
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TABLE 3. (Continued) 

Juvenile Child Mental Educ- Employ-State Grant-in-Aid Program Justice Welfare Health ation ment 

Minnesota County Probation Reimbursement Program 
X -Community Corrections Centers Act 
X Juvenile Judges' Group Foster Home Program 
X Regional Jail and Detention Subsidy Act 
X Community Corrections Act 
X Community Mental Health Act 

X American Indian Programs 
X Services to Youth and Other Under served Populations Subsidy 

Governor's Youth Program X 

X Missouri 
Care and Maintenance of Delinquent or Dependent Children X ~ Community-Based Youth Services Subsidy 

X 0 

Nebraska Comprehensive Community Mental Health Services Act X 
Nevada Juvenile Probation Subsidy 

X Grant to the Marion Bennett Youth Program 
X OMEGA Program 
X 

New Jersey Public School Safety Law 
X New Mexico First Offender Programs 

X 
New York Youth Development/Delinquency Prevention Subsidy X Detention Services Program 

X 
\ 

Care and Maintenance of Juveniles Subsidy 
X Runaway and Homeless Youth Program 
X Special Delinquency Prevention Program Grants 
X 

" 
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TABLE 3. (Continued) 

Juvenile Child Hental Educ- EDlploy-
State Grant-in-Aid Program Justice Welfare Health ation ment 

South Dakota Alternative Care Program X 

Tennessee Mentally Retarded Offender Program X 

Texas Community Assistance Program X 

Utah Juvenile Detention Services Subsidy X 
Youth Services/Youth Crisis -Intervention Program X 
Juvenile Court Teen Alcohol/Drug School X 
Community Mental Health Services Act X 
K-12 Alcohol Education Project X 
Career Development (Dropout Prevention) Program X 

.j::- Virginia Residential Care Subsidy X ,,~ 

Court Services Subsidy X 

Washington Probation Subsidy X 
Referendum 29--Detention Program X 

Wisconsin Shelter Care Licensing/Reimbursement Program X 
> 

Special Education Needs Subsidy X 

TOTAL 56 6 25 11 3 

denotes Not Applicable. 

\ 
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FIGURE 3: STATES WITH JUVENILE JUSTICE SUBSIDIES IN AID 
OF LOCAL DELINQUENCY PREVENTION AND CONTROL IN 
1978, BY APPROPRIATION LEVELS 
(IN THOUSANDS OF DOLLARS) 
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TABLE 4. STATE JUVENILE JUSTICE SUBSIDIES IN AID OF LOCAL 
DELINQUENCY PREVENTION AND CONTROL SERVICES 
(FISCAL 1978 APPROPRIATIONS "AND PER ~PITA 
APPROPRIATIONS FOR YOUTH POPULATION) 

Fiscal 1978 Youth Aggregate Youth 
Appropriation Population(b) Per Capita State Subsidy Title (a) (Ages 10-18) Appropriation 

Alabama • Juvenile Probation 
Officer Subsidy $ 1,143,588 

• Community Services 
Subsidy Program 255,541 

JJDPA Contribution (200,000) 
Total 1,399,129 604,000 $ 2.32 

Alaska • Youth Services Subsidy 120,000 73,100 1.64 

Arizona • Juvenile Court Family 
./:'- Counseling Program 250,000 
./:'- • State Aid for Probation 

Services Program 350,000 
Total 600,000 371,300 1.62 

Arkansas • Community Services 
Subsidy 950,000 334,800 2.84 

> 

California • Youth Service Bureaus 
Subsidy 80,000 

• Detention of Status 
Offenders Program 1,500,000 

• County Justice System 
Subvention Program \ 
(A.B. 90) 55,000,000 

Total 56,580,000 3,439,200 16.45 

Colorado • Diversion Program 1,340,276 439,900 3.05 

Georgia • County-owned Detention 
Center Subsidy 70,000 840,400 0.08 

---~~---~-----'---~~-----------------~---~--~----
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TAlILE 4. 

State Subsidy Title 

Hawaii • Shelter Care for 
Status Offenders 
Subsidy 

Illinois • Juvenile Probation 
Subsidy 

Iowa • COlIIDunity-Based 
Juvenile Corrections 
Subsidy 

Kansas • Community-Based Delin-
quency Prevention 

~ Grants 
V1 SSA Title XX 

Contribution 
• Community-Hased 

Boarding Homes 
Subsidy 

SSA Title XX 
Contribution 

> 
Total 

Louisiana • Purchase of Services 
to Prevent Inappro-
priate Incarceration 

: 

r I 

(Continued) 

Fiscal 1978 Youth 
Appropriation Population(b) 

(a) (Ages 10-18) 

$ 60,000 153,900 

2,800,000 1,830,400 

160,000 468,100 

350,000 

(150,000) 

302,000 

(16,000) 
652,000 370,600 

2,027,663 678,600 

Aggregate Youth 
Per Capita 

Appropriation 

$ 0.39 

1.53 

0.34 

1.76 

2.99 

I 
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State 

Maryland 

Mkhigan 

Minnesota 

Missouri 

• 

• • 
• 

• 
• 
• 
• 
• 
• 

• 

• 

TABLE 4. 

Subsidy Title 

Youth Diversion Projects 
Subsidy 

SSA Title XX Contribution 
Shelter Care Program 
Purchase of Services 

Program 
Youth Services Bureaus 

Subsidy 
Total 

Child Care Fund 

County Probation 
Reimbursement Program 

Community Corrections 
Centers Act 

Juvenile Judges' Group 
Foster Home Program 

Regional Jail and 
Detention Subsidy Act 

Community Corrections Act 
Total 

Care and Maintenance 
of Delinquent or 
Dependent Children 

Community-Based Youth 
Services Subsidy 

Total 

" 

" 

" 

(Continued) 

Fiscal 1978 Youth Aggregate Youth 
Appropriation Population(b) Per Capita 

(a) (Ages 10-18) Appropriation 

$ 252,852 
(416,912) 
653,350 

403,200 

1,111,332 
2,420,734 700,400 $ 3.46 

19,262,841 1,577 ,000 12.21 

1,490,600 

362,300 

100,OOO(c) 

19,200 
6,800,000 
8,772,100 675,400 12.99 

500,000 
No appro-
priation 
500,000 764,000 0.65 
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TABLE 4. (Continued) 

Fiscal 1978 Youth Aggregate Youth 
Appropriation population(b) Per Capita 

State Subsidy Title (a) (Ages 10-18) Appropria tion 

Nevada • Juvenile Probation Subsidy $ 629,000 96,700 $ 6.50 

New York • Youth Development/Delin-
quency Prevention 
Subsidy 16,400,000 

• Detention Services Program 5,400,000 

• Care and Maintenance 
of Juveniles Subsidy 5;500,000 

• Runaway and Homeless 
Youth Program 750,000 

• Specia~ Delinquency Pre-
vention Program Grants 5,000,000 

Total 33,050,000 2,808,200 11.77 

.!:'-
-....J North Carolina Community-Based • Alternatives Program 2,000,000 913,500 2.19 

Ohio • Probation Development 
Subsidy 982,000 

• Juvenile Rehabilitation 
, Facilities Construction 

Subsidy (d) 

• District Detention/ 
Rehabilitation Facility 
Maintenance Subsidy 1,743,829 

• Juvenile Law Enforcement 

i Subsidy 262,300 

• County Foster Care. Subsidy 582,800 \ 

~ • District Detention 
Construction Subsidy (d) 

Total 3,570,929 1,783,300 1...00 
,. 
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TABLE 4. (Continued) 

Fiscal 1978 Youth Aggregate Youth Appropriation Population(b) Per Capita State Subsidy Title (a) (Ages 10-18) Appropriation 

Oregon • Juvenile Court Subsidy $ 331,560 362,900 $ 0.91 Pennsylvania • Grants for the Improve-
ment of Juvenile 
Probation Services 1,452,000 1,849,100 0.79 South Carolina • Purchase of Services 
Program 

25,546(c) • Community Camping 
Program 

1O,768{c) • Orangeburg Partners' 
Program 

25,000(c) Total 
61,314 497,500 0.12 

~ 
00 

South Dakota Alternative Care Program 672,000 • 
SSA Title IVa and 

Title XX Contribution (94,345)(c) Total 
672,000 115,600 5.81 Texas • Community Assistance 

Program 
1,800,000 2,073,000 0.87 

> 

Utah • Juvenile Detention 
Services Subsidy 450,000 • Youth Services/Youth 
Crisis Intervention 

\ Program 
94,000 Total 

544,000 222,400 2.45 

-, 
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State 

Virginia 

Washington 

Wisconsin 

Total 

TABLE 4. (Continued) 

Subsidy Title 

• Residential Care Subsidy 
• Court Services Subsidy 

Total 

• Probation Subsidy 
• Referendum 29--Detent1on 

Program 
Total 

• Shelter Care Licensingl 
Reimbursement Program 

56 Juvenile Justice 
Subsidies 

Fiscal 1978 
Appropriation 

(a) 

$ 9,298,141 
2,353,976 

11,652,117 

2,600,OOO(c) 
Bond Appro
priation 

2,600,000 

633,000 

$ 160,465,365 

Youth 
Population(b) 
(Ages 10-18) 

848,000 

590,000 

784,000 

26,265,300 

Aggregate Youth 
Per Capita 

Appropriation 

$ 13.74 

4.41 

0.81 

$ 6.Il(e) 

a. Some states include federal monies as part of their state subsidy programs. While these 
figures as well as their sources are given, the amounts are not added to state appropriations 
or calculated as part of per capita appropriations. 

b. U.S. Bureau of the Census, 1975 estimates. 
c. Amount shown is expenditure, not appropriation, figure. 
d. Funds are appropriated as needed and combined with the District Detentif,Jn/Rel'i~b.tlitation Facility Maintenance Subsidy. 
e. Average youth per capita appropriation • 
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FIGURE 4: STATES WITH CHILD WELFARE SUBSIDIES IN AID OF LOCAL 
DELINQUENCY PREVENTION AND CONTROL IN 1978, BY 
APPROPRIATION LEVELS 
(IN THOUSANDS OF DOLLARS) 
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TABLE 5. STATE CHILD WELFARE SUBSIDIES IN AID OF LOCAL DELINQUENCY 
PREVENTION AND CONTROL SERVICES 

State 

Connecticut 

Delaware 

Iowa 

New York 

Pennsylv<:l.nia 

South Carolina 

Total 

(FISCAL 1978 APPROPRIATIONS AND PER CAPITA 
APPROPRIATIONS FOR YOUTH POPULATION) 

Fiscal Youth 
1978 Population(a) 

Subsidy Title Appropriation (Ages 10-18) 

• Human Resource Develop-
ment Program $ 1,625,523 498,200 

• Purchase of Services 57,753 99,500 

• Alternatives to Foster 
Care Subsidy 450,000 468,100 

• Child Welfare S(~rvices 
Subsidy 36,811 ,000 2,808,200 

• State Reimbursement to 
Counties for C~ild 
Welfare Services, 
Act 148 62,000,000 1,849,100 

• Group Home Contractual 
Program 55,302(b) 497,500 

Six Child Welfare 
Subsidies $100,999,578 6,220,600 

a. 
b. 

U.S. Bureau of the Census, 1975 estimates. 

c. 
P~ount shown is expenditure, not appropriation, figure. 
Average youth per capita appropriation. 

Aggregate "Youth 
Per Capita 

Appropriation 

$ 3.26 

0.58 

0.96 

13.11 

33.53 

O.ll 

$ 16.24(c) 
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FIGURE 5: STATES WITH MENTAL HEALTH SUBSIDIES IN AID OF LOCAL 
DELINQUENCY PREVENTION AND CONTROL IN 1978, BY 
APPROPRIATION LEVELS (IN THOUSANDS OF DOLLARS) 
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State 

Alabama 

Alaska 

Connecticut 

Florida 

Indiana 

Maine 

TABLE 6. STATE MENTAL HEALTH SUBSIDIES IN AID OF LOCAL DELINQUENCY 
PREVENTION AND CONTROL SERVICES (FISCAL 1978 
APPROPRIATIONS AND PER CAPITA APPROPRIATIONS FOR 
YOUTH POPULATION) 

Subsidy Title 

• Alcoholism Prevention 
and Education Program 

CAAAPTRA Contribution 
Total 

• Drug Abuse Grants 
DAOTA 'Contribution 
Total 

• Grant-in-Aid Program 
to Child Guidance Clinic:s 

• Specialized Children's 
Projects Subsidy 

Federal Contribution(c) 
Total 

• Community Mental Health 
Services Subsidy 

Public Health Services 
Act Contribution 

Total 

• Drug Treatment and 
Prevention Program 

DAOTA Contribution 
Total 

Fiscal 
1978 

Appropriation 
(a) 

$ 186,000 
(119,000) 
186,000 

160,255 
(145,192) 
160,255 

2,642,000 

450,560 
(119,422) 
450,560 

3,840,900 

(1,883,913 ) 
3,840,900 

676,493 
(571,500) 
676,493 

Youth 
Population(b) 

(Ages 10-18) 

604,000 

73,100 

498,200 

1,216,900 

891,500 

173,400 

Aggregate Youth 
Per Capita 

Appropriation 

$ 0.31 

2.19 

5.30 

0.37 

4.31 

3.90 

\ 
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TABLE 6. (Continued) 

Fiscal 
1978 Youth Aggregate Youth 

Appropriation Population(b) Per Capita 
State Subsidy Title (a) (Ages 10-18) Appropriation 

, 
Maryland • Grants to Local Treat-

ment Facilities $ 1,282,100 
DAOTA/JJDPA 

Contribution (712,800) 
• Grant to the 

Cheltenham Center 875,127 
Total 2,157,227 700,400 $ 3.08 

Hichigan • Substance Abuse Preven-

Ln 
tion Education 

+:- Subsidy 942,000 
• Adolescent Residential 

Substance Abuse 
Programs 600,000 

Total 1,542,000 1,577,000 0.98 

Minnesota • Community Mental Health 
Act 4,320,000 

• American Indian Programs 320,000 

• Services to Youth and .-
\ 

Other Underserved 
Populations Subsidy 952,200 

Total 5,592,200 675,400 8.28 

Nebraska • Comprehensive Community 
Mental Health 
Services Act 290,711 (d) 254,900 1.14 

" 
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State 

Nevada 

New Uexico 

New York 

Oklahoma 

South Carolina 

Tennessee 

TABLE 6. (Continued) 

Subsidy Title 

• Grant to the ~mrion 
Bennett Youth Program 

• OMEGA Program 
Total 

• First Offender Programs 

• State Local Assistance 
Appropriation 

DAOTA Contribution 
• School Prevention of 

Addiction throu.gh 
Rehabilitation and 
Knowledge Program 

Total 

• Guidance Center Program 
SSA Title V Contribution 
Total 

• State Aid to Community 
Mental Health 
Centers 

Title XX Contributions 
Total . 

• Mentally Retarded 
Offender Program 

JJDPA Contribution 
Total 

Fiscal 
1978 

Appropriation 
(a) 

$ 10,000 
27,000 
37,000 

212,000 

2,115,431 
(836,945) 

2,620,000 
4,735,431 

1,591,925 
(445,590) 

1,591,925 

915,394 
(144,339) 
915,394 

208,623 
(82,874) 
208,623 

Youth 
Population(b) 

(Ages 10-18) 

96,700 

208,100 

2,808,200 

4·27,800 

497,500 

Aggregate Youth 
Per Capita 

Appropriation 

$ 0.38 

1.02 

1.69 

3.72 

1.84 

0.31 

, 
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State 

Utah 

.Total 

TABLE 6. (Continued) 

Subsidy Title 

• Juvenile Court Teen 
Alcohol/Drug School 

Federal Contribution(c) 
• Community Mental Health 

Services Act 
Community Mental Health 

Services Act 
• K-12 Alcohol Education 

Project 
CAAAPTRA/DAOTA 

Contribution 
Total 

25 Hental Health 
Subsidies 

Fiscal 
1978 

Appropriation 
(a) 

$ 30,545 
(18,777) 

521,111 

(286,324) 

71,000 

(58,000) 
622,656 

$ 25,861,375 

Youth 
Population(b) 

(Ages 10-18) 

222,400 

11,597,500 

Aggregate Youth 
Per Capita 

Appropriation 

$ 2.80 

$ 2.23(e) 

a. Some states include federal monies as part of their state subsidy programs. While 
these figures as well as their sources are given, the amounts are not added to the state 
subsidy appropriation or calculated as part of the per capita appropriations. 

b. U.S. Bureau of the Census, 1975 estimates. 
c. Source unknown. 
d. Amount shown is expenditure, not appropriation, figure. 
e. Average youth per capita appropriation. 
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FIGURE 6: STATES ~VITH EDUCATION SUBSIDIES IN AID OF LOCAL 
DELINQUENCY PREVENTION AND CONTROL IN 1978, 
BY APPROPRIATION LEVELS (IN THOUSANDS OF DOLLARS) 
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State 

Florida 

\J1 
co Iowa 

Michigan 

New Jersey 

North Carolina 

Oklahoma 

." ., 
f i 

TABLE 7. STATE EDUCATION SUBSIDIES IN AID OF 
LOCAL DELINQUENCY PREVENTION AND 
CONTROL SERVICES 
(FISCAL 1978 APPROPRIATIONS AND PER 
CAPITA APPROPRIATIONS FOR YOUTH 
POPULATION) 

Subsidy Title 

• Basic Skills and 
Functional Literacy 
Supplement 

• Alternative Education 
Program 

• Law Education Program 
Total 

• Programs Serving 
Chronically Dis
ruptive Youth 

• Alternative Education 
Subsidy 

• Public School Safety 
Law 

• Prevocational Education 
Program Subsidy 

• Extended School Day 
Program Subsidy 

CETA Contribution 
Total 

• State Aid Flat Grant 

Fiscal 1978 
Appropriation 

(a) 

$26,500,000 

2(,000,000 
150,000 

47,650,000 

651,888 

1,500,000 

2,506,598 

3,000,000 

4,000,000 
(3,000,000) 
7,000,000 

180,000 

Youth 
Population(b) 
(Ages 10-18) 

1,216,900 

1-168,100 

1,577,000 

1,153,500 

913,500 

427,800 

Aggregate Youth 
Per Capita 

Appropriation 

$ 39.16 

1.39 

0.95 

2.17 

7.66 

0.42 
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State 

Utah 

Wisconsin 

Total 

TABLE 7. (Continued) 

Subsidy Title 

• Career Development 
(Dropout Prevention) 
Program 

• Special Education Needs 
Subsidy 

11 Education Subsidies 

Fiscal 1978 
Appropriation 

(a) 

$ 266,688 

750,000 

$60,505,174 

Youth 
Population(b) 
(Ages 10-18) 

222,400 

784,000 

6,763,200 

Aggregate Youth 
Per Capita 

Appropriation 

1.20 

0.96 

$ 9.24(c) 

a. Some states include federal monies as part of their state subsidy programs. While these figures 
as well as their sources are given, the amounts are not added to the state subsidy appropriation or 
calculated as part of the per capita appropriations. 

b. u.S. Bureau of the Census, 1975 estimates. 
c. Average youth per capita appropriation. 
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FIGURE 7~ STATES WITH YOUTH EMPLOYliENT SUBSIDIES IN AID OF 
LOCAL DELINQUENCY PREVENTION AND CONTROL IN 1978, 
BY APPROPRIATION LEVELS (IN THOUSANDS OF DOLLARS) 
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State 

Alaska 

Michigan 

Minnesota 

Total 

TABLE 8. STATE EMPLOYMENT SUBSIDIES IN AID OF LOCAL 
DELINQUENCY PREVENTION AND CONTROL SERVICES 
(FISCAL 1978 APPROPRIATIONS AND PER CAPITA 
APPROPRIATIONS FOR YOUTH POPULATION) 

Youth 
Fiscal 1978 Population(a) Subsidy Title Appropriation (Ages 10-18) 

• Youth Employment Services 
Subsidy 

$ 60,000 7.3,100 
• Work Opportunity Resources 

Corps Programs 3,131,800 1,577 ,000 
• Governor's Youth Program 3,000,000 675,400 

Three Employment Subsidies $ 6,191,800 2,325,500 

a. U.S. Bureau of the Census, 1975 estimates. 
b. Average youth per capita appropriation. 

", 

, 

\ 

Aggregate Youth 
Per Capita 

Appropriation 

$ 0.82 

1.99 

4.44 

$ 2.66(b) 

\ 



ASI~3ESSING THE FISCAL IMPACT OF STATE SUBBIDIES 
-l"---

! 

Tracing staJ and federal allocations remains an extremely difficult task. 
It is even more ~omp1icated when data on specific type/) of children are sought. 
The Florida Cen.ter on Children and Youth, in attempting to estimate state 
expenditures for mental health services to children, discovered that "the state 
budgets mi11ioni) of dollars from community mental health grants-in-aid, most of 
which cannot be traced to children's services because of limitations in current 
budgeting and ae.counting methods. The reason for this is that the use of grant
in-aid money iii; determined by local service provide:rs after it passes through 
the district oUices and district mental health board.s. ,,2 This problem is not 
only true of Florida but of virtually every state. Therefore, state grant-in
aid a110catiom; reportf'd in Table 9 should be viewed ~'ith the understanding that 
the figures represent only information that cou.1d be retrieved through the 
study's survey methods, but by no means reflect the total dollars spent by 

states in sub~idizing local services. 

Many statE~ grants are of such a specialized natUl:e that they represent only 
a very small proportion of funds for community-based services to youth. Excep
tions are Pennsylvania, Michigan, California, Hinnesota, New York, and Virginia. 
These states have decided that major funding for 101:a1 child welfare and juve
nile justice services will come from state subsidies. The sizes of these grants 
offer a hint of the level of resources that can go into local child-serving 
systems, if an intended state objective is to have impact at the local level. 
The ten 1arge!st juvenile justice and child welfare grants are shown in Table 10. 

Pennsylvania's Reimbursement to Counties for Child Welfare Services was $62 
million in 1978, which amounted to $33.53 for every ehi1d, age ten to 18, in the 
state. Considering that the majority of services a,re matched by 50 percent at 
the local level, one could roughly double the total youth per capita expenditure 
to $67. In 1979, the appropriation figure exceed $80 million. Michigan's Child 
Care Fund, like Pennsylvania's reimbursement grants, is intended to be a primary 
source of support to children's services. In 1978, its state appropriations 
were nearly $20 million, or about $12 for each youth on a per capita basis. 
Since most of these services must be met with a 50 percertt local match, roughly 
$24 is spent per youth in Hichigan. In the last two years, expenditures for 

this program have also risen dramatically. 

In 1978, California's County Justice System Subvention Program CA. B. 90) 
offered counties about $16 per youth Cages ten to 18), while subsidies in 
Virginia for residential care and in Minnesota for community corrections 
amounted to about $11 and $10 per youth, respective:1y. California's appropria
tion to A. B. 90 has grown substantially in the last two, as well as for the 
coming two, budget years. The same is no doubt tr1le of Minnesota and Virginia. 
The 1978 appropriations for New York's various gr,ant programs listed in Table 
10, when added together, reveal about $25 per youth being spent. Because the 
Child Welfare Services and Youth Development/Delinquency Prevention Subsidies 
are matched by 50 percent local funds, the total youth per capita expendHure in 
1978 amounted to roughly $44. It would appear that total spending for local 
youth services ran about $10 to $67 on a youth per capita basis, with about 
$33 per capita as an average within these six selected states. 
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TABLE 9. STATE GRANT-IN-AID APPROPRIATIONS IN SUPPORT OF 
LOCAL DELINQUENCY ~NTION AND CONTROL SERVICES BY AGENCY TYPES 

(FISCAL 1978 APPROPRIATIONS AND PER CAPITA 
APPROPRIATIONS FOR YOUTH POPULATIONa) 

Juvenile Justice Child Welfare Mental Health Education 
Em~loyment 

Fiscal 1978 Youth Fiscal 1978 Youth Fiscal 1978 Youth Fiscal 1978 Youth Fiscal 1978 Youth 
Appropriations Per Appropriations Per Appropriations Per Appropriations Per Appropriations Per 

States (In thousands) Capita (In thousands) Capita (In thousands) Capita (In thousands) Capita (In thousands) Capita Alabama $ l,39!l $ 2.32 $ $ $ 186 $ 0.31 $ $ $ 

Alaska 120 1.64 
160 2.IS 

60 0.82 

Arizona 600 1.62 Arkansas 950 2.84 California 56,580 16.45 
Colorado 1,340 3.05 Connecticut 

1,626 3.26 2,642 5.30 
Delaware 

58 0.58 Florida 

451 0.37 47,650 39.16 
Georgia 70 0.08 

0\ Hawaii 60 0.39 W Idaho 
Illinois 2,800 1.53 Indiana 
Iowa 160 0.34 450 0.96 

3,841 4.31 
652 1.39 Kansas 652 1.76 Kentucky 

Louisiana 2,028 2.99 "aine 
676 3.90 

Maryland 2,421 3.46 
2,157 3.08 Massachusetts 

Michigan 19,263 12.21 
1,542 0.98 1,500 0.95 3,132 1.99 

Minnesota 8,772 12.99 
5,592 8.28 

3,000 4.44 

Mississippi 
/,1 Missouri 500 0.65 
l 

\ 
Montana i' 
Nebraska 

29l b 1.l'. i Nevada 629 6.50 
37 0.38 

':..~ . 

New Hampshire 
New Jersey 

New Mexico 2,507 2.17 
212 1.02 

New York 33,050 11.77 36,811 13.11 4,735 1.69 
North Carolina 2,000 2.19 North Dakota 
Ohio 3,571 2.00 

7.000 7.66 ... i 
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TABLE 9. (Continued) 

Juvenile Justice Child Welfare Mental Health Education Employment Fiscal 1978 Youth Fiscal 1978 Youth Fiscal 1978 Youth Fiscal 1978 Youth Fiscil.l 1978 Youth Appropriations Per Appropriations Per Appropriations Per Appropriations Per Appropriations Per States (In thousands) Capita (In thousands) Capita (In thousands) Capita (In thousands) Capita (In thousands) Capita 

Oklahoma $ $ $ $ $ 1,592 $ 3.72 $ 180 $ 0.42 $ $ 
Oregon 332 0.91 
Pennsylvania 1,452 0.79 62,000 33.53 Rhode Island 
South Carolina 61 b 0.12 55 0.11 915 1.84 
South Dakota 672 5.81 
Tennessee 

209 0.31 Texas 1,800 0.87 
Utah 544 2.45 623 2.80 267 1.20 Verm(mt 

Virginia 11,652 13.74 
Washington 2,600b 4.41 0' West Virginia 

+:'- Wbcon8in 633 0.81 
750 0.96 Wyolling ---

Total $161,,465 $ 6.11c $101,000 $ 16.24c $ 49,527 $ 2.23c $ 60,505 $ 9.24c $ 6,192 $ 2.66c 

Not Applicable. 

a. U.S. Bureau of the CensuB, 1975 estimates for youth agep. ten to 18. 
b. Expenditure reported, DOt appropriation. 
c. Average youth per capita appropriation. 
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State Subs1diea tn 
Ranked Order of Appropriation 

Over $10,000,000 

(1) Pennsylvania State 
Reimbursement to Counties 
for Child Welfare Services, Act 148 

(2) California County Justice 
System Subvention Program 
(AB-90) 

(3) New York Child Welfare 
Services Subsidy 

(4) Michigan Child Care Fund 

(5) New York Youth Devel
opment/Delinquency Prevention 
Subsidy 

TABI.E 10. AN OVERVIEW OF mE TEN LARGEST STATE JUVENILE 
.JUSTICE AND CiULO WELFARE SUBISIDIES IN 1978 

rbcal 1978 
' .. Appropriations in 
Thou.and. of Dollars 
("i'outha Per Capita) 

$62,000 
($ 33.53) 

. $55,000 
($ 15.99) 

$36,810 
($ 13.11) 

$19,000 
($ 12.21) 

$16,400 
($ 5.84) 

Allocation Hethods' 

Different!al Reimbursement 
SO-90% of Costs Depending 
upon Service Type 

Formula-Per Capita or 
Amount Received under 

Previous Subsidy 

Reimbursement (50%) 
Grant 

Reimbursement (50%) 
& Basic Grants 

Differential Formula 
Per Capita-50% 
Reimbursement (With 
Plan-$4.50 per 
youth) (No Plan
$2.25 per youth) 

Service. 
Non-Residential Residential 

Day Treatment 
Youth Service 

Bureaus 
In-holle Services 

Probation 
Delinquency 

Prevention 

Day Care/Treatment 
Protective 

Services 
Preventive 

Services 
Research and 

Demonstration 

In-home Services 

EmplOYment 
Youth Advocacy 
Health 
Education 
Youth Bureaus 
Recreation 
Counseling 
Information and 

Referral 

Foster Care 
Shelter Care 
Group HOlies 

Corrections 

Shelter Care 
Foster Csre 
Adoptions 

Independent 
Living 

Detent10n 
Foster Care 

Eligible 
Recipient. 

COIIprehens illl! 

County Governments 

County Board of 
SuperVisors 

County Governments 

Juvenile Courts 
County Social 
Service 
Departments 

County and 
MuniCipal 
Governments 

Plano 
Required 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

, 

\ 

\ 
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0'1 
0'1 

State Subsidies in 
Ranked Order of Appropristion 

Under $10,000,000 

(6) Virginia Reaidential Care 
Subsidy 

(7) Minnesota Community 
Correc t ions Ac t 

(8) New York Care and 
Haintenance of Juveniles Subsidy 

(9) New York Detention Services 
Program 

(10) New York Special Delinquency 
Prevention Program Grants 

Fiscal 1978 
Appropriations in 

Thousands of Dollars 
(Youtha Per Capita) 

$ 9,300 
($ 10.97) 

$ 6,800 
($ 10.07) 

$ 5,500 
($ 1.96) 

$ 5,400 
($ 1.92) 

$ 5,000 
($ 1.78) 

a. U.S. Bureau of the Census, 1975 estimates. 

TABLE 10. (Continued) 

Allocation Hethods 

Differenr.ial 
Reimbursement 

EquaHzat10n Formula 

Reimbursement-per diem 

Reimbursement-per diem 

Project Grants-Based on 
Needs Data 

Services 
""N"'o-n-"=R-es-i':'"d""e-n"'"'tial ;=""'::R-es-t'"<\':'"e-n-:t-;i-a":'"l 

Probation 
Parole 

Delinquency Pre-
vention Projects 

Residential 
Care 

Residenthl 
Care 

Alternative 
Living 

Detention 
Corrections 

Rea idential 
Care 

Detention 

Eligible 
Recipients 

County 
MuniCipal 
Governments 

County Govern
ments 

County 
Governments 

County 
Governments 

Non-profit 
Agencies 

Comprehensi ve 
Plans 

ReqUired 

No 

Yes 

No 

No 

No 

, 

, 

\ 



t:: ••• --~ -- ------

..• 

.. 

~ I 

--------------------------------

THE ESTABLISHMENT OF A STATE GRANT-IN-AID PROGRAM 

As alluded to in Chapter 2, the establishment of state grants-in-aid emerges 
from a variety of forces--federal initiatives; the interests of pressure groups, 
governors, legislators, and state admtnistrators; or the replication of existing 
programs. These are not mutually exclusive stimuli but, rather, interacting 
clynamics. It is possible, however, to isolate some primary events from the case 
studies that were critical to the esta.blishment of certain subsidies • 

. State Subsidies That Have Emerged 
from Federal Initiatives 

Because one objective of the Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention Act 
(JJDPA) is to encourage the development of state subsidies, it is interesting to 
investigate the extent to which federal grants have been responsible for the 
establishment of state grants-in-aid. SpeCifically, Section 223(a)(10)(H) of 
the JJDPA urges the use of subsidies for statewide programs to meet Some of the 
major goals of the act, namely, reducing the number of commitments to juvenile 
facilities, increasing the use of community-based facilities, and discouraging 
the use of secure incarceration and detention. 

Sec. 223(a) In ord~r. to receive formula grants under this 
part, a State shall submit a plan for carrying out its pur
poses consistent with the provisions of section 303(a), (1), 
(3), (5), (6), (8), (10), (11), (12), (15), and (17) of title 
I of the Omnibus Crime Control and Safe Streets Act of 1968. 
In accordance with regulations established under this title, 
such plan must ••• 

(10) provide that not less than 75 per centum of the 
funds available to such State under- section 222, other 
than funds made available to the State advisory group 
under section 222(e), whether expended directly by the 
State, by the unit of general local government or combi
nation thereof, or through grants and contracts with 
public or private agencies, shall be used for advanced 
techniques in developing, maintaining, and expanding 
programs and services designed to prevent juvenile de
linquency, to divert juveniles from the juvenile justice 
system, to provide community-based alternatives to juve
nile detention and correc tional facilities, to encourage 
a diversity of alternatives within the juvenile justice 
system and to establish and adopt juvenile justice 
standards. These advanced techniques include ••• 

(H) provide for a statewide program through the use 
of probation subsidies, other subSidies, other finan
cial incentives or disincentives to units of local 
government, or other effective means, •••• 3 
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The survey revealed four state grant-in-aid programs which were actually 

begun with JJDPA funds. The Alabama Community Services Subsidy Program was 
initiated in 1977 and has had federal funding since its inception. In 1978, the 
federal government contributed just under one-half to the total support. The 
state appropriation was $255,541, and the federal contribution was $200,000. 
South Carolina's Orangeburg Partners' Program was started in 1975 with JJDPA 
funds and was subsequently absorbed by the state in 1977 when federal funding 
ceased. Likewise, Delaware's Purchase of Services subsidy for dependent and 
neglected children was begun with JJDPA funds and was then assumed by state 
funding in 1978. The fourth state grant-in-aid, New Mexico's First Offender 
Programs, was begun in 1974 ,vHh both state and federal monies. JJDPA funds 
were used until 19"17, at which tl,m~ fllUding was totally undertaken by the state. 
Maryland's youth diversion proj;ectB were started with federal funds from the 
U.S. Department of Labor and we~e latl?t continued with money from LEAA. With 
the withdrawal of LEAA funds, a latge pp~tion of the support for these projects 
has been shifted to Title XX. Tennessee's Mentally Retarded Offender Program 
began with state funds and JJDPA monies were added later. The same was true of 
Maryland's Gr~nts to Local Treatment Facilities. 

While the Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention Act has been responsi
ble for starting Some state-subsidized programs, so too have a number of other 
federal programs. Table 11 lists the state subsidies discovered in the survey 
which were originally federally funded. It can be seen from Table 11 that such 
federal programs as Title XX, DAOTA, CAAAPTRA, the Manpower Development and 
Training Act, the Public Health Services Act, the Community Mental Health Serv
ices Act, and the National Highway Traffic Safety Administration also served as 
contributors to the development of state programs across the study's five 
functional areas of delinquency prevention and control services. Table 11 
indicates not only state subsidies which were initiated from federal funds but 
also shows those which were later augmented by federal monies. In summary, 
JJDPA funds have originated some currently state-funded subsidies, but so have 
other federal programs. 

It is possible that some state legislatures were unaware of the availability 
of JJDPA funds for establishing state subsidies. In many states, the allocation 
of JJDPA funds was done within the executive branch, usually by the state 
criminal justice planning agency. There would, therefore, have been little 
opportunity for the legislature to have been aware of the possibility that JJDPA 
funds could be used for this purpose. On the other hand, since legislation 
establishing a state subsidy was not likely to originate in the state criminal 
justice planning agency, there was little reason for it to get involved in the 
drafting of subsidy legislation. Thus, it was unlikely that the state planning 
agency would have been in a position to advise the legislature of the 
availability of JJDPA funds. 

Another possible reason for this lack of use was the size of JJDPA block 
grants. In comparison with other federal assistance programs, they could only 
have been viewed as fiscally minor contributions. Interest in services to 
children and youth among local and state constituents made the demand for JJDPA 
funding far exceed the supply. The result may well have been that state 
criminal justice planning agencies, even if actively involved in the development 
of new state subsidy legislation, were reluctant to commit JJDPA funds for the 
purpose of starting a new subsidy. 
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Type of Agency 

Juvenile Justice 

ChUd Welfsre 

Mental Health 

TABLE 11. STATE SUBSIDIES WHICH ARE OR HAVE BEEN AUGMENTED BY FEDERAL FUNDS, 1978 

Name of 
State Subsidy 

(1) Alabama Community Services 
Subsidy Program 

(2) Kansas Community-Based 
Delinquency Prevention Grants 

(3) Kansas Community-Based 
Boarding Homes Subsidy 

(4) Maryland Youth Diversion 
Projects Subsidy 

(5) Maryland Youth Services 
Bureau!, Subsidy 

(6) South Carolina Orangeburg 
Partners' Program 

(7) South Dakota Alternative 
Care Program 

(8) Delaware Purchase of 
ServicI!s 

(9) Alabama Alcoholism 
Prevention and Education 
Program 

(10) Alaska Drug Abuse 
Grant!) 

Source of 
Federal Funds 

JJDPA 

SSA Title XX 

SSA Title XX 

SSA Title XX 

LEAA 

JJDPA 

SSA Title IV-A; 
SSA Title XX 

JJDPA 

CAAAPTRA 

DAOTA 

Fiscal 1978 State 
Appropriation 

$ 255,541 

350,000 

302,000 

252,852 

1,111,332 

25,000 

672,000 

57,573 

186,000 

160,255 

Fiscal 1978 
Federal 

Contribution 

$ 200,000 

150,000 

16,000 

416,912 

94,345 

119,000 

145,192 

Comments 

This program began in 1977 and has had JJDPA 
funding since its inception. 

This program was initiated in 1974. 
Title XX funds were added in 1978. 

This program was also initiated in 1974, and has 
had federal funds since its inception, except 
for 1976 because of federal restrictions that 
year. 

This program was started with funds -from the 
DepartmEilt of Labor. Later, LEAA monies 
replaced DOL funds when they were discontinued. 
LEAA funds were used in 1974-77. In 1978, 
Title XX was the source of federal funds for the 
programs. 

In 1971, five cities received LEAA funds to 
start l,rograms. Received state support in 1915. 

The program was initiated in 1975 with JJDPA 
funds, and subSidized completely by the state 
in 1978 when federal funding ceased. 

This program was initiated in 1974. Title IVa 
funds are used for ADC-eligible. A small pro
portion of Title XX funds was used in 1978. 

This program was begun with JJDPA funds and then 
assumed by state fund ins in 1978. 

This program has been in ~istence since 1965 
and has been augmented by federal funds since 
1972. 

The program was initiated in 1972 and has used 
federal funds from the beginning. 
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Type of Agllncy 

Mental Health 
(continued) 

Name of 
Sta te Subsidy 

(11) Florida Specialized Child
ren's Projects Subsidy 

(12) Indiana Community Mental 
Health Services Subsidy 

(13) Maine Drug Treatment 
and Prevention Program 

(14) Maryland Grants to Local 
Treatment Facilities 

(15) New Mexico First Offender 
Programs 

(16) New York State Local 
Assistance Appropriation 

(17) Oklahoma Guidance 
Center Program 

(18) South Carolina State 
Aid to C~mmunity Mental Health 
Center" 

(19) Tennessee Mentally 
Retarded Offender Program 

(20) Utah Juvenile Court 
Teen Alcohol/D~ug School 

(21) Utah Community Mental 
Health Services Act 

TABLE 11. (Continued) 

Source of 
Federal Funds 

Unknown 

Public Health 
Services Act 

DAOTA 

DAOTA/JJDPA 

.JJDPA 

DAOTA 

Community Mental 
Health Services 
Act; SSA Title V 

SSA Title XX 

JJDPA 

National High
way '!raffic 
Safety Admini
stration 

Community Mental 
Health Services Act 

Fiscal 1978 State 
Appropriation 

$ 450,560 

3,840,900 

676,493 

1,282,100 

212,000 

2,115,431 

1,591,925 

915,394 

:W8,623 

30,545 

521,111 

Fiscal 1978 
Federal 

Contributi0!l 

$ 119,422 

1,883,913 

571,500 

712,800 

836,945 

445,590 

144,339 

82,874 

18,7"17 

286,324 

Comments 

The initiation date for this program is 1973. 
Federal funds are commingled in the Division of 
Operations of the Department of Health and 
Rehabilitative Services. 

This program was begun in 1970, and has used 
federal funds since its inception. 

Initiated in 1~74, this program has always been 
augmente4 by fe~eral funds. 

This program started in 1970 and added 
federal funding the next year. 

This program was begun in 1974 with both state 
and federal monies. JJDPA monies were used 
until 1977, at which time funding was totally 
assumed by the state. 

This program was initiated i~ 19v8. Appropria
tions data, both state and federal, prior to 
1977 are unavailable. 

This program has been in existence since 1956. 
Appropriations data, both state and federal, 
prior to 1976 are unavailable. 

Initiated in 1961, this program used Title XX 
fundo since 1976. Participation in Title XX 
was ended in 1979 due to eligibility 
complications. 

Begun in 1975, federal f;lDds were added to 
this program in 1977. 

This program began with a federal grant from 
the NHTSA in 1974. 

This program has had federal funding since its 
inception. 
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Type of Agency 

Mental Health 
(Continued) 

Education 

Employment 

Name of 
State Subsidy 

(22) Utah K-12 Alcohol 
Education Program 

(23) North Carolina Extended 
School Day Program Subsidy 

(24) Alaska Youth Employment 
Services Subsidy 

TABLE 11. (Continued) 

Source of 
Federal Fundo 

CAAAPTRA 

CETA 

Manpower 
Development 
and Training 
Act 

Fiscal 1978 State 
Appropriation 

$ 71,000 

4,000,000 

60,000 

Fiscal 1978 
Federal 

Contribution 

$ 58,000 

3,000,000 

Comments 

This program received its impetus from a 
federal grant in 1977. 

Initiated in 1975, federal funds were added 
in 1977. 

This originally began 
program funded by the 
Training Act in 1968. 
in 1973. 

as a job placement 
Manpower Development 
It was state funded 

---------------- --------- --~~--
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Key State Legislators and Advocacy or Interest Groups 

One or several key legislators are often responsible for guiding state 
subsidy legislation through to enactment. Frequently, they are motivated or 
directed by interest groups. 

The origination of Florida's Specialized Children's Projects Subsidy, espe
cially targeted to the needs of emotionally disabled chtldren, was credited to 
two major factors. The first factor was the concern of a new wave of legisla
tors who had just recently assumed leadership positions in the two Houses. They 
brought to Florida's legislature an interest in dealing with the root causes of 
emotional problems that have traditionally resulted in confinement in state 
mental hospi tals or correctional facilities. So great has been their concern 
that these legislators created a new subcommittee, the Health and Rehabilitative 
Services Subcommittee on Prevention--Children and Youth, devoted to 
concentrating on ea~ly intervention policies. 

At the same time state leadership was becoming attuned to the needs of 
emotionally disabled children, two key interest groups were being formed to 
foster and lend support to these emerging philosophies. The first group is the 
Florida Council for Community Mental Health, Inc., which, in the absence of a 
state department of mental health, has come to be perceiv~d among providers as 
the most effective vehicle for influencing legislators. 

The second organization is the Florida Center for Children and Youth, which 
undertakes special research projects and coordinates certain activities of 
interest groups across the state. The Florida Center for Children and Youth was 
also instrumental in the passage of the state's Alternative Education Program. 
Adding to its forces were the Florida Educational Association, local parent 
teachers associations, school administrators, and board members from several 
large, urban areas. 

In Michigan, several influential legislators became alarmed at the over
population and escalating costs of training schools. When combined with the 
lncreasing activity of local correctional reform groups, conditions were ripe 
for a coalition of state and local interests to seek a solution tv the problem. 
State Department of Social Services personnel, legislators, probate judges, 
county supervisors, county welfare department personnel, and citizen groups 
cooperated to bring about passage of Michigan's Child Care Fund. Later amend
ments to the legislation were supported by such inte~est groups as the League of 
Women Voters, the American Association of University Women, the National Council 
of Jewish Women, the Michigan League for Human Services, the Hichigan Coalition 
of Runaway Services, and the Michigan Council on Crime and Delinquency. 

Interestingly, a similar coalition developed in the establishment of what 
might be called a twin of the Michigan Child Care Fund; that is, Pennsylvania's 
Reimbursement to Counties for Child Welfare Services, Act 148. In this state as 
well, there was widespread dissatisfaction with the system of state-operated 
services by many groups associated with juvenile justice, such as the 
Pennsylvania Association of Children and Youth Administrators, the Juvenile 
Justice Center, the Joint Council on the Criminal Justice System, and the 

72 

~, I 

" 

! 
i 

ti 
II 
II 
1 

,I 
; 

i 
·i 
I 

I 
I
ff 
~ 
1 
1 

Ii 
I 

I 
~ ,; 

I I 
I ; 

Association of Count 
subsidy' Y Commissioners. Th i 

s passage. Not all i e r efforts helped to bring about the 
provisions of Act 148 nterest groups had been u 
Juvenile Court Judge~' h~:ev~r. i Fighting against an am~~~:~n;egarding various 
probation development We mm ss on to have the child welfare proposed by the 
Justice Center and th ;e the state Department of Public Welf funhds support 

, e ennsylvania Council of Vol t are, t e Juvenile 
North un ary Child Care Agencies. 

Carolina's Communit B 
Comparable to the size and s y- ased Alternatives Program whil h 

;~~~~~;in~nt~~e~~~ngbe~=~~y o~o~~p~~r~~~e ~i~~~~~ O~y P~~~~~~:a~at SUbs~die:~d~: 
court 'd were the Governor's Ad i n erest groups. 

JU ges, private youth advocacy gr v sory Council on Youth SOme 
oups, and the League of Women Voter~. 

The Executive Branch: 
Governors and State Agencies 

The third leg of the of n, 
is th ~ron trian 1» f 
b e executive branch. 4 Staf-e g e 0 legislators and interest groups 

e greatly supported by th ~ grant-in-aid legislation can i 
, e governor or an executive or ginate from, or agency. 

Responding to the iSsues raised 
Bar Association in 1972 th by a report written by th 
ested individuals to st~dy a:dgOr::~::: of this state appointed a

e g~~~~hoia~~!!~: 
~reatment of juvenile offenders. As nd improvements for the rehabilitation and 
or its chairman, drafted wh a consequence, the Knox Commis 

passed by the North Carolina ~~n~:~~m~stsheebClommiunitY-BaSed Alternativ:!o~~Ogn~::d 
m y n 1975. ' 

Also during the early 1960s t 
Department of Public Instructio; ha

he 
governor, legislature, and North Caroli 

out rate in North Carolina's sch ld become very concerned about the high d na 
::~l-Off in attendance between tOhOe s~i:;~Ch ~eportedlY approached a 50 per~~~~ 

s period resulted in the creat an twelfth grades. Efforts du 
supporting vocational education' ;;:n of the state's Clark-Long Bill in ~~~~ 
passed the Vocational Education' Act e s~me year, incidentally, that Congre 
~pPohinted by the governor, involvi~g 1 nootohe late 1960s, a study commissi~~ 
eac ers, parents add ,state and local d i 

Shortly thereafte~, ~he st~96e;t~, e:amined public education in ;:'~:i~tra~~rs, 
;~~~~~i:~hO~l p;;:::: of prevoca~~~n~~ ~!uc~~~o~egi~Sl~~~r:i~~~!fied da ab~oll n~~ 

• gra es of the 

In Alaska, stimulated by the inte 
the assistance of the chairman of t~est and involvement of the governor with 
fri~el Commission, and the state Officeeo~~ho~ lBeverage Commission, the 'State 

eg s ature began to take a more acti co 0 ism and Drug Abuse, the Alaska 
abuse. In response to the init ve interest in the problems of subs 
!iVe :ranch officials, the sena~t~::e~: ~:e f~;ernor and other involved e!:~~: 

as ormed to pursue a more ac ti mm ee on Alcoholism and Dru Abus 
appropriating ,state matching dOllarsvet state effort extending beyond s~rictl e 
~!~:' ~he state appropriated more funds

o i:et;~~lt:rograms. Thus, for the firs~ 
ra matching requi~ements. It Was at thi an were necessary just to meet 

s pOint, in effect, that the Alaska 
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Drug Abuse Grants program could be regarded as an active expression and exten
sion of state substance abuse policy, although the subsidy effectively began in 

.1972. 

In the interest of continuing the Maryland Youth Services Bureaus Subsidy, 
the Maryland Association of Youth Services Bureaus succeeded in encouraging the 
governor to recommend funding their agencies through state appropriations. 
Support was gathered also among the chairmen and key members of the House of 
Delegates Appropriation Committee and the Senate Finance Committee. In 1975 the 
subsidy legislation was enacted. 

Not all state grants to local services are established through legisiation. 
Some emerge from funds budgeted to state agencies without the passage of enabling 
legislation. At least three of the subsidies that were used for case study 
investigation were so developed. 

Alaska's Youth Employment Services Subsidy is not statutorily authorized but 
operates with funds appropriated annually to the Department of Education through 
the state appropriation act. Funding for t'1aryland Youth Diversion Projects 
Subsidy is incorporated within the state Juvenile Services Administration's 
budget, which is submitted to the Department of Fiscal Services for review. 
Taking the line item amount approved by the Department of Fiscal Services, each 
local youth diversion project prepares a "tentative" budget, which is based on 
the assumption that the legislature will accept, without change, the level of 
funding requested by the governor. 

In Utah, when the Salt Lake City schools were not awarded federal funds to 
replicate. the K-12 Alcohol Education Project, the state Division of Alcoholism 
and Drugs opted to use monies from its own budget to support the program. Since 
that time, obtaining funds for expansion or continuation has been a matter of 
direct negotiation between the Salt Lake City school district and the state 
Division of Alcoholism and Drugs. 

Ideas That Pass from State to State 

Sometimes the concept for particular types of legislation will begin in one 
state and catch on in others. The growth of probation subsidies rather clearly 
illustrates this phenomenon. Table 12 shows that the development of probation 
subsidies begun in Illinois in the late 1940s, moved throughout the midwest 
during the 19508 and 1960s, dropped south to Alabama, west to California, and 
branched northwest to Washington and southwest to Nevada, Texas, ahd Arizona 
during the 1970s. Somewhat anomalous to this pattern, and therefore not shown 
on the table, are subsidies to probation services initiated in Virginia 
(southern state) in 1952 and in Missouri in 1975. While there may have been 
other probation subsidies that have since terminated, those still in existence 
in 1978 are sufficient to make the point. 
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TABLE 12. REPLICATION OF A STATE SUBSIDY 

Year State Subsidy 
Was Initiateq Stat~ Subsidy 

Late 1940s 

1959 

1962 

1964 

1965 

1966 
(Terminated) 

1970 

1973 

1976 

1978 

(Hidwest) 

(South) 

(West) 

(Northwest) 

(Southwest) 

Illinois Juvenile Probation Subsidy 

Hinnesota County Probation Reimbursement 
Program 

Pennsylvania Grants for the Improvement 
of Juvenile Probation Services 

Ohio Probation Development Subsidy 

Alabama Juvenile Probation Officer 
Subsidy 

California State Aid to Probation 
Services 

Washington Probation Subsidy 

Nevada Juvenile Probation Subsidy 

Texas Community Assistance Program 

Arizona State Aid for Probation 
Services Program 

CO~~ETING INTERESTS 

As noted in Chapter 2, we live in a pluralistic society of competing philo
sophies and interests. TI1is sense of competition becomes, perhaps, most 
apparent in efforts to leverage governmental funds. Success in getting 
legislation passed means not only the availability of money but also the 
determination of policy. 

Indications of several competing interests surfaced in the course of ana
lyzing the case studies. With regard to intergovernmental grants to delinquency 
prevention and control efforts, issues that coalesced included (1) the concerns 
of minorities; (2) the allocation of scarce resources to primary, secondary, and 
tertiary services; (3) conflicts between judges and social services executive 
agencies; and (4) competition between rural and urban interests. 

75 



--------------------------~------~------------~-------

The Concerns of Hinorities 

Minorities, especially blacks and Hisr-du!~s, offer good examples of groups 
whose numbers may be too small to influence local allocations, but at state and 
federal levels are able to make their collective voices heard. 

The New York Youth Development/Delinquency Prevention Subsidy (YDDP) is a 
case in point. Feelings among minorities, expressed through the black and 
Puerto Rican legislative caucuses, were that too much money was being allocated 
at the local level to youth development programs which did not adequately 
address the problems of juveniles already in various stages of trouble, whether 
from drugs, prostitution, or other forms of criminal activity. A second 
objection was that agencies customarily receiving funds through local youth 
bureaus reflected long traditions in social services but not necessarily acute 
sensitivity to the needs of distinct cultural groups. 

In the interest of targeting more money to high delinquency areas, particu
larly in Buffalo and New York City, the legislature appropriated $5\ million for 
special delinquency prevention projects. When originally authorized, these 
funds were to be awarded directly to community-based organizations by the state 
Division for Youth, thus circumventing the local youth bureaus which have the 
responsibility for administering the multimillion dollar YDDP Subsidy. Further
more, the legislature waived the matching requirements for this special 
supplement in order to encourage the participation of indigenous groups with no 
p(\rmanent funding base. 

The definition of community-based organizations in New York appeared in 
proposed amendments to the legislation in September 1979. The proposed language 
defined a community-based organization as a corporation organized under the 
not-for-profit corporation law which is representative of a community or 
particular segme.nts of a community, allows for consumer participation in its 
planning and decisionmaking processes, and has among its corporate purposes the 
provision of services to youth. State officials have even proposed a consortium 
of community-based organizations which would attempt to coordinate activities 
among these agencies. 

A third accommodation stipulated that participation among under-represented 
groups would be broadened through the establishment of local planning committees. 
The planning committee, to be developed as an expanded subcommittee of the local 
youth board or as a separate advisory body, was mandated for each county applying 
for funds under New York's comprehensive planning formula. 

Minority concerns were also, at least in part, among the reasons for estab
lishing the Extended School Day Program/Subsidy in North Carolina. The first 
school was founded in Wilmington in 1970, a time of racial unrest in that area, 
as an alternative to conventional schools. In the interest of accommodating 
students who were compelled to leave school to work or who left out of disen
chantment with conventional educational approaches, local school districts were 
financi.aJ.1y encouraged to initiate high school programs which could be attended 
in late afternoon or evening hours. 
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In Alaska, a few minority and native organizations approached the legisla
ture to request funding, through the Department of Health and Social Services, 
for youth job progTams targeted to their respective groups. Officials from the 
Department of Education, the current administering agency of the Alaska Youth 
Employment Services Subsidy, have argued, however, that a minority-targeted 
youth employment subsidy would be duplicative of what is currently available. 
The Youth Employment Services Subsidy, they note, has had a good record of 
serving minorities in those areas to which funds have been allocated, and thus 
no new youth employment programs have yet been established. 

Minoritv concerns have surfaced at the federal level as well. Questions 
raised ove; whether the Office of Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention 
would address issues impacting minority youth with as much ardor as those 
affecting white juveniles compelled the Office's director to investigate the 
matter in 1980. 5 Specifically critici2:ed were policies of the Office that 
directed funds toward status offenders and serious offenders and, by implication, 
away from the juvenile delinquents in between, many of whom are poor, minority 
youth. Furthermore, OJJDP policies, it was felt, factored the nation's 
delinquent population into "amenable" and "resistant" categories, a practice 
which directs the mostly white "amenable" juveniles into commuriity-based 
settings and the most "resistant" delinquents, often from minority populations, 
into incarceration. 6 

The Office of Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention requested the 
Honorable William White, Presiding Judge, Circuit Court of Cook County, Illinois, 
Juvenile Division, and Hr. Orlando Martinez, Director, Colorado Division of 
Youth Services, to conduct an investigation of these assertion". The White
Martinez report, submitted in June 1980, was entitled Assessment of OJJDP' s 
Policy ~nd Performance ~ Issues Concerning Minorities. 7 

While the report offered indicators that minoriti~6 have received a propor
tionate share of services directed toward the deinst:ttutionalization of status 
offenders and the separation of juveniles from adults in sC:!cure facilities, it 
concluded, overall, that little is known about the number of minority youth 
served by the formula grant funds allocated to the states. White and Hartinez, 
in their report, pointed out the importance of having this data available and 
suggested that recommendations be made on how best to secure statistical infor
mation that is sensitive to minority concerns. 

Allocating Resources to Primary, Secondary, 
or Tertiary Prevention Efforts 

Another competing interest relates to the extent to which resources should 
be invested in primary, secondary, or tertiary prevention efforts.8 Secondary 
and tertiary prevention approaches involve attempts to alter the behavior of 
identified individuals whose actions are either very likely to get them into 
trouble, or who already have difficulty with the legal system. Primary pre
vention efforts, on the other hand, strive to change general social conditions 
that seem to promote delinquency. The problem facing policymakers is deciding 
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how much to invest in helping youth who are already or very nearly in trouble, 
or in trying to change conditions for all youth in the interest of preventing 
any of them from getting into trouble. 

There is evidence that allocations to primary prevention efforts, particular
ly in mental health, are increasing. In Florida, support to local prevention 
projects is the most recent addition to the state's Specialized Children's 
Projects Subsidy. Spurred by findings of the President's Commission Task Force 
on Prevention, the Florida legislature appropriated $1.1 million to create serv
ices directed toward ameliorating the conditions that may be primary stages in 
the development of emotional disabilities. 

For South Carolina, as well, prevention of mental illness has evolved as one 
of the state's high-priority areas. Over the years, early childhood intervention 
projects have steadily grown. Each of South Carolina's 16 community mental 
health centers has designated a primary prevention team which trains school
teachers, guidance counselors, and ~outh services bureaus' staff in basic mental 
health therapeutic techniques. They also offer technical assistance on program 
development to community agencies, such as Boys' Clubs, Big Brothers/Big 
Sisters, Head Start, children's homes, foster parents, and day-care center staff. 

The challenge faced by New York's Division for Youth is finding the appro
priate mixture of primary (youth development) and secondary/tertiary prevention 
efforts (delinquency prevention, according to New York's terminology). A 
current proposal to amend the Youth Development/Delinquency Prevention Subsidy 
would define "youth development" as the advancing of moral, physical, mental, 
and social growth and well-being .of an individual from childhood to maturity, 
and "delinquency prevention" would be defined as preventing youth from failure 
or neglect to do what parents, superiors, or law requires. There tends to be 
disa.greement among administrators across the state as to the value of youth 
development activities in curbing youth delinquency at all. Advocates of youth 
development programs feel that they are necessary to ensure that maturing 
adolescents acquire the educational, vocational, and social skills to help them 
cope with the expectations of society and, accordingly, to stay out of trouble. 
Emphasizing youth development, they argue, avoids labeling juveniles as poten
tial delinquents. 

Opponents of youth development programs, however, contend that current 
funding is not sufficiently targeted toward the critical needs of children with 
unstable family conditions, who are habitually truant, or who are involved in 
drug and alcohol abuse and even prostitution. The large proportion of funds 
spent on recreational programs seems, to their critics, to be an inefficient use 
of res,ources given the serious problems of juveniles. They particularly cite 
minority youth, who continue to become involved with the juvenile justice system 
and for whom the typical youth development program seems to be ineffective. New 
York has placed a ceiling on the amount of funds counties may allocate to youth 
recreation services and, in part, established the Special Delinquency Prevention 
Program Grants to deal with this dilemma. 
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Conflicts between Judges and, Social Service Agencies 

The growing emphasis on providing community-based alternatives to institu
tional care has created an oftentimes uneasy interaction bet'ween juvenile court 
judges and executive agencies. This tension became apparent in at least three 
of the case study states, namely, Michigan, Pennsylvania, and Iowa. 

County officials in Hichigan, for instance, must jointly plan for the use of 
allocations received under the Child Care Fund. This means that county commis
sioners, juvenile court judges, and representatives of local social services 
offices must decide together how such funds can best be used in their communi
ties. County officials, in fact, have been very cooperative about submitting 
plans and making revisions requested by the state Department of Social Services. 

The sharpest opposition to the planning requirements has come from some 
juvenile court judges. Their resistance is based upon constitutional arguments 
regarding executive branch infringement of judicial authority. The issue raised 
is an interesting one, which is fully explored in a companion report prepared 
by the Academy in 1981, Services to Children in Juvenile Courts: The Judicial
Executive Controversy.9 --- ~~~~~ 

In Pennsylvania, a single-planning-agency concept was utilized with the 
intention of estabilshing an integrated administrative structure at the county 
level. However, according to several people interviewed, social services admin
istrators and juvenile court judges were not always in agreement. Consistent 
with the philosophy of single agency control, in this case county departments of 
children's services, the juvenile courts were divested of responsibility for the 
~dministration of several community programs. Some court personnel, particularly 
'I~udges and court directors, expressed their beliefs that the transfers were 
unnecessary," created "undue paperwork," "increased costs," and "really didn't 

change anything." 

With the recent revision of Iowa's juvenile code, juvenile court judges 
succeeded in maintaining discretion over placement decisions for adjudicated 
delinquents and children in need of assistance. Under these amendments, the 
courts maintain continuing jurisdiction over adjudicated youth and hold place
ment hearings after six months. The code was clearly changed in deference to 
juvenile court judges, thus limiting the discretion of the Department of Social 
Services. 

Competition between Rural and Urban Interests 

Active lobbying for state and federal aid seems to Come predominantly from 
large urban areas. Their interest in gaining greater intergovernmental funding 
seems to outweigh difficulties presented by potential matching requirements. 
They have the resources to meet ten to 50 percent matches, and yet they feel that 
even more funding is required if community needs are to be met. Some smaller 

79 

-----~~------------------------~-----~----- . __ .. _----



a:= ••• ---- --~--~---- -

counties~ on the other hand, frequently lack sufficient funding to meet matching 
requirsments. They prefer not to become entangled in intergovernmental grants 
despite their potential contributions to services expansion. This, of course, 
is not always the case. Some small counties welcome intergovernmental grants. 
However, in many cases, urban anq rural interests have created points of 
contention. 

I 
I 

, Political dissension in North Carolina, for example, has been more likely to 
spllit along urban and rural lines rather than at state and local levels. Rural 
leg~islators or "down-easterners," refer to Mecklenburg County (Charlotte metro
politan area) as the "State of Mecklenburg." State legislators report that they 
are' often unsure whether the capital city is the place where state policy is 
est(~blished, or where the interests of the largest urban areas can be enacted 
into: law. 

't'he only opposition of any significance to North Carolina's Community-Bal!0d 
Alternatives Program was by legislators from poorer eastern counties. 'Ihey 
objected because their localities lacked sufficient resources to make the local 
match required by the legislation. They were also concerned that the 
development of community-based alternatives would lead to large-scale releases 
of dangerous juvenile offenders. Despite these contraventions, the bill passed 
and has enjoyed continued political support. 

Political contentions in New- York stem from splits between "up-staters" and 
"down-staters," a variation of the rift between minorities and local government. 
As discussed previously, the minori ty legislative caUCQS, consisting of black 
and Puerto Rican representatives from Buffalo and "do"1~-state" New York City, 
pressured for changes in the administration of the Youth Development/Delinquency 
Prevention Subsidy. The minority caucus felt that the "up-state" counties, 
composed of a predominantly white, conservative population, had absorbed far too 
much of the state's funds inte, recreational programs to the neglect of the 
critical needs of impoverished youth in the ravaged urban centers. The state 
Division for Youth's perceived acquiescence to these accusations led, as 
mentioned previously, to the development of the Special Delinquency Prevention 
Program subsidy, a move which local administrators saw as a direct threat to 
local youth bureau control and to the effort invested in countywide comprehen
sive planning. In summary, the urban areas felt that the Division for Youth had 
neglected them, and the rural counties perceived the Division to have "sold out" 
on the original intent of the grant legislation. 
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RESIDENTIAL AND NONRESIDENTIAL SERVICES 
DEVELOPED THROUGH STATE SUBSIDIES 

A diverse yet fairly common set of residential and nonresidential 
supported through federal and state grants has developed across the 
These services are emerging from concepts such as "community-based " 
restrictive," and "continuum of services." ' 

services 
country. 

"least 

A "community-based" service ls defined in the Juvenile Justice and Delin
quency Prevention Act of 1974 as: 

a small, open group home or other suitable place located near 
the juvenile's home or family, and programs of community 
supervision and services which maintain community and consumer 
participation in the planning, operation and evaluation of 
their programs which may include, but are not limited to, 
medical, educational, vocational, social and psychological 
guidance, training, counseling, alcoholism treatment, drug 
treatment and other rehabilitative services. 10 

The term "community-based service" dj,d not originate with the JJDPA. It is, 
rather, a term that has come into common usage as well as a concept that has 
come into common practice for all types of human services delivery during the 
last 30 years. Its basic tenet is that clients in need of services or treatment 
remain in their communities or homes where they will continue to function once 
the disability or problem is ameliorated. This approacht ideally, eliminates 
the awkward transition from distant institutions into normal daily activities 
and relations with family and friends. 

"Least restrictive environment" is a refinement of the community-based serv
ice concept. The overall objective is to enable a child to rer,lain a part of 
or expediently return to the activities 'of family and friends, while protecting 
the child and others from any uncontrollable behavior. 

A variation of the concept appropriate to juvenile justice is the use of 
least coercive disposition. The Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention Task 
Force of the National Advisory Committee on Criminal Justice Standards and Goals 
advised that juveniles be institutionalized only as a last resort. The most 
coercive dispositional alternatives are characterized as not only expensive and 
time-consuming, but ~lso as offering the potential to breed contempt and hostil
ity which fosters anti legal attitudes among the young. The task force recom
mended, therefore, that the juvenile justice system should implement practices 
and programs that are guided by the principle that the best disposition for an 
indiv:f.dual is one that uses the least amount of coercion that is appropriate.l1 
The restrictiveness of services can be classified into three broad settings: 
protective services, supportive services and, according to the balanced services 
system, natural services. 

The protective service environment is most restrictive and occurs when a 
group of children are confined in the same setting, with controlled activities, 
24 hours a day. Ideally, only two types of individuals should be assigned to 
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protective settings: those children whose behavior is so destructive as to make it 
impossible to provide services to them in any other setting, and those children 
whose handicaps are so profound as to require intensive and continuous medically 
related services. The supportive environment is more moderately restrictive. 
Services of this type involve small groups of people and usually control their 
activities for only part of a day. The natural environm~nt refers to settings 
typical to most people--homes, schools, workplaces--and, accordingly, services 
offered in this environment are delivered to people while at home, at school, or 
at work. 

"Continuum of services" is a term that has come into wide usage among social 
service professionals, also as the result of deinstitutionalization efforts and 
court mandates to treat people in least restrictive settings. The basic premise 
behind the development of a continuum is the realization that clients require 
different forms and levels of assistance and supervision. For example, a very 
aggressive adolescent may need to be kept under surveillance 24 hours a day to 
ensure the public's safety .• , For another child, probationary supervision may be 
sufficient, during which time the youth may continue to 11 ve at home and go to 
school. In still other cases, the home situatiou may warrant removing a child 
from his or her family, but because the child's behavior poses no continued 
danger to society, a nonsecure homelike setting, such as a group home or foster 
care family, is most suitable. It is this variation in settings and degrees of 
supervision or treatment that creates a continuum of services. 

The MODELS program of the National Council on Crime and Delinquency (NCCD) 
collects information concerning alternative approaches to working with youths in 
trouble. Their archives contain updated information on approximately 500 alter
native programs that have been established across the country. Definitions of 
typical services are classified as residential or nonresidential and are listed 
in an order of increasing restrictiveness. They are given below because they 
are illustrative of the types of services found in this study to have been 
supported by federal and state grants-in-aid. 

Nonresidential Services 

Nonresidential programs serve juveniles living in their own homes. Many of 
the programs listed serve all youngsters in a community, not just those in 
trouble. 

(1) Job/Career Programs: young people are given help in defining career 
interests, improving job readiness'skills, on-the-job training and 
help in finding jobs. 

(2) After School £! Evening Programs: offered by community organiza
tions or schools, these programs provide supervised instruction in 
leisure-time activities, high school equivalency education, and 
life skills. 
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(3) Alternative Schools: these are small nontraditional schools. Some 
are designed specifically for juveniles in trouble with the law; 
others are open to students who have trouble with regular public 
schools. 

(4) Advocacy: advocacy programs provide supef:vision of juveniles, 
intervene with other social agencies, identify e;~d secure available 
servi,ces, and monitor participation in other programs. 

(5) Counseling: Individual" group, and family therapy sessions are 
usually conducted on a weekly basis. Short-term, problem-solving 
approaches are generally preferred over long-term psychotherapy. 

(6) Mediation/Arbitration: as an alternative to juvenile court, a panel 
of community residents negotiates a settlement of a dispute 
involving a youth. 

(7) Restitution: Victims or society are repaid for youth misconduct 
through fines, partial forfeiture of pay from a youth's job, or by 
services provided by the offender for either the victim or 
community organizations. 

(8) Intensive Services to Families: trained workers provide services 
to families in their-homes. 

Residential Services 

Out-of-home placement may be necessary for a small number of young people 
who need supervision, crisis intervention, and treatment. Placements must be 
for the shortest time possible. The goal should be to return children and ado
lescents to their homes or to prepare them for independent living. In order of 
increasing restrictiveness, residential programs listed by NCCD include: 

(1) 

(2) 

(3) 

.\vilderness Programs: programs consist of four to eight weeks of 
group wilderness survival in ,some remote, rugged area. 

Independent Living Preparation: adolescents are assisted in deve
loping the skills and financial resources needed for living on 
their own. Initially, one or two young people may share an apart
ment with an adult who closely supervises them. 

Foster Family Care: up to three youth live in the home of foster 
parents, while asupporting agen('.y provides other needed se~vices. 
This type of brief placement is appropriate for children faced with 
a family crisis, or for adolescents who need some adult support as 
they strive toward independence. 
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(4) Intensive Foster Care: up to two youth who need supervision and 
individual attention live in a two-parent home in wh~ch one adult 
is always present. Additional services are provided by sponsoring 
agencies. 

(5) Group Home: up to eight juveniles live with houseparents or 
rotating staff. Such facilities are not locked, and participating 
youngsters use community schools and services. 

(6) Highly Structured Group Care: these facilities are for youth who 
are dangerous to themselves or others. They are not locked, but 
have high stuff-to-resident ratios and use a structured treatment 
method. Most services are provided within the facility, and there 
is some supervised use of community resources. 

(7) Secure: these programs are appropriate only for youth who have 
been convicted of violent offenses and who are a clear danger to 
themselves and others. Facilities are locked, have a high staff
to-resident ratio, and make extensive use of specialists. 

Iowa operates a similar continuum of services. Emphasis is directed toward 
pursuing alternatives to foster care, which are preventive ser.vices designed to: 
(1) strengthen family life, (2) avoid unnecessary placements in foster care, and 
(3) ensure the swiftest possible return of a child to his or her family. The 
Iowa continuum of nonresidential services includes in-home treatment services, 
family therapy teams, and Department of Social Services' and Title XX support 
services. Among the residential services are family foster homes, group homes, 
residential treatment facilities, detention facilities, shelter care, and 
substance abuse treatment facilities. 

Similarly, the Florida legislature established the Specialized Children's 
Projects Subsidy to meet the needs of emotionally disabled children in the least 
restrictive setting. To this end, the state Mental Health Program Office has 
developed a typology for a continuum of services, which includes (from least to 
most restrictive): (1) preventive services, (2) individual and family coun
short-term residential services for crisis situations, (6) therapeutic foster 
homes, (7) small group homes, (8) group child care and residential treatment 
centers, and (9) intensive residential treatment centers. 

As can be seen in Table 13, "continuum of services" is a term that applies 
equally well to the juvenile justice system as to c.hild welfare and mental 
health. The complexion of the juvenile justice system has changed considerably 
since 'the days when handling juvenile offenders basically involved detention, 
probation, confinement, and parole. In addition to leant restrictive treatment 
and continuum of services, two other concepts--prevention (preventing youth from 
becoming involved with the police and courts) and diversion (finding alter
natives to formal intervention as a way of handling youthful offenders)--have 
also led to the development of a diverse range of human services directed toward, 
juveniles who are likely to penetrate the juvenile justice system. 

Added to the traditional list of such juvenile justice responsibilities as 
probation and corrections are the following services: crisis intervention, 
family counseling, diagnostic services, individual and group treatment, 
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rehabilitative services, basic skills development, employment training and 
placement, and alternative living arrangements, among others listed in Table 13. 

Table 13 shows the types of services supported by state grants-in-aid 
d b f r f the study's five functional categories: juvenile justice, 

~~~~~e wel~ar~~ m:ntal health, and education. The service titles which appear 
own titles. . No attempt was made to use a uniform service 

are each state's di 
inciude definitions for each service. Questions 1rZegar ng a 

language, nor to b directed to the relevant state agency. Because 
specific sers~~~:s s~~~~ka: Michigan, and Minnesota) reported youth emp1oyme~t 
only three 1 f r "employment" has not been provided on Table l. 
subsidies, a co umn 0 t d by the federal 
Generally, most youth emp~o~en:ni::o~:~ms a;:e ~~~~~~e: are predominately 

~~~~:~he:~::el~:~~o~::t pr:~are~:ess, job development, job training, and job 

placement. 

It should be remembered that the services appearing in Table 13 ar~ net ~~e 
only state-funded locai services but rather represent just those serv~ces e -

through the sp~cifiC grants-in-aid included in this study. In 
gib1e for. support services listed may be typical of the types of services 
many case~, the 
supported but are not necessarily exhaustive. 

85 

_.J_~_ --- • ---" 



0; •• , • 

a.ud.ty aerv1ce 
develcpBE 

eo ..... u. 
Cr1sf..s~ 
F.dnrat f ona1 ser:v1ces 
Individual. IDl 

gIOq) t:reIltdelt 

Ar1zma 0 ........ 11. 

Probation 

AIkaosas IlI.agoJ&tic ser:v1ces 
mil eva1.uBtion 

00 Df.vers1on 0"\ 

Qilifomia Advocacy 
Caa:aU.ty serv:ice 

deve1.opDem: 
ConectiooB 
F.dr.ation ser:v1ces 
Individual. IO! 

group t:reat.K 
InfolllBtion IDl 

referral services 
Job~ 
JuvenUe court 

services 
Probation 
Spec.1fic~ 

preveot1on ~ 

"'fden!=131 

Altemat1ve 
l1vq 

Alternative 
l1vq 

Ihetgency 
shelter 

Alternative 
l1vq 

~t:em:ion . 

ttJnnwfden!=1a1 Resfden!=f al 

.. 

MenI:al. Health 

F.ducat1on sel'V1ce61 
Specific deJ.1Druen-:y 

prevention ~1I 
Substance abuse trmt

lEU: ani )rE!VeD:.tc.,n 

~ 
F.ducation 
Recreation 

, 

\ 



-~~--~---- --....... 

State 

Coonect1cut 

Florida 

Georgia 

1ll1nois 

.,. 

Jl.I\'eIIile Justice 
N:mesidential Residential 

nl.version 

Juvoen1le detention 
centers 

CoroseliIl\ SlP.lter care 
FanUy~ 
Ird1vidual. am 

groop treatment 
Referral services 
'l'rat)!!portation 

Probation 

TABlE 13. (Contiroed) 

<h1ld Welfare 
N:mesidential Residential 

Bnplo}'llEnt 
Recreation 
Social deve!opnent 
'fut:or1~ 

Crisis intervention 
FanUy counsel1rg 
Support services 

/ 

Mental Health 
rbnresidential Residential 

Camurlty services 
developrent 

Crisis intervention 
FanUy counseliIl\ 
In:I1v1dwl ani gL'"OOp 

treallJeJt 
In-service tra1n1rg 

for service ~rs 
Protective services 

Dlagnosis ani assesBllElt Residential care 
Early intervention 
Intemive day treatnent 
Prescb:>ol services 
Psycho-1:rlmational day 

treatnent 

Edmat:lon 

Al.ternative edmation 
Basic sldl1s 
law edmation 
Truancy prevention 

" 

\ 



--~ ~---------... 

00 
00 

State 

Ia.a 

Kansas 

Louisiana 

Maine 

Maryland 

N:xu:esidential Paidential 

Counsel~ 
services 
~ 

srel.ter care 
Group "In!Es 
IOOeperdent II v:lIl! 

Camunity service ~ Imes 
develop!Ellt 

Specific del1n-
qt.erey JXE!Ve!1tlon 
progran 

Altemati ve 
li~ 

Camunity service :b!lter 
devel.op!Ellt 

~ 
Drug edocation 
Education services 
Iealth services 
In:!! vidual .mI 

fanUy cooosel~ 
In:!!vidual .mI 

group treable1t 
InfOl'lDation ani 

referral services 
Job pl.acenEnt 
Recteation 
Social work 
Support services 
Therapy 
Travel 
Thtorlng 

------------------

TABlE 13. (Cont1med) 

Chll.d Welfare 
N:Jnresidential Pa1dential 

Crisis intervention 
Family COlIlBeli~ 
In-haue services 
&!pport services 

N:Jnres1dent1a1. PaideDt1sl. 

hIolescent trarB
imtitut10nal 
serv1ce pl.artn1.f8 

Coalultation ani 
edocation 

Day treab!elt 
F>:oe:tgeOOy JII!ntal 

health services 
Juvenile crurt services 
Out-patiert: services 
p~ 
&1bstame abuse trea~ 

llS1t ani ~ion 

Coalultation 
~ 
Edocational services 
Med.1cal. services 
Mental. tealth 

services 
Substame abuse trea~ 

llS1t ani ~ion 
Vocationsl rehabilitation 

Edocation 

F.docationsl setvices 
SuppJrt seIVices 

, 
'I 
i 

;; 

-----------------~--~-------

'\ 

\ 



~---~jj;::-.~'~'~-- ~-- ----------- -- ------- ------------------

State 

Minresota 

Missouri 

Nebraska 

Nevada 

New Jersey 

Juvoen:lle Justice 
N:mesidential. Residential 

In-hcme services ~tent:Lon 

Corrections 
IJel.mjuency 

prevention 
prograllS 

D:I. version 
Parole 
Probation 

Foster care 
Indepen:lent li~ 

Alternative 
li~ 

~tention 

Gloop foster care 
Residential care 

Cbmudty services ~tention 

devel.opielt Residential care 
~y 

prevent.:Lon 
Diw.rsion 
Probation 

Probation 
Supervision 
Support services 

TABlE 13. (Cont1rued) 

Child Welfare 
~idential Residential 

Mental Health 
~identJ.a1. Residential 

Substance abuse 
treat:ment ani 
prevention 

Teacher-traini~ 
loiI:>I:kslDps 

Comultation 
Diagnostic setv1ces 

Residential care 

ani evaluation 
&locational. seIV1ces 
InfoDDation ani referral. 
<Altrea::h . 

Recreation 
Rehabilitative setv1ces 
Substance abuse treat-

DEnt ani JX'evention 

~a1 realth services 
Substance abuse treat

DEnt ani JX'evention 

lBy care 
Drug abuse treat:ment 

ani JX'evention 
<Alt-patient services 
Substance abuse treat

ment ani JX'evention 

Education 

Basic Iidlls 
Hehabilitative setv1ces 

law enforcement 
persormel 

\ 

\ 
'( ... 



~---~ ....... ;:-.-.... ,~------ ... ----~---- -- ------- -----------------~ 

\D 
o 

State 

New M:!x:I.co 

New Yolk 

N:>rth Carolina 

Juvenile Justice 
N:>nresidential Residential 

Mvocacy 
Del.:InqtEncy 

prevention 
&lucation 
~loytIelt 

Health 
Individual 8l'XI 

fanUy COUI'lSCillng 
Infotmation aM 

referral 
Medical services 
Recreati.oll 
Transportation 
Tutori~ 
Youth b,u:eaus 

Adult volunteers 

~ 
Recreation 
Sc:OOol-related 

services 
Youth service 

bureaus 

Academic aM 
vocational 
programl 

Individual 
c~ 

In-service 
training 

Juvenile officer 
services 

Prooo.t:lon services 
Recreation 
Rehabilitative 

services 
Wolk program 

Detent:lon 
EmaIgency shelter 
Residential 

care 

BIe~y sOOlter 
Group lxm:!s 
Specialized foster 

care 
Wilderness ~ 

Detention 
facllities 

Foster care 
placene1ts 

Rehabilitation 
facilities 

TABIE 13. (Conti.rued) 

Child Welfare 
ltlnresidential Residential 

Child welfare 
research aM 
c:lertIm3trat:lon 

ll3.y care 
ll3.y treatm:mt/ 

day services 
Preventive services 
Protective services 

Adopt:lons 
Foster care 
Shelter care 

Mental Health 
ltlnresidential P.esidential 

Counseling (irdividual, family, 
pee!') 

Adolescent develOjmml: 
Alternative group 

activities 
Alternative schools 
Counseling 
ll3.yservices 
Drug abuse treatnEnt aM 

prevent:lon 
&lucat:lonal nnterials 
&lucat:lonal services 
Infotmation aM referral 
SOOrt-tenn dErapy 

&lucat:lon 

Basic Sd.lls 
develqmmt 

Career planning 
Comsel.ing 
Job infonnation 
Job p1aceDent 
Sel.f-app:aisal 
Vocational imtruct:lon 
Wotk-habit eval.uat:lon 

\ 

\ 



.... 

State 

Oregon 

Pennsylvania 

South eai:olina 

" 

., 

South D:lkota 

" ! 

Juvoen1le Justice 

Psycb:>logica1. 
services 

~ 
Voll.'llteer 

wordinatora 

Probation 

DlegrlO8tic services 
ani evalustion 

&location services 
Inti vidual an:! 

Footer care 

group t:rea1:l!e1t 
Information and 

referral services 
Recreation 
Specific delinquency 

prevention program 

Probation 

footer care 
C. ':OOp care 

Iesi.dential 
care 

'D\BLE 13. (Cord:1med) 

N:Jnres1dential Residential 

lBy treatDalt 
In-hne 

services 
Youth services 

bureaus 

Footer care 
Group lUII!S 
Residelltial 

care 
Shelter care 

K3!.tal. Health 
N:mre3idential Residential 

Child c:Eveloprent 

~ 
Evalmtion 
Speech ani ~ 
1b!rapy 

Coll3ultation ani 
e:lu::ation 

Court a::reerrl.il!; 
IBy care 
D1.agnoet1c services 
HDeI&eIlCY services 
1Alt-j:6tient services 
Partial services 
Spec1alizedservices 

for children 
Substance 00use treat

ne\t an:! rcevention 
~ 

~ 
InIepen:lent !id.l.ls 
tmini~ 

Job p1aceuent 
Recreation 
Thtori~ 

In-j:6tient 
Tramitional halMY 

rouses 

\ 

F.dlc&.tion 

Educational services 

\ 



1.0 
N 

i· 

State 

Utah 

Virginia 

Washington 

Wisconsin 

Juvenile Justice 
N:mresidential Residential 

Crisis interven
tion 

Diagoostic serv
ices an:! 
evaluation 

Family counseling 

Juvenile coort 
services 

Probation 

Child ~fare 
Q)rrections 
Job placarent 
Mental health 

services 
Public health 

services 
Rehabilitative 

services 
Social services 
Substaoce abuse 

treabnent ani 
prevention 

Vocational 
rehabilitation 

retention 
services 

Flrergency 
sreJ.ter 

Residential care 

Detention 
Foster care 
Group bJmes 

Shelter care 

- denotes tbt Applicable. 

------.-----------

TABlE 13. (Contirued) 

0rl1.d Welfare 
N:mresidential Residential 

Mental Health 
tbnresidential Residential 

Q)rsultation to 
juvenile ccort 

DI.agnostic services 
to juvenile ccort 

Edocational servicp.s 
Family~ 
Out-~tient services 
Rehabilitative selVices 

In-~tient 
services 

Residential care 

Edocation 

Career planr>irg 
In-service trainirg 
Materials ani supplies 

Alternative e:location 
Basic skUJs develqJOElt 

, 

C) 

\ 



....... i 

~. 

:r I 

! 
I 
1 
J 

l 
j 

Ii 
! 
1 

I 
I 

j 
i 
i 

II 
[; 
~:l 

I

f 

/

1 
• I 

;1 

1 
... 1 
~i 

·1 
. I 

I 
i 
I 

U 

~ 
j 

I 
J FOOTNOTES 

1. While this study did at tempt to compile a comprehensive inventory of 
state subsidies to local delinquency prevention and control services, for a 
varie ty of reas.ons, such an under taking would have been prohi bi ti vely expensive 
or even impossible. One reason for this is that many state legislatures and 
executive departments will establish small pots of money as line-items in 
appropriation legislation or as funds freed from departmental budgets to use for 
special, and usually narrow purposes. Even though many of these funds would 
have met the criteria for this study, their existence were in Some cases unknown 
to the person responding to the surveyor, if known, thought to be of such 
limited scope as to make them irr€!levant for the purposes of this study. 

Many of these small subsidies came to our attention during visits to 
various states. For example, in New York it was found that a variety of funds 
existed in addition to those profiled in Appendix B. The purposes for these 
subsidies, which are discussed in the New York Case Study in Appendix D, ranged 
from providing supplemental support to counties to giving the legislature 
discretion in making grant awards. The existence of these additional 
subventions is partly attributable to 1978 ~laving been a gubernatorial election 
year; thus, many of them were eph.~meral in nature. 

A visit to California also revealed other sources of funds. One is a 
line-item budget of $200,000 which has been available since the late 1960s to 
support county juvenile justice commissions charged with inspecting juvenile 
halls. Commission members are appointed by county supervisors. Each commission 
receives $lOOO/month to cover postage and other organizational maintenance 
expenses. This same provision also establishes juvenile delinquency prevention 
commissions whose members are appointed by area judges. Other state subsidies 
go to two organizations in Los Angeles which target efforts toward delinquency 
prevention: Sugar Ray's Youth Foundation and the John Rossi Foundation. These 
agencies receive annual line-item appropriations of approximately $600,000 and 
$400,000, respectively. 

Finally, the on-site visit to Iowa for the Alternatives to Foster Care 
and the Community-Based Juvenile Corrections SubSidy revealed the existence of 
yet another subSidy, In-Home Services. It is anticipated by officials in Iowa, 
however, that the Alternatives to Foster Care and In-Home Services subsidies 
will be combined, because they support many of the same services and objectives. 

Two more important reasons why the inventory is not fully comprehensive 
relate to timing and criteria. 'With regard to timing, any subsidies established 
subsequent to 1978 were not inc.luded. Despite the fact that the initiation of 
several juvenile justice subsi.dies since 1978 came to our attention (these 
include subsidies in Ohio, Virginia, WisconSin, Florida, and Oregon), they are 
not profiled, for another national survey would have been required to give all 
state/)) an equal chance at having information updated. Finally, the study's 
criteria called for the inclusion of only those subsidies for which the amount 
of funding specifically serving youth could be identified. Many states have 
subsidies which support serv1.ces for both children and adults, but accounting 
procedures make it impossible to determi.ne expenditures only for. children. 
Thus, many state subsidies were excluded on these grounds • 
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However, despite these shortcomings, we believe that the subsidies 
profiled in this volume do represent most state subsidies meeting the study's 
criteria. They reveal a diverse range of objectives and a variety of allocation 
methods, and have provideG a very informative basis for the discussions found 
throughout this report. 

2. Florida Center for Children and Youth, "A Proposal to Study the 
Continuum of Mental Health Services for Children in Florida," (Tallahassee, 
Fla.: unpublished, 1979). 

3. The Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention Act of 1974, P.L. 
93-415, Sec. 223 (a)(lO)(H), as amended. 

4. Nation's Cities Weekly, vol. 3, no. 46 (Nov. 17, 1980), p. 5. 
5. Juvenile Justice Digest, vol. 8, no. 14 (July 25, 1980), p. 1. 
6. Juvenile Justice Digest, vol. 7, no. 24 (Dec. 14, 1979), p. 1. 
7. Assessment .£!. OJJDP' s Policy and Performance .£!!. Issues Concerning 

Minorities (Washington, D.C.: unpublished, 1980). 
8. Definitions of primary, secondary, and tertiary prevention services are 

discussed in the Report of the Task Force ~ Juvenile Justice and Delinquency 
Prevention, 1976, pp. 25-26. According to this report, primar·y prevention 
refers to a service delivery strategy that includes the broadest possible number 
of clients within a service area. The intention is to deliver the service to 
all clients without regard to the potential delinquent behavior risks of 
specific individuals. Primary prevention rests upon the logic that the most 
effective prevention is to insulate the entire population at risk from the 
predisposing conditions. 

In secondary prevention, selection for inclusion in prevention programs 
is made upon the determination that a particular group of potential clients is 
in greater danger than the rest of the population, thus requiring specific 
services. Secondary efforts are usually guided by the belief that targeted 
services to the right population cohort will have preventive impact. 

Tertiary prevention involves those youngsters who have already begun to 
have difficulty with the law. They may have been referred to police as status 
offenders, or they may have been charged with school misconduct. The objective 
of the tertiary programs is to limit the involvement of the child with the 
juvenile justice system--to deliver preventive services early enough to avoid 
the development of a more serious delinquency record. These programs are 
preventive in the sense that they seek to eliminate the behavior-causing 
problems for the child and they attempt to prevent future delinquent behavior. 

9. The Academy for Contemporary Problems, Services to Children in Juvenile 
Courts: The Judicial-Executive Controversy, (Columbus, Ohio: 1981).--

10. JJDPA, P.L. 93-415, Section 103(1), as amended. 
11. National Advisory Committee on Criminal Justice Standards and Goals, 

Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention, Report of the Task Force on Juve
nile Justice and i5'eIinquency Prevention (Wa,shington, Do C-:-: 1976), pp. 186-187. 

12. See the relevant state profile in Appendix B of this report. 
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CHAPTER 4 

CASE STUDY SYNOPSES 

This chapter consists of synopses of 16 case studies. 
governing their selection is described in Chapter I. 

The methodology 

These summaries are abstracts of the' full-length case studies which can be 
found in Appendix D. The reader is urged to consult that material for much 
greater detail and insight concerning political, and technical matters than are 
covered in the synopses. 

ALASKA DRUG ABUSE GRANTS 

Alaska's Drug Abuse Grants program supports intensive counseling services, 
recreation programs, and educational activities to mir:Lmize youth involvement 
with drugs, and through diversionary alternatives with the juvenile justice 
system. The grants are awarded on a competitive basis to local public and 
private agencies by the state Office of Alcoholism and Drug Abuse.' Criteria for 
evaluating local project proposals, submitted in response to a state request for 
proposal, include the area's need for services, objectives to be achieved, 
services to be offered, proposed structure for administering services, prior 
experience, and procedures for self-evaluation. Grants are awarded on a 
two-year basis, although projects found to be performing poorly could have their 
funds withdrawn prior to the end of the grant period. 

The Office of Alcoholism and Drug Abuse is located within the Department of 
Health and Social Services, one of 14 cabinet-Ilwel agencies. It represents a 
merger which took place in 1977, combining the Office of Drug Abuse and the 
Office of Alcoholism. The agency continues to derive its policies from different 
legislation and through two citizens' advisory boards. However, legislation is 
pending to consolidate statutory authority and the two citizens' boards. Local 
participation in state-level policymaking is accommodated through the Plan 
Advisory Committee, consisting of five local program directors, a member of the 
Governor's Advisory Board on Drug Abuse, and one criminal justice specialist. 

Assessment of local service delivery quality and uniformity is based upon 
national standards of the National Institute on Drug Abuse and the Joint Com
mission on the Accreditation of Hospitals. The Office of Alcoholism and Drug 
Abuse is in the process of developing standa~ds for local planning and for the 
certification of personnel in rural areas. In addition to requiring local ven
dors to submit periodic program and financial reports, regional field teams from 
the state office annually conduct on-site program reviews. 

Programs supported through Drug Abuse Grants serve both adult and juvenile 
clientele. t10st of the 26 substance abuse prevention and rehabilitation programs 
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serve adults, while 11 drug abuse programs are. directed toward youth. Growth in 
funding proceeded at a steady rate until 1979. From 1977 to 1978, funding 
increased from $151,090 to $160,255. State taxes on the North Shore oil reve
nues made possible a 1979 appropriation of over $676,000 for alcohol and drug 
abuse grants as well as an additional $510,000 special appropriation for imple
menting the K-12 Alcohol Education Project. An additional $517,000 comes from 
fedl~ral sources, which comprises about one-third of the total budget. 

The Drug Abuse Grants program is highly regarded throughout the state. The 
subsidy has produced five significant outcomes. First, there has been an actual 
reduction in destructive behavior (suicide, violence), which is particularly 
prevalent among teenagers in rural areas. The suicide rate in Alaska's rural 
areas is four times higher than the per capita average among rural areas in any 
other state. Second, subsidy-funded court diversion projects have allowed youth 
to avoid formal involvement in the juvenile just.ice system. Third, a community 
service networking system is emerging. Fourth, local drug abuse grant programs 
have stimulated and improved cross-cultural awareness by encouraging youth of 
different racial backgrounds to participate in community activities. Finally, 
educational components of these programs have stimulated community awareness of 
the severe drug problems among Alaska youth. 

ALASKA YOUTH EMPLOY}illNT SERVICES SUBSIDY 

The Alaska Youth Employment Services (YES) Subsidy, under the Department of 
Education, was established in 1973 to provide job placement to youth between the 
ages of 14 and 25 regardless of their family's income level. Other services 
offered include vocational counseling and job preparedness training. 

YES is an administrative anomaly in three respects. First, it was never 
statutorily authorized. Funds for the program are part of the annually appro
priated budget for the state Department of Education. These funds are then 
allocated to seven subs tate regions based upon need. Second, while YES funds 
are administered by the state Department of Education, the services are actually 
provided through local Employment Security Division offices under the aegis of 
the state Department of Labor. When first initiated, the program had been 
jointly administered by the Department of Labor &nd the Department of Health and 
Social Services. Problems of coordination, however, led to its eventual place
ment in the Department of Education. The ratio~ale was that this state agency 
could better facilitate students' transitions from school to jobs. 

Third, YES funds are not given to the local Employment Security Division 
offices, but .rather are allocated to regional resource centers which hire staff 
to deliver youth employment services through these local employment offices. 
The regional resource centers were established in 1976 to provide training and 
technical assistance to school districts on either a direct source or brokerage 
basis. They collect a fee for administering YES funds. One exception to this 
administrative pattern is found in Anchorage, where the municipal government has 
assumed administrative responsibility for the funds. 
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The funding history of YES has been rather uneven. Since 1976, amounts 
budgeted have fluctuated from $126,600 in 1976, to $150,200 in 1977, dropping to 
$60,000 in 1978, returning to $150,200 in 1979, and then nearly doubling to 
$270,000 in 1980. The dramatic funding decrease in 1978 is attributed to an 
administrative changeover from school districts as recipients to the regional 
resource centers. New unemployment compensation requirem~nts had made the 
program too costly for school districts. Because the transition was still under 
negotiation at the time the budget had to be submitted, funding was requested 
for only the Anchorage program. 

A measure of the program's success can be assessed in terms of job 
placements made relative to the number of applicants. Data collected for fiscal 
1979 by Alaska's Department of Education revealed that YES counselors were 
successful in placing 5,487 youth out of the 7,098 who approached the agency for 
jobs. This 75 percent placement rate was within ten percent of the Department 
of Education's program goal for that year. Approximately one-half of the 
placements were in permanent part-time jobs, while the other one-half were in 
temporary full-time employment. The majority of placements, furthermore, were 
with private sector employers. Few students were referred to jobs subsidized 
with public dollars. 

FLORIDA ALTERNATIVE EDUCATION PROGRMI 

In 1978, the Florida legislature authorized $21 million in support of 
alternative education programs to meet the needs of students who are poorly 
served in conventional educational settings, in the interest of reducing the 
number of suspensions, expulsions, and voluntary withdrawals. Students are 
eligible for alternative education programs if they are disruptive, 
unsuccessful, or disinterested, as objeqtively determined through grades, 
achievement test scores, referrals for suspensions, and high rates of 
absenteeism. The legislation emphasizes that state-supported programs must be 
positive rather than punitive in nature. 

Subsidy funds are administered by the state Department of Education and are 
available to all 67 school districts. The allocation of funds is explained in 
greater detail in Chapter 6. Briefly, the education entitlement formula 
guarantees a standard level of funding per full-time equivalent (FTE) student, 
with state aid providing the difference between the guaranteed funding level and 
the amount raised locally through ad valorem taxes. Children with special 
needs, however, generate a weighted full-time equivalency depending upon 
programming requirements and costs. For students in al~ernative education 
programs, the department determined that the base student allocation to school 
districts should be doubled, that is, weighted by a factor of 2. The base rate 
is adjusted annually to accommodate increases in appropriations and inflation. 

The state agency exercises minimal control over local programming decisions. 
There are neither requirements for planning nor any program regulations other 
than stipulating that policies and procedures must be consistent with standing 
educational laws and administrative rules. The reason for this apparent lack 
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of involvement on the part of the state agency is that the legislature has made 
it clear that local flexibility is to be maintalned, and department officials 
have interpreted this to mean that they have no legal authority to promulgate 
rules for alternative education programs, thus leaving the responsibility for 
policy, programs, and standards development to local school districts. Accord
ingly, alternative education policies and programs tend to vary across the 
state. 

To verify the accuracy of district financial records and FTE counts, fiscal 
audits are condueted annually. In contrast, program auuits are completed for 
only 15 school districts each year. School districts, therefore, experience 
program audits an average of once every five years. Both types of audits involve 
a comprehensive review of all educational programs and, as such, alternative 
education comprises only one element within the overall review. 

The extent to which the Flo't'ida Alternative Education Program has reduced 
the incidence of disruptive behavior and truancy in the state's public schools 
is difficult to definitively determine. It was learned from state Department of 
Education staff that expulsions, suspensions, truancy, and disciplinary referral 
rates were down, but state administrators cautioned making any direct linkages 
between these indicators and the availability of the subsidy. The Department of 
Education does not systematically colloct statewide information on the use of 
alternative educa.tion funds or any subsequent decline in school suspensions and 
truancy rates. However, some local programs, particularly those receiving fed
eral as well as state money, have been evaluated in recent years. These assess'
ments lend some insight into the possible results of alternative education 
programs. 

For instance, studies of Hillsborough County's Learning Alternatives Program 
conducted during 1976-79 revealed that the program succeeded in reducing suspen
sions by approximately 33 percent and . unexcused absences (truancy) by 85 per
cent, as well as having 45 percent of the students successfully complete the 
program. An evaluation of Pinellas County's (St. Petersburg) Positive Alterna
tives to Student Suspension Programs, found that schools participating from Sep
tember 1971 to June 1974 experienced a decline in suspensions. Evidence of the 
positive effects of alternative education on drop-out rates was found in a report 
of annual drop-out rates which documented that: "In Hillsborough County's Educa
tion and Employment progi~am, approximately 75 percent of participants earned 
their GED, which, although under the 90 percent standard set for the program, 
was considered a good indicliltor of success." 

The evaluations also suggest that, at least while students are enrolled in 
the program, interaction with juvenile justice agencies and the incidence of 
delinquency is reduced. Once again, Hillsborough County's Learning Alterna
tives Program reported a reduction in the number of delinquent offenses from 
166 to 18 of the 140 students enrolled during the 1978-79 school year. Status 
offenses were reduced by 91 percent for the same period. Further, statistics 
for Hillsborough's Education and Employment program reveal that 87.5 percent 
were not arrested for an offense while in the program or for 8. year following 
their release, an accomplishment made even more impressive by the fact that all 
of the participants had records of repeated acts of delinquency. 
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FLORIDA SPECIALIZED CHILDREN'S PROJECTS SUBSIDY 

Legislation for Florida's Specialized Children's Projects Subsidy was passed 
in 1973a The original funding was intended to support at least one model program 
for emotionally disabled children in each of 11 subs tate districts administered 
by the Department of Health and Rehabilitative Services (DHRS). By 1975, 16 proj
ects had been awarded grants through a request for proposal process. The objec
tive is to create community-based services as alternatives to placement in state 
institutional facilities. 

A 1979 amendment to the Specialized Children's Projects Subsidy legislation 
authorized grants to local prevention programs. Spurred by concerns reflected 
in the President's Commission Task Panel Report on Prevention, the Florida leg
islature appropriated $1.1 million for primary prevention efforts. Like the 
original Specialized Children's Projects SubSidy, the prevention projects have 
been designed initially as model programs. The strategy, once again, is to fund 
at least one project per DHRS service district and to award grants to providers 
based on the st rength of proposals specifying various prevention approaches. 
This approach permits the state to equitably distribute funds across service 
districts, while maintaining an experimental approach in determining which of a 
variety of service options seems to most effectively prevent the development of 
secondary and tertiary emotional disabilities. 

Proposals are first submitted to the local mental health board for screening. 
They are then forwarded to the DHRS district mental health program supervisor: 
who works in collaboration with the district mental health board to rank the 
proposals in order of preference for funding. The district mental health board 
director is given final authority for ranking the proposals before sending them. 
to the state office. 

At the state level, final review of the proposals is accomplished by a spe
cial grant revlew committee composed of representatives of DHRS' Mental Health 
Program Office, district mental health boards; and community mental health cen
ters, among others. Proposals are evaluated according to weights given to fac
tors such as program description, statement of need, measurable objectives, 
methodology for implementation, evaluation approach, cost effectiveness, and 
innovativeness. 

The Specialized Children's Projects Subsidy is designed to prevent the onset 
of emotional disabilities and, When nece!:!sary, to treat emotionally disabled 
children in the least restrictive setting. To this end, state funding is being 
used to encourage the development of a continuum of local services. Included in 
this continuum are the following services (from least to most restrictive): (1) 
preventive services, (2) individual and family counseling, (3) day treatment, 
(4) individual and family crisis intervention, (5) short-term residential ser
vices for crisis situations, (6) therapeutic foster homes, (7) small group 
homes, (8) group child care and residential treatment centers, and (9) intensive 
residential treatment centers. 

Residential facilities for psychotic and emotionally disturbed children must 
meet state standards but are no longer required to meet standards of the Joint 
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Co'rnmission on 'the Accreditation of Hospitals to 
standards were especially promulgated for these 
their availability in more communities. 

qualify for state grants. State 
facilities iu order to encourage 

, h 1 h rams in Florida eomes from a mix-
Support for children s mental f e~st ~~~;ciPants are encouraged to generate 

ture of federal, state, and local un. commissioners among other sources. 
local matches from school systems and coun,tY

t 
d by the le~islature in 1979 for 

In addition to the $1.1 million appropnda, etributed for con~inuation of the 
i 'ts $1 2 million was 1.S ib i prevent on proJec, : f hild Other state resources contr ut ng 

existing specialized projects or f c h~~~~en include approximately $3 million 
to local mental health services or c 
for community-based residential care. 

d d by the Department of Health and Reha-t of the programs fun e d 
Twenty percen i d to be evaluated every year, an a 

bilitative Services are legisla~ivel~o ~n~ue::ake this responsibility. The legis
special evaluation unit exists Just i h i an evaluation of the specialized 
lature has expressed an interest n :vd n;hat such an assessment will soon be 
children's projects, and it ,is anticipa e ted to have measurable objectives and 
done. In the meantime, projects are expec 
to perform continuous self-appraisals. 

d the concept of spec.ialized chil-Host of the people interviewed supporte , ssful in meeting 
h 'sting projects were succe 

dren's projects and felt that t e ex1. i t be institutionalized. The major 
objectives to prevent children from hav ~g ~ w in number. One or two projects 
problem cited was that the program: w;re ~o esome districts have been forced to 
Per DHRS district were felt to be na equa e

d
• d nt in order to make them eli-

1 d' t b d chUdren as epen e 
declare emotional y 1.S ur e . This situation has prompted one legislator 
gible for community-based services. b t e otionally disturbed and depend-
to suggest that perhaps the distinction : :~e~a~r of a children-at-risk desig
ent children should be dropped altohgeJhe.. ld t be left to fall between cate
nation so that children in need of e p wou no 
gorical cracks. 

IOWA ALTERNATIVES TO FOSTER q~RE AND IN-HOME SERVICES, AND 
COHMUNITY-BASED JUVENILE CORRECTIONS SUBSIDIES 

The Iowa Legislature has established two subSid!~:ht~me~~~~:ag:n t~:e d~:~~~~~ 
ment of home-based an~ commun~tY~basegar:er:;~e~~_Home se:vices, and Community
They are the Alternat1.ves to os er 
Based Juvenile Corrections Subsidies. 

i ti that Iowa's Alter~atives to Foster Care and In-Home servi~es 
The nnova on rd kee in family members together. Rat er 

represents is a ,primary thrust towa fP if the first option is to amelior-
than removing the child from an unstable :m t~' family's instability. Service 
ate the problems that are {~:r';::~i~~e fOamil; to demonstrate how the behavior 
workers may, and. often do, b difi d how household finances can be budgeted, 
of an undisciplined child may e mo e

b
, he improved Services may take 

and hOlf! communication among family mem ers c~n 'ust providing parents respite 
the form of instruction, role-modeling, or n J. 
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from the day-to-day tedium of parenting. Service workers are on call 24 hours a 
day. While they are frequently asked to go into some highly volatile domestic 
situRtions, none of the service workers interviewed felt they had been in a 
life-threatening situation. Nor did they feel that by avoiding the removal of 
children from the home was the children's well-being in greater danger. There 
were no reports of child abuse occurring because a child was left in the home as 

. the result of pursuing an alternative to foster care option. On the contrary, 
much media attention was given to a case of child abuse which had occurred, 
rather, in a group home, a placement for children removed from their own 
families. 

The origin of these programs probably dates to 1961, when the Iowa legisla
ture specifically earmarked $30,000 of one of its institutional budgets for the 
development of community foster care services. With an additional allocation of 
$100,000 in 1975 for the establishment of community-based pilot programs to 
serve as alternative care for residents of the institution, the facility was 
closed. 

In 1973, Family Therapy Teams, which were pilot projects started with Law 
Enforcement Assistance Administration funds, enlivened the interest of a number 
of private service providers who, among others, pressed for more funding to sup
port activities :Ln the area of in-home and family-based services. In 1976, the 
legislature authorized the state Department of Social Services to use ten per
cent of its foster care appropriations for the development of services to reduce 
the number of out-of-home placements; and, by 1978, the legislatur~ specifically 
set aside appropriations for In-Home Services and Alternatives to Foster Care. 
Their 1979 appropriations were $1,000,000 and $750,000, respectively. 

In 1976, the legislature also appropriated $160,000 to encourage the devel
opment and expansion of community-based juvenile corrections programs. Changes 
in the juvenile code, during this period, clearly pointed toward increased juve
nile rights and broader use of alternatives to institutionalization. The legis
lature's intentions were made even more direct in 1979 when, in addition to 
doubling the subsidy's appropriation to $320,000, the development of a deinsti-' 
tutionalization plan was mandated. 

The state is divided into 16 social services districts, each with its own 
department of social services office and district manager. Local administration 
is performed by employees of the Department of Social Services, assigned to the 
community. The subsidies are administered through this existing structure for 
no new positions or organizations were created at either the state, district, or 
local levels. 

Funds from the subsidies are awarded on a competitive basis as project 
grants. Programs to be funded are selected from proposals submitted in response 
to a request for proposal solicitation. Proposals for grants from the Community
Based Juvenile Corrections Subsidy are sent to the Bureau of Children's Services 
of the Department of Social Services (DSS), where they are evaluated by a screen
ing committee. Projects to be funded through pu~chase-of-service contracts and 
the home-based services subsidies are negotiated between public and private pro
viders and the DSS district offices, while grants from the Community-Based Ju
venile Corrections Subsidy are awarded directly from the state Bureau of Chil
dren's Services. 
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These subsidies are "layered" onto a substantially-endowed Purchase of 
Services (P.O. S.) system. The reason given for their creation was that the 
P.O.S. system appeared to have stagnated. Only three agencies in the state were 
receiving over 50 percent of the P.O.S. funds. There was an interest on the 
part of the legislature to stimulate the development of new programs and new 
agencies in different geographical areas. The project grants offered a way to 
target monies to new programs, new agencies, and new areas. 

Funds from the Alternatives to Foster Care Subsidy support programs in 12 
DSS districts, and the In-Home Services appropriation has enabled the develop
ment of programs in six DSS districts. The result is that 15 of the state's 16 
social service districts have at least one of the two types of programs, and 
three districts have both. 

The Community-Based Juvenile Corrections Subsidy supported 11 projects during 
1978. Among other projects, five shelter care and three group homes were funded, 
an indication of the subsidy's objective to develop alternatives to state insti
tutional placements. The next year the appropriation was doubled to $320,000. 
Only three more grants were awarded that year because much larger grants were 
made to ~ few recipients. However, only four of the 14 selected proposals were 
continuations from the previous year. Five new shelter care programs received 
fu~ding: one detention program, three tra~~itional or independent living pro
grams, and one substance abuse treatment program. With changes in. the leg1.sla
tion, an increasing number of nonresidential prCigrams are also beling supported. 

Because so many grants are so small, a number of agencies augment state sup
port from a variety of sources, such as c.ounty funds, the United Way , private 
contributions, and client fees. Frequently, over one-half of the support for 
these state-initiated programs is generated from other sources. Despite the 
legislature's interest in achieving better distribution of services across the 
state funds still go largely to providers clustered in urban areas. The inten
tion 'to establish a continuum of services is gradually being fulfilled. One
third of the social service districts have at least eight out of ten community
based services options. Two-thirds of the districts have at least one-half or 
better of these options. 

Currently, the only planning function which is truly locally controlled is 
a mplished by the boards and staff of the community-based public and private 
a~~~cies. It has been recommended, however, that community planning networks be 
developed with the assistance of DSS, representing such organizations as school 
districts: private agencies, volunteers, churches, law enforcement agencies, 
judges, and interested citizens' groups. 

From this study's cursory review, it appears that the Alternatives to Foster 
Care Subsidy and In-Home Services are meeting their mutual objectives to reduce 
foster care placements, keep families together, and limit foster care expendi
tures. In slightly over a year, clients in home-based services had nearly 
doubled, while foster care placements were reduced by 15 percent. 

The Community-Based Juvenile Corrections Subsidy may have been less success
ful than its home-based services' counterpart in meeting objectives. There are 
indications that the legislature's objectives to provide technical assistance to 
local gr·oups, to make maximum use of available federal funds, and to meet the 
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goals of deinstitutionalization are not being met. However, the Community-Based 
Juvenile Corrections Subsidy has probably not been available for a sufficient 
length of time to determine whether it can displace institutional referrals. 
Some argue that the 1979-80 appropriation ($320,000) was far too small in Com
parison to an institutional budget of over $6 million. Currently, institutional 
placements are either stable or increasing. Community-based placements, on the 
other hand, have decreased over the past year, but many observers attribute this 
situation to uncertainties on the part of juvenile judges in implementing the 
revised juvenile code. 

}~RYLAND YOUTH SERVICES BUREAUS SUBSIDY 

Haryland's youth services bureaus began as neighborhood-based agencies which 
provided informal counseling to troubled youth and their families. Services 
were loosely structured, and area youth were encouraged to "drop in" for recre
ational activities or counseling. Each center had an out-reach component to 
reach alienated youngsters in places where they typically congregated--at school, 
athletic events, and popular "hang-outs." 

What distinguishes }1aryland' s youth services bureaus from those in other 
states is that the agencies in }1aryland are to function primarily as direct 
services' providers rather than as planning or administrative bodies. The 
bureaus are based in communities with significRnt juvenile crime. They are 
required to provide services at no charge to youth and their families for 
individual and group counseling, crisis intervention, as well as general 
information and referral. In addition, depending upon community needs and 
budgeting limitations, youth services bureaus may provide tutoring, leisure-time 
activities, employment counseling and placement, community education, drug 
information, and community resource development. Some agencies have added 
several special programs, such as workshops for professionals, counseling and 
diagnostic services to the public schools, and parent education programs. 

In 1971, youth services bureaus had been established in several communities 
with funds from the federal Law Enforcement Assistance Administration (LEM). 
These LEM grants had been considered "seed money" to stimulate the development 
of state and local support. Some local funding had been obtained, but it was 
generally insufficient to continue the existing programs. Without additional 
funding, the youth servic.es bureaus were destined to close with the termination 
of federal funds in 1974. 

A concerted lobbying effort on the part of the Maryland Association of Youth 
Services Bureaus, Inc., however, convinced the legislature to appropriate funds 
for seven new agencies as well as the five already in existence, given that 25 
percent matching funds would be provided locally. The appropriatioTi that year, 
1975, was for approximately $437,')00. By 1978, appropriations had increased to 
$1.1 million supporting a total 0.(" 1<3 youth services bureaus located throughout 
the state. 
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Subsidy funds are administered by the state Juveniln Services Administration 
of the Department of Health and Hental Hygiene, which requires youth services 
bureaus to submit an annual application for funds. Allocations are made to the 
local unit of government, either city or county, which provides the matching 
funds. Sponsoring units of government are charged with monitoring the youth 
services bureaus in their jurisdictions. However, under a 1979 legislative 
amendment, youth services bureaus, even while continuing to receive local 
matching funds, may incorporate and deal directly with the state agency. 

Ironically, the youth services bureaus had been an unsought responsibility 
for the Juvenile Services Administration (JSA). The state agency's lack of 
enthusiasm became apparent when, in the second year, JSA requested less funding 
for the bureaus. The ~furyland Association of Youth Services Bureaus once again 
mounted a campaign to restore funding. As indicated by the impressive increases 
in appropriations, the association's efforts were successful in not only 
restoring the previous funding request but in actually increasing it. 

State officials are generally satisfied with the youth services bureaus and 
anticipate that they will continue to receive state funding. While no formal 
evaluations of their effectiveness have been undertaken, an analysis of recidi
vism rates performed by the Juvenile Services Administration showed a greater 
reduction in recidivism rates among clients of youth services bureaus than for 
those of another state-subsidized effort, the Youth Diversion Projects. 

MARYLAND YOUTH DIVERSION PROJECTS SUBSIDY 

The origins of Maryland's Youth l?iversion Projects Subsidy date back to 
1971, when a combination of federal, state, and private funds were awarded to 
Pre-Trial Intervention, a private, nonprofit agency in Baltimore. The proposed 
approach represented an extension of existing national efforts in diversion pro
gramming for adult offenders, particularly that ~eveloped by the Vera Institute 
in New York. Baltimore's Pre-Trial Intervention (PTI) Project was directed 
toward 15 1/2- to l8-year-old juveniles. Originally, funding support came from 
the U.S. Department of Labor, the budget of the state Juvenile Services Adminis
tration (JSA), and a private Boston corporation called Learning Systems. 

Targeting diversion efforts toward 10- to l4-year-olds was made possible two 
yearslatar when Baltimore was selected by LEAA as one of eight cities to re
ceive federal funds to initiate the Diversion of Impact Offenders Project. The 
state matched the $160,000 federal grant with $54,000 in state funds and in-kind 
contributions. However, at this point, the Diversion of Impact Offenders Proj
ect had no formal connection with the Pre-Trial Intervention Project. The admin
istrative reporting arrangements reflected this separation, for JSA' s deputy 
director oversaw the Pre-Trial Intervention (PTI) Project, while JSA's chief of 
community programs monitored the Diversion of Impact Offenders Project. It was 
not until July 1978 that PTI was also assigned to the administrative oversight 
of the community programs unit. By that time, PTI was receiving all of its 
funding from state and local sources and had incorporated under another name, 
Justice Resources, Incorporated. 
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With LEAA funding to the Diversion of Impact Offenders Project scheduled to 
end in 1978, continuation depended upon state support. ~fuile JSA assumed admin
istrative responsibility for the program, the state's financial burden was eased 
considerably by using Title XX funds to reimburse 75 percent of expenditures for 
Title XX--eligible clients receiving diversion services. As such, the program 
remains largely federally financed. The balance of support comes from state 
funde available through JSA's budget. Total federal and state funding in 1981 
amounted to nearly $787,000. Local diversion projects are not required to supply matching funds. 

In general, only agencies funded in the past continue to be funded, but this 
practice would not totally exclude other agencies from applying or being con
sidered. Since assuming admlliistrative responsibility in 1977, JSA has applied 
standard across-the-board increases as adjustments for inflation and has re
jected any requests from individual diversion projects to increase their share 
above the agencywide inflation adjustment. Funds are distributed directly to the agencies. 

To qualify for state dollars, local private agencies must adhere to stan
dards and guidelines stated in JSA's Baltimore City Youth Diversion Projects, 
Policy and Procedures ~funual. The manual outlines intake and referral guide
lines, program quality standards, content for case files, and procedures to 
ensure eonfidentiality. Compliance monitoring is maintained through a review of 
monthly case logs by the JSA regional coordinator, submission of quarterly pro
grammatic and fiscal reports, an annual on-site visit by the state diversion 
coordinator, and an annual fiscal audit conducted by the Department of Health and Hental Hygiene. 

The youth diversion projects operate exclusively on a day-treatl'llent basis. 
As such, there is no placement in residential programs; instead, juvenile offen
ders are conditionally diverted to counseling, educational, and job placement 
services for a 90-day period. State guidelines require that 80 percent of the 
clients be referred by JSA intake officers. The remaining 20 percent may be 
referred by other agencies. At the end of the 90 days, intake staff--in con
sultation with diversion project counselors--determine whether the youth has 
progressed sufficiently to merit closing the case without further processing. 
The primary objective is to prevent further penetration into the juvenile justice system. 

Trade ~funager's International, a research group commissioned in 1977 byLEAA 
to evaluate the effectiveness of the projects, reported that the recidivism rate 
for program participants was significant'ly lower than for comparable control 
groups. The study further showed a recidivism rate of 16 percent for clients 
during a period up to 22 months from the date of program completion. This com
pared with rates of 41 percent for groups not diverted from the court and 22 
percent among those who received no services. 

The only other systematic assessment has been an in-house survey of recidi
vism rates conducted by the state Juvenile Services Administration. For diver
sion clients tracked over a three-year period, the survey revealed a positive 
effect on recidivism. However, recidivism rate reductions t-lere not to the 
extent anticipated, nor as substantial as for ~laryland's youth services bureaus. 
In this study, recidivism was defined in terms of subsequent contacts with the 
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juvenile justice system. As described by officials of the Juvenile Services 
Administration, however, the study represents a rather cursory first attempt by 
the agency to formally ascertain the impact of diversion projects. 

Reports submitted by the diversion projects to the Juvenile Services Admin
istration contain data only on the number of youth who succeeded in th~ program 
and did not require further court action. There is no tracking on the extent of 
subsequent involvement by former diversion clients with the juvenile justice 
system, an information deficiency noted by more than one local project director. 
The reports indicate that, on an average, around 70 to 75 percent of partici
pating youth successfully complete their programs without the need for further 
court processing. 

MICHIGAN CHILD CARE FUND 

The Hichigan Child Care Fund was initiated in 1955 in an effort to reform 
the existing system of financing state and local services to children. Prior to 
the Child Care Fund's enactment, counties could avoid the cost of care for delin
quent and dependent children by committing them to state institutions. Several 
advocacy groups and influential legislators became alarmed at the burgeoning 
population in state training schools as well as escalating costs to the state; 
hence, conditions were ripe for the enactment of Act 112 to provide state sub
sidies to local services for children. 

The original legislation provided state funds to reimburse counties for a 
portion of costs for out-of-home care of dependent and neglected children .. 
Counties were required to cover a base amount of services costs as determined by 
an equalized assessed valuation of property in each county. All costs in excess 
of the basic amount were to be shared equally by the state and county. Addi.
tionally, the legislation required counties to pay 50 percent of expenditures 
for youths committed to the legal custody of the state, a requirement which 
became known as the state "charge-back" provision. 

By the early 1960s, it became apparent that despite the financial base pro
vided by the Child Care Fund, institutional populations continued to increase. 
At least two conditions contributed to this situation. The first was steadily 
rising juvenile arrest rates, and the second was an inability on the part of 
small and rural counties to meet the local share of service costs. In an 
effort, once again, to reduce institutional populations, the legislature passed 
Act 229 in 1966 allowing the Department of Social Services to create a full 
range of community-based services to be used as alternatives to institutional 
placement for children committed state care. 

At the same time, urban area probate courts were using Child Care Funds to 
develop a full range of residential and counseling services for their wards. 
Thus, by the late 1960s, a two-tiered system of services, one at the c.ounty 
level represented by the probate courts and one at the state level repreElented 
by the Department of Social Services~ had evolved from the 1955 enactment of the 
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Child Care Fund and the 1966 passage of Act 229. The inevitable jurisdictional 
rivalries as well as philosophical and political differences fostered by the 
two-tier system led to fragmented and uncoordinated services in many parts of 
the state. In the early 1970s, an analysis of Michigan's child care services 
system revealed large disparities in state subsidy support across counties, a 
lack of state control over how funds were used, and funding requirements which 
created financial incentives for residential placements rather than nonresiden
tial, home-based care. 

With the release of that repor.t, a legislative committee recommended several 
major changes to the child care subsidy. The first was that determination of 
the local matching share would no longer be based upon local property taxing 
potential, but rather the state and local governments would sh~re equally (50 
percent local match) all child care costs. The second recommendation was that 
10 percent (later increased to 20 percent) of child care funds would underwrite 
juvenile justice services programs, particularly for in-home detention under 
probationary supervision as well as other forms of home-based and residential 
services. Third, a separate agency, the Office of Juvenile Justice Services 
should be established at the state level to develop a plan for funding and coor: 
dinating a comprehensive and unified system of child care services. Finally, 
:ounty social services offices and the juvenile courts should be required to 
Jointly create and submit plans for USJ of child care funds to the Office of 
Juvenile Justice Services. With the exception of a proposal to give standard
setting power to the Office of Juvenile Justice Services all of the recommen
dations were passed by the legislature in 1975. All of th~ provisions remain in 
effect with the exception that the Office of Juvenile Justice Services was 
replaced by the newly established Office of Children and Youth Services, When 
authorization for the for.mer expired in 1978. One provision of the original 
legislation, that is, charging counties 50 percent of the cost of care for juven
iles committed to the custody of the state, continued to be part of the amended enactment. 

In 1980, $23 million was appropriated for four types of local services eligible for reimbursent: 

• Family foster care, 
• Institutional care, 
• Independent living, and 
• In-home care. 

Despite the availability of state child care funds in support of in-home 
care services, counties still primarily use the subsidy for operation of deten
tion centers and other institutional facilities. It is estimated that 55 to 60 
percent of subsidy funds are spent for these services. 

Data presented in an independent evaluation of one Hichigan in-home care 
program suggest that this approach can function 'successfully .as an alternative 
to institutional or foster care. The subject of the evaluation was the Parents 
and Children Together (PACT) program, which has contracts with both the Uayne 
County (Detroit) Juvenile Court and the local Department of Social Services office. 
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Between June 15, 1977, and September 30, 1978, nearly 100 families and over 
300 children received at least two months of services in the PACT program. Of 
this population, two-thirds of the children were at home, yet determined to be 
"at-risk," while one-third Were in foster care. As of September 1978, over 90 
percent of the children at home, but determined to be "at-risk" of removal from 
their families, were able to remain at home. Only eight percent of this group 
had to be placed in foster care. Among the children initially in foster care, 
46 percent were returned to their natural parents, while 54 percent remained in 
foster care although return to their natural parents was thought imminent. Alto
gether, 77 percent of the children were either returned to or remained in their 
natural homes. 

Despite the apparent effectiveness of in-home services, not only do counties 
continue to spend subsidy funds for local detention facilities, but commitments 
to state wardship aiso continue to increase. However, data collected by the 
Office of Children and Youth Services shows that counties with high levels of 
local services have low commitment rates; thus, it is felt that without the 
subsidy, commitments to the state, and accordingly to state institutions, would 
be much higher. 

Even though cost containment problems continue to plague this reimbursement
formula approach and judges continue to clash with local social services adminis
trators over the development of local services plans, both state and local offi
cials are supportive of the Child Care Fund program. While aware of the sub
sidy's shortcomings, state and local officials are willing 1;0 continue making 
improvements rather than foregoing the effort altogether. 

MICHIGAN WORK OPPORTUNITY RESOURCES CORPS PROGRM1 

The Michigan Work Opportunity Resources Corps Program, although last funded 
in 1980, was included for case study for two reasons. It was one of only three 
state-subsidized youth employment programs discovered through the survey, and it 
offered the opportunity to explore reasons for terminating a state subsidy. With 
regard to the latter point, the explanation was very simple. While the Work 
Opportunity Resources Corps (WORC) was considered to be politically popular, it 
had to give way under a budget squeeze to state programs of higher priority. 

Conceived by a state legislator, the Work Opportunity Resources Corps was 
designed (1) to provide summer employment opportunities for any Michigan youth 
from the ages of 15 through 21, and not just those determined to be economically 
disadvantaged as required for CETA eligibility, and (2) to accomplish needed 
conservation projects throughout the state. Accordingly, administration of the 
funds was assigned to the Department of Natural Resources over the protests of 
the state Department of Labor. 

Enacted in 1977, the legislature appropriated $5 million to the program, of 
which $3.2 million was made available to local governments or public agencies, 
while the balance was intended for the Department of Natural Resources to cover 
administrative costs and to establish its own youth employment projects. 
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Requirements outlined by the legislature were that funds were to be used for con
servation and recreation-related jobs, and that no criteria other than age would 
restrict a youth's eligibility for these r..tate-subsidized jobs. Programs were 
permitted to operate up to three months each year, and local governmenls could 
use up to 15 percent of their grant to cover administrative costs. 

The funds were awarded as project grants, meaning that the state Department 
of Natural Resources selected proposals to be supported based on such criteria 
as type of project, long-term effects, and anticipated performance. Any local 
intermediate school district, regional authority, public housing commission, 
city, village, township, or county could apply for a grant. Local matching 
funds were not required. 

Fund disbursements were in three stages. Fifty percent of the approved 
budget was advanced upon request once the grant had been awarded. Then, all but 
ten percent of the balance of the total budget was paid at the completion of the 
project. The remaining ten percent was held by the state, pending completion of 
a fiscal audit as mandated by the legislation. Administrative guidelines stipu
lated supervisor/enrollee ratios, types of work allowed, wage and pay guidelines, 
duration of employment, safety standards, training procedures, as well as per
formance reporting and audit requirements. Monitoring for compliance with state 
guidelines was accomplished through annual fiscal audits by a private accounting 
firm, site visits by regional WORC coordinators, and administrative review of 
performance reports which highlighted a program's accomplishments. 

The program ~aused little friction between state and local officials. Con-
'~ributing to its acceptability was the absence of any matching fund requirements 
and greater administrative flexibility than was possible through thE relatively 
rigid procedures of CETA's Neighborhood Youth Corps. Among the benefits cited 
were the opportunity for Hichigan youth to find summer employment, the chance to 
gain useful job experience and form good work habits, and the accomplishment of 
needed conservation projects. Had Hichigan not been faced with revenue short
falls due to the declining auto industry, the Work Opportunity Resources Corps 
Program would probably still be in existence. 

NEW YORK YOUTH DEVELOPMENT/DELINQUENCY PREVENTION SUBSIDY 
AND SPECIAL DELINQUENCY PREVENTION PROGRM! GRANTS 

The New York Youth Development/Delinquency Prevention (YDDP) Subsidy has 
been in existence since 1946. Briefly, its primary objectives are (1) to stimu
late the development and coordination of effective delinquency prevention and 
youth development programs at the local level by providing financial incentives 
and technical assistance, and (2) to assist local governments in developing 
effective youth service systems that address the needs of juveniles prior to and 
as an alternative to involvement in the juvenile justice, social welfare, and 
mental health systems. 

Interviews with state administrators revealed that the state subsidy to 
local youth development and delinquency prevention programs is actually comprised 
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of eight grants-in-aid, including what is known as the traditional YDDP and the 
Special Delinquency Prevention Program Grants. A table in the New York case 
study in Appendix D. delineates all eight grant mechanisms. This plethora of 
programs is partially explained by their time of initiation-1978, a guber
natorial election year. Since that time, at least two of them have been 
terminated. The remaining allocation mechanisms are gradually being merged into 
a four-tier funding system. 

Local youth bureaus, as provided under the first tier, would be eligible to 
receive 50 percent state aid reimbursement as before, but this aid would be 
increased. Counties with populations under 200,000 would be eligible to receive 
$75,000 in support of a youth bureau, while cities, villages, and towns would be 
in line for $50,000. Counties with populations from 200,000 to 400,000 would be 
eligible to receive $100,000, and counties with populations over 400,000 would 
have available $150,000. New York City, which encompasses five counties, is 
eligible to receive $500,000. Current proposals would increase funding to New 
York City to $750,000. 

The second tier incorporates the current Youth Development/Delinquency 
Prevention program (YDDP). Through this subsidy, municipalities receive 50 per
cent state matching funds to establish and operate recreation and youth service 
projects. Allocations are based on per capita formulas to encourage comprehen
sive planning and to support a range of coordinated youth programming. Counties 
which develop comprehensive plans are eligible to receive funds up to $4.50 for 
each youth residing in county under the age of 21 of which no more than $2.40 
can be used for recreation programming. Current proposals would increase these 
amounts to $5.50 and $2.50, respectively. 

The third tier provides funding for communities in counties which do not 
participate in comprehensive planning. These communities are eligible to 
re.ceive a maximum allocation of $2.25 per youth under age 21 of which no more 
than $1.20 per youth can be used annually for recreation programs. Fifty per
cent local matching funds are also required of communities participating under these provisions. 

The fourth tier of funding is directed toward the prevention of delinquencey 
among troubled youth in high-risk communities. Under this provision, public and 
private agencies, selected through a proposal process, could receive 100 percent 
state aid to establish and operate specific projects targeted toward youth at 
risk of involvement with the juvenile or criminal justice systems. Projects are 
to be directed toward priority programs, such as (1) work experience and 
training programs, (2) alternatives to institutional care, (3) institutional 
aftercare program, and (4) family support programs. This fourth tier of 
funding, which embodies the special delinquency prevention program, offers state 
aid to address the critical needs of urban communities which have high 
delinquency rates, such as Buffalo and New York City, particularly the latter. 
Community-based organizations in New York City may submit proposals for 100 per'
cent state aid directly to the state Division for Youth. These New York 
programs represent the only exception to having local youth bureau approval 
prior to funding. 

In its 35-year existence, the Youth Development/Delinquency Prevention 
SubSidy has been subject to a variety of political pressures and has undergone 
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funding mec an sms. 1. d toward local recreational programming 
streets," the state aid was directe k and recreation. Attempts to redirect 
offered through city departments of par s a arent validity in preventing 
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delinquency were always met Wi~h diP t rs Thus in an effort to control 
recipients, local parks and recreat on rec

i 
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local spending for recreational p~~gra: n~2.40 per YQuth for recreational 
legislature set an expendit~re ttei i~g comprehensive planning, and $1. 20 per programs in counties partic pa ng 
youth in those areas without comprehensive plans. 

. 1974 when the differential formula The second dramatic change occurred ~n , bmittin comprehensive plans, 
was established. As indicated earlier, cou:t!::v:~es inve~tories, would qualify 
consisting largely of needs assessme$n:s50a~er youth under 21. Without a compre
for 50 percent reimbursements up to "i i lities within those counties was set 
hensive plan, the reimbursement ~o~i~un t~ P;articiPate in comprehensive planning 
to $2.25 per youth. Counties w ~ b gcertified by the state Division for Youth. 
must have a local youth bureau an e a incentive for comprehensive 
The funding differential was yto k ,se~v7e oa~nti:s and New York City have sought lanning Currently, 53 of New or s c 
~nd received qualification for the higher allocation rate. 

h S i 1 Delinquency Prevention Program A third major event established t e pec: cited in this report, little 
in 1978. Because this incident has alre~dY w::n to redirect more funds toward 
will be said here. The thrust, once aga n'ti larly Buffalo and New York. 
areas with high delinquency rates~hatajrUVeCnuiles highly prone to delinquency 
Legislators, in an attempt to ensure in uenc prevention, proposed to give the 
would benefit from state aid to del iq / Youth) full discretion over at 
state administering agency (the Divis on or 
least some of the funding. 

by the Youth Development/Delinquency Prevention su~sidy 
Services suppor:ed • (1) outh recreation, (2) youth servlces, 

fall into three major categories. / ject is defined as an activity, 
and (3) youth bureaus. A youth recreat i o~ P~~ty devoted to the provision of 
maintained under the directio~ of A a o~~~ ~e~~ice ~roject, on the other hand, is 
leisure time services for yout .• y . h r than a youth bureau or recreation 
defined as an organized act~vity ot e tion or treatment of the 

is the detection, preven , 1 t pro ject, whose purpose h services directed to youth deve opmen • 
delinquency of youth, or any ot e~ d into eight areas: (1) information/ 
Youth services are generally dfvi e t (4) counseling (5) health, (6) youth 
referral, (2) education, (3) emp oym~n, d (8) misceilaneous services. 
advocacy, (7) special prevention serv ces, an 

rt-time or full-time professional staff to The youth bureau consists of a pa i i valuation and research. While 
I i rdination superv son, e, d be 

engage in p ann ng, coo 'servic"s which most frequently ten to 
youth bureaus may provide their own
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i i s for subsidies, The Division for Youth, like most administrat ~e :gs:nc o~ funds by local 
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recipients. Field repre~entatives and regional coordinators from the division 
share program monitoring responsibilities with local youth bureaus. 

The Division for Youth's administration of state aid to delinquency preven
tion programs has been the subject of two audits conducted by the New York 
Legislative Expenditure Review Commission in 1972 and in 1980. In its latest 
report, the legislative commission recognized the problem of evaluating effec
tive delinquency prevention efforts. The report states that: 

Neither the Division for Youth's administration of delin
quency prevention programs nor the field of delinquency pre
vention, itself has successfully identified or applied usual
ly accepted effective program models to prevent delinquency. 
In light of the use of State aid for diverse program concepts, 
it is important to note that lack of commitment to experimen
tation means that State aid has been used to provide finan
cial assistan~e for programs with an unknown delinquency pre
vention impact, no matter how worthwhile program sponsors 
believe these programs have been. 

Programs operating with State aid at the time of the audit 
presented a vast array of program concepts and intervention 
techniques.... Almost any activity sponsored by a locality 
can be cons ide red for such aid if it se rves youths.... The 
diversity of programs also reflects lack of concensus on the 
causes and cares of delinquency. This is characteristic of 
the field of delinquency prevention in general. In an April, 
1979 report, The National Evaluation of Prevention, the Na
tional Council on Crime and Delinquency notes that problems 
with these programs begin with the basics: "Unfortunately, 
the field of delinquency prevention exhibits a paucity of 
theory. There exist few fully elaborated discussions of how 
preventive services lead to delinquency reduction."1 

Despite recognition of the problems in assessing the effective uses of 
delinquency prevention programs, the Legislative Expendi ture Review Commission 
was, nevertheless, critical of the state administrative agency. The report 
concluded that, 

The Division for Youth has not taken a leadership role in 
insuring that State aid for delinquency prevention had been 
used for effective program models. Evaluation is the ex
ception, not the rule and information required by tho Divi
sion for Youth on State aided programs was often inadequate 
for assessment of program results. It was also sometimes 
deficient for monitoring purposes because of lack of infor
mation on the number to be served and the services to be 
offered with State aid. Not only did the Division for Youth 
lack information on whether delinquency was being prevented 
through financially assisted programs, but at the time of 
this audit, it also could not even specify in common format 
how many youths had been served, what types of youths had 
been served and how youths had been served. 2 
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NORTH CAROLINA COHHUNITY-BASED ALTERNATIVES PROGRM1 

As of 1972, North Carolina had the dubious distinction of committing more 
children per capita than any other state. A report released that year by the 
North Carolina Bar Association captured the attention of legislators, and a com
missi.on was appointed to conduct further study and to make-recommendations con
cerning better approaches for treating and rehabilitating juvenile offenders. 
As a consequence, the commission drafted legislation establishing the 
Community-Based Alternatives Program and requested that it be introduced in the 
1975 session of the North Carolina General Assembly. 

Test1.fying in favor of the legislation was the Governor's Advocacy Council 
for Children and Youth, some juvenile court judges, private youth advocacy 
groups, and the League of Women Voters. The only opposition of any significance 
came from legislators of the poorer eastern counties, whose objections were 
based upon the perceived inabilities of their districts to raise the proposed 
matching funds. 

Although the law's effective date was set for July 1, 1975, tight state 
budgeting conditions required that an appropriation for the bill be deferred. 
Start-up funds in 1976 amounting to $250,000 were actually dollars reallocated 
within the Division of Youth Services, the program's administrative agency. 
This initial funding supported 33 community-based alternatives acros~ the state. 

Since 1976, the Community-Based Alternatives subsidY has gained strong polit
ical support. From its original $250,000 funding, appropriations increased from 
$1 million in 1977, to $4 million in 1980. Currently, all except one of North 
Carolina's 100 counties participate in the program. In 1978, the program served 
nearly 6,000 youth. In 1979, the funding expanded to support services to nearly 
18,000 juveniles, and it was estimated that 25,000 youngsters would receive 
services in 1980. 

Two primary and complementary objectives of the subsidy are to encourage the 
develc.pment of community-based alternatives and to reduce state institutional 
pot'~lations. Hinimizing youth involvement with the juvenile justice system is 
almo considered to be an important objective. 

County task forces are given the discretion to determine, within broad cate
gories, the types of programs to be created locally with subsidy funds. Task 
force ,members are appointed by county commissioners and represent public 
schools, juvenile courts, youth advocates, public and private providers, as well 
as youth and minority constituencies. The establishment of task forces is not 
mandated but strongly urged by state officials. Programs which have tended to 
be supported encompass a spectrum of nonresidential and residential options, 
including alternative schools, counseling, recreational activities, parent 
effectiveness training, law education programs, runaway shelters, specialized 
foster care, and group homes. 

Funds for the program are administered by the Division of Youth Services, 
under the Department of Human Resources. Each county is awarded a base grant of 
$2,500 with the balance of the appropriation distributed according to a county's 
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population between the ages of ten and 17. Participation by counties is 
voluntary, but those counties choosing to participate must provide matching 
funds varying from ten to 30 percent based upon a county's ability to pay. This 
last consideration is determined through a social services equalization formula 
which factors, on a per capita basis, sales tax and property tax collections, 
average monthly ADC recipients, and a county's share of ADC support. Counties 
with the highest ability to pay must provide 30 percent in matching funds, while 
those with the lowest are only required to contribute ten percent. Counties 
falling in the middle are held to a 20 percent matching proportion. 

In 1979, the state unit administering the subsidy initiated six task forces, 
comprised of state administrative personnel, county officials, and private ser
vice providers, to draft performance standards. Until these standards are ready 
for implementation, mo"nitoring is limited to annual fiscal audits and only 
generalized program reviews. However, fiscal reporting requirements have become 
stricter over the years, and audits occur more frequently than initially. When 
performance requirements go into effect, it is the intention of the state agency 
to use a peer review process and to assist nonconforming agencies in reaching 
compliance. 

Currently, rudimentary needs assessments serve as local plans. Client
tracking forms collected by state agency field representatives are providing a 
data base to a management in:formation syste;n which, it is hoped, will assist 
state and local decisionmakers. 

In recent years, training school populations in North Carolina have 
declined. A state statute forbidding the placement of status offenders in 
training schools, as well as the Community-Based Alternatives Program, are cre
dited as the main reasons for reduced populations. 

Whatever the relationship between these facturs, the overall thrust of the 
community-based program effort does seem to luiVe acceler.ated the process of 
reducing training school populations begun in the mid-1970~. As of fiscal 1978, 
a.verage daily populations in training schools w~re down by over 200 youth from 
levels prior to initiation of the Community-Based Alternatives Program. 
Commitments during this period had been reduced by 24 percent. The decrease to 
the current population of 712 juveniles is even more impressive when compared to 
the 1972 average daily population of 2,000 youth institutionalized in eight 
training schools. Since then, t.hree institutions have been closed, an 
impressive .accomplishment for a state previously committing more chj,ldren per 
capita to training schools than any other state. 

In at least one large local jurisdiction, the availability of community
based programs has also significantly red.uced plac\~m£nts in detention facilitias. 
The annual report of the Hec.klenburg Youth ServJ.ces Action Board revealed that 
between 1974 and 1979, tne number of children detained fell from 686 to 3C5. 
While all of the reduction cannot be attributed to an increase in community 
programs, the community-based subsidy was identified as a m.:ljor factor. 

Other indicators of success can be noted. Across the 42 alternative educa
tion programs funded in 1979, a 54 percent decrease in out-of-school suspen
sions was reported, and juveniles placed. in group homes had 40 percent less 
frequent contacts with the court. A third indi~ator of reduced court interaction 
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was found in a report by the Administrative Office of the Courts, which showed 
that for 1978 and 1979, respectively, there has been a 28 percent and 29 percent 
decline in delinquency and status offense hearings in juvenile court. 

The key to the subsidy's political success has been the conscious effort on 
the part of state officials to include county commissioners in determining major 
policy and program directions. An ad hoc committee of the County Commissioners 
Association had been heavily involved during legislative drafting and testimony. 
It was obvi{)us that the viewpoints of the county commissioners could not be 
neglected, and solicitation of their perspectives has paid dividends in local 
support of the programs. 

NORTH C.A..'tOLINA PREVOCATIONAL EDUCATION 
AND EXTENDrD SCHOOL DAY PROGRMIS SUBSIDIES 

The Prevocational Education and Extended School Day Programs Subsidies were 
developed in North Carolina to reduce the number of students leaving high school 
prior to graduation. 

Enacted in 1969, the Prevocational Education Programs Subsidy was designed 
to introduce students in the middle grades to a variety of career opportunities 
and occupational skills • Given this instruction, it was reasoned, students 
would better perceive the relevance of their secondary education to success in 
the job market and, accordingly, motivation to remain in high school until gra
duation would be increased. 

Legislation for the Exten.ded School Day Programs Subsidy, was enacted in 
1975. Its primary feature is to offer classes later in the day and into the 
evening in order to accommodate students who, for a variety of reasons cannot 
attend school during conventional hours. As a first step, the program strives 
to eliminate the barrier of conflicting work or household, and school schedules, 
Local schc:.ols may decide when to begin classes, with Some starting as early as 
1:00 p.m. and extending until 8:00 p.m. Classes may be offered daily or every 
two to three days a week, as long as minimum requirements are met. 

Realizing that these students ft'equently have learning problems, teachers 
are trained to give individualized attention _0 s'udent~. tVhile the progression 
of material is adapted to varying rates of cc~prehension, students are expected 
to reach minimum level~ of competency in basic academic skills. A great deal of 
empha~is is placed on providing opportunities for students to achieve some 
degree of success. Difficulties experienced with academic skills may be 
balanced by chances to demonstrate proficiencies in vocational skills. 

A third accommodation entails efforts directed toward finding work for 
unemploYf.!d students. The vocational elements of the program play an impQrtant 
part in meeting this objective;: as do cooperative activities with state and 
local ID/mpower agencies. 

Counseling of all types is also a major part of the program. Frustrations 
with family, peers, and traditional approaches to education are c:ften factors 
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which compel students to abandon school. Hore ambitious programs may hire spe
cial counselors and develop linkages with community agencies which normally deal 
with problems typical to these students. One program held weekly sessions in 
various agencies to acquaint staff and students with one another. 

Both the Prevocational Education and Extended School Day Programs Subsidies 
began on an ~xperimental basis, with limited funds to support a few projects 
across the state. Selection for the original sites was based upon the quality 
of proposals submitted to the North Carolina Division of Vocational Education by 
local education agencies. Both programs have been well received and, over the 
years, their funding has been increased to allow more school districts to 
participate. 

In 1970, the legislature appropriated $3 million to introduce a comprehen
sive and diversified program of prevocational instruction. Nearly 25,000 stu
dents participated in 264 schools. During the 1978-79 school year, over 100,000 
students were enrolled in prevocational education courses. 

In the ten year~ of its existence, North' Carolina's Extended School Day 
Programs Subsidy has also grown enormously. The first site, in Wilmington, was 
founded in 1970. In 1973, state project funds supported 23 programs. When the 
funding was changed from project grants to formula allocations in 1975, a total 
of 54 programs were in existence. Two years later, the number had increased to 
63 and, as of the latest count in 1979, 91 projects were in operation in 74 
local education agencies. 

The enrollment in extended school day programs totals over 10,000 students 
statewide. Since its inception, it is estimated that between 8,000 and 10,000 
students have graduated. While it is not known what proportion of those stu
dents who withdraw can be coaxed into returning, of those who do return, it 
remains a struggle to maintain the interest of individuals who have already left 
school at least once. The dropout rate among extended school day students 
averages about 40 percent. When measuring the program in ter.ms of those who 
stay, however, the 60 percent retention rate stands out as being significantly 
higher than similar programs across the nation, with average success rates of 35 
percent. 

Funds for the prevocational education program have always come from state 
revenues, but support for the extended school day program has been amassed from a 
variety of intergovernmental som"ces. In 19;19, the largest share of the money 
came from state revenues: the public school fund formula ($2.4 million), the 
occupational education fund ($2.2 million), and a special Extended School Day 
fund ($500,000). Added to these monies, however, is $2 million in CETA funds. 
Local education agencies are also encouraged to seek their own federal support. 
Their efforts have added $80,000 from LEAA, $300,000 from CETA prime sponsor 
funds, and $400,000 in CETA regional balance of state grants. Another $100,000 
comes from miscellaneous federal sources. 

Until recently, funds for both programs were given special line-item 
appropriations by the legislature. However, early in 1980, a State Board of 
Education policy ended the earmarking of funds for the extended school day 
program. A similar policy for prevocational education programs had been estab
lished earlier. Instead, monies formerly designated for these efforts are to be 
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used to increase the general level of support to public schools, and local edu
cation agencies will be able to employ the funds in ways that best meet the 
priorities of the community. The State Board of Education's decision has 
engendered some controversy. Members of the North Carolina Extended School Day 
Association express concern that, in the absence of specially designated 
funding, these programs will be eliminated. Others, however, think that the 
dropout problem is of sufficiently high concern among local education agencies 
across the state to expect the effort to be expanded rather than curtailed. 

It is, difficult to determine whether the availability of the Prevocational 
Education and Extended School Day Programs Subsidies has decreased the number of stu
cents who eventually drop out from high school, for only recently have sta
tistics been consciously ,refined and systematically recorded. In the absence of 
formal evaluation findings, responses from participants give some indication of 
the program's success. State legislators and administrators point to the enthu
siastic reception of both programs by local school systems. Local administra
tors comment that discipline problems have decreased and, intuitively, 
principals and teachers acknowledge that there are now students graduating 
who prior to the availability of these prograns would not have received 
high school diplomas. 

PENNSYLVANIA REIHBURSEHENT TO COUNTIES FOR 
CHILD HELFARE SERVICES, ACT 148 

Prior to the passage of Act 148, delinquency rates and commitments to state 
juvenile correctional institutions in Pennsylvania had steadily risen. Juvenile 
corrections facilities were crowded, and the costs associated with them had been 
escalating. Because the practice at that time was for the state to reimburse 
counties for 50 percent of costs for services to children but to absorb full 
costs for state commitments, a financial incentive had been unconsciously 
created for counties to transfer custody of juveniles to the state Department of 
Public Welfare. Many individuals, including judges, institutional personnel, 
and county commissioners, expressed their disapproval of the system. 

The Juvenile Justice Center of Pennsylvania sought and received a grant from 
the Law Enforcement Assistance Administration to find ways to reform services 
delivery to children. The center's efforts resulted in the drafting of legisla
tion which called for charging counties 50 percent of the costs for institutional 
placements and reimbursing counties from 50 to 90 percent of costs for services 
delivered locally. The reimbursement rate was linked to the types of services 
provided in the interest of creating a financial incentive for counties to offer 
less restrictive services, for which 75 to 90 percent of costs would be absorbed 
by the state. Detention centers and other forms of residential services would 
only qualify for a 50 percent reimbursement. In this nanner, it was hoped that 
both state and local institutional placements would be reduced. 

Three other provisions of this legislation are worth noting. First, serv
ices to all children, whether dependent or delinquent, would qualify for 
reimbursement. Second, an independent children and youth service agency for 
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each county would be estab11shed to receive and administer state subsidy funds, 
removing the administration of children's services from juvenile court 
jurisdiction. Third, expenditures were to be open-ended; that is, counties 
could offer whatever services were needed to refrain from making institutional 
placements and the state would reimburse its proportion, regardless of how high 
the costs. In 1978, over $62 million in state funds were spent, the highest 
amount of any subsidy included in this survey. 

The bill passed in 1976, but its implementation Was delayed until 1978 so 
that regulations could be developed by enlist.ing the participation of several 
professional, advocacy, and provider groups from across the state. 

Briefly, the allocation and administrative features are as follows. 
Counties may receive both project grants and reimbursement. Project grants are 
available for developing new services and are awarded to counties that indicate 
a need for new services in their county plans. 

As previously noted, reimbursements vary' according to service type. 
Residential services, such as detention and shelter care facilities, as well 'as 
costs associated with the adjudication process, receive 50 percent 
reimbursements. Administrative activities, such as planning, research, 
monitoring, and evaluation are reimbursed at a 60 percent rate, while most 
direct services, such as counseling, day treatment, protective services, and 
foster care receive 75 percent state support. The highest reimbursement rates, 
80 and 90 percent, underwrite, respectively, adoption services for "hard to 
place children" and services to status offenders. The objectives are to give 
the greatest encouragement to permanent placements for foster care children and 
to provide nonsecure options to implement the deinstitutionalization of status 
offenders. 

Each county children and youth social services agency, the local organiza
tion responsible for administering Act 148 funds, is required to submit an 
annual plan to the Department of Public Welfare, the state agency charged with 
the subsidy's administration. These plans, according to state guidelines, are 
to contain needs assessments, services inventories, lists of services to be 
provided, and documentation of public participation, review, and comment. 

A great deal of emphasis is placed on public participation. Each county 
must appoint a local advisory committee, consisting of 11 to 25 members 
appointed by the county commissioners. Generally, these advisory committees 
assist in developing the annual county services plan, estimating the budget, and 
recommending policies and practices for county youth agencies. 

In general, juvenile institutional populations have been reduced. The 
reason is clearly due to financial incentives to local placements, coupled with 
financial penalties for commitments to state wardship. Additionally, the rede
signation of status offenders through Act 41 has removed a large number of 
children and adolescents from the juvenile justice system. 

The subsidy, however, has not been without its difficulties. Each year 
since its implementation, expenditures have exceeded appropriations. In 1979, 
the legislature had appropriated $75 million. By midyear it became apparent 
that the Department of Public Welfare would have to seek a supplemental 
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appropriation of $26 million to cover costs for the remainder of the year. To 
prevent an annual recurrence of supplemental budget requests to cover expen
diture levels which exceeded appropriations, the legislature, in 1980, stipu
lated that expenditure levels had to conform with the original appropriation. 
For fiscal 1981, this level was $88.2 million, even though they had reached $101 
million the year before and the budget request had been set. at $114 million. 
The Pennsylvania Association of' County Commissioners has eViiln filed suit to 
force restoration of the open-ended funding. 

A second controversy centers around juvenile courts not being eligible for 
any reimbursement of personnel salaries under Act 148. Rather, courts receive a 
12 'percent salary reimbursement through the state probation development subsidy, 
but this amount does not· approach the amount of reimbursement received 'for child 
welfare personnel. To create a similar reimbursement provision for juvenile 
court personnel, H.B. 2080 was introduced in 1979 calling for $5 million from 
Act 148 to be allocated to the Juvenile Court Judges' Commission for probation 
development. Although supported by associations for juvenile court judges and 
staff, it faced formidable opposition from the Department of Public Welfare the 
G 'J ' overnor s uvenile Justice Center, and the Pennsylvania Council of Voluntary 
Child Care Agencies. The fear is that a second set of services administered by 
the court will develop. The bill failed in 1979 and was reintroduced in 1980. 

While Act 148 has not solved all the problems of the state, it has gone a 
long way in redirecting the pattern of service delivery. Participants feel that 
more systematic planning for financial and administrative management of services 
for children has developed. Quarterly financing reporting and invoicJ.ng current 
expenses provide periodic controls over expenditures, and having a single local 
administrative agency has resulted in better countywide coordination of 
services. 

SOUTH CAROLINA STATE AID TO CONMUNITY ~IENTAL HEALTH CENTERS 

In many areas, community mental health centers are the core of local service 
delivery to individuals and families with emotional and behavioral problems. 
Because dealing with these problems is believed, by many, to be fundamental to 
preventing delinquency, the state subsidies which support community mental 
programs are integral to a study of this nature. 

South Carolina is one of many states which subsidizes commun:tty mental 
health programs. Most states came to support local mental health programs as 
federal aid to community mental health centers was purposely diminished to 
fulfill intentions of having state and local governments assume control. 
However, South Carolina's State Aid to Community Hental Health Centers, ini
tlated in 1961, predates the enactment of the federal legislation in this area. 

South Carolina's subsidy legislation called for a 50 percent state match of 
local contributions to establish community mental health services. In 1975, 
however, this provision was removed stipulating instead that the state's share 
of expenses would be based upon what the legislature was willing to appropriate. 
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Declining federal seed grants had created uncertainty as to what portion of the 
costs the state government would have to assume. The state, however, has 
attempted to match local funds on a 50-50 basis. Local funds typically come 
from local public funds, c.lient fees, and/or private. contributions. 

Twelve to 18 months pr,eceding the beginning of a fiscal year, each of South 
Carolina's 16 community mental health centers submits a needs assessment, work 
plan, and budget estimate to the Department of Health, the state agency which 
administers subsidies to local mental health centers. The Department of Mental 
Health then develops an appropriation request based upon reviews of these plans 
and estimates of state funds needed to match local contributions. The 
appropriation granted to the Department of Mental Health is then divided into 
accounts for each mental health center according to their respective budget 
requests. State funds are distributed from these accounts as reimbursements for 
center expenditures. As such, there is no formula for distribution of state 
mental health funds. While the Department of Mental Health also provides the 
accounting for federal and local as well as ~tate funds to the community mental 
health centers, most centers also keep their own set of books. 

Needs assessments submitted as a part of the budget request satisfy state 
planning requirements. Although community mental health centers are not 
licensed, they must meet minimum state program standards to continue receiving 
state subsidies. While the centers are not mandated to be accredited by the 
Joint Commission on the Accreditation of Hospitals (JCAH), the state Department 
of Mental Health had borrowed heavily from JCAH guidelines in its formulation of 
standards five years ago. Compliance is monitored through an annua.l on-site 
program review conducted by a regional coordinator from the Department of Mental 
Health, local mental health association members, other mental health pro
fessionals in a peer review capacity, and occasionally federal regional mental 
health staff. 

Comprehensive community mental health centers, as defined by federal 
statutes, are required to offer 12 types of services: (1) inpatient services, 
(2) outpatient services, (3) day treatment, (4) emergency services, (5) spe
cialized services for children, (6) consultation and education services, 
(7) specialized services for the elderly, (8) assistance to courts and other 
public agencies in screening commitments to state institutions, (9) follow
up services, (10) transitional servicels, (11) alcoholism and alcohol abuse 
services, and (12) drug abuse services. Even though some of South Caro
lina's centers no longer receive federal funding, having reached the end 
of their grant agreements, 15 of the centers continue to deliver comprehensive 
services. While state supsidization is not contingent upon a center's ability 
to provide comprehensive services, the Department of Mental Health urges centers 
to maintain the full set of services. 

Some services developed by South Carolina mental health centers are worth 
noting, particularly in the context of local delinquency prevention and control 
efforts. An innovative program developed by the Child and Adolescent Unit in 
oue center trains parents to cope with hyperactive children from the ages of two 
to seven. This program has gained national recognition, and so the center has 
developed a videotape presentation to share the approach with others. Another 
center trains youth service bureau personnel regarding approaches for dealing 
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with aggressive children. Several centers are also engaged in training teachers 
and guidance counselors to deal with student behavioral problems. 

The Division of Community Mental Health Services of the Department of Mental 
Health reported the 1979-1980 total state appropriation for 16 centers and 
clinics to be almost $18 million. The proportion of the budget contributing to 
services for children and adolescents is very difficult to determine, but state 
administrators estimated that it was at least 15 percent. These figures do not 
account for local contributions, federal grants to establish and staff 
children's units, and funds acquired from various other sources. 

For the most part intergovernmental relations regarding state aid to local 
mental health programs have remained sound over the years. One continuing 
controversy, however, exists as a vestige from a previous form of governance, 
whereby an area's legislative delegation would also serve as local executors. 
When state legislation in the early 1970s began the transition to county home 
rule, completed in 1980, the legislators did not wish to relinquish their 
authority to appoint members of local mental health boards in their respective 
counties. It has been said that county councils in some jurisdictions had 
resisted increasing financial support to community mental health centers because 
they lack power to appoint mental health board members. Other reasons, however, 
provide more likely explanations, such as problems with generating local reve
nues and a desire to shift the financial burden entirely to the state. The 
result at any rate, was passage of an amendment which gave to county councils 
the power to appoint local mental health board members. 

For the most part, though, state and local officials viewed the state aid 
program favorably and seemed to feel that the rather informal method of allo
cating state funds suited all participants. The subsidy has been credited as a 
major impetus to the development of community-based treatment alternatives 
resulting in a reversal in increasing state hospital populations and admissions. 

UTAH JUVENILE COURT TEEN ALCOHOL/DRUG SCHOOL 
AND ~HE K-l2 ALCOHOL EDUCATION PROJECT 

Two substance abuse prevention programs in Utah, the Juven.ile Court Teen 
Alcohol/Drug School and the K-12 Alcohol Education Project, are supported 
through state grants to local agencies. Both programs take neither a moralistic 
nor religious posture against drinking. This finding is somewhat surprising in 
light of the fact that 85 percent of Utah's population are members of the Church 
of Jesus Christ of Latter Day Saints, a religious denomination which adheres to 
total abstinence from consumption of alcoholic beverages. Rather, the programs 
strive to encourage youth to make responsible decisions about drinking. 

Administration of the Juvenile Court Teen Alcohol/Drug School and the K-l2 
Alcohol Education Project is the responsibility of the Divis:Lon of Alcoholism 
and Drugs, one of seven divisions of the state Department of Social Services. 
While support of these programs is taken from the division's 'budget rather than 
from legislative appropriations, the programs were originally established by two 
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federal grants. In 1974, the Highway Safety Program Office, Highway Safety 
Division, Department of Public Safety, used funds remaining from a National 
Highway Traffic Safety Administration grant to establish a juvenile court teen 
alcohol school in Utah's Second Juvenile Court District in Salt Lake City. 
During the next five years, the program was expanded to all five juvenile court 
districts with' funds which continued from the Highway Safety Program Office, as 
well as from the state's Division of Alcoholism and Drugs. In 1979, the Utah 
legislature established the concept in legislation and expanded it to include 
drug offenses. 

The Juvenile Court Teen Alcohol/Drug School is designed to promote more 
responsible behavior by teenagers by increasing their (1) understanding of the 
effects of alcohol, (2) awareness of state alcohol laws, (3) appreciation of 
value differences within families and among cultures, (4) ability to com
municiate with family members, and (5) incentive to seek professional 
counseling. Both parents and juveniles attend two-hour evening sessions twice 
weekly for five weeks. The first hour is devoted to information on the physical 
and social effects of alcohol use. The second hour involves small group 
discussions where parents talk with teenagers other than their own@ This 
approach, it is felt, allows both groups to gain a better appreciation of each 
other's perspectives. 

In five years, state funds have established eight juvenile court teen 
alcohol/drug schools in all five juvenile court districts. The 1,052 juveniles 
involved in 1979 represented one-third of all juvenile alcohol-related arrests 
in Utah. Budget estimates for 1980 indicated that $54,000 in state funds will 
be available, representing 65 percent of total projected expenditures. The 
balance is supplied by local sources, about one-half coming from client fees and 
the other one-half from in-kind a~ency contributions •. 

While the National Highway Traffic Safety Administration served as the impe
tus to the establishment of the Juvenile Court Teen Alcohol/Drug School Project, 
the National Institute on Alcohol Abuse and Alcoholism (NIAAA) was the catalyst 
for the K-12 Alcohol Education Project. In 1978, the Timpanogos Community 
Mental Health Center and the Salt Lake City School District submitted proposals 
to NIAAA for funds to replicate the K-12 Alcohol Education Project which origi
nated in Seattle. NIAAA made two awards that year, one of which went to the 
Timpanogos Community Mental Health Center in Provo, Utah~ Due to its unsuccess
ful bid for federal funds, the Salt Lake City school district sought support for 
its K-12 project from the Division of Alcoholism and Drugs which established a 
line item in its budget for the program. 

The objectives of the K-12 Alcohol Education Project are much the same as 
the Juvenile Court Teen Alcohol/Drug School, except that this effort is designed 
to prevent alcohol abuse among all youth, not just those who have committed a 
drinking offense. The basic philosophy of the K-12 Alcohol Education Project is 
that the incidence of alcohol abuse will decline among youth if they have 
greater self-esteem, are able to cope more effectively with life's problems, 
have current facts about alcohol and alcoholism, are more skilled in handling 
interpersonal relationships, and have practice in making reasoned decisions. 

The. K-12 Alcohol Education Project is incorporated into the curriculum of 
the public schools. Classroom teachers are trained by facilitators or 

124 

If I 

~. 

i 
I 

"; 

coordinators to use the materials and audiovisual aids graded to the 
appreciation and conceptual levels of youngsters from kindergarten through the 
12th grade. 

Currently the K-12 Alcohol Education Project is available in only two 
areas, the Salt Lake City school district and the Timpanogos Community Hental 
Health Center. The project sponsored by the Timpanogos Community Hental Health 
Center is supported by the $50,000 replication grant from NIAAA and supplemented 
by $31,000 in resources from the mental health center. The Salt Lake City 
school district has received funds for· two years through a line item·· in the 
budget for the state Division of Alcoholism and Drugs. Th.e Salt Lake City pro
posed program budget for fiscal 1981 is $40,000, of which $22,000 is requested 
from the Division of Alcoholism and Drugs, $10,000 from the school district, 
$4,000 from the Utah Department of Public Safety, and $4,000 from CETA. 

UTAH JUVENILE DETENTION SERVICES SUBSIDY 

The Utah Juvenile Detention Services Subsidy was initiated in 1961 to assist 
counties with the construction, operation, and maintenance of local secure 
detention facilities for juveniles. In Utah, primary responsibility to provide 
detention resides with county governments. ~ 

A provision in the 1961 law stipulated that the st.ate would reimburse "up to 
50 percent"; however, state revenues for the subsidy beginning in 1976 had 
fallen below 50 percent and nearly dipped below 30 percent by 1980. In 1980, as 
a result of diminishing state subsidies falling below the 50 percent level of 
reimbursement to counties, a successful effort was undertaken to amend the 
state's formula to mandate "at least 50 percent" reimbursement of costs. The 
strong support for the amendment came from detention superintendents and county 
government interests in the state. 

Three major detention centers and four holdover facilities are supported by 
this subsidy. Services offered in secure detention facilities include school 
programs (comparable to similar programs in public schools), recreation 
programs, and clinical and social work services. Each center also provides 
limited general and emergency medical and dental care. 

With the 1980 amendment, the state and .counties share equally in the costs 
of maintaining detention centers. Counties, however, must submit a proposed 
budget at least 12 months prior to the beginning of the state fiscal year for 
which state assistance is sought. These budgets are subject to the approval of 
the legislature as well as of the Department of Social Services. To meet anti
cipated expenditures for fiscal 1981, the state is expected to appropriate 
$633,000. This appropriation reflects a substantial increase over the previous 
year's appropriation of $556,000 in anticipation of meeting the 50 percent 
matching requirement. 

The only significant controversy associated with this subsidy is over 
appropriate use of secure detention. Some proponents of community--based 
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programs argue that secure detention is used too frequently for youth who commit 
offenses which offer no serious threat to public safety. Supporters of deten
tion indicate that it is seldom used for first-time offenders and that the total 
set of circumstances are considered in deciding on secure detention, not just 
the offense committed. 

Because distances between rural areas in Utah require long trips to existing 
facilities or the use of jails, the construction of two additional holdover 
facilities are contemplated. Current, facilities serve the needs of over 80 per
cent of the state's population concentrated in Some of the more urban areas. 
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FOOTNOTES 

1. Legislative Commission on Expenditure Review, Delinquency Prevention and 
Youth Development Programs, Program Audit (Albany, N.Y.: 1980), p. 7. 

2. Ibid., p. S-2. 
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TABLE C. 

Service Type 
(as defined by state agencies) 

Psycho-Educational Day Treatment 

Recreation 

Rehabilitation 

Residential Services 

Short-Term Therapy 

Speech and Language 

Substance Abuse Prevention 

Therapy 

Training 

Tutoring 

Vocational Rehabilitation 

( Continued) 

State 

Florida 

Alaska, Minnesota, Tennessee 

Utah 

Florida, Michiga'n, Utah 

New York 

Oklahoma 

Alabama, Indiana, Maine, Maryland, 
Michigan, Minnesota, Nebraska, 
Nevada, New York, South Carolina 

Oklahoma 

Michigan 

Tennessee 

Maryland 

Local Recipients of State Mental Health Subsidies 

h 1 h subsidies are primarily community mental 
Recipients of state mental lea ~ 1 blic and private nonprofit agencies 

health boards which subcontract to o~a P:ral government public agencies, and 
for services. In Utah, local uni~~ 0 li~e~ble for subsidies directly from the 
private nonprofit agencies are a h e t g es of recipients eligible for state 
state. The greatest change in h t. ei ;~ased number of subsidies designating subsidies since 1970 has been t e nc 
private agencies as eligible recipients. 
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Level of Financial Support for State Mental Health Subsidies 

Many of the mental health subsidies augment state support with federal 
dollars, largely from CAAAPTRA, DAOTA, JJDPA and the Public Health Services Act. 
Total funding for these mental health programs targeted speCifically toward 
youth amounted to nearly $11.6 million. 

Requirements to Receive Funds from State }fental Health Subsidies 

State mental health subSidies are usually distributed on a formula basis 
or as program grants. Most states require that applications, proposals, or 
comprehensive service plans be submitted. Tha provision of such information as 
needs assessments, demographic or geographic data, verification of service 
gaps, detailed work plans, and line-item budgets are often necessary as well. 
Some states have reporting, licenSing, or certification regulations as Con
ditions for participation. Ev.idence of local funding, support of other local 
agencies, or an intent to subcontract also may be requested. 
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ALABAMA ALCOHOLISM PREVENTION AND EDUCATION PROGRAM 

Citation: Code of Alabama, Title 22-20-16 
Program Initiation: 1965 

Program 'Objectives 

To establish guidelines for integrating alcohol and drug abuse information 
into the school curricula, to provide training to teachers to enable them to 
integrate this information into classroom subjects, to prevent alcohol and drug 
abuse by presenting information to students and the general public, and to 
examine the extent of alcohol and drug abuse in school-age children. 

Factors Applied in Determining Allocation of Subsidy 

Program grants are awarded to agencies by discretion of the Department of 
Education. 

Administrative Requirements for Funding Eligibility 

Eligibility requires that the local entity be certified by the state as 
an alcoholism program. Certification requires (1) meeting all requirements 
for residential facilities, if appropriate; (2) being a lega.lly constituted 
public agency, or public or private corporation, operating an identifiable 
alcoholism program under present authority for at least three months prior to 
the initial certification site visit; (3) meeting any applicable state, local, 
or federal laws; (4) having a specific service function; (5) complying with 
Civil Rights Act of 1964; and (6) completing and returning an application form. 

Local Agencies Eligible to Apply for Funds, 

Local public and private agencies. 

Number of Participating Agencies 

Public agencies in 11 out of 21 mental health catchment areas. 

Types of Services Provided 

Education services, specific delinquency prevention programs, and substance 
abuse treatment and prevention. 

Restrictions on Use of Funds 

Administrative costs, personnel, 
of services. 

Budget Year 

operations and maintenance, and purchase 

October 1, 1977-September 30, 1978. 
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Source of Funds 

State general fund. 
Federal Comprehensive Alcohol Abuse and Alcohol Prevention, Treatment and 

Rehabilitation Act. 

History of Appropriations and Expenditures 

Year 

1970 
1971 
1972 
1973 
1974 
1975 
1976 
1977 
1978 

Appropriation 
State Federal 

$160,000 
175,000 
175,000 
175,000 
175,000 
175,000 
186,000a 
186,000 
186,000 

$ 0 
o 

125,000 
130,000 
145,000 
145,000 
186,000 
119,000 
119,000 

Expenditure 
State Federal 

Not available by separate 
year, but total for 
1970-78 was $2,436,000. 

aFunds remained constant from 1976-78 due to the lack of federal 
and state funds to expand the program. 

Probable Continuation 

Will be continued. 

Administrating Agency 

Department of Hental Health 
502 Washington Avenue 
Montgomery, Alabama 36130 
Telephone: (205) 834-4350 
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ALASKA DRUG ABUSE GRANTS 

Citation: Alaska Statute, 44.29.100 
Program Initiation: 1972 

Program Objective! 

, To prevent alcoholism and drug abuse among teenagers by providing, recrea
tional alternatives. 

Factors Applied in Determinina Allocation of Subsidy 

Criteria established by the State Office of Alcoholism and Drug Abuse 
determine programs to be selected for funding. 

Administrative Requirements for Funding Eligibility 

Community agencies submit proposals which are reviewed by the appropriate 
regional health system agency and the Governor's Advisory Board on Drug Abuse. 
Recommendations are made to the commissioner of the Department of Health and 
Social Services who makes the final decision. 

Local Agencies Eligible to Apply for Funds 

Units of local governments and private nonprofit organizations. 

Number of Participating Agencies 

Six private nonprofit agencies. 

Types of Services Provided 

Recreation, counseling, and education. 

Restrictions on Use of Funds 

Administrative costs, personnel, operatiuns ~nd maintenance, travel, 
purchase of services, and equipment. 

Budget Year 

July 1, 1977-June 30, 1978. 

Source of Funds 

State general fund. 
Federal Drug Abuse Office and Treatment Act. 
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History of Appropriations and Expenditures 

Year 

1972 
1973 
1974 
1975 
1976 
1977 
1978 

Appropriationa 
Stat,~ Federal 

* 
* 
* 
* 
* 

$151,090 
160,255 

* 
* 
* 
* 
* 

$135,192 
145,192 

*denotes Not Available. 

Expenditure 
State Federal 

* 
* 
* 
* 
* 

$151,090 
160,255 

* 
* 
* 
* 
* 

$135,192 
145,192 

aFunding for drug abuse programs from 1972 through 1976 came from 
federal funds and state matching funds. 

Probable Continuation 

General acceptance of youth prevention programs is good, and prospects 
for future funding are encouraging. 

Administrating Agency 

State Office of Alcoholism and Drug Abuse 
Department of Health and Social Services 
Pouch H-05-F 
Juneau, Alaska 99811 
Telephone: (907) 586-6201 
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CONNECTICUT GRANT-IN-AID PROGRAM TO CHILD GUIDANCE CLINICS 

Citation: Connecticut General Statutes, Section 17-424 
Program Initiation: 1975 

Program Objectives 

To provide quality community-based mental health services which are readily 
available and accessible to those in need. 

Factors Applied in Determining Allocation of Subsidy 

Allocations are based on total population, youth population, and projected 
growth trends. Up to twc".,..rthirds of the total budget can be funded. 

Administrative Requirements for Funding Eligibility 

The recipient of funds must acknowledge Department of Children and Youth 
Services' support in all written materials, provide monthly statistical reports 
and quarterly reports of income and maintenance, send copies of client admittance 
and termination forms, and supply a copy of the annual audit. 

Local Agencies Eligible to Apply for Funds 

Local pubUc and private agencies. 

Number of Participating Agencies 

Twenty private agencies and one public child guidance clinic. 

Types of Services Provided 

Individual and group treatment, family counseling, crisis intervention, 
community services development, protective services, and in-service training 
for service providers and civic organizations. 

Restrictions on Use of Funds 

Administrative costs, personnel, operations and maintenance, and purchase 
of services. 

Budget Year 

July 1, 1977-June 30, 1978. 

Source of Funds 

State general fund. 
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Historl of ApEroEriations and EXEenditures 

AEproEria tion 
Year State 

1975 $1,869,000 
1976 2,139,000 
1977 2,283,000 
1978 2,642,000 

Probable Continuation 

Funding will continue at or very near the same level. 

Administrating Agency 

Department of Children and Youth Services 
345 f.lain Street 
Hartford, Connecticut 06115 
Telephone: (203) 566-7240 
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Expenditure 
State 

$1,869,000 
2,139,000 
2,283,000 
2,642,000 
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FLORIDA SPECIALIZED CHILDREN'S PROJECTS SUBSIDY 

Citation: Florida Statues, Chapter 394, Part IV 
Program Initiation: 1973 

Progr,am Objectives 

To provide community-based services for emotionally disturbed children 
and adolescents. 

Factors Applied in Determining Allocation of Subsidy 

The following factors are con~ldered in allocating funds: local community 
need; amount of monies earmarked for these special needs from state, federal, 
and local sources; amount of federal or state money received the preceeding 
fiscal year; and quality of services provided. 

Administrative Requirements for Funding Eligibility 

Applications are made through the Department of Health and Rehabilitative 
Services district mental health offices. Applications include expected 
revenu(~s, projected budgets, goals, evaluative measurements for goals, and 
servicE~s to be provided. Requirements may include licensing, compliance with 
standards, and quarterly reports. 

Local Agencies Eligible to Apply for Funds 

Private nonprofit community mental health centers. 

Number of Participating Agencies 

Fourteen community mental health centers. 

Types of Services Provided 

Early intervention, preschool, intensive day treatment, diagnosis and 
assessment, psycho-educational day treatment, and community residential care. 

Restrictions on Use of Funds 

Administrative costs, personnel, and operations and maintenance. 

Budget Year 

July 1, 1977-June 30, 1978. 

Source of Funds 
I ... . "" ' ~ 

:, State general fund. 
Funds from all federal sources go to the Secretary for Operations, where 

they are allocated to state programs. 
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HistorI of Appropriations and Exeenditures 

ApEroEriation 
Federal Yea.r State 

1973 $ 98,000 
1974 98,000 
1975 114,146 
1976 102,272 
1977 200,159 
1978 450,560 

Probable Continuation 

Continuation is probable. 

Administrating Agency 

c 0 
't' 

0 
25,526 
21,194 
20,819 

119,422 

Mental Health Program Office 
Department of Health and Rehabilitative 
1317 Winewood Boulevard 

Services 

Tallahassee, Florida 32301 
Telephone: (904) 487-1304 
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Exeenditure 
State Federal 

$ 98,000 $ 0 
98,000 0 

25,526 114,146 
102,272 21,194 
~:OO, 159 20,819 
450,560 119,422 
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INDIANA CO~~1UNITY MENTAL HEALTH SERVICES SUBSIDY 

Citation: Indiana Code, 16-16-1-1 
Program Initiation: 1970 

Progt'am Objectives 

To facilitate and encourage the development of local mental health care 
centers. 

Factors Applied in Determining Allocation of Subsidy 

The allocation of funds is determined from budgets submitted to the state 
from community mental health centers. The centers must show that all local 
resources have been tapped in the search for revenues. The state awards funds 
based on its priority of needs among the sE!rvice areas. 

Administrative Requirements for Funding Eligibility 

Programs must meet state licensing sta:ndards, and facilities must meet all 
fire safety codes, board of health regulations, and applicable federal 
guidelines. 

Local Agencies Eligible to Apply for Funds 

Mental health agencies and clinics, and comprehensive mental health centers. 

Number of Participating Agencies 

Twenty-six comprehensive mental health centers, eight mental health clinics, 
and three mental health agencies (halfway houses). 

Types of Services Provided 

Adolescent transinstitutional service planning, counseling, educational 
services, inpatient services, day treatment~ outpatient services, juvenile court 
services, emergency mental health services, planning, and substance abuse preven
tion and treatment. 

Restrictions on Use of Funds 

Administrative costs, personnel, operations and maintenance, construction, 
and purchase of services. 

Budget Year 

July 1, 1977-June 30, 1978. 
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Source of Funds 

Earmarked state funds (cigarette tax and mental health fund). 
Federal Public Health Services Act (PHSA). 

History of Appropriations and Expenditures 

AEpropriationa EXEenditurea 
Year State Federal State Federal 

1970 $ 348,492 $ 55,708 $ $334,304 * 
1971 535,300 53,139 459,461 * 
1972 641,683 31,238 603,333 * 
1973 974,696 29,519 763,627 * 
1974 1,043,050 27,037 932,630 * 
1975 1,450,095 13,963 1,332,365 * 
1976 3,006,216 1,309,258 2,743,530 $1,309,258 
1977 4,293,428 1,450,271 3,727,593 1,450,271 
1978 3,840,900 1,883,913 1,625,523 1,883,913 

*denotes Not Available. 
aThe appropriation and expenditure figures were determined by taking 
total funds and multiplying by a factor of 0.21, the proportion of 
persons in the 10- 18-year old range. 

Probable Continuation 

The federal role will probably decrease with state, local, and third-party 
insurance monies increasing. Services will be expanded through three new 
programs. 

Administrating Agencl: 

Department of Mental Health 
South Indiana Square 
Indianapolis, Indiana 46204 
Telephone: (317) 633-7570 
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MAINE DRUG TREATMENT AND PREVENTION ~ROGRAM 

Citation: Maine Revised Statutes Annotated, Chlipter 1601 et seq. 
Program Initiation: 1974 

Program Objectives 

To reach, treat, and rehabilitate narcotic addicts, drug abusers, and drug
dependent persons through partial support for operational costs of community
based treatment programs. 

Factors Applied in Determining Allocation of Subsidy 

The service priorities outlined in the state plan and documentation of 
service need are used in determining funding allocations. Review of the grant 
applications is by regional alcohol and drug councils, the State Advisory 
Council to the Office of Alcoholism and Drug Abuse Prevention, and then by 
Office of Alcoholism and Drug Abuse Prevention (OADAP) staff members. 

Administrative Requirements for Funding Eligibilit~ 

Application is made to regional offices of OADAP. The application must 
include statement of needs, goals and objectives, project description t summary 
of project personnel, and assurance of compliance with Title VI of the 1964 
Civil Rights Act. 

Local Agencies Eligible to Apply for Funds 

Any regional or local public and private nonprofit organizations are eligi
ble for participation in the program. At this time, there are approximately 25 
agencies in addition to the 11 receiving funds that supply drug prevention and 
treatment services which would be eligible to receive OADAP funds. 

Number of Participating Agencies 

Eleven private agencies. 

Types of Services Provided 

Substance abuse treatment and prevention. 

Restrictions on Use of Funds 

Administrative costs, personnel, and operations and maintenance. 

Budget Year 

July 1, 1977-June 30, 1978. 
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Source of Funds 
~ 

State general fund. 
Federal Drug Abuse Office and Treatment Act. 

History of Appropriations and Expenditures 

Year 

1974 
1975 
1976 
1977 
1978 

Probable Continuation 

Appropriation 
State Federal 

$368,807 
472,843 
503,350 
686,303 
676,493 

$357,750 
463,384 
465,876 
551,767 
571,500 

Expenditure 
State Federal 

$368,807 
472,843 
503,350 
686,303 
676,493 

$357,750 
463,384 
465,876 
551,767 
571,500 

Continuation depends on availability of National Institute on Drug Abuse 
409 and 410 formula funds. In the past three years, the funds available 
from these sources has increased only minimally. 

Administrating Agency 

Office of Alcoholism and Drug Abuse Prevention 
Bureau of Rehabilitation 
Department of Hums.n Services 
State House 
Augusta, Maine 04333 
Telephone: (207) 289-2781 
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MARYLAND GRANTS TO LOCAL TREATMENT FACILITIES 

Citation: Code of Maryland, Article 43 B 
Program Initiation: 1970 

Program Obje~tives 

To treat persons with drug abuse problems. 

Factors Applied in Determining Allocation of Subsidy 

Allocation is based upon need as r~flected in reports made to the state 
Drug Abuse Administration. 

Administrative Requirements for Funding Eligibility. 

To be eligible, an annual grant request must be made by a local unit of 
government seeking funds for treatment of drug abuslers in that jurisdiction. 

Local Agencies Eligible to Apply for Funds 

City and county governments. 

Number of Participating Agencies 

All cities and counties in the state. 

Types of Services Provided 

Counseling, medical and educational services, substance abuse treatment and 
prevention, and vocational rehabilitation. 

K&strictions on Use of Funds 

Administrative costs, personnel, and operations and maintenance. 

Budget Year 

July 1, 1977-June 30, 1978. 

Source of Funds 

State general fund. 
Federal Drug Abuse Office and Treatment Act. 
Federal Juvenile Just·ice and Delinquency Prevention Act. 
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History of Appropriations and Expenditures 

Appropriationa Expendi turea. 
Year State Federal State Federal 

1970 $ 36,660 $ 0 $ 36,660 $ 0 
1971 279,940 1,980 279,940 1,980 
1972 1,265,100 765 1,265,100 765 
1973 1,417,800 30,150 1,417,800 30,150 
1974 1,450,200 191,100 1,450,200 191,000 
1975 1,437,000 228,000 1,437,000 228,000 
1976 1,347,900 499,200 1,347,900 499,200 
1977 1,204,500 712,800 1,204,500 712,800 
1978 1,282,100 712,800 1,282,100 712,800 

aThe appropriation and expenditure figures represent that portion of 
the program's total budget which is used to serve persons 21 years 
of age and younger. 

Probable Continuation 

Excellent chances that the program will continue. 

Administrating Agency 

Drug Abuse Administration 
Department of Health and Mental Hygiene 
201 West Preston Street 
Baltimore, Maryland 21201 
Telephone: (301) 383-3312 

B-165 
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MARYLAND GRANT TO THE CHELTENHAM CENTER 

Citation: Departmental Program 
Program Initiation: 1976 

Program Objectives 

To provide psychological treatment of children and youth with emotional 
and social adjustment problems. 

Factors Applied in Determining Allocation of Subsidy 

Past allocations, past expenditures, and need are factors which determine 
current allocations. 

r 

Administrative Requirements for Funding Eligibility 

The program submits a budget request to the Mental Hygiene Administration, 
Depar.tment of Health and Mental Hygiene, for review and approval. The program 
must comply with Title VI of the Civil Rights Act of 1964. 

Local Agencies Eligible to Apply for Funds 

Local governments and local nonprofit private agencies. 

Number of Participating Agencies 

One county. 

Types of Services Provided 

Consultation and mental health services. 

Restrictions on Use of Funds 

Personnel and operations and maintenance. 

Budget Year 

July 1, 1977-June 30, 1978. 

Source of Funds 

State general fund. 
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History of Appropriations and Expenditures 

Year 

1976 
1977 
1978 

Probable Continuation 

Appropriation 
State 

$447,123 
860,221 
875,127 

Expenditure 
State 

$447,123 
860,221 
875,127 

It is considered an outstanding program and continuation is certain. 

Administrating Age~cy 

Department of Health and Mental Hygiene 
201 West Preston Street 
Baltimore, Maryland 21201 
Telephone: (301) 383-7034 
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MICHIGAN SUBSTANCE ABUSE PREVENTION EDUCATION SUBSIDY 

Citation: Michigan Statutes Annotated, Section 14.15(6201) 
Program Initiation: 1972 

Program Objectives 

To reduce the incidence of health problems stemming from abuse or misuse of 
alcohol and drugs by children and youth. 

Factors Applied in Determining Allocation of Subsidy 

Competitive proposals are submitted which include documented needs assess-
ment data. The quality of annual plans and proposals, annual evaluation 
reports, and audit data are also factors. 

Administrative Requirements for Funding Eligibility 

Department of Education issues a request for proposals to all intermediate 
school districts. These proposals are reviewed by a panel which makes 
ri:!commendations to the Department of Education. The State Board of Education 
then approves funds. 

Local Agencies Eligible to Apply for Funds 

Twenty-one regional intermediate school districts. 

Number of Participating Agencies 

Seven regional intermediate school districts in 1977-78 and eight in 
1978-79. 

Types of Services Provided 

Substance abuse treatment and prevention, and teacher-training workshops. 

Restrictions on Use of Funds 

Administrative costs, personnel, and operations and maintenance. 

Budget Year 

October 1, 1977-September 30, 1978. 

Source of Funds 

State general fund. 
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*denotes Not Available. 
aFunds were for IS-month fiscal year. The program will be transferred 

to tne Department of Public Health in fiscal 1980. 

Probable Continuation 

It is very probable that the program will contfnue. 

Administrating Agency 

School Support Program 
Department of Education 
Lansing, Michigan 48909 
Telephone: (517) 373-1434 
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MICHIGAN ADOLESCENT RESIDENTIAL SUBSTANCE ABUSE PROGRAMS 

Citation: Michigan Public Acts of 1978, Act 368 
Program Initiation: 1978 

Program ObjecUves 

to design and implement residential treatment programs for adolescent 
substance abusers, to design and implement follow-up systems for clients 
leaving treatment, and to develop educational and recreational programs for 
individuals being served. 

Factors Applied in, Determining Allocation of Subsidy 

Request for proposals are distributed statewide. Proposals are evaluated 
based on contract price, capability and qualifications of contractor, and the 
competence of the personnel to be hired. 

Administrative Requirements for Funding Eligibility 

A detailed work plan must be developed that addresses site selection, 
development of treatment and educational programs, explanation of how the 
referral mechanism will work, etc. 

Local Agencies Eligible to Apply for Funds 

Local public and private nonprofit agencies. 

Number of Participating Agencies 

Two private nonprofit agencies. 

Types of Services Provided 

Substance abuse treatment and prevention, and residential care. 
\ 

Restrictions on Use of Funds 

Administrative costs, perso~mel, operations and maintenance, and purchase 
of services. 

Budget Year 

October 1, 1977-September 30, 1978. 

Source of Funds 

State general fund. 
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History of Appropriations and E - - xpenditures 

Year -
1978 

*denotes Not Available. 

Probable Continuation 

Appropriation 
State 

$600,000 

It is very probable th h at t e program will continue. 

Administrating Agency 

Office of Substance Abuse Services 
Department of Public Health 
3500 North Logan 
Lansing, Hichigan 48914 
Telephone: (517) 373-8603 

B-17l 

Expenditure 
State 

* 
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MINNESOTA COMMUNITY MENTAL HEALTH ACT 

Citation: Minnesota Statutes Annotated, Section 245.61 
Program Initiation: 1958 

Program Objectives 

To provide programs of prevention, information, and educational services 
to the general public; consultant services to schools, courts, and health and 
welfare agencies, particularly diagnostic and evaluation services for juvenile 
courts; outpatient diagnostic and evaluation services; rehabilitative services 
for patients, particularly those who have received prior treatment in an 
inpatient facility; and detoxification. 

Factors Applied in Determining Allocation of Subsidy 

State grant-in-aid can fund up to 50 percent of allowable expenditures. 
Agencies make application acc.ording to the rules set by the Department of 
Public Welfare. 

Administrative Requirements for Funding Eligibility 

Agencies must provide program budgets, income-expenditure data, and meet 
other reporting requirements as determined by the state. 

Local Agencies Eligible to Apply for Funds 

Local public and private nonprofit agencies and county governments. 

Number of Participating Agencies 

Sixteen private nonprofit organizations, 
nine counties, and seven human services boards. 

Types of Services Provided 

16 governmental agencies, 

Substance abuse treatment and prevention, information and referral, 
educational services, consultation, diagnostic services, and evaluation. 

Restrictions on Use of Funds 

Administrative costs, personnel, 'and operations and maintenance. 
Constructions costs may be covered if they meet budgetary and depreciation 
guidelineso 

Budget Year 

July 1, 1977-June 30, 1978. 
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Source of Funds 

State general fund. 

History of Appropriations and Expenditures 

Year 

1970 
1971 
1972 
1973 
1974 
1975 
1976 
1977 
1978 

*denotes Not Available. 

Probable Continuation 

Appropriation 
State 

* 
* 
* 
* 
* 
* 
* 
* 

$4,320,000 

Expenditure 
State 

* 
* 
* 
* 
* 
* 
* 
* 

$4,320,000 

In 1980, state funding will be provided by block grants under the 
Community Social Services Act of 1979. 

Administrating Agency 

Community Programs Division 
Department of Public Welfare 
Centennial Office Building, 4th Floor 
St. Paul, Minnesota 55155 
Telephone: (612) 296-3139 

B-l?3 
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MINNESOTA MIERICAN INDIAN PROGRAM 

Citation: Minnesota Statutes, Section 254A.031 
Program Initiation: 1976 

Program Objectives 

To provide drug and alcohol prevention and educational services for 
American Indians. 

Factors Applied in Determining Allocation of Subsidy 

Equal distribution of funds across the state 
submission of an acceptable grant application, and 
grantee are factors applied in determining allocations. 

Administrative Requirements for Funding Eligibility 

to 
past 

all reservations, 
performance as a 

All grant applications are screened by the American Indian Advisory Board 
which makes recommendations. Final grant decisions are made by the Chemical 
Dependency Program Division, Department of Public Welfare. 

Local Agencies Eligible to Apply for Funds 

All Indian reservation business committees. 

Number of Participati?g Agencies 

Thirteen Indian reservation business committees. 

Types of Services Provided 

Substance abuse prevention, recreation, education, and outreach. 

Restrictions on Use of Funds 

Administrative costs, personnel, and operations and maintenance. 

Budget Year 

July 1, 1977-June 30, 1978. 

Source of Funds 

State general fund. 
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History of Appropriations and Expenditures 

Year 
Appropriation 

State 

1976 
1977 
1978 

*denotes Not Available. 

Probable Continuation 

* 
* 

$320,000 

Acceptance is good, but potential clients 
utilizing the program. 

Administrating Agency 

Chemical Dependency Program Division 
Department of Public Welfare 
Centennial Office Building 
St. Paul, Minnesota 55155 
Telephone: (612) 296-4605 
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Expenditure 
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MINNESOTA SERVICES TO YOUTH AND OTHER UNDERSERVED POPULATIONS SUBSIDY 

Citation: Minnesota Statutes, Section 254A.14 
Program Initiation: 1976 

Program Objectives 
substance abuse educat~t;lnal services, outreach services 
of substance abuse p~~blems, and initiate referrals To provide 

the diagnosis 
treatment. 

for 
for 

Factors Ap lied in Determinin Allocation of Subsid 

Formula allocation is made to each community mental health center board 
which chooses to participate. The formula has three rates: 50 percent for 
nonresidential chemical dependency service, 75 percent for detoxification 
centers (with c.ounties contributing 25 percent), and up to 30 percent for 

halfway houses. 

Administrative Re uirements for Fundin 

The local mental health board applies to participate. 

Local Agencies Eligible to Apply for Funds 

Local private nonprofit agencies or county governments. 

Number of Participating Agencies 

Twenty-four out of 28 private nonprofit mental health center boards 

participate. 

Types of Services Provided 

outreach and educational services for community groups. 

Restrictions on Use of Funds 

Administrative costs, personnel, and operations and maintenance. 

Budget Year 

July 1, 1977-June 30, 1978. 

Source of Funds 

State general fund. 
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History of Appropriations and 

Year 

1976 
1977 
1978 

Expenditures 

Appropriation 
State 

* 
* 

$952,200 

*denotes Not Available. 

Probable Continuation 

Expenditure 
State 

* 
* 

$952,200 

Acceptance is good in th 
contacts and outreach is e metropolitan areas 
Acceptance is somewhat 1 quickly integrated into where there are youth 
Community S i 1 . ess in rural areas A the social service system. 
will oc a Services Act of 1979 • s of January 1 1980 

become effective and all (Laws of Minnesota 1979' , the 
commissioners inst ocations will be made to ' , Ch. 324), 
chemical depe~dency :~~ o~~ert~elmtendtal health boards, t~:r87 t~:ards of county a e servic~o. provision of 

Administrating Agency 

Chemical Dependenc P 
Department of PUblic ~~r~:~eDivision 
Centennial Office Buildi s~ p • ng 

L. aUL, Minnesota 55155 
Telephone: (61~) 296-4605 
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NEBRASKA COHPREHENSIVE COMMUNITY MENTAL HEALTH SERVICES ACT 

Citation: Nebraska State Statutes, 71-5001 
Program Initiation: 1974 

Program Obj~ctives 

To provide mental health; drug, and alcohol services to communities 
throughout the state. 

Factors Applied in Determining Allocation of SubSidy 

Legislative appropriation enables a three-to-one match of county dollars. 

Administrative Requirements for Funding Eligibility 

Counties form interl~cal regions that annually request funds from the 
Department of Public Inst! t'ltions. The department makes recommendations to 
the governor. 

Local Agencies Eligible to ApF~y for Funds 

Ninety-three counties are divided into six mental health regions that 
contract with local programs to provide services. 

Number of Participating Agencie~ 

Eighty-six counties. 

Types of Services Provided 

Mental health services and aubstance abuse treatment and prevention. 

Restrictions on Use of Funds 

Administrative costs, personnel, and operations. 

Budget Year 

July 1, 1977-June 30, 1978. 

Source of Funds 

State general fund. 

B-l78 

History of Appropriations and Expenditures 

Year 

1974 
1975 
1976 
1977 
1978 

Appropriation 
Statea 

$ 24,000 
145,800 
143,873 
219,867 
290,711 

Expenditure 
State 

~; 24,000 
, 145,800 

143,873 
219,867 
290,711 

aFor purposes of tabular information, expenditure levels are used to 
reflect appropriation levels. All expenditure figures are estimates 
based on state funds projections for two mental health programs 
for children. 

Probable Continuation 

As county funds become scarce, they will be able to generate less state 
funding under the program. 

Administrating Agency 

Medical Services Division 
Department of Public Institutions 
P.O. Box 94128 
Lincoln, Nebraska 68509 
Telephone: (402) 471-2851 

B-179 

-----------------------------.-----.~-----



-----= .. ~.~ ... -- --_. ----_._---

NEVADA GRANT TO THE MARION BENNETT YOUTH PROGRAM 

Citation: Nevada Revised Statutes, Chapter 458 
Program Initiation: 1970 

Program Objectives 

To provide outpatient services to drug abusers. 

Factors Applied in Determining Allocation of Subsidy 

Statewide needs assessments, historical performance, and the availability 
of funds are factors applied in determining allocations of funds. 

Administrative Requirements for Funding Eligibility 

When funds are available, requests for proposals or letters of intent are 
sent to interested agencies which have accredited programs, certified 
personnel, and licensed facilities (or are in the process of meeting these 
criteria). Grant requests are competitively evaluated, and those which 
best meet identified needs are funded. 

Local Agencies Eligible to Apply for Funds 

Local nonprofit agencies. 

Number of Participating Agencies 

One nonprofit agency. 

Types of Services Provided 

Outpatient services and drug abuse treatment and prevention. 

Restrictions on Use of Funds 

,Administrataive costs, personnel, operations and maintenance, and purchase 
of services. 

Budget Year 

July 1, 1977-June 30, 1978. 

Source of Funds 

State general fund. 

B-l80 
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History of Appropriations and E - - xpenditures 

Year 

1970 
1971 
1972 
1973 
1974 
1975 
1976 
1977 
1978 

*denotes Not Available. 

Probable Continuation 

The program is expected to continue. 

Administrating Agency 

Bureau of Alcohol and Drug Abuse 
Rehabilitation Division 
Department of HUman Resources 
505 East King Street 
Carson City, Nevada 89701 
Telephone: (702) 885-4790 
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Appropriation 
State 

* 
I\' 

* 
* 
* 
* 
* 
* 

$10,000 

Expenditure 
State 

* 
* 
* 
* 
* 
* 
* 
* 

$10,000 

-------------- - --- - .- -
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NEVADA OMEGA PROGRAM 

Citation: Nevada Revised Statues, Chapter 458 
Program Initiation: 1972 

Program Objectives 

To provide care for substance abusers. 

Factors Applied in Determining Allocation of Subsidy 

Statewide needs assessment, histor"lcal performance, and the availability 
of funds are factors applied in determining allocation of funds. 

Administrative Requirements for Funding Eligibility 

When funds are available, requests for proposals or letters of intent 
are sent to interested agencies which have accredited programs, certified 
personnel, and licensed facilities (or are in the process of meeting these 
criteria). Grant requests are competitively evaluate!d, and those which best 
meet identified needs are funded. 

Local Agencies Eligible to Apply for Funds 

Local nonprofit agencies. 

Number of Participating Agencies 

One nonprofit agency. 

Types of Services Provided 

Day care and substance abuse treatment and prevention. 

Restrictions on Use of Funds 

Administrative costs, personnel, operations and maintenance, and purchase 
of services. 

Budget Year 

July 1, 1977-June 30, 1978. 

Source of Funds 

State general fund. 
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History of Appropriations and Expenditures 

Year 

1972 
1973, 
1974 
1975 
1976 -
1977 
1978 

*denotes Not Available. 

Probable Continuation 

The program is expected to continue. 

Adminis:rating Agency 

Rehabilitation Division 
Bureau of Alcohol and Drug Abuse 
Department of Human Resources 
505 East King Street 
Carson City, Nevada 89701 
Telephone: (702) 885-4790 
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Appropriation 
State --

* 
* 
* 
* 
* 
* 

$27,000 

Expenditure 
State 

* 
* 
* 
* 
* 
* 

$27,000 

, 
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Program Objectives 

NEW MEXICO FIRST OFFENDER PROGRAMS 

Citation: Departmental Program 
Program Initiation: 1974 

To reduce drug offenses and other violations of law by increasing drug 
knowledge, and to improve the effectiveness of the family unit through improving 
communications, problem solving, and emotional support within the family. 

Factors Applied in Determining Allocation of Subsidy 

Community need and an agency's compliance with quarterly reporting 
requirements are factors considered in allocating funds. 

A~ministrative Requirements for Funding Eligibility 

Requests for funding are made to the Behavioral Health Services Division. 
The application includes a program narrative, proposed scope of services, and 
proposed budget. Additional proposal reviews are made by the Health Systems 
Agency or Navajo Health Systems Agency, state clearinghouse (State Planning 
Office) and regional clearinghouses (local councils of government). Once a 
program is implemented, there are three levels of evaluation: process, 
program, and impact. Process evaluation is required of all applicants. 
Program and impact evaluations are recommended when appropriate and feasible. 

Local Agencies Eligible to Apply for Funds 

Local governments and public and private agencies. 

Number of Participating Agencies 

Seven judicial districts which are operated by the Administrative Office 
of the Courts; one Indian reservation, and 15 private nonprofit community 
organizations. 

Types of Services Provided 

Family counseling, peer counseling, and individual counseling. 

Restrictions on Use of Funds 

Administrative costs, 
purchases of services. 

Budget Y~ar 

personnel, 

July 1, 1977-June 30, 1978. 
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,Source of Funds 

State general fund. 
Federal Juvenile Justice and Delinquency P ti A (f ) reven on ct ,ormerly. 

History of Appropriations and Expenditures 

Appropriation Exeenditure Year State Federal State Federal 

1974 $ 22,000 $200,000 $ 22,222 $200,000 1975 63,015 206~094 63,015 206,094 1976 134,234 163,914 134,234 163,194 1977 221,946 0 221,946 0 1978 212,000 0 212,000 0 

Other Pertinent Information 

thi Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention Act funds were used to support 
s program until 1976. The success of this program was such that the state 

legislature replaced Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention Act f 
state monies. un~s with 

Probable Continuation 

The program has been extremely well received. 
continuation is excellent. 

Administrating Agency 

Behavioral Health Services Division 
Health and Environment Department 
P.O. Box 868 
Santa Fe, New Mexico 87503 
Telephone: (505) 827-5271, ext. 493 

B-185 
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NEW YORK STATE LOCAL ASSISTANCE APPROPRIATION 

C~tation: New York State Mental Hygiene Law, 
Articles 19 and 25 

Program Initiation: 1968 

Program Objectives 

To conduct coordinated research, to develop programs to further the 
prevention and early detection of narcotic addiction and drug abuse, and to 
develop a comprehensive system of services to serve the needs of drug
dependent persons and substance abusers. 

Factors Applied in Determining Allocation of Subsidy 

Individual contracts are developed based upon available state funds, 
documentation of need, actual cost of the services to be provided, and other 
financial resources available to the applicant. 

Administrative Requirements for Funding Eligibility 

Each year individual program proposals and funding applications are sent 
to all known New York county governments, municipalities, and service 
providers. Subsequent proposals are reviewed by local planning boards or 
Off1.ce of Borough Presidents in New York City. Proposals are reviewed by the 
contract management staff located in regional offices throughout the state, and 
recommendations are forwarded to the Contract Management and Fund Allocation 
Office of the Division of Substance Abuse Services in Albany. Based on alloca
tion criteria and available funds, subcontracts are negotiated with local 
agencies. 

Local Agencies Eligible to Apply for Funds 

County governments, municipalities, and public or private nonprofit 
organizations. 

~mber of Participating Agencies 

Eighteen private nonprofit organizations. 

Types of Services Provided 

Day services, adolescent development, 
prevention, and educational services. 

Restrictions on Use of Funds 

drug abuse treatment 

Administration costs, personnel, and operations and maintenance. 
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Budget Year 

April 1, 1977-Harch 31, 1978. 

Source of Funds 

New York State Local As 
Federal Drug Abuse Officseisatnandce Appropriation. 

Treatment A t c • 
History of Appropriations and 

Expenditures 

Year Appropriation - State Federal 
1970 * 
1971 $ 0 

* 1972 * 
0 

1973 0 
* 

1974 0 
* 

1975 * 
0 

1976 * 
0 

1977 $1,331,939 
0 

1978 614,079 
2,115,431 836,945 

*denotes Not Available. 

Prob~ble Continuation 

Administrating Agency 

Funding for drug abuse 
and treatment prvgrams will 

Division of Subst 
Offi f ance Abuse Services 

ce 0 Alcoholism ads b 
Department of Mental Hn i u stance Abuse 
E yg ene 
xecutive Park South 

Albany, New York 12203 
Telephone: (518) 457-7629 

B-l87 

Expenditure 
State Federal 

* 
* 
* 
* 
* 
* 
* 
* 
* 

continue. 

* 
* 
* 
* 
* 
'* 
* 
* 
* 
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NEW YORK SCHOOL PREVENTION OF ADDICTION THROUGH REHABILITATION 
~ND KNOWLEDGE PROGRM1 

Citation: New York State Mental Hygiene Law, Article 19 
Program Initiation: 1976 

Program Objectives 

To provide drug abuse intervention, prevention, and educational services 
for students who have exhibited a variety of behavioral and academic problems, 
including drug experimentation, truancy, and low academic achievement. 

Factors Applied in Determining Allocation of Subsidy 

Review of program proposal and funding application; previous year's program 
evaluation; availability of appropriation funding; recommendation of local 
designated agency; and compliance with prevention guidelines, state plan, and 
regional health service plan are factors applied in determining allocation of 
funds. 

Administrative Requirements for Funding Eligibility 

Each year individual program proposals and funding applications are 
sent to all known New York county governments, municipalities, and service 
providers. Subsequent proposals are reviewed by local planning boards or Office 
of Borough Presidents in New York City. Proposals are then reviewed by the 
contract management staff located in regional offices throughout the state and 
recommendations are forwarded to the Contract Management and Fund Allocation 
Office of the Division of Substance Abuse Services in Albany. Based on alloca
tion criteria and available funds, subcontracts are negotiated with local 
agencies. 

Local Agencies Eligible to Apply for Funds 

Local public and private agencies. 

Number of Participating Agencies 

Eight New York City high schools. 

Types of Services Provided 

Information and referral, counseling, alternative group activities, 
alternative schools, and short-term therapy. 

Restrictions on Use of Funds 

Personnel. 
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BUdget Year 

April 1, 1977-March 31, 1978. 

Source of Funds 

New York State Local Assistance Appropriation. 

History of Appropriations and Expenditures 

Year -
1976 
1977 
1978 

*denotes Not Available. 

Probable Continuation 

Appropriation 
State 

* 
$2,450,000 
2,620,000 

Expenditure 
State 

* 
$2,360,000 
2,600,000 

Funding for school-based 
probability, will continue at 
fiscal 1979-80. 

prevention and d ti e uca on programs, in all 
the current subsidy level at least through 

Administrating Agency 

Commission on Alcohol and Substance Abuse 
Office of Alcoholism and Substance Abuse Prevention and Education 
Department of Mental Hygiene 
Executive Park 
Stuyvesant Plaza 
Albany, New York 12203 
Telephone: (518) 457-6191 

B-189 
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OKLAHOMA GUIDANCE CENTER PROGRM1 

Citation: Oklahoma Laws 1963, Chapter 325, Article 2, Section 206 
Program Initiation: 1956 

Program Objectives 

To prevent and detect various behavioral, learning, developmental, 
social, and emotional problems, and to improve the general mental health of 
children, adolescents, and their parents. 

Factors Applied in Determining Allocation of Subsidy 

County boards of health or joint city-county bOB.rds of health submit a 
budget and statement of need to the State Department of Health, which submits 
the state Guidance Service Program budget to the legislature for approval. 
Allocation is based upon the approved state budget and the amount requested by 
county boards of health or city-county boards of health. 

Administrative Requirements for Funding Eligibility 

Guidance centers are affiliated with local health departments and are 
under the medical direction of the physicians in charge of the local health 
departments. To be eligible for funding, the guidance center must maintain its 
level of support and offer the services n6cessary to meet the goals of the 
Guidance Service Program. If the center withdraws support or services, state 
funds will be withdrawn. 

Local Agencies Eligible to Apply for Funds 

Local public agencies. 

Number of Participating Agencies 

Eighty-three guidance centers serving 71 counties. 

Types of Services Provided 

Therapy, 
evaluation. 

speech and language, 

Restrictions on Use of Funds 

child development, counseling, and 

Administration, personnel, operations and maintenance, and purchase of 
services. 

Budget Year 

July 1, 1977-June 30, 1978. 
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Source of Funds 

State general fund, earmarked funds (Public Health Special Funds and 
Guidance Center Funds). 

Federal Social Security Act, Title V. 

Histo-y of Appropriations and Expenditures 

Appropria tion Expenditure 
Year State Federal State Federal 

1970 * $ 0 * $ 0 
1971 * 0 '* 0 
1972 'It 0 * 0 
1973 * 0 * 0 
1974 * 0 * 0 
1975 * 0 * 0 
1976 $1,043,621 750,091 $1,043,621 750,091 
1977 1,229,558 797,091 1,229,558 799,175 
1978 1,591,925 445,590 1,591,925 445,590 

-
*denotes Not Available. 

, , 
Other Pertinent Information 

Federal funds received for fiscal 1975, 1976, and partially in 1977, were 
primarily Community Mrntal H~alth Act funds for two child mental health centers. 
When the federal guidelines required that all child centers be expanded into 
adult centers, federal iunds were relinquished since the centers were not pre
pa.L'ed at that time to provide across-the-board services to adults as well as 
children. 

Probable Continuation 

Program will continue. 

Administrating Agencl 

Department of Health 
P.O. Box 53551 
Oklahoma City, Oklahoma 73127 
Telephone: (405) 271-4477 
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SOUTH CAROLINA STATE-:AID TO COHMUNITY MENTAL HEALTH CENTERS 

Citation: Code of Laws of South Carolina, Chapter 15, 
Section 44-15-10 

Program Initiation: 1961 

Program Objectives 

To provide basic diagnostic, treatment, and consultant services. 

Factors Applied in Determining Allocation of Subsidy 

A needs assessment by local mental health boards is submitted to the 
state. The Department of Hental Health reviews the assessment based on state 
standards with established areas of priority for dispensing available funds, and 
submits a budget to the state legislature. There is no formula for distributing 
state funds to local mental health boards. In addition to making requests for 
state funds, the mental health boards obtain monies from local funding bodies. 

Administrative Requirements for Funding Eligibility 

A community mental health center presents a request to a local mental 
health board. A grant of local funds may be made. These funds are generally 
matched on a 50-50 basis by state dollars. The plan and budget must meet 
criteria established by the state. 

Lo~al Agencies Eligible to Apply for Funds 

Local mental health center boards. 

Number of Participating Agencies 

Sixteen public mental health center boards participate. 

Types of Services Provided 

Inpatient services, outpatient services, day care, partial hospitalization, 
emergency sel:vices, specialized services for children, consultation and educa
tion services, court screening, follow up services, transitional halfway houses, 
alcoholism and alcohol abuse services, drug abuse services. 

Restrictions on Use of Funds 

Administrative costs, personnel, operations and maintenance, and purchase 
of services. 

Budget Year 

July 1, 1977-June 30, 1978. 
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Source of Funds 

State general fund. 
Federal Social Security Act, Title XX. 

History of Appropriations and Expenditures 

Year 
ApEropriation Expenditure 

Stetea -- Federal Statea Federal _.-
1970 * $ 0 * $ 1971 * 

0 
0 * 0 1972 * 0 * 0 1973 * 0 * 0 1974 $443,369 0 $409,555 

1975 683,113 0 
0 609,836 0 1976 769,204 93,819 664,567 11,872 1977 752,148 90,848 706,728 88,193 1978 915,394b 144,339 950,679 100,486 

*denotes Not Available. 
aFigur~ is estimate given for children and - adolescent services and 
bdoes not reflect a separate appropriation. 

When" an expenditure figure exceeds a budget figure, this is because 
other funds are being transferred within the agency to this 
program. Also, a substantial amount of state and federal matching 
funds are used for this program under P. L. 94-63 but they are not 
reflected in the above figures. ' 

Probable Continuation 

State funding should ti con nue and increase, 
cutback in federal funds. 

Administrating Agency 

Departffi8nt of Mental Health 
P.O. Box 485 
Columbia, South Carolina 29202 
Telephone: (803) 758-8780 

B-l93 
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TENNESSEE HENTALLY RETARDED OFFENDER PROGRAH 

Citation: Tennessee Code Annotated, 33-505 to 33-522 
Program Initiation: 1975 

Program Objectives 

To provide comprehensive services to mentally retarded offenders living in a 
group home situation. This program lasts from six months to a year and is 
intended to prepare residents for living in their communities more successfully. 

Factors Applied in Determining Allocation of Subsidy 

Nonprofit corporations are asked to submit program proposals to the 
Department of Hental Health and Hental Retardation. Funding is allocated in 
proportion to the number of referrals to group homes in each of the three state 
mental health regions. 

Administrative Requirements for Funding Eligibility 

Programs must provide residential and other services, develop a plan for 
meeting standards, develop an individual habilitation plan for each resident, 
provide intervention for residents, have written policy and procedure statements 
regarding residents' legal rights, employ qualified personnel, conduct quarterly 
resident staffings and provide quarterly resident progress reports, give notifi
cation of discharge 30 days prior to release, assure that follow-along services 
are provided, and cooperate with the state in the formulation and implementation 
of client information systems. 

In addition to signing a contract agreeing to these standards, nonprofit 
corporations must submit program proposals to the Department of Mental Health 
and Hental Retardation. The contractors submit requests for payment either on a 
monthly basis or as otherwise instructed. The contractors must submit semian
nual and annual revenue and expenditure reports. 

Local Agencies Eligible to Apply for Funds 

Local private nonprofit corporations. 

Number of Participating Agencies 

Four nonprofit corporations. 

Types of Services Provided 

Counseling, tutoring, independent skills train:....lg, job placement, and 
recreation. 
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~trictions on Use of Funds 

Administrative costs; personnel; and purchase of services. 

Budget Year 

July 1, 1977-June 30, 1978 

Source of Funds 

State general fund. 
Federal Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention Act. 

History of Appropriations and Exeenditures 

Approeriation Exeenditure Year State Federal - State 

1975 $ 40,000 $ 0 $ 40,000 
1976 40,000 0 40,000 1977 140,000 85,891 140,000 
1978 208,623 82,874 208,623 

Probable Continuation 

Program will continue for at least two years. 

Administrating Agency 

Department of Hental Health and Hental Retardation 
501 Union Building 
Nashville, Tennessee 37219 
Telephone: (615) 741-6433 
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UTAH JUVENILE COURT TEEN ALCOHOL/DRUG SCHOOL 

Citation: Utah Code Annotated, 1953, as amended, 
Section 55-'10-100, as enacted by 
Chapter 165, Laws of Utah, 1965 

Program Initiation: 1974 

Program Objectives 

To increase knowledge among juveniles regarding the effects of alcohol and 
alcohol laws, to increase the awareness of difIerences in values amnng families 
and cultures, to increase ability to communicate among family members, to 
increase the likelihood that those families needing additional guidance will 
take the initiative to seek out professional counseling as a result of their 
experiences in a juvenile court alcohol schoo.L, to lower teen recidivism for 
alcohol-related offenses, and to reduce traffic accidents among teenage drivers. 

Factors Applied in Determining Allocation of Subsidy 

Available funds are distributed on a priority basis to service providers who 
document a high incidence of juvenile court referrals related to alcohol use and 
who could support approximately 25 percent of program costs with local funds. 

Administrative Requirements for Funding Eligibility 

Contractual agreement requires that the agency facilitator attend bimonthly 
training meetings, follow the facilitator's manual, and provide reports on a 
resular basis. 

Local Agencies Eligible to Ar 'y for Funds 

Local units of government and local public and private agencies. 

Number of Participating Agencies 

Eight counties. 

Types of Services Provided 

Educational services, family counseling, and rehabilitative services. 

Restrictions on Use of Funds 

Personnel, operations and maintenance, and purchase of services. 

Budget Year 

July 1, 1977-June 30 J 1978. 
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.Source of Funds 

State general fund. 
Federal Department of Transportation. 

History of Appropriations and Expenditures 

Appropriation Expenditure 
Year State --- Federal State Federal 

1974 * *a * *a 
1975 * * * * 
1976 $ 6,645 $14,159 * * 
1977 10,822 12,560 $11,716 $11,317 
1978 30,545 18,777 * * 

*denotes Not Available. 
aFunds remaining from a 
istration grant to the 

National Highway Traffic Safety Admin
Highway Safety Program Office, ·Highway 

Utah Department of Public Safety. Safety DiviSion, 

Probable Continuation 

Partial funding for three y a (i i ill) Public Safety Th f d e rs n t a y came from the Department of 

Alcoholism and Dru;:: b~~ ~h:~l;i~~n~!~~~i~~t:ea d!~=~~:d towardfthe Divisio~ of 
Fee-for-service charges for the program have been instit~t~~r~Oohe~optapalyf~:dr1ntghe· 
p.rogram. 

Administrating Agency 

Division of Alcoholism and Drugs 
Department of Social Services 
150 West North Temple 
Salt Lake City, Utah 84110 
Telephone: (801) 533-6532 
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UTAH COMMUNITY MENTAL HEALTH SERVICES ACT 

Citation: Utah Mentall Health Services 
Act, codified July 1975 

Program Initiation: 1975 

Program Objectives 

To provide specialized services to children and youth in addition to com
munity mental health services to all cit:lzens of the state. 

Factors Applied in Determining Allocatioll of Subs~dy 

Initial funding is based upon needs assessment, local governmental support 
of the request, per capita population~ overall program plan, and degree of 
declining federal funding. 

Administrative Requirements for Funding Eligibility 

For full contract, applicant must bla recipient of federal Community Mental 
Health Center funds. Applicant is requi,red to submit annual budget and program 
description to the Division of Mental Health, Department of Social Services. 

Local Agencies Eligible to Apply for Funds 

City governments, county governmentsl, multicounty organizations, and com
munity mental health centers. 

Number of Participating Agencies 

Nine public community mental health (~enters. 

specialized services to youth 10 to 18 years old. 

Types of Services Provided 

Four of these are providing 

Outpatient services, inpatient servic~~s, residential services, diagnostic 
services for juvenile court, and consultation to juvenile court. 

Restrictions on Use of Funds 

Administrative costs, personnel, operations and maintenance, and purchase of 
services. 

Budget Year 

July 1, 1977-June 30, 1978. 
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Source of Funds 

State general fund. 
Federal Community Mental Health Services Act. 

History of Appropriations and Expenditures 

Year 

1975 
1976 
1977 
1978 

Appropriation 
State Federal 

$ 56,091 
198,248 
367,078 
521,111 

$130,518 
154,400 
344,265 
286,324 

Other Pertinent Information 

Expenditure 
Stat-e--'---Federal 

$ 51,247 
183,303 
349,930 
518,121 

$130,518 
154,400 
344,265 
286,324 

There is a special categorical fund for juvenile court services of $109,000 
to be used for evaluation services to juvenile court. 

Probable Continuation 

The program will probably continue. 

Administrating Agency 

Division of Hental Health 
Department of Social Services 
P.O. Box 2500 
Salt Lake City, Utah 84110 
Telephone: (801) 533-5783 
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UTAH K-12 ALCOHOL EDUCATION PROJECT 

Citation: Laws of Utah, 1971, Chapter 168 
Program Initiation: 1977 

Program Obj~ctives 

To provide information about the physiological, social, and psychological 
effects of the use and abuse of alcohol and drugs. 

Factors Applied in Determining Allocation of Subsi~ 

There is no formula for the allocation of funds because there is little 
money to be distributed. Funding is based on demonstrated need and the 
willingness of local school districts to help with funding. 

Administrative Requirements for Funding Eligibility 

The Division of Alcoholism and Drugs negotiates subcontracts Hith local 
agencies. 

Local Agencies Eligible to Apply for Funds 

School districts, mental health centers, and other agencies which have an 
interest in providing such a service program. 

Number of Participating Agencies 

Two: (1) Timpanogos (a mental health center catchment area composed of six 
school districts); and (2) Salt Lake City School District. 

Types of Services Provided 

Educational services. 

Restrictions on Use of Funds 

Administrative costs, personnel, operations and maintenance, and purchase of 
services. 

Budget Year 

July 1, 1977-June 30, 1978. 

Source of Funds 

State general fund. 
Federal Comprehensive Alcohol Abuse and Alcoholism Prevention, Treatment, 

and Rehabilitation Act. 
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History of Appropriations and Expenditures 

Year 

1977 
1978 

Appropriation 
State Federal 

* 
$ 71,000 

* 
$58,000 

*denotes Not Available. 

Probable Continuation 

Program is well received. 
expansion, appears likely. 

Administrating Agency 

Division of Alcoholism and Drugs 
Department of Social Services 
150 West North Temple 
Salt Lake City, Utah 84110 
Telephone: (801) 533-6532 

Expenditure 
State Federal 

* 
$ 71,000 

* 
$58,000 

Continuation of program, with possible 
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EDUCATION SUBSIDIES 

Eight states have established 11 specific state education subsidies for 
delinquency-prone youth. Included are dropout preventiop programs, alternative 
education programs, special education programs which provide programs for 
disruptive youth or emotionally disturbed youth, programs to inhibit vandalism 
through the presence of police on school grounds, compensatory education 
programs, and law education programs. 

Some states view all education subsidies as delinquency prevention since the 
ability to read and write assists students in adjusting to life or finding a 
job, and thereby reduces the probability of students getting into trouble. 
Other states focus on only those special programs established for students iden
tified as ei ther delinquent or prone to delinquency. In order to reconcile 
these differences and to establish justifiable criteria for the project, educa
tion subsidies were defined as those subsidies which focus on problem areas of 
truancy, disruption, assault, vandalism, or other violations of law. This defi
nition encompassed programs for dropout prevention, in-house suspension, alter
native education, and compensatory education. 

Objectives of State Education Subsidies 

In general, objectives of education programs which would specifically aid in 
preventing juvenile delinquency are designed to prevent dropouts, provide forms 
of alternative and special education, and meet vocational education needs. It 
appears that the major reason for funding such programs is that basic educa
tional and vocational skills will assist youth in making social and financial 
adjustments to life which will divert them from the juvenile justice system. 

Types of Services Funded by State Education Subsidies 

State education subsidy programs attempt to prevent school dropouts in 
various ways. Since 1970, Utah has provided subsidies to school districts for 
experimental and developmental projects leading to dropout prevention. North 
Carolina has two dropout prevention programs: the Prevocational Education 
Program (1969), which uses career development and job preparedness to reduce the 
dropout rate and to minimize adverse economic influences; and the Extended 
School Day Program (1975), which provides alternative educational services for 
basic skills advancement, vocational training, and counseling to targeted 
students. The latter program was supported in large part with Comprehensive 
Employment and Training Act funds. 
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Programs to serve disruptive youth usually take the form of alternatives to 
conventional education programs. These alternatives may involve special 
classrooms, materials, personnel, or even special high schools to provide educa
tional services to those students who have difficulty coping with traditional 
classroom situations. Florida, Iowa, Oklahoma, and Wisconsin provide such 
programs. Michigan provides alternatives to incarceration or expulsion from 
school by keeping students in a school environment and offering basic skills 
development and rehabilitative services. 

Florida also provides two unique subsidies, a state compensatory education 
program and a law education program. The Basic Skills and Functional Literacy 
Supplement program, initiated in 1977, strives to see that each student achieves 
a minimum level of basis skills in reading, writing, and arithmetic, and the 
ability to use such skills in everyday life. The Law Education Program pursues 
the objective of improving citizenship through learning about law, legal pro
cesses, and the legal system. The types of services supported by state educa
tion subsidies are summarized in Table D. 

TABLE D. SERVICES FOR JUVENILE DELINQUENCY PREVENTION AND CONTROL 
FUNDED BY STATE EDUCATION SUBSIDIES 

Service Type 
(as defined by state agencies) 

Alternative Education 

Basic Skills 

Career Planning 

Counseling 

Educational Services 

In-Service Training 

Job Information 

Job Placement 

Law Education 

Law Enforceme.nt Personnel 

Materials and Supplies 
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State 

Florida, Wisconsin 

Florida, Michigan, North Carolina, 
Wisconsin 

North Carolina, Utah 

North Carolina 

Iowa, Oklahoma 

Utah 

North Carolina 

North Carolina 

Florida 

New Jersey 

Utah 
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TABLE D. (Continued) 

Service Type 
(as defined by state agencies) State 

Rehabilitative Services Michigan 

Self Appraisal-Work Habit 
Evaluation North Carolina 

Support Services Iowa 

Truancy Prevention Floriqa 

Vocational Instruction North Carolina 

Level of Financial Support for State Education Subsidies 

State support for education is generally for day-to-day school expenditures, 
not specific education programs. However, special subsidies have been estab
lished for local educational services related to juvenile justice and delinquency 
prevention in eight states, totaling over $55 million. Table 7 in Chapter 3 
identifies all state subsidies in education, including individual and aggregated 
subsidy appropriations, with per capita breakdowns for the states' youth popula
tions. 

Local Recipients of State Education Subsidies 

Local recipients in most cases are local school districts, often known as 
local education agencies (LEAs). Two Florida programs, the Alternative Education 
Program and the Law Education Program, require eligible LEAs to coordinate 
efforts with local social service, juvenile justice, 'and law enforcement agen
cies. Through the years, local public agencies, in this case school districts, 
have primarily been designated as recipients. 
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Requirements to Receive Funds From State Education Subsidies 

Reflecting their customary associ .. ation with public schools, subsidies 
underwriting education programs usually require some criteria for assigning stu
dents to special programs and for receiving increased per pupil funding. 
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FLORIDA BASIC SKILLS AND FUNCTIONAL LITERACY SUPPLEMENT 

Citation: Florida Statutes, Section 236.088 
Program Initiation: 1977 

Program Objectives 

To assure that each student achieves a minimum level of competence in basic 
reading, writing, and arithmetic skills, with the ability to use such skills in 
everyday life activities. 

Factors Applied in Determining Allocation of Subsidy 

Each district receives funding for each student enrolled in the district 
who scores in the bottom quarter on the state-administered Student Tests of Basic 
Skills. 

Administrative Requirements for Funding Eligibility 

Programs are proposed by local agencies and students are assigned in 
accordance with state-prescribed criteria. 

Local Agencies Eligible to Apply for Funds 

School districts. 

Number of Participating Agencies 

All 67 school districts. 

Types of Services Provided 

Basic skills. 

Restrictions on Use of Funds 

Administrative costs, personnel, and operations and maintenance. 

Budget Year 

July 1, 1977-June 30, 1978. 

Source of Funds 

State general fund • 
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History of Appropriations and Expenditures 

Appropriation 
Year State 

1977 $10,000,000 
1978 26,500,000 

Probable Continuation 

Excellent likelihood that program will continue. 

Administrating Agency 

;r / 

Department of Education 
Knott Building 
Tallahassee, Florida 32304 
Telephone: (904) 488-6539 
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Expenditure 
State 

$10,000,000 
26,500,000 
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FLORIDA ALTERNATIVE EDUCATION PROGRAM 

Citation: Florida Statutes, Section 230.2315 
Program Initiation: 1978 

Program Objectives 

To reduce the incidence of disruptive behavior and truancy in public schools, 
to reduce the number of students referred to special services or agencies, and 
to provide a positive alternative to conventional education programs for students 
who have become disinterested in school. 

Factors Applied in Determining Allocation of Subsidy 

For each student enrolled'in the program, the school district receives the 
base student allocation multiplied by 2. In 1978, the base was $900 x 2 = 
$1,800 per student. It was increased to $1,978 per full time equivalent (FTE) 
in 1979. 

Adminietrative Requirements for Funding Eligiblity 

Programs are developed by local agencies and students are assigned in 
accordance with state-prescribed criteria. 

Local Agencies Eligible to Apply for Funds 

All school districts in coordination with social service, juvenile justice, 
and law enforcement agencies. 

Number of Participating Agencies 

Seventy-five percent of eligible school districts. 

Types of Services Provided 

Alternative education and truancy prevention. 

Restrictions on Use of Funds 

Administrative costs, personnel, and operations and maintenance. 

Budget Year 

July 1, 1977-June 30, 1978. 

Source of Funds 

State general fund. 
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Year 

1978 

Probable Continuation 

Appropriation 
State 

$21,000,000 est. 

The probability of continuation is excellent. 

Administrating Agency 

Department of Education 
Knott Building 
Tallahassee, Florida 32304 
Telephone: (904) 488-6539 

B-2l2 

. , 

Expendit~ 

State 

$13,879,329 
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FLORIDA LAW EDUCATION PROGRAM 

Citation: Florida Statute, Section 233.0615 
Program Initiation: 1978 

Program Objectiv~s 

To 'stimulate and improve the citizenship education of children and youth 
through the teaching of the law, the legal process, and the legal system. 

Factors Applied in Determining Allocation of Subsidy 

Proposals are competitively evaluated. Maximum grants of $2,500 are 
available for individual schools, $10,000 for a school district, and $15,000 for 
any combination of schools and school districts. 

Administrative. Requirements for Funding EligibiEty 

Local agencies submit program proposals which are reviewed and approved by 
state committee. 

i 
, Local Agencies Eligible to Apply for Funds I 

Schools and school districts in cooperation with community-based organiza
tions. 

Number of Participating Agencies 

Forty percent of all school districts. 

Types of Services Provided 

Law education. 

Restrictions on Use of Funds 

Administrative costs, personnel, and operations and maintenance • 

Budget Year 

July 1, 1977-June 30, 1978. 

Source of Funds 

State general fund. 
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History of Appropriations and Expenditures 

Appropriation 

Year State 

1978 $150,000 

Probable Continuation 

Excellent probability that program will be continued. 

Administrating Agency 

Department of Education 
Knott Building 
Tallahassee, Florida 32304 
Telephone: (904) 488-6539 

r I 
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Expenditure 
State 

$150,000 
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IOWA PROGRAMS SERVING CHRONICALLY DISRUPTIVE YOUTH 

Citation: Iowa Code Annotated, Section 281.1 
Program Initiation: 1975 

Program Objectives 

To promote, direct, and supervise the education of children requiring 
special education in the schools. 

Factors Applied in Determining Allocation of Subsidy 

The I number of pupils identified per district is multiplied by a weighted 
factor And by the district's per pupil cost. 

Administrative Requirements for Funding Eligibility 

School districts with pupils identified by either the school districts or 
by district courts as chronically disruptive are eligible to receive funds. 

Local Agencies Eligible to Apply for Funds 

Local public school districts. 

Number of Participating Agencies 

Five school districts. 

Types of Services Provided 

Educational services and support services. 

Restrictions on Use of Funds 

Personnel, operations and maintenance, and dir~ct services. 

Budget Year 

July 1, 1977-June 30, 1978. 

Source of Funds 

State foundation formula from property tax. 
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History' of Appropriations and Expenditures 

Appropriation 

Year 
State 

$456,680 1975 593,670 
1976 810,264 
1977 651,888 
1978 

Probable Continuation 

Program is well accepte d and will continue to expand. 

Administrating Agenct 

- 'f i 

Department of Public Instruction 
Grimes State Office Building 
Des Moines, Iowa 50319 
Telephone: (515) 281-3176 

." 

B-216 

Expenditure 
State 

$456,680 
593,670 
810,264 
651,888 

" 

MICHIGAN ALTERNATIVE EDUCATION SUBSIDY 

Citation: Hichigan State School Aid Act, Section 48 
Program Initiation: 1974 

Program Objectives 

To provide alternatives to incarceration or expulsion from school. 

Factors Applied in Determining Allocation of Subsidy 

Reimbursements up to $7,500 per person are available for licensed pro
fessional personnel who provide direct services to identified students. 

Administrative Requirements for Funding Eligibility 

The applicant must agree to fund the balance of the program costs not 
covered by Section 48 or other funds. Active participation of a juvenile divi
sion of probate court is required. 

Local Agencies Eligible to Apply for Funds 

Any local or intermediate school district. 

Number of Participating Agencies 

Sixty-two school districts. 

Types of Services Provided 

Basic skills and rehabilitative services. 

Restrictions on Use of Funds 

Personnel. 

Budget Year 

October 1, 1977-September 30, 1978. 

Source of Funds 

Earmarked state funds (Section 48, State School Atd Act) • 
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History of Appropriations and Expenditures 

Year 

1974 
1975 
1976 
1977 
1978 

Probable Continuation 

Appropriation 
State 

$ 500,000 
1;000,000 
1,100,000 
1,100,000 
1,500,000 

Expenditure 
State 

$ 497,310 
1,000,000 
1,100,000 
1,100,000 
1,500,000 

i hi hI t d by applicant agencies and likely to The program s g y suppor e 
continue. 

Administrating Agency 

1 f 

Department of Education 
Box 30008 
Lansing, Michigan 48909 
Telephone: (517) 373-3666 
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NEW JERSEY PUBLIC SCHOOL SAFETY LAW 

Citation: New Jersey Revised Statutes, 18 A:17-42 through 18 A:17-45 
Program Initiation: 1968 

Program Objectives 

To prevent physical and verbal attacks on students and teachers in public 
schools by unlawful intruders. 

Factors Applied in Determining Allocation of Subsidy 

State aid reimbursement to the local districts is based on the density of 
population, school tax rate, total tax rate for the municipality, and other 
factors. Application is made by any board of E'ducation through the county 
superintendent to the commissioner of the Department of Education who has appro
val power. 

Administrative Requirements for Funding Eligibility 

Reimbursements may not exceed 75 percent of the cost. No board of education 
shall employ more than one public school law enforcement officer for every 500 
pupils or fraction thereof enrolled in any school building. 

Local Agencies Eligible to Apply for Funds 

Public school districts. 

Number of Participating Agencies 

Sixty-three public school districts. 

Types of Services Provided 

Public school law enforcement officers. 

Restrictions on Use of Funds 

Law enforcement personnel. 

Budget Year 

July 1, 1977-Juna 30, 1978~ 

Source of Funds 

State general fund. 
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History of Appropriations and Expenditures 

Appropriation 
State 

Year 

1970 
1971 
1972 
1973 
1974 
1975 
1976 
1977 
1978 

Probable Continuation 

$ 543,322 
898~647 

1,098,459 
1,991,182 
2,128,509 
2,557,788 
2,506,598 
2,506,598 
2,506,598 

Continuation over the long term is doubtful. 

Administrating Agency 

Department of Education 
225 w. State Street 
Trenton, New Jersey 08625 
Telephone: (609) 292-1829 

:t I 
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Expenditure 
State 

$ 543,322 
898,647 

1,098,459 
1,991,182 
2,128,509 
2,557,788 
2,506,598 
2,506,598 
2,506,598 

NORTH CAROLINA PREVOCATIONAL EDUCATION PROGRA}1 SUBSIDY 

Program Objectives 

Citation: Senate Bill 563 
Program Initiation: 1969 

To reduce the dropout rate and minimize adverse economic influences through 
career development. 

Factors Applied in Determining Allocation of Subsidy 

Three basic funding formulas (the public school 
fund, and the fund for exceptional children) are 
support primary and secondary education programs. 
upon average daily membership. 

Administrative Requirements for Funding Eligibility 

fund, occupational education 
combined in various ways to 

Funds are allocated based 

A local plan for vocational education is developed which specifies the 
programs to be provided and the months required to fulfill the plan. If 
approved, state guidelines must be followed for each program. 

Local Agencies Eligible to Apply for Funds 

Local school districts. 

Number of Participating Agencies 

One hundred and thirty-five school districts. 

Types of Services Provided 

Self-appraisal, job information, work-habit evaluation, and career planning. 

Restrictions on Use of Funds 

Administrative costs, personnel, and direct services. 

Budget Year 

July 1, 1977-June 30, 1978. 

Source of Funds 

State general fund. 
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History of Appropriations and Expenditures 

Year 

1970 
1971 
1972 
1973 
1974 
1975 
1976 
1977 
1978 

Other Information 

Appropriation 
State 

$3,000,000 
3,000,000 
3,000,000 
3,000,000 
3,000,000 
3,000,000 
3,000,000 
3,000,000 
3, 000, OOOa 

Expenditure 
State 

$3,000,000 
3,000,000 
3,000,000 
3,000,000 
3,000,000 
3,000,000 
3,000,000 
3,000,000 
3,000,000 

aIn 1978, the categorical appropriation was eliminated and funding for the 
program was combined wi th general Vf)Ca tiona1 funds. Specifically, the $3 
million was distributed as follows: $1.8 million to non-matching expansion 
funds ~nd $1.2 million to state months of employment. While it is difficult to 
estimate the total amount of state funding to the prevocationa1 education 
program in 1978, it can be assumed that the figure was at least $3 million and 
perhaps as high as $7.1 million. 

Probable Continuation 

Program will continue. 

Administrating Agency 

r I 

Division of Vocational £ducation 
Department of Public Instruction 
Education Building 
Raleigh, North Carolina 27611 
Telephone: (919) 733-7977 
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NORTH CAROLINA EXTENDED SCHOOL DAY PROGRAM SUBSIDY 

Citation: North Carolina Public School Law--l0 Honth School Fund, 
and North Carolina State Appropriations for Vocational 
Education. 

Program Initiation: 1975 

Program Objectives 

To prevent students from dropping out of school and to provide educational 
services to students returning to school. 

Fa~~s Applied in Determining Allocation of Subsidy 

Three basic funding formulas (the public school fund, occupational education 
fund, and the fund for exceptional children) are combined in various ways to 
support primary and secondary education programs. 

Administrative Requirements for Funding Eligibility 

The instructional staff for extended school day programs is expected to pro
vide instruction which will most nearly meet the needs of students. While state 
certification standards are never relaxed or suspended in the academic areas, 
certification requirements for part-time and temporary personnel may be 
established by local education agencies. 

Local Agencies Eligible to Apply for Funds 

Local school districts. 

Number of Participating Agencies 

Sixty-five school districts. 

Types of Services Provided 

Counseling, vocational instruction, job placement and follow-up, and basic 
skills. 

Restrictions on Use of Funds 

Administrative costs, personnel, and direct services. 

Budget Year 

Jply 1, 1977-June 30, 1978. 

Source of Funds 

State general fund. 
Federal Comprehensive Employment and Training Act funds. 
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History of Appropriations and Expenditures 

Appropriation 
Year State 

1975 $ 500,000 
1976 700,000 
1977 4,000,000 
1978 4,000,000 

Probable Continuation 

Program will continue. 

Administrating Agency 

Instructional Services Area 
Department of Pu.b1ic Instruction 
114 W. Edenton Street 
Raleigh, North Carolina 27611 
Telephone: (919) 733-2310 

Federal 

$ 0 
0 

3,000,000 
3,000,000 
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Expenditure 
State Federal 

$ 500,000 $ 0 
700,000 0 

4,000,000 3,000,000 
4,000,000 3,000,000 
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OKLAHOMA STATE AID ~LAT GRANT 

Citation: Oklahoma Statutes Annotated, Section 70-18-109 
Program Initiation: 1969 

Program Objectives 

To provide appropriate public education for emotionally disturbed youth. 

Factors Applied in Determining Allocation of Subsidy 

For the education of handicapped or exceptional children, annual 
grants are made, in addition to the Foundation Aid and Incentive Aid, in the 
amou~t of $6,000 for the continuation of an approved program. 

Administrative Requirements for Funding Eligibility 

Application is submitted for approval to the Department of Education. 

Local Agencies Eligible to Apply for Funds 

Local education agencies. 

Number of Participating Agencies 

Sixteen local education agencies. 

Types of Services Provided 

Educational services. 

Restrictions on Use of Funds 

Direct services. 

Budget Year 

July 1, 1977-Ju:ne 30, 1978. 

Source of Funds 

State general fund. 
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History of Appropriations and Expenditures 

Appropriation 
State 

Year -
1970 
1971 
1972 
1973 
1974 
1975 
1976 
1977 
1978 

*denotes Not Available. 

Probable Continuation 

* 
* 
* 
* 
* 
* 
* 

$180,000 
180,000 

Program has excellent possibility of continuation. 

Administrating Agency 

Department of Education 
Oliver Hodge Education Building 
2500 North Lincoln Boulevard 
Oklahoma City, Oklahoma 73105 
Telephone: (405) 521-3301 
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Expenditure 
State 

* 
* 
* 
* 
* 
* 
* 

$180,000 
180,000 
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UTAH CAREER DEVELOPHENT (DROPOUT PREVENTION) PROGRAM 

Citation: Utah Code Annotated 1953 as amended, 
Sections 53-7-16 and 53-7-18 

Program Initiation: 1970 

Program Objectives 

To enable ,'')ols to retain probable dropouts and recall students who have 
left school prio~ _0 completion. 

Factors Applied in Determining Allocation of Subsidy 

Application for an experimental or developmental project leading to dropout 
prevention is submitted to the State Board of Education. Grants are awarded on 
a competitive basis. 

Administrative Requirements for Funding Eligibility 

All 40 Utah school districts annually receive a notification of the appli
cation date and guidelines, as well as application forms. Applications are 
reviewed by readers (internal and external), and awards are made on a com
petitive basis. 

Local Agencies Eligible to Apply for Funds 

Local school districts. 

Number of Participating Agencies 

Fifteen school districts. 

Types of Services Provided 

',Career planning, materials and supplies, and in-service training. 

Restrictions on Use of Funds 

Personnel, operations and maintenance~ materials and supplies, and in
service training. 

Budget Year 

July 1, 1977-June 30, 1978. 

Source of Funds 

State general fund--uniform school funds. 
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History of Appropriations and Expenditures 

Appropriation 
Year 

1970 
1971 
1972 
1973 
1974 
1975 
1976 
1977 
1978 

*denotes Not Available. 

Other Pertinent Information 

State 

$225,800 
225,000 
225,000 
225,000 
225,000 
225,000 
225,000 
242,000 
266,688 

i ram was rescinded by the 1978 
Legislation ftoir th t~ :~pOpgort dropout prevention programs Districts may con nue 

funds or state minimum support funds. 

Probable Continuation 

Expenditure 
State 

* 
* 
* 
* 
* 
* 
* 
* 
* 

Utah legislature. 
by utilizing local 

i d The legislature established id ram has been discont nue • i t 1 The statew e prog I as a developmental and exper men a , 
the special categorical funding on y 
program. 

Administrating Agency 

r I 

State Board of Education 
250 East 5th South 
Salt Lake City, Utah 84111 
Telephone: (801) 533-5431 
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WISCONSIN SPECIAL EDUCATION NEEDS SUBSIDY 

Citation: Laws of Wisconsin, P.L. 90, Subchapter V of Chapter 115 
Program Initiation: 1973 

Program Objectives 

To make additional state resources available to help students who have or 
are likely to have low levels of achievement. 

Factors Applied in Determining Allocation of Subsidy 

Public school districts and nonprofit, nonsectarian agencies develop 
programs and submi t a Special Educational Needs Program Application. Budget 
awards are granted to programs at the discretion of the superintendent of the 
Department of Public Instruction. 

Administrative Requirements for Funding Eligibility 

Schools or nonprofit, nonsectarian agencies propose programs to meet cer
tain special education needs of school children. An application and an eva
luation plan are submitted to the superintendent of the Department of' Public 
Instruction. 

Local Agencies Eligible to Apply for Funds 

Schools or nonprofit, nonsectarian agencies. 

Number of Participating Agencies 

Fourteen private organizations and ten public agencies. 

Type~ of Services Provided 

Basic skills and alternative education. 

Restrictions on Use of Funds 

Administrative costs (five percent) and direct services. 

Budget Year 

July 1, 1977-June 30, 1978. 

Source of Funds 

State general fund. 
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History of Appropriations and Expenditures 

Year 

1973 
1974 
1975 
1976 
1977 
1978 

~otes Not Available. 

Other Pertinent Information 

Appropriation 
State 

$1,450,000 
1,450,000 

750,000 
750,000 
750,000 
750,000 

Expenditure 
State 

* 
* 
* 
* 
* 

$92,557 

Programs are for children in preschool through age 19. Programs are sup- (. 
ported for only three years. 

Probable Continuation 

The subsidy has been well accepted but will be discontinued June 30, 1981. 

Administrating Agency 

Bureau for Special Education Programming 
Division of Instructional Services 
Department of Public Instruction 
125 S. Webster Street 
Madison, Wisconsin 53702 
Telephone: (608) 266-2658 
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EMPLOYMENT SUBSIDIES 

The number of state employment subsidies is very limited, undoubtedly 
because of the dominance of the federal government in this area. Only subsidies 
in Alaska, Michigan, and Minnesota were appropriate to this study. Four other 
programs were excluded because they were either solely administered by a state 
agency or were designated for children who had been remanded to the custody of 
the state. 

These three state subsidies offer programs very similar to those supported 
with federal funds. The Alaska Youth Employment Services Subsidy, initiated in 
1973, provides career counseling and general job preparedness in local schools 
to groups and individuals, as well as placement and summer job development to 
youth 14 through 25 years old. Minnesota's Governor's Youth Program, also 
initiated in 1973, has employed approximately 25,000 adolescents, or about 5,000 
youth each year. Michigan's Work Opportunity Resources Corps (WORC) Program was 
established in 1977 and lasted only three years. In addition to providing 
employment for youth 15 through 21 years old, its objectives were to accomplish 
needed conservation work, to stimulate awareness of the natural environme~t, and 
to provide employment training. Even though the WORC Program was very well 
received, its 1980 budget was deleted due to budgetary constraints. 

Although 
subsidies is 
most states 
particularly 
Training Act 

some state officials do not feel the absence of state employment 
due to the advent of the Comprehensive Employment and Training Act, 
seem to have little interest in subsidizing employment programs, 

since most urban areas receive Comprehensive Employment and 
funds directly as "prime sponsors." 

Objectives of State Employment Subsidies 

The dominant objective of state employment subsidies :ls to assist in 
finding employment for youth. Other objectives are to enable adolescents to 
make career decisions, to train and prepare for jobs, to unde:rtake needed con
servation work, and to teach awareness of conservation values. 

Types of Services Funded by State Employment Subsidies 

The following types of services are funded by employment subsidies: job 
placement, job development, job preparedness, job training, career counseling, 
and educational services. The objective of job placement is to provide meaning
ful employment, wages, and work experiences. Job development is intended to 
create jobs that can provide employment for youth. Job preparedness includes 
teaching hygiene, adhering to work hours, and other skills that will contribute 
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to satisfactory work experiences. Job training involves instruction in voca
tional skills, on the job. Career counseling offers vocational guidance and 
helps adolescents make career choices. Educational services furnish tutorial 
services to encourage adolescents to stay in school or to prepare them to pass 
high school equivalency examinations. 

Table E illustrates services provided by each of the three state subsidies. 
Similar services are offered by all other states through Comprehensive 
Employment and Training Act funding. 

TABLE E. SERVICES FOR JUVENILE DELINQUENCY PREVENTION AND CONTROL 
FUNDED BY STATE EMPLOYMENT SUBSIDIES 

Service Type 
(a,s defined by state agencies) State 

Career Counseling Alaska 

Job Development 
}lichigan, Minnesota 

Job Placement 
Alaska, Michigan, Minnesota 

Job Preparedness Alaska 

Requirements to Receive Funds from State Employment Subsidies 

Financial support for employment programs is disbursed predominantly 
through formula and program grants. Two of the state-funded subsidies distri
bute funds as program grants I' while the third is based on the Comprehensive 
Employment and Training Act's l:otTllula grant system. 

Level of Financial Support to Employment From State Rubsidies 

Michigan and Minnesota each contributed $3.1 million and $3.0 million, 
respectively, to youth employment programs. In 1978, an administrative tran
sition for Alaska's Youth Employment Serices Subsidy supressed allocations that 
year to $60,000; however, allocations in subsequent years increased 

dramatically. 
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Local Re i i c p ents of State Employment Subsidies 

In all three stat 1 
included local publ! e emp oyment subsidies, 
general government we~ aglencies. In Michigan 

e a so eligible for funds. 
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ALASKA YOUTH EMPLOYMENT SERVICES SUBSIDY 

Citation: Departmental Program 
Program Initi~tion: 1973 

Program Objectives 

To provide career' counseling and general job preparedness in local schools 
for groups and individuals, and to provide employment opportunities. 

Factors Applied in Determining Allocation of Subsidy 

Summer programs in each of six regions are eligible to rece! ve funds on a 
discretionary basis. Anchorage and Fairbanks have year-round youth employment 
programs. 

Administrative Requirements for Funding Eligibility 

The state invites localities to participate; formal agreements are arranged bet
ween the Department of Education and subsidy recipients; funds are di~tributed 
on a reimbursement basis. 

Local ,Agencies Eligible _to Apply for Funds 

No restrictions; normally municipal governments or private agencies admi
nister funds locally. 

N~mber of Participating Agencies 

Seven local sites in six regions. Five are temporary five-month programs, 
while Fairbanks and Anchorage operate programs year-round. 

Types of Services Provided 

Career counseling, job preparedness, and job placement. 

Restrictions on Use of Funds 

Personnel and operations and maintenance. 

Budget Year 

July 1, 1977~June 30, 1978& 

Source of Funds _. ~..::r_ 

/ 
State general fund. 
Federal Manpower Development and Train1.ng Act (formerly). 
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History of Appropriations and Expenditures 

Year 
Appropriation Expenditure 

State State 

1973 * * 1974 * * 1975 * * 1976 $126,600 $120,200 1977 150,200 130,600 
1978 60,000a 60,000 

*denotes Not Available. 
aThe state legislature agreed to fund only the Municipality of 
Anchorage for fiscal 1978 for 2. full-year program, which accounts 
for the decrease in appl~opriation. In 1979 state appropriations were 
$150,000 and $270;000 for 1980. 

Other Pertinent Information 

The State Department of Labor provides office space and other forms of in
kind support through local employment security offices. 

Probable Continuation 

The program will continue with expansion. 

Administrating Agency 

Adult and Continuing Education 
Division of Educational Program Support 
Department of Education 
Pouch F 
Juneau, Alaska 99811 
Telephone: (907) 465-4685 
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MICHIGAN WORK OPPORTUNITY RESOURCES CORPS PROGRAM 

Citation: State Appropriations Act (must be renewed each 
legislative session) 

Program Initiaton: 1977 

Program Objectives 

To provide employment for youth' 15 to 21 years of age to accomplish needed 
conservation work, to stimulate awareness of the natural environment, and to 
provide employment training. 

Factors Applied in Determining Allocation of Subsidy 

Projects are selected on a competitive basis. Factors considered in the 
selection include efficiency, project type, long-term benefits, and past 
performance. 

Administrative Requirements for Funding Eligibility 

Once a project application is approved, a projec~ agreement is completed. 
Administrative costs may not exceed 15 percent of the total grant. All costs 
must be documented. The ratio of supervisors to employees must stay within 
grant guidelines. All work must be related to conservation or recreation. 

Local Agencies Eligible to Apply for Funds 

Any local or intermediate school district; regional park authorities; city, 
village, township, or county governments; community action agencies; and public 
housing commission. 

Number of Participating Agencies 

Two hundred and twenty-one jurisdictions among schools:, school districts, 
villages, townships, cities, countie~, agencies, and consortiums. 

Types of Services Provided 

Job development, job placement. 

Restrictions on Use of Funds 

Personnel, operations and maintenance, and construction. 

Budget Year 

October 1, 1977-September 3D, 1978. 

Source of Funds 

State general fund. 
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History of Appropriations and Expenditures 

Year 
Appropriation Expenditure 

State State 

1977 $3,131,800 
1978 $2,531,800 

3,131,800 3,731,800 

Probable Continuation 

Popular program, but wa t f d s no un ed for 1980 due to state budget cuts. 

Administrating Agency 

Office of Manpower Programs 
Bureau of llfanagement Services 
Department of Natural Resources 
Box 30028 
Lansing, Michigan 48909 
Telephone: (517) 373-8112 
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HINNESOTA GOVERNOR'S YOUTH PROGRAH 

Citation: Hinnesota Statutes Annotated, Chapter 254 
Program Initiation: 1973 

Program Objectives 

To provide meaningful employment for youth. 

Factors Applied in Determining Allocation of Subsidy 

Allocation factors are the same as those for federal employment allocations. 
One-half of available state funds is allocated to counties according to their 
youth population, based on updated census estimates. The remaining one-half is 
allocated according to the percentage of youth population in each county, 
adjusted for the unemployment rate and the number of families in poverty in each 
county. 

Administrative Requirements for Funding Eligibility 

Funds are given to prime sponsors who contract with local agencies. 

Local Agencies Eligible to Apply for Funds 

Local governments and nonprofit agencies. 

Number of Participating Agencies 

Ten prime sponsors. 

Types of Services Provided 

Job placement, job development, and mini-offices program. 

Restrictions on Use of Ftmds 

Administrative costs and wages for participants. 

Budget Year 

July 1, 1977-June 30, 1978. 

Source of Funds 

State general fund. 
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History of Appropriations and Expenditures 

Year 

1973 
1974 
1975 
1976 
1977 
1978 

Other Pertinent InformaUon 

Appropriation 
State 

$1,650,000 
1,800,000 
2,000,000 
2,000,000 
3,000,000 
3,000,000 

Expenditure 
State 

$1,650,000 
1,800,000 
2,000,000 
2,000,000 
2,897,000 
3,103,000 

From 1973 to 1977, the act was passed every two years by the legislature 
until it was codified in 1977. The St. Paul Police Department commented on the 
decrease in the crime rate of youth 10 to 16 years old during the summer in 
areas where the Governor's Youth Program was active. 

Probable Continuation 

The program is very successful and is anticipated to continue. Approximately 
5,000 youth per year are employed in the summer programs. 

Administrating Agency 

Department of Economic Security 
390 North Robert Street 
St. Paul, Minnesota 55101 
Telephone: (612) 296-6734 
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THE Ol1NIBUS CRnm CONTROL AND SAFE STREETS ACT OF 1968 

Citation: P.L. 90-351, as amended through 1978, 42 u.s.c. 
Sec. 3701. 

Program Initiation: 1968 

Program Objectives 

To advance nati.onal priorities and provide special impetus for reform and 
experimentation within the total law enforcement structure established by the 
act. 

Factors Applied in Determining Allocation of Funds 

Grants are to be designed to test hypotheses through demonstration projects 
aimed at achieving a specific objective. Grantees must provide a non-federal 
contribution of ten percent, except for Part C construction projects, where the 
match is 50 percent. Grants are generally made for one year. 

Administrative Requirements for Funding Elig~bility 

Application is made to the Law Enforcement Assistance Administration (LEAA) 
upon certification by the state planning agency that (l) the project is con
sistent with the state plan, (2) the project will be incorporated into the 
state action plan, a,nd (3) action funds to the discretionary grant applicant 
will not be reduced or supplanted by a discretionary award. 

Agencies Eligible to Apply for Funds 

State and local units of government or combinations of state and local 
units and for Part C, nonprofit organizations. Beneficiary eligibility granted 
to state, local, and private organizations under the jurisdiction of applicants. 

Administrating Agency 

Law Enforcement Assistance Administration 
U.S. Department of Justice 
633 Indiana Avenue, NVl 
Washington, D.C. 20531 
Telephone: (202) 724-7644 
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JUVENILE JUSTICE AND DELINQUENCY PREVENTION ACT OF 1974 

Citation: P.L~ 93-415, as amended through 1978, 
42 U.S.C. Sec. 5601. 

Program Initiation: 1974 

Program Objectives 

To increase the capacity of state and local governments to conduct effective 
juvenile justice and delinquency prevention programs by providing matching 
grants to states, and to develop guidelines for state plans that meet the 
requirements set forth in the Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention Act of 
1974, as amended, and assist states in developing such plans. 

Factors Applied in Determining Allocation of Funds 

Program allocates grant funds to states and territories on the basis of 
their population under age 18. Federal assistance may not exceed 90 percent of 
approved program costs. Grantees are required to provide matching shares of ten 
percent of total costs, except for construction programs, where the match is 50 
percent. At least two-thirds of the funds received by the state and Section 
222 (a), Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention Act of 1974, must be 
expended through programs of local government, insofar as they are consistent 
with the state plan. This provision may be waived at the discretion of the Law 
Enforcement Assistance Administration administrator for any state if the 
services for delinquent or potentially delinquent youth are organized primarily 
on a state-wide basis. 

Administrative Requirements ,for Fundin& Eligibility 

States must have an operating state law enforcement planning agency, in 
accordance with the Omnibus Crime Control and Safe Streets Act of 1968, as 
amended. A state must have an approved plan not more than one year old. States 
must submit a comprehensive plan embodying the purposes of the act and including 
provisions for: (1) a state planning agency (SPA) advisory group consisting of 
21 to 33 persons representing units of local government, law enforcement and 
juvenile justice agencies, and private organizations in the field; (2) the 
placement wi thin two years of all juveniles who are charged' with c.r have 
committed status offenses in shelter facilities, rather than juvenile detention 
or corrections facilities; and (3) the separation of juveniles alleged or found 
to be delinquent from incarcerated adults in detention or corrections 
facilities. Once the plan is approved, each state determines specific use of 
funds. 

Agencies Eligible to Apply for Funds 

State and local government units, public and private organizations, and 
agencies involved in juvenile delinquency prevention, treatment, and 
rehabilitation. 
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Administrating Agency 

Office of Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention 
U.S. Department of Justice 
633 Indiana Avenue, NW 
Washington, D.C. 20531 
Telehone:' (202) 724-7769 
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SOCIAL SECURITY ACT, TITLE XX 

Citation: Title XX, Part A, of the Social Security Act, 
P.L. 93-647, as amended through 1978, 42 U.S.C. 
Sec 1397. 

Program Initiation: 1975 

Program Objective~ 

To enable states to provide social services to public assistance recipients 
and other low-income persons directed toward one of five goals specified in the 
law: 

(1) Achieving or maintaining economic self~·support to prevent, 
reduce, or eliminate dependency. 

(2) Achieving or maintaining self-sufficiency, including reduction 
or prevention of dependency. 

(3) Preventing or remedying neglect, abuse or exploitation of 
children and adults unable to protect their own interests, 
or preserving, rehabilitating, or reuniting families. 

(4) Preventing or reducing inappropriate institutional care by 
providing for community-based care, home-based care, or other 
forms of less intensive care. 

(5) Securing referral or admission for institutional care when 
other forms of care are not appropriate, or providing services 
to individuals in institutions. 

Factors Applied in Determining Allocation of Funds 

Funds are used to reimburse states for 75 percent of the social service 
costs specified in the state's comprehensive annual services plan, when expended 
in accordance with regulations, including costs related to staff development and 
tra1.ning programs. Family planning services are matched at 90 percent. Federal 
matching for social services is subject to a general limitation on spending at 
$2.5 billion for 1978. 

, 
Administrative Requirements for Funding Eligibility j 

A proposed comprehensive annual services plan must be approved by the 
state's designated official and published for comment at least 9'0 days prior to 
the start of the program year. A final plan must be published at least 45 days 
prior to the start of the program year. Applications are made by submitting the 
required information regarding the annual services plan and an administrative 
state plan. States are awarded funds quarterly, based on estimates of needed 
funds. 
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Agencies Eligible to Apply for Funds 

Designated Title XX state agencies in the 50 states and the District of 
Columbia. 

Administrating Agency 

Office of Human Development Services 
Office of Policy Development and Office of Program Coordination and Review 
Department of Health and Human Services 
200 Independence Avenue, SW 
Washington, D.C. 20201 
Telephone: (202) 472-4415 
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CHAPTER 5 

FEDERAL GRANTS-IN-AID OF LOCAL 
DELINQUENCY PREVENTION AND CONTROL PROGRMiS 

HISTORICAL PERSPECTIVE ON FEDERAL GRANTS-IN-AID 

Federal grants-in-aid have had a relatively long history. Technically 
speaking, their origins reach back to 1785, when the Northwest Ordinance set 
land aside in the Northwest Territory. Income from the land funded territorial 
educational services. 1 The passage of the Harrill Act in 1862 marked the first 
time in the postconstitutional period that general categorical aid was under
taken by the federal government. The Horrill Act granted portions of public 
lands to each state to be sold by them, with the proceeds to support institu
tions of higher education. These colleges and universities became known as 
"land grant" schools. 

The Civil War resulted in an emergency need for more farmers and better 
engineers so that the Union army might be effectively supported. Land grant 
schools thus acquired a military importance. This unlikely alliance established 
the quid pro quo arrangement which persists in most federal grant-in-aid 
programs today. In exchange for the support for scholarship, land grant schools 
were required to provide military instruction. Thus, a basic tenet in federal 
categorical aid was established, 1. e., federal resources will be provided to 
state and local agencies in exchange for the acceptance of certain national 
goals and objectives. 

The first direct grant of money from the federal to state governments 
occurred in 1887. In that year, the Hatch Act established agricultural experi
ment stations in every state. A few years later, a second Horrill Act was 
passed, establishing 12 land grant universities in the south for black students 
and recast the entire land grant system into one of annual entitlements for 
federal financial support. 

Yet, the amount of federal aid remained an insignificant part of states I 
budgets. It represented, at the beginning of the twentieth century, about one 
percent of the federal budget and less than one percent of the combined budgets 
of state and local governments. With the passage of the Sixteenth Amendment to 
the U. S. Constitution in 1913, the ability of the federal government to tax 
beyond its needs and to allocate funds to the states without regard to appor
tionment signaled a critical watershed in federal-state relations. In rapid 
succession, federal programs of grants-in-aid were established for agricultural 
extension services, vocational education, highway construction, and maternity 
care. This lust area of federal aid gave rise to the landmark Supreme Court 
case which unequivocally established the right of the federal government to tax 
according to income and to spend according to need. 2 
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The Great Depression revealed the fiscal vulnerability of many state and 
local governments, dependent as they were on real property and sales taxes. 
With it also came a dramatic transformation in the role of the federal govern
ment, both in terms of providing resources and in terms of its expanding 
federalistic relationship to state and local governments. In the six-year 
period from 1933 throught 1938, 16 continuing grant-in-aid programs were passed 
by Congress. They were aimed at providing jobs in the public sector, financial 
payments directly from the federal government to individual citizens, direct 
grants to cities for public housing and public works, and other similarly 
revolutionary programs. 

These programs also contained certain conditions that extended a philosophy 
first enunciated in the Morrill Act--enlarged state planning requirements, 
restrictions on political activities of state and local public employees who 
were paid from federal funds, and requirements of proof of states' relative 
fiscal capacities as part of the fund allocation process. 

Federal aid was noticeably reduced during ~lorld War II, dropping to one-half 
the amount reached during the peak of the New Deal period. Because of the con
dition of the wartime economy, the lost funding did not appear to be missed much 
by state and local governments. The boom years in the economy benefited govern
ments as well as working people. Consumerism and urban land values soared, thus 
creating an extremely favorable economic climate for all levels of government. 
State and local governments were able to support most of the services required 
of them and to plan expansively for ever-widening and increasingly subtle levels 
of service delivery. 

Following World War II, many new federal grants-in-aid were established, 
clearly responsive to the technology and migration patterns which became 
America's postwar legacy. Grants were made available for airport and highway 
construction, urban renewal and planning, air pollution control, and open space 
preservation. Increased requirements were placed upon the administration of 
grants, marked by increased reporting, monitoring, auditing, and evaluating of 
expenditures. 

In the mid-1960s, the Johnson years, federal grants-in-aid had become firmly 
established as the method of choice for implementing national social priorities. 
The most striking departure from the past, represented by this period, was the 
rapid increase in the number of grants, especially project grants. By 1967, 379 
kinds of grants had been authorized by Congress. 3 Both the numbers and types of 
grants increased, many of them responses to strongly organized lobbyists par
ticularly oriented toward urban problems. The War on Poverty, the Safe Streets 
Act, and other highly emotional nicknames became attached to many of these 
programs. Such terms as "incentives," "seed money," and "special conditions" 
became commonplace to the bureaucratic vocabulary. Highly specialized planning 
agencies sprang up in state and local governments for the express purpose of 
administering the complex programs established by congressional legislation and 
executive "guidelines." Federal regions were established for each major 
program, and regional office staffs began to assume an entirely new role as 
grants administrators. Over time, the federal regions were standardized, which 
led to the federal requirement that states also standardize their subs tate 
planning districts. 
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During the Nixon-Ford years, the federal government moved toward more 
comp.cehensive and more flexible approaches to intergovernmental finance. The 
most remarkable manifestation of the new approach was the passage of the State 
and Local Fiscal Assistance Act of 1972. 4 Under it, block grants of funds were 
allocated to all states and their political subdivisions,with almost pro forma 
restrictions upon expending the allocations. It was quickly dubbed "The New 
Federalism." Its immediate popularity with state and local officials was just 
as immediately met with congressional misgivings over the loss of federal 
control over the use of the monies. Despite the successful passage of the 
General Revenue Sharing Act, Congress continued to establish categorical and 
block grant programs in passing new acts as well as in its amendments to earlier 
ones. As a result, the block grant approach, in either its original or in many 
suggested variations, not revenue sharing, became a compromised means for 
authorizing, appropriating, and allocating funds to the states and their com
munities. Block grant programs emerged or were continued in manpower, community 
development, mental health, social services, juvenile justice, criminal justice, 
and public health. 

Numerous administration proposals suggested the consolidation of categorical 
programs into more comprehensive ones. However, categorical grants still 
accounted for the great bulk of federal assistance to state and local 
governments. Despite presidential and many lobbyists' preferences for more 
flexible instruments of federal assistance, under the New Federalism, the number 
and size of categorical programs continued to rise in the 1970s. 

As the 1980s begin, there are many portents of a radical departure from the 
history of grants-in-aid since the end of World War II. The economic realities 
of our current environment; public attitudes about taxation, the federal govern
ment, and social responsibility; and the shift in the partisan political balance 
in Washington all suggest that the trend will be in a new direction. Within 
this context, it would appear that forthcoming decisions will result from the 
resolution of such issues as the extent of executive-congressional consensus 
about the role of a central government in a federalistic republic, the health of 
the national economy, and the resolve of the new administration. 

During the first half of this century, there was very limited involvement by 
the federal government in the subsidization of delinquency prevention and 
control programs. The most notable evidence of federal interest in the effort 
was the establishment of the Children's Bureau in 1912, to address issues per
taining to child welfare, youth employment, juvenile courts, and similar 
matters in the United States. 5 Federal subsidies were first made available to 
states in 1936 through child welfare grants administered by the delinquency 
division of the Children's Bureau to fund the care of dependent, neglected, 
abused, exploited, and delinquent youth. During this period, the only other 
relevant federal initiative came as a result of the establishment of the 
National Institute of Mental Health (NIMH). As an outgrowth of NIMH grants, 
research programs into antisocial behavior, including juvenile delinquency, were 
established in 1951. 6 

Since the 1950s, there has been a proliferation of federal juvenile 
delinquency prevention and control subsidies. Categorical grants earmarked to 
address specific problems have funded wide ranges of programs extending across 
many departments and agencies. 
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Most delinquency prevention grant programs are not easily recognized. 
Legislative language does not always specifically refer to delinquency preven
tion or control. Instead, the intent of many acts is directed toward meeting 
the needs of "disadvantaged children," "the unemployed and unemployable," 
"dependent) neglected and abused children," "the socially and mentally malad
justed," or toward "youth development." A few acts specifically refer to juve
nile delinquents and to related matters of crime prevention. According to a 
U.S. Bureau of the Census publication, there were, in 1972, 197 separate federal 
juvenile delinguency prevention programs funding over 120,000 grants totaling 
$11. 5 billion. T 

The rapid rise in youth crime in the 1960s and 1970s produced a concomitant 
increase :tn federal subsidization for prevention and control. The programs 
generally reflected the needs and prevailing philosophies of the times. The 
thrust of the 1960s, for example, was to overcome poverty, viewed by many as the 
most important cause of crime. Federal aid to programs for economic opportunity, 
elementary and secondary education, model cities, and neighborhood youth 
employment represented a variety of initiatives to eliminate poverty. In most 
cases, legislation included specific references to the reduction of crime and 
delinquency. In the ·case of the Elementary and Secondary Education Act, spe
cific mention of juvenile deli.nquency prevention came with the 1966 amendments, 
which provided Title I funds for programs for delinquents. 8 

Categorical aid, rather than either general revenue sharing or block grants, 
have been the usual method of federal involvement in subsid~zation. However, in 
1968, the Omnibus Crime Control and Safe Streets Act was passed, clearly estab
lishing federal aid to crime control efforts within the block grant category. A 
more typical approach, however, can be found in the field of education. Despite 
extended and inten.se lobbying for general federal aid to education, the 
Elementary and Secondary Education Act (ESEA) of 1965, the largest federal edu
cation subsidy, still provides categorical assistance to state and local school 
districts, tied to the several titles of the act. Despite the appearance of 
certain block grant characteristics, use of ESEA funds is extremely limited and 
controlled, in large measure, by the U.S. Department of Education. 

Federal delinquency prevention and control grant programs have not been con
sistently placed in any particular department. Periodic redefinitions of 
approaches and needs by Congress have led to changes in expressed national poli
cies and in reassignments of program· administration. A variety of youth pro
grams and funding patterns has emerged dressed in the language and bearing the 
imprint of the times in which they were established. This examination of 
federal subsidies to prevent and control delinquency describes the types of aid 
which can be related to delinquency prevention and control in the fields of 
juvenile justice, child welfare, mental health, education, and employment. 
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JUVENILE JUSTICE AND CRniE CONTROL GRANTS-IN-AID 

Juvenile Delinquency and Youth Offenses Control Act of 19619 

The first federal juvenile justice legislative enactment of the 1960s was 
the Juvenile Delinquency and Youth Offenses Control Act of 1961. Appropriations 
were rather insignificant and mainly supported research and experimental 
programs. This act was initially administered by the Office of Juvenile 
Delinquency and Youth Development located directly under the secretary of the 
Department of Health, Education, and ~lelfare (HEW) subsequently the Department 
of Health and Human Services. Administration of the act was later transferred 
to the Office of Juvenile Delinquency within the Welfare Administration in 1963. 

This act established a policy by the federal government to develop techniques 
and programs to prevent and control delinquency and was intended to promote 
public and private agency coordination in dealing with delinquency. Although 
the act authorized $30 million, only $19.2 million was ever appropriated. 

The Law Enforcement Assistance Act of 1965 10 

The first federal act which was specifically designed to assist state and 
local governments in overall crime reduction was the Law Enforcement Assistance 
Act, which passed virtually unopposed in 1965. The Office of Law Enforcement 
Assistance (OLEA) was established to emphasize: (1) training of state and local 
law enforcement and criminal justice personnel, (2) demonstration projects and 
studies, and (3) collection and demonstration of information concerning effec
tive crime control programs. The act vTaS viewed as a demonstration program to 
be funded for three years (1966-68) at about $7 million annuall;', The program 
was not intended to be a subsidy or a major source of financial support, but 
represented a concept that federal funds should be used as "seed" money to pro
mote programs at the state and local levels. 

Juvenile Delinquency Prevention and Control Act of 1968 11 

The second major congressional attempt to deal with juvenile delinquency was 
designed to provide support to state and local governments for rehabilitative 
and prevention projects. 

A new Youth Development and Delinquency Prevention Administration was 
established by the former Department of Health, Education, and Welfare. The 

135 



-----..... ... ,....~.,.--

purpose of this new office was to give leadership to states in developing 
comprehensive plans for juvenile justice (incorporating the innovative practices 
funded by the Juvenile Delinquency and Youth Offenses Control Act) and in 
offering programs developed and evaluated since 1961. 

Hore than 18 months passed before a director was appointed. HEH only spent 
one-half of the $30 million appropriated between 1968 and 1971. Amendments to 
the act in 1972 emphasized community-based preventive services separate from the 
traditional juvenile justice agencies, i.e., police, courts, etc. The act 
stressed programs in health, education, and employment. 

Omnibus Cr.ime Control and Safe Streets Act of 196812 

The Omnibus Crime Control and Safe Streets Act of 1968 was the first major 
piece of federal legislation to utilize the block grant approach from the out
set. The act established the Law Enforcement Assistance Administration (LEAA) 
within the Department of Justice to administer the program. Grants were pro
vided to a state to <,over 90 percent of the cost of operating a statewide 
planning agency, appointed by the governor, to develop comprehensive criminal 
justice plans. Each state was. allotted $100,000. The remaining funds were 
distributed on a population basis. For 1969, $100 million was authorized, 
increasing to $300 million in 1970. 

The act also established action grants, 85 percent of which were provided to 
states on a per capita basis (75 percent of these funds were to be to be passed 
through to local governments). The remaining 15 percent was retained for 
discretionary use by LEAA. In addition, training, education, and research 
grants were authorized to be administered by the National Institute of Law 
Enforcement and Criminal Justice. 

Although LEAA was originally given a very limited role in the field of juve
nile justice, amendments in 1970 and 1973 expanded that role. Dissatisfaction 
with the accomplishments of the Juvenile Delinquency Prevention and Control Act 
triggered considerable debate over the appropriate federal agency to administer 
juvenile justice programs and also contributed to the inclusion of juvenile 
delinquency amendments to the Omnibus Crime Control and Safe Streets Act. 

In 1973, the act was renamed the Cdme Control Act. No state plan could be 
approved unless it included a comprehensive program for the improvement of juve
nUe justice and allocated 30 percent of Part C (pass-through funds of the 
action grants) and Part E (construction, acquisition, and renovation of correc
tional facilities) funds to that purpose. The juvenile justice amendments were 
a specific response by Congress to require states to invest in a variety of 
treatment and prevention programs for juvenile delinquents, while at the same 
time leaving states with flexibility within the block grant approach. In 1980, 
however, Congress did not appropriate any funds for the block grant programs. 
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Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention Act of 19~7413 

The debate surrounding the enactment of the JuvF;lUile Justice and Delinquency 
Prevention Act of 1974 resulted in the removal OJ!: admin:lstration of juvenile 
justice from HEW and established the Office of Juvenile Ju.stice and Delinquency 
Prevention (OJJDP) within the Department of Justice. The act also requ:!.red 
that: (1) state planning agencies (SPAs) include representatives from agencies 
concerned with delinquency pr!~vention, (2) a Coordinating Council on Juvenile 
Justice and Delinquency Prevention and a National Advisory Committee for 
Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention be established to bring together all 
of the related juvenile justice programs so that cooperation could be developed 
and duplication eliminated, (3) a National Institute for Juv~nile Justice and 
Delinquency Prevention be established within the new Office oj: Juvenile Justice 
and Delinquency Prevention, (4) $350 million be authorized for a three-year 
period for juvenile justice and delinquency preventj.on programs, and (5) .states 
be required to maintain their "pass through" Crime Control Act fund~ng of 
juvenile delinquency programs at the 1972 level. 

The significant change in philosophy was that this act, instead of empha
sizing juvenile delinquency prevention and the "kids in. trouble" concern so 
obvious with previous acts in this area, was an attempt to establish a nat~onal 
program to deal with juvenile justice. Previous approaches had viewed the Juve
nile offender in "crime and punishment" terms or focused on delinquency rather 
than prevention. "Juvenile justice," however, expanded" :?ese concerns t~ 
include "justice for society," "justice for the individual, Juvenile rights, 
and reform within the juvenile system, previously underemphasized by juvenile 
delinquency legislation. 

Levels of Financial Assistance from Federal Juvenile Justice Grants-in-Aid 

Federal financial assistance allocated by states to local juvenile justice 
services comes primarily the Omnibus Crime Control and Safe Streets Act (CCA) of 
1968 as amended, and the Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention Act 
(JJDPA). The survey also revealed that four states, Arkansas, Kansas, New York, 
and South Dakota allocate Social Security Act (SSA), Title XX funds to juvenile 
justice agencies and one state allocates SSA IV-A funds, practices not antici
pated at the outset of the study. 

Forty-one states ident:lfied the use of federal JJDPA grants and 30 states 
reported CCA grants for local juvenile delinquency prevention services in 1978. 
Those states which are not represented may have chosen not to participate in any 
of these programs, or they did not direct their federal monies to delinquency 
prevention or control. 

Two states, Arkansas and New York, reported earmarking portions of SSA, 
Title XX, funds to subsidize local juvenile justice services. Even though Title 
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xx funds may not be specifically earmarked at the state level, many communities 
may nevertheless utilize these monies to support juvenile justice services. 
Most states were unable to retrieve data that would indicate actual levels of 
Title XX expenditures for these services at the local level. 

The objective of the Crime Control Act was to provide impetus for rEform and 
experimentation within the total criminal justice system, with funding mainly 
restricted to public agencies. A major objective of the Juvenile Justice and 
Delinquency Prevention Act is to increase the capacity of state and local 
governments and private agencies to conduct effective juvenile justice and 
delinquency prevention programs. Generally, federal objectives mirror or 
complement the objectives of many state subsidies. 

The federal acts which provide the majority of grants to localities are well 
known in the juvenile justice community for the volume of application paperwork 
which must precede funding. Federal legislation specifies that plans must be 
submitted and approved before funds are released. The decision to allocate 
Social Security Act, Title XX, funds for purchase of services rests with the 
designated state agency in accordance with their approved state Title XX plan. 

JJDPA contains s~veral major mandates with which state and local governments 
must conform to receive funds. Over a period of years, status offenders must be 
removed from juvenile detention or corrections facilities, juveniles must be 
separated from incarcerated adults and two-thirds of state funds must be passed 
through to local agencies. CCA requires that 19.5 percent of a state's block 
grant funds must be spent on juvenile justice services. 

The JJDPA mandate on deinstitutionalization of status offenders has been 
controversial. States have opposed the Office of Juvenile Justice and 
Delinquency Prevention definitions governing secure and nonsecure detention and 
shelter care as unrealistic. States also have argued that the requirement for 
75 percent deinstitutionalization within two years permitted an insufficient 
length of time for implementation. Indeed, several states opted not to par
ticipate at all in the JJDPA because of the deinstitutionalization mandate. A 
1977 amendment changed compliance with deinstitutionalization requirements from 
two years to three years. 

When considering allocations of federal monies to states, the more populous 
states have fared best under CCA and JJDPA. The heaviest infusion of JJDPA 
monies has been into California, Illinois, New York, and Texas for local juve
nile justice services. Ohio, California, and New York have spent the largest 
funding amounts under CCA. Table 14 presents availabJ.e data on federal contri
butions to state support of local delinquency prevention and control programs. 
The monies indicated reflect outlays, in contrast to state subsidy tables in the 
previous chapter which list appropriations. This is made necessary by the dif
ficulti:::s of obtaining comparable fiscal data from agencies. Table 14 £).ccom
mods.tes comparisons among states for total dollar amounts and the relative 
contribution of each act. JJDPA funds exceeded CCA nearly sixfold, $39.4 
million to $6.6 million. The differences within states is significant. For 
example, CCA funds in Illinois are less than one percent of the total federal 
contribution to that state's juvenile justice subsidies. However, in Nevada, 
Rhode Island, and tlyoming, CCA funds account for the entire federal contribution 
of the subsidy. 
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State 

Alabama 

Alaska 

Arizona 

Arkansas 

California 

Colorado 

Connecticut 

Delaware 

Florida 

Georgia 

Hawaii 

Idaho 

._._-----------

TABLE 14. SELECTED FEDERAL 1978 ALLOCATIONS IN SUPPORT 
OF LOCAL JUVENILE JUSTICE PROGRAHS 
(BY STATE, ACT, ALLOCATION, AND YOUTH 
POPULATION PER CAPITA ALLOCATION) 

Federal Act 

CCA-JJDPA 
State match 
JJDPA 

Total 

JJDPA 

CCA 
JJDPA 

Total 

CCA 
JJDPA 
State match 
SSA, Title XX 
State match 

Total 

CCA 
JJDPA 

Total 

CCA 
JJDPA 

Total 

JJDPA 

CCA 
JJDPA 

Total 

JJDPA 

JJDPA 

JJDPA 

CCA 
JJDPA 

Total 
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Fiscal 1978 
Allocation 

$ 1,273,460 
(513,110) 
785,471 

2,058,931 

91,758 

268,964 
662,045 
931,009 

361,925 
555,093 
(35,000) 
145,302 
(48,433) 

1,062,320 

807,474 
6,666,303 
7,473,777 

250,942 
251,282 
502,224 

1,240,990 

57,739 
104,788 
162,527 

1,780,821 

1,016,507 

204,355 

80,336 
314,140 
394,476 

Youth Per Capita 
Allocationa 

$ 3.41 

1.26 

2.51 

3.17 

2.17 

1.14 

2.49 

1.63 

1.46 

1.21 

1.33 

2.86 
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State 

Illinois 

Indiana 

Iowa 

Kansas 

Kentucky 

Louisiana 

Maine 

Maryland 

Massachusetts 

Hichigan 

Minnesota 

Mississippi 

Missouri 

Montana 

TABLE ll~. 

Federal Act 

CCA 
JJDPA 

Total 

CCA 
JJDPA 

Total 

CCA 
JJDPA 

Total 

SSA Title 

JJDPA 

CCA 
JJDPA 

Total 

CCA 
JJDPA 

XX 

State match 
Total 

JJDPA 

JJDPA 

JJDPA 
State match 
eCA 

JJDPA 

JJDPA 

CCA 
JJDPA 

Total 

Total 

CCA 
JJDPA 

Total 

(Continued) 

Fiscal 1978 
Allocation 

$ 11,000 
2,188,028 
2,199,028 

262,135 
1,257,892 
1,520,027 

72,302 
621,652 
693,954 

166,000 

468,000 

74,870 
1,082,778 
1,157,648 

92,483 
101,526 

(5,250) 
194,009 

983,353 

1,734,859 

458,008 
(50,667) 

2,049 
460,057 

458,690 

140,000 

160,994 
1,619,787 
1,780,781 

26,738 
235,860 
262,598 
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Youth Per Capita 
Allocationa 

$ 1.20 

1.71 

1.48 

0.45 

0.83 

1. 71 

1.12 

i.40 

1.83 

0.29 

0.68 

0.34 

2.33 

2.08 
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State 

Nebraska 

Nevada 

New Hampshire 

New Jersey 

New Hexico 

New York 

North Carolina 

North Dakota 

Ohio 

Oregon 

Pennsylvania 

Rhode Island 

South Carolina 

TABLE 14. (Continued) 

JJDPA 

CCA 

JJDPA 

JJDPA 

CCA 
JJDPA 

Federal Act 

State match 
Total 

CCA 
JJDPA 
SSA, Title XX 
Anti-Recession Funds 

Total 

CCA 
JJDPA 

Total 

CCA 
JJDPA 

Total 

CCA 
JJDPA 

Total 

CCA 
JJDPA 

Total 

CCA 
JJDPA 

Total 

CCA 

CCA 
JJDPA 
State match 

Total 
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$ 

Fiscal 1978 
Allocation 

97,725 

81,025 

80,044 

996,583 

48,800 
45,919 

(50,000) 
94,719 

617,337 
2,100,077 

16,000,000 
4,000,000 

22,717,414 

387,826 
1,500,000 
1,887,826 

76,904 
278,153 
355,057 

707,728 
1,855,938 
2,563,666 

18,612 
64,190 
82,802 

399,628 
1,630,314 
2,029,9/.2 

64,171 

1,301 
658,076 
(68,533) 
659,377 

Youth Per Capita 
Allocationa 

$ 0.38 

0.84 

0.60 

0.86 

0.46 

8.09 

2.07 

3.21 

1.44 

0.23 

1.10 

0.43 

1.33 
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State 

TABLE 14. (Continued) 

Federal Act 
Fiscal 1978 
Allocation 

Youth Per Capita. 
Allocationa 

South Dakota CCA $ 198,000 
94,345 

292,345 

Tennessee 

Texas 

Virginia 

{~ashington 

Wisconsin 

Wyoming 

SSA, Title IV-A, Title'XX 
Total 

JJDPA 

CC,A 
JJDPA 

Total 

CCA 
JJDPA 

Total 

JJDPA 

CCA 
JJDPA 

Total 

CCA 

726,853 

344,614 
2,099,222 
2,443,836 

393,644 
858,607 

1,252,251 

144,044 

71,946 
635,552 
707,498 

41,628 

$ 2.53 

1.08 

1.18 

1.48 

0.24 

0.90 

0.66 

a. Population estimates for youth ten-18 years old were extrapolated from 
1975 estimates by the U.S. Bureau of the Census. State matches are not calcu
lated into the youth per capita allocation. 

CCA--Crime Control Act. 
JJDPA--Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention Act. 
SSA--Social Security Act. 

As with state subsidies, per capita data shows different federal dollar 
impacts when measured according to youth populations. New York, Alabama, North 
Dakota, and Arkansas received the heaviest infusions of federal dollars on a per 
capita basis. Federal per capita subs:f.dies in these four states amounted to 
$8.09, $3.41, $3.21, and $3.17,' respectively. In contrast, per capita state 
appropriations in these same states were $11.77, $2.32, $0.00, and $2.84, 
respectively. Except for New York, federal monies exceeded state sources for 
juvenile justice subsidies in these states. ' 
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CHILD WELFARE GRANTS-IN-AID 

Title XX of the Social Security Act14 

. The Social Security Act, under the 1962 amendments (prior to Title XX), had 
allowed a 75 percent federal share for costs of service delivery by states to 
welfare recipients. For a short time, the federal share actually rose to 85 
percent. Federal standards on delivery of services were established for states. 
With the 1967 amendments, a major change in the method for delivery of social 
services occurred. Provision was made to allow purchase of services from other 
service providers on behalf of clients. This purchase-of-service provision 
contributed to an increase of about 50 percent in expenditures by states for 
social services, increasing from about $200 nlillion in fiscal 1968 to about $300 
million in fiscal 1969, followed by an even more rapid growth in expenditures in 
subsequent years. 15 Expenditures which went from $200 million in 1968 to $1. 3 
billion in 1972 represented a 550 percent increase in four years. 

The 1967 amendment, which permitted purchase-of-service support, involved 
many new agencies in addition to state welfare departments. United Way agen
d.es, county welfare departments, local child care centers, and numerous other 
types of service providers were included. A coalition of various interest: 
groups was formed to secure uniformity in the application of social service 
regulations. They also wished to have consolidated into one title the various 
regulations, processes, and formulas associated with the Social Security social 
service programs. The compromise solution resulted in the enactment of Title XX. 

Through 1972, the population bsing served remained the welfare recipient, 
but client eligibility had been expanded in a variety of ways. For example, 
former welfare recipients were made eligible for benefits. Ultimately, poten
tial recipients of welfare and Social Security benefits were also to be 
included. 

In October 1972, as a rider to the State and Local Fiscal Assistance Act 
(general revenue sharing), a cap of $2.5 billion was placed on the Social 
Security Act social service allocations. The next three years were marked by 
considerable emphasis by the federal government on establishing specific regula
tions for the administration of the social service funds by states and local 
service provid~rs, resulting in lOa battle between the states and the federal 
government around the issues of regulation and contrQ1."16 

When Public Law 93-647, or Title XX of the Social Security Act, was signed 
into law early in 1975, a major stalemate on social services was resolved. Over 
the years, under the Social Security Act, there has been significant support for 
services to young people in addition to basic income support. The Maternal and 
Child Health Program (Title V) and Child Welfare Services (Title IV-B) had pro
vided specialized services funding on a restricted basis while Medicaid (Title 
XIX) and Social Services (Titles IV-A and VI) provided funds on an unrestricted, 
open-ended basis. 17 
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As previously mentioned, federal spending under the social services titles 
began to expand rapidly under this "open-ended" provision during the 1967-72 
period as more states began to take advantage of the flexible rules regarding 
client and services eligibility, as well as by using the purchase-of-service 
provision to support a variety of service proirams developed by other public and 
private agencies. This rapid expansion did not occur uniformly across the 
country because states chose to do different things with the program and because 
of inconsistent interpretations of the federal rules. 

The .issue that finally led to a $2.5 billion ceiling, and later to new 
legislat~on, was the explosion in program costs. States began to realize that 
by stretching the rules, significant portions of a state's human services budget 
:ould be refinanced through Titles IV-A and XVI (Title XVI was incorporated into 
Litle VI as of January 1, 1974). The subsequent jumps in expenditures focused 
attention on the federal government I s lack of management control over the 
program. The result was unregulated growth and very little information about 
program results. 

During this period of uncontrolled increases in spending the Social and 
Rehabilitation Service (SRS) began to develop an approach t~ these problems 
which was relate~ to. its other major s~rvice program, vocational rehabilitation. 
The approach to soc~al service reform was also linked to federal priorities of 
that period--integration of categorical services and special revenue sharing. 
The resulting legislation, Title XX, provided reimbursement to statps to 
accomplish five broad social service goals: -

(l) Achieving or maintaining ecmlO"mic self-support to prevent, reduce, 
or eliminate dependency. 

(2) Achieving or maintaining self-sufficiency, including the reduction 
or prevention of dependency. 

(3) Preventing or remedying neglect., abuse, or exploitation of child
ren and adults unable to protect their own interests, and preserv
ing, rehabilitating, or reuniting families. 

(4) Preventing or reducing inappropriate institutional care by provid
ing for community-based care, home-based care, or other forms of 
less intensive care. 

(5) Securing referral or admission foL' institutional care when other 
forms of care are not appropriate, or providing services to indivi
dual institutions. 18 

The philosophy underlying this goal structure is that the highest possible 
level of independent functioning should be pursued. The program should move 
people away from relatively dependent j.ndividual functioning (characterized in 
the extreme by institutional placement) towards relatively independent func
:ioning (chCiracterized at the other end of the spectrum by finallcial and social 
~ndependence). 

Title XX brought about a new federal philosophy toward human services com
posed of three principles: (1) that states should be given wide latitude to 

144 

!"1 
I , 
i I 
i{ 

II 
1.1 
I i 

11 ' ' I ' 

i 

II I. 
il 
i 1 

1'1 
1'1 
I 
I , 
I 
i t i 
)1 
11 
l'}, 
'I 
It 
I 

i 
I 
I 

i 1 

U 
i"l 

:'1 I, 

" 

f , 
I , 
I 
I 

! 
I,' 
I 
I 

1,1 
I' I ,1 
'I 
Ii 
1\ 
I .1 
j 

/~.'1: 

;~ 

~ 

14 I , 

l'~. i 

I.J 

r 
I 
I 

[ 
I 
j 

I 
Ii , 

j 

J 

Ii II , I 

II ·.1 
I 
I 
,I 
./ 

I 
:1 
I , 
I 
I 

11 

1 ! ! 
i 

, ! 
! 
I 
I 

! 

J -. 

~ 

define their priority problems and service responses, in combination with other 
existing resources, which would be most effective in solving problems; (2) that 
accountability should be promoted by fostering citizen participation; and (3) 
that the basic purpose of social services is presumed to be helping individuals 
move to or stay at the least dependent status which they are capable of func
tioning, thereby moving as far as possible away from institutionalization to 
self-support. 

This last tenet provides the basis for Title XX support to the deinstitu
tionalization of juvenile offenders and the services targeted at the prevention 
of penetration into the juvenile justice system, making Title XX a logical 
source of funds to supplement juvenile delinquency prevention and control 
efforts. A closer examination of local funding patterns may even reveal com
munities which largely fund delinquency prevention programs through Title XX. 

Title IV-B of the Social Security Act 19 

The public child welfare service program, funded now through Title IV-B of 
the Social Security Act, was first established in 1935 with few changes in the 
law until 1946. At that time, Congress increased the funding for child welfare 
to $3.5 million. In 1960, it was raised to $25 million and reached $50 million 
by 1969. In the 1960s, funds were earmarked for programs for economically and 
culturally deprived children, primarily for day care. The 1968-75 Title IV-B 
authorizations increased from $50 million to $266 million, but no more than 
$56.5 million was ever appropriated. 

Although a comparatively small program, Title IV-B had a great impact on 
social services for children throughout the country. In addition to providing 
funds, emphasis was placed on licensing child care facilities and establishing 
child care practice standards. For the first time, states were able to use 
federal funds to provide social services to both current and potential reci
pients of Social Security payments. 

The latest amendment to Title IV-B occurred in 1968, when emphasis shifted 
from this title to the open-ended Title IV-A (Services to Aid for Dependent 
Children) and Title VI (a grouping of services to adults). Emphasis was shifted 
by Social Security from services being provided by federal and state social 
service agencies to a purchase arrangement with local public and private non
profit agencies. Social service title expenditures increased from about $200 
million in the late 1960s to nearly $4 billion in 1978 under the open-ended 
arrangement. 

In 1978, Title IV-B administration was placed with the Administration for 
Children, Youth and Families, under an HEW reorganization. Since then, this 
agency has developed legislation that will provide more resources for Social 
Security children's titles to deal with needed services to children, youth, and 
families. One such bill was introduced in 1978, House Bill 7200 that passed in 
the House but died in the Senate, which would have increased the permanent 
ceiling on Title XX to $3.1 billion from $2.5 billion. The provisions of this 
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proposed legislation provide clues for future changes in Social Security titles 
for children. For these titles, it proposed that: 

(1) The appropriation of an annual grant become an entitlement. 

(2) The overall dollar amount be increased. 

(3) A management information system that will assist in foster care 
placement and monitoring be established. 

(4) Provisions for appeal of the service plan by parents, service 
workers, foster parents, and others be developed. ' 

(5) A written child welfare plan, nonduplicative of the Title XX 
plan, be developed by states. , 

(6) A state would be required to provide that preventive services 
are available when placements are for abuse and neglect. 

(7) Each child should have a written case plan. 

(8) State expenditures must not be less 
year. 

than for the previous 

(9) Additional funds cannot go for increase of foster care payments. 
It must be applied to preventive services, homemaker services, 
and day care not associated with employment. 

(10) Federal subsidies, for the first time, pay for adoptions for needy 
children, with the payments continuing even after the adoption is 
is completed. 

Levels of Financial Assistance from Federal Child ~Jelfare Grants-in-Aid 

The federal government has funded child welfare programs for many years 
most notably since the enactment of the Social Security Act (SSA) in 1935. I~ 
recent years, the greatest federal support has been from Title XX. Estimates of 
Title XX funds used for local child welfare programs were reported by 27 states. 
Ten states indicated that although they received Title XX grants, they were not 
able to determine the amount that supPGrts services for juvenile clients 
(Arkansas, Georgia, Minnesota, Mississippi, New Hampshire, Ohio, Oregon, 
Pennsylvania, Virginia, and \Jest Virginia). Eight states (Florida :t-1aryland 
Massachusetts, Missouri, Nebraska, South Dakota, Utah, and Vermont) had federai 
monies t but were not included in this study because the services they support 
were administered by a state agency, or because they were for children under the 
custody of a state agency. Five states did not respond to the request for 
information regardi.ng federal support. 
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Not all Title XX funds are handled by a single state agency. Title XX funds 
used to subsidize local services are reported in this study under the functional 
area most relevant. Title XX funds addressed in this section represent only 
those which were transferred to local agencies for child welfare services. If 
Title XX funds were transferred to the state mental health agency and then used 
to fund local mental health services, the subsidy is reported under mental 
health. 

In most states, Title IV-B funds primarily support foster care services for 
children who are the responsibility of a state agency. Only Georgia and 
Tennessee reported Title IV-B funds which met project criteria. 

The objectives of federal and state subsidies for delinquency prevention in 
child welfare are very similar. Child welfare funds usually are directed toward 
enhancing self-sufficiency; preventing or remedying neglect, abuse, and 
exploitation; preven~ing unnecessary institutional care; and providing institu-
tional care, when necessary. 

Federal grants are generally used to fund the same types of services as 
state subsidies, but also include information and referral, adoption, r.Jnaway 
services, and emergency shelter. 

As noted previously, most states depend upon federal support, particularly 
from SSA, Title XX, to fund local service delivery in child welfare. Twenty
seven states reported allocations ranging from $33,000 in Connecticut, a state 
that provides $1. 6 million to support local child welfare services, to nearly 
$71 million in New York, another state that augments child welfare services 
with large amounts of state money. In each instance, states reported only those 
funds they could identify with delinquency prevention objectives. 

On a per capita basis, the support ranges from a low of four cents reported 
by Illinois to a high of $71.11 per youth in Kentucky. It should be remembered, 
however, that the disparity in support may be due to differences in approaches 
to service delivery or to recordkeeping that cannot easily distinguish funds by 
program or target population. States with apparently low per capita support to 
local services may be offering an equal or greater level cf service deli very, 
although not represented in this report. Table 15 delineates federal contribu-
tions, by state. 

Federal child welfare grants included in the study are these initially 
received by state agencies. Some states may utilize federal monies to support 
state-administered services to purchase services from county social service 
agencies, or to transfer the money to local units of government, which then may 
purchase services from public and private providers. 

Local recipients of state child welfare subsidies are generally public and 
private nonprofit agencies. Some states, such as Pennsylvania and New York, 
limit applicants to counties, although it is clearly understood that many of the 
services will be purchased locally from the private'sector. 
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State 

Alabama 

Alaska 

Colorado 

Connecticut 

Delaware 

Georgia 

Idaho 

Illinois 

Indiana 

Iowa 

Kansas 

Kentucky 

Louisiana 

TABLE 15. SELECTED FEDERAL 1978 ALLOCATIONS IN SUPPORT 
OF LOCAL CHILD WELFARE PROGRAMS 
(BY, STATE, ACT, ALLOCATION, AND YOUTH 
POPULATION PER CAPITA ALLOCATION) 

Fiscal 1978 
Federal Act Allocation 

SSA, Title XX $ 7,875,000 
State match (2,625,000) 

Total 7,875,000 

SSA, . Title XX 46,480 

SSA, Title XX 2,765,634 
State match (737,502) 

Total 2,765,634 

SSA, Title XX 33,000 

SSA, Title XX 207,695 
State match (21,899) 

Total 207,695 

SSA, Title IV-B 1,232,500 

SSA, Title XX 2,336,604 
State match (778,868) 

Total 2,336,604 

SSA, Title XX 79,500 
State match (1,445,000) 

Total 79,500 

SSA, Title XX 8,690,000 
State match (1,445,000 

Total 8,690,000 

SSA, Title XX 5,960,847 
State match (1,986,952) 

Total 5,960,847 

SSA, Title XX 63,000 

SSA, Title XX 39,900,000 
State match (9,900,000) 

Total 39,900,000 

SSA, Title XX 175,000 
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Youth Per Capita 
A1locationa 

$13.04 

0.64 

6.29 

0.07 

2.09 

1.47 

16.92 

0.04 

9.75 

12.73 

0.17 

71.11 

0.26 
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State 

Maine 

Hichigan 

Nevada 

New Jersey 

New Hexico 

New York 

North CarOlina 

North Dakota 

Oklahoma 

Rhode Island 

South CarOlina 
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1
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Tennessee 
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Texas 

t/isconsin 

TABLE 15. 

Federal Act 

SSA, Title XX 

SSA, Title XX 

SSA, Title XX 

SSA, Title XX 
State match 

Total 

SSA, Title XX 
State match 

Total 

SSA, Title XX 
State match 

Total 

SSA, Title XX 

SSA, Title XX 

SSA, Title XX 
State match 

Total 

SSA, Title XX 

SSA, Title XX 
State match 

Total 

SSA, Ti tle XX 
SSA, Ti tIe rV-B 
State match 

Total 

SSA, Title XX 

SSA, Title XX 
State match 

Total 
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(Continued) 

Fiscal 1978 
Allocation 

$ 591,522 

1,095,000 

241,875 

5,903,000 
(522,000) 

5,903,000 

78,000 
(20,000) 
78,000 

70,972,000 
(11,829,000) 
70,972,000 

29,039,572 

89,200 

1,000,000 
(300,000) 

1,000,000 

1,560,838 

1,116,336 
(371,698) 

1,116,336 

2,115,000 
1,238,600 

(1,154,800) 
3,353,600 

2,263,966 

10,247,600 
(9,724,000) 
10,247,600 

Youth Per Capita 
Allocationa 

$ 3.41 

0.69 

2.50 

5.12 

0.37 

25.27 

31. 79 

0.81 

2.34 

10.54 

2.24 

4.99 

1.09 

13.07 
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State 

TABLE 15. (Continued) 

Federal Act 
Fiscal 19:.78 
Allocation 

Youth Per Capita 
Allocationa 

Wyoming SSA, Title XX 
State match 

Total 

$ 1,128,827 
(252,980) 

1,128,827 $17.83 

a. Population estimates for youth ten-18 years old were extrapolated from 
1975 estimates by U.S. Bureau of the Centus. State matches are not calculated 
into the youth per capita allocation. 

Key: SSA--Social Security Act. 

UENTAL HEALTH GRANTS-IN-AID 

Two federal subsidies for mental health are described in this section: the 
Comprehensive Alcohol Abuse and Alcoholism Prevention, Treatment, and Rehabili
tation Act of 1970 (CAAAPTRA) and the Drug Abuse Office and Treatment Act of 
1972 (DAOTA). The objectives of these drug and alcohol subsidies are to treat 
and rehabilitate substance abusers, as well as to prevent juveniles from be
coming substance ahusers. In recent years, the fundamental objective of federal 
and state support for alcohol and drug abuse has been to prevent unnecessary 
institutionalization and to establish community-based options for those under 
institutional care, given that community' resources were available. 

r i 

Comprehensive Alcohol Abuse and Alcoholism Prevention, Treatment, 
and Rehabilitation Act of 197020 

Results from analysis of a 1974 survey of high school 
students showed that problem drinking increased from 5 per
cent in the 7th grade to 40 percent in the 12th grade for 
boys, and from 4 percent in the 7th grade to 21 percent in 
the 12th grade for girls. The proportion of high school 
students who reported ever having been drunk increased 
dramatically from 19 percent before 1966 to 45 percent 
between 1966 and 1975. The proportion reporting being 
intoxicated at least once a month rose from 10 percent before 
1966 to 19 percent between 1966 and 1975. 21 
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The Comprehensive Alcohol Abuse and Alcoholism Prevention, Treatment, and 
Rehabilitation Act of 1970 estimated annual losses to lost production, medical 
and public assistance expenditures, law enforcement costs, and motor vehicle and 
other accidents would exceed $15 billion and revised it upward in 1980 to $43 
billion. 22 To provide federal assistance to state and local programs, the act 
authorized formula grants to states and project grants to public and private 
nonprofit agerlcies to deal with alcohol abuse beginning with 1971. The level of 
authorization to states began at $40 million in 1971, rose to $85 million in 
1979, and is set at $65 million for. 1981. 23 Over all, authorizations for states 
and public and private nonprofit agencies reached $115 million for 1981. 

The act as originally passed made no specific reference to youth, but the 
1976 amendments (P.L. 94;:..371) called for special emphasis on "underserved 
populations, such as ••• youth.,,24 It also required that programs be provided 
in cooperation with schools, among other types of agencies. 

Beca.use of the evidence of increased alcohol abuse and alcoholism among 
youth, the Subcommittee on Alcoholism and Drug Abuse held hearings in 1977 and 
1978 on the effectiveness of various education and prevention efforts of agen
cies within the former Department of Health, Education, and vlelfare. Testimony 
was received that a recent national survey of students (grades seven through 12) 
which examined teenage drinking and problem drinking showed that 74 percent of 
the teenagers were drinkers, 79 percent of the boys and 70 percent of the girls. 
Nearly 19 percent of the students were identified as problem drinkers, 23 per
cent of the boys and 15 percent of the girls. 25 

These statistics show a rising incidence of alcohol abuse and alcohol
related problems, including alcoholism, among youth. Yet, treatment programs 
targeted specifically at juveniles are virtually nonexistent in many areas of 
the country. To address this national issue, CAAAPl'RA was again revised to 
place more emphasis on programs for youth. Section 11 emphasises programs for 
"women, youth, families of alcoholics." Section 13 calls for an emphasis on 
youth. Special language was incorporated in the 1980 amendments calling for 
state plans to identify the "need for prevention and treatment of alcohol abuse 
and alcoholism ••• by individuals under the age of 18." The amended act also 
specifically refers to programs for youth in the grants and contracts to public 
and private nonprofit agencies section. 26 

The act, as amended, proposes $5.1 million for fiscal 1980 for new and 
supplemental alcoholism treatment and rehabilitation service grants for youth. 
Such programs may include outreach, case finding, treatment needs assessment and 
planning, referral, detoxification, medical and residential care, and group, 
individual, and family counseling. 

Drug Abuse Office and Treatment Act of 197227 

Due to the rapid increase in drug abuse in the late 1960s and early 1970s, 
the 92nd Congress enacted the Drug Abuse Office and Treatment Act of 1972. 
DAOTA was established to significantly reduce the incidence of drug abuse in the 
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United States "within the shortest possible period of time" and to develop a 
comprehensive long-term strategy.28 

The act originally made no specific reference to juveniles but alluded to 
providing special attention to them with the 1978 amendments by inserting empha
sis on "population groups • • • which are seriously affected by drug abuse. ,,29 
Specific reference to youth was made in the 1979 amendments, which also changed 
the name to the Drug Prevention Treatment and Rehabilitation Act. "The growing 
extent of drug abuse indicates an urgent need for prevention and intervention 
programs designed to reach the general population and members of high risk popu
lations such as youth, women and the elderly."30 Further reference was made for 
the prevention and treatment of drug abuse and dependence by individuals under 
the age of 18. 31 

Formula grants are made available to states and project grants can be made 
available to public service providers. For fiscal 1980, at least seven percent 
of the funds to be obligated for grants and contracts for primary prevention and 
intervention programs designed to discourage individuals from abusing drugs must 
go to high-risk populations, including youth. That percengage rises to ten per
cent in 1981. 

Levels of Financial Assistance for 
Federal Hental Health Grants-in-Aid 

Federal mental health funds are distributed as formula grants or competitive 
project grants. Most formula grant procedures require submission of an annual 
comprehensive services plan which delineates indicators of need, demographic 
data, and availability of state matching funds. Competitive project grant 
requests generally have the same requirements as state subsidies. 

Federal grants included in this section are primarily from DAOTA and 
CAAAPTRA. However, other federal support is indicated from sources such as the 
Social Security Act, Title XX, Title III of the Public Health Services Act, and 
JJDPA. 

Twenty-four states identified funding from federal grants which had been 
targeted specifically for services to youth. Two states, Florida and North 
Carolina~ estimated the proportion of funds aiding youth by multiplying the 
total state allocation by the percentage of youth within the general population. 
Most of the reported federal allocations specifically targeted toward youth were 
used to support drug or alcohol treatment and prevention programs. 

Alabama, New Mexi~o, and South Carolina reported using SSA, Title XX funds 
for mental health services to youth. In Marylapd, locally operated mental 
health youth services are purchased with a combination of JJDPA and DAOTA funds. 

It should be noted that formerly New Mexico and presently Tennessee as well 
as Maryland utilize Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention Act funds to 
augment their mental health subsidies. Although there are no restrictions on 
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the use of funds in this manner, most states choose to use JJDPA funds for more 
traditional juvenile justicel services. A novel use of a federal grant was found 
in New Mexico. Title XX funds are used to support early intervention and out
patient services for aerosol inhalant abusers in Bernalillo County. 

Table 16 shows federal mental health grants reported on a state-by-state 
basis, with a breakdown of the per capita expenditures for youth ages 10 to 18 
years old within 'each state. Support in total dollars from federal sources 
ranged from slightly over $30,000 in Delaware to nearly $2.2 million in Indiana. 
Estimated proportions of federal funds passed through to local governments on a 
youth per capita basis ranged from seven cents in Illinois, Kentucky, and Texas 
to $8.53 in Hawaii. 

State 

Alabama 

Alaska 

Delaware 

Florida 

Hawaii 

Illinois 

India.na 

Iowa 

Kentucky 

TABLE 16. SELECTED FEDEruu~ 1978 ALLOCATIONS IN SUPPORT 
OF LOCAL HENTAL HEALTH PROGRAHS (BY STATE, 
ACT, ALLOCATION, AND YOUTH POPULATION 
PER CAPITA ALLOCATION) 

Federal Act 
Fiscal 1978 
Allocation 

Youth Per Capita 
Allocationa 

CAAAPTRA $ 
SSA, Title XX 
State match 

Total 

DAOTA 

DAOTA 
State match 

Total 

DAOTA 

CAAAPTRA-DAOTA 
State match 

Total 

CAAAPTRA 

CAAAPTRA-DAOTA 
Public Health Service Act 

Total 

DAOTA 

DAOTA 

153 

119,000 
337,055 

(112,352) 
456,055 

145,192 

31,415 
(20,085) 
31,415 

1,052,979 

1,313,498 
(1,238,967) 
1,313,498 

135,000 

300,000 
1,883,913 
2,163,913 

108,871 

40,000 

$ 0.76 

1.99 

0.32 

0.87 

8.53 

0.07 

0.23 

0.07 

----......... --------~---.--------------------------~------- ------. 

, 



....... ,' 
--~ --- -------------------------------_._-------

State 

Louisiana 

Maine 

Maryland 

Minnesota 

Nebraska 

Nevada 

New Hexico 

New York 

North Carolina 

Oklahoma 

Rhode Island 

South Carolina 

Tennessee 

Texas 

If I 

TABLE 16. (Continued) 

Federal Act 

DAOTA 
State match 

Total 

DAOTA 

JJDPA-DAOTA 

CAAAPTRA-DAOTA 

CAAAPTRA 
DAOTA 
State match 

Total 

DAOTA 
State match 

Total 

SSA, Title XX 
State match 

Total 

DAOTA 

CAAAPTRA 
DAOTA 

Total 

SSA, Title V 

DAOTA 
State match 

Total 

SSA, Title XX 
CAAAPTRA-DAOTA 

Total 

JJDPA 

CAAAPTRA 

$ 

154 

Fiscal 1978 
Allocation 

335,799 
(142,393) 
335,799 

571,500 

816,210 

574,000 

30,000 
254,516 
(99,616) 
284,516 

265,849 
(14,400) 
265,8/.9 

54,750 
(18,250) 
54,750 

836,945 

150,000 
212,200 
362,200 

445,590 

126,903 
(35,897) 
126,903 

144,339 
304,079 
448,418 

82,874 

149,260 

Youth Per Capita 
Allocationa 

$ 0.49 

3.30 

1.17 

0.85 

1.12 

2.75 

0.26 

0.30 

0.40 

1.04 

0.86 

0.90 

0.12 

0.07 

" 

State 

Utah 

TABLE 16. (Continued) 

Federal Act 

CAAAPTRA-DAOTA 
Community Hental Health 

Services Act 
National Highway Traffic 

Safety Administration 
Total 

Fiscal 1978 
Allocation 

$ 58,000 

286,324 

18,777 
363,101 

Youth Per Capita 
Allocationa 

$ 1.63 

a. Population estimates for youth ten-18 years old were extrapolated from 
1975 estimates by the U.S. Bureau of the Census. State matches are not calcu
lated into the youth per capita allocation. 

Key: JJDPA--Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention Act. 
SSA--Social Security Act. 
DAOTA--Drug Abuse Office and Treatment Act. 
CAAAPTRA--Comprehensive Alcohol Abuse and Alcoholism Prevention, 

Treatment, and Rehabilitation Act. 

EDUCATION GRANTS-IN-AID 

The U.S. Constitution contains no reference to a federal role in education. 
However, since our nation's earliest history, there have been federal laws with 
explicit educational objectives. The Northwest Ordinance of 1785, previously 
mentioned, set land aside in the Northwest Territory, the income from which was 
to fund education. Campbell and Sroufe, writing in Phi Delta Kappan, cite 18 
such federal laws which support specific objectives in education in the United 
States. 32 Other landmark examples of federal involvement in education are laws 
like the Morrill Act of 1862, establishing the landgrant college system; the 
Smith-Lever Act of 1914, establishing cooper.ative extension programs in states; 
and the National Defense Education Act (NDEA) of 1958, which was our nation's 
respon~e to the success of the Russian space program by emphasizing science and 
mathematics to prepare youth for the space age. 

Historically, educational interests have sought general, unearmarked, grants 
to state and local education agencies to subsidize education. This type of sub
vention has never occurred. All federal education programs have, until now, 
been categorical funds which address a national need highlighted by a crisis or 
national priority. The Higher Education Act of 1963 (P.L. 88-204), which 
enabled colleges and universities to construct facilities for the mounting stu
dent enrollments caused by the arrival of the post-World War II baby boom on 
college campuses, or Title I of the Elementary and Secondary Education Act of 
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1965 (P.L. 89-10) to fund compensation programs for disadvantaged youth as part 
of the Har on Poverty of the Johnson years are good examples. 

The federal government in the 1960s established massive new educational 
initiatives to overcome the effects of poverty, viewed by many as contributive 
to the causes of crime and delinquency. Just as the National Defense Education 
Act had attempted to revive interest in science and mathematics to compensate 
for perceived 'Russian superiority, so the education legislation of the 88th 
Congress reflected a national preoccupation with the elimination of poverty and 
thus a reduction of the mushrooming effects of rising crime and delinquency 
rates. The 88th Congress, referred to by President Lyndon Johnson as "the 
Education Congress," passed six pieces of legislation in rapid succession which 
radically altered federal participation in the field of education. These 
included: 

(1) Higher Education Act of 1963, which provided aid to colleges and 
universities to construct facilities, thereby making higher educa
tion accessible to more persons. 

(2) National Defense Education Act Amendments, extending NDEA until 
1968, which provided student loans, support for teachers of the 
disadvantaged, as well as English, reading, history, and geography. 
Funds were also made available to support fellowships for teachers 
in these fields, as well as librarians and media specialists. 

(3) Vocational Education Act of 1963, which funded updated vocational 
instructional programs, expanded staff and facilities, and encour
aged experimentation with new methods in vocational education such 
as work-study. 

(4) Equal Opportunity Act of 1963, while not an educational act per se, 
established the Job Corps for high school dropouts who had no mar
ketable skills, and the Head Start Program, a pre-school experience 
for young culturally deprived children, provided funds to Community 
Action Programs for a range of educational services, including 
tutoring, remediation, college preparation, etc. 

(5) ~1anpower Development and Training Act, which trained jobless teen
agers who had few marketable skills for employment. 

(6) Health Professions Education Assistance Act, which provided funds 
for needy students to enter careers in medicine, dentistry, and 
related health professions. 

Elementary and Secondary Education Act of 196533 

The six acts cited above pale when compared in scope with the Elementary and 
Secondary Education Act (P.L. 89-10) enacted by the 89th Congress. The most 
significant and certainly largest federal subsidization of education in the 
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history of the United States, the Elementary and Secondary Education Act of 1965 
amended in 1967 by P.L. 93-380, authorized over $1 billion for six titles begin
ning in 1966. Two titles, land III, were clearly directed toward addressing 
conditions linked to juvenile delinquency. Title I authorized $41.7 million for 
upgrading the education of culturally and economically deprived children. Title 
III authorized $100 million for supplementary and innovative prog:t:'8ms for our 
nation's schools. Payments were made to state and local school districts for 
programs and projects designed to reach deprived children in school attendance 
areas having high concentrations of children from low-income families and, at 
least by implication, high crime and delinquency rates. 

expanded the emphasis on 
handicapped, neglected or 
The number of handicapped, 

reached by state education 
few short years as shown in 

The 1967 amendments to Title I (P.L. 93-380) 
culturally and economically deprived children to 
delinquent, American Indian, and migrant children. 
neglected or delinquent, and migratory children 
agencies (SEAs) increased dramatically in just a 
Table 17. 

TABLE 17. HANDICAPPED, NEGLECTED OR DELINQUENT, AND 
HIGRATORY YOUTH SERVED BY TITLE I OF ESEA 

Fiscal Fiscal Fiscal Fiscal 
Category 1966 1967 1968 1969 

Handicapped 65,440 82,797 87,389 96,633 

Neglected or Delinquent NA 40,653 41,394 46,332 

Migratory NA 169,910 163,282 157,153 

Total 65,440 293,360 292,065 300,118 

Appropriations for these categories increased from $13.9 million in 1969 to 
$31.8 million in 1979, with annual increases running between $2 million and $5 
million. 

Title III, Supplementary Education Ce'nters and Services Enrichment, was 
authorized for five years at $100 million for the first year. Each state re
ceived a base of at least $220,000 with the remainder divided according to a 
formula based on the size of school-age and general populations. The purpose of 
Title III was to encourage innovative projects to meet the special needs of a 
variety of types of children, including children with learning or behavior prob
lems. By 1968, there were 1,800 Title III projects funded at $187 million 
annually reaching ten million children in 7,200 school districts. 34 
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The 1967 amendments to ESEA added specific language which called for efforts 
to "reduce the number of children who fail to complete their elementary and 
secondary education." Five million dollars was appropriated for dropout preven
tion in 1969 under the provisions of this amendment (P.L. 90--247). Additional 
amendments were added by P.L. 95-56 in 1976 under Title IV to establish state 
advisory councils to evaluate, adopt, and disseminate successful innovative 
projects, supplemental centers and services, dropout prevention services, and 
health and nutrition programs. Fifteen percent of the monies was earmarked for 
programs for children with learning disabilities and handicapping conditions. 

No previous federal education subsidy had come close to the amount of money 
invested in public education by ESEA. By 1979, annual appropriations for Title I 
alone had reached $2.74 billion, having risen steadily from about $1 bLllion ten 
years before. In 1979, funds for the special provision of the 1969 amendments 
reached $173.5 million for programs for migrant children and $31.8 million for 
neglected or delinquent youth. 

Vocational Education Act of 196335 

To stimulate the development of special programs for youth with financial 
need or in need of special assistance to succeed in vocational education, 
Congress enacted the Vocational Education Act of 1963. Funds are allocateG to 
state education agencies based upon youth unemployment and school dropout rates 
in the state. 

The 1976 amendments earmarked funds for programs that focus on truancy, 
disruption, assault, vandalism, and violations of law, all of which are directly 
connected to delinquency prevention and control. SEAs are required to develop 
comprehensive state plans in cooperation with state advisory councils. 

Educational Subsidies for Handicapped 

l~hi1e this study did not examine federal subsidies for handicapping condi
tions, since by definition they were excluded from delinquency prevention pro
grams, it is interesting to note that the emphasis of federal subsidies of the 
1960s to alleviate th~ effects of poverty on children was supplemented by na
tional concerns for handicapped children. The culmination of federal subsidiza
tion for programs for handicapped youth came with the enactment of the Education 
of All Handicapped Children Act of 1975 (P.L. 94-142). Funds are disbursed to 
states to provide a free, appropriate, public education for all handicapped 
children, with an emphasis o~ special education and related services designed to 
meet their unique needs. States and localities are funded to provide the 
education and to assess the effectiveness of educating handicapped children. 
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Levels of Financial Assistance from Federal Education Grants-in-Aid 

Overall, federal aid to education comprises only a small proportion of total 
support to the educational system, since federal aid amounts to less than ten 
percent of the total national expenditure. The only figures recorded for this 
project are those from that portion of ESEA Title I used by s~ates for local 
neglected or delinquent children; Vocational Educational Act, Subparts II and 
IV, used for disadvantaged secondary students; and ESEA Title IV-C, used for 
innovative programs that focus on truancy, disruption, assault vandalism and 
violations of law. ' , 

Information on financial assistance from_ the Elementary and Secondary 
Education Act (Titles I and IV-C), and the Vocational Education Act (VEA) was 
requested from each state and is given on Table 18. Funds from Title I of ESEA 
from the state to the local school districts for neglected or delinquent 
children were identified in 47 states. One state did not use federal funds for 
local neglected or delinquent children; another did not receive neglected or 
delinquent children funds in 1978; and one state did not respond. 

Funds from Title IV-C of ESEA are used in 11 states for innovative juvenile justice 
programs. _ Host states participate in the Title IV-C program; however, only 
those funas used for programs focusing on dropout prevention, truancy, dis
ruptive behavior, vandalism, or violations of the law were included in this 
study. 

Vocational Education Act funds for secondary school disadvantaged students 
Subparts II and IV, were reported in 47 states. One state directs federal fund~ 
to postsecondary programs only; two states did not respond. 

As stated previously, federal education programs generally concern areas 
of special national interest. ESEA, Titles I and IV-C, provide for compensatory 
education for children in need of remedial skills and innovative education pro
grams, while VEA funds vocational education programs. In general, the federal 

,assistance programs were initiated in the mid-1960s. North Carolina's Prevoca
tional Program was started in 1963, the same year and with the same objectives 
as VEA. Horeover, additional state subsidy programs were initiated in the late 
1960s through the 1970s. 

Table 18 also lists state allocations which are provided as matching funds 
for V~A, Subpart II. This subsection requires a 50-50 match. However, ten 
states overmatch this portion considerably. No state match is required for 
ESEA, Titles I and IV-C, or VEA, Subpart IV. 
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~ TABLE 18. SELECTED FEDERAL 1978 ALLOCATIONS IN SUPPORT :: I TABLE 18. (Continued) 'il: OF LOCAL EDUCATION PROGRAHS i: j 
fi· ! (BY STATE, ACT, ALLOCATION, AND YOUTH 
f i POPULATION PER CAPITA ALLOCATION) 

,_' 1 

Fiscal 1978 Youth Per Capita ~; I State Federal Act ttl Allocation Allocationa 
Fiscal 1978 Youth Per Capita ~ I: I 

r I Federal Act Allocation Allocationa 
f I Florida ESEA, Title I $ 441,414 

State 
1 ! 
[I VEA 4,759,400 

r 
State match (14,972,026) 

Total 5,200,814 $ 4.27 Alabama ESEA, Title I $ 162,150 - I 
VEA 2,601,104 ' I Georgia ESEA, Title I 279,975 State match (3,955,151) 

.. :j ESEA, Title IV-C 30,000 Total 2,763,254 $ 4.57 
VEA 3,189,082 i'J State match (2,405,191) 40,609 ! ) Alaska ESEA, Title I , I 

Total 3,499,057 4.16 
I,: I VEA 227,600 
fi State match (191,700) 

t" I Hawaii VEA 614,667 Total 268,209 3.67 
State match (1,366,874) 

f Total 614,667 3.99 
Arizona ESEA, Title I 92,172 

i VEA 552,900 
'" \ Idaho ESEA, Title I 19,270 (50,259) , I State match 
J I ESEA, Title IV-C 53,462 Total 645,072 1.74 1 i VEA ' I 

509,747 f J State match (157,048) Arkansas ESEA, Title I 94,688 
1" i 

Total 582,479 4.22 I: I ESEA, Title IV-C 35,271 
r I VEA 1,418,000 
11 Illinois ~SEA, Title I 472,528 0.26 State match (6,031,555) t'l Total 1,547,959 4.62 
~I Indiana ESEA, Title I 404,565 .-~'l 

ESEA, Title IV-C 
1 J 

3,200,000 California ESEA, Title I 1,400,000 
, I VEA 2,578,346 ESEA, Title IV-C 449,285 I State match (2,255,007) VEA 5,951,107 
i! Total 6,182,911 6.94 State match (5,100,163) 

r 7,800,392 2.27 ' I 
Iowa Total 

I ESEA, Title I 31,801 ' I 
,1 VEA 1,963,485 Colorado ESEA, Title I 112,800 
J 1 State match (212,316) VEA 1,374,626 

f 
Total 1,995,286 4.26 State match (741,727) 

Total 1,487,426 3.38 I Kansas ESEA, Title I 104,496 
.) VEA 1,150,000 Connecticut ESEA, Title I 177,213 
.'J Total 1,254,496 3.39 VEA 1,402,720 
II Total 1,579,933 3.17 t II 

Kentucky ESEA, Title I 202,041 ESEA, Title IV-C 235,525 Delaware ESEA, Title I 10,000 

.:J 
VEA 2,048,550 ESEA, Title IV-C 44,687 
State match (1,235,'/47) VEA 300,000 

Total 2,486,116 4.43 State match (l~,734,000) 
I Total 354,687 3.56 j 

'I 
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TABLE 18. (Continued) 
TABLE 18. (Continued) 

Fiscal 1978 Youth Per Capita 
State Federal Act Allocation Allocationa 

Fiscal 1978 Youth Per Capita 
State Federal Act Allocation Allocationa 

Louisiana ESEA, Title IV-C $ 35,000 
VEA 2,291,000 Nevada ESEA, Title I $ 77 ,000 
State match (1,980,058) VEA 270,672 

Total 2,326,000 $ 3.43 Total 347,672 $ 3.60 

Maine ESEA, Title I 62,147 New Hampshire ESEA, Title I 774,554 
VEA 411,761 VEA 319,960 
State match (339,438) Total 1,094,514 8.24 

Total 473,908 2.73 
.,' New Jersey ESEA, Title I 169,543 

Haryland ESEA, Title I 506,000 VEA 3,388,552 
VEA 2,17i,796 State match (4,070,896) 
State match (6,912,210) Total 3,558,095 3.08 

Total 2,683,796 3.83 
New Hexico ESEA, Title I 162,126 0.78 

Massachusetts ESEA, Title I 208,193 
VEA 3,265,000 New York ESEA, Title I 2,485,000 
State match (4,100,745) VEA 6,051,216 

Total 3,473,193 3.67 State match (40,829,000) 
Total 8,536,216 3.04 

Hichigan ESEA, Title I 1,635,930 
ESEA, Title IV-C 6,330,207 North Carolina ESEA, Title I 326,110 
VEA 4,248,721 VEA 127,616 
State match (1,726,360) CETA 3,000,000 

Total 12,214,858 7.75 Total 3,453,726 3.78 

Minnesota ESEA, Title I 223,803 North Dakota ESEA, Title I 32,614 
VEA 1,606,833 ESEA, Title IV-C 384,000 
State match (882,489) VEA 323,392 

Total 1,830,636 2.71 Total 740,006 6.70 

Mississippi ESEA, Title I 51,000 Ohio ESEA, Title I 599,800 
ESEA, Title IV-C 96,174 VEA 4,563,400 
VEA 1,636,458 State match (24,087,739) 
State match (1,070,652) Total 5,163,200 2.90 

Total 1,783,632 4.35 
Oklahoma ESEA, Title I 184,112 

Missouri ESEA, Title I 280,053 VEA 1,456,084 
VEA 2,358,959 State match (388,375) 

Total 2,639,012 3.45 Total 1,640,196 3.83 

Nebraska ESEA, Title I 48,949 Oregon ESEA, Title I 182,359 
VEA 884,716 VEA 5,045,000 

Total 933,665 3.66 Total 5,227,359 14.40 
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TABLE 18. (Continued) 

Fiscal 1978 
State Federal Act Allocation 

Pennsylvania ESEA, Title I $ 1,375,778 
VEA 22,847,845 

Total 24,223,623 

Rhode Island ESEA, Title I 43,647 
VEA 600,000 

Total 643,647 

South Carolina ESEA, Title I 1,500 
VEA 168,830 

Total 170,330 

South Dakota ESEA, Title I 102,629 
VEA 523,764 

Total 626,393 

Tennessee ESEA, Title I 198,780 
VEA 330,453 

Total 529,233 

Texas ESEA, Title I 1,538,641 
VEA 5,716,217 

Total 7,254,858 

Utah ESEA, Title I 106,974 
VEA 864,004 
State match (724,079) 

Total 907,978 

Vermont ESEA, Title I 30,994 
VEA 342,850 

Total 373,844 

Virginia ESEA, Title I 139,355 
VEA 2,388,110 

Total 2,527,465 

\~ashington ESEA~ Title I 355,867 
VEA 2,010,429 
State match (1,681,418) 

Total 2,366,296 
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Youth Per Capita 
Allocationa 

$13.10 

4.35 

0.34 

5.42 

0.79 

3.50 

4.37 

4.70 

2.98 

4.01 

'. 

State 

West Virginia 

Wisconsin 

Wyoming 

TABLE 18. (Continued) 

Federal Act 

ESEA, Title I 
VEA 
State match 

Total 

ESEA, Title I 
VEA 

Total 

ESEA, Title I 
VEA 
State match 

Total 

$ 

Fiscal 1978 
Allocation 

59,848 
888,942 

(775,544) 
948,790 

192,325 
200,000 
392,,325 

118,960 
261,473 

(219,128) 
380,433 

Youth Per Capita 
Allocationa 

$ 3.41 

0.50 

6.01 

a. Population estimates for youth ten-18 years old were extrapolated from 
1975 estimates by the U.S. Bureau of the Census. State matches are not calcu
lated into the youth per capita allocation. 

Key: ESEA--Elementary and Secondary Education Act. 
VEA--Vocational Education Act. 

The U. S. Department of Education requires annual state reports for con'
tinuation of funding. Failure to report may exempt a state from aid or reduce 
federal school aid to a state. No state education plans are required. 

Federal aid, while not a large part of overall education expenses, does 
influence state and local funding policies, particularly in the area of aid to 
the educationally and economically disadvantaged. Federal aid generally flows 
to s~ates and communitie~ with smaller revenue-generating capabilities. Where 
states retain discretion in allocating federal aid, distribution of aid tends to 
follow the general pattern of distribution contained in the basic educational 
support formula of the state. 

Initially, federal aid to education took the form of categorical grants to 
states for special projects. With the passage of ESEA and VEA, a shift was made 
to formula grants. The ESEA, Title I, and VEA are both formula grants. ESEA, 
Title IV-C, funds are allocated to states on a foroula basis, but distributed by 
states to local education agencies by competitive program proposals. 
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EHPLOTIfENT GRANTS-IN-AID 

Comprehenslve Employment and Training Act of 197336 

Federal grants subsidize youth employment programs in alISO states. Host 
of these subsidies were available from the Youth Employment Demonstration 
Program of 1977, which is a part of the Comprehensive Employment and Training 
Act of 1973 (CETA). CETA provided over $1.36 billion in 1978 for Youth 
Employment and Training Programs (YETP), Youth Community Conservation and 
Improvement Projects. (YCCIP), Youth Incentive Entitlement Pilot Projects 
(YIEPP), and Summer Youth Programs (SYP). 

YETP, the largest pl'ogram, was devised to improve job opportunities and 
future career planning for low-income youth ages 16-21 by providing a number of 
employment and training programs and supportive services. YCCIP emphasizes 
employment for youth ages 16-19 in well-supervised work projects that provide 
benefits to the community. YIEPP is the most experimental program. It provides 
jobs or trai.ning for all economically disadvantaged 16-19 year olds who live in 
target areas and who are in school or planning to return. SYP is a summer work 
experience program with an emphasis on vocational exploration for economically 
disadvantaged youth ages 14-21. 

Formula grants are used to allocate CETA funds to the states and to the 
prime sponsors; however, monies from the Governor's Discretionary Fund and the 
Youth Community Conservation and Improvement Program are received at the local 
level as program grants. Prime sponsors are required to prepare a youth plan. 
Programs are monitored and evaluated by a local youth council. Extensive 
reporting is also required regarding budgets, number of clients, and placement 
contracts. 

-,~ \ 

The CETA formula is based on general unemployment data and the portion of 
low-income families in the state or geographic area. The unemployment rate is 
heavily weighted, because one of the objectives of the CETA program is the 
creation of temporary jobs to counter unemployment. No state match is required, 
and performance in administering CETA programs is not part of the formula for 
allocation of funds. There is, rather, a tendency to continue to fund the same 
number of jobs as was supported in previous years. While allocation of the 
YCCIP portion is sent to the states, from whera it is redistributed to the prime 
sponsors, the Department of Labor does directly supply prime sponsors with 
complete funding estimates. Under special conditions, a prime sponsor could be 
given less than its full funding estimate if the remaining funds had been 
awarded to other projects of prime sponsors elsewhere in the state. 

The five percent Governor's Discretionary Fund is used, as the name implies, 
at the discretion of the governor of the state. The governor may elect. to place 
the monies in the Balance of State Fund, which supports all areas not covered by 
prime sponsors, or to grant contracts for specific youth projects such as those 
cited earlier. With some exceptions, these special projects are usually 
administered by the state manpower office or the governor's office. Several 
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subsidies in Utah provide examples of uses of the Govenor's Discretionary Fund. 
They are: (1) a Hinority Youth Advocate Program that facilitates, and thereby 
increases CETA service delivery to eligible bilingual or bicultural minority 
youth ages 16-21, and identifies service needs of that population for future 
planning; (2) a Vocational Evaluation Program to assess vocational interests, 
skills, and capabilities of CETA-eligible youth; and (3) a program entitled 
"7001 Ltd." which places 16-21 year olds who are out-of-school and unemployed in 
unsubsidized employment in marketing and retail sales. 

CETA monies are distributed through the state and prime sponsors to 
community-based organizations, such as local education agencies, public 
agencies, and private profit and nonprofit agencies. Local recipients eligible 
to receive YCCIP monies are all agencies administering nonfederal public lands 
and waters. 

Youth Conservation Corps Act of 197037 

The Youth Conservation Corps (YCC), established by P.L. 91-378, is a program 
to be jointly administered by the Departments of Agriculture and Interior. The 
major objectives for YCC are: 

(1) To provide gainful summer employment for youth ages 15-18. 

(2) To provide an opportunity for youth to understand and appre
ciate the environment and natural heritage. 

(3) To further the development of the maintenance of the natural 
resources of the United States. 38 

The language of the act was rather broad in scope. "It is the purpose of 
this Act to further the development and maintenance of the natural resources of 
the United States by the youth, upon who will fall the ultimate responsibility 
for maintaining and managing these resources for the American people."39 

Appropriations for YCC have risen steadily from $2 million in 1971 to 
$60 million in 1979, and are projected at $54 million for 1980. From 1971 
through 1973, YCC was a pilot program restricted to federal agencies. P.L. 
93-408, the reauthorization of YCC, included provisions allowing states to 
begin operating their own programs in 1974, utilizing a 50-50 match. Sub
sequently, in 1975, the matching arrangement was increased to 80 percent 
federal to 20 percent state funds. This match increase is apparent in the 
increase in support for 1976 from $13 million to $32 million. 

State allocations are based upon consideration of several factors, in
cluding population, existing YCC programs, state plans, and capability and 
actual performance in administering YCC projects. 
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Levels of Financial Assistance from Federal Employment Grants-In-Aid 

Table 19 lists federal support to local youth employment programs. The 
figures for CETA used in this study include the total of balance of state funds, 
prime sponso~ funds, and Governor's Discretionary Funds. The balance of state 
funds are those monies that pass through the state to local communities not 
otherwise covered by prime sponsor contracts. 

Formula grants are used to allocate CETA funds to the states and to the 
prime sponsors; however, monies from the Governor's Discretionary Fund are 
received at the local level as program grants. 

Youth Conservation Corps programS! are administered by state agencies, but 
only five states pass through funds to local governments or agencies. YCC 
funding supports summer employment for youth ages 15-18, with emphasis on con
servation projects and developing appreciation of nature. Formula grants are 
employed in allocating YCC funds from the federal to state level, but most sta
tes reallocate these monies to the local level as program grants. States may 
receive grants from the federal government up to, but not exceeding, 80 percent 
of the cost of funding a project. 

The YCC formula consists of an initial allocation to all states of a 
minimum grant fund allowance, regardless of population or federal program 
plans in the state. In addition to the minimum grant, funds are distributed 
according to such factors as population, existing federal YCC programs, and the 
state's planning capability. Actual performance in administering YCC projects 
is considered in future allocations. A 20 percent match is required to receive 
YCC funds. The youth per capita allocation of federal appropriations for youth 
employment programs in general ranges from $13.26 in Haine to $92.68 in 
Mississippi. Host states (32) receive 'between $30 and $50 on a per capita basis 

for youth. 

OVERVIE\l OF FEDERAL GRANT FUNDING 

Fiscal information included in this charter is by no means exhaustive. 
Tracing allocations for the 11 federal grants'~in-aid included was an extremely 
difficult task, complicated by the additional task of extracting data on expen
dit~res for specific types of children. The preceding tables should be viewed 
with an understanding that they re.present all the information that could be 
retrieved, but by no means reflect the total dollars spent in the provision of 

subsidized services. 

Because Title XX expenditures are recorded according to types of services 
and not by age groups, discerning whether funds were spent for adults or 
children is seemingly impossible. It might be noted, however, that the federal 
government estimated that 62 percent of Title XX's $2.5 billion authorization 
(for fiscal 1979) was spent on services to children. \lith state matches to 
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TABLE 19. SELECTED FEDERAL 1978 ALLOCATIONS IN SUPPORT 
OF LOCAL EMPLOYMENT PROGRAHS 
(BY STATE, ACT, ALLOCATION AND YOUTH 
POPULATION PER CAPITA ALLOCATION) 

Fiscal 1978 
Federal Act Allocation 

CETA $ 21,100,000 

CETA 5,500,000 

CETA 24,100,000 

CETA 12,900,000 

CETA 154,000,000 

CETA 24,400,000 

CETA 22~OOO,000 

CETA 3,500,000 

CETA 57,000,000 

CETA 33,900,000 

CETA 6,100,000 

CETA 4,800,000 

CETA 67,000,000 

CETA 28,500,000 

CETA 10,400,000 

CETA 8,300,000 

CETA 18,500,000 

CETA 21,400,000 

CETA 2,300,000 

CETA 41,800,000 
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Youth Per Capita 
Al10cationa 

$34.93 

75.24 

64.91 

38.53 

44.78 

55.47 

44.16 

35.18 

46.84 

40.34 

39.64 

34.76 

36.60 

31.97 

22.22 

22.40 

32.97 

31.54 

13.26 

59.68 
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State 

Massachusetts 

Hichigan 

Minnesota 

Hississippi 

Missouri 

Montana 

Nebraska 

Nevada 

New Hampshire 

New Jersey 

New Nexico 

New York 

North Carolina 

North Dakota 

Ohio 

Oklahoma 

Oregon 

Pennsylvania 

r I 

TABLE 19. (Continued) 

Federal Act 

CETA 
YCC 

CETA 
YCC 

CETA 

CETA 

CETA 

CETA 

CETA 
YCC 

CETA 

CETA 

CETA 

CETA 

CETA 

CETA 

CETA 

CETA 
YCC 

CETA 

CETA 

CETA 

Total 

Total 

Total 

Total 
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Fiscal 1978 
Allocation 

$ 52,400,000 
598,000 

52,998,000 

67,900,000 
698,715 

68,598,715 

18,000,000 

38,000,000 

26,600,000 

5,500,000 

6,800,000 
20,000 

6,8:20,000 

4,300,000 

5,100,000 

49,900,000 

9,600,000 

142,000,000 

33,700,000 

4,000,000 

77 ,000,000 
235,900 

77,235,900 

19,300,000 

16,200,000 

74,500,000 

<, 

Youth Per Capita 
Allocationa 

$55.98 

43.50 

26.65 

92.68 

34.82 

43.48 

26.76 

44.47 

38.40 

43.26 

46.13 

50.57 

36.89 

36.20 

. 43.31 

45.U 

44.64 

40.29 

. , 

" 

State 

Rhode Island 

South Carolina 

South Dakota 

Tennessee 

Texas 

Utah 

Vermont 

Virginia 

Washington 

Hest Virginia 

Wisconsin 

Wyoming 

TABLE 19. (Continued) 

Federal Act 

CETA 

CETA 

CETA 

CETA 

CETA 

CETA. 

CETA 

CETA 
YCC 

CETA 

CETA 

CETA 

CETA 

Total 

Fiscal 1978 
Allocation 

$ 7,200,000 

16,500~000 

4,800,000 

23,900,000 

60,200,000 

5,900,000 

4,700,000 

24,700,000 
345,000 

25,045,000 

36,700,000 

11,300,000 

22,200,000 

2,100,000 

Youth Per Capita 
Allocationa 

$48.62 

33.17 

41.52 

35.57 

29.04 

26.53 

59.05 

29.53 

62.20 

40.63 

28.32 

33.18 

a. Population estimates for youth ten-18 years old were extrapolated from 
1975 estimates by the U.S. Bureau of the Census. State matches are not calculated 
into the youth per capita allocation. 

Key: CETA--Comprehensive Employment and Training Act. 
YCC--Youth Conservation Corps. 

Title XX, the total figure is closer to 62 percent of $4 billion, or $2.48 
billion. This figure hardly comes close to the figures reflected in Table 15, 
but a number of factors must be borne in mind. ';I'itle XX funds support many serv
ices for state wards, that is, children under the custody of state agencies. 
Thus, they would not meet the criteria for inclusion in this study. Also, a 
large share of Title XX matching funds are generated at the local level and, 
similarly, are beyond the reach of this study. Finally, several very large 
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states, including California, Maryland, Minnesota, Ohio, Pennsylvania, and 
Virginia, were unable to estimate Title XX expenditures for services to children 
at the local level. A great deal of caution, therefore, should be exercised in 
the use made of all financial information found in this report. 

The Office of Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention provided figur.es 
on allocations to each state from the Juvenile Justice ~nd Delinquency 
Prevention and Crime Control Acts: hence., reports are fairly complete for juve
nil,~ justice. ~There no JJDPA figure is recorded, the state receives no such 
funds. In the CETA program, allocation figures for local youth employment 
programs are maintained by the federal government and were also available. 

~fost dollar figures for federal support to education were received from the 
sta.tes themselves. . Almost without exception~ state departments of education 
recorded amounts received from the specific subsections of federal acts that 
pertained to this study. ~ile figures for two federal programs in employment 
were sought (CETA and the Youth Conservation Corps), the predominant source of 
funds is found in CETA which, in 1978, made nearly $1.4 billion available for 
special youth programs. Because CETA is allocated on a formula basis that 
encompasses a number of factors, such as unemployment rates, the level of sup
port to states varies. 

Tatle 20 provides a state-by-state summary of federal grants-in-aid for 
fiscal 1978 by five functional categories, juvenile justice, child welfare, men
tal health, education, and employment. 

sm~fARY 

The following material summarizes pertinent findings regarding federal 
grants-in-aid to local delinquency prevention and control services. 

The initiation of federal subsidies to prevent and control delinquency 
closely parallels the development of mauy similar types of state subsidies. In 
19'7/~, when the Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention Act was enacted, sev
eral states also established juvenile justice subsidies. In many instances, 
state subsidies preceded the federal legislation. Similar comparisons can be 
made in other functional categories. At least a dozen state substance abuse sub
sidies were enacted about the same time as the Comprehensive Alcohol Abuse and 
Alcoholism Prevention, Treatment, and Rehabilitation Act and the Drug Abuse 
Office and Treatment Act. ~fany states enacted subsidies to supplement education 
for the economically deprived and the unruly about the same time as the Voca
tional Education Act and the Elementary and Secondary Education Act were passed. 
Two state subsidies for youth employment were established in 1973, coinciding 
with the Comprehensive Employment and Training Act. 
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TABLE 20. SELECTED FEDERAL GRANTS IN AID OF LOCAL DELINQUENCY PREVENTION 
AND CONTROL PROGRAMS IN 1978, BY AGENCY TYPE 

Juvenile Justice Child Welfare Mental Health Education Em21ol'.!!!ent 
Fiscal 1978 Youth Fiscal 1978 Youth Fiscal 1978 Youth Fiscal 1978 Youth Fiscal 1978 Youth 
Expenditures Per Expenditures Per Expenditures Per Expenditures Per, Expenditures Per 

States (In thousands) Capitaa (In thousands) Capitaa (In thousands) Capitaa (In thousands) Cap1taa (In thousands) Cap1taa 

Alabama $ 2,D59 $ 3.41 $ 7,875 $13.04 $ 456 $ 0.76 $ 2,763 $ 4.57 $ 21,100 $34.93 
Alaska 92 1.26 46 0.64 145 1.99 268 3.67 5,500 75.23 
Arizona 931 2.51 645 1.74 24,100 64.91 
Arkansas 1,062 3.17 * 1,548 4.62 12,900 38.53 
California 7,474 2.17 ** ** ** 7,800 2.27 154,000 44.78 

Colorado 502 1.14 2,766 6.29 1,487 3.38 24,400 55.47 
Connecticut 1,241 2.49 33 0.07 1,580 3.17 22,000 44.16 
Delaware 163 1.63 208 2.09 31 0.32 355 3.56 3,500 35.18 
Florida 1,781 1.46 1,052 0.87 5,200 4.27 57,000 46.84 
Georgia 1,017 1.21 1,233 1.47 3,499 4.16 33,900 40.34 

Hawaii 204 1.33 ** 1,313 8.53 615 3.99 6,100 39.64 
I-' Idaho 394 2.86 2,337 16.92 582 4.22 4,800 34.76 
-...,J 

Illinois 2,199 1.20 80 0.04 135 0.07 473 0.26 67,000 36.60 UJ 
Indiana 1,520 1.71 8,690 9.75 2,184 2.45 6,183 6.94 28,500 31.97 
Iowa 694 1.48 5,961 12.73 109 0.23 1,995 4.26 10,400 22.22 

Kansas 166 0.45 63 0.17 1,254 3.39 8,300 22.40 
Kentucky 468 0.83 39,900 71.11 40 0.07 2,486 4.43 18,500 32.97 
Louisiana 1,158 1.71 175 0.26 336 0.49 2,326 3.43 21,400 31.54 
Maine 194 1.12 592 3.41 572 3.30 474 2.73 2,300 13.26 
Maryland 983 1.40 816 1.17 2,684 3.83 41,800 59.68 

Massachusetts 1,735 1.83 3,473 3.67 52,998 55.98 
Michigan 460 0.29 1,095 0.69 12,215 7.75 68,599 43.50 
Minnesota 459 0.68 * 574 0.85 1,831 2.71 18,000 26.65 
Mississippi 140 0.34 * 1,784 4.35 38,000 92.68 
Missouri 1,781 2.33 2,639 3.45 26,600 34.82 

\ 
Montana 263 2.08 5,500 43~48 
Nebraska 98 0.38 285 1.12 934 3.66 6,820 26.76 
Nevada 81 0.84 242 2.50 266 2.75 348 3.60 4,300 44.47 
New Hampshire 80 0.60 * 1,095 8.24 5,100 38.40 t New Jerse' 997 0.86 5,903 5.12 3,558 3.08 49,900 43.26 r , 
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TABLE 20. (Continued) 

Juvenile Justice Child Welfare Mental Health Education Employment 
Fiscal 1978 Youth Fiscal 1978 Youth Fiscal 1978 Youth Fiscal 1978 Youth Fiscal 1978 Youth 
Expenditures Per Expenditures Per Expenditures Per Expenditures Per Expenditures Per 

States (In thousands) Capitaa (In thousands) Capitaa (In thousands) Capitaa (In thousands) Capitaa (In thousands) Capitaa 

New Mexico $ 95 $ 0.46 $ 78 $ 0.37 $ 55 $ 0.26 $ 162 $ 0.78 $ 9,600 $46.13 
New York 22,717 8.09 70,972 25.27 837 .30 8,536 3.04 142,000 50.57 
North Carolina 1,888 2.07 29,040 31.79 362 0.40 3,454 3.78 33,700 36.89 
North Dakota 355 3.21 89 0.81 740 6.70 4,000 36.20 
Ohio 2,564 1.44 ... 5,163 2.90 77,236 43.31 

Oklahoma 1,000 2.34 446 1.04 1,640 3.83 19,300 45.11 
Oregon 83 0.23 ... 5,227 14.40 16,200 44.64 
Pennsylvania 2,030 1.10 ... 24,224 13.10 74,500 40.29 
Rhode Island 64 0.43 1,561 10.54 127 0.86 644 4.35 7,200 48.62 
South Carolina 659 1.33 1,116 2.24 448 0.90 170 0.34 16,500 33.17 

t· .... South Dakota 292 2.53 626 5.42 4,800 41.52 
-....J Tennessee 727 1.08 3;354 4.99 82 0.12 529 0.79 23,900 35.57 .j::-. 

Texas 2,444 1.18 2,264 1.09 149 0.07 7,255 3.50 60,200 29.04 
Utah 363 1.63 971 4.37 5,900 26.53 
Vermont 374 4.70 4,700 59.04 

Virginia 1,252 1.48 ... 2,527 2.98 25,045 29.53 
Washington 144 0.24 2,366 4.01 36,700 62.20 
West Virginia ... 949 3.41 11,300 40.63 
Wisconsin 707 0.90 10,248 13.07 392 0.50 22,200 28.32 
Wyoming 42 0.66 1,129 17.83 380 6.01 2,100 33.18 

Total $ 66,459 $198,050 $ 11,183 $138,423 $1,/,40,398 

a • Population estimates for youth ten-18 years old were extrapolated from 1975 estimates by the U.S. Bureau of the Census. \ 

... Not Available. 
" ...... Did Not Respond • 

Not Applicable. 
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FOOTNOTES 

1. For a complete review of the development of federal categorical grants, 
see Advisory Commission on Intergovernmental Relations (ACIR), Categorical 
Grants: Their Role and Design (Washington, D.C.: U.S. Government Printing 
Office, 1976). Much of the historical summary reported here is deriv/ed from 
that report and is provided as a setting for understanding current federal 
grant-in-aid programs. 

2. Hassachusetts v. He110n and Frothingham v. He11on, 262 U.S •. 447 (1923). 
3. Office of Management and Budget, Catalog of Federal Domestic Assistance 

(Washington, D.C.: U.S. Government Printing Office, 1969). 
4. ACIR, Categorical Grants, pp. 31-32. 
5. Act of April 9, 1912, Ch. 1, 37 Stat 79. 
6. The Interdepartmental Council to Coordinate All Federal Juvenile Delin

quency Progr,ams, The Report of the Interdepartmental Council to Coordinate All 
Federal Juvenile--nelinquencY- ~grams (Washington D.C.: --U.S. Government 
Printing Office, 1974), pp. A62-64. 

7. Ibid., p. A-2. The appendix to the report contains a comprehensive 
listing of all federal programs that relate to juvenile delinquency and youth 
development through 1974. 

8. Act of April 11, 1965 P.L. 89-10; as amended on Nov. 3, 1966, P.L. 
89-750, Title I. 

9. Act of September 22, 1961, P.L. 87-274. 
10. Act of September 22, 1965, P.L. 89-197. 
11. Act of July 31, 1968, P.L. 90-445. 
12. Act of June 19, 1968, P.L. 90-351. 
13. Act of September 7, 1974, P.L. 93-415. 
14. Act of January 4, 1975, P.L. 93-647. 
15. $522 million in 1970, $1 billion in 1971, and $1.3 billion in 1972. 

Coordinating Council on Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention, Unpublished 
minutes, May 31, 1979. 

16. Ibid. 
17. Act of August 14, 1972, P.L. 92-381. 
18. Child Helfare League of America, Inc., Using Title XX ~ Serve Children 

and Youth (New York: Child ~lelfare League of America, 1975), p. 10. 
---19. Act of January 2, 1968, P.L. 90-248; as amended on October 30, 1979, by 
P.L. 92-603. 

20. Act of December 31, 1970, P.L. 9'-616. 
21. Report of the Committee on ~abor and Human Resources to Extend 

Comprehensive Alcohol Abuse, Prevention, Treatment, and Rehabilitation Act, 
1970, U.S. Senate Report, No. 96-103, 1979, p. 9. 

22. Ibid. 
23. Ibid., p. 19. 
24. P.L. 94-371, Sec. 6(a). 
25. Senate Report, No. 96-103, p. 24. 
26. P.L. 96-103, as amended Jan. 2, 1980. 
27. Act of }1arch 21, 1972, P.L. 92-255. 
28. Ibid., Sec. 101. 
29. Act of October 14, 1978, P.L. 95-461. 
30. Act of January 2, 1980, P.L. 96-181. 
31. Ibid., Sec. 7. 
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32. Ronald Campbell and G 
State-Local R 1 era1d Sroufe, "Toward Ra 
pp •. 2-7. e ations in Education," Phi Delta K:ppa:iona1e for Federa1-

33. Act of April 11 - (September 1955), 
34 U S Offi ' 1965, P.L. 89-110. • " ce of Ed 

Secondary Education P uca" tion, "Report of th B 
35 A rograms, Harch 1969 e ureau of Elementary and 

• ct of December 17 1963 • 
36. 29 USC 801-992 (S' , P.L. 88-210. 
37 A upp. III, 1973) 
38· ct of August 13, 1970, P.L. 91-378 

• Ohio Department of Natural Res • 
for 3~he Earth--The YCC in Ohio 1971-79 o(~c~s, The ~ Conservationists: \lorking 

• ~ Statutes-a~arge Vol 840 umbus, Ohio, 1979), p. 1. 
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CHAPTER 6 

METHODS OF ALLOCATING GRANT FUNDS 

There are a variety of ways that states and the federal government distribute 
funds to eligible recipi.~nts. The choice of methods, in many instances, depends 
on the reasons for establishing grant programs in the first place. Considera
tions of discretion and control over the funds provided frequently form the 
basis for selecting allocation mechanisms. Two fundamental purposes that sub
sidies fulfill are dichotomized Simply into (1) support of existing services or 
(2) stimulation of new programs. 

The Advisory Commission on Intergovernmental Relations (ACIR) has assembled 
a typology of grant-in-aid systems. 1 This typology breaks down into three major approaches: 

• General revenue sharing. 
• Block grants. 
• Categorical grants. 

General revenue sharing funds are distributed by formula with few if any 
limits on the purposes for which they may be spent or on the procedures by which 
they are expended. Block grants, on the other hand, are given in accordance 
with statutory formulas for use largely at the recipient's discretion but within 
a broad functional area, such as law enforcement, public health, or water and 
sewer development. Fundable activities under block grants are more numerous 
than for a categorical grant, and fewer conditions constraining recipients' 
discretion in spending are attached. Finally, the third approach identified by 
ACIR is the categorical grant. Categorical grants can be used only for a specif
aided program and usually are limited to narrowly defined activities. Legisla
tion generally details the parameters of the program and specifies the types of funded activities. 

The nature of this study, that is, focusing on aid to a very specific set of 
programs aimed at local delinquency prevention and control, means that the sub
sidies examined generally fall into the categorical grant type. 

ACIR has identified four types of categorical grants: 

• Project grants. 
• Formula grants. 

• Formula-project grants (combining various aspects of both grant types). 
• Open-end reimbursement grants. 2 

Some of the formula-project grants, it can be argued, are block grant in 
nature. Nevertheless, the narrative will be directed toward the four types of categorical grants. 
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The numbers of subsidies included in this study, using the ACIR breakdown, are 
shown in the following table. 

TABLE 21. DISTRIBUTION OF STATE DELINQUENCY PREVENTION AND 
CONTROL SUBSIDIES, BY TYPES OF CATEGORICAL GRANTS 

Types of Grants Number of Subsidies 

Project Grants 38 

Formula Grants 12 

Formula-Project Grants 14 

Open-End Reimbursement Grants 37 

Total 101 

PROJECT GRANTS 

It is impossible to determine fro11l. the data whether the frequency of project 
grants indicates a preference on the part of states for this type of aid, or 
whether the study's criteria were Tliore favorably disposed to surfacing this 
approach. In either case, Table 21 reveals that over one-third of all state 
subsidies in this field are established as project grants. 

A project grant is a form of categorical grant in which the subsidy funds 
are earmarked to support a c1e;;.rly discernible activity which the applicant 
wishes to undertake and the grantor agency wishes to support. In many instances, 
private agencies are eligible for funding, along with public agencies and 
general purpose governments. 

To receive project grants, potential recipients submit specific applications 
in the form (usually as proposals) and at the time. indicated by the grantor 
agency. They are not subject to state\\ride distribution formulas. Because the 
grantor agency reserves full control over the selection of recipients, project 
grants are particularly suitable for targeting aid to specific segments of the 
population, to particular services, or to geographic areas. 

Appropriations for project grants, on the whole, tend to be smaller than for 
other forms of aid. The grants can be awarded to encourage experiments with 
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different approaches or to replicate model programs. They can even be used to 
introduce innovation into stagnated systems, as will be shown in a subsequent 
example. 

In general, project grants encourage the incremental approaches preferred by 
state legislators and carry less risks than other forms of grants-in-aid. Their 
characteristically smaller appropriations and protracted award procedures, on 
:he other hand, tend to make them a less suitable means for statewide program 
development. Project grants provide a good way to start programs, particularly 
when it is unknown what programmatic approaches will work. But once it is 
decided that a policy or program is to be implemented throughout the state, a 
formula grant approach appears to offer greater advantages. 

Interest groups find project grants particularly appealine~ Because of 
their characteristically smaller scope and appropriations, interest groups view 
them as a more easily achieved "foot-in-the-door" in gaining greater legislative 
attention to their concerns. Their narrow purposes permit interest groups to 
ensure that the funds go only to intended constituencies and purposes. 

Project Grants Which Target Aid to Special Populations, 
Needs, or Geographic Areas 

Several state subsidy programs profiled from the survey, and SOme examined 
in the case studies, targeted project grants to special populations, needs, or 
geographic areas. In New Hexico, state funds replaced JJDPA monies to support 
counseling projects for juveniles who are first-time drug offenders. The New 
York School Prevention of Addiction through Rehabilitation and Knowledge (SPARK) 
Program directs its resources t.oward students who have exhibited a variety of 
behavioral and academic problems because of drug experimentation. Drug abusers 
are also the focus of the Haine Drug Treatment and Prevention Program, the 
Nevada Grant to the l-farion Bennett Youth Program, and the Nevada OHEGA Program. 
Mentally retarded offenders are the subject of the Tennessee Hentally Retarded 
Offender Program, and projects for students who have, or who are likely to have, 
low levels of achievement are eligible for grants from the Wisconsin Special 
Education Needs Subsidy. 

In 1975, the Florida legislature appropriated funds to be awarded, through a 
request-for-proposal (RFP) process, in support of at least one model progr~m for 
emotionally disabled children in each of Florida's health and rehabilitative 
services (RRS) districts. The objective 'was to encourage public and private 
providers to develop community-based programs which would serve as more suitable 
alternatives to placement in Florida's public institutions for children. . 

As mentioned in Chapter 4, the New York Youth Development/Delinquency Pre
vention (YDDP) Subsidy is a formula grant which was later complemented by a 
project grant subsidy, the Special Delinquency Prevention Program. YODP alloca
tes a.nnually $4.50 for each youth under the age of 21 to counties with approved 
comprehensive planning procedures and $2.25 per youth to municipaliti€!s in 
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counties without comprehensive planning procedures. Communities are expected to 
meet at least one-half of all expenditures with local public and private funds. 

In 1978, the legislature established the separate Special Delinquency Pre
vention Program subsidy (SDPP) in reaction to what appeared to be a misdirected 
allocation of the YDDP Subsidy. This project grant-in-aid appropriated $5 
million to provide full support (as opposed to the 50 percent reimbursement 
through YDDP) to special projects in areas where youths were in high risk of 
becoming delinquent. While these grants were available to any agency in the 
state, it was well kno\vu that areas of primary interest were Buffalo and New 
York City. The, establishment of this subsidy, in fact, found its greatest 
support among minority representatives from these two major cities. 

In defense of the "special subsidy," officials from the state Division for 
Youth claimed that, while county comprehensive plans had begun to address Some of 
the significant gaps in youth development activities, they had also highlighted 
the limitations of county planning and fragmented state aid in addressing the 
problems of juvenile delinquency. It was felt that while the traditional YDDP 
Subsidy had resulted in the establishment of a wide range of youth development 
programs, relatively few delinquency prevention programs had been focused on 
troubled youth and troubled communities. Fundamental problems cited by the 
state Division for Youth were that: 

• Grass-roots organizations in poverty areas were often excluded from 
the funding process. 

• ~tlnorities and high-crime areas were not receiving sufficient 
funding. 

• The local initiative features of the state-local match in the YDDP 
Subsidy did not allow the state to allocate resources to particular 
individuals and geographic areas. 

Accordingly I' it was felt that a project grant subsidy would allow the state to 
target funds to special areas and needs not receiving adequate support through 
the formula grant subsidy. 

Project Grants ~lich Encourage Experimentation, Innovation, 
or Replication of MI"del Programs 

U.ke private f01mdations, federa.1. and state gOlTernments ha'7e money they are 
willing to risk in (~xperimenting with ,lew programs. For this r\~ason, many grant 
programs which primarily allocate funds by formuI;.s will have a portion of funds 
set aside to encol).rage experimental L'r inno1:ative efforts :hrough project 
grants. Under Title II, Subpart II, of t.he Juvenile Justice hnd Delinquency 
Prevention Act: 

the Administrator is authorized to make grants to and enter 
into contracts with public and private agencies to, among 
other things, develop and implement new approaches, techniques 
and methods with respect to juvenile delinquency programs. 
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In a similar vein, funds allocated under the federal Comprehensive Employ
ment and Training Act (CETA) are to be used for programs designed to identify 
and test approaches for dealing with the unemployment problems of youth. An 
educational complement is found in a section of Title rv-c of the Elementary and 
Secondary Education Act, which provides that a portion of these funds be awarded 
on a competitive basis by states to local education agencies to support among 
other things, innovative programs. 

States, too, may "venture" funds into experimental programs. Applicants 
seeking gt'ants under the Alaska Youth Services Subsidy are evaluated according 
to innovatlveness of the proposed program. Grants under the Utah Career Devel
opment Program are awarded, on a competitive basis, to school districts proposing 
experimental or developmental projects leading to dropout prevention. 

Two case studies are exemplary of how project grants may be used to encourage 
innovation and experimentation. The first, the Iowa In-Home Services, Alterna
tives to Foster Care and Community-Based Juvenile Corrections Subsidies, yields 
insight into a state's effort to introduce innovation into a stagnated purchase
of-services system. The second, the Utah K-12 Alcohol Education Project, 
represents a deliberate effort by both the federal and state governments to 
replicate a model program. 

In 1976, the Iowa legislature authorized the Department of Social Servi~es 
to use ten percent of its foster care appropriations for the development of 
services to reduce the number of out-of-home placements. By 1978, the legisla
ture specifically set aside appropriations for two programs: In-Home Services 
and Alternatives to Foster Care. Their 1979 appropriations were $1,000,000 and 
$750,000, respectively. During this same period, in 1976, the legi,slature also 
appropriated $160,000 to encourage the development and expansion of community
based juvenile corrections programs. For fiscal 1980, this appropriation was 
doubled to $320,000. 

Funds from these subsidies are awarded on a competitive basis as project 
grants. In other words, in-home and foster care services to be funded are 
selected from proposals sent in response to a request for proposals solicita
tion. Contracts and the home-based services grants are negotiated between 
service providers and the district offices of the Department of Social Services. 
Grants from the Community-Based Juvenile Corrections Subsidy are awarded 
directly from the Bureau of Children's Services, Division of Community Programs, 
Department of Social Services. 

These three grant-in-aid programs--In-Home Services, Alternatives to Foster 
Care, and Community-Based Juvenile Corrections"'''-are "layered" onto a substan
tially endowed purchase-of-services (POS) system. The reason given for their 
establishment was that the POS system had app1aared to have stagnated: three 
agencies in the state were receiving over 50 percent of POS funds. There was an 
interest on the part of the legislature to sqmulate the development of new 
programs and new agencies in different geographic areas. The project grants 
seemed to offer a way to redirect monies for needed programs which could later 
seek continued funding through POS contracts. The, grants were considered as 
"seed money," and agencies were not to expect to receive money from this source 
for longer than one or two years. 
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The Utah K-12 Alcohol Education Project offer!? an example of both federal 
and state funds used to replicate a model program. In 1978, the Timpanogos 
Community Mental Health Center and the Salt Lake City School District applied 
for funding from the National Institute on Alcohol Abuse and Alcoholism (NIAAA) 
to replicate the K-12 Alcohol Education Project developed in Seattle, Washington. 
The project consists of the use of a curriculum especially designed for each 
grade, from kindergarten through the twelfth grade, to teach students about the 
physiological and social effects of drinki~g. 

The National Institute on Alcohol Abuse and Alcoholism awarded two replica
tion grants for the K-12 Alcohol Education Project that. year--one to the North 
Central Alcohol Education Project in Leominster, Massachusetts, and the other to 
the Timpanogos Community Mental Health Center in Provo, Utah. Due to the Salt 
Lake City School District's unsuccessful bid for federal funds, the Division of 
Alcoholism and Drugs, Department of Social Services, established a line item 
within its own budget to support the Salt Lake City program, and it was approved 
by the legislature. The itllterest created by the replication projects was, in 
part, instrumental in the legislature's appropriation of $150,000 in 1979 to the 
Office of Education, Department of Public Instruction, in support of alcohol and 
drug education projects. 

Project Grants Which Stimulate Programs 

Some project grants are used to stimulate certain types of local programs 
which state officials believe are needed. Detention and shelter care facilities 
are typically projects to which states will offer support. Ohio's District 
Detention Construction Subsidy and Juvenile Rehabilitation Facilities Construc
tion Subsidy are examples, as well as Washington's Referendum 29--Detention 
Program, Hawaii's Shelter Care for Status Offenders Subsidy, Kansas' Community
Based Boarding Homes Subsidy, and Maryland's Shelter Care Program. The Kansas 
Community-Based Delinquency Prevention Grants program also issues requests for 
proposals for specific services. The California Detention of Status Offenders 
Program (A.B. 958) offered one-time grants to assist counties in meeting non
recurring program costs in the development of facilities for status offenders. 

In Florida, proposals from school districts, which offer to stimulate and 
improve citizenship through education about law and legal processes, are awarded 
competitively. Grants of $2,500 are aV.<lilable to individual schools, $10,000 to 
school districts, and $15,000 to any combination of schools and school districts. 

Alcohol education is the focus of grants awarded through the Alabama 
Alcoholism Prevention and Education Program and the Michigan Substance Abljse 
Prevention Education (SAPE) Subsidy. The New York State Local Assistance 
Appropriation awards funds to develop programs to further the prevention and 
early detection of drug abuse, as well as the development of comprehensive serv
ices for substance abusers. Residential substance abuse programs are supported 
through grants from the }lichigan Adolescent Residential Substance Abuse Programs 
and the Maryland Grants to Local Treatment Facilities. 
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Three case studies provided in-depth examinations of project grants' that 
have stimulated the development of particular programs. They are the Alaska 
Drug Abuse Grants, the Michigan Work Opportunity Resources Corps Program, and 
the Utah Juvenile Court Teen Alcohol/Drug School. 

Grants to drug and alcohol abuse programs are competitively awarded by the 
Alaska State Office of Alcoholism and Drug Abuse (SOADA), Department of Health 
and Social Services, to local public and private nonprofit organizations which 
directly deliver or subcontract services. Local governments and agencies are 
not required to match state funds. Proposals are evaluated according to eight 
categorie~, relating to administration, planning, treatment services, prevention 
services, internal operations, evaluation procedures, prior experience, and 
proposed budget. 

Local applications must proceed through several review and approval points. 
The first point of review is the borough or municipal agency responsible for 
human services. At the same time, proposals must be analyzed by the appropriate 
federal regional health systems agency. Once proposals clear these two points, 
they are then submitted to the SOADA staff, where they are reviewed and compara
tively rated by either drug abuse or alcoholism advisory boards, depending on 
the nature of the project. The two advisory boards meet in May to review and 
make recommendations on project proposals for the final decision by the commis
sioner of the Department of Health and Social Services. 

The Work Opportunit.y Resources Corps (WORC) Program in Michigan was a 
politically popular program, but one which gave way in 1979 to other funding 
priorities. While in existence, however, it was designed to provide a job for 
any young person, between the ages of 15 and 21, residing in Michigan. This 
approach stood in marked contrast to CETA programs, under which income-related 
criteria restrict eligibility to disadvantaged youth. 

WORC grants were awarded to local applicants on a competitive baSis, with 
the state retaining absolute funding discreUon. Factors used in selecting 
proposals by the state agency administering the funds were efficiency, types of 
projects, long-term effects, and type of performance. Any local intermediate 
school distric t, regional park author! ty, public housing commission, communi ty 
action agency, city, village, township, or connty could apply for a grant. Local 
funds could be used to supplement a WORC grant, but no match was required. 

The Juvenile Court Teen Alcohol/Drug School in Utah is perhaps a batter 
example of a program that generated state funds than the other. way around. In 
1972, the Highway Safety Pl~ogram Office of the Utah Department of Public Safety 
was awarded a contract from the National Highway Traffic Safety Administration 
to conduct the Alcohol Safety Action Project, an effort to reduce Utah's alcohol
related accident toll. Among other activities, the program included a compUl
sory rehabilitation school for adults convicted of driving under the influence 
of intoxicants. 

Soon after the establishment of these adult alcohol schools, the Second 
District Juvenile Court judges expressed an interest in also having an educa
tional alternative to more traditional dispositions of fines, counseling, and 
probation. The Highway Safety Program Office was willing to use funds remaining 
from the federal grant for the adult schools to establish a juvenile court teen 
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alcohol school in 1974. Despite the end of federal funding in 1976, the Highway 
Safety Program Office continued to support the project with state funds from its 
own budget. These monies are also supplemented with state funds from the budget 
of the Division of Alcoholism and Drugs of the Department of Social Services, 
the agency responsible for administering the program. 

In 1974, only Salt Lake County had a Juvenile Court Alcohol School. By 
1977, requests for funding had been received from four other counties, and as of 
fiscal 1979, all five of Utah's juvenile court districts had at least one juve
nile court alcohol school. It was at this time, in 1979, that the program had 
gained the recognition of the Utah legislature, and a bill was passed formalizing 
the concept and expanding it to deal with drug offenses. 

Project Grants Which Provide Supplemental Funds or 
Which Maintain Existing Programs 

Some project grants are available to supplement or to maintain programs 
established by previous funding sources. The Minnesota Community Corrections 
Centers Act gives open-ended discretion to the Department of Corrections in 
making "seed money" grants. These grants are intended to encourage ultimate 
county participation in another state subsidy program, the Community Corrections 
Act, or to be applied as matching funds for federal grants to group homes. 

Arkansas makes money available through i.ts Communt ty Services Subsidy to 
provide a portion of local matching monies required to obtain federal funds. 

The Colorado Diversion Program, under the Division of Youth Services, 
Department of Institutions, has assumed the support for programs previously 
funded and monitored by the Division of Criminal Justice, Department of Local 
Affairs, presumably from LEAA or JJDPA funds. 

A similar situation applies to the ~~ryland Youth Diversion Projects Subsidy 
and also to the ~~ryland Youth Services Bureaus Subsidy. The latter offers an 
example of project grants that are both supportive and stimulative. In 1971, 
five communities in Maryland were receiving funds from the Law Enforcement 
Assistance Administration (LEAA) to operate their youth service bureaus. These 
agencies provide counseling, outreach, referral, and advocacy services. LEAA's 
support for the youth services bureaus had been considered "seed money" to 
stimu;~te state and local support for them. SOme local funding was being 
contr4Duted, but it was insufficient to carry the existing programs. When LEAA 
funds terminated in 1974, the state assumed fundiag for not only these five 
bureaus but provided enough support to underwrite an additional seven agencies. 
Eventually, the state appropriation grew to a proportion that currently supports 
18 youth service bureaus located throughout Maryland, with local governments 
assuming 25 percent of the costs. 
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FORMULA GRANTS AND FORMULA-PROJECT GRANTS 

When grant funds are allocated among recipients according to population or 
need factors they are considered to be formula grants. As noted in the pre
ceding secti~n, project grants are nonformula in nature: potential recipients 
submit specific individual applications in the form and at the times indicated 
by the grantor. Formula grants, on the other hand, are funded as local enti
tlements, equitably distributed throughout the state. 

The formula-project categorical grant uses a mixture of fund allocation 
means. Distribution takes place in two stages--the first involves allocating 
funds to states or communities according to a formula, and the second entails 
project applications and discretionary awards.3 

The formula-project approach is a common one in state subsidies. A state 
will allocate funds to a local planning agency such as a youth service bureau or 
a community mental health board, which will in turn solicit proposals from local 
service providers. The providers can receive grants from the local planning or 
"umbrella" agency but, more often, they will probably receive reimbursement 
under negotiated contracts. The following state grants-in-aid fall into the 
formula and formula-project grant categories. 

• 
• 
• 
• 
• 
• 
• 
• • • 
• • • 
• 

• 

Formula Grants 

Arizona Juvenile Court Family Counseling Program 
Arizona State Aid for Probation Services Program 
Connecticut Human Resource Development Program 
Connecticut Grant-in-Aid Program to Child Guidance Clinics 
Florida Basic Skills and Functional Literacy Supplement 
Florida Alternative Education Program* 
Georgia County-Owned Detention Center Subsidy 
Iowa Programs Serving Chronically Disruptive Youth 
New Jersey Public School Safety Law 
New York Runaway and Homeless Youth Program 
North Carolina Prevocational Education Program Subsidy* 
North Carolina Extended School Day Program Subsidy* 
Oklahoma State Aid Flat Grant 
Pennsylvania Grants for the Improvement of Juvenile Probation 
Services 

Formula-Project Grants 

California County Justice System Subvention Program (A.B. 90) 
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• Minnesota Community Corrections Act 
• }tinnesota Governor's Youth Program 
• ~tinnesota American Indian Programs 
• ~tinnesota Services to Youth and Other Underserved Populations 

Subsidy 
• Nevada Juvenile Probation Subsidy 
• New York You~h Development/Delinquency Prevention Subsidy* 
• North Carolina Community-Based Alternatives Program* 
• Oregon Juvenile Court Subsidy 
• Texas Community Assistance Program 
• Utah Youth ServiceS/Youth Crisis Intervention Program 
• Washington Probation Subsidy 

*Case studies on these grant programs may be found in Appendix D. 

Because all local jurisdictions are normally entitled to receive formula 
funds, this approach is more appropriate to achieving statewide implementation 
of policies and programs. 

Since these funds are often first allocated to local umbrella agencies, 
administration and planning are decentralized. The recipients, not the funders, 
are gi ven the greater control over deciding how funds will be spent. This 
approach allows recipients greater flexibility in using the funds to offer 
d~verse ranges of services and to provide services most appropriate to the needs 
of a given community. Projects administered locally but using state or federal 
funds can still be targeted to specific groups or to experimental projects; how
ever, the local umbrella agency becomes the catalyst rather than the state 
agency. 

Formula grants, as noted, allow various factors to be emphasized. The level 
of fiscal effort of a jurisdiction can be weighted directly, as a measure of the 
tax effort, or inversely, to effect a redistribution of resources. Factors can 
be used exclusively or multiply, to direct funds in whatever manner will achieve 
desired goals. For example, population ratios may be factored by crime ratios 
in order to direct more funding to high-crime areas. Communities with a pre
ponderance of particular subpopulations, such as· school-age children or the 
elderly, might receive funding based upon these factors, along with such other 
criteria as welfare recipiency, income, and general population. 

The Advisory Commission on Intergovernmental Relations has delineated four 
principles that governments use in allocating grant-in-aid funds: 

• Political fair share criteria. 
• Need for services. 
• Actual level of services or costs. 
• Financial need. 4 

While these considerations may apply, to a certain extent, to all types of 
categorical grants~ they are most appropriate to formula grants and reimbursement 
schemes which use formulas for determining ceilings on allocations to 
communities. 
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Political Fair Share Criteria 

Two basic standards of political equity have become associated, in this 
country, with the concept of representativeness. One is the upper chamber 
(senate) interpretation, which treats all states or other governmental sub
divisions as coequals, regardless of their dissimilar sizes or other attributes. 
The second standard comes from a lower chamber (house) perspective, which 
establishes proportionality. Both concepts can be, and are, applied to the 
distribution of subsidy funds. 

With regard to the first concept, states may decide that to get a certain 
program or policy off the ground, each community, regardless of sh:e, should 
receive a minimum or standard base grant. Minnesota's American Indian Programs 
calls for an equal distribution of funds across the state to all reservations. 
The Oklahoma State Aid Flat Grant contributes $6,000 to each local school 
district for continuation of approved programs to handicapped and exceptional 
children. Similarly, on the federal level, Title IV-B of the Social Security 
Act stipulates that each state should receive a uniform amount of $70,000 for 
child welfare services. 

There are variations to the principle. Areas may not receive equal shares, 
but they may be guaranteed a minimum or maximum share. This approach sometimes 
occurs when states attempt to provide transitional funding while moving from 
older project grant programs to newer, more comprehensive ones. If, under a 
revised formula, a community stands to receive less than under the previous 
arrangement, a "hold harmless" provision may ensure that a community wi.ll 
receive an amount close to its previous allocation although greater than what 
might be deserved by formula. For example, the California County Justice System 
Subventicr:. Program (A.B. 90) permitted counties to select one of two funding 
options, based on the amount of money the county received in fiscal 1977 for 
programs funded under earlier subsidies or on the current formula. 

The second concept establishes the equality of individuals as a political 
fair share criterion and, naturally, uses general population as the allocational 
factor. 

Some formulas will combine a base grant and a general population allocation. 
Federal Youth Conservation Corps funds are so distributed. The Arizona State 
Aid for Probation Services Program allocates to each participating county a base 
amount of $10,000 and distributes the rest of the appropriation according to the 
proportion of each county's population to the total population of all participa
ting counties. Another example is Georgia's County-Owned Detention Center 
Subsidy which grants to each county a base figure plus a share based upon a 
formula using county census data. 

Both the federal Comprehensive Alcohol Abuse and Alcoholism Prevention, 
Treatment, and Rehabilitation Act and the Drug Abuse Office and Treatment Act 
formulas give a one-third weight to the proportion of general population in each 
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state to the total population of all states, and then factor in other consider
ations. The Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention Act allocates funds 
based upon population, after first calculating a minimum of $200,000 for each 
state. 

General population, however, as a basis for subsidY disbursement has both 
advantages and disadvantages. At best, it is only an indirect measure of the 
need for particular services experienced by states or local communities. Popu
lation factors may shift funds to populous areas but not necessarily to needy 
ones. Only for problems that are randomly distributed among the total citizenry 
or that affect all individuals and areas equally does general population become 
a somewhat reliable estimate of need. 5 

One serious problem that arises with formulas based upon population has to 
do with the preciseness of census figures for certain subpopulations. It seems 
that poorer populations, i.e., those people in greatest need of public programs, 
are often the most difficult to locate and count in a census survey. Also, 
dramatic demographic shifts may occur between decennial surveys, as witnessed in 
the exodus from the industrial belt to the sun belt between 1970 and 1980. 
Despite its limitations, however, general population remains the most favored 
criterion for determining a community's political fair share. 

Need For Services 

Because, as cited previously, general population as an allocational factor 
may shift funds to populous areas but not necessarily needy ones, some allo
cational formulas attempt to incorporate more direct indicators. Title I of the 
federal Elementary and Secondary Education Act employs, in its formula, the 
number of institutionalized, neglected, delinquent, and foster children supported 
by public funds in a state. Allocation of funds for various CETA youth employ
ment programs is based on the number of unemployed youth in a state. The Drug 
Abuse Office and Treatment Act (DAOTA) incorporates a factor for a state's 
relati ve per capita expenditure for drug abuse and, Similarly, the Minnesota 
Community Corrections Act factors in a county's per capita expenditures for 
corrections purposes. 

Other formula factors directly related to need are found in New York's Run
away and Homeless Youth Program, which gives priority to the number of runaway 
and homeless youth in a community; Florida's Basic Skills and Functional Literacy 
Supplement, which allocates funds to school districts according to the number of 
students scoring in the bottom quartile of the statewide Student Tests of Basic 
Skills; and North Carolina's Extended School Day Program Subsidy, which bases 
its allocation on the average daily enrollment in this special dropout program. 

The federal drug abuse formula (DAOTA) employs a couple of very particu
larized measures of subpopulations, such as the number of persons between ages 
12 and 24, and the relative incidence of serum hepatitis, Type B. Title I of 
the Elementary and Secondary Education Act incorporates factors such as the 
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number of children in poor families in 1970, based upon the "Orshansky" poverty 
index, and the number of children from families above the poverty level who 
receive ADC payments. 

State subsidies which use youth population rather than general population 
figures include Nevada's Juvenile Probation Subsidy, New York's Youth 
Development/Delinquency Prevention Subsidy, Oregon's Juvenile Court Subsidy and 
Connecticut's Grant-in-Aid Program to Child Guidance Clinics. Public school 
students become the subpopulation considered in Florida's Alternative Education 
Program and Iowa's Programs Serving Chronically Disruptive Youth, while for 
Connecticut's Human Resource Development Program, the number of families 
receiving ADC payments is used. 

Some grant programs combine a base grant and a subpopulation factor. Title 
IV-B of the Social Security Act allocates remaining appropriations according to 
a state's youth population under 21, in addition to each state's base grant. 
The Arizona Juvenile Court Family Counseling Program provides a base figure of 
$5,000 to all participating counties, while the balance is distributed on the 
basis of each county's juvenile population. Likewise, the Nevada Juvenile 
Probation Subsidy combin~s a youth population factor with a block grant. The 
same is true of North Carolina's Community-Based Alternatives Program, which 
grants $2,500 to - e~~h/county and distributes the rest based upon a county's 
10-year-old through 17-year-old.population. 

However, such measures may not reflect the actual need for services with a 
high degree of precision. Like general population, measur-"iJ based upon targeted 
subpopulations are, at best, only crude approxlmations of the actual need for 
services. 

The ideal allocation formula would count the actual number of people antic
ipated to need and use a service. However, if measuring the general population 
is fraught with technical difficulties, surveying special subpopulations is even 
more troublesome. It has also been observed that even refined measures do not 
take into account the differences in demands or desires for public services, nor 
do program needs necessarily correspond with communities' relative abilities to 
pay for such services. 6 

Fiscal Capacity or Fiscal Equalization 

In some formulas, consideration is given to a community's fiscal need or 
ability to pay for services. This approach recognizes the Significant differ
ences in the ability of local governments to finance, through their own tax 
revenues, various public services. However, fiscal capacity tends to be used as 
an additional or modifying factor in allocation formulas. It is seldom, if 
ever, used as a sole criterion. 7 

In some respects, finding an indicator of fiscal capacity is as difficult as 
finding an indicator of service need. Per capita income is frequently used as a 
proxy for the size of a locality's tax base. Used inversely, per capita income 
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factors redistribute monies from wealthier areas to poorer ones. Employed 
directly, per capita income can be used as a factor to measure tax effort al
though, unfortunately, not without limitations. A state grant-in-aid with a per 
capita formula factor is Minnesota's Community Corrections Act. Other measures 
of fiscal capacity are found in New Jersey's Public School Safety Law which 
considers school and municipal tax rates and, again, in Minnesota's Community 
Corrections Act which incorporates per capita property value. Federal formulas 
employing per capita income as a measure of need are found in Title IV-B of the 
Social Security Act; the Comprehensive Alcohol Abuse and Alcoholism Prevention, 
Treatment, and Rehabilitation Act; and the Drug Abuse Office and Treatment Act. 

Observers have pointed out that per capita income is only a rough approx
imation of a jurisdiction's fiscal capacity, for income seldom represents the 
bases on which taxes are imposed. Per capita income may measure the economic 
well-being of individuals within communities, yet not necessarily bear much 
resemblance to the financial condition of their governments. 

For these reasons, the ACIR has proposed the use of an average financing 
approach as a measure of fiscal capacity. This analytical technique involves 
the application of a hypothetical revenue structure determined by national 
average rates imposed for each of several distinct types of state and local 
revenue sources. On this basis, the potential revenue yields, according to a 
standardized set of revenue policies, can be calculated for each jurisdiction. 
The major problem with this approach, however, is in assembling the various data 
needed to determine the average revenue yields. 8 

Formulas That Combine Allocational Principles 

In summary, there appear to be four principles or values reflected in the 
ways public funds are allocated: 

• Political fairness. 
• Need. 
• Fiscal capacity. 
• Actual level of services delivered. 

All of them are desirable, and each makes good sanse from a certain perspec'~ 
tive. The choice of approaches usually results from a political reconciliation 
of several competing interests. 9 In practical application, this reconciliation 
emerges as an allocation formula that brings two or more of the allocational 
principles into play. Examples of some of these more complex formulas are found 
in many federal grant programs and among states in, for example, Minnesota's 
Community Corrections Program, Nevada's Juvenile Probation Subsidy, New York's 
Youth Development/Delinquency Prevention Subsidy, and New Jersey's Public School 
Safety Law. Nevada's subsidy, for example, ties county payments to the consumer 
price index. 

The Florida Alternative Education Program offers an example of a complex grant 
formula with flexible provisions to ensure the most appropriate allocational 
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scheme. Funds for Florida's Alternative Education Program are allocated 
on the same basis as are state monies for all other basic and special education 
programs functioning under Florida's Educational Finance Program (FEFP). there
fore, before covering the allocation method for the Alternative Education Pro
gram, a brief general explanation of Florida's educational finance system is 
necessary. 

Florida allocates funds to its 28 basic and special education school pro
grams according to an entitlement formula. As such, it guarantees school 
districts a certain level of funding for each full-time equivalent (FTE) student 
for various education programs, less a prescr.ibed amount of the district's ad 
valorem taxation in support of schools. In essence, the state makes up the 
difference between the guaranteed level of funding (per FTE) and the amount 
generated (per FTE) from the required local tax effort. Under this relation
ship, there can be a wide variance in state support, for one district may 
receive 90 percent of program funding while another district may receive only 10 
percent. In either case, alternative education programs would theoretically 
enjoy parity, on a per student basis. 

Each school-age child generates funding equal to one full-time equivalent, 
provided the student is attending classes during designated FTE count per.iods. 
Children with special needs, however, generate a weighted full-time equivalency, 
with the actual weighting varying according to special programming required for 
the child. The rationale for this weighted FTE is that children with special 
problems and needs require greater attention and, hence, more sl!aff time and 
money. Pupils in alternative education programs receive weighted FTE funding of 
the equivalent of two students. 

Within the parameters set by the Legislature, as to overall dollars avail
able for education, a base student allocation is set. Drawing from FTE data and 
cost and expenditure studies by the Florida Department of Education and legis
lative staff, the legislature assigns relative weights to each FEFP program and 
apportions the base allocation amount according to the weighting system. Ad
justments for inflation are made through increases in the base student alloca
tion figure. Unless there is growth in appropriations beyond adjusting for 
inflation, increases in the budget of anyone of the 28 FEFPs will bring reduc
tions in the weight assignment and dollars available for other program areas, 
given the relative weighting sy~tem employed. 

For each student enrolled in an alternative education program, then, the 
school district receives twice the base student allocation, which varies from 
year to year. For fiscal 1980, the base allocation was set at $989 which, when 
multiplied by 2, equals $1,978 allotted for each FTE student enrolled in alter
native education. As required of all new state education programs, a cap or 
ceiling is placed upon the maximum amount of alternative education monies a 
school district may receive during the first year of alternative education. 
There are two reasons for capping new programs, particularly those with higher 
weighted factors: (1) to restrain excessive spending the first year in order to 
gain a base of experience with a program and gauge expenditure patterns in the 
future; and (2) to deter manipulation of FTE counts by local school districts, 
through short-term transfers of students during FTE count periods into higher 
weighted programs. 
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To accommodate 1979 legislation requiring funding of institutional students 
from the alternative education subsidy budget, the ceiling was removed for the 
1980 fiscal year. That is, funding floated according to the level of appro
priate enrollments in alternative education programs. While the removal of the 
ceiling will potentially generate more funds, it will have little or no impact 
on pupil/teacher staffing ratios. It is anticipated by some observers that, once 
experience is gained with a "floating" program and weights are readjusted, a 
ceiling will be reset, most likely dur1.ng the 1981 session. 

REIMBURSEHENT GRANTS 

Reimbursement grants are characterized by an arrangement wherein federal or 
state governments are committed to reimbursing a specified proportion of local 
program costs, thus eliminating competition among recipients as well as the need 
for an allocation formula. 10 Recognizing that local jurisdictions will differ 
in the amount and costs of services they need to provide, some governments will 
simply choose to pay a certain percentage (typically 50 to 75 percent) of the 
service costs incurred. This is the basic rationale for reimbursement arrange
ments as opposed to a formula-based allocation of funds. 

For some grants, this arrangement is entirely open-ended: communities may 
offer as many and as much of the specified services as needed and expect to be 
reimbursed for an agreed percentage of costs, regardless of the amounts spent. 
Since, in most instances, communities are responsible for at least some portion 
of the expenses, spending limits are determined by the bounds of whatever a 
communi ty wishes to budget for such services. Some grant programs, however, 
will impose ceilings on the amounts of funds to which communities are entitled, 
either as an absolute limit or according to a formul.a. Other ways of controlling 
spending include not paying more than a fixed amount per individual, per day, or 
per service unit. 11 

Reimbursement programs which place an absolute ceiling on spending include 
the California Youth Service Bureaus Subsidy, which reimburses 50 percent of the 
actual costs incurred during the fiscal year or $80,000, whichever is less; the 
Ohio District Detention/Rehabilitation Facility ~ffiintenance Subsidy, which 
covers a maximum of $100,000 per annum or 50 percent of the annual operating 
expenses, whichever is less; and, the Wisconsin Shelter Care Licensing/Reim
bursement Program, which limits reimbursements to 50 percent of the cost of care 
for the first 20 days of care per admission. Similarly, a major federal 
program, Title XX of the Social Security Act, has a $2.5 billion ceiling for 
nationwide reimbursement. 

A number of programs which cover staff salaries will limit the amount, per 
individual, for which reimbursement can be claimed. The Illinois Juvenile 
Probation Subsidy will cover 50 percent of county probation officers' salaries 
up to $300 per month. Ohio's Probation Development Subsidy also establishes a 
50 percent limit on salaries and travel expense.s. The Hichigan Alternative 
Education Subsidy will annually reimburse up to $7,500 per licensed professional 
to work with disruptive students. 
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Programs which limit the daily amount which will be paid per child include 
the Alabama Community Services Subsidy Program, the Louisiana Purchase of Serv
ices to Prevent Inappropriate Incarceration, the New York Detention Services 
Program, the Ohio County Foster Care Subsidy, the South Carolina Com.munity 
Camping Program and Group Home Contractual Program, and the W:Lsconsin Shelt~r 
Care Licensing/Reimbursement Program. Limiting per child payments to monthly 
rates are Minnesota's Juveni.le Judges' Group Foster Home Program and its 
Regional Jail and Detention Subsidy, as well as Ohio's District Detention! 
Rehabilitation Facility Haintenance Subsidy. 

Reimbursements according to fee schedules are found in the l-ffirylund Purchase 
of Services Program, the New York Care and V~intenance of ~uveniles Subsidy, the 
South Carolina Purchase of Services Program, the South Dakota Al ternati ve Care 
Program, and the Delawa.re Purchase of Services. Other states will negotiate 
reimbursements. This :Ls true of Indiana's Community Mental Health Services 
Subsidy, Nebraska's Comprehensi ve Community Mental Health Services Act, 
Oklahoma's Guidance Center Program, South Carolina's State Aid to Communi;y 
Mental Health Centers, Utah's Community Hental Health Services Act, and Alaska s 
Youth Employment Servicles Subsidy. 

Other reimbursement programs include Michigan's Child Care Fund, Hissouri' s 
Care and Maintenance of Delinquent or Dependent Children, Virginia's Residential 
Care Subsidy and Court Services Subsidy, New' York's Child Welfare Services Sub
sidy, Pennsylvania's State Reimbursement to Counties for Child Welfare Services, 
Minnesota's Community Mental Health Act and Services to Youth and Other Under
served Populations Subsidy. 

This approach does not attempt to predetermine for communities what levels 
of services arf~ to be delivered. Programmatic needs, as mentioned previously, 
are defined by the recipient jurisdictions, through their legislative and ad
ministrative processes. If deinstitutionalization is an objective, then a 
community under an open-ended reimbursement arrangement can spend whatever it 
needs to refrain from having to commit children to state institutions. 

Not only do reimbursement arrangements permit greater levels of local dis
cretion in determining the mix and level of services offered, they are also 
easiest to administer and require no repetitive application process. They are 
often recommlended as providing the most important means of sharing costs between 
the levels of government in proportion to the benefits that accrue to each 
level. 

However:, there are limitations. This method is most useful when the best 
approaches to meeting clients' needs have already been determined, so that the 
services eligible for reimbursement can be clearly defined. In reimbursement 
arrangements, the state or federal government wi ," usually provide funds only 
for a limited range of services. It is not an approach amenable to encouraging 
experiment;ation or innovation. In addition, it frequently subverts any fair 
share nodons of fund distribution, for some communities will undoubtedly be far 
more aggressive spenders than others. It also subjects the funding agencies to 
frequently unforeseen pressures when local expenditures invariably overrun the 
subsidy funding appropriated for the reimbursement. 
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The largest and most well-known of the state child welfare and juvenile 
justice reimbursement grants are the Pennsylvania State Reimbursement to 
Counties for Child Welfare Services and the Michigan Child Care Fund. 

1'1 1976, with funds from an LEAA grant, the Juvenile Justice Center of 
Pennsylvania drafted legislation which incorporated funding incentives for 
counties to develop and improve local services for children in the interest of 
establishing ,more alternatives to institutionalization. Pennsylvania's State 
Reimbursement to Counties for Child Welfare Services (Act 148) represented an 
omnibus approach to youth services funding by offering variable reimbursements 
of 50 percent to 90 percent of specified services. 

Until recently, it had been intended that state reimbursements would be 
open-ended so that communities could develop whatever services were required to 
meet the needs of children who otherwise would be destined for state institu
tions. The growth of spending in services for children, however, outpaced its 
envisioned proportion of the state budget, and legislators are seriously con
sidering enacting an absolute ceiling on appropriations. In 1979, the year data 
collection for this study began, expenditures for this program were $62 million, 
the largest of any of the state-to-local grants profiled in this survey. After 
1980 expenditures reached a high of over $101 million, the legislature attempted 
to hold expenditures to $88.245 million for fiscal 1981. Actually, the legis
Ip..ture had originally appropriated $75 million for fiscal 1979-80 but was 
obliged to supplement the appropriation with $26 million after the state re
ceived requests for reimbursement. Likewise, the $88.245 million appropriation 
for fiscal 1981 had to be supplemented by $4 million. An additional $26 million 
had again been requested but was vetoed by the governor. 

Like Pennsylvania's Reimbursement to Counties for Child Welfare Services, 
Michigan's Child Care Fund emerged as a product of efforts to reform the ex
isting intergovernmental system of financing services for youth. 

Prior to 1955, the requ:tcement that'counties pay for children over whom they 
retained jurisdiction provided a fiscal incentive to commit youth to state facil
ities, which typically meant placement in corrections training schools. In the 
early 1950s, several influential legislators becau,e alarmed at the overpopulation 
of training schools and the escalating costs to the state. When combined with 
the increasing action of local corrections reform groups, condit.ions were ripe 
fO]: a coalition of state and local interests to seek a solution to the nrob1em. 
Michigan Department of Social Services' personnel, legislators, probate· judges, 
county supervisors, county welfare department personnel, and citizen groups all 
coalesced to bring about the passage of Act No. 112 of the Public Acts of 1955, 
establishing the Child Care Fund. 

The dynamics of establishing the Michigan Child Care Fund are so illustra
tive of the significance of political negotiation in the passage of subsidy 
legislation that a fairly detailed account will be provided here. It should 
also prove instructive concerning the trade-offs inherent in the reimbursement 
form of subsidy. 

The Child Care Fund provided counties, for the first time, the incentive of 
state participat.ion in the costs for out-of-home care of juveniles under the 
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jurisdiction of the courts, so long as minimum service standards were met. The 
major elements of the enabling statute were: 

(1) The state would reimburse counties for a portion of the cost of 
expenditures for out-of-home care of delinquent and neglected 
children placed by order of the court or by protective services of 
the county departments of public welfare (now departments of social 
services). 

(2) The county would be required to provide an initial amount, based 
upon a percentage of the state's equalized assessed valuation of 
property in the county, with all costs in excess of the basic 
amount to be shared equally by the state and county. 

(3) Minimum service and staff standards would be required for probate 
court personnel. 

(4) Counties were required to pay for 50 percent of expenditures for 
youth committed to the legal custody of the state by the probate 
courts. This became known as the state "chargeback" provision or~ 
more generally, as a disincentive feature. 

Although the Child Care Fund provided a financial base for the development 
of community-based services, steadily rising juvenile arrest rates over the next 
ten years meant a continued heavy reliance by counties on state institutions. 
This was particularly true in many smaller and rural communities which lacked 
the local matching amounts to obtain state Child Care Fund dollars. Therefore, 
Act 229 of the Public Acts of 1966 was passed as a further effort to minimize 
the heavy reliance by these counties on state institutional services. The 1966 
legislation enabled the state Department of Social Services (DSS) to establish a 
full complement of program and facility options. Act 229 specifically provided 
that children who were committed to the state DSS could be extended the same 
range of programs which the juvenile code empowered probate courts to use. The 
courts were no longer required to commit children to specific institutions or 
programs. Instead, commitments or referrals could be made to the department, 
which would choose among various placement al ternati ves, including supervision 
of children in their own homes, placement in intensive day care programs, or 
foster care. 

At the same time, urban probate courts were using Child Care Fund Subsidies 
to develop a full range of institution8l and counseling services for their 
wards. Thus, by the late 1960s, a two-tiered system of community-based services 
(at the county level represented by the probate courts and at the state level 
represented by DSS) had evolved as a result of the Child Care Fund financing 
mechanism and the passage of Act 229. 

The inevitable jurisdictional rivalr.ies and philosophical differences 
fostered by the two-tiered system led to fragmented services in many parts of 
the state. In addition to the problems of coordination, this sys.:em led to 
service inequities within the state and an inability to impose cost containment 
ever foster care expenditures. 

To address these issues and problems within the juvenile justice system 
generally, a Governor's Special Commission on Juvenile Delinquency was estab
lished in 1968. Among its several recommendations, the comnlission proposed that 
the state should be responsible for 50 percent of all expenditures, rather than 
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to secure custody. H.B. 4392, on the other hand, placed no apparent limits on 
the ~rchase of in-home services and, by this broader ~plication, enabled the 
option to be Used for prevention as well as for corrections purposes. 

An independent Office of Juvenile Justice Services (OJJS) Was established 
and given a two-year mandate to develop a comprehensive child care delivery 
system. The intent of establishing this independent office Was to bring central 
coordination to the development and funding of child care services. 

County SOCial services offices and probate courts would be 
Submit a plan and budget for child care serVices to the new OJJS. required to 

The office was also given powers to set standards for youth serVices • 

Some critics of the subsidy, both within and outside the DSS, including the 
Of fice of Children and Youth Servic e s (OCYS ) , which was es tab li shed in 1978, 
Contend that While the 1976 amendments repreSented important reforms, several 
issues surrounding the Child Care Fund remain to be addressed and resolved. The 
follOWing is a swrunary of those issues and leading proposals for further changes in the Child Care Fund. 

Despite the .~phasis by the speCial legislative committee on cost Contain
ment problems with the Child Ca"e Fund, the 1976 legislative changes did not 
inclUde any provisions to cap or otherwise contain local requests to draw upon 
the state Child Care Fund. The pattern of requesting supplemental appropria
tions still prevails as expenditures from the fund have continued, since 1976, 
to eXceed the budgeted levels. The reView authority over local plans and 
budgets lacked the criticsl requirement of state app~val before ~nds could be 
released. It is unclear as to whether this condition resulted from a legisla
tive intent to allow expenditUres to float or from inartful draftsmanship. 
Whatever the reason, the absence of Such authority was clearly understood by all parties. 

The push for cost Containment is particularly notable with regard to the 
construction of new detention faCilities by counties. Presently, OCYS has no 
Control Over the bUilding of new detention homes, even though the state would be 
responsible for 50 percent of the operating costs. According to state officials, 
any county is currently free to bUild and operate an institution, subject to 
their ability to convince local officials that a facility is needed. 

Amendments have been proposed to deal With these various aspects of the cost 
Control problem. One recommendation is that OCYS require a Certificate of Need 
from .local offiCials prior to COunty construction of treatment faCilities for 
Which the state will have fiscal responsibility. Another proposal for exerting 
state controls OVer county-operated institutional costs is to make reimbursement 
on a per diem basis according to children served. OCYS already regulates pri
vate institutional rstes in this manner. There is some legislative Sentiment, 
too, for extending OCYS' authority beyond reView, to approval POWer over COunty plans and budgets. 

Considerable interpretative discretion exists regarding the scope and type 
of youth population to be Served under the current in-home Option. A legisl.
tive provision permits up to 20 percent of the appropriation for "early inter
vention to treat problems of delinquency and neglect Within the child's OWn home 
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and to expedite a child's return to his or her own home." OCYS has taken the 
fact that no new monies were appropriated by the legislature as indicative that 
no expansion was intended in the number of children served. Accordingly, a 
policy was established that only those children who would otherwise have been 
placed out of home could constitute the eligible in-home target population. 
Thus, OCYS adopted a more post-adjudicative approach to implementing in-home 
care than OJJS, which interpreted the option more liberally as a preventive 
strategy. Because many counties had already used in-home care money for diver
sionary services to children who were not at risk of being removed from the 
home, it was thought that implementing such a policy would be difficult. 
However, resistance from counties has been minimal, and full compliance is 
expected by September 30, 1982. 

It is argued, further, that there are insufficient incentives within the 
subsidy to induce local courts to adhere to a state policy which would dis
courage secure detention of status offenders. Through a more attractive state 
reimbursement differential, OCYS proposed added inducements to counties for the 
use of in-home detention, which is already permissable under the in-home care 
option. For example, in-home detention, when used for eligible target popula
tions, would be reimbursed at higher than the current 50 percent. However, 
unlike Pennsylvania, the Michigan legislature does not appear to be disposed 
toward variable incentives under the Child Care Fund. Judges are satisfied with 
the open-ended nature of the subsidy. Indeed, there is little need to lobby for 
increased appropriations because it is now open-ended and, hence, beyond the 
control of the legislature. 

OTHER CONSIDERATIONS: MATCHING PROVISIONS, SEED HONEY CONCEPT, 
MAINTENANCE OF EFFORT, AND FISCAL INCENTIVES AND DISINCENTIVES 

From preceding discussions, it is apparent that legislatures may choose to 
share funds with communities through general revenue sharing, block grants, or 
categorical grants. If the last approach is determined to be appropriate, then 
one of four ways may be employed in granting categorical aid. They are project 
grants, formula grants, formula-project grants, and reimbursement grants. 
Having made the decision to use a formula grant means that one still must decide 
whether the formula will reflect political fair share, need for services, cost 
of services, or fiscal equalization principles. 

Still, the policymakers' task is not finished, for the level of local finan
cial participation needs to be determined. Financial partiCipation, in this 
context, contains four major applications: 

• The matching or cost-sharing provisions. 
• The future assumption of total costs by local government (seed money 

concept). 
• The maintenance of local effort to support related programs. 
• The use of fiscal incentives and disincentives. 
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Matching or Cost-Sharing Provisions 

While recipient governments will almost always direct some of their own 
revenues ~oward providing subsidized services, the funder might wish to formal
ize expectations regarding who is responsible for paying what share of the 
costs. In effect, this is done in two ways. 

First of all, ~ grantor may decide that the recipient government must put 
up a portion of the grant. In other words, to provide $100,000 worth of serv
ices with a 20 percent matching agreement means that the recipient government 
must contribute $20,000 and the grantor government will then make available the 
$80,000 balance. The local government thus receives four federal or state 
dollars for everyone of its own dollars. 

A second matching or cost-sharing arrangement requires the grantor govern
ment to assume a portion of the total costs for services agreed to be subsi
dized. In a reimbursement agreement, the local government is expected to assume a 
given percentage of total costs (often 50 percent), while the grantor government 
pays for the balance. Because the recipient government determines the levels of 
expenditures, the grantor government is, in effect, matching the contributions 
(expenditures) of the subsidy recipient. The grantor government agrees to match 
a portion of the local government's spending, although sometimes stipulating 
ceilings or other expenditure limitations. 

Deciding on the share of each contribution is the next problem. Ideally, 
matching ratios would be calculated to achieve the optimal allocation of 
resources, but the political process is unlikely to produce grant legislation 
quite this precisely.13 Indeed, interviews with legislators and legislative 
staff suggest that the matching ratios are either based upon political pressures 
from lobbyists or from a legislator's belief in what is equitable. Legislators 
usually cannot provide an explanation of changes made in matching requirements 
or of the various cost-sharing requirements initially enacted.14 ACIR re
searchers, in looking at the increasingly complex matching requirements of 
federal grants-in-aid, found it very difficult to conclude whether grant design 
was becoming more sophisticated, or if the changes were more for appearance with 
the cost-sharing arrangements remaining as arbitrary as ever. 15 

Given that matching ratios seem to be derived from political processes 
rather than from research, important considerations to bear in mind are ensuring 
that matching requirements are neither too high to discourage local partici
pation nor too low to distort state or local priorities. This latter point is 
another topic of debate. Some interest groups argue that high matching 
requirements pull more local resources into subsidized services than would 
ordinarily be contributed. Local governments are willing to pay the higher 
match rather than forego the subsidies altogether. At the same time, other 
observers argue that matches that are too low will entice local governments into 
buying far more services than they could afford to maintain without subsidies. 
This situation, it is felt, amounts to a distortion of local priorities. 16 It 
often arises when the CongFess or state legislatures do intend to alter state or 
local priorities, respectively, and thus force changes by lowering the cost of 
participation. 
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There are also some technical considerations in determining ratios. The 
first is whether the ratio will be fixed, requiring equal or proportional con
tributions of all recipients, or varied to accommodate diverse financial condi
tions or to establish incentives -for stimulating certain services. Tables 22 
and 23 reflect the Subsidies which use either one or the other approaches, based 
upon data reported by state administrators. 

The grantor government might also allow matching requirements to be waived 
under certain' conditions or permit applicants to use in-kind contributions as 
"soft match" contributions. If the granting government saw the subsidy as 
stimulating programs rather than supporting them over th,.;! long term, then the 
match might be designed to vary over time, requiring the recipient government to 
assume a greater part of the costs each year. These latter two considerations, 
soft match and seed grants (and a corresponding concept, maintenance of effort), 
have been the focus of sufficient debate to warrant an examination in the 
sections that follow. 

Whether or not matching funds are required, recipi(ant governments often will 
contribute revenues, not only from their own coffers but from from various other 
sources, to help support subsidized programs. Grants to public and private serv
j.ce providers are commonly augmented by United Way funds, private contributions, 
and client fees. The ripple effect caused by a grant may multiply the original 
allocation anywhere from two or ten times. 

A grant recipient is sometimes given the option of fulfilling its matching 
obligation wholly or in part with in-kind contributions. In-kind contributions 
may consist of the value of goods and services directly benefiting clients of 
the grant program provided by the recipient. These may include volunteer serv
ices, donated materials, or, costs, such as rent and utilities, that are being 
absorbed from other funding sources and which are shared. 

TABLE 22. STATE SUBSIDIES USING FIXED COST-SHARING RATIOS 
FOR DETERMINING PAYHENTS TO LOCAL RECIPIENTS 
IN 1978 

Cost-Sharing Percentage 
Assumed by State 

25% or less 

50%-70% 

75% or greater 

TOTAL 

r / 
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Number of Subsidies Using 
Cost-Sharing Ratios 

3 

18 

4 

25 

TABLE 23. STATE SUBSIDIES USING VARIABLE COST-SHARING RATIOS, 
ACCORDING TO SERVICES, FOR DETERMINING PAYHENTS 
TO LOCAL RECIPIENTS IN 1978 

Hichigan Child Care Fund 

Hinnesota Services to Youth and Other Underserved Populations Subsidy 

Pennsylvania State Reimbursement to Counties for Child Welfare Services 

Virginia Residential Care Subsidy 

Local governments or agencies often find it much easier to contribute volun
teer service time and donated materials than to come up with cash for a matching 
requirement. North Carolina legislators and administrators credited their will
ingness to accept a soft match as the key factor which expedited county partici
pation in the CBA Program. However, the discretion afforded counties in 
matching state dollars has not stilled discontent about having to contribute 
local resources at all. Some local officials insist that, as a state-initiated 
program, total fiscal support for CBA should come from that level of govern
ment. They argue that the state has greater ability to raise resources for CBA 
than do fiscally impaired local governments. State officials counter that the 
requirement of a local match brings with it a greater local commitment to and 
involvement in the program. 

Apparently, the match requirement is not so onerous as to deter county par
ticipation. As of this writing~ 99 of North Carolina's 100 counties participate, 
representing a significant increase over the original 33 counties receiving CBA 
funds. The high level of participation may be attributable to two factors: 
(1) scaling of local match according to ability to pg,y, and (2) the practice in 
some jurisdictions of requiring private agencies, to which counties subcontract 
CBA funds, to contribute the cash match. 

Some North Carolina counties have opted, surpriSingly, toward meeting match 
requirements through cash outlays. In the view of local officials, several 
larger jurisdictions have had to overmatch with a combination of in-kind and 
"hard" dollars because state funding did not keep pace with local costs. No 
precise figures were available to document the cash contributed in lieu of in
kind matches. However, data in the CBA a,nnual reports appears to confirm the 
observations that several of the larger jurisdictions are overmatching. 

Other administrators disapprove of the soft-match concept. Their feeling is 
that since almost anything seems to qualify as a soft match, it would be more 
expedient to forego the matching requirement altogether rather than to spend 
time monitoring th,e eligibility of a jurisdiction's soft-match contributions. 
Soft matches, to these administrators, are seen only as opportunities for imagina
tive bookkeeping by recipients and nightmarish monitoring problems for agencies 
charged with ensuring compliance. 
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Seed Money Concept 

In the interest of stimulating governments to engage in or expand certain 
services, the grantor government may initially require small local matches, or 
no match at all but stipulate progressively increasing matches in subsequent 
years. Ultimateiy , the fiscal burden could be transferred to the recipient and 
away from the original funder. Again, the idea is to stimulate commitment for 
new programs by allowing recipients to gradually ease into the new fiscal 
obligations. 

Service providers are not very enthusiastic about seed money. While grate
ful for the opportunity to venture into new program areas, they dread having to 
scramble for "new" funds in two or three years. Nor are local elected officials 
delighted with the prospect of being pulled into dozens of new programs only to 
have them become future budget demands on already strained local revenues. They 
offered the opinion that federal and state governments are in better positions 
to cont.inue to underwrite the programs they "initiated." The California 
Assembly has taken that position: it requires that the state pay for all man
dated local programs although it need not pay for optional ones. 

It is uncertain the extent to which intergovernmental grants have been 
successful in stimulating new or expanded services. Further, the extent to 
which recipient governments eventually absorb the costs of providing grant
initiated services remains undetermined. Because of the proliferation of seed 
grants, more research in this area is warranted. 

Maintenance of Effort 

Three things can happen when a local government receives grant money. First, 
the grant revenue can be added to funds already being spent by :he recipient 
government for subsidized services, thus increasing expenditures tor the serv
ices by the amount of the grant. pecond, the recipient government might in
crease its financial commitment to this programmatic area because of match 
requirements, inflation, or social concern. Finally, the ~ecipient can supplant 
its own funds with the funds from the grant, thus releasing those monies for 
activities other than those intended to be aided. 

It is for these reasons that designers of grants-in-aid indicate that 
maintenance-of-effort, or nonsubstitution, requirements' are integral parts 
of any state or federal funding guidelines. They feel that such requ.irements 
are particularly important in these programs to avoid a result in which grant 
funds are substituted for local sources and, thus, services are not expanded or 
improved even though large amounts of new funding are flowing into the 
community. 17 

The Arizona Juvenile Court Family Counseling Program, the North Carolina 
Community-Based Alternatives Program, and the Pennsylvania Grants for the 

206 

r i 

Improvement of Juvenile Probation Services, as well as the Federal Juvenile 
Justice and Delinquency Prevention Act and Title I of the Elementary and 
Secondary Education Act all contain maintenance-of-effort clauses. 

Grant legislation sometimes includes a maintenance-of-effort clause even 
though the grant may already have a matching provision. The two requirements, 
maintenance-of-effort and matching ratios, should be considered together, for 
the maintenance-of-effort provision serves a somewhat similar function to a 
match. It requires the recipient government to contribute a sum at least equal 
to the recipient's previous expenditure for the aided activity. The three 
state programs listed above all include cost-sharing as well as maintenance-of
effort provisions. 

If a matching requirement guarantees a certain level of recipient contribu
tion, then use of a maintenance-of-effort provision is probably questionable in 
the long run. A local government which supplants local funds with grant funds 
has probably decided that its current level of consumption for the subsidized 
services is sufficient to meet needs or that the community has more pressing 
priorities to which to apply the freed resources. By requiring a substantial 
match, for example, 50 percent of the cost of constructing a detention home, the 
state is assured a major local contribution and is not normally concerned with 
the overall issue of maintenance of effort. 

Observers of intergovernmental behavior have determined that predicting the 
degree to which grant recipients will use subsidies to substitute for previously 
e~pended funds is virtually impossible. An ACIR study concluded that, over 
time, the recipient jurisdictions can reallocate resources, however conditional 
their provision, to meet their own needs and political interests.I8 The lesson, 
perhaps J is that grant designers would do well to spend more time establishing 
satisfactory matching conditions than attempting to secure maintenance-of-effort 
agreements. 

Incentives and Disincentives 

Because legislatures establish grants in the interest of pursuing certain 
policy objectives, fiscal incentives can be used to encourage certain acti
vities or to discourage particular practices. Once again, examples help to 
explain these approaches. 

Variable Reimbursements as Incentives 

As mentioned earlier, variable reimbursement ratE'S have been proposed for 
the Michigan Child Care Fund and are now being used in Pennsylvania'to promote 
the use of certain types of child welfare services. Variable reimbursements are 
also found in Minnesota's Services to Youth and Other Under served Populations 
Subsidy, which pays 30 percent of approved budgets for halfway houses, 50 per
cent of approved budgets for nonresidential chemical dependency services, and 
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75 percent of approved budgets for detoxification centers. Virginia's 
Residential Care Subsidy covers 50 percent of renovation and construction 
costs, 67 percent of personnel expenditures, and 100 percent of equipment, 
travel, and operating expenses. However, there is no indication that in these 
last two categories the variable reimbursements were arranged as incentive systems. 

In Pennsylvania, services receiving the highest reimbursement rate, 90 per
cent, are foster care or group home care to meet the needs of status offenders 
(now reclassified as dependent children).' Eighty percent of adoption process 
costs are covered for "hard-to-place" children. Most services fall into the 75 
percent category and include information-and-referral services, counseling and 
intervention, protective services, homemaker services, day care and day treat
ment, some residential services, and supervised independent living. Adminis
trative costs for planning, research, monitoring, coordination, and evaluation 
are eligible for 60 percent reimbursement. Fifty percent reimbursement is for 
detention centers, as well as secure and nonsecure residential centers. 

By establishing an ascending rate of reimbursement for less restrictive 
programs, it was anticipated that this would impel counties in that direction. 
However, it is clear that these differential reimbursement levels have not acted 
as incentives to offer more services from categ0ries receiving higher reimburse
ments. In 1979, 41 percent of Act 148 funds went to programs at the 50 percent 
reimbursement rate. These are funds which support costs of detention and secure 
and nonsecure residential treatment institutions, the most restrictive programs 
eligible for reimbursement. That figure will remain around 40 percent for 1980, 
according to the Department of Public Welfare. Figures for 1979 from the 
Department of Public Welfare indicate that 54 percent of Act 148 monies went to 
75 percent reimbursement rates (services), and five percent for 60 percent reim
bursement (administration) and 80 percent reimbursement (adoptions) rates. 
Similar percentages are projected for 1980. 

Differential Formulas as Incentives 

The only program discovered in this survey with a differential formula as an 
incentive was New York's Youth Development/Delinquency Prevention Subsidy. Its 
unique feature is designed to encourage counties to engage in comprehensive 
planning. Counties which have developed approved comprehensive planning proce
dures are allotted annually $4.50 for each youth under the age of 21 residing in 
the county according to the last census. Counties which do not undertake com
prehensive planning receive only $2.25 per youth. All counties are expected to 
share 50 percent of the costs, regardless of the formula used. 

The differential funding must. sufficiently induce participation. Currently, 
53 of New York's 57 counties, as well as New York City, have been approved for 
comprehensive planning formula rates. 
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Allocation Formulas Based on Commitment 
Reductions as Incentives 

In the interest of reduci.ng commitments to state institutions, a few states 
have tied their subsidy formulas to county commitment rates. Under the Hissouri 
Community-Based Youth Servie.es Subsidy, a county receives $5,000 for every juve
nile not committed to the Division of Youth Services, determined by a "base 
rate" calculated for each county. The base rate is established according to an 
average rate of commitment over the past five years or two years, whichever 
yields the higher figure. 

A similar provision is found in the Texas Community Assistance Program, 
which allocates to each county $4,500 for each reduction in commitments below a 
determined base rate. Likewise, $5,000 per reduction, or reimbursement for 
actual costs incurred in providing services (whichever is less), determines the 
amount received by counties through Washington's Probation Subsidy. 

Perhaps the best known of the commitment-reduct ion-based formulas was 
California's State Aid to Probation Services. Initiated in 1966, it was a pre
decessor to and model for the programs in Hissouri, Texas, and Washington. Like 
them, allocations to counties were determined according to commitment reductions 
below a base rate, calculated as an average of rates over a five-year period 
(1959 to 1963) or the preceding two years, whichever was higher. The amount of 
the allocation varied from $2,080 to $4,000 per cases with the larger amounts 
awarded as counties increased the percentage of their reductions. 

The California State Aid to Probation Services no longer exists, being 
replaced in 1978 by the California County Justice System Subvention Program, 
commonly known as A.B. 90. Under this program, a county can select one of two 
funding options: a per capita formula allocation or the amount of money which 
the county had been receiving under the State Aid to Probation Services. 

Other Performance Incentives 

At least one other grant profiled in this study included an incentive ad
justment to allocations. The Bennsylvania Grants for the Improvement of Juve
nile Probation Services bases its formula on -percentage increases in juvenile 
probation staff in each county from 1961 until the cur.rent year. 

Fiscal Disincentives 

A number of states provide for deductions from counties' allocations, usually 
intended as disincentives. As a part of Minnesota's Community Corrections Act, 
deductions are made from a county's allocation at a rate of $45 a day for each 
juvenile committed to a sta·te institution. During a county's first year of 
participation, existing state-funded services and programs available to a 
county are also subtracted from its subsidy allocation. Michigan, as noted 
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earlier, and Pennsylvania charge back to counties 50 percent of the average cost 
of care (for the current year) of a child committed to state wardship. Iowa 
also charges counties 50 percent for placements to one of its state juvenile 
facilities, but the arrangement appears to have been instituted to finance the 
facility's operation rather than as a disincentive to placements. California 
also charges for commitments, but the amount is so minimal that it could hardly 
be considered a disincentive. 

CHANGES IN GRANTS-IN-AID OVER TIHE 

A comprehensive block grant appears not to be born overnight. Rather, it 
seems to evolve over the years as states realign legislative priorities and gain 
experience in grant-making. The changes are characterized by the initiation, 
over time, of narrowly focused categorical grants with comparatively small 
appropriations and considerable state control, to the eventual development of 
formula or block grants with sizeable appropriations and a great deal of dis
cretion regarding the use of funds afforded to local grant recipients. During 
the period of transition, appropriations to the categorical grants are reduced 
as they are phased out in favor of the comprehensive grants. This process, in 
its various stages, tends to be most clearly visible among juvenile justice 
grants in California, Minnesota, and Ohio. 

At the time of data collection initiation for this project, 1978, California and 
Minnesota were among the best states in which to observe this grant evolution. 
In 1945, California established a grants program called the Construction, Main
tenance, and Operation of Juvenile Homes, Ranches and Camps. The subsidy offered 
state assistance, up to 50 percent, for construction costs and for reimburse
ments of one-half the costs for maintaining a child in those facilities. The 
program was phased out in 1978 in favor of the California County Justice System 
Subvention Program (A.B. 90). 

Established in 1966, California's State Aid to Probation Services was in
tended to reduce commitments to state institutions for both juvenile and adult 
offenders. Originally emphasizing intensive probation supervision as a means to 
accomplish this objective, it was soon expanded to promote more extensive use of 
community programs, such as counseling, group homes and specialized services to 
individuals. It is the direct predecessor to California's County Justice System 
Subvention Program (A.B. 90), which also supports community-bas~d programs as 
well as probation services. The State Aid to Probation Services was also termin
ated when the County Justice System Subvention Program was established in 1978. 

California also has two lesser grant programs enacted in interim years be
tween the initiation of the State Aid to Probation Services and the County 
Justice System Subvention Program. One was a grant program created in 1975 for 
50 percent reimbursement or actual costs (whichever is less) to youth service 
bureaus. The other was a one-time appropriation of funds for fiscal 1978 to 
construct or modify facilities for status offenders. Table 24 shows the chron
ological development of California's juvenile justice grants-in-aid and their 
respective fiscal 1978 appropriations. 
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TABLE 24. CHRONOLOGICAL DEVELOPMENT OF JUVENILE JUSTICE 
SUBSIDIES IN CALIFORNIA 

Year of Initiation 

1945 
(Terminated) 

1966 
(Terminated) 

1975 

1977 
(Terminated) 

1978 

Grant Title 

Construction, Maintenance, and Opera
tion of Juvenile Homes, Ranches 
and Camps 

State Aid ~o Probation Services 

Youth Services Bureau Subsidy 

Detention of Status Offenders Program 

County Justice System Subvention 
Program (A.B. 90) 

denotes Not Aplicable 

Fiscal 
1978 Appropriation 

$ 80,000 

$ 1,500,000 

$55,000,000 

In 1959, Minnesota enacted the County Probation Reimbursement Program. It 
offered a 50 percent reimbursement for the salaries and fringe benefits of pro
bation officers. Ten years later, the Juvenile Judges' Group Foster Home Program 
was established to provide 50 percent reimbursement for the cost of care of a 
youth placed in a group home. That same year, the Community Corrections Centers 
Act was initiated to encourage the development of local alternatives to incar
ceration, in particular, community-based residential treatment centers. By 
1971, the Regional Jail and Detention Subsidy Act \\fas enacted in an effort to 
discour~ge the construction and continuation of local lockups by stimulating the 
develop~e~t. of, as the title implies, regional jails and detention centers. 

The Minnesota Community Corrections Act, initiated in 1973, was designed to 
subsume all of them. This omnibus legislation supports a broad range of serv
i(:!es in the interest of meeting its multiple objectives of (1) transferring 
responsibility for corrections services for all but serious offenders to local 
units of government, (2) reducing judicial commitments to state adult penal 
facilities and juvenile training sch00ls, (3) improving coordination among 
criminal justice components at the local level, and (4) promoting the develop
ment of comprehensive corrections planning at the local level. 

With the enactment of the CommunHy Corrections Act, it was generally 
decided to phase out all of the previously cited grants-in-aid. Accordingly, 
appropriations to these programs have been reduced over the years, as illus
trated in Table 25. In fact, grants made through the Community Corrections 
Centers Act can be used as seed money for programs destined to be encompassed 
under the Community Corrections Act. 
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Year of 
Initiation 

1959 

1969 

1969 

1971 

1973 

TABLE 25. CHRONOLOGICAL DEVELOPMENT OF JUVENILE JUSTICE 
SUBSIDIES IN MINNESOTA 

Fiscal 1975 Fiscal 1976 Fiscal 1977 Grant Title Appropriation Appropriation Appropriation 

County Program Reimbursement 
Program $ 770,000 * * 

Juvenile Judges' Group Foster 
Home Program 500,000 $ 400,000 * 

Community Corrections Centers 
Act 212,500 212,500 $ 212,500 

Regional Jail and Detention 
Subsidy Act 465,603 281,300 281,300 

Community Corrections Act 3,750,000 3,750,000 6,800,000 

* denotes Not Available. 

Fiscal 1978 
Appropriation 

$1,490~600 

100,000 

362,300 

1.9,200 

6,800,000 
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In 1980, the Ohio Youth Seryices Subsidy was established to develop a broad 
range of nonsecure community-based alternatives (both nonresidential and 
residential), and to reduce commitments to state juvenile facilities. Its funds 
are allocated to counties by formula based upon population ratios. The grant's 
fiscal 1981 appropriation of $7.6 million is much larger than the sum of appro
priations to the categorical grants it will supercede. Among the categorical 
grants being eliminated are the Probation Development Subsidy (initiated in 
1964), the County Foster Care Subsidy (initiated in 1967), and the Juvenile Law 
Enforcement Subsidy (also enacted in 1967). Remaining on the books will be 
three subsidies which underwrite the construction and maintenance of juvenile 
rehabilitation facilities and detention centers: the Juvenile Rehabilitation 
Facilities Construction Subsidy (initiated in 1965), the District Detention/ 
Rehabilitation Facility Haintenance Subsidy (initiated in 1967), and the 
District Detention Construction Subsidy (initiated in 1970). These subsidies 
and their 1978 appropriations are indicated in Table 26. 

TABLE 26. CHRONOLOGICAL DEVELOPHENT OF JUVENILE 
JUSTICE SUBSIDIES IN OHIO 

Fiscal 
Year of Initiation Grant Title 1978 Appropriation 

1964 

1965 

1967 

1967 

1967 

1970 

i980 

Probation Development Subsidy 

Juvenile Rehabilitation Facilities 
Construction Subsidy 

District Detention/Rehabili-' 
tation Facility ~~intenance 
Subsidy 

Juvenile Law Enforcement Subsidy 

County Foster Care Subsidy 

District Detention 
Construction Subsidy 

Youth Services Subsidy 

$ 982,000 

Bond Appropriation 

$1,743,829 

$ 262,300 

$ 582,800 

Bond Appropriation 

$7,600,000 
(1981 ) 

The development of federal comprehensive block grants has also evolved over 
time from categorical grants, indicating a developmenta! process in grant-making 
at the federal as well as at the state level. As discussed in Chapter 5, the 
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Advisory Commission on Intergovernmental Relations has delineated five periods 
that seem to demarcate federal grant-making history: the Formative Period 
(1911-32); the Depression and New Deal (1933-38); World War II and Post-War 
Period (1939-63); the Categorical Explosion of the 1960s, which led to the New 
Federalism Era of the early 1970s (l969~75) .19 It is only during this last· 
period that the adoption of general revenue sharing and the expanded use of the 
block grant device came about. 

MESHING INTERGOVERNMENTAL GRANTS OR MULTIPOCKET BUDGETING 

In conducting research regarding the ~ays that local governments cope with 
mul tiple funding sources, Catherine Lovell observed what every local adminis
trator knows as a day-to-day reality: 

There is a great deal of coordination among various federal 
grant programs going on at the local level and that these 
programs are also being coordinated with state programs and 
with the jurisdiction's own programs, both public and 
private. 20 

Lovell speaks of formal methods of mixing funds from various sources at the 
local level, which she calls "orchestration from above" or more informally dubbed 
as "multipocket budgeting." The approach is charac.terized by such various 
centralized planning processes such as goal-setting projects, needs and resources 
assessments, capital planning, budgeting procedures, and other hierarchical 
controls. Multipocket budgeting 1s: also done on an ad hoc, project-to-project 
basis, in which the various revenue sources are blended to meet the needs of 
particular projects. Lovell observes what is hardly news to the typical service 
provider: 

Most of the community-based organizations do not depend on 
federal grants alone but combine the federal funds with state 
and local funds, private donations, and fees from clients ••• 
Hundreds of community-based organizations are providing serv
ices on a year-to-year basis piecing together various sources 
of funding to fill out their budgets. 21 

She quotes a director of a settlement house as describing his job as 
"splicing a lot of wires." Lovell makes a second observation that stands out 
rather dramatically. 

The dynamics to mesh the grants at the recipient level is 
powerful; the dynamic to coordinate at the granting level 
does not exist. 22 

For both state and local governments as grant recipients, meshing funds from 
multiple sources offers potential program expansion and, in some cases, program 
survival. 
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Program expansion was the possibility offered by CETA a.nd LEAA for North 
Carolina's Extended School Day Program Subsidy. In fiscal 1979, funds came 
from all levels of government to continue the program. The major source of 
federal funds was CETA, from which $2 million (23 percent of the total program 
budget) was allocated to "balance of state" areas for this purpose. Encouraged 
to obtain their own federal funds, certain school districts were able to add 
$700,000 from CETA funds and $80,000 from the Law Enforcement Assistance Admin
istration. Major state funds came through an earmarked supplement for extended 
school day programs ($500,000) and North Carolina's school funding formulas: the 
public school fund formula ($2.4 million), the occupational education fund ($2.2 
million), and funds for transportation ($170,000). With additional funding from 
ether sources, the entire budget for fiscal 1979 was nearly $8.6 million. 

Coordination between North Carolina's Division of Vocational Education and 
the CETA administration has literally paid 9ff in other ways. In 1979, 16 local 
education agencies in the balance of state areas each received $74,000 to provide 
educational experiences for disadvantaged youth. Other CETA-vocational educa
tion projects will link secondary and post-secondary educational systems with 
the business community. 

Program survival was the possibility afforded by LEAA and Title XX for the 
Haryland youth diversion projects. Originally supported by funds from the U.S. 
Department of Labor, these projects later came to be underwritten by LEAA 
grants. With the conclusion of that funding, a combination of Social Security 
Act Title XX and state funds were used to pick up the costs. Whether this 
augmenting of state grants with federal funds indicates that federal programs 
beget state subsidies 5 or whether states use federal monies to enlarge their 
preferred programming efforts is not comvletely clear. Both phenomena appear to 
take place. 

Formula funds from JJDPA allocated to the states ranged from about $200,000 
to $6,000,000. Most of the allocations were in the $200,000 to $400,000 range 
at the state level. By the time funds reached the community or agency level, 
the majority of the grants were in the range of $10,000 to $20,000. When 
looking at how federal and state grants dwindle by the time they reach local 
agencies, these agencies are forced to search for other resources not only to 
get a program started but to ensure that it will survive the ephemerality of 
federal and state grant legislation. 

Diversification is a key to survival. When LEAA funds expire, service pro
viders hope that there will be Title XX funds to fall back on. Some jurisdic
tions have found ways to preserve precious Title XX funds by shifting a portion 
of foste~ care costs to other Social Security titles. The funding vise closes, 
however, when the federal government decides to curtail several human services 
grants at the same time, or state governments decide to make across-the-board 
cuts in spending. These situations are occurring with greater frequency au 
pressures mount to balance budgets and to satisfy increasingly disgruntled tax
payers. 

Local program~ do, however, seem to get started from the smallest beginnings. 
Grants from Iowa s Alternative to Foster Care and Community-based Juvenile 
Corrections Subsidies are comparatively small, but several new programs dnd even 
some new agencies have gotten under way as the result of their availability. 
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For example, in 1978, an Iowa study of s~lected subsidized projects revealed 
grants ranging from $3,200 to $31,000, with an average grant of $14,500. It 
might be mentioned, however, that thes'e project funds were never intended to 
underwrite the costs of all services for children in the state. Still, even 
given these small grants, several new programs were begun. Table 27 shows how 
federal, state, and local funds were combined in four Iowa service agencies. 

Discussions with agency directors in the course of case study interviews 
revealed that 'their support from various funding sources varies greatly. As can 
be seen in Table 27, dependency upon federal funds varies from one percent to 82 
percent among the four examples shown. State funds make up ten percent of one 
agency's budget and 62 percent of another. 

Similar variations in funding mixes were revealed in agencies in North 
Carolina. One agency visited reported that 100 percent of its funds came 
through the Community-Based Alternatives (CBA) Program while, for a second 
agency, only five percent of its funds came from CBA, with the rest made up from 
a single federal source. A more balanced mixture was apparent in a third North 
Carolina agency where 52 percent of its funds came from state sources, 14 per
cent from federal, and 27 percent from local. Client fees and private contri-
butions made up the rest. 
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TABLE 27. SOURCES OF FUNDS FOR FOUR AGENCIES RECEIVING 
FUNDS FROM IOWA'S ALTERNATIVES TO FOSTER 
CARE AND COMMUNITY-BASED JUVENILE CORRECTIONS 
SUBSIDIES IN 1978 

(Examples) 

Sources of Funds 
Percentage of 
Agency Budget 

State funds 
Private contributions 
Client fees 
Other 

Federal funds 
State funds 
Local public funds 
Private contributions 
CHent fees 

State .funds 
United Way 
Client fees 

Federal funds 
State funds 

AGENCY A 

AGENCY B 

AGENCY C 

AGENCY D 

48% 
36 
13 

3 

1% 
10 
21 
33 
35 

62% 
37 

1 

82% 
18 

One of the more interesting implications revealed in these budgets is not 
only their diversity in funding sources but in their propensity for expansion. 
Once agencies have initial grants, these resources are almost always augmented 
by other funds in the course of an agency's routine fund raising activities. 
Private donations a~e sought, local public funds are generated, and a great deal 
of frequently overlooked volunteer activity is added to the resource mix., These 
multiple effects mean that even the smallest federal or state investments gener
ate new resources locally far beyond even those imagined or required through 
matching provisions or maintenance-of-effort agreements. 
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CHAPTER 7 

REQUIREMENTS FOR RECEIVING GRANT FUNDS 

The receipt of subsidy funds may be based upon meeting certain conditions or 
requirements. Usually, they fall into the following categories: 

• Services provided locally must meet certain minimum standards of 
quality. 

• A planning process will be conducted. 
• Funds will be monitored according to accepted accounting procedures. 
• Programs supported by grant funds will be evaluated to determine 

their effectiveness in reaching objectives. 
• Grant recipients will routinely report particular pieces of infor

mation to the federal or state agency charged with administering the 
funds. 

• Local citizens will be able to participate in planning processes. 

MINIHill1 STANDARDS OF QUALITY 

Next to accounting and reporting requirements, compliance with state or 
national standards is the most common conditi.on for receiving grant funds. 
Standards are guidelines' that regulate program content, facility construction 
and maintenance, safety codes, and staff qualifications, among other things. At 
least 27 of the state grants profiled stipulated that recipients had to observe 
standards for programs and personnel. Fifteen state grant programs contained 
regulations regarding detention and residential facility standards. 

For the Alaska Drug Abuse Grants, assessment of local service delivery is 
based upon standards of the Joint Commission on the Accreditation of Hospitals 
(JCAH) and those issued by the National Institute on Drug Abuse (NIDA). 
Alaska's State Office of Alcoholism and Drug Abuse, Department of Health and 
Social Services, is in the process of developing standards governing local 
planning as well as a special set of guidelines for the certification of 
personnel in rural areas. 

The willingness of state agencies to accommodate local needs is also 
apparent in efforts regarding standards implementation. When the Mental Health 
Program Office, Florida Department of Health and Rehabilitative Services, dis
covered that JCAH standards resulted in children being removed from their com
munities due to the existence of only three accr~dited facilities in the state, 
the Program Office decided that state standards could be developed that would 
offer quality care to children and, at the same time, promote the grot>lth of more 
agencies in the st~te. 
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This willingness to accommodate state standards to local needs was apparent in 
other states. 

Among the more formally developed regulatory procedures are those for 
Michigan's Child Care Fund. Under the Child Care Organization Licensing Law, 
the state Department of Social Services promulgates administrative rules for 
licensing child care institutions and child-placing agencies. Other administra
tive rules define what services can be reimbursed by Child Care Fund monies, 
mandate monthly expenditure reports, and establish quality of care standards for 
personnel, medical care, placement planning, and recordse 

Private agencies in Maryland receiving state funds for diversion projects 
must adhere to standards stated in the state Juvenile Services Administration's 
Baltimore City Youth Diversion Projects, Policy and Procedures Manual. The 

anual includes definitional terms, case file content requirements, intake and 
~eferral guidelines, confidentiality procedures, program quality standards, and 
administrative procedures regarding reporting requirements, fiscal account
ability guidelines, and personnel practices. The Maryland Juvenile Services 
Administration has also developed guidelin,;s for its subsidized yc·uth services 
bureaus. 

Typical of detention stand::trds are those found in Utah's Minimum Standa:rds 
of Care for tht~ Detention of Children. Specified in this document are intake 
and release procedures, person-n~l standards, standards of ('.are, building and 
equipment requirements, and construction guidelines. Illustrative vocational 
education standards are found in North Carolina's Prevocational Education 
Program Subsidy, wherein certification requirements are given for both state and 
local personnel, as -well as specifications for program objectives, skill compe
tencies, course sequences, program duration, class size, and on-the-job 
experiences. 

Six task forces in North Carolina, comprised of state agency staff, and 
county and private service providers have completed their work on proposed 
minimum standards for the Community-Based Alternatives Program, and hearings on 
them will be conducted around the state. Agencies receiving grants under the 
Community-Based Alternatives Program must serve delinquent, predelinquent, 
or status offenders ten to 17 years old, must be direct service in nature, and 
must be licensed if a residential facility. 

For several reasons, the state agency in North Carolina had delayed work on 
minimum performance standards until recently. A principal factor for the delay 
was that attempts to develop standards would divert the attention of the 
Division of Youth Services from its first priority of disbursing appropriated 
funds and implementing the program. The perception was that opponents would 
seize upon any under-spending as evidence that the program did not need more 
funds. 

Another motivating factor was a desire to solidify the initial good will of 
county commissioners toward the Community-Based Alternatives Program before 
embarking on a standard-setting process. Among North Carolina counties, there 
has been a traditional suspicion of state intervention in local activities. In 
fact, the spectre of standards at some later date was raised by the opponents 
during legislative debate on the Community-Based Alternatives Bill. 
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Unde'r Iowa's Communi ty-Based Juvenile Corrections, In-Home Services, and 
Alternatives to Foster Care Subsidies, facilities are required to be licensed, 
but the existing standards have received much criticism as being only very 
general in nature. Critics have charged that almost any agency, with even the 
most minj.mal programming, has been able to comply. Iowa's Legislative Fiscal 
Bureau has recommended that the Department of Social Services be given a dead
line to develop administrative rules. In 1976, the Division of Community 
Services started to develop standards for alternative care and in-home services, 
but the task. was not completed due to lack of staff. Now, increasing pressure 
has been put on the legislature by several service providers who are upset that 
some agencies are receiving funds despite poor operating procedures. 

Except for federally reimbursed health ~are facilities, development of 
standards for communi.ty-based programs and facilities is largely a state respon
sibility. A number of national models exist for community-based delinquenl:!Y 
prevention and control services, and the Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Pre
vention Act urges the adoption of national standards at state and local levels. 
Nevertheless, the promulgation and particularly the enforcement of standards 
remain largely a prerogative of state agencies. 

PLANNING REQUIREMENTS 

Planning requirements in state subsidy legislation have become more preva
lent since the development of state planning requirements in major federal 
funding programs. To originally receive funds under the federal Crime Control 
Act and Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention Act, states must have estab
lished a law enforcement planning agency and have submitted a comprehensive plan 
addressing activities to be undertaken in fulfillment of federal objectives. 

Required for the receipt of Title XX funds under the Social Security Act is 
the development of a comprehensive annual services plan (commonly known as 
CASP), which details services to be offered with Title XX funds, eligible recip
ients, and anticipated expenditure levels. A proposed plan must be approved by 
a state official and available for public comment at least 90 days prior to the 
start of the program year. A state plan for child welfare services receiving 
funds under T:!.tle IV-B of the Social Security Act is also the responsibility of 
the state department which administers services under Title xx. 

State plans are also stipulated under the federal Comprehensive Alcohol 
Abuse and Alcoholism Prevention, Treatment, and Rehabilitation Act as well as 
the Drug Abuse Office and Treatment Act. A state program plan is required to be 
submitted by the state educatiotlal agency deSignated as the sale administrator 
of funds from Title IV-C of the Elementary and Secondary Education Act. A five
year state plan as well as an annual program plan must be prepared in order to 
participate in funding from the Vocational Education Act. Planning is also 
included in federal employment programs. Each prime sponsor receiving funds 
under the Comprehensive Employment and Training Act must establish a youth 
council and must submit a youth plan. 
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At least 22 of the state funding programs included in this report required 
th tither needs assessments be done or that comprehensive planG be developed 
onath: local level. To offer a few examples, the presiding judge of each county 
wishing to participate in Arizona's State Aid for Probation Services Program 
submits a plan and proposed budget to the Administrative Director of the Arizona 
Supreme Court, where it is reviewed for approval. If th: program is app:oved, a 
yearly evaluation report is submitted by the presiding Judge to the Adml.nistra
tive Director who makes recommendations to the Arizona Supreme Court as to its 
acceptability. The process, however, is largely perfunctory. 

To receive funds under the Californ.ia County Justice System Subvention 
Program (A.B. 90), county boards of supervisors must submit detailed plans and 
budgets to the California Department of the Youth Authority. The budgets must 
follow state guidelines and give funding priority to seven designated program~. 
As with most multi-faceted state subsidy programs, participation in Minnesota s 
Community Corrections Act mandates that counties prepare a comprehensive plan 
outlining how grant-in-aid funds are to be used. This plan must be approved by 
the Department of Corrections before funds may be allocated. A similar provi
sion is found in Hissouri' s Community-Based Youth Services Subsidy, where the 
county juvenile judges appoint advisory committees to develop the plans. 

Local plans are also required in order to participate in New York's Runaway 
and Homeless Youth Program, Oregon's Juvenile Court Subsidy, Pennsylvania's 
Grants for the Improvement of Juvenile Probation Services) as well as 
Washington's Probation Subsidy and Detention Program, Wisconsin's Shelter Care 
Licensing/Reimbursement Program, Connecticut's Human Resource Development 
Program, Michigan's Adolescent Residential Substance Abuse Programs, and 
Wisconsin's Special Education Needs Subsidy. Tennessee's Mentally Retarded 
Offender Program stipulates the development of both patient habilitation plans 
and plans for meeting state standards. New York combines county planning 
requirements under its Child Welfare Services subsidy with federal CASP planning 
guidelines for Title XX funds. 

At least eight of the 16 case studies appearing in Appendix D of this report 
included programs with either existing or proposed planning procedures. They 
are Alaska's Drug Abuse Grants, Mic.higan' s Child Care Fund, New York's Youth 
Development/Delinquency Prevention Subsidy, North Carolina's Community-Based 
Alternatives Program and its Prevocational Education and Extended School Day 
Programs Subsidies, Pennsylvania's State Reimbursement to Counties for Child 
Welfare Services and South Carolina's State Aid to Community Mental Health 
Centers. Rather'sophisticated planning measures were being proposed for Iowa's 
Community-Based Juvenile Corrections, In-Home Services, and Alternatives to 
Foster Care Subsidies at the time of the on-site interviews in 1980. 

Because New York doubles its allocation to counties which engage in compre
hensive planning under the Youth Development/Delinquency Prevention (YDDP) 
Subsidy, this investment has engendered fairly sophisticated planning guide
lines, which warrant a more detailed discussion. 

While New York counties are not required to have youth bureaus in order to 
obtain YDDP funds, youth bureaus must exist to conduct comprehensive planning 
and thereby receive the higher reimbursement rate. To establish a youth bureau, 
a youth bureau feasibility study is undertaken, which requires county officials: 
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• To formulate definitions which describe potential target populations. 
• To obtain statistical information detailing delinquency rates by 

age, race, and sex. 
• To inventory existing public and private services. 
• To evaluate existing services. 
• To indicate long-range objectives. 

Once the youth bureau feasibility study has been approved by the New York 
State Division for Youth (DFY), the youth bureau is established by resolution of 
the local governing body. The youth bureau then enters into a planning agree
ment with DFY. 

A number of other requirements must be met, in addition to approval of the 
survey. First of all, the county must certify that 50 percent or more of the 
youth population under 21, or more than 50 percent of the number of municipali
ties within the county, are participating in either state-funded youth 
recreation or youth service projects. The county must indicate which of its 
municipalities have elected to participate in the plan. A second step in 
meeting the planning agreement is the appointment of a planning committee, which 
is to be charged with undertaking the annual planning process and submitting a 
year-end comprehensive plan report. Once certification of participating munici
palities has taken place and the planning committee has been appointed, the 
planning agreement can be signed. 

Achieving full comprehensive planning is designed to be a five-year process, 
requiring increasing levels of detail and sophistication in conducting needs 
assessments, services inventories, and program evaluations. Compliance with 
these procedures is important, for a county's eligibility for comprehensive 
planning funding is renegotiated by the DFY each year. 

Comprehensi ve communi ty planning in New York has had its advantages and 
disadvantages, its successes and problems, as well as its supporters and detrac
tors. For a more complete perspective on the issue, the reader is directed to 
the New York Youth Development/Delinquency Prevention case st~dy in Appendix D. 

Before concluding this section, at least two other case study examples are 
worth noting. Implementation of Iowa's state Plan for Community Integrated 
Youth Services, the development of which was mandated by the Community-Based 
Juvenile Corrections Subsidy legislation, calls for a great deal of planning 
activity on the part of the Iowa Department of Social Services and local repre
sentatives. The plan recommends the formation of a community planning network, 
which would include representation from courts, probation departments, local 
police and sheriffs' departments, public school personnel and school board mem
bers, county and city officials, local legislators, service providers, con
sumers, and the general public. Communities would be expected to conduct needs 
assessments and to demonstrate that a local continuum of care was being devel
oped. A master plan would outline, for a three-year period, the steps for 
implementing a model delivery system. Costs would be estimated and potential 
funding sources would be identified as a part of this effort. While there were 
no requirements for comprehensive planning, in order to receive funds under 
Iowa's Community-Based Juvenile Corrections and Alternatives to Foster Care 
Subsidies, agencies were requested to complete detailed proposal narratives. 
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The two basic elements in any local human services plan seem to be a needs 
assessment and a services inventory. In Pennsylvania, to achieve reimbursement 
under the State Reimbursement to Counties for Child Welfare Services, a needs 
assessment must be completed every three years. Such an assessment includes an 
estimate of the number of children and youth needing social services, the 
priority of services, population to be .served, as well as characteristics of the 
entire area to be served in terms of specific problems and service gaps. The 
services inventory, on the other hand, ~ust include services provided directly 
by the county, private nonprofit and profitmaking providers, and by other 
agencies such as schools and police. ~lanagement policies and practices are also 
described. Public review of the plan is accomplished by making it available to 
the public 30 days prior to submission and by holding public hearings in compli
anc'e with state sunshine laws. 

The Pennsylvania subsidy also requires that each county appoint an advisory 
committee to participate in developing, evaluating, and promoting programs for 
children and youth. Each committee has between 11 and 25 members appointed by 
the county commissioners. The committee meets monthly, or at least ten times 
annually. The duties and responsibilities for the advisory committee are out
lined in the regulations. Generally, advisory committees assist in developi.ng 
the annual county services plan, estimating the budget, and recommending 
policies and practices for the county children and youth social services agency. 

FISCAL HONITORING 

Virtually all grant programs are subject to Some type of fiscal account
ability, whether the money is received as a project grant, through a formula, or 
as reimbursement. Recipient governments and agencies are expected to use ac
cepted accounting procedures and to periodically report their uses of funds. 
Annual audits are either done by the grantor agency, by a special state or 
federal agency, or by a reputable private accounting firm. 

Allowable expenses are usually defined either in grant legislation or in 
departmental regulations. Expenditures for other than allowable items may 
result in audit exceptions, requiring the recipient agency to refund the grantor 
agency for disallowed expenditures. Misunderstandings regarding allowable 
expenditures can be, costly. Michigan counties were required to repay the state 
OffiGe of Children and Youth Services about $250~OOO in 1979 due to expend~tures 
disallOlo7ed by the fiscal auditors. 

PROGRAH HONITORING 

While fiscal audits of grantS-in-aid were usually performed with great regu
larity, progrc.lm audits and evaluations were reported less frequently during 
the case study interviews. Some local grant recipients revealed that they had 
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nE!Ver seen a representative of the state department administering the grant 
'funds. In their own defense, state personnel attribute their inability to 
conduct program audits to lack of staff. Since few state agencies could expect 
to conduct annual evaluations at every site, they frequently select sample 
projects for evaluation or, as an alternative, the state agency may depend. upon 
a local administrative unit or t~brella agency to undertake the responsibility. 

Each year, Florida's Department of Education conducts program audits of 15 
school districts receiving funds from the Florida Educational Finance Program, 
which administers the Alternative Education Program. Also, in Florida, 20 
percent of programs administered by the Department of Health and Rehabilitative 
Services are evaluated each year. Likewise, in North Carolina, 20 percent of 
local vocational education programs are reviewed annually. 

Alaska's Department of Education, on the other hand, finds itself responsi
ble for administering Youth Employment Services Subsidy funds but has no money 
for travel. Since most travel 'in Alaska must be done by plane, on-site moni
toring by central office staff becomes very expensive. Further, the department 
is not organized into field units and, as such, there is no regional staff that 
can be assigned the responsibility for on-site inspections. Therefore, the only 
on-site review of programs is accomplished when the program's coordinator is in 
the area as a part of other field studies he conducts. Practically speaking, it 
causes little difficulty, since the services are actually administered by local 
offices of the Department of Labor. 

In Iowa, programs are monitored quarterly, both fiscally and program
matically, through unannounced visits to the agencies. Once a year, there are 
audits of case records, reviews of management practices, and analyses of billing 
procedures. Fiscal reports are sent by local recipients to the state on a 
quarterly basis. 

Compliance monitoring of Maryland's Youth Diversion Projects by the state 
Juvenile Services Administration (JSA) is accomplished in several ways. One is 
through a review of monthly case logs by the JSA regional coordinator to deter
mine whether referral and placement requirements are followed. Local agencies 
are also required to submit two quarterly reports: one providing expenditure 
data for fiscal accountability purposes and the other describing all program 
activities, including supportive documenting data. Other monitoring techniques 
i.nc1ude an on-site visit by the diversion coordinator and an annual fiscal audit 
conducted by the Department of Health and Hental Hygiene. 

Two variations in North Carolina are worth noting. Site visits to community
based alternatives programs are scheduled early in the fiscal year so that any 
problem can be dealt with quickly, in an ef.fort to avoid program disruption. 
When minimum performance standards go into effect, the state agency's proposed 
enforcement approach will be to assist nonconforming agencies to reach compli
ance through a peer-review process involving agencies already in compliance. 

State legislatures will sometimes direct special legislative audit agencies 
to evaluate the effectiveness of a state subsidy. Such evaluations had been 
mandated for two of the case study programs. In 1980, the New York Leg~ .. slative 
Commission on Expenditure Review conducted its second comprehensive audit of the 
state's delinquency prevention and youth development programs. A previous one 
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occurred in l'972. Also in 1980, Iowa's Legislative Fiscal Bureau began a five
part evaluation of the state's Community-Based Juvenile Corrections, In-Home 
Services and Alternatives to Foster Care Subsidies. 

REPORTING REQUIREMENTS 

Virtually all grant programs have requirements for sUbmitting periodic 
reports (annually, semiannually, quarterly, monthly) to the administering 
agency. One of the more interesting outgrowths of reporting requirements, 
however, is the development in some states of management information systems. 

The statistical information contained in grant recipients' reports to the 
Alaska State Office of Drug Abuse and Alcoholism, Department of Health and 
Social Services, is incorporated into the agency's management information 
system. To enhance its planning and oversight capability, the central office's 
highest priority is to improve this effort. 

Administrators of North Carolina's Community-Based Alternatives Program 
collect data through individual client-tracking, for nonschool-related programs, 
and through quartE\rly monitoring forms for school-related programs. These forms 
are part of the state' f\ emerging effort to institute a management information 
system (MIS). The MIS is designed to provide feedback on every state-subsidized 
program by January 15 of each year in order to provide data to local task 
forces. 

Recipients of funds from Utah's Division of Alcohollsm and Drugs, Department 
of Social Services, are required to submit annual reports covering management 
procedures and services, and to participate in the state management information 
and evaluation system. Local agencies agree to provide statistical reports each 
month and to participate in special surveys as required. In turn, the state 
offers technical assistance by training agency representatives to serve as MIS 
contact persons. 

CITIZEN PARTICIPATION 

That representatives of the citizenry, rather than administrators or bureau
crats, determine public spending is a time-honored tradition in America. School 
boards, mental health boards, and various agency boards and committees oversee 
the responsiveness of public organizations to local needs. With increasing 
frequency, federal and state grant legislation requires the use of advisory 
bodies to guide allocation decisions at the stute and local levels. These ad
visory groups usually take their membership from the ranks of professionals with 
expertise in a given area as well as from the general population. Best known to 
persons in the field of juvenile justice are the state supervisory boards and 
advisory groups, mandated under the Crime Control Act and Juvenile Justice and 
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Delinquency Prevention Act, respectively. Some state-level examples, such as 
New York's youth boards, Iowa's community planning network, and Pennsylvania's 
planning advisory committees have already been cited in the section on planning. 

In North Carolina, local task forces of professionals and area agency board 
representatives, while not mandated under the Community-Based Alternatives Pro
gram, are encouraged to convene under the aegis of the county board of commis
sioners in order to develop comprehensive plans for addressing youth needs in 
the community.' 

Separate state citizens' advisory bodies for alcoholism and drug abuse pro
grams (soon to be combined) review project applications to the Alaska State 
Office of Drug Abuse and Alcoholism. District mental health boards oversee 
the activities of Florida's specialized children's projects, and each state
subsidized community mental health center in South Carolina has a board of 
directors. 

Participation in the federal Vocational Education Act requires the formation 
of local advisory councils representing business, industry, consumer interests, 
and labor. The composition is to reflect demographically proportional numbers 
of minorities and women. Their counsel addresses current job needs in the area 
and the relevance of current curricula in meeting the area's employment demands. 
They are also responsible for assisting in developing the local vocational 
education plan and for submitting applications for funding to the state. As a 
vocational education program, North Carolin::.t' s Prevocational Education Program 
is subject to the policy direction of these local advisory councils. 

POLICY MANDATES 

One characteristic that sets federal grants-in-aid apart from state subsi
dies is the federal government's propensi ty to at tach policy mandates, as 
conditions to eligibility for aid. For example, funding support from the 
Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention Act is conditioned upon state 
compliance with two major provisions in the legislation: the first calls for the 
placement of all juveniles who are charged with or have committed status 
offenses in shelter rather than juvenile detention or corrections facilities; 
the second requires the absolute separation of children from adults in 
corrections facilities. Amendments to JJDPA in 1980 require removal of 
juveniles from jails by 1985. 

Other national policy objectives have become known as blanket mandates, be
cause they are routinely attached to any type of grant-in-aid. These "boiler
plate" conditions have to do with nondiscrimination and affirmative action, 
historic site preservation, protection of the environment, conservation of 
energy, labor relations, minimum and prevailing wages, public employee 
standards, relocation assistance, and access to government information. 

The result is, on occasion, a three-way tug-of-war among the specific pro
gram objectives intended by Congress, the generally applicable national policy 
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objectives, and simultaneous federal efforts to make grants-in-aid workable 
within reasonable cost and time limitations. Grant recipients find themselves 
lacking sufficient funds to meet both the basic objectives of grants-in-aid and 
the additional goals established by national policy objectives. The indictment 
by state and local recipients is that the federal government does not know the 
dollar impact of its supplemental requirements, makes little attempt to compen
sate for them, allows inadequate flexibility in keeping these costs manageable, 
loads the basic requirements with administrative confusion and impediments, and 
too often takes a "watchdog" approach rather than an "assistance" view of its 
compliance role. 1 

Not surprisingly, state legislatures avoid heaping this load of conditions 
onto the shoulders of their own grant recipients. Political heat generated by 
disgruntled local officials reaches a state capitol far sooner than it pene
trates Washington. States do pass on national blanket mandates to local 
recipients, either because they are required to do so as conditions of federal 
funding or because the state has also embraced these objectives. But, for the 
most part, state subsidy legislation remains relatively simple and free of 
blanket mandates. 

ADMINISTRATIVE STRUCTURES 

State agencies, as administrators of federal as well as state monies, are 
the hubs of intergovernmental fund transfers. With the exception of CETA, all 
federal funds surveyed in this study were distributed to local governments and 
agencies through state executive agencies. Funds from the Crime Control Act and 
the Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention Act are disbursed by state 
criminal justice planning agencies, which were established by mandate of the 
Crime Control Act as mechanisms for statewide comprehensive planning. In other 
cases, states may designate existing agencies to be the sole recipient and 
administrator of federal funds. This is true in the case of Title XX and Title 
IV-B of the Social Security Act; the Comprehensive Alcohol Abuse and Alcoholism, 
Prevention, Treatment, and Rehabilitation Act; the Drug Abuse Office and Treat
ment Act; and the Vocational Education Act. Youth Conservation Corps monies are 
customarily controlled by state departments of natural resources, while Ele
mentary and Secondary Education Act funds pass through state departments of 
education. 

The locat;:ion of administrative responsibility for state funds to loc,al 
governments and service providers varied across functional categories. Almost 
invariably ~_ state subsidies were administered by state agencies with authority 
for the oversight of specific programs, rather than by budget or general admin
istrative agencies, or by special planning or advisory bodies. Arizona's 
Juvenile Court Family Counseling Program, was originally placed with the office 
of state auditor but was later moved to the administrative office of the Arizona 
Supreme Court, where it appeared to be more appropriate and better received. 

vlith the exception of four programs in three states, all of the 101 state 
grants-in-aid surveyed in this study were administered by executive rather than 
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judicial agencies. The exceptions were Arizona's Juvenile Court Family 
Counseling and State Aid for Probation Services Programs, under the 
administrative office of the Arizona Supreme Court; Pennsylvania's Grants for 
the Improvement of Juvenile Probation Services, under the Juvenile Court Judge's 
Commission; and South Dakota's Alternative Care Program, under the Court 
Services Department of the South Dakota Supreme Court. 

Fourteen of the 29 states with juvenile justice grants administered these 
programs through umbrella departments. For example, in Alaska, the agency is 
the Depart;:ment of Health and Social Services; in Arkansas, the Department of 
Human Services; in Georgia, the Department of Human Resources; and in Iowa, the 
Department of Social Services. In six states, the subsidies wet'e' administered 
by agencies with much narrower authority, such as Alabama's Department of Youth 
Servic\~s, New York's State Division for Youth, and Ohio's Youth Commission. 
Juvenile justice subsidies ~ere under the auspices of state corrections agencies 
in Colorado, Minnesota, and Virginia, but youth were the specific focus of the 
administering division. In 23 of the 29 states having juvenile justice 
subsidies, the programs were administered by state agencies which, themselves, 
had direct responsibilities for administering youth services. 

Not surprisingly, child welfare grants tended to come under public welfare 
or human services agencies, while education grants were under state departments 
of education. The mental health subsidies, which for the most part were for 
substance abuse programs, were not so easily categorized. Some programs were 
delegated to departments of mental health, some to comprehensive human services 
departments, and a few, particularly drug and alcohol education projects, to 
state departments of education. 

The three youth employment programs also were found to be administratively 
eccentric. For example, Alaska's Youth Employment Services Subsidy is guided by 
the Adult and Continuing Education unit, Division of Educational Program Sup
port, Department of Education, while it actually operates out of local offices 
of the Department of Labor. Technically, local recipients can be municipali
ties, school districts, or job training centers. The local Department of Labor 
hires the counselors and provides working space for them, subject to the 
approval of the local agency technically receiving the funds. 

Changes in State Administrative Agencies 

A legislature's first assignment for the administration of a state grant 
program does not always work out. The problem sometimes results when the legis
lature attempts to circumvent the logical executive agency having programmatic 
responsibility in an area or, conversely, a problem can be resolved when the 
legislature takes the subsidy away from such an agency. 

Originally, the Iowa legislature had designated the state Youth Coordi
nator' s Office~ under the Governor's Office for Planning and Programming, to 
administer the Community-Based Juv!~nile Corrections Subsidy. The reason, ac
cording to respondents interviewed, was that the Office for Planning and 
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Programming was p~~rceived to be ,do~.ng a competent job of administering a similar 
adult corrections program as well as other youth programs. An0ther reason, 
according to respondents, was that the legislature did not have complete 
confidence in the De.partment of Social Services, which was the logical choice. 

During the program's first year of implementation, it became apparent that 
the Office for Planning and Programming was not going to be successful in 
getting the funds all.ocated. The support of community-based services had, after 
all, been under the guidance of the Department of Social Services for a long 
time. Despite whatever credibility problems the Department of Social Services 
had with the legislatur.e, it was still the agency with the longest experience 
and rapport with local public and private agencies. Accordingly, administration 
of the funds the next year was switched to the Department of Social Services. 

Sometimes, problems of coordination will result in chan~es of administra
tion. When Alaska's Youth Employment Services Subsidy began ~n 1968 with feder
al funds from the }~npower Development Training Act, it was jointly administered 
by the state Department of Labor and the Department of Health and Social Serv
ices. Problems of coordination between the Department of Labor and the Depart
ment of Health and Social Services led to the transfer of the program to the 
Governor's office shortly thereafter. In 1973, administrative responsibility 
shifted again to the Department of Education, where it still resides. Yet, it 
continues to be treated more as an extension of the state's employment security 
program. 

Problems of coordination and turf seem to be endemic to state'youth employ
ment programs. Administration for Michigan's Work Opportunity Resources Corps 
Program was placed in the Office of Manpower Programs, which is located in the 
Bureau of Management Services for the Department of Natural Resources. The 
Department of Labor felt that a subsidy supporting youth employment programs 
should have been placed under its direction, even though the conservation and 
recreational nature of the summer jobs established through the subsidy would 
argue for its placement within an environmental agency. This latter analysis, 
however, was not compelling to the Department of Labor which opposed the subsidy 
legislation, although without success, because of the provision to place it in 
the Department of Natural Resources. Ironically, the Department of Natural 
Resources was reluctant to accept administrative responsibility until it became 
apparent that the program was stimulating a groundswell of popularity. 

Compounded problems can provuke administrative changes. When first estab
lished, North Carolina's Community-Based Alternatives Program was located in the 
Division of Youth Services, in turn, within the Department of Human Resources 
(DHR). According to the first annual report on community-based alternatives, 
"inadequate funding, key personnel turnover, and lack of departmental support 
hampered initial. •• program implementation." As a means of enhancing its 
political stability and visibility, the Community-Based Alternatives Program was 
shifted, in July 1977, to the Assistant Secretary for the Office of Children in 
the DHR, where it became a staff function. In this internal reorganization, 11 
positions from the Division of Youth Services were transferred to the Office of 
Children, while two new ones were established. 

This move, however, almost immediately generated controversy. The Office of 
Children itself already was under sustained political attack from service 

I 
providers and local government officials, who perceived it as duplicating the 
function of another agency, the Advocacy Council for Children and Youth. In 
response, the new secretary for the Department of Human Resources--upon assuming 
this position in 1977--promised to disband the office. At the time that the 
Coramunity-Based Alternatives Program was being transferred, a phased termination 
of the office was proceeding. Although the placement was intended to be tempo
rary, and the motivation was to improve its political visibility, augmenting the 
Office of Children with 13 new administrative positions made it appear to 
critics that the secretary was recanting qn the previous commitment to disband 
the office. 

Nevertheless, the administration of the Community-Based Alternatives Program 
remained in the Office of Children for approximately ten months. By May 1978, 
the consensus of top departmental officials was that the program now had suffi
cient political stability to accommodate a transfer back to a line agency within 
the Division of Youth Services. Accordingly, Community-Based Alternatives 
became one of three sections within the Division of Youth Services. 

Local Recipients 

Public agencies, private agencies, and local units of government may qualify, 
as recipients of state and federal grantS-in-aid, depending upon each program's 
eligibility requirements. Eligible public agencies may include specially 
established organizations, such as boards of mental health, prime sponsors, 
regional planning agencies, or advisory groups legally authorized to receive 
funds. In other instances, already established agencies,' such as local school 
boards or juvenile courts, may be designated. Local units of government include 
counties, townships, villages, and even Indian reservations. 

As can be seen in Table 28, local units of government are the most fre
quently eligible recipients of state subsidies. Locll public agencies are the 
next most frequently designated recipients. However, in over one-third of the 
cases, private agencies, alone and in combination with local units of government 
or public agencies, are eligible for state subsidies. Interesting to note from 
data in Appendix B is that only seven of the 56 juvenile justice grants went to 
juvenile courts through county units of governments. 
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TABLE 28. NUMBERS OF STATE SUBSIDIES, BY TYPES OF LOCAL 
RECIPIENTS, BY AGENCY TYPE 

--
Types of Local 

Recipients/Agency Juvenile Child Mental 
Types Justice Welfare Health Education Employment Total 

Local Units of 
Government 31 1 3 0 0 35 

Local Public 
Agencies 2 0 3 10 0 15 

Local Private 
Agencies 5 0 4 0 0 9 

Local Units of 
Government and 
Public Agencies 3 0 0 0 0 3 

Local Units of 
Government and 
Private Agencies 2 0 3 0 0 5 

Local Public and 
Private Agencies 6 4 6 1 1 18 

Local Units of 
Government, 
Public and 
Private Agencies 7 1 6 0 2 16 

Total 56 6 25 11 3 101 

A comparison can be made of the types of local recipients designated by 
subsidies which originated prior to 1970 and those which have been developed 
more recently. As shown in Table 29, subsidies enacted since 1970 are more 
likely to permit private agencies as eligible recipients for subsidies. 
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TABLE 29. TRENDS IN LOCAL RECIPIENTS ELIGIBLE FOR 
STATE SUBSIDIES FROM PRE-1950 TO 1979 

Types of 
Local Recipients Pre-1950 1950-59 1960-69 1970-74 1975-79 Total 

Local Units of 
Governments 2 3 12 9 9 35 

Local Public Agencies 2 4 3 6 15 

Local Private Agencies 7 2 9 

Local Units of 
Government and 
Public Agencies 2 1 3 

Local Units of 
Government and 
Private Agencies 1 4 5 

Local Public and 
Private Agencies 2 7 9 18 

Local Units of 
Government, Public 
and Private Agencies 2 1 1 4 8 16 

Total 4 8 19 32 38 101 

denotes Not Applicable. 

Administrative Structures for State-to-Local Funds 

State funds reach those agencies providing services either directly through 
project grants or through local administrative structures, such as the county 
governments or youth services bureaus. Discussion of these structures is made 
easier if they are classified in three ways. One structure is cha.racterized by 
state funds which flow from a state agency to a local administrativ'e unit, which 
in turn subcontracts with or awards grants to local service provide!rs. A second 
structure is typified by funds which go directly from the state agency to local 
public or private service providers. The state retains responsibilj~ty for admin
istering funds and monitori:ng programs. Finally, a third structure combines 
characteristics of the first two in that the local agency receiving the funds 
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not only functions as a service provider but also participates in administering 
funds and monitoring subsidized programs. 

As an example of the latter case, the North Carolina Extended School Day 
Programs Subsidy is financed by state funds which go to local education agencies. 
The local education agen~ies are not only responsible for establishing extended 
school day schools, but they are also responsible for offering the same 
administrative support and oversight mandated for any public education program. 
A similar situation is found for Florida's Alternative Education Program. Local 
education agencies develop, deliver, and administer alternative education pro
grams that are felt to be best suited to students in the community. Likewise, 
county commissioners in Utah serve as both the operators of detention services 
as well as the local administrators of state and county detention funds. 

Among the case studies, instances where state funds were awarded directly 
to local public and private providers were found in the Alaska Drug Abuse Grants, 
Iowa's Alternatives to Foster Care and Community-Based Juvenile Corrections 
Subsidies, Maryland's Youth Diversion Projects! South Carolina's State Aid to 
Communi ty Mental Health Centers: and Utah's Juvenile Court Teen Alcohol/Drug 
School and K-12 Alcohol Education Project. 

The state-to-local agency transfer of funds and then the corresponding 
transfer from local agencies to public and private providers offer perhaps the 
most cooperative structure. For example, development, administration, and 
monitoring of the hundreds of local programs funded by New York's Youth 
Development/Delinquency Prevention (YDDP) Subsidy would probably not be possible 
without local youth bureaus, als~ 3upported by the YDDP Subsidy. 

Private regional resource centers serve as administrative units for Alaska's 
Youth Employment Services (YES) Subsidy. Until 1978, most YES funds passed from 
the Department of Education through local school districts for use in local 
employment security offices, which are part of the state Department of Labor. 
Changes in unemployment compensation regulations, however, made it administra
tively and financially infeasible for school districts to serve any longer as 
pass-through mechanisms. Faced with this situation, the Department of Education 
succeeded in persuading private regional resource centers to replace the school 
districts as local administrative agencies. Only in Anchorage is a municipality 
the administrative conduit for the funds. They recover a ten percent fee for 
this function. 

The regional resource centers w~re particularly well-suited substitutes, 
given their close working relationship with the school system. Established in 
1976, the regional resource centers provide training and technical assistance to 
school districts on either a direct service or brokerage basis. The resource 
centers have expanded to the extent that they have almost totally replaced 
central staff from the Department of Education as technical and training 
resources for local districts, one of the reasons for their establishment. 

For Michigan's Child Care Fund, county departments of social services 
function as local administrative agencies. It might be mentioned, however, that 
a lingering ambiguity exists in Michigan concerning whether the local depart
ments of social services are county offices or branch offices of the state 
Department of Social Services. 
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State Oversight through Regional Coordinators and 
Local Field_Representatives 

Administration, coordination, and oversight of subsidized programs are some~ 
times managed through state employees working as local field representatives and 
regional coordinators. For New York's Youth Development/Delinquency Prevention 
Subsidy, the State Division for Youth employs 19 field representatives and three 
regional coordinators. The field representatives provide technical assistance 
to county youth bureaus, inform them of state policies, explain the mechanics of 
state funding, and monitor .program development. They can also work as advocates 
to the state agency on behalf of youth bureaus in their .area. ' 

Local administrators in New York agree that the state needs Some sort of 
mechanism to communicate state policy, objectives, and technical assistance to 
the local level and, conversely, that county and municipal youth program admin
istrators benefit from heving state field representatives living and working in 
their communities, who are able to understand and to relate their concerns to 
state administrators. The state system of regional coordinators and field 
representatives seemS to make sense to all participants. However, what local 
administrators find frustrating are field representatives who are poorly trained 
and insensitive to community problems. Local administrators interviewed in New 
York reported having worked with some very competent and some very incompetent 
field representatives. 

Service providers in South Carolina also had mixed reactions to regional 
coordinators from the Department of Mental Health. Conceptually, all agreed 
that there is a strong argument in favor of having regional coordinators for 
technical assistance and information. Operationally, however, the use of 
regional coordinators has been perceived as not very valuable. The underlying 
problem, in the view of one respondent, is that regional coordinators were not 
well-informed regarding state policies, procedures, and plans. One mental health 
center director was distressed that regional coordinators can sway opinions of 
lay board members with their presumed expertise when, in reality, they are not 
sufficiently informed of state policies, are not operationally familiar with 
community mental health centers, have not been in managerial roles, and are not 
sensitive to local issues and problems. Although state administrators concede 
that it is sometimes difficult to always have well-trained personnel in these 
positions, they feel, in general, that the system operates satisfactorily. 

Training of regional coordinators and field representatives seems to be the 
key to their effectiveness. Local administrators for both the North Carolina 
Prevocational Education and Extended School Day Programs Subsidies reported that 
the regional coordinators and local directors knew the programs well and under
stood, as well as appreciated, local problems and needs. Further, they ef
fectively fulfilled promises for technical assistance in providing information 
about funding sources, exemplary projects, personnel referrals, and methodology 
for assessing area needs. State staff at the regi.onal and local levels were 
perceived as dedicated and mutually supportive. None of the program personnel 
expressed any desire to see the structure changed. 
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Interagency Coordination 

Another challenge to subsidy administrators relates to coordination among 
the various state and local agencies which participate in the program. Some 
coordination efforts are very formal, having been established by legislative 
mandate. In a number of other instances, attempts are made in an informal 
although probably equally effective manner. 

An interesting example of state-level coordination is described in a pro
vision of the Utah code which established the Division of Alcoholism and Drugs. 
This section calls for the development of an Interdepartmental Coordinating 
Council consisting of the state ,planning coordinator, the executive director of 
the Department of Social Services, the directors of five of the department's 
divisions,. _ the commissioner of the Department of Public Safety, a district 
judge, a Juvenile court judge, a city court judge, the Superintendent of Public 
Instruction, the commissioner of the Utah System of Higher Education, and the 
director of the Department of Business Regulation. The council meets every 
three months to carryon a continuous review of programs relating to alcoholism 
and d:r.ug abuse to ensure that they do not overlap, duplicate, or conflict with 
one another. 

Section 1600 of th'e North Carolina State Policy for Vocational Education 
requires that the Divj.sion of Vocational Education maintain effective liaison 
with other agencies and groups concerned with vocational training and other 

b forms of manpower development. Specifically, the state master plan asserts 
that: 

In carrying out its responsibility for administering all 
secondary vocational education efforts, the State Board gives 
special attention to coordinating its efforts with those 
public/private agencies, institutions., councils, and other 
organizations which have responsibility for or contribute to 
labor market needs, development and related activities. 
Working agreements are to be developed where feasible. The 
utilization of business, industry, and agricultural represen
tatives in the development of decisions affecting secondary 
vocational education programs is to be encouraged through 
special committees, advisory councils and public hearings.2 

In compliance with these directives, a number of cooperative activities have 
been initiated in North Carolina. The State Employment and Training Council is 
represented on the Vocational Education State Plan Committee and has a formal 
agreement to \l7ork with the State Board of Education. Local vocational educa
tional plans, applications, and accountability reports require assurances that 
they were developed in consultation with prime sponsors for CETA and, recipro
cally, that community action groups receiving CETA funds are to involve local 
school personnel in planning. 

The linkage with the Governor's Crime Commission in that state has not been 
as well developed as Division of Vocational Education administrators would 
desire. In preparing a legislative package for the governor, the importance of 
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vocational education for delinquent and predelinquent youth became apparent. 
Commission staff directed specific questions to the Division of Vocational 
Education for quick response to accommodate a pressing deadline. The nature of 
the questions, however, indicated a lack of understanding of the Division of 
Vocational Education's existing effort, namely, the Prevocational Education 
Program. The director of Division of Vocational Education reported that he used 
the opportunity to inform the Governor's Crime Commission of activities for 
delinquent and predelinquent youth already under way and to suggest that someone 
from the division be assigned to work with the Governor's Crime Commission staff 
in preparation of the legislative package. In the interest of further 
coordination of efforts, it was also recommended that a representative of 
secondary vocational education be appointed to the Governor's Crime Commission, 
and that a conscious effort be made to keep the State Board of Education 
apprised of developing policies. 

Perhaps the greatest challenge to interagency coordination is found in 
Iowa's complex pattern of funding family and children's services. To describe 
this pattern briefly, allocation decisions concerning purchase of service agree
ments and grant awards through the Alternatives to Foster Care and In-Home Serv
ices are made by district offices of the Department of Social Services. Grant 
awards from the Community-Based Juvenile Corrections Subsidy, on the other hand, 
are decided by a DSS state-level review committee. Federal monies from LEAA and 
JJDPA are administered by the Iowa Crime Commission and are allocated to county 
boards of supervisors. The youth coordinator, in the Governor's Office for 
Planning and Programming, administers funds from the Runaway Youth Act, among 
other youth-serving programs. Counties are responsible for the expenses of 
juvenile intake, probation, and detention. 

This system would seem to pose a challenge to coordination. At the state 
level, it was recommended in the Plan for Community Integrated Youth Services 
that a consortium be developed of the following agencies: the Department of 
Public Instruction, the Department of Health, the Job Services Department, the 
Office for Planning and Programming, the Iowa Crime Commission, the Iowa Council 
for Children, representatives from the legislative, executive, and judicial 
branches of state government, and other interested public and private groups. A 
second recommendation included the appointment of a state coordinator with ade
quate support staff to work in the Department of Social Services. This person 
would be known as the Coordinator for Integrated Youth Services. 

Until these recommendations are implemented, interagency coordination 
currently takes place on a local, ad hoc, and informal basis. A number of local 
agencies with services pertinent to a client's needs may be involved in planning 
the treatment. As an alternative, a primary service provider may refer the 
client to other providers who may not be formally associated with the case. 

One substate district has a screening committee which meets once a month to 
review problem cases. The membership includes a juvenile court supervisor, a 
supervisor of DSS field services, a representative from the area education 
agency, as well as staff members from the district and local DSS staff offices. 
In another instance, the boards of supervisors of four rural counties have a 
special board to oversee their common probation and shelter care services. 
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The Si~gle-Agency Concept: Models for Int~~rated Administration 

A few states are taking steps to establish formally integrated administra
tive systems at the state and local level. Reimbursements to counties for 
services to children undl~r Pennsylvania's Act 148 go directly to county youth 
services agencies. Because so much funding for services to children, including 
those for the juvenile courts, are directed through county youth services 
agencies, this structural design has been referred to as the "single-agency 
concept." In addition to disbursing funds, county youth services agencies are 
fully responsible for developing, coordinating, and implementing the county plan 
for services to children, which must be submitted to the state Department of 

Welfare. 

Integration of juvenile services in North Carolina has been a goal of the 
Juvenile Code Revision Committee. Its basic recommendation was for the estab
lishment of a single and separate agency encompassing all juvenile services in 

the state: 

The Juvenile Code Revision Committee recommends that the 
functions of intake, probation and aftercare, currently under 
the Juvenile Services Division of the Administrative Office 
of the Courts; administration of the Interstate Compact, 
currently in the Division of Social Services, Department of 
Human Resources; and training schools, detention services, 
and community-based services, currently under the Division of 
Youth Services, Department of Human Resources, be unified in 
a single administrative entity called the Office of Juvenile 

Justice. 3 

Feeling that such an office would not require funding or personnel beyond 
what these agencies presently have, the committee went on to say that: 

the principal objective of this reorganization is to inte
grate juvenile services in North Carolina into an account
able, consistent, child-oriented system while increasing 
current effectiveness of its component agencies. 4 

Two primary advantages of such a structure are indicated in the final report. 
Through the setting of unified policies and procedures, :i,t could better control 
0'1.' influence the flow of work load from one component to another, and informa
tion concerning the youth could be systematically transferred from one service 
sec tor to the next. A third reason also emerged which seemed equally advan
tageous. Proponents felt that a single and separate agency would, due to 
greater "visibility," be better able to make juvenile services a more important 
priority within the state. S 
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1. Advisory Commission on Intergovernmental Relations, Categorical Grants: 
Their Role and Design (Washington, D.C.: U.S. Government: Printing Office, 

1977), p:23r:-
2. North Carolina Department of Public Education, Division of Vocational 

Education, State Master Plan for Vocational Education (Raleigh, North Carolina: 
Unda ted) • -- --

3. Department of Crime Control and Public Safety, The Final Report .£!. the 
Juvenile Code Revision Committee (Raleigh, North Carolina: 1979), p. 37. 

4. Ibid. 
5. Ibid., pp. 41-42. 
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CHAPTER 8 

SUHHARY AND IHPLICATIONS OF THE FINDINGS 

This summary delineates some of the more important findings of the 
study. It distills information from four major sources: 

• A nationwide telephone and mail survey of selected state agencies. 
• Contacts with relevant federal agencies. 
• Case study analyses of 20 state subsidies found in ten states. 
• References to pertinent literature in such areas as juvenUe justice 

and intergove~!~ental financing. 

CONDITIONS FAVORING THE DEVELOP}ffiNT 
OF INTERGOVE~lliNTAL GRANTS 

With the growing emphasis on community-based services, local governments and 
agencies are coming to be seen as the logical executors of their admintstt'ation 
and delivery, while the income-tax-based revenue growth enjoyed by the federal 
and many state governments have made them logical sources of stipport for under
writing at least some of the costs of local services. Assumlng the support for 
services at a higher level of government has some pr.actical advantages. The 
following benefits can be said to accrue from the Ilse of intergovernmental 
grants-in-aid: 

• Tax revenues collected from wealthier districts can be redistributed 
to poorer areas. 

• Higher levels of government can assume payment for benefj,ts that are 
external to the taxpayers of a local jurisdiction, who would 
otherwise pay for such services. 

• Higher levels of government have more money to risk investing in 
experimental and innovative social programs. 

• Higher levels of government can provide funds as incentives for the 
adoption or replication of workable programs across a state or the 
nation. 

• The conditions attached to subsidies can ensure minimum levels of 
services at minimum standards of quality. 

• Financial aid can be made coridi tional to achieving broad policy 
objectives. In the context of the Juvenile Justice and Delinquency 
Prevention Act of 1974, removing status offenders from secure 
confinement and prohibiting the commingling of juveniles and adults 
in corrections facilities became performance measures tied to future 
funding. 
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• Administration is decentralized and responsibilities are shared 
among federal, state, and local governments. The administration of 
services under a subsidy becomes the responsibility of local 
government, which remains politically accountable to citizens who 
live and receive services in the community. 

• Certain types of allocation formulas are better sui ted to some 
objectives than others, a point which will receive greater 
discussion in a later section. 

IMPORTANT FINDINGS RELATED TO GRANTS TO LOCAL DELINQUENCY 
PREVENTION AND CONTROL SERVICES 

A national survey of state agencies administering subsidi€'.s and services in 
five functional areas (juvenile justice, child welfare, mental health, education, 
and employment) revealed at: least 101 state grant programs in aid of local 
delinquency prevention and control services. The majority of state grants-in-aid 
examined in this study are relatively recent in origin. Nearly 70 percent have 
been initiated since 1970. The number established during the last half of the 
1970s was double the number enacted during the entire decade of the 60s. 

Some very sizable state grants underwrite local services. In 1978, among 
the largest state juvenile justice and child welfare grant appropri~tions were: 

• $62 million for Pennsylvania's State Reimbursement to Counties for 
Child Welfare Services (Act 148); 

• $55 million for California's County Justice System Subvention 
Program (A.B. 90); 

• $36.8 million for New York's Child Welfare· Services; 
• $19 million for Michigan's Child Care Fund; 
• $9.3 million for Virginia's Residential Care Subsidy; and 
• $6.8 million for Minnesota's Community Corrections Act. 

Not only were these state grants among the largest in absolute dollars, they 
were also the largest in youth (ten to 18 years old) per capita appropriations. 
Their respective youth pel::' capita appropriations were $33.53, $15.99, $13.11, 
$12.21, $10,97, and $10.07. Because many of these grants require local matching 
funds of 25 to 50 percent, increasing state appropriations by one-fourth to 
one-half provides an estimate of total state and local expenditures for 
child~placing services in these states. 

7 f 

• Hany state grants, including the ones mentioned above, have had 
dramatic increases in appropriations (from 12 to 50 percent) since 
1978. Appropriations to North Carolina's Community-Based Alterna
tives Program and Iowa's Community-Based Juvenile Corrections Sub
sidy have re~ently doubled in the interest of pursuing deinstitu
tionalization objectives. 

• Even the smallest federal and state grants generate resources far 
beyond any matching requirements. Once service providers have 
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initial grants, these resources are almost always augmented in the 
course of routine fund raising activities. Private donations are 
sought, local funds are generated, and a great deal of frequently 
overlooked volunteer activity is added to the resource mix. 

Services Developed Through State Grants-in-Aid 

A diverse yet fairly common set of local residential and nonresidential 
services supported through federal and state grants has developed across the 
states. Furthermore,. many of the same types of services are supported by 
different funding sources. 

The design of these services are frequently guided by such policy concepts 
as "community-based," "least-restrictive," and "continuum of services." 
Continuum of services combines all of these concepts, for the objective is to 
have available a broad range of nonresidential and residential community-based 
alternatives capable of meeting the various needs of different children with the 
least intervention in their lives. A typical "continuum" might include (from 
least to most restrictive) services such as job training and placement, 
alternative schools, advocacy, counseling, intensive services to families, 
probation, independent living, foster care, group homes, shelter care, and 
detention. 

• 

• 

• 

Most services are directed toward preventive and habilitative 
efforts. Nineteen of the 56 juvenile justice grants exclusively 
supported nonresidential services, while 26 funded a combination of 
residential and nonresidential services. Only 11 wer-e devoted 
entirely to residential care. All of the remaining 45 grant pro
grams in functional areas other than juvenile justice focused on 
habilitative or prevention programs. 
Some delinquency prevention and control programs have undergone 
very sophisticated evaluations. Other programs are not even 
required to conduct self-evaluations. There appears to be, how
ever, increasing concern to know the effectiveness of various 
projects. 
Policy evaluations, that is, determining to what extent legislative 
objectives are being achieved through state grants, seem to be the 
exception and not the rule. Policy evaluations of state-funded 
juvenile justice programs, however, are being done in California, 
Iowa, Minnesota, and New York. 
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Le&!~lati~e and Administrative Characteristics of 
State Grants-in-Aid 

Virtually all state grants are authorized through statutes. Most of them 
are enacted through permanent legislation, but some are created in 
appropriations bills or other forms of temporary laws. While there are certain 
types of granting procedures that are more suitable than others to meeting 
certain objectives, there is no one right way to design a state or federal 
subsidy. Not only will the initial grant legislation be shaped and directed by 
many and often diffe:cing political interests, but so too will the amendments to 
it over time. 

• Major forces behind the development of state grants to local 
delinquency preventivn and control services reflect a political 
spectrum which includes the federal government, advocacy groups, 
governors, key legislators, special commissions and task forces, 
executive agencies, service providers, and even other states. 

• Competing interests which surfaced in more than one case study 
included the concerns of minorities, tensions between judges and 
social service agencies, the diff~ring problems of urban and rural 
areas, and a tug-of-war for resources to help youth already in 
trouble or to prevent them from getting into trouh1e. 

• Intergovernmental grants seem to foster rather than reduce inter
governmental cooperation. While delays in implementation or in 
reimbursements were frequent irritants, state officials were 
perceived to be accessible as well as helpful in seeing that local 
officials received their entitlements. They also seemed willing to 
make changes in administrative rules and regulations to ameliorate 
impediments to effective local service delivery. State grants were 
also perceived to be far more readily obtainable than federal 
grants. 

• Using intergovernmental grants to implement national or state 
policies is only as effective as the conditions are palatable. 
Participation in a grant-in-aid is, after all, voluntary. 1 If 
policy mandates or administrative requirements differ too radically 
from the values of state or local officials, they will choose not 
to participate. Similarly, if the cost of complying with con
di tions exceeds the grant's benefits, in this case, too, local or 
state officials will decide not to take part. 

• Large, comprehensive formula grants are not born overnight but seem 
to evolve in states having many years experience in smaller single
purpose categorical grants. Block grants are also a recent innova
ti->n in federal grantmaking, having developed only after 50 years 
of federal experience in intergovernmental funding. 

• The development of state subsidies closely coincides with the 
initiation of federal grant-in-aid programs. Not only have 
allocation methods changed over th12 years,but so too have services. 
The block grants of the 1970s, which underwrote a comprehensive 
range of residential and nonresidential services, supplanted 
categorical grants of the 1950s and 1960s which supported group 
homes and probation services. 
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Survey of Federal Grants-in-Aid 

Eleven major federal acts and subsections were found to meet the study's 
criteria of directing federal funds through state governments to local agencies 
in aid of delinquency prevention and control services. These 11 authorizations 
were (1) the Crime Control Act; (2) the Juvenile Justice and Delinquency 
Prevention Act;' (3) Title IV-B of the Social Security Act; (4) Title XX of the 
Social Security Act; (5) Title I of the Elementary and Secondary Education Act; 
(6) Title IV-C of the Elementary and Secondary Education Act; (7) the Vocational 
Education Act; (8) the Comprehensive Alcohol Abuse and Alcoholism Prevention 
Treatment, and Rehabilitation Act; (9) the Drug Abuse Office and Treatment Act; 
(10) the Youth Employment and Development Act (CETA); and (11) the Youth 
Conservation Corps. 

~ While difficult to accurately estimate, total state and federal 
financial support through grants-in-aid adds up to more than 
several billion dollars. Among the largest federal allocations 
went to youth employment programs through CETA, which in 1978 
allocated over $1.4 billion. Through Title XX, in 1978 (according 
to officials with the U.S. Department of Health and Human 
Services), approximately 60 percent of state and federal funds 
(totaling $4 billion) was spent on services to children. 

• Both federal and state governments contribute substantial sums of 
money to local juvenile delinquency prevention and control 
services. In child welfare and education, the relative 
contributions of federal and state governments to these special 
services are so nearly equal that subsidized programs would have 
difficulty in continuing should either level of government decide 
to withdraw its support. 

Methods of Allocating Intergovernmental Grant Funds 

According to the Advisory Commission on Intergovernmental Relations (ACIR), 
there are three major grant-in-aid mechanisms: 

• general revenue sharing, 
• block grants, and 
• categorical grants 

Categorical grants, which characterize the majority of intergovernmental aid 
described in this report, are delineated by the ACIR into four types: 

• project grants, 
• formula grants, 
• formula-project grants, and 
• reimbursement grants. 
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Project Grants 

Project grants offer maximum control to the grantor agency, for it is the 
organization offering the money which decides who will receive funds, for what 
types of projects, and to benefit what kinds of clients. 

Project grants are well suited for: 

• Targeting aid to special populations, needs, or gec-graphic areas. 
• Encouraging innovation, experimentation or replication of model 

programs. 
• Stimulating the development of new programs and new agencies. 
• Providing supplemental funds to meet federal matching requirements 

or to maintain existing programs. 
• Beginning in an incremental way to gain legislative interest :In a 

given social issue. 

Project grants are less well suited for: 

• Implementing progra.ms across a state or the nation. 
• Providing flexibility and autonomy to local governments. 

Formula and Formula-Project Grants 

Funds are allocated through formula grants and formula-project grants 
accClrding to factors specified within enabling legislation or administrative 
regulations. Four principles underlie formula grant factors. They are: 

• Political fair-share criteria. 
• Need for services. 
• Actual level of services or costs. 
• Financial need. 

Many federal and state grant formulas employ several of these factors. 

jI { 

Formula and formula-project grants are best suited for: 

• Achieving statewide implementation of policies and programs. 
• Redistributing funds to less wealthy areas. 
• Affording greater autonomy and flexibility to local jurisdictions. 
• Decentralizing services administration and planning. 

They are less well suited for: 

• Controlling what types of services are offered. 
• Controlling who reeeives services. 
• Providing sufficient funds to totally satisfy a jurisdiction's need 

for public services. 
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Reimbursement Grants 

Reimbursement grants are characterized by an arrangement wherein the state 
or federal government is committed to reimbursing a specified proportion of 
local program costs, thus eliminating competi tion among r,ecipients as well as 
the need for an allocation formula. 

Advantages of reimbursement grants are that they: 

• Allow local jurisdictions to determine the level of public re,sources 
they need. 

• Promote local autonomy and flexibility by not attempting to pre
determine for communities the types and levels of services to be 
delivered. 

• Appear to be the easiest form of financial aid to administer. 

Disadvantages of reimbursement grants are that they: 

~ Tend not encourage innovation and experimentation, in that services 
eligible for reimbursement have to be clearly defined. 

• Subvert any fair-share notions of fund distribution, for some com
munities will undoubtedly be far more aggressive spenders than 
others. 

• Tend to result in runaway expenditures. 
required to keep a lid on spending. 

Other Considerations 

Ceilings are frequently 

Reimbursement rates and formulas can be varied to establish cel~tain types of 
incentives, such as to en~ourage use of "least restrictive" alternatives 
(Pennsylvania), to engage in comprehensive planning (New York), and to reduce 
commitments to state institutions (California, Minnesota, Missourisl Ohio, Texas, 
and Washington). Charging counties for placements in state institutions is a 
disincentive used by many states. 

Many pieces of grant legislation, or administrative rules, contain 
maintenance-of-effort clauses to ensure that grant funds will be used to expand 
services and not to supplant local contributions. However, research findings 
show that it is impossible over the long run to hold jurisdictions tCl maintenance
of-effort agreements. 

Matching requirements stipulate what propo1..-tions of costs wiLL be borne by 
which levels of government. At least 25 state grants included :In this study 
indicated having matching requirements, and for the majority of these, state 
contributions ranged from 50 to 70 percent. 

Intargovernmental grants used to "seed" new programs, that is, to initially 
fund a program and to gradually lessen allocations in the interest of having its 
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d b h i · t cause many problems for local long-term support assume y t e rec p~en , 
governments and agencies. 

Requirements for Receiving Grant Funds 

The receipt of intergovernmental funds may be based upon meeting certain 
conditions or requirements. Among these are: 

" • 
• 
• 
'" 

Standards for facilities and programs. 
Development of comprehensive state and local plans. 
Fiscal accountability. 
Programmatic accountability. 
Citizens' participation. 

v 

The federal government is far more likely than state governments to require 
adhet'ence to policy mandates. Some national policy mandates are very specific 
in fo\!us and apply only to a given i;rant-in-aid program, such as provisions to 
deinstitutionalize status offenders and to separate adult from juvenile 
offen~ers in order to receive JJDPA formula funds. 

Other national policies, such as equal employment opportunity ~nd clean air 
and water, are blanketed, that is attached as conditions to virtually' all 
federal grants. Failure to comply with at?-Y or these mandates could result in 
loss of federal funding. 

Policy mandates cause a great deal of frustra.tion for state and local 
recipients. They feel that the federal governmen,t does not fully appreciate the 
dollar impact on state and local governments and makes little attempt to 
compensate for it. The federal agencies are seen as allowing inadequate state 
and local flexibility in keeping these costs manageable, loading the basic 
r.equirements with confusion and impediments,.md ~oo ofte~ taking a 
"requirements" approach rather than an assistance view of ~ts compll.ance role. 

Administrative Structures 

Almost invariably, state grants are administered 
authority for the oversight of client services, 
contract control agencies, or by special planning or 

by state agencies with line 
rather than by fiscal or 
advisory bodies. 

• 

• 

With the exception of four programs in three states, all of the 
state grants-in-aid surveyed in this study were administered by 
executive rather than by judicial agencies. 
Fourteen of the 29 juvenile justice grants were administered through 
divisions of comprehensive human services departments. In 23 of the 
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II 29 states, the programs were administered in departments or in major 

divisions that exclusively deal with youth services. 

A legislature's first assignment for the administration of a state grant 
program does not always work out. Given sufficient receptivity to change, 
however, a better administrative fit with legislative objectives can usually be 
found. While state and local administrators agree that local field 
representatives from the state agency can serve very useful functions, poorly 
trained or ill-informed field representatives cause far more diff:f ~ulties than 
can be compensated by any assistance they may have to offer. Various state 
interagency coordinating committees of unknown efficacy exist. Interagency 
coordination at the local level tends to be undertaken on an informal and ad hoc 
basis, an approach which seems to work as suitably as more formal arrangements. 

In most cases, public agencies and local units of government may qualify as 
recipients of state and federal grants-in-aid. A trend to name private agencies 
as local recipients has become apparent in the last ten years. As more inter
governmental money and administrative responsibility ure afforded to recipients, 
local umbrella agencies,' such as youth services bureaus or county departments of 
child welfare services, have become important administrative linchpins. 

Although children "in need" or "at risk" continue to carry different labels 
(e.g., status offenders, dependent or neglected, delinquent), it is apparent 
that they share many of the same needs and draw from the same community-based 
services mix (e.g., day treatment, alternative, education, etc.). This overlap 
in needs and use of resources is leading Some states to consider establishing 
better administrative coordination through a single agency concept. The objec
tive is to have one agency, at the state, local, or both levels, responsible for 
the administration of children and family services. 

IMPLICATIONS FOR POLICY DEVELOPMENT 

Few problems fad.ng government or business are simple. Most are very 
complex and can be approached through a variety of alternatives. There are no 
procedure manuals which specify that for all cases one method works better than 
another. It is for this reason that most graduate schools of public and private 
management have gone to the case study method of instruction. This approach 
acknowledges the rich assortment of variables a decisionmaker faces in formu
lating policies. Case studies also allow analysts to review comparable objec
tives and methods attempted under similar circumstances to determine what worked 
and what failed. The intention is to resist reinventing the wheel and to avoid 
stumbling into pitfalls which have entrapped others. 

Our study of 20 grant-in-aid programs in ten states surfaced some observa
tions regarding policy implications of state grant-in-aid development and 
implementation for services to local delinquency prevention and control. Some 
of the observations take the form of discussions, Some of recommendations, and 
some of questions for policymakers and future researchers. 
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Establishing Community-Based Services 

Subsidies, or grants-in-aid, do not have to be directed toward any partic
ular objective or service. They may simply involve- the transfer of funds from 
one level of government to another as a form of fiscal relief, allowing the 
recipient government to use the funds a.s it sees f1 t , In many cases, however, 
subsidies may be used to encourage the development of certain kinds of services, 
such as detention centers or probation. The data of this study shows that many 
states used grants-in-aid to establish fairly narrowly focused services, such as 
those just mentioned. However, other states have moved from the project grant 
approach into two broader allocation measures: the reimbursement grant and the 
formula-project or block grant. This extension has allolved states to pursue 
another objective, the reduced use of state institutional facilities for these 
broader allocation approaches offer the flexibility to develop the continuum of 
community-based services needed to replace reliance on institutional placements. 

Flexibility, through formula-project and reimbursement. grants, is realized in 
a number of ways. First of all, under these allocation methods, all jurisdic
tions are entitled to state or federal funds and need only submit an application 
or meet certain preestablished conditions. They need not become involved in a 
protracted competition for funds, where proposals must be submitted with no 
guarantee for the receipt of funding. Second, under formula-project and reim
bursement grants, recipient jurisdictions are extended a great deal of dis
cretion in determining how much of what types of services are to be offered. 
The recipient may decide if a juvenile can be kept at home and in school with 
professional supervision, or if funds should be spent on residential care for 
youth with more intensive treatment needs. Finally, recipient jurisdictions, 
for the most part, are better able to count on continuation funding through 
formula-project and reimbursement grants. While these types of grants have been 
known to be curtailed, they tend to be far more stable sources of funding than 
project grants. 

The case studies, however, revealed no pure-bred systems. Some states which 
administer services from the state level or offer large subsidies to local 
governments for service development will retain discretionary funds to use as 
project grants for innovative programming, to purchase community-based services 
for juveniles felt to be inappropriately referred to state institutional place
ment, or to target special populations and geographical areas. 

Establishing a variety of approaches to providing local services, however 
complex it may become, has certain advantages. Giving a state agency discre
tionary funding for project grants allowed Iowa to establish new programs in 
areas where none existed. It allowed New York to redirect funds to neglected 
youth populations. In Ohio, state purchase-of-services funds have given the 
state agency the option of seeking the least restrictive treatment for juveniles 
remanded to its care. 

However, legislatures that funnel resources to both state agencies and local 
governments must walk a cautious path to ensure that one part of the system does 
not overbalance or function to the d~triment of the other. In New York, the 
spectre of dislnantling the comprehensive planning process caused a great deal of 
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intergovernmental tension. In Michigan, the parallel subsidy and state purchase
of-services systems resulted in two tiers of service delivery which disgruntled 
many participants. 

The bottom line, perhaps, is that no single approach--whether state
administered services, state purchase of services, or state subsidies will meet 
all objectives. Some approaches have advantages that will compensate for the 
disadvantages. of other approaches, indicating, perhaps, the need for complex 
systems. However, the state that establishes a complex system should do so with 
care to avoid dysfunctions which may outweigh the advantages. 

There are no pat recommendations to be made on this matter, other than to 
suggest that the experiences of states, which have seemed to have moved further 
down the evolutionary track toward comprehensive grants and other forms of 
complex systems, be shared with other states through case studies and technical 
assistance. 

Allocating Funds 

The challenge for public administrators is to allocate scarce resources to 
approaches that will offer the best return on investment or, as frequently 
translated into military terms, the "biggest bang for the buck." In delinquency 
prevention, this objective is particularly vexing due to our lack of under
standing of what really works. For example, what proportions of funds should be 
directed toward helping youngsters already in trouble, as opposed to programs 
aimed at keeping all juveniles out of trouble? As indicated in the case studies, 
some states have already begun to direct resources to primary prevention 
efforts. 

While the first question deals with who should be the target of efforts, a 
second question arises regarding what efforts should receive the greatest 
emphasis. Should the greater part of investments go to the public schools or to 
youth employment programs or to something else? Perhaps there is a way to pro
portion resources that will provide an optimal balance among juvenile justice, 
child welfare, mental health, educat~on, and employment services. 

This study offers no answers to these questions. The data, however, does 
allow one to make the observation that management information systems, which 
would indicate who receives what services, and program evaluations, which would 
indicate how effective services had been, seem to be in fledgling stages across 
states. While fiscal auditing is done religiously, programmatic auditing is 
given only glancing attention. Few cogent answers can be given to questions 
regarding what types of services are most effective for which clients until 
states are closer to having on-going management information systems and program 
evaluation tools. 

Evaluation becomes important for another reason. The local flexibility 
offered by reimbursement and block grants, as discussed in the preceding 
section, is a two-edged sword. While communities may be encouraged to establish 
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a broad range of services in quest of least-restrictive options, they may not be 
prohibited from using secure confinements or other restr.ictive forms of place
ment. In the mid-1970s, several authors raised the possibility of subsidies 
being used to develop restrictive local options, with few of the habilitative 
services which may have been envisioned by legislatures in enacting grant-in-aid 

bills. 

There even exists the opposite fear on the part of many observers that too 
great an emphasis on least-restrictive options will result in ensnaring a 
growing number of less severe cases in an ever-widening social services net, 
leaving only the most difficult cases for traditional treatment in state 
institutions. In recent years, policy evaluations have been formulated in some 
states in answer to these criticisms. The possibility of these conditions, 
however, once again points to a need for on-going evaluation on the part of 
state agencies. 

State and Local Administration 

For many years~ communities have been struggling with the ways in Which the 
federal and state governments categorically allocate funds. While an individual 
child may have multiple needs requiring special education, counseling, and 
foster care, the funds to support such services might only be available from 
three different sources, such as a department of education, a department of 
mental health, and a department of public welfare. To complicate matters, each 
of these state departments may have an administrative counterpart at the local 
level •. 

The case studies revealed that some states are beginning to. observe that 
status offenders, d'ependent and neglected chtldren, and some types of delin
quents share not only many of the same problems but also receive essentially the 
same types of community-based services. These conditions have led officials to 
question whether it matters how these youngsters are labeled and, accordingly, 
how funds are directed to help them. 

The question has also been engendered by turf disputes. As the juvenile 
justice system has moved from traditional dispositions, such as probation, 
confinement, and parole, to such alternative approaches as counseling or foster 
care, it has entered into the niches of the traditional mental health and child 
welfare systems. The ensuing conflicts have encouraged states and communities 
to seek ways to consolidate services admiqistration at the local level and, in 
some cases, at the state level. 

Florida's solution was to establish a massive system of state-administered 
social services through the Department of Health and Rehabilitative Services. 
Pennsylvania is striving for local subsidy (and services) coordination through 
the designation of a single children and youth services agency under the county 
commissioners. These trends in the consolidation of funds and services admin
istration at both state and local levels will be worth watching. 
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PAST AND FUTURE TRENDS IN THE DEVELOPMENT 

OF INTERGOVERNMENTAL GRANTS-IN-AID 

The final work on this study was b i 
the Reagan administration Th R e ng completed during the initial days of 
budget cuts and the consoiidatieon e~gafn dadm~nistration' s pollcies of substantial 
cast doubt on the efficacy f d e era programs into block grants began to 
in-aid. However while the~e ; stuix dealing largely with categorical grants
aid is declining,' there are also s i e;i ence that the growth of intergovernmental 
important mechanisms to the f d n

l 
cdations that categorical grant·s will remain 

eora an state governments. 

The resul ting local dependency fr th i f 
funds and corresponding increases in om e n usion of two decades of federal 
1978, over 40 percent of local state aid was probably predictable. 2 In 
L 1 

resources came from other 1 1 f 
oca units in 1957 paid for 72 . eve s 0 government. 

revenues, but by 1977 that percent of their expenditures from own-source 
governments in 1977 received m~;ZP~~tion had fallen to 59 pe:r.cent. Local 
every dollar of general local funds.3

an 
70 cents in federal and state aids for 

During the 20-year period from 1957 1 (17 • 
increased by 51 7 times i d - ':'. 7 , d~rec t federal to local aid 
Federal aid whi~h passed ~h~~~;~n~h Ol!ars a~d 18.8 times in constant dollars. 
4.5 times in constant dollars N ~i s a~~s ncreased 9.7 times in current and 
growing at a rapid rate but • t a onw e, state aid to localities has been 
1977, federal aid doubled ev:~y ~~ rapidly as federal aid. Between 1957 and 
years. State to local aid fro t vte years while state aid doubled every 10 
times in current dollars and 3 8

m 
tSi a eirevenues during this period increased 8 

• mes n constant dollars.4 

Since 1978, however, federal aid to state 
off to comprise a fairly stable 31 and local government has leveled 
from oWn-sources. From fiscal 1978P~rce~t proportion of state-local receipts 
growth slowed to 7.8 percent, one-hal/ th scal 1981, the rate of federal aid 
years. 5 State aid in most st t e annual figure for the preceding 20 
ta~en by fiscal containment mov:m:~t~:~ level off also, depending on directions 

With the adoption of the Reagan bud et . 
a decrease in federal grants by 8 5 . g , proJections for fiscal 1982 indicate 
occurred in several areas relevant' to p:hri

cen
\ ~o $86.4 billion.7 Hajor cutbacks 

and. CETA. s s u y, most importantly, LEAA, JJDPA, 

Current eve t ff n s 0 er credence to the premonitions of observers cited 
Stenberg in the Public Administration Review. Stenberg relates that: by Carl 

Many observers believe that the "days of wine and " 
over as f roses are 
domestic ::f a; ei':nsiohn of the federal government's role in 

a rs roug grants-in-aid is concerned. Commit-

~~~!:c~~g i:~~eatsoe ::i:::: ~~:n~~~gg~tdeSirdes to reduce defici.t 
sol f ' an concerns about the 

vency a the social security system have placed further 
pressure on the so-called "controllable" ti f 
federal budget With por on a the 

• respect to the public sector generally, 
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and the federal assistance component particularly, the 
management environment is changing from conditions of re
source growth and rising expectations to conditions of 
resource stability or decline and failing expectations.8 

Stenberg continues to paint a picture that is hardly "rosy." 

Applying the fiscal brakes at the national level will have 
wide-spread and unpleasant effects on state and local govern
ments. Clearly, it will hit hardest those units which have 
become increasingly dependent on federal aid to finance their 
operations over the past two decades. It will mean that more 
battles will be fought in Congress over formulas for entitle
ment programs. More vigorous competition will take place 
between and among states, localities, and non-governmental 
aid recipients for available project grants or discretionary 
funds •••• Local governments will have to rely on their own 
revenue sources or state aid for a larger share of their 
expenditures. They will have to become more concerned about 
the costs and benefits of participating in federal programs 
from the standpoints of administrative overhead as well as 
the price tag on assuming services started with federal seed 
money. 9 

Not only is it clear that federal and state aids have grown in number and 
have come to comprise increasing proportions of local budgets, out it is also 
evident that a large part of thts aid has been categorical in nature. Also 
writing in the Public Administration Revi~, John Bowman finds that: 

The very rapid increase in intergovernmental aid over the 
1966-67 to 1976-77 decade largely involved categorical aid. 
While federal general revenue sharing' was initiated during 
this period, it accounted for only 27 percent of direct 
federal aid to municipalities; the bulk of the very large 
increases over the decade was in the form of categorical 
aid.l0 

It had appeared in the early months of 1981 that federal catgorical aid 
might obsolesce as an allocation form under the Reagan ,administration. 
President Reagan's proposed strategy has been to transfer more discretion to the 
states by replacing funds designated for specific programs with unconditional 
grants. Currently, however, these proposals have met with opposition from 
Republican as well as Democratic Congressional leadership. It is instructive to 
note that Congress is prepared to disagree with the new Administration on how 
funds are to be given to state and local applicants, despite its approval of 
over $35 billion in budget cuts. A number of proposals, to date, would limit 
states' discretion in spending block-grant funds in one way or another, either 
through earmarking appropriations for certain 'purposes, by requiring public 
hearings on the use of federal funds, or by insisting upon external 
evaluations. 11 
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It appears therl that despite decreases in federal spendin,g in general, and 
elimination of some specific programs important to this study in particular, the 
issues concerning allocation methods and administrative requirements for sub
sidies discussed in this volume are still very relevant. Even with a transition 
to block grants on the part of the federal government, state governments will 
have even greater authority and discretion in reformulating these funds for 
distribution to local governments. Hence, state subsidies may emerge as the 
most important intergovernmental fund-transfer mechanism during the 19.80s. 
Accordingly, it is our hope that this study will prove to be both informative 
and helpful to state legislative and executive decsionmakers regarding not only 
the past but also the future development of state subsidies for local 
delinquency prevention and control services. 
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FOOTNOTES 

1. The extent to which participation in intergovernmental grants-in-aid is 
voluntary might be subject to debate.. For example, during a budget crisis in 
Pennsylvania in 1977, a two-month per:lod elapsed during which time state spend
ing authority had expired and appropriations for the new fiscal year had not 
been enacted. Federal funds as well as state funds were tied up during this 
period including federal grants for Aid to Dependent Children and Medical 
Assistance. In a suit brought in U. S. District Court by the Welfare Rights 
Organization of Western Pennsylvania, it was argued that states have no power to 
withhold payment in programs funded in part by the federal government. The 
court, accepting this reasoning, ordered the state to begin issuing payment 
checks in these programs within 48 hours, states rights arguments notwith
standing. In a similar case, a second Federal District Court ordered the state 
to release WIC funds (Women, Infants and Children's food assistance) during this 
same budgetary crisis. "[Even though] the Pennsylvania Supreme Court has upheld 
the state legislature's control over federal funds, two Federal District Courts, 
however, ordered the governor to make payments without state legislative appro
priations in programs funded in part by federal funds." (Cited from James E. 
Skok, "Federal Funds and State Legislatures: Executive-Legislative Conflict 
in State Government," Public Administration Review 6 [November/December 1980], 
p. 565.) 

2. This discussion refers to all federal grants-in-aid, not just those to 
local delinquency prevention and control services. 

3. Gathrine H. Lovell "Evolving Local Government Dependency," Public 
Administration Review, Special Issue (January 1981), p. 189. 

4. Ibid., p. 190. 
5. Carl W. Stenberg "Beyond the Days of Wine and Roses: Intergovernmental 

Management in a Cutback Environment," Public Administration Review, (January/ 
February 1981), p. 14. 

6. Catherine H. Lovell "Evolving Local Government Dependency," p. 191. 
7. "Federal Aid to States, Localities Rises," Public Administration Times, 

May 1, 1981, p. 12. 
8. Carl W. Stenberg "Beyond the Days of Wine and Roses," p. 14. 
9. Ibid., p. 15. 

10. John H. Bowman "Urban Revenue Structures: An Overview of Patterns, 
Trends, and Issues," Public Administration Review, Special Issue (January 1981), 
p. 142. 

11. "Reagan Block Grants Stumble in Congress as Some in GOP Resist 'New 
Federalism'," Wall Street Journal, May 12, 1981, p. 2. 
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From its inception, the Juvenile Subsidies Study was designed to be con
ducted in two phases. The first phase involved a national survey of state 
governments. For the second phase, case studies involving on-site interviews 
were conducted in ten states. The principal sources of information for the 
national survey in Phase I faU into three categories, (I) research and pro
fesSional organizations, (2) federal agencies responsible for the grant-in-aid 
programs, and (3) state agencies which either administer those federal programs or state subsidies. 

Before initiating contacts with federal and state officials, relevant pro
fessional associations and public interest groups were identified. These groups 
were informed that their memberships were being surveyed. Introductory letters 
endorsing the study were secured, membership directories from centralized sources 
were obtained, and it was ascertained if any complementary studies were either 
completed or in progress. The telephone contacts proved useful in meeting these 
objectives in varying degrees depending on the organization contacted and infor
mation being sought. The ~mbership directories obtained from these organiza
tions supplemented or refined information already available at the Council of 
State Governments (GSG). (The CSG retains telephone directories published by 
each of the 50 states which list department administrators, and publishes a 
biennial li sting of s ta t e admi n i s t ra ti ve off i cia Is cIa s s if ied by func tions • I) 
In the course of contacts with the various associations and organizations, staff 
found 22 directories and studies that served as supplementary resource material for this project. 

Other preliminary tasks involved the preparation of a telephone script for 
the pre-test, Which was to be revised as needed for the actual survey, and the 
examination of budgets which were available for most states. It was anticipated 
that state budgets would be useful reference documents for identifying potential 
subsidy programs, which could be confirmed during the telephone survey. At the 
same time, a data survey form, which would be distributed to those state contact 
people Who indicated during the telephone survey that their agency administered 
subsidy programs conforming to our definitional criteria, was prepared. This 
survey form was designed to elicit descriptive information about a subsidy program's characteristics. 

The method employed for identifying state subsidy programs began with a 
telephone canvass of relevant state agencies. Hith respect to federal 
subsidies, contacts were made with the appropriate agency in Washington to 
assess whether information on a state-by-state basis could be obtained. The Law 
Enforcement Assistance Administration (OJJDP and Crime Control Act), and the 
Department of Labor (CETA) were the only agencies that had sUfficient centra
lized information. Although aggregate national data were available in other 
relevant federal agencies contacted, it ~as impossible for them to supply more 
discrete state-by-state information. Thus, in the survey of state agencies, 
information Was requested not only on state subsidy programs, but on federal 
pass-through funds that could not be obtained centrally from federal departments. 

A telephone pre-survey was conducted with state agencies in Georgia and 
Minnesota. The pre-survey Was intended to determine if the telephone techniques 
and procedures would sUcceed in communicating to state agency people the nature 
and purpose of the project, and a clear understanding of the definition of 
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juvenile subsidy. This was particularly critical to ensuring that all relevant 
subsidy programs would be identified and analyzed. The pre-survey resulted in a 
few minor changes in approach and, by late January, the actual telephone can-

vassing began. 

The governor's executive budget agency was the first point of contact in 
each state. The central budget office was presumed to be in the best position 
to provide overview information regarding the extent to which there are federal 
pass-through and state-to-Iocal intergovernmental cash transfers. It was also 
anticipated that the state budget office could refer the s~udy to the 
appropriate state agency contact people, regardless of whether a subsidy program 
could be identified. Expectations about budget offices were met in a number of 
states. In fact, 21 state budget offices (Arkansas, California, Colorado, 
Hawaii, Illinois, Indiana, Kansas, Michigan, Minnesota, Mississippi, Missouri, 
Montana, New Jersey, New York, North Carolina, Ohio, Oregon, Pennsylvania, South 
Carolina, Virginia, and Washington) offered to serve as coordinating clearing
houses for identifying programs and for ensuring that the data survey form was 
completed by appropriate state agency personnel. In some instances, budget 
offices had to recant their original promise, once it was realized the 
substantial amount of work to which they had committed themselves. Nonetheless, 
state budget offices were generally of great assistance to the survey, either as 
a central coordinating clearinghouse or a referral source. 

The following functional program agencies were contacted to inquire about 
the existence of programs relevant to the study: (1) mental health, (2) health, 
(3) drug abuse and alcohol (if different from health and mental health), ( 4 ) 
child welfare, (5) education, (6) employment security or labor, (7) arts council 
or board, (8) recreation, (9) vocational rehabilitation, and (10) governor's 
office (principally for discretionary funds). In several instances, a state had 
an intergovernmental clearinghouse that proved to be a good source of centra
lized information when the budget office could not be of assistance. 

Once it was determined that a state subsidy program existed, or that 
available federal money passed thrQugh to local recipients, a data survey form, 
acc!l!npanied by a covering memo explaining the project, was disseminated to the 
appropriate state contact. The contact was offered the choice of completing the 
questionnaire on his or her own and returning it within two or three weeks, or 
completing the questionnaire during a·follow-up phone call. Typically, the con-
tact opted for the first alternative. 

During the telephone calls and in cover letters to the state contact, 
necessary supplemental materials (budget data, statutes, administrative 
regulations, evaluation reports, etc;) were requested. The completed question
naire and supplemental documents would provide the requisite information for 
preparation of program profiles on state subsidies, and the funding and local 
services data needed to summarize federal programs in the aggregate and on a 

state-by-state basis. 

State contacts were requested to return the completed questionnaires within 
two to three weeks after receiving the survey forms. Most contacts had difficul
ty meeting those deadlines, although initial indications were that the timetable 
would be met. The delay in returning questionnaires can be attributed, in large 
part, to the demands placed on executive agencies during those legislative 

A-4 

'I I 

sessions that coincided 
mately four weeks and i~ith the survey work. The practice was to 
to place reminder h' the questionnaire h d wait approxi-p one calls. a not been returned by that time , 

As the survey forms were retu 
co~formance with our defi iti rned, the programs reported 
el1minated, many were f d n onal criteria. Although were reviewed for 

oun to conform with the criteria. some programs were 

From the information in h 
individual subsid t e questionnaires and 
terminals. A pr~ii:og:oar::trOfiles were prepared and en~:~~~pairz:~ngcs~terials, 
state and federal sourc was designed to compile informat' . computer 
state and funding es. These profiles were then gi -10n l.eceived from 

~~:~;:i::::: ;;~t~~;j~:~~;:~eX:?:·:: ~:r;:::::::::~~~i~~~~;:r~~:;:::tEt~~ 
e 0 update the records. - • ny c anges were made on 

Tabular presentations of the 
;~~or:~at:hi:u::::y provides the bas:t:e i~~~!::~~ond~~: ;~e co~tained in this 
perspectives resen. programs from national, state-b -s e ana ysis of federal 
into the comp~ter. tes~ in ~his report. Altogether, 183 tatefila~d categorical 
the study, so they werem~e~;t:~ef:::g~al profiles were fo~~~ toe~ew~~~m~~t~~ed 

e overall run of information om 

. lJhile the survey research a ro • 
d1scover these state sub . pp ach of Phase I provided the 0 . 

~~Og;~~:id:=. wa: known fr~!d~~:. ti::e :~~l.::dy·~:~e.~ particiPatio~~O;:U~~~~r=~ 
mechanics of t:an;~cali delinquency prevention an~ o~~~~~o~a~ the importance 
Accordingly, Phase IIer:asngde;unds from one level of governmen~an~cended the 

!:~~:;;~~~~Ofr:::::e:Ub:::i~~~:~~:!:~;;:~~~~~:h:::~~~~~e~~~ !~;:~~ii:t!~~t!~~~ 
fOllOWi:: s~:t:sha:l~d IS~b:~~i~~n:~~ed ~hrough case e st~~si:S S~~d~!n ~::~:'s da~~-
staff, and approvals by the Advisory ~e eicted based upon recommendations ~f the 

(1) 
(2) 
( 3) 
(4) 
(5) 

(6) 
(7) 
(8) 
(9) 

(10) 

(11 ) 
(12) 

(13) 

omm ttee and OJJDP: e 

Alaska Drug-Abuse Grants 
Alaska Youth E 1 Florida Alt' mp oyment Services Subsidy 

ernative Education Pr 
Florida Specialized Child ' og~am 
Iowa Alternatives to F::; s Projects Subsidy 
Con~unity-Based Juve il er Care and In-Home SerVices, and 
Maryland Youth Servin eBCorrections Subsidies 
Uaryland Youth Diver~~~n ~reaus Subsidy 
Michigan Child Care Fund rojects Subsidy 
Hichigan Work Opportunit R 
New York Youth DIY esources Corps Program 
Special DelinqUenc;V;r~pme~1/Delinquency Prevention Subsidy and 
North Carolina Communit v:n on P.rogram Grants 
North Carolina Prev ~i Based Alternatives Program 
Programs Subsidies oca onal Educa tion and Extended School Day 

Pennsylvania State Reimbursement to C 
Services, Act 148 ounties for Child ~lelfare 
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(14) South Carolina State Aid to Community ~1ental Health Centers 
(15) Utah Juvenile Court Teen Alcohol/Drug School and the K-12 Alcohol 

Education Project Subsidies 
(16) Utah Juvenile Detention Services Subsidy 

Phase II topics included an investigation of (1) short- and long-range 
objectives of subsidies, (2) success in accomplishing objectives, (3~ the 
response of local officials, (4) the impacts on the availability of local 
services, (5) the administrative procedures required to implement the subsidy, 
(6) methods of monitoring and evaluating programs for compliance with state 
objectives, (7) the fiscal impact of federal and state dollars on local budgets 
and priorities, and (8) the state of intergovernmental political relationships. 
It was hope,d the information gathered in these areas would permit the 
formulation of answers ~o policy questions such as: 

(1) 

(2) 

(3) 

(4) 

(5) 

Do subsidy dollars provide for a means for local governments to 
enhance juvenile justice services or merely represent a way to 
supplant local resources? 
\fuat are the trade-offs for assuring program quality and 
standardization versus the need for local autonomy, 
responsiveness, and control? 
Do matching requirements place a significant burden on local 
governments? 
How stable are federal and state subsidy funds, and what impact 
has variations in funding levels had on service availability? 
\fuat are the intergovernmental political dynamics surrounding 
different types of subsidy programs? 

The Phase II research can be characterized in two major parts. The first 
part investigates more fully the selected subsidies themselves--their legisla
tive histories, their supporters and detractors, the mechanics of how they work 
and their perceived successes. Information for this part was obtained from (1) 
the profiles, catalogued from Phase I, (2) copies of the legislation (where 
appropriate), (3) interviews of state administrators by phone, and (4) personal 
i~terviews of state legislators, legislative aides, and raembers of interest 
groups. 

The objectives of this part of the research were: 

• To describe the political and legislative hist~ry of specific 

• 

• 

subsidies. 
To describe 
levels both 
the subsidy. 

the political environment at the state and local 
prior (where possible) and subsequent to passage of 

To describe the mechanics of the subsidy in terms of the way in 
which monies are allocated, the types of requirements recipients 
must meet in order to receive fund£), and the types of services 
funded. 

The overall purpose for this research, in addition to enhancing the base of 
informatio'n for the second part of Phase II research, was to provide guides to 
state legislators and interest groups regarding important considerations in the 
development and passage of state subsidy legislation. 
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The second part of the Phase II research was designed to investigate the 
impact of subsidies. Subsidies, in one sense, can be viewed merely as pieces of 
legislation or as mechanisms for the transfer of funds from one level of govern
ment to another. On another level, however, subsidies can be viewed as a cata-' 
lyst for change--in the level of responsibility assumed by local governments and 
in the type and quality of services available to clients. It is not simply 
coincidence that subsidies to local delinquency prevention and control programs 
began to develop at the same time national concern shifted toward an awareness 
that handling youth in their own communities was preferable to incarceration in 
large, remote congregate facilities, or institutions. From other research 
regarding intergovernmental subsidies, it becomes fairly clear that state 
subsidies, like federal programs, are developed to create change--in the types 
of services offered, in the placement of youth to less restrictive environments, 
in the amounts of money leveraged from various levels of government, and in the 
types of organizational structures designed to administer subsidies and the 
programs they establish. It is these changes that were the foci of this part of 
the Phase II study. 

The objectives of the study were as follows: 

• To analyze the extent to which the legislative objectives (explicit 
and implicit) of subsidies were being met. 

• To analyze ti1e attitudes toward subsidy among state/local political 
operatives. 

• To analyze the impact of subsid:!.e~ on the type and availability 
of state/local services. 

• To determine the change in services received by juveniles according 
to (1) whether services were state-controlled or locally-controlled, 
and (2) .degree of restrictiveness. 

• To analyze the change in proportional financial support to services 
from state, local, and federal sources. 

• To describe changes in state-local organizational and administrative 
structures with the initiation of the subsidy. 

Obtaining information to complete case study analyses was undertaken through 
a variety of strategies which included personal interviews with key informants, 
telephone interviews, data collection from secondary sources such as budget doc
uments, legislatj.on, departmental memoranda, administrative rules, letter bro
chures, sample contracts, etc., evaluations, and other previously conducted re
search. References are cited at the end of each case study found in Appendix D. 

Completed drafts of each case study were mailed to several key people in 
each of the ten states to verify the accuracy of information reported. Re
sponses were received from all case study states, and corrections were made to 
the drafts as required. 
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FOOTNOTE 

1. Council of State Governments, State Administrative Officials Classified 
by Functions (Lexington, Kentucky: 1979). 
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PROFILE FORMAT 

Each of the 101 state subsidies listed and described in Appendix B are pro
filed according to a uniform format described below. This procedure should 
help the reader to compare the subsidies within and across the five selected 
categories. 

Title of Program 

Legislatively or administratively designated title for the subsidy. 

Citation 

Legal or departmental authorization of the subsidy. 

Program Initiation 

Year in which the legislature or state department established the subsidy. 

Program Objectives 

Intent of the subsidy as cited by statutory provision or as identified by 
legislative or administrative officials. 

Factors Applied in Determining Allocation of Subsidy 

Criteria by which the allocation to states, local governments, or agencies 
is determined. 

Administrative Requirements for Funding Eligibility 

Administrative process for application and receipt of subsidy funds. 
Requirements for local compliance to state standards is noted, whete specifi
cally related to the subsidy. 

Local Agencies Eligible to Apply for funds 

Identification of the types of organizations able to apply for funds, 
whether general purpose government jurisdictions or public and private agencies. 

Number of Participating Agencies 

The number of governments or agencies receiving funds from the subsidy. 

Types of Services Provided 

Listing of the services funded by the subsidy. 
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Restrictions on Use of Funds 

Funds may be directed to a specific program cost, such as personnel, opera
tions and maintenance, construction, and direct or contracted services. 

Budget Year 

The 12-month period for which a state intends the use of its funds. 

Source of Funds 

Identification of subsidy funds as being :f:r-om federal, state general, or 

earmarked funding sources. 

History of Appropriations and Expenditures 

Federal and state fundng as legislatively or departmentally authorized for 
fiscal 1970 through 1978, as well as reported actual fiscal year expenditures 
and encumbrances, where available. 

Other Per.tinent Information 

Explanations or clarifications of the subsidy. 

Probable Continuation 

Perceptions of state officials as to the subsidy's general acceptance and 

continuation. 

Administrating Agency 

Name, address, and telephone number of state agency responsible for the 
program and for responding to public inquiries. 
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JUVENILE JUSTICE SUBSIDIES 

The greatest number and variety of pertinent state subsidies were found in 
the area of juvenile justice. Considering all types of state subsidies for de
linquency prevention and control, more than one-half were within the juvenile 
justice area. These 56 subsidies include 23 of the 28 corrections subsidy pro
grams identified and profiled in a previous Council of State Governments (CSG) 
study conducted in 1977, entitled State Subsidies to Local Corrections. Four of 
the five other subsidies from the 1977 study (Michigan's Basic Grant; Califor
nia's Probation Subsidy and its Juvenile Ranches, Camps and Homes Subsidy; and 
Pennsylvania's Detention Subsidy) have been revised and consolidated under new 
or already existing subvention programs. The fifth--Pennsylvania' s Juvenile 
Probation Subsidy--had been incorrectly included in the 1977 report when it, in 
fact, was a state-administered program. In addition to those subsidies de
scribed in the 1977 study, 33 noncorrections juvenile justice subsidies are 
found in the current survey. 

This survey reveals a continuing growth in state juvenile justice subsidies, 
a trend that began in the late 1960s and early 1970s. Thirty-fi ve juvenile 
justice subsidies were initiated since 1969, almost one-half of those after 
1975. Only fiv:e began prior to 1955. These subsidies were widely dispersed, 
with only a few states having more than one distinct juvenile justice subsidy 
program. Twenty-one states had no juvenile justice subsidy. 

Objectives of State Juvenile Justice Subsidies 

The survey reveals a variety of objectives ascribed to state subsidies. 
Although articulated differently among programs, state suhsidies for juvenile 
justice have one or more of the following objectives: 

• To shift greater responsibility for juvenile justice services from 
state to local governments (eight subsidies). 

• To reduce commitments to juvenile institutions (13 subsidies). 

• To encourage the development of community-based alternatives (31 
subsidies). 

• To encourage the development of minimum standards for staff, programs, 
and facilities at the local level (eight subsidies). 

• To stimulate intergovernmental cooperation and coordination through 
sharing of facilities, programs, and staff (ten subsidies). 

• To expand existing services (five subsidies). 

• To provide greater public protection (five subsidies). 
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While some comprehensive programs, e.g., the ~linnesota Community Corrections 
Act, the California County Justice System Subvention Program, and Hichigan' s 
Child Care Fund, have multiple and interrelated objectives (which is why 56 pro
grams listed 80 objectives), most state subsidies have a fairly narrow intent. 
For instance, most of the juvenile probation subsidies propose to increase the 
number of local probation officers or to upgrade the quality of local probation 
services. The alternative residential placement subsidies are usually directed 
toward establishing alternatives to incarceration in large state-operated 
institutions. 

Types of Services Funded by Juvenile Justice Subsidies 

Although a variety of state subsidies exist, most of them fall into three 
broad categories: (1) community placement alternatives to incarceration, 
(2) probation, and (3) detention. Very few states attempt to encompass all 
three categories under a comprehensive, consolidated subsidy. The most notable 
exceptions are }linnesota's Community Corrections Act and California's new County 
Justice System Subvention Program. Table A displays 53 different types of serv
ices supported by state juvenile justice subsidies. 

TABLE A: SERVICES FOR JUVENILE DELINQUENCY PREVENTION AND CONTROL 
FUNDED BY STATE JUVENILE JUSTICE SUBSIDIES 

Service Type 
(as defined by state agencies) 

Adult Volunteers 

Advocacy 

Alternative Living 

Boarding Homes' 

Child Welfare 

Community Services Development 

Corrections 

Counseling 

State 

North Carolina 

California, New York 

Alaska, Arkansas, California, Louisiana, 
Minnesota 

Kansas 

Washington 

Alaska, California, Kansas, Maryland, 
Missouri, 

California, Minnesota, Washington 

Alaska, Arizona, California, Hawaii, Iowa 
Maryland, New York, North Carolina, Ohio 
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TABLE A. (Continued) 

Service Type 
(as defined by state agencies) State 

Crisis Intervention Alaska, Haryland, Utah 

Day Treatment 

Delinquency Prevention 

Detention 

Diagnostic Services 

Diversion 

Drug Education 

Educational Services 

Emergency Shelter 

Family Counseling 

Foster Care 

Group Homes 

Health Services (Medical) 

Independent Living 

Individual and Group Treatment 

Information and Referral 

In-Home Services 

In-Service Training 

Alabama 

California, Kansas, Hinnesota, 
Hissouri, New York, South Carolina 

Alabama, California, Georgia, 
Michigan, Hinnesota, Hissouri, New 
York, Ohio, Utah, ~lashington 

Arkansas, South Carolina, Utah 

Arkansas, Colorado, Minnesota, 
Hissouri 

Haryland 

Alaska, California, Haryland, New York, 
North Carolina, Ohio, South Carolina 

Arkansas, Iowa, New York, North 
Carolina, Utah 

Hawaii, }~ryland, New York, Utah 

Hichigan, Hinnesota, North Carolina, 
Ohio, Oregon, South Dakota, 
Washington 

Alabama, Iowa, Hichigan, North Carolina, 
South Dakota, Washington 

Maryland, New York, Washington 

Iowa, Hichigan 

Alaska, Haryland, South Carolina 

California, Hawaii, Maryland, New York, 
South Carolina 

Hichigan 

Ohio 
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TABLE A. 

Service Type 
(as defined by state agencies) 

Job Placement 

Job Preparedness 

Juvenile Officer Services 

Parole 

Police 

Probation 

Psychological Services 

Recreation 

Rehabilitative Services 

Residential Care 

Shelter 

Social Work, Social Services 

Substance Abuse Treatment 

Supervision 

Support Services 

Teenage Pregnancy Programs 

Therapy 

Training 

Transportation 

:I I 

(Continued) 

State 

}laryland, New York, Uashington 

California 

Ohio 

Hinnesota 

New York 

Alabama, Arizona, California, 
Illinois, Minnesota, Missouri, 
Nevada, Ohio, Pennsylvan~a, Texas, 
Virginia 

Oregon, Uashington 

}laryland, New York, North Carolina, 
Ohio, South Carolina 

Ohio, Washington 

Hichigan, Uinnesota, Missouri, 
New York, Texas, Virginia 

Hawaii, Maryland, \1isconsin 

Maryland, Washington 

Washington 

Nevada 

Maryland, Nevada 

New York 

Maryland 

Oregon 

Hawaii, }laryland, New York 
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TABLE A. (Continued) 

Service Type 
(as defined by state agencies) State 

Tutoring Uaryland, New York 

Vocational Services Ohio, Washington 

Volunteer Coordinator Oregon 

Wilderness Campinfi North Carolina 

Work Programs Ohio 

Youth Bureaus New York 

Youth Service Bureaus North Carolina 

The comprehensive subsidies, and others which encourage c011!munity alter
natives, include such programs as diversion, family counseling, youth service 
bureaus, emergency shelter, foster care, and crisis intervention. State sub
sidies for community alternatives substantially outnumber those for probation or 
detention, although some subventions also include provisions for alternative 
placements in conjunction with probation. 

Level of Financial Support for State Juvenile Justice Subsidies 

For the 56 state juvenile justice subsidi~s identified, the cumulative 
appropriations for fiscal 1978, the most recent year for which data was 
available, totaled almost $161 million. Although Ohio reported the largest 
number of distinct juvenile justice programs, California allocated the most 
money. Of the nearly $56.6 million in California subsidies, $55 million was 
appropriated under the County Justice System Subvention Program. New York was 
second, providing $33 million to local agencies. }1ichigan had the third largest 
appropriation, reporting over $23 million. E~",cept for Virginia and Minnesota, 
which reported $11.7 million and $8.8 million, respectively, the remainder of 
appropriated state subsidy funds averaged less than $4 million per state. 

California's County Justice System Subvention Program consolidated major 
elements of the previous probation subsidy and two other juvenile subsidies into 
a new program, along with a numbel:' of new provisions. Michigan's Child Care 
Fund was the next most substantially fl),lded subsidy at a $19 million level, 
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followed by New York's Youth Development/Delinquency Prevention Subsidy ($16.4 
million). Table 4 in Chapter 3 identifies all state subsidies in juvenile 
justice, including the individual and aggregated subsidy appropriations, with 
per capita breakdowns for the states' youth populations. 

Ranking states and individual subsidies solely according to absolute levels 
of funding support can provide a misleading picture of relative state financial 
commitment to local juvenile services. A more significant statistic for com
parison is per capita dollar support. Using this criterion, the major subsidy 
support among states can still be found in the same five states: California 
($16.4.5 per capita), Virginia ($13.74 per capita), Minnesota ($12.99 per capita), 
Michigan ($12.21 per capita) and New York ($11.77 per capita). 

Local Recipients of State Juvenile Justice Subsidies 

States prefer to distribute subsidy funds to general purpose governments 
(usually counties), after which funds are frequently contracted to private 
service-providing agencies, or allocated to juvenile: courts -',)r other public 
social service agencies. 

Requirements to Receive Funds from State Juvenile 
Justice Subsidies 

Most programs require compliance with various state standards, but strin
gency of state application of such standards varies considerably by state. Ap
plication procedures tend to be most complex and strict when states distribute 
funds according to a statewide competitive process, or in instances where funds 
are limited, or a statewide comprehensive plan is mandated and certain perfor
mance criteria required. Administrative and programmatic requirements are con
siderably more simplified in those subsidies where payments are provided accord
ing to a formula or local claims for reimbursement. 
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ALABA}~ JUVENILE PROBATION OFFICER SUBSIDY 

Citation: Code of Alabama 
Program Initiation: 1965' Title 44-1-26 

Program Objectives 

To develop a state-local partnershi i 
the quality of juvenile probation serviP n handling youth services, to improve 
mum standards for certification f' ces, and to establish and maintain mini

o Juvenile probation officers. 

Factors Applied in Determining Allocation of Subsidy 

State statute requires D 
probation officer per 20 Oooepartment of Youth Services (DYS) to subsidize one 
least 50 ' persons in a county. This b i 

percent, and up to 100 percent, of total salary. SU s dy must cover at 

Administrative Requirements f 
or Funding Eligibili~ 

All subsidized juvenile probation off 
by the DYS for certification trai i icers must meet minimum standards set 
Local judges appoint officers based uno~g, probation, and aftercare services. 
sUbmit applications to DYS to verify ~i i~iinliimum qualification requirements and 

g ty for the subSidy. 
Local Agenices Eligible to Apply for Funds 

Juvenile courts through county 

Number of Participati~ Agencies 

Sixty-seven counties. 

Types of Services Provided 

Probation. 

Restrictions on Use of Funds 

Personnel (salaries only). 

Budget Year 

governments. 

October 1, 1977-September 30, 1978. 

Source of Funds 

State SpeCial Education Trust Fund. 
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History of Appropriations and Expenditures 

Year 

1970 
1971 
1972 
1973 
1974 
1975 
1976 
1977 
1978 

* denotes Not Available. 

Probable Continuation 

Appropriation 
State 

* 
* 
* 

$ 200,000 
200,000 
950,000 

1,000,000 
1,100,000 
1,143,588 

Expenditure 
State 

* 
* 
* 

$ 200,000 
200,000 
950,000 

1,000,000 
1,100,000 
1,143,588 

This subsidy is a legislatively mandated state function that must continue 
unless the law is changed. It is widely accepted and has positively affected 
salaries of juvenile probation officers. 

Administrating Agency 

Department of Youth Services 
2388 Fairlane Drive, Building D, Suite 29 
Executive Park 
Montgomery, Alabama 36116 
Telephone: (205) 832-3910 
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ALABAMA COMHUNITY SERVICES SUBSIDY PROGRAM 

Citation: Code of Alabama, Title 44-1-24 thru 44-1-28 
Program Initiation: 1977 

Program Objectives 

To assist local alternative placement programs with operational funding, 
provided that any subsidized facility or program acts as a regional program and 
admits clien'ts on a statewide basis, if space is available. 

Factors Applied in Determining Allocation of Subsidy 

Need is the primary allocation factor. The local agency must substantiate 
that the program cannot continue without funds from the Department of Youth 
Services (DYS). The contractual amounts are determined by program financial 
needs within the formula of up to 25 percent of the per diem or cost, not to 
exceed $4 per day. 

Administrative Requirements for Funding Eligibility 

Contracts between individual agencies and DYS are on a fiscal year basis. 
All subsidized programs must be licensed by DYS, operate regionally, and submit 
monthly reports of services provided. 

Local Agencies Eligible to ApplY for Funds 

Any DYS licensed facility operating under local auspices--public or private-
that can document f:f.nancial need. Programs receiving funds under low-match 
grants are generally not eligible. 

Number of Participating Agencies 

Nineteen private nonprofit agencies and four public agencies. 

Types of Services Provided 

Group homes, detention, and day treatment. 

Restrictions on Use of Funds 

Purchase of services. 

Budget Year 

October 1, 1977-September 30, 1978. 

Source of Funds 

State general fund. 
Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention Act. 
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History of Appropriations and Expenditures 

Year 

1977 
1978 

Appropriation 
State Federal 

$365,800 
255,541 

$100,000 
200,000 

Other Pertinent Information 

Expenditure 
State Federal 

$365,800 
255,541 

$100,000 
200,000 

A $200,000 Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention Act discretionary 
grant expired December 1978; a reapplication is on file for continuation. 

Probable Continuation 

Subsidy program is widely accepted in spite of requirements for providing 
regional and statewide services. Most programs are dependent upon DYS funds to 
remain operational. 

Administrating Agency 

r I 

Department of Youth Services 
2388 Fairlane Drive, Bldg. D, Suite 29 
Executive Park 
Hontegomery, Alabama 36116 
Telephone: (205) 832-3910 
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ALASKA YOUTH SERVICES SUBSIDY 

Citation: Departmental Program 
Program Initiation: 1977 

Program Objectives 

To prevent youth from entering the state social service system or the juven
ile justice system. 

Factors Applied in Determining Allocation of Subsidy 

(1) Whether the agency program falls within the scope of the purpose of 
youth services, (2) innovativeness of the program, (3) geographic location of 
the program, and (4) funding request. Subject to availability of funds, the 
Division of Social Services (DSS) plans to fund one or more projects in fiscal 
1980 for four categories of services: alternative living facilities, youth and 
family crisis and counseling services, school-related programs, and community 
service development. Priority will be given to funding projects so that each of 
the division's six regions will receive some portion of the subsidy allocation. 
The anticipated maximum award for anyone project will be $25,000. 

Administrative Requirements for Funding Eligibility 

Agencies and organizations within the division's six region!,) must submit 
program proposals. Projects are selected not only on the basis of their indiv
idual merits, but also according to whether they demonstrate a range of tech
niques for meeting the needs of youth and their families. 

Local Agencies Eligible to Apply for Funds 

Agencies and organizations within the DSS' six regions. The program has 
attempted to provide funding for both small communities and nonprofit agencies. 

Number of Participating Agencies 

Four nonprofit agencies. 

Types of Services Provided 

Alternative living, educational services, community service development, 
individual and group treatment, crisis intervention, and counseling. 

Restrictions on Use of Funds 

Administrative costs, personnel, and purchase of services. 

Budget Year 

July 1, 1977-June 30~ 1978 • 
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Source of Funds 

State general fund. 

History of Appropriations and Expenditures 

Year 

1977 
1978 

Probable Continuation 

Appropriation 
State 

$ 75,000 
120,000 est. 

Expenditure 
State 

$ 74,900 
100,660 est. 

The program has been well received. Funding will probably increase by six 
percent per year. 

Administrating Agency 

r I 

Division of Social Services 
Department of Health and Social Services 
Pouch H-05 
Juneau, Alaska 99811 
Telephone: (907) 465-3170 
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ARIZONA JUVENILE COURT FAMILY COUNSELING PROGRAM 

Citation: Arizona Revised Statutes, Chap. 2, Article 5, Section 8-261-6 
Program Initiation: 1973 

Program Objectives 

To strengthen family relationships and to prevent juvenile delinquency. 

Factors Applied in Determining Allocation of Subsidy 

A base figure of $5,000 is available to all participating counties. The 
remaining balance of funds is distributed on the basis of juvenile population 
within the participating counties. 

Administrative Requirements for Funding Eligibility 

A county must indicate its intention to participate in the family counseling 
program through a resolution of the county's board of supervisors submitted to 
the Arizona Supreme Court. The supreme court certifies a list of participating 
counties and informs them of amounts available. TIle court also certifies expen
ditures to ensure that matching funds are used to supplement, not supplant, 
county funds which would otherwise be available for family counseling services. 
The court also certifies that the amount of aid provided by the state and county 
to a family counseling program does not exceed 70 percent of the program's 
annual operating budget. 

Local Agencies Eligible to Apply for Funds 

Juvenile courts through county governments. 

Number of Participating Agencies 

Fourteen counties. 

Types of Services Provided 

Counseling. 

Restrictions on Use of Funds 

Purchase of services and personnel. 

Budget Year 

July 1, 1977-June 30, 1978. 

Source of Funds 

State general fund. 
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History of Appropriations and Expenditures 

Year 

1973 
1974 
1975 
1976 
1977 
1978 

Probable Continuation 

Appropriation 
State 

$250,000 
250,000 
250,000 
250,000 
250,000 
250,000 

Expenditure 
State 

$250,000 
250,000 
250,000 
250,000 
250,000 
250,000 

The program has received wide general acceptance and should continue to be 
funded by the legislature. 

Administrating Agency 

Arizona Supreme Court 
201 South-West Wing 
State Capitol Building 
Phoenix, Arizona 85007 
Telephone: (602) 255-4359 
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ARIZONA STATE AID FOR PROBATION SERVICES PROGRAM 

Citation: Arizona Revised Statute, Chap. 2, Section 12-261 
Program Initiation: 1978 

Program o'bjectives 

To expand local probation services. 

Factors Applied in Determining Allocation of Subsidy 

The funds allocated to a county may be distributed between adult and 
juvenile probation departments in proportion to the adult and juvenile popula
tions of the county or be distributed on any other basis approved by both proba
tion departments and the Arizona Supreme Court. The juvenile probation subsidy 
must be limited to supervision of first-time juvenile felony offenders who are 
adjudicated delinquent. Any county operating a program shall receive a base 
amount of $10,000. In addition to the ba'se amount, the remainder of any appro
priated funds, excluding funds appropriated for administration, shall be made 
available to each participating county based upon the proportion of each coun
ty's population to the total popd.ation of all participating counties. 

Administrative Requirements for Funding Eligibility 

The presiding judge of each county desiring to participate in the state aid 
program submits a plan and proposed budget to the administrative director of the 
Arizona Supreme Court. The plan is then reviewed by the supreme court. If the 
program is approved and implemented, a yearly evaluation report is submitted by 
the presiding judge to the administrative director who may recommend to the 
court that funding be continued. 

Local Agencies Elig5.ble to Apply for Funds 

Superior courts through county governments. 

Number of Participating Agencies 

Nine of the 14 counties participate. 

Types of Services Provided 

Probation and related services. 

Restrictions on Use of Funds 

Personnel, operations and maintenance, and purchase of services. 

Budget Year 

July 1, 1977-June 30, 1978. 
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Source of Funds 

State general fund. 

History of Appropriations and Expenditures 

Year 

1978 

Other Pertinent Information 

Appropriation 
State 

$350,000 

Expenditure 
State 

$350,000 

The State Aid for Probation Services Program provides funds for both adult 
and juvenile populations being supervised on probation. The program is not 
limited solely to the j~venile justice system. 

Probable Continuation 

The program should be funded for fiscal 1979-80. 

Administrating Agency 

Arizona Supreme Court 
201 South-West Wing 
State Capitol Building 
Phoenix, Arizona 85007 
Telephone: (602) 255-4359 
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ARKANSAS CO~mUNITY SERVICES SUBSIDY 

Citation: Arkansas Act 502 
Program Initiation: 1977 

Program Objectives 

To provide supplemental funds to local governments for matching funds needed 
to obtain federal funds fo·r community services, and to ensure compliance with 
standards for programs receiving funds. 

Factors Applied in Determining Allocation of Subsidy 

The total amount of funding an individual program receives may not exceed 20 
percent of the approved total budget for eligible servicese Monies may be util
ized (1) as a portion of local matching monies required to obtain federal funds, 
(2) as reimbursement for services delivered to clients not eligible for federal 
funding, or (3) as reimbursement for start-up expenses incurred in developing 
new programs. 

Administrative Requirements for Funding Eligibility 

General program standards must be met in the following areas: organization, 
administration, personnel study, service plan, client record information, and 
termination of services. Specific organization and admission standards are 
required for youth-in-need programs. Organization, admission, and treatment 
standards are also required for emergency shelter programs. 

Local Agencies Eligible to Apply for Funds 

County and city governments, and private agencies. 

Number of Participatiug Agencies 

Three counties and 22 private agencies. 

Types of Services Provided 

Diversion, diagnostic and evaluation, emergency shelter, and alternative 
living. 

Restrictions on Use of Funds 

Operations and maintenance. 

Budget Year 

July 1, 1977-June 30, 1978. 
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Source of Funds 

State general fund. 

History of Appropriations and Expenditures 

Year 

1977 
1978 

Probable Continuation 

Continuation is favorable. 

~ministrating Agency 

., I 

Division of Youth Services 
Department of Human Services 
1320 "c" Brock~'100d Drive 
Little Rock~ Arkansas 72202 
Telephone: (501) 371-2651 

Appropriation 
State 

$700,000 
950,000 
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Expenditure 
State 

$700,000 
635,747 
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CALIFORNIA YOUTH SERVICE BUREAUS SUBSIDY 

Citation: California Welfare and Institutions Code, Section 1900 
Program Initiation: 1975 

P~?gram Objectives 

To fund and establish standards for the operation of youth service bureaus. 

Factors Applied in Determining Alloca~ion of Subsidy 

Each bureau must establish a citizens advisory board to review overall policy 
and program direction. From funds available, the Department of the Youth Author
ity shall reimburse each approved bureau at a rate of not more than SO percent 
of the actual costs incurt'ed during the fiscal year or $80,000, whichever is 
less. 

Administrative Requirements for Funding Eligibility 

Application is made to the Department of the Youth Authority for the estab
lishment or operation of one or more youth service bureaus. Evaluation of each 
bureau is performed by the Department of the Youth Authority at least once a 
year. 

Local Agencies Eligible to Apply for Funds 

Any public or private organization qualifying a,E) a youth service bureau. 

Number of Participating Agencies 

One youth service bureau. 

Types of Servj.ces Provided 

Information and referral services, individual and group counseling, advocacy, 
educational services, job preparedness, and community service development. 

Restrictions on Use of Funds 

Administrative costs, personnel, operations and maintenance, construction, 
and purchase of services. 

Budget Year 

July 1, 1977~June 30, 1978. 

Source of Funds 

State general fund • 
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History of Appropriations and Expenditures 

Year 

1975 
1976 
1977 
1978 

Appropriation 
Statea 

$80,000 
80,000 
80,000 
80;000 

aOnly one program has ever been funded. 

Other Information 

Pilot programs were begun in 1968. 

Probable Continuation 

Program will probably continue. 

Administrating Agency 

Y I 

Division of Field Services 
Department of the Youth Authority 
4241 Williamsbourgh Drive 
Sacramento, California 95823 
Telephone: (916) 445-2561 
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Expenditure 
Statea 

$80,000 
80,000 
80,000 
80,000 

I. 

CALIFORNIA DETENTION OF STATUS OFFENDERS PROGRAH 

Citation: Uncodified Appropriation, A.B. 958 
Program Initiation: 1978 

Program Objectives 

To develop secure detention facilities for status offenders. 

Factors Applied in Determining Allocation of Subsidy 

One-time grants to be used to assist counties in meeting nonrecurring 
program costs. 

Administrative Requirements for Funding Eligibility 

The Department of the Youth Authority reviews all requests from counties for 
modification of existing facilities, the construction of new facilities, and the 
need for additional beds. 

Local Agencies Eligible to Apply for Funds 

County governments. 

~umber of Participating Agencies 

Varies according to the number of agencies applying. 

Types of Services Provided 

Detention. 

Restrictions on Use of Funds 

Administrative costs, personnel, operations and maintenance, construction, 
and purchase of services. 

Budget Year 

July 1, 1977-June 30, 1978. 

Source of Funds 

State general fund. 
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History of Appropriations and Expenditures 

Year 

1977 
1978 

*denotes Not Available. 

Probable Continuation 

Not given. 

Administrating Agency 

;t I 

Division of Field Services 
Department of the Youth Authority 
424t Williamsbourgh Drive 
Sacramento, California 95823 
Telephone: (916) 445~2561 

Appropriation 
State 

* 
$1,500,000 
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Expenditure 
State 

* 
* 
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CALIFORNIA COUNTY JUSTICE SYSTEM SUBVENTION PROGRAM (A.B. 90) 

Citation: California Welfare and Institutions Code, 
Article 7, Division 2.5, Chapter 1 

Program Initiation: 1978 

Program Objectives 

To subsidize county justice programs which assist in public protection by 
providing appropriate services which protect and care for children and youth in 
need of such services. 

Factors Applied in Determining Allocation of Subsidy 

Counties can select one of two funding options: (1) a per capita amount, or 
(2) the amount of money the' county received in fiscal 1977 for programs under a 
previous subsidy which was replaced by the County Justice System Subvention 
Program. 

Administrative Requirements for Funding Eligibility 

The county board of supervisors submits a plan and budget to the Department 
of Youth Authority. The budget must follow state guidelines, giving funding 
priority to seven programs. The county cannot request more funding than the 
maximum allowed unc.er the allocation option selected. 

Local Agencies Eligible to Apply for Funds 

County governments. 

Number of Participating Agencies 

Forty-three counties. 

Types of Services Provided 

Probation, corrections, alternative living, and specific delinquency preven
tion programs. 

Restrictions on Use of Funds 

Administrative costs, personnel, operations and maintenance, construction, 
and purchase of services. 

Budget Year 

July 1, 1977-June 30, 1978. 

Source of Funds 

State general fund. 
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History of Appropriations and Expenditures 

Year 

1.978 

*denotes Not Available. 

Probable Continuation 

Appropriation 
State 

$55,000,000 

Expenditures 
State 

* 

Program will continue until 1983, when legislative review will determine 
its future. 

~inistrating Agency 

Division of Field Services 
Department of Youth Authority 
4241 Williamsbourgh Drive 
Sacramento, California 95823 
Telephone: (916) 445-2561 
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COLORADO DIVERSION PROGRAM 

Citation: State Appropriation's Act (must be 
renewed each ,legislative session) 

Program Initiation: 197'6 

Program Objectives 

To divert youth t~_ the juvenile justice and corrections systems. 

Factors Applied in Determining Allocation of Subsidy 

Needs assessments and budgetB are submitted to the Division of Youth 
Services. Allocations are limited to seven percent increase on line items. 

Administrative Requirements for Funding Eligibility 

Programs previously funded and monitored by the Division of Criminal Justice 
in the Department of Local Affairs are evaluated for possible state funding. 
The Department of Institutions' staff evaluates the degree of ongoing service 
needs, identifies efforts made to meet those needs, confirms the need for finan
cial assistance, and reviews monitoring reports. Once funding is granted, the 
recipients must agree to ongoing fiscal monitoring and program evaluation by the 
Department of Institutions. A single audit is b~ing prepared for all programs 
for continuity and fiscal accountability. 

Local Agencies Eligible to Apply for Funds 

Any local government unit or public or private agency. 

Number of Participating Agencies 

Twelve private agencies and three local units of government. 

Types of Services Provided 

Diversion. 

Restrictions on Use of Funds 

Administrative costs, personnel, maintenance and operations, and purchase of 
services. 

Budget Year 

July 1, 1977-June 30, 1978. 
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Source of Funds 

State general fund. 

History of Appropriations and Expenditures 

Year 

1976 
1977 
1978 

Probable Continuation 

Appropriation 
State 

$1,115,000 
1,136,766 
1,340,276 

This is expected to be an ongoing program. 

Administrating Agency 

Division of Youth Services 
Department of Institutions 
4255 South Knox Court 
Denver, Colorado 80236 
Telephone: (303) 761-5966 
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Expenditure 
State 

$1,115,000 
1,136,766 
1,340,276 
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GEORGIA COUNTY-OWNED DETENTION CENTER SUBSIDY 

Citation: 1963 Children and Youth Act 
Program Initiation: 1968 

Program Objectives 

To assist county-owned juvenile detention centers through a cost-sharing 
program. The state contracts with county detention centers for a small number 
of beds for youth from surrounding counties, as well as for a portion of the 
local detention costs. 

Factors Applied in Determining Allocation of Subsidy 

The grant share to each county is based upon a formula utilizing county cen
sus data and a base figure allotted for each county's exp.enditures. 

Administrative Requirements for Funding Eligibility 

The Division of Youth Services, Department of Human Resources, administers 
the program. At the beginning of the fiscal year, each participating juvenile 
court judge signs a contract with the Division of Youth Services. Payments are 
made quarterly to the county board of commissioners. 

Local Agencies Eligible to Apply for Funds 

County-owned detention centers, which are separated from adult corrections 
facilities, are eligible. The number of such centers has diminished as multi
county or regional centers become more prev?lent. 

Number of Participating Agencies 

One county-owned center now participates in the grant program. 

Types of Services Provided 

Juvenile detention. 

Restrictions on Use of Funds 

Operational costs • 

Budget Year 

July 1, 1977-June 30, 1978. 

Source of Funds 

State general fund. 
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History of Appropriations and Expenditures 

Year 

1970 
1971 
1972 
1973 
1974 
1975 
1976 
1977 
1978 

*denotes Not Available. 

Probable Continuation 

Appropriation 
State 

'" 
* 
* 
* 
* 

$400,000 
369,000 

* 
70,000 

Expenditure 
State 

* 
* 
* 
* 
* 

$400,000 
369,000 

* 
70,000 

The ll-year-old subsi '" program has been phasing down as the state has 
encouraged a regional approach for provision of detention services for the 
state's 159 counties. Since 1977, the state has taken over the operation of 
four county-owned detention programs which once participated in the grant 
program. 

~istrating Agency 

Division of Youth Services 
Department of Human Resources 
618 Ponce DeLeon Avenue, NE 
Atlanta, Georgia 30308 
Telephone: (404) 894-4565 

." 
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HAWAII SHELTER CARE FOR STATUS OFFENDERS SUBSIDY 

Program Objectives 

Citation: Legislative Budget Act I 
Program Initiation: 1970 

•• 

To provide residential care for minors 12 to 17 years old who are in need of 
shelter care in Hawaii County. 

Factors Applied in Determining Allocation of Subsidy 

Based on clientele eligibility requirements and assessment of minimum 
resources needed to support the program. 

Administrative Requirements for Funding Eligibility 

Applications for funds are made directly by Hilo Interim Home to the state 
legislature. 

Local Agencies Eligible to Apply for Funds 

Local private agency_ 

Number of Participating Age~cies 

One local private agency. 

Types of Services Provided 

Shelter care, referral services, family counseling, transportation, individ
ual and group treatment, and counseling. 

Restrictions on Use of Funds 

Administrative costs, personnel, operations and maintenance, and purchase of 
services. 

Budget Year 

July 1, 1977-June 30, 1978. 

Source of Funds 

State general fund. 
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History of Appropriations and Expenditures 

Appropriation 
Year 

1970 
1971 
1972 
1973 
1974 
1975 
1976 
1977 
1978 

*denotes Not Available. 

Probable Continuation 

State 

* 
* 
* 
* 
* 
* 
* 

$60,000 
60,000 

The prospects for continuation are good. 

Admin:tstrating Agency 

'I I 

Office of Children 
P.O. Box 3044 
Honolulu, Hawaii 
Telephone: (808) 

and Youth 

96802 
548-7582 
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Expenditure 
State 

* 
* 
* 
'* 
* 
* 
* 

$60,000 
60,000 

ILLINOIS JUVENILE PROBATION SUBSIDY 

Citation: Illinois Revised Statutes, Chapter 37, Section 706.5 
Program Initiation: Late 1940s 

Program Objectives 

To institute minimum academic standards for juvenile probation officers. 

Factors Applied in Determining Allocation of Subsidy 

State. reimburses county 50 percent of probation officers' salaries up to 
$300 per month. To be eiigible, probation officers must possess a baccalaureate 
degree. 

Administrative Requirements for Funding Eligibility 

The counties bill the state comptroller's office for reimbursement. 

Local Agencies Eligible to Apply for Funds 

County goverDments. < 

Number of Particil2!!!.ng Agenci~ 

Of 102 county gov,ernments, almost all claim reimbursement. 

1Ypes of Services Provided 

Probation. 

Restrictions on Use of Funds 

Personnel (partial salary reimbursement for probation officers). 

Budget Year 

July 1, 1977-June 30, 1978. 

Source of Funds 

State general fund. 
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History of Appropriations and Expenditures 

Appropriation 
Year 

1970 
1971 
1972 
1973 
1974 
1975 
1976 
1977 
1978 

*denotes Not A1Jailable. 

Probable Continuation 

State 

* 
* 
* 

$1,800,000 
2,000,000 
2,200,000 
2,300,000 
2,500,000 
2,800,000 

Expenditure 
State --'-

* 
* 
* 

$1,800,000 
2,000,000 
2,200,000 
2,300,000 
2,500,000 
2,800,000 

The prospects for continuation are 
funding levels adjusted for inflation. 

excellent at approximately the same 

Administrating Agency 

Juvenile Field Services 
Office of the Comptroller 
160 North LaSalle Street 
Room 416 
Chicago, Illinois 60601 
Telephone: (312) 793-2970 
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IOWA COMMUNITY-BASED JUVENILE CORRECTIONS SUBS"IDY 

Citation: Iowa Appropriations Act (must be approved each 
legislative session) 

Program Initiation: 1976 

Program Objectives 

To promote the development and expansion of community-based corrections 
programs for youth. 

Factors Applied in Determining Allocation of Subsidy 

The need for services, local community support~ and utj.lization of feder'al 
funds. 

Administr8tive Requirements for Funding Eligibility 

A private agency or local unit of government submits a grant request, 
including documentation of need and local support, to the Bureau of Children's 
Services. Agencies receiving funds are monitored for compliance with state 
regulations. 

Local Agencies Eligible t,o Apply for Funds 

Any local unit of government or private agency is eligible. 

Number of Participating Agencies 

Nine private agencies. 

Types of Services Provided 

Counseling, emeRgency shelter care, group horues, and independent living. 

Restrict~o~5 on Use of Funds 
.;..;.;;..;;..;;..;;..;:;;..;;..;..~_ ... 0'-

Personnel, operations and maintenance, and purchase of services. 

Budget Year: 

July 1, 1977-June 30, 1978. 

SQurce of Funds 

State general fund. 
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History of Appropriations and Ex~enditures 

Appropriation 
Year 

1976 
1977 
1978 

*denotes Not Available. 

Probable Continuation 

State 

* 
$160,000 

160,000 

Expenditure 
State 

* 
$ 90,000 

160,000 

for the state to continue the program at slightly higher Prospects are good 
levels of .support. 

Adru~istrating Agency 

Btir'aau of Children's Services 
Division of Community Programs 
Department of Social Services 
Hoover Building 
Des Haines, Iowa 50319 
Telephone: (515) 281-5521 
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KANSAS COMMUNITY-BASED BOARDING HOMES SUBSIDY 

Citation: . Kansas Statutes Annotated, Section 39-1301 
Program Initiation: 1974 

Pro~ra~ Objectives 

To prevent juvenile delinquency through the development of community-based 
programs. 

Factors Applied in Determining Allocation of Subsidy 

Grant applications are filed with and reviewed by a committ~e of the 
Department of Social and Rehabilitative Services (SRS). Applications are judged 
on whether goals address the priorities set by the state agency. 

Administrative Requirements for Funding Eligibility 

A request for proposal is sent from SRS' central office. Grants are made on 
the basis of adherence to the request, the reasonableness of the request, and a 
proper level of staff salaries. 

Local Agencies Eligible to Apply for Funds 

Public mental health agencies and private organizations. 

Number of Participating Agencies 

Fifteen community mental health centers. 

Types of Services Provided 

Community service development and boarding homes. 

Restrictions on Use of Funds 

Administrative costs, personnel, and operations and maintenance. 

Budget Year 

July 1, 1977-June 30, 1978. 

Source of Funds 

State general fund. 
Federal Social Security Act, Title XX. 
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History of Appropriations and Expenditures 

Appropriation Expenditure 
Year State Federal State Federal 

1974 $150,000 $26,000 $150,000 $26,000 
1975 268,000 26,000 268,000 26,000 
1976 199,000 Oa 199,000 Oa 
1977 177,000 41,000 177,000 41,000 
1'978 302,000 16,000 302,000 16,000 

aNo federal monies were expended in 1976 due to restrictions on the 
use of Title XX funds that year. 

Probable Continuation 

, Program has had excellent acceptance and will continue. 

Administrating Agency 

Department of Social and Rehabi.litative Services 
State Office Building 
Topeka, Kansas 66601 
Telephone: (913) 296-3271 
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KANSAS COMMUNITY-BASED DELINQUENCY PREVENTION GRANTS 

Citation: Kansas Statutes Annotated, Section 39-1301 
Program Initiation: 1974 

Program Objectives 

To establish needed services, improve services, maintain minimum standards, 
and evaluate results of services. 

Factors Applied in Determining Allocation of Subsidy 

Findings of needs assessments conducted by a state agency or by special task 
forces or interim legislative committees are applied in determining allocations 
of funds. 

Administrative Requirements for Funding Eligibility 

Requests for proposals are issued for specific services. Grantees must meet 
applicable service standards, e.g., group boarding homes must meet state 
licensing standards. 

Local Agencies Eligible to Apply for Funds 

Any community-based public or private nonprofit agency (except public 
schools). 

Number of Participating Agencies 

Thirteen private and three public (i .e., communi.ty mental health centers) 
agencies. 

Types of Services Provided 

Specific delinquency prevention programs. 

Restrictions on Use of Funds 

Administrative 
construction. 

Budget Year 

costs, personnel, 

July 1, 1977-June 30, 1978. 

Source of Funds 

State general fund. 
Federal Social Security Act, Title XX • 
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History of Appropriations and Expenditures 

Year 

1974 
1975 
1976 
1977 
1978 

Probable Continuation 

Appropriation 
State Federal 

$176,002 
288,698 
300,780 
220,000 
350,000 

$ 0 
o 
o 
o 

150,000 

Expenditure 
State Federal 

$176,002 
288,698 
300,780 
220,000 
350,000 

$ 0 
o 
o 
o 

150,000 

Prospects look good for continued funding at expanded levels of support. 

Administrating Agency 

Division of Children and Youth 
Department of Social and Rehabilitative Services 
2700 West 6th 
Topeka., Kansas 66606 
Telephone: (913) 296-4646 
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LOUISIANA PURCHASE OF SERVICES TO PREVENT INAPPROPRIATE INCARCERATION 

Citation: Louisiana Revised Statutes, 15:1082 
Program Initiation: 1974 

Program Objectives 

To provide a community-based setting for youth in need of services and to 
,f 

prevent inappropriate incarceration. 
? 

Factors Applied in Determining Allocation of Subsidy 

Monthly payments are made to nonstate-operated institutions or agencies 
according to a formula based on actual cost of care, not to exceed $21 per day 
for each child. 

Administrative Requirements for Funding Eligibility 

An itemized budget is submitted annually to the Division of Youth Services 
by each agency or institution desiring to partiCipate. 

Local Agencies Eligible to Apply for Funds 

Any nonstate-operated agency or residential facility for delinquent youth, 
status offenders, or neglected children. Detention and shelter care facilities 
are excluded. 

Number of Participating Agencies 

Thirty private nonprofit agencies and two public agencies. 

Types of Services Provided 

Alternative living. 

Restrictions on Use of Funds 

Administrative costs, personnel, operations and maintenance, construction, 
and purchase of services. 

Budget Year 

July 1, 1977-June 30, 1978. 

Source of Funds 

StatH general fund. 

: ". 
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History of Appropriations and Expenditures 

Year 

1974 
1975 
1976 
1977 
1978 

'*denotes Not Available. 

Probable Continuation 

Appropriation 
State 

'* 
'* 

$1,156,959 
1,842,663 
2,027,663 

Expenditure 
State 

'* 
'* 

$1,156,959 
1,842,663 
2,027,663 

Prospects for continuation are excellent. 
1978. 

The statute was reenacted in 

Administrating Agency 

Division of Youth Services 
Office of Human Development 
DepI!lrtment of Health and Human Resources 
Box 44141 
Baton Rouge, Louisiana 70804 
Telephone: (504) 342-2644 

." 
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MARYLAND PURCHASE OF SERVICES PROGRAM 

Citation: Annotated Code of Maryland, Courts and Judicial Proceedings 
Article, Title 3, Subtitle 8, and Article 52 A, Section 7. 

Program Initiation: 1974 

Program Objectives 

To provide supportive services to juveniles and their families to retain the 
child in his natural family. 

Factors Applied in Determining Allocation of Subsidy 

Independent service providers are approved, placed under contract, and reim
bursed according to an established fee schedule. Agencies are placed under 
contract and compansated according to a negotiated fee based on actual costs. 

Administrative Requirements for Funding Eligibility 

Budget requests are reviewed by the Secretary of the Department of Health 
and Mental Hygiene, the Department of Budget and Fiscal Planning, the governor, 
and the legislature. 

Local Agencies Eligible to Apply for Funds 

Private agencies and independent service providers. 

Number of Participating Agencies 

Not Available. 

Types of Services Provided 

Therapy, educational services, counseling, recreation, and support services. 

Restrictions on Use of Funds 

Administrative costs, personnel, operations and maintenance, and purchase of 
services. 

Budget Year 

July 1, 1977-June 30, 1978. 

Source of Funds 

State general fund. 
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History of Appropriations and Expenditures 

Year 

1974 
1975 
1976 
1977 
1978 

*denotes Not Available. 

Probable Continuation - -

Appropriation 
State 

* 
$441,600 

441,600 
384,000 
403,200 

Expenditure 
State 

* 
$170,888 

341,091 
384,000 
403,200 

The program will undoubtedly continue at current or slightly higher levels 
of support. 

Administrating Agency 

1 I 

Juvenile Services Administration 
Department of Health and Mental Hygiene 
201 West Preston Street 
Baltimore, Maryland 21201 
Telephone: (301) 383-3770 

B-48 

.~ ""'""'"~'·~,"."""'~'"::r~".<.':::':::·::::::_.::';;t:~ "'-r.~:,--,"'---'-. . . \ 

", 

MARYLAND SHELTER CARE PROGRAM 

Citation: Code of Maryland Regulations 10.08.03 
Program Initiation: 1972 

!!ogram Objectives 

To provide short-term residential programs to children within the jurisdic
tion of the courts in need of supervision and to delinquents who otherwise would 
be without: housing. 

Factors Applied in Determining Allocation of Subsidy 

Need and quality of program or proposal. 

Administrative Requirements for Funding Eligibility 

Juvenile care facilities must be licensed by the Juvenile Services 
Administration. 

Local Agencies Eligible to Apply for Funds 

Any private nonprofit agency. 

Number of Participating Agencies 

Not available. 

Types of Services Provided. 

Shelter, educational services, health services, and social work. 

Restrictions on Use of Funds 

Administrative costs, personnel, and operations and maintenance. 

Budget Year 

July 1, 1977-June 30, 1978. 

Source of Funds 

State general fund. 
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History of Appropriations and Expenditures 

Year 

1972 
1973 
1974 
1975 
1976 
1977 
1978 

*denotes Not Available. 

Probable Continuation 

Appropriation 
State 

* 
$108,000 

144,000 
274,796 
442,860 
442,860 
653,350 

Expenditure 
State 

$134,907 
128,796 
294,717 
425,626 
594,037 
577,638 
540,046 

The program is very well accepted as a treatment alternative and will con
tinue. 

Administrating Agency 

Juvenile Services Administration 
Department of Health and Mental Hygiene 
201 West Preston Street 
Baltimore, Maryland 21201 
Telephone: (301) 383-3770 
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MARYLAND YOUTH DIVERSION PROJECTS SUBSIDY 

Citation: Departmental Program 
Program Initiation: 1971 

Program Objectives 

To provide the opportunity for arrested youth 10 to 18 years old to seek 
voluntary counseling to diminish the likelihood of their repeated delinquent 
behavior. 

Factors Applied in Det~rmining Allocation of Subsidy 

Funding is based on a review of the program proposal/budget request, an eva
luation of previous utilization of funds, the number of children served, and the 
incidence of delinquency. 

Administrative Requirements for Funding Eligibility 

A contract is negotiated between the private agency and the state. 
Standards are stated in the policy and procedure manual of the Juvenile Services 
Administration. 

Local Agencies Eligible to Apply for Funds 

Private agencies already in operation receive funds. No new programs are 
invited to apply. 

Number of Participating Agencies 

Five private agencies. 

Types of Services Provided 

Counseling, tutoring, travel, and recreation. 

Restrictions on Use of Funds 

Administrative costs, personnel, operations and maintenance, and purchase of 
services. 

Budget Year 

July 1, 1977-June 30, 1978. 

Source of Funds 

State general fund. 
Federal Law Enforcement Assistance Administration (formerly) 
Federal Department of Labor Funds (formerly) 
Federal Social Security Act, Title XX. 
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History of ApEropriations and Expenditures 

Approprb. tion EXEenditure 

Year State Federala State Federal 

1971 * * * * 
1972 * * * * 

1973 $ 36,955 $184,138 * * 

1974 78,693 251,276 * * 

1975 79,326 509,231 * * 

1976 88,114 793,031 * $793,031 

1977 * * * * 

1978 252,852 416,912 $252,852 416,912 

*denotes Not Available. 
aIn 1971, the original diversion project was supported by funds from the 

U.S. Department of Labor, the state Juvenile Servi~es Admin:tstration, 
and a private contribution. Federal funds from the Law Enforcement 
Assistance Administration (LEAA) were used from 1973-77. LEAA discon
tinued funding in fiscal 78. Title XX, Social Security Act, funds 
were added in 1978 for eligible clients. 

Probable Continuatio~ 

The state will continue to fund the existing programs on a year-by-year 

basis. 

Administrating Agency 

Juvenile Services Administration, 
Region VIII Office 

Department of Health and Mental Hygiene 
212 North Calvert Street 
Baltimore, Maryland 21202 
Telephone: (301) 383-6404 

B-52 

'1· 
l 
l il_ 

II 
lel 
\1 

\ ~ 
!'1· I 
1,1 
i f 

11 
f 

i 

C! 

~UffiYLAND YOUTH SERVICES ,BUREAUS SUBSIDY 

Citation: Annotated Code of Maryland, Article 52A, 
sec. 5(a) 

Program Initiation: 1975 

Program Objectives 

To develop programs for predelinquent children whose behavior would likely 
lead to contact with juvenile justice agencies. 

Factors Applied in Determining Allocation of Subsidy 

Based upon the appropriateness of the application submitted by the grantee. 

Administrative Requirements for Funding Eligibility 

The application must include a statement of compliance with Title VI and VII 
of the Civil Rights Act of 1964, Articles of Incorporation, and definitions and 
descriptions of services. The grantee must agree to not negotiate or obligate 
grant programs to control of any other governing body, and agree to not ter
minate or discontinue any youth service bureau without prior clearance from the 
Juvenile Services Administration. 

Local Agencies Eligible to Apply for Funds 

Any local government or agency. 

Number of Participating Agencies 

Eighteen units of local government (cities and counties) which subcontract 
with private agencies. 

Types of Services Provided 

Individual and group treatment, information and referral services, family 
counseling, crisis intervention, individual counseling, tutoring, recreation, 
community service development, job placement, and drug education. 

Restrictions on Use of Funds 

Administrative costs, personnel, operations and maintenance, and purchase of 
services. 

Budget Year 

July 1, 1977-June 30, 1978. 
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Source of Funds MICHIGAN CHILD CARE FUND 

State general fund. 
Federal Law Enforcement Assistance Administration (formerly). 

History of Appropriati.ons and EXE,enditures 

Appropriation Exeenditure 
Year State State 

1975 $ 436,589 $ 436,589 
1976 790,493 790,493 
1977 1,018,418 1,018,148 
1978 1,111,332 1,111,332 

Probable Continuation 

Program has been moved from a supplemental budget request to a line item in 
the Juvenile Services Administration budget. Continuation is likely. 

Administrating Agency 

Juvenile Services Administration 
Department of Health and Men.tal Hygiene 
201 West Preston Street 
Baltimore, Maryland 21201 
Telephone: (301) 383-3770 
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Citation: Michigan Public Acts of 1955, Act 112, as amended 
Program Initiation: 1955 

Program Objectives 

To provide total protective care to children under the jurisdiction of the 
juvenile court and to encourage joint planning and programming of. child care 
services among small- and medium-size counties. 

Factors Applied in Determining Allocation of Subsidy 

Counties are reimbursed 50 percent of expenses incurred in providing resi
dential services which meet guidelines established by the state Department of 
Social Services. Up to 20 percent of the state appropriation may also be used 
to reimburse counties for in-home services, and to shorten or prevent the need 
for foster care. Basic grants of $10,000 to $15,000 are available for counties 
with populations of less than 75,000 which are engaged in joint programming and 
planning. 

Administrative Requirements for Funding Eligibility 

A planning process must be initiated by the county board of commiSSioners, 
juvenile court judge, and director of the local department of social services. 
The plan is reviewed by the state Office of Children and Youth Services, which 
must adhere to administrative and programmatic regulations established by the 
state Department of Social Services. Reimbursement must be claimed monthly on a 
cumulative basis. 

The state must pay 50 percent of county costs, as long as those costs are 
for reimbursable items, even when this means exceeding the legislative 
appropriation for the fiscal year. 

Local Agencies Eligible to Apply for Funds 

County boards of commissioners, on· behalf of juvenile divisions of probate 
courts and departments of social services. 

Number of Participating Agencies 

All 83 counties. 

Types of Services Provided 

Family foster care, detention, independent living, in-home services. 

Restrictions on Use of Funds 

Administrative costs, personnel, operations and maintenance, and purchase of 
services. 

B-55 



-----.---., ... "..,....,...._-- ----- -~--~---
------------.--------.------------------~-----------------------------------------

Y i 

Budget Year 

October 1, 1977-September 30, 1978. 

Source of Funds 

State general fund. 

History of Appropriations and Expenditures 

Year 

1970 
1971 
1972 
1973 
1974 
1975 
1976 
1977 
1978 

'*denotes Not Available. 

Other Pertinent Information 

Appropriation 
State 

'* 
$10,935,000 

13,696,625 
13,696,625 
13,819,017 
15,018,300 
15,018,300 
19,424,200 
19,262,841 

Expenditure 
State 

'* 
'* 
'* 
'* 
'* 
'* 

$22,681,275 
34,733,195 
37,400,232 

There is some dispute of the ot-mership of local dfepartment of social serv
ices offices, since they bear characteristics of both state and local govern
ments. With regard to the Child Care Fund, the local department of social 
services offices appear to operate as county agencies, even though salaries for 
local personnel are paid by state government. 

Probable Continuation 

The program has been in operation since 1955. The state Department of 
Social Services' judgment is that, with positive modifications, the prospects 
for continuation of the program are excellent. 

Administrating Agency 

Office of Children and Youth Services 
Department of Social Services 
112 West Allegan 
Lansing, Michigan 48926 
Telephone: (517) 373-7950 
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MINNESOTA COUNTY PROBATION REIMBURSEMENT PROGRAM 

Citation: Minnesota Statutes, Chapter 698, Section 3 
Program Initiacion: 1959 

Program Objectives 

To extend probation services to all county courts in Minnesota counties 
under 200,000 population. 

Factors Applied in Determining Allocation of Subsidy 

Reimbursement of 50 percent of probation officers' salaries and fringe 
benefits, to be prorated if appropriation is insufficient to cover costs. 

Administrative Requirements for Funding Eligibility 

Eligible counties certify costs of county probation officers' salaries and 
fringe benefits to Department of Corrections. 

Local Agencies Eligible to Apply for Funds 

Probation agencies in counties. 

Number of Participa.ting Agencies 

Sixty-six counties. 

Types of Services Provided 

Probation. 

Restrictions on Use of Funds 

Personnel (salaries and fringe benefits of county probation officers). 

Budget Year 

July 1, 1977-June 30, 1978. 

Source of Funds 

State general fund. 
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History of Appropriations and Expenditures 

Year 

1970 
1971 
1972 
1973 
1974 
1975 
1976 
1977 
1978 

*denotes Not Available. 

Probable Continuation 

Appropriation 
State 

$ 500,000 
525,000 
575,000 
700,000 
700,000 
770,000 

* 
* 

1,490,600 

Expenditure 
State 

$ 500,000 
525;000 
575,000 
700,000 
700,000 
770,000 

* 
* 

1,490,600 

Program will be continued. It may eventually be superseded by the Minnesota 
Community Corrections Act. 

Administrating Agency 

r I 

Department of Corrections 
430 Metro Square Building 
St. Paul, Minnesota 55101 
Telephone: (612) 269-7076 
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MINNESOTA COMMUNITY CORRECTIONS CENTERS ACT 

Citation: Minne~ota Statutes, Chapter 761, Section 241.31 
Program Initiation: 1969 

Program Objec.tives 

To encourage the development of local alternatives to incarceration, par
ticularly residential treatment centers, and as seed money to encourage county 
participation in the Comm'.mity Corrections Act. 

Factors Applied in Determining Allocation of Subsidy 

There are no spec.ial criteria for these subsidy grants. The Department of 
Corrections has open-ended discretion in awarding monies. These funds are often 
applied to matching federal grants for the development of group homes. 

Administrative Requirements for Funding Eligibility 

Grants are awarded on a quarterly basis. 

Local Agencies Eligible to Apply for Funds 

County governments. 

Number of Participating Agencies 

Not available. 

Types of Services Provided 

Delinquency prevention programs, residential care, and diversion. 

Restrictions on Use of Funds 

Operations and maintenance. 

Budget Year 

July 1, 1977-June 30, 1978. 

Source of Funds 

State general fund. 
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History of Appropriations and Expenditures 

Year 

1970 
1971 
1972 
1973 
1974 
1975 
1976 
1977 
1978 

*denotes Not Available. 

Probable Continuation 

Appropriation 
State 

* 
* 
* 
* 

$212,500 
212,500 
212,500 
212,500 
362,300 

Expenditure 
State 

* 
* 
* 
* 

$247,131 
266,561 
177,878 
212,488 
362,300 

As more counties participate in the Community Corrections Act, programs 
funded under this subsidy will be phased out accordingly. 

Administrating Agency 

Department of Corrections 
430 Metro Square Building 
St. Paul, Minnesota 55101 
Telephone: (612) 269-7076 
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MINNESOTA JUVENILE JUDGES' GROUP FOSTER HOME PROGRAM 

Citation: Minnesota Statutes, 260.185, and 260.251 
Program Initiat10n~ 1969 

Program Objectives 

To stimulate the development of group homes in small communities! supplant 
the ~Telfare department's role in licensing of group homes, and involve county 
judges in the licensing of group homes. 

Factors Applied in Determining Allocation of S~+~x. 

The state reimburses 50 percent of county funds expended for the cost of 
care of a youth, not to exceed $150 per youth per month. Costs covered by 
federal and other state aids, gran.ts, and relief programs are not reimbursable. 

Administrative Requirements for Funding Eligibl1ty 

Reimbursement is made on a quarterly basis for the cost of care. The proba
tion officer assigned to the group home by the juvenile judge must submit resi-· 
dential statistics quarterly. 

Local Agencies Eligible to A2ply for Funds 

Any county w~lfare department, not under the Community Corrections Act, that 
has a current agreement with the Department of Corrections to operate a juvenile 
judges' group foster homf=. Currently, participating counties are from rural 
areas. 

Number of Participatins Asencies 

Fifteen counties ~7ith 25 homes and 134 beds. 

Types of Services PrClvided 

Group foster care. 

Restrictions on Use of Funds 

Operations and maintenance, and personnel. 
, , 

Budset Year 

July 1, 1977-June 30, 1978. 

Source of Funds 

State general fund. 
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History of Appropr1at.:!.oE,s and Expenditures 

Appropriation Expenditure 
Year State --S-t';.a te -.-.-
1970 * * 
1971 * Ik 

1972 $398,430a $165 11 743 
1973 398,430a 217,842 
1974 500,000a 130,660b 

1975 500,000a 62,648b 

1976 400,000a 75,\398 
1977 * * 
1978 100,000c 100,000 

*denotes Not Available. 
aportions of these appropriations were also for state-operated group 

homes. 
bThe decrease in expenditure from 1974 to 1975 is due 1::0 Ramsey 

County (St. Paul) coming under the Community Corrections A(::t and no 
longer being eligible to receive reimbursement. 

cFor purposes of tabular information, expenditure levels arIa used to 
reflect appropriation levels. 

Probable Continuation 

As counties join the Community Corrections Act (CCA), this subsidy will be 
reduced in scope accordingly. The Department of Corrections anticipates the 
eventual termination over the course of the next few years as the CCA expands. 

Administrating Agency 

Department of Corrections 
430 Metro Square Building 
St. Paul, Minnesota 55101 
Telephone: (612) 269-7076 
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MINNESOTA REGIONAL JAIL AND DETENTION SUBSIDY ACT 

Citation: Laws of Minnesota, Chapter 965, Section 3, Subdivision 12 
Program Initiation: 1971 

Program Objectives 

To stimulate the development of regional jail and detention facilities. 

Factors Applied in Determining Allocation of Subsidy 

Monthly reimbursement is based upon average daily population multiplied by 
$450 for adult and $800 for juvenile facilities. Reimbursement is limited to 
regional facilities housing offenders from two or more counties. 

Administrative Requirements for Funding Eligibility 

Counties submit claims which the state reimburses on a monthly basis. 
Facilities must be in compliance with state standards to receive funds. 

Local Agencies Eligible to Apply for Funds 

County governments. 

Number of Participating Agencies 

Six facilities: two juvenile detention centers and four adult jails. 

Types of Services Provided 

Corrections facilities and detention. 

Restrictions on Use of Funds 

Operations and maintenance. 

Budget Year 

July 1, 1977-June 30, 1978. 

Source of Funds 

State general fund. 
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History of Appropriations and Expenditures 

Year 

1971 
1972 
1973 
1974 
1975 
19i'6 
1977 
1978 

*denotes Not Available. 

Probable Continuation 

Appropriation 
State 

* 
$400,000 

400,000 
465,603 
465,603 
281,300 
281,300 

19,200 

Expenditure 
State 

* 
$202,928 

202,928 
376,530 
376,530 
113,553 
113,553 

* 

This subsidy program has been and will continue to be superseded by the 
Community Corrections Act (CCA) as more counties participate in CCA. 

Administrating Agency 

Department of Corrections 
430 Metro Square Building 
St. Paul, Minnesota 55101 
Telephone: (612) 296-7076 

1 I - I 
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l1INNESOTA COHMUNITY CORRECTIONS ACT 

Citation: Laws of Minnesota, Chapter 401, Sections 1 through ~6 
Program Initiation: 1973 

Program Objectives 

To transfer responsibility for corrections services for all but serious 
offenders to local units of government, to reduce judicial commitments to state 
adult penal facilities and juvenile training schools through financial assist
ance designed to induce the development of additional sentencing alternatives at 
the local level, to improve coordination among criminal justice components at 
the local level, and to promote the development of comprehensive corrections 
planning at the local level. 

Factors Applied in Determining Allocation of Subsidy 

The subsidy allotment is based upon an equalization formula designed to meet 
county corrections needs and local ability to pay. The four-part formula con
sists of: (1) per capita income, (2) per capita property value, (3) percentage 
of population six to 30 years old, and (4) per capita expenditure for corrections 
purposes. The first two are factored inversely, with the result being that coun
ties with higher per capita or taxable value are eligible for less per capita 
subsidy than poorer counties. The latter two categories are based upon an age 
factor, with the ages six through 30 representing the percentage of high-risk 
population, and corrections purposes reflecting county expenditures for proba
tion services. The standard score based upon these factors is then applied pro
portionately to the available legislative appropriations. Counties will have 
subtracted from the subsidy the cost of commitment for adult offenders (sen
tenced to five years or less) and juveni'le offenders committed to state institu
tions. Deductions are made at a rate of $25 a day for adults and $45 a day for 
juveniles. During the first fiscal year of participation, existing state-funded 
services and programs available to a county are also subtracted from the $ubsidy 
eligibility amount. 

Administrative Requirements for Funding Eligibility 

The subsidy is awarded to counties at the beginning of the fiscal year based 
upon the formula eligibility. Counties are required to prepare a comprehensive 
plan which must be approved by the Department of Corrections for funds to be 
allocated. To receive the subsidy, counties must also comply with minimum stan
dards established by the state. 

Local Agencies Eligible to Apply for Funds 

County governments. 

Number of Participating Agencies 

Not available. 
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Types of Services Provided 

Detention, alter"native living, probation, residential care, parole, and 
corrections. 

Restrictions on Use of Funds 

Operations and maintenance, administrative costs, personnel, and purchase of 
services. 

Budg~ Year 

July 1, 1977-June 30, 1978. 

Source of Funds 

State general fund. 

History of Appropriations and Exyenditures 

Appropriation Expenditure 
Year State State 

1973 $ 750,000 * 
1974 750,000 * 
1975 3,750,000 $ 769,685 
1976 3,750,000 769,685 
1977 6,800,000· 3,305,400 
1978 6,800,000 3,305,400 

*denotes Not Available. 
aApproximately $6 million in unexpended fundel were carried over until 

the next biennium. 

Probable Continuation 

Gradual expansion of the program is anticipated. 

Administrating Agency 

r i 

Department of Corrections 
430 Metro Square Building 
St. Paul, Minnesota 55101 
Telephone: (612) 269-7076 

B-66 

" , . 

I 

" 

MISSOURI CARE AND MAINTENANCE OF DELINQUENT OR DEPENDENT CHILDREN 

Citation: ~fissouri Revised Statutes, Section 210.310 
Program Initiation: 1939 

Program Objectives 

To reimburse appropriate governing bodies of any county for maintaining a 
facility for delinquent or dependent children. 

Factors Applied in Determining Allocation of Subsidy 

An average daily census is used to determine monthly state allocations. 

Administrative Requirements for Funding Eligibility 

Each facility submits bills for reimbursement with signed certificates 
stating the number of youth served and the number of days covered. 

Local Agencies Eligible to Apply for Funds 

County governments (including the City of St. Louis). 

Number of Participating Agencies 

Seventeen counties (City of St. Louis has two programs). 

Types of Services Provided 

Detention. 

Restrictions on Use of Funds 

Administrative costs, personnel, and operations and maintenance. 

Budget Year 

July 1, 1977-June 30, 1978. 

Source of Funds 

State general fund. 
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History of Appropriations and Expenditures 

Year 

1970 
1971 
1972 
1973 
1974 
1975 
1976 
1977 

·1978 

*denotes Not Available. 

Probable Continuation 

No information provided. 

Administrating Agen£l 

Division of Budget and Planning 
Office of Administration 
P. O. Box 809 
Jefferson City, Missouri 65102 
Telephone: (314) 751-4921 

Appropriation 
State 

* 
* 
* 
* 

$360,000 
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600,000 
600,000 
500,000 
500,000 

Expenditure 
State 

* 
* 
* 
* 

$404,434 
362,462 
366,318 
302,364 
351,506 

HISSOURI COMMUNITY-BASED YOUTH SERVICES SUBSIDY 

Citation: Missouri Revised Statutes, Section 219.041 
Program Initiation: 1975 

Program Objectives 

To encourage the development of community-b.gsed treatment services and to 
reduce commitments to the Division of Youth Services. 

Factors Applied in Determining Allocation of Subsidy 

For fiscal 1979, a base rate or an average rate of commitment over the past 
five years or past two years (wh,ichever was greater) was established for par
ticipating counties. For every juvenile not committed to the Division of Youth 
Services below the base rate, the county receives $5,000. 

Administrative Requirements for Funding Eligibility 

The juvenile judge for the county appoints an advisory committee to deter
mine how the subsidY will be spent and presents the program to the Division of 
Youth Services. Upon approval of the program by the Division of Youth Services, 
the county becomes eligible to receive funds. 

Local Agencies Eligible to Apply for Funds 

County governments. 

Number of Participating Agencies 

One county. 

Typea of Services Provided 

Community services development, delinquency prevention, diversion, proba
tion, and residential care. 

Restrictions on Use of Funds 

Administrative costs, personnel, and operations and maintenance. 

Budget Year 

July 1, 1977-June 30, 1978. 

Source of Funds 

State general fund. 
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History of Appropriations and Expenditures 

ApprOpriation Expenditure 
Year State State 

1975 No appropriation No appropriation 
1976 No appropriation No appropriation 
1977 No appropriation No appropriation 
1978 No appropriation $5,625a 

aIn fiscal 1979 (July 1, 1978-June 30, 1979), appropriation language 
was adopted which provided for excess funds to be transferred from 
existing program budgets into the Community-Based Youth Services 
Subsidy budget. In fiscal 1979, $45,000 was transferred ,and $5,625 
was spent the last two months of 1978. 

Probable Continuation 

It is believed that a statewide comprehensive program would be well 
received. 

Administrating Agency 

Division of Youth Services 
Department of Special Services 
P.O. Box 447 
Jefferson City, Missouri 65102 
Telephone: (314) 751-3324 
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NEVADA JUVENILE PROBATION SUBSIDY 

Citation: Nevada Revised Statutes, Chapter 213, as amended 
Program Initiation: 1973 

Program Objectives 

To improve community-based treatment programs and probation services for 
juvenile offenders, to reduce unnecessary commitments to state-operated institu
tions, and to work toward change in institutions to more adequately meet the 
needs of youth. 

Factors Applied in Determining Allocation of Subsidy 

Monies are allocated to the judicial districts in accordance with the 
following formula: [YP x ($3.50 + CPI change)] + BG .. Judicial District 
Allotment. 

YP = latest total Youth Population prior to budget preparat.ion based on the 
Nevada Elementary and Secondary Civil Rights Survey j the State of 
Nevada Department of Education parochial and private school enrollment 
figures, and federal school enrollment figures. 

CPI change = positive or negative change in the Consumer Price Index from 
the latest CPI report prior to budget preparation. 

BG = Block Grant of $10,000 per district, or in those districts with three 
or more counties per district, $5,000 per county. 

Administrative Requirement.s for Funding Eligibility 

An application is submitted by a county official, endorsed by the district 
court judge and approved by the county commissioners~ The application contains: 
the estimated number on probation, the number of staff, location of the program 
components, the local official l'~sponsible for the administration of the 
program, and a statement assuring no discrimination for race, creed, color, or 
national origin. 

Local Agencies Eligible to Apply for Funds 

State judicial districts. 

Number of ~icipating Agencies 

All stat~ judicial districts. 

Types of Services Provided 

Probation, supervision, and support services. 
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Restrictions on Use of Funds 

Administrative costs, pe':csonnel, operations and maintenance, purchase of 
services, and travel. 

Budget Yf)'1.::I.t' 

July 1, 1977-June 30, 1978. 

Source of Funds 

State general fund. 

History of Appropriations and Expenditure~ 

Year 

1974 
1975 
1976 
1977 
1978 

*denotes Not Available. 

Probable Continuation 

Appropriation 
State 

$415,000 
470,000 
505,000 
567,000 
629,000 

Expenditure 
State 

$375,732 
455,857 
474,876 
533,378 

* 

All districts have experienced positive results. The legislative recommen
dation from the governor's office was for no increase in funding for fiscal 
1979-80 and 1980-81. 

Administrating Agency 

'1 I 

Juvenile Community Service Unit 
Youth Services Agency 
Department of Human Resources 
250 Park Street 
Reno, Nevada 89582 
Telephone: (702) 784-6421 
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NEW YORK YOUTH DEVELOPHENT/DELINQUENCY PREVENTION SUBSIDY 

Citation: Consolidated Laws of New York, Chapter 18, 
Executive Law, Section 420 

Program Initiation: 1946 

Program Objectives 

To provide support to local governments for recreation and other leisure 
activities, to encourage programs that address the problems of delinquent and 
predelinquent youth, and to establish county wide comprehensive planning and 
program developmente 

Factors Applied in Determining Allocation of Subsidy 

The state reimburses 50 percent of expenditures up to a maximum of $4.50 per 
youth in counties which prepare comprehensi ve plans; $2.25 per youth in non
comprehensive plan counties. 

Administrative Requirements for Funding Eligibility 

Municipalities prepare an application and budget which must be reviewed and 
approved. Claims are submitted for reimbursement of expenditures, which are 
audited for conformance to approved programs. 

Local Agencies Eligible to Apply for Funds 

County, city, town, villagejalso, private service providers may operate 
programs under contract with municipalities. 

Number of Participating Agencies 

Fifty-six counties, 62 Cities, 756 towns, 473 villages, and six school 
,districts. 

Types of Services Provided 

Information and referral, education, employment, counseling, health, youth 
advocacy, special prevention services, recreation, and youth bureaus. 

Restrictions on Use of Funds 

Administrative costs, personnel, and operations and maintenance. 

Budget Year 

April 1, 1977-Harch 31, 1978. 
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Source of Funds 

State general fund. 

l!~story of Appropriations and Expenditures 

Appropriation Expenditure 

State State 
Year 

1970 $ 7,800,000 $ 7,300,000 

1971 
8,100,000 8,100,000 

1972 
8,100,000 9,900,000 

1973 
10,000,000 9,000,000 

1974 
11,000,000 11,300,000 

1975 
14,200,000 9,600,000 

1976 
16,100,000 14,700,000 

1977 
16,400,000 18,200,000a 

1978 
16,400,000 15,000,000 

aAppropriation language allows for claims to be paid for programs 
operating before or after the year of appropriation. 

Probable Continuation 

The programs are widely accepted and continuation is probable. 

Administrating Agency 

1 

New York State Division for Youth 
84 Holland Avenue 
Albany, New York 12208 
Telephone: (518) 473-7535 
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NEW YORK DETENTION SERVICES PROGRAM 

Citation: Consolidated Laws of New York, Chapter 18, 
Executive Law, Section 530 

Program Initiation: 1955 

Program Objectives 

To provide adequate levels of secure detention, to develop nonsecure deten
tion ~tn all counties, and to remove status offenders from secure detention. 

Factors Applied in Determining Allocation of Subsidy 

Daily rates are established from prior year's expenditure by dividing the 
total expenditure by the days of care provided. 

~nistrative Requirements for Funding Eligibility 

Quarterly claims are submitted by county social st~rvices agencies; services 
must be in compliance with sl;ate rules and regulations. 

Local Agencies Eligible to Apply for Funds 

Counties and New York City. 

~!r of Participating Agencies 

Fifty-seven counties, and New York City. 

Types of Services Provj.ded 

Dtetention. 

Restrictions on Use of Funds 

Administrative costs, personnel, and operations and maintenance. 

Budget Year 

April 1, 1977-March 31, 1978. 

Source of Funds 

State general fund. 
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Histor;x: of AEEroEriations and EXEenditures 

ApEroEriation EXEenditure 
Year State State -
1970 a a 
1971 a a 
1972 a a 
1973 a a 
1974 a a 
1975 a a 
1976 a a 
1977 a a 
1978 $5,400,000a $5,400,000a 

8Prir;t to 1978, appropriations and expenditures were combined with 
the Care and Maintenance of Juveniles Subsidy. The combined 
appropriation for 1978 was $10,900,000. The appropriation and 
expenditure history prior to 1978 is shown in the New York Care and 
Maintenance of Juveniles Subsidy profile. 

Probable Continuation 

Well established; will continue. 

Administrating Agency, 

New York State Division for Youth 
84 Holland Avenue 
Albany, New York 12208 
Telephone: (518) 473-7535 
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NEW YORK CARE AND MAINTENANCE OF JUVENILES SUBSIDY 

Citation: Consolidated Laws of New York, Chapter 18, 
Executive Law, Section 529 

Program Initiation: 1955 

Program Objectives 

To share the cost of care with counties for adjudicated delinquents and sta
tus offenders placed in voluntary agencies. 

Factors Applied in Determining Allocation of Subsidy 

A daily rate is established by a statewide standards-of-payment system, com
puted on the basis of services provided. The standards-of-payment system is 
administered by the Department of Social Serv:!.ces. 

Administrative Requirements for Funding Eligibility 

Care must be provided by an authorized child care agency which complies with 
standards set by the Department of Social Services. County social services 
departments submit claims quarterly. 

Local Agencies Eligible to Apply for Funds 

Counties and New York City. 

Number of Participating Agencies 

Fifty-seven counties and New York City. 

Types of Services Provided 

Residential care. 

Restrictions on Use of Funds 

Purchase of services. 

Budget ~ 

April 1, 1977-Harch 31, 1978. 

Source of Funds 

State general fund • 
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History of Appropriations and Expenditures 

Year 

1970 
1971 
1972 
1973 
1974 
1975 
1976 
1977 
1978 

Appropriation 
State 

$ 9,700,000 
13,100,000 
14,400,000 
10,800,000 
14,500,000 
13,400,000 
12,300,000 
14,600,0010 

5,500,OOoa 

Expenditure 
State 

$ 8,700,000 
11,300,000 
13,100,000 
10,000,000 
14,500,000 
13,400,000 
12,300,000 
14,600,000 
5,500,000 

aUntil 1978, the Care and Maintenance of Juveniles Subsidy appro
priation included funds for the Detention Services Program. 

Probable Continuation 

VI'ell established and probably will continue. 

~~ltrating Agency 

Nelrl York State Division for Youth 
84 Holland Avenue 
Albany, New York 12208 
Telephone: (518) 473-7535 

.,-

B-78 

.... ~"" 

J"-:-

I' 

I 
t 
1 
i r 
I I 
I 
! , 

I 
11 

.1 
.1 

j 
·1 

I 
1 

I 
j 
I 

1 
I 

1 

I 
! 
1 
I 

j 
4 

i 
! 

I 
I 
I 
j 

:1 
I 

I 
" 

NEW YORK RUNAWAY AND HOMELESS YOUTH PROGRAM 

Citation: Consolidated Laws of New York, Chapter 18, 
Executive Law, Section 532 

Program Initiation: 1978 

Program Objectives 

To provide state support for the develop;ilent or expansion of' programs to 
serve runaway and homeless youth and their famil~es, and to foster coordination 
of services to runaway and homeless youth. 

Factors Applied in Determining Allocation of Subsi~ 

Relative priority based on the number of runaway and homeless youth, levels 
of existing services, and local commitment of tax levy funding (at least 12.5 
percent of program cost). 

Administrative Requirements for Funding Eligibility 

Funds awarded are based upon the submission of a satisfactory youth services 
plan for runaway and homeless youth. 

Local ~encies Eligible to Apply for Funds 

Fifty-seven countie6 and New York City. 

Number of Participating Agencies 

Approximately 30 counties have indicated interest, six others have had plans 
approved, and about 12 others are actively developing plans. 

Types of .§ervices Provided 

Medical services, transportation, emergency shelter, family counseling, 
individual counseling, and referral for other services. 

Restrictions on Use of Funds 

Administrative costs, personnel, and operations and maintenance. 

Budget Year 

April 1, 1977-March 31, 1978. 

Source of Funds 

State general fund. 
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of Appropriations and Expenditures, History __ 

Year -
1978 

Appropriation 
State --

$750,000a 

Expenditure 
State 

'* 

'*denotes Not Available. (April 1, 1978-Harch 31, 1979). 
aAppropriated for fiscal 1979 

Probable Continuation 

I I of funding is unsure. Continuation is probable, although the eve 

Administr~ting Agency 
---..-:~.;q". 

New York State Division for Youth 
84 Holland Avenue 
Albany, New York 12208 
Telephone: (518) 473-7535 

; , 
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NEW YORK SPECIAL DELINQUENCY P~EVENTION PROGRAM GRANTS 

Citation: Supplemental appropriation in fiscal 1978-79 budget 
Program Initiation: 1978 

Program Objectives 

To encourage and support augmented services to youth in communities with 
concentrations of disadvantaged or unemployed youth, or youth with a high risk 
of becoming delinquent. 

Factors Applied in Determining Allocation of Subsidy 

Relation to high-priority needs and statewide allocation plan based on popu
lation, poverty levels (Aid to Dependent Children rates), and delinquency petitions. 

Administrative Requirements for Funding Eligibility 

Proposals are requested and competitively awarded. . 
Local Agencies Eligible to Apply for Funds 

Nonprofit community organizations. 

Number of Participating Agencies 

One-hundred and eighty community organizations. 

Types of Services Provided 

Special delinquency prevention programs. 

RestrictioGs on Use of Funds 

Administrative costs, personnel, and operations and maintenance. 

Budget Year 

April 1, 1978-Harch 31, 1979. 

Source of Funds 

State general fund. 
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History of Appropriations and Expenditures 

Year 

1978 

*denotes Not Available. 

Probable Continuation 

Appropriation 
State 

$5,000,000 

Expenditure 
State 

* 

Well received--over 900 proposals were submitted. Governor has recommended 
a higher level of funding for fiscal 1979. 

Administrating Agency 

New York State Di-vision for Youth 
84 Holland Avenue 
Albany, New York 12208 
Telephone: (518) 473-7535 
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NORTH CAROLINA CmlMUNITY-BASED ALTERNATIVES 
PROGRAM 

Citation: Session Laws of 1975, G.S. 7A-289.13 
Program Initiation: 1976 

Program Objectives 

To deinstitutionalize status offenders through the statewide development of 
locally controlled, state-funded, and community-based programs. 

Factors Applied in Determining Allocation of Subsidy 

There is a $2,500 base grant for each county, with the balance of available 
funds distributed on a prorated amount, based on a county's ten~ to 17-year-old 
population. 

Administrative Requirements for Funding Eligibility 

A local interagency task force in each county studies local ·needs· and sub
mits recommendations to county commissioners. Program agreements are forwarded 
to the Community-Based Alternatives Section of the Division of Youth Services 
for final review and approval. Local match of 10 percent to 30 percent is 
required depending upon the jurisdiction's ability to pay. Residential programs 
must be licensed. 

Local Agencies Eligible to Apply for Funds 

Local units of government, local public agencies, and local private nonprofit 
agencies. 

Number of Participating Agencies 

Ninety-seven county governments. 

Types of Services Provided 

Adult volunteers, counseling, school-related services, group homes, wilder
ness camping, recreation, youth service bureaus, emergency shelter, and spe
cialized foster care. 

Restrictions on Use of Funds 

Programs must be direct-service in nature. 

Budget Year 

July 1, 1977-June 30, 1978. 

Source of Funds 

State general fund. 
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History of Appropriations and Expenditures 

Appropriation 

Year 

1976 
1977 
1978 

State 

$ 250,000a 
1,000,000 
2,000,000b 

Expenditure 
State 

$206,103 
826,341 

* 

*denotes Not Available. 1 d from reallocation of 
aNot a legislative appropriation, but resu te 

funds from the Division of youth Services. an addi-
bThe interim session of the 1977 General Assembly appropriated 
tional $1,000,000 for the second year of the biennium. 

Probable Continuation 

State funding should increase. 
appears very likely. 

Administrating Agency 

Y I 

Division of Youth Services 
Department of Human Resources 
401 Glenwood Avenue 
Raleigh, North Carolina 27603 
Telephone: (919) 733-3011 

Program acceptance is good and continuation 

B-84 

'. 

OHIO PROBATION DEVELOPHENT SUBSIDY 

Citation: Ohio Revised Code, Section 5139.17 
Program Initiation: 1964 

Program Objectives 

To expand and improve the probation services within county juvenile courts. 

Factors Applied in Determining Allocation of Subsidy 

A maximum of 50 percent of the salary and travel expenditures of probation 
personnel, including the positions of probation officer, supervisor, and cleri
cal support, are eligible for reimbursement. The Ohio Youth Commission estab
lishes the maximum salary for each position as the basis for reimbursement. 
Allocation of appropr.iated funds is based upon requests from participating coun
ties. The Ohio Youth Commission attempts to expend one-half of the funds in 
counties with populations below 400,000 and one-half in counties with popula
tions above 400,000. 

Admini~trative Requirements for Funding Eligibility 

County governments are reimbursed quarterly, based upon reported expend
itures and demonstration of compliance with standards of the Ohio Youth 
Commission. 

Local Agendes Eligible to Apply for Funds 

County governments. 

Number of Participating Agencies 

Seventy-eight counties. 

Types of Services Provided 

Probation services. 

Restrictions on Use of Funds 

Personnel and travel. 

Budget Year 

July 1, 1977-June 30, 1978. 

Source of Funds 

State general fund. 
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History of Appropriations and Expenditures 

Appropriation 
Year 

1970 
1971 
1972 
1973 
1974 
1975 
1976 
1977 
1978 

Probable Continuation 

State 

$400,000 
400,000 
400,000 
50n,OOO 
62l, ~ 000 
900,000 
981,000 
982,000 
982,000 

Expenditure 
State 

$377 ,317 
386,330 
387,919 
451,376 
539,802 
784,569 
953,000 
960,472 
960,267 

This subsidy will be phased out in favor of a newly proposed subsidy pack?~e. 

Administrating Agency 

r I 

Subsidy Unit 
Community Services Division 
Ohio Youth Commission 
35 East Gay Street 
Columbus, Ohio 43215 
Telephone: (614) 466-8783 
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OHIO JUVENILE REHABILITATION FACILITIES CONSTRUCTION :SUBSIDY 

Citation: Ohio Revised Code, Section 4139.27 
Program Initiation: 1965 

Program Objectives 

To promote the development of local, community-based residential treatment 
facilities for delinquent youth. 

Factors Applied in Determining Allocation of Subsidy 

Counties applying for assistance may receive up to one-hal:E of the costs of 
construction or acquisition of rehabilitation facilities, not to e~ceed $6,500 
per bed. The facilities must be designed to accommodate [to more than 150 
children. 

Administrative Requirements for Funding EliZibilitt 

Facilities must comply with the standerds of the Ohio Youth Commission. 

Local Agencies Eligible to Apply for Funds 

County governments. 

Number of Participating Counties 

None. There have been no applications. 

Types df Services Provided 

Rehabilitation facilities. 

Restrictions on the Use of Funds 

Facilities construction and acquisition. 

Budget Year. 

July 1, 1977-June 30, 1978. 

Source of Funds 

State general fund. 
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History of Appropriations and Expenditures 

Appropriationa 

Year State 

1970-78 None 

Expenditure 
State 

None 

d needed to meet costs 
aFunds are appropriate as combined with the 

for 
Ohio 

approved 
Facility construction requests and are 

Maintenance Subsidy. 

Probable Continuation 

Likely to continue to be available. 

Administrating Agency 

: '/' ! 

Subsidy Unit 
Community Services Division 
Ohio Youth Commission 
35 East Gay Street 
Columbus, Ohio 43215 
Telephone: (614) 466-8783 
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OHIO DISTRICT DETENTION/REHABILITATION 
FACILITY MAINTENANCE SUBSIDY 

Citation: Ohio Revised Code, Section 2151.652 
Program Initiation: 1967 

Program Objectives 

To operate and maintain training and rehabilitation facilities and local and 
district detention facilities for adjudicated delinquent and unruly youth. 

Factors Applied in Determining Allocation of Subsidy 

Rehabilitation programs operating in approved facilities and meeting program 
standards may be reimbursed by the Ohio Youth Commission at a rate of $200 per 
month per occupied bed, for either single or multicounty facilities. Approved 
detention (single county or district) programs may receive a maximum of $100,000 
per annum or one-half of the annual operating expenses, whichever is less. 

Administrative Requirements for Funding Eligibility 

Operational costs are reimbursed quarterly on the basis of reports filed. 
Receipt of reimbursement for operating expenses is contingent upon full 
compliance with standards established by the Ohio Youth Commission. 

Local Agencies Eligible to Apply for Funds 

County governments. 

Number of PartiCipating Agencies 

Rehabilitation units in 16 counties and district detention in 21 counties. 

Types of Services Provided 

Rehabilitative services, individual counseling, recreation, academic and 
vocational programs, and work program. 

Restrictions on Use of Funds 

Operations and maintenance. 

Budget Year 

July 1, 1977-June 30, 1978. 

Source of Funds 

State general fund. 
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History of Appropriations and Expenditures 

Year 

1970 
1971 
1972 
1973 
1974 
1975 
1976 
1977 
1978 

Probable Continuation 

Program acceptance is good. 

Administrating Agency 

Subsidy Unit 
Community Services Division 
Ohio Youth Commission 
35 East Gay St~:eet 
Columbus, Ohio 43215 
Telephone: (614) 466-8783 

:r I 

Appropri~ 
State 

$ 3,300 
18,700 
21,380 
39,602 
90,108 

129,270 
232,478 

2,148,696 
1,743,829 
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Expenditure 
State 

$ 3,300 
18,700 
21,380 
39,602 
90,108 

129,270 
232,478 

2,148,696 
1~743,829 

" 

OHIO JUVENILE LAW ENFORCEHENT SUBSIDY 

Citation: Ohio Revised Code, Section 5139.33 
Program Initiation: 1967 

Program Objectives 

To provide financial assistance to municipal and county law enforcement 
agencies to increase the number of officers trained to deal with juveniles. 

Factors Applied in Determining Allocation of Subsidy 

Up to 50 percent of the salaries of juvenile officers (not to exceed $3,500 
for each officer annually) is reimbursed to participating counties. 

Administrative Requirements for Funding Eligibility 

Municipal or county governments applying for state aid file a plan and an 
estimate of costs for juvenile services for the fiscal year. At the end of each 
quarter, municipal or county governments submit a verified accounting of juven
ile enforcement services expenditures and other statistical information required 
by the Ohio Youth Commission. Participating law enforcement agencies must 
comply with standards of the Ohio Youth Commission. 

Local Agencies Eligible to Apply for Funds 

County and municipal governments. 

Number of Participating Agencies 

Seventy law enforcement agencies in 34 counties. 

Types of Services Provided 

Juvenile officer services and in-service training. 

Restrictions on Use of Funds 

Personnel, training, and travel. 

Budget Year 

July 1, 1977-June 30, 1978. 

Source of Funds 

State general fund. 
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Historx: of ApEroEriations and EXEenditures 

Appropriation Expenditure 
State State Year 

1970 * * 
1971 * * 
1972 * * 
1973 * * 
1974 * * 
1975 * * 

$262,300 $253,017 1976 
262,300 281,641 1977 

1978 262,300 267,300 

*denotes Not Available. 

Probable Continuatio~ 

Scheduled to ter.~inate in favor of a new comprehensive subsidy program. 

Administrating Agencx: 

7 '" 

Subsidy Unit 
Community Services Division 
Ohio Youth Commission 
35 East Gay Street 
Columbus, Ohio 43215 
Telephone: (614) 466-8783 
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OHIO COUNTY FOSTER CARE SUBSIDY 

Citation: Ohio Revised Code, Section 5139.37 
Program Initiation: 1967 

Program Objectives 

To provide county assistance to maintain adjudicated delinquent youth in 
foster care setting. 

Factors Applied in Determining Allocation of Subsidy 

Subsidy reimbursement is made for three-fourths of the daily foster care 
rate paid by the court, up to a maximum of $15 reimbursement per youth per day. 
Because the appropriation made to this program by the legislature is insuf
ficient to provide reimbursement to counties for all delinquent youth placed in 
foster care by the jU'lenile court, each county is assured an allocation level 
based on total county popUlation. 

Administrative Requirements for Funding Eli&ibility 

Requests are based on projected needs. Foster homes must meet standards of 
the Ohio Youth Commission. Individual courts must ensure compliance with all 
rules, regulations, and standards. 

Local Agencies Eligible to Apply for Funds 

County governments. 

Number of Participating Agencie~ 

Thirty-eight counties. 

Types of Services Provided 

Foster care placements. 

Restrictions on Use of Funds 

Purchase of services. 

Budget Year 

July 1, 1977-June 30, 1978. 

Source of Funds 

State general fund. 
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History of ApEroEriations and Expenditures 

APEropriation Expenditure 
State State 

~ 
$ 76,909 

1970 $146,000 
87 , 716 125,000 

110) 472 1971 125,000 
133,443 1972 200,750 
226,077 1973 332,160 
422,71B 1974 500,000 
513,237 1975 588,000 
564,366 1976 582,800 
549,340 1977 

582,800 1978 

Probable Continuation 

This Bubsidy will be phased out in favor of a new comprehensive subsidy. 

~ministraHng Agency 

Subsidy Unit 
Community Services Division 
Ohio Youth Commission 

,. i 

35 East Gay Street 
Columbus, Ohio 43215 
Telephone: (614) 466-8783 
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OHIO DISTRICT DETENTION CONSTRUCTION SUBSIDY 

Citation: Ohio Revised Code, Section 5139.271 
Program Initiation: 1970 

Program Objectives 

To construct district detention facilities for youth. 

Factors Applied in Determining Allocation of Subsidy 

The construction portion of the detention subsidy is available only to those 
counties joining in the development of district detention facilities. The 
aggregate population of the participating counties must total 100,000 or more, 
as determined by the most recent census. Construction funds may be utilized for 
the construction of new facilities or the acquisition, remodeling, and initial 
equipping of existing structures. Eligibility for receipt of financial grants 
for construction is dependent upon the facility's compliance with specific 
building construction standards. Funds provided by the Ohio Youth Commission 
may be up to one-half of the participating counties' share of the cost of 
construction or acquisition of the facility, with a $3,000 per bed maximum. 

Administrative Requirements for Funding Eligibility 

The Ohio Youth Commission reviews the application submitted by the appointee 
district board of trustees of the detention facility. The Ohio Youth Commission 
reviews architectural plans, costs, and the proposed program. The total number 
of beds in anyone facility may not exceed 150 and must meet state construction 
and program standards. 

Local Agencies Eligible to Apply for Funds 

County governments. 

Number of Participating Agencies 

Six counties. 

Types of Services Provided 

Detention facilities. 

Restrictions on Use of Funds 

Construction and acquisition of facilities. 

Bud&et Year 

July 1, 1977-June 30, 1978. 
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Source of Funds 

State general fund. 

History of Appropriations and Expenditures 

Appropriationa 

~ 
State 

1970 * 
1971 * 
1972 * 
1973 * 
1974 * 
1975 * 
1976 * 
1977 * 
1978 * 

Expenditure 
State 

* 
* 
* 
* 

$279,122 
390,000 

o 
o 
o 

*denotes Not Available. 
aThere is no specific capital improvements budget, and needed funds 
are reallocated from total subsidy appropriation. 

Probable Continuation 

Few counties are able to participate, but subsidy is expected to continue. 

Administrating Agency 

Subsidy Unit 
Community Services Division 
Ohio Youth Commission 
35 East Gay Street 
Columbus, Ohio 43215 
Telephone: (614) 466-8783 
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OREGON JUVENILE COURT SUBSIDY 

Citation: Oregon Revised Statutes, Chapter 423, Section 310 
Program Initiation: 1969 

Program Objectives 

To reduce institutional populations by providing resources to communities 
for dealing with the more difficult behavioral problems of delinquents. 

Factors Applied in Determining Allocation of Subsidy 

A state advisory committee develops guidelines. Counties may submit plans 
which are assessed against the guidelines and available dollars. There are 
financial allocation criteria based primarily on de,mographic factors. The state 
pays 70 percent of costs of an approved plan as a reimbursement. 

Administrati'!e Requirements for Funding Eligibilitl, 

The state reimburses the county for 70 percent of the cost of implementing 
the approved plan. 

Local Agencies Eligible to Apply for F\llUds 

County governments. 

Number of Participating Ag~ncies 

Twenty-nine counties. 

Types of Services Provided 

Volunteer coordinators, training, foster care, and psychological services. 

Restrictions on Use of Funds 

Personnel, operations, and direct care costs. 

Budget Year 

July 1, 1977-June 30, 1978 

Source of Funds 

State general fund. 
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History of Appropriations and Expenditures 

Appropriation 
Year 

1970 
1971 
1972 
1973 
1974 
1975 
1976 
1977 
1978 

*denotes Not Available. 

Probable Continuatiop 

State 

$300,000 
302,500 
302,500 
281,039 
2~:,039 
305,637 
305,637 
331,560 
331,560 

Program continuation and gradual expansion is expected. 

Administrating Agency 

Children's Services Division 
Department of Human Resources 
198 Commercial Street, SE 
Salem, Oregon 97310 
Telephone: (503) 378-5303 
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Expenditure 
State 

$286,091 
335,876 
195,993 
231,012 
238,362 
356,992 
224,408 
313,787 
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PENNSYLVANIA GRANTS FOR THE IMPROVEMENT 
OF JUVENILE PROBATION SERVICES 

Citation: Pennsylvania Code, P.L. 177 
Program Initiation: 1962 

P~ogram Objectives 

To assist in developing, strengthening, and extending essential juvenile 
probation services to children. 

Factors Applied in Determining Allocation of Subsidy 
i 

Funds under this program are granted according to an established formula and 
must be used in addition to county funds to provide increased and improved ser
vices. The formula is based on the percentage increase in juvenile probation 
staff in each county from 1961 until the current year. At least 3.5 percent of 
the county's total grant must be set aside for training, unless the county has 
developed its own training program. 

Administrative Requirements for Funding Eligibilitr 

Application is made to the Juvenile Court Judges' Commission which reviews 
the application and certifies that the county's plan for use of grant funds con
forms to the standards. Payment of the grant is made after approval of the 
application by the Department of Justice. 

Local Agencies Eligibl~to Apply for Funds 

County juvenile courts. 

Number of Participating Agencies 

Sixty-one counties. 

Types of Services Provided 

Probation. 

Restrictions on Use of Funds 

Personnel. 

Budget Year 

July 1, 1977-June 30, 1978. 

Source of Funds 

State general fund. 
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History of Appropriations and Expenditures 

Year 

1970 
1971 
1972 
1973 
1974 
1975 
1976 
1977 
1978 

Other Pertinent Information 

Appropriation 
State 

$ 720,000 
720,000 
720,000 

1,320,000 
1,320,000 
1,320,000 
1,452,000 
1,568,000 
1,452,000 

Expenditure 
State 

$ 687,569 
685,537 
702,699 

1,255,919 
1,313,345 
1,232,108 
1,430,449 
1,490,698 
1,499,902 ' 

The Department of Public Welfare administered the subsidy from 1962-68. 

Probable Continuation 

Program has been well received and will probably continue. 

Administrating Agency 

Juvenile Court Judges' Commission 
Strawberry Square 
P. O. Box 1234 
Harrisburg, Pennsylvania 17108 
Telephone: (717) 787-6910 
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SOUTH CAROLINA PURCHASE OF SERVICES PROGRAM 

Citation: Departmental Program 
Program Initiation: 1973 

Program Object1ves 

To secure diagnostic, medical, psychological, and psy<!hiatric examinations, 
and tutorial services for predelinquent and delinquent children. 

Factors Applied in Determining Allocation of Subsidy 

Availability, cost, and quality of services are considered. Services are 
purchased according to a standardized 'fee schedule or through negotiation of 
payment that represents reasonable and allowable costs based on services 
available. 

AOfuinistrative Requirements for Funding Eligibility 

Participants must meet guidelines as outlined in the Treatment Procedures 
and Policy Manual. 

Local Agencies Eligible to Apply for Funds 

Any public or private nonprofit agency. 

Number of Participating Agencies 

Not available. 

Types of Services Provided 

Diagnostic and evaluation services, and educational services. 

Restrictions of Use of Funds 

Purchase of services. 

Budget Year 

July 1, 1977-June 30, 1978. 

Source of Funds 

State general fund. 
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H:tstor~ of Appropriations and EXEenditures 

Appropriation EXEenditure 
Year Statea State 

1973 * * 
1974 $ 19,160 $ 19,160 
1~75 62,606 62,606 
1976 119,861 119,861 
1977 . 66,886b 66,886 
1978 25,546b 25,546 

*denotes Not Available. 
aFor purposes of tabular information, expenditure levels are used to 
reflect appropriation levels. 

bRecent changes in the definition of purchase of services has 
resulted in what appears to be a decrease in funding. However, 
prior to 1978, the figures were inflated due to various programs 
being considered as part of purchases of services. These programs 
are now funded under separate titles which accounts for the ap'parent 
decrease in funding. 

Probable Continuation 

The program will definitely continue. It is widely accepted and appreciated 
in the communities it serves. 

Administrating Agency 

;r I 

Department of Youth Services 
P.O. Box 21487 
Columbia, South Carolina 29221 
Telephone: (803) 758-6251 
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SOUTH CAROLINA COMMUNITY CMfPING PROGRAM 

Citation: Departmental Program 
Program Initiation: 1975 

Program Objectives 

To secure recreational outlets for troubled children throughout the state. 

Factors Applied in Determining Allocation of Subsidy 

Availability, cost, and quality of services are considered when contracts 
are negotiated, based on the services available and the program's established 
cost per child. 

Administrative Requirements for Funding Eligibility 

The contract specifying the number of children to be served and the services 
to be provided must be met. 

Local Agencies Eligible to Apply for Funds 

Any public or private nonprofit agency. 

Number of Participating Agencies 

Not available. 

Types of Services Provided 

Recreation. 

Restrictions on Use of Funds 

Purchase of services • 

Budget Year 

July 1, 1977-June 30, 1978. 

Source of Funds 

State general fund. 
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History of Appropriations and Expenditures 

Year 

1975 
1976 
1977 
1978 

Appropriationa 
State 

$ 1,740 
8,593 
6,729 

10,768 

Expenditure 
State 

$ 1,740 
8,593 
6,729 

10,768 

aFor purposes of tabular information, expenditure levels are used to 
reflect appropriation levels. 

/' 

Probable Continuation 

Program is very well accepted and will continue to be funded. 

Administrating Agency 

Department of Youth Services 
P.O. Box 21487 
Columbia, South Carolina 29221 
Telephone: (803) 758-6251 

If I 
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SOUTH CAROLINA ORANGEBURG PARTNERS' PROGRAM 

Citation: Departmental Program 
Program Initiation: 1975, federally funded; 

1977, state assumed program costs. 

Program Objectives 

To provide counseling, referral, and recreation programs to troubled youth 
in Orangeburg County. 

Factors Applied in Determining Allocation of Subsidy 

There is no formula for allocating funds. A contract is developed which 
identifies the minimum number of children to be served and outlines the services 
to be provided. 

Administrative Requirements for Funding Eligibility 

The contract specifying the number of children to be served and the services 
to be provided must be met. 

Local Agencies Eligible to Apply for Funds 

Orangeburg Partners' Program (local private nonprofit agency). 

Number of Participating Agencies 

One private nonprofit agency. 

Types of Services Provided 

Specific delinquency prevention programs, information and referral services, 
individual and group treatment, and recreation. 

Restrictions on Use of Funds 

Administrative costs, personnel, and operations and maintenance. 

Budget ~ 

July 1, 1977-June 30, 1978. 

Source of Funds 

State general fund. 
Federal Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention Act. 
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Histor~ of AEEroEriation~ and EXEenditures 

AE~ropriation EXEenditure 
Year State Federala State Federala 

1975 $ 0 $18,000 $ 0 $18,000 
1976 0 20,000 0 20,000 
1977 5,000 20,000 5,000 20,000 
1978 25,000 0 25,000 0 

8The federal amounts for 1975-77 are estimated, based upon projected 
program costs. 

bFor pu~poses of tabular information, expenditure levels are used to 
reflect appropriation levels. 

Probable Continuation 

Highly accepted program which will continue to be funded. 

Administrating Agency 

Department of Youth Services 
P.O. Box 21487 
Columbia, South Carolina 29221 
Telephone: (803) 758-6251 
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SOUTH DAKOTA ALTERNATIVE CARE PROGRAM 

Citation: South Dakota Compiled Laws Annotated, 26-8-40.1 
Program Initiation: 1974 

Program Objectives 

To provide alternative care in foster homes and group care for adjudicated 
delinquents and children in need of supervision. 

Factors Applied in Determining Allocation of ~11.bsidy 

A daily rate is set for each facility by the Department of Social Services. 
Reimburse~ent varies in terms of reasonable and allowable costs according to the 
services provided by each facility. 

Administrative Requirements for Funding Eligibility 

A local court orders placement in foster or group homes. The Court Services 
Department makes payment to the homes. 

Local Agencies Eligible to Apply for Funds 

County governments. 

Number of Participdting Agencies 

Sixty-four counties. 

TYEes of Services Provided 

Group and foster care. 

Restrictions on Use of Funds 

Purchase of services. 

Budget Year 

July 1, 1977-June 30. 1978. 

Source of Funds 

State general fund. 
Feder.al Social Security Act, Title IV-A. 
Federal Social Security Act, Title XX (formerly). 
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History of Appropriations and Expenditures 

Appropriation Expenditure 
Year State Federala State Federal 

1974 * $ 0 * $ 0 
1975 * 0 * 0 
1976 * 0 * 0 
1977 * 0 i< 0 
1978 $672,000 94,345 602,640 94,345b 

*denotl;!s Not Available. 
aFor purposes of tabular information, expenditure levels are used, to 
reflect allocation levels. 

b$79,945 of Title XX funds were included, but not available after 
October 1, 1978. 

Probable Continuation 

The program will continue as an alternative to commitment to state training 
schools and inadequate home situations. 

Administrating Agency 

Court Services Department 
South Dakota Supreme Court 
State Capitol Building 
Pierre, South Dakota 57501 
Telephone: (605) 773-3474 

B-l08 

TEXAS COMMUNITY ASSISTANCE PROGRAM 

Citation: Vernons Civil Statutes, 
Section 6, Article 5143 D. 

Program Initiation: 1976 

Program Objectives 

To reduce the number of commitments to state institutions by (1) providing 
supplemental assistance to county probation departments, (2) increasing the 
resources for community alternatives for placements, and (3) facilitating 
working agreements between county probation departments and 'private sector agen
cies. 

Factors Applied in Determining Allocation of Subsidy 

The county enters into a negotiated performance-based contract with the 
state. For each reduction in commitments below a determined base rate, the 
county receives $4,500 annually. 

Administrative Requirements for Funning Eligibility 

All applicants are accepted into the Community Assistance Program. County 
participation is limited only by state budgetary constraints. 

Local Agencies Eligible to Apply for Funds 

County governments apply individually or by judicial districts. 

Number of Participating Agencies 

Seventy-nine counties. 

Types of Services Provided 

Residential care and probation. 

Restrictions on Use of Funds 

Personnel and operations and mainttl!!nanceo 

Budget Year 

September 1, 1977-August 31, 1978. 

Source of Funds 

State general fund. 
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History of Appropriations and Expenditures 

Year 

1976 
1977 
1978 

*denotes Not Available. 

Probable Continuation 

Appropriation 
State 

$1,500,000 
700,000 

1,800,000 

Expenditure 
State 

* 
* 

$1,600,000 

Participation will increase in fiscal 1979 to include approximately 90 coun
ties. Funding will be approximately $2,600,000. Funding for fiscal 1980-81 
biennium by state legislature is very likely. Partid.pating counties include 
most major metropolitan counties. 

Administrating Agency 

f i 

Community Assistance Program 
Texas Youth Council 
P.O. Box 9999 
Austin, Texas 78766 
Telephone: (512) 452-8111 
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UTAH JUVENILE DETENTION SERVICES SUBSIDY 

Citation: Utah Code Annotated, as amended, Section 55-11a-5 
Program Initiation: 1961 

Program Objectives 

To assist counties in the development, operation, and maintenance of juven
ile detentIon or holdover facilities which meet or exceed minimum state stan
dards for care of detained youth. 

Factors Applied in Determining Allocation of Subsidy 

Counties bill the state directly for at least 50 percent of the net cost of 
operation and maintenance, or the cost of construction. The total amount of 
reimbursement is determined by legislative appropriation. 

Administrative Requirements for Funding Eligibility 

In order to receive funds, counties must have facilities which meet minimum 
detention standards and have a current license. A specific work plan for the 
fiscal year must have prior approval by the Division of Family Services. 

Loc~l Agencies Eligible to Apply for Funds 

County governments. Several counties may operate a regional, district, or 
multicounty detention facility. 

Number of Participating Agencies 

Twenty-nine counties. There are three full-service detention centers and 
:four holdover facilities (which houslii' children for not more than 48 hours). 
Counties with no facilities may contract with those counties operating a deten
tion center or holdover facility. 

Types of Services Provided 

Detention services. 

Restrictions on Use of Funds 

Administration, personnel, operations and maintenance, travel, and construction. 

Budget Year 

July 1, 1977-June 30, 1978. 

Source of Funds 

State general fund. 
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History of ApproEriations and Expenditures 

Appropriation E~penditure 

Year State State 

1970 * * 
1971 * * 
1972 * * 
1973 * * 
1974 * * 
1975 * * 
1976 * * 
1977 $450,000 $362,000 
1978 450,000a 450,000 

*denotes Not Available. d $50 000 to the 
f F i ly Services adde , aFor fiscal 1979, the Division 0 am 

state legislature's appropriation. 

Probable Continuation 

id has been well accepted; however, counties 
The concept of a detention subs y b ying less than 50 percent of the 

were displeased because the state had een pa d d in having legislation passed 
ce counties succee e 

net costs. As a consequen, 50 ent of costs, and prospects for con-requiring the state to pay at least perc 
tinuation appear favorable. 

Administrating Agency 

Division of Family Services 
Department of Social Services 
Room 370 
150 West North Temple 
Salt Lake City, Utah 84110 
Telephone: (801) 533-7110 
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UTAH YOUTH SERVICES/YOUTH CRISIS INTERVENTION PROG~f 

Citation: 1977 House Bill 340, Utah Code Annotated, 1953, as amended. 
Program Initiation: 1977 

Program Objectives 

To provide primary services to runaway and ungovernable youth and their 
parents and to divert youth from unnecessary law enforcement, detention, and 
juvenile court involvement. 

Factors Applied in Determining Allocation of Subsidl 

The state negotiates with the county for an amount based upon a needs 
assessment and the ability of the county to provide services. Total amount is 
determ,ined by legislative appropriation for the program. 

Administrative Requirements for Funding Eligibility 

Legislation allows state to contract with counties to provide services. 
County programs must meet state standards. 

Local Agencies Eligible to Apply for Funds 

County governments. 

Number of Participating Agencies 

One: Salt Lake County. 

Types of Services Provided 

Crisis intervention, diagnostic services and evaluation, emergency shelter, 
and family counseling. 

Restrictions on Use of Funds 

Administrative costs, personnel, operations and maintenance, and purchase of services. 

Budget Year 

July 1, 1977-June 30, 1978. 

Source of Funds 

State general fund. 
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History of Aperoeriations and Expenditures 

Year 

1977 
1978 

Probable Continuation 

Aeeroeriation 
State 

$ 88,000 
94,000 

Expenditure 
State 

$ 88 p OOO 
94,200 

The program has a very good chance for continuation. Through the present 
can be accomplished than by having the state operate the arrangement, more 

program alone. 

Administrating Agency 

Division of Family Services 
Department of Social Services 
Room 370 
150 West North Temple 
Salt Lake City, Utah 84110 
Telephone: (801) 533-7110 

1 I 
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VIRGINIA RESIDENTIAL CARE SUBSIDY 

Citation: Code of Virginia, Chapter 11, Section 16.1-310 
Program Initiation: 1950 s predisposition detention facilities; 

1968, expanded to include postdispositional 
group homes 

Program Objectives 

To provide juveniles lo1ith a positive residential setting for individual 
treatment and to enhance the juveniles' abilities to function within the 
community. 

Factors Apelied in Determining Allocation of Subsidy 

This subsidy program consists of five components, each with different reim
busement formulas. (1) Renovation and construction: the state pays one-half of 
local costs at anyone time over ~ period of three years. The facility must be 
available for use over a 10-year period by three or more cities or counties or 
any combination thereof. (2) Personnel: in accordance with established stand
ards, the state reimburses two-thirds of total personnel expenditures for em
ployees operating or maintaining detention, group homes, or residential facil
ities. (3) Travel: in accordance with established standards, the state re
imburses 100 percent of total travel expenditures. (4) Equipment: 100 percent 
of the total of all reasonable expenditures for operational equipment. (5) 
Operation: 100 percent of the total of all reasonable expenditures are reim
bursed, including telephone, medical, utilities, garbage collection, repair, 
laundry, hospitalization, and laboratories. Only facilities or programs serving 
delinquents or alleged delinquents are eligible for reimbursement. Secure de
tention facilities are not funded for postdispositional use because treatment 
placements are prohibited by law in these facilities. 

Administrative Requirements for Funding Eligibility 

A budget is submitted to the Department of Corrections for review and approv
al by the Board of Corrections. All cond:!.tions set forth by the minimum stan
dards and Code of Virginia must be met to receive funds. 

Local Agencies Eligible to Apely for Funds 

All local government;~. 

Number of Participating Agencies 

Fifty local governments. 

Tyees of Services Pro~ 

Residential care. 
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Restrictions on Use of Funds 

Personnel, operations and maintenance, travel, and construction. 

Budget Year 

July 1, 1977-June 30, 1978. 

Source of Funds 

State general fund. 

History of Appropriations and Expenditures 

Appropriation Expenditure 
Year State State 

1970 * * 
1971 * * 
1972 * * 
1973 * * 
1974 * * 
1975 $3,200,000 $3,753,769 
1976 3,700,000 4,513!104 
1977 7,993,389 5,315,388 
1978 9,298,141 5,202,580 

*denotes Not Available. 

Probable Conti.nuation 

Program acceptance is good and subsidy is likely to be continued. 

Administrating Agency 

Department of Corrections 
4615 West Broad Street 
Richmond, Virginia 23225 
Telephone: (804) 257-6164 
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VIRGINIA COURT SERVICES SUBSIDY 

Citation: Code of Virginia, Chapter 11, Section 16.1-238 
Program Initiation: 1952 

Program Objectives 

To financially assist localities providing locally administered probation 
and related services. 

Factors Applied in Determining Allocation of Subsidy 

Based upon the availability of funds, localities are reimbused 50 percent of 
personal services and travel expenses incurred by services units of the Juvenile 
and Domestic Relations Court, provided minimum standards are met. 

Administrative Requirements for Funding Eligibility 

Budgets are submitted to the Department of Corrections for review and approv
al by the Board of Corrections. All conditions set forth by the minimum stand
ards and Code of Virginia must be met to receive funds. 

Local Agencies Eligible to Apply for Funds 

Court services units. 

Number of Participating Agencies 

Thirteen court services units. 

Types of Services Provided 

Juvenile court services and probation. 

Restrictions on Use of Funds 

Personnel and travel expenses. 

Budget Year 

July 1, 1977-June 30, 1978. 

Source of Funds 

State general fund. 
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History of Appropriations and Expenditures 

Ap.propria tion Expenditure 
Year State State 

1970 * * 
1971 * * 
1972 * * 
1973 * * 1974 $1,904,740 $2,222,578 
1975 705,855 1,519,887 
1976 1,485,445 2,125,306 
1977 2,054,068 1,953,451 
1978 2,353,976 2,419,650 

*denotes Not Available. 

Probable Continuation 

This program will continue unless the Code of Virginia is revised to discon
tinue reimbursements or should funds not be appropriated for this purpose. 

Administrating Agency 

Department of Corrections 
4615 West Broad Street 
Richmond, Virginia 23225 
Telephone: (804) 257-6164 
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WASHINGTON PROBATION SUBSIDY 

Citation: Revised Code of Washington, Section 13.06 
Program Initiation: 1970 

Program Objectives 

To provide services to delinquent youth in the local community, in lieu of 
institutionalization. 

Factors Applied in Determing Allocation of Subsidy 

At the initiation of the program, to earn reimbursement, counties were 
required to reduce commitments to institutions. Since then, the subsidy formula 
has been altered to allocate $5,000 per reduction or reimbursement for actual 
costs incurred in providing services, whichever is less. Counties must also 
provide services to five youth for each reduction in commitment. The amount of 
payment cannot exceed the contract amount. 

Administrative Requirements for Funding Eligibility 

Counties must go through a planning process at the local level. Application 
is made by appropriate county officials designated by the county commissioners, 
who must approve the local plan. 

Local Agencies Eligible to Apply for Funds 

Administrative boards of the counties, generally the county commissioners, 
administer the program through the juvenile court. 

Number of Participating Agenices 

Thirty-two counties. 

Types of Services Provided 

Job placement, foster care, and group homes. 

Restrictions on Use of Funds 

Personnel, operations and maintenance, and purchase of services. 

Budget Year 

July 1, 1977-June 30, 1978. 

Source of Funds 

State general fund. 
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History of Appropriations and Expenditures 

Appropriation Expenditure 
Year Statea State 

1970 * * 
1971 $ 700,000 $ 700,000 
1972 900,000 900,000 
1973 1,200,000 1,200,000 
1974 1,800,000 1,800,000 
1975 2,380,000 2,380,000 
1976 1,800,000 1,800,000 
1977 :1.,100,000 2,100,000 
1978 2,600,000 2,600,000 

*denotes Not Available. 
aFor purposes of tabular information, expenditure levels are used to 
reflect appropriation levels. 

Other Pertinent Information 

The Division of Juvenile Rehabilitation is moving to combine all contracted 
services into one award, rather than several grants. 

Probable Continuation 

Program will probably continue through 1979-81 biennium although problems 
have developed with the funding formula and categorical funding. 

Administrating Agency 

7 i 

Division of Juvenile Rehabilitation 
Department of Social and Health Services 
Office Building 42J 
Olympia, Washington 98504 
Telephone: (206) 753-3268 
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WASHINGTON REFERENDUM 29--DETENTION PROGRAM 

Citation: Revised Code of Washington, Section 43.83-D 
Program Initiation: 1972 

Program Objectives 

To establish a capital funding source to develop a system of regional and 
community health and social service facilities throughout the state. 

Factors Applied in Determining Allocation of Subsidy 

Application for state matching funds for projects requires conformance with 
a comprehensive facilities plan developed through a planning process initiated 
by the Department of Social and Health Ssrvices (DSHS). A prioritized facili
ties plan must be compiled and updated annually. Priorities are set in terms of 
feasibilitly, appropriateness, acceptability, adequacy, and demonstrated need. 
The second major requisite is that applicants must obtain federal or other 
matching funds prior to approval of an application for Referendum 29 funding to 
maximize utilization of available federal funds for matching programs. 

Administrative Requ:t.r.ements for Funding Eligibility 

Funds are allocated among the six DSHS regions on the basis of population 
and based on the number of feasible projects submitted from the region in that 
year. Over the life of the program, total funds available for projects are dis
bursed to the regions in proportion to the percentage Qf total state population 
within regional boundaries. 

Local Agencies Eligible to Apply for Funds 

Eligibility for this funding program is limited to public bodies defined by 
the law as "the State of Washington, or any a.gency, political subdivision, 
taxing district, or municipal corporation thereof, and those Indian Tribes, now 
or hereafter recognized as such by the federal' government for participation in 
the federal land and water conservation program and which may constitutionally 
receive grants or loans from the State of Washington. 11-

Number of Participating Agencies 

There were approximately 70 public bodies participating in the program at 
the end of 1978. 

Types of Services Provided 

Capital funding for corrections, detention, child welfare, social services, 
mental health services, public health services, substance abuse treatment and 
prevention, vocational rehabilitation, and rehabilitative services. 
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Restrictions on Use of Funds 

Construction, including planning, land acquisition, and improvement of 
existing eligible facilities. 

Budget Year 

July 1, 1977-June 30, 1978. 

Source of Funds 

State general obligation bonds. 

History of Appropriations and Expenditures 

Appropriation Expenditure 

Year State State 

1972 $25,000,000a b 

1973 a. b 

1974 a b 

1975 a b 

1976 a b 

1977 a b 

1978 a b 

aIn 1972, $25 million from a voter-.;::pproved sale of bonds l>laS 
deposited into a state and local improvements revolving account 
of the general fund to be administered by DSHS, subject to 
legislative appropriation. The legislature appropriated the 
entire amount. 

bExpenditure le';els will 
At the end of program. 

{ssue had been expended. 

Probable Continuation 

vary annually during the life of the 
1978, $19 million of the $25 million bond 
Services to adults may be included. 

The program's funding is based upon the life of the $25 million state and 
local improvements revolving account. The program has been extremely well 
received and there is a continuation bill before the current session of the 
Washingt~n legislature to provide another $2.5 million in state bonds for com-
munity facilities~ 

Administrating Agency 

Referendwn 29 Section 
D1.vision of Analysis and Information 
Department of Social and Health Services 
Mail Stop J2J 
Olympia, Washington 98504 
Telephone: (20b) 753-0356 
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WISCONSIN SHELTER CARE LICENSING/REIMBURSEMENT PROGRAM 

Citation: Wisconsin Statutes, Section 48.31(4). 
Program Initiation: 1977 

~gram Objectives 

To provide short-term, nonsecure holding of children pending court action. 

Factors Applied in Determing Allocation of Subsidy 

A county is reimbursed for 50 percent of the cost of care per child. 
Reimbursement is limited to the first 20 days of care per admission, not to 
exceed $15 per day. Application for reimbursement is submitted to the Bureau of 
Children, Youth and Families. 

Administrative Requirements for Funding EligibilitJ[ 

To be eligible, the county must apply to the Bureau of Children, Youth and 
Families. Applicants are subject to the following conditions: (1) the plan 
must demonstrate the need for shelter care in that location, indicate the need 
for the ,number of beds proposed, outline specific methods for the reduction of 
the number of beds proposed as well as specific methods for the reduction of the 
number of children held in jail or detentitonj (2) the facility must be 
licensed by the Department of Health and Social Ser~icesj (3) the county must 
have a 24-hour-a-day screening service; and (4) the facility must not receive 
any other form of federal or state reimbursement for per capita cost of care of 
children in the shelter care portion of the facility's program. 

~~l Agencies Eligible to Apply for Funds 

County governments and pr:l.vate agencies. 

Number of Participating Agencie~ 

Eight counties. 

Types of Services Provided 

Shelter care. 

Restrictions on Use of Funds 

Personnel and operations and maintenance. 

Budget Year 

July 1, 1977··June :30, 1978. 
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Source of Funds 

State general fund. 

History of Appropriations and Expenditures 

Year 

1977 
1978 

Appropriation 
State 

* 
$633,000 

*denotes Not Available. 
aExpenditures for fiscal 1978 are for 

March 7, 1979. 

Probable Continuation 

Not given. 

Administrating Agency 

Bureau of Children, Youth and Families 
Division of Community Services 
Department of Health and Social Services 
Room 570 
1 West Wilson Street 
Madison, Wisconsin 53702 
Telephone: (608) 266-2208 
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Expenditure 
State 

* 
$1l4,000a 
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CHILD WELFARE SUBSIDIES 

In the preliminary survey, 25 states reported having Some type of public 
welfare funding for delinquency prevention services. However, seven of these 
states were not able to estimate the amount of assistance expended for services 
to youth. Another 12 of these states had fiscal arrangements which did not meet 
the study'~ criteria because of at least one of the following: 

(1) Local services were administered by a state rather than local 
agency. 

(2) Clients were considered to be under the custody of a state rather 
than local agency. 

(3) The services funded had no nexus to the study's defintions or to 
the juvenile justice system. . 

(4) The funds supported technical assistance to staff rather than 
direct services to clients. 

Finally, 22 states reported having no state child welfare subsidies, and 
three states did not respond to the request for information. Consequently, only 
six state child welfare subsidies in six states have been included in this 
report. These subsidies, in Connecticut, Delaware, Iowa, New York, Pennsylvan
ia, and South Carolina, support such services as adoptiton, day care, foster and 
shelter care, group homes, counseling, tutoring and social development. 

Objectives of State Child Welfare Subsidies 

Iowa is attempting to establish alternatives to foster care through funds 
which support services delivered in the home to assist families to remain 
together. This, too, is a primary objectiv,e of the New York ChUd \.j'elfare 
Services Subsidy. The Delaware subsidy was developed to continue programs for 
the deinstitutionalization of status offenders previously funded under a federal 
grant. 

State subsidies in this area not only reflect support of traditional child 
welfare services (protection and am~lioration of poverty), but they also 
encourage administrative changes, such as increased citizens' involvement as in 
Pennsylvania, research and development as in New York, and adherence to to state 
standards in general. 
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Types of Services Funded by State Child Welfare Subsidies 

The scope of child welfare services, for the purpose of this study, included 
social services provided for children 10 to 18 years old, excluding those 
directed toward only youth with developmental, physical, or learning 
disabilities. The most commonly subsidized child welfare services were alter
native living arrangements, family counseling, protective services t crisis 
intervention, in-home services, supportive services, emergency shelter, day 
treatment, residential care, and community services development. New York was 
the only state to report a subsidy which permitted child welfare research and 
demonstration projects directed toward improving methods of social services 
delivery. Table B shows the array of child llelfare services supported by state 
subsidies. 

TABLE B: SERVICES FOR JUVENILE DELINQUENCY PREVENTION AND 
CONTROL FUNDED BY STATE CHILD WELFARE SUBSIDIES 

Service Type 
(as defined by state agencies) State 

Adoptions New York 

Crisis Intervention Delaware, Iowa 

Day Care New York 

Day Treatment New York, Pennsylvania 

Employment Connecticut 

Family Counseling Delaware, Iowa 

Foster Care New York, Pennsylvania 

Group Homes Pennsylvania, South Carolina 

In-Home Serviceo Iowa, Pennsylvania 

Preventive Services New York 

Protective Services New York 

Recreation Connecticut 

Research and Demonstration New York 
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TABLE B. (Continued) 

Service Type 
(as defined by state agencies) State 

Residential Care Pennsylvania 

Shelter Care New York, Pennsylvania 

Social Development Connecticut 

Support Services Delaware, Iowa 

Tutoring Connecticut 

Youth Service Bureaus Pennsylvania 

Level of Financial Support for State Child Welfare Subsidies 

State appropriations, and the corresponding youth per capita amounts for 
child welfare subsidies, are given in Table 5 of Chapter 3. A significant pro
portion of child welfare services in Pennsylvania and New York are delivered 
locally and subsidized by the state. Appropriations in 1978 of $62 million and 
$36.8 million for Pennsylvania and New York, respectively, amount to $33.53 and 
$13.11 on a youth per capita basis~ 

Local Recipients of State Child Welfare Subsidies 

While local governments are eligible, in many cases, to receive child welfare 
subsidies, private agencies are the predominant recipients. 

Requirements to Receive Funds from State Child Welfare Subsidies 

State child welfare subsidies are distributed as reimbursements, program 
grants, or formula grants. States generally request that proposals, contracts, 
grant requests, or comprehensive annual plans be submittted. Additional 
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information could include needs assess:::tsian:em~r~::~!~m ~:d::~:~a::i~en~:t~f 
statements of service availability, prog p 'i i standards Once these 
local funding, and compli~nce ;i~~a~:g~~~:~~~:so~a; ~e;~:d upon the· availability 
criteria are met, allocat on 0 f the rant requests, degree of need documented, 
of state funds, appropriateniess 0 id l finanical levels of existing programs, past performance of a serv ce prove, 
and the amount requested. 

I I rnments receiving subsidies are allowed to 
In New York, un:::Viocfes °o~atli!~~e in the state Comprehensive Annual Services 

deliver only those combination of the plan required under Title XX, Social 
Plan, which iSanda county plans. In Delaware, the state subsidy is available Security Act, I t 
only to those programs previously funded under a federa gran. 
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CONNECTICUT HilliA.N RESOURCE DEVELOPHENT PROGRAM 

Citation: Connecticut General Statute.s, Section 8-221, Chapter 133 
Program Initiation: 1967 

Program Objectives 

To eliminate poverty through the funding of various programs such as 
education, employment, and recreational/social programs. 

Factors Applied in Determining Allocation of Subsidy 

In the early years of the subSidy, allocations to local agencies were based 
on a weighted index of the number of households below the federal poverty level 
and the number of families receiving assistance through Aid to Families with 
Dependent Children (AFDC). In recent years, this method has been supplemented 
by evaluating individual programs, based on state agency staff reviews of 
program activities. 

Administrative Requirements for Funding Eligibility 

Grant actions are submitted 90 days prior to the start of the program budget 
period by the grantee to the Department of Human Resources. Each grant action 
contains a program plan, line-item budget, resolution of the grantee governing 
body, and other legal and supportive documentation. When the grant action is 
approved by the department, payments are made quarterly. Quarterly reports are 
required of the agency by the Department of Human Resources. 

Local Agencies Eligible to Apply for Funds 

Thirty-four community action agencies and human resource development 
agencies, both public and private, were eligible in fiscal 1977-78. 

Number of Participating Agencies 

Seventeen private nonprofit agencies. 

Types of Services Provided 

Employment, tutoring, recreation, and social development. 

Restrictions on Use of Funds 

Administrative costs, salaries~ and 9P§rations and maintenance. 

Budget Year 

July 1, 1977-June 30, 1978. 
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Source of Funds 

State general fund. 

History of Appropriations and Expenditures 

Year 

1970 
1971 
1972 
1973 
1974 
1975 
1976 
1977 
1978 

*denotes Not Available. 

Probable Continuation 

Appropriation 
State 

* 
* 
* 

$2,055,306 
1,608,374 
1,816,065 
1,551,294 
1,432,692 
1,625,523 

Expenditure 
State 

* 
* 
* 

$1,747,010 
1,222,364 
1,725,261 
1,396,165 
1,432,692 
1,625,523 

The program has received general acceptance and has been continually funded 
since 1967. It is considered a key program and will continue. 

Administrating Agency 

Department of Human Resouces 
P.O. Box 786 
Hartford, Connecticut 06101 
Telephone: (203) 566-4143 

. " 
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DELAWARE PURCHASE OF SERVICES 

Citation: Delaware Code, Title 31, Section 301; 
Title 10, Sections 901, 921, 933, 937; 
Title 11, Sections 1102, 1103 

Program Initiation: 1978 

Program Objectives 

To provide necessary services to dependent or neglected children and their 
families. 

Factors Applied in Determining Allocation of Subsidy 

This subsidy prol{ides for the continuation of programs previously funded 
undei; a federal grant for deinstitutionalization of status offenders. 
Counseling services are reimbursed according to an established hourly rate. For 
diagnositc and evaluation services, reimbursements are made according to a fee 
scale. 

Administrative Requirements for Funding Eligibility 

Service providers are required to submit proposals to the Division of Social 
Services. 

Local Agencies Eligible to Apply for Funds 

Local public and private agencies which have programs that were previously 
federally funded. 

Number of Participating Agencies 

Three private agencies. 

Types of Services Provided 

Family counseling, crisis intervention, and support services. 

Restrictions on Use of Funds 

Purchase of services. 

Budget Year: 

July 1, 1977'-June 30, 1978. 

Source of Funds 

State general fund. 
Federal Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention Act (formerly). 

B-133 



.... .. , ---~-~~~~----- --

History of Appropriations and Expenditures 

AppI'opria tion 
Year State 

1978 $57,753 

*denotes Not Available. 

Probable Continuation 

Not given. 

Administrating Ag~ 

Division of Social Services 
Department of Health and Social Services 
P.O. Box 309 
Wilmington, Delaware 19899 
Telephone: (302) 421-6786 
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Expenditure 
State 
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IOWA ALTERNATIVES TO FOSTER CARE SUBSIDY 

Citation: Session Law for the 66th General Assembly, 1976, 
Chapter 1132, Section 5, Subsection 15 

Program Initiation: 1976 

Program Objectives 

To provide services to families in stressful situations, rather than 
removing the child from the home. 

Factors Applied in Determining Allocation of Subsidy 

Districts receive funds based on documentation of need. A unit cost for 
each service is agreed to when the contract is signed. This cost is updated 
every six months. When the service has been provided, a bill is submitted by 
the service provider to the local office of the Department of Social Services 
and forwarded to the district office for approval. Payment is made directly to 
the service provider. 

Administrative Requirements for Funding Eligibility 

Service providers: (1) must be at least 18 years of age~ (2) must have 
appropriate training and experience; (3) must have appropirate liability 
coverage; (4) must have flexibility of hours; (5) must obtain a doctor's report, 
when appropriate; (6) may be relatives who do not live in the home of the 
families; (7) must keep records and make reports on services delivered; (8) must 
complete an Individual Services Agreement Form unless payment is made to a ser
vice agency that is reimbursed by the purchase-of-service method. 

Local Agenices Eligible to Apply for Funds 

Public and private service providers. 

~r 9f Participating Agenices 

There al."e 23 private agencies providing services in 15 of 16 social services 
districts" 

Types of Services Provided 

In-home services, family counseling, crisis intervention, and support 
services. 

Restrictions on Use of Funds 

Purchase of services. 

Budget Year 

July 1, 1977-June 30, 1978. 
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History of Appropriations and Expenditures 

Ap.propria tion Expenditure 
Year State State 

1970 * * 
1971 * * 
1972 * * 
1973 * * 
1974 $1,904,740 $2,222,578 
1975 705,855 1,519,887 
1976 1,485,445 2,125,306 
1977 2,054,068 1,953,451 
1978 2,353,976 2,419,650 

*denotes Not Available. 

Probable Continuation 

This program will continue unless the Code of Virginia is revised to discon
tinue reimbursements or should funds not be appropriated for this purpose. 

Administrating Agency 

Department of Corrections 
4615 West Broad Street 
Richmond, Virginia 23225 
Telephone: (804) 257-6164 
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WASHINGTON PROBATION SUBSIDY 

Citation: Revised Code of Washington, Section 13.06 
Program Initiation: 1970 

Program Objectives 

To provide services to delinquent youth in the local community, in lieu of 
institutionalization. 

Factors Applied in Determing Allocation of Subsidy 

At the initiation of the program, to earn reimbursement, counties were 
required to reduce commitments to institutions. Since then, the subsidy formula 
has been altered to allocate $5,000 per reduction or reimbursement for actual 
costs incurred in providing services, whichever is less. Counties must also 
provide services to five youth for each reduction in commitment. The amount of 
payment cannot exceed the contract amount. 

Administrative Requirements for Funding Eligibility 

Counties must go through a planning process at the local level. Application 
is made by appropriate county officials designated by the county commissioners, 
who must approve the local plan. 

Local Agencies Eligible to Apply for Funds 

Administrative boards of the counties, generally the county commissioners, 
administer the program through the juvenile court. 

Number of Participating Agenices 

Thirty-two counties. 

Types of Services Provided 

Job placement, foster care, and group homes. 

Restrictions on Use of Funds 

Personnel, operations and maintenance, and purchase of services. 

Budget Year 

July 1, 1977-June 30, 1978. 

Source of Funds 

State general fund. 
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History of Appropriations and Expenditures 

Appropriation Expenditure 
Year Statea State 

1970 * * 
1971 $ 700,000 $ 700,000 
1972 900,000 900,000 
1973 1,200,000 1,200,000 
1974 1,800,000 1,800,000 
1975 2,380,000 2,380,000 
1976 1,800,000 1,800,000 
1977 :1.,100,000 2,100,000 
1978 2,600,000 2,600,000 

*denotes Not Available. 
aFor purposes of tabular information, expenditure levels are used to 
reflect appropriation levels. 

Other Pertinent Information 

The Division of Juvenile Rehabilitation is moving to combine all contracted 
services into one award, rather than several grants. 

Probable Continuation 

Program will probably continue through 1979-81 biennium although problems 
have developed with the funding formula and categorical funding. 

Administrating Agency 

7 i 

Division of Juvenile Rehabilitation 
Department of Social and Health Services 
Office Building 42J 
Olympia, Washington 98504 
Telephone: (206) 753-3268 
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WASHINGTON REFERENDUM 29--DETENTION PROGRAM 

Citation: Revised Code of Washington, Section 43.83-D 
Program Initiation: 1972 

Program Objectives 

To establish a capital funding source to develop a system of regional and 
community health and social service facilities throughout the state. 

Factors Applied in Determining Allocation of Subsidy 

Application for state matching funds for projects requires conformance with 
a comprehensive facilities plan developed through a planning process initiated 
by the Department of Social and Health Ssrvices (DSHS). A prioritized facili
ties plan must be compiled and updated annually. Priorities are set in terms of 
feasibilitly, appropriateness, acceptability, adequacy, and demonstrated need. 
The second major requisite is that applicants must obtain federal or other 
matching funds prior to approval of an application for Referendum 29 funding to 
maximize utilization of available federal funds for matching programs. 

Administrative Requ:t.r.ements for Funding Eligibility 

Funds are allocated among the six DSHS regions on the basis of population 
and based on the number of feasible projects submitted from the region in that 
year. Over the life of the program, total funds available for projects are dis
bursed to the regions in proportion to the percentage Qf total state population 
within regional boundaries. 

Local Agencies Eligible to Apply for Funds 

Eligibility for this funding program is limited to public bodies defined by 
the law as "the State of Washington, or any a.gency, political subdivision, 
taxing district, or municipal corporation thereof, and those Indian Tribes, now 
or hereafter recognized as such by the federal' government for participation in 
the federal land and water conservation program and which may constitutionally 
receive grants or loans from the State of Washington. 11-

Number of Participating Agencies 

There were approximately 70 public bodies participating in the program at 
the end of 1978. 

Types of Services Provided 

Capital funding for corrections, detention, child welfare, social services, 
mental health services, public health services, substance abuse treatment and 
prevention, vocational rehabilitation, and rehabilitative services. 
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Source of Fund~ 

State general fund. 

History of Appropriations and Expenditures 

Appropriation 
Statea 

Year -
1976 
1977 
1978 

'* 
'* 

$450,000 

Expenditure 
State 

'* 
'* 

$450,000 

'*d tes Not Available. expenditure levels are used to 
eno f tabular information, aFor purposes 0 

reflect appropriation levels. 

ProbabIe Continuation 

Continuation and growth look certain. 

Administrating Agencl 

'. Foster Care Program 
f Children's Services Bureau 0 . ams 

Division of Community Progr 
Department of Social Services 
Hoover Building 
Des Moines, Iowa 50319 
Telephone: (515) 281-6802 
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NEW YORK CHILD WELFARE SERVICES SUBSIDY 

Citation: Consolidated Laws of New York, Chapter 55 
Program Initiation: 1940 

Program Objectives 

To strengthen the ability ')f families to remain together through the provi
sion of preventive, protective, and supportive family services. To encourage 
stability in living arrangements, p~lrticularly to en~ure the availability of 
permanent homes to all of the state's children. To provide high-quality spec i
lized care for children in residential and day treatment settings consistent 
with the achievement of family stability and perm,'ilnence. To plan, implement, 
and monitor federal-state grant monies provided under P.L. 93-247, Child Abuse 
Prevention and Treatment Act of 1974. To increase by 10 percent the number of 
adoptions of hard-to-place children. To develop and implement guidelines and 
procedures for inspection and evaluation of child care agencies and services. 
To implement foster care standards of payment programs. 

Factors Applied in Determining Allocation of Subsidy 

The state reimburses 50 percent of local expenditures for the following 
services: foster care, adoptions, preventive services, day services to 
children, protective services (over Title XX ceiling), child shelter (over Title 
XX ceiling), and adoption subsidy for hard-to-place and medically needy. 
Expenditures must fall within the county-approved Comprehensive Annual Services 
Plan (Title XX, Social Security Act, and county plans are combined). 

Administrative Requirements for Funding Eligibility 

The Department of Social Services' annual budget for serv~ces is 
appropriated by the legislature each year with specific allocations made sub
sequent to approval of the state director of the budget. Specific programs 
establish requirements for state reimbursement to local social service 
districts. Each. service must be included in the comprehensive annual service 
plan. 

Local Agencies Eligible to Apply for Funds 

. 'Fifty-six counties and New York City make up the local social service 
dist;ricts. Special program area subsidies may be allocated to 518 public and 
private agencies. Local districts may, and generally do, contract with other 
public and private agencies for provision of services. 

Number of Participating Agencies 

Fifty-seven local service districts received general Child Welfare SerVices 
subsidies. Eleven local social service districts and 24 volunatry agencies 
received special program area subsidie~ for preventive services. Eleven volun
tary agencies received special program area subsidies for day services. 
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Types of Services Provided 

d protective services, Foster care, adoption, ay care, "d child 
tive services, day treatment/day services, ~n 
demonstration programs. 

Restrictions on Use of Funds 

shelter care, preven
welfare research and 

operations and maintenance, and purchase of Administrative costs, personnel, 
services. 

Budget Year 

April 1, 1977-March 31, 1978. 

Source of Funds 

State general fund. 

History of Appropriations and Expenditures 

Year -"--
1970 
1971 
1972 
1973 
1974 
1975 
1976 
1977 
1978 

Appropriation 
State 

$106,805,000 
108,917,000 
103,540,000 
114,807,000a 
112,925,000a 
98,265,OOOa 
85,477,000 
50,296,000 
36,811,000 

Expenditure 
State 

'* 
'* 
'* 
'* 
'* 
'* 
'* 
'* 
'* 

*denotes Not Available. d f llows. 1973--$15,000,000; f nds were allocate as 0 • t 
aSpecial daycare u $4 500 000 The allocation figures represen 

1974--$14,500,000; 1975-- t f~r child welfare which are not used to 
only those state funds s:e~t Such funds were' primarily used to pay 
obtain federal matching un s. f care adoption, protective 
for nonfederally supported i",oster The decline from 1970-71 to 
services, and prevent! ve serv 11 ",est· nsfer of many AFDC-FC costs to 1978-79 is due primarily to t e ra 
federal reimbursement. 
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Other Pertinent Information 

In New York, all child welfare services are locally administered by county 
departments of social services and, in New York City, by the Human Resources 
Administration. The state provides regulatory, supervisory, and fiscal control, 
but services are provided or arranged by the local social service districts. 

Probable Continuation 

In 1978-79, New York rolled over preventive services state general purpose 
funds amounting to $3.75 million. Appropriations were added for day services 
for youth ($645,172) and alternatives to foster care ($2.3 million). These 
funds were paid to local districts which had evidenced reduction in foster care 
population or return of children to families or adoptive placements. In "i979, 
the state legislature voted to restrict foster care services appropriations and 
to establish fiscal penalties on local districts which failed to reduce foster 
care expenditures or the length of stay of children in foster care. The fu],l 
fiscal impact is yet to be determined, but it will reduce state expenditures in 
this area. At the same time, the state legislature established an incentive 
program to encourage expansion of preventive services programs. 

Administrating Agency 

Office of Deputy CommisSioner, Services 
Department of Social Services 
40 North Pearl Street 
Albany, New York 12243 
Telephone: (518) 474-9635 
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PENNSYLVANIA STATE REIMBURSEMENT TO COUNTIES 
FOR CHILD WELFARE SERVICES, ACT 148 

Citation: Pennsylvania Code, P.L. 846, Number 148 
(62PS, Article 7) 

Initiation Date: 1978 

Program Objectives 

To establish a unified child welfare service delivery system to adequately 
fund public child welfare services. This subsidy was also designed to encourage 
the development of community-based programs, to establish a mechanism for citi
zen input into planning and implementation, and to reduce emphasis, through dif
ferential funding, on traditional forms of institutionalization of delinquent 
and dependent children and youth. 

Factors Applied in Determining Allocation of Subsidy 

Counties are reimbursed 50 to 90 percent of costs for services delivered 
·locally. The reimbursement rate is linked to the types of services provided in 
the interest of creating a financial incentive for counties to offer less 
restrictive services, for which 75 to 90 percent of costs are absorbed by the 
state. Counties are charged 50 percent of the costs for institutional 
placements. 

Administrative Requirements for Funding Eligibility 

Counties must develop an annual comprehensive service plan. and must 
establish a system for citizens' participation. 

Local Agencies Eligible to Apply for Funds 

County governments. 

Number of Participating Agencies 

All 67 counties participate. 

Types of Services Provided 

Foster care, shelter care, residential care, day treatment, group homes, 
youth services bureaus, and in-home services. 

Restrictions on Use of Funds 

Administrative costs, personnel, operations and maintenance, and purchase 
of services. 

Budget ~ 

July 1, 1977-June 30, 1978. 
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Source of Funds 

State general fund. 

History of Appropriations and Expenaitures 

Year 

1978 

Appropriation 
State 

$62,000,000 

aExpenditure exceeded the appropriation. 

Probable Continuation 

Program will continue. 

Administrating Agency 

Office of Children, Youth, and Families 
Department of Public Welfare 
1514 North Second Street 
Harrisburg, Pennsylvania 17120 
Telephone: (717) 787-4882 
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State 
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SOUTH CAROLINA GROUP HOHE CONTRACTUAL PROGRAM 

Citation: Departmental Program 
Program Initiation: 1975 

Program Objectives 

To purchase group home care. 

Factors Applied in Determining Allocation of Subsidy 

A contract' is negotiated with each facility for payment of $16 to $21 per 
day per child depending on services available. 

Administrative Requirements for Funding Eligibility 

Contracts are drawn which outline the services to be rendered. 

Local Agencies Eligible to Apply for Funds 

Any public or private nonprofit organization. 

Number of Particip~tin8 Agencies 

Six private nonprofit organizations. 

Types of Services Provided 

Group homes. 

Restrictions on Use of Funds 

Purchase of services. 

Budget Year 

July 1, 1977-June 30, 1978. 

Source of Funds 

State general fund • 
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: History of Appropriations and Expenditures 

Year 

1975 
1976 
1977 
1978 

Appropriation 
Statea 

$ 89,731 
238,238 

74,413 
55,302 

l:xpenditure 
State 

$ 89,731 
238,238 
74,413b 
55,302b 

aFor purposes ~f tabular information, expenditure levels are used 
to reflect appropriation levels. 

bMos t state-funded group home contracts are being replaced by 
Title XX funds. 

Probable Continuation 

It is hoped that federal funds will continue to decrease the need for 
state support. 

Administrating Agency 

Department of Youth Services 
P.O. Box 21487 
Columbia, South Carolina 29221 
Telephone: (803) 758-6251 

, 
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~lliNTAL HEALTH SUBSIDIES 

Seventeen states reported a total of 25 subsidies directed specifically 
toward mental health services for children and youth. The majority of subsidies 
identified were in support of substance abuse programs. Subsidies in Connecticut 
and Oklahoma support child guidance centers, while in Florida, Indiana, 
Maryland, Minnesota, Nebraska, South Carolina, and Utah they provide mental 
health services for children with emotional or social adjustm~nt problems. 
Tennessee funds a residential program for mentally retarded offenders, and New 
Mexico directs its support toward youth having committed first drug abuse 
offenses. 

Although efforts were made to document the proportion of general community 
mental health funds serving youth in addition to subsidies supporting special 
programs in each state, the results were inconsistent. Twenty-two states 
indicated that they had subsidies for community mental health services, but data 
was not available to determine the amount of 1978 support for services to juve
nile clients; 11 states said they had no general state mental health subsidies; 
one state reported that all state-·funded mental health services were provided 
through state agencies; and four states did not respond to the request for 
information. 

There has been a marked increase in both federal and state substance abuse 
prevention and treatment subsidies during the past ten years. Alabama estab
lished a substance abuse prevention and treatment program in 1965, five years 
before the federal Drug Abuse Offict~ and Treatment Act of 1972. New York 
initiated a drug abuse subsidy in 1968, with Indiana, Maryland, and Nevada 
following in 1970. Since 1.972~ three other states have developed state drug 
abuse subsidies for youths. Seven states have combined alcohol and drug abuse 
subsidies which were begun between 1972 and 1978. 

Objectives of State Hent,al Health Subsidies 

The objectives of dr.ug and alcohol subsidies were to treat and rehabilitate 
substance abusers, as \'lell as to prevent juveniles from becoming substance 
abusers. In recent years, the fundamental objectives of state support to mental 
health have been focused on the unnecessary institutionalization of children and 
the provision of options for those who could leave institutional care if 
community resources were available. 
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SOCIAL SECURITY ACT, TITLE IV-B 

Citation: P.L. 90-248, as amended through 1978, 
42 U.S.C. Sec. 601. 

Program Initiation: 1968 

Program Objective~ 

To establish, extend, and strengthen services provided by state and local 
public welfare programs for the development of services to prevent neglect, 
abuse, exploitation, or delinquency of children. 

Factors Applied in Determining Allocation of Fu~ds 

Each state receives a uniform amount of $70,000 for child welfare services. 
The balance of the federal child welfare services appropriation is allotted to 
states on a variable matching formula, based on the population under 21 and state 
per capita income. 

Administrative Requirements for Funding Eligibility 

The state department which administers the services program 'under Title XX 
must also be designated as the single state agency to administer child welfare 
services. The agency must assure that the state plan is being met. Governors or 
single state agency staff review state plans and other federally required reports. 
Final decisions on all award applications are made quarterly by the Commissioner 
of Children, Youth and Families in Washington. The annual budget portion of the 
state plan is due in the regional office 45 days prior to the beginning of the 
fiscal year. States are required to submit quarterly expenditure reports and 
maintain their own audit systems, with provisions for field supervision and per-
formance audits. 

Agencies Eligible to Apply for Funds 

Single state agenc:l.es in all 50 states, the District of Columbia, Puerto 
Rico, the Northern ~farianas, the Virgin Islands, and Guam. The single state 
agencies may subcontract with local agencies. 

Administrating Agency 

Children's Bureau 
Administration for Children, Youth and Families 
Office of Human Development and Services 
Department of Health and Human Services 
P.O. Box 1182 
Washington, D.C. 20013 
Telephone: (202) 755-7418 
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COMPREHENSIVE ALCOHOL ABUSE AND ALCOHOLISM PREVENTION 
TREATMENT, AND REHABILITATION ACT OF 1970 ' 

Citation: P L 91 616 •• - , as amended through 1978, 
42 U.S.C. Sec. 4541. 

Program Initiation: 1970 

Program Objectives 

eff T~i assis't states to plan, establish, maintain 
ec ve prevention, treatment and rehabilitatio; 

alcohol abuse and alcoholism. ' 

Factors Applied in Determining Allocation of Funds 

coordinate, and evaluate 
programs which deal with 

Grants are determined accordin to f 
populati.on in each state to the tot

g 
1 U ormula, with one-third weighted for the 

financial need, as determined by a • S1 population and two-thirds weighted for 
most recent consecutive years I:: ~~~ ~a :ncome for eac? state for the three 
Department of Commerce. c ata are avaiJ.able from the U. S. 

Administrative Requirements for Funding Eligibility 

A state plan must be submitted by th d e eSignated state agency. 

Agencies Eligible to Apply for Funds 

Applicant must be the state agency d i the state plan. es gnated by the governor to administer 

Administrating Agency 

Division of Sta~e and Community Assistance 
National Institute on Alcohol Abuse and Al h Ii 
Alcohol Drug Ab d M co 0 sm 
The P bl'i H 1 use, an ental Health Administration 

u c ea th Services 
Department of Health and Human Services 
Room 14C26 
5600 Fishers Lane 
Rockville, Maryland 20857 
Telephone: (301) 443-2784 
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DRUG ABUSE OFFICE AND TREATMENT ACT OF 1972 

Citation: P.L. 92-255, Section 409, as amended through 1978, 
21 U.S.C. Sec. 1101. 

Program Initiation: 1972 

Program Objectives 

To assist states in the preparation of plans for planning, establishing, 

conducting and coordinating projects for, the devdelopme~t ~:h:~::s:f~:~~~::n~~~: 
i f tions' carrying out proJects un er an 

preventIon unc I ti' n of the plans' and paying the administrative expenses of 
those pans; eva ua 0 , 

the plans. 

Factors Applied in Determining Allocation of Funds 

Allotments to states will be weighted (1) one-thir.d for th: p(~o)Port~~~i~~ 
i each state to the total population of all states, one 

i~~u~it:::cia~ need as determined by the relative per capita income for each 
state for the three most recent consecutive years fcOr which data i'!'l available 
from the U. S. Department of Commerce; and (3) one--third for the follOWi~:I~~~:: 

wei hted factors (a) relative population ages 12-24, (b) 
equally fg h titis (Type B) and (c) state-perceived need as measured 
incidence 0 serum epa , 
by its relative per capita expenditure for d1:ug abuse. 

Administrative Requirements for Funding Eliglbility 

i th rity of the state as the 
The state agency designated by the govern ng au 0 

sole agency for the preparation and administration or supervision of the prepara-
tion and administration of the state plan may apply. 

Agencies Eligible to Apply for Funds 

The state agency designated by the governing authority of the state as the 
sole agency for the preparation and administration or supervision of the prepara
tion and administration of the state plan may apply. 

Administrating Agency 

Division of Community Assistance 
National Institute on Drug Abuse 
Alcohol, Drug Abuse, and Mental Health Administration 
The Public Health Services 
Department of Health and Human Services 
Parklawn Building, Room 903 
5600 Fishers Lane 
Rockville, Maryland 2.0857 
Telephone: (301) 4l.3-6780 
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ELEMENTARY AND SECONDARY EDUCATION ACT OF 1965, TITLE I 

Citation: P.L. 89-10, as amended through 1978, 
20 U.S.C. Sec. 241a. 

Program Initiation: 1965 

Program Objectives 

To expand and improve educational programs to meet the needs of educa
tionally disadvantaged children in low-income areas, whether enrolled in public 
or private elementary and secondary schools. 

Factors Applied in Determining Allocation of Funds 

Primarily for provision of instructional activities to educationally 
deprived children in areas having a high concentration of children from 
low-income families. Services must supplement, not supplant, those normally 
provided by state and local education agencies. Funding is made according to 
formula grants based on (1) number of children from poor families in 1970, based 
upon the"Orshansky" poverty index; (2) two-thirds of the number of children from 
families above the poverty level receiving AFDC payments; and (3) number of 
institutionalized neglected, delinquent, and foster children supported by public 
funds. Maximum entitlements to local school districts are computed on a county 
basis by multiplying the number of eligible children by 40 percent of the 
state's average per pupil expenditure (or not less than 80 percent nor more than 
120 percent of the national average per pupil expenditure). There are no 
matching requirements. 

Administrative Requirements for Funding Eligibility 

Before submitting an application, local school districts consult with 
parents, welfare agencies, nonpublic schools, and local and federal agencies to 
determine the needs of eligible children. Local education agencies submit propo
sals to state education agencies for approval. 

Agencies Eligible to Apply for Funds 

State and local education agencies. 

Administrating Agency 

Office of Compensatory Education 
Office of Elementary and Secondary Education 
U.S. Department of Education 
7th and D Streets, SW 
Washington, D.C. 20202 
Telephone: (202) 245-8720 

C-ll 
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ELEMENTARY AND SECONDARY EDUCATION ACT OF 19.65, TITLE IV'-C 

Citation: P.L. 95-56, as amended through 1978, 
20 U.S.C. Sec. 1831. 

Program Initiation: 1976 

Program Objectives 

To support supplementary educational centers and services, innovative pro
jects, drop-out prevention projects, as well as health and nutrition programs. 

Factors Applied in Determining Allocation of Funds 

Funds are allocated to states based on the ratio of the state's five- to 
l7-year-old population to the total population of the United States. A portion 
of these funds is awarded on a competitive basis by states to local education 
agencies to support supplementary educational centers and services, innovative 
projects, drop-out prevention projects, and health and nutrition programs. 
Fifteen percent must be spent on special programs for the education of children 
with specific learning disabilities and handicapped children. Expenditures for 
programs and projects for nonpublic school children must be equal to 
expenditures for public school children. 

Administrative Requirements for Funding Eligibility 

Any state wishing to receive funds from Title IV-C must establish a Title IV 
state advisory council and submit a state program plan designating the state 
education agency as the sole administrator of the plan. The annual state 
program plan must provide assurances for nonpublic participation, and provide 
for adoption of procedures fot' au annual state advisory council evaluation of 
programs and projects, for dissemination activities, and for the adoption of 
successful projects. The agency must also provide assurances that federal funds 
will not be combined with state funds. 

Agencies Eligible to Apply for Funds 

Public state education agencies and local education agencies, both public 
and private. 

Administrating Agency 

I' I 

Division of State Educational Assistance 
Office of Educational Support 
Office of Elementary and Secondary Education 
U.S. Department of Education 
400 Maryland Avenue, SW 
ROB-3, Room 3010 
Washington, D.C. 20202 
Telephone: (202) 245-8720 
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VOCATIONAL EDUCATION ACT OF 1963 

Citation: P.L. 90-576, as aID.'~nded through 1978~ 
20 U.S.C. Sec. 2301. 

Program Initiation: 1976 (See historical note, 
20 U.G.C. A.p. 123). 

!rogram Objectives 

To provide special programs for persons who have vocational education or 
economic handicaps, and who require special services and assistance to enable 
them to succeed in vocational education. 

Factors Applied in Determining Allocation of Funds 

Funds may 
disadvantaged. 
concentrations 

be used only for special vocational education programs for the 
These funds are allocated within the state to areas with high 

of youth unemployment and school dropouts. 

Administrative Requirements for ¥unding Eligibility 

A five-year state plan and, annual program plan must be prepared. Active 
participation of representatives of state agencies, councils, and individuals in 
consultation with a state advisory council must be included in the planning 
process. 

Agencies Eligible to Apply for Funds 

State education agencies in cooperation with state vocational education 
departments. 

Administering Agency 

Office of Vocational and Adult Education 
U.S. Department of Education 
7th and D Streets, SW 
Washington, D.C. 20202 
Telephone: (202) 245-8166 

C-13 
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YOUTH CONSERVATION CORPS ACT OF 1970 

Citation: P.L. 91-378, as amended through 1978, 42.U.S.C. 
Sec. 2711 (now 16 UoS.C. Sec. 1701). 

Program Initiation: 1970 

Program Objectives 

To accomplish needed conservation on public lands; to provide gainful 
summer employment for youth 15 to 18 years old from all social, economic, ethnic and 
racial classifications; and to develop understanding and appreciation for the 
environment and natural heritage~ 

Fa~tors Applied in Determining Allocation of Funds 

Factors considered are state's population, existing federal Youth 
Conservation Corps programs, and state plans or capability. All states are ini
tially allocated a minimum allowance, regardless of population and program plans. 
Actual performance in administering YCC projects are also considered in future 
program years. States may receive up to 80 percent of the cost. 

Administrative Requirements for Funding Eligibility 

All applications must be made through the governor's designated program 
agents to local representatives of the U.S. Departments of Agriculture and the 
Interior. 

Agencies Eligible to Apply for Funds 

State agencies administering nonfederal public lands, waters, and natural 
resources. 

Administrating Agency 

:r I 

Office of Youth Programs 
U.S. Department of the Interior 
C Street Between 18th and 19th, NW 
Washington, D.C. 20250 
Telephone: (202) 343-5951 
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YOUTH EMPLOYMENT AND DEMONSTRAT10N PROJECTS ACT OF 1977 

Citation: P.L. 95-93, as amended through 1977, 
29 U.S.C. Sec. 801. 

Program Initiation: 1977 

Program Objectives 

To employ and increase the future employability of young persons; to help 
coordinate and improve ,existing career development, employment, and training 
programs; and to test various approaches in solving the employment problems of 
youth. 

o Youth Employment and Training Programs (YETP)--To enhance job 
prospects and career opportunities of young persons in securing 
unsubsidized employment in the public and private sectors of the 
economy. 

o Youth Community Conservation and Improvement Projects (YCCIP)--To 
provide youth who experience severe difficulties in obtaining 
employment with well-supervised work in projects that produce 
tangible benefits to the community. 

o Youth Incentive Entitlement Pilot Projects (YIEPP)--To guarantee 
jobs for all 16 to 19 year olds economically disadvantaged youth 
who reside in designated areas, who attend school, or who are 
willing to return or enroll in a course leading to a high school 
equivalency certificate. 

o Summer Youth Employment Program (SYEP)--To provide employment 
training, counseling, and job preparation for economically 
disadvantaged youth during the summer months. 

Factors Applied in Determining Allocation of Funds 

o Youth Employment and Training Programs:--75 percent of the funds are 
allocated by formula to prime sponsors. Five percent of available 
funds under Title IV, Part A of the act shall be allocated by 
formula to governors for special statewide youth services. Funds 
are also allocated to native American, migrant, and seasonal farm 
worker sponsors. All remaining funds are used to identify and test 
approaches for dealing with unemployment problems of youth. 

o Youth Community Conserv~tion _ and Improvement Projects--Allocation 
of funds are made to the states based on the relative number of 
unemployed persons within each state compared to all states. Prime 
sponsors are provided with program funding estimates based on their 
relative share of the state's unemployed. Ninet.y-five percent of 
the funds allocated must be used for projects. No more than five 
percent of the total funds may be used by the prime sponsors and 
program agents for administrative costs. Under special conditions, 
prime sponsQrs may be awarded less than the full funding estimate, 
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with the remaining funds awarded for projects to prime sponsors 
elsewhere in the state. 

o Youth Incentive Entitlement Pilot Projects--Project grants are 
competitively based on differing socio-economic and regional 
circumstances. The secretary has discretion in selecting project 
sites and number of projects to be funded. 

o Summer Youth Employment Program--Funds are allocated by formula. 
Five percent of the appropriated funds may be used for discretionary 
purposes, including allocations to native American sponsers for 
summer programs. 

Administrative Requirements for Funding Eligiblity 

o Youth Employment and Training Programs--Each prime sponsor submits 
a youth plan and establishes a youth council. The youth council 
monitors ~.tld evaluates all youth programs in the area to improve 
the utilization and coordination of the delivery of services. Each 
prime sponsor involves communi.ty-based organizations and appropriate 
labor organizations in the planning process. Special consideration 
is given to community-based organizations which have demonstrated 
effectiveness in the delivery of employment and training services. 

o Youth Community Conservation and Improvement Projects--Prime 
sponsors submit project applications selected at the local level. 
The Department of Labor funds only projects which fulfill the 
requirements of the program. Each prime sponsor submits a youth 
plan. Effectiveness in providing employment and training services 
to youth are considered before applications from other project 
applicants are considered. 

o Youth Incentive Entitlement Pilot Projects-'-All CETA prime sponsors 
are eligible to compete for entitlement projects. Selected prime 
sponsors must furnish Signed assurances and certification that they 
will comply with the act, appropriate regulations, and grant 
agreements. 

o Summer Youth Employment Program--To receive financial assistance 
each prime sponsor submits a summer plan. This plan must be 
coordinated with the prime sponsor's Title II (Youth Employment 
and Training Programs) and Youth CommunHy Conservation and 
Improvement Projects' annual plans. Summer sponsors utilize the 
same planning process and youth council established for Youth 
Employment and Training Programs. Each prime sponsor develops a 
written agreement with each worksite employer which assures 
(1) adequate supervision for each participant, (2) adequate 
accountability for participant time and attendance, and 
(3) adherence to the rules and regulations governing the summer 
program. 
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Agencies Eligible to Apply for Funds 

o Youth Employment and Training Program--Community-based organiza
tions, local education agencies (22 percent for in-school programs), 
amd local public and private profit or nonprofit agencies. 

o Youth Community ConE',ervation and Improvement Projects--Neighborhood 
and community-based organizations, and local education agencies. 

o Youth Incentive ,Entitlement Pilot Projects--All prime sponsors are 
eligibie to apply. (See Youth Employment and Training Program.) 

o Summer Youth Employment Program--Private profit and nonprofit 
organizations. 

Administrating Agency 

Employment and Training Administration 
U.S. Department of Labor 
601 D Street, NW 
Washington, D.C. 20213 
Telephone: (202) 376-2649 
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ALASKA DRUG ABUSE GRANTS 

BACKGROUND AND ACKNOWLEDGMENTS 

The Drug Abuse Grants program was one of two subsidies examined in Alaska on 
April 28-May 2, 1980. The field work began in Juneau, continued in Fairbanks, 
and concluded in Anchorage. Interviews at these sites were conducted with the 
director and staff of the State Office of Alcoholism and Drug Abuse in the 
Department of Health and Social Services, a deputy commissioner in the Depart
ment of Health and Social Services, state legislators, local government adminis
trators, and drug abuse program directors and their program staff. 

The staff of the Academy for Contemporary Problems acknowledges the follow
ing individuals for giving their time to be interviewed and in providing re
quested documents for this case study. We are grateful to them for their co
operation and assistance. 

State Administrators 

Allen Korhonen, Deputy Commissioner, Department of Health and Social 
Services, Juneau 

Robert Cole, Director, State Office of Alcoholism and Drug Abuse, De
partment of Health and Social Services, Juneau 

State Legislators 

Representative Russ Meekins, Chairman, House Finance Committee, Alaska 
House of Representatives, Juneau 

. Senator Mike Colletta, Majority Leader, Alaska Senate, Juneau 
Senator John Sackett, Chairman, Senate Finance Corumittee, Alaska 

Senate, Juneau 

Local Administrators 

Mar Winegar, City }~nager, Municip~lity of Juneau 
Matt Felix, Director, Central Alcoholism Agency, Municipality of Juneau 
Dr. Raymond Fedje, Commissioner, Department of Health and Environmental 

Protection, Municipality of Anchorage 

Local Service Providers 

Hark Hansen, Program Specialis t, Southeas t Regional Resource Center, 
Juneau 

Barnasi Lal, Director, Drug Abuse Program, Fairbanks Native Association 
Cheryl Branigan, DirectDr, Sitka Teenage Club 
George Max, Senior Counselor, Sitka Council on Alcoholism and Drug 

Abuse 
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Barbara Hoffman, Director, and Mary Kay 
Assistant, Anchorage Council on Alcoholism 

John Purcell, Alaska Native Commission on 
Anchorage 

Richard Tolman, Open Door Clinic, Anchorage 

Crawford, Administrative 
and Drugs 

Alcoholism and Drug Abuse, 

.. ' 

Alaska was selected for case study because it had the requisite functional 
differentiation of subsidy programs from which to select, encompassing three of 
the five functional categories. 

The Drug Abuse Grants was chosen, in particular, because it represented 
one of the few comprehensi ve alcoholism and drug abuse grant programs in the 
study's inventory of state subsidies. This subsidy was also of interest due to 
the administrative and fiscal growth it was experiencing. Revenues obtained 
from the Alaska pipeline had enabled the state to substantially increase 
alcoholism and drug abuse monies for local programs during the 1979 session. 
More significantly, the Alaska legislature had just budgeted, prior to the case 
study visit, the first of a projected five-year $15 million annual appropriation 
for local alcoholism and alcohol abuse programs. 

Finally, the Drug Abuse Grants program was selected because it provided an 
opportunity to study the intergovernmental dynamics of a subsidy where both 
government and privat:e agencies were eligible for funding. 

ORGANIZATIONAL CONTEXT 

The Drug Abuse Grants program is administered by the State Office of 
Alcoholism and Drug Abuse (SOADA) which is located within the Office of the 
Commissioner, Department of Health and Social Services (DHSS), one of the 14 
cabinet-level agencies. DHSS is responsible for the custody, rehabilitation, 
treatment, probation, and parole of adult offenders and delinquent youths; 
hospital care of the mentally ill and mentally retarded; a coordinated statewide 
program of preventative and social health; and public assistance programsr. 

The State Office of Alcoholism and Drug Abuse, the agency relevant to this 
case study, represents an administrative combination of two formerly separate 
offices. On July 1, 1977, the state Office of Drug Abuse was merged with the 
Office of Alcoholism, although duties of most agency staff had overlapped into 
both areas of substance abuse. However, the agency continues to derive its 
state-level policies from two sets of state legislation and two citizens' advi
sory boards. At the time of the field work, however, legislation was pending to 
consolidate both the statutory authority and the two citizens' boards. 

State-supported substance abuse programs serve both adult and juvenile 
clientele, the latter being the focus of this study. Most of the 26 alcoholism 
prevention and rehabilitation programs supported by the agency serve adults. 
Eleven drug abuse prevention, treatment, and rehabilitation programs are more 
oriented to youth clientele. Figure 1 delineates the agencies relevant to the 
Drug Abuse Grants program. 
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FIGURE 1. ORGANIZATION OF AGENCIES RELEVANT TO THE 
AT~SKA DRUG ABUSE GRANTS 

CITIZENS' ADVISORY 
BOARD ON ALCOHOLISM I- -

GOVERNOR 

DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH 
AND SO~IAL SERVICES 

- - -- -~ 

" 

OFFICE OF 

- - ---

ALCOHOLISM 

, CITIZENS' ADVISORY 
-- BOARD ON DRUG ABUSE 

AND DRUG ABUSE 

" ~;UBSIDY FUNDS FLOW TO , 
" LOCAL PUBLIC AND 

PRIVATE AGENCIES 

As additional context for the case study, it might be noted that the prin
cipal functional components of Alaska's juvenile justice system--institutions, 
probation, detention, and aftercare--are all state administered through DHSS' 
Division of Corrections, which is responsible for both adult and juvenile offen
ders. Parole and probation services are regionalized, with probation officers 
assigned to superior court districts. Superior Courts have original jurisdic
tion in all civil and criminal matters. 

POLITICAL AND LEGISLATIVE HISTORY 

Alaska Statute 47.37, establishing the Office of Alcoholism and the 
Governor's Advisory Board on Alcoholism, was enacted in' 1972 to meet qualifica
tion for federal National Institute on Alcohol Abuse and Alcoholism formula 
grants. It was also n.ecessary for the state to appropriate the requisite state 
matching amount and deSignate an administrative mechanism for "developing and 
maintaining a comprehensive program of services for the prevention of alcoholism 
and treatment of alcoholics and intoxicated persons to local governments and 
private service providers." 

In the same year, a complementary Office of Drug libuse was established by 
Alaska Statute 44.29. The functions of the Office of Drug Abuse paralleled 
those of the Office of Alcoholism, in that the drug abuse program coordinator 
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was assigned to carry out the development and implementation of a comprehensive' 
program to prevent and treat the use and abuse of drugs as they affect the 
people of Alaska. 

By 1976, the Alaska legislature, stimulated by the interest and involvement 
of Governor Hammond, Chairman of the Alcohol Beverage Commission, the State 
Crime Commission, and SOADA, began to take a more active interest in the 
problems of substance abuse. In response to the initiative of the governor and 
other executive branch officials, the Senate Select Committee on Alcoholism and 
Drug Abuse was formed to pursue a more active state effort, extending beyond 
strictly appropriating state matching dollars to federal initiatives. Thus, in 
1977, the state appropriated more funds than were necessary to meet federal 
matching requirements. Although the subsidy technically began in 1972, it was, 
not until this increased infusion of funding that the Drug Abuse Grants program 
could be regarded as an active expression and extension of state substance abuse 
policy. While initial appropriations had been comparatively modest, tax 
receipts from North Shore oil revenues allowed the legislature to substantially 
increase drug abuse grant dollars, as well as to establish a new state subven
tion program, the K-12 Alcohol Education Project. The legislature, however, 
could not be accused of just "throwing money" on Alaska's serious alcoholism and 
drug abuse problems, for it has also stressed the need to evaluate the benefits 
of these programs for their effectiveness and efficiency. To this end, the two 
original enabling statutes have been amended to mandate the development of local 
planning standards and c'riteria for evaluating local programs. 

OBJECTIVES OF THE SUBSIDY 

Of the several policy objectives ascribed to this subsidy, the essential 
thrust of the funding for youth programs has been on preventing delinquency and 
reducing youth involvement with the juvenile justice system. It is reasoned 
that intensive counseling, recreational programs, and educational activities 
rather than court proceedings will minimize youth involvement with drugs. 
Alaska Statute 47.37 incorporates in its Declaration of Policy the Uniform 
Alcoholism and Intoxication Treatment Act of 1972, which states: "It is the 
policy of the state that alcholics and intoxicated persons should not be crimi
nally prosecuted for their consumption of alcoholic beverages and that they 
should be afforded a continuum of treatment so they may lead normal lives as 
productive members'of society." 

The current emphasis is on targeting programs to at-risk populations instead 
of directing efforts toward youth in general. From interviews with legislators, 
it became apparent that more modest objectives were attached to the subsidy than 
those stated in the statutory policy preamble and by SOADA staff. In one legis
lator's words, the intent is merely "to keep the lid on substance abuse." While 
originally the legislature had hoped to substantially reduce substance abuse, 
legislators interested in this problem no longer believe this to be a realistic 
expectation. "If there is a good chance of a 5 to 10 percent reduction these 
days, they'll (legislators) go for it (a program)." 
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ALLOCATION OF FUNDS 

Drug abuse grants are awarded by SOADA on a competitive basis to local pub
lic and private nonprofit organizations which either deliver services directly 
or subcontract to other agencies. Local governments and agencies are not 
required .to match state funds. 

State alcoholism and drug abuse monies allocated to the Municipality of 
Anchorage are used strictly for adult programming, while the city, through sub
contracts with three private nonprofit agencies, supports youth services with 
local revenues. The only state monies targeted specifically for youth in the 
Anchorage area is fbr support ,of the K~12 Alcohol Education Project operated by 
the Anchorage Council on Alcoholism and Drug Abuse, a' private nonprofit organi
zation. Grants for the K~12 Alcohol Education Project are also aW8.rded on a 
competitive (request for proposal) basis. 

SOADA has developed a grant proposal review sheet enumerating the criteria 
applied in ranking and evaluating local project proposals. Eight review cate
gories are used to rate applications, which include agency and board apparatus; 
need, planning, and coordination; treatment services and objectives; prevention 
services and objectives; internal operations; self-evaluation procedure; prior 
exp~rience; and budget and management. 

The subsidy grants for local alcoholism and drug abuse programs are divided 
into two separate funding pools (one for alcoholism programs and one for drug 
abuse programs), with each presented as distinct budgetary line items. This 
dichotomy reflects the fragmented statutory authority under which the office 
operates, and the separation of the citizen advisory boards which review all 
?roject applications and make recommendations on grant awards to the DHSS com
missioner. This division of statutory authority and advisory board responsi
bility has meant extra administrative burdens for local agencies, because they 
must submit separate applications for proposed alcoholism and drug abuse proj
ects to each board. That, in itself, would not be so problematical if the.re 
were not several other intermediate steps required in processing project pro
pOE71.lS. Two boards, in effect, duplicate the already extensive number of admin
istrative steps required in the application process. 

Although separate applications are required, once f~.mds are allocated to a 
local agency, they are often intermingled. Local agencies, in many cases, are 
not dealing exclusively with either a drug or alcohol abuse problem in a client. 
Substance abuse, in fact, increasingly involves simultan~ous alcohol and drug 
use. As such, therapeutic and prevention strategien for alcoholism and drug 
abuse are frequently the same. 

The burdens imposed by the current administrative system have become appar
ent to Alaska officials. At the time of the field work, a bill consolidating 
legislative authority for alcoholism and drug abuse programs into a single stat
ute was pending. With 'passage of this bill, the two citizen advisory boards 
will be combined into one, and the three distinguishable funding pools for alco
holism, drug abuse, and the K-12 Alcohol Education Project will be collapsed 
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into one budgetary line item. 
final vote had not been Favorable action was expected on hi A' 

taken as of the last day of t s bill, but a field work. 
The application and award process under 

In early February SOADA i the current system works as follows. 
and i ' ssues requests for pr 1 

PI' vate agenCies, with mid-March estab oposa s to all eligible public 
applications. Between early Feb lished as a deadline for submission of 
ceed through several other revi:~a?ndand mid-March, local applicants must pro:" 
performed by the borough or munici al approval points. An initial review is 
the same time, proposals must be P ana~gen7 responsible for human services. At 
systems agency. Once a proposal cl yze

h 
by the appropriate regional health 

to SCADA' f ears t ,'Ise two points it i ' s sta f where it is rated and r k ' s then submitted 
of two advisory boards, depending on wheth:~ ~~ in preparation for review by one 
or drug abuse project. Simultaneousl e application is for an alcoholism 
the governor's office where it pa y~h a copy of the proposal is forwarded to 
The two advisory boards meet in Ma;S~~ ma~ough the A-95 planning review process. 
to the DHSS commissioner, who makes the f e recommendations on project proposals 
cally announced by the .commissioner's OffiinalhdeCision. Grant awards are typi-

ce s ortly thereafter. 

Private agencies found the several r 
time consuming as to detract fro th eview stages to be so cumbersome and 
deliver services. In their vie~ e~r ability to administer their programs and 
citizen advisory boards but th ' nio only is it inefficient to deal with two 
ap 1 ' ere s also redundan i prova points in the applicati cy n some of the review and 
tion in requiring reviews by b~~h p~~~esr~· io~ited specifically was the duplic:a
A-95 review process, both of which are mea-g al health systems agency and the 
In addition to these concerns i t sures to comply with federal mandates 
over the current system of awa~dr~ va r: agencies would prefer two-year grant; 
that programs would be more stable;: ;;s on an annual basis, for it was felt 
a minimum of two years' funding Th~ ~ ective if agencies could be assured-of 
The interviews revealed that be~innins ~tter issue has been addressed by SOADA. 
on a two-year basis, although project; f iS

d 
fiscal year, grants will be awarded 

their funds withdrawn short of th o~n to be performing poorly could have 
e program s completion date. 

Most local recipients of the subs 
dures for the disbursement of f d idy were more satisfied with state proce
quarterly basis to accommodate ~~ s·f ~e state advances sufficient funds On a 
essing. With only one exception

e rOu~ ~eek turnaround time needed for proc
their cash advances promptly 0 ' ec.p ent agencies appear to be receiving 
weeks or more beyond the tim: exp:ectagdentcy, however, complained of delays of two 

e 0 receive funds. 

ADMINISTRATIVE REQUIREMENTS 

Local agencies are not mandated to d 
funding; yet, since proposals are evaluat e;elop formal plans as a condition for 
need for services, some form of pla~ni e on the basis of the justification of 
ture, SOADA is now in the process f n~ mu~t occur. As mandated by the legisla
local level. 0 eve oping standards for planning at the 
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, which involves local agencies in the devel-
The process at the state lev.:l, . i The participation of local 

.nent of a statewide plan, is alreadY rout nee Committee (PAC) which is "de-
~~encies is achieved through the i~~:re~tVsiS~:r expertise within the substance 
signed to represent the range of h fiscal 1980 planning cycle consists of 
abuse delivery system." The pAC for t e rd on Drug Abuse, five local. alcoholism 
one member of the Governor's Advisory :o~ne criminal justice specialist. Lo~al 
and drug abuse program directors, a~ "an eye to balancing alcoholism and otner 

ro ram directors were appointed wit urban and rural interests, and native 
~ru; services, geographic re~;esentatI~:'have been used during the plan prepara
and Caucasian representation. The: lanning staff on state policy and program 

1 to Provide input to SOAD P 
tion cyc e 
priorities. 

uality and uniformity is based on 
Assessment of local service delive:~e qAccreditation of Hospitals and th~ 

standards by the Joint Commission Ion the process of development by SOADA offi 
National Institute on Drug Abuse. 1 nlanning and a special set of standards for 
cials are standards governing l~ca P 1 areas. 
the certification of personnel n rura 

dards is accomplished in two ways. 
State monitoring of compliance with stan iew conducted by SOADA's regional 

The first is an annual on-site program ::;ed to submit monthly and quarterly 
field teams. Local vendors are al~o f req tion contained in these reports are 

ro ram reports. The statistical norma mana ement information system. 
inc~rporated into SOADA's currentl~tr~!i=~~~~~;, SO~A'S highest priority among 
To enhance its planning and oversig d i~S management information system. 
central office functions is to upgra e 

fiscal reporting requirements and, as 
Local agencies also must meet state pany the monthly and quarterly 

dit re statements accom hil f d ral such revenue and expen u fi al audit annually, wee e 
prog~am reports. SOADA officiais c~~~~~~ea abu:~ programs which receive federal 
agencies also audit those loca su 

funds. 

SERVICES SUPPORTED BY THE SUBSIDY 
TYPES AND LEVELS OF 

1 h funds, SOADA officials must see that 
As a recipient of federal mental hea t. These prescribed service categories 

of eight services are available. 
a minimum 
are: 

Inpatient 
Outpatient 
Training 
Recreation 

~ I 

(1) 
(2) 
(3) 
(4) 

Prevention and Education 

outreach 
Emergency Care 
Treatment Services 

(5) 
(6) 
(7) 
(8) 

State funds 
categories, for 

wi thin each of these eight 
are also used to support services a comprehensive program 

the objective is to "create and maintain 
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of needed prevention, treatment ali,:1 rehabilitation services" encompassing the 
eight broad federally prescribed categories. However, in the face of limited 
budgets for grant-in-aid programs, SOADA's actual service strategy has been to 
first meet the treatment needs of the most severely affected abusers. Because 
resources have been increased over the last two legislative sessions, attention 
has been directed toward primary and secondary prevention programs, including: 
(1) alternatives to alcohol or drug misuse, (2) education and public informa
tion, (3) early intervention, and (4) outpatient care for those clients less 
severely or indirectly affected by substance abuse. 

The K-12 Alcohol Education Project initiative is illustrative of SOADA' s 
shift to a more preventative and educational orientation. Although the program 
is not technically part of the Drug Abuse Grants, the K-12 Alcohol Education 
Project was of special interest to this study because it is illustrative of a 
direct technology transfer. The program is a replication of an effort begun in 
Seattle and supported by the National Institute on Alcohol Abuse and Alcoholism. 
With local dollars for support, the K-12 project was started in Alaska as a 
pilot effort by the Anchorage Council on Alcoholism and Drug Abuse in 1978. Two 
favorable studies by SOADA and the interest of several legislators resulted in a 
$510,000 state grant for the project in the fiscal 1979 budget, after only one 
year of operation. 

As noted earlier, the state agency is also shifting the focus of its funds 
and services to target more intensively on at-risk populations. Illustrative of 
this approach is a diversion project in Juneau for substance abusers. State 
funds have enabled Juneau's Central Alcoholism Agency, for the first time, to 
establish a formal arrangement with the courts, whereby status offense cases 
involving substance abuse are diverted to prevention and treatment programs. 
While this avoids a strictly punitive approach, the court still retains juris
diction over the youth until he successfully completes his program, at which 
time pending charges are dropped. 

While the state subsidy funds have been used to supplement federal dollars 
in many existing programs, they have stimulated new projects. In particular, 
drug abuse funds have established several youth recreation centers. These cen
ters offer youtq an alternative to drugs by providing a place to socialize. 
However, the centers also offer structured drug education and counseling 
programs for interested youth. 

State agency staff consider the establishment of a community network among 
local substance abuse agencies and other local agencies serving youth to be a 
major achievement of the subsidy program. Responses at the local level confirm 
that considerable coordination exists, much of it on the basis of formal service 
agreements. A high premium is placed on intercity cooperation because of the 
distance between communities. Communities in southeast Alaska, for instance, 
have service organization agreements with virtually all relevant local agencies 
throughout the state. Within localities, however, arrangements are sometimes 
more informal than for those between communities. For example, in Fairbanks, 
several ad hoc and informal referral arrangements have been made among the 
city's rather extensively coordinated service system, involving such diverse 
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agencies as the juvenile probation office, an LEAA-funded family intervention 
and counseling program, the local DHSS offices, . teen clubs, local health organi
zations, school districs, and others. 

SERVICES RECEIVED BY JUVENILES 

Although little statisti,z'al evidence could be provided, the impression among 
state and local agency personnel was that levels of delinquency had been reduced 
with the availability of the subsidy. Projects, such as the status offender court 
diversion program, reflect efforts to focus on at-risk populations. Initial 
data from one of the status offender court diversion projects confirm its 
effectiveness. In Juneau, diversion of youth charged with substance abuse
related offenses has reduced the size of juvenile court caseloads in two ways. 
First, youth are diverted into education and treatment programs, in lieu of a 
court appearance. Second, youth diverted into such programs have tended not to 
recidivate. It appears, then, that prevention is operating at a secondary and 
not primary level, as youth are diverted from further penetration into the juve
nile justice system after initial contact for substance abuse-related offenses, 
while treatment programs have reduced the likelihood of similar repeat offens~s. 

Considerably less confidence was expressed regarding the effects of the 
availability of subsidized local programs on state training school or mental 
health institutional populations. No data are available, hut the impression of 
the few respondents venturing an opinion was that programs supported by the sub
sidy would affect populations to' the extent that they prevented youth from 
penetrating deeper into the system and eventually becoming hard-core offenders. 
However, youth presently in the hard-core offender category are not being 
reached by local programs in most cases. In any event, data are not available 
that would confirm or not confirm these judgments. The absence of data collec
tion and analyses addreSSing this issue is considered by SOADA staff to be a 
serious deficiency, for one of the subsidy program's primary purposes is to 
reduce institutional populations. Client monitoring and tracking capability, to 
be part of an upgraded management information system, will presumably provide 
state agency officials with some indicators of the relationship between local 
programs and qutcomes, such as reductions in the incidence of delinquency and 
institutional commitment rates. 

SOURCES AND LEVELS OF FUNDING 

Most of the local agencies surveyed as part of the field work provide a 
range of other social services in addition to alcoholism and drug abuse pro
grams. Only one of the local vendors heavily depends upon state funds. This 
agency receives 90 percent of its funding from state sources, including the Drug 
Abuse Grant program. No federal funds come to this agency; the other ten percent 
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of its revenues is derived from local private sources and client fees. Other 
agencies receiving Drug Abuse Grants dollars show more balance among funding 
sources, with approximately equal federal and state levels of support. In one 
of the agencies, local public and private dollars constitute almost 35 percent 
of overall revenues while another depends on local monies for only a small 
fraction of its reso~rces. Likewise, in two of the three private agencies sur
veyed, client fees and third-party reimbursements were a small but still impor
tant funding source, comprising about 15 percent of total revenues. 

Until the 1978 legislative session, the growth of the subsidy appropriation 
proceeded at a steady but unspectacular rate. From fiscal 1977 to fiscal 1978, 
for instance, funding only increased from $151,090 to $160,255. However, with 
the huge influx of tax receipts from the North Shore oil revenues, the legisla
ture during the 1979 se'ssion had the resources to address the growing problems 
of alcoholism and drug abuse. According to the interviews, there has tradi
tionally been among policymakers in Alaska a high sensitivity to social issues. 
Thus the 1979 legislature appropriated over $676,000 for alcoholism and drug 
abus~ programs, and budgeted another $510,000 to a special line item for the 
K-12 Alcohol Education Project. An additional $517,000 comes from federal sources, 
which comprises about one ..... third of the total budget. A total. of $15 million 
appropriated during this legislative session, as part of a projected five-year 
package, provided even more dramatic evidence of the legislature's cO,ncern with 
the alcoholism and alcohol abuse problems. While these funds will be generally 
allocated to local agencies, it can be anticipated that a substantially 
increased proportion of the dollars will be targeted for teenage alcoholism 
problems, a focal point of legislative attention during hearings on the 
appropriation measure. When questioned as to the reason for concentrati.ng the 
increased resources so heavily into alcoholism and not drug abuse, respondents 
typically answered that, while there were often cases involving both alcohol and 
drugs, the incidence of the former, whether' or not complicated by drug abuse, 
substantially outweighed the latter. Yet, as in the past, the alcoholism funds 
will not be restricted to cases where only alcohol abuse is involved. 

ORGANIZATIONAL STRUCTURES 

Five full-time equivalent positions at the state level are needed to admin
ister the subsidy, although responsibilities are shared among all staff employed 
by the office. None of the time spent on Drug Abuse Grants ,administrati~n is 
paid for out of subsidy funds, but rather comes from the DHSS general adm~nis-
trative budget. 

Included among the staff noted above are members of a regional field team 
based in Anchorage. The team consists of a manager, two facility surveyors, and 
a secretary. They are responsible for giving technical assistance to and evalu
ating all local agencies receiving state funds. It was estimated that 25 per
cent of the field team's time is spent on subsidy-related duties. From the 
perspective of the central office staff, the field team is indispensable, par
ticularly in a state the size of Alaska, because it is the only practical 
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approach for fulfilling the office's statutory responsibility to assure that 
evaluation of local programs takes place. Other valuable services performed by 
the field team include providing consultation and information to local agencies, 
maintaining a close working relationship between the state and its local ven
dors, and functioning as an instrument for the exchange of information about 
innovative program techniques and strategies among local agencies. Given these 
assorted roles, and the geographic area they must cover, it was not surprising 
to learn that field team members spend about 80 percent of their time on the 

r.oad. 

Similar advantages of the regional field staff are viewed by local service 
providers; that is, local agencies rate the liaison, technical assistance, and 
informational service~ provided by regional staff as essential elements to suc
cessful functioning of their programs. The only complaint was that the existing 
field team is spread so thin. With the expansion of SOADA's budget this year, 
several new central and field staff have been assigned to administrative work, 
planning, technical assistance, and on-site compliance monitoring. 

As mentioneu previously, SOADA operates under the auspices of two advisory 
boards which function solely· in an advisory capacity. Their major role, specif
ically with regard to the subsidy, is to review project applications and make 
recommendations on grant awards to the commissioner of DHSS. The Advisory Board 
on Drug Abuse and the Advisory Board on Alcoholism also function as advocates on 
behalf of legislation dealing with drug and alcohol abuse, respectively. 

Statutory requirements governing representation differ for the two boards. 
The Advisory Board on Drug Abuse membership is drawn from interested citizens. 
The Advisory Board on Alcoholism, on the other hand, has stipulated categories 
of representation with required compos1.tion of its members as follows: (a) 
attorney, (b) physician, (c) licensed beverage industry representative, (d) one 
social worker, (e) one recovering alcoholic, and (f) two interested citizens. 

No specific positions have been established at the local level for adminis
trative purposes. The local programs surveyed operate under an umbrella agency. 
The approximately ten to 15 percent of the grant awards allocated for overhead 
cover administrative costs for time spent by umbrella agencies or by program 
staff on such functions. 

INTERGOVERNMENTAL RELATIONS 

A principal source of friction, thus far, has been related to many local 
agencies competing for limited dollars. Because many applications must be 
rejected, the state is faced annually with the resentment of several unsuc
cessful bidders. A broader issue is the perspective of many local officials 
that the state should be fully responsible for delivery of mental health, drug 
abuse, and alcoholism services; however, one legislator characterized this atti
tude as a way of avoiding local accountability. 
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For those agencies awarded drug abuse grants, though, a general spirit ot 
state-local cooperation prevails. Local agencies have been receptive and sup
portive of program standards and administrative regulations imposed by SOADA 
and the activist posture adopted by the office in compliance monitoring. On~ 
local agency director praised standards adopted by SOADA for the higher program 
and service quality imposed by such requirements. The orientation of SOADA's 
standards, not the need for them, was questioned in only one instance at the 
local level. In that case, the individual proposed that the standards should be 
adapted to allow for div~rsion, prevention, and outpatient programs, as weil as 
for treatment, emergency care, and extended inpatient care. As the Drug Abuse 
Grants program shifts to a more prevention and early intervention focus it 
would not be surprising to see a corollary adaptation of applicable pro~ram 
standards. Indeed, sensitivity among state officials to the need for flexi
bility in view of local conditions seems to be reflected in the development of 
certification standards for personnel in rural areas. 

Lack of sufficient staff means that on-site technical assistance is typically 
provided only in response to specific requests. Local agencies sympathized 
with the problems SOADA faced in affording on-site technical assistance in a 
state the size of Alaska. When available, however, the assistance was highly 
regarded for its quality. With additional funds now available, the state 
agency will be expanding technical assistance. 

Another major factor contributing to the current state of state-local har
mony is the opportunity for local service providers to participate in state 
policy and program planning processles. Local agency directors, for example, 
meet wi th both advisory boards on a. monthly basis to discuss issues. Also 
local agency representation on the PACs involves them directly in SOADA'; 
comprehensi,ve program planning process. 

It remains to be seen whether the absence of intergovernmental tensions will 
continue, as local agencies develop new programs and expand existing ones with 
increased alcoholism funding. Upgraded SOADA efforts to institute local 
planning standards and performance evaluation, as mandated by the legislature, 
may be potential sources of state-local conflicts. 

GENERAL EVALUATIONS OF THE SUCCESS OF THE SUBSIDY 

The Drug Abuse Grants program is highly regarded both by state officials and 
local agencies which receive subsidies. Summarizing the responses, the program 
appears to have produced five Significant outcomes. First, there has been an 
actual reduction in destructive behavior (suicide, violence), which is par
ticularly prevalent among teenage youth. Suicides in the state's rural areas 
are four times higher than the per capita average in other U.S. rural areas. 

Second, subsidy-supported court diversion projects have been responsible for 
~ second major effect--preventing youth from involvement in the formal juvenile 
Justice system. The community service network system, noted earlier, is a third 
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F rth local Drug Abuse Grants 
result influenced by the subsidY· °uultur'al awareness through the 

positive d i roved cross-c 
rograms have stimulated an mp i I backgrounds in communi ty programs. 

p C i i of youth from various rae a t of these programs have stimu-
interm x ng d d ational componen s , The 
Finally, the prevention an e uc e drug problems among Alaska youtn. 
lated community awareness of the se;er anticipated to further enhance community 
future emphasis on local planning s 
awareness. 

I I offices, administrativ~ capacity for 
By general agreement of state and ocaiS lacking. Under a mandate from the 
i ful evaluation of local programs management information system is a 

mean ng th improvement of its 
legislature, however, e 
high SOADA priority. 
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ALASKA YOUTH EMPLOYMENT SERVICES SUBSIDY 

BACKGROUND AND ACKNOWLEDGMENTS 

The Youth Employment Services (YES) Subsidy was one of two programs examined 
in Alaska. Interviews w~re conducted in Juneau, in Fairbanks, and in Anchorage, 
on April 28-May 2, 1980. In the course of the field work, interviews were con
ducted with state Department of Education and Department of Labor administrators 
and program specialists, local public officials, and local private agency 
directors and their staffs. 

The staff of the Academy for Contemporary Problems acknowledges the fol
lowing individuals for givirig their time to be interviewed and in providing re
quested documents for this case study. We are grateful to them for their 
cooperation and assistance. 

State Administrators 

Paul Williams, Alaska State Counseling Supervisor, Employment Security 
Division, Department of Labor, Juneau 

Doris Simon, Assistant Director, Employment Security Division, Depart
ment of Labor, Juneau 

A. G. Z1111g, Director, Employment Security Division, Department of 
Labor, Juneau 

Dan Travis, Juneau Employment Center Manager, Employment Security 
Division, Department of Labor, Juneau 

Lynn Cox, Supervisor, CETA, Department of Education, Juneau 
Bea Tindel, Program Specialist, Adult and Continuing Education, Depart

ment of Education, Juneau 

Local Administrators and Service Providers 

Alan Barnes, Director, Southeastern Regional Resource Center, Juneau 
Darlene Nebeker, Manager, Fairbanks Employment Center 
Dee Miko, Employment Service Supervisor, Fairbanks Employment Center 
Howard Ringley, Senior Trainer, Adult Learning Programs of Alaska, Inc., 

Fairbanks 
Monte McBride, Executive Director, South Central Resource Center, 

Anchorage 
Jack Knapp, Program Director, South Central Resource Center, Anchorage 
Rae Foutz, Employment and Training Division, City of Anchorage 
Jerry Kanago, Supervisor, Special Services, Anchorage Employment Center 
Sharon Hamlin, Supervisor, Youth Employment Service Program, Anchorage 

Employment Center 
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Alaska's selection for case study is partially attributable to its having 
. several state-administered subsidies from which to choose for analysis, for the 
Alaska subsidies found during our national survey encompassed three of the 
study's five functional categories. Since case selection Was to be governed 
principally by the need to have a representational distribution of subsidies 
among the five functional categories, the diversity of programs made it a prime 
candidate as a case study state. This criterion made it possible to examine more 
than one state subsidy in the course of a given field trip. Most important, 
however, with the 1978 termination of Michigan's Work Opportunity Resources 
Corps Program, the Alaska Youth Employment Services Subsidy represented one of 
the few remaining state youth employment subsidies identified through the 
survey. Thus, it became one of two pr.ograms selected for case analysis during 
our Alaska field visit, the other being the Alaska Drug Abuse Grants. 

ORGANIZATIONAL CONTEXT 

Alaska functions under a consolidated cabirtet form of government. Services 
of state government are provided by 14 executive departments, including Educa
tion and Labor, the agencies relevant to this case study. The commissioner of 
the Department of Education (DOE) is appointed by the State Board of Education. 
The Department of Education exercises regulatory and supervi.sory authority over 
local school districts, including regional attendance areas, and licenses pre
elementary schools. The organization of the department includes five major 
divisions: (1) Executive Administration; (2) Division of Management, Law and 
Finance; (3) Division of Educational Program Support; (4) Division of Vocational 
Rehabilitation; and (5) Division of State Libraries and Huseums. 

The Youth Employment Services (YES) Subsidy is administered by the Adult and 
Continuing Education unit within the Department of Educa~ion's Division of Edu
cational Program Support. The Division of Educational Program Support is 
charged with developing local educational resources; resolving problems with 
federal programs; providing education and training to exceptional children under 
the age of thre~, and to handicapped children and adults; operating adult basic 
education classes; and, with state YES funds, supporting job placement, voca
tional counseling, and job preparedness programs at the local level. 

The administrative anomaly of the Youth Employment Services subsidy makes 
relevant a description of the Department of Labor's (DOL) organizational struc
ture. Personnel are hired for selected local offices of the Employment Security 
Division to deliver youth employment services. While no actual cash transfer 
occurs, local employment security offices incur costs against subsidy funds. 
The reasons behind this arrangement will be described in a succeeding section. 
Suffice it to say that subsidy funds are allocated directly to private nonprofit 
agencies in Juneau and Fairbanks, and to the municipal government in Anchorage 
which pay for personnel and operational costs of the program with subsidy 
dollars, even though the YES staff is, in fact, physically located in local 
employment security offices across the seven participating jurisdictions. In 
effect, then, the resource centers, the private agencies, and the Municipality 
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of Anchorage function as d i i 
nel in the local employm:n~ n s:~~:~!ve O~ofnduits for subsidy funds, and person-
This organizational structure is illu~rate!c~~ F:~~U:el~ deliver the services. 

Employment Security is one of five divisions 
The Employment Security Division administers in the Department of Labor. 
provides a labor exchange betwe 1 an employment service program that 
service offices. The division ea~ emp oyers and applicants through statewide job 
In addition, officials from thi so oversees an unemployment insurance program. 
planning and various training p s offiC~ also participate in stateWide manpower 

rograms or unemployed and underemployed workers. 

FIGURE 1. ORGANIZATIONAL STRUCTURE FOR THE ALASKA 
YOUTH EMPLOYMENT SERVICES SUBSIDY 
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POLITICAL AND LEGISLATIVE HISTORY 

The Youth Employment Services Subsidy represents an example of an adminis
tratively established subsidy program. In other words, it was not statutorily 
author1.zed, but operates with funds appropriated to the Department of Education 
annually through the State Appropriation Act. The origins of the current Youth 
Employment Services Subsidy date to 1968, when the Department of Labor and the 
Department of Health and Social Services (DHSS) jointly assumed responsibility 
for a job placement program which had been federally funded under the Manpower 
Development Training Act. Problems of coordination between the Department of 
Labor and the Department of Health and Social Services led to the transfer of 
the program to the governor's office shortly thereafter. In 1973, the adminis
trative responsibilIty for the program was shifted again, this time to the 
Department of Education, where it still resides. 

By arrangement with the Department of Labor, the Department of Education 
maintained the funding' .nd service delivery arrangement described earlier. The 
objective would be to integrate educational and work study programs of local 
school districts with existing youth employment service programs in an effort to 
assist adolescents in making a successful transition from school to work. 

Until 1978, subsidy funds passed through t~e school districts, ill six of the 
seven participating jurisdictions, to local employment security offices. How
ever, when cbanges in unemployment compensation regulations made it administra
tively and financially infeasible for school districts to serve any longer as 
the pass-through mechanism, the Department of Education succeeded in persuading 
private regional resource centers and the Fairbanks Adult Learning center to 
replace the school districts as local administrative agencies. In the seventh 
participating jurisdiction, the }iunicipality of Anchorage continued to be the 
administrative conduit for subsidy funds. 

The regional resource centers were particularly well-suited substitutes, 
given their close working relationship with the Department of Education and the 
school districts. Established in 1976~ the role of a regional resource center 
is to provide training and technical assistance to school districts on either a 
direct service or brokerage basis. The resource centers have now expanded to 
such an extent that they have almost totally replaced Department of Education 
central staff as a technical assistance and training resource for local 
districts, one of the reasons for establishing resource centers. 

Until recently, the Youth Employment Services Subsidy was notable for its 
lack of controversy. However, a fe,q minority and native organizations have 
approached the legislature requesting funding through the Department of Health 
and Social Services for youth job programs targeted to their respective groups. 
Behind this effort are sever-al individuals who were once with the state or fed
eral government and are now employed by these private action agencies. Offi
cials from the Departments of Education and Labor consider a minority-targeted 
youth employment subsidy to be duplicative of the Youth Employment Services 
Subsidy. They further argue that the subsidy has had a good record in serving 
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minorities 
the field 
pending. 

in those areas to hi 
work, legislation w ch funds have been allocated. At the time of" 

establishing a new youth employment 
subsidy was 

OBJECTIVES OF THE SUBSIDY 

Most respondents viewed the 
Subsidy strictly in utilitarian te:::Pos~s of the Youth Employment Services 
objectives are job placement, career· t was generally agreed that its ma 'or 
~o~ever, some individuals interviewed al~~u~:~!in~, and job skill instructi~n. 

a broader social policy dimensions s h t at reducing youth unemployment 
trolling crime. The subsidy was also' uc i as preventing delinquency and con
and Cooperation between school distric~ercedvled as a way to improve coordination 

s an ocal job service offices. 

ALLOCATION OF FUNDS 

Youth employment service sites ar 
Alaska Employment Services' Auto ati e determined from data secured from the 
plcyment service offices provide :ddi~i Rep~rting System. Central and local em
Depelrtment of Education. Once ~a si ona economic and labor market data to the 
termined by the Department of Ed ~~ has been selected, its budget is then de-
ultimate level of funding de d uca on, based upon local staffing needs Th 
islat pen s upon the total a • e 

,ure. If the appropriation is less h mount appropriated by the leg-
redUction is made in the allocation t t an the budget request, a proportional 
sites received YES funds' five wer t 0 each eligible recipient. (Seven local 
end Arlchorage operated iear-rOund~) e~i~~~~YhfiVe-month programs, while Fairbanks 
select Sites, areas are not able t g objective criteria are utilized to 
competitive bidding system in f 0 tcompete for subsidy funds. The absence of a 
report by the state audit;r A ac , was the subject of criticism in a recent 
vised in response to the aUd;tor'sm~:;o~~~petitive allocation method may be de-

ADMINISTRATIVE REQUIRE~mNTS 

While the administration of the Yo ' 
as simple as its allocation method ~~h d Employment Services Subsidy is almos't 
theory, lOlcal vendors are to com iete _ oes have Some unusual features. In 
application for subSidy funds. In p racti and submit a Department of Education 
designated to receive subsidy mon~ ce, however, once a local Site has been 

y, the form is actually completed by the 
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Department of Education's subsidY coordinator and sent to the vendor for its 
approval and signature. The state coordinator retains the original of the 

application and a copy of the grant document. 

In most cases, funds are distributed to local sites on a reimbursement 
basis. While the department's policy does not prohibit cash advances, the prac
tical effect' of the bureaucratic procedures involved serves to discourage any 
such requests. For those few agencies willing to undergo the necessary clear
ances, the department will advance up to 25 percent of the budget and subse
quently roll-over the money as funds expire. The typical procedure, among pro
grams operating during the summer months, is to file for ceimbursement at the 
end of the fiscal year. Administrators for the year-round programs in Anchorage 
and Fairbanks submit vouchers for reimbursement on a quarterly basis. The 
difficulty in obtaining cash advances was a source of complaint in at least twO 
instances. It was pointed out that, although the sums involved are small, the 
overall cash flow problems of private agencies are further aggravated by baving 

to wait for reimbursements. 
The seasonal youth employment services programs begin in April and conclude 

in october. This schedule coincides with the period of peak private sector 
market demand for youth in Alaska, an arrangement which bas been both beneficial 
and problematiC regarding the administration of the subsidy. On the positive 
side, the YES coordinator is able to evaluate expenditure patterns in the late 
winter and reallocate any surpluses to other local sites. The pattern in the 
past has been to reallocate subsidy dollars to the year-round programs in 
Anchorage and Fairbanks. which typically receive less than what is needed to 
support 12-month efforts. However, all programs are currently spending up to 
their budgetary limits and, accordingly, no surplus is anticipated. 

Because the program's operation in a given year actually spans portions of 
two fiscal years, it has been difficult for local employment service offices to 
anticipate whether legislative appropriations will be adequate to continue staff 
employed in April beyond the beginning of the new fiscal year. A proposed 
corrective measure would once again shift administrative authority for the pro
gram from the Department of Education to the Department of Labor. The reasoning 
behind this proposal is that the October I-September 30 fiscal year would more 
closely accommodate the April-October period of operation for seasonal programs, 
since the fiscal year for educational organizations customarily terminates with 

the end of the school year in June. 

The simplicity of the subsidy's administration is reflected in a lack of 
planning requirements and only the most skeletal form of administrative guide
lines, which are generally outlined in a two-page memorandum solidifying a co
operative agreement between the Department of Education and the Department of 
Labor. The items covered in the agreement concern program location and 
staffing, space and supply provisions, supervisory responsibility for employment 
counselors, staff training, and program activity reporting procedures. 

While the state-administering agency has not developed program standards, a 
service delivery model is described in the Department of Labor's Employment 
Security Manual, which local offices are required to follow. The Department of 
Education, on the other hand, provides vendors with suggested job descriptions 
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and minimum requirement ment of Labor i s. Although YES staff work f 
addition, sta~e ~edoes not set qualification sta;da;;s offices ~nder the Depart-
with subsidy funds rit system rules and regulations do for these positions. In 
dors, which are pr1v!~r these counselors are technical;ot apply to staff hired 
whereby the D e agencies. Therefore a y employees of the ven-

epartment of Lab i ,procedure has b i 
positions, while awar th or ntervie.ws candidates f een mplemented 
or the local educati e at selections are subject to ve~r ~ubsidized counselor 
only needed approvalonfag~ncy. In actual operation the DO y either the vendor 
to approve any select:on t e local education agency' for t~partmdent of Labor has 

agreed to by the other t ' even ors have tended wo parties. 

The Department of Educatio 
administrative oversight h n exercises minimal fiscal 
that the Department of over t e Youth Employment Services S programmatic, and 
its best picture of 1 Education conducts no fiscal audit ubsidy. It appears 
submitted by YES ocal activities from narrative" d f' but rather obtains 

counselors Th en 0 the prog' " 
services; a description f • h ese reports describe efforts ram reports 
schools and b i' 0 t e contacts YES staff h to promote youth 
vocatio~al guid~~c:~ss ~~~:nizations; and any specia~veef~:~:swith youth groups, 
or documentation of pro are no specific requirements regard:

o 
provide youth 

in their deseri gram activity. As a result ng report format 
and highly 'vari~~~~n~n o~h~r~gram activity, inconsi~t::or:: ::nd i~o be sketchy 
vided. Not surprisin 1 egree of statistical and other deems covered, 
ty were found in Anchg y, the most extensive statistical c ilocumentation pro-

orage and Fairbanks the t omp ations of activi-
Th ' wo year-round programs. 

ere is little on- it have been s e monj.toring of the must be do~~e~ificallY aUocated for this pur os program, since no travel funds 
expensive. Fu~t~!:ne~hon-site monitoring byPce:~ra;i~~~imost travel in Alaska 
units and, as such 'th e Department of Education is n t ce staff becomes very 
the responsibility'f ere is no regional staff which 0 {lrganized into field 
only on-site review ~~ ~~~:ite inspections. Thus, then~:::rt~e~Uld be assigned 
infrequent informal i i h Employment Services Subsidy i of Education's 
field studies he co ; s ts conducted by the state coordi s accomplished through n ucts. nator as part of other 

Ongoing monitoring of h security office man t e program is largely d i agers who combine thi f un ertaken by local employment 
p:r~ sion and training of YES staff s unction with responsibility 
a m nistrative profile and 1 k • Given the Department of Educatio~~~ ~~~ 
vendors, it has become esse~~ia~f f direct involvement in the 
function in both supervisory and fi or employment security Off~:~gr:=n:gYerlsOCatol 
capacity, these mana ers eld monitoring roles I Manual and state j~b drelY upon the Department of Lab', En their monitoring 
critical role of 1 escriptions to ensure uniform

or 
s mployment Services 

train new YES emp oyment security office manag service delivery. A 
security procedu~::nselors, who typically have no

ers 
and their staffs is to • experience in employment 
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TYPES AND LEVELS OF SERVICES SUPPORTED BY THE SUBSIDY 

For six of the seven participating localities, new services have been es
tablished as a result of subsidy funding. Prior to the subsidy, youth employ
ment programs had been funded almost exclusively with federal CETA dollars. The 
approach of the two differ; CETA' s Neighborhood Youth programs have been tar
geted toward creating jobs for disadvantaged youth, while YES is a job placement 
program open to youth between the ages of 14 and 25 regardless of a family's 
income level. In Anchorage, YES funds permitted the expansion of an existing 
service underwritten by local resources. 

The following types of services are supported through the subsidy: (1) job 
placement, (2) vocational counseling, (3) job referral, (4) aptitude and pro
ficiency testing, (5) career goal assessments, and (6) job preparedness train
ing. The scope and diversity of services vary among the seven participating 
jurisdictions depending upon a program's staffing level. Interviewing and job 
placement constitute core activities for each program. The two largest pro
grams, Anchorage and Fairbanks, also offer counseling, referral, training, and 
testing services. 

In its services orientation, Alaska's Youth Employment Services Subsidy 
differs from Michigan's Work Opportunity Resources Corps Program in that funds 
in Michigan were used to establish public sector employment positions for youth, 
while the YES program strives for placement in nonsubsidized private sector 
jobs. 

Considerable interaction between school district officials and YES counse
lors.has been a feature of this program in at least three jurisdictions surveyed 
as a part of the field work. Probably the most extensive and formal linkages 
can be found in the heavily outreach-oriented Anchorage program. There, local 
YES counselors cosponsor regular training and counseling workshops wi th voca
tional education staff from area schools. Coordination of efforts is also 
emphasized in programs in Juneau and Fairbanks, but the interaction tends to be 
more informal and ad hoc in nature. 

These programs have also developed cooperative efforts with other youth
serving agencies. In addition to training and counseling activities with local 
schools, the YES staff in Anchorage provides referral, counseling, and job 
placement assistance to such local agencies as the Municipal Youth Services, a 
local native association, the juvenile probation department, and the McLaughlin 
Youth Center. 

SERVICES RECEIVED BY JUVENILES 

The Youth Employment Services Subsidy is targeted toward job development and 
placement. While reductions in state training school populations, juvenile 
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court intake levels, or delin uenc r ~' 
were not explicit objectives f~r e:ta::i:~i~ig~~ res~lt from the subsidy, these 
success is better assessed i t g e su sidy. Thus, the program's 
lected by the Department of E~uc:~~s o~ su~cessful job placements. Data col
portion of placements P on or iscal 1979 reveals a very high pro
of the 7,098 apPlYing' for r~;::m W~oiu~elors successfully placed .5,487 youth out 
figure within ten percent o~ the d c trepr~sents a 75 percent placement rate, a 
one-half of the placements were ~par ment s goal for that year. Approximately 
one-half were in temporary full-ti~e p::m~:ent part-time j,obs, while the other 
furthermore, are with private sect PI yment. The majority of placements, 
di d . or emp oyers rather than in bli 1 

ze Jobs. Therefore, most of the $7 5 illi pu c Y subs i-
through this program did not • m on in wages paid to youth placed 
sources. Rather these J'ob Plareprestent a lfurther drain on governmental re-
ff ' cemen s cou d be seen as h -I e ect on the overall Alaska economy. av~ng a stimulative 

To identify potential private sector 1 
repeated contacts with employers Th D P acements, YES counselors must make 
the number of job development co~tacts~ hepartment of Education collects data on 
has limited value for evaluative purp~se~w~:e~h tha: information alone probably 
on actual jobs identified or created as e a sence of corresponding data 

a consequence of the contacts. 

SOURCES AND LEVELS OF FUNDING 

In six of the seven jurisdictions the s 
cash support for local pro ra 'Th tate subsidy is the sole means of 
Anchorage, which matches its gs rns. e exception is the Hunicipality of 
city revenues. The Anchorage :;~:ra:ll~:a~io~h wit~i an addition.al $35,000 from 
in that it employs a permanent full-time ur er stinguished from the others 
staff, supported entirel b fund YES supervisor and three additional 
the subsidy. The subSid; g~ant a~d f~~~a~h~u~~partment of Labor rather than from 
counselors on a seasonal basis I lid s are used to employ temporary YES 
equipment, telephones mail se;vicen- <. n contributions, such as office space, 
Department of Labor t; all programs.' materials, and manuals, are made by the 

stat!heap~~~~~~~t~!~~or~o o~h:ht;ro~~:~id~a~s been rather uneven. Since 1976, 
following figures: fluctuated, as reflected by the 

Fiscal 1976 
Fiscal 1977 
Fiscal 1978 
Fiscal 1979 
Fiscal 1980 

$126,600 
150,200 
60,000 

150,000 
270,000 

The steep decline in funding duri 197 
ture's decision to fund only the Hunic~~alit 8 C:~b~ attributed to the legisla-
shifts were under way This y 0 c orage, while administrative 
restored to 1977 level~. process was completed by 1979, and funding was 
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A loss of subsidy funds would have different effects among participating 
jurisdictions. Because the Department of Labor directly underwrites four staff 
positions, the termination of the subsidy might be crippling but not totally 
devastating to the Anchorage program since there are local funds also involved 
in the program. In Fairbanks and Juneau, existing job service office personnel 
could probably assume some of the work if there were a loss of subsidy funds. 
Despite these adjustments, an approximately 50 percent loss of program capacity 
in Anchorage, and probably more in Juneau and Fairbanks, would be a consequence 
of the. subsidy's termination. Interviews in Anchorage, furthermore, revealed 
the unlikelihood of additional municipal funding to compensate for lost state 
dollars. In smaller local employment service offices where there would be le~s 
ability to absorb a staff reduction, the loss of the state grant funds wouJ..d 
likely result in termination of youth job placement services. 

There would be two especially damaging program effects resulting from the 
loss of subsidy funds. One would be an inability, or at least a reduced capa
bility to serve unemployed youth other than the disadvantaged youth eligible 
for as~istance through federal employment programs. the second would probably 
be a decline in job development and placement in the private sector. 

Based upon the 1980 legislature's action, it is apparent that, at least _or 
now, YES programs will not be faced with such dire prospects. The legislature 
almost doubled the size of the subsidy by appropriating $270,000 of the $300,000 
requested by the Department of Education for fiscal 1981. The increase will be 
used to: (1) maintain YES counselor salaries at approximately the state rate, 
(2) extend all five-month programs to six months, (3) add one six-month position 
at Fairbanks, (4) increase the Anchorage allocations to virtually full support, 
(5) provide travel funds for monitoring and evaluation, and (6) provide funds 
for developing workbooks to supplement a recently produt;ed videotape relating to 

career counseling. 

ORGANIZATIONAL STRUCTURES 

No new organizational structures or full-time administrative positions were 
established for this subsidy. Instead, a staff member and secretary from the 
Department of Education spend 20 percent of their time carrying out the sub
sidy's few administrative duties. Moreover, none of the subsidy funds is spent 
to cover administrative costs; rather, funds for this come from the department's 
general administrative budget. 

At the local level, private resource centers are allowed to recover a ten 
percent fee for serving as the administrative mechanism for the subsidy. No 
positions had to be specifically established to administer the funds. 

Administrative costs for the Hunicipa1ity of Anchorage are also miniscule. 
Prorating figures from July 1 to December 31, 1979, the cost of administration 
in the Anchorage program was only $2,200. This represents approximately three 
percent of the subsidy allocation and six percent of the local share. Given 
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these low costs, it has not been necessary for the municipality to establish a 
full-time pOSition for administrative purposes. Administrative duties are 
absorbed by a staff accountant in the city's Employment and Training Division, 
as part of the overall financial management responsibilities. 

INTERGOVERNMENTAL RELATIONS 

The only local unit of govement administering YES funds is the Hunicipality of 
And.'lrage, and interviews there discerned no dissatisfaction with either the 
DepartUi~nt of i!:ducation or the Department of Labor's policies and practices, 
other thaL~ p, typical complaint about the need for more state funds for the pro
gram. Indeed, Anchorage officials indicated, in both general and specific re
ferences to YES, that state mandates and requirements have been reduced although 
funds have been increased over the last five years. 

The most fundamental interagency issue is the question of where state admin
istrative responsibility for the subsidy should reside. Although Department of 
Labor staff and local employment service administrators maintain good relation
ships with the Department of Education, several of them feel that the program 
should be placed in the Department of Labor. These administrators argue that 
the Department of Labor's fiscal year of October I-September 30 would align 
better with the operational requirements of the program. In more than one in
stance, it was reported that the current situation requires that employment of 
YES counselors be deferred until early summer, because of the difficulty of pre
dicting funding availability with the existing fiscal cycle. 

A shift of the program to the Department of Labor would also remove the need 
for privat.!'! resource centers to serve as conduits for the subsidy, an arrange
ment that local employment service officiaJs, in particular, saw as redundant, 
administratively unwieldy, and cost-ineffec,~ive. It was argued that funneling 
subsidy dollars through private resource centers adds another layer of adminis
tration and brings unnecessary costs, given' the ten percent management fee col
lected by the centers. The current arrangement is not totally disadvantageous, 
however, for one employment center manager saw it as a way to circumvent rigid 
state m.erit system rules and guidelines. 

Department of Education administrators counter that the current organiza
tional location of the program prevents YES from op~rating strictly a job place
ment service. While acknowledging the benefits of the job placement activities, 
the perspective among administrators from the Department of Education is that 
greater long-te.rm benefits are realized from imparting career planning and deci
sionmaking skills. These officials feel that with the Department of Education 
as the administrative agency, a balance between job placement and career planning 
activities is maintained. If the financial incentives were more compelling under 
the current structure, the regional resource centers and the Fairbanks Adult 
Lea'rning Center would be amenable to assuming direct program operation respon
sibilities. They argue, in fact, that resource centers would bring a broader 
and more innovative programming to YES than the more traditional approach of 
local employment security offices. Such a change would entail a major 
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reorientation of YES from a job placement emphasis to one of education, coun
seling, and training in the opinion of private agency directors and staff. 

However, the Department of Education exercises little in the way of adminis
trative oversight; indeed, local employment security offices playas great, if 
not more, of a role in monitoring program activity. The replacement of school 
districts by private vendors for subsidy pass-through purposes also removes one 
of the original reasons for locating administration of the subsidy in this de
partment. While the school districts may have provided the initial administra
tive bridge for coordination of effort between local employment security offices 
and school vocational programs, their replacement with private vendors has not 
weakened those linkages. 

GENERAL EVALUATIONS OF THE SUCCESS OF THE SUBSIDY 

The subsidy was highly regarded by almost all principals interviewed. The 
most tangible features cited were: (1) the high proportion of job placements 
relative to applicants, and (2) success in developing and placing youth in pr~
vate sector J'obs rather than subsidized positions established through publl.c 

, 'ff . funds. The more enduring impact of YES has been the program s e orts ~n 
vocational counseling with youth. As a result, young people are better able to 
formulate more reasonable career expectations. 

Thus, with a small investment of public funds, the subsidy has begun to make 
a dent into the perennial problems of high youth unemployment for all classes of 
youngsters, regardless of family income level. In the process, other ~esira~le 
social policy administrative and program benefits have been reaped, ~nclud~ng 

sensitizing private sector employers to the dysfunctional effects of youth unem
ployment, developing linkages between school districts' .vocational counseling 
programs and Department of Labor job service offices, ~nstilling in youth a 
broader and longer-term career development approach, and reducing the likelihood 
of delinquency among the teenage segment of youth served. 

To broaden service to other localities beyond the seven currently participa
ting, however, will require additional funding. Existing programs are already 
overextended in providing training and counseling in the schools, and developing 
jobs through contacts with private employers cannot be expanded without more 
funds. Thus, respondents felt the program would have even greater potential for 
success if the legislature continued to expand funding as it did this past leg
islative session. 
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FLORIDA ALTERNATIVE EDUCATION PROGRAM 

BACKGROUND AND ACKNOWLEDGMENTS 

The Academy for Contemporary Problems conducted field work for its case 
study of the Florida Alternative Education Program on December 10-14, 1979. 
Interviews were conducted with various individuals in Tallahassee, including 
state legislative staff, administrative personnel from the Department of 
Education, as well as staff members from educational associations and youth 
advocacy organizations. Interviews also took place in three counties: Dade, a 
largely populated and mostly urban county; Hillsborough, where Tampa is located; 
and Taylor, a sparsely populated county. Interviewed in these counties were 
local school district board members, district superinteridents, assistant 
superintendents and program directors, as well as supervisors and specialists 
working in Department of Health and Rehabilitative Services (DHRS) district 
youth services units. 

The staff of the Academy for Contemporary Problems acknowledges the following 
individuals for giving their time to be interviewed and in providing requested 
documents for this case study. We are grateful to them for their cooperation 
and assistance. 

State Legislative Staff 

Judy Bishop, Legislative Analyst, House Education Committee, Tallahas
see 
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Doug Crawford, Legislative Analyst, House Education Committee, Talla
hassee 

Michael o. Farrell, Legislative Chief Analyst, Senate Education Commit
tee, Tallahassee 

State Administrators 

Phil Roundtree, Administrator, Compensatory and Alternative Education 
Section, Division of Public Schools, Department of Education, Talla
hassee 

Local Administrators 

Robbins Woodell, Superintendent of Instruction, Taylor County School 
District 

Earl Wells, Assistant Superintendent, Dade County School District 
Richard o. White, Executive Director, Division of Elementary and Secon-

dary Education, Dade County School District 
Paul Wharton, Assistant Superintendent, Hillsborough County Schools 
Frank Farmer, Assistant Superintendent, Hillsborough County Schools 
Paul Rich, Supervisor, Alternative Education Programs, Hillsborough 

County Schools 
Jack Wood, Supervisor, Youth Services Program, Tampa 

Key Informants 

Rodney Davis, Florida Education Association, Tallahassee 
Phyllis Newport, President, Taylor County School Board 
Phyllis Miller, President, Dade County School Board 

ORGANIZATIONAL CONTEXT 

The Florida Department of Education is one of six constitutionally estab
lished agencies with an elected administrator. The department is organized into 
four program divisions and five administrative support offices. The Alternative 
Education Program is organizationally placed within the Compensatory and Alter
native Education Section, Division of Public Schools. An organizational chart 
for the agencies relevant to the Alternative Education Program is found in 
Figur4a 1. This subsidy is one of thrt_:e relevant to this study administered by 
the Department of Education. The other two subsidies are the Law Education 
Program and the Basic Skills and Functional Literacy Supplement. 

Each county has a county school board district, which operates as an indepen
dent level of government with a separate legal and financial base. Altogether, 
there are 67 school districts. Local public schools e-;-;: ~xtensively linked with 
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FIGURE 1. 
ORGANIZATION OF AGENCIES RELEVANT 
TO THE FLORIDA ALTERNATIVE 
EDUCATION SUBSIDY 

COMHISSIONER OF EDUCATION 
(ELECTED) 

DEPARTMENT 
OF EDUCATION 

DIVISION OF PUBLIC 
SCHOOLS, COHPENSATORY AND 

ALTERN~!IVE EDUCATION SECTION 
\ 

\ 
\ SUBSIDY FUNDS FLOW TO \\ 

\ 67 COUNTY 
\ SCHOOL DISTRICTS 

: WHICH 
,ESTABLISH 

ALTERNATIVE 
SCHOOL PROGRAMS 

several components of the h 
phYSicals and r f uman services system" ubli 
ices to the ha ;i errals; traditional child welfa~e p ~ health immunizations" 
state facilitie~ c:::;~ youth; and, in some instanc::

rv /es~ edUcational serv
ment or recreational a~d vocational education servi~es 0 ~ ildren residing in 
unique to Florida and emp oyment, etc. However, none ~f ummer youth employ-
voluntary and sometimeSmois:fo~::larbraniged and carried out at t~~e~~callinlkagels are 

as s. eve on a 

Each school district has 
bipartisan ba i a board whose members - --

~~:ir~~~~:pers~ns·ele~~:dscf~:ml ~~::dm!:b;:~~;e~ of ;~:e e!:c::~~ng:::~:;!: ~~t~ 
n can serve consecutive terms but must ~ serve a one-ye:;1r term. The 

Th e elected on ~n annual baSis 
e superintendent f h • 

through bi 0 sc ools for each di 
preference.par~:a~o~r nonpartisan voting, or apspto~:t;:t~d may be either elected 
make recommendations ~ of h the superintendent, by statute' ~epending upon local 
and operating the sCho~l t e board. The board is respon;ibl: ~o administer and 
program recOmmendations o:o~~: ~nd f~r approving or disapprovin;r t~!m!~i~tering 

uper ntendent. The School b d cy and 
oar may employ an 
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other positions (including the superintendent's staff) are attorney, but all d b the board 
superintendent and must be approve y • recommended by the 

Ii ible to receive subsidy funds to Florida's 67 local school distric::u:::iOen ~rograms. There are no special 
develoo and administer alternatiV\ h 1 board to govern alternati'V'e schools. 
boards·or subcommittees of the loca dS~ o~he same way as the conventional public 
Instead, the schools are adminidstere th n primary policymaking bodies .. 
schools with local school boar s as e 

POLITICAL AND LEGISLATIVE HISTORY 

i Education Program (Florida Statutes, The statute authorizing the Alterna,t ve b d package of educational legisla-
Section 230.2315) was enacted as p~~t ~~Sa19~~asession. The legislation author
tion passed by the legislature dur g f ding support to establish alternative 1 $21 illion in state un 
ized approximate y h m h t Florida's 67 school districts. education programs t roug ou 

order to meet the needs of students who This grant-in-aid was established in i ttings and to reduce the occur-
d i ventional educat on se i 

are poorly serve n con and student referrals to special serv ces 
rence of disruptive behavior, truancYd ti n is considered valuable for its 
or other agencies. Alternative e uca ls~ons school dropouts, or long-term 
potential in reducing suspensions, eXPu

ii 
ible for an alternative education 

educational deficiencies. Stude~dtis aretie e g unsuccessful, or disinteres.t:I~d" in if th r j udged to be srup v, 
program ey a e d mined by grades, achievement test scores, 
the regular school environment as eter i Ii action and rate of absences. 
referrals for suspension or other diS~hP t nt~~e progr~ms "be positive rather 
The authorizing legislation requires d :' abilities in order to ensure full 
than punitive and emphasize each stu en .s " ' 
realization of the potential of each student. 

1 describe: (1) the relevant legislation This section of the case study wi! b id law (2) the legislative and 
which antedated the alternative education s~i~ Yits' passage, (3) interests 
political contextual environment surround (r) legislative activity since the 
supporting and opposing the legislation, an 
laws' passage. 

C t Legislation of Relevance Antecedent and oncurren _ 

of 28 state basic and special edu-
The Alternative Education progr;~ i~do~e Educational Finance Program (FEFP), 

cation programs which, according ~~str~~tsab:sed upon full-time equivalent (FTE) 
provide support to local school. Its immediate predecessor was an excep
students enrolled in each program are:

d
'
ed 

funds for "socially maladjusted" stu-
tional education program Whichh PF~oFvP t in the 1970-71 school year. dents, instituted as part of t e sys em 
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The Alternative Education Program arose, in part, out of dissatisfaction 
with its predecessor. Specifically, the state procedures for the "socially 
maladjusted" program were interpreted as restricting placement in alternative 
education to only children processed through the juvenile justice system. These 
procedures, as well as requirements for Psychological testing, were faulted on 
the grounds that they were cumbersome and involved too much red tape. Several 
principals, school administrators, and board members, therefore, objected to the 
program for "socially maladjusted" children because state rules and procedures 
restricted their ability to place students poorly Served in a convent.ional 
setting into alternative education programs. Their argument was that funds 
tended to be narrowly targeted for disruptive and truant children, and neglected 
students who needed to be in an alternative education setting but did not fall 
into these categories. To those advocating change, the focus on disruptive and 
truant children often resulted in programs which were more punitive than posi
tive in their orientation~ Alternative education legislation was viewed as a 
means of focusing attention on children who were unsuccessful and diSinterested 
in school, as well as those who were behavioral problems. By widening the scope 
of children served, it was anticipated that the subsidy would stimulate the 
development of a broader range of local services embodying positive alternative education approaches. 

In large measure, the exceptional education program for "socially maladjust
ed" children appears not to hewe been nearly as restrictive as attributed by pro
ponents of alternative education. As described by one of the local alternative 
education supervisors, school districts had essentially the same discretion, as 
exists under the current subsidy, to transfer pupils from the conventional 
schools into alternative education programs Without first processing them 
through the juvenile justice system. Indeed, this had been the practice followed 
by Hillsborough County school system and, no doubt, by other districts which 
operat1ed alternative education programs with "socially maladjusted" funds. In 
Hillsborough County, alternative education services had also been providt:u for 
clientele of the Department of Health and Rehabilitativ~ Services in local resi
dential and nonresidential programs, as well as for students Who, While not pro
cessed through the juvenile justice system, were not succeeding in the conven
tional school environment either because of poor academic performance or for 
disciplinary reasons. In this latter sense, alternative education functioned in 
many cases as a diversionary alternative to juvenile court involvement. 

However, even though there existed a great deal of local discretion in 
determining what criteria could be used to qualify a student for alternative 
education under the "socially maladjusted" weighting factor, pressure built for an 
alternative education weighting factor to replace the program for socially maladjusted children. 

As attention was focusing on the exceptional education program for "socially 
maladjusted" children in early 1977, there was also growing disenchantment with 
another piece of delinquency prevention and control legislation, the 1973 Safe 
Schools Act. The intent of this legislation was to assist school districts in 
alleviating vandalism and other forms of school violence by enhancing the 
physical security of local schools, particularly those in larger urban areas. 
Critics faulted this approach for its emphasis on physical security (guard dogs, 
enhanced lighting, fences, etc.) at the expense of prevention services which 
would address the needs of students. Proponents of alternative education viewed 
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the legislation as a way to substitute supportive services for the physical 
security orientation of the Safe Schools Act. 

Efforts for alternative education programming received an additional boost 
from legislation, passed in 1975 and implemented in 1977, prohibiting the in
carceration of status offenders, including truants, in secure detention facili
ties. This action underscored the need for specialized, supportive services for 
truants, who were now outside the jurisdiction of t.;'e juvenile jus" ice system 
and whose needs could be dealt with directly within the educational system. 

Broader Legislative and Political Contextual Environment 
Surrounding the Passage of the Subsidy Law 

The move to enact alternative education legislation occurred at a time of 
some profound overall changes in philosophy throughout Florida's educational 
system. The thrust of Florida's revamped educational philosophy is perhaps best 
represented by the state's educational accountability initiatives, in which 
Florida has been a national leader, beginning with 1971 lcgtslation and culmi
nating with the educational accountability statutes of 1974 and 1976. The 1976 
legislation mandated the development of minimum student performance standards 
identifying the minimum competencies expected of all students in the subject 
areas of reading, writing, and mathematics. The rationale underlying the educa
tional accountability initiatives and other reform measures of this period em
bodies a shift from remedial schooling to an early intervention and prevention 
strategy. This philosophy of education translates into a programmatic approach 
in which early intervention is not aimed at problem children per se but at pre
venting problems from emerging at a later stage in the student's development. 

Major Participants in the Law's Passage 

By late 1977, operating in an environment of broad educational reform on 
several fronts, those advocating a revamping of the exceptional education 
program for "socially maladjusted" children introduced legislation calling for: a 
state subsidy in support of more broadly defined alternative education programs. 
Among those leading organized moves for the legislation were youth advocacy 
groups, such as the Florida Center for Children and Youth, the Florida Educa
tional Association, local parent-teacher associations, school board members, and 
school administrators, particularly from several large urban areas. As pre
viously noted, these groups had a common desire to redirect and broaden the 
focus of existing alternative education programs to encompaSlS academically defi
cient, disruptive, or disinterested students who, while not necessarily inter
acting with the juvenile justice system, were not functioning successfully in a 
conventional classroom. They were also interested in this legislation for the 
opportunity it provided to heighten public awareness of alternative education 
programs and their potential application to a wide range of student problems. 
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Governor Reuben Askew's support for alternative education generated addi
tional momentum for the bill. The governor's interest had been stimulated 
earlier by a study showing that the majority of children being expelled for 
truancy were black. Thus, Governor Askew supported this legislation presumably 
because he saw it as a means of alleviating this problem. 

When the legislation was introduced in 1978, several school board members 
and district administrators from smaller districts added support for the legis
lation on two grounds: (1) that the subsidy allow for considerable local auton
omy and discretion, an interest shared with urban counterparts; and (2) that the 
subsidy provide the opportunity to establish alternative education programs for 
the first time in new districts. To reiterate, it appears that at least some of 
the board members and administrators from smaller districts, along with their 
counterparts from larger districts, did not know that funds from the exceptional 
education program for "socially maladjusted" children could be used to establish 
alternati ve education programs for both adjudicated and nonadjudicated students 
alike. 

No organized, concerted opposition formed against the legislation and it 
passed easily. In view of the strong support for the legislation, it is not 
surprising the primary elements of the Alternative Education Program reflected 
the interests of its major proponents, a matter which can be readily discerned 
from a review of the legislation's principal provisions. 

(1) Each school board is authorized to establish one or more alternative 
education programs to meet the needs of students who are disruptivl;l or unsuc
cessful in the normal school environment. 

(2) A student may be eligible for participation in the Alternative Educa
tion Program if the student is disruptiv,:", unsuccessful, or disinterested as 
determined by grades, achievement tep::, scores, referrals for suspension, or 
other disciplinary action or rates 0f absences. (The requirement for psy~holo
gical screening under the "socially maladjusted" program was eliminated.) 

(3) Considerable local discretion exists in determining programming priori
ties. Alternative education programs may be in the form of learning centers 
specializing in areas such as occupational skills, communication, and the per
forming arts, or crisis intervention centers, or in-school suspension programs 
for students wi·th behavioral problems, or any other alternative to suspension or 
expUlsion which is approved by the school board. 

(4) The district school boards are required to adopt policies and proce
dures consistent with the law, .which will provide that the programs shall be 
positive rather than punitive in nature, and establish criteria for the selec
tion and placement of students. 
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Proposed and Enacted Legislative Ame.ndments to 
the 1978 Subsidy Law 

While constituent support of the Alternative Education Program has basically 
remained intact, two major amendments to the legislation were introduced during 
the 1979 session. However, only one amendment, Committee Substitute for House 
Bill 1327, the Education of Health and Rehabilitative Services Clients, passed. 
This amendment places the responsibility for the education of school-age clients 
in residential care facilities of the Department of Health and Rehabilitative 
Services with the local district school board in which the facility is located. 
Thus, the statutory change will expand alternative education to youth service 
facilities, including training schools and community-based programs for adjudi
cated delinquents. Accordingly, the increased number of students to be served 
by local alternative education programs, as required by C.S.H.B. 1327, was a 
factor in the legislature's removal of the ceiling or cap previously placed on 
the allocation to each school district. For fiscal 1980, the legislature allowed 
the amount allotted to each district to float according to need, as reflected by 
FTE enrollments. Having gained a base of experience with a floating allocation, 
the 1980 legislature reimposed a new cap. 

A second major modification of the legislation was proposed by the Florida 
Center for Children and Youth which, while continuing support for the basic con
cepts of the alternative education subsidy, expressed concern regarding the 
following aspects of the law's implementation: (1) the large number of students 
referred to alternative educ~tion programs for disciplinary reasons; (2) discrim
inatory referral of students to alternative education; and (3) inadequate pro
cedural and due process safeguards relative to referral, placement, and discharge 
from programs. 

According to the center, the current law and the implementing state board 
rule (1) do not provide the Department of Education with sufficient authority to 
set and enforce clear guidelines consistent with criteria for supportive rather 
than punitive programs, (2) do not adequately provide for periodic review of 
individual placements, and (3) do not require an educational plan for the tradi
tional program. Accordingly, the center prepared a bill which would have re
versed the local discretion component in the current law by requiring each 
school district to develop a plan specifying how alternative education funds 
would be used. Prior. approval of such plans by the Department of Education 
would be required before funds could be allocated. While this bill (R.B. 282) 
passed the House, it died in the Senate. 

In the opinion of one interviewee, this legislation is not likely to pass if 
reintroduced since the restrictions on local autonomy embodied in the bill run 
counter to the legislative shift away from categorical programs in education 
over the last five to ten years. 

The weighting formula of the Alternative Education Program is subject to 
change during the 1981 session, if cost studies determine that the present weight 
of two is inadequate, but no other major revisions are foreseen for the 1980 
legislative session. During the 1980-81 interim period, evaluations of the 
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Alternative Education Program by both the House and Senate education committees 
are scheduled. 

OBJECTIVES OF THE SUBSIDY 

The intent of the education subsidy law is specifically stated in the 
legislation: 

It is the intent of this Act that Educational Alternative 
Programs be established throughout the state which will 
assist students in preparing fo!.· their roles in the community, 
reduce the incidence of disruptive behavior and truancy in 
the public schools, reduce the number of students referred to 
special services or agencies, and generally offer alternatives 
to conventional education which will meet the needs and in
terests of those students now poorly served by the public 
school system. Such alternatives are to be positive and em
phasize each student's abilities in order to ensure the full 
realization of the potential of each student. 

Overall, the pur.poses of the Florida Alternative Education Program conform 
to t?e follo~ing objectives: to reduce youth involvement and interaction with 
the Juvenile Justice system, to prevent juvenile delinquency, to encourage devel
opment of community-based alternatives, and to stimulate intergovernmental coop
eration and coordination. The findings from the fieldwork indicate that essen
tially there was consonance regarding objectives between the statement of legis
lative intent and perceptions of interviewees at both the state and local levels 
The interviews revealed two other primary purposes ascribed to the subsidy no~ 
explicated in the statement of intent but implicit throughout the legislation: 
(1) to shift great~r responsibility for services from state to local government 
and (2) to effect a more even distribution of services. Another implicit, albei~ 
secondary, consideration behind the subsidy was to encourage the development of 
minimum standards for staff, programs, and facilities at the local level. It 
was emphasized by respondents, however, that since the Department of Euucation 
does not have the authority to establish and implement program guidelines "to 
encourage the development of standards" is the more appropriate phrase. ' 

ALLOCATION OF FUNDS 

Funds for alternative education programs are allocated on the same basis as 
are state monies for all other basic and special education programs runctioning 
under the Florida Educational Finance Program. Therefore, before covering the 
allocation method, a brief general explanation of Florida's educational finance 
system is perhaps necessary to understand the Alternative Education Program 
subsidy specifically. 
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Florida allocates funds to its 28 basic and special education school pro
grams according to an entitlement formula. As such, it guarantees school dis
tricts a certain level of funding per full-time equivalent (FTE) student for 
various education programs, providing the district levies a prescribed amount of 
ad valorem taxation as local effort in support of schools. In essence, the 
state makes up the difference between the guaranteed level of funding per FTE 
and the amount generated per FTE from the required local tax effort. Under this 
relationship, there can be a wide variance in financial support, for one dis
trict may receive 90 percent of program funding from the state while another 
district may receive only ten percent. 

In addition to the 28 programs funded under FEFP, Florida's Department of 
Education also subsidizes school districts through several categorical grants, 
including the two mentioned previously under Organizational Context and which 
are listed in Appendix B. In instituting the 1973 FEFP program, Florida shifted 
from using measures of average daily population to numbers of FITE students 
enrolled during designated count periods as the method of computing fund appor
tionment to school districts. Under this system, the legislature determines a 
base allocation each legislative session. For the 1979-80 session, the base 
allocation was $989 for each FTE. The base allocation can be adjusted yearly by 
the legislature to accommodate for inflation. 

Each school-age child generates funding equal to one full-time equivalent, 
provided the student is attending classes during designated FTE count periods. 
Children with special needs, however, generate a weighted full-time equivalency, 
with the actual weighting varying according to the special programming required 
for the child. The rationale for this weighted FTE is that children t·7!th spe
cial problems and needs require greater attention and, hence, more staff time 
and money. The assigned weights are based on past FTE enrollment patterns, pro
gram practices, and cost <t.ata. Whether the assigned weights actually reflect the 
true educational costs o~ school programs appears to be a matter of conjecture. 

As previously mentioned, state administrators and appropriate legislative 
committee staff will conduct cost studies during the 1980-81 interim period to 
verify the accuracy of the weight assignments and to propose revisions for 
legislative consideration, if necessary. Several persons interviewed, hOli)'ever, 
questioned the validity and reliability of the data upon which cost studip.s are 
drawn and subsequent weighting decisions are based. With respect to alternative 
education specifically, the sentiment of state decisionmakers is that there is 
not enough experience with the program yet to determine whether weighting is 
accurate. Local officials, however, take the view that the current weighting of 
two fails to generate funds sufficient for alternative education. 

Within the bo'undaries set by the legislative appropriation to educatiqn, a 
base student allocation is determined. Drawing from FTE data and cost and 
expenditure studies by state administrators and legislative staff, and then 
making modifications as needed relative to resource constraints, the legislature 
(in each biennium) assigns relative weights to each FEFP program and apportions 
the base allocation amount according to the weighting system. For the Alter
native Education Program, the legislature determined that the state could afford 
an appropriation that was twice the base student allocation. Overall adjust
ments for inflation are made through increases in the base student allocation 
figure. Unless there is growth in state dollars beyond adjusting for inflRtion, 
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increases in anyone of the 28 FEFPs will bring reductions in the weight assign
ment and dollars available for other program areas, given the relative weighting 
system employed. 

If district expenditure patterns indicate a divergence from the previous 
year's weighting for an FEFP program, that factor will be adjusted either down
ward or upward, depending on the direction of the variance. Only a 25 percent 
annual adjustment is made, however, in order to cushion the shock of anY,large
scale variation. The adventage of the adjustments is that the weight will con
tinue to reflect approximate program costs. Problems can occur, however, if one 
or two large districts have substantial variances which could unduly influence 
dollar flow to smaller districts. While the overall educational pattern in 
recent years has been for districts to underspend on their allocated amount, the 
consensus of opinion at the state level was that it was too soon to determine 
expenditure patterns for alternative education monies. However, interviews in 
Hillsborough and Dade revealed that both of those districts were spending their 
full allocation. Since there were other districts which had underexpended, Dade 
and Hillsborough were reimbursed at a weight of two. Otherwise, excess FTEs 
would have only been reimbursed at the primary education weight of one. 

Pupils in the Alternative Education Program receive weighted FTE funding of 
two. For each student enrolled in an alternative education program, the school 
district receives the base student allocation which varies from year to year. 
For fiscal 1980, the base allocation was set at $989 which, when multipl~ed by 
two, equals $1,978 allotted for each FTE. As required of all new state education 
programs, a cap or ceiling was placed upon the maximum amount of alternative 
education monies a school district would be eligible to receive during the first 
year of alternative education. There are two purposes for capping new programs, 
particularly those with higher weighted factors: (1) to restrain excessive 
spending the first year in order to gain a base of experience with a program and 
be able to gauge expenditure patterns in the future, and (2) to deter manipula
tion of FTE counts by local school districts through short-term transfers of 
students during FTE count periods into higher weighted programs. 

To accommodate 1979 legislation requiring educational support to DHRS clients 
from the alternative education subsidy, the ,ceiling has been removed this fiscal 
year. Specifically, funding will float according to the level of appropriate 
enrollments in alternative education programs. While the removal of the ceiling 
will potentially glenerate more funds, it will have little or no impact on pupil/ 
teacher staffing ratios. It is anticipated by some that once experience is 
gained with a "floating" Program and weights are readjusted, a ceiling will be 
reset, most likely during the 1981 session. 

School district spending discretion is further constrained by the require
ment that a certain proportion of FEFP allocations, covering personnel costs, be 
spent in each program area. For the Alternative Education Program, school dis
tricts must spend 80 percent of their allocation, the percentage which applies 
to the majority of FEFP programs. If a school district fails to expend at the 
specified rate for a program, it is required to submit reasons in writing to the 
Department of Education. 

The formula method is particularly appropriate for this subsidy, where a 
principal emphasis is on maximizing local discretion and autonomy and minimizing 
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state guidelines and other controls. A formula scheme also supports objectives 
which aim at a more even distribution of services, as all school districts are 
eligible on the same basis (FTE counts) for state funds. 

ADMINISTRATIVE REQUIREMENTS 

In its application and disbursement requirements and procedures, the Alter
native Education Program is administratively simple. Particu:Lar emphasis is 
afforded to ensuring local program flexibility and autonomy, and minimizing 
administrative red tape. 

The rather simplified procedure for determining district funding levels 
aptly illustrates this point. Four times yearly--twice during the l80-day term 
in October and February, and twice during the extended term in June and July-
local school districts conduct an FTE count (stipulated by the Florida Depart
ment of Education) to determine funding eligibility levels for each FEFP program 
area. 

Persons interviewed in Hillsborough County's school district described the 
following process for the alternative education, as well as other FEFP pro
grams. Each teacher submits to the program supervisor a count of students and 
hours that students are served during FTE week. A copy is also sent to the 
building administrator. The building administrator uses this data, along with 
data submitted in the other funding categories, to report the school's total 
FTEs. Each program supervisor, using the data submitted by the teacher, checks 
the data submitted by the school administrator to ensure that no hours were 
inadvertently omitted by the school. The procedures employed by Hillsborough 
County are probably r.epresentative of medium-size to large school distr.icts; 
smaller school districts 'no doubt use a more abbreviated method to arrive at 
their count figures. 

The Department of Education will designate an FTE count week, shortly before 
the beginning of either October, February, June, or July. Dates are varied so 
that districts can.not anticipate a count and shift school calendars or temporar
ily increase student attendance into more highly weighted programs. Any student 
in attendance, either six days previous to an FTE week or during that week, is 
counted. The October and February counts are used to project the school dis
trict's budget for the succeeding fiscal year, while the sum of FTE counts 
around the state are one element in the legislature's program allocation deter
minations, as described in the previous section. Counts from the two summer 
months, as well as projections for Octo'Oi::'r and Februar.y, are used by the state 
to make adjustments in fund allocation patterns, if there are discrepancies be
tween initial and subsequent count figures. 

The disbursement of subsidy and aU other FEFP funds to local districts 
occurs through a bimonthly allotment, a recent change from a previously monthly 
disbursement system. lhe change was implemented in response to school district 
cash flow problems which were causing the districts to draw from their reserves. 
The reasoning was that the state was better able than local school districts, 
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particularly smaller ones, to absorb temporary cash flow shortages, given its 
large surpluses. In contrast to the bimonthly allotments for FEFps, categorical 
programs receive their funds in quarterly disbursements. 

If the system in Hillsborough County is representative, accounting proce
dures employed in most medium- to large-size school districts are reasonably 
sophisticated. The budgeting and accounting' system operating in Hillsborough 
allocates revenues and expenditures by cost centers. Mcmthly accounting state
ments, categorized by program cost centers, are su.bmit'~;~!d to the Hillsborough 
School Board, with the information also forwarded to (;!~;!h individual school in 
the district. The state does not require that these monthly statements be sub
mitted to the Department Qf Education. 

Although time constraints permitted only a cursory look, it appears that a 
more traditional and simplified budgeting and accounting system operates in the 
Taylor County district. Funds are budgeted and accounted for on a line-item 
basis there. 

The state exercises minimal control over local programming decisions. The 
subsidy legislation states that local school board districts must adopt policies 
and procedures consistent with the law and State Board Rule 6A-l.994 authorizing 
the establishment of alternative education programs, yet does not specifically 
mandate that these policy statements be submitted to the state before funds can 
be released. This is apparent by the fact that Hillsborough County continues to 
receive subsidy monies, although a program plan and policies were still in the 
preparation stage at the time of the field interviews. The districts are only 
required to "make available" these policies and procedures statements upon re
quest by the Department of Education. Further, the format or content of policy 
and procedural statements are not specifically prescribed. 

In the three counties visited, therefore, it was not surprising to find wide 
variation in the existence of the policy statements and, where available» their 
specificity and quality. For instance, Dade County has established a detailed 
formal appeals process to ensure that fair and nondiscriminatory procedures fo; 
aSSigning and placing students into alternative education programs have been 
incorporated into its comprehensive Code of Student Conduct. On the other hand 
the Taylor school district has only a highly generalized set of procedure; 
governing placement decisions. 

Consistent with the formula method of fund allocation, local school dis
tricts have great flexibility in choosing the types of alternative education 
programs to implement. The Department of Education is not given the authority 
to formulate snd impose program regulations and guidelines. There are also no 
planning requirements specified in the law; that is, school districts are not 
mandated to develop program plans for state approval prior to the release of 
Alternative Education Program funds. Further, minimum state program standards 
on staffing, class size, facilities, and teaching materials, have not yet been 
formulated. 

Apart from allocation restrictions built into the entitlement formula, the 
only state controls over local alternative education programs are through statu
tory provisions, administrative rules (such as State Board Rule 6A-l.994), and 
state field audits. The statute is very detailed and covers several items nor-
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mally found in rules and regulations; yet these provisions are still quite 
general in their wording and application. The implementing board rule is a one
page sheet defining alternative education, as well as students eligible to par
ticipate in local programs. However, these definitions are stated in only the 
broadest terms, leaving it to each district to develop its own student eligibi
lity criteria and screening referral and placement procedures within the even 
more general requirements of the law and board rule. Even where there is more 
specific definitional content, such as guidelines defining the characteristics 
of "positive" programs, local school districts retain a great deal of discretion 
in interpreting those guidelines. Although the Department of Education lacks 
enforcement sanctions against districts found to vary in the implementation of 
the "positive and not punitive" rule, the state's specification of program 
characteristics does provide a common basis for the legislature to determine 
woe.ther the legislative intent is being met. 

Tne only state mechanisms for enforcing compliance with the statutory and 
board rule intent is through the field audit process. Audits take two forms: 
(1) fiscal, and (2) program or performance. Fiscal audits, used to verify the 
accuracy of district financial records and FTE counts, are conducted on an 
annual basis. In contrast, the Department of Education only does a program 
audit of 15 school districts per year, owing to statutory restrictions and lack 
of sufficient staffing. School districts, therefore, experience program audits 
about every five years on an average. The department has pu~lished general per
formance criteria covering policies, records, local evaluation components, and 
program ~mplementation guidelines for use of its field staff during these pro
gram audits. 

Both types of audits involve a comprehensive review of all educational 
programs for the school district being audited and, as such, alternative educa
tion is only one element within the overall review. Of the two types, the 
fiscal audit is the most important to the school districts, since discrepancies 
discovered by auditors in financial records or FTE counts can mean audit excep
tions or disallowances in state reimbursement dollars. 

To establish a better liaison, the Department of Education has recently 
decentralized its fiscal audit staff so that now auditors are located in various 
school districts throughout the state. Where there is a cluster of smaller 
jurisdictions, an auditor will be responsible for covering mUltiple school 
districts. 

The department perceives its role as one of monitoring, evaluation, and 
technical assistance to school districts. Beyond these functions, officials 
feel that the department lacks the legal authority to promulgate rules and regu
lations, as well as sufficient staff to actively monitor and enforce compliance 
with rules, even given the authority to impose them. Another respondent, out
side of the department, expressed the opinion that the state was not particu
larly inclined to take a more activist role, legal authority and staff resources 
notwithstanding. The department's low profile is consistent wi,th the more 
general trend of the last six to seven years in which the state's role in educa
tion has shifted from supervision to monitoring and evaluation. In its Compen
satory and Alternative Education Section, at least, the department takes its 
monitoring and evaluation responsibilities quite seriously. For instance, the 
development of an extensive technical manual is in progress, which will inform 
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local school districts of the various alternative education programming options, 
and adviSing them of steps for implementing a program. 

TYPES AND LEVELS OF SERVICES SUPPORTED BY THE SUBSIDY 
AND SERVICES RECEIVED BY JUVENILES 

Although the 1978 Alternative Education Program legislation was intended to 
establish a broader variety of program offerings, expansion may only have had a 
significant effect in smaller counties such as Taylor, for in medium- to large
size school districts, many programs had already been instituted under the 
exceptional education program for socially maladjusted children. Descriptions 
of selected alternative education programs prepared by local school districts 
and a Department' of Education survey of school district alternative education 
programs substantiate this observation. 

In Hillsborough County, for instance, it was the exceptional education pro
gram and not the Alternative Education Program which was responsible for devel
opment of the extensive network of alternative education programs operating in 
that school district. Interviews revealed that everyone of the existing state
funded programs in Hillsborough had been supported by monies for socially malad
justed pupils. Only bilingual education, like in-school suspension and the 
Learning Alternatives Program now funded by the Alternative Education Program, 
were not subsumed under the socially maladjusted weighting factor. Further, the 
subsidy did not depart from past practice with respect to relative state and 
local financial burden. More specifically, the 1978 Alternative Education Pro
gram continues to be almost exclusively the source of funds for alternative edu
cation, since local dollars are only used to match the small amount of federal 
monies received. 

Interviews in Dade County reveal a slightly different practice, albeit one 
that is in essence a continuation of the system operating with socially malad
justed monies. In that district, alternatives were funded by a mixture of 

. federal, state, and local dollars. In fact, long before state funds became 
available for socially maladjusted children, the Dade County school district was 
funding alternative education from local dollars. Interviews in this district 
revealed that school board members and administrators have long regarded the 
state funding levels as inadequate relative to the local contribution. This 
perception was not even changed by the 1978 subsidy legislation. Therefore, 
Dade school district continues to supplement state monies with federal and local 
dollars at approximately the same level as existed under the socially malad
justed weighting factor. 

From this evidence, it is apparent that it was the exceptional education 
program and not the 1978 legislation which has most significantly influenced the 
establishment of services in Dade and Hillsborough Counties, a pattern likely 
reflected in some other jurisdictions of similar size. 
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The 1979 legislative amendment, requiring alternative education services to 
be provided to DHRS clientele, necessitated the removal of the existing alloca
tion ceilings. An DHRS program supervisor in Hillsborough County indicate,d that 
the legislative amendment resulted in an expansion of services for youtll ser
vices clientele. The highly regarded Learning Alternatives Program started in 
one classroom and, through the 1978 legislation and 1979 amendment, has now 
expanded to 15 schools. For services to other clientele, however, removal of 
the cap returned school districts back to the antecedent status quo operating 
under the socially maladjusted weighting factor in which FTEs were allowed to 
"float." However, the cap, reimposed by the 1980 legislature, provides that 
FTEs in alternative programs will be limited to 2.55 percent of an individual 
district's unweighted FTEs in grades four through 12. Thus, for 1980-81, a 
district may serve a greater number of students than the specified cap in the 
alternative program, but the number of pupils exceeding the cap will be adjusted 
to a cost factor of 1.0, except for FTEs earned by DHRS clients whose education 
is provided by public schools. 

Taylor County school district, a comparatively small county, has expanded 
its level of services by the passage of the 1978 legislation. Interviews in 
Taylor suggest that before the subsidy, an alternative education program had 
not existed in the' two years since a locally supported effort had been ter
minated for lack of funds. 

Two reasons may explain why smaller counties, such as Taylor, did not avail 
themselves of funds until the passage of the 1978 Alternative Education Program. 
One explanation is that it was not commonly understood that socially maladjusted 
funds were available. Thus, the 1978 subsidy heightened the visibility of state 
alternative education monies. A second reason is that smaller counties lacked 
the staff specialization to devote the time necessary to meet procedural re
quirements for arranging the transfer of adjudicated or detained children to 
alternative education classrooms, a procedure required to qualify for socially 
maladjusted funds. As previously noted, although school districts could adopt 
criteria and procedures which would have permitted socially maladjusted funds to 
be used for disruptive or unsuccessful children not involved in the juvenile 
justice system, it appears that Taylor may not have been aware of this funding 
and program flexibility. 

A state-sponsored survey of local school districts, together with selected 
program districts, support the opinions of Hillsborough and Dade County inter
viewees that the services supported with current funds represent a continuation 
in the type as well as level of programming under the exceptional education 
program for socially maladjusted children. .As with the previous subsidy, the 
most common alternative education program is in-school suspension/crisis inter
vention. This type of program is an alternative to out-of-school suspension or 
expulsion and generally provides a framework for addressing disciplinary prob
lems. Thirty-eight of 67 school districts responded to the DOE survey; of 
these, 16 operated in-school suspension programs. 

Other types of local alternatives which were continued by the 1978 legisla
tion include: 
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(a) Schools With Schools (SWS)--this is an educational plan organized as a 
unit within a conventional school, including satellite and minischool programs. 

(b) Alternative classrooms--these are individualized classrooms within the 
conventional school setting which seek to match teaching and learning styles. 

(c) Learning centers--in these centers, learning resources are concentrated 
in one location and are available to all targeted students in the community. 
Centers might include magnet schools, educational parks, career/vocation cen
ters, and technical high schools. 

(d) Cont:tnuation schools--these schools provide for students whose educa
tion in the conventional school has been interrupted. These programs usually 
provide for specifically targeted populations, e.g., drop-out centers, pregnancy/ 
materni ty cent(~rs, street academies, and drug-related programs. 

In addition to programs offered for children transferred from conventional 
school settings, alternative education services are provided to juveniles placed 
in halfway houses, detention centers, group homes, and shelter care facilities. 
In .these instances, the school system supplies public school teachers to meet 
educational needs of the youth in such programs. 

Th~ greater visibility afforded alternative education since the passage of 
the 1978 legislation has undoubtedly spawned a greater number and diversity in 
program offerings, particularly in small- to medium-size counties. Because of 
limited funds, most programs are directed, however, toward disruptive and truant 
children, as evidenced by the high concentration of in-school suspenSion/crisis 
intervention Centers. Despite some promising innovative programs instituted in 
recent years, service gaps still exist in early intervention, programming at the 
elementary school level and in the development of continuation schools which 
meet the needs of students whose education has been or might be interrupted 
(dropout centers, evening and adult high schools, pregnancy/maternity centers, 
street academies, and drug-related programs). 

SOURCES AND LEVELS OF FUNDING 

Of the three counties Visited, only Dade receives any significant measure of 
federal funds to support alternative education programming. The sources of 
federal dollars in Dade County. are the Law Enforcement Assistance Administration 
(Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention Act, Crime Control Act) and the 
Office (now Department) of Education (Elementary and Secondary Education Act, 
Titles I, III, and IV). Dade County officials felt that the level of federal 
funding only marginally supported the true program needs in alternative educa
tion. Funds from the Elementary and Secondary Education Act, which are targeted 
exclusively for children who are poor or have learning deficiencies, have been 
especially inadequate. Federal support in Hillsborough County comes exclusively 
from LEAA dollars which, in total, have only represented a fraction of alter
native education funding. During 1979, Hillsborough C(itm.ty schools received 

D-45 



~--~"",o;""._.i·--- ---- -----~----

only $59,000 in LEAA funds. No federal dollars for alternative education pro
gramming were reported by respondents in Taylor County. 

The preponderance of alternative education funding is derived from the state 
Alternative Education Program and, before that, the exceptional education fund. 
Additionally, local officials found application procedures for state funds much 
simpler than for federal dollars. With respect to the proportion of state 
funding relative to other sources, state dollars to HHlsborough provide over 90 
percent ($1 million) of alternative education budgets, and for Taylor County 
alternative education is entirely state-supported, and yet the general sentiment 
is that state funds are far from adequate to meet the real costs of operating 
programs. Urban school districts, in particular, seem to have fared better 
under the socially maladjusted program. The new legislation resulted in a re
duction in weighting from 2.3 to two, so that now 14 FTEs are needed to generate 
funds to support one teacher, as opposed to only 12 FTEs under the socially mal-
adjusted weighted factor. 

Despite the legislature's expressed intent. to broaden the scope of children 
served, legislative under funding was held responsible for minimal program offer
ings in eleme~~ary schools and for academically unsuccessful and disinterested 
students who do not pose behavioral problems. Respondents felt that only the 
"tip of the iceberg" is being touched by targeting funds on disruptive st;udents 
in junior and senior high schools. 

Although the importance of establishing alternatives for disruptive children 
was not diminished, several interviewees felt that significant opportunities for 
early intervention at the elementary school level (where problems may be in for
mative stages) are being missed. 

When questioned about what would constitute an appropriate weighting factor, 
one local official ventured the opinion that the weight should be set in the 
three to 3.5 range. However, another local decisionmaker took issue with the 
prevailing perspective that the program is underfunded. He viewed the problem, 
instead, as poor application of state funds resulting in a cascade of special 
programs over the year, most of which serve the same 15 to 20 percent of the 
students. 

Local dollars are an important source of funding only in Oade County. Dade 
County officials indicated that if state funds were curtailed or eliminated, the 
district would continue some--but not all--programs. Reduction or termination 
of state funding in Hillsborough would have a more dramatic effect, since only a 
small percentage of local funds are appropriated for alternative education pro
grams, and such funds are used exclusively to cover administrative costs and to 
match LEAA funds ($21,000 local contribution). There ~ere no private funds or 
fees used in any of the three counties visited to support alternative education 
programs. 
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ORGANIZATIONAL STRUCTURES 

With the passage of the Alternative Education Program statute and the enact
ment of a comprehensive state compensatory education program, the Department of 
Education established a special section for administering these state funds. 
However, no special policy body has been established, and so oversight is exer
cised through the State Board of Education. 

State-lev~l ad~inist17ation is undertaken by a full-time administrator (who 
divides his time almost e.qually between the alternative and compensatory educa
tion programs), a p~rt-time alternative education "consultant," and three sup
port persons. In addition, an LEAA grant underwrites the salary and other op
erational expenses for, a full-time educational alternatives consultant, who has, 
as a major project, the responsibility for preparation of a technical manual 
guiding school districts in implementing alternative education programs. In 
addition to basic management responsibilities, the section's administrator is 
charged with monitoring local programs through field audits and other oversight 
methods, and providing technical advice and assistance to school districts. In 
these latter roles, the administrator is joined by the part-time consultant. The 
administrative cost to the, state for program administration amounts to approxi
mately $35,000 to $40,000 ~er year. 

Although a staffing lev,el of two full-time equivalents is needed for the 
Alternative Education Program, this, in actuality, only represents an increase 
of 1.5 FTE above the personnel requirements for administering funds provided for 
socially maladjusted youth. 

At the local level, no ,organizational realignments have occurred or new 
administr.ative positions added as a consequence of the 1978 legislation. Organ
izational structures for the ·Alternative Education Program in Hillsborough and 
Dade Counties had already been established under the exceptional education pro
gram. In the Taylor school distr.ict, the Alternative Education Program is admin
istered by existing staff in ~he superintendentis office. 

Hillsborough County has re~ained the same administrative structure as before~ 
with an assistant superintend:ent ultimately accountable for alternative educa
tion services. Working directly under the assistant superintendent is a super
visor for alternative education programs. This person works on alternative edu
cation programs most of the time, but also has some responsibility for various 
special education services offered by the school district. 

No special boards, either, have been established to exercise control over 
alternative education. Policy oversight is exercised through the local school 
boards, to which superintendents report in all three counties. 

Extensive coordination o·f services with other relevant local agencies occurs 
in the Dade County and Hillsborough County school diGtricts. Some of the coordina
ting is through formally established linkages while, in other cases, interagency 
committees are established,on more of an ad hoc basis, with the composition of a 
working group depending on the program being developed and the agencies affected. 
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In Hillsborough, the assistant superintendent responsible for alter,native 
education requires the school system to establish an interagency task force or 
committee when a new program design is bein.g foxmulated. '.j11e task force devel
ops program criteria which is reviewed by the assistant superintendent and, 
ultimately, the school board. 

While, in the short run, the development of interagency linkages seems time
consuming Hillsborough officials feel that, in the longer term, coordination 
makes a p;ogram function more effective as disputes are minimized through better 
communication channels. This perspective was also echoed by school district 
officials interviewed in Dade County. 

INTERGOVERNMENTAL RELATIONS 

The heavy emphasis on local control and discretion evident in the adminis
tration of the Alternative Education Program is a product of a period when 
greater autonomy and authority in general had shifted to school districts from 
the Department of Education. Beginning in the early 1970s, the state department 
moved from a supervisory to essentially a monitoring role. The department func
tions largely in a technical assistance and monitoring capacity. A political 
tradition which has diluted the power of the Department of Education is that 50 
of the state's 67 school superintendents are elected. 

There has also been a corresponding move in recent years, reflected by the 
1973 changes in Florida's educational finance laws, to reduce and limit the 
number and duration of categorical programs in favor of a funding system per
mitting greater local autonomy and less state control. Indeed, there is a 
legi.slative requirement that categorical programs in education are to be trlln
sitional and available only a maximum of four years. 

The general consensus of state officials was that intergovernmental rela
tionships have improved considerably as the profile of the Department of Educa
tion has lowered' over the last six to seven years. When the Department of 
Education undertook a more supervisory role, local school districts tended to 
scapegoat the agency for educational problems. The legislature is now less re
ceptive to local complaints about the agency, in light of its more modest moni
toring and technical assistance posture, all of which leaves a few districts 
somewhat disconcerted. 

Not surprisingly, a com .. :,asting view of state-loca,t relationships was ex
pressed during our local intet'v.'ews. These comments appe u to be directed at the 
nature of state education prog.':ams, in ge,neral, rathe~' than the Alternative 
Education Program toward which th~re seems to be high reteptivity. In general, 
the complaint continues to regard t~o mu,:l! state control O'rer local education, a 
questionable viewpoint given the department's diminished supervisory powers of 
recent years. When pressed for specific examples, local officials expressed 
concern over the proliferation of overlapping and duplicative state education 
programs, each with its own complex and confusing guidelines and requiremeuts. 
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Accordingly, the ire of local officials seems to be focused more on the guide
lines and restrictions imposed by the sundry categorical programs rather than on 
FEFP programs. While other FEFP programs permit essentially the same measure of 
local autonomy as the Alternative Educat:ion Program, Some do tend to be more 
restrictive on l~cal districts and entail greater state controls. Local atti
tudes, however, may have evolved more from past practices than current reality. 

GENERAL EVALUATIONS OF THE SUCCESS OF THE SUBSIDY 

In general, alternative education programs that have been evaluated have 
been those underwritten with federal funds and state monies appropriated to the 
Florida Department of Health and Rehabilitative Services. The methodological 
limitations, however, of these program evaluations are that all except one of 
the evaluations limit their tracking to the period in which the students par
ticipate in the program. Only the Hillsborough Education and Employment Program 
attempted to track students subsequent to their departure from it and, in that 
case, monitoring only continued for one year thereafter. 

Studies of Hillsborough County's Learning Alternatives Program (LAP) during 
1976-79 reported that the program succeeded in reducing suspensions by about 
one-third, reduced unexcused absences by 85 percent, and managed to have approx
imately 45 percent successfully complete the program. An evaluation of Pinellas 
County's (St. Petersburg) Positive Alternatives to Student Suspension Programs 
(PASS), initially funded in 1972 under ESEA Title III and now supported from a 
mixture of state, local, and federal funds, found that schools participating from 
September 1971 to June 1974 experienced a decline in suspensions. Evidence of 
the positive effects of alternative education on dropout rates was found in Dade 
County's annual dropout rate report which documented that: "In Hillsborough's 
Education and Employment Program, approximately 75 percent of the participants 
earned their GED, which, although under the 90 percent standard set foX' the pro
gram, was considered a good indicator of success." 

Intuitively, most state and local officials interviewed felt that alterna
tive education programs have been effective in reducing youth involvement and 
interaction with the juvenile justice system and the incidence of juvenile de
linquency. Those perceptions are substantiated by the evaluations which suggest 
that, at least while students are enrolled in the program, interaction with ju
venile justice agencies and incidence of delinquency are reduced. Hillsborough's 
Learning Alternatives Program, for instance, reported a reduction in number of 
delinquencies from 166 to 18 of the 140 students enrolled in the program during 
the 1978-79 school year. Status offenses had been reduced by 91 percent for the 
same period. Further, statistics for the Education and Employment program re
veal that 87.5 percent of participating youth were not arrested for an offense 
while in the program or for a year following their release. According to the 
author of the evaluation report, this accomplishment is made even more impres
sive by the fact that all of the youngsters enrolled had histories of repeated 
acts of delinquency, with 62.5 percent of those actually being in a committed 
status at the time of their placement. 
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FLORIDA SPECIALIZED CHILDREN'S PROJECTS SUBSIDY 

BACKGROUND AND ACKNOWLEDGMENTS 

In the interest of learning more about the 
state support to local specialized child' origins and administration of 
interviews were conducted with stat I ren s mental health programs in Florida 
in Tallahassee, as well as with Ie \ ec~ed officials and state administrator~ 
service providers in Hillsborough o~a d e ected officials, administrators, and 
took place December 10-14, 1979. ' a e, and P~rry Counties. The interviews 

The staff of the Academy for C followi i di ontemporary Problems kId ng n viduals for giving their time to be ac now e ges the 
requested documents for this case study. We interviewed and in providing 
cooperation and assistance. are grateful to them for their 

State Legislators and Legislative Staff 

Representative Samuel P. Bell, III, House Di Hike Kusick 1 i 1 strict 30, Daytona Beach 
, eg s ative staff, Tallahassee 

State Administrators 

Al vin Taylor Se t ices, Tall~has;:: ary, Department of Health and Rehabilitative Serv-

Chris Zeigler, Administrator, Special P~o 
Office, Department of Health and Rehab1lr

rams
, Mental Health Program 

Jean Scher, Children's Pr C tat ion Services, Tallahassee 
Offi ogram onsultant Hental H lth 

ce, Department of Health and Rehabilit ~i ea Program 
Joe Byers, Evaluation Unit Dave Services, Tallahassee 

Services, Tallahassee ' epartment of Health and Rehabilitative 

Local Administrators 

Ronald Kirkland Di Tallahassee ' rector, Apalachee Community Mental Health Services, 

Pat Robinson, Program Supervisor, Department 
tative Services, District VI, Tampa of Health and Rehabili-

Local Service Providers 

Anthony Broskowski, Director Northside Mental 
Diana Lillesand, Director, Out-Patient 
.Hental Health Clinic, Miami Clinic, 
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Health. Center, Tampa 
South Dade Community 
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Key Informants 

Vivian Zaricky, 
Tallahassee 

Pete Mitchell, 
Peter Bermont, 

Florida Council for Community Mental Health, Inc., 

Florida Center for 
District XI Mental 

Children and Youth, Tallahassee 
Health Board President, Miami 

When children manifest the types of behavior that are less than socially 
acceptable, these conditions, if unattended, can lead ultimately to institu
tionalization in a state mental hospital or to incarceration in juvenile correc
tions facilities. In an effort to meet the needs of children with emotional 
disabilities> the Florida legislature, in 1973, authorized funds for the devel
opment of model programs in each of Florida's 11 human services districts. 
Although originally a rather limited initiative to make available community
based mental health services primarily to emotionally disturbed children, the 
legislation has evolved into a broader focus which also emphasizes measures to 
prevent the onset of emotional disabilities. Preventive measures, which involve 
strengthening families and other social support systems, are seen to be funda
mental to averting behavioral problems which may requirl: the use of stricter 
controls, such as in the most severe cases, with conf:Lnem.ent in state hospitals 
or corrections facilities. Ideally, successful prev,entive measures result in 
keeping children entirely out of state institutions, only temporarily in special 
programs, and continually in the mainstream of society. 

For these reasons, the Florida Specialized Chi.ldren' s Projects Subsidy 
appeared to offer an interesting subject for case study. This subsidy is also 
one of the few state mental health grants-in-aid in the country that could be 
specifically identified as benefiting children. Fun.ds .for these efforts are 
awarded to local private service providers in the intl:rest of stimulating inno
vative approaches to treating and preventing emotional disturbance among child
ren. 

ORGANIZATIONAL CONTEXT 

The Florida Department of Health and Rehabilitative Services 

Human Services Before 1968 

As in many states, human services grew slowly in Flo'rida, responding to the 
gradual involvement of government in meeting human needs. Health services were 
the first to be formally organized, while over. the years additional mechanisms 
were established to help deal with orphaned children, with destitute citizens, 
and with those who were infirm of mind or body. 
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As it became necessary to provide a uniform means of dealing with particular 
problems, special commissions or boards were established. This piecemeal way of 
organizing for social governance eventually became too cumbersome. By the late 
1960s, state government had overlapping, duplicative, and fragmented functions 
and agencies. 

The 1968 constitution required the simplification of the structure of 
Florida's government by establishing a 25-agency cap on the number of executive 
branch agencies, which then totaled close to 200. Furthermore, it delegated to 
the legislature the task of establishing those agencies. 

The 1969 Reorganization 

Accordingly, the 1969 legislature, as part of the general restructuring of 
Florida.' s executive branch of government, established the Department of Health 
and Rehabilitative Services (DHRS). Often called the "69 Reorganization," it 
really was not a reorganization at all. It was the first organization of human 
services functions in Florida's history and resulted in more than 20 independent 
service units being lumped into seven line divisions--corrections, family serv
ices, health, mental health, retardation, vocational rehabilitation, and youth 
services. In 1973 two more line divisions were added: aging and medical serv
vices for children. 

In establishing the 1969 struct,'re, the legislature had hoped to provide a 
fully unified human services delivE'1:.Y system, one that would ensure adequate 
communication among service providlli.:j ~.'> well as between consumers and pro
viders. It sought an organization th~t wo~'~ be fully responsive to actual cir
cumstances in any given community and a strt'C ... ':'.:\.;:: that would prevent the multi
need client from falling through cracks between the categorical line divisions. 
It succeeded only in part in 1969. 

There was enormous pressure from service providers and from categorical 
interest groups to maintain the strict categorical line structure in the human 
services organization. LikeWise, each entity wanted to maintain its link to the 
governor without an intervening step. Consequently, the 1969 structure was 
still functionally categorical rather than unified. In addition, it provided 
for gubernatorial appointment of each division head, thereby preventing the 
departmental secretary from controlling the very units he was supposed to coor
dinate and lead. 

The effort to achieve unified . services delivery was not abandoned, however. 
It was apparent that the ability of the secretary to administer the agency was 
seriously hampered by the autonomous nature of the division structure. Further, 
there was no ability to provide aggregated data on numbers of clients served, 
costs for service delivery, and costs for administering the state programs. 

The matter of altering the structure of DHRS came up in the legislature vir
tually every year. In August 197L~, those who favored reorganization of DHRS 
along its present lines were given strong support when the governor's ~~nagement 
and Efficiency Commission recommended that DHRS be restructured to provide a 
unified system of community service delivery. 
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The 1975 Reorganization 

When the legislature convened in 1975, both houses were ready to act on 
reorganizing DHRS. Early in the ses.sion, bills were introduced and passed. When 
the session was over, a new Department of Health and Rehabilitative Services 
emerged from the heated debate. 

Currently, planning for services takes place in eight program offices at the 
state and district levels. These eight program offices are (1) Social and Eco
nomic Services, (2) Health, (3) Mental Health, (4)Developmental Services, (5) 
Vocational Rehabilitation, (6) Aging and Adult Services, (7) Youth Services, and 
(8) Children's Medical Services, and all are offices under the supervision of 
the Assistant Secretary for Program Planning and Development. Line authority 
for the management of institutions, residential treatment programs, departmental 
employees engaged in providing direct services for clients, and transfer of 
purchase-of-service and special program funds is given to the Assistant Secre
tary for Operations and, in turn, is delegated to the respective district admi
nistrators. 

Beginning in 1981, the Department of Health and Rehabilitative Services 
established, as the result of a legislative mandate, a Program Office for Child
ren, Youth and Families. This office will incorporate, among other components, 
several current mental health programs for children, including the following: 
(1) Purchase of Services for Residential Mental Health Treatment for psychotic 
or seriously emotionally disturbed children and adolescents; (2) Specialized 
Children's Programs; and (3) District High Priority Prevention Programs. It is 
expected that the Children's Mental Health unit under the Mental Health Program 
Office will oversee cominunity mental health services for the under 18 popula
tion, as well as alcohol and drug abuse programs for the same age group. 

Figure 1 outlines the organizational structure for agencies relevant to the 
Specialized Children's Projects Subsidy at the time of this case study. 

There are 11 health and rehabilitative service districts, each managed by a 
district administrator and each, like the state-level organization, having eight 
program offices charged with planning for its respective functional and geograph
ical areas. The mechanism for integrating the diverse range of human services 
at the district level is a single client intake and referral system, also estab
lished in the reorganization of 1975. Intake is staffed by workers from the 
district youth services program unit, which handles delinquency referrals, and 
the district social and economic services program unit, which is responsible for 
dependent cases. 
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FIGURE 1. ORGANIZATION OF AGENCIES RELEVANT TO FLORIDA 
SPECIALIZED CHILDREN'S PROJECTS SUBSIDIES 
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The Structure of Hental Health Administration 

Operating under the Deputy Secretary for Program Planning, the Mental Health 
Program Office is responsible for program development, planning, research, iden
tifica.tion of client needs, promulgation of program poli.cies and standards, 
technical assistance to districts, reviewing and monitoring of district-level 
program o·perations, as well as assurance of uniform program quality among dis
tricts and program evaluation. 

Each district also has a mental health program office and administrator. 
Unlike the other program areas, however, the line of authority for mental health 
services does not end with the state-appointed district administrator. Counties 
share in the responsibility for funding and general oversight of mental health 
services through district mental health boards. Despite periodic attempts to 
eliminate these boards, powerful local political and professional influences 
have forestalled these moves. It was agreed that district boards were important 
in retaining a measure of local autonomy in mental health programming. While 
still in existence, the number of boards have been reduced from 22 to 15, most 
of which now coincide with the geographical area served by the health and reha
bilitative services districts. 

The district mental health boards are private nonprofit entities. Each 
board is made up of at least 21 local participants, including a physician or 
psychiatrist, and other representatives of mental health interests who are 
appointed by the county commissions for a two-year staggered term. The boards 
are responsible for such activities as planning, evaluating, coordinating, deve
loping service linkages, administering state and county funds and resources, and 
contracting for mental health services. 

The district board may contract with community mental health centers, 
clinics, local inpatient units, and sole-source service agencies. Community 
mental health centers (CMHC) are private nonprofit' corporations which receive 
federal and state funds and are overseen by an independent board. CompOSition 
of the CMHC board is determined by federal P.L. 94-63 guidelines, which include 
geographic, age, sex, race, and employment factors. There are 34 centers 
serving the 11 districts in the state. The centers enter into contracts to pro
vide mental health services and develop community resources. 

Mental health clinics are private nonprofit corporations which differ from 
cen~ rs in that they do not receive federal funds. A clinic has a separate 
board which represents the demographic composition of the area served. There 
are approximately 25 clinics serving the 11 districts in Florida. The cl'inics 
provide mental health services and are responsible for developing community 
resources. 

Local inpatient units may be provided under direct contract with the dis
trict board or as a subcontract with a center or clinic to provide services. 
When specific services are unavailable through a clinic or center, the district 
board may contract with a sole-source service agency to provide the needed serv
ices. 
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The community-based approach in mental health had its origin during the last 
stages of the Kennedy Administration and under President Johnson through the 
passage of the Community Mental Health Services Act, which provided large sums 
of federal monies directly to localities to develop community-based mental 
health facilities. For political and other reasons, the Johnson Administration 
bypassed the states in providing funds directly to localities and private serv
ice providers. The state role in mental health had traditionally been confined 
to administering large, essentially custodial, institutions for the mentally' ill 
or the criminally insane. The Florida mental health system has four state
operated hospitals. 

When the federal funds began to shrink, localities and service providers 
pressured state governments for financial support which would fill the gap. 
Having been bypassed initially, several states had little political interest in 
bailing out the community mental health centers. Since Florida's experience had 
been largely restricted to management of large institutions, there was minimal 
understanding of or sympathy for community mental health initiatives. 

Florida has supported community mental health centers, but as a condition of 
this support requires adherence to state standards, regulations, and procedures 
which have been developed for administration of and programming in those centers. 

POLITICAL AND LEGISh\TIVE HISTORY 

Legislation for the Specialized Children's Projects Subsidy was passed in 
1973. The original funding was intended to support at least one model program 
for emotionally disabled children in each DHRS service district. By 1975, 16 
projects had been awarded grants through a Request for Proposal (RFP) process. 
The subsidy complements funding for general community mental health programming 
through the Florida Community Mental Health Act. 

Since the initiation of these original project grants, three other funding 
mechanisms have been added to support services which are also considered by 
state administrators to be specialized projects for children. They are (1) the 
Purchase of Service (POS) Program for Psychotic and Emotionally Disturbed Chil
dren and Adolescents, (2) supplemental residential and nonresidential services 
monies, and (3) primary prevention projects. 

In 1977, the legislature added funds for residential services through the 
Purchase of Services PrGgram for Psychotic and Emotionally Disturbed Children 
and Adolescents. The intention was to allow psychotic and emotionally disturbed 
childrEm to obtain residential servi.ces from privately owned faciliti.es which 
had met standards of the Florida Department of HG.'alth and Rehabilitative Ser
vices (Administrative Regulations lOE-lO) and had received accreditation from 
the Joint Commission on the Accreditation of Hospitals (JCAH). According to 
these criteria, only three facilities in Florida were eligible in 1978: 
Montanari in Hialeah and Fort Lauderdale, and Aneewakee in Carabelle; and so, 
for most communities, making use of the POS funds meant sending children from 
their homes to distant placements in other parts of the state. This situation 
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caused a great deal of criticism and provoked several districts to allow the 
funds to lapse in protest over the state's allocating monies which ostensibly 
were to support alternative placements to state hospitals but which obviously 
inhibited community-based treatment by certifying only three facilities in the 
state. The controversy compelled the Mental Health Program Office to examine its 
policies, with the result that facilities need only be approved by the Depart
ment of Health and Rehabilitative Services and need not be JCAH-accredited. 
State standards were also being modified in the hope that more locally based 
facilities would qualify. As a result, several additional facilities have been 

certified. 

Also in 1977, a second source of residential funds, which also supports non
residential services, was established through a special appropriation and an 
incomplete diversion of monies slotted for wilderness camps operated by the 
Eckerd family, owners of a Florida drugstore chain. While these wilderness 
camping experiences were originally designed as services for unruly juveniles, a 
partial transfer of funds supporting the Eckerd camps was made from youth serv
ices monies to mental health sources. One million dollars of state money which 
funded these camps was combined with another $1 million to become a pool of re
sources for community-based residential and day treatment services for emotion
ally disturbed youth. However, the Eckerd camps, which reportedly have no 
psychiatric components, continue to receive contracts for over $1 m~llion of 
this money. Those districts not using the funds for therapeutic foster homes 
are given first preference for placement in Eckerd Camps. 

The most recent addition to the Specialized Children's Projects Subsidy sup
ports local prevention efforts. Spurred by a national awareness reflected in 
the policies of the President's Commission Task Panel Report on Prevention, $1.1 
million was appropriated by the Florida legislature in 1979 to establish ser
vices directed toward ameliorating the conditions that may be primary stages in 
the development of emotional disabilities. Like the original Specialized Child
ren's Projects Subsidy, the prevention projects have been designed initially as 
model programs. The strategy, once again, is to fund at least one project per 
DHRS service district, and to award grants to providers based on the strength of 
proposals specifying various prevention approaches. This strategy permits the 
state to equitably dtstribute funds across service districts while maintaining 
an experimental approach in determining which of a variety of service options 
seems to most effectively prevent the development of secondary and tertiary emo
tional disabilities. Presumably, the appropriations for services directed to
wards prevention, as well as for these meeting the needs of children who have 
manifested some degree of emotional disabilities, will be increased so that the 
"model projects" which have proven to be most successful can be replicated 
throughout the state on a level that benefits all children in need and not just 
those in proximity to the mental health center which submitted a successful pro-

posal. 

The origination of a state subsidy targeted especially to the needs of emo
tionally disabled children in Florida is credited to a number of factors. The 
first factor is the concern of new legislators who have recently come to leader
ship positions in the two houses. They bring to Florida's policymaking an inter
est in dealing with the root causes which put children in risk of developing the 
emotional difficulties and behavioral problems that have traditionally resulted 
in confinement in state mental hospitals or corrections facilities. So grea.t is 
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their concern that these legislators have established a new subcommittee, the 
DHRS Subcommittee on Prevention-·-Children and Youth, devoted to concentrating on 
early intervention policies. In the interest of promoting better treatment of 
children as well as transferring the responsibility for services from the state 
level of government to communities, these legislators have opted to meet these 
needs through the use of state funds to subsidize local efforts. 

At the same time that the awareness of state leadership was becoming attuned 
to the needs of emotionally disabled children, two key interest groups were 
being formed to foster and lend support to these emerging philosophies. The 
first group is the Flotida Council for Community Mental Health, Inc., which in 
the absence of a state department of mental health, has come to be perceived by 
providers of community-based mental health services as the most effective vehi
cle for influencing legislators. 

The second organization is the Florida Center for Children and Youth, which 
undertakes special research projects funded by the federal Law Enforcement 
Assistance Administration as well as various state agencies and private contrib
utors. The center forms "clusters" of experts and key informants, such as 
judges, service providers, administrators, and others, around pertinent policy 
issues. Through its study of pressing issues and its coordination of some 20 
interest groups across the state, the center, like the Florida Council for 
Community Mental Health, Inc., has become a formidable force on state policy
making. 

Added to the individual strengths of these organizations is the fact that 
their viewpoints seem to be in harmony with one another as well as with the 
state representatives Who now occupy key leadership positions. Together, they 
have organized to shape the state's efforts toward meeting the needs of child
ren. ~The result, thus far, has been that Florida is one of only a few states to 
specirically target a state mental health subsidy to children. 

OBJECTIVES OF THE SUBSIDY 

Florida, like many other states, is actively pursuing efforts to move emo
tionally disabled clients, both children and adults, from treatment in state 
hospitals to less restrictive settings in communities. The state's basic stra
tegy in meeting this objective, commonly known as deinstitutionalization, is to 
provide resources to communities to develop a range of treatment alternatives. 
These alternatives not only establish settings other than hospitals for treat
ment of emotional disabilities, but they allow clients to continue in their 
daily occupations, whether in schools, jobs, or homes and, in many cases, to 
remain with their families. By encouraging people to cope with difficulties in 
thEdr immediate and customary surroundings, community-based services are geared 
to prevent the onset of more severe emotional disabilities which require hospi
talization. 

Thus, in order to diminish the state's direct involvement in the hospitali
zation of clients, Florida has chosen to pursue a twofold strategy to lessen the 
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need for long-term hospital care. Through the transfer of resources from the 
state to local level, communities are able to develop a diverse range of serv
fces which serve not only as treatment alternatives but also to prevent the 
onset of more severe disabilities~ More than just authorizing a transfer of 
funds from state to local governments, the Florida legislation calls for (1) the 
joint participation by the state and communities in financing mental health ssrv
ices, (2) the integration of state-operated and community mental health programs 
into a unified mental health system, and (3) the strengthening of locally admin
istered '~nd locally controlled community mental health programs. 

Put into simplest terms, the Florida Community Mental Health Act was de
signed to prevent the inappropriate institutionalization of mentally handicapped 
individuals and to protect their rights as clients and as members of society. 
At the same time, on a more systemic level, the Florida legislature wished to 
promote the effective utilization of resources through planning, coordination, 
and evaluation. While the state provides approximately three-fourths of com
munity mental health program funds, the intergovernmental partnership is se
cured through a mandate that local governments, in nearly all cases, be respon~ 
sible for 25 percent of the funding for mental health services, whether in-kind 
or in-cash. 

The objectives of the Specialized Children's Projects Subsidy fit into this 
basic philosophical framework for mental health services in Florida. Like the 
overall objectives for mental health in Florida, these p~ograms have become part 
of the strategy to deinstitutionalize children from state hospitals, to develop 
and expand community-based alternatives and, with recent changes to the legis
lation, to focus efforts on the prevention of behavioral problems and emotional 
difficulties through a variety of approaches directed toward children perceived 
to be at risk. More specifically, services supported through appropriations 
from the Specialized Children's Projects Subsidy are designed to increase skills 
in parenting and maintaining a household and, in general, in helping children as 
well as adults to cope with the stresses and expectations of a complex society. 
More discussion of the objectives of services will be offered in a later section. 

ALLOCATION OF FUNDS 

As mentioned earlier, funds for the Specialized Children's Projects Subsidy 
are allocated in basically two ways: as project grants and through purchase-of
service agreements. 

The original model projects, also described previously, were established 
through grant awards made through a Request for Proposal (RFP) process. These 
projects ha.ve continued to be funded through contracts negotiated each year. 

The primary prevention projects have also been developed through an RFP 
process. Each DHRS district is guaranteed a minimum of $5,,0,000 of the $1.1 
million appropriated by the legislature in 1979. State funds go through the 
local mental health boards and require a 25 percent match. Individual project 
budgets are requested not to exceed $100,000. 
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Proposals are first submitted to the 10 
A week later, they are forwarded to the D~~~ mental health board for screening. 
point, the district mental health district administrator. At this 
with the district mental health boa~~ogramksu~ervisors, working in collaboration 
for funding. The district mental heait~a~oat e proposals in order of preference 
for ranking before sending the pro po 1 rhd director is given final authority 

sa s to t~e state officp.. 

At the state level, final review of 
cial grant review committee composed of the proposals is accomplished by a spe-
executive director of a district mental h:al~ehnt:l health program supervisor, an 
of community mental health centers DHRS Off oard, as WE'll as representatives 
Program Office staff, and professionals fro;c~ of OperRtions, Mental Health 
sections. Legislative staff for th he drug and alcohol programs 
served in an ex officio capacit ep respective House and Senate DHRS committees 
gi~en to factors such as prog~~m d:~~~~als are evaluated according to weights 
obJectives, methodology for implementatio~tion, statement of need, measurable 
effectiveness, performance history d i ,budget, evaluation approach, cost 

,an nnQvativeness. 

Residential facilities wishing t", rec 
ices Program for Psychotic and E ti 1 eive funds from the Purchase of Serv-
must request written approval to P~~tio~a ~y ~isturbed Children and Adolescents 
tor. A daily reimbursement rate for ct1:e

a f:ci~oi~ t~e local district administra
annually. The Department o~ H lth d Y s negotiated with the state 
rate for private profitmaki~g ~:Cili:; ~habilitative Services establishes the 
or Medicare or Medicaid per diem rat' eShia~ed upon usual and customary charges 
charges are defined as "an kes , w c ever is less. "Usual and customary" 

h open mar et rate charged by th f 
ent w 0 obtains like or similar services." e acility to any cli-
daily rate exceed that charged orivat Ii IF no case may the state-approved 
rate established by DHRS and the fac:li~ ents or the same services. The state 
ject to the discretion and approval of t~ may be renegotiated at any time, sub
requests for state increases must be w 11 e

d 
dis,trict administrator; however, any 

e - ocumented and justified. 

Twenty-five percent of mental he 1 
minus any third- art a th funds must Come from loc~l 
clients. ' p Y payments or fees collected from non-Title XX :~~;~~~~ 

ADHINISTRATIVE REQUIREMENTS 

As cited earlier, residential f il 
disturbed children must meet state sta:~ar~ties for psychotic and emotionally 
standards of the Joint Commission 0 th sA but are no longer required to meet 
standards were especially promulgated nfo ~h ccr;dit-' t..ion of Hospitals. State 
their availability in i r ese ac~~~ties in order to encourage more commun ties. 

A facility, according to these standards i 
bodY)1 bylaws and rules a writte 1 f' s required to have a governing 
fiscal records for thes~ funds and p a; 0 operation, separate accounting and 
observe other standards concer~in n thwr tten personnel policies, as well as to 
covering patients' therapeutic and

g edu~ ~~fetr and welfare of clients. Reports 
a ona treatment plans must be submitted 
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b an independent certified public 
Annually, a report prepared y 11 for children participating in 

quarterly. f nds expended specifica Y 
accountant regarding u h DHRS district office. 
the POS program is due at t e 

indicate how projects are to be eval-
ProJ"ects receiving grant awards are to ensure interagency coordination

d 
amtohr.E·~gr 

S are to be taken to h 1 system an 0 . 
luated and what step i es youth services, the local sc 00 , 

~ial and economic serv c , 
:~;ropriate agencies serving children. 

SERVICES SUPPORTED BY THE SUBSIDY 
THE TYPES AND LEVELS OF 

id 7 waS designed Co meet the needs 
The Specialized CM.ldren' s Projects Subs ) strictive setting. The state 

emotiona
lly disabled children in the least re f hildren in state hospitals 

of ed that the number 0 c . . unity level. 
legislatur7 has f a;r::~~ o~ss:e:s restrictive alternatives :: :::e;~:; in terms of 
is indicat]. ve 0 t of the subsidy, therefore, can ing degrees of 
A measure of the impac d lities developed according to vary 
the number of service mo a 
restrictiveness. 

restrictiveness in handling emo
It is this need to diversify the degrees ~f th Mental Health Program Office 

children that has prompte e raIl objective is to 
tionally disturbed f r a continuum of services. The ove t the activities 
to develop a typology 0 f or to expediently return 0, b ro-

bl hild to remain a part 0 , h hUd and others should e P 
ena e a c A th same time, t e c d on amel-

of fa:i~~o:n:n:r~::~!~roll~blee behavior while I:~~oUr:e~ ~~e t~~:c~:~~~~:um at'e the 
tec te h hild' s emotional disabilities. i) . (1) preventive services, 
iorating t e c 1 st to most restrict ve . (4) i dividual and 
following services (from ea ling (3) day treatment, n f risis 
(2) individual and fami~y cou(~s)e sho~t-term residential servic(e

8
s) g~~upC child 

f ily crisis intervent on, (7) small group homes, 
am i (6) therap~utic foster homes, (9) i tensi ve residential treatment; 

situat ons, id ntia' treatment cen.ters, and n 
care and res e. ... 
centers. 

b ,degree of restrictiveness is 
One approach to categorizing services Y t 1 basis for the community

offered by the balanced services system, the con~~~ u:ccreditation of Hospitals 
d srandards of the Joint Commission on broad categories of ser-

baJ~eAH) . The balanced services system defines three i and (3) natural 
( 

t. (2) suppo~tive serv ces, 
v • (1) protective services, 

vices: 
services. i • it shelters a group 

t i most restrict ve, h ~ 
The protective service environmen s d controls their activities 24 oU_S a 

of unrelated people in the same o~eti~i;igvi~:alS should be aSSigne~/o /~~~:~:i:: 
Ideally, only two types i so threatening to se an d 

day. • those children whose behavior s them in any other setting, an 
setti~gs. it impossible to provide services to i e and continuous medically 
to ma e ith handicaps requiring intens v 
those children w 
related services. 
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The supportive service environment is more moderately restrictive. Services 
of thi.s type involve groups of children and usually control their activities for 
only part of a day. The natural service environment is the term attributed to 
settings typical to most people--homes, schools, workplaces and, accordingly, 
services offered in this environment are delivered to people while at home, at 
school, or at work. 

By arranging the services to meet the mental health needs of childt;en in 
Florida according to the balanced services system typology, it can be seen how 
many children were being served in what types of settings dccording to degree of 
restrictiveness. 

The addition of the prevention funds ($1.1 million) appears to have comple
mented the types of services made available through the original Specialized 
Children's Projects Subsidy. Table 1 indicates that the prevention funds 
enabled Districts III and IV to offer services in the natural environment where 
previously none existed and, accordingly, District VII was able to establish 
supportive residential services with these monies. 

Funds for the Specialized Children's Projects have resulted in a better 
statewide balance of services across environments. By far, the greatest number 
(over 2,000) of children and parents were being served ~hrough primary preven
tion efforts in the natural service environment. The number of placements in 
the supportive service environment also exceeded those in protective settings. 

While the number of supportive residential placements clearly outnumbered 
those in protective settings, the Florida legislature, as well as youth advocacy 
groups, remain concerned that districts are overutilizing state hospitals as 
placements for emotionally disturbed children. Indeed, a look at the admissions 
trends since 1974 reveals an almost cyclical pattern of admissions, increaSing 
to a peak, dropping dramati.cally, and then increaSing again. This trend is 
illustrated in Table 2. 

There are at least two things which are disturbing about these figures. The 
first is that the increase in admissions to state hospitals over the last three 
years has occurred at the same time the community-based residential program has 
been building. It would appear that the community-based system has not yet 
developed to a sufficient level to affect the number of referrals to state 
hospitals. 

The second observation that can be made is that the greatest percentage 
increase in admissions has occurred among children 14 years old and younger. 
Specifically, the number of admissions for children five through nine years old 
jumped from three placements in 1977 to 27 in 1978. 

The interest in continuing efforts to control the number of admissions of 
children to state hospitals is great. TIle Florida Center for Children and Youth 
is concerned that not only are state hospitals less than effective in treating 
the emotional problems of children, but they have the additional liabilities of 
being removed from the child's family and community and, for children placed in 
adult wards, of subjecting them to the possibilities of physical and sexual 
abuse. 

D-63 



it I 

--~- -~- - ~~~------------------------------

District 

I 

II 

III 

, . 

IV 

TABLE 1. FLORIDA SPECIALIZED CHILDREN'S PROJECTS BY DHRS DISTRICT 
AND RESTRICTIVENESS OF SETTINGS* 

Supportive Services 

Service 

Adolescent 
Res. Treatment 

Therapeutic 
Foster Homes 

Adolescent Res. 
Treatment 

Adolescent Res. 
Treatment 

Respite Foster 
Care 

No. 
Served 

Annually 

24 

5 

11 

20 

32 

Dollars 
Allocated 

$ 43,000 

Natural Services 

Service 

Comprehensive 
Early Childhood 

No. 
Served 

Annually 

Prevention-Day Treatment 
School-Home Intervention 

71 
298 

Child Abuse Prevention 
Project 

Life Coping Skills 
Education Project 

Project Life Styles 

Prevention-Day Treatment 

Prevention-Day Treatment 

114 

(Family) 30 

Family Skills Team 

Skills for Living 

Dollars 
Allocated 

$ 50,000 

72,000 

62,000 

38,000 

62,000 

30,000 
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TABLE 1. (continued) 

Supportive Services Natural Services 
No. No. 

Served Dollars Served Dollars 
District Service Annually Allocated Service Annually Allocated 

V Adolescent Res. Youth and Family 
Treatment 11 Resource Center $ 35,000 

Focus 37,000 

VI Prevention-Day 
Treatment 188 

Prevention-Day 

? 
Treatment 179 

0\ 
Rappin 75,000 lJ1 

Children of Divorced 
Parents 75,000 

VII Residential 
Treatment $100,000 

Small Group Home 80,000 

VIII Therapeutic Foster Prevention-Day Treatment 
Homes 8 61,000 (Pre-School) 352 \ 

Adolescent Res. Prevention-Day Treatment 
Treatment 25 (Primary, Secondary) 28 

Early Intervention for 
Handicapped Children 50,000 

Adaptive Parenting 26,000 

11 

r i 
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District 

IX 

X 

XI 

Jj 
ij 

I ... 
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TABLE 1. (continued) 

Supportive Services Natural Services 

Service 

Res. Treatment 
(Primary Age) 

Therapeutic Foster 
Homes 

Pyscho-Education 

Adolescent Res. 
Treatment 

No. 
Served Dollars 

Annually Allocated 

45 

25 $102,000 

31 

40 

'0 

No. 

Service 
Served 

Annually 

Prevention-Day Tr~atment 
(Te~nage Parents) 

Proposal "B" 

Foster Parent Training 

Prevention-Day Treatment 

Project for Unwed 
Parturient Adolescents 

Prevention Consultation 
and Education (Abusive 
Parents) 

Prevention Consultation 
and Education (Pre-Natal) 

Prevention Consultation and 
Education (Primary Age) 

Day Treatment (Primary & 
Secondary Ages) 

520 

277 

46 

42 

43 

48 

, 

, 

Dollars . 
Allocated 

$ 86,000 

34,000 

75,000 
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District 

Statewide 

Totals 

TABLE 1. (continued) 

Supportive Services 
No. 

Served Dollars 
Service Annually Allocated 

Eckerd Camps 145 $1,700,000 

422 $2,806,000 

Natural Services 

Service 

Parent Education Infant 
Stimulation 

Project Support 

No. 
Served 

Annually 

2,236 

Dollars 
Allocated 

$ 92,000 

100,000 

$999,000 

*No local protective services were subsidized in fiscal 1978 under the Speciali~ed Children's 
Projects Subsidy. However, Florida did expend $1,900,000 from this account in providing 
projective services to 317 children in state hospitals. 
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TABLE 2. NmlBER OF ADMIS S IONS OF CHILDREN TO FLORIDA 

STATE HOSPITALS 

Ages 10-14 AgeB 15-17 Total 

Fiscal Year Ages 5-9 

317 
101 189 

1978-79 27 177 250 
70 244 

1977-78 3 172 
7 65 

216 316 
1976-77 7 93 270 
1975-76 69 192 
1974-75 9 

Center for Children and Youth. 
Source: Florida 

ital lacements is their high costs. The 
Another disincentive to state hosp P h ital ranges from $13,000 to 

st for keeping a child in a state f OSP$19 to $44 per child per day, 
$~~u~~O cOwhile therapeutic foster homes range rom ' 
or ~n a~erage of $11,000 per year. 

SERVICES RECEIVED BY JUVENILES 

h vin to place children in state hospi
A high level of concern regarding a ~lorida's state legislators. Their 

tals for treatment has been apparent among 1 uage being attached to the 1979 
in fact has resulted in proviso ang

i Program for Psy(:!hotic and 
concern, , h P '('chase of Serv ces t DHRS 
appropriations act for t e u d Adolescents. As explained in a memo 0 

Emotionally Disturbed Children an 
district administrators: 

Ian ua e for the purchase of 
It is the intent of the provis~ lly gDisturbed Children and 
Services for Psychotic and Emot o:al scents not be placed in 
Adolescents that children and u:c:asee of Services (PaS) funds 
any state hospital until all P t order is issued which 
have been committed, unless a .chourital pas funds will be 

t in a state osp • S 
authorized placemen" 11 pas slots allocated to an HR 
considered "committed when a 
District have been filled. 

ilable children who arrive at a re-
In other words, if pas funds are ava f r children must be referred to 

ceiving facility or a state residential centear r~utine and emergency basis for 
pas case review committee, available on t in local POS residential pro-

: iding suitable (least restrictive) placemen :sed of representatives from the 
ec . The pas ~ase review committee is compr i t DHRS district office, and 

grams. 1 1 school distr c s, t 
mental health district boa'rds, oca a voluntary placement in a sta e 
community mental health agencies. Not even 
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hospital or state children's residential facility is possible if there are pas 
slots available. The only way a child could be admitted to a state facility 
would be if the child were considered unsuitable for pas treatment and were 
granted a court-approved involuntary admission. 

If all pas funds have been committed, a child may be referred to a receiving 
facility for evaluation regarding admission to a state hospital or to a residen
tial treatment center for children. Admission to a state facility may be volun
tary, in. which case a voluntariness hearing must be held, or involuntary, in 
whi,~h case a petition must be filed with the court for an involuntary placement 
withi'n 48 hours of a child's admission to a receiving facility and a court hear
ing scheduled within five days of the notice of hearing. No direct admissions 
can be made to a state hospital, for all children must be referred to a 
receiving facility for evaluation prior to commitment. 

The provision also pertains to youth referred from the juvenile justice 
system. They must also be referred to a receiving facility for evaluation prior 
to commitment to a state hospital or residential facility for children. 

SOURCES AND LEVELS OF FUNDING 

Support for children's mental health programs in Florida comes from a mix
ture of federal, state, and local funds. Participants are encouraged to gener
ate local matching funds from the school systems and county commissioners, among 
other sources. According to the Administrator of Special Projects for the 
Mental Health Program Office, approximately $1.2 million was distributed during 
fiscal 1979-80' for the 24 original Specialized Children's Projects SubSidy; 
$1.15 million allocated for Purchase of Services contracts, slightly over $1 
million went to therapeutic foster homes with another $1 million set aside for 
Eckerd camp placements, and, finally, grants amounting to $1.1 million were 
awarded for prE!Vention projects. 

With the legislature's continuing interest in deinstitutionalization, appro
priations to community-based alternatives for emotionally disturbed children 
have been incrE~asing. The appropriation for pas in fiscal 1978-79 was $350,000. 
In fi~lcal 1979'-80, it was increased to $1.1 million; and, by fiscal 1980-81, it 
will be $2 million. 

Other sources of state support to children's mental health programs have 
been estimated by the Florida Center for Children and Youth. For 1979 and 1980 
fiscal. years, the Florida Mental Health Institute was ~llocated nearly $1.7 
million for residential and day treatment services. State mental health hospi
tals, it is estimated, will receive $1.3 million to serve children. 

As was discovered by research~rs conducting the first phase of this study, 
the Florida Center for Children and Youth found that "the state budgets millions 
of dollars from community mental health grant-in-aid, most of which cannot be 
traced to children's services because of limitations in current budgeting and 
accounting methods." The reason for this, they observe, is that "the use of 
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local service providers after it passes grant-in-aid money is determined by i tal health boards. For example, 
f fi and distr ct men 

through the district 0 ces i f children at a local community men-f d tpatient serv '.!es or II 

some portion may un oUd t atment program in the district. tal health center or a ay re 

ORGANIZATIONAL STRUCTURES 

th state level assigned to mental health 
Except for five staff members at i

e 
tional structure established expressly 

programs for children, there is no ~ri~~e~aChildren's Projects Subsidy. Rather, 
for the administration of the Spec a i t re is used for the distribution 
the existing mental health administrat ve s~r~c ~th funds which CI.re transferred 
of these funds as well as all othe~d menta Th:: structure was discussed under a 
from the state to local service provers. N f nds from the grants are expended 
previous section, Qrganizational cOlnte~~. how~ve~ approximately ten percent of 

d i i t ation at the state eve, , 
for a m n s r for d i istration at the local level. grant funds are needed a m n 

INTERGOVERNMENTAL ~LATIONS 

a last vestige of locally operated, 
Mental health programs in Florida a~:ined in the section on organizational 

state-subsidized human services. As exp as the line of authority for 
context, unlike other human services f:~g~~: :::te~apPointed district adminis
mental health services does not end w ibility for funding and general oversight 
trator. Counties share in the resPodntstrict mental health boards. Efforts to 
of mental health services through fIb t the number of boards has been 

. b d ha e been unsuccess u, u . h DHRS eliminate these oar s v 1 ly coincide geographically wit reduced from 22 to 15, and they more c ose 
districts. 

edominantely state-administered human 
Ironically, even in the face o~ a pr id rs seem to be getting politically 

services system, local mental he:l:lo:i~oav C:uncil for Community Mental Health, 
stronger. The recently organize th state legislature. While there 
Inc., provides ready advocacy l.Ln~a:e:i to beteween local mental health boards, 
was no indication of any great r c onand DHRS district administrators and 
local mental health service providers,. was a arent that the local boards 
Mental Health Program Office supervisors, it of aPuPtonomy from DHRS and direct 

i d b th their- measure i i and providers apprec ate 0 h 1 1 Ol·~ local autonomy and act v ty i 1 Without t e eve 
access to the leg s ature. 1 h . lth providers and administrators h nt system menta ea 
possible through t e curre id be lost in the DHRS maze. 
felt that mental health concerns wou 
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GENERAL EVALUATIONS OF THE SUCCESS OF THE SUBSIDY 

Twenty percent of DHRS programs are required to be evaluated every year, and 
a special evaluation unit exists just to undertake this respon.sibility c The 
legislature has expressed ari interest in having an evaluation of the Original 
specialized children's projects, the POS Program for Psychotic and Emotionally 
Disturbed Children and Adolescents, as well as the new prevention projects, and 
it is anticipated that such an assessment will soon be done. In the meantime 

' , 
projects are expected to have measurcfbl.~ objec.:l;;l.ves and to perform continuous self-appraisals. 

Most people interviewed supported the concept of specialized children's pro~ 
jects and felt that the few existing projects were successful in meeting objec"." 
tives to prevent children from having to be institutionalized. The major prob
lem cited was that the programs were too few in number. One or two projects per 
DHRS district were felt to be inadequate. Some districts have been forced to 
declare emotionally disturbed children as dependent in order to make them eli
gible for community-based services. This situation prompted one legislator to 
suggest that perhaps the distinction between emotionally disturbed and dependent 
children should be dropped altogether in favor of a children-at-risk designation, 
so that children in need of help would not be left to fall between categorical cracks. 

The Florida Center for Children and Youth, in proposing to examine the state 
of deinstitutionalization services for emotionally disturbe4 children, surfaced 
a number of problems relating to the current mental health system. First of 
all, the center stated that attempts to define a child's need for mental health 
services have been vague, inconsistent, and restricted to severe cases, ,while 
focusing on a behavioral definition with emphasis on a psychiatric diagnostic classification. 

A second problem concerned program planning. The center felt that the state 
has limited information on the actual number of children in Florida in need of 
mental health services. Lack of a clear definition of needs, fragmentation of 
services. amOl1g various providers, and an inadequate client information system 
are dtegd as underlying complications. While the Mental Health Program Office 
may hi:l\l'e the best of intentions regarding these concerns, the center observed 
that the current staff level investment is woefully inadequate to monitor the 
mental health needs of 27 percent of Florida's population--its children. 

The center also found that mental health services currently available to 
children continue to be limited in scope and availability, and that the local 
match requirement presents a major funding issue. Some poor rural areas of the 
state, it is felt, are unabls to take advantage of state funding because they 
lack resources to meet the local match. Cited as an example of current problems 
with categorical funding is a juvenile court mental health clinic in Dade County 
which is required to operate on county funds because neither the Mental Health 
Program Office nor Youth Services Program Office conSider the program their funding responsibility. 
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A final collection of difficulties noted by the center had to do with moni
toring. The claim :f.s that variations in case monitoring procedures present 
problems for program monitoring. While information on the number of children 
served is available for most programs, 3dditional information is needed to ade
quately assess the characteristics of children served by programs at each point 
of the continuum, the r.easons for their placement, the length of time they 
receive services, the degree to which families are involved, etc. 

CONCLUDING REMARKS 

The problems attributed to the Florida Mental Health Program Office by the 
Florida Center for Children and Youth are not peculiar to Florida but exist in 
systems throughout the country. The potential for experimentation and innova
tion in mental health programs for children that is offered through the Special
ized Children's Projects Subsidy is an indicator of a step in the right direc
tion. '£.1any' of the people inter.viewed in the course of the case study related 
that the appr.opriations were too small and the projects too few to have a dra
matic impact on meeting the mental health needs of children, but the few model 
projects that were, available offered the opportunity to observe what could be 
done and what more needed to be done. 
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IOWA ALTERNATIVES TO FOSTER CARE AND 
IN-HOHE SERVICES, AND COMHUNITY-BASED 

JUVENILE CORRECTIONS SUBSIDIES 

BACKGROUND AND ACKNOWLEDG~mNTS 

The subsidy programs in Iowa--Alter 
~c~;, and Community-Based Juvenile CorreU:ttiives to Foster Care and In-Home Serv-

a of the 1970s. These programs are ons--were initiated during the second 
restrictive environment, particularly d~~o~ed to treating children in the least 
ilacement in state institutions. The chiled r own homes, and preventing their 

ces .are directed tend to be clients of ren and families to whom these serv-
and Juvenile court, which have excl i the Iowa Department of Social Services 
delinquency, dependency ~ and neglec t us ~e. original jurisdiction over cases of 
pendently and rece:tve separatr' appro· riat lole the programs were legislt'tted inde
ciaries, and organizational c;ntexts p ions, their mutual objectives, benefi-
in a single case study. warrant a discussion of all three programs 

In April 1980, state and local officials 
Rapids, Iowa, were interviewed I f in Des Hoines, Indianola, and Cedar 
Polk County and Distrj.ct 11 of ·the ~;ar~tion was collected in Des Hoines for 
Cedar Rapids for Linn County and DSS Department of SOcial Services (DSS) in 
Adair, Madison, and Harion Counties alsoisitriDcsts 10, and in Indianola for War;en 

n District 11. ' 

To gain a complete perspective of th 
h~ld with state legislators; legislative e~~ :rograms, personal interviews were 
n strators from the Department of Social Sa si' state, regional, and local admi
county probation officers' juvenile erv ces and the Iowa Crime Commission' 
plaCing agencies; and youth advocates.court judges; program directors of child~ 

The staff of the Academ for 
lowing individuals for giVi~g thei;on~~:~orary Problems acknowledges the fol-
requested documents for t:his to be interviewed ana in 
cOoperation and assistance. case study. We are grateful to them for~v~~!~; 
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State Legislators and Staff 

Iowa House of Representatives, Des Jean Lloyd Jones, Representative, 

Hoines ti Caucus Research Staff, Des Moines Herlie Howell, De~ocra c 

State Administrators 

Division of Communi ty Sex'vices, Des Moines Department of Social Services, 

of Children's Services 
Art Anderson, Chief, Bureau City Integrated Youth Services 
John Maier, Coordinator for omm~n 

John Stralow, F~~:~~ ;:~ep~~;~!: Consultant James Krogman, 

Local Administrators 

Department of Social Services 

1 Offi e Des Hoines Bill Katch, District 1 c, Des Moines 

Fran Zmolek, ~i:~~i~~ ~~ g~~i~:: Des Moines 
Steve Gross, 10 Office Cedar Rapids 
R Reid District , id 
oger, 10 Office Cedar Rap s 

Loren Jansa, District Office 
Vivian Bundigen, Cedar Rapids 
Terry Hartman, Cedar Rapids Office 

Local Service Providers 

h Social Services, E tive Director, Lut eran Leonard Larsen, xecu 
Des 

Moines Child Guidance Center 
Dick Bowen, Des Moines , d Family Services, Des Moines 
Tony Grasso, Iowa Children ~ an d Family Services, Des Moines 
Doug Stevens, Iowa Children s an 

YMCA B ys' Home of Johnston id 
Jim Wacker, 0 Abuse Council, Inc., Cedar Rap s 
Don Gean, Area substanc~ervices, Inc., Cedar Rapids 
BI.>b Buntz, Alternative Sial Services, rOvla City 
Diane Baumbeck, Lutheran f~~ Youth, Iowa City 
Jim Swain, United Action f Youth Facilities, Linn County 
Bill McCarty, Department 0

1 
J ile Care Center, Indianola 

Gil Cerveny, South Centra uven . 

Key Informants 

i Commission, Des Hoines 
Carol McBroom, Iowa cr

k 
mef Y uth Services, Des Moines 

i Iowa Networ 0 0 Art F ne, 1'\-s Moines 
Y th Law Center, :!~ Brent Hege, ou ud e Linn County 

Brent Harstad, Juvenile Court J i!e'Court Services, Polk County 
Gary Ventling, Director of JUfV;; Adair Madison, Marion, and 
Robert Haldeman, Probation 0 cer, , 

Counties 
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We would also like to extend our gratitude to State Senator John Hurray, 
Representative Charles Bruner, and Catherine lVilliams, Deputy Commissioner, 
Department of Social SerVices, Who had agreed to talk with us but whose sched
ules during the last week of the legislative session, the week of our visit, 
precluded time for personal interviews. 

Iowa's innovative dedication to community-based and, in particular, home
based services captured the interests of this study from its earliest phase. 
Iowa is one of only several states offering special appropriations to child 
welfare services, as defined by this study. The legislature has appropriated 
funds for specific children's services in three functional areas: juvenile 
justice, child welfare, and education; state administrators also report par
ticipation in six federal grant programs across all five of the functional cate
gories considered by this study, indicating a strong pattern of intergovern
mental funding. The use of subsidies to stimulate program development in a 
system which is predominantly supported through state-administered purchase-of
services contracts also made Iowa a uniquely interesting setting for a study of 
state subsidies. Iowa is, also, the only state among those selected for 
investigation located in the central Urdted States and Federal Region VII. 

ORGANIZATIONAL CONTEXT 

The Juvenile Court 

The juvenile court of Iowa has exclusive original jurisdiction in pro
ceedings concerning any child alleged to be delinquent or children in need of 
assistance in cases of dependency and neglect. An extensive revision of the 
juvenile code in 1978 removed status offenses from the adjudication process and 
established, instead, a family in need of assistance section. Under this provi
sion, any family member may petition a juveriile court for help when there is a 
breakdown in the family relationship. The court may adjudicate a family to be 
in need of a~sistance, if it is found that there are difficulties in reconciling 
the relationship between a child and his or her parent or guardian. Other con
siderations include whether services· to maintain and improve the family's rela
tionships have been sought, and whether the court has services at its disposal 
to which the family can be directed for help. A child not complying with the 
orders of the court may be found in contempt and punished by imposition of a 
work assignment. Only a family member may' file a family in need of aSSistance 
petition. The court may not remove the child from the home unless the child 
requests and agrees to such a placement. 

Juvenile court intake workers and probation officers are county employees. 
In smaller counties, the intake process is performed by probation officers. 
While the majori ty of referrals to juveu.Ue court are made by law enforcement 
officers, children may be sent to the court's intake process by schoals, public 
or private agencies, other courts, Citizens, or parents. The intake officer, 
after consultation with the county attorney, When necessary, determines whether 
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the complaint is legally sufficient, based upon an inquiry into the facts, to 
file a petition. Even if the intake officer determines that the complaint is 
legally sufficient to support filing a complaint, the officer has the discretion 
to determine whether the interests of the child and the public are best served 
by dismissal of the complaint, an informal adjustment, or adjudication. Any 
agreement for informal adjustment is entered into voluntarily by the child with 
the advice of counsel and the consent of the child's parents. 

A formal judicial proceeding to determine whether a child is in need of 
assistance is also initiated by filing a petition. Authorization for filing is 
given to the Department of Social Services, the probation officer, or the county 
attorney. A child's parents, guardian, or custodian must be 'i')resent at any 
hearings or proceedings held subsequent to the filing of the petition. 

A child found by a juvenile court to have committed a delinquent act is 
given a dispositional hearing, at which point the court is to enter the least 
restrictive dispositional order in view of the seriousness of the delinquent 
act, the child's culpability, as indicated by the circumstances of the par
ticular case, the age of the chi,ld, and the child's prior record. Dispositional 
orders which the court may enter include prescribing a work assignment or resti
tution, or placing a child on probation or under special care and treatment for 
physical, emotional, or mental health needs. Under these dispositions, the 
child may be released to his parents or transferred under legal custody to an 
adult relative or other suitable adult, to a public or private child-placing 
agency, or to the Department of Social Services. Legal guardianship may be 
transferred to the commissioner of the Department of Socia:1 Services for placing 
a youth into a state juvenile corrections institution. 

A juvenile court awards legal custody or guardianship to the agency 
receiving the child. The rights and duties of a legal custodian are to maintain 
or transfer the child's physical possessions; protect, train, or discipline the 
child; provide food, clothing, housing, and medical care; consent to emergency 
medical care, including surgery; and, release medical information to a health 
professional. A legal guardian, in addition to the rights and duties of a legal 
custodian, is authorized to make important decisions which may permanently 
affect the life and general development of a child, such as consenting to the 
child's adoption, marria%e, enlistment in the armed forces, or receiving medi
cal, psychiatric, or surgical treatment. Regardless of the child's disposition, 
the court maintains continuing jurisdiction. 

A child found in need of assistance also receives a dispositional hearing. 
Legal custody of the child may be transferred to a relative or other suitable 
person! to a licensed child-placing agency, or to the Department of Social 
Se:t;vices~ Legal guardianship of the child may be transferred to the com
missioner of the Department of Social Services fO'r placement in the Iowa 
Juvenile Home at Toledo. 

Even though a juvenile court has transferred the custody of a child to the 
Department of Social Services or other agency, it retains the right to prescribe 
the type of treatment which will serve the best interests of the child. The 
agency to which the child is directed is required to submit a specific placement 
plan and to make every effort to return the child to his or her home as quickly 
as possible. The maximum initial placement period is six months, at which time 
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the court determines whether the child should 
the placement is appropriate, or a proceeding 
child re1atiQnship should take place. 

be returned home, an extension of 
for the termination of the parent-

The Department of Social Services 

The Department of 'Sod.a1 Services is di 
administer programs concerned with th r~cted, by statute, "to develop and 
child, and adult welfare econo i e pro 1ems of human behavior, family, 
and support, delinquency ~revent; c assistance, rehabilitation toward self-care 
adult and juvenile offenders' on an~ control, treatment and rehabilitation of 
tally retarded and other rela~e~a;:Og~:ms t~;a~~~~~ of the mentally ill and men-

The commissioner of the Department of S i 1 
officer, is appointed by the gov d oc a Services, the chief executive 
commissioner and seven division e~~or;n conf.i.rmed by the Senate. The deputy 
The Council on Social Servic "S rec ors are appointed by the commissioner. 
diversity of interests and v:e;po~~~~osed tOf five members selected to reflect a 
members are also-appointed by the ,se s po icy and approves budgets. These 

governor with the consent of-the Senate. 

The department's seven divisions cover ~ i 
communi ty services J field opera tions ~xecut ve support, adult correc tion~, 
admin.istration. Of particular intere~t ~enta1 health resources, planning, and 
nity Services, which contains fi b 0 this study is the Division of Commu
ices, Food Programs, Adui t Serv;:es ur::~s ~h~~~anc~al Assistance, Medical Serv
administering the subsidies discuss:d in ren s Services. In addition to 
contracts, and Title XX funds th Di i ithiS report, the purchase-of-services 
sponsib1e for overseeing the three

e 
t ; si on of Community Services is also re

licensing community-based child cares a:d
e 

chnis1tditu1tioins for children, as well for 
-p ac ng agencies. 

The Department of Social Services has di i 
which are administered by district offices v ded the state into 16 regions, 
services are performed by DSS e 1 • Local administration and direct 
various communities. Local DSSmp °rees , customarily social workers, aSSigned to 
tors who, in turn, are responsib~:Pt~y~~: are responsible to the district direc
and, ultimately, the commissioner of th D division director for field operations 
of-services contracts and the home-b e d epart~ent of Social Services. Purchase
ween public and private provid r a~e serv ces subsidies are negotiated bet
the Community-Based Juvenile ecosr~:~ti~~= district offices, ~Thile grants from 
directly from the Bureau of Childr ' S iSUbsidY are awarded to providers 
tion of agencies relevant to the SU~:i~ie:~v ces. Figure 1 shows the organiza-
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FIGURE 1. AGENCIES RELEVANT TO IOWA ALTERNATIVES TO FOSTER 
CARE AND IN-HOME SERVICES, AND COMMUNITY-BASED 
JUVENILE CORRECTIONS SUBSIDIES 

r GOVERNOR J 
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The Iowa Crime Commi~ 

The Iowa Crime Commission is designated as the state's criminal justiche 
i th ission administers funds from t e 

i.;:nnE~nlor~!:!~~· AS!~stt:::e c:X:~n::~ratieon cO(~AA) and the Juvenile Juistice an~ 
i A t (JJDPA) It also prepares an annual act on repor 

Delinquency Prevent on c· Ii wi th 
;:I,nd monitors juvenile court iand JdJeDtpeAnt:::dSus~ ~:~~:~?e ~~s~~~~r~~~:~rya~~~ncil, 
,Iederal requirements to rece ve· d i
~omprised of members representing various juvenile justice agencies an organ 
zations directs the commission's JJDPA involvement. , . 
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The Iowa Crime Commission has divided the state into seven areas, each with 
a regional planning unit to administer grants to local un:f.ts of government 
(boards of supervisors) and to perform local planning functions. The commission 
and ~he regional planning units work closely with the courts and the Department 
of Social Services through their monitoring activities of grants received by 
these agencies. 

The Office for Planning and Programming 

The Office for Planning and Programming is an arm of the governor's office 
directed to coordinate the development of physical, economic, and human resource 
programs, as well as to 'promote the efficient and economic utilization of 
federal, state, local, and private resources. The Office for Planning and 
Programming (OPp) and 16 areawide planning organizations for local governments 
coordinate the development activities of state programs and prescribe state 
program standards. 

The Office for Planning and Programming has a subdivision for youth programs 
which oversees some special programming for youth at the state level, as well as 
locally through the areawide planning organizations. Primarily, these programs 
deal with youth employment, such as all CETA youth employment programs, the 
Youth Conservation Corps, the Governor's Youth Opportunity Program, the Work 
Experience Program, and the Iowa Juvenile Victims Restitution Program. However, 
the Youth Coordinator's Office has also been assigned such juvenile justice pro
jects as the Youth Needs Survey and Capacity Building Project, the Juvenile 
Justice Personnel and Youth Service Workers Training Project, Youth Rights and 
Youth Advocacy Project, and the Runaway Youth Services Act under Title III of 
the Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention Act. It is because of OPP' s 
successful involvement in juvenile justice programs that the Iowa legislature 
first assigned the Youth Coordinator's Office to administer the Community-Based 
Juvenile Corrections Subsidy program when it was initially passed in 1976. 

POLITICAL AND LEGISLATIVE HISTORY 

In the first part of a report evaluating the In-Home Services and Alterna
tives to Foster Care subsidies, conducted by the Iowa Legislative Fiscal Bureau, 
federal legislation is credited with proviLding the philosophical foundations for 
the state's thrust toward commul'iity'-based and, particularly, home-based serv
ices. Researchers on the project point to the goals of Title XX of the Social 
Security Act, passed by Congress in 1975, which call for preventing or remedying 
neglect, abuse, and exploitation of children and adults, promoting self
sufficiency and economic self-support, as well as reducing the inappropriate use 
of institutional care. Also acknowledged as underpinning the current wave of 
legislation in Iowa are the precepts of the Juvenile Justice and Delinquency 
Prevention Act of 1974 which, in addition to prohibiting the secure confinement 
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1 t of "advanced techniques" to pre-f status offenders, espouses the d~ve o~men the traditional juvenile justice ~ent delinquency, to divert jUVe~id e:lte:::tives to institutionalization, and 
s stem, to provide critically nee ef .uvenile justice in the United States. y 1 to improve the quality 0 J 
in genera , d li y in 

of social programs an po c t ing the roots of the development t a number of historical By rac h law to the presen , d i 
this country from Englis commo; hool for boys opened in Illinois, an n 
arallels appear. In 1855, a re orm sc irIs was founded in Iowa, a facility 

t868 Eldora, a reform school for b~ys a~t g cour~ was established in Chicago in 
still in use today. The first Juven e ame an institution in Iowa. Congress 
1898 and in 1904 the juvenile court be~ b 1937 Iowa had legislated its own 
pass~d the Social Security Act in 19~5tanthisYsampl~ of parallel events, in 1978 
child welfare act. Finally, to comp ~ e d the state's juvenile code, largely in 
the Iowa legislature dramatically rev i~e Justice and Delinquency Prevention Act 

to the mandates of the Juven e response 
of 1974. 

to be at ~he initiative of 
Even if major social policy chang:~a!~ ~~:~ ~::;onds quickly and introduces 

federal legislation, it is ~learly a lishment of state subsidies for in-home 
its own brand of innovation. The estab alternatives is a testimony to the 
services and community-based correcti~~: have embraced the least restrictive 
seriousness with which state legiSl~t te has pressed this concept to the point 
treatment philosophy. Indeed, thef Sa~ternatives to foster care or, in t~the~ 
of encouraging the development 0 even less restrictive than conven ~ ona 
words, of promoting services :~: ~::up homes, shelter care, ,!nd even :o~~~ 
community-based settings, suc d as the most "family-like approac the latter customarily credite care, 
communities have to offer. 

t provides the intro-f least restrictive treatmen hild The Iowa interpretation ~ ised juvenile code. It holds that c ren 
ductory tenet for the state s r:vshall preferably receive care and guidan~e ~~ 
under the jurisdiction of a cour 1 f the home be necessary, the care s ou 

h and should remova rom h ld have been given by par-~:e;:a~~~ a~me;OSSiblY equivalent to that l:hf;:at:roeu has established two finan-
ts To promote these objectives, . the g bstantially endowed purchase-of-~~a1' incentive programs, in add:ti~~a:~d aan": community-based services. O:h~r 
vices system, for developing ome t least restrictive treatmen s ~~:crete evidence of the state's dedication a~d calling for the development 0: 

the closing of one state juvenile in;titut1::re detailed, chronological descrip 
a statewide deinstitutionalization pan. 
tion of these events follows. 

d Th facility had been financed Home was close. e f h ing In 1975, the Annie Wittenmyer and was used primarily or ous 
and administered by the state since l:::iiZatiOn that a great deal of capital 
dependent and neglected dChdiltdore::ingA the facility into compliance with b~!;d~::: 

dit re would be nee eIre as any concern . 
expen u d rds is given as much credit for its c oBu

i 
1961 the legislature "ode stan a d In any case, n, t deinstitutionalizatio~ $oio ~~~lt~e~he Annie Wittenmyer »ome for the d::;l~~::t 

specifically earmarke , i which became a pa.rt of its ann ° f the 
ommunity foster care serv ces, he state added $100,00 or 

O\tl its closure. During its last year, ~ to serve as alternative c.are for ~~tablishment of community-based pilot program 
residents of the institution. 
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In 1969, the Boys Training School at Eldora was awarded a Title I grant to 
provide therapy to youth in the institution. With an extension of the Title I 
grant in 1971, this effort was expanded to provide family therapy services to 
children returning to the Community from the Eldora and Mitchellville Training 
Schools. Professionals involved in this activity were known as a "family 
therapy team." In 1973, a team was assembled with the support of a grant from 
the Law Enforcement Assistance Administration. The scope of a family therapy 
team's efforts was broadened to include preventive services, meaning that juve
niles not previously institutionalized could be helped as well. During the next 
five years, other teams were begun largely through the assistance of LEAA 
grants. However, three family therapy teams were completely state supported. 
By 1978, there were 15 family therapy teams. 

The pilot projects enlivened the interest of a number of private service 
providers, among others, who pressed for more funding to Support activities in 
the area of in-home or family-based services. In 1976, the legislature author
ized the Department of Social SerVices to use ten percent of its foster care 
appropriation for the development of services designed to reduce the number of 
out-of-home placements. By 1978, the legislature specifically set aside appro
priations to In-Home SerVices and Alternatives to Foster Care, with 1979 appro
priations of $1,000,000 and $750,000, respectively. 

During this same period, in 1976, the legislature appropriated $160,000 to 
encourage the development and expansion of community-based juvenile corrections 
programs. While the amount of money seems small, the intention, clearly stated 
in the legislation, was to provide matching funds to maximize the use of federal 
dollars, in this case, from the Law Enforcement Assistance .Administration and 
the Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention. Act. Indeed, it was felt that 
an additional $500,000 to $600,000 in federal funds could be acquired. 

The reviSion of the juvenile code and' the establishment of the Community
Based Juvenile Corrections Subsidy in the same year was probably not COinciden
tal. Changes in the code clearly pointed toward increased juvenile rights and 
responsibilities and broader use of alternatives to institutialization. 

In its decision not only to continue the CommunitY-Based Juvenile Correc
tions Subsidy but also to double its ~n~l ~propriation to $320,000, t~ ~g_ 
is1ature made its intentions considerably more direct by including the following language of intent: 

It is the intent of the ge~eral assembly that the department 
of social services develop a three year plan for juvenile 
deinstitutionalization through the use of. community-based, 
family-oriented services. The department shall coordinate 
these efforts with the jOint appropriations subcommittee on 
social serVices, c.ounty offiCials, employees of. the courts 
and other organizations or individuals who might have signi
ficant interest in., and contribution to make to, this effort. 
It is the intent of the general assembly that this plan will 
be presented to the joint appropriations subcommittee on 
social services, and to the other members of the general 
assembly, by January 15, 1980, and that a preliminary report 
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be made to the joint appropriations subcommittee on social 
services by December 1, 1979. 

The actions that followed on the part of the Department of Social Services 
were, according to a number of people interviewed for this study, not satisfac
tory. The Department of Social Services appointed a Deinstitutionalization Task 
Force, which appeared to several observers to be favorably disposed to institu
tional treatment, setting off protests from community-based services providers. 
According to some sources, disputes caused the actions of the committee to 
become deadlocked until the arrival of the new commissioner for the Department 
of Social Services. The commissioner assigned the task for developing a 
deinstitutionalization plan to the department's Division of Planning, supposedly 
a more neutral setting. A plan was developed, approved by the task force, ,'lnd 
sent to the legislature. The plan, given the more acceptable title of a Plan 
for Community Integrated Youth Services (CIYS), proposed the development of four 
pilot projects "to demonstrate innovative service delivery theories and methods 
other than traditional institutional programs." The pilot projects were to be 
set in four demographically and geographically different areas: a larger urban 
area, a city in a rural area, a larger city in a rural area, and a rural county. 
Implementation of the plan had progressed to the point of appointing a coor
dinator and naming at least two sites for the projects, Marshalltown in }~rsha11 
County and Council Bluffs in pottawattamie County. 

Funding for the effort was to come from the $ 320,000 appropriated for the 
Community-Based Juvenile Corrections Subsidy and $430,000 in savings from reduc
tions in institutional beds. Specifically, capacity at Eldora was to be de
creased from 238 beds to 200 beds and from 60 to 50 beds at Mitchellville for a 
savings of $130,000. The additional $300,000 was to come from a two-phased re
duction of beds at Toledo, which would go from 84 to 76 beds in the first phase 
and from 76 beds to 50 in the second phase. A provision in Senate File 2241, the 
same legislation appropriating the $320,000 to the Community-Based Juvfmile 
Corrections Subsidy, authorized the use of unencumbered or unobligated institu
tional funds for community-based services. In other words, savings from reduc
tions in institutional placements could be redirected to build community-based 
alternatives, rather than having to be turned back to the state general fund. 

Similar to the experience in other states, however, it became apparent that 
institutional savings were going to fall far below expected levels. While 
institutional beds might decline in number, there remained fixed costs to be 
covered and increasingly rigorous standards to be met. The result was little or 
no actual savings in expenditures. Additionally, in the wave of public spending 
austerity sweeping the country, the legislature had decided not to increase 
appropriations to the Community-Based Juvenile Corrections Subsidy. The alloca
tion pattern for this money had already been established the previous year and 
was not readily adaptable to the pilot project effort-. Implementation of the 
deinstitutionalization or CIYS plan, at the time this case study ~Tas concluded, 

had come to a halt. 
Despite the lack of progress in implementing this effort, the Iowa subsidies 

have resulted in the development of some very interesting and innovative 
community-based services. They will be described in greater detail in sub-

sequent sections of this case study. 
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OBJECTIVES OF THE SUBSIDIES 

The legislative intent la tionalization plan which nguage cal:ing for the development of a deinstitu-
unquestionably indi~ated an i:::::::d ~n the appropriations bill of 1979, 
Iowa's state juvenile institutions ~eredu~ing and even eliminating the use of 
to provide the financial support a~d i ~~Jectives of the subsidy programs are 
based services that must serve as ~~en v~s needed to develop the community
these subsidies take the develop t a f ernat ve placements. In their design, 
that is, toward a very de1ibe~e~ 0 community-based services a step further, 
restricUve environment--a child': ~ e~couragem;nt of treatment in the least 
delinquent behavior by strengthening~ ~~ie. Udtimate1Y, the goal is to reduce am es an keeping them together. 

The legislature, however, also addressed 
in the subsidy bill, Senate File 2241 whi h so~e more administrative objectives 
Services to provide incentives t 'k c i ca led for the Department of Social 
and to provide technical 1 assista 0 mate ~ax mum use of available federal funds 
improve community-ba~ed juvenile ;~;ViC:S.oca1 groups intending to establish or 

An implicit objective of these subsidi i innovative programs and new agencies i es s to stimulate the development of 
Department of Social Services int r n unserved areas of the state. The 
would be used as "seed grants" t e ~reted this to mean that the subsidy funds 
after a year or two receive cont~ s ~rt new programs and agencies, which would 
tia11y endowed purchase_of_service;u:y!~:m:unding through the far more subs tan-

ALLOCATION OF FUNDS 

Funds appropriated to the In-H S and Community-Based Juvenile Corr~~~i ervices and Alternatives to Foster Care, 
grants, which are awarded in a competi~~s programs are distributed as project 
although mostly private service provid ve pr~ess to local private and public, 
under DSS' Division of 'Communi t. Siers. e Bureau of Children's Services, 
istering the Community-Based ~ er~lces, was given responsibility for admin
proposals (RFPs) were sent to fa~~~n e d Corrections Subsidy. Requests for 
throughout the state. Proposals wer~ ::le~~~d~care a~d child-placing agencies 
mittee, and contracts were. negotiated directl bY a DSS appointed screening com
proposal and the Bureau of Children' S i Y etween the agency submitting the 
the full grant, payments were to b s erv ces. While the agency would receive 
agencies were given start-u fund e sent as reimbursements. In some cases, 
the program year to support PactiVi~ie!·:;io;O~ieg$ tdtiiSbursed i

at 
the beginning of o e ng serv ces under way. 

Originally, the legislature h d d i under the Governor's Office for apl e~ gnated the Youth Coordinator's Office, 
Community-Based Juvenile Corrections a~~b:~d;nd progra~ming, to administer the 
vations of those interviewed, was that the ·Offi

The 
/eason, according to obe:ler

was perceived to be doing a competent j b fce d °i
r 

Planning and Programming o 0 a m nistering a similar adult 
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corrections program and several statewide youth programs. Another reason was 
: that the legislature did not have complet.e confidence in the Department of 
Social Services. 

During the program's first year of implementation, it became apparent that 
the Office for Planning and Programming was not going to be successful in 
getting the funds allocated. The support of community-based services had, after 
all, been under the guidance of the Departm~nt of Social Services for a long 
time. Despite whatever credibility problem the Department of Social Services 
had with the legislature, it was still the agency with the longest standing 
experience and rapport with local public and private agencies. Accordingly, 
administration of the funds the following year w~s transferred to the Department 
of Social Services. 

At least two interests had to be met in the selection of proposals for 
funding: (1) some semblance of objectivity and (2) coordination with the Iowa 
Crime Commission, which administered the federal funds that monies from the 
Community-Based Juvenile Corrections Subsidy were intended to match. The first 
problem was solved by developing a screening committee, and the second problem 
was handled by including a representative of the Iowa Crime Commission on that 
committee. 

Interestingly, the dissemination of funds from the Community-Based Juvenile 
Corrections Subsidy and the Iowa Crime Commission (LEAA and JJDPA funds) work 
quite differently. Subsidy funds administered by DSS go directly to service 
providers, while JJDPA and LEAA block grant funds go to county boards of 
supervisors. 

At least two other of the .state' s traditional funding patterns made the 
picture even more complex. The first is that the majority of human services in 
Iowa are not supported by state subsidies to local governments or agencies, but 
rather by purchase-of-services (POS) agreements negotiated by the district 
offices of the Department of Social Services. The second tradition involves a 
rather elaborate statutory structure to determine whether the counf.::y or the 
state pays for services to families and children. 

With regard to the POS arrangements, when the Department of Social S'~rvices 
was given the administrative responsibility over the su.bsidy funds, it was 
decided that these resources would be used to start new programs or even new 
agencies, which would later continue under POS contrac.ts. The subsidy funds 
were to be considered as "seed money," and agencies were not to expect to 
receive support from these sources for longer than one to two years. 

:-~ 

Most of the service providers interviewed were enthusiastic about the 
prospect of going to purchase-of-services contracts, for they perceived it as a 
far more stable funding option. Other agencies dreaded POS as an ultimate 
consequence, for they felt that POS reimbursement rates were always less than 
actual costs of providing services. 

The "who pays for services question"--the county or the state--is in 
somewhat of a state of confusion at present, with at least two counties seeking 
interpr~tations from the state attorney general. Traditionally, foster care has 
been the responsibility of the county, but allocations f.rom Title XX and the 
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state's greater revenue-generating capacity relative to local governments have 
placed the state in a better position to sustain the financial burden. 

Basically, who bears the costs of services breaks down as follows: Section 
234.35 of the Iowa Code provides that the Departluent of Social Services shall be 
responsible for paying the cost of foster care, when the department has received 
a child from the court through a commitment, transferral of legal custody or 
signed agreement with the child's parents. Included also is placemen~ in 
emergency care for up to 30 days. Section 234.36 calls for the county to pay 
for the costs of foster care for children placed by the court from the county 
mental health and institutions fund, except for years in which the state 
appropriates funds for the placement of children. In such instances the county 
is only responsible for those costs which exceed the amoun~ of funds 
appropriated by the legislature. Administratively, this is handled by 
calculating a base cost from an average of expenses over the preceding three 
years. Expendi tures in excess of base costs are to be paid out of the county 
mental health and institutions fund. 

Probation, intake, and detention are supported entirely by the county. 
Section 232.22 of the Iowa Code allows counties to levy a tax for juvenile 
homes, referred to as the County Juvenile Home Levy. However, Section 232.26 of 
the Iowa Code also entitles approved juvenile homes to receive state aid not to 
~xceed 50 percent of total costs, to establish, improve, operate, or maintain a 
Juvenile home. While it is suspected that this option for state aid has never 
~een used, the contention was that allocation of state POS funds to county 
Juvenile facilities would constitute dual state funding. Others have argued 
that the state intended, through these provisions, to relieve the burden of 
governmental subdivisions financially unable to maintain effective programs and 
even to offer the possibility of reducing the local taxes of area resid;nts. 
The debate has been narrowed to only those county juvenile facilities licensed 
by DSS to provide foster care, which would pre~lude county detention centers. A 
decision on the matter, at least in Linn County, has been left to the 
commissioner of the Department of Social Services. 

One other interesting debate provoked by Iowa's unique pattern of funding 
services concerns control of and payment for placements. The custom had been 
that if the court committed a child to the legal custody or guardianship of DSS 
the state would pay_ On the other hand, if the court placed a child o~ 
probation or sent the child directly to a local agency, the county would be 
responsibl~, for assumi~g the costs,; The new juvenile code, however, has given 
the court continuing Jurisdiction over a placement, whether committed to DSS 
or not, and the authority, in the case of children in need of assistance to 
review the placement after six months. Despite whatever annoyance DSS may feel 
in having to pay for placements that are not under its complete control the 
attorney general has interpreted the statutes to mean that the resPOnSib~i.lity 
for placements is to be shared by DSS and the courts, and that state funds have 
been provided and should be used for those placements. 

A detailed discussion of a state's funding tt i d· .... pa erns s or ~narily not 
necessary to explain the allocation method for a state subsidy, unless one is 
struck by the realization that in Iowa, a few comparatively small subsidies have 
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been "layered into" a rather large and complex state-administered purchase-of
services system, complemented, in some instances, by county support. The 

question, obviously, is why the need for subsidies! 

The answer given by the respondents is that the purchase-of-services system 
had resulted in only three agencies, serving primarily metropolitan areas, 
receiving over 50 percent of POS funds. The situation appeared to have 
stagnated, and there was an interest on the part of the legislature to stimulate 
the development of new programs in different geographical locations. The 
project grants seemed to offer a way to target monies to neW programs, agencies, 

and areas. 
The approach was perceived to be somewhat less than successful, for some 

people felt that the criteria DSS developed was biased toward established 
agencies. The criteria included considerations of the following: (1) 
compliance with the appropriation intent to develop "community-based juvenile 
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residential corrections programs," (2) demonstrated need for the service in the 
community, (3) demonstration of community suppoTt, (4) extent of funding and 
service linkages developed with other relevant youth-serving organizations, (5) 
sources of continued funding of the program, (6) nature of the matching funds 
generated, and (7) considerations having to do with the general program 
structure, e.g., how closelY does the project come to meeting legislative goals, 
how will referrals to the project be made, what type of assessment process will 
be followed, how does the overall quality of the proposed project compare to the 
other proposals, etc. The tWO criteria which critics point to as biasing the 
process toward established agencies are the requirements for demonstrated 
c_

unity 

suppOTt and the existence of linkages to other relevant youth-serving 
organizations. New agencies, they argue, were at a disadvantage given these 
concerns and. as a result, existing agencies which already received other 

\ 

funding from DSS were also awarded grants from these subsidies. 

The pattern of human services funding in Iowa has developed into a fairlY 
elaborate structure. It is unknown whether thiS system of purchase of services 
with some subsidy funding for special projects will continue, or whether a new 
funding system will be developed. One indication that the latter situation may 
take place is a recommendation attached to the Plan for Community Integrated 
Youth Services that a three-track funding system be adopted. The first track 
involves a per capita formula allocation to communities for all youth under age 
18, which is to be equally matched at the local level. These funds would 
largely support primary prevention activities, such as recreation, family 
counseling, child guidance centers, etc. The second track also involves a per 
capita allocation to communities, but the funds need not be matched and are 
intended to be directed toward youth who ate already involved, or at risk of 
being involved, in the juvenile justice system. The third track would award 
fullY funded grants to special projects or target populations in the state' 8 

7 I 

areas of greatest needs. 
This proposed funding pattern duplicates the approach of the New york youth 

Development/DelinquenCY Prevention Subsidy, which evolved largely in response to 
NeW York's unique brand of political pressures. Its appearance in Iowa becomes 
lesS surprising when it is known that the current DSS commissioner came from New 
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York and had hired a the Plan for or from New Yo k development of n administrat 
interesting, and common, case c;mmunity Integrated Y;uth ass consultant in o technology transfer. ervices. It is an 

ADMINISTRATIVE REQUIREMENTS 

Applicants for s b government or u sidy funds may be a I either be 'new some combination of both local private agency a i programs • twas sti 1 ,un t of local 

F~:~:: ::::i~:S~: a~~:d::x~:~:~o": s~~i~:;s~~~~sid~a:~~d o~ha:o:;~;:~:;o:~u~~ 
av~ a 12-month or less 0 e ,implemented within 90 d

ve 
appropriation; however 

projects incl d project period ays of the g , 
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Conventional st t 
procedur f a e laws and f i es or these fu d regulations a I r nge benefits n s, and allowable pp y to agenc equi ' contract s i expenses incl d y accounting purc~:::t. f and operational exp::: ces, remodeling costs u et staff salaTies, 

o real estate is str! 1 es. Use of the funds' f ravel, tuition, ct y prohibited. or construction or 

Programs th are monitored 1 re~~~~h unannounced visits to ~~:r~erlY: both fiscally and notes, a review of genc1es. Annually th programmatically 
procedures. Fiscal r management practice ' ere is an audit of ' 
there is eports are sent s, and an anal i case 
period ~ readjustment in the i on a quarterly basis E ys s of billing report~d ~~at a:

ei 

t~is point disall~':,a";,~:sement rates bas~d o:er:h:ix months, 
m ursements were are entered N 1 preceding 

Whi promptly received. • ear y all agencies 

Ie facilities are 
received much critic is required to be licensed agency, with even the m as being only very ge;er~~e iexisting standards have 
~egisilative Fiscal Bure:~s~a minimal programming, has be n nbature. Almost any 

e g ven a deadline t d s recommended that en a 1e to c 1 connn~nity Services sta:te~V~lo~ administrative ~~~e~eparI,:e~9t760f Soci~~P ie'rvi~: 
serv ces. It was 0 evelop standard f' , the Division 
pressure has been putnoot completed due to la~k o~ alternative care and in-h of 
some agencies are recei n i the legislature by sever ~ staff, but now increas~~ge 

v ng funds despite p a providers who are 
While oor operating proced upset that 

there are n . ures. 
receive funds ( 0 requirements calli 
implementation ~~e~~!e~l are frequested to com;fet:o~ comprehensive planning t 
great deal f an or Commu it atailed prop 1 0 
Community PloanniPlanning activity. ~eY pintegrated Youth serv~::s nalrlrative) '. 

ng Network hi an recomme d ca s for a 

~~~:=:~ent~:a~~on depart~e:ts ,Ch l':c:~d include rep~e:e:t~eti~:vef~o:me~t of a 
county and cit cial Services, public s /oiice and sheriff's d m Juvenile 
ageneie s, cons u:er ~ f fi eial s , local 1egi~1:~ 0 r personnel, school boa:r::

men 

ts , 
conduct a needs as.' and the general public se service providers vol mbers, essment and to de . ommunities would b' unteer monstrate that a loc I e expected to a continuum of care was 
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being developed. A master planning effort would outline for a three-year period 
the implementation steps for a model delivery system. Costs would be estimated, 
and potential funding sources would be identified as a part of this effort. 
These activities would be coordinated through the Department of Social Services. 

TYPES AND LEVELS OF SERVICES SUPPORTED BY THE SUBSIDIES 

The goal of the Iowa Legislature and the Department of Social Services has 
been to establish a continuum of services. "Continuum of services" is a term 
that has come into wide usage among social service professionals as the result 
of deinstitutionalization efforts and court mandates to treat clients in a least 
restrictive setting. A placement is least restrictive to the extent that a 
client's needs for shelter and protection, as well as psychological and medical 
treatment, can be met while at the same time ~nsuring his or her personal 
freedom in pursuing everyday activities such as learning, working, playing--in 
familiar settings--homes, public schools, and local businesses. The basic 
premise behind the development of a continuum is the realization that clients 
have different needs which require different forms and levels of assistance and 
supervision. For example, a very aggressive adolescent may need' to be kept 
under surveillance 24 hours a day to ensure the public's safety. For another 
child, probationary supervision may be sufficient, during which time the youth 
may continue to live at home and go to school. In still other cases, the home 
situation may warrant removing the child from his or her family, but because the 
child's behavior poses no continued danger to society, a nonsecure, home-like 
setting, such as a group home or foster care family, is most suitable. It is this 
variation in settings and degrees of supervision, or treatment, that establishes 
a continuum of services. 

The continuum established by the Department of Social Services arranges 
serviees according to those which keep the family intact, at Cine extreme, to 
those which disperse family members, at the other. This range of services, from 
least to most restrictive, is illustrated in Figure 2. 

Services illustrated in Figure 2 are defined as follows: 

Alternatives to Foster Care. Preventive services which are designed 
to: (1) strengthen family life, (2) avoid unnecessary placements in 
foster care, (3) insure the swiftest possible return of a child to 
his/her family. Alternative services may include one or more of the 
following: specialized homemaker services; ,alcoholism and drug abuse 
services; after-care and follow-up services; mental health service; 
information and referral services and transportation services. 

:r- I 

In-Home Treatment Services. A particular type of service 
that may be provided as an alternative to foster care. The 
purpose of these services is to provide guidance, management, 
and support to families facing voluntary and involuntary 
removal of a child because of dysfunctioning within the 
family unit. The services may include: intensive guidance 
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FIGURE 2. IOWA: CONTINUUM OF SERVICES TO CHILDREN AND FAMILIES 
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Treatment Services, Appendix !, January 1980. 
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and counseling directed toward the improvement of parenting 
skills, intervention in family crisis and conflict, adult 
supervision and support of adolescents living alone, and 
modeling behavior by social workers and family therapists 
which supports keeping the family intact. Generally, in-home 
treatment is mQre intensive in nature than most of the other 
alternative services and it is provided in the home. 

Other purchased Services. Those services which are provided 
under an Alternatives to Foster Care program and cover all 
other areas beside' In-Home Treatment, such as specialized 

hom~maker. 

Family Therapy Teams. Services provided directly by teams of (two) DSS 
workers to stabilize dysfunctional families and reduce the need for 
institutional placements. These may include evaluation services, 
counseling, role-modeling and family support services. Traditionally, 
the teams have worked primarily with families of delinquent youth and 
services may be provided both in the home or in an out-patient setting. 
There are 16 teams across the state, and one of them is a purchased 

service. 

Direct Services (DSS Workers). Services directly provided to individuals 
or families by DSS Workers which help avoid out-of-home placements or 
maintain families intact. These might include evaluation, casework, 
and counseling services provided by Foster Care Workers, Youth Service 
Workers, or Protective Sf~rvice Workers. Because these services are 
often provided in conjunetion with an out-of-home placement or return 
of a child to the hom(~ and are not reported separately, they are 
difficult to define and compare with other purchased services. 

Other Title XX Services. Title XX services which are most often used 
are: homemaker, mental health, home management/functional education, 

and health-related services. 

Family Foster Homes. A home licensed by DSS to provide board and room 
and a normal family environment to five children or less. 

Group Homes. A licensed child care facility utilizing local services' 
programming for no more than eight children whose emotional, social and 
behavioral needs require 24-hour care. 

Residential Treatment Facilities. A licensed child care facility pro
viding comprehensive services in a structured environment for more than 
eight children whose emotional, social and behavioral needs require 
24-hour care. These include children's service centers and centers for 
mentally retarded/developmentally disabled children. 

Detention Facilities. A physically restricting facility designed to 
insure the continued custody of a child at any point between a child's 
initial contact with the juvenile authorities and the final disposition 
of the case. A child may not be held in a detention facility longer 
than 24 ho~rs withou.t a court order authorizing the detention. 
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Shelter Care Facilities. A physically unrestricting facility designed 
to provide temporary care of a child at any time between a child's ini
tial contact with juvenile authorities and the final disposition of the 
case. A child may not be held in a shelter care facility longer than 
48 hours without a court order authorizing st~ch care. 

Substance Abuse Facilities. Facilities designed specifically for the 
treatment of individuals with substance abuse problems. The program on 
this charge are ones who have specific programs for adolescents on an 
in-patient basis. 

State Juvenile Institutions. Self-contained treatment facilities for 
adjudicated delinquent (Eldora, Mitchellville) and CHINA (Toledo) 
youth. Program services include evaluation; counseling; and voca
tional, educational, medical and recreational services. 

State Mental Health Institutions. Self-contained treatment facilities 
for individuals needing mental health services on a voluntary or court 
ordered involuntary basis. Services include: Diagnosis and evalua
tion, psychiatric treatment, medical treatment and after-care planning. 

Only those services at the extreme left of Figure 2, the Alternatives to Foster 
Care and In-Home Treatment Services, are supported through their respective sub
sidies. The balance is funded directly by the state (institutions and direct 
services), the county (detention and shelter care), or through DSS purchase of 
services and Title XX (all other programs). The Community-Based Juvenile 
Corrections Subsidy will support almost any type of innovative service along 
this continuum for handling delinquent, or potentially delinquent, cases with 
the exception of detention or institutional placements. 

In the case of community-based corrections, one of the least restri.ctive 
approaches receiving a great deal of advancement from the subsidy is independent 
living. This service allows youngsters to use their foster care maintenance 
funds to pay for their own apartment and other living expenses. Subsidy funds 
are granted to local agencies which offer assistance to these young adults, who 
are at least 16 years of age, in establishing their households and in. finding 

employment. 

Funds from the Alternatives to Foster Care Subsidy support programs in 12 
DSS districts. The In-Home Services appropriation has enabled the development 
of programs in six DSS districts. The result is that 15 of the state's 16 
social service districts have at least one of the two types of programs, and 
three districts have both. 

The Iowa Legislative Fiscal Bureau has agreed that since In-Home Services is 
a type of alternatives to foster care approach, it makes no sense to continue to 
differentiate their appropriations. The Legislative Fiscal Bureau points to their 
similarities, that is, reducing inappropriate foster care cases, providing ser
vices in the home, and serving high-risk, Title XX-eligible populations. 

The innovation that the Alternatives to Foster Care and In-Home Services 
Subsidy represents is a primary thrust toward keeping family members together. 
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Rather than removing the child from an unstable family, the first option is to 
ameliorate the problems that are contributing to its instability. Service 
workers may, and often do, live with the family to demonstrate how the behavior 
of an undisciplined child may be modified, how household finances can be budg
geted, and how communication among family members can be improved. Services may 
take the form of instruction, role-modeling, or in just providing parents 
respite from the day-to-day tedium of parenting. 

Service workers are on call 24 hours a day. While they are frequently asked 
to go into some highly volatile domestic situations, none of the service workers 
interviewed felt they had been in a life-threatening situation. Nor did they 
feel that by avoiding the removal of chi16ren from the home were the children's 
well-being ill greater danger. There were 110 reports of child abuse occurring 
because a child was left in the home as the result of pursuing an alternative to 
foster care option. On the contrary, much media attention was given to a case 

. of child abuse which had occurred, rather, in a group home, a placement for 
children removed from their own families. 

Originally known as the Community-Based Juvenile Residential Corrections 
Program, the subsidy supported 11 projects during its first year. The 
appropriation was $160,000 that year, and of that amount, approximately 
$125,000, or 78 percent, was spent. Five shelter care and three group home 
programs were funded, an indication of the subsidy's objective to develop 
alternative placements to state facilities. The proportion of group home and 
shelter care facilities awarded grants points to the subsidy's initial focus on 
residential services. The Department of Social Services, however, felt that a 
broadened approach was needed to keep juveniles out of institutions. The 
department requested that the legislative language be revised to per.mit funding 
of prevention efforts and other nonresidential services. The legi.slature viewed 
the suggestion favorably and amended the legislation accordingly. 

In fiscal 1979, the appropriation was doubled to $320,000, but only three 
more programs, a total of 14, were funded. The difference, of course, was that 
much larger grants were made to a few recipients. Only four programs funded in 
1978 received continuation funding in 1979. Funds for the South Central 
Juvenile Care Center, Hillcrest Family Services, and Iowa Runaway Service were 
doubled, while support for the Linn County Shelter Care was cut in half. The 
latter situation was probably the result of the debate over whether a county or 
the state is responsible for funding shelter care, discussed earlier. 

In addition to the two shelter care programs, one group home, and a 
specialized foster care program which received continuation funding, the 
1979 appropriation was divided among five new shelter care programs~ one 
detention program, three transitional or independent living programs, and one 
substance abuse treatment program. 

The alternative residential placement approach is clearly apparent in DSS' 
grant awards to community-based services which will allow reductions in 
institutional populations. However, the legislation, and DSS' implementation, 
is sufficiently flexible to allow even less restrictive options, such as 
specialized foster care and independent living. 
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The level and distri.bution of services in Iowa are the result of support 
from Ti tIe XX funds, purchase-of-services' funds, county funds, as well as the 
Alternatives to Foster Care and In-Home Services, and Community--Based Juvenile 
Corrections Subsidies. 

According to Tables lA and lB, showing which districts have available what 
options on the services continuum, five districts (one-third) have at least 
eight of a possible ten community-based services options. Eleven dist,ricts 
(two-thirds) have at least one-half, or more, of the possible options. While 
these figures are encouraging, it must be remembered that the basic premise of 
community-based services is the ability to treat clients locally, in their own 
communities. While community-based services are becoming available statewide in 
Iowa, the preponderance of resources still goes to a few, largely urban areas 
and not to every city and village. 

SERVICES RECEIVED BY JUVENILES 

Iowa's deinstitutionalization efforts are directed toward four state mental 
health facili ties ~ as well as the three state juvenile institutions, Toledo, 
Eldora, and Mitchellville. Toledo serves children 12 through 17 years old, who 
have been adjudicated a child in need of assistance. The capacity of the 
facility is 76 beds, of 'which 16 beds are for diagnosis and evaluation and 60 
beds for long-term treatment. The average length of stay is nine months. 
Nearly an equal number of boys and girls are served. A deinstitutionalization 
plan has proposed to reduce Toledo's capacity from 76 to 50 beds by the end of 
September 1980. 

Mitchellville and Eldora are training schools for adjudicated delinquent 
youth 12 to 18 years old. Mitchellville is coed, and its current capacity is 
60. The deinstitutionalization plan called for a reduction to 50 beds by April 
1, 1980. The average length of stay there is seven mon hs. Eldora houses only 
boys, with a 238-bed capacity. The plan also .stipulated a reduction to 200 beds 
for this facility by April 1, 1980. The average length of stay in Eldora is 
five months. 

Reduction in bed capacity mayor may not reduce the annual number uf 
admissions. With shorter lengths of stay, more youth can be served despi te 
fewer beds. Between 1976 and 1977, Toledo had a seven percent increase in 
admissions, Eldora a 14 percent increase, and Mitchellville a 14 percent 
decrease. The following year, however, Mitchellville more than made up for its 
previous year's decrease by jumping 34 percent over its 1977. admissions. Eldora 
increased 24 percent and Toledo decreased admissions by five percent. Even 
though the state prohibited institutional placement of status offenders in 1977, 
admissions to Eldora in 1978 were 983, four times its stated capacity; to 
Mitchellville, 153, two and one-half times its stated capacity; and to Toledo, 
277, three and one-half times its stated capacity. 

Nearly one-half of the admissions to Eldora, one-third to Mitchellville, and 
three-fourths to Toledo are "guests." Guests are juveniles placed in the insti-
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TABLE 1A. IOWA: RANGE OF SERVICES AVAILABLE IN 1978, 
BY DISTRICT OFFICES 

Districts 

District 1 - Decorah 

District 2 - Mason City 

District 3 - Spencer 

District 4 - Sioux City 

District 5 - Ft. Dodge 

District 6 - Marshalltown 

District 7 - Waterloo 

District 8 - Dubuque 

District 9 - Davenport 

District 10 - Cedar Rapids 

District 11 - Des Moines 

District 12 - Carroll 

District 13 - Council Bluffs 

District 14 - Creston 

District 15 - Ottowa 

District 16 - Burlington 

In-Home 
Treatment 

x 

x 

x 

x 

x 

x 

Alternatives 
to 

Foster Care 

x 

x 

x 

x 

x 

x 

x 

x 

x 

x 

x 

x 

Family 
Therapy 

x 

x 

x 

x 

x 

x 

x 

Other 
Title 

XX 

x 

x 

x 

x 

x 

x 

x 

x 

x 

x 

x 

x 

x 

x 

x 

x 

Source: Iowa Legislative Fiscal Bureau, Summary and Analysis of Programs: 
Alternatives to Foster Care and In-Home Treatment Services, Appendix IV, 
January 1980.- ----
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TABLE lB. IOWA: 
RANGE OF RESIDENTIAL PLACEMENTS AVAILABLE IN 1978, BY DISTRICT OFFICES 

State 
Family Residential Shelter Substance Mental State Foster Group Treatment Detention Care Abuse Health Juvenile Home Homes Facility Facility Facility ~'acility Institution Institution 

District 1 - Decorah 85 16 
District 2 - Mason City 165 38 
District 3 - Spencer 230 32 
District 4 - Sioux City 156 60 16 10 21 61 District 5 - Ft. Dodge 144 52 7 10 

t:! District 6 - Marshalltown 198 42 I 

314 '" District 7 - Waterloo 213 24 39 12 75 

lJJ 

District 8 - Dubuque 250 42 
8 

District 9 - Davenport 175 12 32 6* 16 8 
District 10 - Cedar Rapids 221 93 11 17 
District 11- Des Moines 462 74 87 25 58 

60 Distt'ict 12 - Carroll 59 

District 13 - Council Bluffs 135 30 
35 24 

\ 

District 14 Creston 46 
8 

District 15 - Ottowa 132 8 6 
, 
f' 

District 16 - Burlington 169 35 
30 

* Proposed 
, I 

facility. 

Source: Iowa Legislative Fiscal 
Alternatives to Foster Care and In-Home Treatment Services. Appendix 
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tution for diagnosis and evaluation. Those sent to Eldora and Mitchellville are 
delinquent, while those sent to Toledo are nondelinquent. Juveniles can be 
placed in a facility for diagnosis and evaluation after a preliminary hearing 
before a judge but prior to an adjudicatory hearing. Therefore, a youth can be 
detained in a state facility, for which the state pays, rather than in a deten
tion home, for which the county pays. Often, the state facility will have no 
beds available for diagnosis and evaluation, and so will place referrals in 
foster care facilities at state expense. 

Juveniles referred to state facilities for long-term treatment are described 
as having a history of disruptive behavior, of multiple delinquent, and of 
mUltiple placements prior to institutionalization. A recent DSS survey showed 
that the average number of prior placements for males was 5.3 at Eldora, 4.7 at 
Mitchellville, and 5.1 at Toledo. For females, it was 8.2 at Mitchellville and. 
4.1 at Toledo. Over one-half of all institutionalized juveniles had probationary 
status at' one time. Lack of community resources to meet the needs of these 
youth was given as the reason for their placement in state facilities. 

In general, activity in the juvenile court has gradually increased over the 
years. In 1950, less than one percent of school-age children in Iowa were 
brought before juvenile courts, either in an official or unofficial capac! ty, 
for delinquency proceedings or in need of assistance. Every ten years sub
sequent to that period, the proportion has nearly doubled. The actual propor
tion of school-age children before courts in 1950 was 0.6 percent; in 1960, it 
was 1.2 ?ercent (double); in 1970, it was two percent; and in 1978, it was 3.7 
percent. 

The question is whether the availability of community-based services has 
allowed juveniles to be diverted from juvenile court, as well as diminishing the 
likelihood of placement in state institutions. The answer is "yes," but the 
current downturn in activity across the entire juvenile justice system in Iowa 
is probably more attributable to the state's new juvenile code. 

As mentioned previously, the code prohibits the appearance of status 
offenders before juvenile courts. Since that time, a "random date" survey 
undertaken by DSS, which measured placements on four randomly selected dates 
prior to implementation of the code and on four randomly selected dates 
subsequent to its initiation, revealed that placements for children across all 
service categories were down by 7.5 percent. More specifically, placements in 
shelter care were down by 21 percent, in foster care, down by 1.5 percent; in 
group homes, down by 16 percent; and in residential treatment, down 12 percent. 
On the other hand, the analysis also shows an increase in the use of voluntary, 
youth-serving agencies which receive clients through community and self
referrals, rather than through the courts. Among these, use of shelter services 
was up 2.5 percent; counseling services was up 35 percent; and number of run
aways served was up 12.5 percent. 

The explanation for this phenomenon is no doubt fairly simple. The reduc
tion in court referrals is probably due to not only the removal of status offen
ders from the system but also a temporary reluctance on the part of judges to 
make certain kinds of placements until the ramifications of the new code are 
better understood. On the other hand, the increase in activity for voluntary 
community-based services is no doubt partly the result of shifting status 
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offender clients and partly attributable to the increasing recognition of the 
availability of these relatively new services. 

Data were not able to be obtained to show whether the availability of 
community-based services was the main factor behind allowing the Annie 
Wittenmyer Home to'be closed in 1975. Since that time, however, there have been 
no dramatic reductions in institutional admissions. There is no question, 
however, that the legislature and the Department of Social Services feel that 
community-based alternatives must be in place before instistutional beds can be 
reduced and facilities closed. They also see subsidi<as as the administrative 
tool to develop community-based alternatives, even though purchase-of-services 
contracts are perceived as the financial mechanism to sustain them. 

One shift in placements that can be dramatically illustrated as the result 
of a subsidy is the decrease in foster care placements. The Alternatives to 
Foster Care Subsidy and In-Home Services appropriation have stimulated a 
measurable decrease in the use of foster care. A comparison of the number of 
clients in foster care and home-based services over five quarters between July 
1978 and October 1979 shows that clients in home-based services increased 23 
percent, 75 percent, eight percent, five percent, and ten percent, respectively, 
over the first, second, third, fourth, and fifth quarters, while foster care 
placements demonstrated a consistent decrease of 1.6 percent, 1.2 percent, 1.3 
percent, eight percent, and 3.8 percent for the same quarters. From the 
beginning of the period to the end, the number of clients in home-based services 
had increased by 171 percent, while those in foster care placement had decreased 
by 15 percent. The Des Moines Child Guidance Center estimated that in 1979 over 
$200,000 had been saved by using home treatment services rather than foster 
care. Another agency, Iowa Children's and Family Services, estimated savings of 
$240,000. 

Foster care in District 10 has been reduced by 40 percent because clients 
are now served through in-home services. The strong commitment to home-based 
services in this district has nearly closed some group homes which must maintain 
an 80 percent occupancy rate to recei.ve purchase-of-services reimbursements. 
While some group homes have sought placements from other parts of the state, 
other agencies have decided to change their service mix to meet the district's 
policy of increasing leas t res t ric ti ve op,tions, such as independent living and 
in-home services. This district has estimated that $1.4 million has been saved 
over three years in averted foster care placements. 

SOURCES AND LEVELS OF FUNDING 

State funds have always been the revenue source for ~he Community-Based 
Juvenile Corrections Subsidy. In 1978, the appropriation was $160,000, and the 
following year it was doubled to $320,000. By comparison, expenditures for 
juvenile institutions in 1979 were $6.6 million, and institutional expenditures 
have risen five to 12 percent over the last three years. 
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In 1976, the Alternatives to Foster Care Subsidy and In-Home Services were 
supported through a set-aside of ten percent of foster care funds. That year, 
60 percent of foster care monies came from state sources and 40 percent came 
from federal sources. A very dramatic shift in funding foster care services 
occurred from 1978 to 1979. During this period, state support increased by $4.7 
million, while federal Title XX support decreased by $4.1 million. Prior to 
that time, the state had provided only slightly more than one-half of the foster 
care services funds. For In-Home Services in 1979, three-fourths of the funds 
were from federal sources, while one-fourth came from the state. The total 
appropriation was $1,000,000. The $450,000 expended from the $750,000 
appropriation to Alternatives to Foster Care Subsidy in 1979 was entirely from 

. s ta te sources. 

Perhaps one of the most interesting findings is that despite the legisla
ture's interest in using the Community-Based Juvenile Corrections Subsidy to 
maximize the use of federal funds, the proportion of LEAA Juvenile Justice 
Improvement Funds going to juvenile community corrections has decreased, taking 
its most dramatic reduction in 1978 (see Table 2). The proportion of LEAA 
juvenile justice funds went from 34 percent of allocations in 1975 to 15 percent 
in 1979, a decrease of 19 percentage points. In contrast, the proportion for 
institutional treatment and manpower went from 20 percent in 1975 to 35 percent 
in 1979, an increase of 15 percentage points. It would appear that the availa
bility of state funds for the establishment of community-based alternatives to 
institutionalization has displaced federal support rather than stimulated it. 
Furthermore, support has gone to institutions, the elimination of which was the 
purpose of the subsidy. It is possible that the institutional treatment grants 
do go to community-based programs such as family therapy teams, but they should 
be labeled as such. 

Eleven grants were awarded from the Community-Based Juvenile Correction 
Subsidy during 1978. The grants ranged in size from $3,200 to $31,000, with 
about one-half under $15,000. The next year, only three more grants were 
awarded (a total of 14) despite the fact that the appropriation had been doubled 
to $320,000. However, ten new programs and nine new agencies were funded from 
this money since only four of the ten proposals were funded again. Grants that 
year ranged in size from $10,000 to $61,000. Nearly two-thirds of these 
allocations exceeded $15,000. 

Grants for Alternatives to Foster Care and In-Home Services, while not 
significantly greater in number than the community-based corrections awards, are 
considerably larger in dollar amounts. In 1979, 13 awards were made--nearly 
one-third were under $50,000, another one-third ranged from $50,000 to $100,000, 
while the final one-third exceeded $100,000. The amounts of the grants were as 
low as $5,000 and as high as $378,000. . 

The next year allocations increased by one-third, and four more agencies 
were funded. The grants ranged from $17,000 to $421,000. Like the previous 
year, one-third received greater than $100,000, and approximately another one
third were granted between $50,000 and $100,000, with the remainder below 
$100,000. 

When state funds are distributed through subsidies to local agencies, they 
are usually augmented by local resources. While some of the agencies surveyed 
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TABLE 2. IOWA: DISTRIBUTION OF FEDERAL FUNDS (JUVENILE 
JUSTICE IMPROVEMENT FUNDS) 1975-1979 

; 

LEAA - Juvenile Justice Improvement 
Prevention Police/ Improving Juvenile Institutional 

and Juvenile Juvenile Community Treatment and 
Diversion Relations Adjudication Corrections Manpower 

$ 50,740 $192,139 $ 54,299 $221,055 $127,800 
8% 30% 8% 34% 20% 

$278,000 $213,822 $ 40,070 $492,903 $157,919 
24% 18% 3% 42% 13% 

$ 21,863 $144,900 $ 55,980 $324,431 $269,500 
3% 17% 6% 37% 31% 

$104,810 $ 33,231 $ 47,500 $101,250 $240,884 
17% 5% 7% 16% 38% 

$104,52~ $ 57,215 $128,283 $100,988 $235,000 
15% 8% 19% 15% 35% 

Annual Action Plans, Iowa Crime Commission, 1975-1979. 

" 

Juvenile 
Justice LEAA 
Training Total 

$ 0 $ 646,033 
0% 100% 

$ 0 $1,183,397 
0% 100% 

$ 56,326 $ 873,000 
6% 100% 

$107,325 $ 635,000 
17% 100% 

$ 53,300 $ 679,310 
8% 100% 

\ 

';: 
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were receiving 100 percent funding for their programs, many added substantial 
support from other sources. The budgets of four Iowa agencies offer examples. 
Agency A, for instance, received 36 percent of its funding from private contri
butions, 13 percent from client fees, and 48 percent from the state, and three 
percent from miscellaneous sources. Agency B received 35 percent from client 
fees, 33 percent from private contributions, 21 percent from local public 
sources, ten percent from the state, and one percent from the federal govern
ment. Agency CIS budget showed 62 percent of its revenue coming from the state, 
37 percent from the United Way, and one percent from client fees; while Agency D 
received 18 percent of its funding from the state and the remaining 82 percent 
from the federal government. These data illustrate the point that up to 82 
percent of funding for these programs is generated from other sources and that, 
generally, over one-third of the support is raised locally. 

At least three local agencies among those surveyed for the case study had 
either started their programs with federal funds or were now receiving federal 
monies. These sources were the Comprehensive Employment and Training Act 
(CETA), the Law Enforcement Assistance Administration (LEAA), and the Drug Abuse 

Office and Treatment Act (DAOTA). 

Finally, returning once again to the size of grants awarded from the sub
sidies, slightly more than one-half of the agencies surveyed felt that the allo
cations were not adequate. Reasons cited were that the number of referrals out
stripped the money, the agency had an extensive waiting list, incre~ses had 
only kept up with inflation and not growing client loads, and that reimburse
ments did not cover the full costs of providing the service. One sore point 
among providers was insufficient coverage of administrative costs. 

When asked what strategy would providers pursue given that state subsidY 
funds were no longer available, over one-half of the providers interviewed 
expressed a desire to continue the service under state purchase-of-services 
contracts, fulfilling the intention that the subsidies be used "to seed" new 
programs for the POS system. One-third of the agencies reported that they would 
reduce or discontinue the service without state funds. Three agencies said that 
they would seek private funding from the United Way or contributions, and one 
agency reported that it would seek county funds from the board of supervisors. 

In all, nine local service providers were interviewed. 

ORGANIZATIONAL STRUCTURES 

At the state level, the subsidies are administered by the Bureau of 
Children's Services, one of the seven divisions of the Department of Social 
Services. One professional in charge of foster care management spends about ten 
percent of his time on matters related to the Alternatives to Foster Care 
Subsidy and In-Home Services. A second state-level professional administers the 

Community-Based Juvenile Corrections Subsidy. 

As mentioned in the section on Organizational Context, the state is divided 
into 16 districts, each of which has a district manager. Local administration 
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is performed by DSS 1 i emp oyees, customarily s ilk 
mun ty. The subsidies are administer d oc a wor ers, assigned to the com-
positions were established at either thee s through this structure. No special 
pe~sonnel devote a small percentage of t~::e ~~ local levels; rather. existing 
su sidies. All of the appropriations are llr me to matters dealing with the 

, retained for administration. a ocated to programs, and no money is 

For the Alternatives to Foster Care 
personnel are somewhat more involved Subsidy and In-Home Services, district 
Corrections Subsidy, for they determi t~an ~or the Community-Based Juvenile 
other hand, grant awards from the C ne i ow t is money will be spent. On the 
are determined by a State'Review Co o~~un ty-Based Juvenile Corrections Subsidy 
Des Moines. The Juvenile'Justice ~ j ee, working with the state DSS office i~ 
the Youth Law Center, and the directo:,s~rYthcou:Cil, the Iowa Crime Commission 
well. as the subsidy's state-level a~mi i e ureau of Children's Services, a; 
committee. n strator, are represented on this 

Monitoring is done by staff also keep track of case fil at the district level. District level staff 
utilization of funds and t~S, statistics, billing procedures, fiscal records 

, 0 er administrative procedures. ' 

Those 'interviewed cited far more adva t . " 
offices than disadvantages. Most felt th:tag;~e to t;:dvi

ing 
district and local 

government allowed providf'rs to h se a tional layers of state 
bette,r understand state policies av~ cl~ser contact with DSS personnel and to 
ceived to be helpful, cooperative" re~ca :nd district DSS personnel were per
It was felt that county governm~nt :fof~s ve, and concerned about local needs. 
C~ild welfare, and that DSS served this ~ial~i were not really concerned with 
c ted concerned what was perceived to ~:nc on well. The few disadvantages 
requests for information. e excessive red tape and numerous 

One interesting finding is that onl two 
any tec~nical assistance from DSS re Ya providers reported having received 
funding sources, etc. Considering that

g t~din; program development, additional 
Juvenile Corrections Subsidy expressly lIe tgi~,lation for the Community-Based 
to local groups" suggests anoth i ca s or providing technical assistance 
is not being met. er nstance where one of the subsidy's objectives 

Currently, the only local bodies besi 
ces, engaged in policymaking and pIa ' i des the local and district DSS offi-
public and private agencies. Howev:~ ng are the boards of directors for the 
trators envision the develo ment 0 ' some legislators and state DSS adminis
recommended in the Plan for C~mmuni t f communi ty planning networks, a conce t 
these bodies would be such organiza;i Integrated Youth Services. Represented ~n 
volunteers, churches, law enforcement ons aS

i 
scho.ol districts, private agencies 

groups. agenc es, Judges, and interested citizens~ 

Perhaps the greatest challen e to i complex pattern of funding fam;l a nteragenc~ coordination is the state's 
earlier section. To reiterate bri ~l nd children s services described in an 
purchase of services, as well as e a:a~ allocation decisions concerning most DSS 
Subsidy and In-Home Services are d ds from the Alternatives to Foster Care 
from the Community-Based Juve~ile Co~a e t~y DSS district offices. Grant awards rec ons Subsidy are determined by a state-
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level review committee. Federal monies from LEAA and JJDPA are administered by 
. the Iowa Crime Commission and are allocated to county boards of supervisors. 
,The youth coordinator, in the Governor's Office for Planning and Programming, 
administers funds from the Runaway Youth Act among other youth-serving programs. 
Counties are responsible for covering the expenses of juvenile intake, proba
tion, and detention. 

This system would seem to pose a challenge to coordination. At the state 
level, it was recommended in the Plan for Community Integrated Youth Services 
that a consortium be developed of the following agencies: the Department of 
Public Instruction, the Department of Health, the Job Service Department the 
Office for Planning and Programming, the Iowa Crime Commission, the Iowa Co~ncil 
for Children, representatives from the legislatiYe, executive, and judicial 
branches of state government, and other int~l\'r.ested public and private groups. A 
second recommendation included the appointment of a full-time, state-level coor
dinator with adequate support staff to work in the Department of Social 
Services. This person would be known as the Coordinator for Integrated Youth 
Services. 

Until these recommendations are implemented, interagency coordination 
currently takes place on a local, ad hoc, and informal basis. A number of agen
cies with services pertinent to a client's needs may be involved in planning the 
treatment case, or a primary service provider may refer the client to other 
providers who may not be formally associated with the case. One district has a 
screening committee which meets once a month to review problem cases. The mem
bership includes a juvenile court supervisor, a supervisor of field services, a 
representative from the area education agency, as well as staff members from the 
district and local DSS staff offices. In another instance, the boards of super
visors of Adair, Marion, Madison, and Warren counties have a special board to 
oversee their common probation and shelter care services. It is apparent that 
many independent coordination efforts have been established in response to spe
cific needs or problems. 

INTERGOVERNMENTAL RELATIONS 

The vertical administration of the Department of Social Services has meant 
that the subsidies themselves have presented no special cause for friction 
between the state and county governments. The greater controversies have 
resulted, rather, from the revisions in the juvenile code and from questions 
about whether the county or state is responsible for paying for local detention 
and shelter care services. The county boards of supervisors are satisfied to 
leave most of the responsibility for social services to DSS. 

The one exception is the local judiciary. Juvenile judges and county 
attorneys have tried, and have succeeded, in maintaining discretion over place
ment decisions for adjudicated delinquents and children. in need of assistance. 
The court's authority to have continuing jurisdiction and to hold a placement 
hearing after six months were revisions made in deference to juvenile judges, 
thus limiting the discretion of DSS. 
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In general, there is little local involvement with social services, and 
legislators would like to see more par'ticipation on the part of local groups and 
individuals. "Locals," howevf!t:'~ have been described as suspicious of anything 
which will cost them more money. The general sense of agreement is that if the 
state asks local governments to do something, the state is expected to provide 
the funds to pay for it. A more concrete example is that, in 1974, the state 
assumed payment for the salaries of local DSS workers to accommodate a property 
tax c.ut. Residents were delighted to see the state take over this 
responsibility. 

GENERAL EVALUATIONS OF THE SUCCESS OF THE SUBSIDY 

Agencies with grants or contracts with DSS are reviewed on the following 
points: (1) the type of service and the number of clients served during the 
agreement period, (2) the number of clients with case plans, (3) the number of 
case plans up-to-date, (4) the number of clien'=s considered to be reaching 
prescribed goals and objectiv~s, (5) the number of clients that had reached 
prescribed goals and obje~tives, (6) the maintenance of current attendance data, 
(7) the quantity and quality of staff, (8) the adequacy of the physical plant, 
(9) any measurable impacts of the program, and (10) achievement of agency goals. 

An overall evaluation of the Alternatives to Foster Care Subsidy and In-Home 
Services is currently being conducted by the Iowa Legislative Fiscal Bureau. 
The effort is divided into four phases, with the first phase just having been 
completed. This phase examined the congruence between legislative intent and 
delegation of authority. The second phase will look at the effectiveness and 
efficiency of state planning processes for program development and implemen
tation. The effectiveness and economy of service delivery and case management 
functions will be the focus of the third phase, while the impact of the services 
on clients will be assessed in the fourth and final phase. 

Because only the f:trst phase is completed, no conclusions can be included 
here. From a cursory review of the study, however, it appears that those 
programs are succeeding in meeting their mutual objectives to reduce foster care 
placements, to keep families together, and to save money. 

No formal evaluation of the Community-Based Juvenile Corrections Subsidy, as 
far as it is known, is under way or being planned. From the indicators obtained 
in this study, it appears that this effort may not be meeting its legislative 
objectives and, indeed, may even be subverting them. The legislation calls for 
the provision of "technical assistance to local groups which intend to establish 
or improve community-based juvenile correctional programs." Almost all provj.
ders interviewed--those who had been awarded subsidy grants--reported that they 
had not received technical assistance from DSS either prior to, during, or after 
the RFP process. 

Another objective of the legislation is to maximize available federal funds. 
Analysis in an earlier section demonstrated that the proportion of LEAA Juvenile 
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Justice Improvement Funds to community corrections has decreased over the years, 
showing its greatest reduction in 1978. 

A third point concerns 1978 legislative intent language mandating DSS to 
develop a plan for phasing out Iowa's three juvenile institutions. It can also 
be observed from the analysis described in a previous section that, while the 
proportion of juvenile improvement allocations to community corrections was 
decreasing, the proportion of allocations to institutional treatment and man
power was increasing. One could surmise that the availability of subsidy funds 
for community corrections allowed the shift of support to institutions. It is 
possible, too, that the institutional treatment grants support community-based 
programs such as family therapy teams or transitional placements. If this is 
the case, they should be labeled as community-based rather than institutional. 

Finally, while not stipulated in the legislation, DSS, since becoming the 
subsidy's administrating agency, has assumed that subsidy funds should be used 
as "seed money" to develop new agencies and new programs, and after one or two 
years of initial grant funding, continue them through purchase-of-services 
contracts. From the sample of agencies interviewed for this study, only one
half of the service providers intended to continue under a POS arrangement. The 
balance wished to seek local public or private support. 

A final point is that the subsidy was intended to develop new programs and 
agencies where there were none. While increased funding did provide grants for 
ten new programs and nine new agencies, only three more programs, in total, were 
funded over the previous year even though the appropriation had doubled. One
third of the agencies had received nearly two-thirds of the money, and many 
geographical areas without services continue to be without them. 

One measure of the success of a program is subjective, yet valid, and that 
is how well people perceive the program to be doing. In this regard, the 
Alternatives to Foster Care Subsidy and In-Home Services appear to be achieving 
high marks. State legislators, as well as state, district, and local DSS admin
istrators, and a variety of key informants felt that the programs were suc
ceeding in reducing foster care placement and in keeping families together. 
They felt that family coping skills could be seen as appreciably improved and 
that unstable domestic situations had been ameliorated. Regarding the Community
Based Juvenile Corrections Subsidy, despite problems cited by respondents, it 
was generally felt that some very good and innovative programs have been 
initiated. 

Several legislators and administrators interviewed suggested changes that 
they would like to see made. On a more systemlc level, they would like to see a 
continuum of services developed and available throughout the state. Ways to 
encourage innovation, they feel, should be continued as well as a search for 
alternatives. Despite its current state of suspension, there continues to be a 
great deal of interest in the plan for establishing two to four pilot projects. 
Legislators and administrators feel that these small-scale efforts would give 
them a better appreciation of how to manage a statewide system. On an adminis
trative level, a client-tracking system, a formal approach to needs assessment 
and evaluation, and alternative funding structures were among other iroprovements 
suggested. 

r f 
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CONCLUDING REMARKS 

Project grants are frequently used by the federal and state governments to 
introduce j.nnovation. They have the advantages of generally requiring smaller 
appropriations than formula grants and of being amenable to specific targeting 
to types of services, clients, and geographic areas. 

The Iowa legislature established three specific line-item appropriations to 
introduce innovation into what was perceived to be a stagnated purchase-of
services system. In the one case, the legislature wished to implement a reduc
tion in the number of children removed from their homes. It. was hoped that the 
integrity of the family unit could be strengthened, thus diminishing the likeli
hood of situations that cause families to disintegrate. The Alternatives to 
Foster Care Subsidy and In-Home Services supported through these line-item 
appropriations have demonstrated that there are viable service approaches to 
help families stay together. The direct result has been a reduction in the 
number of foster care placements. However, this effort is now suffering from 
some of the deficiencies of project grants. In this case, a few age.ncies are 
receiving most of the money rather than encouraging a statewide distribution of 
services. 

The Community-Based Juvenile Corrections Subsidy also permitted very spe
cific programs and geographic areas to be targeted. Its overall objective was 
to reduce the number of placements in state juvenile institutions. Unfortu
nately, the technology in this area is not as well developed as for home-based 
services. Experts in the juvenile justice field are less certain of effective 
community-be.oed approaches for children for whom all other community services 
have failed. The grants approach allows the state to be experimental--to fund 
what seem to be good but untried ideas. The problem is trying to concentrate 
sufficient resources in one area to develop the critical mass of services 
required to meet the needs of the types of juveniles sent to institutions. 
Another problem is funneling scarce resources to only a few geographical areas 
of the state without provoking political rancor among neglected constituencies. 

Iowa seems to be on the verge of accommodating these problems. The pilot 
projects would allow the state to concentrate resources in a few areas, would 
permit programming to be experimental (for it would be implemented on a small 
scale), and would hold out the promise to other districts that once it can be 
determined "what works," efforts c~n be made toward statewide implementation. 
The problem now, however, seemS to be getting the pilot projects off the ground. 
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MARYLAND YOUTH SERVICES BUREAUS SUBSIDY 

BACKGROUND AND ACKNOWLEDGMENTS 

During February 1980, interviews were conducted in Maryland in Annapolis 
(Anne Arundel County), Baltimore, Hughesville (for Calvert, Charles, and St. 
Marys Counties)>> and Rockville (Montgomery County) with directors and staff of 
youth service bureaus, a state legislator and legislative staff for the Maryland 
General Assembly, key state and regional administrators, and local community 
administrators. 

The staff of the Academy for Contemporary Problems acknowledges the fol
lowing individuals for giving their time to be interviewed and in providing 
requested documents for this case study. We are grateful to them for their 
cooperation and assistance. 

State Legislators and Staff 

Frank Pesce, Delegate, Maryland General Assembly, Annapolis 
Richard Bandeline, Budget Analyst, Department of Fiscal Services, Anna

polis 
Peter Tsou, Administrative Pillalyst, Department of Fiscal Services, 

Annapolis 

State and Regional Administrators 

Department of Health and Mental .Hygiene, Juvenile Services Administration, 
Annf1.polis 

Jesse Williams, Deputy Director 
Ron Schmidt, Prevention Specialist 
Eugenia High, Planner 
Edward Lang, Regional Supervisor 
Eileen Lewis, Youth Diversion Coordinator 

Howard Bluth, Director, Governor's Office of Children and Youth, Anna
polis 

Local Officials 

Rick Ferrara, Chief of the Office of Children and Youth, Montgomery 
County 

Richard Crane, Program Manager, Youth Services, Montgomery County 
Chuck Short, Executive Secretary, Office of Children and Youth, Mont

gomery County 
Suzanne Muncy, Planner, Montgomery County 
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Local Administrators and Service Providers 

Wayne Jerald, Director, Annapolis Youth' Services Bureau 
Audrey Moore, Executive Director, East Baltimore Yputh Service Bureau, 

and President of the ~mryland Association of Youth Services Bureaus 
(MAYSB), Inc. 

Thelma Robinson, Executive Director, Northwest Baltimore Youth Service 
Bureau, Inc., Baltimore 

Mary Griffin, Administrative Specialist, Northwest Baltimore Youth Ser-
vices Bureau, Inc., Baltimore 

Priscilla Mason, Clinical Director, Tri-County Youth Services Bureau, 
Hughesville 

Key Informants 

Yevola Peters, Executive Director, Anne Arundel County Community Action 
Carolyn Rogers, State Director, Southern New York Juvenile Justice Cen

ter, New York City 
Thomas Hamption, Mayor' ,6 Coordinating Council on Criminal Justice, 

Baltimore 

ORGANIZATIONAL CONTEXT 

Since July 1, 1967 p the Juvenile Services Administration (JSA) of the Depart
ment of Health and Mental Hygiene has been the state agency to assume major res
ponsibility for the administration, coordination, and standardization of state 
and local programs for juvenile delinquents and children in need of supervision. 
The Juvenile Services Administration has three major divisions: Court Services, 
Community Services, and Institutional Services. Other units include Special 
Services, Training and Staff Development, and Volunteer Services. 

The Division of Court Services provides all court services related to in
take, probation or protective supervision, and aftercare. When a juvenile case 
is rer~rred from a local law enforcement agency, school district, department of 
social services, or an individual to the Juvenile Services Administration, intake 
may file for formal court action, handle the case informally, or close it due to 
legal insufficiency. During 1978, nearly 75 percent of the casl';s referred to 
the Juvenile Services Administration came from the police. From 1968 to 1976, 
the number of referrals steadily increased from 25,270 to 58,044. Since 1976, 
the trend has been significantly downward, with nearly 13 percent f.ewer 
referrals in 1977 and 6.6 percent fewer in 1978. The majority of referrals come 
from metropolitan areas, auch as Baltimore, Prince Georges County, Anne Arundel 
County, and Montgomery County. These five areas accounted for 78 percent of all 
cases referred to the Juvenile Services Administration in 1978. 

The Division of Community Services has responsibility for the programs and 
funding (or partial funding) of all JSA res,idential and nonresidential 
community-based services. The decrease in referrals to the Juvenile Services 
Administration for court services parallels the development an~ more extensive 
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FIGURE 1. ORGANIZATION OF AGENCIES RELEVANT TO THE 
MARYLAND YOUTH SERVICES BUREAUS SUBSIDY 

GOVERNOR 

DEPARTMENT OF . 
HEALTH AND MENTAL 

HYGIENE 

ASSISTANT SECRETARY I 
FOR SPECIAL PROGRAMS 

JUVENILE SERVICES 1 
ADMINISTRATION 

I DIVISION OF I 
COMMUNITY SERVICES 

" " ' ,~ SUBSIDY FUNDS 
,,, FLOW TO " "-

" "" r---~--------~" 
LOCAL UNITS' OF " 
GOVERNHENT 

, 
" , 

" " " " 
18 YOUTH SERVICES 
BUREAUS 

~se 0bf community-based services. Except for 1977, each year since 1969 th 
as een a steady increase in admissions to communit ' ere 

~~:~i~::t::::~::~a:::~ra~::e~~r~~~S~e~:::c:r~~lt';,~c~::'~~~~e~~~~ ~;:;!!~~ 
sorode ofidthese services through community inst~tutions, . state-owned grOUpPhom::

s 

an res entia1 and day care programs. ' 

iti Th~ Div~sion of Institutional Services administers seven secure state facil
es or t e detention, treatment, or evaluation of juveniles, as well as hold

over facilities. These are the Maryland Training School, a training school for 
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boys; Montrose School, a coeducational training school; Boys' Village, a deten
tion facility; four Boys' Forestry Camps; Maryland Children's Center, a diagnos
tic and evaluation center; Waxter Children's Center, a detention facility; and 
Alfred D. Noyes Children's Center, a detention center. JSA also operates a six 
bed, 48-hour holdover facility in the YMCA in Cumberland, Marylande 

Figure 1 shows the organizational relationships among the agencies relevant 
to the Youth Services Bureaus Subsidy. 

The purpose of this case study is to describe the establishment, develop
ment, and future of the state subsidy to youth services bureaus (YSB). These 
agencies serve "troubled" youth under 18 who have not yet but are likely to 
penetrate the juvenile justice system. The bureaus are based in communities 
with high juvenile crime rates. They provide services at no charge to youth and 
their families who voluntarily seek individual and group counseling, crisis in
tervention and referral, and general information. In addition, depending upon 
community needs and budgetary limitations, youth services bureaus provide 
tutoring, leisure time activities, employment counseling and placement, com
munity education, drug information, and community resource development. 

youth services bureaus in }~ryland differ from familiar models in that they 
provide direct services to youth, rather than functioning as a coordinative 
agency among local providers. The youth services bureaus in Maryland are more 
accurately "youth services agencies," because the legislature had mandated that 
a given core of services are to be available through each youth services bureau. 

Currently there are 18 youth services bureaus located in nine counties, serv
ing 82 percent of the population. 1 Fifteen counties representing the remaining 
18 percent of the population do not have direct access to such services. The 
unserved counties are predominantly on the eastern shore and far western areas of 

the state. 

POLITICAL AND LEGISLATIVE HISTORY 

In 1971, several communi ties in Maryland were receiving funds from the 
federal Law Enforcement Assistance Administration (LEAA) to operate youth serv
ices bureaus. 2 The agencies were established to provide informal, neighborhood
based counseling to troubled youth and their families. The programs were de
signed to reach adolescents not served by other agenci.es, particularly public 
agencies. Ini tially, these services were often loosely structured) typically 
offering recreational activities and various types of counseling. The centers 
were open at all times as a safety valve to adolescents and families experienc-
ing strained domestic relationships. 

Each youth services bureau had an outreach component in an attempt to in
volve youngsters whose distrust or inexperience with social agencies discouraged 
them from dropping in for assistance. The center staff approached popular hang
outs near schools and homes in an attempt to help juveniles potentially headed 
for trouble. 
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The five youth services bureaus estimated that they served a total of 7 000 

youngsters and their families each year during the first three years of op~ra
tion. Costs were estimated to range from $29 to $356 per youth per year. De
spite these measures, no clear indicator could prove that youth services bureaus 
re~uced the number of delinquent acts or diverted youth from the state's juve
nile justice system. While it can be demonstrated that court referrals and 
juvenile corrections institutional populations steadily decreased during this 
three-year span, a causal relationship could not be established. 

The youth services bureaus were started at a time when nationwide attention 
was directed toward the development of community-based programs for d'elinquent 
youth. Status offenders were removed from the juvenile justice system in 
Maryland on January 1, 1974. Overall, the youth population in state institu
tions declined. However, even without youth services bureaus, other states also 
showed significant declines in court referrals and commitments to state correc
tions facilities during the seme time period, perhaps more a result of decrimi
nalizing status offenders than of efforts to build community resources. 

During 1971 to 1974, communities with youth services bureaus had contributed 
approximately 25 percent of the support. The federal funds to youth services 
bureaus had been considered "seed money" to stimulate the development of state 
and local support. Obviously, some local support had been obtained, but it was 
generally insufficient to continue the existing programs. Thus, with the termi
nation of LEAA funds on June 30, 1974, the five youth services bureaus were 
destined to close unless additional funds could be leveraged. 

The first step taken by the five youth services bureaus was to form the 
Maryland Association of Youth Services Bureaus, Inc. (MAYSB). Its sole purpose 
at that time was to develop a strategy to cause the state to compensate for the 
impending loss of federal funds through the state's budget. 

Efforts were begun to inform clients and their families, citizen groups, 
other community agencies, local units of government, and state legislators of 
the problems to be faced with the termination of LEAA funds. Public awareness 
was engendered through public meetings, letter writing, speechmaking~ active 
lobbying, and publications, among other approaches. Members of the Legislative 
Subcommittee of the }~ryland Association of Youth Services Bureaus, Inc., at
tended a one-day train~ng session on lobbying offered by the }~ryland League of 
Women Voters and subsequently conducted their own lobbying workshop in Annapolis 
for all directors of youth services bureaus. A pamphlet entitled "Support Youth 
Services Bureaus" was sent to stat~ legislators and other influential parties. 
The pamphlet described the origin, goals, services, accomplishments, and funding 
needs of the youth services bureaus. The stated purpose of this publication was 
to generate an understanding that, without state sup'port, youth services bureaus 
would end with the termination of LEAA funds on June 30, 1974. The pamphlet was 
very direct in its call for state funds, saying, "At present, funding on a 
contract-for-services basis from the Department of Juvenile Services (sic) is a 
feasible and viable alternative source of revenue. Strong community, agency and 
legislative support is necessary, if these funds are to be secured. Immediate, 
concerted effort is needed because, without your help, five Youth Services 
Bureaus ••• will cease to exist (on June 30, 1974)... ACTION AFTER THE FACT WILL 
NOT BE ENOUGHI" 

I 
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An ac ti ve lobbying effort by the Haryland Association of Youth Services 
Bureaus, Inc. was begun with at least one member present each day of the 90-day 
legislative session. Efforts were made daily to talk with state legislators. 
Letters of support to be sent to state representatives were solicited from 
influential citizens and clients. Over 1,000 letters were also sent to the 
governor in an attempt to secure his endorsement. The letters indicated that 
the loss of LEAA funds would mean an end to a key effort toward primary delin
quency prvention in Maryland. 

Because 1974 was an election year, association members were also encouraged 
to actively participate in local political campaigns, working for those candidates 
who supported state funds for youth services bureaus and against those who did 
not. Legislative staff members, and especially fiscal analysts, were contacted, 
for budget analysts in Maryland tend to be highly influential in the original 
planning of legislation and presentation of proposals for the governor's 
approval. ' 

The governor responded to the lobbying effort by recommending that the 
state's supplemental appropriation for 1975 include funds for youth services 
bureaus. The chairmen and key members of the House of Delegates Appropriation 
Committee and the Senate Finance Committee indicated that they, too, would 
support this appropriation. The recommendation from the Department of Budget 
and Fiscal Planning was that the state pay 75 percent of costs, with the balance 
to be matched by local sources. The amount requested by the resulting legisla
tion, House Bill 768, was $436,589 for 12 youth services bureaus, the'five ori
ginal bureaus plus seven more. 

The budget was approved, but not before several objections were raised by a 
small group of legislators. Four arguments against the bill surfaced. Some 
legislators felt that youth services bureaus should continue to seek refunding 
by LEAA. Since the programs were begun with federal funds, they should continue 
to be funded in that way. This objection, however, was withdrawn when it was 
explained that federal funds would not continue beyond June 30, 1974, regardless 
of efforts to extend them. The initial funding was to pilot the youth services 
bureaus concept. Once established, the intent had always been to secure ongoing 
local and state support. 

Delegates from rural areas objected that some communities would not have 
access to the service of youth services bureaus. To placate this concern, a 
promise was made to conduct a statewide needs assessment to determine appropri
ate locations for future state-funded youth services bureaus. Still other 
legislators felt that prevention of juvenile delinquency is a function of educa
tion, rather than juvenile justice. They suggested that services provided by 
youth services bureaus, especially community and drug education, employment serv
ices, and recreation, might more appropriately be delivered by schools. To meet 
this objection, state guidelines were to be established so that core services 
would address the issue of delinquency prevention. . In addition, the Juvenile 
Services Administration would develop specific program guidelines to be met 
before a local youth services bureau could become eligible for state funding. 

A final objection was whether the state should subsidize purely recreational 
programs. While recreation had been an important element of youth services 
bureau programming, it was not the primary objective. The compromise solution 
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was that the state would perform monitoring and overSight functions to see that 
services other than recreational activities were being offered. 

While still retaining a local orientation, a three-year implementation plan 
was designed to integrate youth services bureaus into the Juvenile Services 
Administration's statewide prevention program. The legislators did not want 12 
independent programs operating with state funds but without state guidelines. A 
pass-through arrangement was made part of the funding process so that local 
units of government could exercise some control over the program as well. This 
arrangement has presented Some problems for a few bureaus, an issue which will 
be discussed later. 

OBJECTIVES OF THE SUBSIDY 

Youth services bureaus have programs directed toward primary and secondary 
prevention of juvenile delinquency. Their primary purpose'is to develop serv
ices and coordinate resources in the community in order to serve troubled youth 
before they require judicial intervention or penetrate further into the judicial 
system. To accomplish these objectives, the bureaus pursue a number of strate
gies, including providing direct services and coordinating the delivery of serv
ices available to youngsters from other agencies. 

ALLOCATION OF FUNDS AND ADMINISTRATIVE REQUIRE~mNTS 

The Juvenile Services Administration requires local youth services bureaus 
to submit an annual application for funds to its grants section. The grantee 
also files a "Condition of Grant Award Statement" agreeing that control will not 
be relinquished to another agency or board without permission and that no serv
ices will be terminated without state approval. Compliance statements with 
Title VI of the Civil Rights Act of 1964 are also required. A youth services 
bureau then has three months, following approval, to make the program operation
al. Local sources, primarily from city and county, are required to under~rite 
at least 25 percent of the costs. 

A youth services bureau may modify its budget during the fiscal year for 
items costing less than $100. Any modification for larger amounts requires 
state approval. Unapproved changes become the liability of the agency and are 
not reimbursed by state funds. Also, failure to perform according to the state 
guidelines, execute appropriate fiscal and administrative practices, and initiate 
mandated services can result in the termination of funds. In six years of state 
support, however, no youth services bureau has lost its funding. 

Costs which are eligible for state reimbursement. include: 
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1. Direct costs for: (a) salaries, wages, and fringe benefits; (b) in
state travel expenses related to service delivery or staff develop
ment; (c) all direct operating costs; and (d) purchase of operating 
equipment, except automobiles. 

2. Costs connected with the rental and maintenance of space. 
3. Contractual agreements with third parties for the delivery of serv

ices, primarily training. 

Payments are made, in most cases, to the sponsoring local unit of govern
ment, city or county, which provides the matching funds. This system has 
generally worked well with a minimum delay in fund transfers for the youth ser
vices bureaus. In Baltimore, however, where there are four bureaus, delays have 
been experienced since the city holds submissi~n of applications to tbe state as 
well as reimbursements until all four youth services bureaus have met adminis
trative requirements. 

Local units of government are charged with monitoring youth services bureaus 
in their jurisdiction. They enforce fiscal practices to guarantee proper use of 
funds. Some jurisdictions have experienced difficulty with occasional cash flow 
problems. Bureaus without financial backing from a larger parent agency cite 
difficulty in maintaining program continuity and paying ongoing expenses during 
the gap between appropriation and dis~ursement of funds. 

Under provisions of a 1979 amendment to the Youth Services Bureaus Subsidy, 
local agencies may incorporate and receive funds directly from the state, there
by bypassing the local governing body. This has been done by the Northwest 
Baltimore Youth Services Bureau, Inc., an action which eliminated the problem of 
delays in payment due to processing by the city. However, this provision might 
result in even greater problems. If the City of Baltimore no longer retains an 
active involvement in the financial arrangements, the interest in continuing to 
provide the local match could diminish, jeopardizing the continuation of the 
entire program. 

TYPES AND LEVELS OF SERVICES SUPPORTED BY THE SUBSIDY 

The Code of Maryland requires the Juv€!U:Ue Services Administration "to devel
op programs for the pre-delinquent child whose behavior tends to lead to con
tact with juvenile justice agencies." (Article 52A, Section 5(a) The 1974 
enabling legislation for state support to youth services bureaus mandated that 
four types of services be provided to receive state funds. These services are 
(1) individual counseling, (2) general and referral information services, (3) 
crisis intervention, and (4) informal or drop-in counseling. In addition, six 
other types of services may be provided as needed. They include (1) tutori~g; 
(2) leisure-time activities; (3) mob:Uization of community resources; (4) Job 
placement assistance; (5) community education, consultation, and training; and 
(6) drug education. 
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All youth services bureaus contacted offered the mandated core services. 
Many of these programs, such as family counseling, have diversified into serv
ices supplementing the mandated core. The family counseling program in one 
agency, for example, includes several short courses on topics related to family 
relations. Other types of optional services include: workshops for other youth 
service professionals., a "group-living" home for boys, counseling and diagnostic 
programs in the schools, programs to support and train foster parents, medical 
treatment, parent education programs, and youth employment programs. 

All youth services bureaus provided services in addition to the mandated 
core services, depending on community needs and preferences, as well as on the 
interests and expertise of the professional staffs. The availability of money 
and time to develop non-required services would lead one to believe that core 
services were at least being adequately funded and staffed. 

SERVICES RECEIVED BY JUVENILES 

During 1978, youth services bureaus formally reported counseling over 5,000 
youth. The number of juveniles served by all but one of the youth services 
bureaus is shown in Table 1. It should be noted that the number of juveniles 
reported as receiving "formal counseling" represents only a small percentage of 
the total number of youth served by youth services bureaus. For example, in one 
agency, where 355 youth were formally reported as having been counseled, it is 
estimated that nearly 1,000 juveniles may have been served. Thus, only 36 per
cent of the total was actually recorded. An exact number served by youth serv
ices bureaus is impossi.ble to determine because many youth are reached through 
informal methods or by dropping in at the center, which are not reflected in an 
agency's records. 

SOURCES AND LEVELS OF FUNDING 

Each year since 1975, the state budget has increased the overall amount for 
youth services bureaus: 

1975--$436,589 
1976--$790,493 
1977--$1,018,148 
1978--$1,111,332 

Funding for youth services bureaus was moved from the supplemental budget 
request to an ongoing line item in the budget request of the Juvenile Services 
~dministration, an action which lessened the need for annual lobbying by the 
Maryland Association of Youth Services Bureaus, Inc., to ensure continued sup
port. The annual drive to be refunded grew tiresome for many staff and took 
away time from the actual operation of services to youth. -
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TABLE 1. TOTAL NUMBER OF JUVENILES FORMALLY COUNSELED BY MARYLAND YOUTH 
SERVICES BUREAUS BY LOCATION, SEX AND RACE, FISCAL 1978* 

Male Female Bureau Location Black White Other Black White Other Total 

Annapolis Anne Arundel Count 318 37 257 16 628 
Bowie Prince Georges Co. 101 127 78 190 496 
Carroll County Carroll County 1 101 2 54 158 

. College Park Prince Georges Co. 1 133 3 12 83 3 235 
Dundalk Baltimore. County 10 241 4 6 133 3 397 

7 East Baltimore Baltimore City 113 4 196 2 315 I-' 
Gaithersburg I-' Gaithersburg ** ** ** ** ** * * 

0'\ 

Glenarden Prince Georges Co. 46 45 91 
Greenbelt Prince Georges Co. 5 14·2 5 4 162 7 325 
Harundale Anne Arundel Count 1 56 2 28 87 
Laurel Prince Georges Co. 7 54 9 40 110 i \ 

~ ! Lighthouse Baltimore County 10 57 3 54 124 
Listening Post Montgomery County 3 12 2 23 3 43 
North Centra.l Baltimore County 76 21 37 6 140 1\ 

)1 Northwest Baltimore Baltimore 208 117 329 i County 2 2 Ii 
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Bureau 

People for 
Community Action 

Rockville 

Tri-County 

Total 

Location 

Baltimore County 

Montg~mery County 

Charles County 

TABLE 1. (Continued) 

Male 
Black White 

4 71 

44 180 

128 560 

1,076 1,798 

Female 
Other Black White Other Total 

2 43 120 

5 26 214 4 473 

60 445 1,193 

21 854 1,495 20 5,264 

* Formal counseling is only a small portion of the total services and total actual clients served by youth services bureaus. 
** denotes information Not Available. 

Source: Juvenile Services Administration, Annual Report, 1978, Table XII, p. 48. 
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The projected budget for fiscal 1981 is estimated at $1,340,000, signifying 
that in six years state support to youth services bureaus doubled. This amount 
supports, in part, 18 agencies. In some cases, local governments provide in 
excess of 25 percent of the support to ensure that additional services can be 
provided. 

A few local governments, notably the City of Baltimore, provide less than 25 
percent of the funds, thus forcing the local youth services hur.eaus to find 
other means to meet the shortfall. Sometimes as much as five percent of the 
costs must be covered by the youth services bureaus~ Hence, professional staff 
time is often absorbed in organizing fund-raising projects. Ironically, the 
intent of the move to include youth services bureaus into the state's annual 
budget request was to reduce the yearly scramble for continuation funding. The 
practical effect of local budgetary shortfalls results in a similar situation. 

Only one local unit of government has totally withdrawn its support. Calvert 
County t>lithdrew from financial participation in the Tri-County Youth Services 
Bureau in Hughesville. Nevertheless, this eight-year-old agency continues to 
function successfullY and still accepts referrals from Calvert County. The pat
tern in other jurisdictions, in keeping with the matching requirements, has been 
to increase the local share with each escalation in state appropriations. 

INTERGOVERNMENTAL RELATIONS 

Initial support of the youth services bureau concept was obtained in both 
the House of Delegates and Senate through the lobbying efforts of the Maryland 
Association of Youth Services Bureaus, Inc. Support in the House of Delegates 
Appropriation and Senate Finance Committees enabled the request to be added to 
the 1975 supplemental state budget. In 1977, a key state delegate introduced 
le~islation, which subsequently passed, to remove funding for youth services 
bureaus from the special-pr.oject classification, implied by funding in the sup
plemental budget, and place it as an annual budget item in the appropriation for 
the Juvenile Services Administration. The annual increases in appropriations, 
coupled with the change in budgetary status, would appear to be strong indica
tors of continued legislative support. 

:- f 

The level of support has not always been so resolute by the Juvenile Services 
Administration. In many respects, the bureaus were an unsought re~ponsibility 
for the state agency. The agency's lack of enthusiasm for youth services bureaus 
was demonstrated in the second year of the program, 1976, when the .Tuvenile Serv
ices Administration reduced its budget request for the bureaue. The Maryland 
Association of Youth Services Bureaus, Inc., once agi:;lin mounted a campaign to 
restore the funds to the supplemental budget. Their effort was so successful 
that not only was the amount restored, but was increased over the previous year's 
appropriations by $350,000--a gain of 81 percent. This enabled several new 
bureaus to be establ:t.shed, and clearly demonstrated the level of support of 
state legislators for the youth services bureau concept. 
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There is continuing strong evidence of support for the program. Since 1975, 
the budget has been increased overall by 175 percent. In contrast, during that 
same six-year period--1975 to 1981--state appropriations for the total Juvenile 
Services Administration budget increased by only 50 percent. Part of the atten
tion to youth services bureaus, however, may be attributed to the nationwide 
emphasis on community treatment programs for. delinquents. 

"Flexibility" and "informality," two of the characteristics often cited by 
state officials as strengths of youth services bureaus, also work against them. 
The bureaus provide juveniles a place to drop in for help with their problems, 
and case files are not set up for those youth met on an informal basis. There 
is seldom a client needs assessment, formal treatment plan, or other such device 
as a means to document success or at least record organizational behavior. Leg
islators and fiscal planners request proof and documentation to support their 
continued funding, and lack of documentation inherent in an informal style of 
operation has resulted in some credibility problems. 

Some serious questions are also being asked about how the programs prevent 
delinquency. ~funy people interviewed felt, simply on the basis of ,the programs, 
that delinquency is being prevented, but there has been no research to empiri
cally link the programs of youth services bureaus to delinquency prevention. 
While no formal evaluations of their effectiveness have been undertaken, an ana
lysis of recidivism rates performed by the Juvenile Services Administration 
showed a greater reduction in recidivism rates among clients of youth services 
bureaus than for those of another state-subsidized effort, the youth diversion 
projects. 

Continuation of funds appears likely, but questions on program effectiveness 
will continue. Maryland continues to operate with a surplus of state funds. 
However, as inflation erodes this surplus and various program demands continue 
to absorb state monies, even more emphasis on accountability is likely to occur. 
Fiscal and programmatic accountability, directly tied to delinquency prevention, 
will probably be required. 

When federal funds from LEAA were to be discontinued in 1974, directors of. 
youth services bureaus saw state support coupled with local matching resources 
as the only available alternative to successful continuation of their programs. 
Local governments, which had originally committed themselves to picking up the 
greater part of costs, found themselves facing circumstances which were not 
favorable to being able to maintain this promise. Therefore, the 75 percent 
state support was greeted with enthusiasm, for it provided the means for local 
governments to continue youth services without the burden of having to under
write all of the expenses. In most locations where interviews were conducted, 
there was enthusiastic support for the funding arrangement. In a couple of 
cases, however, it was felt that the local matching requirement should not exceed 
ten percent. There was also Some sentiment for 100 percent state funding, based 
on the rationale that the state fully supports other services for the juvenile 
corrections system. Resistance to the local match is particularly evident in 
areas where youth services bureaus Serve multiple jurisdictions. Some local 
government officials have been reluctant to continue support for the program 
when the physical location is not in their county, even though juveniles from 
their jurisdiction are being served through outreach efforts. The Maryland 
Association of Youth Services Bureaus, Inc., however, has always supported a 
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state-local matching arrangement as well as s'tate standards as a way to maintain 
community ownership and still retain minimum quality and uniformity. 

Increases in local support may be the best available indicator of program 
success. Some youth ser.vices bureaus receive greater support from local govern
ment than the 25 percent match required. In some cases, as much as 50 percent 
of a bureau's budget is provided by the local county or city government. Even 
in those communities, however, the local YSB administrators interviewed still 
felt that the amount of money received is "less than adequate." The overall 
total dollar match has steadily increased from about $110,000 in 1975 to over 
$400,000 for 1981. 

Some local problems have developed, especially in rural counties, regarding 
salaries of the youth services bureaus staff when compared to other county 
employees. Youth services bureau staff, while not paid an exorbitant amount, 
frequently have salaries substantially higher than other long-term employees of 
county government. This situation has made the defense of the local share more 
difficult in such cases. 

The zero-base budgeting concept has generated some criticism from the staff 
of youth services bureaus and local officials. Annual appropriations are refor
mulated each year. This perennial uncertainty forces the agencies to plan on a 
much shorter-term basis than if continued funding was assured. Despite this 
state of affairs, youth services bureaus have been successful in maintain:i.ng 
highly trained staff and have added new programs each year. 

GENERAL EVALUATIONS OF THE SUCCESS OF THE SUBSIDY 

From information developed through on-site interviews, the study of adminis
trative and legislative documents and program information on the youth services 
bureaus in ~mryland, several observations can be made. 

Without the lobbying efforts of the ~ryland Association of Youth Services 
Bureaus, Inc., in 1974 and 1975, state funds to continue operation of the feder
ally initiated youth services bureaus would not have been set aside. Efforts of 
the association were the impetus for the original legislation as well as for 
subsequent increases in funding. 

Technically, the concept of less restrictive, community-based treatment does 
not keep juveniles out of the system; what it does do is involve them in the 
broader human services system rather than the juvenile justice system. Since 
youth services bureaus are one type of formalized program for the juvenile 
justice system, the goal to prevent penetration into the system can never be 
realized through this method. 

Youth services bureaus offer an example of the "seed money" concept employed 
by the federal government. The concept is that, if communities can demonstrate 
a program to be successful, then local and state governments should absorb the 
costs once federal dollars are withdrawn. 
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The future for the Maryland Youth S 
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youth services bureaus will be establis·hed i e it is not likely that many new 
will continue. ' t appears that the current programs 

FOOTNOTES 

1. The 18 youth services bureaus '. An 
Annapolis; Bowie Involvement P fare. napolis Youth Services Bureau, 
County Youth Services Bureau ~ogram W or Parents and Youth, Bowie; Carroll 
Bueau, College Park' Dundalk Y tnhcS·' iestminister; College Park Youth Service 
S i ' ou erv ce Center Dundalk' E B 1 erv ce Bureau Baltimore' Gaith b ' , ast a timore Youth 
burg; Glenarde~ Youth Services Bu~::uur~~GUide Youth Services Bureau, Gaithers
Bureau, Greenbelt· Harundale Y th C' enarden; Greenbelt Cares Youth Services 
Inc., Laurel; Li~hthouse Inc ou C etnter'i Glen Burnie; Laurel-Beltsville Oasis 
C 1 ' ., an onsv lIe' Listening P t B h ' entra Youth Services Bureau B Iti' os, et esdaj North 
Bureau, Inc., Baltimore' Peopie ~ ~orej Northwest Baltimore Youth Services 
Baltimore; Rockville Yo~th Ser i or Bommunity Action, Youth Services Bureau 
Services Bureau, Hughesville. v ces ureau, Rockvillej and Tri-County Youth 

2. These communities were Baltimore Bowi 
fifth youth i b ,e, serv ces ureau was also established 
Calvert, Charles, and St. Marys Counties. 
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The staff of the Academy for Contemporary Problems acknowledges the following 
individuals for giving their time to be interviewed and in providing requested 
documents for this case study. We are grateful to them for their cooperation 
and assistance. 

State Administrators 

Juvenile Services Administration, Department of Health and Mental Hygiene 

Jesse Williams, Deputy Director, Baltimore 
Eileen Lewis~ Youth Diversion Coordinator, Baltimore 
Edward Lang, Regional Supervisor, Baltimore 
Luke Howard, Region VIII, Centerville 
Marty Simon, Region VIII, Centerville 
Barry Barrell, Region VIII, Centerville 

Local Administrators and Service Providers 

Jay Faron, Project Director, Communities Organized to Improve Life, 
Baltimore 

Larry Bracey, Project Director, Baltimore Urban League 
Eddie Harrison, President, Juvenile Justice Resources, Inc., Baltimore 
Jean Prevas, Human Services Division, Southeast Community Organization, 

Baltimore 
Audrey Moore, Youth Service Center, East Baltimore Community Corpora

tion) Baltimore 

Key Informants 

Ken Hines, Governor's Commission on Law Enforcefuent, Baltimore 
Howard Bluth, Director, Governor's Office of Children and Youth, Balti

more 

Maryland was one of ten states chosen for case study because of the range 
and diversity of juvenile justice subsidies operating in the state. Maryland 
offered a history of state subsidization 9f juvenile services dating back to the 
early 1970s, and a rich diversity of subsidy programs from which to choose. Of 
Maryland's six subsidies identified through the survey, four were within the 
juvenile justice functional category. These juvenile justice subsidies were 
diverse with respect to the types of services subsidized. Different subsidies 
provided support for: (1) youth' services bureaus, (2) diversion projects, and 
(3) residential treatment centers. 

Selection of a specific subsidy was governed by the need to have subsidies 
represented in approximate proportions to their numerical distribution among the 
five functional categories (juvenile justice, child welfare, mental health, edu
cation, and employment) surveyed during the first part o~ the study. A series 
of additional factors also served to shape the choice of specific subsidy pro
grams within potential case study states. In general, subsidies were selected 
for case analysis because of their representativeness relative to program design 
features, types of services subsidized, and eligible recipients. A subsidy 
program might also be chosen for certain unique features, when all other factors 
were equal among potential case study candidates • 
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The Youth Diversion Projects Subsidy was selected because it constituted one 
of the few instances where local private nonprofit agencies are the only partic
ipating agencies. The youth diversion programs themselves provided an example 
from the limited universe of purely nonresidential programs, as most subsidies 
support either exclusively residential or mixed residential/nonresidential serv
ices. A third consideration was that, in its administrative design, the Youth 
Diversion Program Subsidy was illustrative of a project grant allocation method. 
Another factor making the Youth Diversion Program Subsidy unique was that it was 
one of the few subsidies found in the survey that was administratively estab
lished. 

ORGANIZATIONAL CONTEXT 

The prevention, treatment, and control of juvenile delinquents, status of
fenders (children in need of supervision), and dependent and neglected youth 
(children in need of assistance) are responsibilities shared by state, county, 
local, and private agencies. Law enforcement and courts are local functions, 
while intake, probation, aftercare, the operation of training schools, forestry 
camps, detention centers, and purchase-of-care services are all administered by 
the state. Purchase-of-care services are usually obtained from private pro
viders. 

Juvenile Services Administration 

Primary responsibility for delinquent youth and children in need of super
vision rests with the Juvenile Services Administration (JSA). Children in need 
of. assistance are the responsibility of the Department of Human Resources. A 
small number of mentally handicapped dependent and neglected youth, however, are 
placed in state hospitals, coordinated by the Juvenile Service',s Administration. 

Since July 1, 1967, the Juvenile Services Administration has been the state 
agency to assume major responsibility for the administration, coordination, and 
standardization of state programs and local services for juvenile offenders and 
status offenders. Placed within th€l Department of Health and Hental Hygiene in 
1969, the Juvenile Services Administration has three major divisions: Court 
Services, Community Services, and Institutional Services. The Division of 
Institutional Services administers holdover facilities and seven secure state 
facilities for the detention, treatment, or evaluation of juveniles. The Divi
sion of Court Services provides all intake, probation or protective supervision, 
and aftercare services, while the Division of Community Services has responsi
bility for funding (ot' partial funding) of all state-sponsored residential and 
nonresidential community-based services. Figure 1 displays the organization of 
agencies relevant to the subsidy's administration. The Division of Special Serv
ices supplies internal services to JSA in the form of planning, data collection, 
research, evaluation, publications, grants development, and Title XX planning. 
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The Juvenile Services Administration licenses private facilities from which it 
purchases services. 

FIGURE 1. ORGANIZATION OF AGENCIES RELEVANT TO 
MARYLAND YOUTH DIVERSION PROJECTS 

GOVERNOR 

DEPARTMENT OF 
HEALTH ~lD MENTAL 

HYGIENE 

ASSISTANT SECRETARY 
FOR SPECIAL PROGRAMS 

JUVENILE SERVICES 
ADMINISTRATION 

DIVISION OF 
COMMUNITY SERVICES 

REGION VIII 
(BALTIMORE) 

COORDINATOR OF 
YOUTH DIVISION 

PROJECTS 
...... ...... 

~~"''''''' SUBSIDY 
----. ............... FLOW ...... ...... 

FUNDS 
TO 

5 PRIVATE 
AGENCIES 

JSA provides the court intake unit personnel, who are available in person or 
by telephone on a 24-hour-per-day basis, for every juvenile court in the state. 
A few localities have developed diagnostic and referral teams composed of repre
sentatives from all relevant agencies as a means of assuring a continuity of 
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care and interagency cooperation and coordination following disposition of dif
ficult cases. The arrangement is formalized in the city of Baltimore as the 
Child }~nagement Intake Team, while it operates more informally in other local
ities. 

Secure Detention, Commitment, and Evaluation Facilities 

The Juvenile Services Administration operates four detention facilities: 
Maryland Training School, the Montrose School, Boys' Village, and the Waxt~r 
Children's Center. A new detention facility, the Alfred D. Noyes Children s 
Center in Hontgomery County, was opened in 1978. Boys' Village, the Waxter 
Children's Center, and the Alfred D. Noyes Center are used exclusively for deten
tion with a total capacity of 126 beds. Institutional treatment programs are 
also' in operation at the Maryland Training School and the Montrose School, which 
have a combined 556-bed capacity for both commitments and detentions. Addition
all four Boys' Forestry Camps with capacity of 140 are located in the western 
ar~' of the state. The majority of adolescents p~aced i~ these facilities ar: 

~lleged or adjudicated delinquents. The Maryland Children s Center with a capa 
city of 112 provides diagnostic and evaluation services for delinquents. Under 
Maryland law, this facility is not classif1.ed as a detenUon or corrections 
facility. 

The Juvenile Services Administration also operates a six bed, 48-hour hold
over facility in the YMCA in Cumberland, Maryland. Funded by LEAA, the facility 
holds youth prior to court hearings or transportation to another detention 
center. 

Juvenile Courts 

In each county in }~ryland, except Montgomery County, the circuit court 
exercises jurisdiction over all juvenile cases, whether de l.inquents , status i of
fenders or neglected children. In Hontgomery County, the Juvenile court ex sts 
within ~he District Court system, yet JSA staff performs all intake, probation, 
and aftercare functions as they do in all other jurisdictions. In eight coun: 
ties and Baltimore City, "masters" are employed on either a full-time or part 
time basis to hear juvenile cases; however, their findings must be confirmed by 
a juvenile judge. From time to time, the masters system has come under criti
cism for being inefficient as well as causing delays and duplication of work. 
It labors under a "second-class" status of the juvenile court. Although propos
als to end the masters system throughout Maryland have not been implemented, 
Prince Georges County has established two judgeships and a family court struc
ture to replace the work of masters and juvenile judges in the circuit courts. 
This forum also hears other cases involving family problems. The circuit court 
judges who act as juvenile judges are appointed by the governor. They serve at 
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least one year before standing for election. Subsequently, they must run for 
office as elected officials every 15 years. 

The juvenile court has jurisdiction over all detention, adjudication, and 
dispositional decisions. By law, only the juvenile court or JSA intake officers 
may authorize detention or shelter care placement prior to adjudication. The 
intake officer may' detain a child only until the next available court day, while 
a juvenj,le judge or master may detain a youth for a maximum of 30 days prior to 
an adjudicatory hearing. Additional 30-day detention orders can be obtained 
upon application. If the JSA intake staff does not close a case at intake or 
provide services informally, they authorize a petition which is forwarded to the 
state's attorney. 

The court processes which follow are divided into two steps, an adjudicatory 
hearing and a dispositional hearing. The purpose of the adjudicatory hearing is 
to determine the truth of the allegations about the youth contained in the peti
tion and his need for services. At this point, the juvenile court can waive 
jurisdiction to the adult criminal justice system (in the case of certain juve
nile delinquents), dismiss the petition, continue the case without finding, 
refer the youth to another agency, warn the youth, place the youth on probation 
without verdict, or sustain the petition and adjudicate the youth. 

In the event of adjudication, a dispositional hearing must be held to decide 
the program of treatment, training, or rehabilitation. The law permits only 
delinquents to be placed on probation under protective supervision in his own 
home. Status offenders or dependent children requiring supervision or assist
ance may be placed under protective supervision in their homes or in the custody 
or guardianship of others. Children may be committed to the custody of a local 
department of social services, the Department of· Heal th and Mental Hygiene, or 
under the guardianship of the Juvenile Services Administration to a public or 
private agency. 

POLITICAL AND LEGISLATIVE HISTORY 

The origins of youth diversion in Maryland date back to 1971, when a combi
nation of federal, state, and private funds were provided to Pre-Trial Interven
tion, a private nonprofit agency based in Baltimore. This program represented 
an extension of existing national efforts in diversion programming for adult 
offenders. Many features of its design, both for adults and youth, replicated 
the well-reputed New York pretrial project operated by the Vera Institute. The 
Baltimore agency attained national status, too, by virtue of being one of the 
first pretrial programs directed toward juvenile offenders l5-~2 to 18 years old. 

Original funding for Pre-Trial Intervention came from the U.S. Department of 
Labor, the state Juvenile Services Administration, and a private Boston cor
poration called Learning Systems. The state's share of the funding {'las small, 
particularly when compared to that of the program's major funding sponsor, the 
Department of Labor. 
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The next major development occurred in 1973, when Baltimore was selected by 
the Law Enforcement Assistance Administration as one of eight cities to receive 
Impact Offenders funds. The first impact funds were awarded by LEAA to Maryland 
i 1973 These monies were used to initiate a new program known as the Diversion 
o~ Impa·ct Offenders Project. OVer $150,000 in impact' funds was received and 
matched by state cash and in-kind contributions of $36,955 and $17,091, respec
tively. The Diversion of Impact Offenders Project did not overlap the Pre-Trial 
Intervention project, for the former was designed for ten to 14-year-olds in 
specific geographic areas, while the latter served youth 15-1/2 to 18 years old 
throughout ·Baltimore. 

After the award was granted, the Juvenile Services Administration selected 
the Southeast Community Organization (SECO), East Baltimore Community Organiza
tion and Baltimore Urban League as potential contractors. The Governor's Crime 
CommIssion gave approval in April, and in June 1973, funding officially began. 
In 1976, the Diversion of Impact Offenders Project also contracted with a fourth 
agency, Communities Organized to Improve Life (COIL). 

Throughout this period, the Pre-Trial Intervention program continued to 
operate independently of the Diversion of Impact Offenders Project. Administra
tive reporting arrangements reflected this separation, for Pre-Trial Interven
tion reports went to JSA' s deputy director, while JSA' s Chief of Community 
Programs oversaw the impact program. It was not until July 1978, that the Pre
Trial Intervention program joined the Diversion of Impact Offenders Project in 
reporting to the Community Programs unit. By that time, the Pre-Trial Interven
tion program was no longer receiving U.S. Department of Labor funds. Most of 
its funds for diversion programming were now coming from the state. All five 
projects are still in operation, although Pre-Trial Intervention was incorpo
rated under another name, Justice Resources, Inc., in 1977. 

Maryland's participation in the Impact Offenders project brought to the proj
ects not only federal funding benefits, but also federal program restrictions. 
Several restrictions detracted from the program's effectiveness. ~e most"lim
iting aspect was that only youth ten to 14 years old committing impact of
fenses (assault, burglary, breaking and entering, larceny, purse-snatching, and 
robbery) could be referred to diversion programs. Another requirement was that 
only first-time offenders could be referred to diversion programs. 

As the diversion program evolved, these restrictions gave way to more flex
ible arrangements, particularly when LEAA Impact Offender funds terminated and 
the state assumed responsibility for the program in September 1977. Diversion 
is no longer limited to juveniles committing impact offenses. The first-time 
offender requirement has also been considerably relaxed. Further, all diversion 
projects now accept juveniles older than 14'years of age, although on a selective 
basis. Despite these adjustments to client eligibility criteria, the program
matic thrust of the diversion projects has not undergone significant change. 
Family counseling, school intervention, and community referrals continue to be 
primary services. 

Initially, legal issues also presented problems for the diversion program. 
For example, every referral had to be cleared by the Chief Judge of Baltimore 
City. While this requirement no . longer exists, participation in a diversion 
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program is limited to 90 days, at which time the intake officer must decide 
whether to continue formal processing of the youth or close the case. 

Legislation has never been developed in ~~ryland legally establishing diver
sion as an alternative. The position of the Juvenile Services Administration is 
that since the agencY is statutorily authorized to provide intake services, the 
agency legislation authorizing diversion is unnecessary and redundant. The 
agency has never been challenged on its authority to fund and operate youth 
diversion programs as an adjunct to intake functions. 

With LEAA funding scheduled to end in the summer of 1978, continuation of 
the Diversion of Impact Offenders Project depended upon state assumption of the 
program. While the Juvenile Services Administration assumed administrative 
responsibility for the program, the state's financial burden was eased consider
ably by the fact that 75 percent of state expenditures for diversion could be 
reimbursed by Title XX. One interesting finding was that local diversion pro
jects, while cognizant that Title XX dollars flow to JSA as reimbursement for 
diversion costs, view the program as totally state-supported. Although local 
diversion projects are required to complete Title XX client eligibility informa
tion, their directors responded to our queries on sources of funding by stating 
that sole support for diversion comes from the state. Nonetheless, the majority 
of clients served by diversion programs were, and continue to be, Title XX eli
gible cases. (Those eligibility factors will be enumerated in the Allocation of 
Funds section.) As such, the program (although state-administered) is largely 
federally financed by Title XX dollars paSSing through JSA to local diversion 
projects. The key factors, differentiating the current funding mix from past 
patterns are the federal agency source (now the Department of Health and Human 
Services instead of LEAA) and the method by which dollars are allocated. (The 
historical pattern of funding for diversion will be traced in the Sources and 
Levels of Funding section.) 

OBJECTIVES OF THE SUBSIDY 

The purpose of diversion programs in Maryland (including the four projects 
funded originally by Impact Offenders funds and Justice Resources, Inc.) is to 
prevent a youth's penetration into the juvenile justice system, following ini
tial interaction with the court system at intake. Because the primary goal is 
to prevent recurrence of delinquent behavior, the strategy is one of secondary 
prevention. Most diversion clients are JSA referrals who have made initial con
tact at the court intake level. The premise upon which diversion is based is 
that youth coming under juvenile court supervision are more likely to be repeat 
offenders than those receiving supervision without court involvement. It is 
also believed that diversion programs can be a vehicle for minimizing the stigma
tization of youth that often results from formal intervention by the juvenile 
justice system. 

As youth diversion has evolved, local programs have been permitted to accept 
a limited percentage of referrals from community sources other than the juvenile 
court. At present, state guidelines stipulate that only 20 percent of clients 
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may come from community referrals. To the extent that community referrals are 
permitted, then the youth diversion projects also function as primary prevention 
approaches in attempting to reach juveniles prior to manifesting delinquent 
behavior. By extension, primary and secondary prevention objectives imply a 
corollary goal of reducing commitments to state institutions, although this is 
not an express purpose of the program. 

Expansion of services into counties with relatively low youth population 
d'ensity compared to Baltimore was considered financially infeasible. However, 
youth services bureaus were being developed in many jurisdictions without diver
sion projects, thereby at least partially filling the void in community-based 
services. 

The purposes delineated by state administrators were echoed by local project 
directors interviewed. The local service providers, too, saw the state subsidy 
as a means to support programs intended to prevent youth involvement with and 
penetration into the juvenile justice system. 

ALLOCATION OF FUNDS 

The method employed in determining allocation of Youth Diversion Projects 
Subsidy funds can be classified as project grants. In practice, only agencies 
funded in the past are funded again, but that does not exclude others from 
applying or being considered. Since assuming administrative responsibility in 
1977, the Juvenile Services Administration has applied standard across-the-board 
increases for all diversion projects as adjustments for inflation, but has re
jected requests from individual diversion projects to increase their share above 
the agencywide inflation adjustment. When the state assumed funding responsi
bility in 1977, allocations to agencies were based upon such factors as how serv
ice providers utilized monies, the number of chiltlren served, and the rate of 
delinquency in the geographic area covered by each diversion project. In an 
effort to expand the overall funding base of the Youth Diversion Projects Sub
sidy, local agencies petitioned the Juvenile Services Administration to broaden 
the client count to include other individuals served, such as parents in the 
family counseling segment of the program. The agency, however, did not agree to 
this because of the political problems it would face in defending a change in 
client service parameters to the state's influential Department of Budget and 
Fiscal Planning. 

As noted earlier, federal Title XX reimburses 75 percent of costs for diver
sion clients determined to be Title XX eligible, ~ccording to family income 
criteria. Local diversion projects are not required by the state to contribute 
the matching portion. 

Since Title XX dollars partially underwrite diversion, the description of 
application and funding procedures will be better understood if it is divided 
into two subsections: (1) JSA's General Fund Appropriation and Contracting 
Process,; and (2) Title XX Reimbursement Procedures. 
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General Fund Appropriation and Contracting Process 

The Juvenile Services Adminlstration presents its budget request in early 
fall to the Department of Budget and Fiscal Planning for its review and, with 
possible modifications, incorporation into the governor's executive budget, 
which is submitted to the legislature the following January. Taking the line 
item amount approved by the Department of Budget and Fiscal Planning, each local 
youth diversion project prepares a "tentative" budget for the Juvenile Services 
Administration. This p~eliminary budget is based upon the assumption that the 
legislature accepts, without change, the level of funding requested by the gov
ernor. Typically, legislative budget decisions are known by early April. If 
the governor's requested figure is reduced, then the preliminary budgets pre
pared by local diversion projects are adjusted accordingly. When the appropri
ation is known, a long-form contract is completed by eligible private agencies 
and then submitted to the Juvenile Services Administration. Each local contrac
tor describes specific services to be provided and the number of clients to be 
served. A budget breakdown, which includes personnel hired under contract to 
deliver services, is also provided. 

From this point, a rather elaborate set of procedures must be followed be
fore the final contract can be signed. The nine steps involved in this process 
are outlined below: 

(1) After review by the Juvenile Services Administration, the con
tract's legal acceptability must be certified by the attorney 
general's office; 

(2) Community program contractor signs; 
(3) The Juvenile Services Administration's director reviews and ap

proves the contract; 
(4) The assistant secretary of the Department of Health and Hental Hy

giene assesses compliance with departmental policies and regula
tions; 

(5) The secretary of the department signs the contract; 
(6) The Department of Budget and Fiscal Planning confirms that the 

total contractual budget amount for all diversion projects does 
not exceed the overall appropriation; 

(7) The Board of Public Works gives approval; 
(8) The Department of Fiscal Services processes request for payment; 

and 
(9) Comptroller's Office issues check. 

While many of these procedures tend to be pro forma, the processing of con
tracts was perceived to be time-consuming and cumbersome, involving considerable 
bureaucratic red tape. A common complaint was that no matter how early a con
tract is developed, and processed, there are still delays that leave service pro
viders at least in mild suspense regarding the status of their program as late 
as a month before the new fiscal year. When funds are ultimately released, they 
are distributed directly to participating local community organizations, bypass
ing Baltimore city government which has no formal participation in the process. 
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The contracts were also seen to favor the state. Little, if any, negotia
tion occurs during contractual preparation and processing. Most problematic for 
service providers, however, is the provision allowing the state, at its discre
tion, to terminate a contract for convenience upon 60 days' notice. The Juvenile 
Services Administration also has the freedom to unilaterally revise the terms of 
a contract, an option the agency exercised in 1978 when it requested that a por
tion of one service provider's funds revert back to the state. Rather than con
test the matter, the service provider identified areas where there were under
utilization of funds, and others where fu~ther savings could be made. The con
tract was reu-agotiated with the state for an amount that would revert back to 
the state. Although a confrontational situation was avoided and a better spirit 
of cooperation was established, this example points to the special vulnerability 
of the local youth diversion projects, each of which depends heavily on state 
funds. 

All contracts are ho'~.ndled on an advancement and reconciliat.ion basis, with 
the contractor submitting an itemized quarterly budget for next quarter's ad
vance. Based on this budget projection~, the state will actually provide four 
months' advance pa)~ent to accommodate potential cash-flow problems from delays 
in proceSSing future quarterly payment requests. A part-time diversion coordi
nator, working out of JSA's Region VIII office in Baltimore, is employed to re
view budgets and validate that services are being provided as expected. After 
the request for advancement is approved by the diversion coordinator, it is sub
mitted to the regional supervisor who also examines the request and certifies 
that it is consistent with the contract. The request is then submitted to the 
fiscal office for payment. Only ten days are usually required to process the 
paperwork once it is received. However, there have been some instances where 
processing of paperwork has caused delay in the disbursement of quarterly pay
ments. This is one major reason that local private agencies find a four-month 
advance payment system crucial, for it allows continuation funding for an addi
tional month if quarterly budget paperwork is lagging. 

Title XX Reimbursement Procedures 

A plan for diversion programs is incorporated within the state's Comprehen
sive Annual Services Planning (CASP) document which is submitted to the Depart
ment of Human Resources, the state's designated Title XX agency. The ,complete 
plan must be approved by the state's designated official and published for com~ 
ment at least 90 days prior to the start of the program year. A final plan must 
be published at least 45 days prior to the start of the program year. Develop
ment of the diversion component of the CASP document is the responsibility of 
the state's Title XX coordinator, ~'lith input from the diversion coordinator. 
Applications are made by submitting the required information regarding the CASP 
and an administrative state plan. 

States receive Title XX funds on a quarterly advance basis, according to 
their estimates of needed funds in the CASP document. Included in the funds 
allocated to the Department of Health and Mental Hygiene are reimbursement dol
lars for diversion programs. If, at the end of the' fiscal year, CASP estimates 
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differed from actual eligible clients served, an adjustment in the level of 
reimbursement for the succeeding fiscal year is made. 

In accordance with Title XX regulations, determination of client eligibility 
is made by local diversion counselors, or other designated persons within each 
project at the time the youth is accepted. The following categories of eligi
bility ~re included in the Title XX plan: (1) all persons who receive federally 
funded income maintenance payments (AFDC, SSI, SSI state supplements); and (2) 
all persons whose gross incomes are up to 80' percent of median income for a 
family of four, adjusted for family size. Forms are completed on each accepted 
youth. These provide the basis for monthly rosters of all clients served in 
that month, indicating which are Title XX eligible. The rosters are . then used 
in the monthly expenditure statements and for monitoring program comp11ance with 
Title XX guidelines. The monthly statements of expenditures are prepared by a 
Title XX project officer in the Juvenile Services Administration. 

ADHINISTRATIVE REQUlREHENTS 

To qualify for state dollars, local private agencies must adhere to .stan
dards and guidelines stated in JSA's Baltimore City Youth Diversion ProJects, 
Policy and Procedure Manual. The manual includes: (1) definitional terms, (2) 
intake and referral guidelines, (3) case file content requirements, (4) con
fidentiality structures, (5) program quality standards (e.g., client/counselor 
ratios, accessibility of services), and (6) administrative procedures (e.g., 
reporting requirements, fiscal accountability guidelines, personnel practic:s). 
While referral procedures and program stand~rds are reasonably specific, gU1de: 
lines governing administrative matters are highly generalized. The fiscal re 
porting and employment practices sections of th~ manual are limited to one-para
graph statements each. With respect to employment standards, any efforts at 
uniformity among programs appear to be undercut by the provision that allows 
each agency to develop its own personnel manual, job specifications, and salary 

schedule. 

Compliance monitoring by the Juvenile Services Administration is accom
plished in four ways. One is through a review of monthly case logs by the JSA 
regional coordinator to determine if referral and placement requirements are 
followed. Local agencies are also required to submit two quarterly reports: one 
providing expenditure data for fiscal accountability purposes, and the other de
scribing all program activities, including supportive documenting data •. A third 
method is the annual on-site monitoring of program activities by the d1versi?n 
coordinator. The fourth means of compliance review is an annual fiscal aud1t 
conducted by the Department of Health and Mental Hygiene. The extent to which 
local agencies are audited annually by the state appears to vary widely. There 
is a Budget Review form submitted annually, in which projects indicate a year
end report of how much money they received, how much they spent, and hO"l>l. much 
they will return to the state. Only one agency reported having been aud1ted. 
~he state agency claims to lack the staff to audit the others, but has no imme-
diate plans to hire more auditors. 
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These monitoring procedures have been successful in obtaining compliance 
with state guidelines and standards, in the opinion of state-level interviewees. 
Although the subsidy was believed to have contributed to the state's ability to 
obtain compliance with standards, the threat of withholding funds has never been 
employed. One local project director would like to see a common evaluative 
framework used in order to better assess which of the five programs is most 
effective. Such a procedure would provide a basis upon which local programs, 
operating effectively, can justify budgetary increases above the standard infla
tionary adjilstment. It wpuld provide stronger incentives for performance im
provements as well, and make application for diversion funds truly competitive. 

Detailed financial statements are not kept for contractors, as it is their 
responsibility to maintain those records. The community agencies, of which 
diversion projects are a part, are audited annually by certified public account
ants, in accordance with federal regulations. Diversion project dollars, how
ever, are n(lt commingled with monies used for other activities by community 
agencies. 

To recover Title XX dollars, the state must adhere to federal regulations of 
the Department of Health and Human Services. Monitoring is accomplished through 
the diversion coordinator's review of the project's monthly expenditure state
ments and roster report~. A quarterly statement of expenditure which, in ef
fect, is an invoice, substantiates the use of federal funds by itemizing the 
number of children served, services rendered, actual cost of services in specif
ic facilities and the total amount of Title XX funds earned. After being ana
lyzed by the ~epartment of Health and Mental HygieneYs Title XX administrative 
specialist, the certified expenditure report is submitted to the designated of
ficial in the Department of Human Resources. 

As specified in state guidelines, no less than 80 percent of referrals to 
diversion programs must be from JSA intake officers for juveniles who have had a 
delinquency complaint filed against them by the police. The complaint against a 
youth referred to and accepted by a local project becomes, in effect, a condi
tional charge--with subsequent action by the intake officer--dependent upon an 
assessment of a client's progress after his 90-day program is completed. 

According to the strict letter of JSA guidelines, direct community referrals 
from schools, mental health clinics, police, and parents can comprise only 20 
percent of program slots. In practice, the regulation has been modified in 
several instances principally due to underutilization of diversion by JSA intake 
staff and the increased number of parent referral cases. One project has been 
granted permission to accept up to 50 per<;:ent of its program slots from com
munity referrals. Relaxation of the 20 percent rule, however, has not brought 
with it dramatic growth in community referrals. In fact, the largest percentage 
of community referral program slots, over the life of the Youth Diversion Proj
ects Subsidy, has been a 28 percent level reported last year by one agency. 

The ability to accept referrals from sources other than intake occurred around 
1976, and represented a change from LEAA Impact Offenders funding requirements. 
Placement priority is still given to JSA cases and to youth ten to 14 years old, 
although older youth may be accepted by diversion projects if they meet other 
state eligibility criteria. Children currently under court supervision or who 
have been served by a diversion program three times or more are ineligible for 
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services, without exception. Each diversion project establishes its own proce
dures for referrals from sources other than JSA intake. In those cases where 
court intake is the referral source, intake officers must conduct a record check 
to assure that the· above-noted criteria are met. If the youth is eligible, he 
is referred to the appropriate project for further screening. The youth's place 
of residence determines in which project he will be placed. 

Upon receiving a client, the project director assigns a counselor to conduct 
an initial screening interview. At this point, contacts are made to establish 
eligibility. Reasons for rejecting potential referrals include: (1) pending 
charges which have already been scheduled for court appearance; (2) projects 
have no available slots for program enrollment; (3) unwillingness to participate 
voluntarily or refusal to sign the contractual agreement (since participation is 
not required); (4) refusal of the youth to be interviewed during the initial 
screening phases, or inability of the project to locate youth; and (5) cases 
where diversion is projected not to have an effect, which might involve cases 
where home environment is so abject that court intervention may be required, or 
cases where "retardation is obviously of a severe nature and services from an
other resource would be more appropriate." Those JSA referrals not qualifying 
for the program are returned to the intake office, where the case can be closed 
or forwarded to the state attorney's office for further court action. In most 
instances, rejected cases are sent to the state attorney's office. The reasons 
for rejection are reported on a form and submitted to the Juvenile Services 
Administration. 

Upon acceptance into a program, clients and their parents are required to 
sign a contractual agreement acknowledging the voluntary nature of the program, 
waiving the right to a speedy trial, and accepting conditions of participation. 
The acceptance date is effective upon signing of the agreement. Intake officers 
and the court are working under the following guidelines. From the day the in
take officer receives a case, there are 15 days for an inquiry; 10 more days for 
a "further inquiry;" and 90 days for "informal supervision," a total of 115 days 
from the receipt of the case to the final decision. Still, delays sometimes do 
lead to a 75-day service rather than 90-day period. Local project directors have 
complained that this is too little time to work effectively with many youth and, 
thus, vitiates the impact of counseling and educational services. More program 
flexibility, however, is permitted for community referrals as these participants 
may, and commonly are, kept for longer than the "informal supervision" period. 

At the end of the 90-day program period, an assessment is made of the cli
ent's progress and recommendation relative to further action is forwarded to the 
appropriate intake officer. In some cases, informal discussions between project 
counselors and intake officers will supplement the written recommendations. In
take officers have tended to accept the recommendations of diversion project 
staff. As will be described in the following section, the recommendation from 
diversion projects in most cases is to dismiss without' further processing. 
While it is known that intake officers generally accept diversion recommenda
tions, no specific figures are kept regarding action by intake following the 
return of the client to court jurisdiction. 

If the youth does not make a satisfactory behavioral adjustment in the judg
ment of the di version counselor, or if he or she becomes invol ved in further 
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delinquent behavior, the case is referred back to juvenile court for further 
action. Otherwise, the complaint is customarily dropped upon successful comple
tion of the program. 

TYPES AND LEVELS OF SERVICES SUPPORTED BY THE SUBSIDY 

The subsidy support s individual, family, and rehabilitation counseling de
signed to assist in changing a youth's behavior; informational and referral ser
vices to help adolescents and families utilize community resources more produc
tively; and job-related counseling and remedial educational services to assist 
youth in social adjustment and improving overall performance in school and jobs. 
Each youngster receives approximately three hours of counseling per week. 

JSA guidelines and contractual stipulations limit youth diversion projects 
to these service categories. However, local projects have the discretion to 
determine the appropriate mix of services for individual clients. Within the 
defined service categories, the program offerings are determined on the basis of 
individual needs assessmen.ts of clients. The predominant service of.fered is 
counseling, with the type dependent on the particular problems encountered. 
Most of the services offered, whether counseling or other programs, involve some 
form of group activity. 

Since the inception of diversion in 1971, the only major shift in service 
orientation accompanied the large infusion of LEAA funds which substituted for 
terminating DepartmEmt of Labor funds in 1973. With LEAA funds came a change in 
programming emphasis from job training and placement to a counseling and educa
tional services orientation. The substitution of state and Title XX dollars for 
LEAA funding in 1977 did not occasion further changes in service orientation 
among diversion programs. 

No specific service gaps were noted in the interviews with local project 
directors. It should be noted, however, that the general opinion was that in
creased funding would permit a broader array of services to be provided. 

It appears from the interviews that diversion projects regularly coordinate 
their program activity with other community agencies and 'Organizations. The 
coordination is usually in the form of interagency referrals of clients. Di
version projects most commonly cooperate with mental healt.h facilities, public 
schools, hospitals, local departments of social services, boys' clubs, recrea
tion centers, and crisis centers. The agency interactions have tended to func
tion more as an informal service network than through formal agreement, although 
occasionally "memoranda of understanding" are signed. 

Funding patterns for the diversion program clearly indicate that principal 
expansion of programs and in levels of services transpired from 1971-76, during 
a period of heavy federal investment in diversion programs. The state subsidy, 
underwritten in part by Title XX dollars, has been essentially represented as 
continuation funding designed to maintain the operations of diversion programs 
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at approximately the same service levels as existed during the mid 1970s How
:;~~'T~t~te gene~al fund dollars appropriated for diversion, even when c~mbined 

t ft e XX reImbursements, have never equaled the 1976 levels (when LEAA and 
~i ate unds totaled over $800,000). Over the three-year life of state assump
D on, moreover, funding increases have not ke.pt pace with the rate of inflation 
d~SPi t~ the fiscal decline, in both absolute and "real" dollar terms locai 

1
vi ers on projects have succeeded in serving approximately the same nu~ber of 

cents as they did in 1976. 

While the number of youth served in three df the five local diversion ro
jects doubled fr.om 1974 to 1976, the case loads have remained essentially atPthe 
same level in the succeeding two-year period. With the exception of a sli ht 
increase projected in a program operated by the Baltimore Urban League clie~ts 
served are not anticipated to increase in 1979 beyond 1978 levels. 'In fact 
there is a pattern of underuti1ization of local diversion programs emergin thi~ 
fiscal year, according to JSA's monthly diversion quota reports. Local ~iver
sion project directors would argue, however, that JSA guidelines restricting the 
proportion of direct community referrals have caused this problem. Table 1 pre-

J
sen1ts cumulative data from the monthly quota reports, covering the period of 
u y-December 1979. 

TABLE 1. CLIENT UTILIZATION OF MARYLAND 
YOUTH DIVERSION PROJECTS 

Agency 

East Baltimore 
Community Corp. 

Communities Organized 
to Improve Life 

Southeast Community 
Organization 

Baltimore Urban 
League 

Justice Resources 

Total 

Quota 

120 

96 

102 

120· 

240 

678 

Actual 
Acceptance 

102 

80 

58 

100 

226 

566 

Number 
Over/Under 

-18 

-16 

-44 

-20 

-ll~ 

-112 

Percentage 
Over/Under 

-15% 

-17% 

-43% 

-17% 

- 6% 

-17% 

~1aintenance of service levels has been accomplished principally by decreased 
operating costs, relative to inflation, according to data provided by JSA officials. 
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The slower inflation growth in per capita costs appear to be related to reduc
tions in administrative overhead costs and more efficient service delivery tech
niques, in light of the corollary finding that counselor-:-client ratios have 
remained essentially unchanged since the state assumed responsibility for the 
program. 

The table below (Table 2) indicates that per capita costs for three pro
grams have risen more slowly than inflation ~nd, in one instance, have declined 
in absolute dollar terms. 

SERVICES RECEIVED BY JUVENILES 

Youth diversion projects operate exclusively on a nonresidential, day-treat
ment basis. As such, there is no placement as would be known in a community
based residential program but, instead, offenders are contingently diverted for 
a 90-day period. At the end of the 90 days, intake officers--upon reviewing a 
written report by diversion counselors--determine whether the youth has 
progressed sufficiently to merit closing the case without further processing. 

Given the nonresidential nature of diversion, an analysis of degrees of re
strictiveness is not particularly germane to this case study. A better measure 
of the subsidy's effects can be found in data on: (1) the number of youth who 
succeed in the program, thereby avoiding further court processing; and (2) recid
ivism rates among diverted offen.ders as reflected by statistics on subsequent 
contacts with the juvenile court. 

Two studies in Maryland have evaluated these impacts; however, only one of 
the two represents an independent evaluation of diversion projects. This was a 
1977 report by Trade Managers International, a research group commissioned by 
LEAA to evaluate the effectiveness of projects. The study showed a "recidivism 
rate of 16 percent among clients for a period up to 22 months from date of pro
gram completion. This compared with rates of 41 percent among youth having gone 
through court and 22 percent for youth not having received services." This 
study, however, is over three years old and no independent evaluation by a rec
ognized outside research organization has occurred since thene 

The only other systematic assessment is an in-house survey of recidivism 
rates conducted by JSA staff. The survey results have not been released, as of 
this writing, for comments are still being solicited from youth diversion pro
ject directors. State officials did provide us with the outlines of the sur
vey's general findings. For diversion clients tracked over a three-year period, 
the survey revealed a positive effect on recidivism. However, recidivism rate 
reductions were not to the extent anticipated, and not as substantial as for 
youth services bureau programs. In this study, recidivism was defined in terms 
of subsequent contacts with the juvenile justice system, not in relation to ad
judication and disposition. State officials advised that the findings should be 
treated with some caution, since the study represents a rather cursory first 
attempt by the agency to systematically ascertain the impact of diversion 
projects. 
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TABLE 2. PER CAPITA CLIENT COSTS FOR MARYLA~~ 
YOUTH DIVERSION PROJECTS 

Fiscal 1976 Fiscal 1977 Fiscal 1978 
Per Per Per 
Capita Clients Capita Clients Capita Clients 
Costs Served Costs Served Costs Served 

Baltimore 
Urban League $438 240 $499 240 $491 240 

t::1 
Southeast I 

I-' 
Community w 

I.D 
Organization $643 120 $545 180 $566 180 

East Baltimore 
Community 
Organization $445 240 $489 240 $491 240 

---

.n 

r i 

Fiscal 1979 
Per 
Capita Clients 
Costs Served 

$460 268 

$588 208 

$518 240 
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Reports submitted by diversion projects contain data regarding only the 
number of youth who succeeded in the program and did not require further court 
action. There is no tracking on the extent of subsequent involvement by former 
diversion clients wlth the juvenile justice system, an informational dl;!ficiency 
noted by several local project directors. The reports, however, indicate that 
an average of 70 to 75 percent of clients successfully complete the program 
without the need for further court processing. 

Thle low recidivism rates found in the report by the Trade Managers Interna
tional and the internal JSA evaluation lend support to the interview findings 
that djlversion has been an important element in ~fary1and' s ability to reduce the 
number of institutional beds over the past few years. Maryland has developed an 
extensj,ve network of communi-ty-based alternatives to institutionalization, be
ginning in the early 1970s, and these programs in total have served to reduce 
the number of inappropriate commitments. Yet, while diversion has been impor
tant to ~fary1and' s deinstitutionalization, interviewees noted that it is only 
one of several programs directed toward this end. The impact of deinstitution
a1ization has been mitigated somewhat by limiting projects eligible for funding 
to the Cit~ of Baltimore. 

Despite the availability of communitY'-based alternatives such as diver
sion, another more intangible variable has accounted for the fact that existing 
youth training schools and youth centers are all expElriencing overcrowding. Ju
dicial attitudes, which are often reflective of thfe public mood and political 
climate on the issue of crime, determine institultiona1 commitment patterns. 
While some judges are inclined to use community alternatives, where available, 
the phHosophica1 and political attitudes of many others will lead them to in
stitutionalize juveniles, regardless of other community program options. Thus, 
the aVcd1ability of diversion and other com..munity alternatives has limited the 
number of institutional commitments, but still has not eliminated recurring 
examples of inappropriate institutionalization. 

SOURCES AND LEVELS OF FUNDING 

One of the more interesting findings about the Maryland Youth Diversion 
Projects Subsidy has been the evolution in the sources of funding over the life 
of the program. Seed money for diversion programming was contributed by LEAA, 
with the state providing a small cash match. In 1978 another major shift in 
funding patterns occurred, with the sharp decline in LEAA dollars and the con~ 
comitant growth in state support to make up for the lost federal revenues. LEAA 
provided only enough funds ($133,000) that year to ease the transition to state 
funding. In reality, however, the cessation of LEAA funding meant that the 
state could now recover Title XX dollars for eligible clients participating in 
diversion programs. Thus, the state's potential burden has been significantly 
relieved by Title XX reimbursement and, in effect, federal dollars, albeit from 
a different source, still provide significant financial support for Maryland's 
youth diversion efforts. Table 3 portrays the changing pattern of federal and 
state funding from fiscal 1973 through fiscal 1981. 
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TABLE 3. SOURCES AND AMOUNTS OF' FUNDING FOR MARYLAND 
YOUTH DIVERSION PROJECTS 

Fiscal 
Year 

1973 

1974 

1975 

1976 

1977 

1978a 

1979a 

1980a 

1981a 

State 
Contribution 

$ 36,955 
(hard cash 

match) 

78,693 

79,326 

88,114 

* 
252,852 

401,191 

240,930 

285,215 

* denotes Not Available. 

Federal 
Contribution 

$ 184,138 

251,276 

509,231 

793,031 

* 
416,912 

302,061 

483,068 

501,402 

a. Includes Pre-Trial Intervention program. 

Federal 
Source 

LEAA 

LEAA 

LEAA 

LEAA 

* 
LEAA and Title 

Title XX 

Title XX 

Title XX 

XX 

Youth Diversion projects continue to be funded exclusively from a combina
tion of state and Title XX dollars, and diversion projects do not collect fees 
from their clients. However, the agencies which operate these projects receive 
funds for other program activities from various government as well as private 
sources. 

In effect, diversion projects are dependent upon the state as a funding 
source, given that Title XX dollars are generated only as reimbursement for al
lowable state social service costs for Title XX eligible clientele, wilo, may be 
served at the state or local level. This total dependence was reflected in the 
responses of local project directors when questioned about alternative funding 
strategies should the state subsidy be withdrawn. Host indicated that their 
programs would close, in view of the improbability of obtaining federal LEAA 
funds and the inability of clients to afford fee charges, even on a sliding
scale basis. The only other potential sources suggested as alternatives in the, 
event of substantial state or Title XX fund reductions included United Way, 
businesses, or philanthropic organizations. 
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Almost every local project director was critical of existing funding levels, 
faulting them for being either less than adequate or substantially less than 
adequate. One director qualified his criticism in observing that funding is 
adequate for the services specified in the contract. It was generally agreed by 
local interviewees that additional funds are needed, not so much to serve more 
juveniles but to provide a greater array of services and more intensified coun
seling to the current level of clientele. The consensus opinion, too, was that 
additional monies are necessary to upgrade the salaries of entryu·level coun
selors, who are paid from $9,000 to $11,000 (varying according to the project), 
compared to state intake counselors' starting pay of $13,000 a year. This per
ception contrasts with information provided by JSA, which advised us that ju
venile intake counselors start at $10,200. After one year intake counselors 
make $12,500; and after five years, with promotions, they can make $20,000. 

ORGANIZATIONAL STRUCTURES 

One-half 'full-time equivalent profe~sional and one full-time secretary are 
needed by the Juvenile Services Administration to administer the diversiqn proj
ects located in Baltimore City. The diversion coordinator operates out of JSA's 
Region VIII office in Baltimore and provides the day-to-day contact between JSA 
and local diversion projects. JSA headquarters administrators have only periph
eral contact with the program, with involvement limited to those occasional 
instances when a problem cannot be resolved by the diversion coordinator. The 
coordinator's administrative role involves responsibility for program monitoring 
and 'evaluation; providing technical and informational assistance to local diver
sion projects on questions of program development; interpreting state guide
lines, policies and project operations; and coordinating budget preparation and 
contractual arrangements. JSA general administrative funds rather than subsidy 
monies support the diversion coordinator and secretary. 

JSA administrators and local project directors found having a regional JSA 
representative advantageous. As expected, the advantages of having a regiona,l 
representative differ among state officials and diversion project directors. To 
state officials, having a regional representative ensures more uniformity in im
plementation of policies and procedures and a higher standard of service quality. 
The diversion coordinator is also considered to be a valuable communications 
link in responding to local programmatic and operational problems, aH well as in 
expediting budgetary materials and other required administrative paperwork. 
Further, the state is able to obtain better insight into local communities' 
needs and problems through the regional diversion coordi?ator. 

From the local perspective, the benefit of a regional representative rests 
with having an accessible resource person to provide information expeditiously 
about budgetary policy and administrative changes. This person also provides a 
vehicle for transmitting local concerns to JSA headquarters staff. However, the 
ambiguity of the regional coordinator's position was revealed in a comment that 
the coordinator cannot, and does not, play the advocate's role on behalf of 
diversion programs desired by project directors. This point was made more as an 
observation than as a particular criticism of the regional coordinator. Indeed, 
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local project directors well understood and were sympathetic to the regional 
coordinator's role conflict quandary. 

The staffing pattern among local diVersion projects typically includes a 
project director and assistant director, counselors, counselor aides, educa
tional specialists, and secretarial support personnel. An example of the 
staffing configuration of one agency is presented below: 

Project Director 
Assistant Project Director 
Counselors (4) . 
Counselor Aides (2) 
Office Manager 
Teacher (part-time) 
Tutor (part-time) 

These essentially administrative positions are supported by subsidy funds. 
The time allocated to diversion projects by directors of the parent nonprofit 
agencies are covered by general administrative support dollars, provided through 
the subsidy's indirect cost line item and other sources such as United Fund. 

Local project directors did not find that being part of a parent agen.cy 
diminished the identity of diversion. Although one director indicated that the 
program could function independently, being under the umbrella of a parent 
agency was perceived as helpful in terms of accessing other community resources. 

INTERGOVERNMENTAL RELATIONS 

In Maryland, the juvenile justice system is largely state-based, both admin
istratively and financially. As a consequence of the 1967 reorganization, men
tioned in an earlier section, the whole panoply of juvenile justice programs-
institutions, probation, parole, and detention--were made state functions. Ad~ 
ministration was first placed in an independent Department of Juvenile Services, 
but was shifted to the Department of Health and t-lenta1 Hygiene in 1969. The 
state and, more specifically, the executive branch, plays a dominant role in the 
administration and delivery of juvenile justice services. This domi.nance is 
reflected in JSA's control over local diversion projects. 

Other than complaints about JSA's bureaucratic processes, no extraordinary 
controversies surfaced during the interviews. While the state's efforts to 
develop communi.ty-based programs were recognized as Significant by some project 
directors, an undercurrent of discontent seemed apparent regarding: (1) the 
degree of JSA IS commitm,ent to divers1.on and other delinquency prevention pro
gramming, and (2) inadequate local involvement in the developmen~ of state poli
cies and plans. On the first point, the program's underfundl.ng was seen as 
evidence that the state has a marginal interest in formal diversion programs, 
although it was conceded that a considerable investment in community-based pro
gramming was made in the 1970s. 
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. Some contradictory information was collected on th~ second question. One 
project director indicated being canvassed for ideas on policy and program is
sues as part of the development of JSA's overall five-year plan. It should be 
noted, however, that this individual was an initiator of . the diversion concept 
in Maryland and, therefore, was involved in the formulation of the subsidy. 
Other directors, who have not worked with diversion programs as long, responded 
to this issue from a more limited historical perspective. Their opinions re
lated to the process for developing annual contracts. On this point, the con
sensus was that there is little local input. They argue that actual practice 
belies the statement in the policy and procedures manual that guidelines are to 
be reviewed annually by JSA officials and diversion project staff. 

.\ 
Despite these concerns, a general passivity on the part of project directors 

was evidenced, perhaps induced by the total dependence of projects on JSA for 
funding support and the absence of local government involvement in the subsidy. 
While project directors identified a need for a more activist advocacy posture 
for diversion programs, similar to that undertaken by the Maryland Association 
of Youth Services Bureaus, Inc., JSA discourages efforts to lobby the legisla
ture for diversion programs, a position that some project directors would like 
to challenge. A State Association of Diversion Projects exists, but has been 
largely inactive. 

GENERAL EVALUATIONS OF THE SUCCESS OF THE SUBSIDY 

While some respondents expressed concerns with particular features of the 
Youth Diversion Projects Subsidy, it was rated very positively in terms of over
all impact and benefit. A strongly held view was that local diversion services 
could be delivered more effectively at a lower cost through community organiza
tion~ than by the state. 

The major impact of diversion has been to bring about a reduction'in total 
cases penetrating the juvenile justice system and the incidence of subsequent 
court contact. It has also stimulated a greater awareness of delinquency prob
lems and youth needs and, in that sense, has functioned in a primary prevention 
mode. One unanticipated result has been the assistance the program has provided 
beyond the clients directly served. In particular, the family counseling pro
gram, while designed to deal with problems and needs of juvenile clients, also 
helps parents, brothers, and sisters of participating youth. The remedial educa
tion component of diversion programs is also highly regarded and, in fact, local 
project directors would like to see tutorial services expanded. 

Local project directors, however, expressed dissatisfaction with the inflex
ibility of JSA referral and other program guidelines. Cited specifically in one 
interview was the need to modify guidelines to enable more communi ty referrals 
of a "walk-in" or "drop-in" nature. 

Another problem raised in the course of the field work was the diminishing 
effect on service effectiveness of the 90-day limit placed upon client program 
participation. Because of intake screening and processing delays, counselors 
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typically have only a maximum of 75 days to work with clients, a length of time 
found to be inadequate to deal with the range of complex family, interpersonal, 
and educational problems often presented by delinquent youth. 
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HICHIGAN CHILD CARE FUND 

BACKGROUND AND ACKNOWLEDG~mNTS 

The Child Care Fund was one of two subsidies examined in Hichigan 
April 1980. Interviews were conducted in Lansing (Ingham County), Grand 
(Kent County), Traverse City (Grand Traverse County), and Detroit 
County) • 

during 
Rapids 
(Wayne 

Interviewed in Lansing were state agency administrators from the Office of 
Children and Youth, a youth advocacy group director, legislative staff, and the 
State Court Administrator. For the local site visits, interviews were conducted 
with administrators from local social services offices, county commissioners, 
private agency directors and staff, juvenile judges, and juvenile court service 
directors. 

The staff of the Academy for Contemporary Problems acknowledges the 
following individuals for giving their time to be interviewed and in providing 
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Department of Social Services, Office of Children and Youth Services 

Wayne Anderson, Director, Child Care Resources Division 
Adolph Armbruster, Program Manager, Program Dsvelopment, Chi 

Resources Division ld Care 
Roger Lewis, Chief Deputy Di t f 

ices rec or, 0 fice of Children and Youth Serv-

Jack Drenovsky, Program Manager, Community Assistance, Child 
Resources Division Care 

Roger QUinn, Community Technical Assistant 
Bill Fox, Program Manager, Policy Control Child 

Division ' Care Resources 
Mary Lou Campbell, Senior Analyst, Data Reporting Unit 

State Supreme Court 

Russell Baugh, Court Administrator 

State Criminal Justice Planning Agency 

Ralph Monsma, Office of Criminal Justice 
Management and Budget Programs, Department of 

Local,~lected Officials 

Samtlel Turner Chair W 
Will Hardy E~ecuti pe~so~, ayne County Board of Commissioners 
Dr. Vernon' Ehlers ve ss stant to Commissioner Turner 
Earl Glaesmer Ch~i~:!rm~~, ~e~t County Board of Commissioners 

, , an raverse County Board of Commissioners 
Local Administrators 

Department of Social Services 

Andrew Zylstra, Deputy Director, Kent County 

~~~~d s~eber~el::Og~:~t:upe;visor, Social Services Section, Kent County 
Ernie Davis, Su;erviso~n F~~~~;i~or, ~ild Welfare Section, Kent County 
Evelyn Hanson Su' are ection, Kent County 

County , pervisor, Adoption and Foster Home Licensing, Kent 
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Ralph Patterson, District Manager, Children and Youth Services, Wayne 
County 

Robert Wilson, Director, Grand Traverse County 

Probate Court: Juvenile Division 

Judge James Lacey, Presiding Judge, Wayne County Probate Court 
Arthur Ruhl, Court Executive, Wayne County Probate Court 
Judge Randall Hekman, Kent County Probate Court 
Bill Versluis, Director, Kent County Court Services 
Ann Mapes, Director, Grand Traverse County Probate Court 

Local Service Providers 

Gerald Hicks, Director, ~dchigan Federation of Private Family and Chil-
dren Serving Agencies, Lansing 

Richard Gritter, Executive Director, Wedgewood Acres, Grand Rapids 
Pat Morin, Director, Parents and Children Together, Detroit 
Bob Nehs, Psychiatric Social Worker, Psychotherapy Associates, Traverse 

City 
Leslie Roberts, Children's Aid Society, Detroit 

Michigan joins North Carolina as one of the two states in the case study 
sample where advance knowledge of a particular subsidy program dictated state 
selection. The basic outlines of the Child Care Fund were known from a previous 
survey of corrections subsidies conducted by the Council of State Governments in 
1977. For various reasons, other subsidies took precedence over the Child Care 
Fund in that study's case work. The current study presented another opportunity, 
however, to go beyond the skeletal information contained in the profile of the 
Child Care Fund and examine in greater depth a subsidy with a long history, a 
substantial funding base, and a broad programmatic scope. These factors dictated 
the choice of Michigan as a case study state. 

There were three other characteristics of the Child Care Fund in addition to 
its size and historical features that were of interest. First, it represented a 
massive reimbursement grant program, similar in size and scope to Pennsylvania's 
State Reimbursement to Counties for Child Welfare Services (Act 148). Second 
counties must appropriate funds collected from local taxes to cover their share 
of expenditures. Third, administrative requirements for the subsidy stipulate 
not only that an application be submitted, but that recipient local agencies are 
to plan for the use of subsidy funds, and to comply with state standards. 

ORGANIZATIONAL-CONTEXT 

In the 1960s, Michigan reorganized its executive branch into a cabinet form 
of government. Executive reorganization was accomplished in 1965 through a 
comprehensive revision of Michigan 1 s constitution. The new constitution 
restricted the number of executive branch agencies to 20. Under the current 
organizational arrangement, 15 cabinet departments report directly to the 
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governor, while the other five are administered by constitutional executive 
officers elected directly by the public. 

Among the 15 cabinet agencies reporting to the governor is the Department of 
Social Services (DSS), which is responsible for the administration of the Child 
Care Fund. Unlike many other states, Michigan did not opt for a full human serv
ices umbrella approach when this agency was organized in 1965. Instead, the 
Department of Social Services was restricted to administering social welfare 
programs for children and adults, while mental health, public health, and adult 
corrections functions were placed in separate and organizationally equal cabinet 

agencies. 

Through the Office of Children and Youth Services (OCYS), the Department of 
Social Services receives and assumes legal custody of delinquent and neglected 
children committed to it by the juvenile division of probate court or referred 
for supervision. The office, established by Public Act 87, has four major sub
divisions which report to the office director through a chief deputy director. 
The office is considered to be a support unit which serves in an advisory role 

to the director. 

Two of the office's divisions, Delinquency Services and Neglect Services, 
are responsible for program and policy development in their respective areas. 
The Delinquency Services Division maintains development offices for delinquency, 
diversion, education, and employment services" as well as administer:ing the 
Interstate Compact on Juveniles. The Neglect Services Division is divided into 
adoptions, foster care, and protective services. 

The Child Care Fund subsidy is directly administered by a third division, 
the Child Care Resources- Division. Through the fund, the division reimburses 
counties for out-of-home and approved in-home services expenditures. This divi
sion also approves private programs for placement of state wards by local de
partment of social services offices. The division is organized into five pro
gram units: (1) Residential Care, (2) Policy Developm,ent, (3) Program Policy 
Control, (4) Program Development, (5) Community Assistance. 

The Institutional Services Division is responsible for the administration of 
nine residential care and rehabilitation centers, as well as a regional deten
tion center which provides short-term care and diagnostic services. These facil
i ties provide care for adjudicated delinquents who have been remanded to the 
custody of the state by probate courts. Upon discharge from state training 
schools, children receive counseling, employment, and sometimes residential care 
services under the supervision of a community case worker from the delinquency 
services section of the local social services office. 

Michigan's continuum of youth services includes 12 ~alf-way houses, 18 shel
ter homes, and 18 subsidized group homes for state and court wards. These facil
ities also receive aftercare placements for children who have been released 
from corrections facilities and either need a structured setting or have no home 

to which to return. 

In lieu of county social service agencies which are the prevalent vehicles 
for service delivery in many states, Michigan has local or branch office 
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extensions of its Departmen.t of Social Starvices. While employees in local offices 
are oriented to J.ocal cO;'~I:',er-,ts) 'cheir salaril~s are paid for by the Department of 
Social Services and arf,! WlVe. rned by state. civil service rules and regulations 
Each local social ~ey.·v1~,e~ (;1'fice has a director who is appointed by the count; 
commissioners, subject to r;he I::'FPz-o'val of the director of the Department of 
Social Services. 

Line authority over the 83 local social services offices is exercised by the 
Field Services Administration which reports directly to the director of the 
Department of Social Services. The local offices in the counties provide pro
tective, foster care, adoptive, and delinquency services under the supervision 
of zoned Field Services ,Administration offices. The branch offices receive 
referrals from parents, schools, mental health officials, and the probate courts. 
Dependency cases may be referred to the Department of Social Services for super
vision and residential care but retained in the temporary custody of the court 
or they may be committed to ,the custody of the state to receive the same serv~ 
ices. The same options are available for the referral of juvenile delinquents, 
except for the fact that a youth must be made a ward of the state to be sent to 
the state training school or camp programs. Court and state wards in dependency 
status may be placed in emergency shelter care pending placement in a private 
foster home or other contracting facility. Local social services offices main
tain contracts with private residential programs which are certified by the 
Child Care Resources Division and licensed by the Child Welfare Licensing Divi
sion, Bureau of Regulatory Services, Special Operations Administration of DSS. 
Local social services boards have review authority of contracts and make recom
mendations regarding them. The actual contracting is done by the central 
office. 

Probation and dependency services are provided by each of the 83 county pro
bate courts. Most courts maintain a services staff to supervise dependent and 
delinquent wards in both publicly and privately operated facilities, either in 
the county detention home or by contract. Private foster homes, group homes, or 
institutions receiving placements from the court must be licensed to be eligible 
to receive Child Care Fund reimbursements. The county youth homes are usually 
the only residential facilities operated directly by the courts, and they are 
supposed to be used for short-term preadjudicative detention or postadjudicative 
incarceration. Figure 1 outlines agencies relevant to the administration of the 
Michigan Child Care Fund. 

POLITICAL AND LEGISLATIVE HISTORY 

Initiated in 1955, the Child Care Fund is among the. oldest of the subsidy 
programs for services to children in the country. The following politicalretro
spective of the Child Care Fund is drawn from an excellent background synopsis 
of the subsidy's history contained in Michigan Comprehensive Plan for Juvenile 
Justice Services. This report was prepared in 1977 by the Office Of Juvenile 
Justice Services. A second source is the 1976 Michigan Status Offender Case 
Study by Legis 50. 
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FIGURE 1. ORGANIZATION OF AGENCIES RELEVANT TO 
THE MICHIGAN CHILD CARE FUND 
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d of efforts to reform the existing 
The Child Care Fund emerged as a pro uct f th Until the 1955 enact-

f fi ncing services or you • 
state and local system 0 na h hild care financing system was structured 
ment of the subsidy legislation, t

f 
e c, ile courts to legally commit youth to 

in a way that provided incentive~l or Juvtenplacement in a training school. This 
state jurisdiction, which typica y meanc hensive Plan for Juvenile Justice 
dilemma was summarized in the Michigan ompre ---- ---
Services: 

1 I 

I f the local court decided to retain jurisdiction over a 
f h e the cost of care was child who was placed away rom om, i f 

charged to the county government. The costs of ope rat on or 
1 borne totally by state govern-

state training schoo s ••• were 1 t d in a 'poor' 
mente Thus, the juvenile court which was oca e 
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county--or one in which funds were allocated grudgingly by 
the Board of Supervisors--could rid itself of the financial 
burden by committing children to the state. 

This method of financing juvenile justice services impeded the development 
of rehabilitation-oriented programs at the community level. Until the enactment 
of legislation in 1966, the Department of Social Services had no options for 
developing alternatives to institutional care. Thus, the transfer to state 
wardship typically meant institutionalization of juveniles in training schools 
or camps. The problem was compounded by the inability or unwillingness of many 
county governments "to finance improvement of locally-based juvenile court ser
vices, since these services must be paid for totally out of the county general 
fund." The incentives, therefore, were largely directed toward inducing the 
juvenile court to pass along large numbers of children to the state. 

Several influential legislators became alarmed at the overpopulation of 
training schools and the escalating costs to the state. This, combined with the 
increasing action of local corrections reform groups, made conditions ripe for a 
coalition of state and local interests to seek a solution to the problem. State 
administrators, legislators p probate judges, county supervisors, county welfare 
department personnel, and citizen groups all coalesced to bring about the 
passage of Act 112 of the Public Acts of 1955, establishing the Child Care Fund. 

The Child Care Fund provided counties, for the first time, the incentive of 
state participation in the costs for out-of-home care of juveniles under the 
jurisdiction of the probate court, as long as minimum staffing and workload 
standards were met. The major elements of the enabling statute were: 

(1) The state would reimburse counties for a portion of the cost of 
expenditures for out-of-home care of delinquent and neglected 
children placed by order of the court or by protective services of 
the county departments of public welfare (now departments of 
social services). ' 

(2) The county would also be required to provide an initial amount, 
based upon a percentage of the state's equalized assessed valua
tion of property in the county, with all costs in excess of the 
basic amount to be shared equally by the state and county. 

(3) Minimum service and staff standards would be required for juvenile 
court personnel. 

(4) Counties were required to pay for 50 percent of expenditures for 
youth committed to the legal custody of the state by the probate 
courts which became known as the state "chargeback" provision. 

Although the Child Care Fund provided a financial base for the development 
of community-based services, steadily riSing juvenile arrest rates in the late 
1950s and early 19606 meant a continued heavy reliance by counties on state in
stitutional services. This was particularly true in many small and rural com
munities which lacked the tax base needed to generate the local matching amount 
necessary to obtain the state subsidy. Act 229 of the Public Acts of 1966 was a 
further effort to minimize the heavy reliance by several counties on state 
institutional-type services. This 1966 legislation enabled the Department of

l 
Social Services to establish a full complement of program and facility options. 
Act 229 specifically provided that children who were committed to the state 
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could be extended the same range of programs which the juvenile code empowered 
probate courts to use. The court was no longer required to commit children to 
specific institutions or programs. Instead, commitments or referrals could be 
made to the department, which would choose among various placement alternatives, 
including supervision of children in their own homes, placement in intensive day 
care programs, or foster care. 

At the same time, urban area probate courts were using Child Care Fund sub
sidies to develop a full range of institutional and counseling services for 
their wards. Thus, by the late 1960s, a two-tiered system of service--one at 
the county level represented by the probate courts and one at the state level 
represented by the Department of Social Services--had evolved as a result of the 
Child Care Fund financing mechanism and the passage of Act 229. 

The inevitable jurisdictional rivalries and the philosophical and political 
differences fostered by the two-tier system led to fragmented and uncoordinated 
services in many parts of the state. In addition to the problems of coordina
tion, this system led to service inequities within the state and an inability to 
impose cost containment over expenditures made for foster and institutional 

care. 

To address these issues, as well as problems with the juvenile justice sys
tem generally, the governor established the Special Commission on Juvenile Delin
quency in 1968. Among its several recommendations, the commission proposed that 
the counties should be responsible for 50 percent of all expenditures, rather 
than having to provide a given funding base from local taxes. No legislative 
action, however, was initiated to revise the Child Care Fund allocation formula 
along the lines proposed by the governor's commission. 

The problems of fragmentation, service inequity, and lack of cost contain
ment continued to worsen. The seriousness of service disparities was documented 
in a John Howard Association report, prepared in 1973 for a special legislative 
Juvenile Justice System Study Committee. The John Howard report revealed that 
the state's share of child care services ranged from a low of 8. 3 percent of 
total expenditures per child in one county to a high in another county of 89.2 
percent of combined expenditures. The disparities were exacerbated by the lack 
of control over how state funds were used. The Department of Social Services 
had no means of comparing or monitoring county expenditures against a plan for 

services. 

The John Howard Association report also surfaced another concern. The Child 
Care Fund incentives were heavily tilted toward subsidizing out-of-home care. 
Nowhere in the legislation were there financial. inducements to keep children in 

their homes. 

In response to the issues raised by its review, the special legislative 
study committee proposed three significant changes in the operation of the Child 
Care Fund: 

(1) 1'he existing flat $1,800 annual grant awarded to all counties 
should be changed to $15,000 to counties with populations under 
20,000 and $10,000 to counties with populations between 20,000 and 
75,000. 
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(2) 

(3) 

The 50 percent reimbursement should be changed to a 75 percent 
state and 25 percent local ratio, with a phase-in of a five per
cent annual shift in the state-local proportions. 
County juvenile justice plans and budgets should be prepared 
jointly by the courts and county social services offices with 
approval of the Department of Social Services required 'before 
Child Care Fund dollars could be released. 

b t It wa~ thji~ third proposal which generated considerable opposition from pro-
a e cour u ges. These sentiments were articulated in a minorit re ort 

issued by the two judicial members of the study committee in Whi:h it ) 

:r~t~r~~· ;n:ef~~!ii~~C~:l P~::::ce~oc:g;cees~re"w~Ut~:n :!,emo~ot~n:l~~~a~~~~~~a~E; 
o t e study committee's report in 1975, Michigan's H.B. 4392--the Juvenil 
Services Bill--had been introduced. Its major provisions were: e 

(1) 

(2) 

(3) 

(4) 

The local tax-base floor of the existing Child Care Fund system 
was abolished, while the 50 percent state reimbursement of expen
ditures was retained. This provision represented a compromise 
between t~e existing system and the Juvenile Justice System Study 
Committee s recommendation for a phase-in of a 75 percent state 
reimbursement with 25 percent local match. 
Ten percent (later increased to 20 percent) of the Child Car F' d 
would go t t. e un o coun y Juvenile justice servic~.'3 programs which would 
provide for in-home care and other alternatives to foster care. 
This provision was intended to counteract the incentives toward 
out-of-home placements, criticized in the John Howard Association 
report prepared for the Juvenile Justice System Study Committee: 
The committee addressed this issue, but its recommendation was in 
the context of placing youth in in-home detention under the 
supervision of juvenile probation staff, as an al ~ernati ve to 
secure custody. House Bill 4392, on the other hand, placed no 
apparent limits on the use of in-home services, thus enabling the 
option to be used for diversionary as well as for corrections pur-
poses. 
An independent Office of Juvenile Justice Services would be estab
lished and given a two-year mandate to develop a comprehensive 
child care delivery system. The intent of establishing this inde
pendent office was to bring central coordination to the develop
ment and funding of child care services. 
County social services offices and juvenile courts would be re
quired to submit a plan and budget for· child care services to the 
new Office of Juvenile Justice Services. The office would be 
given standard-setting powers. 

Coalescing in support of the legislation were several interest groups in 
cluding the League of Women Voters, the American Association of unive~sit
Women, the National Council of Jewish Homen, the Hichigan League for Huma~ 
Services, the llichigan Coalition of Runaway Services, and the Hichigan Council 
on Crime and Delinquency. Hore generally, other concerned groups and indi vi
duals included members of welfare organizations, women's groups labor 
legal aid societies, and youth services programs. ,unions, 
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With one exception, all of the major provisions in the original bill re
mained essentially intact through committee hearings, floo!' debate, and final 
vote. The one important modification produced in the legislature's delibera
tions was the deletion of the proposed standard-setting power of the Office of 
Juvenile Justice Services. On October 29, 1975, all other principal amendments 
cleared the legislature. Gubernatorial signature followed on November 26, 1975, 
with the amended law becoming effective on January 1, 1976. 

The Office of Juvenile Justice Services developed and recomme.nded a plan for 
a unified and comprehensive system of programs and funding, and reviewed county 
plans and budgets mandated by Act 280. As a time-limited special agency, the 
two-year tenure of the office expired in 1978. In its stead Act 87 established 
a new Office of Children and Youth Services. During a transition period, Act 
297 of 1977, effective January 1, 1978, brought the Child Care Fund under the 
temporary administration of the Department of Management and Budget until Act 87 
was passed effecting the transfer to the Department of Social Services. Opera
tional control over child care reimbursements also shifted to the Child Care 
Resources Division established within the Office of Children and Youth Services. 

Unresolved Issues and Additional 
Proposed Legislative Changes 

Some critics of the subsidy, both within and outside of the Office of Chil
dren and Youth Services, contend that while the 1976 amendments represented 
important reforms several issues surrounding the Child Care Fund, due in part 
to ambiguities in' statutory wording, remain to be addressed and resolved. The 
following is a summary of those issues and leading proposals for further changes 
in the Child Care Fund. 

Cost Containment 

Despite the emphasiS by the special legislative Juvenile Justice Services 
Study Committee on the Child Care Fund's cost containment problems, the 1975 
legislative changes did not include any provisions to cap or otherwise contain 
local ability to draw' state reimbursement dollars. It has been necessary over 
the past few legislative sessions for the Office of Children and Youth Services 
to request supplemental appropriations, for expenditures exceeded originally 
budgeted amounts. The review authority over local plans and budget, first given 
to the Office of Juvenile Justice Services and later to the Office of Children 
and Youth Services, lacked the critical requirement of state approval before 
funds would be released. 

The push for cost containment is particularly notable with regard to the 
construction of facilities by counties. Presently, the Office of Children and 
Youth Services has no control over the building of treatment facilities, even 
though it would be responsible for 50 percent of operating costs. According to 
the Child Care Resources Division director, any county is currently free to 
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build and operate an institution, subject to local officials agreeing that a 
facility is needed. Regardless of whether there may be unused beds in a neigh
boring county, the state is required to reimburse 50 percent of county-approved 
child care facilities. 

Amendments have been proposed to deal with these various aspects of the cost 
control problem. One recommendation is that the Office of Children and Youth 
Services require a Certificate of Need from local officials prior to county 
construction of facilities for which the state will have fiscal responsibility. 
Another proposal for exerting state controls over county-operated institutional 
costs is to reimburse on a per diem basis according to children served. It has 
also been proposed that reimbursements, whether on per diem or any other basis, 
be tied to a specific service plan for a child. There is some legislative sen
timent, too) for extending the office's authority beyond review to review and 
approval power over county plans and budgets. 

In-Home Care Option 

According to a paper prepared by staff of the Child Care Resources Division 
for the legislature, there is considerable interpretative discretion regarding 
the type of youth population to be served under the in-home option. The legis
lative provision enables funds up to 20 percent of the appropriation for "early 
intervention to treat problems of delinquency and neglect within the child's own 
home a.nd to expedite a child's return to his or her own home." Since no new 
monies were appropriated by the legislature for the Child Care Fund, the Office 
of Children and Youth Services has interpreted this as indicative that no expan
sion was intended in the number of children served. Accordingly, a policy was 
established to limit the in-home target population to those who would have other
wise been placed out of home. Given limited resources, the Office of Children 
and Youth Services preferred narrowing in-home care from the preventative, di
versionary approach taken by the Office of Juvenile Justice Services to a post
adjudicative, corrections strategy. Because many counties have already used 
in-home care money for diversionary services to children who are not at risk of 
being removed from the home, it was thought that implementing such a policy 
would be difficult. However, resistance from counties has been minimal, and 
full compliance is expected by September 30, 1982. 

Detention of Status Offenders 

The Office of Children and Youth Services contends that there are insuf
ficient incentives within the subsidy in favor of a state policy which would 
discourage secure detention of status offenders. Rather, the focus has been 
placed primarily on bureaucratic and economic factors tied to federal mandates 
to reduce secure detention of status offenders. Through a more attractive state 
reimbursement differential, the Office of Children and Youth Services has pro
posed added inducements to counties for the use of in-home detention, which is 
already permissable under 'the in-home care option. For example, in-home deten
tion, when used for eligible clients, would be reimbursed by the state at a rate 
higher than the current 50 percent. 
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the various proposals for change had 
At the time of the field work, none of i s not good for legislative ap-

been cast into bill form. Further, prognos bSe w:ntroduced. Least likely to win 
1 of any of these measures should they oat controls upon the Child Care i~o~:lative support would be efforts to impo~: ~ major roadblock to enactment of Fu~d Probate judges, in particular, would major political force in the state. 

cos( containment meaaures, for they a::d ':..ture of the subsidy. Indeed, th~r~ 
Judges are satisfied with the open-denappropriations because it is so open-en e 

d to lobby for increase 
;~dl~:;!:dn~~e control of the legislature. 

OBJECTIVES OF THE SUBSIDY 

t d by those islative intent as repor e 
The Child Care Fund's original leg Ii f to county governments and probate 

interviewed was to: (1) :rov~dse tfoiS:::ter\n:titutions, (3) ~timulatef com~~~!:~-
courts (2) reduce comm tmen a more even distribution 0 se • 

ed 'alternatives, and (4) encourage d the first of these four objec-~::eral other individuals interv~e~~d d rettrd~hild Care Fund legislation. The 
tives as the overriding reason e n ancillary to fiscal relief considera-
ther three programmatic objectives we~e The major 1975 amendments, however, ~ions in the view of these individuarr:~ planning requirements, for instance, 

had ,; clearer programmatic inten:~dinat1on of services among local social :e~~: 
were intended to promote bette\ co The amendment permitting 20 perc:nt t d at 
ices offices and probate cour s. for in-home care appears to e a me 
legislative appropriation tOt be a~ar~~~~!f_home placement bias prc:oted b[ri~~: 
establishing alternatives Th~ deletion of the requirement for a

f 
ase i~~: par-

existing funding system. intended to encourage more equi ty ~i ser;allY' hard-
tion from local taxes was d aller counties which were nanc 

1 f those rural an sm 
ticulard Yto ::tract state matching dollars. presse 

ALLOCATION OF FUNDS 

i a matter of entitlement, with 
County receipt of Child Care Fund subsidies sE h of Michigan's 83 counties 

sharing one-half of allowable cos~:·cos:: allowed by state rules and 
the e~~~~~ed to a 50 percent reimbursement i d by law to have a juvenile 
is ulations. All counties, in turn, are ~:~e r~unds can be used for children 
reg 11 d Child Care Fund account. court contro e , 
under court jurisdiction only. 

a erformance factor to the child care 
At the same time) however, there is iPi in which counties are assessed 

funding system through a "Charg~backl~ii~~:nS t~:'y commit to state wardship. (~~ 
50 ercent of the cost of care or c state ward care is set by law c rat~ charged back to the referr~~g count:t f~~ the average cost of care for th~ 
150 Public Acts of 1974) at perce i lve placement of a child in one 0 

' Since state wardship can nvo current year. 
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several service alter.natives, chargeback rates are established by category; i.e., 
training schools, camps, private institutions, halfway houses, group homes, 
shelter homes, shelter centers, and regional detention facilities. 

It would appear, at first, that the state reimbursement and chargeback pro
portions would cancel each other as incentives or disinc,entives to county deci
sionmaking. As a matter of intentional policy, the state-operated facility 
chargeback rates have been based upon a projected 100 percent occupancy rate 
since the early 1970s. .This has typically resulted in a chargeba(!k that is 
significantly less than actual experienced cost. That practice was implemented, 
in 1974, to intentionally encourage state wardship, presumably as a way of 
reducing the continuing problem of service inequities among county juvenile courts. 

Lower actual chargeback rates can also occur as a result of permissive pro
visions 1.n Act 150 which allow rate revisions or even forgiveness of the owed 
amount. According to one respondent, Wayne County t-las a beneficiary of this 
provision last fiscal year, for the state forgave more than $1 million in charge
back costs to this financially hard-pressed county. 

The only component of the Child Care Fund in which the state is granted the 
right to have prior authorization for expenditures is in-home care. Up to 20 
percent of the state appropriation may be used to reimburse counties for in-home 
services which shorten or prevent the need for foster care. 

Only with the in-home care option does the state h&ve the authority to re
view and approve expenditures. While the network of community-based programs 
can be traced to the availability of the Child Care Fund, most of the subsidy 
dollars (estimated at 55 to 60 percent) have been lJsed to underwrite detention 
and other institutional costs. In short, counties will receive the 50 percent 
reimbursement, regardless of their particular programming orientation. 

When legislation in 1975 no longer required counties to provide a funding 
floor from local taxes, a major impediment to state efforts to encourage greater 
service equity was removed. The legal requirement that each county must estab
lish a Child CIl{'C Fl.md has, without doubt, meant that at least a basic le,vel of 
service is a~ailablQ in all counties. 

The in""home care feature of the child car.e funding system was intended to 
minimize inapPl,"opriate institutional and residential care placements. Several 
counties have taken advantage of this broadly defined objective to expand child 
care program alternatives. Although the state must give prior approval for in
home care expenditures, the financial incentives for judges to use this option 
are no greater than for foster care. As already noted, the Office of Children 
and Youth Services has recommended that incentives to in-home care for status 
offenders be increased by setting state reimbursement at higher than the current 
50 percent level. Despite the flat 50 percent reimbursement rate, financial 
savings realized through less expensive in-home care options over foster care 
placements are becoming self-evident and are providing its own incentives. 
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ADllINISTRATIVE REQUIREMENTS 

The 1976 amendments to the Child Care Fund require that a planning process 
be initiated by the county board of commissioners, juvenile court judge, and 
director of the local social services office. A plan and accompanying budget, 
signed by the chairperson of the county board of commissioners, the chief judge 
of the juvenile division of the probate court, and the. director of the local 
social services office, are submitted annually to the Child Care Resources 
Division. The division staff reviews the plan and budget for conformity to 
administrative and programmatic regulations and guidelines established by the 
Office of Children and Youth Services. To assist counties with the development 
of their plans» the Office of Juvenile Justice Services developed a set of 
budget and planning guidelines) since revised and expanded by the Office of 
Children and Youth Services. The guidelines call for a specification of objec
tives, description of the types and number of children for whom the services are 
designed, and a plan for program evaluation. Also, the Community Assistance 
Unit within the division provides technical assistance to county planning 
efforts. 

The county treasurer is the authorized recipient of subsidy funds and custo
dian for all monies for foster care services> The treasl.lrer' s office must have 
on hand the county's share of foster care costs. At the end of the month, the 
county treasurer totals all expenditures and submits that figure to the Depart
ment of Social Services. In turn, the department determines which expenditures 
are reimburseable, divides that figure in half, and sends the county a check for 
that amount. Definitions of reimburseable and nonreimburseable items, account
ing procedures, and instructions to. the' county on completing monthly report 
forms and state ward chargebacks, are included in the Revised Handbook for the 
Child Care Fund, published by the ~lichigan Department of Management and Budget. 
Customarily, subsidy dollars are placed in a Child Care Fund account for probate 
court, established by the county treasurer. Child Care Fund legislation perm~ts, 
but doefJ not require, county social services offices to establish Child Care 
Fund subaccounts. These subaccounts can be used for children who are not under 
formal court or state jurisdiction but whose parents have applied, for assistance 
to place their children in foster homes, a practice referred to as voluntary 
foster care. Funds in local social services subaccounts are also designated for 
cases where the youth is not formally committed to the state, but is referred by 
the court to social services for "care and supervision." These cases are typi
cally dependent and neglected children who are known not to be eligible for 
federal Aid to Dependent Children-Foster Care payments. In larger urban coun
ties, such as Wayne, referrals for care and supervision have been a growing 
trend as local social services offices have evolved as extensions of the probate 
court for child placement, servfte delivery, and purchase-of-care functions. 

Local Child Care Fund subaccounts now exist in 56 of Michigan's 83 counties. 
In a background paper prepared for the legislature, the Child Care Resources 
Division director argued that the absence of local Child Care Fund subaccounts 
in the remaining counties raises the issue of a service inequity for the chil
dren in those jurisdictions who have no access to publicly funded voluntary 
foster care. The paper further notes that: 
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available private money is limited to preadoptive foster 
care. While this unequal Situation is resultant from county 
decisionmaking, the state in partiCipating in a reimbursement 
program is party to the inequality. 

Interviews with probate court and county officials revealed that state reim
bursements are made on a timely basis for processing of expenditure claims and 
are almost automatic. This finding, however, contrasts with the complaints 
voiced by most of the private service providers interviewed. Probate courts and 
local social services offices purchase a number of services with Child Care Fund 
monies from these private agencies. Most of the service providers interviewed 
criticized the delays in receiving reimbursements. These delays were attributed 
to insufficient staff to process bills properly, resulting in periods of severe 
cash flow problems for private agencies. 

Private providers, however, are most concerned with the time lag in setting 
reimbursement rates. From the time that rates are set by the Department of 
Social Services until the applicable fiscal year ends, the cost data on which 
rate determinations were based can be as much as three years old. With current 
inflation rates, this means that reimbursements may run nearly 30 percent below 
real coats. The difference, of course, has to be made up from other funding 
sources which often are private contributions. An opinion expressed in one 
interview was that the discrepancy between rates and actual costs has a substan
tially negative effect on the quality, if not also quantity, of services. 

State regulatory oversight for the Child Care Fund is provided both by law 
and administrative rule. The Social Welfare Law (MCL 400.117(2) andMCL 400.23) 
establishes the legal bases for operating and regulating the child care funding 
system. The Child Care Organization LicenSing Law (Act 116 of 1973) provides 
legal authority for state licenSing regulation, while Administrative Rules for 
Licensing of Child Car~ Institutions and Child Placing Agencies established by 
the Department of Social Services outline regulating standards. Act 116 of 1973 
makes any "governmental organization •• "having as its principal function the re
cediving of mino; children under 18 years of age for care, maintenance, training 
an supervision subject to regulation. Act 116 further provides that: 

local and state government child care organizations Similar 
to those non-governmental organizations required to be li
censed pursuant to this Act shall be evaluated and approved 
at least once every two years, using this Act and rules pro
mulgated thereunder for similar non-governmental organiza
tions licensed under this Act ••• unless child care organiza
tions are approved, or provisionally approved ••• state funds 
shall not be appropriated for their continued operation. 

Other administrative rules of the Department of Social Services (R 400.21-
R 400.23) define what services can be reimbursed by the Child Care Fund, mandate 
monthly expenditllre reports, define types of foster care to be paid from the 
Child Care Fund subaccounts, and establish quality of care standards for locally 
financed foster care. Standards address personnel, equity of serVice, medical 
care, placement planning, and records. 
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It should be noted, however, that service and program standards are not man
dated for foster care or in-home care services supported by the probate court. 
In these cases, the state relies almost exclusively on its licensing authority, 
employment standards for court personnel, and planning requirements to ensure a 
higher quality or more uni.form service deli very. Unlicensed facilities, for 
instance, are prohibited from receiving Child Care Fund reimbursements. 

The Child Care Resources Division conducts compliance monitoring and enforce
ment, or coordinates other parties to undertake these responsibilities. Audit
ing of fiscal practices is conducted by the Local Governmental Audit Division of 
the Department of Treasury, under a working agreement with the Department of 
Social Services. Along with the fiscal audit, treasury staff select sample case 
files for review. Last year, counties were required to repay the state about 
$250,000 because of expenditures disallowed by the fiscal auditors. 

Program compliance in the area of institutional and foster care programs is 
measured through on-site reviews conducted by the Child Welfare Licensing Divi
sion of the Bureau of Regulatory Services in DSS. Certification, however, is 
delegated to the actual public and private child-placing agencies. Findings of 
noncompliance are investigated by the Child Welfare Licensing Division. The 
Child Care Resources Division follows up on audit resolutions. 

The Community Assistance Unit staff of the Child Care Resources Division 
also makes monthly local on-site visits. Given limited staff size, visits are 
restricted to counties either having the greatest problems or making the most 
progress. The activities of Community Aasistance Unit staff during an on-site 
visit can vary Widely, depending on the county and the programs involved. Typi
cally, there will be some selective program monitoring functions performed in
volving review of case records and assessments of child placement practices. 
Progress in meeting objectives specified in local plans will also be evaluated. 
The primary role, however, of Community Assistance Unit staff is to upgrade 
local planning capability. Local planning capabilities are presently in a rudi
mentary stage; the process is neither systematic nor routine. The Office of 
Children. and Youth Services has viewed the task of enhancing local planning 
capability as a four-year process. Within that time, it is anticipated that 
counti1es will have the knowledge and skills to carry through planning processes 
on their own. 

TYPES AND LEVELS OF SERVICES SUPPORTED BY THE SUBSIDY 

The Child Care Fund, as amended and authorized by Public Act 87 of 1978, 
supports four basic service components which allow diversity in facilities and 
program types. These service components are: 

(1) Family foster care. 
(2) Institutional care. 

(a) Private institutions. 
(b) County-operated institutions. 
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(3) Independent living. 
(4) In-home care. 

The written definitions of these services 
the Revised Handbook !£! ~ Child Care Fund: are excerpted, as follows, from 

--
Family Foster Care 

"Family Foster Care" is any 24 hour 
which is licensed either F care provided in a private home 
G as a oster Family Home F 

roup Home. The key element to this d ' or a oster Family 
~, private family as Opposed to a peffni:ion is the type of license, 
facility. r va e agency or county operated 

Institutional Care 

"Institutional Care" is any staffed 
operate as a child care institution. 
types of facilities: 

facility licensed or approved to 
Under this definition falls three 

(1) 

(2) 

(3) 

D;tention: Detention facilities provide temporary care 
~ a child in a physically restricting facility pending 
egal ,disposi Uon by a Court or transfer 

jurisdiction or agency. to another 

~~~~~nC::e ~;~!:i~~e ~h~:ohuP Care Facility is an insti-

providing treatment for YOuth~~t~h~d~~~~~~rYd PburhPosie of 
or emotional pr bl - , e e av oral oems. ,While containment may b 
~~d~~Y p~rpose, the primary objective is treatme~ta sec

e er are: Shelter Care facilities have the ;i 
purpose of providing temporary care of a child i p mary 

:~C:I~~u~~r~~t~icti~g facility pending legal diS:O:i~~~~ 
rans er to another jurisdiction or agency. 

Independent Living 

"Independent living" i 
or private agency to sa c;~~t~r~~id:: ~~d~:a~~e supervision of a public 
unlicensed residence or in the unlicensed res old in the youth's own 
no supervisory responsibility for the child. idence of an adult Who has 

In-Home Care 

"In-home car" f e re ers to services provided for th 
the length of ti i ' e purpose of redUCing 
Such services mu~~ b: o;:;:;:::m~o p~:cement, or of avoiding such care. 
,family. individual youth and/or hiS/her 

At the time the subsidy program wa i 
juveniles, except in larger more urb s nitiated in 1955~ county services for 
detention facilities and probati an jurtisdictions, were basically limited to 
tions had established pilot exper~~e:~:;r~ sian; Some of the larger jurisdic
and diversity of services that ommun tY-based programs~ but the range 

operate at the community level today in most 
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lar e counties had not been realized. At the outset of the subsidy and during 
g h h 1975 the Child Care Fund relieved counties of the fiscal its evolution t roug , 

tin outh detention facilities and enabled more prosperous or 
~~~d:~ ~;b::e~~ris~i:tions to obtain sufficient state reimbursement dollars to 
ti:ulate the development of various group homes and shelter care facilities. 

;he previous requirement for a funding floor from local taxes, ho~ever, imp~~;~ 
efforts of smaller or rural counties to qualify for state dollars or co~m~n i 
based rehabilitation and treatment programs. The deletion of this prov s on n 
the 1975 legislation was intended to overcome resulting service ineqU~t~~s. 

man of the smaller or rural counties lack the resources to use ma c ng 
~~~i~'careYFund dollars for much other than underwriting of institutional costs. 

The bias toward out-of-home placement was partially counteracted bbiit~edi~
i A t 280 of 1975. A new service has been esta sen 

~~~:r:~r~o~~~~::iZ~iC: h:ve used state funds to institute in-home care programs 
as a result of this amendment to the Child Care Fund legislation. 

D s ite the obvious impact that the Child Care Fund has had in developing 
resid:n~ial treatment and in-home care programs, the subsidy is sti~l p~~:~~~~: 
utilized by counties to support county-operated detention and ot er f Child 
tional facilities. It has been estimated that up to 55 to 60 percent 0 

Care Fund dollars are directed for institutional facilities. 

The interviews revealed mixed success, thus far, toward improving the coor
dination of services between local social services offices and pr~bat:7 co~r~;78a 

rime objective of the local planning requirement amendment in ct ~ • 
P b attributed in part to the still rather rud~mentary 
The lack of progress may e " h ti n of 

lannin rocess in several localities. As noted earlier, t e prepara 0 

;lans r!m!ins essentially an ad hoc staff activity, lacking formal procedureT~r 
he active involvement of participants from the juvenile justice system. e 
~ack of systematic planning, however, is probably attributed. to the bad :ee~i~g~ 
it enerates. The initial opposition of probate court Judges to t e JO n 

g in re uirement on constitutional grounds, has apparently developed into 
~~~~~ah~ ho~tility t~ward local social services directors in several instance~. 
The t~nsion between the probate judge and the local social ~ervices office s 
especially serious in one jurisdiction. In this county, the Judge h~~lbee~ a~~~ 
to control the direction of subsidy dollars, a strategy. made poss e hY h 
ivin up legal custody of children under cour~ jurisd~ction, althoug suc 

g dsgare often placed with the Department of Soc~~l Services. Although having 
::~eed to sign required documents, the judge in question has aPiaren:li resi~t:~ 
artici atin in developing a plan and budget with the loca soc a serv c 

~irecto~ anl.county commissioners, on constitutional grounds regarding separa-

tion of powers. 

SERVICES RECEIVED BY JUVENILES 

The increase in the number of children committed to stat~ wardship has ad
mittedly led to a growth in state institutional populations. In the early 197~sd 
populations had been reduced by one-half but are now back up to highs recor e 
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in the 1960s. However, the rates of institutional commitments are considerably 
lower than in the 1960s, for many more children committed to state wardship are 
placed in community programs by local social services offices. Indeed, the 
general judgment was that without the Child Care Fund, and the ability of the 
Department of Social Services to make community-based placements, institutional 
populations would be rising at an even greater rate. Data from the Office of 
Children and Youth Services indicate that counties with high levels of local 
services have lo~ commitment rates. The development of community-based services 
can be attributed to the subsidy, but the provisions of Act 229 of 1966 and the 
willingness of counties to commit their own resources also are factors~ 

The nature of state institutional populations has changed dramatically in 
the 1970s as training schools are now reserved typically for only the most seri
OilS or repeat offenders. But, this development appears more related to other 
state policy initiatives, such as prohibiting the- placement of status offenders 
in state training schools. 

The in-home care option, added by Act 280 of 1975, represented a change in 
state policy whereby 50 percent reimbursement to a nonresidential alternative to 
institutional or foster care was permitted for the first time. It is apparent, 
from a 1978 evaluation of in-home care, that utilization of 1976-77 in-home care 
monies was far below that legislatively authorized, with only 38.56 percent of 
the total authorization having been spent. The report attributes the low utili
zation rates to the inevitable implementation difficulties faced by new pro
jects. Although no further reports are now available, it was learned from the 
interviews that there has been a substantial rise since 1976 in the number of 
contracts between courts and private agencies for in-home care. 

The question is whether the major thrust of the legislation--providing 
alternatives to foster or institutional care--is being met. With state 
reimbursement, counties may now have the means to serve an expanded target 
population, while actual institutionalization rates may have remained 
unaffected. 

The data presented in an independent evaluation of one program suggest that 
in-home care is functioning successfully as an alternative to institutional or 
foster care, and that institutionalization rates ma.y be favorably impacted. The 
subject of the evaluation was the PACT program (Parents and Children Together) 
which has contracts with both the Wayne County Juvenile Court and local depart
ment of social services. From June 15, 1977, to September 30, 1978, PACT served 
108 families living in Wayne County, Michigan. Approximately one-half of the 
families were referred from the Foster Care Division and one-half from the Pro
tective Services Division of Wayne County Department of Social Services. Among 
the 108 families served by PACT, there was a total of 422~children, or an aver
age of four children per family. Of these children, 116 (27 percent) were in 
foster care at the beginning of service, 247 (59 percent) were at risk of place
ment, and 59 (14 percent) were at home and thought not to be at risk of place
ment. Of these, 99 families (with a total of 324 children) had experienced at 
least two months of service between June 15, 1977, and. September 30, 1978. In 
this population, 214 children were initially at home and indicated at risk of 
removal from their homes, and 110 were in foster care. As of September 30, 1978, 
197 (92 percent) of the children initially at home and indicated at risk re
mained at home; 17 (eight perc"ent) in the same category were placed in foster 
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care; 51 (46 percent) of the children in foster care were returned to their 
natural parents; and 59 of the children in foster care remained in foster care-
"although, for many, return (to the home) was imminent." Therefore, 248 chil
dren (77 percent) were either returned to or remained in their natural homes. 
If this experience is typical of similar programs, then it can be assumed that 
in-home care is positively affecting institutionalization and foster care place-

ment rates. 

SOURCES AND LEVELS OF FUNDING 

The pattern that emerges from interviews and data supplied by various agen
cies is one of heavy lor:al dependency on the state subsidy for the support of 
county-operated facilities and purchase of care from private providers. For 
each of the service providers interviewed, the Child Care Fund constitutes about 
one-half of their budget, with remaining funds derived from local public and pri
vate sources (e.g., private foundations, gifts, United Fund, etc.). 

The degree to which there is heavy local reliance on the subsidy was under
scored by responses to a hypothetical question: "What would happen :1f there 
were no subsidy funds?" The subsidy is clearly integral to the support of 
Michigan's child care system, for some respondents could not even begin to con
ceive of a funding source other than the Child Care Fund. A few thought of pur
suing alternative funding strategies but were not optimistic about the prospects. 
A more likely course envisioned was that services would be cut back or client 

loads reduced. 
Proba.te court judges and staff reported that the money they receive from the 

subsidy is adequate. This perspective is not surprising in light of the essen
tially open-ended nature of the Child Care Fund. State matching expenditures 
are technically constrained only by the budgetary controls imposed by boards of 
county commissioners. However, several respondents related that probate court 
judges do not feel bound or governed in their dispositional and placement deci
sions by budgetary limitations. Constitutional separation of powers doctrine is 
one reason advanced by these judges for ignoring budget figures set by the exe
cutive branch. Another reason is that many judges see the probate courts' role 
as ensuring the availability of services and, hence, do not feel that their de
cisions regarding the needs of children should be affected by fiscal factors. 
Given the lack of cost controls, state matching expenditures have exceeded appro
priation levels in each of the past years, as shown in Table 1. 
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TABLE 1. MICHIGAN CHILD CARE FUND APPROPRIATIONS 
AND EXPENDITURES FOR FISCAL 1976 TO 
FISCAL 1980 

Funding Year State Appropriation Gross Expenditure 

Fiscal 

Fiscal 

Fiscal 

Fiscal 

Fiscal 

* 

1976 $15,018,300 

1977 19,424,200 

1978 19,262,841 

1979 20,861,300 

1980 23,361,300 

denotes Not Available. 

ORGANIZATIONAL STRUCTURES 

$22,681,275 

34,733,195 

37,400,232 

40,574,706 

* 

As noted earlier, the Child Care Res 
the state administrative unit for th o~rces Division has been designated as 
Child Care Fund administration are neeed :u s~~. A total of 13 positions for 
positions is: e • e staffing organization for these 

1 Director (1/2 time) 
1 Program Manager, Co~unity Assistance 
1 Program Manager, Policy Control 
~ Program Manager, Program Development 
4 Field Staff 
1 Fiscal Analyst 
1 Analyst, Data Reporting Unit 
3 Clerical Support Staff 

The costs of supporting this unit a . 
the subsidy. The costs for admini t :; budgeted as a separate line item from 
be approximately $300 000 compared St ra on in Fiscal 1979-80 were estimated to 
$26 million. ' 0 a total budget fo:r the subsidy budget of 

No formal state advisory board has b Instead the Child C R een established for the Child Care Fund. 
, are esources Division uses it fi ld 

convene various groups on an ad h b s e staff to periodically 
policy and program issues T ill oC asis to provide advice and counsel on 

i • 0 ustrate an ad ho ill 
ass st with a rewrite of administrative rul~s. c group w be formed to 
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No positions have been designated exclusively for subsidy administration at 
the local level. Subsidy funds are strictly to be used for programs and serv
ices. County treasurers and probate courts are required to absorb the costs of 
administering the program out of their own general fund revenues. Expenditures 
related to the preparation of plans and budgets are also borne by county general 
fund dollars. Although counties are pressing for an increase in child care 
reimbursement levels, the costs of administering the subsidy are not mentioned 
by officials as a reason for needing more state funds. 

INTERGOVERNMENTAL RELATIONS 

State and local relationships h:J.storically have been tranquil in Michiga.n, 
and the experience with the subsidy reflects the overall trend. It was surpris
ing to find, for instance, that local officials in general were not concerned by 
the increased administrative burdens of the planning requirements brought about 
by the 1975 legislative amendment. Counties, in fact, have been very coopera
tive about submitting plans and making revisions requested by the Department of 
Social Services. Other aspects of state oversight--such as licensing require
ments, staffing standards, fiscal reporting procedures, administrativ~ and pro
grammatic regulations, and financial audits--were also not considered to be 
onerous. Interviews with state and local officials strongly suggest that, what
ever administrative burdens are imposed by these various requirements, the .gen
erous nature of the Child Care Fund serves to dampen any reasons for discontent. 
Indeed, it is said that the probate court judges, who are elected and a very 
powerful political force in Hichigan, are supportive of the su.bsidy because of 
tlie substantial funds it provides to their courts. 

Admi ttedly, the sharpest opposition to the planning requirements have been 
from some probate court judges. Their resistance is based upon a constitutional 
concern about executive branch infringement on judicial authority, not on a per
ception of state government interference in local affairs. At this stage, judi
cial opposition to joint planning is restricted to only a few counties. If the 
opposition were to become more widespread, it could be elevated to a major issue, 
as probate judges applied pressure on the legislature. It is probable, too, 
that opposition from the probate courts would be unleashed, if state powers were 
enlarged so that prior approval was required for receipt of subsidy funds. 

GENERAL EVALUATIONS OF THE SUCCESS OF THE SUBSIDY 

General evaluations of the Child Care Fund tended to be more positive from 
the locel than from the state perspective. While state officials generally 
favored some elements of the subsidy, there were a number of reservations ex
pressed, some of which have been noted in·earlier sections of this case analysis. 
Although the program currently is experiencing no major controversies, it was 
claimed that most legislators familiar with the Child Care Fund do not think it 
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is working. Their major sources of concern can be summarized as: (1) a lack of 
control over expenditure levels; (2) inability to affect local child placements, 
although subsidy dollars are involved; and (3) inequity of access to services. 

It was the opinion of state legislative staff interviewed that the Of~ice of 
Children and Youth Services does not possess sufficient personnel to effectively 
monitor and evaluate the services supported by the subsidy. They acknowledged 
that some effort is made in the billing process to screen out ineligible serv
ices, but this procedure is not done routinely. On-site visits by field staff 
of the Child Care Resources Division are essentially for technical assistance 
purposes, while monitoring functions playa secondary role. 

On the other hand, state administrators interviewed had a more positive 
assessment of the effectiveness of state oversight. It was admitted that staff 
size precluded active and consistent compliance monitoring; yet, requirements 
for planning, staffing standards, and licenSing structures--combined with peri
odic on-site fiscal and program reviews--ensure that program quality is main
tained across counties. The Office of Children and Youth Services has con
sciously used its field assistance staff more to provide technical assistance 
than direct compliance monitoring. By providing technical assistance to local 
planning efforts, state administrators believe that they can effect more improve
ments in program quality than through compliance monitoring. One observer, in 
fact, saw the requirement for local planning as the most potentially significant 
result of the subsidy. 

The Child Care Fund is also considered beneficial in that it has provided a 
cost-sharing vehicle for counties inclined to diversify program alternatives for 
youth. In this sense, then, it at least has provided a mechanism for stimulat
ing the development of community-based alternatives. Success in meeting dein
stitutionalization objectives of the subsidy has been found in counties willing 
to develop a range of alternatives. However, some observers note that, on a 
statewide basis, the program has not diminished the use of county detention 
homes. 

The foregoing is not intended to suggest that state administrators are 
unaware of continuing problems with thr. subsidy. For instance, they would tend 
to agree with legislative staff concerns about service inequities and inappropri
ate placements fostered by the existing child care funding system. One top
echelon administrator observed that the subsidy establishes incentives for 
correctional actions as opposed to prevention and early intervention efforts, 
out-of-home placements instead of in-home care, and detention rather than other 
less restrictive programs. The administrator suggested that the Child Care Fund 
will continue to bring about these largely ·unintended effects unless more 
funding incentives are established for early intervention programs. In this 
regard, addition of the in-home care option is regarded as a small but beginning 
step in the right direction • 

Local assessments of the Child Care Fund stem from a fiscal perspective, 
instead of regarding programmatic impacts. The sul?sidy is thought by one local 
official to be absolutely essential to the continuation of community-based reha
bilitative services for youth. One local official views the subsidy as a means 
of financing services to '~hose children whom. society is obligated to assist. 
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Local discontent about the Child Care Fund was found to be concentrated in 
Wayne County, and these concerns related to adequacy of the subsidy dollars. 
Faced with decreasing tax revenues brought by high unemployment rates and esca
lating costs of child care, Wayne County has sought a change Which would have: 
(1) allowed probation staff of the juvenile court to be funded by subsidy dol
lars, and (2) absorbed annual increases in local costs due to inflation. In a 
staff paper prepared for the Wayne County Board of Commissioners, it was pre-

dicted that: 

unless state aid is forthcoming, the juvenile court will be 
forced to terminate its own probation services, which will 
mean that all youth will be adjudicated to the Department of 
Social Services ••• it will cost the state less to provide 50 
percent of the support for the care of these cas.es than to 
have to provide 100 percent of the costs. 
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MICHIGAN WORK OPPORTUNITY RESOURCE'S CORPS PROGRAM 
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Department of Recreation 

Alonzo Bates, Director of Personnel, Lansing 
Ernest Barnett, Assistant Director, Lans'Lng 

Local Administrator 

Paul Hines, Assistant Director, Forestry Division, Detroit, Department 
of Recreation 

Michigan was selected principally because of the number and diversity of· its 
state-administered subsidy programs. Since a major factor in selection was the 
need to have subsidies represented in approximate proportion to their numerical 
distribution across the study's five functional categories, it was imperative 
that case study states offer a diverse range of programs from which to choose .. 

Although it was known that the Work Opportunity Resources Corps Program was 
no longer operational, it was, nonetheless, selected for two reasons. One was 
that Michigan's program represented one of only three state-administered youth 
employment subsidies found through the national survey, primarily attributable 
to the overwhelming presence of CETA funds which have minimized the need for 
states to subsidize youth employment programs. A second reason for choosing 
this subsidy was that it provided an example of a discontinued program; hence, 
Michigan's Work Opportunity Resources Corps Program offered an opportunity to 
examine the issues surrounding the termination of a subsidy program. 

ORGANIZATIONAL CONTEXT 

Michigan's executive branch is organtzed into a cabinet form of government. 
One of 15 principal cabinet departments reporting dir.ectly to the governor is 
the Department of Natural Resources, which is responsible for state environmen
tal protection, recreational land use, and conservation programs. Under the 
directo~ and deputy director of the department are four bureaus: (1) Management 
Services, (2) Recreation and Land Use, (3) "Environmental Protection, and (4) 
Resources. The subsidy was administered by. the Office of Manpower Programs 
located in the Bureau of Management Services of the Department of Natural 
Resources. Although one might presume a youth employment subsidy to have a 
better organizational fit in a labor agency, the conservation and recreational 
nature of the summer jobs established through the subsidy actually would argue 
for its placement within an environmental agency. This analysis was not 
compelling, however, to the Department of Labor which opposed the subsidy 
legislation because of the provision to place it in the Department of Natural 
Resources. Ironically, the Department of Natural Resources was relucta.nt to 
accept admin~strative responsibility for it, but once the subsidy became popular 
with lc{~ai";. governments, the department's reluctance disappeared. . An 
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organizational overview of agencies relevant to the Work Opportunity Resources 
Corps Program is portrayed in Figure 1. 

FIGURE 1. ORGANIZATION OF AGENCIES RELEVANT TO 
MICHIGAN WORK OPPORTUNITY RESOURCES 
CORPS PROGRAM 

GOVERNOR 

DEPARTMENT OF 
NATURAL RESOURCES 

BUREAU OF 
MANAGEMENT 

SERVICES 

OFFICE OF MANPOWER 
PROGRAMS 

.... .... ..... 
~~UBSIDY FUNDS FLOW TO 

"""'-.......... 
......... {iOOCAL PUBLIC AGENCIES 

POLITICAL AND LEGISLATIVE HISTORY 

The initiative for this subsidy came from the legislative branch A 
sequence frequently found in other states has been for the proposed sUbSid 
legislation to originate in the· executive branch, with an interested le iSlato~ 
requested to introduce and carry the bill throug~ the legislative proces:. 

h I~ thia instance, however, the Work Opportunity Resources Corps Program was 
t e i aa of Senator Kerry Kammer and one of his legislat:i:ve aides. Senator 
Kammer has had a long interest, both vocationally and avocationally, in conser
vation issues, and the idea of job programs designed along the lines of a New 
Deal Civilian Conservation Corps was particularly appealing. While the bill 
which ultimately emerged permitted state funds to be used for youth recreation 
projects, its orientation was more toward establishing conservation-related jobs. 
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A second interest of Senator Kammer was to make eligibility for jobs rela
tively ope.n-ended. The only constraining criteria were that youth: (1) must be 
between the ages of 15 and 21 for the entire period of employment, (2) must be a 
resident of Michigan, and (3) must be unemployed when hired. This approach 
stood in marked contrast to CETA, under which income-related criteria restrict 
eligibility to disadvantaged youth. It" was the open-ended eligibility feature, 
plus the proposed $10 million appropriation attached to the legislation, that 
aroused opposition by the governor and a group of legislators in the House of 
Representatives upon introduction of the bill during the 1977 session. As noted 
earlier, the Department of Labor also objected to the legislation because the 
subsidy would be administered by the Department of Natural Resources. Further
more, the support of the Department of Natural Resources, at this point and 
throughout legislative consideration of the bill, could best be characterized as 
lukewarm. The department had no overriding interest in assuming administrative 
responsibility for the program, an unusual phenomenon since bureaucracies are 
not known to object to expansion so long as appropriated funds are sufficient. 
In this case, the proposed and eventual funding levels appear to have been more 
than adequate, considering the Work Opportunity Resources Corps Program was a 
new initiative. 

Despite opposition in the House, no real organized constituency lobbied 
against the legislation. Legislative support was sufficient for enactment and, 
therefore, there was no need to modify its major provisions. The only accom
modation made to opponents was to reduce the annual appropriation level from $10 
million to $5 million. Of this appropriation, $3.2 million was to be made avail
able to local and intermediate school districts, public housing commissions, 
regional park authorities, community action agencies, ci ties, villages, town
ships, and counties, while the remainder could be used by the Department of 
Natural Resources to cover administrative costs and initiate its own youth em
ployment projects. 

Passage of the legislation was also eased by the governor's cha~ge of posi
tion on it. Had he maintained his original opposition, the governor would have 
faced the prospect of vetoing what had become a politically popular piece of 
legislation. When the legislature reduced the appropriation level, the gover
nor's major reason for disapproval, it became easier for him to modify his ini
tial opposition to the bill. Once these minor hurdles were cleared, the passage 
of the legislation proceeded quickly. In fact, the legislation cleared so rap
idly that neither the Department of Natural Resources nor local governments had 
made adequate preparations for implementation on the program's effective date of 
July 1, 1977. 

The bill passed by the legislature provided that funds were to be used to 
establish summer conservation and environmentally related projects. L9cal admin
istrative costs, for up to 15 percent, could be covered through the grant allo
cation. The legislation specified that no criteria, other than age, would re
strict youth eligibility for Work Opportunity Resources Corps Program jobs. 
Projects, furthermore, were permitted to operate up to a maximum of three months, 
althopgh most ran for ten weeks. 

By this time, a g~oundswell of local supP,)rt had developed and, consequently, 
legislative reauthorization of the program was easily accomplished. Michigan's 
state government, however, was faced with a drastically different fiscal picture 
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as the :979 legislative session started. Slumping auto sales were having a 
devastating effect on state revenue projections for the current fiscal year. 
Regardless of the local support the Work Opportunity Resources Corps Program had 
engendered, it was not considered an absolutely essential program when compared 
to other competing demands on limited resources. Consequently, it became a vic
tim of Michigan's worsening economic situation when the legislature deleted 
funds for the program during the 1979 session. 

In short, the Work Opportunity Resources Corps Program was perceived by the 
legislature as a politically popular and effective program. It was simply a 
matter of economics, and not political opposition, that the program was dropped 
from the 1980 budget. The prospects continue to be bleak as Ktchigan's fiscal 
health has deteriorated further throughout 1980, meaning that funding will not 
likely be restored until the state's economic picture visibly improves. 

OBJECTIVES OF TaE SUBSIDY 

The development of community-based alte~natives was identified as a primary 
consideration behind the subsidy. The prevention of delinquency, the encourage
ment of minimum standards, and the achievement of more even distribution of serv·· 
ices were subsidiary reasons for the subsidy's establishment. The program's 
primary purposes, in fact, were stated in fairly utilitarian terms. Respondents 
at both the state and local levels concurred that the three main objectives of 
the Work Opportunity Resources Corps Program were: 

(1) To achieve needed conservation-related projects on public lands. 
(2) To employ youth within the 15 to 21 age group. 
(3) To provide needed employment training to youth so as to prepare 

them for competition in the employment market. 

ALLOCATION OF FUNDS 

Under Michigan's allocation system for the Work Opportunity Resources Corps 
Program, grants were awarded to local applicants on an open competitive basis, 
with the state retaining all funding discretion. Factors used in evaluating 
proposals were efficiency, types of projects, long-term effects, and types of 
perfonnance. Local funds could be used to supplement a grant, but no match was 
required. Any local or intermediate school district, public housing commission, 
regional park authority, communi. ty ac tion agency, ci ty, village, township, or 
county could apply. As a result of 1978 legislative amendments, public housing 
commissions were also eligible for project funding. The only restrictions upon 
these nubsidized programs were that participants were to be between the ages of 
15 to 21, be residents of the state, and be unemployed. Income restrictions 
were not to be included. 
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Upon legislative approval of the subsidy's appropriation, project applica
tions from eligible local units were solicited and reviewed by the Office of 
Manpower Programs in the Bureau of Management Services. These applications typ
ically included a service plan describing the project, the number of jobs needed, 
and a budget. While implementation was delayed by late legj.slative action in 
1977, reauthorization of the subsidy in 1978 occurred early enough to allow the 
Office of Manpower Programs to advise funded projects by early June. 

Fund disbursements occurred in three stages. Fifty percent of the approved 
budget was advanced, upon request, after approval of an application. The bal
ance, not to exceed 90 percent of the remainder, was paid at the completion of 
the project. The remaining ten percent was held by the state, pending comple
tion of the fiscal audit required by the legislation. Failure by participating 
localities to adhere to state guidelines could have resulted in disallowances 
during the annual audit. Incorrectly documented expenditures and administrative 
costs exceeding 15 percent of the total grant amount are examples of costs that 
would be disallowed by the Office of Manpower Programs. 

ADMINISTRATIVE REQUIREMENTS 

Accompanying the legislation authorizing the Work Opportunity Resources 
Corps Program was a set of administrative guidelines that funded projects were 
required to follow. These are administrative and procedural guidelines rather 
than program or performance standards. The guidelines cover such items as fund
ing, supervisor/enrollee ratios, types of work allowed, wage and pay guidelines, 
duration of employment, safety standards, training procedures, procedures for 
submitting performance reports, and audit requirements. 

Monitoring of compliance with the state guidelines occurred in three ways. 
One was through an annual fiscal audit of project financial records by a private 
accounting firm contracted by the Office of Manpower Programs. The problems re
vealed by these audits tended to be that: (1) local units would spend more than 
the 15 percent allowed for administration, or (2) there was inadequate documen
tation of expenditures. These deficiencies were widespread during 1977, but 
markedly fewer fiscal and administrative problems were found during 1978 audits. 

As a second state check, regional coordinators for Work Opportunity Resources 
Corps Program visited local projects to inspect case files, review budgets, and 
determine if those hired were performing jobs as proposed. While overages on 
administrative costs and inadequate expenditure documentation were identified in 
many cases, the coordinators generally found that participants were performing 
jobs for which they were employed. 

The third way the state reviewed local projects was through an examination 
of performance reports. Areas covered in these reports included: (1) projects 
worked on by youth enrollees, (2) 'Ylhat was accomplished by enrollees, (3) 
problems encountered and how they were resolved, and (4) highlights and unex
pected successes of the program. 
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The subsidy was a valuable inducement to the state in ensuring that local 
projects rectified deficiencies found in fiscal audits or program revi . Th 
structur~ng of disbursements into three phases appears to have been a-pa~~~~ular: 
ly effective device for obtaining local compliance with guidelines F 
cent of th b id . • arty per-e su s y was w~thheld until after the project was completed and th 
program reviews c~ncluded. The withhDlding of the final ten percent until afte~ 
the fiscal audit strengthened state overs:f.ght capability even more. 

No project was ever actually terminated; yet, on several occasions the state 
threatened to do so. In those cases, administrative or program deficiencies 
were corrected in time to avoid termination. 

TYPES AND LEVELS OF SERVICES SUPPORTED BY THE SUBSIDY 

The types of projects funded by the Work Opportunity Resources Corps Program 
included nature trail construction, litter pick-up, parks maintenance and bUilding 
construction. These funds were not used to supplement existing services such 
as CETA-supported job programs or for local recreation or conservation projects. 
The subsidy was responsible for the establishment of new services in several 
insltalnces. This was the case particulerly for conservation-related projects in 
sma er local jurisdictions. 

SOURCES AND LEVELS OF FUNDING 

The Work Opportunity Resources Corps Program was funded completely by state 
general fund money. Of the $3.2 million available for local projects, the aver
age grant in 1978 was $17,000; the smallest was $2,500; and the largest was 
$300,000. Up to 15 percent of any grant was allotoied for administrative and 
equipment costs. Costs which were allowed to be paid from this 15 percent por
tion included administrative staff salaries as well as safety equipment, mate
rials such as lumber for construction, workers compensation insurance equip-
ment, tools, and rental of equipment. ' 

ORGANIZATIONAL STRUCTURES 

To administer the subsidy, three full-time equivalent employees (FTE) were 
required. Of these, one FTE in the Office of Manpower Programs was solely dedi
cated to the Work Opportunity Resources Corps Program, while the remaining two 
FTEs represented the total amount of time allocated to the program by various 
Department of Natural Resources' central office and regional steff, the latter 
of which operated out of the department's three regional offices. In those 

D-175 , 



~--- ------------------~---------

regional off.ices, fout' area coord:f.nators monitored programs and assisted proj
ects in developing budgets as pe.rt of their overall field duties in manpower 
train.ing and development. 

From the state perspective, regional coordinators were important because 
they afforded the field coverage that could not be provided by central office 
staff. With.out th:ls fi~ld staff, the Department of Natural Resources would not 
have had the ability to assist local projects in budgetary and program develop
ment or to monitor compliance with guidelines. Thus, the area coordinators were 
considered essential to the maintenance of program quality. The advantage to 
localities of these field representatives was that they provided an accessible 
informational and technical resource When questions about state policy and pro
cedures arose. 

No new full-time positions were estahlished specifically to administer the 
subsidy at the local level. Instead, localities were allowed to spend up to 15 
percent of the $3.2 million in subsidy funds for administrative purposes. Lo
calities tended to spend all of their administrative expense allotment, and for 
1979 the allowable cost of administration was $480,000. Administrative tasks 
underwritten by the subsidy usually were absorbed among existing professional 
and clerical staff at the local level; however, on occasion youth participants 
would be employed in temporary clerical positions. State guidelines were suf
ficiently permissive to allow local units of government to spend all of the 15 
percent administrative and equipment portion of their grant on staff salaries 
and wages if they chose. 

INTERGOVERNMENTAL RELATIONS 

Little friction between the state and local level appears to have existed 
under the Work Opportunity Resources Corps Program. Indeed, one observer 
claimed that the program improved already sound intergovernmental relationships 
on conservation and environmental issues. The program's administrative flexi
bility and waiver of a match requirement were two major factors responsible for 
positive local attitudes toward the subsidy. The autonomy afforded localities 
recognized the historically strong local political role in Michigan's governmen
tal environment. Legislators often defer to the Wishes of local governments on 
major legislative issues affecting their interests. 

The program's administrative flexibility was even more attract~ve to locali
ties when contrasted with the relatively rigid. guidelines and procedures of 
CETA's Neighborhood Youth Corps. The rell?lti vely open-ended youth eligibHi ty 
requirements were also favored, when compared to the income restrictions under 
CETA. 

The only state-local problems encountered were administrative in nature, 
pertaining to the subsidy's first-year implementation. While local officials 
complained about lacking lead time for establishing operating procedures, state 
administrators cited the numerous irregularities found in local project finan
cial records during 1978 fiscal audits. These problems substantially abated, 
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d year Of the subsidy, and any tensions which had however, during t.he secon 
existed largely dissolved. 

GENERAL EVALUATIONS OF THE SUCCESS OF THE SUBSIDY 

The Work Opportunity Resources ('O~~~s p~~!;a:t::;.eiv;:e ~~~~r: t~~~~~i:e b::~= 
~~~so;r~:ea!~b~~~~O~:si~~:~v~~wldep~O!~~~d SOCi:~~r j~:~i~~f~oS~~:: ::~i~r::n~r~~ 
teenagers who, otherwise, WOll no ave 
CETA employment because of that program's income restrictions. 

h ublic because needed conservation and rec-
The program Vias of lvdalbue to tIe t~d The Work Opportunity Resources Corps 

reational projects cou e comp e • h f it 11 d them 
1 b fi ial to participating yout or a OWI1 

Program was also direct y ene cdr ision and to form good work habits. 
to obtain husefui job :~f~~i~~~~l~:de~U:~;~rvwork, were apparently attractive as 
The jobs t emse ves, 1 w On a more intangible plane, 
turnover rates of participating youth were 0 by keeping idle youth off the 
some officials speculated that the program, 

b d to have had Some effect on juvenile delinquency. street, was oun 
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ORGANIZATIONAL CONTEXT 

New York is endowed with a comparatively large, diverse, and long
established human services industry. Since well before the turn of the century, 
local social services have been available through private providers supported in 
large part by philanthropic contributions as well as by local tax revenues. The 
existence of these resources has meant that rather than establishing a large 
system of state-administered services, state policy in New York could be 
directed toward extending financial support to local services through a variety 
of subsidies. In addition to the Youth Development/Delinquency Prevention 
Subsidy and Special Delinquency Prevention Program Grants, local juvenile 
justice services are also supported through state grants-in-aid to detent:.ton 
services, the care and maintenance of juveniles, as well as to runaway and home
less youth. Also, New York's local child welfare services are supported by a 
sizable state reimbursement grant, through which the state shares with counties 
an average of 50 percent of child welfare costs. 

Dating :tts history back to 1946, New York's Youth Development/Delinquency 
Prevention (YDDP) Subsidy is the oldest of its kind in the country. It is also 
the largest state grant-in-aid that is called a delinquency prevention program. 
Additionally, YDDP is the only state juvenile justice grant-in-aid which uses a 
differential formula as an incentive for local governments to engage in compre
hensive planni.ng. As will be described in greater detail in later sections, 
counties which engage in comprehensive planning can receive a $4.50 youth per 
capita allocation, while municipalities in counties without comprehensive plans 
receive a $2.25 youth per capita allocation. For these reasons, the Youth 
Development/Delinquency Prevention Subsidy and Special Delinquency Prevention 
Program Grants were selected as state grants-in-aid of interest for case study. 

Briefly, the primary objectives of YDDP are (1) to stimulate the development 
and coordination of effective delinquency prevention and youth development 
programs at the local level by providing financial incentives and technical 
assistance, and (2) to assist local governments in developing effective youth 
service systems that address youth needs prior to and as an alternative to 
involvement in the juvenile justice, social welfare, and mental health systems. 

While the organizational structure for the administration of YDDP is 
explained in greater detail in a later part, it is important at this point to be 
familiar with three key organizations: (1) the New York State Division for 
Youth, (2) the local youth bureau, and (3) the local youth board. 

The New York State Division for Youth (DFY) is a top-level state agency 
whose responsibilities include administering state reimbursement grants which 
stimulate recreation, youth development, and delinquency prevention efforts at 
the local level and which cover expenses incurred by counties for detention and 
community-based residential care. The Division for Youth is also responsible 
for the di·rect administration of state-operated youth facilities ,as well as for 
some community-based rehabilitative services programs. The Loc:al Assistance 
Program Unit within DFY oversees the Yout:h Development/Delinquency Prevention 
SubSidy and the Special Delinquency Prevention Program Grants monies. 
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A youth bureau is an agency established by any county, city, town, or 
village with a total population of 20,000 or more for the purpose of planning, 
coordinating, and supplementing the activities of public and private agencies 
devoted to the welfare and protection of children. Youth bureaus are responsible 
for determining the needs of youth in a community, inventorying community 
resources, developing new services when needed, granting financial aid to public 
and private agencies, directly operating certain services on a demonstration 
basis, and coordinating the activities of local youth-serving agencies. Both 
counties and municipalities within counties may have youth bureaus. 

A youth board is the citizen board of a youth bureau which act:s in an advi
sory or decisionmaking capacity as determined by local chief executives, whether 
mayors, county commissioners, etc. A board may have from 13 to 28 members, 
appointed by the local chief executive and representative of social agencies, 
business, youth organizations, industry, and labor. Lay citizens must comprise 
at least one-half of the total membership. Public officials representing the 
courts, schools, police, and public health and welfare agencies may make up the 
membership balance. In their policy formulations, youth board members review 
and analyze local comprehensive plans and establish criteria for the allocation 
of state, federal, and county funds, as well as private contributions to youth 
programs. Figure 1 shows organizational components of the subsidy. 

Few public policies in New York are easy to understand, and the New York 
subsidies to youth development and delinquency prevention programs are no 
exception. 

In 1978, there existed a complex of at least eight juvenile justice programs 
and funding methods. These grants-in-aid are referred to in the following ways: 

(1) the Youth Development/Delinquency Prevention Program (or, state
local match) for comprehensive plan counties. 

(2) the Youth Development/Delinquency Prevention Program for non-
comprehensive plan counties. 

(3) Youth Initiatives, Part A. 
(4) Youth Initiatives, Part B. 
(5) Supplemental YDDP. 
(6) Special Delinquency Prevention Programs. 
(7) Runaway/Homeless Youth. 
(8) Special Legislative Appropriations. 

Table 1 describes each of these components in greater detail. This plethora 
of programs is partially explained by their time of initiation--1978, a guber
natorial election year. Since that time, at least two programs, the Youth 
Initiatives, Part B and the Supplemental YDDP have been terminated. The 
remaining pieces have been merged into three components known as (1) shared 
funding (which encompasses the Youth Development/Delinquency Prevention Subsidy 
for both comprehensive and noncomprehensive plan counties as well as the Youth 
Initiatives, Part A); (2) 100 percent funding (which includes the Special 
Delinquency Prevention Program Grants and Special Legislative Appropriations); 
and (3) specialized target programs, in this case, particularly to runaway and 
homeless youth. 
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FIGURE 1. ORGANIZATION OF AGENCIES RELEVANT TO NEW YORK YOUTH 
DEVELOPMENT/DELINQUENCY PREVENTION SUBSIDY AND 
SPECIAL DELINQUENCY PREVENTION PROGRAM GRANTS 
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COUNTY AND FUNDS CO~lliUNITY-BASED 

MUNICIPAL YOUTH FLOW TO AGENCIES IN 
BUREAUS/BOARDS NEW YORK CITY 

... ......... ~ ...... ...... ...... 
...... 

LOCAL PUBLIC 
AND PRIVATE 

AGENCIES 

These components have evolved in response to varying political interests 
throughout New York's long history in subsidizing local delinquency prev~ntion 
efforts. These programs and their political precedents are discussed in greater 
detail in a succeeding section, Political and Legislative History. However, to 
understand these eight components and how they will be merged into a proposed 
four-tier funding system, it is helpful first to understand three basic concepts 
underpinning the allocational policies. These three major concepts are (1) Local 
Initiatives (the basic embodiment of the traditional YDDP) , (2) State/Local 
Initiatives, and (3) State Initiatives. 

Local Initiatives 

The most unique feature of the local initiatives provision is the incentive 
it provides through a differential reimbursement rate for communities which 
participate in comprehensive planning. Counties which have developed approved 
comprehensive planning procedures are annually allotted $4.50 for each youth, 
under the age of 21, residing in a county according to the last census. Of the 
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Name of Program 

Youth Development/ 
Delinquency Prevention-
Comprehensive Plan 
Counties (53 counties) 

Youth Development/ 
Delinquency Prevention 
Noncomprehensive 
Plan Countiea 

Special Delinquency' 
Prevention Program 

~BLE 1. BASIC CHARACTERISTICS OF NEW YORK'S DIVISION FOR YOUTH'S 
STATE AID PROGRAMS FOR DELINQUENCY PREVENTION 

Target Programs 

Youth bureau, recreation, and 
youth service projects and 
programs. Programs must conform 
to plan priorities. 

Youth bureau, youth recreation, 
and youth services. 

Specified community-based services 
to locations with high delinquency 
or youth unemployment. 

" 

Aid Formula 

Up to $4.50 per youth, up to 
$2.40 for recreation projects 
and the remainder for youth 
service projects. 'Youth 
bureaus receive $75,000 per 
county youth bureau and 
$50,000 for local youth 
bureaus. New York City 
receives $75,000 for each of 
its five counties or $375,000. 

Up to $2.25/youth with 
max. $1.20/youth for recreation. 
Youth bureaus ••• (the same as 
above) • 

Advance funding of 50 percent to 
66-2/3 percent of total program 
cost. Up to 100 percent of 
eligible program costs to be 
paid by state aid. The 
appropriation is based on a 
per capita formula of 90 cents 
for all youth under the age 
of 21 in the state. 

Program Requirements 

Local sponsors' projects are 
guaranteed $2.25 per youth 
and local project applica
tions must pass through, .but 
cannot be altered by, the 
county. State aid is in the 
form of reimbursement and 
requires a 50 percent local 
public or private match. 

State aid is in the form of 
reimbursement and requires a 
50 percent local public or 
private match. 

All funds for 1978-79 and 
those for the state's two 
largest cities in 1979-80, 
awarded on basi,S of competi
tive proposals, go directly 
from state to program 
operating agencies. Outside 
New York City and Buffalo, 
county youth bureaus play a 
formal role in allocation of 
1979-80 funds. 
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Name of Program 

Supplemental Youth 
Development Delinquency 
Prevention 

Youth Initiatives 
Program 

Part A 

Part B 

Special Legi'slative 
Appropriations 

TABLE' 1. (Continued) 

Target Programs 

Specified types of new or ex
panded programs. In counties 
all aid must be used for youth 
services. In cities half must 
be used in this way. 

Ten priority programs specified. 

Four priority programs specified. 

Community-based programs. 

Aid Formula 

One hundred percent of new 
program costs to achieve 55 
percent state aid for all 
YDDP programs operating in 
1978. 

Up to $1 per youth. 

Up to 75 percent of costs fo~ 
first and second year of 
program. 

Advance funding of 50 percent to 
66-·2/3 percent of total pro
gram costs. Up to 100 percent 
of eligible program costs to 
be paid by state aid'. 

Program Requirements 

Local maintenance of effort 
required. Localities must 
use state aid for new or 
exanded programs. Aid passes 
through regular YDDP funding 
channels and is in the form 
of reimbursement. 

New or expanded programs. 
Aid passes through regular 
YDDP funding channels and 
is in the form of reimburse
ment. 

Funds awarded on the basis of 
competitive proposals. A 25 
percent local public or pri
vate match is required. Aid 
passes through regular YDDP 
funding channels and is in 
the form of r~imbursement. 

Specific appropriations go 
directly from otate to pro
gram operating agencies. 
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Name of Program 

Runaway/Homeless 
Youth 

TABLE 1. (Continued) 

Target Programs 

Coordination of existing services, 
crisis services, and shelter. 

Aid Formula 

Up to 75 percent of costs for 
first and second year of program 
operation. 

Program Requtrements 

New or expanded programs. 
A 25 percent local match is 
required. Local taxes must 
finance 12-1/2 percent of 
this match. Aid passes 
through regular YDDP funding 
channels and is in the form 
of reimbursement. 

Source: Legislative Commission on Expenditure Review staff from information furnished by Administrator, Local Assistance 
Program Unit, New York State Division for Youth, May 11, 1979. 
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full amount, $2.40 per youth may be spent on recreational programs. While 
counties and municipalities share these funds equally, each receiving $2.25 per 
capita, any remaining eligibility on the part of a jurisdiction can be shared 
with the other. For example, leftover municipal eligibility could be trans
ferred to the county level. Municipalities in counties which do not undertake 
comprehensive planning receive only $2.25 per youth, of which up to $1.20 may be 
spent for recreation. This funding arrangement must serve as sufficient incen
tive to participation, for currently 53 of New York's 57 counties, as well as 
New York City, have been approved as comprehensive planning communities. A more 
detailed description of the comprehensive planning process will be given in a 
later section, Administ~ative Requirements. 

The second allocation feature is that communities are expected to meet at 
least one-half of all expenditures for youth service and recreation programs with 
local public and private funds ~ The local match cannot come from ,federal, 
except for general revenue sharing monies, or other state sources. In some 
cases, local youth bureaus acquire these funds from municipal taxes, private 
foundations, United Way, and other contributors. In other instances, the 
contract agency is expected to contribute the 50 percent match, and the youth 
bureau provides only technical assistance in helping the agency to identify 
funding sources and to write proposals. Some youth bureaus will furnish the 
agency's match initially, but will encourage and assist the agency to find other 
funding sources. Fees for services Cannot be charged. 

The third feature is state support to the local youth bureaus. Like the 
reimbursement procedure for services, youth bureaus are expected to meet at 
least one-half of their expenses with local public and private funds. Again, these 
monies cannot come from other state sources or federal programs, with the excep
tion of general revenue sharing. Youth bureaus in cities, towns, and villages 
are eligible to receive up to $50,000, and counties of at least this size are 
eligible to receive $75,000. Current proposals would increase the aid as the 
size of the county increased. New York City, which wholly contains five 
counties, receives five times the maximum allocation for a county. 

The fourth feature is a one-dollar-per-youth add-on or bonus, which a 
county is currently eligible to receive annually, if the county is fully 
expending its previous allocation. Another feature which should also be empha
sized is that both counties as well as ci ties, towns, and villages which lie 
within counties, are eligible to apply for funds. Municipalities can opt to 
receive money directly from the state, but their programs must be approved by 
county youth bureaus. 

State-Local Initiatives 

A concept operational in 1978 was the state-local initiatives provision 
which encouraged counties or cities to submit proposals for demonstration and 
experimental projects. The proposals were competitively evaluated and, if 
approved, received state funding for three years. After first deducting funds 
the program may be receiving from federal or other state sources, the state 
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. 'fi t ear's expenditures, 75 percent of 
reimbursed 75 percent of the proJects rs tY f the third year's expenditures. 
the second year's expenditures, and 60 pe~c::rl~er than its scheduled expiration 
While this particular provision terminate b t tially underwriting demonstration 
date in 1983, the concept of the st~te ~~ s"a:ew programs with state funds, is 
programs on a temporary basis, or see l.ng 
still apparent in some subsidies. 

State Initiatives 

concept is currently reflected in the Special 
Th tate initiatives t tate 

e s (SDPP) G ts It provides 100 percen s 
Delinquency Prevention Program . d

ran 
t·h special problems of low-income 

t i proJ'ects that ad ress e money to demonstra on, ro riation is based on a per 
communities with high rates of delinque~cY·d Th~h:P~gePof 21 in the state. Like 
capita formula of 90 cents for all yout u;;r a competitive basis. Projects 
the state-local initiatives, aid is awar ie Non Y k City are subject to the 
receiving these funds, other than those h nb ew o~rom wh'ere they originated. 
review and approval of the county yout urea~s SDPP projects proposed for 
While the New York City Youth Bureau may rev ew 
funding, final selections are made by the Division for Youth. 

POLITICAL AND LEGISLATIVE HISTORY 

ID lin uency Prevention Subsidy has been in 
Because the Youth Development fe q 30 years the key to understanding 

i form or another or over, Th 
existence, none , a:i d is found in looking at its past. e 
the current method of allocating s~ate. It f changes and additions made over 
current allocation formulas are t e res.ur.tivOes and priorities. Accordingly, a 
the years in response to shifting ier~p~- elopment is important for two major 
discussion of the subsidy's hiS\Oh: c:ta eevfor understanding the precedents that 
reasons. First of all, it sets g Ii ies Second it demonstrates 
have been the determinants Ii of ~urr:~t b::n ~~er~ight, but 'is subject to many 
that a workable state aid po cy s n 
revisions as needs and goals change. 

945 the subsidy allocated to municipalities a 
When first established in 1, f 21 d $15 000 for the establish-

25 youth under the age 0 an , 
maximum of cents per" lit "according to the law, meant a county, 
ment of a youth bureau. Munic!pa t y~ not included within the boundaries of a 
city, village, town, that part OL a ow dents also stipulated the inclusion 
village, or a school district. Late~u~::n a:d regulations of the Division for 
of Indian reservations, subject to uvenile delinquency and promoting youth 
Youth. While interest in prevent~ng i j t for the subsidy, these objectives, 
development has always served ~s i~ ~ lllf:p~:mentation were approached through 
in the early days of the su s Y s t d reoccu'pied through recreational 
efforts to keep kids off the h street s a;~ :ent directly to local governments 
activities. State funds, for t e mos p 'rdinated by local commissioners of 
to support basic recreational programs coo 
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parks and recreation. To this day, the subsidy distinguishes youth recreation 
projects from youth service projects. 

At some point, it became apparent that recreational programs alone were 
insufficient in preventing juvenile delinquency. Other ne~ds of maturing 
adolescents, such as educational, vocational, psychological, health, and social 
needs, had to be addressed. Programs offered in these areas' became defined as 
youth service projects. The major problem, however, became striking a balance 
between support to the well-established, politically strong programs developed 
by local parks and recreation commissioners, and support to critical youth 
needs, such as dealing with truancy, youth prostitution, school violence, 
mul tiproblem families, and inappropriate placement of youth in residential and 
institutional settings. 

Proposals tci limit funding to recreational projects by the state Division 
of the Budget, however, have been met with so much opposition over the years 
that the legislature has always been forced to re~tore the monies. One of the 
compromise solutions, therefore, has been to establish a ceiling for 
recreational expenditures which currently is $2.40 of the $4.50 per youth under 
21 available annually to the county with comprehensive plans and $1. 20 of the 
$2.25 per youth per year available to municipalities. 

One other problem regarding funding to youth recreation projects was noted 
by the Legislative Commission on Expenditure Review, and had to do with its per
ception of the Division for Youth's distinction between youth recreation and 
youth service projects that was not really a distinction at all. The commission 
observed that youth service projects with recreational components could be 
receiving both youth service and youth recreation funds, and that the Division 
for Youth would not be able to entirely account for funds so merged. In an 
audit conducted by the Legislative Commission on Expenditure Review in 1972, the 
commission felt that many programs supported by youth service as well as youth 
recreation funds had enough recreation components to render the distinction 
indistinguishable. Further, the commission expressed the suspicion that many 
youth service projects were indeed youth recreation projects with the nanles 
changed to avoid the existing limitation. While officials from the Divisi.on for 
Youth admit that this happens to a certain extent, they feel its occurrence is 
so limited as to be a generally overdrawn criticism on the part of the Legisla
tive Commission on Expenditure Review. 

Still cognizant of the importance to effectively control juve.nile 
delinquency in high impact areas, the state legislature approved a "double state 
aid" formula in 1947. This legislation provided that double state aid might be 
granted to cities or counties for the operation of youth programs in areas with 
high delinquency rates. Although the initial, law providing for double state 
aid was passed in 1947, it was not until after: 1968 that municipalities other 
than Buffalo and New York City began receiving :Lt. 

By 1969, the Division for Youth formulated criteria for granting double 
state aid. The major requirements were that (1) a municipality had to be uti
lizing the maximum state aid available to :Lt under both its recrea.tion and 
youth service formulas, (2) a youth bureau he.d to be in place to administer the 
funds, and (3) a substantial increase in delinquency over the previous year's 
reported rate had to have been demonstrated. 
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The importance of double state aid is that it founded the principle of spe
cial help to high delinquency areas, particularly in New York City and Buffalo. 
This principle ultimately led to the establishment in 1978 of the separate 
Special Delinquency Prevention Program Grants. The legislature appropriated $5 
million to provide full support, as opposed to the 50 percent reimbursement 
through YDDP, to special pro jec ts in areas where youth were in high risk of 
becoming delinquent. While these grants were available to any agency in the 
state it was well known that areas of primary interest were Buffalo and New 

" 

York City. The establishment of this subsidy, in fact, found its greatest sup-
port among minority state representatives from these two major cities. 

Given this historical perspective, the existence of special funds to 
delinquency prevention in high risk areas would not seem all that unsettling. 
The controversy that the proposal provided, however, was due to a preceding 
event that led to another profound change in the Youth Development/Delinquency 
Prevention Subsidy. In 1974, the legislature realized that while community
based service delivery is preferable to institutionalization, there are some 
inherent problems. Because many different services are delivered by many dif
ferent agencies scattered throughout a county, there occur problems of fragmen
tation, duplication of services in some cases, and gaps in services in others. 
Program development is needed to fill service gaps, and priorities must be 
established among competing interests. The only way to gain a systematic over
view of community-based services is through comp~ehensive planning. 

So important was this concept, that it was for this reason that the legisla
ture established a differential reimbursement rate to coun.ties which undertook 
comprehensive planning. The comprehensive pla.nning process was dEH~ign.ed. to t{'l 

developed in a given county over a five-yeat' period. Once a planning agre!!ment 
had been teached by the c6unty youth bureau and the Division for Youth, the 
county became eligible for reimbursement for one-half of all its expenses up to 
a maximum of $4.50 per youth under the age of 21 per year. Counties that did 
not undertake compr$hensive planning would not be eligible for reimburSE!ments, 
but municipalities in those counties could still receive up to $2.25 per youth. 

By permitting proposals to be submitted directly to the Division for Youth, 
however, the Special Delinquency Prevention Program Grants, as originally 
designed, presented a way for agencies to circumvent the county yout.h bureau and 
the comprehensive planning process. Further, these agencies would be in line 
for 100 percent state funding and, accordingly, would not have tIl supply the 
customary 50 percent local match. Critics of the subsidy felt that the "special 
subsidy" undermined two important principles of the Youth Development/ 
Delinquency Prevention Subsidy. The first was that a county had to be spending 
its maximum allocation under the primary formula to rece:i ve any addi tional aid. 
In other words, counties that "worked hardest" at meeting youth UIi~eds :should be 
rewarded for their efforts in attaining maximum use of their funds. Second, it 
was perceived that the ability of agencies to obtain funds outside of the local 
comprehensive planning process undermined this goal as well. It also supplanted 
the power of the local youth bureau to know and determine what resources were 
and should be available in the community. 

In defense of the "special subsidy," officials from the Division for Youth 
claimed that while county c.omprehensi ve plans had begun to address some of the 
significant gaps in youth development activities that result in the arrest, 
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detention, and incarceration of young people, they had also highlighted the 
limitations of county planning and fragmented state aid in addressing the 
problems of juvenile delinquency. It was felt that while the traditional Youth 
Development/Delinquency Prevention SubSidy had facilitated increased citizen 
participation and the establishment of a wide range of recreational and youth 
development programs, relatively few delinquency prevention programs had focused 
on troubled youth and troubled communities. Fundamental problems cited by the 
Division for Youth were that (1) grass-roots organizations and poverty areas 
were often excluded from the funding process, (2) minorities and high-crime 
areas were not receiving sufficient funding, and (3) the local initiative 
features of the state-local match in the Youth Development/Delinquency 
Prevention Subsidy did not allow the state to allocate resources to tho'se indi
viduals and geographic areas at greatest risk of involvement in the juvenile and 
criminal justice systems. 

The county youth bureaus were continuing to be perceived as funding pri
marily well-established, long-standing agencies with white leadership and with 
an emphasis on recreation and youth development programs. It was felt that 
these implicit policies resulted in a systematic exclusion of direct efforts to 
deal with youth delinquency as well as of struggling minority agencies which 
lacked the standing and resources to acquire the 50 percent match. 

Proponents of the comprehensive planning process, however, countered that if 
these indictments were true, there was still no reason to undermine comprehen
sive planning. If a systematic bias were apparent in the funding patterns of 
youth bureaus, then the Division for Youth should reject the plans until satis
factory changes had been made, rather than establish a new funding source to 

.circumvent the newly developed planning process. The Division for Youth, it was 
felt, should have thrown its support behind the planning process in challenging 
and strengthening it rather than making an end-run around this innovation. The 
turmoil over the "special $5 million subsidy" was temporarily quelled with a 
compromise solution that provided a like $5 million as a supplement to the tra
ditional Youth Development/Delinquency Prevention SubSidy to be funneled through 
the existing formula. 

The Division for Youth continually advocates the state's need for Some auto
nomy and discretion in directing funds to delinquency prevention efforts and higher
risk areas. These perspectives were apparent in two components of the alloca
tional complex: Youth Initiatives and Special Legislative Appropriations. The 
Youth Initiatives was formerly divided into two parts, Part A and Part B. As 
mentioned earlier, Part B no longer exists. Part A monies provide an extra one 
dollar per youth under age 21 for counties which have fully expended these 
allocations from the YDDP SubSidy. Like the other·YDDP monies~ these additional 
funds are to be matched by an equal amount of money from local resources. Part 
B funds were awarded on a competitive basis and provide 75 percent state aid for 
projects which address high-priority youth problems. . State funding to these 
projects, however, was deSigned to be withdrawn over time, with 75 percent state 
funds allocated in the first and second years and reduced to 65 percent in the 
third year. State allocations for the project in subsequent years, however, 
could be obtained through YDDP, if approved by the local youth bureau. 

This provision was sort of a last vestige of the state's "seed money" con
cept. While the purpose of state aid has always been to encourage the initiation 
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and expansion of local youth programs, it was originally intended that once a 
program was shown to be of value, the local agency would take over the cost of 
the project and free the state aid to fund other new programs. This concept is 
similar to that employed by the federal government which provided funding for 
innovative projects up to three years through the Law Enforcement Assistance and 
Administration Act (LEAA). Projects initially funded by LEAA were to receive 
continuation support from state or local governments. 

To enforce this policy, certain services were given specific. time limita
tions for state funding. State aid for juvenile aid bureaus was to be phased 
out after five years of full support by reducing state aid one-sixth each year 
until such aid could be terminated at the end of 11 years. Remedial reading 
programs were to be funded for five years, and only new and expanded, not on
going, recreation projects were to be funded until their support could be 
assumed by the local government~ 

In 1972, the Legislative Commission on Expenditure Review found little evi
dence of programs having been phased out by the division. The initial concept 
of funding projects for a limited time seemed to have been ignored. Once ini
tial approval was given, a program continued to be funded year after year, and 
monies for program development and expansion were only available through 
increased state appropriations. 

The most recent audit of youth development and delinquency prevention 
programs conducted by the Legislative Commission on Expendi.ture Review in 1980 
has observed that the Division for Youth moved even further away from "seeding" 
experimental programs with a 1977 revision of YDDP rules and regulations. This 
revision deleted the word "experimental" from the definition of a youth service 
project, because it had become the division's policy to fund most youth service 
projects on an ongoing basis. The Association of New York State Youth Bureaus 
approved of this change, noting that reference to youth service projects as 
experimental did not, if ever, have any real meaning. The experience of youth 
bureau directors had been that the most successful programs were those which, 
with stable funding, had evolved over time and had established their credibility 
with local youth and the community at large. 

Interestingly, not only did the state Division for Youth feel that it needed 
discretionary funds to direct support to high-risk areas, but so did the state 
legislature. Accordingly, the legislature allocated funds to itself, known as 
the Special Legislative Appropriations, to enable the legislature to approve and 
fully fund projects. While the Division for Youth monitors these contracts, it 
is in no way involved in their selection. 

During an earlier period, two yov.th employment programs were added to the 
complex of subsidies to local delinquency prevention programs. The Probation 
Employment Program (PEP) was established with federal counter-cyclical employ
ment funds and provided 100 percent funding for county youth bureaus to work in 
conjunction with county probation departments to run projects providing employ
ment and vocational skills for court-involved youth. The other, Demonstration 
Youth Employment Program (DYEP), was supported through state unemployment 
insurance penalty funds and was developed to provide 100 percent state aid to 
provide job opportunities and employment training for disadvantaged, delinquency
prone youth. Both of these programs, however, have since been terminated. 
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As might be eJepeci:ed) the debate continues over the advisability of the 
Special Del::Lilquency Prevention Program Grants. and frustration mounts over the 
fragmentation of funding streams. In 1979, the Division for Youth proposed to 
narrow the seven pieces of YDDP into three tracks. At the same time, the youth 
bureaus wished to regain control over the comprehensive planning process and all 
state aid coming into the counties. One compromise achieved at the outset was 
to have proposals directed to the Division for Youth reviewed and approved by 
the county youth bureau in the area from where the p:r,oposal originated. The 
proposed project would have to be consistent with the goals and priorities of 
the local youth board. 

Trie three-track funding system promoted by the Division for Youth in 1979 
has since been revised into a proposal for a four-tier system. 

Youth bureaus, as provided under the first tier, would be eligible to 
receive 50 percent state aid reimbursement as before, but this aid would be 
increased. Counties with populations under 200,000 would be eligible to receive 
$75,000, while counties, villages, and towns would be in line for $50,000. 
Counties with populations from 200,000 to 400,000 would be eligible to receive 
$100,000 and counties with populations over 400,000 would have available 
$150,000. New York City, which encompasses five counties, would receive 
$750,000. 

The second tier would incorporate the current Youth Development/Delinquency 
Prevention Susbidy. Through this subSidy, municipalities would receive 50 per
cent state matching funds to establish and operate recreation and youth services 
projects. Allocations would be based on per capita formulas designed to 
encourage comprehensive planning and to support a range of coordinated youth 
programming. Counties which developerl comprehensive plans would be eligible to 
receive matching funds up to $5.50 for each youth residing in the county, of 
which no more than $2.50 could be used for recreational programming. 

The second tier also provides the per youth add-on formerly made available 
through Part A of the Youth Initiatives funds and raises it from one dollar to 
$1.35 per youth. The current proposal, however, does not require eligible coun
ties to spend their maximum YDDP allocation, but it does stipulate that these 
additional funds be directed toward priority problems of youth, such as truancy, 
youth prostitution, school violence, multiproblem families, va.ndalism, and the 
inappropriate placement of youth in· residential and institutional settings. 

A third tier would encompass communi ties in counties which do not par
ticipate in comprehensive planning. These communities would be eligible for a 
maximum of $2.25 per youth, of which no more than a $1.20 per youth could be 
used annually for recreation programs. 

The fourth tier of funding would be directed toward the prevention of 
delinquency among troubled youth in high-risk communities. Under this proposal, 
public and private agencies could receive 100 percent state aid to establish and 
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operate specific projects targeted toward yo.uth at risk of involvement with the 
juvenile or criminal justice systems. The projects would be directed toward 
priority programs such as (1) work experience and training programs, (2) alter
natives to institutional care, (3) institutional aftercare programs, and (4) 
family support programs. 

This fourth tier of funding also proposes state aid for delinquency preven
tion programs to address the special needs of urban communities which have high 
delinquency rates, such as New York City and Buffalo. Under this tier, 
community-based organizations could receive 100 percent state aid up to $1.40 
per youth population for these cities to operate special programs. 

The local youth bureaus, whil~ not disputing the state's need to retain some 
discretion over delinquency prevention programming, particularly in the 
encouragement of innovative and experimental projects, had wished to gain control 
over state discretionary funding by being given review and approval authorities 
over proposals submitted for such funds. Currently, youth bureaus and boards do 
have review and approval authority over proposals submitted for 100 percent 
funding from their counties. New York City, however, continues to be the excep
tion, where the youth bureau has only review authority, for final approval for 
100 percent state-aided projects is retained by the Division for Youth. 

While many of the pieces of this four-tier funding system are already 
operational, although in some cases at lower allocational figu~es then 
described, the proposal as a package has just been sent to the Governor's 
Council for review. If accepted by the council, it will become part of the 
governor's program for proposed legislation. At last word, its future was still 
unknown. 

ADHINISTRATIVE REQUlREHENTS 

The following administrative requirements are for those counties where 
the chief executive of the county has decided to formulate a youth bureau and 
to participate in comprehensive planning. 

(1) Youth Bureau Feasibility Study. 
(2) Letter of Intent. 
(3) Preliminary Survey for Comprehensive Youth Services Plan. 
(4) Planning Agreement. 

Youth Bureau Feasibility Study 

The establishment of a county or municipal youth bureau is authorized by Article 
19-A, Sections 410 and 426, of the New York Executive Law. The Youth Bureau 
Feasibility Study is a detailed plan, which must be approved by the Division for 
Youth in order for the county youth bureau to receive state aid. The study is 
required (1) to describe potential target populations; (2) to obtain statistical 
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information detailing delinquency rates by age, race, and sex; (3) to inventory 
loca~ existing public and private services; (4) to evaluate existing services; 
and ~5) to indicate long-range objectives. Once the Youth Bureau Feasibility 
Study has been approved by the Division for Youth, the youth bureau is actually 
established by resolution of the local governing body. 

Letter of Intent 

While a county is not required to have a youth bureau for communities 
within counties to obtain Youth Development/Delinquency Prevention Subsidy funds, a 
youth bureau must exist to participate in comprehensive planning and receive the 
higher reimbursement rate. Once a county decides that it wishes to participate 
in comprehensive planning, a letter of intent is sent by the county's chief 
executive officer to the appropriate regional office of the Division for Youth. 
The letter is sent three months prior to the date when the county plans to sub
mit an application for a comprehensive county plan. 

When the regional office receives the letter of intent, the division's 
field representative contacts the county and leaves forms for the Preliminary 
Survey for Comprehensive Youth Services Plan. The field representative remains 
available during this process to offer technical assistance. 

Preliminary Survey for Comprehensive Youth Services Plan 

The Preliminary Survey for Comprehensive Youth Services Plan requires that 
the county youth bureau conduct essentially the same research as needed for 
the Youth Bureau Feasibility Study. Like the Youth Bureau Feasibility Study, 
the preliminary survey covers an inventory of existing public and private serv
i.e{; as well as statistical information regarding delinquency rates by age, 
rac,e, and sex. As a part of this procedure, the youth bureau must identify 
(1) all municipal youth bureaus in the area, (2) existing public and private 
agencies, (3) the services they deliver by contract with the youth bureau, and 
.(4) the services the youth bureau delivers itself. Other information 
reported in the survey includes breakdowns by age and sex for the following 
factors: the number of county youth, the number and type of dispositions, the 
number of police contacts and arrests, a summary of acts committed and actions 
taken, an enumeration of school dropouts, the number of children in families 
recei ving government benefi ts and, finally, the number of children placed in 
various settings by the county department of social services. 

Upon receiving the Preliminary Survey for Comprehensive Youth Services 
Plan, the Division for Youth evaluates the survey and assesses the county' 8 

qualifications to engage in comprehensive youth services planning. Once the 
Division for Youth is satisfied that the county is prepared to routinely 
undertake comprehensive planning, and once any necessary modifications to its 
planning design have been made, the Division for Youth and the county youth 
bureau enter into a Planning Agreement. The county now becomes eligible for the 
increased reimbursement rate. 
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The Planning Agreement 

The Planning Agreement is, as mentioned previously, a signed document which 
qualifies the county for increased funding according to amendments made to the 
Youth Development/Delinquency Prevention Subsidy. However, a number of 
other requirements must be met in addition to approval of the Preliminary Survey 
for Comprehensive Youth Services Plan. First of al1 9 the county must certify 
that 50 percent or more of the youth population under 21, or more than 50 per
cent of the number of municipalities within the county, are participating in 
either state-funded youth recreation or youth service projects. Additionally, 
the county must indicate which municipalities within the county are going to 
participate as well as those municipalities which will not participate in the 
plan. 

A second step in meeting the planning agre(~ment is the appointment of 
a planning committee, which is charged with undertaking the annual planning 
process and submitting a year-end Comprehensive Plan Report. The planning 
committee may be, but need not be, an enlarged subcommittee of the youth board. 
(Greater detail about the planning committee is given in a later section, 
Organizatiof<al Structures.) Once certification of participating municipalities 
has taken place and the planning committee has been appointed, the planning 
agreement can be signed. 

Achieving full comprehensive planning is designed as a five-year process, 
which strives for hi,3her levels of detail :and increased sophistication in 
conducting needs assessments, services inventories, and program evaluations. 
The Planning Agreement mandates that a comprehensive planning county should 
notify the Division for Youth at designated points in the planning process that 
the required steps in information-gathering have been accomplished and analyses 
are being prepared for inclusion in the annUial report. Compliance with these 
procedures is important, for a county's eligibility for comprehensive planning 
funding is renegotiated by the Division for YIJuth each year. 

Program Application 

A description of the program and budg'Clt Ugures are proposed by all applying 
for program funds. The Legislative Camm:l.ssion on Expenditure Review (LCER) 
views the program application, if properly deSigned and reviewed, as the basic 
resource for both comprehension of program features and for program accoun
tability. It serves as the legal contract between the contractor and service 
agency. LCER, in its 1980 audit, paid particularly close attention to YDDP and 
SDPP program applications, for it was on the basis of these documents that 
millions of state aid dollars were awarded. 

LCER's audit found the application procedures to be wanting. Problems with 
program applications, cited by LCER, were that (1) identification of short- and 
long-term goals was not required; (2) identification of whether programs bene
fited the general youth population, potentially delinqUent youth, or delinquent 
youth was not required; (3) evaluation methods did not distinguish between 
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assessment of program operations and program results; and (4) wide val' tion 
existed in the information provided as well as in review procedures among county 
youth bureau staff and DFY field representatives. Further, little of this 
information, due to its lack of standardization, could be transferred to the 
state's management information system, the source for the development of DFY's 
state plan. The division is currently undertaking steps to correct these 
problems, and many have already been rectified. 

Program Reporting 

The Division for Youth, like most grant-monitoring agencies, requires the 
submission of an annual report on the use of funds by local recipients. The 
LCER audit found that it carries more strength in theory than in practice. The 
audit revealed that in a sample of counties, annual reports for 1978 had been 
submitted for only 40 percent of renewed youth service programs and 12 percent 
of youth recreation projects. The Division for Youth, however, feels that these 
figures, for various reasons, are questionable. 

Actual Reimbursement of Funds 

Whether or not a county qualifies for funds under comprehensive planning, 
the method for distribution of funds is the same. The county or municipality 
submits to the Division for Youth quarterly estimates of anticipated expen
ditut'es for the operation and maintenance of its youth program. Expenditures 
which can be included are personnel, rental of buildings, purchase of equipment, 
administr~tive overhead, and approved costs for improvements to property_ 
Reimbursement for food and refreshments is limited for YDDP programs, but more 
generally available under SDPP programs. Estimates are to be submitted at least 
30 days before the first day of th~ months of April, July, October, and 
January. 

At the end of each quarter, the county turns over to the state a verified 
accounting of the financial operations of the youth programs together With a 
claim for reimbursement of one-half of the expenditures" The state agency, DFY, 
conducts a pre-audit of supporting documents before claims are reimbursed. 
Given that all claims are acceptable under the pre-audit, the director of the 
Division for Youth certifies to the comptroller for payment to the county. 

For the most part, county governments, like the state, reimburse the youth 
bureaus quarterly, who in turn reimburse their contract agencies. The New York 
City Youth Bureau has a policy of advancing to agencies 20 percent of their 
expected expenditures in two ten percent installments 'early in the year. 
Agencies report, however, that this agreement is often not faithfully observed. 
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Programs funded under Special Delinquency Prevention Program Grants are 
also advanced up to two-thirds of their funds at the beginning of the program 
year. The rationale is that these less well-established agencies need funds to 
cover start-up costs. However, these agencies report, too, that this procedure 

is not always routinely executed. 

As revealed by providers interviewed in the course of this case study as 
well as by the LCER audit, claims processing runs usually behind schedule. As 
much as an 11- to 12-week backlog occurs frequently. Reasons foe this backlog 
are that while programs have been expanding, the number of administrative per
sonnel has been decreasing. With changes in their responsibilities, DFY field 
representatives are faced with a constantly shifting and growing i~ork load. 

When questioned about how agencies cope with cash flow problems, providers 
responded that they get by either with advances from local governments or with 
loans from banks. Interest cha.rges cannot be recouped and must be covered by 
private contributions, an approach far more difficult for less well-established 

agencies. 

TYPES AND LEVELS OF SERVICES SUPPORTED BY THE SUBSIDIES 

Services supported by the Youth Development/Delinquency Prevention Subsidy 
fall into three major categories: (1) youth recreation, (2) youth services, and 

(3) youth bureaus. 

A youth recreation project is defined as an activity, maintained under the 
direction of a municipality, devoted to the provision of leisure time services 
for youth. Typical programs funded as youth recreation projects are playground 
activities, basketball, softball, swimming, ice skating, volleyball, and base
ball. In addition to these sporting activities, recreation funds support teen 
centers which may offer music, arts and crafts, hobbies, table games, dramatics, 
dancing, and movies. Municipal parks also receive state aid for special pro
gt'amming, but in some instances the money may go toward general park operation. 

1 I 

Under the allocation formula, up to nearly one-half of available state aid 
can be used for youth recreation programs. Communities, hQwever, are given the 
discretion to use one-half or all of their funds for youth service rather than 
youth recreation programs. Youth service projects may, nevertheless, have 
recreational components. In 1958, 52 cents of every state aid dollar was spent 
on youth recreation projects. By 1971, expenditures on recreation projects had 

dropped to 44 cents of each dollar. 

A youth service project, on the other hand~ is defined as an organized 
activity other than a youth bureau or recreation project, whose purpose is the 
detection, prevention, or treatment of the delinquency of youth, or any other 
services directed to youth development. Youth services are divided into eight 
areas: (1) information/referral, (2) education, (3) employment, (4) counseling, 
(5) health, (6) youth advocacy, (7) special prevention services, and (8) miscel
laneous services. General definitions are provided for each of these categories, 
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the local level to best 
defined by the state or man-

Types of services supported by SDPP funds 
toward delinquent and potentially delin uent are indicative of their targeting 
alternatives to institutional 1 q youth. These services encompass 
. intervention, youth unemplo ment acements, recreation, teen sexuality, crisis 
multiple problems; y J youth advocacy, and services to children with 

The third service category is th time or full-time .professional sta:f youth bureau, which consists of a part-
supervision, evaluation, and research to engage in planning, coordination 
own services hi h • While youth bureaus may provide their' 

i f 
' w c most frequently tend to be d n ormation and referral for th emonstration projects or 

local public and private ~gencies. e most part they contract for services from 

The level of services in local has grown substantially duri i governments as the result of the YDDP funds 
number of municipalities rec:givi ts motre than 30 years of availability. The 

i
. ng s ate aid for recre ti 

serv ce proJects, and youth burea i a on programs, youth 
to 1,400 in 1969. The current IUS lnc~eased from approximately 1,100 in 1958 
audit indicates the existence inev~ 9780 services determined by. the 1980 LCER 
projects. Since projects are further di i~f d 11613 YDDP projects and 140 SDPP 
were 3,747 YDDP program areas and 233 s~ppe nto program areas, in 1978, theLe 
these program areas across the ty f program areas. The distribution of 
shown in Tables 2 and 3. pes 0 services for YDDP and SDPP funds are 

SERVICES RECEIVED BY JUVENILES 

The types of clients served by youth d programs can be classified as e evelopment and delinquency prevention 
youth, and delinquent youth. gp:::;i:lo;thd:~iulatiOn, potentially delinquent 
likely to have contact with the juvenile y nquent youth are those thought 
personality trait past behavior tt justice system, usually based upon a 
Delinquents are those juveniles who P~a ern i or geographic area of residence. 
justice system. ve a ready had contact with the juvenile 

LCER analysis revealed that not onl intended to serve the general youth I y were all YDDP recreation programs 
of YDDP youth service programs OnlPOPU ation, this was also true of 57 percent 
at potentially delinquent youth a d y i6 Pierhcent of these programs were directed n on y e g t percent at delinquents. 

Substantiating their SDPP programs in 42 greater targeting emphasis toward delinquent youth, 
percent of the cases were i t d d 

delinquent youth and were dire t d t n en e to serve potentially 
the program. Due to Division ~o~ Y o~~rd delinquent youth for 12 percent of 
know how many juveniles were invol dOiu hrecordkeePing, it is not possible to ve n t ese programs. 
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TABLE 2. NEltl YORK: PERCENTAGE DISTRIBUTION OF PROGRAM AREAS 
CONTAINED IN YDDP :PROGRAMS 1978 

Program Areas 

Administration 
Recreation/Cultural 
Information/Referral 
Education 
Employment 
Counseling 
Health 
Youth Advocacy 
Special Preventive Services 
Other Services 

Total Percent 

Total Number of Program Areas 

a. Does not total 100 percent due to rounding. 

Percent 

4.9 
50.5 
4.1 

11.6 
4.7 

10.3 
2.3 
5.7 
2.8 
3.0 

3,747 

Source: State of New York Legislative Commission on 
Expenditure Review, Program Audit of Delinquency Prevention and 
Youth Development Programs, May 1980. Statistics provided by the 
state Division for Youth. 
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TABLE 3. NEW YORK: PERCENTAGE DISTRIBUTION OF PROGRAM AREAS 
CONTAINED IN SDPP PROGRAMS 1978 

Program Areas 

Alternatives to Institutional Placements 
Recreation 
Teen Sexuality 
Multi-Problem 
Crisis Intervention 
Youth Unemployment 
Youth Advocacy 
Volunteerism 
Youth Participation 
Education 
Not Specified 

Total Percent 

Total Number of Program Areas 

a. Does not total 100 percent due to rounding. 

Percent 

3.4 
25.8 
1.7 

15.0 
2.6 
7.7 
5.6 
0.9 
5.6 

29.2 
2.6 

100.la 

233 

Source: State of New York Legislati ve Commission on 
Expenditure Review, Program Audit of Delinquency Prevention and 
Youth Development Progralns, May 1980. Statistics provided by the 
state Division for Youth. 
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SOURCES AND LEVELS OF FUNDING 

f ds for the components of youth ib Uon of state un 
Table 4 shows the distr u tion programs in 1978-79. 

d delinquency preven d
evelopment an lysis done by 

1 YDDP programs, ana 
expenditures for traditiona t of funds in 1978 were spent on 

With regard to s the state, 43.3 percen j ts and 10.5 percent on 
LCER revealed that, a~~o~ percent on youth service pro;{ ;Uons New York City 
recreation projects, • With regard to geographical a oc imat~lY one-half of 
youth bureau projec~i d of traditional YDDP funds andhap~r~xwhiCh most of these 
absorbs nearly one-t r klyn are the two boroug s 0 
SDPP funds. Manhattan and Broo 
funds are targeted. 

TABLE 4. AVAILABLE FOR DELINQUENCY NE~J YORK: FUNDS YOUTH DEVELOPUENT PROGRAMS PREVENTION AND 
1978-79 

Program 

YDDP 
SDPP 
Supplemental YDPP 
Youth Initiatives: 

Part A 
Part B 

Runaways 
Legislatively 

Designated Programs 

Total Funds Available 

State 
Contribution 

$17,392,000 
5,000,000 
5,000,000 

80,000 
300,000 
750,000 

1,425,000 

$29,947,000 

Local Match 
Requirement 

50% 

25% 
25% 

Children and Families 
in 1980 by the New. York coun~i1 st:nte and local sources for 

A study done 'f monies spent from federa , 'i levels for 
ascertained the amount t New York. Table 5 shows the expena ture 

ices to children n 
serv in the Division for Youth. programs 
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TABLE 5. NEW YORK: EXPENDITURES FOR DIVISION OF YOUTH 
PROGRAMS 1978-79 (INCLUDES BOTH STATE AND 
LOCALLY ADMINISTERED PROGRAMS) 

Program 

Institutional Service Centers 
Institutional Limited Service Centers 
Institutional Nonservice Centers 
Community-Based Nonservice Centers 
Service Detentions 
Nonservice Detentions 
Voluntary Agency Placements 
Foster Homes and Supervised Living 
Placement and Counseling 
Youth Development/Delinquency Prevention 
Services to Runaway Youth 
SpeCial Delinquency Prevention Programs 

Total 

ORGANIZATIONAL STRUCTURES 

Expenditures 

$ 48,000,000 
11,200,00d 
5,300,000 

13,800,000 
13,500,000 
1,700,000 

20 11 300,000 
1,900,000 
7,300,000 

l,6, 800,000 
1,000,000 
5,000,000 

$175,800,000 

In response to changing philosophies, political pressures, and administra
tive requirements, a complex and sophisticated organizational structure has 
evol ved since 1946 When New York began providing financial support to Com
munities through the Youth Development/Delinquency Prevention Subsidy. Changing 
philosophies encouraged diverting youngsters from involvement in the juvenile 
justice system through preventive efforts and arrangement of alternative dispo
sitions within a youth's own community.. Meeting these goals required the 
assembly of a comprehensive range of services to address the great variety of 
youth's needs--from educational needs to vocational to recreational to psycholog
ical and social. Many services already existed in communities, but needed to 
be inventoried in Some way so that the availability of these resources could be 
made known to those seeking them. They also needed to be coordinated so that 
various needs could be met Without duplication and gaps in service delivery. In 
cases where no services existed to address a given need, a catalyst to program 
development was required. In response, to these shifts in philosophy, which 
highlighted the importance of meeting the needs of youth in their own com
munities and the resulting organizational challenges in ensuring the availabil
ity of services to meet these needs, a coordinating body at the local level, the 
youth bureau, and its advisory body, the youth board, were established. (Youth 
bureaus and youth boards may exist at both the county and municipal level.) 

In time, however, it became apparent that broader representation was needed 
in the course of planning and prioritizing the range of community services to be 
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supported through state aid. Somehow the youth board was not of sufficient size 
and suitable character to represent the variety of interests, particularly among 
minorities and youth, which needed to be refllacted in a comprehensive planning 
effort. Largely as a result of pressure from underrepresented groups, the 
establishment of a planning committee (developed as an expanded subcommittee of 
the youth board or as a separate advisory body) was mandated for each county 
applying to receive funds under the comprehensive planning formula. Some com
munities, in the interest of promoting even greater youth involvement, have 
established youth advisory boards. 

Also, at the local level, community-baSE!d organizations were recognized as 
potential participants in local delinquency prevention planning. Reflective of 
current understanding of the term, a community-based organization is defined as 
a corporation organized under the not-for-profit corporation law which is repre
sentative of a community or particular segmEmts of a community, allows for con
sumer participation in its planning and dec:lsionmaking processes, and has among 
its corporate purposes the promotion of services to youth. This recognition 
laid the groundwork for making community-based organizations eligible for state 
delinquency prevention funds in 1978. Officials at the state level acknowledge 
the eligibility of a consortium of community-based organizations wh:l.ch attempt 
to coordinate activities among such agencies. 

The state has established linkages to the county level through regional 
coordinators and field representatives. Each of 25 field representatives moni
tors combinations of counties or single counties with large populations. Four 
regional coordinators direct the activities of YDDP field representatives and 
provide liaison to the Division for Youth. The field representatives pro
vide technical assistance to county youth bureaus, inform them of state 
policies, explain the mechanics of state funding, and monitor program 
development. They can also work as an advocate to the state agency on behalf of 
youth bureaus in their area. 

The final state-to-local linkage is found in the state legislature's 
provision for the involvement of local chief executive officers. The YDDP 
Subsidy legislation empowers the county executive to initiate a youth board 
which serves as either an advisory or policymaking body, at his discretion. 

In summary, the implementation of the Youth Development/Delinquency 
Prevention Subsidy has, in its over 30 years of existence, evolved into a 
complex and sophisticated organizational structure. Major elements of this 
structure at the local level include (1) the youth board, (2) the youth bureau, 
(3) the planning committee, (4) proposed community-based organizations, (5) field 
representatives, (6) regional coordinators p (7) local providers, and (8) local 
political leadership. 

INTERGOVERNMENTAL RELATIONS 

New York has had a long history of strong local governments which have 
prided themselves in providing their own social services. Although these 
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services have been financed in large part with local public and private funds, 
the state has also participated in their support since the mid-1940s, ten years 
after the passage of Titles IV-A and IV-B of the Social Security Act. 
Accordingly, New York is characterized by many years of experience in inter
governmental funding. 

The long history of state aid to local services is indicative of the state's 
recognition of the strength, capability, and commitment of communities in 
meeting their own needs. One state official characterized the Youth Development/ 
Delinquency Prevention Subsidy as grass-roots legislation with strong county 
control mechanisms. Another state legislative official related that any 
mandatory legislation affecting local government which bears excessively on a 
section of the state mllst receive a "home rule" message from the relevant county 
legislatures approving it. 

For the most part, the subsidy is felt to have improved state and local 
relations even though some county oificials feel that the state is looking over 
their shoulders. While state legislative and local relations seem to be fairly 
amiable, cooperative feelings among state and local administrators are less 
certain. Local administrators agree that the state needs some sort of mechanism 
to communicate state policy, objectives, and technical assistance to the local 
level and, conversely, that county and municipal youth program administrators 
benefit from having a state field representative living and working in their 
communities--able to understand and relate their concerns to state adminis
trators. The state system of regional coordinator and field representatives, 
then, seems to make sense to all participants. What local administrators find 
frustrating are field representatives who are poorly trained and insensitive to 
community problems. Local administrators reported having worked with some very 
competent field representatives and sOlne very incompetent field representatives. 

Field representatives tend to have much closer relationships with youth 
bureau staffs than with local service providers. Interests in having local 
field representaives make on-site visits to all service providers under contract 
have been largely redirected in favor of strengthening local youth bureau per
sonnel to undertake these tasks. The field representative, rather, attends 
youth board meetings regularly and works with youth bureau staff. 

Research done in the course of the 1980 LeER audit lends insight into some 
of the reasons for current conditions. The sections given below are quoted from 
its report. 

The local assistance program relies heavily upon its field 
representatives. These field representatives have diverse 
backgrounds that must be relied upon in lieu of standard 
operating procedures with respect to program monitoring and 
assessment. 

Since 1978, field representatives have had little time 
available for program monitoring; they have been preoccupied 
with providing information on new programs and new program 
directions •••• These field staffers have had a constantly 
changing and growing workload. 
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The target of gr~atest criticism, however, has been the Division for Youth. 
The division's problems stem as much from the state's political splits between 
"up-staters" and "down-staters" and between minorities and conservatives as from 
any state-local frictions. As discussed earlier, the division was perceived to 
have succumbed to pressure from the minority legislative caucus consisting of 
Black and Puerto Rican representatives from Buffalo and "down-state" New York 
City. The minority caucus feeL.s that the "up-state" Republican counties have 
absorbed far too much of the subsidy's funds into recreational programs to the 
neglect of the critical needs of impoverished youth in the ravaged urban cen
ters. The division's perceived acquiescence to these accusations led to the 
development of the Special Delinquency Prevention Program Grants, a move which 
local administrators saw as a direct threat to local youth bureau control and 
attempts to pursue comprehensive planning. The "mixed messages" from the divi
sion, which supports financial incentives to comprehensive planning and, at the 
sam.e'time, provides funds to circumvent comprehensive planning, have caused a 
great deal of statewide dissatisfaction. In sum, the urban areas feel that the 
Division for Youth has neglected them and is not doing nearly enough in their 
interest, while the rural counties feel that the diviSion has "sold-out." What 
sort of resolution will result remains to be seen. 

In most states, it is sufficient to address intergovernmental relations in 
terms of state interests versus local interests. In New York, however, the 
conflict subdivides further into county versus municipal interests. It is 
because municipalities resist even county-level control that the state has 
agreed to allow them to establish their own youth bureaus and to receive their 
own YDDP allocations. One of the factors making this policy so significant is 
that municipalities, not counties, are the jurisdictions most likely to allocate 
funds to youth recreation programs for the youth population in general--two of 
the major reasons that YDDP has received so much criticism from urban minority constituencies. 

GENERAL EVALUATIONS OF THE SUCCESS OF THE SVBSIDIES 

The primary intentions of the Youth Development/Delinquency Prevention 
Subsidy are to stimulate service development at the local level, to achieve a 
more even distribution of services across the state, and to promote intergovern
mental cooperation and coordination. As long as the number of local services 
continue to multiply, the subsidy could be said to be achieving its objectives. 
Less clear, however, is what is actually being accomplished in terms of pre
venting delinquency and enhancing youth development. Many of these observations 
apply to the Special Delinquency Prevention Program Grants as well. A current 
proposal to amend the Youth Development/Delinquency Prevention Subsidy Would 
define youth development as the advancing of moral, physical, mental and social 
growth, and well-being of an individual from childhood to maturity, and 
delinquency pr~vention would be defined as preventing youth from failure ot' 
neglect to do what parents, superiors, or law require. 

While officials with the Division for Youth feel that both objectives 
contribute to the same ends, there tends to be disagreement among administrators 
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across the state as to whether emphasis on youth development activities s an 
adequate approach to curbing youth delinquency. Promoters of youth development 
programs feel that they are necessary to ensure that maturing adolescents 
acquire the educational, vocational, and social skills to help them cope with 
the expectations of society and, accordingly, stay out of trouble. EmPhasizini 
youth developmet,lt, they argue, avoids labeling juveniles as potentia 
delinquents. 

Detractors of youth development programs, however, contend that such 
programs are not sufficiently targeted toward the critical needs of children 
with unstable family conditions, or who are habitually truant, or who are 
involved in drug and alcohol abuse, and even prostitution. The large proportion 
of funds spent on recreational programs seem to their critics to be an 
inefficient use of resources given the serious problems of juveniles, and 
particularly minority youth, who continue to become involved with the juvenile 
'ustice system and for whom typical youth development programs seem to be J. 
ineffective. 

The YODP subsidy, therefore, suffers from a sort of schizophrenia in not knowing 
whether it is or should be a youth development or delinquency prevention effort. 
Added to this ambiguity is an inability, not only on the part of state 
administrators but among juvenile justice researchers in general, to define 
delinquency prevention~ Not only is it difficult to define delinquency 

revention but determining that a delinquent act did not occur due to efforts 
~inanced b; the state seems to defy attempts to observe, measure, and validate 
the outcome. 

The Legislative Commission on Expenditure Review recognized the problem of 
evaluating effective delinquency prevention efforts. The report states: 

Neither the Division for Yputh's administration of 
delinquency prevention programs nor the field of delinquency 
prevention, itself, haH successfully identified or a.pplied 
usually accepted effective program models to prevent 
delinquency. In light of the use of State aid for diverse 
program concepts, it is important to note that lack of com
mitment to experimentation means that State aid has been used 
to provide financial assistance for programs with an unknown 
delinquency prevention impact, no matter how worthwhile 
program sponsors believe these programs have been. 

Programs operating with State aid at the tim,e of the audit 
presented a vast array of program concepts and intervention 
techniques •••• These programs reflect the flexj.bili ty of YDDP 
State aid. Almost any activity sponsored by a locality can 
be. considered for such aid if it serves youths •••• The diver
siLty of programs also reflects lack of concensus on the causes 
and cures of delinquency. This is characteristic of the 
field of delinquency prevention in general. In an April, 1979 
x'eport, The National Evaluation of Prevention, the National 
Council on Crime and Delinquency notes that problems with 
these programs begin with the basics: "Unfortunately, the 
field of delinquency prevention exhibits a paucity of theory. 
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There exist few fully elaborated discussions of how preventive 
services lead to delinquency reduction." 

Despi.te recognition of the problems in assessing the effective uses of 
delinquency prevention programs, the Legislative Commission on Expenditure 
Review was, nevertheless, critical of the state administrative agency. The 
report concluded: 

The Division for Youth has not taken a leadership role in 
insuring that State aid for delinquency prevention had been 
used for effective program models. Evaluation is the excep
tion, not the rule, and information required by the Division 
for Youth on State aided programs was often inadequate for 
assessment of pt:ogram results. The Division for Youth t s 
program application made no distinction between criteria to 
evaluate objectives related to the conduct of a program and 
those to measure program results. Eighty-six percent of YDDP 
recreation programs and 37 percent of YDDP youth service 
programs had no criteria to assess program results specified. 
Forty-two percent of SDPP programs also had no such criteria. 

It was also sometimes deficient for monitoring purposes 
because of lack of information on the number to be served 
and the services to be offered wit.h State aid. Not only did 
the Division for Youth lack information on whether 
delinquenc~ was being prevented through finan~ially assisted 
programs, but at the time of this audit, it also could not 
even specify in common format how many youths had been 
served, what types of youths had been served, and how youths 
had been served. 

LCER's at tack on the lack of program evaluation by the Division for Youth 
elicited two well-articulated responses, one from a youth bureau director and 
the other from a regional representative, on the nature of evaluation in the 
field of human services, in general, and for delinquency prevention, in par
ticular. The quotes are re:i,terated verbatim here because they reflect the 
debate occurring nationwide. The first writer observed that: 

7 I 

Before the LCER staff begin criticizing the DFY regarding 
delinquency prevention they first establish the academic or 
theoretical framework within which they impose their imagined 
concept of "Delinquency Prevention" 9n the DFY. 

One of the most contemporary explanations of juvenile 
delinquency or deviance examines the role of social institu
tions which impact, positively or negatively, on the develop
ment of young people. This departs from the traditional 
sociological theory base which focused almost entirely on the 
effect of social class and subcultures, eg., social disor
ganization theory, differential opportunity structure theory, 
the delinquency subculture theory, etc. In summary, the 
institutional focus starts out with a consideration of the 
institutional forces which effect youth and shape their 
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behavior. Instead of attempting to identHy thol:!e factors 
that are thought to cause individual delinquency and then 
initiate programs to "correct" the problem--which is paren
thetically the usual approach taken to delinquency prevention 
programs and usually represents much "wheel spinning" and 
ineffectual and dollar wasteful program initiatives, the DFY a 
advocates much more progressive and fruitful approach to its 
delinquency prevention efforts. The assumption is that it is 
a denial of access of those institutional experiences through 
family, school, church, education, employment, etc., that 
lead to conformity in adult life which is the cause af ado
lescent alienation, rebellion and delinquency. These legiti
macy granting experiences fall in the areas of competence, 
self-image, usefulness, belongingness and power. In respect 
to effective delinquency prevention it is therefore much more 
productive to deal with these institutional experiences and 
social institutions to allow young people to develop in posi
tive, satisfying and socially acceptable ways. In this con
text the absolute distinction between youth development and 
delinquency prevention that the LCER report attempts to make 
in respect to DFY programming becomes less relevant and 
meaningfule 

A similar reflection on the state of the act in delinquency prevention 
evaluation is reflected in the second writer's comments. 

Adequately assessing the impact of these programs requires 
substantial additional costs for evaluation research, if the 
findings are to have any validity. The report, however, 
objects to diverting funds from "direct services." 
Furthermore, it would clearly be unfair and unreasonable to 
require youth services to meet a standard of demonstrated 
effectiveness, short-or-long-term (in terms of impact on 
youth served) , not presently being demanded of any other 
funded human service programs. Evaluation research in the 
social sciences is only beginning to provide the necessary 
statistical tools and methodology to conduct such applied 
research, federal requirements notwithstanding. It is cer
tainly misleading for the report to refer to routine eval
uation requirements by the federal government without taking 
into account the staff and money the federal government also 
makes available for these efforts. Evaluation research is 
highly desirable--and time-consuming and. expensive. It also 
usually requires artificial manipulation of programs, 'ifhich 
change their very nature and characteristics. Despite 
federal requirements and support of evaluation, one.i8 hard 
pressed to find evidence of demonstrated effectiveness of any 
nonresidential delinquency prevention programs in the 
country. And there. have been no such studies done without 
research budgets far more substantial than those available to 
Youth Bureaus. One should not scrap the programs, however, 
anymore than one should eliminate mental health programs, 
deinstitutionalization programs, public assistance programs, 
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and other human services which have limited documentation of 
effectiveness. Improving human behavior is not so simple as 
correcting faults in roads or planes, and measuring change in 
human behavior and attitudes poses problems social scientists 
have not yet solved. 

The LCER report ignores the generally accepted concenSllS that 
delinquency cannot be attributed to a single simple cause. 
Delinquency prevention programs must be designed and imple
mented which meet the various needs of youth most at risk. 
Lnd these programs must be available and accessible to 
delinquenc,y-prone youth and other youth. For a program to 
include only those youngsters who are known to the juvenile 
justice system or who come from only poor or minority or dys
functional families flies in tIte face of all research, which 
indicates that several factors, singly and in combination, 
lead to delinquency. Excluding youth who do not fit into 
simple categories--and including only those youth who do-
prevents youth in need from receiving services and leads to 
stigmatizing and labeling youth, which have effects opposite 
to those desired. 

REFERENCES 

Capital District Youth Bureau Position Paper on Proposed Three-Track State 
Aid Legislation." (Undated). 
New York Council on Children and Families, State of New York Children's 
Budget, 1980-1981. 
New York Legislative Commission on Expenditure Review. Delinquency 
Prevention and Youth De'Telopment Programs. May 1980. 
New York State Executive Department, Division for Youth. Program Audit. 
April 1972. 
____ a 

Financial 
• 
• 

June 1976. 

1977. 

Guide for Developing a Youth Bureau. June 1978. 
Codes,~les and RegUlations, Part 165, Administration of State 

Assistance. October 1977. 
"Youth Initiatives Act of 1978" (description). 
Preliminary Survey for Comprehensive County Youth Services Plan. 

Guide for the Preparation of the Planning Agreement. August 

____ a Guidelines and Information for Comprehensive Youth Service 
Planning. August '1977 .-- --.-

Comprehensive Plan "How To" Manual-. 
~ _____ • ~nty Level Planning and Evaluation Resource Book. June 1980. 

"Pr.oject Application." 
Special Delinquency Prevention Program Type A, Proposal Guide

lines, 1980=:r~ 
_---__ a Special Delinquency Prevention Program Type B, Proposal Guide
lines, 1980-1981. 

D-208 •. 

" 

16. 

17. 

18. 

19. 

20. 

21. 

22. 

23. 

24. 

"Comprehensive Youth Services 1 
Strategy." August 1979. Panning: An Initiative 

____ a "Proposed Act to amend the executive law and 
provisions thereof in relation to st t d f repealing certain 

DFY Cookbook: A Collectia e an or youth programs." 
August 1978:-- - on E! Recipes !.2!. Model Youth Programs. 

New York State Executive Law Article 19 
~eptember 15, 1978. ' -A, Sections 412-532, revised as of 

Critique of the Preliminary Report of 
Expendi ture Review." Memorandum from 
~obinson. March 1980. 

the Legislative Commission on 
Richard W. Laskowski to Harvey 

Division for Youth--Youth D 
Cri tique. " Memorandum from evelopment/Delinquency Prevention Program 
August 1979. W. Bradley to YDDP staff and Youth Bureaus. 

"Exec uti ve Summary of Proposal for the 
and" Delinquency Prevention Programs." 
Cor~nne Plummer. 1979. 

Consolidation of Youth Development 
Memorandum from Frank A. Hall to 

Letter from James Liezk Youth B" 
Will" , ureau Director, Suffolk County, to Mr. ~am Bradley, Deputy Director f L 
Youth, commenting on the 1980 :Udiotca~ Assistance, New York Division for 
~xpend1ture Review. March 1980. y the Legislative Commission on 
Proposed Changes to Article 19-A of the Executive Law" 

Thomas D. Hemans, Executive Director, New York Cit • Memorandum from 
Youth Bureaus Executive Directors. October 1979. y Youth Bureau, to all 

NORTH CAROLINA COill1UNITY-BASED ALTERNATIVES PROGRAM 

BACKGROUND AND ACKNO'(oILEDGMENTS 

Interviews for this case st d 
10-13, 1980, with state legislat~r~ :e~e ~o~d;cted in North Carolina from March 
providers, and members of youth dn 

a, m n strators, local offiCials, service 
Wilkesboro (Wilkes County) and Ch al vtocac(YM groups in Raleigh (Wake County), 

, ar 0 te ecklenburg County). 

Th: staff of the Academy 
follow~ng individuals for giving 
requested documents for this 
cooperation and assistance. 

for Contemporary Problems acknowledges the 
their time to be interviewed and in providing 

case study. We are grateful to them for their 

State Legislator 

Representative Ruth Cook, 
Raleigh North Carolina House of Representatives, 

D-209 



~--~"'"""~ ~------ ----------

State Administrators 

William R. Windley, Direct~r, Division of Youth Services, Department of 
Human Resources 

Ken Foster, Assistant Director, Community-Based Alternatives Section, 
Division of Youth Services, Department of Human Resources 

John Niblock, Director, Governor's Advocacy Council for Children and 
Youth 

Druscilla Williams, Division of Policy Development, Department of 
Administration 

Local Administrators and Service Providers 

Bill Brittain, Director, North Carolina Lutheran Social Ministries, 
Raleigh 

Mary Bryant, Finance Director, Wake County 
Mike Reeder, Director, Haven House, Raleigh 
William Ford, Grants Accountant, Mecklenburg County 

Key Informants 

Mason P. Thomas, Jr., Assistant Director, Institute of Government, 
University of North Carolina, Chapel Hill 

Ronald Aycock, Executive Director, North Carolina County Commissioners 
Association, Raleigh 
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North Carolina was selected for case study because the Community-Based 
Alternatives Program has emerged as one of the more recent and better-known 
comprehensive juvenile justice deinstitutionalization subsidies. Although the 
Community-'Based Alternatives Program was growing in recognition, its features 
and impacts had not been the subject of study by an independent, outside organi
zation. This contrasted with the overwhelming attention devoted to other compre
hensi ve deinsti tutionalization initiatives, such as California's State Aid to 
Probation Services as well as its successor, the County JusticE~ System Subvention 
Program, and Minnesota's Community Corrections Act. 

ORGANIZATIONAL CONTEXT 

Service responsibility for juvenile delinquents and status offenders is 
divided between the executive and judicial branches at both the state and local 
levels. Law enforcement remains strictly a local function, while detention is 
both state and locally administered. With respect to the latter, the state 
operates one regional detention facility. State subsidies also support six 
local juvenile detention facilities, five of which now serve regional areas. 
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Various state reorganizations occurring in the 1970s have produced the 

current organizational alignments of institutional services, probation, intake 
and aftercare programs. In 1973, North Carolina reorganized its assorted state 
agencies, commissions, and boards into a cabinet form of government. Under the 
reorganization, a new Department of Corrections assumed responsibility for adult 
and juvenile corrections. Included in the department was a Division of Youth 
Development with authority over training schools and state-level detention 
services. At the same time, juvenile intake, probation, and aftercare were made 
a state responsibility under a new Division of Juvenile Services established 
within the Administrative Office of the Courts. With this shift from local to 
state control over intake and probation, the administrator for the Division of 
Juvenile Services had the power to appoint chief court counselors for each judi
cial district, subject to the approval of the chief district judge. Indeed, 
while technical authority over personnel decisions was vested with the Adminis
trative Office of the Courts, the political and operational reality was that 
locally elected judges had veto power over the selection or dismissal of chief 
court counselors and, by extension, other intake and probation officers. 

In the 1975 legislative session, another realignment of juvenile services 
took place. Chapter 742 was enacted to transfer responsibility for the state's 
training schools for committeG juvenile delinquents from the Department of 
Corrections to the Department of Human Resources (DHR). Also transferred to the 
Department of Human Resources was state responsibility for regional detention 
services and state subsidies for county detention homes providing regional 
services. In the process of transferring these functions, the Division of Youth 
Development was renamed the Division of Youth Services. 

In addition to the line agencies delivering services to youth, the North 
Carolina General Assembly in 1971 established an Advocacy Council for Children 
and Youth. The council has no program authority, but functions instead as a 
vehicle within government to stimulate reform and improvement in the juvenile 
justice system and, as its title suggests, to serve as an advocate for children. 

When first established, the Community-Based Alternatives Program was organ
izationally located in the Division of Youth Services within the Department of 
Human Resources. According to the first annual report ~n community-based 
alternatives "inadequate funding, key personnel turnover, and lack of depart-

, " A f mental support hampered initiaL •• program implementation. ,$ a means 0 en-
hancing its political stability and visibility, the Community-Based Alternatives 
Program was shifted in July 1977 to the Assistant Secretary for the Office of 
Children in pHR, where it became a staff function. In this internal reorganiza
tion, 11 positions from the Division of Youth Services were transferred to the 
Office of Children, while two new ones were established. 

This move, however, almost immediately generated controversy. The Office of 
Children itself already was under sustained political attack from service provi
ders and local government officials, who perceived it as duplicating the function 
of the Advocacy Council for Children and Youth. In response, the new secretary 
for the Department of Human Resources--upon assuming this position in 1977-
promised to disband the office. At the time that the Community-Based Alterna
tives Program was being transferred, a phased termination of the office was pro
ceeding. Although the placement was intended to be temporary, and the motivation 
was to improve its political visibility, augmenting the Office of Children with 
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it appear to critics that the secretary was 
13 new administrative positions made disband the office. 
recanting on the previous commitment to 

of th Community-Based Alternatives Program 
Nevertheless, the administration

f 
eproximatelY ten months. By May 1978, 

remained in the Office of Child~en ff~r i:is was that the program now had suffi-
the consensus of top departmenta 0 c transfer back to a line agency place-
cient political stability to accom~oda~e: Accordingly, Community-Based Alter-
ment within the Division of youth erv ce i· hi the Division of Youth Services. 
natives. became one of three ~:~~~~:~i:n tar: the other two sections. A chart 
Institutional serviceis andiSAd~lOwn in Figure 1. 
of relevant organizat ons 
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POLITICAL AND LEGISLATIVE HISTORY 

As of 1972, North Carolina had the dubious distinction of committing more 
children per capita to training schools than any other state. According to one 
study, over one-half of the 2,400 children then confined in juvenile training 
schools should not have been committed to those institutions. Although some 
community-based programs were operating with funds from LEAA, judges were 
typically faced, at the time of disposition, with a choice between imposing a 
suspended or probated sentence or committing a youth to a training school. The 
absence of community-based alternatives was especially detrimental to status 
offenders and other youth charged with minor offenses who were often inappro
priately committed to state training schools. 

Despite the stimulus of pilot federal programs, North Carolina entered the 
1970s without any explicit state policy designed to deal with the problems of 
mounting institutional populations and inappropriate commitments to state 
training schools. In short, there was no coherent, statewide approach to foster 
deinstitutionalization. 

Accordingly, the 1974 session of the General Assembly appointed a study 
commission, chaired by then-Senator Ed Knox, to study and propose solutions to 
the training school overcrowding problem. In its work, the Knox Commission 
relied heavily on As a Twig Is Bent, a 1972 publication of the North Carolina 
Bar Association, which provided valuable information and insights to policy
makers on the problems with the state's juvenile justice system and opportuni
ties for reform. 

The recommendations emerging from the Knox Commission stressed the need to 
develop community-based alternatives as a means of relieving prison populations. 
The commission's recommendations were incorporated into H. B. 456, introduced in 
the 1975 session of the General Assembly. The provisions in H.B. 456 contrasted 
with the approach advocated by the state's Republican governor, who had requested 
an increased capitol improvements item in the Department of Corrections' budget 
to fund the construction of more youth institutional facilities. 

The policy ultimately adopted by the General Assembly found expression in 
two integral parts of H.B. 456. The first was a legislative mandate prohibiting 
further commitments of status off.enders in training schools after July 1, 1977. 
This deadline was later extended until July 1, 1978. The second principal 
element of H.B. 456 was to use state funds to stimulate the development of 
community-based programs as placement alternatives for status offenders and 
other youth inappropriately institutionalized. 

The emphasis on developing community-based alternatives mirrored the en
hanced visibility and attention that deinstitutionalization of juveniles, and 
particularly status offenders, was receiving due to federal activities sur
rounding the JuvenUe Justice Delinquency and Prevention ACt of 1974. This 
legislation mandates that states receiving federal funds from the act's formula 
grant provision reduce status offender populations in secure facilities by cer
tain levels within specified time limitations. At the time that the community
based alternatives legislation was being deliberated, North Carolina was not 
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receiving federal funds from the Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention 
Act. According to one observer, the passing of legislation in North Carolina 
was, at least in part, motivated by a desire to enhance the state's ability to 
meet JJDPA deinstitutionalization requirements and thereby qualify for federal 
funds available under that act. 

H.B. 456 was not particularly controversial. In fact, it enjoyed strong 
legislative support. Among those testifying in favor of the legislation were 
staff from the Governor's Advocacy Council for Children and Youth, some juvenile 
court judges, various private youth advocacy groups, service providers, and the 
League of Women Voters. The only opposition of any significance arose from a 
small group of legislators representing poorer eastern-based counties who 
objected that their counties did not have the necessary resources to meet the 
local match requirements stipulated in the bill. Some of these legislators had 
philosophical reservations about H.B. 456 as well. In particular, they were 
concerned that the development of community-based alternatives would lead to 
large-scale releases of dangerous juvenile offenders. 

With the passage of H.B. 456 in the 1975 session, the law's effective date 
was set for July 1, 1975. However, tight state budgetary conditions required 
that an appropriation for the bill be deferred for one year. This was under
stood and accepted by top Division of Youth Services administrators who were 
satisfied with obtaining a legislative authorization for the concept of community
based alternatives. 

In reality, the subsidy did not receive a legislative appropriation until 
the 1977 session. Start-up funds in 1976 amounting to $250,000 were actually 
dollars reallocated by the Division of Youth Services, which had been drawn from 
savings in other program areas. These funds were used to support 33 local 
community-based programs which were awarded Community-Based Alternatives Program 
grants on a competitive basis. 

The subsidy has continued to enjoy strong political support. There was a 
move, however, by a few conservative Republicans and Democrats during one 
legislative session to repeal H.B. 456. These legislators opposed the subsidy 
because they saw it as a program which diminishes the power of juvenile courts 
and "coddles" youth. It was alleged by one individual that a few discontented 
juvenile court judges were behind this challenge to H.B. 456. This repeal 
measure, however, has not represented a serious threat to the subsidy's continu
ation. Mainstream and progressive Democrats, with backing from county govern
ments and private service-providing agencies, had no difficulty in tabling the 
proposed repeal and referring the bill for further study to the Youth Services 
Advisory Board, a friendly commission which advises the Division of Youth 
Services director. 

The key toithe political success of the Community-Based Alternatives Program 
is the strong grassroots support that its administrative staff has built for the 
subsidy among Nort}l Carolina's county governments. Through their state associa
tion, counties were heavily involved during legislative drafting and testimony 
on H.B. 456. They have also been engaged in the process of implementing the 
legislation and, through an ad hoc committee of the County Commissioners 
Association and local interagency task forces appointed by boards of county 
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commissioners, continue to play a major 
directions of the subsidy. role in determining policy and program 

The first issues addres<>ed 'oi 1 b 
committee of the County CUi J

i 
nt y y state administrators and the ad hoc 

allocations to participat~mm ss oners Association centered around state fund 
successful resolutions of t~g coiunties.' These initial sessions produced 

Ii ose Ssues satisfactory t b h 
po cymakers. Indeed these ex h h' 0 ot state and local 
state and local working relati~n:~~es a~e served as the model for an ongoing 
local consultation and cooperation P~an e most recent example of state and 
implement statewide performance standards be

f 
found in efforts to develop and 

alternatives. Hearings on th or state supported community-based 
around the state in order toe ~rtO:ionsed standards are presently being held 
providers, and interested citiz input from county offiCials, service ens. 

The strong political support . 
tangibly by the growth in its 1 ienloyed by the subsidy is reflected most 
budget of $250,000, the fund in eg s ative appropriations. From its original 
years, with $4 million approP;ia~r~w /ramatically over the succeeding four 
Assembly. e or the program by the 1980 General 

OBJECTIVES OF THE SUBSIDY 

The development of community-based al 
other states implementing such ternatives in North Carolina, as with 
tional approaches in the treatmen~roa~~ams; represented. a departure from tradi
basic rationale of the community alt p :vention of Juvenile delinquency. The 
a perception that the most effecti ernat ves movement in this country rests on 
delinquency among most offenders ;: ~ay to kdeal with the underlying causes of 
munities. y wor ing wi th them in their own com-

The Community-Based Alternatives Pro 
tutionalization, with status offe d thgram is clearly directed toward deinsti-

, n ers e target pop 1 ti f 
The complementary objectives of r diu a on 0 priority concern. 
encouraging the development of c e uc ng commitments to state institutions and 
state and local respondents as th~~:~itY;based alternatives were identified by 
ment of the subsidy. Mini i i pr mary considerations for the establish
juvenile justice system was ~e~c:1v:;u~~ ~nvolvement and interaction with the 
objective. Thus, the programmatic orienta:i an important, but still secondary, 
trol and less toward prevention t 1 on is more toward delinquency con
baSically intended to develop 'c'o:munei~st in the ~rimary sense. The subsidy is 
institutions for delinquency control ~it~rogr~ms as an alternative to state 
ther penetration into the juvenile 'u~ti obJectives such as preventing fur
future delinquent behavior the s bJ id ce system and reducing the likelihood of 
tion emphasis. ,u s y can he said to have a secondary preven-

The subsidy was not intended to foster the 
for staff, programs, and facilities at the I development of minimum standards 
year, the Community-Based Alternati S i ocal level, although in the last 

ves ect on in the Division of Youth Services 
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has been working through six special state and local task forces to draft 
minimum performance standards. Accordingly, it appears that the development of 
minimum standards has emerged as another priority objective of the subsidy. 

The stimulation of intergovernmental cooperation and coordination appears 
to have been viewed more strategically and tactically than as an explicit policy 
objective. Also, the desire to achieve a more even distribution of services was 
not a consideration, according to state respondents. Belying these claims, how
ever, are efrorts to secure maximum county participation, along with an alloca
tion method based upon relative county needs. It appears that this, too, was an 
implicit factor behind the establishment of the subsidy. 

ALLOCATION OF FUNDS 

Each participating county is awarded a base grant of $2,500, with the balance 
of available funds distributed according to a prorated amount based on a 
county's youth population between the ages of ten and 17. Participation by 
coun.ties in the subsidy program is voluntary, but those that do participate are 
required to provide a ten to 30 percent match to state dollars, with the percen
tage dependent upon the jurisdiction's ability to pay. The relative ability to 
pay is determined by a Social Services Equalization Formula which takes into 
consideration per capita sales tax collections, property tax per capita, average 
monthly number of Aid to Dependent Children recipients per capi ta, and the 
county share of Aid to Dependent Children expenditures per capita. Using this 
formula, counties are divided into three categories with the follOWing matching 
ratios: 

(1) Counties with the highest ability to pay (30 percent local, 70 
percent state). 

(2) Counties with medium relative ability to pay (20 percent local, 
80 percent state). 

(3) Counties wi th lowest ability to fund programs (10 percent local, 
90 percent state). 

The potential county fiscal burden is alleviated somewhat by the provision 
allowing counties the option of matching state dollars, either in cash or 
through in-kind contributions. With regard to in-kind contributions, client 
fees, provision of office space, percentage of county employee time spent on a 
program, and private donations, can be used to offset "hard" match requirements. 
Despite the flexibility, it was surprising to learn that counties have opted, 
generally, toward meeting their match requirements through cash outlays. In the 
view of some local officials, 'several medium-size to larger jurisdictions have 
had to overmatch with a combination of in-kind contributions and "hard" dollars 
because of inadequate state funding. In one large county, however, it was 
learned that until last year the state had neglected to document the required 
match. The latest increase in the subsidy's appropriation should reduce the 
necessity for county overmatches where they have occurred. No precise figures 
were available to document the proportions of cash versus in-kind matches. 
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However dat i , a n annual reports a ear 
the larger jurisdictions are over:~tchi~;.confirm the contention that several 

The discretion afforded counties i 
reneralized discontent about having t n matching state dollars have not stilled 
ocal officials inSist that 0 contribute local resources at all S 

community b d ' as a state-initiated • orne 
offi' - ase a~ternatives should come fr program, fiscal support for 

c~als argue, further, that the st thorn that level of government. The 
sou:-ce.s than do fiscally impaired loca

a 
e as greater ability to generate re-

that the requirement of all 1 governments. State offici 1 
and i 1 oca match brings with i a s counter 

nvo vement in the program. t greater local commitment to 

Apparently, the match requirement i 
ticipation. Currently, 99 of North Ca/ ~ot, so ,.onerous as to deter county par-
;enting a significant increase over theO~~~a is .LaO counties, partiCipate, repre
(~~dS.o The high level of partiCipation g n~l 33 counties receiving subsidy 

s~aling of local match according to abi~~~ e at tributable to two factors: 
some Jurisdictions of requiring i y to pay, and (2) the practice in 
subsidy funds, to contribute the ~:s~a~:t~~~ncies, to which counties subcontract 

Another important feature of the 
supplanting local juvenile justi le~islation proscribes counties from 
Community-Based Alternatives P ce expend~tures with state monies from the 
same level of finanCial eff rogram. Counties are required to maintain the 
and plan was filed with the ~~:t:~at existed when their first local application 

ADMINISTRATIVE REQUIREMENTS 

While partiCipation of county 
Program is voluntary, the legisl:~;:~nmen~s in the Community-Based Alternatives 
submit an assessment of youth needs and man ates that each partiCipating county 
gram efforts on an annual basis. The Ie a i report on the status of existing pro-
suggests the formation of intera enc g slation does not mandate but stron 1 
commissioners, to initiate a loc~l ~a~:Sk forces, appointed by county boards g o~ 
sive plan f01: addressing youth needsP in t~ng process and to develop a comprehen
forces have been formed in 92 of the 99 e community. Special interagency task 
seven, an eX:lsting agency is responsibl p;rticipating counties. In the other 
The task forces not only function e or the formulation of a local plan 
as an advisory body in making reco::e:d:~:!~;\ for local planning, but also ac~ 
of commission~~rs on programs needed to add 0 their respective county boards 

ress youth problems. 

The state suggests the f 1 
o lowing membership on the task forces: 

o 
o 

Representation from h 
Representation from ::~h ofbthe local school systems. 
(a) whjch rec i pu lic and private agency 
(b) hi h eves state subsidy funds 

w .c receives LEAA juv il ' 
(c) whose chief function i en t e monies, and 

law. s 0 serve children in trouble wi th 
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o Representation from the district juvenile court counselors. 
o Youth representation. 
o Adult volunteers in the juvenile justice system. 
o Citizens concerned with juvenile delinquency. 
o Representation from county government. 
o Balanced representation of significant minority groups within the 

county. 

To facilitate local planning efforts, a statewide task force compiled a 
manual providing guidance to local interagency task forces. The manual contains 
sections on structure and composition of the task forces, internal communica
tions, external communications, and an overview of the subsidy's program 
monitoring and process. 

Considering the state subsidy allocation, available county resources, and 
anticipated federal dollars, the county boards of commissioners make funding 
decisions from a prioritized list of program recommendations provided by inter
agency task forces. It was reported that county boards of commissioners typi
cally follow the funding priorities recommended by their advisory boards. This 
finding is not surprising in light of the fact that members of the task forces 
are appointed by county commissioners, with many representing the principal 
agencies of local juvenile justice systems. Board-approved program agreements 
are tentative until the state office reviews program recommendations to ensure 
compliance with three funding guidelines: 

( 1) 

(2) 
(3) 

P:rograms must be aimed at delinquent, predelinquent, and status 
offenders between the ages of 10 and 17. 
They must be direct service in nature. 
Residential programs must be appropriately licensed by the Depart
ment of Human Resources and other relevant licensing units. 

The only problem with this procedure was raised by a private service pro
vider who objected to the year-to-year uncertainty regarding continuation of the 
subsidy programs. One possible solution would be to develop contracts on a 
two-year rather than on an annual basis. 

Once approval is secured, a contract between the state and county board of 
commissioners is developed. Fund disbursements cannot be authorized until these 
contracts are finalized. However, administrative deficiencies preceding the 
reorganization of the subsidy's administration in 1977 sometimes resulted in 
funds being distributed even in the absence of signed contracts. 

Upon approval of program agreements, contracts can then be finalized with 
private service providers or~ if the service is to be operated by the county, 
staffing decisions can be made. Counties have tended to use subsidy funds to 
contract with private vendors for most services, except alternative school pro
grams, all of which are operated by local school boards. 

Counties receive funds on a quarterly reimbursement basis. State funds flow 
to the county finance offices which then either allocate them to the appropriate 
public agency or, in the cases of subcontracts with private vendors, funnel the 
monies to those service providers. The funds appear to _ be efficiently and 
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expeditiously disbursed and, despite a two-tier process, private service provid
ers generally had no complaints about the reimbursement process. 

Apart from the three funding rules previously enumerated, there are no 
sta.ndards or guidelines currently in force. The Community-Based Alternatives 
Section has delayed work on the development of minimum performance standards 
until this past year. Six task forces, comprised variously of the subsidy's 
state administrative personnel, county officials, and private service providers 
have completed work on proposed minimum standards. Hearings on them are in 
progress around the state. 

There were ~everal considerations behind the delay in developing program 
standards. A principal factor was that attempts to develop standards would 
divert the attention of the Division of Youth Services from its first priority 
of disbursing appropriated funds and implementing the program. The perception 
was that opponents would seize upon any underspending as evidence that the 
program did not need more funds. 

Another motivating factor was a desire to solidify the initial good will of 
county commissioners toward the subsidy program before embarking on a possibly 
controversial standard-set ting process. Among North Carolina counties, there 
has been a traditional enmity and suspicion toward state standards. Indeed, the 
spectre of standards at a future time was raised by opponents during debate on 
H.B. 456. 

Since no performance standards have been implemented, compliance monitoring 
is limited to annual fiscal audits and rather generalized, albeit structured, 
program reviews. Fiscal reporting requirements have become stricter over the 
years and audits occur much more frequently than initially. County governments, 
not private subcontractors, are fiscally accountable to the state. However, 
counties require that an independent auditor annually examine the books of 
private subcontractors. 

Program reviews occur annually during October and November, when each agency 
receiving subsidy funds is visited by a state field consultant. An interi.m 
monitoring form is used by field consultants to elicit information from agency 
directors about their programs. Examples of .the issues covered include: use of 
volunteers in any aspect of the program operation, availability of appropriate 
training for program staff, future funding problems envisioned by the program 
director, appropriateness of the clients being served, and review of any problem 
areas noted in the last year. The visits are scheduled early in the fiscal year 
so that any problem areas can be dealt with quickly in an effort to avoid pro
gram disruption. The visits are also intended to allow the direct service 
provider the opportunity to voice any concerns about policies and procedures of 
the subsidy. 

If minimum performance standards go into effect J the state's enforcement 
approach will be to assist nonconforming agencies to reach compliance. The 
intention is to use a peer review process involving agencies which are already 
in compliance. During this period, the subsidy would continue to be provided. 
Ultimately, quarterly performance reports and on-site visits will be used to 
evaluate local compliance with minimum program standards. The Community-Based 
Alternatives Se~tion is encouraging the formation of subtask groups on evaluation 

D-2l9 

------------------~-------------------------------------------------------------~.----------~----------------------------------------------------



----~.-- ---- ~--------- -

within local interagency task forces as a means of preparing for the implementa
tion of minimum performance standards. 

Intended to enhance and complement the on-site visits, data from individual 
client-tracking forms for nonschool-related programs and quarterly monitoring 
forms for school-related programs are also collected. These forms are part of a 
fledgling effort to institute, at the state level, a management information sys
tem (MIS) for the subsidy. The system is designed to provide feedback on every 
community-based alternative program by January 15 of each year in order to assist 
local interagency task forces in making decisions. Task forces typically have 
had to rely on less than objective means for making funding decisions, given the 
absence of minimum performance standards and the rudimentary stage of the manage
ment information system. However, client-tracking forms have recently been re
designed. This development, plus the fact that minimum performance standards 
should be operational by the end of this year, should enhance the ability of task 
forces to assess program outcomes and make funding decisions by the beginning of 
the new funding cycle next year. 

TYPES AND LEVELS OF SERVICES SUPPORTED BY THE SUBSIDY 

The availability of the state subsi.dy has enabled the development of programs 
which would likely have not been established without this support. Yet, the 
subsidy has also allowed the continuation of programs initiated with LEAA, Title 
XX, or local funds. It is probable that many of these federally or locally 
funded programs would have been faced with the prospect of closing their doors, 
or severely limiting services, without the state sl.1bsidy. At the present time, 
approximately 75 percent of subsidy funds support continuation services. 

Most of the first programs funded through the Community-Based Alternatives 
Program were those which had been underwritten by federal or local dollars. 
These tended to be traditional community-based alternatives such as group homes, 
in-school suspension programs, or counseling programs. Indeed, one respondent 
complained that: (1) Community-Based Alternatives Program funding patterns place 
a lower priority on early intervention and prevention than a more treatment
oriented program; and (2) the state has no comprehensive approach to prevention 
"that involves such agencies as public education, churches, recreation, existing 
social service programs, family counseling resources, and others." While the 
profiles of programs supported by the subsidy seem' to confirm this assessment, 
it is also clear that county task forces and service providers have experimented 
with innovative approaches, using mediums such as agriculture, arts and crafts, 
drama, and music. There is certainly nothing in H.B. 456 or in the state 
funding regulations which would preclude greater emphasis on prevention and 
early intervention. 

The 239 programs funded in fiscal 1979 can be distinguished as follows: 

o Specialized foster care (24). 
o Emergency shelter (17). 
o Group home (19). 
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Alternative school programs (10). 
In-school suspension (75). 
Other school programs (5). 
Adult volunteers (15). 
Recreational therapeutic services (12). 
Adventure camps (6). 
Counseling and referral (47). 
Comprehensive community-based programs (9). 

(
2) The subsidized programs fall into two broad categories· (1) residential and 

nonresidential. Within these two 1 ifi • 
tial and three residential servi~e ~ ass

i 
cations, there are five nonresiden-

of each service categ~ry has been ca egor es eligible for funds. A definition 
report for the Community-Based Alter~~~~~~t~~o:~a:~llOWS from the second annual 

Nonresidential 

A. School Related Programs 

(1) In-School Suspension 

~hiS program at tempts to reduce disruptive classroom 
ehavior by students that normally results in their 

suspension or expulsion from school. Generally, stu
dents are aSSigned to this program by the principal 
or his/her deSignee, and remain for a period of three 
to ten days. During their stay, students are pro
vided with classroom instruction, as well 
counseling. as 

(2) Alternative Classrooms 

A class or classes within a school to which a student 
is assigned by the principal or his/her deSignee 
rather than continuing in the typical or traditional 
class. Normally, a student has exhibited disruptive 
behavior and/or is not benefi ting from the tradi
tional classroom setting. 

(3) Extended Day Schools' 

This pr~gram is an extension of the regular public 
school .. .lor students who, for academic, economic, psy
cholog:l.(::al, or other reasons, function better in a 
program such as this. Flexible scheduling (i 
late afternoon and evening classes) is emPhasized:

e
., 

D-221 

-----------~~---~~~.---.-------.. - -.~- - .---. 



~~-~""""'.~.i· ------

B. 

C. 

:f I 

(4) 

(5) 

Alternative School Programs 

located apart from the regu
This program is usuallY, b havioral characteristics 
lar school. The student s e 1 mentioned behavioral 
include all of the previous y have been 

in addition to the fact that many patterns 
expelled or suspended. 

Tutorial Programs 

h pro-11 utilizes volunteers w 0 
A program that norm~dZvidualized instruction in sub-
vide students with the student needs particular 
jects for whtch 
assistance. 

Counseling 
--- found in youth servic,:s 
Most counseling programs are lir~m:rilY However, "counseling" 1.n 
bureaus and mental health c n c. fall CBA funded progr.;lm 

f is an on-going component 0 some orm 
types. 

- inance of mental health practition
Funded programs with a predDm hiat'~ists social workers, etc.) 
ers (Le., psychologists, psyc hni'- ues 'that emphasize individ
normally utilize two helping tec 'iechniqUe employed involves 
ual counseling. The most commo~ace_to_~ace with the individ-

helping professional working h ique is group counseling 
the h 1 The other tec n i-
ual in need of e p. the utilization of group nterac 
with the general goal being h lp the individual members 

t in an effort to e solve tions and suppor 1 g with others and to re 
h value of getting a on 

~:~~~i:u:l problems through peer support. 

Recreation 

. rovide group structured physi-
Recreational programs pr1.marily P P rticular emphasis is 
cal activities for its parti~iP~~~~~ctera building, and mental 
placed on physical developmen, . building, and respect for 
discipline. Group reliance, team 

f these pr0grams. others are cornerstones 0 

volunteer 

ize individuals (usually adu1ts~ who 
These programs mainly util . i wi thout financial ga1.n to 
voluntarily provide goods or serv ces 

the agency. 

with children and youths who are 
a'ority of volunteers work They frequently spend 

WThieth~nJ the' jurisdiction of t.he courts. iti e role models, 
eek functioning as pos v Some 

several hours per w f a day or weekend. 
chaperoning out-of-town trips or th tutoring children and 

1 utilize youths in you programs a so 
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youth programs. Typical programs that are staffed mainly by 
volunteers are Big BrotherS/Sisters and adult court volunteer 
programs. 

Prevention 

The primary thrust of prevention programs is focused around the 
notion that if children are exposed to the negative consequences 
(training schools, jails, etc.) of social behavior and parents 
are taught "good" parenting skills, the results will be a 
reduction in juvenile delinquent acts. 

There are several program types that embrace this philosophy such 
as Parent Effectiveness Training and Youth and The Law programs. 

Residential 

Temporary Runaway Shelter 

This is a 24 hour program which provides both temporary housing 
(normally 90 days or less) and support services for runaway 
teenagers and youths who would otherwise be detained in a secure 
setting. 

House parents (usually a husband and Wife) act as the surrogate 
parents for the young people in residence. Thf'Y assist the 
youth with meal preparation, personal hygiene, scheduling of 
group activities, and so forth. 

The treatment component: may include diagnostic evaluation, 
individual counseling, family counseling, crisis intervention, 
and/or referral to other agencies for specialized services. 

Specialized Foster Care 

These specialized homes provide care for children with 
behavioral or emotional problems. The foster parents 
special training designed to help them understand and 
needed support for children living with them. 

Group Home 

serious 
receive 
provide 

A group home provides 24 hour care for youth identified as being 
in danger of becoming formally involved with the juvenile jus
tice system, as well as some Who have been adjudicated undis
ciplined or delinquent. An individual treatment plan is devel
oped for each youth and the families of all youths are encour
aged to participate in the total group home program. 
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prohibiting the commitment of status offenders to training schools after July 
1, 1977 (later changed to July 1, 1978). 

While not disputing the importance ot: the prohibition on commitments 
of status offenders to the deinstitutionalization efforts, it appears, however, 
that the subsidy provided the means for developing the community-based pro
grams necessary to achieve the policy objective of reducing training school 
popUlations. Without the availability of alternatives, the existing pattern 
of inappropriate commitments would persist. Whatever the exact relati'onship 
of H_ B. 456' s major provisions, the overall thrust of the legislation accel
erated the process ,)f reducing training school populations started earlier 
in the mid-1970s by local chief court counselors. At the end of fiscal 1978, 
average daily populations in training schools were down by over 200 youth from 
levels prior to the enactment of the subsidy. During the same period, commit
ments to training schools were reduced by 24 percent, a figure which grew dramat
ically to 56 percent following implementation of the requirement prohibiting 
institutionalization of status offenders. The reductions in training school 
populations are particularly impressive when compared to the 1978 average daily 
population of 2,000 youth institutionalized in eight training schools. Since 
that time, three institutions have been closed. 

In at least one large local jurisdiction, the availability of community
based programs has also significantly reduced the number of youth placed in 
detention facilities. The annual report of the Hecklenburg Youth Services 
Action Board revealed that between 1974 and 1979, the number of children 
detained fell from 686 to 305. While all of that decrease cannot be attributed 
to an increase in community programs, the subsidy was identified as a major fac
tor in the reduction. 

The reduction in training school populations contrasts with the rapid growth 
in youth served by community-based programs. From the 5,891 youth served in 
fiscal 1978, state funding expanded to support programs for 17,922 youngsters 
during fiscal 1979. 

Despite this massive increase in youth served in the community, it is esti
mated that almost 60,000 delinquent status offenders and at-risk youth (undis
ciplined and truants) are sti~l in need of local services. The expansion budget 
of $4,000,000 approved by the 1979 General Assembly will contribute Signifi
cantly in clOSing the gap between resources and needs. It is projected that 
25,000 juveniles in fiscal 1980 and over 300,000 juveniles in fiscal 1981 will 
be served in state-subsidized programs. 

Effects on Youth Interaction with the Juvenile Justice System 

The general impression of both state and local respondents was that the sub
sidy has been one of several factors, albeit an important one, in reducing youth 
contact with the juvenile justice system. Data show that in 42 alternative edu
cation programs supported by the Community-Based Alternatives Program there has 
been a 54 percent decrease in out-of-school suspensions for those schools. 
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Attendance levels also stabilized. If one accepts the premise that children who 
remain in school are less likely than suspended youth to experience trouble with 
the law, this finqing lends some weight/to the impressions of interviewees that 
the subsidy has reduced penetration into the juvenile justice system. Another 
program review found that for those youth served by group homes, there was a 40 
percent reduction in court contact. A third indicator of reduced court interac
tion was found in a report by the Administrative Office of the Courts, which 
showed that for 1978 and 1979 there was a 28 percent and 29 percent decline, re
spectively, in delinquency and status offender hearings in juvenile court. This 
report tends to confirm informal reports submitted by court counselors. 

At the other end of the service continuum, there is claimed to be a drop in 
recidivism for those youth committe!d to training schools as a result of an 
intensification of treatment services in those facilities. Since approximately 
the same level of funding (adjusted for inflation) has been maintained, it is 
argued that the reduction in populations has meant lower student to staff ratios 
and more intensified services. It is estimated that the diversion of 
inappropriately committed youth to local programs has increased institutional 
service capability by almost 25 plarcent. This intensification of service has 
enabled training schools to better function as treatment and rehabilitative 
centers, and not merely as custodial institutions. 

For reasons outlined earlier, recidivism and court contact data' must be 
regarded with some caution. That is, until the state more fully develops a 
client monitoring and tracking system, the data--presented as an indicator of 
program success--will not inspire full confidence. Indeed, one observer 
questioned the reliability of data used to document the subsidy's success 
stories. Improvement is needed in client-tracking systems, according to this 
individual, who otherwise is a strong supporter of the subsidy programs. 

Degrees of Restrictiveness of Placements 

Programs supported by the subsidy have been overwhelmingly of the non
residential variety, and placements naturally have been in this category of 
programs. Trends indicate that the direction of the subsidy will be to empha
size funding of nonresidential alternatives. During fiscal 1978, nearly 6,000 
juveniles were served i.n 111 of 135 state-subsidized programs which provided 
this documentation. Of these, nearly 3,500 juveniles were served in school
related programs, 860 in residential programs, and 1,545 in all other nonresi
dential programs.' ApprOXimately the same proportions of residential, school
related and nonresidential placements occurred over "the first six months of 
fiscal 1979, when 8,961 were served by 162 programs reporting figures. Of the 
8,961 youth, 3,470 were served in school-related programs, 925 in residential 
programs, and 4,566 in nonresidential programs. 

The tendency has been to place delinquent offenders not committed to 
training schools in group homes. Status offenders and "at-risk" youth, on 
the other hand, tend to be placed in a variety of nonresidential alternatives. 
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SOURCES AND LEVELS OF FUNDING 

For programs funded by the Communit B 
revealed a balanced mix of fi i 1 y- ased Alternatives Program, state data 
sources. Interviews with loca~an~e;vi support.among federal, state, and local 
data obtained from the Division of YOu~~ teroVi(jers further confirmed statewide 
the state subsidy provided 36 percent f rvices. For 162 reporting programs, 
vided 23 percent of the resourc I 0 operating funds, while counties pro
includes both t!ash and in-kind c~:~rib ttiShoUld be noted that the county figure 
available, interviews with local u

id 
ons. Although precise figures are not 

tended to be more in the' form of casPhrotvh er,~ fin~icate thaI': county support has 
an so t match. 

Support from the Crime Control Act JJDPA 
vate foundations, civic groups cli ~ f ' Title XX, Runaway Youth Act, pri-
percent of total dollars St~t /~ dees , and private donations supplied 41 
funding sources; however • the sa: 1 a a

f 
0 not provide a breakdown among these 

vealed that the predomi~ant fi p ~ ~ local service providers interviewed re
federal agencies, and only a sma~;nc a support within this category came from 

percentage from various private contributors. 

As might be expected, the mix of f 
statewide averages for individual unding can vary considerably from 
interviewed was totally dependent programs. For in~tance, one service provider 
lIon state subsidy ~unds f th 

oca contribution consisted of an in-kind or ".L " ' or e agency's only 
another program was predominantl s soft match. In contrast, 
Runaway Youth Act and JJDPA whil y thupported by federal dollars through the 
$139,000 budget. Another p~ttern ewas ef:~::ei subsidy provided only $7,000 of a 
subsidy, federal, and local public d 11 n a third program where the state 
27 percent respectively of that age~c ~~s bc~mprised 52 percent, 14 percent, and 
contributions made up the rest Thi y u get, while client fees and private 
three selected for field interv~ews :0 a;:ncy appears to be the closest, of the 
cial support for youth community pr~grams.e overall statewide patterns of finan-

f di
Over ithe life of the Community-Based Alternatives 

un ng m x has slowly shifted to a reat Program, the aggregate 
state support as LEM funds to pil t g . er reliance by community programs on 
placed on Title XX allocations to ~ta~~~~e~ts were phased out. Ceilings were 
LEMj and the North Carolina Gener 1 A' ongress reduced appropriations for 
Alternatives Program budget This tad :semblY expand,ed the Community-Based 
given the dramatic growth i~ the s :e~ ,s ould continue at an accelerated pace, 
and the continued decline in fedeurasl ~u s appropriation to $4 million in 1980, 
could be particularly dramatic since t:

port 
/oir human services. The shift 

fiscal 1981 budget,. It is possible th ; exc s on of LEM from the federal 
greater responsibility for programs sup at :r:ssu:es upon the state to assume 
will be significantly increased. por e n w ole or part with LEM dollars 

Although these developments f 
local officials and service ro~~~ oster greater dependency on the state, 
appraisal of alternative course: of a:;: w~re hsurprisingly sanguine in their 
sidy funds were to be terminated 0: n t e unlikely event that state sub
would pursue an alternative fundi or te uced. Most were confident that they 
funding sources such as OJJDP ng i s rategy involving an approach to federal 

or, n one instance, to the school system for 
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additional assistance in supporting school-related programs. Respondents 
generally were confident these efforts would meet with success, although one 
interviewee expressed the view that other funds would probably not be sufficient 
to avoid terminating a portion of the agency's program. Despite this generally 
expressed optimism, the financial burden that would be imposed by termination of 
the subsidy on rural and less affluent counties, located in the eastern region 
of the state, would be greater than for more urbanized areas which supported 
youth programs with county dollars prior to the subsidy and which now often 
overmatch state funds. 

A divergence of views emerged on the question of whether state subsidy funds 
are adequate. Local opinions on funding adequacy appear to be positively 
related to level and proportion of financial support provided by the subsidy. 
Optimism, however, was expressed by several individuals as to future funding 
prospects. 

ORGANIZATIONAL STRUCTURES 

Thirteen professional positions have been allocated for the administration 
of the subsidy by the Community-Based Alternatives Section of the Division of 
Youth Services. Of the 13 positions, 12 are currently filled--four in the 
central office and eight in the field. Two new central office positions were 
established specifically for the administration of the subsidy. Eight field 
consultants and thre central staff positions had already been established in 
1979, slightly over $250,000 was spent on administration. These expenditures 
covered the salaries and fringe benefits for the 12 employees, as well, as for 
travel and operating co~ts. 

There is no official advisory board for the subsidy. The legislation origi
nally provided for a formal oversight board; however, this body did not function 
successfully in the first year of the subsidy, and the provision for a board was 
subsequently deleted from the legislation. Throughout the life of the subsidy, 
however, there has functioned an ad hoc committee of the County Commissioners 
Association. The ad hoc committee meets on a quarterly basis or as needed to 
discuss major policy and program changes being proposed by the Division of Youth 
Services. Although the ad hoc committee has no formal veto power over~t8lte 

proposals, the views of this group are seriously considered, given the political 
influence of the association. 

No new positions have been established created at the local level for sub
sidy administration because H.B. 456 prohibits counties from using subsidy funds 
for administrative purposes. Instead, counties are required to use their own 
resources for administration of the subsidy through county finance offices. 
Expenditures for administration can be applied as part of in-kind contributions 
to meet local match requirements specified in H.B. 456. To reiterate an earlier 
point, counties have tended not to me~t their match requirements through in-kind 
contributions. Fiscal responsibility for the subsidy rests with the county 
finance offices. Other administrative tasks typically are assigned to a staff 
person attached to the county commission~r' s or the county manager's office. 
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The interagency task force is the only local advisory body 
as descr,ibed in a previous section. Staff work for the local 
forces is a responsibility of state field consultants. 

INTERGOVERNMENTAL RELATIONS 

for the subsidy, 
interagency task 

h Ah close intergovernmental partnership between state and local g01Ternments 
as c aracterized the experience With the subsidy. Harmonious state and local 

relationships have traditionally been a fact of political life in North 
Carolina, for the dominant influence exercised by counties requires the state to 
~ourt and solicit their support for any major legislative initiative affecting 
ocal government interests. A minority view is that county dominance is so 

overwhelming as to be tantamount to an abdication by legislators of their proper 
role in the legislative process. Nonetheless, the fact is that it is unlikely 
that locally based program efforts of any consequence will be successfully 
implemented without county support. 

The need to involve counties in policy formulation and implementation is a 
requirement for any community-based initiative, but in North Carolina political 
necessity makes county input and involvement even more imperative. Whereas Some 
community-based programs in other states have failed for neglecting this elemen
tal political reality, the North Carolina Community-Based Alternatives Program 
has succeeded and expanded by working through and with established governmental 
structures rather than circumventing them. 

The groundwork for the close state and local relations under the subsidy was 
set in July 1977 during preliminary discussions between the state subsidy direc
tor and the leadership of the County Commissioners Association. In August, the 
first meeting took place between state personnel and the ad hoc committee of the 
County Commissioners Association. From that time, all major policy decisions 
have gone before this ad hoc committee for review and approval prior to imple
mentation. 

The process has been advantageous in that it brings about more informed 
decisions by the state, promotes greater community awareness of the program and 
generates political support for the subsidy within county governments acros~ the 
state. The County Commissioners Association's lobbying effort on the subsidy's 
behalf, in fact" has been instrumental in the substantial expansion of state 
funding during the last two legislative sessions. The backing from county 
commissioners is attributable to their satisfaction with the level of input they 
have into policies and program deciSions through their association as well as 
through the county interagency task forces. ' 

These task forces have been critical to the state's efforts to build a 
constituency for the subsidy among juvenile justice agencies, schools, and local 
s~rvice providers. Indeed, local service providers have banded together to form 
t e North Carolina Association of Community Alternatives for Youth which 
through its legislative committee, tracks legislation and lobbies the legisla~ 
ture on youth-related issues. In addition, the interagency task forces have 
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also strengthened intercounty program cooperation, increased coordination among 
local service providers, and improved communication and contact among county 
commissioners and juvenile justice system representatives. Both local officials 
and service providers interviewed saw the primary value of the interagency 
boards in these terms. 

As staff to the interagency task forces, the eight field consultants of the 
Community-Based Alternativs Section in the Division of Youth Services have 
played an important role in the success of these local youth advisory boards. 
The field consultants initially were instrumental in securing appointments by 
the county commissioners to the task forces. In the time since the formation of 
the task forces, the field consultants have provided general staff research and 
informational support to interagency boards during their reviews of program 
proposals. Service provider task force members are also beneficiaries of 
technical assistance provided to them by field consultants. One service 
provider interviewed noted that the field consultants are the agency's principal 
means of obtaining needed technical assistance. Through interaction among the 
eight field consultants, each of whom is assigned to specific interagency task 
forces, intercounty informational exchange and program uniformity are enhanced. 
Finally, field consultants through their in-service training of interagency 
boards have been key actore in the effort to implement a management information 
system. 

From the state's perspective, there are three advantages of having field 
consultants: (1) they are a source for bringing local problems to the attention 
of central office staff and getting quick resolution of festering conflicts, (2) 
they provide a vehicle for ensuring program quality and uniformity, and (3) they 
provide a state outreach for explaining new program initiatives under the 
Community-Based Alternatives Program and assisting interagency boards with 
implementation of those initiatives. 

The primary value of the field representatives to county officials and 
service providers is that they are a vehicle through which local concerns and 
problems with the subsidy can be communicated to the central office. In this 
sense, field consultants are seen as advocates for local programs, rather than 
mere disseminators of information. Specifically cited were two instances where 
the field consultant argued on behalf of local agencies in resolving budgetary 
problems they were having with the central office. 

There are beginnings of some strains in the general state and local harmony 
that has prevailed to date. By far, the most contentious issue is the imminence 
of state minimum standards for evaluating the performance of local programs. 
The prospect of standards has engendered hostility among officials at the local 
level, despite the involvement of county officials and service providers on five 
standards-drafting task forces. Concern not only about the concept of uniform 
statewide standards but also regarding the specific content of several of them 
has been expressed during public hearings now in progress around the state. 
Opponents of the original legislation are now pointing to the proposed standards 
as confirmation of their original misgivings that state money would ultimately 
bring state control over local programs. 

This attitude lends credence to the observation of one state official who 
believes that the current hostility toward standards is due, in some measure, to 
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county complacency about the loose oversight exercised by the state over local 
programs thus fa'r. As matters have developed, the Community-Based Alternatives 
Section may, in fact, be a victim of its own tactical reasons for deferring the 
development of standards.' At the outset of the subsidy, it ~ag decided that in 
the interest of maintaining the political good will of ci',}unties and 
demonstrating program success to th~ le~islature, performance standards would be 
developed and implemented aftet the subsidy was more solidly grounded 
politically. 

The Community-Based Alternatives Section now appears to be at a crossroads 
in state and local relationships. It is now facing the common policy challenge 
surrounding intergovernmental relations of the need to ensure uniform standards 
of program quality without stifling effective service delivery with excessive 
state controls, bureaucracy, and government-imposed red tape. The next fiscal 
year will tell much about how those intergovernmental policy trade-offs are 
resolved. 

Opposition to the subsidy also' continues from that small minority of 
legislators, county officials, and juvenile court judges who initially objected 
that it was too costly for local governments or disagreed with the philosophy of 
deinstitutionalization. While this segment of opposition will likely pers'ist, 
it appears to be too small and disorganized to threaten continuation of the 
subsidy. 

GENERAL EVALUATIONS OF THE SUCCESS OF THE SUBSIDY 

The consensus of opinion, at both the state and local levels, was that the 
Community-Based Alternatives Program represents an important reform in the 
juvenile justice system. The availability of these funds provided an important 
tool in the state's efforts to prevent inappropriate institutionalization of 
youth, particularly those in the status offender category. By emphasizing 
decentralized decisionmaking through established governmental structures, a 
strong political base for the state's deinst;i.tutionalization policy has been 
built by the subsidy. As a result of its popularity, the concept of 
deinstitutionalization has become "institutionalized." 

In terms of program impact, the contribution of the subsidy to reducing 
training school populations has been regarded as its most important achievement. 
While youth populations were already beginning to drop at the time of the 
subsidy's inception, the process was accelerated considerably by the expansion 
of community-based programming. The accelerated pace of deinstitutionalization, 
however, did not exceed local ability to develop alternative programs and 
community political tolerance, according to one view. This person contrasted 
the approach taken to deinstitutionalization in North Carolina with 
Massachusetts' experience in the early 1970s, where youch in training schools 
were released almost all at once, without the opportunity to prepare local 
communities or to develop sufficient alternatives. 
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The subsidy funds have been responsible, too, fot the highly regarded 
school-related programs, with reductions in absenteeism and school expulsions 
attributed to those programs. A less tangible benefit is the greater community 
awareness of yvuth needs stimulated through the county interagency task forces. 
Better coordination of service delivery has also been a product of these task 
forces. However, the interagency task forces were faulted by one respondent. 
While concurring that new initiatives had been stimulated, the structure and 
composition of task forces may well discriminate against new projects and favor 
continuing present programs. This same bias could also serve to diminish the 
rigor and objectivity of program evaluations. 
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NORTH CAROLINA PREVOCATIONAL EDUCATION 
AND EXTENDED SCHOOL DAY PROGRAMS SUBSIDIES 

BACKGROUND AND ACKNOWLEDGMENTS 

Because North Carolina is one of only eight states with specific state ef
forts directed toward delinquency prevention through local public schools it 

h ' , 
was c osen as a case study state. Its three state subsidy programs and par-
ticipation in eight federal grants-in-aid in all five of this study's categories 
gave evidence of a great deal of diversity and a strong pattern of intergovern
mental activity. 

A site visit was made to North Carolina in March 1980, and interviews were 
conducted in Raleigh (Wake County), Wilkesboro (Wilkes County), and Charlotte 
(Mecklenburg County). 

The staff of the Academy for Contemporary Problems acknowledges the follow
ing individuals for giving their time to be interviewed and in providing re
quested documents for this case study. We are grateful to them for their coop
eration and assistance. 

State Legislators 

Repres(~atative Jo Graham Foster, North Carolina House of Representa
tives, Raleigh 

Senator Dallas Allford, North Carolina Senate, Raleigh 

State Administrators 

Department of Public Instruction 

Nurham O. Warwick, Director, Extended School Day Programs, Instructional 
Services Area 

Dr. Cliff Belcher, Director, Division of Vocational Education 
Tom Stevens, Coordinator, .P'revocational Education Program, Division of 

Vocational Education 
Bryant A. Lindsey, Research Consultant, Division of Vocational Education 
Barbara Carraway, Consultant, Planning and Program Improvement, Di vi

sion of Vocational Education 

Local Administrators and Service Providers 

Lois Clements, Principal, Central Wake Optional High 
Kay Foley, Vocational Coordinator, Wake County School 
Julia Mobley, Director, Wake County School System 
\villiam Ford, County Finance Grants CDordinator, Mecklenburg 
Betty Standish p Curriculum SpeCialist, Department of Vocational 

tion, Mecklenburg County School System 
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Extended School Day Coordinator, Hecklenburg Caroline Durall, Former 
County School System 

E. V. Dacones, Director, Wilkes County Vocational Center 
Gene Canter, Director, Wilkes County Extended School Day Program 
Gene Eller, Extended School Day Site Coordinator, Wilkes County School 

System 

A ber of activities in North Carolina are indicative of the state's inter- . 
est inn~~bilizing delinquency prevention efforts through the public school sys
t One such activity was a conference called by the governor in 1978 on the 
R~~~ of the Schools in Dealing with Status Offenders and Delinquency Prevention. 
The conference report reflected the opinion that public schools are potentially 
the most effective tool in preventing juvenile delinquency. Whether or, not 

ibility for the behavioral tendencies and emotional adJust-schools accept respons t f i fluence 
t f pils it was observed they exercise a significant amoun 0 n 

~~n t:e ~~velo~ment of a stud~nt' s habits, character, motivation, and self
concept. 

A number of school-based efforts toward delinquency prevention are already 
under way in North Carolina, and others have been recommended. Approa~hes 
su ested ",cluded increasing the number of counselors and teachers to 0 fer 
st~~ents m~re opportunities for individualized attention, incorporating into th~ 
middle grades' curricula instruction on juvenile law, hiring professionaldatte~ 
dance monitors, holding parents accountable for their child's truancy, an eva
uating and replicating especially effective alternative school programs. 

Many alternative school programs are funded by the Community-Based Alterna
tives Program administered by the Division of Youth Services in the Departme~t 
of Human Services. However ~ two programs targeted at school dropouts are t e 
Prevocational Education Program and the Extended School D~~i pr~r;am~h:d~!~;:~ 
tered by the Department of Public Instruction. More spec ca , 
program is administered by the Division of Vocational Education and the latter 
by a director in the Instructional Services area. 

In 1979, state funds for these two programs were distribute.d by somewhat 
different formulas. A State Board of Education decision early in 1980, howeverA eliminated line-item appropriations for the Extended School Day Subsidy. 

i ilar decision had affected the Prevocational Education Programs Subsidy in 
~ 9;8 Instead local education agencies can now choose to support or not sup

rt' these pro~rams out of their general allocations for public instruction. 
~~re discussion about this policy is provided in the following narrative. 

ORGANIZATIONAL CONTEXT 

Policies for vocational education are developed by the State Board of Educa
tion which is legally empowered by the legislature to receive federal Vocational 
Educ~tion Act funds. Assisting the board in formulating plans for vocational 

tion is the State Advisory Council on Education. This body was formerly 
~~~~ as the State Advisory Council on Vocational Education and, while its role 
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has been expanded to deal with a broader range of issues, the focus remains 
largely on vocational education. The 21 members represent business as well as 
education. Their activities are coordinated with the North Carolina Employment 
and Training Council. 

The Department of Public Instruction and its Superintendent are charged with 
the administration of elementary and secondary education in North Carolina. 
Vocational education· is administered through the department's Division of 
Vocational Education. The division has a state-level administrator for the 
Prevocational Education Program. 

The Extended School Day Program was started by the Division of Vocational 
Education with a combination of state, federal and local funds. The program 
remained under the administration of the Division of Vocational Education for 
about five years until 1975. At that time, the overall administration, direc
tion, and supervision was provided from the general staff of the Instructional 
Services Area. A state director was named and given overall responsibilities 
for providing leadership and direction. Since the shift in the Extended School 
Day program's administration in 1975 to the Instructional Services Area, the 
Division of Vocational Education provides direct support only for that portion 
of the program which is vocationally oriented and which provides vocational 
instruction. Figure I illustrates the relation of administrative sections 
relevant to the Extended School Day and Prevocational Education Programs. 

Even though public schools ar~ heavily state funded, administration is the 
responsibility of local education agencies (LEAs). Because both counties and 
municipalities can be designated as local education agencies, there are 145 
school districts for the 100 counties in North Carolina. Recently, the Depart
ment of Public Instruction divided thE: state into eight regions (which do not 
coincide geographically with the 17 regions designated by the state for admin
istration of social services). Vocational education coordinators are assigned 
to each of the eight regional offices, and local directors of vocational educa
tion work as consultants to the schools and local education agencies. 

Participation in the federal Vocational Education Act requires the formation 
of local advisory councils. Representatives from bUSiness, industry, and labor 
are convened to inform local boards of current job needs and about the relevance 
of programs offered in the schools for employment. 

In addition to offering extended school day and prevocational education pro
grams with state funds, LEAs are encouraged to establish other approaches to 
public education to meet the needs of their communities. Accordingly, some 
school boards have used local monies or funds from the state Community-Based 
Alternatives Program to provide educational opportunities for students who are 
not functioning well in traditional schools. These students may have volun
teered for placement in alternative schools or may have been suspended, 
expelled, or referred by a juvenile court. 

In cases where local education agencies wish to support alternative schools 
with state funds from the Community-Based Alternatives Program, an application 
must be approved by the county youth services task force, the county commission
ers, and by the Division of Youth Services in the Department of Human Services. 
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FIGURE 1. ORGANIZATION OF AGENCIES RELEVANT TO 
NORTH CAROLINA'S EXTENDED SCHOOL DAY 
AND PREVOCATIONAL EDUCATION PROGRAM 
SUBSIDIES 
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Political and Legislative History 

The foundations of the Prevocational Education and Extended School Day 
Programs Subsidies coincided with the early development of vocational education 
in North Carolina. The first vocational education programs concentrated on home 
economics and agriculture, and were offered only to students in the ninth and 
tenth grades. A public school curriculum study, conducted in the late 1950s, 
recommended that pr.ograms in agriculture should place less emphasis on produc
tion farming and more on various agricultural service occupations. Further, the 
suggestion that students needed an opportunity to explore many occupations 
served as the seed for the prevocational curricula. In th~ summer of 1960, a 
group of teachers developed a course of study to introduce students to a variety 
of agricultural ~ccupations. After offering the course the following year, many 
teachers found the results to be encouraging and felt that all students should 
be given the opportun.j.ty to be introduced to a variety of occupations, not just 
those in agriculture. 
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During this same period, the legislature, governor, and Department of Public 
Instruction had become very concerned about the high dropout rate in North 
Carolina's schools, which reportedly approached a 50 percent fall-off in atten
dance between ninth and 12th grades. In considering ways to encourage students 
to remain in school, attention turned toward a proposal to demonstrate to 
students, while still in the middle grades, the relevance of theil' secondary 
education to eventual success in jobs and careers. A course entitled "Intro
duction to Vocations" was made available as an elective for ninth grad~rs to 
inform them of possible career options, as well as the academic and vocational 
skills they would need to master their secondary education. 

Authorization and funding for vocational education in North Carolina was 
provided in the state's Clark-Long Bill of 1963, the same year that Congress 
passed the Vocational Education Act. It was from a $1.5 million appropriation 
to this bill that Prevocational Education was begun on an experimental basis. 
Part of these funds enabled 45 teachers to offer the "Introduction to Vocations" 
course to over 2,000 students. 

In the late 1960s, a study commission was appointed by the governor involv
ing nearly 1,000 state and local administrators, teachers, parents, and students, 
to examine public education in North Carolina once again. Among other recommen
dations, this group pressed to afford students in the sixth, seventh, and eighth 
grades the opportunity to explore career options and to be apprised of the skills 
they would need. The directors of the Division of General Education and of 
Vocational Education summoned a task force to study the types of occupational 
directions that would be appropriate for students at middle-grade levels. 

Recommendations of the task force resulted in the development ()f a curri
culum for middle schools called "Occupational Explorations." It was emphasized 
by the task force, and later in a formal policy by the State Board of Education, 
that the COUr(le'S activities should, first of all, stimulate the performance of 
typical job tasks, allowing students to see the relationship between the tasks 
and job requirements. Second, the activities should enhance skills that could 
be developed at the secondary or even postsecondary educational levels. Finally, 
students were to be provided wi th information which would permit them to ap
praise current and future educational opportunities in relation to requirements 
for jobs of interest to them. The governor, legislators, and educatio~al admin
istrators referred to the program as "hands-on job experience" and "exposure to 
the real world of work" in the hope that students, while still in junior high 
school, could be persuaded to remain in school past age 16, the legal age for 
withdrawal. 

The 1969 session of the General Assembly ratified S"B. 563, which provided a 
program of vocational education in the middle grades of the public school system. 
The text of the legislation began by noting, once again, the. serious dropout 
problem and observing that the middle school years are the most crucial period 
for taking corrective action. In the interest of offering students more oppor
tunities for appraisal of their abilities and interests, as well as in helping 
them to explore vocations available in their own communities, the act charged 
the State Board of Education, upon the recommendation of the Superintendent of 
Public Instruction, to develop a prevocational and industrially oriented "prac
tical arts program" for the middle grades. The program of instruction was to be 
interwoven into the curriculum and was required to provide a thorough 
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introduction to the world of work. The program's statewide appropriation 
amounted to $3 million. With this formal initiation, the Prevocational 
Education Program has remained in existence since 1969. 

In 1970, concern for those students who had already left school, as well as 
a need to cope with increasing racial tensions, led local administrators in 
Wilmington, North Carolina, to seek special funding from the state for alter
native educational opportunities. In response, the State Board of Education 
made available special project funds to allow the Wilmington schools to extend 
their hours of instruction into the evening, in the hope that students who had 
left school to work or to raise families could return to classes offered later 
in the day. In addition to making school hours more convenient for working 
students instruction during the extended school hours was made more specialized 
and taiiored to suit individual needs. Satisfaction with the project in 
Wilmington prompted the State Board of Education to extend the special funding 
to over 20 school districts for the 1973-74 school year. 

A legislative committee on dropouts was organized in 1974. The Extended 
School Day Program captured the committee's interest and in 1975, funds were 
earmarked by the North Carolina General Assembly to be used by any local educa
tion agency wishing to apply. 

By the end of 1979, over one-half of North Carolina's 145 local education 
agencies offered extended school day programs. At the same time, superinten
dents in the remaining areas were not supportive of the special funding for the 
traditional cu.rriculum. They felt that greater flexibility for local options 
was needed. In part, they objected to support for an effort as specialized as 
the Extended School Day ?rogram which serves, proportionately, a very small 
po~ulation. Their arguments apparently influenced the State Board of Education. 
In 1980, the board decided that funds would not be earmarked for the Extended 
School Day Program, but that the money \olOuld be used to increase overall public 
school support. A similar decision regarding prevocational education programs 
had been made in 1978. Local education agencies were encouraged to broaden into 
program areas, as needed, using their state allocations. The more specific 
intention of superintendents was to establish comprehensive high schools. 

Some observers think that this policy change will promote expansion of spe
cial programs like prevocational education and extended school day, but members 
of the North Carolina Extended School Day Association believe otherwise. The 
association was established four years ago to provide a forum for over 500 
teachers, counselors, and administrators involved in the Extended School Day 
Program. One of its stated purposes is to provide a unified political voice and 
as such, a legislative action committee which monitors policies proposed in 
Raleigh. At a public hearing held early in 1980, the association supported the 
comprehensive high school concept~ but objected to t~e State Board of Education's 
decision not to designate funds especially for the Extended School Day Program. 
The association felt that the withdrawal of official state support to programs 
for dropouts would give local education agencies sufficient reason to discontinue 
the programs altogether. As evidence, the association pointed to the areas of 
the state still lacking programs for dropouts and to the erosion of support from 
the Department of Public Instruction. They identified the decrease in consultant 
services for developing extended day programs as evidence of a loss in state 
support. Further, the association predicted the loss of funds for special 

D-238 

" 

Ii , I 
I 
1 
I 
I 
1 
1 

'1 

I 
j 
1 

I 
'j 
,I 

j 
1 

I 

j 
, 

training, transportation, counseling, job placement activities and, maybe, even 
the loss of dropout programs altogether. 

The association's proposal was that, in the absence of an alternative plan 
by the Department of Public Instruction for services to dropouts, the specifi
cally earmarked funds for the Extended School Day Program should not only 
continue but should also be expanded to make these efforts even more comprehen
sive. Currently, however, there is no indication that the State Board of 
Education has any intention of changing its recently adopted policy. State 
legislators and administrators felt that these dropout programs would continue 
to attract great public interest and that the Extended School Day Program, 
having become a well :"established concept, would be sustained and probably even 
expanded. 

The concerns of the North Carolina Extended School Day Association might 
have been premature. As the result of a study conducted by the Legislative 
Research Commission for the Committee on Public School Dropouts, recommendations 
sent by the legislature to the State Board of Education included a proposal to 
appropriate $3.4 million for adding 84 extended school day programs, enabling 
each local education agency to have at least one program. The State Board of 
Education's response is not yet known. 

OBJECTIVES OF THE SUBSIDIES 

Stated formally in legislation and departmental policies, the ultimate goal 
of the Prevocational Education and Extended School Day Programs is to reduce the 
number of students leaving school prior to receiving high school diplomas. As 
mentioned previously, the Prevocational Education Program's approach to meeting 
its goal is through introducing middle-grade students to career options to demon
strate the relevance of secondary education to successfully earning a living. 
The Extended School Day Program, on the other hand, offers an alternative to 
meeting basic requirements for high school graduation. To attract students who 
have left school, as well as those inclined to leave, the program offers flexible 
hours, individualized ins~ruction, and job placement opportunities. 

In the course of encouraging middle-school students to consider their future 
careers, the Prevocational Education Program is designed to allow students to 
pursue their own interests, abilities, social skills, and positive attitudes to
ward work. Students are taught to understand the manufacture and distribution of 
products and services, analyze employment trends, recognize the skills required 
for various occupations, and solve problems associated with running businesses. 
Attainment of these objectives is measured for each student according to a com
petency listing designed for every vocational education course. A student's 
accomplished competencies become part of a prrmanent record which can be offered 
as background to future employers. 

The Extended School Day Program is both academically and vocationally 
oriented. The primary objective, of course, is to enable students to meet the 
basic requirements for high school graduation. However, that process requires 
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that other objectives must be pursued by counselors and administrators such as 
informing dropouts and potential dropouts about the Extended School Da; Program 
and counseling these students regarding personal matters that may cause their 
nonattendance. 

Accomplishing these objectives is a source of enormous satisfaction to state 
administrators and legislators. In providing state funds, legislators intended 
to make these programs available in local school systems throughout the state in 
the hope that such efforts would reduce the numbers of students leaving school 
prior to graduation and, subsequently, also reduce North Carolina's unemployment 
rate. 

ALLOCATION OF FUNDS 

Three basic funding formulas are combined in various ways to support public 
education programs at the primary and secondary levels in North Carolina. They 
are: 

o The public school fund. 
o Occupational education funds. 
o The fund for exceptional children. 

The public school fund is fully state supported and allocates to local edu
cation agencies one teaching position for every 30 students in average daily 
membership (ADM). The ADM is based on daily attendance reported for the best 
three out of the first four months of the school year. Since salaries for 
teachers are established by the state, LEAs can supplement their salaries from 
property tax revenues, if desired. A per-student allowance is set aside from 
state funds for supplies and materials. 

Occupational education funds derive from state and federal revenue made 
available to local school districts, based upon average daily membership in gra
des seven through 12. Many occupational education programs require local 
matching funds (from 26 to 32 percent), the level of funding determined by an 
ability-to-pay formula. 

The third fund, for exceptional children, allocates a per-capita amount 
based on a head count of children determined to be exceptional during the pre
vious school year. These funds are used for the Prevocational Education or 
Extended School Day Programs only when exceptional children are the direct 
beneficiaries. 
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Prevocational Educ&tion Program ~";"";'~_""';e.-~ __ -....(~. _____ =-_ 

In 1975, support for the Prevocational Education Program was allocated 
according to ADM- for grades six through nine. Costs were reimbursed at 100 per
cent for instructional services, supportive personnel, operating expenses, 
equipment, and materials. 

~or fiscal 1981, support for the Prevocational Education Program was drawn 
from 4 number of occupational education funding categories depending upon the 
type of program and target population. The sta te will reimburse 68 to 74 per
cent of costs, with the match determined accordtng to an ability-to-pay formula, 
as mentioned previously. Guidance counseling and placement services to economi
cally depressed areas can receive reimbursement for 68 to 74 percent of costs 
from federal sources. The same is true for prevocational education instruction 
to basic disadvantaged and basic handicapped students, i.e., that federal funds 
will reimburse 68 to 74 percent of the costs. 

Extended School Day Program 

Also in 1975, the funding policy for the Extended School Day Programs urged 
LEAs to employ existing resources from standard allotments for public school and 
vocational education funds prior to requesting additional sources from the 
Department of Public Instruction. The general policy was that each LEA could 
apply for one special allocation at one additional extended school day program 
site each year. . 

After determining existing resources available for an extended school day 
program, an LEA COuld request from the State Department of Public Instruction, 
an allocation for the first year of operation by submitting an application for 
funding. The application included a description of the proposed program, an 
outline of operational procedures, the anticipated number of students to be 
served, and a proposed operating budget. Upon approval by the State Board of 
Education and within the availability of funds, extended school day programs 
were allotted one instructional position from the public school fund allocation 
and ten state months of employment from the occupational education fund 
allocation for every 30 students projected to be in the program. 

A oIlle-time allocation of $10,000 to $13,000 in occupational education 
funds was available for each new site. From these funds, $8,000 was to be 
spent for a learning laboratory and $2,000 to $5,000 for development and staff 
travel. The number of students determined whether $2,000 (30 students),-$3,500 
(60 students), or $5,000 (90 students) would be available. 

Continuation of extended school day programs is based upon the public school 
fund positions and occupational education state months of employment generated 
through average daily membership in extended school day programs. Even programs 
with less than 30 students, however, would be guaranteed one public school fund 
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position and ten occupational education state months of employment. Per-student 
allocations for materials and supplies were also set aside. Students were 
counted as members of the extended school day given that was where they spent 
the major portion of their time. They could, however, be counted only once, 
either in the conventional program or the alternative one. 

As is now the case, LEAs are expected to reimburse 24 to 32 percent of the 
costs for occupational education support (occupational education state months of 
employment'). In 1975, to ease the financial burden of local education agencies, 
the State Board of Education made available nonmatching (100 percent) expansion 
funds from state revenues. These funds were allocated according to average 
daily membership in grades kindergarten through 12, rather than restricting the 
formula to the middle or high school grades. When first begun, these monies 
were primarily intended to maintain or expand extended school day programs; 
however, they now may also be used for introductory and prevocational education 
programs, consumer and homemaking programs, guidance counseling, and placement 
services, and as match for disadvantaged basic and handicapped basic (federal) 
funds. They may go toward the purchase of nonpersonnel items (e.g., equipment, 
materials, staff development, and purchase of services), as well as for 
personnel expenditures. 

ADMINISTRATIVE REQUIREMENTS 

The administrative requirements for all vocational education programs 
apply to the Extended School Day and Prevocational Education Programs. Overall 
planning for vocational education is the responsibility of the State Board of 
Education which produces a statewide master plan, a five-year plan, and an annual 
plan for vocational education. The master plan encompasses all activities in 
secondary vocational education and provides the framework for all of the other 
plans. The five-year plans and annual plans are compiled in compliance with 
requirements for federal funding under the Vocational Education Act. Goals and 
objectives identified in the master plan reflect those of local education 
agencies. 

Local education agencies are also required to develop comprehensive 
vocational education plans. To assist LEAs in the formulation of goals and 
objectives, the Division of Vocational Education provides technical assistance, 
as well as information about fedt .. ~ral rules and regulations and State Board of 
Education policies. It is stressed that these plans be shaped through an 
organized process involving local advisory councils, also a requirement for the 
receipt of federal funds. Composition of the local advisory council is 
explained in a later section, Organizational Structures. As part of the 
planning process, public hearings are held annually to afford the public the 
opportunity to express their views and suggest changes in the plan. 

Local personnel assigned to these two programs are selected by local boards 
of education according to certification standards approved by the State Board of 
Education. Likewise, staff at the state level, who must meet minimum standards 
prescribed by state board policy, fulfill such functions as administration, 
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planning, curriculum development, personnel training, and program quality 
control. In-service training for state and local staff is accomplished through 
coordinated efforts by the state and local boards of education, community 
colleges, and other appropriate institutions. 

State standards also provide such specifications as program objectives, 
skill competencies, course sequence, program duration, class size, on-the-job 
experiences, and other requirements to ensure that local programs are of high 
quality and coordinated with current employment opportunities. Progra~ audits 
are conducted by state staff at all local sites at least once a year. 

A system of continuing qualitative and quantitative evaluation of all 
vo~ationa1 education programs is statutorily required of the state agency. To 
meet this requirement, 20 percent of the LEAs are reviewed annually. The 
legislature has also been particularly interested in receiving follow-up 
information on the activities of students who have been out of school for one 
year, three years, and five years to determine the effec.tiveness of their 
vocational education. The entire in-house evaluation system is just now being 
assembled, with pilot tests having been conducted early last year. 

With the completion of a third-party evaluation recently authorized by the 
legislature for the Prevocationa1 Education Program, it is expeeted that more 
standardization will be given to the curriculum, more sophisticated training 
approaches will be developed, and more teachers will be certified for 
prevocational education. Currently, there is a great deal of local variation 
regarding the offering of either Introduction to Vocations or Occupational 
Explorations, initiation at the sixth or seventh grade levels, and the. ranges of 
careers explored. 

The Extended School Day program is expected to offer the same course 
offerings in the same number of units as would a conventional high school. The 
major difference, of course, is the flexibility in time that it offers. Classes 
may begin at any time during the day and end any time during the evening. 
Classes may also be taught less than five days a week, offered on Saturdays, end 
extend into the summer months. Teachers on ten-month contracts, however, must 
be hired dn the same schedule as all ten-month employees, but most extended 
school day teachers are on 12-month contraets. 

The number of teachers employed in each each extended school day program 
varies from four to approximately 60, including full-time and part-time 
instructors. The smallest program, which serves approximately 25 students, 
employs only four or five teachers--one full-time and several part-time 
instructors. The largest program in the state, which serves approximately 450 
students per year, has a core of about 20 full-time instructors and 40 part-time 
instructors. 

The instructional staff is expected to provide programs which will most 
nearly meet the needs of individuals. The staff is not expected to provide 
instruction where capabilities do not exist. Neither is the staff expected to 
provide a full range of subjects at all sites of operation. While certification 
standards are never relaxed or suspended in the academic areas, in order to 
provide instruction which meets the vocational and job placement needs of a very 
diverse population, certification requirements have been relaxed in the 
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vocational areas. To enlarge the pool of expertise, certification requirements 
are established by local education agencies for part-time and temporary 
personnel. These requirements approximate state-established regulations. Tois 
allows the local program operators to acquire part-time specialists and 

counselors as needed. 

While it is not required, it is urged that each local board of education 
appoint a committee to function in an advisory capacity to the program. 
Suggested membership includes parents, principals, counselors, attendance 
officers, school psychologists, staff from local agencies, as well as students 
who have left conventional school. Also strongly advocated is cooperation with 
state and local agencies, such as social services, mental health, and community 
centers, in the interest of being able to meet students' social and 

psychological needs. 

Local education agencies have the option to offer classes in 
high schools or at other sites. Facilities, materials, 
transportation are to be available to extended school day pupils 
that public schools normally provide them. 

the traditional 
supplies, and 

in the same may 

While state policies guarantee the same considerations for these pupils, in 
practice, the small number of students involved usually means less than adequate 
provisions of services. A good example is transportation. A board policy 
states that transportation shall be provided for extended school day students on 
the same basis as to students in conventional schools. However, use of buses 
must not interfere with the refueling schedule for conventional use, and buses 
must be returned the same night to regular drivers. Further, there are no funds 
to pay for mechanics or to obtain contract transportation. The result is that 
most programs do not offer transportation and expect students to get to school 

on their own. 

TYPES AND LEVELS OF SERVICES SUPPORTED 
BY THE SUBSIDIES 

The Dropout Problem in North Carolina 

The estimated annual rate of students leaving high school prior to 
graduation ranges from five percent to 12 percent across North Carolina's local 
education agencies. The statewide average :!.s approximately eight percent each 
year, which means that the proportion of st'-'dents r:etained from ninth to 12th 
grades is about 76 percent. Some retention rates are as low as 58 percent. 
Table 1 shows these rates, by county. Statisticians from the Department of 
Public Instruction are reluctant to compare current figures with those in the 
past because only recently have efforts been made to refine the estimates by 
carefully accounting for other factors of student losses, such as outmigration, 
transfers to other public and private schools, changes in the patterns of 
promoting students, and student deaths. Because it is not known how precisely 
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TABLE 1. NORTH CAROLINA: DROPOUT 
LOCAL EDUCATION AGENCIES ~TES FOR 1978-79, BY 
AVERAGE DAILY MEMBERSHIP D BY PERCENTAGE OF 

LEAs with Rates 
7.9 Percent and Less'ADP 

County LEA 

Anson 
Beaufort 
Bladen 
Cabarrus 
Catawba 
Chowan 
Clay 
Cleveland 
Columbus 
Cumberland 
Davidson 
Davie 
Duplin 
Forsyth 
Gates 
Granville 
Guilford 
Harnett 
Hyde 
Jackson 
Johnston 
Jones 
Sanford-Lee 
Macon 
Martin 
New Hanover 
Northampton 
Onslow 
Pender 
Person 
Pitt 
Rmvan 
Sampson 
Stokes 
Swain 
Vance 

Percent 

7.8 
6.8 
6.7 
7.9 
7.9 
7.6 
6.8 
7.9 
6.9 
6.9 
6.8 
6.0 
7.9 
5.6 
6.0 
7.7 
6.9 
7.9 
5.2 
7.9 
6.3 
6.2 
5.2 
5.7 
6.9 
7.5 
6.9 
6.2 
7.1 
7.1 
6.9 
7.4 
7.2 
6.4 
5.7 
7.0 
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LEAs with Rates 
8.0 Per,cent and Greater ADP 
County LEA 

Alamance 
Alexander 
Alleghany 
Ashe 
Avery 
Bertie 
Brunswick 
Buncombe 
Burke 
Caldwell 
Camden 
Carteret 
Caswell 
Chatham 
Cherokee 
Craven 
Currituck 
Dare 
Durham 
Edgecombe 
Franklin 
Gaston 
Graham 
Greene 
Halifax 
Haywood 
Henderson 
Hertford 
Hoke 
Iredell 
Lenoir 
Lincoln 
Madison 
McDowell 
Mecklenburg 
Mitchell 

Percent 

8.2 
9.6 
8.0 
8.2 
9.7 
8.1 

10.4 
8.4 
9.8 

10.1 
9.3 

10.6 
10.5 
8.7 
8.6 
8.0 
8.9 
8.0 
8.3 
8.4 
9.4 

10.0 
12.7 
11.4 
8.6 
8.3 
8.8 
8.6 

11.7 
9.7 
8.5 
8.4 
8.3 

10.2 
8.2 

10.1 
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TABLE 1. (Continued) 

LEAs with Rates 
7.9 Percent and Less ADP 

County LEA Percent 

Wake 7.1 
Warren 6~ 1 
Washington 5.8 
Watauga 6.8 
Wayne 5.5 
Yadkin 7.4 

City LEA Percent 

Burlington 7.0 
Chapel Hill 3.2 
Clinton 7.9 
Eden 7.9 
Elkin 5.3 
Fayetteville 6.1 
Franklinton 7.7 
Goldsboro 6.5 
Greensboro 7.6 
Greenville 4.8 
Hendersonville 4.6 
Hickory 7.5 
Lumberton 7.7 

. Mount Airy 6.9 
Rocky Mount 7.7 
Saint Pauls 7.8 
Salisbury 7.2 
Shelby 6.3 
Statesville 7.0 
Thomasville 6.3 
Tryon 6.8 
Washington 7.0 
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LEAs with Rates 
8.0 Percent and Greater ADP 
County LEA Percent 

Hontgomery 8.1 
Moore 9.0 
Nash 9.5 
Orange 11.1 
Pamlico 9.7 
Pasquotank 11.5 
Perquimans 8.6 
Polk 8.5 
Randolph 10.2 
Richmond 8.3 
Robeson 8.9 
Rockingham 8.6 
Rutherford 9.2 
Scotland 11.0 
Stanly 8.1 
Surry 8.7 
Transylvania 9.6 
Tyrrell 10.7 
Union 9.7 
Wilkes 9.7 
Wilson 8.3 
Yancey 8.0 

Cit;z:: LEA Percent 

Albemarle 12.0 
Asheboro 8.8 
Asheville 8.9 
Concord 8.2 
Durham 14.5 
Fairmont 11.2 
High Point 10.2 
Kannapolis 10.5 
Kings Mountain 8.6 
Kinston 11.2 
Lexington 10.4 
Madison-Mayodan 8.8 
Maxton 8.8 
Monroe 9.4 
Mooresville 9.0 
New Bern 10.9 
Newton 8.2 
Red Springs 8.3 
Reidsville 9.0 

I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I. 
! . 

TABLE 1. 

LEAs with Rates 
7.9 Percent and Less ADP 

County LEA Percent 

Stat~ Average: 8.0 Percent. 

Source: Management Information 
Education. 

(Continued) 

LEAs with Rates 
8.0 Percent and Greater ADP 

Ci ty LEA Percent 

Roanoke Rapids 
Tarboro 
Weldon 
Whiteville 

8.1 
8.7 
9.4 
8.8 

System, North Carolina Department of 

TYPES AND LEVELS OF SERVICES SUPPORTED 
BY THE SUBSIDIES 

The Dropout Problem in North Carolina 

The estimated annual rate of students leaving high school prior to 
graduation ranges from five percent to 12 percent across North Carolina's local 
education agencies. The st.atewide average is .approximately eight percent each 
year, which means that the proportion of students retained from n:Lnth to 12th 
grades is about 76 percent. Some retention rates are as low as 58 percent. 
Table 1 shows these rates, by county. Statisticians from the Dep,'1ttment of 
Public Instruction are reluctant to compare current figures with those in the 
past because only recently have effor.ts been made to refine the estimates by 
carefully accounting for other factors of student losses, such as outmigration, 
transfers to other public and private schools, changes in the patterns of 
promoting students, and student deaths~ Because it is not known how precisely 
other states define and account for student losses, deIlartmental officials 
advise that no comparisons of North Carolina's dropout rate to outside school 
systems or to a national average should be made. 

The statistics continue to give state legislators and administrators cause 
for concern. In a study by the legislative Committee on Public School Dropouts 
in 1974, the reasons attributed to students leaving school prior to graduation 
were negative self-image, poor basic skills, irrelevant curriculum, 
discrepancies in the cultural backgrounds of teachel's and students, and teachers 
lacking the skills to meet a broad range of student needs~ More recently, a 
survey by the Division of State Budget and Management, Department of 
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Administration, found the need for employment, family problems, pregnancy, and 
lack of interest in school to be fundamental factors. In 1979, the Leg~slative 
Research Commission was statutorily authorized to further study the problem of 
school dropouts. Its efforts, to dat'e, have included preparing a summary of 
problems identified by representatives of organizations dealing with children. 
Their observations affirm those made earlier and include discussions of peer and 
family characteristics which might be causal factors. 

A variety of recommendations has been made by all groups studying the 
problem, and many of them are currently being implemented. The Prevocational 
Education and Extended School Day Programs, however, continue to be seen as 
effective approaches to meeting the needs of students likely to leave school. 
More about their respective chare.c:teristics follow. . 

1 

Prevocational E4~cationr~ogram 

The first prevocational education course, Introduction to Vocations, was 
offered in 1963 as an elective to provide ninth graders with information and 
experiences that would assist them in choosing careers. It was designed to be 
taught during the school year by a single teacher in a regular classroom 
setting. Introduction to Vocations explores eight career categories defiued by 
the U.S. Department of Labor. 

The success of Introduction to Vocations led the governor and state 
legislators to press for an expanded program, resulting in a more elaborate 
course called "Occupational Explorations," which was developed to span the 
seventh through ninth grades. In the interest of providing students with 
simulated work experiences, laboratories were set up for environmental, service, 
industrial, and business occupations. All students participate in the program 
for one semester in the seventh grade, where sev.en of the 15 job clusters are 
explored; for one semester in the eighth grade, to cover the remaining eight 
clusters; and for one full year in the ninth grade, to receive intensive 
counseling to permit mote in-depth discovery in four areas of a student's 

choice. 

Although the program appears to be highly structured, it allows for a great 
deal of local discret:f.on. Indeed, one criticism of the curriculum pronounced by 
principals was that it was not sufficiently standardized to give clear guidance 
to teachers regarding its appropriate content. It is suspected that some 
systems may not have offered the course for this reason. The Division of 
Vocational Education has made a concerted effort to redefine the curriculum but 
still (,:llo~q for local variations. One variation in Wake County takes a liberal 
arts approach by augmenting the career laboratories with special sections for 
art, music, health, and foreign language. 

The Introduction to Vocations program is still offered extensively, despite 
the coexistence of the Occupational Explorations course. Reasons offered were 
that its relative simplicity, longer history, and familiarity to local schools 
continue to make it desirable. 
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1 The original appropriation to the Prevocational Education Program in Fiscal 
970 was $3 million. By 1973, nearly 25,000 students were participating in 264 

schools. The number of teachers at thie time had grown from the 45 who first 
taught the program to over 200. 

By 1974, . the Occupational Explorations course had been developed and was 
even more widely adopted by local school systems. During the 1978-79 school 
year, nearly 1,000 teachers and 96,000 students were involved. The enrollment 
for Introduction to Vocations courses, however, had dropped to 7 500 refl~cting 
preferences for the more elaborate Occupational Explorations cur~icuium. . 

Despite the present level of student participation and impressive growth 
rate since the inception of t~e Prevocational Education Program, the 103,500 
students involved represent only somewhat over one-half (55 percent) of total 
enrollments in North Carolina's middle grades. State administrators believe 
however, that interest will continue to increase and, even though funds are n~ 
longer specifically earmarked for prevocational education programs, it 
popularity will guarantee expansion. s 

It is difficult to determine whether the availability of prevocational 
education programs has decreased the number of students who eventually drop out 
from high school. Only recently have statistics been consistently kept as to 
why students are withdrawing from school. This year, however, the legislature 
approved funds for a third-party evaluation of the Prevocational Education 
Program. State administrators hope to determine the relevance of the 
curriculum, as well as its potential impact on persuading students to remain in 
school. 

Intuitively, state and local officials feel that the program has made a 
difference, not only in retaining students, but also in encouraging them to seek 
skills for productive careers. Thest'l results, they reason, will naturally 
decrease youth involvement with the criminal justice system and, accordingly 
the number of juveniles that the state wou~d be required to handle were no such 
local services available. 

The Extended School Day Program 

The Extended School Day Program is designed to more directly meet the needs 
of students compelled to leave school. Local schools may decide when to begin 
classes, with some starting as <=a.rly as 1:00 p.m. and extending until 8:00 p.m. 
Classes may be offered daily or every two to three days a week as long as 
minimum requirements are met. ' 

The Extended School Day Program was established to provide educational 
opportunities for students who could not partic:lpata in regular school whi h 
g~nerally operates between 8: 00 a.m. and 3: 00 p "m., Monday through Frid~y. ~t 
ia designed as an extension of the regular public school and is intended to 
serve students who, for economic, psychological, academic, and various other 
reasons, could not respond in ,a· positive W8,y to programs offered in the 
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conventional manner and during 
health, personal, family, and 
difHculties. 

Many are served whQ have 
conventional times. 11 as financial 
school-related problems, as we 

ulation served include students who are: 
Characteristics of the pop disadvantaged, poorly motivated; or 

parents, pregnant, economically dificient bas:!.,c skills, histories of 
r self-concepts, . 

attendance, poo d physical problems. 

working, 
have poor 
substance 

abuse, emotional problems, an 

learning problems, the teachers are 
Realizing that some students have While the progression of 

tion to students. d t i individualized atten hension students are expecte 0 
trained to g ve varying rates of compre i 'kills A great deal of material is adapted to i b sic academ c s _ • 
reach minimum levels of competency n rt:nj toies for students to achieve so~e 

h i is placed on providing oppo _.. d ith academic skills may e 
emp as s Diffi lties experience w kill 
degree of success. cu oficiencies in vocational s s. 
b'alanced by chances to demonstrate pr 

fi di work for fforts directed toward n ng 
A third accommodation entails leI ents of the program play an importan~ 

unemployed students. The vocationa e emcoo erative activities with state an 
part in meeting th:f.s objective, a~ ~oiscus~ed in the next section, $3 mill~o~ 
local manpower agencies. i As frW;;\h: Comprehensive Employment and Train~n:rb~n 
in balance of state mon es in rural extended school day programs, a~ Some 
(CETA) was allocated for use CETA prime sponsors for suppor • 
programs are urged to approac: thel~ce:~t counselors working for the program. 
LEAs have full-time or part-t me p 

Frustrations j art of the program. 
Counseling of all types is another m:o~~h~S to education are often factors 

with family, peers, and traditional apP
l 

More ambitious extended school day 
which compel students to abandon slchOO ·and develop linkages with communiOnty 

hire special counse ors 1 t these students. e 
~~~~~~:: ::ich normally deal with i prSOb;ge::Ci~~p~~a acq~aint staff and students 

held weekly sessions at var ou program 
with one another. 

it has received from the state, the 
Despite the special interest and fund;~~lems. ' The original funding has been 

Extended School Day Program 7 ~s hatdic~psa:ing local education agencies. sc~oo~ 
spread thinly across the p~r ies~ and available resources to the eX

b 
en 

e urged to use loca mon Th however, tends to e a Sys:~~~e a~efore applying for state funds. r hO~~~: to share instructional 
~~~uctance to open school libraries :~teheating and lighting the buildings. 

ipment or even to extend the hours h 0 blic library as classroom space to 
equ 'decided to routinely use t e pu One program 
avoid these conflicts. d d 

i'l bility of transportation to exten e Ii affirms the ava a . t d nts in the While state po cy , b sis as it app-lies to sue 
school day students on the samt:.,. aed in practice. The very small number of 

~~~~::~;O~:~oi:~~r:;~mi~a:~~f{:~{:::g;;::~a~:~g~~:~~~:l.;:e~:u~~;so~~:;:~O~~:~:~~ 
sts for most systems pro • students are required to see , 

co three schools in a community, most s and efforts are made to pool 
one t.o rtation While some students own ~~r nable to participate due to own t:canspo k • h w many students have een u riders, it is un nown 0 

lack of transportation. 
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During the first five years of operation, administering the program under 
the Division of Vocational Education caused some difficulties. The academic 
portion of the program was clearly not the responsibility of the Division of 
Vocational Education. Academic instruction was provided by the general staff. 
Supervision of the academic portion of the program came from both vocational and 
general staff personnel. Frequently, academicians felt that vocational 
educators were trying to tell them how to design and operate a program in the 
academic area. This is one of the reasons why general overall administration of 
the program was placed in 1975 in the general administration and supervision 
area of the Department of Public Instruction (Instructional Services Area). The 
arrangement has proven to be very successful. Personnel within the Department 
of Public Instruction who are charged with responsibilities in academic, 
couns~ling, and other pupil personnel service areas provide services across the 
state during afternoon and evening hours the same as during regular school 
hours. This approach is also encouraged at the local education agency level. 

In the ten years of its existence, the Extended School Day Program has grown 
enormously from the first site in Wilmington in 1970. In 1973, state project 
funds supported 23 programs. When the funding was changed from project grants 
to formula allocations in 1975, a total of 54 programs were in existence. Two 
years later, the number had increased to 63 and, as of November 1979, a total of 
91 projects were in operation in 74 local education agencies. 

The enrollment in extended school day programs totaled over 10,000 students. 
Since its inception, it is estimated that between 8,000 and 10,000 students have 
graduated. Proponents of the program are quick to observe that these students 
would probably not have obtained high school diplomas without the opportunity 
provided by the Extended School Day Program. Their assertions, however, are 
countered by those Who point to the GED program offered through the community 
college system. This program, too, allows students Who have withdrawn from high 
school to meet the requirements for a diploma. Courses are taught on the 
campuses of community colleges located throughout the state, but are not 
available in every municipality. Advocates of the Extended School Day Program 
contend that the proximity and familiarity of locations in students' own towns 
provide greater incentive for attendance. 

Students are informed of the program upon giving notice to withdraw from 
conventional schools or after prolonged truancies. From then on, they are 
actively recruited by local coordinators Who often call, write, and make 
personal visits to the students. It is not kuown how many stw~ents can be 
coaxed into returning, but of those Who do return, it remains a struggle to 
maintain the interest of individuals who have already left school at least once. 
The dropout rate among extended school day students averages about 40 percent. 
When measuring the program in terms of those who stay, however, the 60 percent 
retention rate stands out as being significantly higher than similar programs 
across the nation with average Success rates of 35 percent. 

Like prevocational education programs, the extension of extended school day 
programs to 74 local systems has been impressive. However, also like the 
Prevocational Education Program, this rate of participation represents only 51 
percent of North Carolina's local education agencies. This figure would be less 
disturbing if nonparticipating school districts were those with lower dropout 
rates. This, however, is not the case. The average dropout rate fOl;' 
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. nonparticipating school districts is approximately equal to the statewide 
, figure, which has caused state legislators s9 much concern. 

As discussed previously, there are conflicting beliefs whether curtailing 
line-item funding for the Extended School Day Program will lead to its demise or 
possible expansion, s~nce local school districts will be able to shif~ resources 
to meet their most critical needs. A measure of the rate of participation in 
future years may be indicative of whether state incentives are stronger through 
categorical grants rather than through nonearmarked allocations. 

Like administrators of the Prevocational Education Program, those in Extended 
School Day Program intuitively feel that the program's availability has 
decreased the number of youth who might have become involved in the juvenile 
justice system. Because no data linking would-be dropouts to possible 
delinquent behavior have been systematically collected, people interviewed could 
not draw from such an inform~tion base but chose, rather, to highlight 
i ndi vidual cases. A number of misdirected juveniles, they felt, have become 
sufficiently motivated by the Extended School Day Program to go on to post
secondary education or into productive careers. 

SOURCES AND LEVELS OF FUNDING 

Support for the Prevocational Education Program 
conventional state formulas for allotting public 
occupational education states months of employ~ent. 

program, it Was underwritten entirely with state funds. 

is allocated through 
school positions ana 

As a state-initiated 

The sources of support for the Extended School Day Program have been far 
more diverse. In fiscal 1979, funds came from all levels of government. The 
major source of federal funds was the Comprehensive Employment and Training Act, 
from which $2 million (23 percent of the total allocation from all sources) was 
allocated to balance of state areas, designated for the administration of CETA 
funds to localities not under prime sponsors. Local school districts are 
encouraged to obtain their own federal funds; so, an additional $7QO,000 in CETA 
funds and $80,000 from the Law Enforcement Assistance Administration were gained 
through loca.l efforts. Major state funds came through an earmarked supplement 
for extended school day fund ($500,000), the public school fund ($2.4 million), 
the occupational education fund ($2.2 million), and funds for transportation, 
($170,000). As can be seen from the following breakdown (Table 2) most of the 
total $8.6 million in support was derived from state sources. 

ORGANIZATIONAL STRUCTURES 

The administrative structures of the prevocational education and extended 
school day programs are relatively simple. In prevocational education programs, 
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TABLE 2. NORTH CAROLINA: EXTENDED SCHOOL DAY PROGRAMS 
ESTIMATED STATEWIDE FINANCIAL SUPPORT FOR 
FOR FISCAL 1979, BY SOURCE OF FUNDING* 

Federal, State, and Local Sources 
Amount 

State Occupational Education State Months of 
Employment (1,600 months x $1,400) 

State ADM: 
$2,240,000 

10-Honth School Fund (159 postions x $15,245) 

State Dropout/Extended School Day Fund 

State Transportation Funds 

2,424,000 

500,000 

170,000 
CETA (10 Counties, Balance of State) 

County- or LEA-Controlled Funds: L 
2,000,000 

and Federal ocal, State, 

a. LEAA 

b. Vocational 

c. ADM 

d. l'ederal Grants 

e. CETA Prime Sponsor Grants 

f. Summer Youth Development Grants 

g. CETA Regional Grants in Balance of State 

Total 

'80,000 

120,000 

100,000 

100,000 

300,000 

150,000 

400,000 

$8,584,000 

* Source: Instruc tionaJ. S 
Raleigh, North Carolina. ervice~ Area, Department of Public Instruction , 

a team of teachers is trained to ive r 
middle schools. Usually, one' v~~ati~n:~oCational instruction in participating 
chairperson to coordinate act:l:.viti f education teacher is designated as 
the administration folds int t~S or a particular school. From that point 
education programs in general. a e organizational structure for vocationai 

Extended school day t h i 
district One t h eac ers nstruct at sites selected by the local school 

• 'eac er at each location is chosen to be site 
coordinator. 
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Sometimes a site will operate with only a few teachers, one of whom is still 
referred to as the site coordinator. In areas where there may be several 
extended school day si tes, a ci tywide coordinator, or principal (as in Wake 
County), is usually appointed. Other staff may include academic and job 
placement counselors. 

Local policies are determined by local education agencies, superintendents, 
principals, and other members of the administrative hierarchy. At the same 
level, major policy is determined by the State Board of Education under 
advisement of the State Advisory Council on Education. 

Recently, federal regulations for receiving funds from the Vocational 
Education Act have required the establishment of local advisory councils to each 
local educational agency. Council members are to represent business, industry, 
consumer interests, and labor. The composition is to reflect demographically 
proportional numbers of minorities and women. Their counsel concerns current 
job needs in the area and the relevance of current curricula in meeting the 
area's employment demands. They are also responsible for assisting in 
developing the local vocational educational plan and for submitting applications 
for funding to the state. 

As directed by statute, Section 1600 of the State Policy for Vocational 
Education requires that the Division of Vocational Education maintain effective 
liaison with other agencies and groups concerned with vocational training and 
other forms of manpower development. Specifically, the state master plan 
asserts that: 

In carrying out its responsibility for administering all 
secondary vocational education efforts, the State Board gives 
special attention to coordinating its efforts with those 
public/private agencies, institutions, councils, and other 
organizations which have responsibility for or contribute to 
labor market needs, development and related activities. 
Working agreements are to be developed where feasible. The 
utilization of business, industry, and agricultural 
representatives in the development of decisions affecting 
secondary vocational education programs is to be encouraged 
through special committees, advisory councils and public 
hearings. 

In compliance with these directives, a number of cooperative activities have 
been initiated. The North Carolina Employment and Training Council is 
represp.nted on the Vocational Education State Plan Committee and has a formal 
agreement to work with the State Board of Education. Local vocational 
educational plans, applications, and accountability reports require assurances 
that they were developed in consultation with prime sponsors for CETA and, 
reciprocally, that community action groups receiving CETA funds are to involve 
local school personnel in planning. 

The coordination with CETA has paid off in substantial finanda,l support. 
In 1978, $2 million from CETA was allocated to the Extended School Day Program. 
Additionally, in 1979, 16 local education agencies in balance of state areas 
each received $74,000 to conduct education work experiences for a minimum of 240 
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disadvantaged youth. Other CETA-vocational education projects will 
secondary and postsecondary educational systems with the business community. In 
addition, a staff development effort will train teachers and counselors to work 
with disadvantaged students. 

The linkage with the Governor's Crime Commission has not been as well devel
oped as Division of Vocational Education administrators would desire. In pre
paring a legislative package for the governor, the importance of vocc;ttional 
education for delinquent and predelinquent youth became apparent to the 
Commission. The staff directed specific questions to the Division of Vocational 
Education for a quick response to accommodate a pressing deadline. The nature 
of the questions, however, indicated a lack of understanding of the Division of 
Vocational Education's existing efforts in the area. The director of the 
Division of Vocational Education used the opportunity to inform the Governor's 
Crime Commission of activities for delinquent and predelinquent youth already 
under way and to suggest that someone from the division be assigned to work with 
the Governor's Crime Commission staff in preparation of the legislative package. 
In the interest of further coordination of efforts, it was also recommended that 
a representative of secondary vocational education be appointed to the 
Governor's Crime Commission, and that a conscious effort be made to keep the 
State Board of Education apprised of developing policies. However, those steps 
had not been taken prior to the termination of LEAA funding for the Go'vernor' s 
Crime Commission. It is difficult to predict the outcome of this effort to 
better coordinate planning activities between the agencies. 

INTERGOVERNMENTAL RELATIONS 

State and local elected officials, as well as state and local vocational 
educational administrators in North Carolina, appeared to be very supportive of 
one another. One state representative attributes the close relationship between 
state and local elected officials to their similar political activities in the 
interests of largely the same constituencies. Political dissension, it was 
observed, is more likely to split along urban and rural lines, rather than at 
state and local levels. Some rural legislators, or "down-easterners, II refer to 
Mecklenburg County, where Charlotte, North Carolina's largest city, is located, 
as the "State of Mecklenburg." A political tug-of-war is more likely to occur 
between the conservative rural interests and comparatively more progressive 
urban interests, a situation similar to that in other states. State legislators 
are often unsure whether the capital city is the place where state policy is 
established or where the interests of the largest urban areas can be enacted 
into law. 

The strength and independence of county government in North Carolina, 
however, should not be underestimated. The success of the implementation of 
another subsidy in the state, the Community-Based Alternatives Program, is 
attributed to a conscious effort on the part of state officials to include 
county commissioners in all key decisions from the program's formulation to its 
administration. Had this not been done, some observers feel tha.t the program 
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would have been thwarted, if not totally defeated. The county commissioners' 
understanding and support of the effort were perceived to be crucial. 

This same independence and interest in autonomy is apparent on the part of 
local school superi.ntendents as well. Their urging resulted in the state's 
abandoning categorical funding for the Prevocational Educa.tion and Extended 
School Day Programs in favor of allowing local education agencies to use 
increased funding j.n general to meet the school district's own priorities. 

The statewide bureaucratic structure for vocational education, according to 
responses of those interviewed, enjoys an appreciably sounder reputation than is 
frequently reported in other states. In the interest of establishing closer 
linkages between state government and local education agencies, the Division of 
Vocational Education works through coordinators in each of the eight regional 
offices and through local directors for each school district. The intention is 
to improve communications between the state and local levels, as well as to be 
able to offer more technical assistance to local administrators and teachers. 
Although state administrators concede that it is sometimes difficult to always 
have well-trained personnel in these positions, they feel, in general, that the 
system operates satisfactorily. 

Their impressions are confirmed at the local level. Administrators for 
both the Prevocational Education and Extended School Day Programs reported that 
the regional coordinators and local directors knew the program& well and 
understood and appreciated local problems and needs. Further, they effectively 
fulfilled promises for technical assistance in providing information about 
funding sources, exemplary projects, personnel referrals, and methodology for 
assessing area needs. State staff at the regional and local levels were 
perceived as dedicated and supportive, and none of the program personnel 
expressed any desire to see the structure changed. 

Local administrators also stated that they have much less difficulty 
obtaining state funds than they do in getting federal grants. They attribute 
this situation to a sincere interest on the part of state officials to see that 
l'ocal agencies receive the state funds to which they are entitled. Several 
local administratol:s also reported not being the least hesitant to place a 
personal phone call to a state legislator or administrator. Activities in the 
capital city were not at all perceived as being aloof or removed from the best 
interests of communities. 

GENERAL EVALUATIONS OF THE SUCCESS OF THE SUBSIDIES 

In accordance with legislation governing vocational education, the state 
master plan directs the agency to assume primary responsibility for establishing 
"a system of continuing qualitative and quantitat.ive evaluation of programs, 
services, and activities." Programs in 20 perc~mt of the local education 
agencies must be assessed annually. The evaluations itrlclude: 

D-256 

- .-.- _._--._---_. __ .... " ... -

.... 

follow-up studies 
programs who have 
years, and five 
instruction. 

of former students of vocational education 
been out of school for one year, for three 
years to ascertain the effectiveness of 

Ther~e evaluation system, however, is currently in a developmental stage. 
f th i;, at this point, no systematic information describing the effectiveness 

o e revocational Education and Extended School Day Programs. Nevertheless 
Some conscious efforts are under way Early in 1980 th 1 iI' 
funds for a thi d • , e eg s ature approved 
itt f r -party evaluation of the Prevocational Education Program in the 
wh

n 
etres dO determining what elements of the program seem to be working well and 

a nee s to be improved. 

participants 
and adminis
local school 

program. Local 
problems have 

tha t there are 

In the absence of formal evaluation findings responses from 
give some indication of the programs' success. State legislators 
trators point to the enthusiastic reception of both programs by 
systems and an absence of serious objections raised about either 
administrators, on the other hand, comment that discipline 
decreased and, intuitively, principals and teachers acknowledge 
now students graduating who, prior to the availability of these 
not hid programs, would ave rece ve high school diplomas. Individual successes cited. are frequently 

CONCLUSIONS 

The North Carolina Prevocational Education and Extended School Day Programs 
are examples of dropout prevention efforts given impetus from the state level 
start;d on a project basis, and expanded to statewide availability. Through th~ 
state s involvem~nt, local autonomy and flexibility have been encouarged. Local 
~~hoOI bo;rds enJoy the exercise of discretion resulting from the State Board of 

1 
ucation s decision to allow districts to use public school formula funds for 

ocally selected programs. 

State funding for the Prevocational Education and Extended School Da 
Programs evolved in a way characteristic of other state funding efforts B t~ 
programs began on an "experimental" project basis' with limited demons~rat~on 
~~ants ~warded, according to a request-for-proposal process, to a few districts 

en t ese districts determined that the concepts were effective • 
legislature decided to expand the availability of th h' tbe 
state Thi d e programs t roughout the 

• s was one by increasing ,the appropriation, by establishin an 
allocation formula, and by allowing districts to participate by submitti g 
:pPli~atiO~l r~~her than a proposal. Because reSOUl7ces were still not suffi~le~~ 
°d a owt : b :tricts to receive funds, choices among competing districts were 

mae on eas s of need, such as dropout rate compared to the state average. 

Both programs have now gone through a third phase in what appears to be an 
evolutionary development of a state subsidy program This h i 
~hara~ terized by merging specific categorical monies into' an increase~ ~~~din: 

ormu a, and giving local agencies the option to use these funds in the way that 
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best meets local needs. The only requirements are that local plans be 
developed and that citizens have the opportunity to comment on local policies 
and directions. It is understood that established state standards will continue 
to be observed. The important distinction is that local governments and 
agencies, rather than the state, are given the initiative to determine how the 
funds will be used. 
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Philadelphia County. WaynesburgYi'n GiladelPchia, the state's largest city, in 
Pi b ' reene ,Qounty a ty ill tts urgh, because of its size and ' p ca rura county; and 
Allegheny County. relative importance in the state, in 

Ac,-t 148 is the largest state subsidy of its kind in the 
this reason alone, it warranted inclusion as a case st d United States. For 
subsidization of services f h u y. This plan for state 
overhaul the organization or c ildren and youth was designed to completel 
emphasis of child welfare of service deli very. Its intent was to shift thY 
community-based providers s:rvice delivery from state institutions to privat: 
Accordingly, the role of st~t providing counties with financial incentives. 
monitor, rather than service pr~vi~:~~rnment became largely that of funder and 
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following individuals for giving 
requested documents for this 
cooperation and assistance. 
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their time to be interviewed and in providing 
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State and County Elected Officials and Staff 

Ken Adami, Legislative Staff, Pennsylvania House of Representatives, 
Harrisburg 

Richard Cowan, County Commissioner, Greene County, Waynesburg 
Richard Dario, Executive Director, Legislative Budget and Finance 

Committee, Pennsylvania General Assembly, Harrisburg 
David Savitt, Judge, Court Administrator, Court of Common Pleas, 

Philadelphia 
Patrick Tamilia, Common Pleas Court Judge, Allegheny County Juvenile 

Court, Pittsburgh 

State and County Administrators 

Herbert Boykin, Director, Department of Youth Services, Philadephia 
Charles Carr, Chief of Planning, Youth Services Operating Office, 

Philadelphia 
Tom Carros, Executive Director, Allegheny County, Children and Youth 

Services, Pittsburgh 
Rocco Donatelli, Chief Juvenile Probation Officer, Court of Common 

Pleas, Philadelphia 
Rupert Eder, Executive Director, Children and Youth Services of Greene 

County, Waynesburg 
Chrysandra Gantt, Acting Director, Bureau of Family and Community Pro

grams, Office of Children, Youth, and Families, Department of Public 
Welfare, Harrisburg 

Samuel A. Yeagley, Jr., Executive Director, Dauphin County Social Serv-
ices for Children and Youth, Harrisburg 

Local Service Providers 

David Dinich, Director, Try Again Homes, Waynesburg 
Dan Elby, Director, Alternative Rehabilitation Communities, Harrisburg 
Ted Levine, Director, Youth Services, Inc., Philadelphia 
Ruth Richardson, Executive Director, Three Rivers Youth, Pittsburgh 

Key Informants 

Marion Cassidy, Juvenile Justice Center, Philadelphia 
Lance Couturier, Director of Training Institute, Juvenile Justice Center, 

Philadelphia 
Pat Evey, Director', Juvenile Justic.:: Center of Western Pennsylvania, 

Pittsburgh 
Richard Moore, Executive Director, Criminal Justice Coordinating 

Commission, Philadelphia 
John Pierce, Director, Pennsylvania Council of Voluntary Child Care 

Agencies, Harrisburg 
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ORGANIZATIONAL CONTEXT 

Historically, counties in Pennsylvania have had very strong county govern
ments. With few exceptions, notably Phildelphia, which operates under a con
solidated city and county government, most counties operate various services 
under the jurisdiction of a board of elected county commissioners. In some 
cases, a county executive officer is appointed to serve as the primary adminis
trative official to manage county services. County commissioners also appoint a 
director of social services for children and youth, who administers Act 148 
funds and supervises county-operated programs and purchase of services from 
local service providers. 

The state places shared responsibility with the Department of Public Welfare 
and each of its 67 counties in providing social services to children in need. 
The Department of Public Welfare supervises the provision of services statewide 
by setting standards, monitoring compliance, and reimbursing the costs of 
approved local services. The Department of Public Welfare also operates juve
nile corrections facilities for the placement of adjudicated delin~uents, but no 
longer operates group homes as in the past •. (For an illustration of the organ
izational structure of agencies relevant to the subsidy, see Figure 1.) 

FIGURE 1. CHART OF ORGANIZATIONS RELEVANT TO 
PENNSYLVANIA ACT 148 

GOVERNOR 

I 
DEPARTMENT OF 

PUBLIC WELFARE 

I 
OFFICE OF 

CHILDREN AND YOUTH 

COUNTY CHILDREN 
AND YOUTH SOCIAL 

SERVICES AGENCIES 
............ 

SUBSIDY FUNDS FLOW TO 
......... ~ ~--------------~ -...... ~ 

......... PUBLIC AND 
PRIVATE AGENCIES 
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Each county is responsible for assuring that local child welfare services 
are provided. A single county agency, called the "Children and Youth Social 
Services Agency," is designated by the county commissioners to either deliver or 
obtain services from private providers. This agency develops an ann~al plan and 
a budget estimate to meet the needs of the local community. The county is 
,reimbursed, based on established percentages for various types of services to 
children under the age of 18 who are dependent, delinquent" or in need of social 

., , 

services. 
Juvenile jurisdiction for delinquents in Pennsylvania is the responsibility 

of 67 juvenile courts located in local courts of common pleas. As a general 
rule, juvenile courts operate a range of standardized services such as intake, 
probation, and detention. Pennsylvania is one of the few states where juvenile 
courts also have responsibility for aftercare of institutionalized juveniles. 
In addition, some juvenile courts have developed other specialized services such 
as volunteer programs, in-home detention, and emergency shelter. Some large 
jurisdictions, such as Philadelphia, established domestic relations divisions in 
the court of common pleas to handle problems associated with dependency, child 
support, neglect, and delinquency. A state Juvenile Court Juuges' Commission, 
consisting of nine juvenile court judges appointed by the governor, assists with 
the training of juvenile court personnel and provides subsidization to local 

juvenile courts for their probation services. 

When a youth is determined to be delinquent by the county juvenile court, he 
may be committed to the custody of the Department of Public Welfare for place
ment in a secure or semisecure institution for a period of up to three years or 
a period not to exceed the maximum sentence applicable to an adult for the same 
offense. The Department of Public Welfare supervises six youth development 

centers and three youth camps. 

, With the passage of Act 41 in 1977, Pennsylvania removed status offenders 
(runaways, ungovernable/disobedient, and truant children) from its definition of 
delinquency. Act 41 prohibits the placement of "dependent" youth, including 
status offenders, in facilities maintained for delinquent youth, such as 
detention facilities. The monies from Act 148 became one means to fund services 
and' programs for youth covered by Act 41. Act 148 provides for funds to be 
distributed to each of the 67 counties by the Office of Children, Youth and 
Families in the Department of Public Welfare. Counties deliver or purchase 

services for children and youth. 

POLITICAL AND LEGISLATIVE HISTORY 

In 1976, prior to Act l48's passage, Pennsylvania was paying over $100 a day 
to house a juvenile in state-operated corrections institutions. There was 
widespread dissatisfaction with the system of state-operated services by many 
groupS associated witb cbild welfare, sucb as tbe Pennsylvania Children and 
Youth Administrators, Inc., Juvenile Justice Center of Pennysylvania, and 
pennsylvania Joint Council on the Criminal Justice System. For the previous ten 
years, delinquency rates and commitments to state juvenile corrections 

D-262 

I' 

institutions had 
and the costs a steadily risen. Juvenile c 
including jUdge::o~!:~ed with them had been ~:~:~:!~ns institutions were crowded 
expressed their disapp;~~!ion~l personnel, and Some ~~~ntMany people and groups, o the system. y commiSSioners, openly 

Prior to 1976 th 
care of delin ' e state assumed 100 
retaining the:u;onts;l For cases involving Pd:~cient of the cost of institutional 
which required t~a y were found in the provisinquents, the only incentives for 
percent of the cos~s D~iartment of Public We'lfar~ns t:f 

the Juvenile Act of 1972 
of administeri proceSSing youth in . reimburse counties f ' t ng summonses Juvenile court i or 50 r~nsportation, medical ' warrants and subpoenas' s~ ncluding the costs 
adJudication process cexaminations, or other ' witness travel' child's 
youth were committ d· ourt-ordered treatment elxpenses associated' with th 
n"." e to the lIP ans were i b e ~paHment of Publi W ega custody of re m ursable if 
Meanwhile, tbe countCy a;lfare, or placed with i:;iv~~eni not operated by th: 
child welfare services pr:~i~:~eived reimbursement up :oa :0 other than parents. • percent for certain 

The Juvenile Act of 197 
handling "deprived" ch 2 was subsequently amende ~~a~~nteed 50 percent !;::~~; as well as delinque:ts

to re~mburse courts for 
e ..... nquent" or "depriv d" sement for youth ha dl d • ounties were now 

~~ve been processed in j~V~nil Many dependent and n~gl:cte~ the court, whether 
percent monies wac> e court were now incl d youth who might not 

~:imbursement, which ~s:tJ:,; mote hlucrative to cou~t~:sb~~aus~ the guarantee of 
epri ved" and handling th reac ed 60 percent. B ~n up to 60 percent" 

the court increased em through juvenile court y c assifying youth as 
services to juvenil~s ~~~tead of solving the pr~b;he overall case load for 
delivery of services.' s approach only served t ems of providing social o complicate the actual 

To find ways to add 
pthennLsYlvania, the JUVeni~:ssJUrsetfiorm cin 

social services d e aw Enf ce ente f elivery to children in 
subsequent ~:c~~~nt Assistance Administra~i:n :ennsYlvania secured funding from 
and improve gser::~~: ~corporated funding in~e~~~~e~o draft legislation. 
institutionalization 0 children and to establish for counties to devei:: 
disincentives i h' espeCially at the 1 more alternati , n t e form f f ocal lev 1 ves to 
counties that Would cont 0 inancial penalties e • In addition 
reSUlting legislation S i;ue to commit children t~ :,e:e included for thos~ 
collection procedures' •• 852, also proposed i te institutions. The 
development. S. B. 852 as well as emphasizing co:~~oving invoicing and data 
the recipient of these required that a single count nity planning and polic ~eprived, dependent stat; funds, removing the adm[ tgency be established a~ 
Jurisdiction. ' neg ected, and abused n stration of services f youth from juvenile or court 

In a memorandum d . 
Committee of the 1 ated March 22, 1976 to b 
Executive Deputy seecgr~Str:rture considering ~his ~:~se~st of the Joint Conference 
passage of S.B. 852 which y ~or the Department of PUbli!O~, l:rdO 

Colautti, then 
, w en passed, became known ~s Act

e l4~~e, supported the 

Senate Bill 852 i which r s a major piece of ro 
to epresents the Commonwealth's 1 p posed legislation 

community-based services to childre~~g standing commitment 

.... 
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i two-fold: to enourage 
The intent of the legislation ~ty services and develop 
counties to use existing com:unmeet the service needs of 
additional ones as necessary whZre they live and to make 
hildren in the community 'f "labeling" children 

c h rent practice 0 
unnecessary t e cur d to deli ver needed services. 
delinquent or deprived in o~i~~ could be realized through 
The intent of the legisla 'l through which counties are 

h f nding me chan. sms i revamping t e u f children's serv ces. 
paid for a portion of their costs 0 

development of this concept in 
The Department initiated the h former Commissioner of 
early 1975. Wilbur H~b~S, d t :he creation of a funding 
Children and Youth, env s one

i 
hich would enable the 

f hildren's serv ces WIthe 
structure 0 c b 'ectives which ref ect 
Commonwealth to accomplish two 10 Jin the field of children's 

ki of professiona s 
reasoned thin ng f llows· 
services. The objectives are as 0 • 

1 incentive to counties for 
(1) provide a financia . f hildren and 

unity placements or c 

(2) 

making comm i bursement for heavy 
to provide a lesser re m 

i t itutional placements. reliance on ns 

i of To stop the pract ce 
either "delinquent" or 
prerequisite for securing 
services. 

labeling children 
"deprived" as a 

funding for needed 

1976 but its effective date ~as 
Act 148 was signed into law on J~~Y'a:;istanc~ from citizens groupS, child 

delayed until January 1, 1978, to pe~m t d officials in developing plans fQ~ 
welfare professionals, and llo~al ~e~:ye is indicative of the wide disp:rit~i~d 
implementation. The unusual y ~ng that Act 148 could impose on t e c 
view points on the scope of c anges 

welfare system. develop regulations 
The delayed enforcement provided consider:~i: ~;~~art: delivery system in 

lti tely reform the entire c i the manner of funding 
which could u mail Act 148 specified changes n mandate to revise 
Pennsylvania. De;:rt:ent of Public Welfare interpreted I~t ::es not appear from 
services, the almost all child welfare services. ists for this interpre-
the delivery of h cific language ex 
careful reading of the act t at spe f such a reorganization. 

h there was much sentiment or 
tation, althoug 

I i of juvenile i bursement for sa ar es 
A maJ'or unresolved issue c?ncerinls rceou~rts do receive, under Act 148, SOd 

C tly Juven e d tion secure an rt personnel. urren, t delinquents as eten, h 
cou ent reimbursement for such services 0 rsonnel.costs associated with t e 
perc residential treatment, and the nonpe t ligible for any reimbursement 
nonsecure J ile courts are no e t probation 
ad~udi~a~i~~8 p:~~e::; por~~~~ of personnel sa:ar~es ·theHO~:~eer;i1: s~:u:t Judges' 
un :~o ~ent subsidy, which is administere erc!nt of the salaries of juvenile 
dev i Pion reimburses courts for about 12 p roach the proportion of reim
Comm ss 'onnel an amount which does not a pP

l 
Under current provisions, 

court pers , f child welfare personne • 
bursement received or 
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salaries for court services personnel may not be reimbursed, but a private 
service provider who delivers similar types of services under contractual 
agreement with a county children and youth social services agency can be 
reimbursed for services to delinquent and dependent youth. 

While the addition of a probation development subsidy to 'Act 148 is 
supported by the Juvenile Court Judges' Commission, juvenile court judges, and 
court staffs, it st'ill faces formidable opposition from the Department of Public 
Welfare, the Juvenile Justice Center of Pennsylvania, the Pennsylvania Council 
of Voluntary Child Care Agencies (PCVCCA) and their constituents primarily 
because it competes with the single-agency administration that the Department of 
Public Welfare is seeking to have implemented at the local level. The issue at 
stake is the power which juvenile courts will exercise over the delivery of 
c.?mmunity services for delinquent and dependent children. To establish a 
reimbursement provision for juvenile court personnel, H.B. 2080 was introduced 
in 1979 calling for $5 million from Act 148 to be allocated to the Juvenile 
Court Judges' Commission for probation development. After passing in the House 
Judiciary Committee, the bill failed in the House Appropriations Committee. 

The legislation was reintroduced in 1980, but is still pending at the time 
of this writing. It is opposed by the Department of Public Welfare on the 
grounds that it establishes a separate track for service delivery and 
coordination apart from the county children and youth social services agency, 
diluting the single-agency philosophy. The prognosis for passage is uncertain 
at this time. 

Other proposed changes have focused on the incentive structure established 
through the subsidy's variable reimbursement rates. In 1980, an increase in 
support of adoption services from 80 to 90 percent was sought. This change was 
to be contingent on increases in the overall appropriation for Act 148 and has 
subsequently been added to the appropriations measure. 

In a related move, the Pennsylvania Council of Voluntary Child Care Agencies 
(PCVCCA) has proposed increasing state reimbursements to 90 percent for in-home 
day care, such as counseling or homemaker services. This organization has 
publicly advocated an overall increase of all reimbursements to 75 percent, 
retaining the 50 percent chargeback to counties for commitments to youth 
development centers. 

Local service providers were most concerned that while community-based 
services had been encouraged by the legislature through the passage of Act 148, 
a major hindrance had been left by not changing the zoning laws. ~~ny 

municipalities still retain zoning codes which require local approval for group 
homes to operate in residential neighborhoods. Some private service providers 
feel that without repeal of these regulations through state preemption, 
continued expansion of community-based facilities will not be possible. To 
facilitate variances in zoning codes for group homes, S.B. 94 was introduced in 
1979 to permit group homes to operate in residential neighborhoods without 
approval by local governments. The bill passed, but was subsequently recalled 
because of pressure from local governments. 

Three virtually identical bills were introduced in the 1980 legislature to 
resolve this issue and to provide for the operation of community·-based 
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facilities in residential neighborhoods, H.B. 2111, H.B. 2112, and H.B. 2113. 
They were introduced and referred to three different committees: Health and 

; Welfare, Local Government, and Urban Affairs, respectively. The strategy was 
that one or more of these might be passed in committee, making passage by the 
House, and ultimately the Senate, more likely. The Juvenile Justice Center of 
Pennsylvania and private service providers actively supported this legislation. 
The bills were never reported out of committee and subsequently died. According 
to one interviewee, it's unlikely that these bills will pass in the next session 
of the legislature eitper. 

One other controversy, although not a direct attempt to revise Act 148, is 
worth noting. In 1979, five child-care facilities were faced with insolvency as 
a result of a specific administrative regulation. These facilities had been 
receiving per dieIil payments, bSlsed on the total cost of child care, including 
education. However, the Department of Public Welfare ruled that the educational 
portions of per diem were to be exclude!d from the computation for Act 148 
reimbursement. H.B. 11 was proposed and ultimately passed, over the objections 
of the Departments of Education and Health, to amend the Public School Code by 
placing the responsibility for educating children in placement with local boards 
of education. The net effect was that child care facilities would be eligible 
for reimbursement of educational costs, but from a supplemental funding source. 

Section 9l4.lA of the Public School Code, "Contracts with Private 
Residential Rehabilitative Institutions," would give boards of education the 
power to enter into contracts with private residential rehabilitative 
institutions for educational services to be provided to children as part of any 
placement. The actual cost would be borne by the school district of the child's 
residence and the Departments of Education and Health would reimburse the 
district. While not directly affecting the administration of Act 148, it came 
into existence because of the contingeI~t liability provision in the act, 
requiring that all other sources of funding for which clients would be eligible 
be used. 

Finally, another provision of Act 148 established in addition to the 
reimbursement grants, special state block grants and additional grants which 
were to be made available to counties on a proposal basis to assist in the 
development of new services. Along with this provision was the requirement that 
the Legislative Budget and Finance Committee monitor and report to the General 
Assembly by July 1, 1980, on the amount and usage of these "additional" grants. 
This committee proposed several solutions to the administrative problems 
experienced by the Department of Public Welfare resulting from the block grant 
provision. Direct quotes from the report's recommendations, with which the 
secretary for the Department of Public Welfare concurred are given below: 
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I Report Recommendations 

Regardina Act 148 Block Grants 

(1) The Department of Public T.T 
wvelfare should take immediat measures to acquire from the e 

needed to compute blo k counties the fiscal data 
determine and award su~h ~rant eligibility and should 
are found to be eli ibl grants to those counties which 
determined eligible g foer· l~~~rds to coun.ties already 
(Montgomery and Greene) sh Id b block grant awards 
delay. ou e made without further 

(2) The Department of Public Welfa 

(3) 

advise each county of it re should immediately 
grant program, including s a:ta~~~iC:ot~~:rni~g ~he block 
grant calculation formula and th fi lot e block 
determine each e Sca data used to 
ineligibility for specifiic county's eligibility or 

recept of a block 
Department should also f 11 grant. The 
con i u Y advise all counties cern ng the bl k 
includi oc grant determination 

ng an explanation of th 1 
effecting eligibili'cy that ha . e egal 
by D ve recently been 

epartment of Public Welfare attorneys. 

process, 
opinions 
rendered 

The Department of Public Welfare should 
on the progress of its implementation 
program and submit such a 
Minority Chairmen of the 
Welfare and House Health 

develop a report 
of the block grant 

report to the Chairmen and 
Senate Public Health and 

and Welfare Committees by October 31, 1980. 

Regarding Act 148 Additional Grants 

(1) 

(2) 

The Department of Public Welfar 
implement the additiona e should take steps to 
Act 148 or th D 1 grants program authorized by 

'- e epartment of P bli W 1 
recommend to the Gener 1 Abu c e fare should 
grants provision within

a Ac:s~~81Yb that the additional 
This decision should be mad e deleted from law. 
it can be taken int e as soon as Possible so that 

o account during de 1 Department's FY 1981-82 b d . ve opment of the u get request. 

If the De t 
alternati par ment of Public Welfare chooses the first 

ve suggested above, they should 

A
specibflic appropriation of monies from therequest a 
ssem y for funding loh ddi General 

Monies for the add~lt~ a tional grants program. 
appropriated should . onal grants program, if 
148 State pa~ents. ~~~o~a:~termingled With other Act 
grants, including an eval ti on fon usage of additional 

ua .on 0 the effectiveness of 
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funded programs, should be developed annually by the 
Department of Public Welfare and provided to the Health 
and WeJ,fare and Appropriations Committees of the House 
and Senate. 

(3) The Department of Public Welfare should fully inform the 
counties concerning the current status of the additional 
grants program; also, the Department should inform the 
counties concerning their future plans in regard to the 

program. 

For a complete description of the data which support these recommendations, 
see A Report on Special State Grants to Counties for New Services for Children 
and Youth under Act 148 of 1976, Legislative Budgetand F.inancecommittee, 
~nsylvania General Assembly~uly, 1980. The report not only analyzes 
"additional grants," but includes the total reimbursement system established by 
Act 148, the levels of state reimbursements which have been made under this 
system, and various administrative and management problems which were found to 
exist with the Department of Public Welfare, and specifically the Office of 
Children, Youth, and Families, relative to the implementation and administration 

of the subsidy. 

ALLOCATION OF FUNDS AND TYPES AND LEVELS 
OF SERVICES SUPPORTED BY THE SUBSIDY 

Counties receive both grants and reimbursements. Reimbursements are made 
for existing services described in the annual plan, or approved revisions, and 
based on the allowed percentages for services prescribed by law. Grants are 
provided to counties and individual service providers to assist them in 
initiating new services for children and youth in accordance with the county 
plan. A county may provide services directly or through the use of private 
service providers. Allowable costs cover almost every expense associated with 

providing approved services. 

Reimbursements to counties were statutorily determined to vary according to 
the services provided. Services traditionally provided to delinquents through 
juvenile courts were to be reimbursed at 50 percent. All community-based 
programs were reimbursed at 75 percent. Finally, innovative and prevention 
services were given the most favorable reimbursement for 90 percent of such 
costs could be recovered from the Department of Public Welfare. The intent :tn 
establishing this kind of variable reimbursement was to induce counties, by 
using financial incentives, to move away from traditional restrictive models of 
service delivery toward innovative, less restrictive, community-based programs. 
The specific services and their rates of reimbursement appear below: 
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Fifty Percent Reimbursement 

(1) 

(2) 

(3) 

(4) 

General Child Care F iIi / with the f ac ty Facility-Based--costs associated 
care 0 rehabilitation f d youth committed by court 0 ependent or delinquent 

Juvenile Detention. c:n::rs~~;ecure residential facilities. 
detainment of youth awaiti d' °d~ts of short-term secure 

d Ii 
ng a JU ication or for an d'di 

e nquent awaiting placement. a JU cated 
Secure Units--Cost of residential delinquent youth. secure facility care of 

Costs Associated ldth the Ad' 
costs, like medicEll examinati;::ication Process--Nonpersonnel 
testing or treatmlmt, protective and treatment, psychological 
etc. services, summons, warrants , 

Sixty Percent Reimburs~~ment 

Costs of administration for ices agencies to cover county children and youth social serv-
and evaluation. planning, research, monitoring, coordination , 

Seventy-Five Percent Reimbursement 

Information and Referral Ser i an individual and referral t v ces--Provision of information to 
(1) 

(2) 

(3) 

(4) 

(5) 
(6) 

(7) 

(8) 
(9) 

(10) 

(11 ) 

(12) 

( 13) 

S i loa service provider 
erv ce P anning--Arranging and d 1 • 

children or their families. eve oping needed services for 

Counseling and Intervention--For individ 1 
cope with problems. ua s and families to 

Protective Services/Child Abuse-- ' 
when costs exceed funds availablAS~istance to an abused child, 
Security Act. e rom Title XX of the Social 

Protective Services/General--Assi 
Homemaker Services--Provision of stance to neglected children. 
other responsible person is avail :1 trained homemaker when no 
Life Skills Education--Educatio af e. 
living, including child care h n or families to perform daily 
Day Care--Out-of-home care ~f o:e c:~:gement, etc. 
Day Treatment--Activities t in a day care center. 
rehabilitation for de d 0 provide supervision and 
nonresidential settings pen ent or delinquent youth in 
day care programs, pri~arexc:::ltprObatiOn, education, Title XX 
with mental disabilities. y h care, or programs for those 

Adoption--Costs associated with adoption. establishing permanent 

Foster Family Placement--Costs of 
delinquent child in a substit t f placement of a dependent or 
Gr Hue amily. 

oup ome Placement--Residential 
12 dependent or delinquent ou ~are and supervision of up to 
setting. y t in a nonsecure community 

Shelter Care--Cost of emergency 1 
dependent or delinquent youth. p acement in nonsecure care for 
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(14) General Child Care Facility/Community-Based--Cost of care and 
rehabilitation in a nonsecure residential facility with eight 
or more dependent or delinquent youth. 

(15) Supervised Independent Living--Supervision and guidance of 
dependent or delinquent youth living independently. 

o Eighty Percent Reimbursement 

Adoption subsidies paid to adoptive parents to secure permanent 
placement for "hard-to-place" children. 

o Ninety Percent Reimbursement 

Ninety percent of the costs can be paid for shelter care needs in a 
foster family or group home established after August 3, 1977, 
(effective date of Act 41) to meet the needs cited by Act 41. 

o Grants (Percentage varies up to 90 percent) 

In some cases, grants are made by proposal from the single county 
agency for demonstration programs and innovative services. The 
reimbursement rate varies,depending on many factors, such as whether 
the service is facility-based or in-home or community, etc. 

Under current provisions, each county children and youth social services 
agency submits a budget estimate for implementing its annual plan to the 
Department of Public Welfare. The budget can be amended by the state, if it 
becomes apparent that the cost of the program will actually be substantially 
greater or less than the budgetary estimate. Until 1980, expenditures were not 
limited by legislative appropriation or the Department of Public Welfare. Since 
Act 148 is a reimbursement plan for services rendered, payments were made to 
cover legitimate demands outlined by the act. 

Except for the initial appropriation, which covered only a partial fiscal 
year, annual costs have exceeded legislative appropriations since the plan was 
instituted. For example, the legislature appropriated $75 million for Act 148 
for fiscal 1979-80. In mid-year, it was necessary to obtain an additional 
appropriation of $26.2 million to cover the costs for the remainder of the year. 
For fiscal 1980-81, the legislature appropriated $88.245 million and included 
language in the appropriations bill stating that "reimbursement shall not exceed 
the level of state funds appropriated." An additional $26 million had been 
requested but was vetoed by the governor. Ultimately, a compromise was reached 
to provide $4 million in supplemental funds for a total of $92.245 million for 
fiscal 1980-81. 

ADHINISTRATIVE REQUIREMENTS 

To assist in the development of regulations, the Department of Public 
Welfare contracted with a private consulting firm, Community Services of 
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Pennsylvania, Inc., to secure citizen and professional involvement. This agency 
agreed to convene and coordinate the work of a steering committee and various 
task forces and to provide the Department of Public Welfare with definitions and 
recommendations concerning regulations. Its additional tasks consisted of 
suggesting revisions for the annual plan format, for service delivery 
improvements, and for devising a schedule for implementation. The Department of 
Public Welfare supplied consultation and interpretation of departmental policy 
and secured information and materials as needed. 

Over 20 organizations participated in this process, as follows: 

(1) Pennsylvania General Assembly legislative staff representing 
various committees 

(2) Juvenile Court Judges' Commission 
(3) Governor's Juvenile Justice Commission 
(4) Allegheny County commissioners 
(5) United Way 
(6) Pennsylvania Program for Women and Girl Offenders 
(7) Juvenile Justice Center of Pennsylvania 
(8) Pennsylvania Council of Churches 
(9) City of Philadelphia 

(10) Pennsylvania Association of Child Welfare Administrators 
(11) National Council of Jewish Women 
(12) Pennsylvania Catholic Conference 
(13) Pennsylvania Association of County Commissioners 
(14) Female Offenders Program of Western Pennsylvania 
(15) PennsY,lvania Association of Probation, Parole and Correction 
(16) State Conference of Trial Judges 
(17) Pennsylvania Board of Public Welfare 
(18) Office of Youth Service and Correctional Education 
(19) Governor's Council on Drug and Alcohol Abuse 
(20) Pennsylvania Council of Voluntary Child Care Agencies 
(21) Pennsylvania Chiefs of Police Association 
(22) Various citizens at large 

Between January and July 1977, the steering committee and five task forces 
met biweekly with representatives from Community Services of Pennsylvania and 
the Department of Public Welfare to draft regulations. In August 1977, a final 
report with recommendations was sent to the Department of Public Welfare, from 
which the staff began to draft the initial sets of regulations required by Act 
148. The five areas described were: 

o Administration of the county children and youth social service 
programs. 

o State financial participation. 
o Grants to counties for new social services. 
o Grants to nonpublic service providers. 
o Allowable costs and procedures. 

In November 1977, following the publication of the proposed regulations, 
public hearings were held in Harrisburg. After these hearings, the Department 
of Public Welfare made several important modifications to the pr'oposed 
regulations. Several categories of services were excluded from reimbursement. 
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The services excluded were reimbursement for juvenile court services, such as 
intake and probation; treatment costs for mental retardation and mental or 
physical illness; drug and alcohol abuse; and educational programs. In 
addition, the definition of the single county agency, described in the following 
section, was expanded to allow for the participation of youth-serving agencies 
and to permit the funding of youth service bureaus. The cha.nges were adopted 
without major problems and became effective December 31, 1978. 

Proposed service-based regulations subsequently drafted met with widespread 
negative reactions from regional public hearings conducted in February 1978. 
Public comment was solicited on service regulations affecting group homes, 
community-based facilities, and general child care facilities. The proposals 
submitted were withdrawn due to the issues raised in public hearings. Although, 
they have never been fully resolved, the day-to-day operational administration 
of the act has proceeded in spite of the disagreement over meaning and intent. 

Local Administration 

One of the most significant provisions of Act 148 was the requirement that 
local administration be conducted under a single agency, rather than through an 
array of local agencies, such as courts, schools, county welfare departments, 
etc. While this may appear to be a relatively benign provision of the act, it 
served to concentrate the power over services to children into the hands of the 
county children and youth social service agency, thereby reducing control of 
other participating agencies. Private nonprofit service providers, to be 
eligible for funds, must integrate their service plan into the overall county 
plan. Local and state certification, although not a new phenomenon since these 
providers had been certified prior to Act 148, now included the added dimension 
of comprehensive service coordination by the county children and youth social 
services agency. 

Act 148 requires that each county appoint an advisory committee to 
participate in developing, evaluating, and promoting programs for children and 
youth. Each committee has between 11 and 25 members appointed by the county 
commissioners. The committee meets monthly, or at least ten times annually. 
The duties and responsibilities for the advisory committee are outlined in the 
regulations. Generally, advisory committees assist in developing the annual 
county services plan, estimating the budget, and recommending policies and 
practices for the county children and youth social services agency. 

The establishment of local advisory committees, with power to initiate 
recommendations at their discretion, represents a major refinement in the 
service system for children in Pennsylvania. The Juvenile Justice Center of 
Pennsylvania and other citizen advocacy groups have urged the advisory 
committees to generate public input into policymaking. In 1978, regional 
conferences .were conducted by the Juvenile Justice Center of Pennsylvania in 
four locations of the state to train local committee members on the mechanics of 
Act 148, as well as to show committees ways to function more effectively. 
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Planning 

Each local children and y th i 1 . annual plan to the Deoartm ou soc a services agency is required to submit an 
and activities to be, "provi~:~ °o~ P;~;ci:asW~lf:re, tetailing all social servj_ces 
Department of Public Welfare guid Ii e irom ocal service providers. The 
different components. e nes requ re that the plan include several 

(1) 

(2) 

(3) 

(4) 
(5) 

(6) 

(7) 

Needs Assessment and Resource Inventory, to be completed at the 
end of each three-year period, beginning with 1979. Included ar 
an estimate of the number of children and youth needing socia~ 
services; order of priority of services' demographics and 
chara:teristics of the area; and population t~ be served as well 
as c aracteristics of the entire area to be served d~scribing 
specific problems and service gaps. 
!esourc~ Inventory, listing all service agencies in the county and 

ow eac will be utilized to meet the needs of children and youtl
Included are descriptions of services provided directl b the 
~~~n~~, serv!ces provided by private nonprofit and profi t-:akin: 
hea~th:r:n:npo;:::~ces of other agencies, such as schools, mental 

Public Review, which must be documented The 1 availabl t th • p ,an must be made 
d e 0 e,general public for review and comment at least 30 
W~~hs sptraitOer sto shuibmislsion. A public hearing is required to comply 

uns L ne,aws. 
Documentation of Planning Coordination is required. 
Public Input section must list dates, places attendance agencies 
or persons who presented oral or t~itten tes~imony and ~ 
of the testimony and resultant changes. ' synopsis 
Service Provision, which lists each social service goals and 
objectives, estimated number of clients anr! an' 
problems, with appropriate solutions. ' y unresolved 
~rgafnization Structure, which includes agencies' staffing patterns 

P
YOli uinctiondal category. This section also involves management 

c es an practices. 

Allowable Costs 

Allowable cost 1 s cover a .most every expense associated with 
approved services. Administrative expenses providing 
inclucling t d for programs are allowable 

ren an occupancy e ' xpenses, utilities, taxes Ii 
communications, travel equipment rental, i ' supp es, 
i 1 d d 

' repa rs and maintenan Al 
nc u e are a variety of such miscell ' ceo so 

interest paid on loans auditing bo di aneouds iexpenses as recruitment costs, 
st ff h 

' , n ng, an nsurance. Costs of trai i f 
a , were training is deemed related or necessar for n ng 0 

improvement of the program, are reimburseable. y the continuation or 
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A few costs are not allowable: 

(1) Expenditures above the level of state reimbursement rates. 
The county may fund at any rate that they elect, but if these 
costs exceed state maximums, the excess is the responsibility 
of the county. 

(2) Services provided without approval of the Department of 
Public Welfare. 

For each fiscal year, a total of five payments are made to local 
governments, in January (for the first six months), July, September, December, 
and March. The final March payment completes the payments due for reimbursement 
for the previous year, even though a new fiscal year has begun. 

SERVICES RECEIVED BY JUVENILES 

In 1977, the legislature enacted Act 41, changing runaway, ungovernable/ 
disobedient, and truant youth from "delinquent" to "dependent" categories. 
These "status offenders" could no longer be commingled with delinquent youth in 
either local or state facilities and programs. As a result of the- statutory 
redesignation, children under ten years of age could not be declared delinquent 
under any circumstances, regardless of the offense. No child under 12 years of 
age could be committed to state j.nstitutions for delinquents. Act 41 also 
prohibited delinquent youth from being detained in adult jails after December 
1979. 

By nature and association, Act 148 and Act 41 are related. Act 41 was 
Pennsylvania's response to federal mandates under the Juvenile Justice and 
Delinquency Prevention Act of 1974 (JJDPA). To be eligible to receive funds 
from JJDPA, it was necessary to adhere to two of its major provisions, namely 
the deinstitutionalization of status offenders and their removal or separation 
in jails and other adult penal facilities. Fortunately, the prior passage of 
Act 148 enabled counties to deliver or purchase services for this population, 
thus avoiding one of the most serious obstacles faced by the other states in 
implementing JJDPA. Unlike many states, Pennsylvania had the financial 
mechanisms in place to deal with the new arrangements necessary to implement 
status offender legislation. Act 148 clearly contributed to the political 
success of advocates for Act 41. 

The resulting shelter care programs, while newly funded by Act 148, might 
not have developed so rapidly without the revisions in the juvenile code through 
Act 41. By removing status offenders from the delinquency "pool," and thereby 
eliminating them from the juvenile justice system, several effects were 
observed: 

(1) Juvenile court case loads were reduced at intake, adjudication, 
detention, and probation levels. 
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(2) 'State institutional populations were reduced, but the impact was 
understandably not as noticeable as on juvenile court services. 

(3) Hore children and youth now obtain shelter and rehabilitative 
services at the community level. 

(4) More community-based prosrams were possible, causing the expansion 
of traditional services, like fos,ter and group homes, as well as 
the development of new services', like supervised independent 
living arrangements. 

Many other new community-based child welfare programs have been established 
or expanded. A rapid growth of nonsecure placement facilities and community 
programs, since the i~np1ementation of Act 148 has produced reductions in 
juvenile institutional populations in general. The reason is clearly due to 
financial incentives coupled with financial penalties for county commitments to 
secure state institutions as well as the redesignation of status offenders. 

SOURCES AND LEVELS OF FUNDING 

The latest revision in Act 148 legis1ution has had, by far~ the most 
significant and far-reaching impact. As the Department of Public Welfare 
approached the end of the fiscal year, 1979-80, it became clear that the 
expenditures for reimbursements to counties would exceed the $75 million 
appropriated by the legislature. The Department of Public Welfare sought and 
received an additional $26.2 million to fulfill the obligations for the year. 
According to interviewees, programs had simply grown faster than expected. Act 
148 was open-ended in its funding of reimbursable programs. In spite of 
attempts to estimate costs and to establish budgets for county agencies, demand 
and inflation had pushed the actual requests beyond appropriations. When the 
Department of Public Welfare then sought to estimate the 1980-81 appropriations 
and requested $88.245 million for Act 148 programs, the legislature, as 
mentioned previously, attached a provision to the appropriations bill that 
reimbursement shall not exceed the level of state funds appropriated. 

When county plans were submitted to the Department of Public Welfare, the 
actual amount requested was $114 million, exceeding the available funds by 
nearly $26 million. A request for supplemental funding of $26 million was 
submitted but vetoed by the governor. However, an additional $4 million was 
approved. The resulting furor had not abated at the time of this writing, for 
counties would actually be receiving less than 1979-80 levels. 

The Pennsylvania Association of County Commissioners has filed suit against 
the Department of Public Welfare to force restoration of the open-ended funding. 
The contention is that an amendment to the appropriation bill, not Act 148 
itself, does not. have the force of law. An injunction to prohibit the 
implementation of the cut has subsequently been denied. Local sources indicate 
that the prospect of success in this matter looks very unlikely at this time. 

Under a funding arrangement prior to Act 148, the estimated costs to all the 
counties for services to children was about $SQ million in 1976 and about $76 
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million to the state. The state costs included $51 million for child welfare/ 
juvenile act programs, as well as $21 million to operate state youth development 
centers. Under the new arrangement, ,counties are charged 50 percent of the 
costs of commitments to youth development centers, rather than the state 
assuming the full share. The original estimate for post-Act 148 for the first
year costs to counties was $47 million (including about $11 million for half of 
youth development center costs). Under this plan, state costs were estimated at 
$75 million, including the share supporting youth development centers. Under 
either system, the total annual costs for child welfare/juvenile act and youth 
development center operation reached about $122 million. The difference is that 
under Ac;t 148, county costs dropped by about $3 million and state costs 
increase6 by about the same amount. Thus, the actual amount of money spent on 
services to children in Pennsylvania was to increase only by about 25 percent. 
The big difference is obviously the additional $11 million collected from 
counties for youth development center commitments and returned in the form of 
reimbursements for community-based programs. Those counties which continued to 
commit to state institutions qbviously were penalized for it in the form of 
additional county costs. 

With the appropriation for Act 148 increasing to $88.245 million for fiscal 
1980-81, and consequent increases in local match, one official estimated that 
Pennsyl vania is spending considerably more for services to children than under 
the previous arrangement. The financial impact on services to children, 
however, is very difficult to estimate for it is compounded by the effects of 
changes in rates of reimbursement for services, the 50 percent chargeback to 
counties for youth development center commitments, increases in per diems, and 
the addition of some new programs and the elimination of others. 

Per diems for community-based programs have increased because of expanded 
programming, as well as inflation. For example, one group home operator added 
in-home family counseling for youth moving from the group home to their natural 
families. The addition of this service has added a new dimension to the group 
home operation and has necessarily extended per diem rates beyond actual 
residential care. While this is clearly more costly, one could also argue that 
support for family reintegration represents a justifiable increase in the cost 
of group home care. 

Interviewees did not feel that any counties 
due to the new arrangement. Most respondents 
considerably more money to services to 
community-based. One interviewee said, "It's 
no money was available for community services 
to state-operated programs were necessary." 

had experienced financial losses 
felt that Act 148 was providing 
children, provided they were 

taken away the local excuse that 
and that, therefore, commitments 

INTERGOVERNMENTAL RELATIONS 

Act 148 has been used by Pennsylvania to shift child welfare responsibilities 
to the counties. The state and county governments have virtually traded many 
roles. The responsibility for fiscal planning, recordkeeping, comprehensive 
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planning, service delivery, and administration now reside primarily with local 
governments. The state, on the other hand, nmV' transfers funds and monitors 
programs, rather than provides services. 

Priority for state institutions has given way to priority for community
based programs. This shift is viewed as a positive one for programs for 
children and youth in Pennsylvania. Whereas the state previously funded up to 
60 percent of local child welfare services and assumed 100 percent of the 
costs of committing delinquents to state institutions, the new system offered 
ascending financial inducements weighted toward nonsecure community programs and 
negative incentives for commitments to state facilities. Clearly, the 
transition was due to the passage of both Act 148 and Act 41. Either act, 
without the other, may have had considerably different outcomes. 

Some local officials in the state have expressed strong support for an 
overall 90 percent subsidy for all child welfare services. A local newspaper 
quoted the opinion of one county commissioner as follows: "The cOl,lnty can 
expect to receive more funding for its children and youth services because the 
statew~de child welfare allocation increased nearly 20 percent. But even though 
child welfare allocations are up 20 percent, the total amount doesn't come near 
providing the 90 percent subsidy that we're looking for." Some local officials 
also felt that money is flowing to many kinds of services that are not needed 
and not going where the needs were the gI:eatest. "More court services are 
needed, but 148 funds do not go into court services," said one county official 
interviewed. 

Several local officials indicated that, while many new procedures had been 
ini tiated and new programs had been establil>hed, the ac.t I s major accomplishment 
had been to heighten the consciousness of publiC officials, ch:i.ld advocates and 
the general citizenry on child welfare issues, rather than reform the delivery 
of child welfare services in the state. But, local officials also expressed 
dissatisfaction with the state administration for Deveral reasons. "They are 
too removed from the local city/county situation to understand the problems," 
said one local official. When asked to characterize the attitudes of local 
elected officials toward state administrators, the response was strong: 
"Antagonism and contempt, lots of broklm promises, lies, turnover of top 
officials." This response was the most extreme expressed, but others indicated 
that state officials frequently make unr€!asonable demands upon local officials 
because they are too removed from local s;ituations to understand them. Act 148 
regulations are viewed in some cases as unreasonable and unrealistic because, 
"instead of listening to local elected officials, especially judges, the 
legislature and the Department of Public Welfare responded to the pressure from 
women's groups." The reference was clearly to the coalition of groups which 
supported passage and implementation of Act 148. 

Local service providers were concerned with distinctions made in the 
reimbursement for out-of-home placements and in-home services. They see the 
present policy working as a disincentive to keeping children at home. 
Currently, services to children in their own homes are reimbursed at 75 percent, 
as are foster home and group home care. Several people interviewed felt that 
in~home treatment should he reimbursed at 90 percent to encourage these types of 
placements over other types of out-of-home care currently funded at 75 percent. 
Perhaps one more reason for this attitude among private service providers is 
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that, prior to Act 148, most day treatment centers were state operated and 
thereby funded at 100 percent. 

There was also some concern expressed that the state's planning cycle and 
fiscal year do not uniformly correspond to the ones used by local governments 
and private agencies. All counties, except the City of Philadelphia, operate on 
a January-December fiscal year, while the state fiscal year runs July to June. 
Quarterly payments partially alleviate this situation, but budget preparation, 
annual planning, and auditing fail to correspond between state and some local 
governments. 

The last concern expressed by both state and local respondents dealt with 
interagency cooperation. At the state level, concerns were expressed that there 
is little in the way of lateral. cooperation between departments and agencies 
connected with child welfare and juvenile justice. The Department of Public 
Welfare, Departments of Education and Health, Governor's Juvenile Just~ce 
Commission, and Juvenile Court Judges' Commission frequently hold opposing views 
on issues, with little evidence that cooperative resolution has been attempted. 
This condition causes many state and local officials to express frustration that 
results obtained are not the: best attainable or, in some cases, even 
understandable. 

Act 148 offers no incentives, either, for cooperation between local children 
and youth social services agencies and juvenile courts. For many people 
interviewed, reimbursing services provided only through local children and youth 
social services agencies without equal treatment accorded to courts is viewed as 
a disincentive to cooperation and, in some cases, contributes to overt 
hostility. 

GENERAL EVALUATIONS OF THE SUCCESS OF THE SUBSIDY 

By establishing an ascending rate (If reimbursement for less restrictive 
programs, it was anticipated that this would impel counties in that direction. 
In 1979, 41 percent of Act 148 funds went to programs at the 50 percent 
reimbursement rate. These are funds which support costs of detention and secure 
and nonsecure residential treatment institutions, the most restrictive programs 
eligible for reimbursement. That figure will remain around 40 percent for 1980, 
according to the Department of Public Welfare. Figures for 1979 from the 
Department of Public Welfare indicate that 54 percent of Act 148 monies went to 
75 percent reimbursement rates (services), and five percent for 60 percent 
reimbursement (administration), and 80 percent reimbursement (adoptions) rates. 
Similar percentages are projected for 1980. 

One interesting aspect of this phenomenon is that these programs cost the 
counties more than programs for which higher rates of reimbursements are 
available, because residential institutions are usually the most expensive type 
of service delivery. At the same time, the county's share of reimbursement is 
also greater in real dollars, again because of the cost of care. The result is 
that more money is spent on fewer children. 
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While Act 148 has not solved all of the problems of the state, it has gone a 
long way to revolutionize the pattern of service delh7~ry. All persons do not 
agree that all of the results are desirable, but all do agree that Act 148 has 
changed the role of government in financing and administering services to 
children. 

One interviewee conceded that these reforms were necessary and no doubt a 
step in the right direction. However, when he was asked, "Are programs for 
children any better since Act 148 began?", his response was, "You can legislate 
more, but not better." However, despite this type of attitude, it 'can be 
documented that the state has experienced a shift away from the routine use of 
state corrections institutions to the use of a broad variety of community-based 
programs, primarily in nonsecure settings. 

It also appears that Act 148 has resulted in more systematic planning for 
financial and administrative management of services to children. According to 
several interviewees, the counties now have greater capacities to plan and 
administer services to children. Act 148 regulations require that counties make 
better estimates of their actual program expenditures. Quarterly financial 
reporting and invoicing current expenses provide periodic controls over 
expenditures. Current procedures allow local and state officials to assess 
progress on a much more regular basis than the previous system. 

The "single-agency" concept has resulted in countywide coordination of 
services and more formalization of agreements with local private service 
providers. This arrangement has assisted both public and private sectors to 
plan more thoroughly and for longer terms, since they are assured financial 
support for a full year. The single planning agency concept was intended to 
establish an integrated administrative structure at the county level but, 
according to several people interviewed, the "mind-set" is still not integrated 
among the child welfare establishment, the juvenile court, and other public 
service providers. Nonpublic service providers seem to have adapted to the 
concept more readily, according to those interviewed. While there was not 
complete satisfaction with the current arrangement, the overall mood of the 
responses was positive. 

Residual displeasures appear to arise from the removal of responsibility for 
several community programs, like group homes, from administration of juvenile 
courts. Consistent with the philosophy of single agency control, courts were 
denied reimbursement for such programs which they operated, thus forcing the 
courts to refer children to programs in the county which the courts did not 
control. Some court personnel interviewed felt that this transfer was 
"unnecessary," resulted in "undue paperwork," "increased costs," and "didn't 
really change anything," suggesting that the single.,.agency concept has not been 
completely accepted, at least not when the child welfare agency is the 
administrative hub. 

According to some respondents, counties now have "a lot more money for 
services and they have been able to divert funds previously used for. children's 
services to other types of programs." This may not be a totally accurate 
perception since some of what was gained in state subsidization is lost in (1) 
overall increases in total dollars for matching funds and (2) the payment of 
50 percent for youth committed to state facilities. 
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After examining those factors t>1hich could be verified, it appears that 
services for children are receiving much greater support under this plan than 
under the pre-1976 approach, even though an exact comparison cannot be made. It, 
is clear that more money than ever is being spent for nonsecure, community-based 
programs, such as independent living and in-home programs. 

Admittedly, territorial problems have emerged and some fragmentation has 
resulted. Interviewees tended to describe services in terms of the Department 
of Public Welfare's nomenclature. Child welfare services administered by local 
children and youth social services agencies are known as "social" services. The 
services of juvenile courts are described as "rehabilitative." The programs for 
mental health, developmental disabilities, education, and health are generally 
called "treatment" services. The reality is that no real distinction could be 
found to exist, resulting in competition for spheres of influence. Agencies 
which received the greatest percentage of reimbursement for their services 
appear to be emerging with greater power than they had possessed prior to the 
passage of the act. Many respondents believed that this fragmentation was 
caused by the belief, on the part of advocates of Act 148, that courts and 
mental health agencies should not have been excluded from the comprehensive act, 
but were unable to resist the political pressure to exclude them. Most 
interviewees expressed desires for linkages to be reestablished with the 
"rehabilitative" and "treatment" services. Without major efforts to restore 
these associations, problems of fragmentation will continue. The mistrust and 
resentment previously mentioned will only continue to compound the prpblems of 
effective service delivery.' 

The actual impact of the deinstitutionalization of status offenders is 
difficult to assess. The only measurable impact might be financial. One 
interviewee felt that about 70 percent of the status offenders in Allegheny 
County juvenile court had been informally adjusted anyway prior to Act 41' s 
passage.. "In 1976, only about 100 youth were officially adjudicated for status 
offenses--some being referred to children ~nd youth services, some being placed 
in benign placements, and only three were committed to youth development 
centers." This would lead one to beU.eve that less money was spent on them than 
is.now being spent for community-based services under Act 148. This interviewee 
also felt that Act 148 established services in an area which was largely being 
met under the previous system and, since the current oystem is more costly, was 
wasting money on services largely unneeded. 

CONCLUDING REMARKS 

Act 148 has been one of the most interesting st?-te subsidies examined in 
this study. Since its relatively recent inception, it has remained 
dynamic--being periodically modified and inviting constant reexamination. From 
the passage of the legislation to the current controversy over the ceiling on 
expenditures, administrators of the act have been confronted with numerous 
challenges to its philosophy, mechanics and, indeed, to its very reason for 
existence. Serious questions still remain unresolved, the outcome of which will 
affect the future of child welfare service delivery in Pennsylvania for decades. 
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interviewees, reflecting rifts betw:ntag~ni~m were expressed by several 
government. While opportunity exists en ot the levels and branches of 
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SOUTH CAROLINA STATE AID TO COMUUNITY MENTAL HEALTH CENTERS 

BACKGROUND AND ACKNOWLEDGMENTS 

In March 1980, interviews were conducted in Columbia, the state capital 
(Richland County); ·Charleston, the largest c:tty (Charlest.on County); and 
Beaufort (Beaufort County), a city in which a community mental center serves a 
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rural, multicounty catchment 
views were conducted with sta~;e~; To provide a balanced perspective inte
administrators, members of state an~i~lat~rs, state Department of Mentai H~al~h 
~:~~~~ b~::~th cbenter administrators ~~~ ;;~~~;m hes~~tf~ assodciations, community 

mem ers. , an community mental 

The staff of the Academy for Contem 
individuals for giving their time t :orary Problems acknowledges the followin 
documents for this case study Woe interviewed and in providing requeste~ 
and assistance. • e are grateful to them for their cooperation 

State Legislators 

Pat Harris St 
Health an'd ate Representative, Chairman, Ho C 

Mental Retardation, Columbia use ommittee on Mental 

~ate Administrators 

Hugh Sherer, Assistant Deputy Commissi 
Health SerVices, Department of M ~ner, Division of Community Hental 

Robert Newton, Director Off! enta Health, Columbia 
Change Unit" Departmen; of M ce 10f Youth Services, Planned Systems 

enta Health, Columbia 

Local Administrators and Service Providers 

Kemper Breeding, Director C 
Linda Martin, Director 'ch~i~mbia Area Mental Health Center 

Area Mental Health Cer:ter ren and Adolescent Services, Columbia 
Randy Spencer, Psychiatrist C 1 
Russ Hughes, Acting Direc~ 0 u;bia Area Mental Health Center 

Beaufort or, oastal Empire Mental Health Center, 
Jerome Hanley, Director Child 

Empire Mental Health Ce't B
ren 

and Adolesc~mt Services Coastal 
Bill Bl n er, eaufort ' 

anton, Director, Charlesto A 
Tom Hiers, Director Child n rea Mental Health Center 
B Area Mental Health Center ren and Adolescent Services, Charleston 

ob Bentley, Administrative Assistant 
Center ' Charleston Area Mental Health 

Nell Monroe, Ch i a rperson, Charleston Area Mental Health Center 
Key Informants 

Paula Gaffney P 
Hu S i ' rogram Information Coordinator G 

man erv ces Liaison, Columbia ' overnor's Health and 
Ed Hitt, DirectOlt", South Carolina M 
Ann Warren, Progr,am Director South ;nta

1
; Health Association, Columbia 

Columbia ' aro na MI!!ntal Health ASSOciation , 
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ORGANIZATIONAL CONTEXT 

f Mental Health is responsible for coor-
The South Carolina Department 0 h:alth ro rams. These programs are pri'-

dinating all state and local S men~atarolina :ta;e Hospital, Crafts-Farrow State 
marily available through the oU~i tric Institute C. M. Tucker, Jr., Human 
Hospital, William S. Hale psyc a s chiatric Hos~ital, Morris Village, a resi
Resources Center, William G. Bri~n ~ rism and substance abuse, and 16 community 
dential treatment program for a co 0 h alth boards guide the policies and direc
mental health centers. Local mental e The South Carolina Mental Health 
tions of the community mental health c~ntet~s: governing board for the Department 
Commission, appointed by the gOhverno~h ~rganizational relationship of agencies 
of Mental Health. Figure 1 sows e 
relevant to the subsidy. 

FIGURE 1. ORGANIZATION OF AGENCIES RELEVANT 
TO THE ·SOUTH CAROLINA COMMUNITY 
MENTAL HEALTH CENTERS SUBSIDY 

GOVERNOR 

SOUTH CAROLINA 
t-fENTAL HEALTH COMt-1ISSION 

DEPARTMENT OF 
MENTAL HEALTH 

DIVISION OF COMMUNITY 
MENTAL HEALTH SERVICES 

" SUBSIDY FUNDS,SUPPORT 

~" 
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To coordinate mental health services to children, the Office of Youth 
Services was established as part of the Planned Systems Change Unit under the 
commissioner. The office is devoted to planning for the Department of Mental 
Health. The di.rector of the Office of Youth Services participates in inter
agency coordination efforts and in legislative and executive planning sessions. 

State and local relations in South Carolina are better understood if re
flected in an historical context. Fo~merly, an area's state legislative delega
tion also served as executors of county government. Not only did legislators 
introduce fiscal legislation relating to state appropriations, but tl}ey also 
controlled appropriations affecting their respective counties. In the early 
1970s, however, a transition to home rule was begun and was completed in 1980. 

The' authorized recipients of state aid to local mental health programs are 
16 quasi-public community mental health boards. These boards also receive funds 
from area county governments and, therefore, must submit budgets to county coun
cils. 

POLITICAL AND LEGISLATIVE HISTORY AND OBJECTIVES OF THE SUBSIDY 

South Carolina's State Aid to Co~unity Mental Health Centers originated in 
1961 (South Carolina Statutes, Chapter 15, Sections 44-15-10 through 44-15-380), 
setting up a 50 percent state match of local contributions to establish and 
operate community mental health services. Unlike other state subsidies to men
tal health services, this enactment predates federal grant legislation in this 
field. 

There seems to have been two reasons for the legislation. First of all, 
South Carolina was experiencing a rapid rise in state mental hospital commit
ments. Admissions for 1957 were 1,682; by 1961 they had reached almost 2,500. 
Admissions also tended to be relatively long-term rather than for short-term 
diagnostic or emergency care, thus steadily increasing the average daily po pula
.tion. Coupled with this alarming institutional population increase was growing 
sentiment for developing community-based ~reatment alternatives. Thus, over
crowding and the need to cut rising institutional care costs made the establish
ment of a subsidy for local alternatives seem a very reasonable and economical 
plan of action. Secondary considerations seem to have been to achieve a more 
even distribution of mental health services, stimulate state and local coopera
tion in this area, prevent and control deviant behavior, and encourage the 
development of minimum standards. 

The subsidy has always supported se·rvices for both adults and children. 
However, since the primary motivation for enactment haq, been to reduce popu
lations in state mental institutions~ housing mainly adults, a large part of the 
support was directed toward adult clients. While children and youth services 
have always been a part of local programs, it was not until 1977 that the 
b'apartment of Mental Health established the Office of Youth Services as a state
level planning agency to coordinate services to children and youth, thus 

"-appal'ently elevating services for children among the department's priol"ities. 
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The legislative and political history of the subsidy has been relatively 
uneventful since 1961. Original objectives have remained intact and clearly 
defined since its initiation. The only noteworthy revision occurred in 1975, 
which stipulated that the state's share of expenses would be based upon whatever 
was available through the legislature's appropriation, rather than according to 
a flat 50 percent reimbursement. This change was suggested to avoid having to 
approach the legislature each year for more funds than had been appropriated. 
Declining federal seed grants had resulted in uncertainty as to what portion of 
the costs state government would have to assume. 

(t / 

ALLOCATION OF FUNDS 

Funds are allocated to community mental health boards according to need. 
Twelve to 18 months preceding the beginning of the fiscal year, needs as
sessments and budget estimates are submitted by community mental health boards 
for review by appropriate staff in the Department of Mental Health. The Depart
ment's appropriation request to the Legislature is based upon these reviews and 
its estimate of funds which will be available. There is no formula for distrib
uting state funds to local mental health boards; however, in most years since 
the 1975 statute change, the state has attempted to match local funds-on a 50-50 
basis. The proportion of state support, however, does differ depending upon the 
availability of funds and the types of programs. For example, aftercare serv
ices are fully supported by the state, as are prescreening, the program for 
autistic children, and the newly authorized court screening project which seeks 
to ensure certain due process guarantees prior to authorizing state institu
tional commitments. 

To qualify for state matching monies, community mental health boards must, 
of course, make a local contribution. The local share may come from local 
public funds, client fees, and private contributions. While federal funds may 
not be counted by either the state or community mental health boards as part of 
their matching share, federal dollars may reduce the total amount that would 
have to be contributed by local and state sources. Naturally, state and local 
support serves as the match necessary to attract federal dollars. 

While the amount of- state aid to each community mental health center is set 
aside from the time the appropriation is approved, these funds do not actually 
flow to the centers. Rather, the money is kept by the state agency which pays 
vouchers submitted by the centers. Formal accounts are kept by the Department 
of Mental Health, but most centers also maintain their OtVIl set of books. 

ADMINISTRATIVE REQUIREMENTS 

The -needs assessments prepared by the community mental health centers and 
approveq by their boards satisfy state planning requirements. These plans and 
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the accompanying budgets must meet criteria established by the Department of 
Mental Health. Community mental health centers must also comply with minimum 
state program and service standards, which were formulated by the Department of 
Mental Health five years ago and based heavily on standards of the Joint 
Commission on the Accreditation of Hospitals (JCAH). Community mental health 
centers, however, are not mandated to adopt and adhere to JCAH standards, unlike 
state mental health hospitals which must be accredited by JCAH to be eligible 
for federal funds. Nor does the Department of Mental Health license community 
mental health centers. Instead of licensing, the department has opted to use 
the subsidy as leverage for obtaining compliance with standards governing physi
cal facilities and quality of services. Licensing is considered to be less 
flexible and not any more effective than linking compliance to continued 
funding. Subsidy funds have never actually been terminated, but the state, on 
several occasions, threatened to do so unless minimal compliance standards were 
met. In general, this strategy has been successful in gaining local compliance 
with standards. 

COlmpliance is monitored through an annual on-site program review conducted 
by a regional coordinator from the Department of Mental Health and a review team 
consisting of the deputy commissioner and assistant deputy commissioner, peer 
reviewers, local mental health association members and, when appropriate, 
federal regional mental health staff. This on-site program review occurs about 
90 days after a standards audit conducted by one of ~he three Department of 
Mental Health regional coordinators. While monitoring is the principal reason 
for the standards audit and comprehensive review, such visits also provide the 
opportunity to offer technical assistance to local programs. 

TYPES AND LEVELS OF SERVICES SUPPORTED BY THE SUBSIDY 

In combination with federal funding, the state subsidy has been responsible 
for the development of the 16 community mental health centers now in operation 
in the state. Until funds became available from the state subsidy in 1961 and 
from the federal government in 1963, community-based health services were almost 
negligible. What services did exist were outpatient adjuncts of state mental 
health hospitals, which were financed almost totally by fee collections from 
first- and third-party payments. 

Community mental health centers, to be eligible for federal funds, are 
required by the Community Mental Health Services Act to offer the following 
12 categories of services: 

o Inpatient services. 
o Outpatient services. 
o Day care and other partial hospitalization. 
o Emergency services. 
o Speciatized ser\rices for children. 
o Consultation and educational services. 
o Assistance to courts and other public agencies in screening com

mitments to state institutions. 
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o Specialized services for the elderly. 
o Follow-up services. 
o A program of transitional halfway house services. 
o Alcoholism and alcohol abuse services. 
o Drug abuse. services. 

Fifteen of the centers have attained "comprehensive" status by providing 
these 12 core services. A few of the 15 comprehensive centers no longer receive 
federal funds from the Community Mental Health Services Act; however, condition
al staffing and construction grants from the National Institute of Mental Health 
(NIMH) have provided the means to attain comprehensive status by enlarging these 
centers from what had been essentially outpatient clinics. For example, the 
Columbia Area Mental Health Center received an NIMH staffing grant in 1967, and 
by 1968 had attained comprehensive status. At the time of the on-site interviews, 
two clinics were moving toward comprehensive mental health center status with 
recent NIMH grants. State subsidization of mental health centers is no.t contin
gent upon being a comprehensive center, although the Department of Mental Health 
actively encourages the development of all 12 services. 

The categorization of various projects and programs into these 12 service 
areas varies from center to center. In one, a project may be defined under 
"consultation and educational services," while in another it may be considered 
as "assistance to courts and other public agencies in screening commitments to 
state institutions." Of course, the priorities of projects and activities vary 
among centers according to assessed needs of the catchment area being served. 
For the 12 categories, services to children tend to fall most heavily in the 
areas of diagnostic treatment, specialized services for children, and con
sultation and educational services. Inpatient bed space for children ranges 
widely among the 16 centers. 

Despite the variation among centers, it is possible, from interview notes 
and written descriptions of services in needs assessments, to generalize about 
service offerings as well as highlight particularly innovative projects. 
Specialized services for children commonly include individual therapy, group 
therapy, family counseling, child abuse casework, educational remediation, and 
play therapy. An innovative program developed by the Child and Adolescent Unit 
in one center trains parents to cope with hyperactive children from the ages of 
two through seven. This program has gained national recognition, and the center 
has even developed a videotape presentation to share with others interested in 
learning how to develop a similar package. 

Diagnostic services usually involve development of social history, psychiat
ric evaluation, and treatment. Consultation and educational services are 
heavily oriented in most centers toward case consultations with other child care 
professionals in schools, courts, day-care centers, social service agencies, and 
homes for children. One center has gone beyond case consultations to provide 
t raining to local youth service bureaus, a principal referral source, on ap
proaches for dealing with aggressive children. Several centers are also engaged 
in training teachers and guidance counselors basic mental health therapeutic 
techniques, to deal with behavioral problems when they arise. 

Other examples of programs include sex education for teens. The Anderson
Oconee-Pickens Mental Health Center Consultation and Education Project, in 
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cooperation with the Appalachia I Health District Health Education Program has 
developed a four-session program for high school students. The program deals 
with sexual decisionmaking, birth control, parenting~ and rape prevention educa
tion. Staff from the center's Consultation and Education Unit join staff from 
the Department of Health in either teaching the curriculum or in instructing the 
school's faculty on use of the materials. A "resource list H for teachers and 
counselors has been developed which gives information regarding referrals related 
to sexual concerns. Information about clinics and other services is also pro
vided to the students. 

"Primary prevention" in mental health has emerged as one of the department's 
highest priorities. Projects ainled at intervention during early childhood years 
have steadily grown, and each center has designated a "primary prevention" team. 
In accordance with the South Carolina Code of Laws Pertaining to Mental Health, 
44-90(3)(4)(5), primary prevention is an integral part of the rights duties 
and powers of the commission. The Department of Mental Health ' , 

shall inaugurate and maintain an appropriate mental health 
education and public relations program; it shall ••• study 
the cause, pathology and prevention of mental defects and 
diseases; it shall provide moral and vocational training ••• 
which is designed to lessen the increase of mental illness 
mental defectiveness, epilepsy, drug addiction and alcohol: 
ism. 

Attention to primary prevention efforts was . 1 d st:tmu a te once again by the 
President's Commission on Mental Health, which in 1978 identified the following 
three prevention program goals: 

(1) 

(2) 

(3) 

preventing new cases of mental illness and severe emo
tional disturbance, 
reducing the impact of dysfunctional stresses and life 
crises by developing coping skills, and 
promoting the strengths, res('urces and competencies of 
individuals, families and communities. 

In response, the Department of Mental Health outlined a two-year mission state
ment in 178 regarding primary prevention for the state. The obvious vehicle for 
its i~plementation were the community mental health centers. Across the 16 
community mental health centers, activities in primary prevention have encom
passed training of teachers in classroom management, rape and sexual abuse 
counseling, assisting community agencies such as Boys Clubs and Big Brothers/Big 
Sisters in the development of programs, and consultation to homes for children 
substance abuse groups, foster parents, Head Start, and day care center staff. ' 

It is virtually impossible from the information available to assess the 
relative impor.tance of state versus federal monies as a catalyst to developj.ng 
services for children and youth. It appears that some centers may have been 
spurred to offer comprehensive services in order to qualify for federal funds. 
According to one interviewee, child and adolescent grants from NI~IH did serve as 
the impetus for the development of services for children in at least one commu
nity mental health center, but state officials caution that this reason may not 
hold true for all centers. 
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Prior to 1977, the Department of Mental Health targeted almost all of the 
subsidy funds toward an adult clientele, and programming for the community 
mental health centers naturally reflected this focus. However, through the 
initiatives of the Planned Systems Change Unit in the Department of Mental 
Health and the availability of additional resources, community mental health 
centers are now encouraged to direct a greater portion of programs toward chil
dren and youth. Department officials estimate that 30 percent of the cases 
served are children under 18 years of age, and community mental health centers 
have used federal money to institute programs for children and youth or to 
expand existing programs already begun with state funds. 

People interviewed indicated that South Carolina still lacks enough short
term and medium-term group treatment homes for children with emotional disturb
ances who do not requir,,= hospitalization. Currently, the only residential 
capacity for children in the state exists in state hospitals and a few state
licensed private facilities, where there are estimated to be 150 beds for 
children. In Charleston, for example~ the only residential alternative to 
sending a child to a state rospital is the local university medical facility, 
which has very limited bed space. 

Many of the children cllrt'e:1tly hospitalized could be served as well, if n~t 
more effectively and at less cost, in smaller group treatment facilities. The 
Department of Mental Health requested $300,000 in additional funds for fiscal 
1981 to establish three group treatment facilities, at an average cost of 
$100,000 per fad.lHy. The request was not approved, however, by the South 

Carolina Legislature. 

SERVICES RECEIVED BY CLIENTS 

During the past ten years, there have been some striking changes in the 
placement of patients in the state's hospital facilities. While adtrdssions for 
1978 were 7,046, an increase (,f 43.1 percent over admissions in 1968, actual 
resident population, which had reached almost 6,000 in 1968-69, fell below 4,000 
in 1978. For the South Carolina State Hospital, admissions have more than 
doubled. during the time since the subsidy to local services has been available, 
but the average daily population has steadily declined to 1,638 in 1978." The 
data confirm downward trends in resid~nt populations between 1969 and 1978. The 
decrease in patient populations apparently is a result of (1) shorter average 
stay for new admissions, (2) diversion of substantial numbers of potential 
patients, and (3) deinstitutionalization of some patients into community-based 

programs. 

It I 

The strain placed on community services because of this shift from hospital 
to community-based treatment is verified by statements drawn from the annual 
report of the Charleston Area Mental Health Center for 1979. 

We have not been able to respond with direct service to full 
range of consumer demands for service. In spite of main
taining 100 percent occupancy in our psychiatric inpatient 
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unit for many months, we have seen a turnaround and resur
gence once again of the numbers of ci tizens who cannot be 
served locally but who have to be transported to central 
state hospital facilities. Significantly, we are now ac-
cepting almost exclusively in all service al"eas those serv-
ice recipients whose disability has become a crisis and who 
are easily defined as being within high-risk groups. In 
spite of these admission restraints, intolerable waiting 
lists have begun to form again. Half or more of the people 
who seek service from us, generally those whose problems are 
not emergent in nature, are of necessity diverted to alter-
native community treatment resources, private and public. We 
consider these events and circumstances to demonstrate a 
clear need for expansion of services and for expansion of 
effort to develop resources within the community to serve 
people. Our management and service area objectives are 
reflective of this consideration. 

We anticipate focusing on crisis care both among the adult 
and youth groups. Crisis care means we identify and inter
vene on a priority basis with those people whose problems are 
definable as high risk. In the youth services area, this 
means cases where there is an abused spouse or child; in 
adult care this means cases wherein hospitalization for 
severe conditions may be avoided. We have also targeted the 
community support function, which included precare-aftercare, 
alternative resource development, and partial hospitalization 
as an overall priority in aiding the deinstitutionalization 
effort. 

Given the reduction in federal support for staffing various components of 
the 12 comprehensive services, the denial of funds for a fairly large under
served population (the emotionally disturbed child in need ~f residential 
treatment), the increaSing reliance on community mental health services, and the 
release of patients from state institutions to community programs, unusual 
stresses have been placed on community mental health centers. The response of 
the Charleston center to this situation has been to reduce the range of popula
tion to be served to "those people whose p,roblems are definable as high risk." 
This approach, although easily justifiable, appears to be in direct contradic
tion to the philosophy of primary prevention articulated by the Department of 
Mental Health in its mission statement previously cited. The combination of 
factors which intensifies the service demands on community mental health centers 
without compensatory levels of rezources potentially mitigates the philosophy of 
primary prevention. 

While availability of community-based programs has clearly achieved the goal 
of reducing the use of residential state institutions, the community mental 
health centers have been able to exert very little control over hospital admis
sions, except through the recently adopted court screening project. There are 
four ways by which a patient (either adults or children) can be sent to a 
hospital without going through a community mental health center. 
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(1) A physician can commit, provided that the parent and a concurring 
psychiatrist sign the order. 

(2) A person can seek a voluntary commitment. 
(3) Courts may refer a person for psychiatric evaluation. 
(4) A person may be referred for a competency evaluation, if charged 

with a criminal offense. 

Unable to affect the first t"'TO approaches, community mental health centers 
have focused their efforts, both informally (through consultation an,d education) 
and formally (through the implementation of court screening), on decreasing the 
incidence of inappropriate commitments or referrals when clients could be di
verted for diagnosis and treatment at a community mental health center. However, 
efforts in working with judges and court staff have met with mixed success thus 
fa'r, according to center staff interviewed. 

Data maintained by the Charleston center suggest that there is a positive 
relationship between the level and diversity of community-based services and 
admission rates of particular catchment areas. The Charleston area has the 
lml7est rates of institutional commitments of any catchment area in the state. 
Commitments to the South Carolina State Hospital for Charleston showed a rate of 
6.85 persons per 10,000 compared to an average of 13.71 persons per 10,000 for 
15 other centers. At the same time, the Charleston center is the best funded 
and has the lar.gest number and greatest diversity of services among the state's 
16 community mental health centers. 

Lacking trend data by age categories, it is not possible to assess whether 
the reductions in institutional populations have been proportionately the same 
for children and adult clients. Even if age categories for resident population 
trends could be delineated, it would be impossible to determine the relationship 
of that phenomena to the expansion of community-based service capability without 
a knowledge of the number of children served in centers over a corresponding 
time frame. 

SOURCES AND LEVELS OF,FUNDING 

Community mental health centers rely on a variety of financial sources, 
namely federal funds from NIMH and formerly Title XX of the Social Security Act; 
state funds from the community mental health center subsidy; local funds from 
county governments; and private funds from client fees, gifts and donations, and 
several other miscellaneous sources. This mixture of funding varies from center 
to center and year to year, a situation which makes generalization about the 
total system extremely difficult, except to focus on trends in funding patterns. 
When state and local budgets are examined, some trends; although all subject to 
exceptions on a case-by-case basis, emerge. 

First of all, federal funds to community mental health centers have been 
steadily decreasing over recent )rears as intended by the "seed money" nature of 
the Community Mental Health Services legislation. In fiscal 1980, two new grants 
were awarded to catchment areas to upgrade some clinics to "comprehensive" 
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status, but the pattern has been that fewer federal grants are available and 
tend to be for fairly narrow categorical purposes on a short-term basis, such as 
for construction or staffing for a particular type of service. Beginning with 
fisc~l 1980, withdrawal from Title XX funding resulted in the depletion of one
fifth of an additional $2 million state appropriation to the Division of 
Community Mental Health Services for that year. As federal funds have decreased 
centers have begun to rely more heavily on state funds. The increases in stat~ 
funds have been steady, but only keeping pace or slightly ahead of inflation. 

Those people interviewed for the case study indicate that the local financial 
picture is not much brighter. Local government contributions are declining in 
many instances, and at ~est stabilizing, in spite of efforts by the Department 
of Mental Health to secure maximum local funding by working closely with local 
officials. The interviews surfaced a growing attitude among local officials 
that the centers, and community mental health functions in general, should be 
completely funded by the state. Faced with double-d.igit inflation and strong 
citizen resistance to tax l.ncreases, all levels of government, and especially 
local governments which seem to be most vulnerable to strong voter sentiment 
against tax increases, have sought any form of fiscal relief available. In this 
case, as in others examined, the call for increased state support is not sur
prising or unusual. 

Community mental health centers are also paSSing more costs on to clients in 
the form of fees. The Department of Mental Health reported that overall client 
fee collection for fiscal 1980 was 20 percent greater than in fiscal 1979. 
Currently, client fees provide about ten to 15 percent of the centers' budgets. 
With declines in some forms of public support' and only nominal increases in 
others, it is not surprising to see an increased reliance on client fees as a 
source of revenue. 

With the financial outlook unpromising at both the federal and local levels, 
community mental health centers will likely be even more dependent in the near 
future on state dollars to merely maintain or expand current levels of operations. 
Already, state appropriations make up $9 million (or 45 percent) of the Division 
of Community Mental Health Services $20 million budget for fiscal 1981. Federal 
and local dollars amount to $6 million and $5 million, respectively. Based upon 
field visits to the centers in Charleston, Beaufort, and Columbia, the impact of 
state funding is even greater after the subsidy is distributed to these centers. 
The reliance on the state subsidy is heaviest for Charleston's comm,unity mental 
health center which serves South Carolina's most populous catchment area. For 
this center state dollars underwrite almost 76 percent of the fiscal operation 
while county contributions and fee collections each make up 12 percent of th~ 
overall budget. Charleston's center receives no federal funds. In Columbia, 
state monies make up 50 percent of' the budget, local government contributions 
and client fees provide 30 percent, and federal funds add the final 20 percent. 
More of a balance among funding sources was found in Coastal Empire Mental 
Health Center in Beaufort, but still the figures indicate a strong dependence on 
the state subsidy. Federal and state proportions each provide 35 percent of 
that center's funds. County gover~ent contributions rank second in proportion 
at 18 percent, and client fees provide the remaining 12 percent of revenues. 

One state official indicated a prevailing sentiment among rural-based 
community mental health centers that the state has used the discretion to vary 
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local matching proportions, provided by the 1975 amendments, inequitably among 
rural and urban centers without regard to the relative needs of the cent-ar, 
particularly in the area of programs for children and youth. This perspective 
was shared by other interviewees. While no statewide expenditure data were 
collected to either substantiate or disprove this contention, it is known that 
urban centers had received federal funding earlier, and as federal funds were 
decreased over time, according to legislative intent, state funds were increased 
to these centers to allow them to maintain operat.ing levels achieved under 
federal funding. State Department of Mental Health officials. indicate that all 
community mental health centers are probably underfunded, not Just rural centers. 
Interview responses at three community mental health centers suggested, however, 
that the state subsidy was adequate, although at one center it was reported that 
state funding had not been sufficient to offset the combined effect of declining 
federal dollars and increasing inflation. Staff from this center argued that 
federal funding could not be maximized because state and local dollars were 
insufficient to meet matching requirements. Without sufficient state appropria
tions for fiscal 1981 to counter federal funding losses and inflation, local 
interviewees indicated that overall levels of service would need to be reducedo 
The Department of rfuntal Health reported that the attitudes conveyed by staff at 
these three centers were fairly prevalent among most centers. 

In anticipation of a possible reduction of state funds, the state Budget and 
Control Board posed a hypothetical 20 percent reduction in funds for community 
mental health centers. Center directors were asked to identify areas which 
would be affected by such a cutback. The Charleston center indicated that it 
would scale back operations primarily through staff attrition and, if necessary, 
reduce salaries by one-fifth. Charleston staff also speculated that it would 
have to substantially reduce or terminate its inpatient unit which absorbs over 
40 percent of the budget and which cannot be sustained by fee collections from 
the large numbers of indigent clients it serves. 

Other center directors interviewed did not specifically mention this exer
cise; however, their responses to the survey's hypothetical question regarding 
the possibility of a large-scale reduction or outright termination of state 
funds reveal a slightly different strategy from that outlined in Charleston. 
sugge;ted cutbacks by the Coastal Empire Mental Health Center would be concen
trated almost exclusively in the personal services area, reducing the level of 
programming based on perceived need and client load. Inpatient services were 
not specifically mentioned as an area of reduction possibly because, in that 
center, such services do not have the same budgetary impact as in Charleston. 
Also, the Coastal Empire Mental Health Center is not as dependent upon state 
funding. 

At the Columbia center, other funding sources could not maintain staffing 
levels for minimal service delivery if state subsidy funds were to be withdrawn 
or substantially reduced. In actuality, Columbia, as well as four other centers 
around the state, have had to reduce staff and other ~perating costs in the face 
of budget deficits during the past two years. To accommodate these deficits, 
staff across the five centers were reduced 18 percent since July 1, 1978. The 
Columbia center believes that further large-scale staff cutbacks would so seri
ously impair program quality that even closing the center would be considered. 
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It was very difficult to extract funds expended for services to children and 
youth from the overall budget for community mental health centers. The Division 
of Community Hental Health Services of the department reported the 1979-80 total 
state appropriation for 16 centers and clinics to be almost $18 million. With 
the state estimate of 15 percent of center funds going to programs for children 
and youth, this means about $2.7 million for these services. lhis figure does 
not account for local contributions, federal. grants to establish and staff units 
for serving children, and funds acquired from various other sources. Also not 
included is any breakout from the total of state administrative expenses for 
services to children and youth. The estimate provided is hopelessly complicated 
by mUltiple funding sources and no clear-cut mechanism to identify what portion 
of the overall costs are associated with services to children and youth. 

It is difficult to know what the future of services to children and youth 
would be should major budget cuts become reality. There are several possibili
ties which might occur. 

(1) Since children and adolescent units , relative to other program 
areas, are fairly recent, they might suffer the first and deepest 
cuts. 

(2) Children and adolescents account for about 30 percent of the 
clientele of community mental health centers, but only average 
about 15 percent of the budget. Since this type of programming 
appears to be more economical than other areas, more expensive 
alternatives might be more vulnerable to reductions. 

(3) A level of community expectations has developed surrounding serv
ices to children and adolescents, and numerous constituent groups 
associated with youth programs, such as schools, youth service 
bureaus, therapeutic foster homes, and others, might lobby against 
a reduction in these services. 

(4) An across-the-board reducti~n in funds might result in children and 
adolescent units receiving cuts proportionate to the total. 

(5) Since some centers have large and costly :i.npatient units, utilized 
predominately for adults, the greatest cuts could occur in this 
area leaving outpatient and consultant/education services, where 
service to children and adolescents are concentrated, minimally 
affected. 

To make up for reductions in federal funds and to adjust for inflationary 
increases, the Department of Mental Health (at the time of the field work) 
requested an increase of over $2 million, or 25 percent, in its community mental 
health budget. People interviewed suggested that, while the legislature might 
cover part or all of the requested increase to maintain ongoing programs, new 
program initiatives would be very carefully scrutinized and have a far more 
difficult chance of being funded. A request for $300,000 in additional funds 
for residential group homes had been rejected at the time of this case study. 
Further, when the legislature mandated assistance to courts and other public 
agencies in screening commitments to state institutions, the Department of 
Mental Health received no additional funds. Rather, the overall appropriation 
was reduced and capital improvement funds had to be diverted to Cover these 
costs. 
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b d ro rammi ng may also be thwarted by 
Interest in increasing commun~~~~ha~:roiin:' s s~ate hospitals. At: the time 

the accreditation crisis faced ~y iliti· had just lost its accreditation by the 
of this case study, one of the daiCtatio:

s 
of Hospitals. The speculat:iton among 

Joint Commission on the Accre would have both significant short- and long
informed observers was that this th C rolina' s mental health system, possibly 
term financial implications for Sou t a OUI'ces into institutions to bring them 

h h l ing of more sta e res i 
requiring t e c anne if cuts were not made to commun ty t d rds However even 
up to accreditation s an a • divert' additional monies to maintain hospital 
mental health subsidy funds, to ill y not be increases in community mental accreditation 'standards, there st ma 
health funding of the magnitude which occurred earlier. 

,ORGANIZATIONAL STRUCTURES 

hand b" extension, the community mental 
The Department of Mental Healt ~ v diroction from a seven-member state 

health center subsidy receive overall iOl~c" icia~s businessmen, and other lay 
Mental Health Commission comprised 0 M p;s are' appointed to four-year terms 
citizens appointed by the governor. etm eirls

y 
prescribed a~e geographically 

di i ll although not statu or , A 
and tra t ona y, h d rtment's administrative regions. 
balanced by being drawn from each of \ e . ~~a the beginning of the gubernatorial new commission is appointed concurren w~ 

term, and members may be reappointed to consecutive terms. 

., it mental health centers indicates 
A review of selected bud'gets for c;mmu~ y with other funding sources, to 

that a portion of the subsidy is use , ~ong costs are presented in center 
underwrite local administrative co~:. costs e~~ admin:l.stration vary from cen.ter 
budgets as a separate line item. 1 nter identified administrative 

F i t ce the Char eston ce 
to center. or ns an » f $1 490 049 or about 25 percent. 
expenditures of $384,000 out of a budget °tages' of ~he budget than Charleston. 
Other centers report higher and lower percen 

1 h al th boards provide policy governance As noted earlier, community menta e inted by the governor upon the 
M b rs of the ] 6 boards are! appo 1 

for the centers. em e .~', Ie islative delegation or county counci • 
recommendation of the relevan~, area s S ~h Carolina Statutes outline the estab
Selctions 44-15-60 and 44-15-70 of

l 
t~e b oU

ds 
as well as the powers and duties of 

lil3hment of community mental hea.t oa; 1 s than seven or more than 15 members 
th~~ boards. Boards are to be made of no es artments medical societies, county 
drc\lwn from representatives of local healtlh dep iati~ns concerned with mental 

. b d h ital boards and ay assoc d 
welfare oar s, osp S d f labor business, civic groups, an 
health. In addition, members are rawn t ~om ily r:quired board membership is 
the general public. Although not alsetife':naolre membershiP.' Tenure of members is 
typically balanced for racial and m rson may serve more than one term, 
limited to four years, with provision that a pe

h 
wever where members have served 

i 1 There have been cases, 0 , d 
but not consecut ve y. , d f Ifill another position vacate • almost in perpetuity, being reappointe to u 

t for the boards list 
The powers and responsibil~~eoSca~U~!!~~d isbYem;~:~~e~ to (1) administer the 

seven areas of responsibility. () 1 personnel; (3) review and 
community mental health services program; 2 emp oy 
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evaluate services; (4) recruit and promote ldcal financial support from private 
and pUblic sources; (5) promote, arrange, and implement working agreements with 
other so(!ial service agencies; (6) advise the local administrator of the 
adoption and implement.:ttion of policies to stimulate community relations; and 
(7) review the annual plan and budget. 

From interviews with mental health center directors and staff, it was found 
that a considerable amount of coordination and interaction exists among local 
agencies serving children and youth. The interactions occur informally but 
regularly across a diverse range of agencies. Common forms of service inter
actions include reciprocal referral arrangements, consultation on individual 
cases t counseling to child abuse cases, counseling for children in therapeutic 
foster homes, and educational workshops. The agencies with which centers work 
most often include youth service bureaus, local social services offices, school 
systems, juvenile courts, hospitals, homes for children, and community service agencies. 

INTERGOVERNMENTAL RELATIONS 

State and local relations with respect to the subsidy appear to be in a state 
of flux. Issues of intergovE\rnmental discord surfaced in a number of interviews, 
although both state and local. officials cited Some ways in which state and local 
relations function harmoniously. A primary issue of contention was whether 
county councils or local legislative delegations should be designated and author
ized to recommend local community mental health board members to the governor. 
In that governors almost without fail accept nominees, those locally empowered 
to make recommendations have, in effect, a de facto appointing authority. 

The genesis of the dispute dates back to the old local delegation system for 
administering county governmen.ts. Under this system, the local legislative 
delegation served as executors of the county government. Not only did local 
legislators introduce fiscal lElgislation re.i,ating to state appropriations, but 
they also controlled money bills affectj.ng their respective counties. 

With redistricting in the early 1970s, the system began to unravel, beginning 
a transition to county home rule that, as of 1980 is in effect across the entire 
state. Many of the state's more urban jurisdictions have already been func
tioning under county home rule for the past few years. 

Reflective of the larger issue revolving around control over local govern
ments, county councils have pressed for amendments to the state Community Mental 
Health Services Act which Would empower them to make recommendations to the 
governor on community mental health board representation instead of local dele
gations of state legislators. It was mentioned that county councils in some 
jurisdictions resisted giving additional local contributions requested by 
centers because of their lack of input into the appointment of community mental 
health board members. However, there are several jurisdictions where state 
legislators have resisted giving up this power. Nevertheless, the amendment 
passed in favor of the county councils. 
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1 administrators that too much control over 
A feeling exists among some loca Ii d in the state Department of Mental 

community mental health centers is ce:t::ns ~ust conform with state merit system 
Health. For instance, personnel deci t flexibility to adjust staffing pat
rules and regulations, which reduces c~~ er riticized was the centralization of 
terns to fit changing service needs. so ~ the Department of Mental Health. 
bookkeeping and fiscal controls for centers n 

d t reduce state control and increase the 
A strategy that has been .advocat:ncoro orate community mental health boards 

department's responsiveness ~s to it mental health centers. This inc or
into an association of boards and com~un Y nized political influence on state 
porated association would exercise d t e °t~ga independently. Another solution 

f 1 king by boar s ac ~ng policy hereto ore ac 1 h lth centers as freestanding entities, 
offered is to establish community menta ei~ing policy leadership and guidance, 
with the state's role restricted to P:~:ndards. Ironically, standards' moni
and set ting monitoring and enfordcin~ b these respondents, as one area where 
toring and enforcement was consi ere, Y 
state oversight is too lax. 

i i and recommended solutions 
It should be noted, however, that these crit c sms t th local 

h revailing sentiments a e 
reflect significant differences from t elaints about central"·.zed personnel and 
levelu In most cases, there, were no comp that state administrative over-

1 The general concurrence was 
fiscal contro s. odate local differences. 
sight was sufficiently flexible to accomm 

ding ineffectiveness of 
Local center staff were in c.oncer~, ~o::v~~; :::::iting input from centers 

various Department of Mental Health m~c an s M nthly center directors' meetings 
into subsidy policies, plans, and bu gets. 0 t felt to be a particularly 
with the division's deputy commissioner are ~OntiallY useful for registering 
effective vehicle. While these dme~tin~:t~~~p~~t~ that often decisions already 
concerns from centers, it seeme 0 P 
made were placed before the group. 

f M tal Health's regional coordinators 
Al th value Of the Department 0 en Ii y and 

so, e and informational conduits on state po c 
as technical assistance resources t lly there was a strong argument 

t d very highly. Concep ua , 0 procedure was not ra e d· to center directors. pera-
in favor of having regional coordinato~s, aC~~:a~~~s did not seem satisfactory. 
tionally, however, the use of region~ coo~irector was that regional coordina
The underlying problem, in the view.o on~ te poli;ies procedures, and plans. 
tors are not well-informed regard~ng s ail coordinators can sway opinions 
Another director raised the issue that reg onartise when in reality, they are 
of lay board members with their presumed expe ot 0 er~tionallY familiar with 
not sufficiently inform;d of state pol~c~es;o~~e nand :re not sensitive to local 
the centers, have not oeen in manager a , 
issues or problems. 

GENERAL EVALUATIONS OF THE SUCCESS OF THE SUBSIDY 

on the whole, positive when the state 
Evaluations from the state level were, i t mmunity of a generic allocat on 0 co 

subsidy was assessed from the standpoint 
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mental health centers. The subsidy is felt to have been instrumental in stimu
lating the development of community-based alternatives and has influenced a 
change in the kinds of services offered locally as well. 

Consultation and educational activities in the centers have expanded, which 
is considered to be a valuable means to assist and inform a broad range of social 
service agencies, elected officials, and citizens' groups on mental health issues 
and problems. Also, centers have evolved to where they are now treating many 
more chronically ill and high-risk patients through a variety of services. All 
respondents agreed that the subsidy's role in expanding and restructuring 
community-based services has, in turn, produced its greatest positive impact-
the reduction in number 9f residents and average length of patient stay in state 
mental health hospitals. 

An even greater impact on the number of children inappropriately committed 
to mental health hospitals or juvenile corrections fac:llities is anticipated, if 
funding for local children and adolescent programs continues to expand. In par
ticular, innovative programs in the areas of primary prevention have great 
potential for reducing youth involvement with the juvenile justice system, a 
major source of commitments and referrals to state hospitals. More funds are 
needed, however, for centers to expand the successful court screening' projects, 
operating now in one-half of the centers but still largely restricted, for 
financial reasons, to adult clientele. More subsidy dollars are also needed to 
expand early childhood intervention efforts, and training of school teachers and 
administrators in mental health counseling techniques. Without additional funds 
allocated to services for children, the need for short- to medium-term group 
care residential facilities will go unmet. 

Interviews at the local level produced more of a mixed assessment of the 
subsidy's success. Local opinion agrees with state interviews that state funds 
accelerated the impact of federal grants in the development of community-based 
mental health services. The state subsidy was found, by one center director, to 
have been critical to the initiation and subsequent growth of programs for chil
dren and adolescents. He tied the development of his Children and Adolescent 
Unit specifically to having the lowest rate of admission of children to state 
hospitals of any catchment area. The subsidy was also cited for allowing him to 
attract extremely high quality staff for that unit. 

~nother director found that subsidy support has helped stimulate a greater 
awareness of the emotional problems of children, resulting in a climate where 
these problems are more accepted with less stigmatization attached to seeking 
treatment. Past practice would have funneled several of these children into the 
juvenile justice system, instead of toward the health system where their problems 
can be treated. 

In summary, the South Carolina State Aid to Community Mental Health Centers 
Subsidy has provided the means to support community-based alternatives to state 
institutionalization, thereby realizing its primary goal of retarding an esca
lating population in state-operated residential facilities. However, it seems 
that the state now faces a major financial squeeze with the erosion of federal 
funds and the vulnerability of local matching monies. The intergovernmental 
partnership appears to have attenuated, shifting undue hardships to the local 

D-299 



--- ~.~- - - -~ ._--- --------------

level and placing what seems to be an unattainable expectation upon the state to 
find the money necessary to support the full range of comprehensive services. 
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UTAH JUVENILE COURT TEEN ALCOHOL/DRUG SCHOOL 
AND THE K-12 ALCOHOL EDUCATION PROJECT 

BACKGROUND AND ACKNO~LEDGMENTS 

Two substance abuse prevention programs in Utah are supported through state 
grants to local agencies. These programs, jiS well as a desire to have a state 
representing the southwest United States, led to the selection of this state and 
these two programs for study, the Juvenile Court Teen Alcohol/Drug School and 
the K-12 Alcohol Education Project. 

During February 1980, personal intervieHs were conducted in Salt Lake City 
(Salt Lake County), Provo (Utah County), i9.nd Nephi (Juab County) with state 
legislators, state and local administrators, county commissioners, local service 
providers, and key informants. 

The staff of the Academy for Contemporary Problems acknowledges the 
following individuals for giving their time to be interviewed and in providing 
requested documents for this case study. We are grateful to them for their 
cooperation and assistance. 
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State Legislators 

Senator Morloni Jensen, Utah State Senate, Salt Lake City 

State Administrators 

Department of Social Services 

Robert Courtney, Division of Alcoholism and Drugs, Salt Lake City 
Karen Jorgensen, Division of Alcoholism and Drugs, Salt Lake City 

Local Administrators and Providers 

Dr. Edward Parker, Salt Lake City Board of Education 
James Bradley, Salt Lake County Alcohol and Drugs 
Betsey Mates, Juvenile Court Teen Alcohol School Facilitator and K-12 

Teacher-Trainer Facilitator, Salt Lake City Schools 
Marcia Peterson, K-12 Alcohol Education Project Coordinator, Salt Lake 

City Schools 
Virginia Peterson, K-12 Alcohol Education Project Teacher, Salt Lake 

City Schools 
Theodore Terry, K-l2 Alcohol Education Project Director, Timpanogos 

Community Mental Health Center 
Dave Smith, Juvenile Court Alcohol School, Provo 
Derek Timms, Juvenile Court Alcohol School, Provo 
Drew Bolander, K-12 Alcohol Education Project Teacher, Provo 
Steve Olsen, K-12 Alcohol Education Project Teacher, Nephi Middle 

School 

Key Informants 

Melvin Sawyer, Third Juvenile Court District, Provo 
Val Harris, Third Juvenile Court District, Provo 
Kirk Wright, Principal, Nephi Senior High School 

It was expected that a special concern for the abuse of alcohol among 
adolescents would be found in Utah. After all, one would anticipate little 
tolerance of consumption of alcoholic beverages in a state where 85 percent of 
the population belongs to the Church of Jesus Christ of Latter Day Saints, a 
religious denomination which adheres to total abstinence of alcoholic beverages. 
What was unexpected, however, was to find an alcohol abuse problem in this 
state, as well as an approach to dealing with drinking that was based on an 
appeal for temperance rather than abstinence. 

Although the incidence of alcohol abuse among adolescents in Utah falls well 
below the national average, the patterns of usage among junior and senior high 
school students has evoked the attention of the state's leadership. A Youth 
Needs Survey conducted in 1977, which included 3,000 students in grades seven 
through 12 from 21 schools throughout the state, showed that 39 percent of the 
students reported drinking alcoholic beverages during the preceding six-month 
period. This compares to 87 percent of students who reported drinking during a 
l2-month period when surveyed nationally. Despite a lower-than-average inci
dence, a grade-by-grade breakdown demonstrated an increase in usage among students 
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in Utah that peaked in the sophomore and junior years. Specifically, 29 
percent of seventh graders had reported using alcohol in the previous six months, 
31 percent of eighth graders, 41 percent of ninth graders, 45 percent of tenth 
graders, 44 percent of 11th graders, and 42 percent of twelfth graders. Although 
the proportion of students who reported drinking alcohol has decreased from 46 
percent in 1972 to 39 percent in 1977, the prevalence of alcohol-related traffic 
accidents among teenagers has been cause for continued concern among legislators. 

Since 1974, two programs have come into existence in an effort to prevent 
alcohol abuse among teenagers, the Juvenile Court Teen Alcohol/Drug School and 
the K-12 Alcohol Education Project. Both programs take neither a moralistic nor 
a religious posture against drinking, but rather strive to teach youth to make 
responsible decisions about the use of alcohol when they reach the age of 
majority. 

ORGANIZATIONAL CONTEXT 

Administration of the Juvenile Court Teen Alcohol/Drug School and the K-12 
Alcohol Education Project is the responsibility of the Division of Alcoholism 
and Drugs, one of seven divisions within the Utah Department of Social Services. 
The other divisions are Health, Corrections, Aging, Family Services, Indian 
Affairs, and Mental Health. The state is divid~d into seven regional planning 
districts, e~ch with its own alcoholism and drug council, which functions in an 
advisory capacity to the division. 

Each division under the Department of Social Services has its own board. 
The Board of Alcoholism and Drugs has seven members appointed by the governor 
with the advice and consent of the Senate. The board is legally the policy
making body for the Division of Alcoholism and Drugs and establishes programs 
and policies. The division's responsibilities include educating the general 
public on the nature and consequences of drug abuse and alcoholism; promoting 
cooperative relationships with courts, hospitals, clinics, social agencies, law 
enforcement agencies, and education and research organizations operating 
programs for the rehabilitation and care of alcohol and drug abusers; and 
conducting research. Two major sections in the division carry out these 
objectives: (1) Education and Prevention, and (2) Community Assistance Services. 
The division is authorized to receive and plan for the use of federal formula 
409 funds. 

In April 1979, the governor appointed a 13-member task force to study the 
problem of alcohol abuse in Utah and to develop ways to educate the public and 
propose prevention measures. The task force consisted of a state senator, the 
director of the Division of Alcoholism and Drugs, and representatives from 
business, labor, religion, and education. The governor attributed the need for 
the task force's establishment to the serious nature of alcohol abuse in Utah 
and the need to minimize the costly toll in human suffering, disrupted families, 
alcohol-related accidents, and impaired health. 
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One other organization needs to be noted in this description, the Highway 
Safety Program Office in the Highway Safety Division of the Department of Public 
Safety (DPS). As an agency of DPS, this office received a federal grant from 
the National Highway Traffic Safety Administration to begin the Juvenile Court 
Alcohol/Drug School. Figure 1 shows the organizational structure for the 
administration of both programs. 

FIGURE 1. ORGANIZATION OF AGENCIES RELEVANT TO THE UTAH 
JUVENILE COURT TEEN ALCOHOL/DRUG SCHOOLS AND 
THE K-12 ALCOHOL EDUCATION PROJECT 
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I I 
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POLITICAL AND LEGISLATIVE HISTORY 

The Juvenile Court Teen. Alcohol/Drug School 

Federal grants served as the origins for both the Juvenile Court Teen 
Alcohol/Drug School and the K-12 Alcohol Education Project. In 1972, the 
Highway Safety Program Office was awarded a contract from the National Highway 
Traffic Safety Administration to conduct the Alcohol Safety Action Project. 
This project was described as a "full systems approach" toward reducing Utah's 
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alcohol-related accident toll. The program included a compulsory rehabilitation 
school for adults convicted of driving under the influence of intoxicants. Soon 
after the establishment of these adult alcohol schools, the Second District 
Juvenile Court judges expressed an interest in developing an educational alter
native to traditional dispositions, such as fines, counseling, and probation. 
The Highway Safety Program Office was willing to use funds remaining from the 
federal grcmt for the Alcohol Safety Action Project to establish a juvenile 
court teen alcohol school in 1974. 

Despite the end of federal funding in 1976, the Highway Safety Program 
Office continued to support the project with state funds drawn from its budget. 
Whil~ this agency still provides a portion of the funds for the project's 
operation and evaluation activities, the actual coordination and instruction of 
classes are subcontracted to county alcohol and drug services providers through 
the Division of Alcoholism and Drugs of the Department of Social Services. 
Currently, the division also provides funds from its budget to support the 
project. 

In 1974, only Salt Lake County had a juvenile court teen alcohol school, but 
by 1977 requests for funding had been received from Tooele, Davis, Utah, and 
Weber Counties. In response to these requests, schools were established in the 
First Juvenile Court District, serving Davis and Weber Counties, and in the 
Second Juvenile Court District, where Tooele County is located. As of fiscal 
1979, all five of Utah's juvenile court districts had at least one juvenile 
court alcohol school, with a total of eight projects in operation throughout the 
state. 

In five years, a program which started with one school, supported with fun~s 
remaining from a federal grant, expanded statewide to eight locations in Utah s 
five juven.ile court districts. By 1979, the program had gained the recognition 
of the Utah legislature. A bill was passed to formalize the concept, expand the 
program to drug offenses, and assess each familY of a juvenile ordered to the 
school up to $40 as supplemental funding for the schools. Because the attention 
to drug offenses is relatively recent, the following discussion will focus 
entirely on efforts in the alcohol abuse area. 

The legislation, known as the Utah Juvenile Court Teen Drug/Alcohol Interven
tion and Prevention Act, defines a juvenile court teen drug/alcohol school as 
"any school established in mutual cooperation by the Utah Division of Alcoholism 
and Drugs and the Utah Juvenile Court Districts to provide an education, inter
personal, skill-building experience for juveniles under the age of 18 who have 
been cited for committing a drug or alcohol-related offense." Parents of juve
nile offenders, according to th.e law, are also required to attend. 

In general, the legislation is very simple. In addition to sections which 
define terms and designate organizations responsible tor its j.mplementation, the 
final section authorizes the collection of fees from families of juveniles 
ordered to attend the school. This provision, it is hoped, will enable the juve
nile court teen alcohol/drug schools to become self-supporting p making further 
state approprj~tions unnecessary. It is this section of the act, however, which 
has received criticism from Some agencies which contract to provide the service. 
A detailed discussion of these criticisms will be included in a later section of 
this case study. 
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The K-12 Alcohol Education Project 

In 1978, the Timpanogos Community Mental Health Center and the Salt Lake 
City SGhool District applied for funding from the National Institute on Alcohol 
Abuse and Alcoholism (NIAAA) to replicat~ the K-12 Alcohol Education Project 
developed in Seattle, Washington. The project consists of a graded curriculum 
designed for kindergarten through the twelfth grade to teach students about the 
physiological and social effects of alcohol, as well as to offer responsible 
alternatives to drinking, enriched self-concept, and coping strategies in 
dealing with life's problems. 

NIAAA awarded two replication grants for the K-12 Alcohol Education Project 
that year, one of which went to the Timpanogos Community Mental Health Center in 
Provo, Utah. Due to its unsuccessful bid for federal funds, the Salt Lake City 
School District sought support for its K-12 project from the Division of Alco
holism and Drugs. The division provided support for the Salt Lake City program 
from within its budget, and this line-item addition was subsequently approved by 
the legislature. 

In 1979, the Salt Lake City School District once again approached the 
Division of Alcoholism and Drugs to seek continuation funding. Endorsements 
were sought from the superintendent, Control Office Curriculum Council of the 
Salt Lake City Schools, school board members, principals, teachers, and commu
nity agencies interested in participating in the effort. Funding was granted 
the second year, as before, through an appropriation line item in the division's 
budget. This amount provided two-thirds of the project's support, and the 
remainder was supplied by the school district. 

In 1979, the legislature included a $150,000 appropriation in the budget for 
the State Office of Education to upgrade the quantity and quality of alcohol and 
drug education in the public schools. This measure was suggested by the gover
nor at the urging of the Utah Parents and Teachers Congress, which had indicated 
that the problems of alcohol and dr~g abuse among students was a high-priority 
issue. 

The mandate to the Office of Education to provide alcohol and drug-related 
prevention education is not without precedent, for Chapter 53 of the Utah Code 
stipulates that it is the duty of all boards of education to give instruction 
and guidance: 

for student thinking, discussion, decision and activity as 
shall give special emp~asis to the harmful effects upon 
individuals and society of alcoholic beverages including beer 
containing alcohol, tobacco and all other forms of harmful 
narcotics as shall lead such young people away from their 
use. For the purpose of this act the state superintendent of 
public instruction shall prepare not later than September 1, 
1939, teaching materials and materials of instruction, bulle
tins, courses of study and visual education aids ••• for the 
use of [teachers] ••• and shall incorporate the same into the 
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regular course of study for use by schools and other educa
tion agencies of the state. 

Hence, the authorization for the K-12 Alcohol Education Project was actually 
legislated in 1939. 

The current appropriation of $150,000 to the Office of Education was ap
proved with the understanding that the office would work cooperatively with the 
Division of Alcoholism and Drugs. Preliminary plans called for using $57,000 to 
train two teachers from each elementary and secondary school in 25 percent of 
Utah schools; $40,000 to be used for instructional materials; $40,000 for two 
trainers and coordinators; $11,000 grant for a student-proposed project; and 
$2,000 for evaluation. Just prior to the bill's passage, however, the budget 
was changed to provide $87,788 for instructional materials and curriculum devel
opment, $60,212 for teacher in-service training, and $2,000 for evaluation. Two 
full-time persons were hired to administer the program. 

While most of the respondents interviewed fo'r the case study were encouraged 
that funds had been appropriated which had the potential for implementing the 
K-12 Alcohol Education Project statewide, they felt that the $150,000 appropria
tion was a small and insufficient start. The inability to obtain more funds 
from the legislature was attributed to a position among conservative representa
tion that alcohol education programs are "teaching responsible drinking," rather 
than "responsible decisionmaking about whether to drink." This situation would 
understandably be objectionable to those who advocate total abstention from 
alcohol. Nearly all of the practitioners and advocates for the project inter
viewed as a part of this study were members of the Church of Jesus Christ of 
Latter Day Saints. Surprisingly, some stated that they would prefer to forego 
state funding for the program should the legislature insist that an abstinence 
posture replace the current philosophy. 

OBJECTIVES OF THE SUBSIDIES 

The only stated objective of the Juvenile Court Teen Alcohol/Drug School 
legislation is "to provide an educational, interpersonal skill-building experi
ence for juvenile drug and alcohol offenders and their families." State admin
istrators from the Highway Safety Program Office and the Division of Alcoholism 
and Drugs consider the program's effectiveness to be measured by its ability to 
prevent juveniles from repeating drinking offenses. The program has resulted in 
a maximum 18 percent recidivism rate for subsequent alcohol offenses committed 
within six months after completion of the program. A rather sophisticated 
evaluation performed by the Highway Safety Program Office, to be discussed ,in 
greater detail later, determined that 30 percent recidivism rates were found 
among juveniles who had received traditional court dispositions, such as fines 
'and probation. 

To achieve this goal, the program attempts to promote more responsible 
behavior on the part of teenagers by increasing (1) their understanding about 
the effects of alcohol, (2) their awareness of state alcohol laws, (3) their 
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appreciation of value differences within f iIi 
ability to communicate with f il b am es and among cultures, (4) their 

f am y mem ers and (5) their i i pro es~ional counseling. ' ncent ve to seek 

The Juvenile Court Teen Alcohol/Dru School h 
a source of information rather th t g as purposely been developed as 
ff an reatment. Its teacher k e ort not to pr'esent drinking as ali . s ma e a conscious 

good or bad. Although the participan~~r~ s:~e, or to suggest that drinking is 
the intention is not punishment but dave cen ordered by the court to attend, 
effects of alcohol. e ucation on the physical and psychological 

The objectives of the K-12 Alcohol Ed . 
Juvenile Court Teen Alcohol/Drug School ~c~tion ProJect are similar to the 
this effort is designed to prevent al h i ~ t the important distinction that 
who have committed an alcohol offens co ~ a use among all youth, not just those 
Education Project is that the incide:~e 0; btSic philosophy of the K-12 Alcohol 
among youth if they have a greater d ~ cohol abuse problems will decline 
effectively with lifo's problems h egree 0 self-esteem, are able to cope more 
ism, are more skilled in handlin' i a;e current facts about alcohol and alcohol
in making reasoned decisions. g n erpersonal relationships, and have practice 

The state's objectiv0.s in providin thes 
the development of at least on g e subsidies have been to encourage 
judicial district and to under~r~~:e:il: Court Te~n Alcohol/Drug School in each 
Education Project Both econd proJect site for the K-12 Alcohol 
h • programs were begun on a limit d i 

owever, these small beginnings have id e , exper mental basis; 
mentation and close observatio b proved a manageable scale for the imple
facilitator's manual for the J~ ~l th~ Division of Alcoholism and Drugs. A 
developed to disseminate effecti ven e dourt Teen Alcohol/Drug School has been 
Manuals for the K-12 Alcohol Ed:~a~~~~ep~r~s and techniques to other providers. 
designers in Seattle. oJect were developed by the project's 

TYPES AND LEVELS OF SERVICES SUPPORTED BY THE SUBSIDIES 

Juvenile Court Teen Alcohol/Drug School 

Juvenile court teen alcohol/ d 
Sessions last two hours with th;u~ipr~gr:ms are conducted every five ~'1eeks. 
physical and social effects of alcoho~s ~ur devoted to information on the 
discussion. Topics presented are (1) i·t d e isecond hour involves small group 
d i k n ro uct on to the course (2) h 1 

l
r nh or use drugs, (3) communications within the family (4) b' fW Y peop e 

a co 01, and (5) review. ' a use 0 drugs and 

Providers feel that one of the most im 
thr;, involvement of the entire family. Duri:gor::ent attributes of the program is 
placed in groups ~dth children other than their discussion period, parents are 

own to create a more neutral 
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environment and to allow the adults to hear the expressions, attitudes, and 
fears of other teenagers. Conversely, teenagers are exposed to the viewpoints 
of other par~nts. 

The approach assumes that teenage drinking is one of many problems over 
which parents and children ~xperience conflict. By helping family members to 
clarify values, talk freely with one another and listen more carefully to views 
being expressed, individuals and families are believed able to deal more effec
tively with alcohol and drug-related problems. 

The K-12 Alcohol Education Project 

The K-12 Alcohol Education Prqject is incorporated into the curriculum of 
public schools. Classroom teachers are trained by facilitators or coordinators 
to use especially developed materials, including audiovisual aids, to teach 
youth facts regarding the physiological effects of drinking and to increase 
their skills in determining their own values, making personal choices, and 
resisting negative peer pressure. 

The curriculum is graded to the appreciation and conceptual levels of youth 
from kindergarten through grade 12. It is believed that this prolonged exposure 
is needed to effectively educate children on the effects of alcohol, and thus 
prevent its abuse. Employed as a part of the regular classroom activities for 
about three to four weeks during the school year, the curriculum is packaged 
into kits which include films, tapes, games, posters, charts, and other .resource 
materials. 

The kits range in cost from $185 at the primary school level to $1,395 at 
the senior high level. In the original project, facilitators trained teachers, 
who in turn trained other teachers. It was later found, however, that teachers 
trained directly by facilitators were more effective than those receiving 
instruc tion only from "trained teachers." Accordingly, all teachers who will 
eventually offer the K-12 curriculum are trained by facilitators. For the 
Timpanogos project, the objective is to train all elementary teachers and all 
junior and senior high school health teachers. In Salt Lake Ci ty, a team 
teaching approach is used where teachers who have received the training teach 
the curriculum in other teachers' classes. 
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SERVICES RECEIVED BY JUVENILES AND SOURCES -.-
AND LEVELS OF FUNDING 

The Juvenile Court Teen Alcohol/Drug School 

Juveniles arrested for an alcohol or drug offense can be ordered to attend a 
juvenile court teen alcohol/drug school with their parents. One juvenile court 
district refers a youth after a second offense, customarily levying a fine for 
the first offense. While the remaining districts usually make referrals after a 
first appearance in juvenile court, one district has agreed to allow offenders 
to be referred after arrest without a court appearance. A recent resolution by 
the juvenile court judges recommended that first-time offenders not be processed 
through the courts. A policy to allow law enforcement agencies to make direct 
referrals to the juvenile court teen alcohol/drug school would eliminate an 
appearance in court by youth and their parents. 

In five years, state funds established eight juvenile court schools located 
in Salt Lake, Tooele, Weber, Davis, Price, and Utah Counties, and one five
county consortium serving Washington, Iron, Kane, Garfield, and Beaver Counties. 
Other schools in the Uintah Basin area, Bear River area, and Central Utah area, 
serving a total of 12 counties, will begin soon. Each of Utah's five juvenile 
court districts now have at least one school. During 1979, over 1,000 parents 
and 1,000 juveniles participated in the program statewide. A school in the 
five-county area served only 25 clients, while 865 were enrolled in the Salt 
Lake County program. The 1,052 juveniles in the program in 1979 represent one
third of all juvenile alcohol-related arrests. Juveniles from rural areas, 
comprising 22 percent of Utah's population, are usually not required to attend 
juvenile court teen alcohol/drug schools due to traveling distances to estab
lished schools. 

With authorization of a fee collection by the Juvenile Court Teen Drug/ 
Alcohol Intervention and Prevention Act, Some counties are beginning to support 
their schools locally. In 1979, two counties began collecting fees, but this 
raised less than ten percent of the costs of the program. 

Budget estimates for 1980 indicated that $54,000 will come from the state, 
which amounts to 65 percent of total projected expenditures. The balance will 
be supplied from local sources, about one-half coming from fees and the other 
one-half from agency in-kind contributions. It is interesting to note that 
state funds were nearly equally divided between the budgets of the Highway 
Safety Program Office and the Division of Alcoholism and Drugs. 

Annual budgets for each school receiving funding in 1979 ranged from $7,000 
to $23,000, with the average budget at nearly $12,000. While the state will 
probably continue to fund the program, the long-range goal is to have the 
schools become self-supporting through fee collections. Interviewees stated that 
if state funds were inadequate and fee collection failed to generate sufficient 
revenue to operate, county commissioners and private foundations would be 
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approached. Another provider reported that he had already aroused some interest 
from the Utah Breweries Association to consider partial funding. 

The K-12 Alcohol Education ~roject 

Currently, the K-12 Alcohol Education Project is available in only two areas, 
the Salt Lake City School District and in six of nine school districts of the 
Timpanogos Community Mental Health Center catchment area, with about 26,000 
students in the program. In 1978, ten pilot schools in the Salt Lake City 
School District taught the K-12 alcohol education curriculum to 3,000 students. 
These 29,000 students (in total) represent almost ten percent of Utah's school
age population. As mentioned previously, a $150,000 appropriation in 1980 to 
the Office of Education will support a beginning effort to make alcohol and drug 
education projects available statewide. Whether - additional funding will be 
available from the state to make program expansion possible is not clear at this 
time. 

The Timpanogos Community Mental Health Center project is supported by a 
$50,000 replication grant from the National Institute on Alcohol Abuse and_ 
Alcoholism. This amount was supplemented by a $31,000 in-kind contribution from 
the mental health center. The center is hoping that, after a year's demonstra
tion, continued support will be assumed by the local school boards or an appro
priation from the state legislature. 

For two years, the Salt Lake City School District has received funding 
through an appropriation for the Division of Alcoholism and Drugs. The school 
district's proposed program budget for 1980-81 was for over $40,000. Of that 
amount, slightly over $22,000 was requested from the Division of Alcoholism and 
Drugs (including $5,500 in in-kind resources), $4,000 from the Utah Department 
of Public Safety, slightly over $10,000 from the Salt Lake City School District, 
and $4,000, covering the half-time salary of a secretary, from CETA. 

The project coordinators have been encouraged that the local school board 
has offered financial support and that the Division of Alcoholism and Drugs 
agreed to continue the funding for a second year, even though future support is 
uncertain. The superintendent of the Salt Lake City schools requested that the 
school board set aside $25,000 for in-service training for this project, but the 
proposal was tabled. Despite the fact that the superintendent enjoys a good 
rapport with the board, which has been generally supportive of the project, the 
local school district remains too financially strapped to expand into new 
program areas. It is hoped that the legislature will increase its appropriation 
for alcohol education to the Office of Education and that this agency will use 
the funds to support statewide implementation of the K-12 Alcohol Education 
Project. 
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hostility toward the court in any case, and so it was felt that the court should 
assess the fee at the same time the order is given to attend the school. Such 
an approach might direct some negative feelings away from the school, allowing 
it to begin with more positive feelings among clients from the initial meeting. 
However, other schools required to collect fees have done so without evidence of 
encountering these problems. 

The K-12 Alcohol Education Project 

Because only one K-12 Alcohol Education Project is supported by state funds, 
the procedure for obtaining an allocation has been fairly direct. As mentioned 
previously, the Salt Lake City School District submitted a proposal to the 
National Institute on Alcohol Abuse and Alcoholism to cbnduct the K-12 Alcohol 
Education Project as a replication effort. When the~school district was not 
awarded federal funds, the Division of Alcoholism and Drugs opted ,to use monies 
from its budget to support the program. Since that time, obtaining funds for 
expansion or continuation has been a matter of direct negotiation between the 
Salt Lake City School District and the Division of Alcoholism and Drugs. Funds 
are allocated from the division's budget rather than sought as a direct appro
priation from the state legislature. The school district, however, observes all 
of the formalities expected of any contractor with the division. Proposals, 
budgets, and administrative forms are submitted annually. The administrative 
procedures are explained in the next section. 

ADMINISTRATIVE REQUIREMENTS 

Like the arrangement for funding the Salt Lake City schools' K-12 Alcohol 
Education Project, a juvenile court district may indicate to the Division of 
Alcoholism and Drugs a need for a juvenile court teen alcohol/drug school. The 
division, then, negotiates a contract with an appropriate local agency. To 
receive monthly reimbursements, the agency must submit a specification of serv
ices, a budget, and a "POME" statement. The "POME" statement contains an 
analYSis of the "problem," a list of measurable "objectives," a description of 
treatment "methods" to be used, and an approach to an "evaluation" of accom
plishments. Progress to date is indicated on the statement, which serves as a 
framework for making qt'lal'i:crly progress reports as well as the original proposal. 
The context describes the agency's efforts during the preceding quarter to meet 
its objectives as stipulated in the proposal. A quantified estimate of the 
progress made toward measurable objectives is given. If objectives are not 
achieved, reasons explaining in detail any deficiencies, as well as future modi
fications, are added to the report. The reports are due in October, January, 
April, and July. 

Submitted with the July POME statement is an annual report which covers activ
ities of the preceding fiscal year. The provider evaluates management procedures, 
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organizational structures, fiscal management, and contract services. In 
addition,. the provider is requested to participate in the State Management 
Information and Evaluation System. The agency agrees to provide statistical 
reports each month and to participate in special surveys as required. The state 
offers technical assistance by training an agency representative to serve as a 
Hechanized Information System (MIS) contact person. 

Claims for payment are made by submitting billing statements to the division 
by the twentieth of each month. Late claims are honored, given that they are 
not submitted past the close of the fiscal year, and no money is forwarded until 
the management information data have been received. A financial report summa
rizing total program operating expenses and income is sent to the division bi
annually. 

The provider is also expected, within 180 days of submitting the final 
expenditure report, to fHe a fiscal audit and copies of any other formal audit 
conducted on the agency's program by an internal or external audit team. 
Financial records, reflecting all expenditures and income from other sources, are 
to be kept for four years. State contracts explicitly convey the expectation 
that the agency will make every possible effort to locate, solicit, and obtain 
local consumer, third-party, and other fiscal resources. 

Alcohol and drug treatment programs are subject to standards monitored by 
the division. Equal rights and due process considerations are also observed, 
since contracts stipulate that providers must establish and maintain written 
procedures by which recipients of the services may present grievances about the 
operation of the program. The delivery of services must also reflect compliance 
with the Civil Rights Act of 1964, prohibiting discrimination on the basis of 
race, color, religion, sex, or national origin; Executive Order No. 11246 
(Affirmative Action); and Section 504 of the Rehabilitation Act of 1973, prohibi
ting discrimination of any handicapped person solely on the basis of his or her 
handicap. The state agrees to provide manpower and training activities to 
direct service personnel and to disseminate information regarding new programs 
and funding sources. 

ORGANIZATIONAL STRUCTURES 

Neither the Juvenile Court Teen Alcohol/Drug School nor the K-12 Alcohol 
Education Project demand an elaborate administrative structure. At the state 
level, the oversight of each program takes only part time of a staff profes
sional. While there are regional alcohol and drug councilS, these only function 
in an advisory rather than administrative capacity. All administrative matters 
are handled directly between state ~ivision staff and provider agencies. 

Locally, the Juvenile Court Teen Alcohol/Drug Schools also tend to have 
part-time coordinators, while the K-12 Alcohol Education Project has a full-time 
administrator. Only the distribution of funds for the Juvenile Court Teen 
Alcohol/Drug Schools involves county commissioners. Fees for services are 
collected by the state from either the juvenile court or the provider agency, 
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subject to the court's discretion. When billed by the provider agency, the 
state sends the reimbursement to the county treasury, which maintains an account 

from which the agency draws its expenses. 

Successful operation of the Juvenile Court Teen Alcohol/Drug School Project 
requires cooperation among the local alcohol and drug treatment centers, the 
juvenile courts, and law enforcement agencies. Wi thout confidence in one 
another, the program would likely fail. Likewise, the K-12 Alcohol Education 
Project has striven to enlist the cooperation of area drug and alcohol treat
ment centers, community mental health centers, other social service agencies, 
law enforcement agencies, local and state boards of education, and the research 

departments of Utah's state universities. 

At the state level, the cooperation between the Division of Alcoholism and 
Drugs and the Highway Safety Program Office is, by previous description, readily 
apparent. However, another interesting example of state-level coordination is 
described in Section 6 of the chapter in the Utah code which established the 
Division of Alcoholism and Drugs. This section calls for the ~evelopment of an 
Interdepartmenta.l Coordinating Council consisting of the state planning coordi
nator, the executive director of the Department of Social Services, the directors 
of five of the department's d1 visions, the commissioner of the Department of 
public Safety, a district judge, a juvenile court judge, a city court judge, the 
Superintendent of public Instruction, the commissioner of the Utah System of 
Higher Education

t 
and the director of the Department of Business Regulation. 

The council meets every three months to ensure that programs relating to 
alcoholism and drug abuse are not overlapping, duplicating services, or 
conflicting. Changes in legislation, policy, or implementation made by the 
council are submitted to the governor and the legislature. 

INTERGOVERNMENTAL RELATIONS 

Utah is a unique state, since the majority of its citizens share common 
religious beliefs and church affiliation. There is a great deal of common 
perspective among state and local leaders. The only friction cited by inter
viewees comes when state officials expect actions on the part of local govern
ments without providing funds for execution. Some local officials stated that 
the delivery of certain types of services should be the responsibility of state 
administration and not of local governmen.t. Basically, however, case-study 
respondents stated that the funding arrangement of the Juvenile Court Teen 
Alcohol/Drug School and the K-12 Alcohol Education Projects has strengthened 

state-local relations. 
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GENERAL EVALUATIONS OF THE SUCCESS OF THE SUBSIDIES 

The Juvenile Court Teen Alcohol/Drug School 

The Juvenile Court Teen Alcohol/Dru S h 
of greater sophistication than perhaps a

g 
c ~Ol has undergone more eva~uations 

Evaluation of drug and alcohol sch I ;y ot :1' program surveyed by this study. 
T. J. Thomas and D. R. Anderson °foousnd a~~s ack to 1970. In 1970, a study by 
drugs among juveniles who attended a' si~nificant attitude changes about 
likely to hold a stereoty e vi f Ql'ug sc 001, although parents were less 
Thomas determined that dru P_rela~w dO f a drug user after the course. In 1971, 
drug school declined 79 pe;cent i: a 0 ;enses among juveniles who had attended a 
Marjorie Funk replicated the Thomas :t:~-ym~nt~9P7e3riod following its completion. 
decline. n and discovered an 87 percent 

In 1975, D. Adams used the first e i 
effectiveness of an alcohol school xper mental and control groups to test the 
of the juveniles recidivated, compa~:~grt:m·30 In the treatment group, 13 percent 
during the six-month period foIl i 1 percent in the no-treatment group 
analysis of records kept b the;; ng comp eticm of the alcohol program. An 
1974 and June 1976 showed [hat the vr~:~~~ ~f Alcoholism and Drugs between April 
school students was 34 percent duri Vi sm rate among juvenile court alcohol 
and 15 percent during the six-month npgosta b

S 
x-monlth period prior to the sessions o servat on petiod. 

The most thorough study of the Utah juvenile court 
conducted for the National Hi h '1' _ ff' alcohol school was 
Comparisons among three groups w:r:a~adera G

iC S~fe~ Administration in 1978. 
consisted of juvenile alcohol offenders· and r~~p i' nown as the "school group," 
to attend the alcohol school A del' parents ordered by the court 
juvenile alcohol offenders an~ thei:ecpon ~rou~, the "contact group," involved 
sessions held weekly. The first and ~ren s w 0 participated in five one-hour 
second, third, and fourth sessions wast sessions were used for testing; the 
receiving literature on the subject ere ~~ent watching alcohol-related films and 
control in measuring the effects of fiV w s'k gro?" was established to serve as a 
members of a third group the "I' 1 e ee so" official attention." Finally, 
dispositions for alcohol ~ffenses egu a~ gro~p, were given conventional court 
other agencies. Parents and jUV~ :~c as ines, probation, and referrals to 
After five cycles of the school ~ es were randomly assigned to the groups. 
were included in the school grou~' ;j ~eenagers, 173 mothers, and 115 fathers 
the contact group' and 71 teen ' 5geenagers, 72 mothers, and 47 fathers in 

, agel's, mothers and 39 f th i 
group. An analysis of background demo ra hi' a ers n the regular 
ble, or at least not significantly biagd Pi cs showed the groups to be comparase n anyone factor. 

Participants in the school regular a d 
naires prior to and after th~ir I' 'tt contact groups were given question-
lasted six months. A one-way an:;P:~s ve treatments. The follow-up period 
average changes in responses on varia of variance was used to compare the 
ments. A level of 0.15 was chosen fo nce questions after completion of treat
cant changes. Questionnaire I' the reporting of statistically signifi-

responses were categorized and indexed to determine 
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background demographics, criminal and driving history, treatment motivation, 
self-perception; family life perception, parental support, juvenile perception 
of parental support, communications, peer relationships, alcohol knowledge, phys
ical alcohol use, and at ti tude toward use of alcohol. Juvenile court sta
tistics gathered independently were used to determine recidivism rates. Some of 
the findings are as follows: 

;1 I 

(1) 

(2) 

(3) 

(4) 

( 5) 

(6) 

(7) 

During a six-month period following the school cycles,. juveniles 
in the school group averaged 0.19 alcohol-related arrests during 
the follow-up time period, as compared to 0.16 for those in the 
contact group, and 0.21 for juveniles in the regular group. De
scribed another way, 11.8 percent of the school group were repeat 
offenders during this time period, 10.8 percent of the contact 
group repeated, and 16.9 percent of the regular group repeated. 
The results comparing the proportions of juveniles among the three 
groups involved in accidents are similar. Within the school 
group, 3.6 percent of the juveniles were involved in crashes 
during the follow-up period, 2.4 percent of those in the contact 
group, and 4.2 percent of the regular group. 
There were no systematic differences before and after treatment in 
driving attitudes among the three study groups. 
The juveniles in the study did not change their opinions of their 
parents' supportiveness after attendance at the school, contact, 
or regular sequences. The mothers and fathers in the study did 
not change their levels of supportiveness of their teenagers after 
experiencing their respective treatments. 
Juveniles in the school group reacted more positively to following 
a counselor's advice after school attendance than did those juve
niles attending the contact and regular sequences. On the other 
hand, the juveniles in the school groups were less inclined to 
find nondrinking-related activities than were the juveniles 
attending the contact and regular sequences. 
There is no sample evidence that the juvenile court alcohol school 
increased communication between parelIts and teenagers as measured 
by the questionnaire responses. 
The teenagers in the study reported no change in alcohol consump-
tion, regardless of group. 

Given that the school group and contact group appeared to yield comparable 
results, the relatively inexpensive treatment given the contact group led the 
Division of Alcoholism and Drugs to consider supporting the three to five 
film/lecture sessions, rather than the more comprehensive juvenile court alcohol 
schools. Many people came quickly to the defense of the juvenile court alcohol 
schools. Among the reasons for continuation cited was that the schools provided 
an arena in which to test various treatment approaches. Second, it was sug
gested that the research be expanded to include secondary dependent variables 
such as parent/teen relationships I' problem drinking among youth, use of treat
ment services following school participation, and the effe~ts on communication 
patterns in the family. Realizing that most juveniles will continue to drink, 
it was felt that reductions in problem drinking and family disorganization, and 
increased use of services by families who need it were perhaps, in the last 
analysis, more important than whether or not a youth was rearrested, the basis 
on which the program had been predicated. 
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The program is highly regarded and popular among the media, receiving 
frequent attention in a number of newspapers. Subjective evaluations given by 
teenagers and parents who participate in the school are usually positive, an 
unexpected finding since families ordered to attend the school are usually 
resistant at the outset. However, it was felt that this resistance dissipated 
as activities advanced. The counselors an4 facilitators who operate the program 
are generally perceived as competent, dedicated, and willing to offer their 
expertise for remuneration far below the market rate. 

The K-12 Alcohol Education Project 

As a replication project contractor for the National Institute on Alcohol 
Abuse and Alcoholism, the Timpanogos Community Mental Health Center is required 
to conduct a fairly sophisticated analysis of the K-l2 Alcohol Education Project. 
At least one evaluation has already been conducted to measure the impact of 
training workshops on participating teachers and the impact of the alcohol 
education curriculum on students in grades four through six and some junior and 
senior high school students. Experimental data were collected on the students 
of the trained teachers. At least one classroom at each grade level was selected 
from schools in both urban and rural settings. A comparable number of control 
classrooms were obtained as well. 

Questionnaires were administered before and after training workshops to 115 
teachers participating in these sessions. The teachers were measured on knowl
edge achieved, changes in attitudes, ability to lead discussions, and skill in 
formulating coping strategies. Of the 115 teachers trained, nearly 73 percent 
used the curriculum during the 1979-80 school year, and 77 percent anticipate 
using it in 1980-81. Students were also tested following the presentation of 
the alcohol education curriculum. For the students, scores for knowledge 
gained, improvement of self-concept, assumption of responsibility for problems, 
determination of prob1emsolving strategies, and changes in attitudes were 
obtained. 

The findings showed that 88.9 percent of the 115 teachers gave the three-day 
training workshops a four or a five on a scale of one to five. None rated the 
sessions at less than a three. On the same scale, 87.5 percent of the teachers 
rated the cur~dculum a four or a five. Ninety-one percent of the teachers did 
not use alcohol. Most abstained on principle. Fifty-eight percent favored 
prohibition. Among students, tq.e findings indicated that students who had 
received the instruction scored significantly higher on knowledge of alcohol and 
its effects than students who did not. More refined analysis, however, showed 
that the difference in knowledge scores was only significant for the fourth 
grade. There were no significant differences in self-concept or attitude scores 
between experimental and control groups at any grade level. For all four areas 
of decisionmaking skills, the experimental group scored higher than the control 
group at the junior high school level. Regarding attitudes toward alcohol 
consumption, both experimental and control groups responded predominantly in the 
direction that the alcohol education program promoted. 
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It appears that the knowledge scores of the experimental group were the only 
ones showing any consistency in growth when compared to students in the control 

: group. This is probably not surprising since the other major factors, self
concept, attitude, ,and decisionmaking skills, would need much longer than a four
we~k exposure to a given curriculum to show marked change. One would expect 
significant changes over time, however, given that students received instruction 
year after year beginning in kindergarten through high school. This situation 
calls for a longitudinal evaluation which the Utah implementors have plans to 
undertake. 

What seems to be a variable equally important as measurable changes in 
knowledge, attitude, and decisionmaking skills is whether people think that the 
program works. Like the Juvenile Court Teen Alcohol/Drug Schools, the K-12 
Alcohol Education Project has received considerable media attention. One of 
Utah's television stations recently produced a half-hour feature on the program. 
The evaluation had also found that 89 percent of students in senior high school 
folt that the program should be offered in school. 

The reception among some teachers has been mixed. While some embrace the 
program enthusiastically, others do not wish to be burdened with extra respon
sibilities. Just handling a standard curriculum is sufficiently difficult, some 
feel, without having to attend extra training sessions or using additional 
materials. Another objection among teachers arises from the fact that so many 
teachers are Mormons. Their own persuasions are to abstain from drinking, and 
like some members of the legislature, feel that the K-12 Alcohol Education 
Project teaches responsible use of alcohol, rather than responsible decision
making about whether to drink at all. 
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UTAH JUVENILE DETENTION SERVICES SUBSIDY 

BACKGROUND AND ACKNOWLEDGMENTS 

The purpose of this case study is to describe the history, development and 
future of the Utah Juvenile Detention Services Subsidy (Utah Code Annotated 
Section 55-11a-5) enacted in 1961 to assist counties in the construction, capi~ 
tal improvements, operation, and maintenance of secure detention facilities for 
juveniles. Such facilities are deemed necessary to temporarily hold or detain 
arrested juveniles to assure their appearance in court or to protect them or the 
public from additional harm. 

On-site interviews were conducted from February 4-8, 1980, in two locations: 
Salt Lake City (Salt Lake County) and Provo (Utah County). Several people were 
interviewed and numerous descriptive documents were obtained. 
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The staff of the Academy for Contemporary Problem a~knowledges the fOllowin~ 
i t be interviewed and in providing requeste 

individuals for givicnagsethsetiurdyt. mewe 0 are grateful to them for their cooperation 
documents for this 
and assistance. 

State Legislators 

Steve Holbrook, Utah House of Representattves, Salt Lake 
Representative 

City 

State Administrators 

Willard Halmstrom, Program Specialist , Division of Family Services, 
Department of Social Services, Salt Lake City 

i i of Family Services, Department of 
John Billings, Director, Div s on 

Social Services, Salt Lake City 

Local Elected Officials 

William Hutchinson, County Commissioner, Salt Lake City 

Local Administrators 

James R. ~>1alker, Superintendent, 
Salt Lake City 

Halcom Evans, Superintendent, Utah 

Salt Lake County Detention Center, 

County youth Home, Provo 

d in the interest of having a southwestern 
Utah was selected for case s:e y t d's rimary interest in this state per-

state as a part of t~is sa~Pie~ubstan~eua~usePprevention subsidy programs; thus, 
tained to its severa spec a 1 fforded us the opportunity to examine 
the visit planned for this purpose a so a 
one of several state detention subsidies. 

ORGANIZATIONAL CONTEXT 

Utah law delegates to each county the resPa~~S~!~::~ri~g p:;~;~e ~:~~:~~~~: 
while the state maintains a standard-settting They are located in Salt Lake 
there are three subsidized detention cen ers. i Utah County) and 
City (serving Salt Lake and TooeleDa~~~ntc~eus;t'ie~)ov:r~:~r:c~!ssible to abo~t 80 
Ogden (serving Horgan, Weber, tndi I addition there are four holdover 
percent of the state's popu at on. n hin ton Counties, providing services 
facilities in Cache,Carbon, Ironi ~~: W~s ula~ion. The remaining 19 counties 
for an additional nine percent

i 
0 d t ~i~n or holdover facility, or use the 

either contract with an exist ng e en 
adult jail for detention. 

The Division of Family 
responsible for administering 

Services, Department of 
the Juvenile Detention 
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facilities in Cache, Carbon, Iron, and Washington Counties, providing services 
for an additional nine percent of the population. The remaining 19 counties 
either contract with an existing detention or holdover facility, or use the 
adult jail for detention. 

The Division of Family Services, Department of Social Services, is 
responsible for administering the Juvenile Detention Services Subsidy to 
facilities for the custody and detention of children under 18 years of age. The 
Division of Family Services recommends that each detention facility have a 
citizen's detention advisory board whose membership is representative of the 
community and is interested in child welfare issues. Advisory boards are formed 
to evaluate, advise, and recommend policies and procedures. In addition, a state 
Youth Corrections Advisory Board is appointed by the governor to establish 
policy for the Division of Family Services. A chart depicting organizational 
elements relevant to 'the Detention Services Subsidy is found in Figure 1. 

POLITICAL AND LEGISLATIVE HISTORY 

State financial assistance to counties to construct, maintain, and operate 
juvenile detention facilities has been available in Utah since 1961. The 
subsidy legislation (Utah Code Annotated, Section 55-lla-5) stipulates that 
county governments are responsible for detention services, while the state would 
provide reimbursements for "up to 50 percent" of the costs. Until 1976, the 
state had maintained its 50 percent portion of total expenditures. However, 
beginning that year, the state exercised the option implied in the phrase "up to 
50 percent" and, in effect, provided only 41 percent of the total costs of 
operating detention facilities in the state. Each year thereafter the propor
tion not only remained below 50 percent but continued to decrease for three 
consecutive years so that in 1977 only 42 percent of the costs were met, in 
1978 only 38 percent, in 1979 only 32 percent, and by 1980 the state was meeting 
only 28 percent of total costs. Fortunately, the percentage for 1980 was able 
to be increased to 32 percent with the addition of $156,000 from underspending 
in other areas by the Department of Social Services. 

The falling proportion of state support did not go unnoticed. In 1976, 
administrators of the three major detention centers in the state began to 
express concern about the shortfall. Officials responsible for budgets in 
several counties were also troubled. By mid-l978, the detention superintendents 
became convinced that the law should be amended to reverse the state's sliding 
support. 

A bill was prepared by the three superintendents and presented to the 1979 
Utah Legislature. This bill called for the state to' contdbute 50 percent of 
the costs, rather than "up to 50 percent," thereby eliminating the possibility 
of the state falling short of expected contributions. However, several circum
stances led to the bill's failure in its first introduction. 

First of all, no study had been conducted supporting the need for the 
legislation by any legislative committee. Second, the Department of Social 
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FIGURE 1. ORGANIZATION OF AGENCIES RELEVANT TO THE UTAH 
JUVENILE DETENTION SERVICES SUBSIDY 

GOVERNOR 

DEPARTMENT OF 
SOCIAL SERVICES 

f------

DIVISION OF 
FAMILY SERVICES 1 

.. 
SUBSIDY FUNDS FLOW TO 

I COUN~Y GOVERNMENTS"\ 

\\ 

YOUTH CORRECTIONS 
ADVISORY BOARD 

DETENTION CENTERS ~ - - - DETENTION 
ADVISORY BOARD 

Services has been divided into three units by 
organization has not yet become law. The 1. The Division of Family 

administrative directive. This new 
three units are: 

(1) Children, youth and Families 
(2) Youth Corrections 
(3) Mental Retardation and Deviant Disabilities. 

ld also produce plans to increase 
Services was worried that other grou::us WO~training the department's budget. 
state support for their programs, , t been involved in writing the 
Further~ the Utah AssociatiO~ of k COf~~ti~:S h~:s:~ge. Once the bill was filed, 
bill or in laying the groun wor ti i ate in working for its passage. The 
however, county lobbyists dibd pa~ CPt day it failed in the House, losing by 
Senate passed the bill 26-1, ut t e nex 
only two votes. 
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The opposition in the House came from a few legislators who were concerned 
that the bill's enactment would result in a "blank check" for county detention 
services, requiring the state to reimburse 50 percent of local expenditures, 
regardless of appropriation levels. To overcome this objection, the following 
language was inserted in the bill when it was reintroduced in 1980: 

At l,east 12 months prior to the beginning of the state fiscal 
year for which state assistance is sought, the county or 
coun.ties operating the detention facility shall submit to the 
state department of social services a proposed budget for 
capital improvements and operation and maintenance of the 
facility which, upon concurrence by the state department, 
shall be submitted to the legislature. Nothing in this 
section shall prohibit the legislature from amending the 
proposed budget. ~ requirement of ~ least 50 percent 
assistance by the state shall apply only ~ the budget 
approved by the legislature. (EmphaSis added.) 

For the bill's second introduction, the House of Representatives' Interim 
Social Service Committee conducted a study regarding the need for the legisla
tion. Also, many individuals and groups were contacted in an attempt to broaden 
the base of support, including county lobbyists, county commissioners, and state 
legislators. A formal resolution supporting the provision for "no less than 50 
percent state reimbursement for detention services" was adopted by the Utah 
Association of Counties on October 12, 1979. Other lobbying efforts included a 
legislative breakfast which was sponsored bl the youth-serving agencies of Salt 
Lake City, which included an oral presentation with audiovisual aids. Finally, 
influential legislators from both parties representing counties with detention 
centers were secured as sponsors for House Bill 35. 

This time the bill passed easily in both houses (22-0 in the Senate, where 
no real opposition had existed, and 62-4 in the House) and, accordingly, the 
language of the bill was changed from "up to 50 percent of the total net expendi
ture" to "at least 50 percent of the total net expenditure." It became effec
tive· July 1, 1981. 

ALLOCATION OF FUNDS 

State financial assistance of at least 50 percent of total net expenditures 
for approved capital improvements; operation, and maintenance is provided to 
counties complying with minimum standards established by the Division of Family 
Services. In situations where counties contract with each other, the DiviSion 
of Family Services will supplement the payment of detention services up to 50 
percent of daily per capi ta cos ts. Also, a county in contract with another 
county for detention care may bill the division and receive up to 50 percent of 
the cost of transporting a child to and from the facility, except when this task 
is undertaken by a regular law enforcement officer acting in an official capac
ity. Approved expenditures include salaries, food, cl~thing, utilities, profes
sional services, and various operating and maintenance activities. Monthly 
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the fifth working day following the month requests for payment are submitted by 
during which services were delivered. 

ADMINISTRATIVE REQUIREMENTS 

f the costs of construction, operation, To qualify for state reimbursement 0 al by the Division of Family 
h t t requires prior approv . i 

and maintenance, t e s a e t ction or capital improvements, pr or 
Services of specifications for new cons ~u. of a specific work plan for the 
approval by the Division of Fam~IY tS:;v D~~~sion of Family Services that the 
fiscal year, and certifiCadti~n a: outlined in the Utah code. 
facility meets minimum stan ar s 

Services is directed by law to providie "gufidainlcietiea:d The Division of Family and administration of detent on ac • 
direction" in the establishment a program specialist in the division assigned This is accomplished primarily by 
to administer the subsidy. 

t h Standard d least once every six mon s. 
Each facility is inspecte at t be submitted to the division. 

reporting forms~!j.d written annual r:~~rt:r m;:voke approval of funds, if the 
The division has the power to susp ith tandards of the Division of Family 
detention facility no longer complies ; b :he county and the state requires 
Services. Annual audits are conducte ~ y til an audit has been completed by 
that records be retained for three yeadro :ri u~erviewed.reported that he had been 

E h detention superinten en n 
~~~i:~:t~; bo;~ the county and state within the past three years. 

d Ian of operation includes details on The annual synopsis of the program an p if ing number of youth detained 
budget and staff, and a statistical summar~ ~~~~ns~s length of stay, average 
annually, reasons for detention, types 0 it's exceeded, average length 
daily population, number of ~~~:r aPln~oovr:~t~~ac whic:

a 
might reflect monthly or 

of st<;ly, disposition, and 
yearly trends. 

~ ists the date and hour each child was 
A daily log is also required, which L d th date and hour of discharge and 

brought in and by whom, who was notified, an I e be kept on file. The detention 
by whom. A copy of the referral report mus~ ~os~he juvenile court having juris
facility is required to make a daily redPor f d ission reason for detention, 

i the name ate 0 am, 
diction. The report g vdes t fOr' each child admitted. probation officer assigne , e c., 

ablishes standards for the operation of 
The Division of Family Services est k d 'release procedures, personnel 

f ility It specifies inta e an t It 
the detention ac. building and equipment requiremen s. 
standards, standards of care, and bas.7c f r admission to a detention facil
also offers suggested guidelines for ~easo~~an~ards are outlined in a pamphlet 
ity" and construction gUidelfi~es. f ets:e Detention of Children. 
entitled Minimum Standards .£.... ~ -2!. __ __ 
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TYPES AND LEVELS OF SERVICES SUPPORTED BY THE SUBSIDY 

The subsidy supports three detention facilities located in the major popula
tion centers of the state, which serve approximately 80 percent of the state's 
population, either directly or by contract with a nearby facility. Also avail
able are four holdover facilities. Without state funds none of the seven facil
ities would probably exist. 

Holdover facilities provide detention for up to 48 hours, unless a child is 
under a court order to be held longer. Holdover facilities serve counties 
located at such a distance from one of the three detention facilities that trans
portation is impractical'~or a juvenile needing immediate detention. However, a 
small percentage of the population, probably less than ten percent living in the 
southeast and southcentral portions of the state, have neither holdover facil
ities nor easy access to one of the three detention centers. 

The three detention facilities offer a variety of services to youth. Accord
ing to the legislation, each detention center must offer instruction through the 
eighth grade, similar to that which is provided in the public schools. The 
local school district is required to provide the basic instructional material. 
The school programs typically include physical education, arts and crafts, home
making, and remedial instruction in reading and mathematics. 

The centers also provide recreational activities. The program in Salt Lake 
City, for example, offers arts and crafts, reading and educational films, sports, 
and other diversions, such as group discussion, music periods, letter writing, 
and so forth. 

The Minimum Standards of Care for the ,Detention of Children manual suggests 
that, "when possible a volUnteer program shall be deSigned to complement and 
enrich the daily activities at a detention facility." Several areas of volunteer 
service are suggested, such as programs in homemaking, foods and nutrition, arts 
and crafts, grooming and personal hygiene, tutoring, performing arts, and so 
forth. The Salt Lake County Detention Center has prepared a publication entitled 
Listen! The Volunteer Service Program, describing its volunteer effort. At the 
present time, about 100 volunteers contribute between 300 to 400 hours of serv
ice each month to this facility. The types of services performed parallel those 
suggested in the minimum standards manual. 

Centers also offer clinical, psychological, and social work services. Gen
eral medical service and emergency medical and dental care are also provided. 

SERVICES RECEIVED BY JUVENILES 

The Utah State Juvenile Court establishes the following guidelines on deten
tion for ungovernable children beyond the control of parents or school authori
ties or children who have run away from homef 
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(1) Law enforcement agencies and personnel are to be instructed that 
in any case where they take a runaway child into custody or in any 
case where the parents or custodian or school official is re
questing law enforcement assistance to take an out-of-control 
child into custody, such child is not to be brought directly to a 
detention facility. The child is to be taken to the nearest 
office of the Division of Family Services (or contract agency). 
If no such office is available in the community, a caseworker of 
the Division of Family Services is to be contacted for instruc
tions on disposition of the child at that point. The law requires 
that: "when an officer or other person takes a child into custody, 
he shall without delay notify the parents. The child shall then 
be released to his parent or other responsible adult unless his 
immedlate welfare or protection of the community requires that he 
be detained." (Section 55-10-90 UCA, 1953, as amended). In run
away and out-of-control cases, a caseworker of the Division of 
Family Services or contract agency is a responsible adult to Whom 
the officer should release the child if circumstances preclude 
immediate release to a parent. If the child cannot be cared for 
in emergency foster care, the caseworker may bring the child to a 
detention facility provided the case meets the requirements set 

forth in the following paragraph. 
(2) Detention intake personnel are only to accept out-of-control and 

runaway children for detention upon application of a caseworker of 
the Division of Family Services (or contract agency). The child 
shall be admitted only if a written report is submitted at the 
time of application for detention or a verbal report is reduced to 

writing at that time showing: 

a. That the emotional condition or total circumstances of 
the child are such that there is a very high probability 
the child will physically harm himself or others if not 

b. The reasons why court authorized shelter care would jeop
ardize the welfare of the child or the protection of the 

community as an alternate to detention. 

detained. 

One respondent felt that some youth were inappropriately placed in secure 
detention in lieu of other alternatives. Utah retains exclusive original juris
diction in juvenile court for all matters relating to delinquency, dependency, 
and neglect of individuals under 18 years of age. Status offenders (truants, 
runaways, etc.) are referred to the Division of Family Services, but these youth 
also may be sent to juvenile court and plaeed in detention if the division fails 
"after earnest and persistent efforts." Current estimates indicate that between 
ten to 20 percent of those in detention are status offenders. This rate, how
ever, has been dropping steadily since the 1977 passage of legislation to trans
fer primary jurisdiction of status offenders to the Division of Family Services. 
A 1977 study by Arthur D. Little, Inc., concluded that about one-third of the 
cases referred to juvenile court could be classified as "status offenders." 

John Billings, Director, Division of Family Services, was recently quoted in 
Juvenile Justice D,igest (April 18, 1980) regarding inappropriate detentions. He 
said that more than one-half of the juveniles arrested and placed in Salt Lake 
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County Detention Center did 
community-based program. Mosntot need to be locked up and should b I 
center are arrested f juveniles processed through h e p aced in a d or minor off t e county detention 

rug possession public d k enses, like "joyriding h I f "not d ' run enness and smoking," ' s op i ting, theft, 
a anger to the public." according to Billings, and are 

. . Billings also questioned the bed 'costing $50 a da to need for adding more bed space at 
supported i ... y maintain, when for about $30 d ' $50,000 per n a community-based p a ay a Juvenile could b 
that relcidiVism rates for YOuthr~~~~~~edAct"0rding to the article, Billings sai: 
are on y one-third as hi h 0 community-based treatment ~~~:ntliioV:ssu:~~~ted wehre h~me a:et~:~i~~~s~P!,::::!'t!;~;!;Zed. i Alterna:::;sra~: 

anot er young pe1:"on who ms, n which the juve-
~~ograms, in which a person is ass"igned t w~rks or goes to school; "tracker" 

mes; and various types of group homes. 0 eep track of the ,juvenile at all 

SOURCES AND LEVELS OF FUNDING 

State expenditures for the Juve increased. above the $450 000 a' nile Detention Services Subsidy have been 

~~~d~9~~e~~~~:t t~~ :~~;~:~~~~~~:~:!:::~~o~i;:::~ ~~r F~~~l;a~=r:;:es~ea~: ~~~~ 
f~~: leftover funds to bring state expen:i~ the same, the division added $50 000 
$ , 000 was added to meet $ 556 000 i ures up to $ 500, 000. In fiscal 1980 
!98l are anticipated to be abou; $633 ~o~pen:tures. Expenditures for Uscai 

o gradually meet the requirements 0' " • ese additions have been attem ts 
effective date of July I, 1981. f at least 50 percent" before the 1a~' s 

Detention facilities also receive sources. For example, the Utah Count some special project funds from federal 
ra~t for computer assistance with re:or<;:ov~ Detention Center anticipates a 
1:: t~omes from other states for detentio:e~/g. A very small percentage of 

an one percent of the total ' runaways, but this typical I is 
responsible for virtually all • In general, counties and the state Yar 
the burden. costs, with counties currently shoulderi e ng most of 

INTERGOVERNMENTAL RELATIONS 

With the passage of House Bill a minimum of 50 percent of 35 mandating that the state reimburs ~~~~;v:e",,~d local officials :~a\:::t:~s:~:e:.'jor\'1~~int of disagreeme:t c;:~!;:: 
dissatisfied ex,::,~~ss~~e satisfaction with the current arr::e'::;Ption, all those 

responsible for all juv::~~::Sj~:~ic!OOk the position that th; st~: o::o~;:s~n 
were that the state should administe~r~~:::~iin Utah. The arguments presente~ on services and other community-
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based programs since (1) most counties could not afford them, and (2) the state 
is better equipped than the counties to "have a general, integrated overview of 
juvenile justice." 

Differing fiscal years between the state and some counties pres-ants prob
lems. In one case, the county finds it must develop a detention budget 15 
months in advance, causing some difficulty in being able to anticipate needs and 
the economic situation that far ahead. 

GENERAL EVALUATIONS OF THE SUCCESS OF THE SUBSIDY 

Detention facilities have been established and now operate to serve most of 
the state's needs for secure placements. The detention subsidy has provided 
counties with funding to operate three detention facilities and four holdover 
facilities. In 1979, ther,e was serious doubt that the strategy would continue 
to work as long as the percentage of state support was falling below the 50 
percent level, but this condition has since been corrected. 

The subsidy has successfully established the state and county governments as 
partners in the responsibility of detention facilities for juveniles. While the 
state sets standards and monitors compliance, the county administers and main
tains the facilities. This arrangement seems to work to the satisfaction of 
most people involved. 

Utah is seeking funding for two additional holdover facilities, one in San 
Juan County to serve in the southeastern section of the state and one in the 
Basin area, near the Wyoming-Colorado border, to serve Daggett, Vintah, and 
Duchesne Counties. If state support is obtained from the legislature in 
February or March 1981, funding for these facilities could begin July 1, 1981. 
It appears that the subsidy will continue with standard increases to compensate 
for inflation, thus maintaining the state's 50 percent minimum share. 
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Economic Opportunity Act 
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