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I~PLEMENTATION OF THE JUVENILE JUSTICE AND 
DELINQUENCY PREVENTION ACT OF 1974 : 

~ A Y ,  SXPTEMBI~ 27, 1977 

" U.S. Sr~wA~, 
S ~ s c o ~ r r r ~  TO I~TWSTIOArs 

JUVE~LE D F ~ n ~ Q ~ c r  oF 
C o ~ r r ~  o~ r s~  JUDXC~R~, 

~hingt~, D~C. 
The subcommittee met, pursuant to notice, at 9:40 a.m., in room 

1318, Dirksen Senate O•ce Building, Hon. John  C. Culver (chair- 
: 'an of the subcommittee) presiding. 
"~ Present: Senators Culver, ~ Bayh, and l~Iathias. 

Staff present: Josephine Gittler, chief counsel; Steven Rapp, sta~ 
director; Cliff Vaupel, assistant chief counsel; Mary Jolly, c o ~ l  to 
~enator Bahy; and ~Iike Klipper, counselto Senator Mathias. 

S T A T Y ~ T  0~ HON. 10HN C. CULVER, A U.S. SENATOR 
YROM IOWA 

Senator CULV~. The hearin~ will come to order. 
The U.S. Senate JudiCiary Subcommittee to Investigate Juvenile 

Delinquency is convening today to hear testimony concerning the 
implementation of the Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Preven- 
tion Act of  1974. 

This subcommittee was responsible for the drafting of the Act 
or  1974, making Federal funds available to the States, localities, and 
public and private agencies for the purpose Of improvin existing • ° . ~. g 

systems of juvemle justice. 
In the act, Congress placed extremely high priority on the removal 

of so-called "status offenders," the noncm~ninal youths, from adult 
jails and other secure facilities and institutions. 

Congress speci~cally required that all States that received grants 
u,~der the act must cease the practice of locking up juveniles who 
are alleged to have engaged in conduct which would not be crim- 
inal if engaged in by adults. 

Under the act, States were given a specified period of time within 
which to stop this practice. The subcommittee has a long history 
of concern about the treatment of the status offender. Running away, 
truancy, defiance of authority, and promiscuity are typically defined 
a-d treated as status offenses. 

The problem of juvenile status offenders is a ]arg6 one. I t  is esti- 
mated that there are from 700,000 to 1 million runaways each year. 
These young people are dealt with by the police, courts, and correc- 
tions process of the juvenile justice system. 

(1) 
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In  the course of the pas t  hearings, the subcommittee has found 
that  perhaps the most disturbing aspect of the t reatment  of status 
offenders was the fact that many were being detained in adult  jai ls  
or other secure facilities, for long periods o]~ time under undesirable 
conditions befor~ or during court processing of their  cases. 
~ Moreover, the subcommittee discovered that  a substantial numbe~ 
of youths who were determined to be status offenders by" the courts 
were ultimately sentenced to training schools or other secure insti- 
tutions. There is a great deal of evidence that  locking up juvenile 
status offenders in either detention dr correction facilities is  inef- 
fective. Most authorities agree that .  children often suffer perma- 
nently damaging legal, social, and economic consequences, as a 
result of being treated in this manne r .  . . , . 

In  addition, there is evidence that  locking up noncr lmmat  juve- 
niles tends to promote, ra ther  than.preyent,  later antisocial, behavior. 
I t  is against this background that  Congress required .States "par- 
t icipating in t h e  1974 act to make a commitment to ena tne practme 
of placing status offenders in .secure, .detention, and correction 
facilities. " • - 

Our purpose here today is to ascertain how fully and effective]~ 
the act and the deinstitutionallzation provision are being enforce~ 
and whether the States are living up to their commitment  to stop 
locking up juveniles who have not committed any c r i m e s . .  

We are going to have a number of. witnesses today. The floor 
situation is very complicated by the current Senate debate' on the 
Energy  bill: I t  is likely that  we will be interrupted" a number of 
times. I t  may not be possible to complete our hear ings  %his mornin.% 
although we will make a good fai th effort to do that.  

Unde r  the Senate Rules we are limited as to how long we can: 
meet. I would, therefore, request that to most effectively use the 
time we have available, the witnesses try, as best they can, to sum- 
marize their remarks. We will make their  statements par t  of the 
record rather than havin_~ them read in their entirety, This will 
hopefully give us some tl~me for questions. We mav. also wish • to 
submit some questions to the witnesses for response in the record. 9 

Senator Mathias ~. 

STATEMENT 0F HON. CHARLES McC. MATHIAS, JR., A U.S. SENAT01~ 
YROM MARYLAND 

Senator ]~L~Tn~S.. Today the subcommittee begins its oversight 
hearings into the implementation of the Juvenile Justice and L j- 
l~uquency Prevention Act o f  1974, of which I was an original co- 
sponsor. In  particular, the subcommittee will review the progress te 
date under the deinstitutionalization of status •offender provisiom 
of the1974 act. Inbr ie f ,  these provisions'were aimed at phohibitin~ 
the detention or incarceration o f  certain categories" of young peop l e -  
"such as runaways and truants---and helping insure that  these, young- 
sters would be treaied in noninstitutional settings. " .. 

When Congress enacted the 1974 act, i t  declared tha t  the deinstitu. 
tionalization of status offenders Should be a focal po in t  of  the Fed- 
erai effo.~ to prevent juvenile delinquency. Most important ,  the ac 

/ -  
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reqmred all St,ates seeking to participate in. the Federal  f.ormu]a 
g ran tp rogra rn  ~ deinstitutiona]ize "staths' offenders within :2 years 
(~ct ion 223(a) '(12)).  ' : --- " " ' " " • : " " "~ " : 

~ongress  rec0gnized that  compliance with this' deinstitutionaliza- 
tion Drovis~0n would not be eas~: We @ere w.el.l 'aware'that 'several 
_probi'ems~ including those admimstrat[ve, political, and phl..losoph~ca.1 

: in  nature, would have to be overedme in many jurmamuons oeiore 
widespread .con~plianee .iwith the deinstituti0nalization .provision 
could be achieved. At  the same tirne, however (we  kne~v . that  some 

iurlsd ietions, inc luding  m y  own State bf-Maryland~ had enacted. 
egislation.reqniring .deinstitutional.ization of status offenders, and'  

it washoped  that  the  Federal  law woul'd' aci; as 'a-sthnulus for addi7 
tionat jurisdictions to opt for deinstitutionalization. " • • 
-'As the subcommittee ~ noted .earlier- this year, there has  been sub- 

stantial compliance-with the goa l  ofdeinsti tution'alizati0n ~ since t h e  
1974 act.b~came law~ S~ecific_ally.,..46 out- of 56 eligible ihri~licti~'hs 
have made • a-.'comrnitrnent to comply wlth •this provisid~:~t the 
same time~ hd~dv.er,. :a number of. ] urisdicti.o~facing -" problem s, 
including the 2:year lin%i.'t.:.and escalating, costs .associated-with de- 
institutionalization--have declined. to 'part'i~ipatd in formula ,oTant 
-~mgrams. Equally- dSs~urbing,"severdr currently-participating ]~uris- 
clictions may lose their eligibility because of failuret0 mee£ 'the 2- 
year deadline. ' • • 
" Congress:has not been insensitive to the prol~lems faced by juris- 
dictions .seeking to maintain their, eligibilityand by others eager to 
be~n .participation. in the formula grant program. The Juvenile 
J~stice Amendments of 1977, now awaiting final House actmn, are 
~imed at .responding to these problems. Specifically~ the. act woufd 
be revised to extend the compliance period to 3 years, and provides. 
flexibility when deinstitutionaiization is not achieved during this • 
time period. It is anticipated.that relaxation of the period for corn- 
pliance,, coupled with the increased funding levels, will result in in- 
creased participation in the formula grant  program. 

Several issues relating to deinst i tut ionahzatmn will be discussed 
~t ] en~h  durin~ these oversight hearings. Foremost a m o n g  these 
~vill be the  status 'of State efforts to monitor properly 'attempts_aimed 
at achieving deinstitutionalization, alternatives to. detention of status 
offenders, and the appropriate role to be played by the Feder£1. Gov- 
ernment in encouraging, par t ic ipat ion in tile program,  and' i n  de- 
veloping alternatives todetention..' " ' " " 

During the course of these hearings we will receive testimony from 
;ndividuals and organizations familiar with the efforts aimed at~ 
deinstitutionalization of Status offe.nders. Among them will be John 
Rector, Administrator  .of the Office of  J.uvenile and Delinquency 
Prevention, and Rex C. Smith,  director of the Maryland Juvenile 
Services Administration.  For  the subcommittee's benefit, Mr. Smith  
~vill review Maryland's experience since it enacted its deinstitution- 
alization statute. in 1973. 

I n  addition, we will hear f r o m W i l l i a m  J. Anderson, of the Gov- 
ernment Accountin~ Office, who will discuss With the subcommittee 
the preliminary findings regarding GAO's review o f  State efforts 
to comply with section 223(a) (12 / of the 1974 Act. 

• j . ~ J  
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I look forward to ~hese hear'm~s and would like to take this 0p-= 
• portuhity to thank the Wit ndsses for appearing today; : 

Senator CULVFa~ Our first witness this morning is Mr. Jolm Rector. 
I t  is a pleasure to welcome you here this morning~ Mr.: Rector.  

Approxamate ly  3 months ago Mr. Rector assumed the duties o f  
Administrator of the Office of Juvenile Justice and Delinquency,~. 
Prevention within the Law Enforcement Assistance Administrat ion:  -~ 

As the new head of this office he has primary responsibility for  
implementing the Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention Act 
of 1974. 

I would like to welcome y o u  here today and ask you to proceed~ 
with your statement at this time. 

STATKM~qT OF ~0HN RECTOR, ADMINISTRATOR, OFFICE ON *" 
J uv~JJA~ ~USTICE AND DELINQUENCY PB~VENTION, LAW 
E N Y 0 ] t ~  ASSISTANCE AI)Z~NISTR&TION, ACC0WPANIED 

• BY ~.~rr.y NARTIN, DIRECTOR, SPECIAL EXPHASIS DIVISION;~ 
~ Z01ZZ~ ~ 0 ~ ,  Y, XECUTrVE ASSZST~T a2~D S~EOZ~ C0ZrSS~; ~ 

AND DAVID WEST, DIR~TOR, TECHNICAL ASSISTANCE AND 
~0RMUI~ GRANT DIVISION 

Mr. Rvc~rozz. Thank you very much. I am pleased to be here today. 
I would like to introduce the persons appear ing with me. To my, 

far ]eft is Emll Martin, Director of our special emphasis program~ 
To my, immediate left is my Executive Assistant and Special 

Counsel, John Forham. 
To my right is David West, Director of our technical assistance ~) 

and formula grant  programs. 
In  light of the chairman's comment regarding the floor situation, 

I will briefly _highlight my prepared statementJ 
As y o u  indicated Mr. Chairinan, I have been Adminis t ra tor  Of 

the Office of Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention for 3 
months. I ~understand that the subcommittee is particularly inter- 
ested in  the track record of the Office in  implementing the deinstitu° ) 
tionalization and monitoring requirements of tlm Juven i le  Justice 
Act. I would therefore like to provide an assessment based on my 
3 months on the job, 

While there were some program accomplishments under the for- 
mer actmnnstration, there have been notable shortcomings ~ in  im- 
plementation of the act. Despite strong bipartisan congressional sup- 
port  for the program, there was opposition to funding and imple-~) 
mentation within the former administration, as well as what  could 
be only characterized as "administrative sabotage" at the highest  
levels, 

These facts have been well documented by the subcommittee 
Given the lack of commitment to the act, it is surprising that any 
of its objectives were ~chieved, especially the objective that we arc 
here ~o focus on today. _) 

1 See p .  161 f o r  Mr. Reetor ' s :preDared s t a t e m e n t .  
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• .The absence of such essential support, together with the di f f ic~ 
but predictable problems: inherent ih achieving compliance, worse 
to largely nunify the congressional deinstitutlonalization mandate. 

'~ As you are well aware, Congress had little ~hoico but to extend the 
original period for achieving deinstitutionalization. . . . _ 

In  view of this sorry chronology, I am cautiously optimistic t h ~  
.'"he flexibility provided by  the Juvenile Justice Amendments oI x~, 

i ~vin encourage more States to fully participate in the program and 
• Comply with the requirements of tile act. 
i I have had the opportunity, Mr. Chairman, to review the  corn- 
. ments of the General Accounting Office regarding implementation 
' o f t he  act as well as the remarks Of several other witnesses. I would 

like to address those comments, Mr. Chairman. 
. The commentary in the GAO statement is,  I understand, based 

upon an interim and tentative report rather than a linal ana com- 
plete product. The report has not yet been submitted to executive 
agencies for comment, Because of  this interim nature of the report, 
my reaction should not be construed as the final official comment: o~ 
the Department of Justice. - " 

The GAO commentary includes considerable discussion of oppo- 
-.~ition to deinstitutionalization and lack of leadership in  this area. 
Placing the issue in the context of "lack of leadership" is not speak- 
ing clearly and truthfully to the sorry track record of implementa- 
tion. There was outright opposition, not just lack of leadership, 
within the involved executive agencies and within the White House 
regarding the  deinstitutionalization requirement. _ 

As a result, an extremely high priority of a strong bipartisan 
majority of the Con~oTess was disregarded by the administration that 
nad responsibility for its implementation. 

Only after 3 years did the administration request any funds fo r  
• the program. Although the act was signed by President Ford i n  

September 1974, hearings on the nomination of my predecessor. Mr. 
Milton Luger, were not able to be  held until November 1975 because 
of the President's delay in making the appointment. ----- 

I t  is important to note that the formuIa grant program, which is 
~he key asuect of today's inquiry, was not the responsibility of the 
Office of Juvenile Justice. This is an example of the admmlstratl e 
sabotage to ~vhich I referred. Control of the  formula grant program 
was removed from the operative discretion of the Office. 

Implementation of the very item that we are focusing on t oday~  
the deinstitutionalization requirement~was not the responsibility of 
the very office that Congress had created to carry it out. I t  became 
~he responsibility of the Office of Regional Operations~ which in 
turn largely deferred to the 1 u L ~  regiona'T-administrators, This 
was no small problem relative to the task of the Juvenile Justice 
Office. 

At  best, t he  persons working in the Juvenile Justice Office during 
this time period could influence, but only influence indirectly. They 
did not have primary decisionmaking powers with regard to com- 
pliance with the deinstitutionalization requirement. 

Specifically, the staff of the Office did not have primary decision- 
making power with regard to the regulations. They dici not have 
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primary dec~siomnakmg power with"rega'rd to the: policx 'beh'm.dl 
requests for General (~0unsel's "opinions in matters' .affecting! the. 
O~ce. They"did not h i v e p r i m a r y  decisfonmaking power-with:  rer' 
ga'rd 'to the information and background: mater ia ls  disseminated :to 
ostensibly educate public and" private interests with regard to tl~e' 
deinstitutionalization requirement. " .. - . 

Such matters were frequently handled-by persons' at L E A A  a n ( ~  
elsewhere who were not supportive of ,the congressional objective. 
I t  is within that context that  I say i t  is surprising that  ahythif lg 
was accomplished with regard to deinstitutionalization. ' 
• One of the things-that  concerns me about the GAO tentative re- 

p'6i't is that i t  is mainly a forward-l~oking report. I~ touches basic,~ 
ally on the historical problems, but  it is more contemporary i n  its 
survey and speaks to the future. . " " i~ 

The GAO commentary essentially puts the whole discussion'~in 
the context of problems• with deinstitutionalization, '~ ' ' 
• in  spite of. the sorry chronology' and lack of supp0rt"by the" ad- 
ministration which I mentioned, l~fr. Chairman, there, . h a s  been some ~ 
progress. We have some supporting documents that  w e  will submit  
later for the record. I feel that  the issue should be addressed in con- 
text. so that.we are not looking solely at problems. :~ ' . ~ 
-"There is a bit of  naivete demonstrated in the GAO'commentary .  

in the sense that opposition is seemingly discovered for  the first time. 
That  is something o f  primary, concern. Knowledgeable persons who 
understand in a basic way what the  deinstitutionalization o'f status 
offenders involves, realize~ for example, the sexi~ nature  of  the  
juvenile .system. I understand that  70 percent of the young women 
in the ~. stem are-status offenders. There is and always hag been pri- ) 
mary  ol~p0sition to the statutory deinstitutionaliation requireme]ats. 

The .Tuvenile Court Judges'  Council, right up until 3 or 4 months 
ago, labored long ancl hard to excise from the statute these, very. 
provisions. 

There are a host o f  persons who have vested interests in the un- 
necessary, costly, and wasteful incarceration of dependent, neglected, 
and delinquent young people. 

• There are other people---probably a major i ty  of those in the svs- 
tam--who are far  more comfortable with the Status quo than tl~'ey 
are with any change one way or the other. I t  is in ' that context  that  
we should ~iew the deinstitutionalization requirement. To not.e that  
there  is opposition is to exhibit some primitry awareness of  w h a t  
this is all about. ' 

I was disappointed to note that  GAO basically failed to aclrn0wl= ) 
edge the broad-based support around the country for this pro~-rram. " 
I had a meeting yesterday, for  example, with the A F L - C I O  Execu,  
t i re  Council, includin~ General Counsel Wall. The executive council 
is on record, as of February of this year,.in sup.port of the deinst i tu-  
tionalization mandate. The  American Legion, the ~Nationai Sheriff 's 
Association, and a whole host of  people involved in a myr iad  of  youth  
advocacy groups throughout the country support it. 

I t  is important to put deinstitutiona'iizatmn in the context of  a 
whole host of different perspectives: Persons other t h a n  State  of/i- 
rials and persons other than those who are in the sys tem-- in  facti 
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i tlt~arSn°onSa °ther ' t lmn tho~e who may well be par t  of the problem rather 
. t p rt  of the solution--should be surveyed.. The answers ~vhich 

~ :will be given are predictable. Problems are going t o b e  highlighted 
~. by persons who are somewhat  hesitar~t or 'recalcitrant' to conform 

~.w~th w h e t w e  are discussing today. ' .. " 
::r: .I understand that one of the prima~y Objectives that the .cora- 
l mi'ttee wants to accomplish through these hearings is the alleviation 

of any doubt as to whether. Congress is" serious about the deinst~tu- 
i tionalization r equ i r emen t . . .  .: ' : . . . . .  
'i You will recall, l~r.. Chairmm,, that during my..confirmation heal'- 
" ings I was asked that question and I indic atec] that I :vie~ved .de: 

"_institutionalization' as the primary objective of the act. I regarded 
':g as the  pr imary focal .point for all the operative aspects of the 
Juvenile Justice Office. . - .:- , 
. I recalled, as-I will  again, Attorney Gene'ral Bell's strong endorse, 

1 ~nent during his Confirmation hearings, as  well as President Carter's 
i s trong articulated support, during tHe.budget review process. As, re'~ 
I cently as last we'ek, Attorney General Bell, in theAt laf l ta  Journal,  

again articulated his suppor t - for  the program generally. He .spe- 
I .~.ifically cited the. folly, of c6ntinuing to-'act in an. indiscriminate 
i -fashion in sentencing and handling young people in the justice 

system. 
S e n a t o r  Kennedy  raised a question in my confirmation • hearing 

-as to whether I felt that the Office to .da'te had allocated an exces- 
siye amount of its available dollars to the area of deinstitutionaIi- 
zation of status offenders. I have had several months to look at that 
~uestion f rom a different perspective. My current assessment is that  
a relatively insignificant amount of the available resources Of tha 
Juvenile just ice Office have been allocated to this objective, 

We have had one major initiative--the status offender init iative-- 
utilizing our discretionary money. The program ~s attempting to 
touch the lives o f  26,000 young status offenders in a number o f  
jurisdictions. . . 
• However, with regard to our technical assistance pro~oTam, with 
regard to our training, with regard to our public awareness efforts, 
and with regard to the formula ~rant  nro~ram ~,enerall~ I ,h~,,~ ~0. 
too llttle nas been cone. 

I want to mention in tlmt context some of the issues we have 
cons idered  in the last few months to help ameliorate this lack of 

focus in the office on the topic of today's hearing, 
I mentioned that technical assistancerwas not i~eing made available 

~., a fashion that was most efficacious with regard to this objective. 
This is another situation where there was at least mild administra- 
tive sabotage. I t  took almost a year to process the basic application 
for the technical assistance contract through the complex LEA.% 
apparatus---not that it is a great deal more complex than a host of! 
other administrative agencies. When persons a t  five or six junctures. 
in the process do not support the basic policy objectives the:~ can.. 
e. :cumber it. In fact, a delay of up to a year resulte~l. 

In this instance, for a whole host of.reasons, the technical as-. 
sistance with re~ard .to the DSO initiative did not actually hit the 
street until the first part  of this year--more than a year and a half! 
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after the primary 'initiative itself. We will assure, in the future,  
with regard to the formula grant program and with regard to  any 
initiatives we undertake, that  technical assistance} any necessary 
training, and all other logical program ingredients will hi t  the 
Street either at the same t ime as the action grant  money or fa~ 
enough in advance to adequately prepare, educate, and otherw~e" 
proselytize on behalf of this congressional objective. : 

We have under contemplation a rather major special emphasis 
initiative. We are going to call it "Alternatives to Incarceration 
Incentive Project," The essence of it is t ha t  we will select, through 
our plan review process and other processes that are available, Stains, 
localities, private entities, coalitions of persons, and other organi.. 
~ations that are showing that  deinstitutionalization can be accom ~ 
~pllshed. The program will help shore them up. " , 

This would be an affirmative p r o g r a m / I t  'will involve rewards 
~nd incentives. " " 

Another area that we are pursuing "with a great ~deal of enthu- 
siasm is one I also mentioned at my confirmation hearing, it relates 
~o the role of the coordinating council. We are very pleased with tl~ 
new language in the 1977 amendments which gives additional, sp~-~: 
cific authority to the coordinating council, of which I am vice chair- 
person, to look into the practices, policies, and programs of ~other 
Federal agencies to determine if they are consistent with the objec, 
tire of deinstitutionalizing status offenders. - . 

That is an area in Which we certainly welcome a bipartisan and 
cooperative long-term effort between our office and Congress, parr. 
ticularly this committee. ~) 

Frequently, as you will probably hear from Mr. Harris today, 
who is representing State Planning Agency Administrators and 
others in the process, there are complaints that resources are-not 
available to accomplish the deinstitutionalization objectives. _ 

The multiple hundreds of millions of dollars that are expended 
by other Federal agencies, should be brought to bear on this prob- 
lem. . Under. the Economic, Develop.ment Act, f0r examole._ . _$2 billio.. 
m public works money will be available next year. - 

There isanopportunity •here to encourage local communities, 
rather than exclusively building jails and correctional facilities, to 
use these ~mds for shelter facilities, group homes, and other .proj- 
ects that will begin to ameliorate the problems. 

I understand that the chairman also serves on the Public ~rorks 
Committee Given concern regardin~ the Youth Emul  . . . . .  * ~ 
anci otner interests, some consideration might  be g iven  to setting 
aside a significant portion of the public works money. for promoting 
the objectives of the Juvenile Justice Act. 

Currently, L E A A  reviews EDA appllcations f o r  correctional 
projects. One of the things the office has done. in the relatively short 
time since I have been there is insert itself into the ED2k review 
process. Therefore, the office has input wi th  regard to all c0rri :- 
tional facilities and other projects proposed .in the criminal justice 
area .~generallv:, . $2 billion., is. being awarded this year, of wh'lch ap- 
v"roxlmately .$142 mzlhon. , will  ~go for crimin -1~,. .-,"~'~"~*; . . . . .  _ v ~ t ' ) ' ~ c ~ s - .  ~""vvlm 
regard to this $142 million, the office has been able to work into a 
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i situation whereby we are reviewing all the proposals. I f  there is 
i a proposal to construct an institution, we can reject it  if, in  fact,  

it violates the policy thrust of the Juvenile Justice A c t . .  
i There are other moneys under control Of various Federal agencies 
! that could be brought to bear, including title I, elementary and sec- 
i-~.~ndary education funds, and a host of other p r?grams:_ All could 
i be redirected in a fashion that  is far more sensible and consistent 
. with the deinstitutionalization policy thrust. ., 
i I would certainly be remiss, Nit. Chairman, i f  I _did not mention 

the effort of the Juvenile Justice Office, despite the fact they did  not 
i have primary decisionmaking powers with regard to dsiustitution- 

alizatlon, was the responsibility of only three persons, We need 
, ~ome additional assistance. We are reorganizing our office in a way 

i that more effectively skews the staff toward this particular goal. 
i Anything the Appropriations Committee could do to help assis t  
t us in achieving this bipartisan congressional objective would cer- 
i tain]v be appreciated... 
I I ~ailed to mention that  the maintenance,of-effort moneys under 

control of L E A ~  would be another source of funds to build some 
i ,.needed facilities or  to refurbish existing facilities. We could thus 

;'-nave more alternative measures, such as the group homes and shelter 
facilities. 

For the first time. in the history, of the Juvenile Justice Office, we 
are now involved in the plan review process. When I indicated.that 
someone else had primary decisionmaking powers, that meant, in 
part, that the office did not have any decislonmaking power with re- 
~ r d  to the Safe Streets Act Plan or the Juvenile Justice Act Plan. 

As of 2 weeks ago, we have sign-off authority with regard to the 
juvenile justice aspects of the Crime Control Act, as well as right 
of, a p p r o v a l ,  with re~ard.~ .t° Juvenile Justice Act formula, grants. 

Even bemgseml-creatlve, there are a number of things that can 
be done in the plan review process to encourage ~tates to take this 
congressional initiative more seriously. " " 

I would like to address a complaint I have heard from some States 
.ecently., including the State of  California. They say they do not 
have .the resources to provide shelter facilities. The problem is tha t  
they are receiving $7.5 million under  the act and are allocatinff i t  
to other areas of interest. They are not allocating i t  to deinst~tu- 
tionalization of status.offenders. They are not allocating other Safe 
Streets Act moneys---namely, maintenaneerof-effort funds for this 
purpose. There is a long, sordid history to this. 

A~ lot could be accomplished by specially conditioning Safe Streets 
Act plans and the Juvenile Justice p lans  to begin to encourage the 
States to 'spend these dollars where the Congress wants them spent.. 
I f  we do not do that, States are going to be coming both ways. They 
are going to. be,sayiia~ that they do not have. the, resources, for de: 
institutionalization, but the money they obtain is going to be spent 
for other things. Therefore, a couple of years from now they are 
~'oing to be articulating the same ar~o~ments. 

.We have not been able to utiliz'e another l eve r tha t  I wanted to 
me/~tion to the subcommittee. A_ State may accept, on the bonified 
signature of the Governor and t heS ta t e  planning agency director, 
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Federal  mo~eys to £chieve 'these objectives and 'o therwlse  artmul'ate 
that  {t' leas the-authoriiy"t0 "assure compliafice. : i f  i t ' then: appears  
that  a State 'really has not 'c0mplied .Wlith the dct.-in Order to recover 
the  moneys, that t h e  State/has .  received: t h e  General; Counsel~ has 
determined, t h a t o u r  office must demonstrate  la'ck of" good fa i th  on 
the part  of ' the States. 0th~nwise we cannot recover moneys that  havc~ 
been taken by  a State. . . ~  . . . . . . . .  

• That  is another-~rea Whhre we ~ould  llke to change . theburden  of • 
proof"so that  we  :.could~ "through' special conditioning~ and through 
a-different General Counset. :s.'opini.on .beg~n to get' the 'message o u t .  
' People ialk about lack of. leadership, and lack- o f  enthusiasm re - -  
garding these initiatives. ThEse are some o f t h e  thihgs that  we should 
begin.:, to .do. to :get. the message, out' to' the S ta te  planning agencier~ 
an~ .to other 'interested persons .in the commlinities, " . . . . .  
, i :  ~1o have~ as- I menhoned ~earli'er, ~ recent r e p o t  that' .was pre- 
pared by the' Arthur  D. Lit t le  Co. f o r t h e  office..It 'is in  d d ra f t  
~orm, but  will be  finalized.within the.next  few da~s:: I~@6uld'Iike 
to submit for the record this rep6rt:;;entitled ~Case'. Studies '  in the 
Deinstitutionalization of.Status Offenders. '  ~ I t  is a critique of  activi- 
ties in  ~10 States; I t  highlights some 0.f the progress ra ther  tha~.~ 
exclusively focusing on the p~oblems. " " ' • ' . " ' 

Senator CuLv~m -With objection: it will be inserted,in the record. 
- Mr.  R~.cwom On that note, I will conclude my comments. ~ 

Sena to r  CULVEm Thank you very  much, ~Ir. Rector.. " " 
: AS you note in your statement: one of the things that  concerns me 
.very much is the fact 'that these monitoring reports that  were sub- 
mitted by the States on December 3I~ 1976, were woefully inadequate 

Specifically:.of the 42 States that .submit ted reports, only 9 States J 
provided what could be considered to be complete data. Seven States 
Phrovided no data at all. Seventeen States provided ii~complete data. 

irty-three States had not established any baseline data f rom which 
to measure progress toward deinstitutionalization goals. Only five 

• States monitered private facilities at all. Is that correct? 
Mr. Rv.cTom Those are correct statistic~ " . . ... 
Senator CULW~. Based. upon the data in the 1976 moni tor ing 9 

reports, we have .very little idea as to what precise progress the 
States are making in complying with the deinstitutionalization re-. 
quirement. Is  that correct ~. 

Mr. RF.CTOm That  is correct i f -you limit that to the moni tor ing 
reports. There are other bases for-ascertaining progress and level of  
compliance. However, based on the monitoring reports that  were sub- 
mitted at the end of last year, and some as late a s  Februa ry  of  th i s  ) 
year, that is correct. 

Senator Cu~wP~ You mentioned that  your office is taking a num,  
ber o f  steps to remedy this situation. Could you be m o r e - s p e c i f i c  
with regard to what suggestions have been made to the-States  w i th  
respect to possible options for providing baseline data  tha t  would 
serve as  a meaningful index? . 

Mr. RscTOm Le t  me comment generally. Dave West  can speak to, 9 
some of the specific .aspects such as random sampl ing  and some 
other steps that are  being considered. " " 

• See p. 466 for  t ex t  Of report. 
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i .W'ehave l~aslc informational problems.:Beyond .the in~tdequacy .of 
: reformation ymlded through the reports, there are-per.ons m State 
i planning agencies-who do not. understand the basic aspects of the de-. 
i ~nStituti(ma]ization requirement. . ~:~: • : ..... ", : '" - • 

It is not just a question of persons opposing it on a philosophical 
Y~sis. It is a ~ombinatio/i of-the lack:of. 4~adership. in the 'past and a 
whole host of competing interests .... . " 

We can do a 'lot to improve: the enthusiasm of the persons in the 
process who are primarily responsible, for monitoring. As a part of 
that, we are. going tobe meeting-With som.e of these people. I per- 
s0naly will be involved, as well'asanumber of other persons on my 
staff. We will make it very clear that this is a congressional priority 

, "'~d" that it is an administration priority. If they desire to be allo- 
cated dollars, they had better take it seriously. . " : 

I I t  would be appropriate for Dave West - to  discuss some-of the 
• i things that  we h a v e d o n e  in the last several months ahd some.of 

the things on the drawing board. ' • • • - 
• Mr..WEST. Mr. 'Chairman, one of the t h i n ~  tha~ obviously (~ccurred 
is the classification of the guidlines that  were released in Ju ly  1975 , 
, 'quir ing the s ta tes , to  report on specific information. These 'were 
in . ter l~retedqui tea f e w  different:w~ys. F o r  example, five of the  
States .reported only on private facilities: 

One of  the issues that we have had to deal with is S reinterpreta- 
tion of  those guidelines, as well as definitions in relation to tlie 
monitoring and compliance on the part  o f  the States. . 

We issued information coverin~ what is expected and what will 
}'~ minimally acceptable a f te r  individual analysis of  the monitoring 
reports. We prepared . information ' on the analysis for every State. 
We provided t h e  regional office staff, for workshops that were held 
wi th  the States, information regarding the limitations of  the  im 
formation that was 'submitted. 

We have also developed formats indicating what facilities in the 
country have to report at the minimal level in order  for the States 
¢., be in compliance with statutory monitoring requirements. 

~We have also prepared formats for  the States to aggregate the 
information for us, 

Another problem that really shows up in those monitoring reports 
is the lack of a data base from which to-make any kind of a com, 
parison. We are now in a posture to. provide technical assistance 
and other help requested in relationship to the problems that  States 
are having on developing base line data. 

We will be dealing with problems in workshops that are cominz 
up. We will work on an individual  basis with each State to try t'o 
get a fix on their base line data, as well as what'ever problems they 
are having with ~nformation that they are collecting. 

Many of the problems that we experienced before were related to 
the fact that the States indicated to us that they had either waited 
too long in start ing to collect information or that the information, 
' as not available when they started looking for it. We also received 
information f rom some States that there is no mandatoi'v way that 
they could force facilities to repor t  whether or not they "hold status 
offenders. 

28-407--78-..----2 
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Senator CVLVEm When do you expect issue of .the .new ~ormat~ 
Mr. WEST. We are having those workshops with the ~eates s~a .rv- 

ing October 10 a n d  11. We are holding four  separate workshops  m 
October with' the information being made available t ° them at that  
time. 

Senator CULV~. IS that when you will provide technical ass i s tan~  
to the States~ 

Mr. WEST. We  have provided technicalassis tance plann'mg wi.th 
all of the States through the regional offices on a _~-montl~. Vzacc]lS. 
Therefore, we are in the position of having had two diJIerent cyc es 
of technical assistance for  monitoring compliance avai lable  to the 
States prior to the time to which I am referring. .~ 
• Senator  CU~VEm Mr. Rector, as you know, the submigS~on o~ 
adequate monitoring reports is due around December 31, 1 . .  

Mr. RECTOR. That  is correct. 
. Senator Cu~v~ .  I f  certain States were to submit,  moni tor ing _re: 

ports that  are grossly inadequate, a s  are some of  the reports  t h a t  
were submitted at: the same time last year,, what action w o u l d  your  
office contemplate takingS. - 

Mr. RecTom Some of these deficiencies, to the extent  tha t  they ar~e 
current and ,consistent with the probl.ems we had last year,  wou.A 
be quite apparent ~.n the plan review :process. _ _ _ 

Obviously, what  they put  on paper does not necessarily reflect the 
reality out in the community. The situation is so bad that  a lot of  
what  is on paper indicates deficiencies. Even before we receive the 
monitoring reports at the end of this year  we will be d i rec t ing  our 
technical assistance and other efforts o f  the office to deficiencies re: 
vealed through the plan review process. - 

We will, therefore, have a lean on some of the real problem States 
and problem areas. We already have an indication of  difficulties, 
but  this process will shore up our thinking a s  to where the real soft  
spots a n d  t h e  weak links are." : . 
• The fund cutoff process is not necessarily linked to plan rewews. 
I f  we find ourselves in a situation where, af ter  a S t a t e  has been 
exposed to some degree of technical assistance and has made  repr_~ 
sentations that certain action is going to be pursued, a n d  .then we 
find a ,lack of' good faith, ~here are ways of  putting• the States on 
notice. There are  ways of instructing them. There a r e  ways  o f  
specially conditioning their money, as I indicated earlier. • 

We are going to come down on the side • of the young  people who 
are in institutions who Should not be there. I f  we have some cl~Jse 
calls to make i t  will• be to be on behalf of  the young people and l .  
a little more rigorous with regard to the interests of t h e  Sta te  gov- 
ernments that  are involved. ~ 

Senator CULVER. I think the thrust  'of t h e  act is not only  to re- 
move s ta tus  offenders from detention or correctional facilities, but  
also to encourage State and local governdients tc~ establish alterna- 
tive programs and services to meet the  needs of status offenders. 

I was wondering in. this, regard  whether LEA_A_ has any inform 
tion as to. what. percentage :of your  formula grant  funds  in the 
J J 'DP  program were actually obligated f o r  creat ing such .alterna- 

. t  
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tives~ Also how much o f  the funds made available under the Safe 
Streets Act were earmarked and directed at these activities~ 

This may be something that could best be developed and provided 
for the record, but I would be interested in getting some trend line 
~n each of the last 3 fiscal years--beginning in 1975. " 
: Mr. REcroIu I do not have that information today. I do not recall 
it. I will expeditiously have it ~ submitted i f  you wish. I would 
imagine, based on my current knowledge, that it is not extraordi- 
narily high. I would be surprised and pleased if it turned out to be a 
significant percentage. " 

There is one point I d i d  not mention that I should have regarding 
the monitoring reports and the questionnaires that go out to the 
j ta tes .  A clearance process is required. The OM__B is involved in 
clearing any forms. 

Senator C h ~ v ~  I want to find out how much emphasis is being 
placed by I~EAA on the need for the States to provide this. 

Mr. R~.cTom I understand that. I just wanted to pick up on some- 
thing I overlooked in responding to an earlier question. The busi- 
ness of monitoring and changing formats, the nature of  the ques- 

~:-.ions that are asked, and the number of the questions all has t o  be 
submitted to OMB for  approval prior.~to submission to the States. 

With regard to the services question that you asked, there are ~ 
some very basicphilosophical differences in this area. There is the 
opposition that  I t0uched on earlier. 

My personaI view, and the view'of a number of other l~eople in, 
v01ved with young people Js that there is a certain percentage of 
tatus offenders for whom the appropriate alternative is not inter- 

vention. A lot of people talk about status offenders as if each and 
eve .ry one of those persons is in need of some lengthy agenda of 
services" I would like to note that  there is a perspective that is 
different. There are some people for whom the best alternative is to 
have the State back out from intrusion into their lives and focus on 
some of the more serious problems that we have in our communities. 

Senator CULVFa~ Mr. Rector, I have a number of other questions 
that concern this general deiristitutionalization area, many of which 
are rather technical in nature. I n  the inte~st of our time pressures 
this morning,- I would like to submit these questions to you in 
writin~ and then include your response as part of the recorc]. 

Mr. RECTOS. Certainly; we wiU respond expeditiously, s 
Senator Cunvz.n. Thank you very much. 
Mr. R~.c-rom Thank you very much, 
Senator CULVER. We are pleased.to welcome our next witness, Mr. 

William Anderson, Deputy Director. of the General Government 
Division of. the General Accounting Oflice.- 

I understand that the GAO has conducted this :review of the 
State efforts to deinstitutionalize status offenders. 

.You are: occompanied this morning by some: of the peop]e who 
worked on that GAO review. Do you want to identify them fo r  the 
record~ ': 

* See p. 265 for  Mr. Reetor's a n s w e r s  to Senator Culver,s wrl t ten quest lons .  
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STATEM.ENT.0F ~ ANDERSON, ,DEPUTY DIRECTOR, GEN, 
~RAm a O V F ~ A ~  DrY.ON, 9 ~  Acc0ulvrn~G- OFFICE, 
ACCOMPANIED BY NORMAN STUBENHOFER, "SUPF_,RVISOR 
A rroR;  .AR Y SV R .TT, SU .,RWS0 -AU'DITOR; 
PAYI~E, AUDIT MANAGER " . 

" ]~r. An~D~RsoN. Yes, sir. To my left is Norman Stubenhofer, who 
Works here  on my Washington staff. 

On my right are two gentlemen from our Norfolk regional office. 
These men were actually out in the States speaking to law enforce- 
ment correctionaI Officials dealing with juveni ledel inquents .  To my 
immediate right is Har ry  Everett ,  and to his right is John  Payne.. 

Senator Cu~vF~. Mr. Anderson, Will you please begin the summar , :  
of your. statement ~ 
' Mr. A~D~.RSON. Yes, Sir. I have a statement which I would .like to 
submit for the record. 1 1 also have :a shorter  one that  I..will read now, 
• Senator CULVF25 Without  bbjection, i t  is so 6rdered.: ... • . 

" M r .  ANDERSON. Before I begin, I: would like to Speak to a comment 
that  Mr. Rector made regarding, "perhaps, the fact  that. our state- 
ment is problem oriented and  does not recognize :the progress t h ~  
has been made. " " " , '  ..'. 

I can agree with him on that.. I would expect that  to the extent  
that  you can document any progress we Will do so and refer  to it in 
our final report. I t  would be wonder fu l  to be able to say t t i a t  in 
1971 the best estimates were that  there were 20~000 to 25,000 status 
offenders incarcerated and that today there is w number. Unfo r tu ,  
nately, we lack the hard information to even apparent ly  es t imat  " 
with any  precision what the ~ number is today.  

Howe~er, it is rather apparent  that a lot of progress has  been 
"~nade, A number of States have passed deinstitutionalization legisla- 
tion. I ~think that is to a large par t  a result of this committee,s 
activities. 

We know pro_oTess has been made. Unfortunately,  neither w e  nor  
the office Can rea'lly measure it with any. accuracy. 

Let  me commence with my statement. ~ 
We are pleased to be here today to discuss our prel iminary findings 

regarding the GAO's  review of State  efforts to rem~Jve Status 
offenders from detention and correctional facilities as required b y  
the Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention Act  of 1974. 

The process of removing status offenders from detention and cor- 
rectional facilities is hereinafter referred to as deinstitutionalization 

While we did not attempt to evaluate the  merits of  deinstitutionali- ~ 
zation we have indentified a number o f  problems that  in our opinion 
must be dealt with if deinstitutionalization is to be achieved even 
within the extended time frames provided b y  the amendments  now 
being considered by the Congress. 

We found that  effective monitoring systems have not  been estab- 
lished to determine whether deinstitutionaiization has been or will 
be achieved. J 

Seep. 163 for Mr. Anderson's prepared statemenL 



.i State la@s and~ractices frequently 'confliCt with the 'act's,. de~ 
~nstitutionalization. mandate. "" 
'. We also found that appropriate alternatives to incarceration have 
, generally..not been identified and developed. ' ~- ' 
~ Few States have established comprehensive systems to monitor 
i~ils, detention facilities, and correctional facilities to insure that 
" oeinstitutionalizati0n of status offenders is achieved. Without: ad- 
!equate monitoring systems LEA_& and the States cannot evaluate 
i progress nor demonstrate when full deinstitutionalization is'achieved. 
" This info1~mation is extreinely important, since future funding is 
~¢ontingent upon a State:s ability to demonstrate compliance with the 
deinstitutiona!ization mandate of tl~e act. In addition, the lack of 
r-liable statistics on incarcerated status offenders would also appear 
tv make it difficult for States to properly plan alternative servlces. " 
i LE .A~A. is'responsibh for assisting States in establishing Systems 
ito monitor deinstitutionalizafion ~ results. At the time of our-review 
,accomplishments in this area were essentially confined to the review 
#and analysis of initial State monitoring reports and the modifica- 
i tion of LEAA F.uidelines to define key terms associated With the 
imonitoring requfi'ements. 
i '. Efforts .were underway to develop :: One, strategies and techniques 
for monitoring jails and detefition and corrections facilities; and. 
tivo, a model report format for States to use in preparing their 
second monitoring reports due December 31. 1977.. 

Although St'ates participating in the act have agreed to comply 
with the deinstitutionalization mandate, three of tl~e five States we 
reviewed have ]e_~islation that allows status offenders to be placed 
i detention faciiities, Two of the three also have" legislatio n that 
allows such placement in correctional facilities. 

Data was not available on the extent to w h i c h t h e  'laws were 

one of the  States that did not have such legislation we .were 
t,..d by State officials that in  practice certain status offenders were 
being detained. 

One reason for this could be that a number of State officials we 
interviewed believed that the detention of some status offenders was 
justified. Some officials expressed the o.ninion that there are a small 
number of status offenders who should be placed in secure correc- 
tional facilities. 

kn L E A A  Official t0ld us that he is aware of opoosition to de- 
institutio_naliznt.ion among juvenile authorities. Hd said that opposi- 
tion to deinstitutiona]ization exists partly because the concept has 
never been emrJhasized from tlle national level and because de- 
institutionalization conflicts with the-status quo of juvenile justice. 

We also noted that, although States receivin_c, funds under the  
.~ct must provide evidence that  their State Planning A~ency has or 
w"l have authority to implement the provisions of their trichinal 
iu~tice plan, inch|d'ing deinstituti0na]ization, State Planninc, A~encv 
~f~cia.]s in all iqve States we visited stated that they generally do not 
have implementing authority over other agencies in the State. There- 
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fore, they stated, they could not be expected to br ing about de- 
institutionalization by fiat. ' ~ " '~ . . . . .  

• L E A k  needs to examine this .problem. I f  States a gr~:-~o .de~- 
stitutionalize they must accept ti~e responsibility for carrying~i~ out, 
• Uncertainty exists over the alternatives that are most appropriate 
for stauts offenders under various situations. Also, there is a gen- 
erally recognized shortage of alternatives in most States.  ~Accordiv~f. 
to some State officials, status offenders needing assistance are some- 
times assigned to programs that  are not structured to deal With their  
problems or returned to society without receiving help, ' " -. 

L E A k  has indicated that  services for processing and t reaung  
status offendebs are generally inadequate, inappropriate, and ~ often 
destructive. 

Preliminary work on an L E A k  funded study of the ~impact "-~ 
deinstitutionalization on selected States indicates that  little attentid/i 
has been devoted to the specific service needs of status offenders. 

After  visiting one State, the contractor performing the  s tudy  in- 
dicated that no one had thought very much about alternatives for 
status offenders and that no one seemed aware of what, if anything:  
happened to status offenders. 

In  each of the fiveStates visited we found indications of proble .~  
with limited availability of  alternative dispositions for status offen~d ~- 
ers and/or  dispositions being used that  were not considered appro -~ 
priate for deahng with status offender problems. 

To date, little information has been developed at  the national level 
on the types of service alternatives that appear most effective for 
status offenders under various situations. L E A ~  has recognized the 
need for  such information and a number of research efforts a ~  
under way. 

Because o f  the delay in initiating and completing most projects. 
however, the States have generally been lef t  on their own to deal 
with the problems. 

L E A k  efforts to assist States in establishing alternative services 
for deinstitutionalized status offenders have primarily been through 
(t~roviding formula grants under the act and block grants under the 

mnlbus Crime Control and Safe Streets Act, and th rough  a variety 
of technical assistance efforts. 

L E A k  officials told us tha t  although it is  important  that  status 
offenders' service needs be met outside of institutions L E A k  is not 
in a position to mandate service requirements in the States. They: 
view their role as one of encouraging the States to establish viable 
al ternativesthrough financial, and technical assistance, :. 
~e 1Vfr'w Chairman, our report, which we expect to issue in the ne:<t 

months, will discuss these matters in more detail and  provide 
certain conclusions and recommendations regarding it. 

That  concludes my summary. I will be pleased to respond to any 
questions you have, 

Senator CULVSR. Thank you very much, Mr. Anderson. 
You were present earlier today when l~Ir. Rector discussed t~e 

inadequacies of the monitory system in most States. 
Based upon your  review of the current monitoring systems in five 

States, do you believe that tl~ese S ta tes  will  be able to- produce 
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;sufficiently reliable data to demoustrate ' compliance with the de- '  
~institutionalization requirement ~ 
i Mr. A~Dm~SON. I am going to have to buck that one to our gentle- 
!men who were out there. 

Harry ,  can you spea!v to that~ 
i ~Mr. EvE~m-r. Yes. 
J I would say tha t  presently the answer would be no, Mr .  Chairman. 
iWe found that  none of t he  f iveStates we visited actually monitored 
!all ~ p e s  of facilities required by the act and  the L E A A  guidelines. 
'I think on that  alone we could  say that  they probably could not 
idemonstrate compliance. 

Senator Cu~wR. However, it certainly is within their physicai 
cp~abilities to obtain this k ind  o f  data assuming the appropriate 
amount of interagency cooperation in overcoming some of those 
iproblems, isn't it~ 

Do they have the capability ~ Does it impose a burden that is un- 
realistic in terms of their resources to comply~ 
i Mr.  Ewmm~r. As a matter of fact, most States told us  that they 
had problems with resources in terms of personnel and funding. I 
'think one of the biggest problems that  we-may have touched on 
-eaAier was that  the States told us they actually "lacked authority to 
monitor certain facilitie~ Pr imari ly  we are talking about local 
facilities---local jails and private facilities. 

Senator CuLwm Mr. Anderson indicated, hOwever, that i f  States 
'~ign on and indicate that  they want to participate in this program, 
~hen in a sense they undertake an understandable obligation to clear 
zway that  kind o f  underbrush in terms of their own impediments 
t~ compliance. 

Mr. ErEmrrr. I would certainly think so, yes. 
Mr, A~D~RSO~. Mr. Chairman, that  b r i n ~  up, perhaps, a neces- 

~,ary first step that has not yet been taken that would shed a lot of 
information on this. I t  would mean getting back to the base llne 
~tudy. A preparation by the States of an analysis of exactly where 
;he decision points are within the system that  result in the incarcera- 
)i..l of  status offenders would be made. Who are the people who are 
]eciding that  this status offender will be  detained or wiII be sent to 
m alternative facility or something like that. 
' In the course of that  we could gain a better understanding of what 
.-'acilities within their ~urisdiction status offenders are being detained 
n. what facilities they will need to obtain information from, anti 
vhat the uresent situation is with respect to the numbers of status 
I nders incarcerated. 

Senator CuLv~m I assume that  y o u a r e  workin~ very closely with 
'¢fr. Rector's office and sharing some of these insizhts and sugges- 
ions so they can be utilized in some of these technical assistance and 
vorkshop programs that they are contemplating. May I assume 
h, t~ 

Mr. A~'D~Rso~. We are in constant discussion with them. We have 
n |e several references here to statements by officials of his or~ani- 
:at]on, We will be providing them with a draf t  of  our report con- 
aining any specific recommendations we make to give them an 

! 
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opportunity to comment ,on.them and be available to dis.cuss :then 
with us. 

• Senator CULVF~ I hope. you can be good enough to make s~re-ii 
a timely way that  you pull these things out o f  you~ studi~s even a 
a preliminary stage so that  the information, and suggestions ':ar, 
available to them . . . .  

Mr," AxbERsoN. We will make a greater effort than we l~ave: ~" 
- Senator CuLwm Good. I think this is really a very, critical prob 
]em. A State's future funding under the .act l~s contingent upon th. 
State's ability to demonstrate compliance with the  deinstitutionaliza 
tion mandate. Under the t974 amendments most States will have'  t, 
demonstrate at least 75 percent compliance by August  1978. : 

' In  order to comply with those moni tor ing  ~rovisions of the act 
therefore, I think it is clear that  the States will have to imp lem; :  
an adequate monitoring system prior to August of 1978: I f . w e  d, 
not have "reliable and meaningful baseline data  there is .no way w~ 
can responsibly determine that  compl iance ' index:  ~. ~. : :: 

Mr. Am)E~o~. That is cor rec t . ,  - . . : . . . . .  • 
Senator CULVEm Your statement indicates that  some of the in 

dividuals you interviewed, were opposed to the policy of not detain 
inz status offenders on an interim: basis., ~LQ 

Mr. A~',msr, so~. Right, .~~ 
Senator CuLv~.m Who were these individuals and what  was th, 

precise nature of  their opposition ? : . 
• Mr. ANDF2.sON. First, I can characterize t hemgene ra l l y .by  sayih~ 
that  they were decisionmakers in the process. 

Senator CvLv~m I assumed that. I t  does not matter  particularJ, 
what their views were if they were not. :~ 

:~r. A~'¢DERSOX. Correct. . .  ' .. 
• Harry., would you speak to that, please? - , 

Mr. EVERETT. ~res; the types of: people we are talking about her. 
am juvenile j u d g e s ; p r o b a t i o n  officers; court intake workers ;  lay 
enforcement people; corrections personnel; and to some extent w, 
are even talking about persons within social service agencies t ha  
are serving status offenders outside of secure facilities. ', 

Senator Cu~vEm You mentioned. Mr. Anderson, i~ I underst6(~c 
you correctly, with regard t o ' L E A ~  and ,the S P A ' s - - a n d  LEA_~ 
part.icularly--the kind of technical .assistance they were. giving wa: 
minimal. I think, your words were that  they were giving encourage 
meat. They viewed their role as that  of a cheerleader. 

Mr. A~DE~O~. NO sir, I am afraid we gave an erroneous impres 
sion. They stand ready to provide technical assistance to those v ), 
request. In fact, .they are providing that. 

Senator CuLwm (~ould you be more  specific as to what  type o: 
technical assistance L E A A  has--and the SPA's~ for  tha t  matter-- 

~ rovided the  States to assist them in developing alternative service'. 
or status offenders?. What  additional assistance should these two 

particular agencies be providing~ 
Mr. A~m)~so~. Let me again defer to my compatriot here. .. 
Mr. Ewm~rrr. I think there are basically two types of assistanc, 

we are talking about here. One i s  almost a daily or continuou: 
process of responding to very specific requests--for example, fro~ 

( 
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speciilc st~tds ot~encler projects to hel F them in t ra in ing individuals, 
educating the community,  establishing "reporting-systems, recora-" 
keeping systems, etc.-That type of thing is going on. - .. 

There are other efforts in terms of identifying--mostly in  ter~ns. 
of  ident i fying-- the types "of alternatives that are appropriate ior  
~'atus offenders. " " : ' " " ' " ' 
• ]~fr. A~rDm~S0N. I think that is basically the research effort cen- 
tered in the National Institute, sir. They have a tw0-prong euor~, 
as we view it. No. 1.is the specific technical assistance needs, .es' 
pecially of organizations tha~ are trying to provide services to status 
offenders and youths. ' 

On the other hand, they have this research that is sponsored by 
:' ~he National Institute that is trying to seek out better alternatives 
than are presently identified. 

i Senator. C~v~. Senator Bayh~. 
~ - . 

i I STA NT : 0N. BAY , A U:S, Sm AT0  
! I N D I A N A  i ,  

i '~ Senator B A ~ .  Thank you, N[r. Chairman. " "  
z I w a n t  to apologme' fo r  not being here earlier. ~Ve are involvecl 

in a debate on the rioor on the energy measure, and I was unable to 
break away earlier. 

I want to salute you,  l~Ir. Chairman, for the emphasis that I un- 
derstand you placed, prior to my arrival, on the importance of this 
particular matter of deinstitutionalization as far  as the entire nation- 
wide juvenile justice program is concerned, I t  is certainly not the 
~nly buildin,~ block in a better juvenile justice program, but it  seems 
to me it is a~m6st important building block from the standpoint of  

• how we can keep the  system from making matters worse. 
To continue Co •take relatively minor status offenders and permit: 

them to cohabit with major juvenile delinquent offenders :is to con- 
tinue to have the unacceptable and. increasingly high rate of recidi- 
vism that we have seen as far  as young people are concerned, sky- 
_:Jcket. 

~Ir. Anderson, let me just ask a couple of questions. Firs t  of all, 
would it be possible for you to give me a critique•of what the situation 
is,in Indiana with respect to deinstitutionalization.~ Could you ~ v e  

• that to me in writing, later on and not take the committee's t~ne 
right now ? 

Mr. A.wDEmsox. Anythin~ t h a t w e  provide you would have t o r e l y  
n information that the Office of Juvenile Justice has obtained. Tha~ 

State was not  included in the scope of our review. We did go to 
nine States. Indiana,  unfortunately, was not one of them. 
" I f  you would care to have us do i~, we would be glad to undertake 
a special examination and get back' with a report. 

Senator B A ~ .  You might just give me a critique of the informa- 
tion that. t he  Office of Juvenile Justice' has on this, 

l~r. AxD~.mso~r. All right, fine. W e  will review their p r io r  report. 
- Senator B A ~ . - F r o m  your expertise, . give me a judgment as to 
what  sort of' progress is being made in Indiana." Then we will deter- 
mine whether w e n e e d  to have a more specific survey made. . 

I• 
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Second, in talking about the k ind  of survey you are conducting 
are you going to be able to relay back to the committee the par t icular  
problems that various size communities have. I would make specific 
xeference to the real difficulty there seems to be in obtainin~ ~ormal 
compliance in the smaller communities with smaller penal ~acilities 
and less options available to them. I am interested in how they a~e 
able to separate status offenders. .. 

I s  your stud~y going to be able to sort out  and separate the different 
sized commumties ~ 

Mr. ANWP.SON. I t  was not designed to do that, Senator. I t  would 
not show much more than what you have said now. I t  would say 
that  the smaller communities are the ones without the options. I f  
detention is required they probably do not have a shelter, as the 
committee defines it,  and perhaps would have no alternative. ~ 

I t  will show that the smaller communities, in fact, are the ones 
where there is trouble gett ing information and that  they have the 
most trouble in providing suitable alternatives. I t  will not, as pres- 
ently designed, contribute much beyond that. 

Let me refer to our men who were out there for confirmation. 
iVIr. EVerETt. I think what you said is generally true. I t  will. ad- 

dress the problem..ks a matter of fact, that has been pointed o u t  ~) 
us by State ot~cials and by people in the various child serving agen- 
c.ies...Therein lies a big pro~blem. They do not have these types of 
fa~l t les .  They do not have monitoring systems. 

owever, in terms of specifically identifying who these commu- 
nities are, no; we would not .  

Senator BAYH. The type of expertise that  you said was made avail- 
able---is that type of expertise available for those small communiti~ ] 
to try to help them see what alternatives would be available to t h e m  

Mr. ANv~.so~. Yes, sir, except that  they would have to come for- 
ward and ask for it. In other words, it is definitely available. I am 
really not sure that a lot o5 the smaller communities have been con- 
vinced of the  need for it. The big uncertainty r ight  now, especially 
oecause of the data gaps in the reporting last year, was,  exactly 
what is the situation with respect to local jails~ These are vrimari! 
the situations we are talking about. Since most of the States,-in fact~ 
did not include jails in their statistic-~atherin~ activities, that  is 
right now the largest void of all in understanding what  the situa- 
tion is out there. 

Senator B A ~ .  I would hope that we would pursue the chairman's 
direction in his statement a moment ago when he said t ha t  it is 
really indispensable--and he  said it better than  I - - t h a t  we have-tk 
kind of data base that will make .it possible to determine who is com~ 
plying and who is not. . - • 

Froln  the Senate standpoint, we have given 2 extra years to com- 
ply completely. I think the Committee has been tolerant in working 
with the House to give local communities extra time, realizin~ that  
they have specific problems. When push comes to shove, if~those 
communities and those States say "We are going to cloud the dat-; 
ana we are going to keep put t ing  status offenders, runaways, ana' 
truants wl thhardened criminals" then they are mak ing  the decision 
np front, as far as I am concerned, that they are not going to have 
resources under this act. " 
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We cannot  make this decision without the data. I salute the chair- 
man f o r  urg ing  you to assist us in  this regard. 

Thank you, Mr. Chairman. . . . . .  
Senator CULVEP~ Thank you, ~enator ~ayn.  
Sena tor  ]Kathias ~ 

; :~ Senator ~IA~AS.  Mr. Chairman, thank you very m u c h .  
I associate myself with the Senator from• Indiana both in his 

praise for the chairman, whom I think has been ver.y v!gorous .in 
~eadin~ this committee this year, and fo r  ~ concern.abou~ me m ~ -  
in~ of~hardened criminals with status oilen~ers. I mm~. m.a~. is co . 
t r~u t ing  to the problem in the criminal justice system m mls coun° 
try. 

I would like to  ask Mr. Anderson and his colleagues what types of 
~uidelines and what technical as§istance L E A A  provided to the 
~tates prior to the submission of the  1976 monitoring reports~ 

Mr. A~D~RSO~. Let  me refer that  one to Mr.  Everett.  
Mr. EVERETT. Pr ior  to the submission o.f t.he.reports i t ~ s ~  

understandin~ that  the guidance was primarily m the ~orm oi ~ . 
published ~ lde l ines  which~ in effect, restated the law. I t  did tell the 
• ~tates which types of facilities they had to monitor. However,  it 
~rovided very little in terms of how to go about doing.it, how they 
could collect that information. • 

There were guidelines published prior to the submission of the 
reports. 

Senator M ~ A s .  From the tone of your  answer, ' I  am at least 
receiving a suggestion that you personally do not feel it was ade- 
nuate ~ idance .  

Mr. EvEP~rr. I would say that L E A A  officials did tel l  us that . the  
extent and the significance of the problem was really not recogmze~ 
prior to the time those reports Were received or prepared. I do not  
think that anyone envisioned that it was that big of a problem prior  
to that  time. 

They also told us that  for many States i t  was actually the first 
time they had attempted to set up monitoring system within the 
,~venile justice area, . 

Senator M _ ~ A s .  Let  me approach  it f rom.the other md.e, ~ a t  
kind of technical assistance should L E A ~  provide the  States m oruer 
to assure that  the new monitoring format is a successful one~ 

Mr. A_~vF~tso~. I would like to venture an answer to that, Sir. I 
think it would be applicable today--and I spoke of this a little 
earl ier--i t  is the necessity of a better understanding o f  what the 

roblems of the States are out there of the SPA's  in providing the  
~nformation that has been requested of them. 

Obviously, I do not th ink  it was refused. The reporting require- 
ments are rather clear. I think perhaps it was a case that there was 
a lot of  difficulty with respect to a lot of SPA's  in mustering the 
resources that  would be required to go out ~ gather the data and 
with respect to their inability to compel the production of data. 

I think, perhaps, that a necessary first step would be to have each 
• one o f  the SPA. s do some kind o f  an  analysis of exactly .what its 
measuremenT-~'oblem is and how they would go about coping with 
it. Perhaps we could have that  submitted to the office for  some kind 
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o~ ~ analysis and review. We'Gouid then approve the data  gather ihg 
plan rather than waiting until the statistics themselves-are  for th ,  
coming. 

Senator M.ATI~S. I ' th ink  that  is a.reasonable observation. I t  will 
prevent, it _seems to me, misunderstandings. I t  will~ prevent  delays 
when we have to go back and trod over the same ground. .4 

• Mr. i.~'DF~S0N. Yes. 
Senator M~THIAS. Returning to the subject that  the Senator  from 

Indiana raised, in your statement you noted that two of the part ici .  
pating States, which you visited, l~ave legislation which forbids the 
placement of status offenders in detention facilities. You said that  
he other three permit such detention only i n  l imited circumstances. 
s that  correct. . 
Mr. A~mF~SO~. That is correct, sir. "" 

. Senator M~u~As. My question is : What  is your perception of the 
observance of these limits~ Are the States l~ving up to t h e i r  own 
rules so that  status offenders are placed in security detention only in 
rare situations and only for short necessary periods of time~ Or, in 
actual practice, are statutes of this kind "ust winked at and not  
really. rigidly adhered to~ ~ ] , .~ 

Mr: A~DE~S0X. Well, I am going to have to speak f rom h e a r s a ~  
We real ly  did not go out and review the records---the admission rec- 
ords of institutions--to see who exactly was get t ing in there. 

Senator MATHIAS. I am asking for your perception, however you 
arrive at your perception. . 
• M~r. A~DEP~OX. The perception that  we have is tha t  in fact those 
States with legislation are living, up to it and that  in general~ther~,  
was only one case where a S ta te - -and  again, this is hearsay~-despi tJ  
Je~sia~mn was S~iu incarcerating status offenders in t ra in ing facil- 
ities. 

However~ overall, it appears that  those States that  have passed 
legislation are adhering to this legislation. 

Senator MArHIAS. Do they have facilities which are adequate in 
order to handle the problem in that  way?- 
• Mr. A,~'DERSO~. That was. a mixed gag and varied considerabl~ ) 
even within the States we looked at. When you get into rural  areas 
frequently ' i t  is a case where "not incarcerati~ng ' means no t reatment  
whatsoever. However, when you get into the ~nore urban areas and 
the areas where some vohmtary l~rograms have been established 
there is a greater opportunity for alternative treatment '  

Senator :~.TmAS. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 
Senator CuLw~. Thank  you, Senator Mathias. : 
~Ir. Anderson, we may ]~ave some additional questions we would 

like to submit to you for writ ten replies for the record. 
Mr. A~-DzP.SOX. Fine, sir. 
Senator CULWZR. We want to thank you and the members of  your  

staff and associates for joining us here this morning. We look • for- 
ward to your finished report. 

Thank  you. 
Mr. A~cD~aso~¢. Thank you, ,Mr. Chairman. 

, Senator CuLv~a. Our third witness today is Mr. Hun te r  Hurs t ,  the 
director  of the Nat ionaiCenter  for Juvenile Justice. " 

L 
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i ~fr, Hurst, it is a pleasure to welcome you here tpday. I under- 
istand that the center which you head 'on juvefiile just icehas recently 
i completed a survey of State compliance With r e ~ r d  to the deinsti- 
i tutionalization requirement. We appreciate very much ~our willing- 

• hess to come here today and ~ a r e  with us the results o f  that survey. 
' ,_You may proceed w~th your s t a t e m e n t . . :  

'STATEMENT OF HU1TrER HURST, DIRECTOR, NATIONAL CENTER 
J ~0R JUVENILE ~USTICE, ]HTTSBURGH, PA. 1 

i ~fr. H u ~ r .  Thank you for the invitation, Mr. Chairman. 
The National Center for Juvenile Justice did conduct: a survey 

• 'last NOvember utilizing What we call a respondents panel, which is 
c..e resourceful, knowledgeable person in each State. 

t We conducted the survey to determine whether the States had de, 
!veloped legislation and whether the States had developed regula- 
tions to comply with section 223(a)(12) and section 223(a)(13). 

IThe subject of my remarks today is compliance with section 223 

i (a)o(nl~ovember'19 of last yea'r we found nine States that either by  
l~ ,~slation or regulation prohibited the detention of alleged oil- 

:fenders. We founa 28 S ta tes tha t  either by statute or regulation pro- 
hiblted the incarceration of status offenders in public correctional 
iinstitutions. 

We also found 16 States that had legislation proposed. • 
. Last week; in anticipation of this appearance taday, we went back 
to the respondents panel and asked them again what had happened 
s' ce November in their States. At that tirSe we found that 12 addi- 
tional States had either passed legislation or had adopted regula- 
tions to prevent the detention of alleged status offenders awaiting 
hear ingby the c o u r t . .  

We found 7 additional States that had either passed legislation 
in  this session or adopted re~dations that  would-bring them, into 
compliance with: the prohibitmn against a commitment of adjudi- 
'c~'ed status offenders to correctional institutions. . 

• Some of this legislation has a future effective date. Some of it has 
caveats. For  example, the State of Arkansas :is one of those States 
that passed legislation in this session to prevent the detention of 
status offenders. I t  does, however, permit 72-hour holding in deten- 
tion status. 

The State of Georgia is another such State that recently passed 
le-,islation with that kind of caveat in it. 

We concluded both from the initial survey and certainly from this 
past Week's work on this matter that while there may be opposition 
and while there may be problems, certainly there is considerable will 
and strength on someone's part which is affecting legislation and 
re~-,ulation at the State level. 

We did see, however, both in this survey and in a survey on issues 
'that the less densely populated States are having some very active 

See p. 169 f o r  ~ l r .  H u r s t ' s  p r e p a r e d  s tatement .  
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difficulties in  complyin~ with the detention provision. They first 
have to develop detention facilities for delinquent children--those 
charged with criminal acts. Many States do not have such facilitie~ 

n c ~  c0ursd, this act requires not only that  they separate deli'nquent~ 
from criminals, but that they also separate classes of juveniles. .~ 

Some way or another the Federal Government will have to get ~.,c 
resources 'to the local level to provide the alternatives, or they haw 
to provide some compelling incentive for the. States to  assume fisca: 
responsibility for those alternative services. 

Thank you. - 
"Senator CV~VF~ Thank you very much, ~Ir. Hurst .  
As I understand it, your survey does not  purpor t  to be a l l . t ha :  

sophisticated or comprehensive in its compomtion and its nnam~.~ 
By that I mean it dici necessarily suffer from,, that  fact that  you di~ 
depend.on the "knowledgeable respondent m each S ta te ' to  provid~ 
yd~'Wi~h'~ this information. • 

I t  is'Jilso true, is it not, that  a State could be in, s tatutory compli- 
ance, but that that may be misleading. The State may not  be seri 
ously and Vigorously implementing actual compliance'~ " ' 

Mr. HURST. Tha t  is certainly correct, ' ' . "=~ 
Senator Cv~v~z. Even given these acknowledged limitations: y ~  

do nevertheless say confidently, that  while the survey shows we haw 
made a great deal of progress, we still have a long way to go. Woulc 
y o u  essentially subscribe t o  that  observation ~ " " " ' 

Mr. Hm~ST. Yes; especially in the detention area which is the mos~ 
difficult area to develop resources i n .  

Senator CuLwm Your survey would, nevertheless_, show subst,:~'.- 
t ial  progress over the last few years in achieving at least statutoril~ 
deinstitutionalization objectives. . 

Mr. HU~ST. I think in view of the l imited resources available il 
some ways there are amazing changes. I know that  at the t ime legis 
lation passed there was perhaps one State in the Union that  ha¢ 
legislatmn that anticipated the requirements of this act. There ar, 
now a .minimum of 20 that  virtually emulate the language of  the r 

Senator CU~VE~ I note that  in a majority of cases the authorit.~ 
for actually prohibiting the placement of status offenders in deten 
tion or correctional facilities is a State statute. Certain States, how 
ever, have reportedly complied through executive o r  judicial action 
Is that correct~ 

Mr. ttuP~V. That  is correct. 
Senator CULWm Cou ld  you describe some of those actions "T 

greater detail ? 
Mr. t i m e r .  There are certain conditions that  must exist for ad 

ministrative regulation to be effective. The pr imary condition is ihw 
the State agency responsible for providing services for these chil  
dren must have the authority to determine Where they are placed. I: 
that  authority already exists, then administrative regulations ca1 
be extremely effective in accomplishing the mandates o f  the act. 

Also, if t;he agency has licensing authority such authori ty can o0 
used to develop regulations to achieve compliance. An example i: 
the State of Mississippi. On the matter o f  commitment of  s ta tu  

/ 
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'offenders to public correctional institutions, the Department of 
Youth Services there does have such statutory authority; In July of 

,1975 that agency did issue such an administrative regulation. Last 
week they only had three status offenders in the-State correctional 
institution. That is a tremendous drop from 1975 both in total popu- 
l ~ o n  and status offender population. Therefore, it can be effective. 
• -Senator CULVFm. At the conclusion of your statement you offered 
the opinion that i f  deinstitutionalization is to be achieyed, State 

,governments must assume more fiscal responsibility for providing 
these social services. Can you give us any examples of States that 

,have assumed these responsibilities? . 
• Mr. HvP~r. I think-that historically the State of Virginia is one 
t~at has assumed some State responsibility for pretrial detention of 
criildren. The State of Delaware is another one" More recently, the 

,State of Florida, the State of Massachusetts, and the State of 
Georgia, have made direct movement to assume, some State fiscal 

',responsibility for  pretrial detention, 
I. T h e  State of Pennsylvania has also done this by committing its 
~otal resources under this act to the prevention of detention of status 
i~::nd~o~i nTha~si.S another example o f  State leade~hip in meeting 

Senator C ~ v ~ .  Senator Mathias? 
Senator M.~T~DU~S. Moving back to the question of statutory prohi.. 

bit!on, do you know how many States now have pending legislation 
ana now many are moving in that direction.? 

mr. ttuP~T. Are you interested in the particular States ? There are 
Seven, to our knowledge--through the respondent's panelmwith le~- 
iL.ation proposed and pending at the moment. There are two addi- 
tional States---the State of Indiana being one of themmthat have 
just completed an extensive le~slative study process. The Judicial 
Study Commission in Indiana has developeci legislation which will 
be i~troduced in 1978. 

There are a total of nine by our count that have pendin~ legisla- 
tion or are in the process of preparin~ such le~slation. The other 
~ ates are Colorado, Delaware, Iowa, Illinois~ Ohio, Michigan, North 
Carolina, and Wisconsin. 

Senator MATHmS. One of  the responsibilities of the full Judiciary 
Committee concerns the question of correctional institutions and 
whether the facilities are really available to carry out rational and 
reasonable and positive programs of rehabilitation. 

Do you feel that local governments have made use of existing local 
f ~'ilities and services? I am thinking now both of public facilities 
and private facilities ~ Do you think they have made proper use of 
these facilities and services in dealing with the needs of status of- 
fenders? 

Mr. HuP.ST. I am not sure I heard your question correctly. Was 
it: Have local communitlies or have State departments of corrections 
made use of alternatives ~ 

~enator M~THIAS. Have they and are they making use of all of the 
p~ssible facilities? That may involve a combination of public and 
private facilities or it may involve sequential use of public and pri- 
vate facilities. 

/ 
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Mr. HURST. I think t h e  answer to that  quest ion--al though I d( 
no t  want t 0 b e  unfair to States that  have made considerable prog. 
ress--is generally no. I th ink  it can be reflected again in some fao 
tual information. 

On June 30, 1973, the State of Mississippi had 586 children ir 
t raining schools. On September 22 they had 298. Certainly,  th~ 
money that has been made available under this act plays some pa,~ 
but it is not totally responsible for that decrease~ _ . 

The State of, Texas is another example. I t  has made tremendou: 
progress in t l le  last few years. Imaginative use of existing resource: 
by the Texas Youth Council Community Services Division has beer 
the key in_oTedient in these gains. 

Senator~VIATHIAS. IS the problem too grea t  a sense of  caut ion--a t  
overcautious approach on the part- of State authorities ? Is it lack ~ 
imagination? Is it lack of information~ What  is i t?  

Mr. HmmT. I think it is the sum bf all of those th ings  combine~ 
with some actual fears about put t ing public moneys into the privat( 
realm. We have gone around in circles in the just ice system in this 
country. There was a time when we depended entirely on the privat( 
realm to provide human services, especially for ch i ld ren .  - 

We reformed that proposition and gave it to the public d o m a ~  
We are now reforming that  proposition and we are going back ir 
the other direction. I think the GAO comments .are very appr0priat(  
in this regard. There is some healthy skepticism about how we ar~ 
going to monitor the private contractor. Unless you lay yore 
groundwork for that before you start  contracting there will be  in- 
stances where you cannot control abuses. 

I f  you start  developing resources without these provisions f ~ 
finding out what private contractors are doing to and for-the, kids 
you may no t  accomplish the objectives of the act. 

B.v and large, a combination .of community standards,, resistanc~ 
to the utilization of certain kinds of services, some deficit in re- 
sources, some lack of imagination, and some concerns about how tc 
monitor are the causes of the problem. 

Senator MATH~S. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. . 
Senator CULVE~ Thank you, Senator 1V[athias. " 
Thank you  very much, Mr. Hurst .  We appreciate your  sharin~ 

the results of your survey with us. . , 
Mr. HURST. By the way, the State of Iowa does have proposed 

legislation, 
Senator CuI,wP~ W e a r e  going t o h e a r  more about that  later today. 
We will include your writ ten testimony as  par t  of  the  record 

this hearing. 
Our next witness is Mr. Richard Harris,  director of  t h e  division 

of iustice and crime prevention for the Commonwealth of Virginia. 
Mr. Harris,  I understand y o  u a r e  appearing on behalf  o f  the Na- 

tional Conference of State Criminal Justice P lann ing  Adminis- 
trators. I would like to welcome you here today along with your 
colleagues. 

Because of our time constraints, we would appreciate it i f  you 
could give us a brief summary o f  your statement. We will include 
th~ entire text of your statement in the record. 

Perhaps y o u  would also l ike to identify your associates. 
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STATEMENT 0F RICHARD ~'A U~T~z DIRECTOR, VIRGINIA DMSION 
OF JUSTICE AND CRIM~ P ~ 0 N ,  RICH~0ND, VA., REPRE- 
SENTING THE NATIONAL CONFERRNCE 0~ STATE CRIMINAL, 

• " JUSTICE 13LANNING ADMINISTRATORS, ACCOMPANIED BY 
.... GWY.~ HOLDEN, MY.~MBF.,R OF THE NATIONAL CONFERY~NCE 

~TAF~; RICHARD G~I, TMAN, ACTING F.~ECUTIVE DIRECTOR OF 
". THE NATIONAL C017FERF-~CE; I~0RTIE WESTON, MEMBER OF THE 
[ VIRGINIA AGENCY OF CRIME AND ~USTICE; AND WILLIAM 
' W~DINGTON, DIRECTOR 0~ TH~ VIRGINIA DMSION OF YOUTH 
, S E ~ W C E S  
! 

~fr. HARms. I certainly will. 
I have prepared a statement that is a summary of the writ ten 

statement, and I certainly will present that, Mr. Chairman. 
; May I present the  persons at the table with me~ On my left is 
Ms. Holden and on my extreme right is Mr. Geltman, of our na- 
tional conference staff. On my imn~ediate right is the director of 
iVir~inia's division of youth services, Mr. William Weddington. On 
~h" r-ight is Mrs. Weston of my state planning agency staff. 
• ~I avoloL, ize for brin~ine such a huge crowd, Mr. Chairman, but 
I thought perhaps there were some questions that you might w sh 
to direct to them that they could better answer than I. 

As you have mentioned, I am the director of t~e Virginia Divi, 
sion of Justice and Crime Prevention, which in Virginia is our State 
criminal justice planning agency. We administer, among other things, 
t~ Omnibus  Crime Control and Safe Streets Act of 1968, as 

• amended, and the Juvenile Justice Delinquency Prevention Act of 
1974, to be shortly amended. 

I am present today at the req~iest, of course, of this subcommittee 
on behalf of the National Conference of State Criminal Justice 
Planning Administrators. That  is the national organization repre- 
senting my counterparts throughout the country and the territories. 

T am here to testi~y on the progress of the States toward achieving 
cl~mstitutionalization of status offenders and the separation of  adult 
and youthful offenders in places of incarceration. These are two 
major mandates established by Congress in the J J D P  Act. 

The national conference has submitted to you written testimony 
in which it concludes, basically, that  considerable, reasonable, and 
significant progress has been and continues to be made by the States 
~oward t h e  achievement of deinstitutionalization and separation, 
~srecially in the context of the political, legislative, management, 
md fiscal impact of these mandates. 

We assert that substantial compliance with the requirements of  
~e act will indeed be achieved by the majority of participating 
-tares wlthin the 3'year time frame established by the 1977 amend- 
nents, f 

. .~ee p .  1 7 1  f o r  Mr. Harris' predated s t a t e m e n t .  
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~:~re .~k  Congress and  I~EAA to.provicle continued and,  indeed, 
incre~ased~slipport to thd States and : t e r r i t o r i~  in  order  to assist them 
in achieving these object ive.  ' i' . " ' .. " 

My .w.ritten testimony provides a f a c tua l  basis for  the remarks  
which follow. I will sim~ly h ighl ight  my conclusions f rom the 
written testimony. - ~ 7~ 

Let me~ briefly touch on the context in which the States had tb 
work toward these twin objectives. From late 1974 to mid 1977 the 
States; to put it bluntl~, were in the midst of an uncertain World. 
First,' the 1974 legislation was passed but its meaning in all cases 
was not clear. Definitions from the aRministrative agency, LEA~k. 
were slow in coming. Indeed, to some degree, they are still not cer- 
tain. "~"~ 

The passage of the 1977 amendments clearly introduce new terms 
and in turn new uncertainties. The central question of the standards 
for compliance with the deinstitutionalizatlon mandate remains. It 
is now m the process of being reconsidered, of course, by the new 
amendments. We hope that promeut interpretation of the application 
of those new provismns will be forthcoming. , . 

Second, the amount of money that would be available from t~e 
Federal Government for LEAA has been constantly in flux, not om~ 
in the JJI)P Act, but also in the Crime Control Act as well. Con- 
flicting actions by the Nixon and Ford administrations and by the 
Congress over the funding levels for both of these acts has made it 
extremely dif~cult to administer them. Indeed, it has made it ex- 
tremely difficult to anticipate what the available resources would be. 
No one can effectively ulan without some firm idea of what availab!e 
resources might be in the future. ~ 

The sharply shifting economic conditions in the States and in the 
localities have also made these problems difficult or compounded the 
problems. 

Third, the uncertain administrative support from LEAA ha~ 
created problems, ~ir. Rector spoke to some Of those points. LEA~A 
guidelines have sometimes been confusing. Its technical assistance 
and its level of special emphasis support for the twin objectives, ~.. 
mv judgment---and I am speaking personally~have been inadequate 
"Last, there has been little, if any~ attention to the problem of plan- 

ning for the utilization of the block formula funds in concert wit~. 
the utilization of the special emphasis funds. Indeed, they have beer 
treated as two totally independent grant programs by LEA.A. Tc 
me, that is the height of futility. 

Yet, it seems to me, in spite of these uncertainties and problel_s 
the States--both the participating States under the act and the 1( 
presently nonparticipating ~tates---have made good faith efforts ir 
achieving these ends. These efforts, indeed, many have been at some 
cost in terms of what might have been greater efforts toward achiev- 
ing the objectives if some of the problems I articulated a momem 
a~o had not been present. 
~The States, in my jud~o~rnent, will continue to make good fa .l 

efforts to achieve these twin objectives. I am concerned that the cli 
mate of insecurity will continue. I think we all need to do our bee, 
to overcome that. That affects not only the Juvenile Justice Act, ]~[r 
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IC~aairman, but also the Crime Control Act. I address my remarks- 
'.about insecurity at that as well. 
": First, it seems to me that we need some attention to the definitions 

• ,under the act as soon as the amendments are passed and signed by 
the President. The amendments should give direction to LEAA for 
sCae final firm conclusion about what the act means, and they should 
.be published rather promptly and not be constantly changea so that 
~they will create, in turn, high degrees of insecurity and uncertainty. 
i ~econd, it seems to me t-hat prompt approval of the fiscal• year 
:1978 plans, which were in most cases submitted b t h e  States b the 
'deadllne of July 31, 1977, should be approved Ywithin 90 da~s of 
thor submission. That is required by the Crime Control Act 
~r ndicati0ns from LEAA, however, are, that that will not be the 
:case with the J J D P  portions of those plans. Discontinuances of on- 
"goingprograms, as you might well imagine, will undoubtedly result 
.from failure of prompt approval. 
! Third, the closing of the LEA.& regional offices undoubtedly will 
'~ause delays in processing both the Juvenile Justice and the ~rime 
Control Act plans and other kinds of grant applicationsi ant ad- h--' r . . gy. ¢ ,ments, and requests. With the usual •bureaucracy that is revolved 
m a grant program, delays will be incurred. 

Fourth, ft seems to me that the closing of these regional offices is 
golr~.to disrupt technical assistance. 

Fi~th, the amount Of appropriations under the Crime Control Act 
which can be applied to juvenile justice purposes has been si~o~ifi- 
• .antly reduced: Indeed, ~ongress has supported the J J D P  Act, 
n"ueywlse, at the expense of parts C and E of the Crime Control 
~ce. As they do that they simply rob Peter to pay Paul. I can name 
;xamples of juvenile delinquency prevention programs •which were 
~eing supported from part C funds that have had to be disestab'lished 
~ecause part C appropriations fell off. You have• the ironic situation 
ff dropping prevention programs supported by part C and then 
~a~t~ngit~l:e:nsPrOgram from JJ-DP funds somewhere else. This 

oixth, but by no means least, LEAA strongly needs the appoint- 
nent of a permanent and effective administrator who has the sup- 
~ort of  the White House and of the Attorney General: 
Tl ie  States have,• in my jud~oment, instituted effective monitoring 
• rocedures. Some comments have been directed by previous wit- 
tesses to this particular subject. I cover this in my formal state- 
~ent. The comprehensiveness of the data collected under these pro- 
e~ares, of course, varies with the difficulty confronted by indi,~idual 
,tates and territories in establishing or assuring delegation of the 
ecessary authority to conduct the monitoring of the correctional 
nd detention facilities. Other witnesses have spoken to that ques- 
ion. 
One witness, I believe, mentioned the observation that I would 

rake. In  most States there is some doubt as to the authority of any 
• t. e agency to monitor the activities in private organizations unle¢s 
1ere is licensing authority. I f  there is no licensing authority, there 
hardly any monitoring authority. 

4 ,  o ~  
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Senator CrrLwP. Can much be done through voluntary question- 
naires and so forth ~ . . . 

Mr. H A ~ .  Yes, I think that  is the greatest po.sslbihty .short oi 
seeking licensing authority. I would imagine th_at z_n most r e s t o r e .  
the rlvate artzes would cooperate. However, the degree oz sop m- 

• . P .  • - -  • ° • o - -  ° ~ _  

tmatlon might not.be comparable wlt'h that  m the pubhc faclhtl  ~. 
That  is one-of the big problems. ~:" 

In  identifying facilities and programs to be monitored, there is 
another difficulty, it seems to me, relating to the one I just commented 
on. In  some States there is not even an inventory o f  private commu- 
nity-based alternative-care facilities, given the  absence o f  some li- 
censing or other authority. 

Another difficulty is establishing, data on the institutionalize~ 
pot~ulations of effected facilities as a basis tor assessing progre .s  
This was referred to, I think, by some other witnesses as the dat~ 
base. I t  is the starting point~. That  indeed, of course, needs to be 
done. I think L E A A  can make significant technical assistance con- 
tributions in assisting States and localities in d o i n g  that. 

Now, as you know. under the amendments the monitoring require- 
ments have been exvanded to include such nonoffenders as neglect~ 
and dependent yout~hs. I might  point out that neglected and deper~l- 
ent youth are also a category provided for under other Federal  as. 
sistance programs. Therefore, there is going to have to be Cross• 
sharing of any data collection as between, say, State departments o: 
welfare, which under title X X  would be primarily the agency deal• 
ing with dependent and neglected youth. 

Even where nonoffenders are not confined in institutions or-in- 
carcerated wi th  adults the addition of these youths under  the .~ 
quirements places a further burden of proof on the States. 

Additionally, where States and their local jurisdictions share th, 
responsibility for the administration of  juvenile "justice the  Stat, 
planning agency, of course, must work wi.th each individual loca 
unit o f  government in the development and zmplementatlon of moni 
toring procedures. I t  is much neater, for example, in a State such a 
mine ~v~here there is some central authority as through our divi,~" ,~ 
of youth services, for the collection of data. However, in a Star  
where you do not have that  situation a one-on-one relationship ha 
to be created between whomever the State collecting agency is am 
the provider~namely, the local unit  of government. 

However, despite these difficulties, I believe that  considerab] 
progress has been made by  the States toward fulfilling the monitoi 
m~ requirements. I have not seen the data reports that  were refer  ~. 
to-by the G A 0  witnesses and b y  others, so I am not familiar  wit: 
the assessments that they made about the quality of the reports. 

Implementation of the deinstitutionalization and separation rc  
quirements are covered beginning on page 5 of my written statemen 

I t  seems to me that these cannot be accomplished without the dc 
velopment in each jurisdiction of a broad range of alternative met~ 
ods of  dealing with troubled youths• That  has been said over -n 
over again. In  this area, the l~ati0nal Conference can state withS~ 
hesitation that States have made considerable and substantial pro~ 
ress. The alternatives range in focus from those developed in poli( 

. 
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departments--sometimes referred to as "police discretion, Lthe first 
I component of our criminal justice system--to nonresidential youth 

• ~services, to residential facilities in which adjudicated youths can 
be placed as an alternative to their incarceration. 

t The development of services programs and facilities for predelin- 
~i~ents did not begin with the passage of the Federal Juvenile Jus- 
;tfce and Delinquency Prevention Act. These programs are formu: 
llated, implemented, refined and expanded prior to the passage of 
i that act by funds  from block and discretionary under the Crime 
i Control Act and from initiatives and financial support from States 
i and localities all over this country. 
i Lest anyone has the impression that the initiatives addressed in 
'tJ~ J J D P  act only started when that act was passed, I want to 
, emphasize that that was not necessarily the case in many States. 

The early juvenile justice program administered by H E W  indeed 
i provided some financial support to the development of a compre- 
i hensive network of community-based youth services strongly advo- 
:cared by that agency prior t o t h e  passage of the JJ-DP act. 
! The primary resources for the expansion of youth service bureaus, 
Is ~ outgrowth of that early initiative has been from two basic 
isources: State appropriations on the one hand and the  Crime Con- 
trol Act on the other. 

State Planning Agencies have continued and will continue to sup- 
plement  Juvenile Justice Act allocations with large allocations o f  
par ts  C and E Crime Control moneys, in many eases far exceeding 
the l~aintenance of Effort requirements o f  the Crime Control Act. 
• That is a very brief summary, Mr. Chairman and committee 

f..¢mbers, of my formal comments. I will be happy to try to respond 
to  your questions. 

Senator Cu~vEm l~Ir. Harris,  what additional technical assistance 
~could you suggest that would be helpful for L E A A  and the SPA's 
'to provide the States the necessary capability to develop adequate 
monitoring systems? :Do you think there is more that can be done? 
You indicate that  generally you feel there has been a good faith 
e_ort. Do you have some specific suggestions on the kind of assist- 
ance they could provide~ 

Mr. HAmus. The obvious answer for that• question is a model or 
series of models. I t  seems to me that instead of having each State--  
and I know this phrase is terribly overused~reinvent the wheel, 
'that if the L E A A  could present a series of a variety of models •from 
.which States could choose or could do that in the context of existing 
s ,terns, of course, that would be helpful. Again, LEA_& should not 
r~invent the wheel. They should look at what States already have 
and try to modify those where appropriate, as models. That  appears 
to :me to be a very realistic approach. 

I certainly do not think that L E A ~  would have the resources to 
go down into each State and begin installin~ the models. There is a 
high devotee of State responsibility, clearly, l'n undertaking that and 
i: work ing  directly with their ow~ localities. 

Senator CULVL~. YOU mentioned that you have a general sense 
that they have done a good job, for the most part, and made good 
progress in mSnitoring. 

/ '  
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Were you here when ~'Ir. Rector testified and gave us a summar: 
of the monitoring reports as they assessed them when they came h 
last December ~ I.think one would have to conclude that that aSSeSS 
ment and evaluation was really quite disturbing and essentially nega 
tive in its implication, to put it mildly. - 

We had seven States providing no data. Some 33 States did no 
provide base line data. Seventeen did not fully monitor jails or ~.~ 
not monitor jails at all, and so on. This is hard to square with you 
general observation that the SPA's are doing a good job and Fou 
conclusion that good ~rogress is being made in monit0ringit. W ouh 
you care to comment. 

I think you have assisted us in flagg'.mg .some of the reasons wh: 
this performance was not more impressive m terms of the problem 
with which people in the field have had  to contend. "~ 
• Mr. HARms. I w o u l d  say that  the most difficult par t  of the imple 
.mentation of these requirements--and • by the way, Virginia  has : 
statute that  we enacted at our last General Assembly session tha 
does exactly the same thing as the Federal  Act doe§. and imp.ose 
exactly the same requirements, so we would, have th.e monitorin; 

• and collection responsibilities irrespective of the Federal  s ta tute-- i  
getting the data from those who have it. "'. :i~ 

I t  is easier to get if  your State has a s tructured youth servic 
delivery system. In  short, it is easier, where you have ah organiza 
tional structure by which mandates may flow. down a n d  data  ma: 
flow back. 

When you do not have that  kind of management relat ionship col 
lection of data becomes very difficult. We are not  .talking just abou 
juvenile justice, as you might imagine, Mr. Chairman. We are tC:~ 
ing about almost any data collection. 

My experience has been t h a t  those with data need some incentiv 
to provide• it. The incentive usually is money on the other end o 
the string or a responsibility in the hands of the agency collectin, 
i t --asking for the data-- in terms of oversi_~ht, or whatever,,  wit: 
respect to the agency from whom it is collecting. Simply to ask fo 
dater and expect a iocality or an agency in a "locality that  is b 
dened already with tremendous responsibilities and do.es .not ha~ 
.additional resources to enable them to provide the data  means tlin 
either they are going to have to get the resources or somebody i 
going to have to go down and give them an awful  lo t  of  technics 
assistance. 

I am not t rying to be •negative. I do not mean my comments to b 
negative. I' mean them to be very practical. Data  collection, un"~ 
it is automated, is a difficult task for an administrator  operat ing a 
agency. He has to designate someone with that  ongoing responsi 
bility. He has to set up a system for  the data to be. collected on 
daily basis. That  takes time. and work, just to get the system i: 
place. Development of the collection system is what  many  State 
have had to do initially. I t  is not the sort of th ing  where you ca: 
snap your fingers and say that  the next day you are going to h v 
the data in accurate and usable form. -' 

That  is easier, as I have said, in the more s t ructured systems. I t  i 
difficult in the less structured systems. 
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• Senator CULV~ In your statement you say something that dis- 
turbs me and puzzles me somewhat about the difficulties the SPA's 
themselves have in getting cooperation from the various local public 
agencies and governmental authorities• in complying with deinsti. 
tutionalization requirements. 

Others have made this same observatiom 
f-: Mr. ~ .  Yes; they did. 

Senator C ~ w ~  When a State agrees to participate in the pro. 
gram and comply with the deins~itutionalization requirement, isn,t 
the Governor or t h e  State Legislature then ultimately responsible 
for insuring that the various State agencies and local governmental 
units that are creatures of the State will comply with the act ~. 

l~r. I-L~mus. I guess the simplistic answer to that would be: On 
~.e surface, yes. I f  you ask that as a legal question it would be yes. 
As a practical political question I think you know the answer as 
well as I do. . . . .  

Again, in structured systems it is easier to issud the orders and see 
that these things Occur. In unstructured systemsi where.the relation- 
ships between the youth service program of the State government 

i and of local gove~aneht are not structured, there is no existing 
~. !echanism by which the Governor or anybodyelse can say, "We 
: want these th~ngs to Occur." " 

Of course, a ~legislature Can pass• a statute and order that it-be 
done throughout the State. That still brings you back to the funda- 
mental question Of overseeing the implementation of the statute. I t  
i s  one thing to pass a statute---that is why we are having the hear- 
ingsl--and it is another thing to see that it is carried forward. 
• All I am suggesting is that you may have some States where to 
achieve in a neat way what we are. talking about you really would 
need State governmental reorganization to some degree to make it 
as effective as we might like to have it within the time frame we 
are talking about. 
Senator CULVF~m Are LEA_A_ and the SPA's really doing all t~ey 

can to facilitate complance with th e. deinstitutionalization reqmre- 
-'ent~ 

' Specifically, Mr. Harris, i would be interested inwhat the SPA's 
.have done t0 disseminate information to State Legislatures about 
the deinstitutionaliT.ation requirement which may necessitate revi- 
sion eL their State juvenile codes. What have the SPA's done in 
.providing information to State agencies and local governmental 
bodies to assist them and ~ve them the capability to plan and carry 
.~',it dein stitutionalization 
• Mr. HARRIS. Again, I would refer to my written statement. We 
gave as examples the profiles of several States. As for those States, 
that question is answered in my written statement. 

By the way, we do not have a profile on every single State. We 
hav.e given you examples of those that we are most familiar with. 
That is in my written statement. 

Senator C~rLV~R. Fine. 
Mr. I-L~mus. With respect to my own State I can certainly add to 

what is already on the record. As I have mentioned, our legislative 

• 2 ,  
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passed an act Which took effect on July 1, 1977. I t  virtually mandates 
precisely the same provisions that  the Federal JJ-DP Act. 

I do not want to suggest, by the way, that  the Federal initiative 
was the total initiative for the  General Assembly of Virginia taking 
the action it did. 

Senator CULV~. Nobody ever wants to suggest that. ,~ 
Mr. ~ s .  Sir~ 
Senator CULV~P~ I never heard it suggested in 14 years in Congress 

from that level. 
Mr. ~ .  The act requires the deinstitu_tionalization of status 

offenders by prohibiting that  commitment to State juvenile marnlng 
centers or any other type of secure confinement facility. I t  emphasizes 
less secure types of pretrial detention. I t  recommends detention only 
when it is absolutely necessary. Detention in a secure setting-,~ 
severely restriced and the len~th of- confinement is also restricted, 
to 72 hours. I t  requires that  aI1 juveniles be separated from adults 
in facilities that house both. I t  expands the diversionary powers of 
juvenile intake oi~cers. 

The work on that statute went on over a period of 2 or 3 year~ 
I t  involved my agency and the Division o~ Youth  Services, pri- 
marily. All concerned were also quite conscious of the provisions "~ 
the J J D P  act. Every possible effort was made, clearly, to educate 
the members of our General Assembly about the initiatives mac 
should be expressed in such a piece of legislation. 

That  is simpl~ one example. Our task ] n  our Sta te  is to imple- 
ment those provisions and set up a structure such as We are tallying 
about today to monitor these new state requirements. 

Senator C u L v ~  How about your national effort i n  that  rega. l 
through your own association~ How systematic is  that  k i n d o f  
undertaking 

Mr. ~ s .  Gwen, can you respond to that~ 
Ms. HOLD~.~. I think in terms of the National Conference's activi- 

ties what we have been doing is moni tor ing the problems that  the 
States have in regard to all of  the different requirements of the act. 
That  is particularly true in the instance of participation, i~ 

In  terms of providing them with assistance in monitor ing and 
that  type of thing, or developing approaches to fulfilling moni tor ing  
requirements, our involvement there has been working with L E A &  
on some of the intiatives it has undertaken to develop monitoring 
formats and forms that would assist the States in developing data 
bases. 

Most of it, a~ain, has been the assessment of difficulties. Wh( '~  
we can, we are helping them resolve those. 
• Senator CULVER. I t  seems to me that  you are in a unique position 

to give L E A k  the best possible kind of direction in terms of what  
:kind of specific help is needed by State and local governme.nts in 
order to lead them into, for example, developing alternative services 
for status offenders. 

How much is done in that regard ~ • 
Ms. ttOLDE.~, Well, again it is a process of assessing where State's 

are in terms of providing information to LEAA. We have  done that 
where we have deve|opecl the information, such as difficulties with 
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fund flow and assessing what amounts of moneys have been separated 
and, again, assessing difficulties that  they have had with the.de.inst !- 
tutionalization and separation requirements. In  terms oz malvlauai.  
ized alternatives we have done very little work, in terms: of identify- 
ing different types of alternatives that  States could be implementing. 

~ Mr. GELT~AN. "Let me, if  I may, just quickly say that we have a 
staff of only six, of which there are only four  professionals. We deal 
not only with the Juvenile Justice Act but also the Crime Control 
Act. Our basic task has been to work as much as ]~ossible and to 
provide advice and  recommendations to LEA.k,  which has the man- 
power and the resources to go ahead and undertake the effort. 

Therefore, to the  extent that we have been. able t o  operate as an 
~uformation and communication conduit, both. understanamg Ir0m 
our constituents what it is that  is happening and being able to pro- 
vide that information to LEAA,  and at the same time review the 
k inds  of initiatives that  L E A k  is going to un_dert.ake and give them 
our advice as to how effective that  would be, that has really been me 
kind of activities we have been limited to. That  is mostly because of 
r e s o u r c e s .  

Senator CULVE~ Could you  not be an informational conduit on 
~hese other fronts~ 

Mr. G z L T ~ .  I think we can. Once again, we have----- 
Senator  CULVER. I mean a clearinghouse for suggestions and  

• services and so forth. 
Mr.  HARRIS. Of course, definitely. We do, b u t - -  
Senator CULVE~ i am trying to get at how much you do in that  

area. Not much, I guess. 
Mr. HARRIS. Not much, because of the limited staff resources. Our 

staff is supported by a grant  from LEAA.  We have the staff that 
is supported by that  grant, but  that  is all we have. 

Senator CuLwT. Within that  staff capability are you satisfied that 
your priorities are appropriate ones 

Mr. HAmus. We th ink  they are. 
Senator  CuLwm What  could be more important than giving State 

• nd local communities some suggestions on what kind of alternatives 
to detention and institutionalization exist ~ 

Mr. ~ I s ,  Nothing could be more important than that . .  
Senator CULvEm Maybe it should receive higher priority, t h e n - -  
Mr,~H~uus. I t  indeed should, sir, but the problem is that we lost 

$100,000 from L E ~ - - - -  
Senator CULrER. For  something as important as that, it seems to 

~ that it qualifies for leapfrogging on the pecking order of the 
priority concerns. 

Mr. ]~u~Is.  Well, you may be correct, sir----- 
Senator C~Lv~z. Well, take it under advisement because we are 

goingto  be looking at the LEA_A grant  to see if it is worth funding. 
Maybe i t  is not. 

Mr. t txe~s .  Well, they think it is. 
• Senator CuLvem What  they think and what we think may be 

different. I would like to bet on us if  we think differently. They come 
to us to get the money to help you. 

Mr. ~ .  There is no question about that. 

J 
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Senator CuLv~. I do not :mean to get involved in civics I, but that  
is the way it works. 

Mr. ~ .  I guess what I am saying, sir,.is that even iafn~ were 
priority No. 1 there are still plenty of other priorities it is 
difficult----- 

Senator CuLwm I want to send you the message that it is priority. 
No. 1 with the chairman of this subcommittee. 

Mr. HARRIS. I understand that, sir. 
Senator CULVEm I am a little bit more interested than the ca.sual 

observer in Congress. 
Mr. HARMS. Yes, sir. 
Senator CULVER. I f  yOU are a politician, and I think you are, you 

would be worried about that. You would take note of that. 
Mr. HARms. I am taking note of it, but I am also trying t o  b~ -~ 

realistic. I do not want to mislead you into thinking that we are 
going to drop everything and do that, sir. 

Senator CULVEa. YOU don't want to mislead me into thinking that  
anything is going to be done. Well,  I do not want~ to mislead, you. 
I will be back next year looking at this. 

Mr. HARms. Fine, sir. I will welcome the opportunity. 
Senator CULVFm. I hope you have much more to say on the  subject.~ 
Mr. HARms. We will do our best. 
Senator CuLvm~ We do not expect you to do any more than your 

best. I f  you do that I will be quite satisfied. - 
In your testimony you noted that the primary sources f o r  funds 

to be used in the establishment of alternative services now are the 
Safe Streets money and State funds. Is that correct~ 

Mr. HArms. No; I said that the progress that had been madL" 
prior to 1974 had primarily come from those two areas. T h e y  have 
been supplemented now, of course, by the JJ 'DP Act provisions and 
the funds available through that act. That was the comment I made. 

Senator CuLvEP. As you are aware Mr. Harris, Congress had also 
hoped the States would make use of other moneys we have  ap- 
propriated under other programs such as HEW, HUD, and Labor. 
! wonder what more can be done by SPA's and LEA.&, in you: i; 
judgment, to increase information about the use of these Federal 
funds for this kind of effort and to harmonize and coordinate some 
of the programs initiated~ 

Mr. HARRIs. Let me give you  an example of what some States do 
that all States should do, in my judgment. 

Several States coordinate the use of various Federal programs in 
various functional areas. They have set up effective means of identi 
lying the sources of funds even though one act may not be aimed 
directly at the purpose for which they wish to use the funds. 

Those initiatives, however, in my judgment, are very limited. Not 
many States are organized so as to identify the potential uses of 
Federal dollars beyond the functional activity at Which the Federal 
program is directly aimed. . 

Senator CULWR. Shouldn't the SPA's be a Critical catalyst for tha' 
kind of  formation ~ 

Mr. I-L~RIS. We are. I am talking now about State government 
generally. When you talk about criminal justice as a functional area 
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the SPA'S are char~ed in every State with ident i fying all possible 
sources for assistin~ the criminal justice sy~em. 

LEA.A has historically helped in that by, as new pieces of Federal 
legislation are passed that have potential for providing funds for 
criminal justice activities, notifying the SPA's  and pointing out the 
"-articular provisions. They wil l  give us copies of applicable regula- 
tions or tell us where they may be  obtained. Indeed, when we had 
the L E A A  regional offices--and I do not know how it  is going to 
work in the future---they assistedin the SPA's  pursuit of those other 
dollars. 

Senator CuLv~. They can give you that information, My ques- 
tion is, What  you  do with it: 

Mr. ~ S .  What  we do with it i n  the SPA's~ 
"Senator  CULVEE. Yes. 

Mr. HARRIS. We use the information to pass on to the operating 
agencies at the State level and to the regions that serve us---the 
sub-State regions that work directly with the localities so that they 
may pass that  same information on to their local units o f  govern- 
ment for the purpose of taking advantage of those opportunities. 

' .  Senator CULVEm I would lille to see the type of information that  
, ~5ur national office disti*ibutes to the States. I would like to see what 
you do with what L E A A  ~ives you. 

M~. I-I_AP.P~S. Yes, I cou.rd sent it to you. I would be happy to have 
several other states do the same thing. I think the several that I have 
in mind you would find very interesting as f a r  as the techniques are 
concerned2 

Mr. HAmus. I would be happy  to have several other States do the 
~.me thing. I think the several that I have in mind you would find 
very interesting as far  as the techniques are concerned. 

Senator CULVEm Again, I was interested in  your national ofllce. 
I would like to see what you do with what L E A A  gives you. 

Mr.  HAmuS. We will do that, certainly. I want to point out~ though  
that L E A A  communicates the information to which I referred a 
moment ago to the States directly as well as to our National Con- 
. rence .  I was addressing my answers to what  the States do with  
it when they receive the information. 

Senator CULV~R. Thank you. 
Senator Mathias ? 
Senator  M~TH~S. Mr. Harris,  I want to thank you for being here 

today and for your comments. 
Mr. HAPaUS. Thank you, sir. 
Senator M_ATH~S. I agree with you that it is unfortunate---I as- 

sume that  you are telling us :that unfortunately the early starts made 
at H E W  did not  really pursue the figures adequately. 

Mr. HAmuS. Yes, sir. 
Senator ]~TH~S.  I had Some hope when Elliot Richardson was 

Attorney General that  we were approaching the point where we 
were going to merge the early start made at H E W  with the later 
- "~rk done at LEA_A_ and have a hybrid product which, in the case 
of many hybrids, is better than eitl{er one of the progenitors, Then ,  

s See  p. 1 7 9 .  
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unfortunately, we Not into that Saturday Night Massacre and all of 
the conversations t~at we had with Mr. :Richardson leading to that 
end went up in smoke. 
• Therefore, I think that we are well behind where we ought to be 
m this program. 

Let me ask you just one question to start with. You have cited ht 
your statement a number of States that have made some progress i.-" 
deinstitutionalization. There are also, obviously, some States that 
are not making great progress. What kind of carrot-stick arrange- 
ment do you suggest for moving them along~ 

Mr. HAmus. There is "' another element to that question, too, that I 
will throw out. That is this: Of the States that are not participating 
some are making significant progress--and I am talking about those 
not participatin 6 in the a~v-Z-in exactly the same direction that  tL: ! 
act is pointing m. They chose not to participate for a variety of 
reasons. 

Of  course, that is also by way of saying that some who are not 
participating are not making any better progress than some who are. 
Therefore, that element is there. L 

Senator M A ~ .  You have made that point several times hers 
this morning. I think that speaks very well for the citizens' grou~ ~) 
who have in.terested themselves in this problem. 

There are people, some of whom I see here this mornin~ would 
goad this committee and act as the conscience of this committee. I f  
they are doing their job as full citizens they are goadin 6 the State 
legislatures and local authorities in the same way. I think that  is 
one of the most healthy signs that the Federal system is still alive 
and working. The whole dependence is not yet placed on Washingtc. 
where, God forbid, it does not belong, 

M_r. HARRIS. To answer your cjuestion in terms of where you do 
not have that kind of citizen intitlative or commitment either citizen, 
w~se or governmentally, I think you are back to the old carrot and 
stick of Federal  money argument. Of course, that is directly pro- 
portional to the degree of money, to be crass about it. That  is always 
a problem. .j 

Senator MATHIAS. Cutting off the money never seemed to me to 
be a very good idea, because you penalize the people that the pro- 
grams are set up for and whom the money is provided to help. 

.~Ir. HAmus. That is right. 
Senator MATHIAS. Mr. Anderson testified that programs and facili- 

ties for status offenders are often inadequate or inappropriate. I read 
with particular interest your comments on the Maryland situatic ) 
where in rural communities you  have more problems than in the 
sophisticated areas, Do you have any information as to what per- 
centage of  the Safe Streets Act and formula grant moneys are being 
spent in creating alternatives for status offenders 

I ask that because my own personal knowledge of rural  counties 
is that cash is short and the tax base is limited and i~ is expanding 
very fast• I t  makes it very difficult for those communities to provi~:) 
alternatievs for themselves. 

l~fr. HARRIS. We do not have the data from each State, i f  that is 
what you are asking me. I can give it to you from my own State. 

| 
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i think I can give it to you ,  and did, indeed, in my written state- 
ment, from the States referred to there. 

However, as I mentioned earlier, we do not" have it from each 
individual State. 

Senator M.ATHIAS. I think that  points to one of the blanks that we 
r : e  unable to fill in and that  we might consider. 

• In  reviewing the December 31, 1976, monitoring report  that  Vir- 
ginia submitted, I believe there were over 4,500 status offenders in 
security detention or in correctional facilities. This was for the year 
1975. I think that  is a large number. 

Can you tell us what progress has been made in deinstitutionaliza- 
tion of these status offenders~ 
• ": Mr. HarRis. I can give you some statisbics both on status 0ffender~ 
and, as you indicated, adjudicated juveniles. 

In 1974 we had approximately 1,000 juveniles in State institutions. 
Right now we have 805. Of  that  1,000 in 1974, 30 percent were status 
offenders..By the end of calendar year 1977 there will be no status 
offenders in State learning centers or institutions. We call o u r  in: 
stitutions learning centers. 
-, Senator ]YIATHIAS, I have heard that  euphemism. 

Mr. H~mus, Oh, the phrase "learning center"~ Completely_ off the 
subject, I even saw a kindergarten the other other day that was 
named "the Kiddie Care Learning Center." I t  was privately oper- 
ated, as it turns out. 

Status offenders in "juvenile detention facilities in Augus t  1976 
numbered 44 percent of the occupants in these facilities. In Augu. st 
1977, 1 year later, there were only 15 percent. They are dropping 
~apidly. Of  course, that  status requires that there be none. 

We have no status offenders in our jails, except that we had one 
this month. I will not tell you the city, because the sheriff is running 
for Congress. However,  the Division of Youth Services clomped 
down pretty hard  on that particular jurisdiction. 

I hope that is responsive to the question. 
Senator M__ATH~S. All  of that noise in the background indicates 

~.~at the moment has come to jog to the Senate floor and catch a 
Senate vote. That  means "really come." The chairman has lef t  early 
so ihat  he can walk to the Senate floor. I will start jogging. The 
chairman should be back in jus t  a few minutes. In  the meantime, the 
subcommittee will stand in recess. 
[Recess.] 

Senator CULW_~. The subcommittee will come to order. 
As the testimony of Mr. Hurs t  indicated, in the last few years a 

number of States have made significant and, I think, commendable 
progress in adopting le~slation which provides for the deinstitu- 
tionalization of status offenders. 

Our next witnesses, who compose this panel, are individuals who 
have been closely associated with this effort and with the legislative 
initiatives that  have marked siTnificant progress in the d~irection 
• : :at the Congress has indicated is a desirable approach and policy 
in this area. 

They have been very active in their respective States and I am 
pleased to welcome all of you here this morning. 

J 
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We have Mr. Joseph Rhodes of the House of Representatives of 
Pennsylvania; Ms, Barbara Fruchter of the Juvenile Justice Center 
of Pennsylvania; Peter Francis, who is a member of the senate ~rom 
theState  of Washington; Ms. Jenny Van Ravenhorst of the WaSh - 
ing~on State Department of Social  and Health Services; and Mr. 
Thomas Higgins, a former member of the Iowa State House ~ 
Representatives. 

I understand you have all submitted written statements for the 
record that you wish to go directly to questions. The committee 
appreciates this approach because of the particular problem we have 
on the Senate Floor today, 

Mr. Rhodes, can you briefly describe for us the provisions of the 
Pennsylvania law--the new Iaw dealing with the subject of deteP~ 
tion of status offenders~ 

Without objection we will insert your written statements in the 
record. 

S T A T ~  0~ HON. ~0SF.~H RHODES, JR., MEMBER, :PENNSYI~ 
VANIA HOUS~ 0]~ R E P ~ A T I V ~ ,  PITTSBURGH, I'A. 1 

Mr. RHOVES. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. :~ 
Act 41, which was senate bill 757 in the senate of our general 

assembly, was enacted into law on the third of August of this year, 
has a number of significant provisions for Pennsylvania. I t  is the 
culmination of 4 years of legislative effort in Pennsylvania. 

At the outset, let me say that the Federal legislation played a 
dramatic and important role, though actually we had a very hard 
fight in the State of Pennsylvania to pass this legislation. 9 

The main concern we had in Pennsylvania was not to merely 
comply with the minimum standards of the Federal law. There was 
a lot of effort on the part of some groups to do just tha t  as the legis- 
lature considered various other juvenile bills. We were very con. 
cerned that we not just comply to the letter of the law but also to 
the spirit of the law. 

We have had other bills in our legislature before Act 41 whi~ 
were, we thought, very sweeping and progressive legislation. They 
all died. We did not want to give up the fight just because the Fed- 
eral deadlines were approaching. 

We consider the two principle provisions of Act 41 to be the ones 
that you focused on this morning: the deinstitutional,ization question 
is the first. In our State that question resolved into a kind of a fight 
between the juvenile court judges and us over the number of juven" 
categories. The judges wanted to have three tiers for juveniles under 
their jurisdiction. One tier was for status offenders. One tier was for 
delinquent children. The other tier was for dependent and deprived 
children. 

Our approach in Act 41 provided for two tiers---the delinquent 
cate.~or~, which meant offenses which would be offenses were the 
juveniles adults, and another category, which included everythi: ~, 
else, status offenders, etc. That was a very difficult fight. A. lot of 

~'See p. 198 f o r  Mr.  Rhodes '  p r e p a r e d  statement .  
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the judges held very firmly to the  view that they had to have the 
hammer of this sevarate cate_~orv in order to force kids back onto 

' the "path of right/~ Eventually, w e  were able to defeat that position 
of the judges. 

The other major part  of the legislation was the establishment of 
~December 31, 1979, as an absolute and final date beySnd which it 
w o u l d  be illegal to hold any kind of a juvenile in any kind of  an 
adult  facility. That  was a very tough fight. The juvenile court judges 
did not fight this one so hard. The county commissioners fought it 
tooth and nail. They felt .they did not haze the resources to provide 
for alternatives. 

In  the rural  areas of our State the commissioners said that they 
-did not have the resources to provide alternatives to placing children 
• in county jails. As you know, Pennsylvania is a mixture of urban 
and rural areas. 

L a s t  yea r  we held 3,000 juveniles in county jails awaiting trials, 
• n o t  to mention 2,500 status offenders who were held in detention 

facilities prior to the :passage of Act 41. To gain the support of the 
i county commissioners we worked out a complicated •plan to pay for 
r e g i o n a l  detention facilities. 

~ Those are the two principal prohibition features of Act 41.• There 
• was one final provision which was that  we forever closed our maxi- 

m u m  security juvenile prison. The State maintained a huge prison 
in Camp Hill  r ight  across f rom our State capitol. I t  was a constant 
reminder of the backwardness o f  juvenile justice in Pennsylvania. 

• With Act 41, we finally closed that  facility for juveniles, I can 
report  that  the last juvenile exited Camp Hill last week. 
• •Those are" the three basic things we did in our act, 

Senator CULVE~ Mr. Rhodes, you may have been here when Mr. 
Hurst  spoke about the need for the States to assume more fiscal 
responsibility if they are going to achieve this deinstituti0nalization 
goal in terms of providing local services. 

In  Pennsylvania, ~ou passed~  in the last session of your legisla- 
ture--legislation which created a definite incentive for local govern- 
ments to~ provide for these nonsecure community based facilities and 
treatment, at ]east of juveniles. Could you describe that legislation 
to us~ What  were the provisions of that~ 

Mr. R~.ovEs. Gladly, Actually, this l aw--Act  148 of the previous 
session of the  General Assembly of Pennsylvania--was very critical 
of the passage of Act 41, the one which brought us into compliance 
with the Federal  law. 

What  it did was to reverse a critical trend in Pennsylvania. ~n the 
past, believe it or not, we had a situation where we entirely funded 
any placement •from a county agency to a State correctional facility 
for ]uveniles--a jail for juveniles. We funded such placements en- 
tirely. 

On the other hand, we very minimally funded community based 
programs or alternative type programs in the State. I do not know 
how this practice happened. I t  just developed over time and no one 
• really looked at i t  very hard, so it stayed. 

In  the last session we passed Act 148, which turned that around. 
As of January  of next year, there will be a 75-percent guaranteed 
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support from the State for community based placements and only 
a 50-percent guaranteed reimbursement for placement in facilities 
and institutions. " 

This not only applies to status offenders who, by the way, are no 
longer delinquents---~hey do not even come under this p r o v i s i o n u  
but it applies ~o any child, any delinquent child who commits any_ 
offense except murder in the State of  Pennsylvania. . 

Senator CULvE~ Ms. Fruchter, I understand the Juvenile Justice 
Center in Pennsylvania put together a large coalition of citizens and 
organizations and this group played a significant political role in 
the enactment of some of these legislative initiatives, such as senate 
bill 757 which YIr. Rhodes talked about. 

Would you describe how the coalition was organized and what role 
it  played in passing legislation ~ . .:_~ 

STATEMENT OF BARBARA F R U C H ~ . ,  ~V_,XECUTIVE DIRECTOR, 
~'UvJ: ; .N.LL,E J U S T I C E  CENTER O:F PENNSYZVA2TIA 

Ms. FRUCHT~. I was here when Mr. Hurst  spoke. I heard him 
speak about community standards and community climate. 

The Juvenile Justice Coalition is the monitoring, implementing:~ 
and advocacy arm of the Juvenile Justice Center of Pennsylvania'" 
I t  is our job, through the coalition, a group of 83 religious, civic, and 
community organizations throughout the State, to affect community 
standards and create community climate------ ' : 

Senator CUL~T~. Eighty-three citizens or 83 CrouDs~ 
Ms. FRUCHT~. Eighty-three groups totaling over '2"mil l ion clti- 

zens. That is our implementing and ~nonitoring arm. I will tell yoc 
how the coalition works. I .have to start back a little bit. 

The Juvenile Justice Center started in 1971. We went into institu- 
tions for children in our area and into our own county detention 
facility and found three adjudicated youngsters kept  i~ ~solitary con- 
finement for 5 and 6 weeks. 

Montgomery County, by the way, is the richest county in Pennsyl- 
vania and the 22d richest in the country. These were our children 9 
Our taxes were paying for their incarceration before they had been 
found guilty of a delinquent act. / 

We very naively wrote to the county commissioners and to the 
judges and probation people about wha t  we had found in the de- 
tention facility and we included a program for changing those con- 
ditions through volunteer work. We felt that they would read this 
and say, "Come on in and help us change things. ~' 

However, the status quo stood. People feel very threatened by any 
change in that status quo, even though statistics consistently tell us 
that the status quo in juvenile justice is a system for manufactur ing 
criminals out of: noncriminal offenders. 

We turned to the people with our information, We spoke in Rotary. 
clubs, churches, synagogues, and to any two people who would stand 
to~ether. We tolcl them what they were paylng fo r  with their tax 
dollars. " .~ 

S e e  p. 2 0 0  f o r  M:s. F r u c h t e r ' s  p r e p a r e d  s t a t d m e n t .  
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In  1974, L E A &  funded the Juvenile Justice Center for the first 
time. For  the 3 previous years we worked almost full time as volun- 
teers so that  we developed a lot of  faith in the ability of volunteers 
to create a community climate for change. 

The opposition to change was there. Our  job was to go into each. 
.~eal area, each county of the State, and turn around or reduce the  
'opposition through community education, and to form a broad- 
based constituency for children. No one had ever spoken for  children 
m our State before. 

With the passage of the 1974 act we got a very strong FederaI 
ally. I t  was an irrefutable fact that this leadership and the fiscal 
commitment was coming from the Federal Government to do the~ 
~iversion and to implement the alternatives that we had been ad- 
vocating for a number of years. 

We se t  five coalition policy statements. We educated the citizen 
groups throughout the State to an understanding of these policy 
statements. Each group we spoke to, or ran seminars and workshops 
for, had to understand what the policy statements meant and  had 
to endorse them. They then let their community elected officials and 
their legislators know that  they supported these policy statements. 
~..:The pol icy statements said: ( i )  that  status offenders should no t  
be adjudicated delinquent or held with delinquents o r  alleged delin- 
quents, I f  "status offenders" were under the jur i sd ic t ionof the  courts 
it should be as dependent children, not delinquent; 

(2) Juveniles should be removed from adult  :facilities; 
(3) Children should be afforded all due process and equal pro- 

tection r ights ; 
" (4)  There should be a realistic incent£ve funding  plan for the 

counties, Representative Rhodes just spoke to you about that. The 
State was funding the State institutions by reimbursing the counties 
100percent of t.he cost of sending children to State institutions. The 
coalition saw this was not the way to go. Alternatives were to be 
funded 75 to 90 percent; institutional reimbursements by the State 
were to be reduced to 50 percent; and 

(5) The last policy statement called for a moratorium on the 
construction of secure detention until alternatives were impIemented, 
For  approximately the cost o f  one secure detention bed a group home 
for six to eight children can be run for over a year. 

Senator CvLvem I am sorry, what d id  you say 
Ms. FRUCrfTEm For  the same amount of money that i t  cost to con- 

stuct one secure detention bed you  can have a group home imple- 
r-~.nted in the community for six to eight children. 

These were the coalition policy statements. The roIe o f  our center 
is that of educator and technical assistants to the communities to 
implement these policies. Additionall$ we analyzed every piece of  
juvenile legislation that was pending m the legislature. We sent out • 
to the comunity groups' liason people information concerning wheth- 
er the pending legislation supported the policy statements or ran 
c^unter to the policy statements. 

W~ alsn informecl ]e~s]ators in both the House and the Senate 
whehher the pending legislation supported our policy statements or 

28-407~79-----4" 
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not. There was much action on the local level from our coalition 
groups. 

One of the most important things the coalition does is inspection 
and monitoring. You know, because you are having these hearings. 
that passing the legislation is only the first step. 

Our citizens, who are trained and educated, are out there in eve.r_v 
county and in every community monitoring the services, both priva,~ 
and public, that are ~provided for children. We believe that citizen 
participation in the inspection and monitoring of services for chil- 
aren, is • sine qua non for quality services. We supply trained 
citizen volunteers to the Department of Welfare which is mandated 
in our State to inspect every facilit 7 that receives D P W  .fu_n_ ding. 

Senator CuLvzm That is a most impressive history and I hope w.e 
have the benefit of more information on your activities for o~. 
committee staff. 

What are you doing in the way of governmental reorganization 
at the State level in order to bring about a more coordinated effort 
to attack the problem of  troubled children in a larger context ~ Have 
you taken on that dimension of concern in terms of your group's 
activities 

Ms. Fl~UCHTm~ There are a number of initiatives in that directlc.~, 
Mr. Chairman. We are training citizen coalition members right now 
to attempt to overcome resistance and to make the concept of coordi- 
nation attractive to elected officials. The first task is to increase com- 
munications and transactional activities. 

We have citizens on advisory boards, for instance; we have citizens 
on youth service systems within the counties. I am on the J-D advis- 
ory board, and I try to bring local information to our adv i so  ~ 
meetings. 

There is also some initiative at this time in the direction of co- 
ordinating councils in our State. Representative Rhodes' committee 
is holding hearings right now with an eye toward coordinating 
money and services for children with new legislation they are con- 
sidering for compliance with the 1977 amendment to the Juvenile 
Justice Act. Such legislation would provide for more independer 
and coordinating responsibility in the Juvenile Justice and Delin- 
quency Prevention Office in our State. That is very important in a 
State that still has judges and administrators advocating for prior- 
ity money for can!ne forces and two police vests for every officer 
and that kind of thing. 

Senator Culver, could I give you some statistics to sort of explain 
t he  importance of the Federal legislation and the citizen's role :,1 
that 

I have this in my testimony, but it kind of touches on what you 
will be listening to tomorrow about the alternatives. 

In the first year in Pennsylvania, in 1976, when any JD moneys 
could have been effective in Pennsylvania in conjunction with our 
citizens work, we were able to turn the tide of accelerating delin- 
quency arrests--juvenile arrests. They had doubled from 82,000 :u 
1970 tn 165,000 juveniles arrested in 1975. -" 

In 1976 we saw 10,000 less juvenile arrests• I think this can be 
attributed not only to the leadership of the Federal legislation and 

) 
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the potential of the money coming from the legislation but to the 
climate created by the citizens in the communities. ~ . . . . .  

Additionally, that  same year we saw a decrease oz one-mira m 
the number o f  children who were held in county jails in local areas. 

Additionally, in Philadelphia--crime-ridden, gang-ridden Ph!la- 
• --delphia--the Juvenile Justice Center, in cooperation with the Fhlla- 

del~)hia family court, reduced the number through a detention .alter- 
nat!re program which we run. We reduced the number  o~ cnliaren 
helcl in the Philadelphia secure detention facility by over one-half. 

This is an open-alternative-foster parent-group home.services to 
children in their own home combination program. Our detention di- 
rector in Philadelphia likes to point out the fact that  a day not too 
long ago he had under 40 children in a Philadelphia detention 

center.  In  Pittsburgh's Human Center they had over 200 children in 
detention. 

Senator CULWR. Thank you, 
Senator Francis, could you briefly describe for us those provisions 

4)f the legislation enacted in the State of Washington in this area 

' oF  oN. I RANCJS, C AIR , S ArS 
: - "  JUDICIARY COMMITTEE, WASHINGTON STATE LEGISLATURE, 

SEATTLE, WASH, 1 

: Senator FRA~ClS. Thank you, Chairman Culver. _ 
I would start by saying that; I have been the Chairman of the 

Senate Judiciary Committee in the State of Washington for 5 years. 
For 4 of those years we have had this political struggle very much 
-as described in Pennsylvania. I think:we are typical. I think the 
situation is pretty much the same throughout the States, 

A year ago we passed my big bill of the special session, which was-- 
the last group o~ status offenders who were allowed to be institu- 
tionalized in the State were the incorrigibles. We said they could no 
longer be institutionalized. That took effect this summer. 
This year we passed the major overhaul of the juvenile court sys- 

tem which we had been working, on for many years. That was further 
implemented with one regression in that there was a provision~ 
and it is in our formal statement~that those who qualify for a diag- 
nostic commitment, have run away, have insisted on persisting in 
running away, and are exhibiting behaviors that evidence a likeli- 
hood of degenerating into serious delinquent behavior will be under 
the jurisdiction of the juvenile courts. 

A group of people from a particular part of one county felt that 
it was very important' It is the problem of the promiscuous daughter 
in conflict with family. They wanted to have some way of getting at 
her. We were not able to keep that out this time. I am hoping that 
we can get it out. 
I-Iowever, I do not think it will be a significant thing as far as 

numbers. 
Basically, we are out of that old system. We have shifted it over. 

Jenny will be able to tell you about the fact that it is no longer part 

z See p. 202 for Senator Francis '  prepared statement.  
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of the Juvenile Justice .System, but a part of the I)epartment. of 
Social and Health Services to work wi th  these status offenders. 

I hope I .might be able to make a contribution to your  th inking 
about the politics of what we are up against in t ry ing  to implement 
the Federal legislation. I think it i s p r e t t y  typical everywhere that  
the major resistance is coming from trial judges, and especially-) 
juvenile court judges. 

That  is true in our State. There are some probation people and - 
caseworkers and so forth who resist, but  there are some who have 
helped us and who have fought  with us on that. There seems" to be 
division among almost all of the other actors in the juvenile jus t ice  
system over coming into what  I think is the best way to handle this, 
I think the best way is the Federal  approach o f  the  1974 Fede ra l  A c t ~  

The judges, as you know, are a .p re t ty  formidable group polit i-" 
cally. They are the ones who were able to make us work 4 years to  
get"it passed. They are the ones who are possibly going to do every- 
thing they can to sabotage it. That  remains to be seen. 

I t  seems to me that I have to go along with what  John  Rec to r  
said about funding o f  community programs and things, because tha t  
is the key. We have said in our legislation, "Here  is what  you have~ 
to do. You have to provide support  services and crisis interventioh~: 
and ways to reunite families and opportunities for the kids who can- 
not go back to families to have some other way of get t ing some help. 

The big ammtmition that so many of these judges use, as well as 
the other opponents is, "Well, there really is not anything available. 
I really want to help the kids and the only way to do it is to b r i n g  
them back and let me, as the judge, be daddy to them a~ain an~ 
so forth." • - - ":, 

I do not think that is the real reason, but  I think that  is the i r  
ammunition. I think: Congress can help take away some of that  am- 
munition by focusing during the appropriat ions process on jus t  
what we do. 

I certainly agree with all of  the comments about public works and  
so forth, but we are largely talking about program. There is an asso- 
ciation of Community Youth Service Bureaus throughout  the State. ) 
They provide a lot of these kind of support  services. They  usua l ly  
have advisory committees, In  fact, one high school girl  who lives 
about a block from me is on the one in my neighborhood. 

They are  very effective. However,  they need this  kind of support .  
I have also learned what is going on in Florida, where they are. 

massively recruiting volunteers for bringing children r ight  in to  
redly!dual homes and then having people Come in n " ~  ~,m, , . . . .  and ~_rov]~ . . . . . .  ~, 
kind of casework Support not even on a foster paren t  basis, but  j u s t  
on a receiving home type  of basis. I t  seems to be very effective. 

I t  seems to me there are a lot of things like this where you can say, 
"Here  is what we are going to do. Here  is the focus' we are go ing  
to make and here are the incentives we are going to urovide." I t  
would take away a lot of the ammunition of those who are real ly  
t rying to prevent the implementation of the Federal  legislation. ,9 

Senator CULVF~. Thank very much. 
Sen,qtor FRA~C~S. I hadY:nUe other comment, and that  is in the  

• area of ki'ddie porn, which I know is certainly big  on the fron~. 
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l)ages back where I live, along with a series that  has been clone on 
~nale clfild prostitutes. 

;: I went t~rough our own criminal code and I found at least seven 
i different sections of the criminal code that  are violated by almost 
! avery activity of kiddie porn, providing for up to 10 years in jail 
l .~s a sentence. 
~ " There are a number of quesbionable constitutional approaches that  
I a re  being advocated back there. I t  seems to me that  again what we 

a re  talking about is law enforcement for those people who manipu- 
] ]ate and abuse children and for the people who need the help--- 
i i which is, again, usually the children--we need these services. We 

need this kind of psychological help, crisis intervention, and the 
e ther  things. 
- I really think that  what we are talking about here today applies 
~o a lot of things that are very, very timely. 

Senator CULVEm Thank you very much, Senator Francis. 
I wonder, Ms. Van Ravenhorst, if  you would tell us about these 

~ew provisions that  have been described by Senator Francis which 
will go into effect on July  1, 1978. Is that  the right date 

• ..~TATEI~T OF ~ VAN RAVENHORST, ~R03"£CT MANAGER, 
DIVISION OF COMMUNITY SERVICES, WASHINGTON STATE DE- 
I~A~T~AqT 0~ SOCIAL AND HEALTH SERVICES, 0LYM13IA, 
WASH. 

~fS. VA~ I~AVEN]HORST. T h a t  is correct. 
Senator CuLwn. Can you tell us what efforts are now being made 

~o prepare for that  eventuality in terms of resources in the  State 
:and how you plan to get ready to implement this new provision 

~Is. VAN P~AVENHORST. I would like to tell you that  we are doing 
a great deal more than we have done to date,~but we are just in the 
be_ainning sta~es of that  implementation process. 

~)ne th~ng t~at has been done to date goes back to the amendment 
tha t  was ~aSsed by the le~slature last year  in 1976. This was the 
Jill that ~enator Francis talked about which would prohibit the 
iinstitutionalization of incorrigible children for more than 30 days. 

That  particular act took effect in Ju ly  of this year. A t  that point 
in time the Department of Social and Health Services had to have 
:available a 30-day commitment option which included all of those 
criteria that were added to the act. There were provisions for treat- 
ment. I t  would be a custodial placement. I t  would be a placement 
~parate from delinquents. 

There has been such a facility designated for incorrlgibles that 
will be committed for 30 days. 

Senator C~rLVF~ For  what? 
~[.% VAN RAVENHORST. There has been a facility designated for 

"the commitment of incorri~bles for 30 days, or at least a maximum 
of 30 days, The people who are in charge of operating that facility 

re t rying to emphasize getting the children out as soon as they pos- 
sibly can. 
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~ What  is happening is that  they are generally s taying for  30 days .  
However, since Ju ly  1 of this year there have only b e e n f o u r  children- 
in that particular facility. 

Therefore, the State of Wasl~.'ngton,' with the exception of those- 
four children and those that  will happen in the future,  is in compli-  
ance with the deinstitutionalization requirement. 

However, the other area that  was addressed by the comprehensive ~ 
revision of our Juvenile Court Act is the detention of status of -  
fenders in our county detention facilities. Responsibility for alter° 
natives to detention of status offenders is placed with our depar t -  
ment. That  is the thing that 'we are in the process of planning for  a t  
this point. 

There are a couple of things that  are presenting us with some.. 
problems. They are the two things that  have been mentioned here a ".-- 
number of times today. The first thing is data. The  second th ing is 
money. 

One o~ the more difficult things to t ry  to ascertain is the number o f  
status offenders who have been handled by the juvenile courts over 
the past several years, and the number of status offenders who have 
been held in detention, and for whatever periods of time. _~ 

A lot of the reason for that  problem is ~ecause the status offende|~ 
has sometimes been a delinquent within the way tha t  the cour ts  have  
classified that  child. Very often the way in which t h e y  are labeled 
from one county to another varies. Therefore,  if  you go into a pa r .  
ticular court and ask them to tell you  how many status offenders 
have been processed by that  court and how many status offenders 
have been put in detention there is a lot of difficulty, because status 
offenders n~ean something different to every part icular  court. 

I believe one court uses the terminology "unable to adjust." Sorae 
other courts use other things. 

Senator C u L v ~  Is there  any hope that  we could get  some sort o f  
more universally a~oTeed to report ing criteria and s tandard  defini-~-- 
tions 

Ms. VA~ R~VE~r~O~ST. That  certainly is possible. The difficulty 
would be in the fact that it comes at this date instead of 3 years age . )  
The point at which they can begin to t ry  and put that  data  together  
based upon those criteria would be useful for any other State  tha t  
has not prohibited the detention of  status offenders. 

We are at a point where, come Ju ly  1, we are not  going to want  to 
keep those kinds of records any more. Therefore, we have to go back 
and use the existing data. Tha t  information will not be terr ibly 
useful. 

What  we are t rying to do at the Department  of Social and Heal th  
Services is to come up with some basra criteria that  can be used to 
evaluate the existing information within the juvenile court  system' 
That  has been a very  difficult process and one that  is going to take 
some time to do. - 

I t  has len~o~hened the: process of imp]ementation, because that  is 
going a projected 8 weeks to compile. Then, the val idi ty of tha t  i' : 
also questionable. 

One other area that  presents us with some problems is t h a t  there 
is some concern about whether or not the Department  of Social and 
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Health Services Will take over the responsibility for the kids that  
have been dealt with by the juvenile court alone as status offenders, 
or whether they are now going to assume a general statewide re- 
sponsibility for  families in  conflict and children who have problems. 

A n  example might very well be the male prostitute, who might 
.~ .ver have come into the juvenile court system, who needs alterna-. 
tlve housing. That  might very well be the basic problem. :Do we ad- 
dress that child who has not been reflected in statistics~ Does that 
increase what the Department of Social and Heal th  Services will 
have to do in providing resources ~. 

That  gets to  my second point, about money. We are  trying to 
identify what k ids  we are going to serve. We are also trying to iden- 
t ' fy  what resources we are going to offer. We are in the process of  
generally surveying the kinds o f  things that  are available through - 
out this country that  have been used. " 

As I say, we are in. the preliminary stage of  doing that. I could 
not come to you  and say that we have found things which we feeI 
are going to be really 'tremendous that  we are going to use in the 
State of Washington. However, we" are looking: 

.The Department has responded to this act and said that despite 
t,i~e fact that  it is a very dl~flicult problem 'and a very hard  problem 
to  articuIate •they are going to try to provide the services that are 
mandated b y  the legislature. 

Therefore, you can look to the State of Washington for an effort 
in t rying to provide alternative services. Tha t  is not to say that we  
do not admit to ' i t  being a very big problem. We look to all. of the 
resources that might be available in order to be able to accomplish 
t .a t .  

Senator CULVEm Tomorrow, you may be aware, we are going to 
look into some of the alternatives to detention and institutionaliza- 
tion tha t  have been adopted by various States which have proven t o  
be successful, at  least  to the i r  own satisfaction. We are going • to t r y  
to  get some of those examples before the committee so that we will 
have some suggestions that  perhaps can be disseminated to the other 
~..ates. Hopeful ly  we will .have some success stories which can be 
shared as to how to best and most effectively carry out the deinsti- 
tutionalization mandate regarding status offenders. 

Mr. H ig~ns ,  Iowa is current ly  in the process of revising its entire 
juvenile code. You have been, of course, very directly involved as the 
principal author of the •major legislation in that  area. 

Would you describe for us the proposed revisions concerning status 
¢ ~enders ~ 

STATEMENT 0]~ HON. THOMAS M. HIGGINS, ]~0RMER MEMBER, 
IOWA STATE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES, DAVENPORT, IOWA ~ 

Mr. HmoI~'Sl Surely, Senator;  I would be glad to.  
Shortly after the 1974 act. the general assembly took very rapid 

a :ion on an amendment which I sponsored, which did get status 
offenders out o f  the two State juvenile prisons. I think tha t  is a 

1 See p . 2 0 6  fo r  ~'~lr. HAggins '  p r e p a r e d  s t a t e m e n t .  
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~estameat to the wisdom of this committee and its able assistance 
~rom ]Hr. Rector. 

I t  was pret ty  obvious to those of us who were working on a~_ i n .  
~erim committee studying the subject that  that  really was onl.y a 
partial response to a much deeper problem. We needed to revmw 
~ur  whole juvenile code. Af te r  a lot of work and a lot of  efforL 
testimony, and site visitation and so forth, we did come up with  '4 
'proposal which passed the House overwhelmingly last year.  
• Tha t  p roposa l  grapples with a lot o f  problems in the_ area o f  
juvenile justice. Probably none, however, is more central than  this 
issue o~ status offenders. 

We concluded, Senator, that  the only adequate public policy in 
'this aTea was to completely el iminatestatus  offenders f rom the jur~s= 
diction of the juvenile court. Tha t  is what we have done. ,- 

Frankly,  I think the test imony of Senator Franc is  is correct. The 
~najor an~munition which the juvenile court judges and others  have 
used against efforts at juvenile court reform largely  revolved around 
~he assertion tha t  i f  you eliminate status offenders f r o m  the  juvenile 
,courts, communities will not have the ,necessary resources to deal 
~vith those problems in a voluntary manner.  

I t  seems to me, however, that  the  way we handle status offende~.~ 
..'now, :generaIl_y with some form of foster care Or institutionalization, 
is a very well-studied failure. To simply perpetuate tha t  fa i lure  in 
the name of a pr~inciple, which says that  if you do not have th i s 'you  
:have nothing is not  an adequate excuse. ' . • 

Judge  Bazelon said it better than I. I can only paraphrase  him, 
but I think that  i t  :is true that  the local communities will only tu rn  
~o resources which do adequately respond to the problem of  star:..-., 
.offenders--the runaways, incorrigibles, and others--when they can 
no longer use the court as a dumping ground for their  problems,- . 

I do  not believe that it is reasonable to assume tha t  States and 
locabi~ies and local units of  government will ever come up with the 
k ind of resources that it takes to help these kinds of children a s l o n g  
• as ~hey can use the courts as a convenient dumping ground. T h a t  
really, I think, has been what  has happened. • - . ) 

'Similarly, I am .mindful of  your  earlier questioning as to the role 
'of ~he Sta'te planning agencies in influencing legislation so t h a t  it 
.could comply ~vith the 1974 act. I t  is only my subjective judgment ,  
hu t  I have been in contact with my colleagues in many of  the other  
States which are engaged in this process. I would have to say tha t  
'they really have not been very active. I f  anything,  they have been 
reactive. ~hey certainly have not been proactive. General ly speakin ~ 
:I think that is in the nature of State bureaucracies. They  h a v e  to get 
-along wi~h t~ose juvenile court judges  and the juvenile court  judges 
do not 'want  it. They are responsible first and foremost to the execu- 
• ti~e branch of the government in those States. Frequent ly  the  execu- 
• t i re  branches of .government do not want to get involved in a very 
~0]at~e political issue. 

As a result, they have tended to respond only when  asked. T h r ~  
'spend large sums of money holding conferences and hearings a l l  of  
~vh~ch are to the good, but there is very little interface with the 
le~slat ive branch of government. That  is really where the crunch is. 

I might suggest that for  your  .deliberation you might  consider 
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ways in which State legislative bodies might become better informecl: 
as to the nature o f  the problem and what their requirements are in 
the 1974 act. I do not think, frankly, that  very many of them are. 
very  well informed in that  regard. . . . . . . .  

A n o t h e r  provision which is embodied in this ]eglsla.tlon, m a a a l -  
,~.ion to the elimination of status offenders~ .:is a reqmrement for a 
'detention hearing within a very short period of time--48 hours---  

whenever any child is picked up. _ _ . 
i We were concerned not 0nly about the detention of status offenders,,. 
' but also the needless detention of delinquents who are not a pnysical 

threat to  themselves or to the community. 
• Therefore, we have carried, in a sense, the requirements of the. 

1974 act a good deal further. Not only do we say that you cannot de- 
~ain in a secure facility any juvenile, unless you can show on r a t h e r  
specific grounds that he is a threat to himself or to his community. 

I th ink that there is just  a wealth of data which supports_ that  
policy move. The detention in  secure facilities of juveniles results in  
the  kind of negative stereotype that inevitably !feeds this kind of" 
failure syndrome in the juvenile justice system. 
, I would urge, Senator, as you look at alternatives tomorrow, you: 

-,ook wibh special favor upon those alternatives which embody keep-• 
ing the farhily together. ~r have heard President Carter and Sacra, 
tary Califano and even you, Mr. Chairman, speak eloquently and ' 
well about the ways in which Government contributes to the breakup- 
of the family  in our  society. 

While there are a lot of thi£gs that  Government cannot do be- 
cause of  constitutional pr0hibi t ionspsuch as television advertising- 
:nd other things--certainly what  Government can do is stop us ing  
the overwhelming bulk o f  its resources in this area to break up. 
families and to keep them apart. 

I would go one step further and say that you ought not to be put-. 
ting any more money into facilities and agencies which construe 
their role as being to sit back in their nice offices and  wait for fam- 
ilies in trouble to come to them. We have some very good models of" 
" gencies which actually go into that family ~:nd live wi th  that family 
30 or 40 hours a week and draw the resources of the community to- 
&,ether to help that  fami ly  stay together. I t  works extremeIy well. 

I think we ought to be putt ing conditions on FederaI  fundingm- 
not only in the area of LEA.& funds, but  in  title X X  and other kinds: 
of hinds--which do encourage that kind of ac t iv i ty .  

Similarly, I have no problems, as a former legislator, with this  
• ~mm~ttee extending the direction that it took with respect to con- 
ditioning of Federal funds and to conditioning future Federal funds 
for States to have detention hearings, as I have said, for juvenile~ 
who are in trouble. 

I think that we are off to a good start in Iowa. We passed that bilr 
overwhelmingly in the House despite very determined, well orga- 
nized opposition. I am convinced that i t  will pass overwhelmingly 
"n the Senate and that ,  in fact~ it will be a model for the other States. 
• Senator C~vEm I wish to thank you and commend you, Mr. Hig-- 

gins~ for  the ve.ry considerable leadership that you have given not 
o n l y t h i s  particular issue~ but  also your social efforts generally in: 
our State. 



\ .  

° . 

52 

I would also like to compliment ~you on your new position as Re3 
gi0nal Director for Health, Education, and Welfare. 

Mr. Hic~i~s. Thank you •Very much, Senator. . 
I should point out for the record--and I have clone so in m y  

writ ten testimony-~that obviously I am speaking as a former legis- 
lator and not for the D e p a r t m e n t . .  

Senator ~rLVF~. We have 24 people speaking for .that: Depa r tmen~  
You would get lost in the chorus. 

Th.is does complete the testimony for today. I want t o  thank all 
of.the witnesses for their extremelY interesting and informative tes- 
timony. 
• Tomorrow we will look at types of alter~latives to detention and 

institutionalization and the relative success of  these alternatives. We 
wil l  also go into the comparative costs of our current approach t~. ~ 
handling troubled juveniles which results in their placement in se- 
cure settings and o~e r  approaches n o t  involving their  placement in 
such settings. 

Mr. Hx~I~s. I t  is worth noting, Senator, that if at least one  State 
in the Union had complied as they were supposed to with the man- 
dates of this act we would not have had that tragic jail fire t h a t  we 
had  in Tennessee. 
• Senator CzmveR. Well, it would seem to me that in  SUmmary today 

some very real progress has been made toward the goal of not lock- 
ing up status offenders. However, I think that  clearly mucl~ remains 
to be done. - • 

I want to compliment all o f  you on this panel who have really 
been the vanguard of the cutting edge of some of these very serious 
and difficult efforts initially. - 

• I t  is my expectation that LEA.& and the State planning agencies" 
will make every effort to vigorously enforce this congressional di- 
rective and mandate and that  they will enforce thi's requirement 
that  status offenders not be placed in secure facilities. 

I think it is important that  the new Senate amendments in the 
1977 Act not be misinterpreted as any relaxation of the congressional 
determination and insistence that this par~cular critical provisi?n b~ 
fully complied with. 

The testimony has also led me to conclude that  LEA_A_ and the 
State plann.ing agencies must make a better and a more major effort 
to :improve State monitoring systems. This committee and its staff 
will be working closely with both L E A k  and the SPA's  to see that  
this is improved upon. • 

Tomorrow these hearings will commence again at 9:30 in tb~ 
morning, assuming cooperation with the Senate program, in th ld  
same room. 

The focus of tomorrow's liearlngs, as I mentioned, will be alterna- 
tives to detention and institutionalization of status offenders. We 
will go  into comparative costs and  the cost-effectiveness of some o f  
these other program approaches. 

We hope that all of you who were here today will join us tomor- 
row for the continuation of these hearings. 

The committee will stand in recess until further call o f  the Chair. 
[Whereupon, at 12~45 p .m,  the subcommittee stood in recess to 

meet Wednesday, September 28, 1977.] 
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! .  IMPLEMENTATION OF THE JUVENILE JUSTICE 
DELINQUENCY PREVENTION ACT OF 1974 

A N D  

'W~,DN'ESDAY, SEPT ~ M ' ~ R  28, 1977 

U.S. SENA~, 
.. o Su~co~rrrrEE TO I~VWS~OA~ / 

J u r s m ~  DELrNQUENCY OF THE 
C 0 ~ ' r r F ~  ON THE JUOICXARY, 

WasMngton , D.G. 
The subcommittee met, pursuant to recess, at 9:45 a.in., in toomc~ 

1318, Dirksen Senate Office Building, Senator John C. Culver T 
(chairman of the subcommittee) presiding. 

i Present: Senators Mathias and Wallop. • 
• ! ' Staff present: Josephine Gittler, chief counsel; Steven Rapp, staff 

director; and Cliff Vaupel, assistant chief counsel 

STATEMENT OF HON. IOHN C. CULVEE, A U.S. SENATOR FROM IOWA 

Senator C~rLWm The subcommittee will come to order, 
I now call to order the U.S. Senate Subcommittee to Investigate 

Juvenile Delinquency for the second day of hearings concerning the 
implementation of the Juvenile: Justice and Delinquency Prevention 
Act of 1974. 

We began yesterday an inquiry into whether States who are par- 
ticipating .in this act are  living up to their commitment to stop • the 
practice of locking up the so,called juvenile status offenders. These, 
of course, are youths such as runaways and truants who have not 

.committed criminal offenses. 
This act, as most of us are aware, made Federal funds available 

to States, localities, and public and private agencies for improve- 
ment of their State juvenile justice systems on the condition that 
they removed noncriminal youths from jails and secure detention 
and correctional facilities. 

The previous hearings of the subcommittee, I believe, have amply 
documented the damagl~ng consequences of locking up juveniles who 
]lave committed no crime: Witnesses at yesterday's hearings reiter- 
ated the need for and desirability of the congressional mandate with 
respect to the re~noval of noncriminal youth from jails and similar 
institutions. 

Our hearing yesterday also indicated that the act has been a cata- 
lyst for reassessment on the part of the States of their own practices 
with respect to the confinement of status offenders. The hearings 

"further indicated that some very real progTess had been •made toward 
the goal of  ending confinement of such juveniles. The hearing, how- 
ever, also revealed that much remains to be done in this area. 

(53) 
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There appears to be much uncertainty and significant confusion 
regarding He types of alternatives to secure detention and correc- 
tional facilities which can and should be utilized in the country. 
Hence, our focus today in this hearing is on those alternative meth- 
ods that might be employed for handling status offenders~ their  
effectiveness and their comparative costs, z- 

The development of such alternatives to the traditional "out oI-  
sight~ out of mind" solutions to the problem of what to do about 
troubled but noncriminal juveniles is clearly a major challenge to .~ 
our society. I t  will require the utmost patience and sensitivity and 
the courage to take innovative approaches when old methods are 
proven to have failed. The stakes are so high that they clearly de- 
serve our maximum effort. They involve the preservation of invalu-. 
able human resources and the protection of society from trends to~- 
ward future criminality among our you th .  

I am very pleased this moruing to be able to welcome as our first 
witness Mr. Peter Edelman, who is the director of the New York 
State Division of Youth. 

We are happy to have you appear today~ ]~Ir. Edelman. We would 
certainly look ~orward to hear"n~g about what efforts the New York 
Division for Youth has made to end the locking up of status of / )  
fenders. 

S T A ~  ~ 01~ ~V.TER B, EDELMAN, DIRECTOR, NEW YORK 
DIVISION I~0R YOUTH 

Mr. EDEL~A~. Mr. Chairman, I appreciate the opportunity to be 
here today. I congratulate you on holding these hearings and m:~ 
your leadership in this vital!y important area. We in the States feel 
sometimes, when we are trying to achieve compliance with the law, 
that we have too few people here in Washington who support us and 
.who keep constructive pressure on us. Your leadership is extremely 
nnportant and we appreciate it. 

I think we have made considerable progTess toward compliance 
with the Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention Act in Ne~ ) 
York State, W h a t  we have done is both less. in a sense, than what 
needs to be done and more than the Federal law requires. 

I t  is less in the seuse that the number of status offenders now 
being served in communitv'based and other permissible facilities 
instead of correctional institutions is painfully small compared to 
the number of youn_~sters who need heln as a conseauence of havin_~ 
family- and school-~elated problems. T~at is the larger agenda thaT) 
we need to work on in the coming years. We have just looked at the 
tip of the iceberg. 

What we have done is more than is required in the sense that we 
have been altering our patterns of service at the same time for all 
youngsters whom we serve. That includes the delinquents and the 
minor delinquents as well as the status offenders, even as we have 
moved to respond far more stringently to the serious type of juvenil: 
offenders. 

I will give you a lit]e background about New York State to define 
som~ terms for our discussion. We have had a separate status of: 
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i fender statute since 1962, so that  we have delinquents on. the one 
• handmkids  between the ages of 7 and 16 who have committed an 

that  would be a crime if they were adults--and on the other 
'i ~c td  p iNS--persons  in need of supervision. T h e s e a r e  youngsters 

• - who are habitually truant,  incorrigible, chronic runaways~ o r  out of. 
~ .-parental control  
:"- Therefore, there are .two separate statutory structures. In  the 
t division for youth we serve, at any one time, about 2,000 youngsters. 

About 45 percent of those are juvenile delinquents. Maybe 30 per- 
i £ent are P IN~ .  The rest are youngsters who either come as a condi- 

t ion  of probation or who are genuine referrals; that  is, they have 
£ome from a non-court-related source. 
. The service to the 2,000 kids is in a variety of settings, everything 
• from locked facilities for serious delinquents to family foster care. 

There are about 3,000 youngsters in an aftercare status, as opposed r 
f to residential status, at any one time. " 
t Let  me give you a little more definitiOn. When I refer .to b secure 

facility I mean a locked facility. When I refer to a trainin~ school 
t I mean a large, cottags-type facilit~ which is institutional in nature  

because of its size, even though it m not a locked facility. 
• i '-~ That  is very important. For  example, in. your opening statements 

l~Ir. Chairman, you talked about removal of P I N S  youngsters from 
locked facilities. There was at least the implicit equation of a cor. 
factional facility to a locked facility. 

; I agree that  locked facilities should be impermissible no matter  
what their size, for status offenders. But the training schools in N e w  
York State from which w'e have removed status offenders are not 
locked facilities. And I believe strongly that they are correctional 
within the meaning of the Federal act. I think that  we have to f ind 
a way in our implementation nationally to accommodate that .  

Wl~en I assumed the directorship of the New York State Division 
for Youth in August  of 1975 there were some 240 P I N S  youngsters 
in the trainin~ schools, and about 30 in locked facilities, There was 

: a 90-bed training school for P I N S  girls that had  just been closed. 
We were already serving another 350 P I N S  youths in  noninstitu- 

"tional settings. 
The 270 institutionalized kids were in  three places--two 120-bed 

training schools, and 30 youngsters in the locked facility, . . . 
I would say tha t  all of those youngsters were mapproprmtely 

placed. I t  was partly for reasons of cost and partly for reasons of 
the approach to care and whether they were gett ing what they  
needed. 

The cost of operatin~ those training schools at that time was about 
$16.000 in the on-grounds cost per bed, per youn~,ster, per year. I t  
was $24,000 when you take into account f r inge benefit costs, central 
office, and other administrative overhead cost and the  cost of intake 
and aftercare. These figures, by the way, included no amortization 
for physical plant.  

I t  is important to understand, in terms of why the  training schools 
are  such unsatisfactory institutions, that despite these costs they are 
really neither fish nor fowl. They are neither costly enough to pro- 
vide'individual care of a highly sophisticated nature to each young- 
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ster--' which some kids do need--nor are they small enough to really 
be a part of the community around them and to avoid being insti- 
tutions by virtue of being small. As a pure consequence of their size 
you cannot graft them onto the surrounding community. 

Well over half of the PINS youngsters who were sent to the 
training schools could have been served, in my judgment--and Ic 
think it has been proven now--as well or better in community based 
programs such as group homes, foster homes, and various combina. 
tions involving alternative schooling and the like. 

Another one-third or so--it may be less than a third--could have 
been served as appropriately in outside-of-community settings, but 
not institutional, such as camps or smaller rural settings which can 
be more individualized without prohibitive costs. • 

There were some 10 or 15 percent of the youngsters who kind of" 
got buried in the training school population who needed something 
a little bit more special. They have become visible now. That is a 
serious problem which we fade, We have not had the~sjpecialized 
facilities that we need. for them. They need a greater ini~stment of 
money per child. 

In those circumstances, what did we do~ There we were in late... 
1975. We were facing the Federal mandate. We were facing State - 
budget constraints. We decided to combine those two by moving to 
close inappropriate institutional beds, which was obviously a logical 
decision. 

We already had a number of alternatives to institutionalization 
that were available. That is important in terms of our capacity to 
comply with the law. We already had over 500 beds in noninstitu- . 
tional rural settings---mostly in camps. We already had over 400'.- 
beds in small group community-based settings such as group homes 
and so on. We had nearly 300 beds in family foster care. 

There were kids in those beds, to be sure, but nonetheless, over a 
period of time, they were a resource for moving away from undue 
stitutionalization. 
We also had nearly 800 new beds, mostly in community settings, 

in the pipeline with State money at the time. Therefore~ we had-" 
pretty good resources to start with. 

Nonetheless, if we tried to close those inappropriate institutional 
beds without having additional alternatives it would have been 
difficult. Therefore, when I was told by our State budget people to 
take approximately 10 percent off of our budget for the previous 
year I went to our State SPA, division of criminal justice services, 
and said, "Could I get some money under LEA& or J J I ) P  for ~ 
alternatives ?" 

The answer was yes~ beCause in our State our SPA viewed i t  as 
part of the mandate from Congress to spend LEA& and J J D P  
money on alternatives. Therefore, we developed a grant  application 
for $i.7 million. I t  was approved by the State crime control plan- 
ning-board in December of !975. In March of 1976 the Governor's 
budset was then enacted by our State legislature, so that  by Apr i l  
f,f 1.q76 our delnstitutional plans had become a legal mandate of the  
State. 

.7 
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I "On top of thatl o'ur State legislature, .in response to a proposal 

by Governor Carey later in 1976 statutorily prohibited the place- 
. ment Of P I N S  youngsters in our Stat~ training schools. I t  became. 

• i not only State budget policy, but also State legislative policy not co 
have status offenders in correctional facilities. 

',--~ Throughout 1976 we had what I would call a multi-ring circus in  
:t operation. I said earlier tha t  we had 1~00 noninstitutional places in 

existence. The problem was tha t  placement in those places was not 
i done in an~r centralized way. Therefore, youngsters sent by the courts 
~, who were m effect earmarked fo r  the training schools tended to go 

to the training schools even though there was no right under the 
law fo r  the judge to say tha t  the youn~ te r  must be there. 
• The reason for that  was that the alternative p lacementswere too  

often not available, Our own bureaucratic structure Was working 
against us. There was one group of people supervising the facilities 
and another supervising intake and  aftercare. Intake workers  could 
not say." "This youn. gs. ter is going to go to this place." Facility di- 
rectors could-reject virtually anyone. 

We were like a series of miniagencies. I f  an intake worker wanted 
:+~) fi~ht about puttin~ a particular child in a particular: place he  had 
' ~b take his case to AIbany. He had to get my sanction o r  that  of one 
of my deputies. : . 

Therefore, we had to reorganize from top to bottom to make this  
thing Work. We made regions. There are four  regions in the State  
subdl'~vided further  into eight districts. We placed all facilities and 
all intake and aftercare under  unified supervision. We gave our in- 
take personnel, who are now combined with our aftercare into what 
.~e'call youth service teams, the power to determine--subject to ap- 
peal~where  youngsters would be sent and what facilities they would 
be sent to. 

This, of course, was very key. At  the same time, we were develop- 
ing our placement alternatives--the new ones...We gave the newly 
admitted regional directors the authori ty to split Up the $1.7 mil '  
lion. They were each given a portion of the funds and directed to 
.evelop a variety of service alternatives. 

At the same time, in another ring of the circus, we were gradually 
phasing out cottages in the training schools. The schedule was grad- 
ual enough so that most of the youngsters could go home when their 
institutional stay was completed. For  those, maybe one-third who 
needed some additional placement, the time frame was stretched long 
enough so that we could make those plans on an individual basis. 

As the year progressed we opened new group homes and other 
kinds of community beds in a number of places around the State, 
We added 90 beds in the area of family foster care. We added 75 
beds in independent living for  youngsters who were----- 

Senator CuLwP~ Excuse met Mr. Edelman. Could you give that 
intake authority yourself by just executive order, essentially ~ I f  the 
juvenile court judge had a different view he was powerless to re- 
"irect that particular child? Is that right? 
"" Mr. EDZL~A~. Yes, that is right. I think it is a constructive pol- 

icy~ Mr. Chairman. In  our State the judge has the authority to place 
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with  the division for youth, but not.as to facilities within it. He may 
.also place with the local commissioner of social services to get 
~youngsters to private agencies for care. Under our  new, strict, Juve- 
nile Justice Reform Act, when a youngster has been involved in 
very serious violence the judge can require that a secure facility be 
used. Otherwise, it is an administrative matter. 

I think that is a good'split of power between the court and tht~ 
administrative agency. 

Senator CULV~. Thank you, 
Mr. EDEL~AZ~. I had mentioned the places that we added in the 

course of 1976. The final .category was Bay service. We added some 
hundreds of slots for youngsters who might live at home or young- 
sters who might be able to stay in a group home or family f o y e r  
care as a consequence of having alternative education aaaea to mC 
placement mix f o r  them--the service mix. 

The PINS youngsters were entirely removed from the  training 
schools by January 1977, which was actually ahead oI scneaum, l~ow 
their successors are in a wide variety of facilities, from camps and 
other noninstitutional rural places to ~roup homes, family f o y e r  
care, independent living, supervised residence with college students, 
v.ol.untary agencies, and some in their own homes with special super~ 

vl~I°ybe a few cost figures would behelpful in taking a look at this. 
The Current annual cost of a training school bedmand I have sup- 
plied these figures to the committee staff--is on the order of $27,00(). 
That  is up a bit from a couple of years ago. About $18,5.00 of that 
• is the on-grounds cost. 

The current cost of a group home is about $i5,000, of which abou ~ 
$9,000 is the 0n-grounds cost---the bed itself. The disparity, again , 
is in the fringe benefits, the central office, and other administrative 
costs, and the cost of intake and aftercare . . . .  

The cost of family foster care, overall, is about $5,700, of which 
$3,800 is the payment to the family and the clothing allowance and 
the medical expenses and so on. 

Our independent living program costs about $4,320 per youngste~ 
per year. 

The college program costs about $8,000 per youngster per year, 
including the supervision for the youth. 

On the other hand, just to keep the perspective in balance, the on- 
grounds cost alone, without overhead, of a very intensive program 
for that handful of youngsters who need such a program would be 
as much as $35,000 a year. w e  need some of those programs as well.  

I t  is important to understand that appropriate combinations o ,  
programs for youngsters in communities can add up. If, you take 
the $15,000 youngsters in the urban home, maybe for those place- 
ments to be successful the youngsters need $4,000 worth of a pro- 
gram for learning disabilities, and maybe another $4,000 worth of a 
supported work program. Even so, that $23,000 is less than the cost 
of the training, school, program and it. is an entirely, appropriate 
" dividually tallored placement, with mixing ana matching oz corn . 
1 1 3  . .  . • " .  - -  ". 

munlty enrmh_ment optmns for that youngster. I think, it is lmpor-. 
tant  to bear that in mind. 
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I f  y o u  were to ask me what is the model, or what is the secret for 
:status offenders I would say that it is an individualized response. I t  
is in that  mixing and matching of appropriate options. There are 
just a lot' o f  things that  go into it. Fo r  older youngsters employment 
'and vocational :training options are par t icular ly  important. Work 
with families is critical when there is any possibility of improve- 

7Cent in that area. Mental-health-based therapeutic interventions are 
!necessary sometimes. Sometimes you have to take specialat tention 
'to learning disabilities. Of  course, education is fundamental: for vir-  
:,tually ever-y youngster.  So many of them are reading so far behind. 
~,Prol~er medical care is another part  of i t .  The proper mixture for 
,each youngster is just key. 
• I would just stress again that while we were moving on the status 
iL :enders w e  were also moving in the area of del'inquency. The 
reason I stress that  is because there is a tendency in the country. 
'today to say, "We are going to de~stit~tionalize the status Offenders 
iand throw the book at the delinquents:" That  is simplistic.' A 10t of 
ldelinquents are in the same victim ca tegory- - tha t  is, minor delin- 
quents--as  the status offenders and need the same niix of programs 
las status offenders. W e  tend td forget that, ' . "~ ' " 
i( W e  have our problems now, to be sure. Our ~facilities :across the 

• board are dealing with relat!vely rhore difficult y0ungst6rs. Some- 
itimes some of them are not so sure that  they are up to the challenge, 
although I think they are. So we have seen our staff gaps  and ~/Tul- 
nerabilities, as a consequ6nce of this, throughout, the system. ' • 
: We are asking our le~slature "for extensive budgetary tielp this 
year to deal with that. I t  has really been 2 years since we have had 
s y State budget increase, W e  have saved the taxpayers literally 
millions of dollars in closing unnecessary institutmnal beds. We 
think we now deserve something back. 
• My prepared tesiimony goes into the area .of  detention as well, In  
the interest of time, I will leave that  for the record unless you want 
to question me about it. ~ I will just say again that I am happy to 
have had the opportunity t o  appear today. 

Senator CuLwm Thank you very much, Mr. Edelman. This has 
been extremely valuable and the committee will :very carefully re- 
view your entire statement and, I think, look forward to the oppor, 
tunity of working closely with you  and your experience there in 
New York as we try to develop the most effective implementation 
under this act. 

:We have just been notified that  there is a vote going on now on 
tb~. floor. Given the sitUation there this morning and the unpre- 
.~lctabilitv of any repeated rollcalls we might experience I wonder 
if. with your cooperation and understanding, in my absence I might 
• sk our counsel to solicit from you answers to questions that we are 
particularly interested in having your views on. I will t ry to  get 

' backhere as  quickly as possible. 
Mr. EDEL~A~. I understand completely from experience, Senator, 
'~enator CULW~. I would like to call Ms. Gittler at this time to 

perhaps get some of those questions to you. I will be back as soon 
~s I can. : 

See p. 208 for  blr~ E d e l m a n ' s  prepared statement. 

2 8 - 4 0 7 ~ 7 $ ~ - - - - 5  
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Ms.' G ~  Mr. Edelman, you have testified that the cost of thq 
various alternatives that the division of youth is utilizing are on th, 
whole cheaper than your training schools. How substantial has th, 
savings been to the State of New York as a result of this overal 
budget as a result of your agency's deinstitutionalization effort ? . 

Mr. E D ~ L ~ .  Well, I would take that in a couple of time fram~ 
Ms. Gittler. I f  you go back 6 years to when the division for yodel 
took over the training schools from the State department of socia 
services, there were close to 2,000 training school beds then. Mi 
Luger, my predecessor, began the process at that time. I calcutate~ 
the other day that if we were running the same mix of beds not 
that was being run in 1971 our budget would be over $20 millioJ 
higher than iris. .. 
• Over the course of the last 2 years, since I have been involved,- 
would estimate that we have saved--in total institutional bed clo~ 
ings--the taxpayers of the State well over $5 million. 

Ms. GrrrLF~ $5 million? " ~ 
Mr. ED~.~A~. Yes. 
Ms. GrrrLEm That is quite substantial. 
Mr. E D ~ .  Yes. " 
Ms. GrrrLm~ Could you tell us whether the division of youth ~'~ 

able to obtain Federal funds and resources other than LEA~k fo 
the development of these alternatives to secure institutions that yo 
describe 
• Mr. E D ~ . ~ N .  Y e s , "  absolutely, Our major source of non-Star 
fimding is, of course, our S P A - - L E A A  funds as they con~e throug: 
the State. However, we do receive annually $1.5 million under tit] 
I of the Elementary and Secondary Education Act. We did r e l - .  
gram those funds into community Settings. I must-say that the1 
was some bureaucratic complication in doing that, but we were ab] 
to do it. So that was part of it, 
• .We established, a training institute for staff, wtiich I think is 
wtal component m al termgthe pattern of service. We have title X:  
Federal funds for that--S375,000 peryear .  

We are also making good u~  of CETA money through the C 5~ 
ernor's 4 percent portmn of  that. We have in  excess Of $1 million ¢ 
CETA money for youngsters. 

We also •have diligently pursued getting title I I  and title VI slo~ 
from the counties around the State to enhance our Work force t 
work with youngsters in community settings. We have al.qo pu~ue 
summer jobs very, very' intensely, We have about doubled the amom 
of summer job money coming through the agency so that I We 
say .we have by now in excess of 1,500 slots per summer. That,-r 
course, is all Federal funds as we]]. 

Then, most recently we received--although this was a State legi 
lative decision--S8 million in countercyclical revenue sharing fund 
which is_Federal money, of cour t ,  to apply to year-round emplo- 
ment and training programs for the youth whom we serve and al~ 
for y0uthwho touch the court system. Some of that will be disP-~?' 
uted for diversion employment programs. 

Ms. GrrrLEm In essence, then, what your agency did and what 
assume agencies in other States can do is: put together Federal-rum 
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~from a number of different sources and not just limit it to LEA.k 
;in order to encourage the development of some of these -kinds of 
• alternatives ~ 
i ]~Ir. EDEZa~r. I think that is absolutely true. 
: Ms. G ~  I t  is my understanding from your. statement that  the 
~m-in types of alternatives that your agency uses are camps, youth 
:cormnunes, foster care~ indet~endent living, and what you call "mis- 
'.cellaneous placements of a aay service nature," 
i Could you describe a little more fully those miscellaneous place- 
'ments of a day service nature? Just  what kind of program is that? 
i ]~ir. EDEL~N. Yes. First I would like to indicate tha t  it was our 
thought when we invented--not invented~ really, because it is .not a 
new conceptn the  concept of day service that its primary utility 
E~uuld be to enable youngsters to stay. at home with some special 
supervision and some special programlng. 
i What .we have found is that in practice it :is more imp0rtant~ al- 
though it has enabled some youngsters to stay at home~ as a device 
'to enable placement of youths in group homes and family foster 
'care in communities who otherwise would have had to leave that 
~ommunity and perhaps be in an institution. 

: h a t  is to say~ that when one couples either alternative education 
~r work experience or job training or mental health counseling or 

"family counseling or some combination with that group home place, 
henti that makes community placement possible when i t  would not 
~therwise be. Tha t  has been d major  discovery for us, as simple as 
:hat sounds. 

The diversity of day service is, I think~ fascinating. Let me give 
~ :  some examples~ i f I  may. We have a program with something 
;alled the Langston-Hughes Center for Visual and Performing Arts 
n Buffalo, where we have 30 youngsters who go every day They 

" T  " " " -  " - -  " ' " ~ ~ "  

,et a series of vocational training expemences, This r ea l ly  relates 
:o developing positive behavior~ too, from this private nonprofit 
~gency that  is deeply based in the black community in Buffalo. 
Fhose youngsters would be examples o f  youngsters who come from 
Ll" different sources. Some are in our group homes, and so forth. 

There is a program in Rochester that is called "Neighborhood 
"mprovement." I t  specifically teaches home repair skills, but it also 
s teaching work habits. Again~ it is in the vocational training area. 

We have a program with Rochester Institute of Technology which 
a college exposure program. Again, you see a little different phase. 
There i s  a l~rogram at  the Plattsburg Air  Force Base~ which is 

c-ational training. 
There is a program in New York City with a ]earning disabilities 

enter on Staten Island to which we send some 30 youngsters from 
ll over New York City. These are the placed delinquents or status 
ffender youngsters who are identified as having learning disabili- 
ies that  need remediation. " 
We have a number of slots that we have purchaser from volun- 

~rv agencies where youngsters go either for day service or in some 
lses it is residential but noninstitutional. 
There is an alternative school at the venerable Henry Street 

ettlement House in New York City~ where we have 20 youth." 

,L 
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Indeed, I could give you 30 or 40 or 50 other examples. I hopt 
that gives the flavor. .'" 

Ms. GrrrLFe, Yes, it does. Thank you very much. " " ' 
,One of the other alternatives that  you mentioned which I thin~ 

would be of real interest to the subco~nmittee is foster care. As 'yo~ 
may be aware, in some jurisdictions foster care has  traditiom.~.~ 
been utilized exclusively or primarily for neglected and dependen 
children rather than for  juvenile offenders. Has that  been true b 
New York.? 

Mr .  "~]~DEL~IA~'. There was a base of foster parents who were al 
ready dealing with adolescent young~sters when I came. There  'wen 
o00 slots a t  the time. However,  it was underutillzed. There wer~ 
maybe 250 youngsters in t hep rog ram.  I t  was used only for  you:.~ 
sters who were coming o u t  of institutions, really, who di'd not haY, 
anyplace to go or who did not have a home to go to. ".. 

We conceived that  it could be used as an initial placement Or as" i 
bridge placement in lieu of a halfway house kind of approach : :  
th ink  it 'is extremely important t h a t  we found it remarkably  easy 't, 
recruit additional foster parents. NOw remember, there was the bas 
there. One of the best ways to get additional foster parents is 
existing ones. ' 

We have Used spot announcements on television. We have ha, 
inserts in electric bills. The response has been quite remarl~able. 
am sure that  if  I had the funds tomorrow I could double the num 
ber of foster parents from the present 390. They  would be o f  qual 
ity, and also we would have youngsters who would fit. 

I t  lms been an exceptional resource. I would stress again that  "~ 
of the reasons it has:been an  exceptional resource is because we ha~ 
discovered the mixing and matching principle tha t  I w a s  talkin 
about. Many of the youngsters who are now in fami ly  faster  cal 
are doing so well ti~ere because i t  has become a specmlized place 
ment optmn. I t  is one youna~'ter in a home where we combine da 
supervision from a profession ~ al worker and alternative schoolin 
or whatever else is added onto it. That  is the key to it. 

Ms. GrrrLzm Can you make any generalizations about how s~  
cessful the range o f  these types of alternatives which you have bee 
describing have been in meeting the needs of status offenders ? 

Mr. EDEL~IAlV. Well, I would generalize that  they  have been ver 
successful. I have no quantitative data. As you know, quantitati~ 
data in this area is very weak anyway, and of course one needs 1 
follow the youngsters over a longer period of time to have any vali 
sort of longitudinal data. .~ 

However, certainly as an impress ion~and we have three youtl  
here from New York State who can speak for t hemse lves~ I  belie~ 
that  the changes have been remarkably successful. We have con 
plaints from our group homes and from our other noninstitution: 
facilities that  they are now handling a more difficult level of  youn, 
ster, both stattis offender and delinquent. I just th ink  that  tha t  is 
mat ter  of  time. We need some additional staffing so tha t  we 
~vork through that. 

However, on the whole, I think it is going very~ Well. 
Ms. GrrrLF~. What  have been the main obstacles to deinstitutio: 

alization which you have encountered 
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Mr. E D E ~ N . . W e l l ,  I think one major obstacle is that there is 
heighborhood opposition to the location of additional group home 
'facilities. Thei~ is no question that it is there. We have worked 
Lhrough that. We have certainly opened a number of new facilities 
~ince I have been there. The best I Can say is that we have won some 
and we have lost some. However, we have won some. 
"-~ think another obstacle is the need to get the ]public to recognize 

that the investment-is necessary. The money savings in closing un- 
aecessary institutional beds are clearly them, but that is a short-run 
'phenomenon. The number of youn~ters  who need help in  relation 
Lo their school problems and their ~amily problems a n d  all the rest 
is, o f  course, legion. 

Some of those are potential delinquents. Many of them are people 
a'~:o are going to have trouble as adults if we cannot  help them deal 
with their problems now. 
i I find that politically, in New York State anyway, ther.e is a great 
:~eal more heat a r o u n d t h e  question of the  serious juvemle offender. 
Perhaps the greatest danger in terms of adequate service to the  
~status offender, other than reluctance t o  accept community facili- 
:ies, is.apathy. I t  is the fact that people do not care enough about i t  
~(•urge their legislators to make the adequ_ate resources available. 
! Ms. G ~  Switching the subject ,  the mbcommittee has. re- 
.eived a number of communications stressing concern over new 
LEA_A_ :regulations defining juveniles and detention and correc- 
:ional facilities. 

One of the concerns that w~s stressed was that  the n e w ~ g u l a r  
~ions in effect sanctioned the placement of status offenders in large, 
:e "tralized institutions which are not community based as long as 
:he institutions are used exclusively for status offenders. 

Do you interpret the regulations in tliis manner? Do you .have 
~imilar kinds of concerns~ 

Mr. EDr.r.~A~r. Yes, I do. I am concerned about the regulations on 
number of levels. One  can start  from either end. 

• I note, b$. the way, t h a t  you have now had a communication f rom 
~-~ Council of  Voluntary Child Caxing Agencies in New York 
~tate much to the same effect as the expressions that I have artic- 
ulated. 

First, I am deeply concerned that  we are now going to _b~-:.if 
:hese regulations stay in place--subjected to a numerical test of  the  
nix of delinquents and status offenders in small group community 
[aciiities. To me, that  is f r ank ly  nonsense. The ~hole point of a 
zr~up home is that  it is a program which is noninstitutional in 
.~hdracter and where the youngsters are going to benefit from the 
:ommunity context and milieu. • 

To have to be sure that we never have over 50 percent delinquents 
[or a consecutive 30-day period is nonsense. We are not going to put 
:.erious delinquents in those facilities. They are going to be minor 
ielinquents. They are going to be quite similar to status offende~. 
[f we have to count the labels I just think it is going to destroy the 
)~gram. 
• There are many small communities where it is only appropriate to 
rove one group home. You are just ~oing to drive minor delin- 
luents back into the institutions with that  policy, That  is ~o. 1. 
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Senator, Ms. Gittler had asked me about the L E A K  regulations in 
regard to the deinstitutionalization of status offenders. I had just 
commented that the requirement that  youngsters in grou~ homes 
observe a mathematical pari ty of no more than h a l f  juvenile delin- 
quents at any one time does not make sense to me in a community  
based facility. I think the very nature of that  facili ty is one w h e ~  
you should be able to mix. 

Second, I am concerned at the other end of the spectrum that  if  
you say to the voluntary agency that  is running a progra, m of,.ilet:s 
say, 100 or 120 beds that it can keep on doing tha t  i f  i t  keeps 1~ a~t 
because those agencies are serving some of the minor  delinqu.en~ as 
well. At  least that is true in our State. What  you are going to a.o-- 
and  I say "you" generically, but  specifically what  the ~ g u l ~ l o n ~  
will do-=iS to drive 350 to 400 delinquent youngsters m .~ew .xorK 
State out of the voluntary agencies and into the arms of the division 
for youth, which is really not prepared to receive them, 
• I t  would .indeed be a fu r the r  stigmatization of those delinquents 

who are receiving what I would say is relatively good programing 
in the voluntary agencies. That  concerns me. 

I guess those are the major  concerns that  I have. I would p r o p o ~  
something that I think is-workable. I would suggest ,  for '  exa/np~,~. 
that first of all there should be no locked facflltles anywhere.  
think we should be clear about that ,--for status offenders. Tha t  is in 
the regulations and it should remain in the .regulation~ 

I think that we ought" to talk about saying that  i f  you have a 
~acility with under 20, then you can mix without _numerical limita- 
tion. That  is really by definition noninstitutional and noncorrec- 
tional. That  would be 20 or under  . . . .  ' 

I would say that if  the facility is in a c o m m u n i t y ~ a n d  this con- 
~ept is recognized in the present regu.lations, so i t  is not n o v e l ~  
then there should not be any limitation on the s ize  and mixin~ 

• . . . - 

should be allowed. 
Then perhaps we could have two other g r a d a t i o n s  I~ thi.nk _as you 

increase size you do ~ t  into some jeoparety about.overmstltutionall  - 
zation in terms of the nature of it .  Perhaps  21 through 60 beds--a  ,f 
I •just picked those numbers out-=we could, say that  the 50 percent 
mixing prmciple is applicable. That  is, that  y9 u cannot have more 
than 50 percent delinquents for a consecutive 80-day per iod:  

Perhaps over tliat we could say tha t  you cannot have more thar 
20 ~ercent delinquents. 

Certainly, we c'ould live on both ends of the spectrum with t h a  
sort of policy in lqew York State. I do not think it is ideal beca~' ": 
it techmcally does not prohibit the kind of trainin~ schools that  ~=. 
ihavo just finished deinstit_utionalizing in Hew Yo_rk State. None 
theless, I think that  is a policy that  would resolve the promems riga 
many of us are havin~ with t.he ~o~idelines. 

Senator C ~ v ~  Did the New York DiviSion for Youth  receiv. 
any technical assist'ance :money from the State P lann ing  A~ency fo  
establishing these alternative services? 

Yr..;Evv.T.~zA~¢. I t  did.not  receive any technical assistance mone.~ 
Senator. I t  simply received a grant  of $1.7 million. However,  w 



o • . 

65 

• " icertainly have had excellent help • aild cooperation from our S P A  
i/tee of charge. , . . . .  • 

. .  Senator C~'v~vEm Do you think this is unique~ Have  you had  
enough experience with other correctional situations in the various- 

• States to know the degree of support and cooperation and enlighten- 
ment that they are experiencing as far as the State planning agen- 
~.~s are concerned~ 
! B'Ir. EOF~AN. I am not in a position to comment on tha t ,  Senator. 
i Senator CU~rF~. Do you have any recommendations as to what  
more Congress, LEA_k, and the State planning agencies_ co~d  do to 
aid the deinstitutioxialization process in the States and to fos ter  or 
stimulate the development of  these alternatives which you have been 
aggressively tr~in~ to develop in New York.~ 
~'~Ir. EDEZ~A~. i ~ would say three Or four things. The first is that 

~we have to clear up the matter of these ~_o~uidelines. It is essential. It 
!is already creating consternation in our State in terms of our com- 
pliance in the State plan with the mandate. I do not think it is that 
,hard to clean up if we could get the key actors to all sit down and 
~discuss the matter. That is essential, 

Second, I think that the 0JJ-I)P and the committees of Confess 
i. ~• ,, th'eir oversight capacity could do just that what you are doing 

~ith these hearings, which is to take a far more careful o~ersight 
'st~mce with regarcT to the progress in this area and to know what Is 
really happening. ' . . . 
: Third, I- thin~ that technical assistance Could be afforded both 
from Washington and perhaps from the SPA~s, but p~rticularl~ 
from Washington, so that there is dissemination of examples sucn 
r-  the ones we have been discussing this morning and so that  all o f  
the agencies in this position around the. country are familiar with 
what ~as  been done in the foster care area, the day  service area, and " 
so  on and so for th.-  

-I think it might  be well if the O J J D P  would reconfigurei ts  dis- 
cretionary funds to explicitly put  some of the funds in back of this 

effort.  for  exemplarY, and model a n d  demonstration..-kinds of ap- 
r -oaches. 
Finally~and this ge.ts to the rest of the iceberg~I would hope 

that you in your position of leadership in the Congress• Would look 
at a youth service i~iCiative for the country. We have in New York 
State a system of ~outh bureaus that we are very proud of. We have 

comprehensive Youth Services Act Which is moving us toward 
youth services at the county level in every one of our counties in 
"~T~w York State. 

We have seen tl~e value of services of a full variety of natures-- 
from alternative education and crisis intervention to crash pads. 
This deals with the runaway youngsters, it deals with problems of 
teennge prostitution, teenage pregnancy, and thin~s that we know 
.~re absolutely serious and critical around the country. 

think the Congress of the United States, whether it is through 
t~,e OJJ'DP or through HEW ought to legislate a national program 
o, services to youth. I think it is long overdue. 

Senstbr C~Lv~R, Is that something that you have just recently 
done, Mr. Edehnan~ in New York~this Youth Service Bureau~ 

@ 
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"M.r. EDF_X,M.AN. NO; it is' really a long tradition, Senator. I n  fact,  
we had recreation p~gr.  ares before we had anyth ing  else, which 
I suppose is not surprising ~ o i n g ~  ' ' 111 

Senator CULVF~. I mean t~e more sophisticated service capab" "ty 
that  you are speaking of, .his medley of services o r  approaches. 
How recently institutionalized and coordinated has tha t  been ad- 
ministratively ~ 

Mr. EDEL~A~r. On k local basis it  has been a spot here and a 
spot there for some t ime .  The legislation which requires county 
comprehensive planning was enacted in 1974. We have within the 
State some people who have :been leaders who have got ten  behind 
that legislation and have helped implement it~ " . 

Senator CVLWP, I would like very much to pursue th i s  yout~ 
service initiative suggestion fur ther  with you at  some later  time; 
Perhaps we can arrange to do that. I think it is a most  interest ing 
proposal and one tliat I th ink we would like to t a k e  a v e r y  ha rd  
l o o k  a t .  , ' . . . . .  

I understand that  you 'brought  with you ~0ur  assistant, Ms. P a -  
tricia Lynch, and also three young  people who. Were former ly  in- 
volvC~d in t~,aining schools in New York State. " 

Mr. F~zum~A~. T h a t  is right, ~ ' ' " '~  
Senator CULVF~ Would these individuals please come ~to the wit- 

ness table ~ " 
Would you care to stay with-us, Mr. Edelman ~ " . . : 
Mr. EDF.L~AN. I will sit out here. I would be glad to Come back 

arid answer any questibns, however, if they are raised by anything 
that the young people say.. 

Senator CuLv~n~ ~rhank you, " ) 
I t  is.a pleasure to welcome all o f  you  here this morning,  W e  wish 

to express the appreciation of the committee members for  you~ 
kindness in cooperating with us and joining us here for  this session 
today . . . .  " - - '~ - 

These young adults have agreed to testiS, befoi'e thin. subcommit- 
tee because of their deep concern and their "involvement in tile prob- 
]eros-that .we are discussing today. However, I have assured them th,.) 
the press and the. TV'  cameramen would not write stories or take 
pictures which would reveal their  identities. Photographs and film 
shots may be taken from .behind the witness~. . ' 

I do ask that you respect and honor this _r~'uest. .. '. 
• I wonder, 1~{s. Lynch, if you could describe for us the ci~um- 
stances under which these young weople were referred to the, divi- 
sion for youth and came to be confined in the training schools. ~ 

STATEMENT 01~ I'ATRIcIA LYNCH, ASSISTANT TO THE DIRECTOR. 
NEW YORK DM$ION ~FOR YOUTH. ACCOMPANIF, D BY ROBIN S.. 
]"EYE M., AND MICHAEL S., IZ~Ivl.uUALq YORMF~RLY CONEINED 
IN NEW YORK STATE TRAINING SCHOOLS 

Ms. L~r~cH. Certainly, Senator. ~. 
• Robin was first removed from he r  home at 9 years of  age  f o r  run-  
ning away. In  1974 she was placed with the division as a status of~ 



fender  for running away. Even while away from her home she was 
at tending school daily . . . .  ' i- aelht" m 

Robin spent 9 moiiths in' Sp~fford, ~ secure detentioni:f i "Y " 
New York City~' await:lug placement i n a  divisibn for youth facil.ity.. 
Here she mixed daily wltl~ youth who had commit ted  serious crimi- 
nal offenses a n d  who. were a.lso awai t in~  placement. 
• " She eventual ly was placed a t  Tryoff for approximately 5 months, 
without criminal adjudication . . . .  " , " ' 

~Iichael was first removed f r o m  his home at 6 years Of age due to 
a conflict with  his parents. He eventuaUy came to thed iv i s ion  on a 
status offender pe t i t i on  for 'ungovernable behavior after having r u n  
the gamut  of facilities existing within New Y0rk  State 's juvefiile 
i ustice system. " . .' .. • ~ • 
• He was placed in industry,, a training school in rural Upstate New 
York for approximately 1 ffear. He was then 'tx~msferred to Tryon, 
another training school. Finally, he Was sent to Brookwood, one_of 
our most secure lockup facilities. He has never been adjudicated for 
any criminal oi~en~ . . . .  " '. ' ,..' ' - " 

Jeff was 15 years old when'.he wa§ first :removed from his home 
~or inc0rrigibility. Despite the fact that 'this was his first placement , 
'~ 'utside his home he ~vas ~laced in Tryon, the training school men- 
tioned above, for approxi~nately 10 months. ' " ' ~ "' : 

Senator CULVF~' Why were they removed from theSe training 
schools and where were they placed upon removal~ . " 

Ms. L~c~. The youths were removed from training ~ schools in 
1976 partially because it was the.basic philosophy of the division 
for youth at this time, but it was also largely madepossible by the 
ressure generated by.the Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Pre- 

' vention Act-drafted ~y your subcommittee.. . 
~lichsel spent some time in a work camp "m upstate New York, 

which is a small rural facility emphasizing various _kinds of ph~ysi- 
cal work within a therapeutic environment. He ~then went into 
group homes in the cOmmunity and finally was part. of an inde- 
pendent living project run by the division. • . i, 

This allows him to have l~is own apartment, hold a job, and go to 
school with some backup counseling, plus it ~ gives him a stipend pro- 
vided by the division. ' ~ 

Robin spent some time in group homes and is now living at home 
with her parents. She is 'a~tend~g high school and working 
time. 

Jeff spent some time in a group home within his community. He 
_~- currently living on his own and attending the State University~ 
an experimental prog~ram, where the divimon provides him with a 
stipend. " ' 

~enator CULVER. Am I correct in. my understanding that none of 
the young people we have here today were ever adju~cated to be 
Criminal offenders ? 

.~'[s. Lr~CH. Never, nor have any petitions ever been filed. 
Senator CULVEZ. I wonder if I might call on Ms. Gittler to per- 

haps ask some of you some questions. 
.~i~. GrrrLEn. Thank  yogi, Senator. 
Robin, how old are you now? 



6 8  ( 

ROBI~ S. Eighteen. "' 
Ms. GrrrLF~ I t  is my understanding that  you ~pent some time at 

Spofford, a securede ten t ion  facility, and  at Tryon,  a t rainin~ 
school. Is  that  correct 1 

RdBn¢ S. Yes, it  i~ 
Ms. G r r r ~  H o w  old were you when  you were in Spofford ? - 
RoBnv S. Fifteen. :: 
Ms, G ~ .  What  year was that? 
RosxN S. I t  was in  1975. 
Ms. G ~  H o w  old were you when you  were in Tryon?  
R o a n  S. Fif teen also. 
Ms. G ~  Approximately what  year  was that~ " 
R o B ~  S. I t  was 1975, up until  1976. ' ,- 
Ms. G , T T ~  Wha t  led to your  involvement with the division fo~ 

youth  was essentially ri~uning away,  was :it not? 
Roan¢ S. Yes. 
Ms. GrrrLF~ Wha't methods of discipline and p~mishment  did 

theyuse ,  at Spofford when you were there~ : " 
Roat~ S, Well,-there was a security room at Spof fo rd  where a 

male staff member Would take girls or  boys and beat  them, leav-~ 
them there for  a couple of  hours and then take them back dowii:  
stairs to the dormitory. " " 
• Ms. GrrrLm~ When you say "beat" what exactly do you mean ? 

W h a t d i d  thes ta f f  members do?. • . 
• RosL~¢ S, Beat up--l ike hitting, kicking if  necessary, :or whatever,  

• Ms.~Grr!~xR. Under  what. circumstances would tha t  happen? 
ROBIn S. F o r  iargulng, for fighting, for  slouching while in l ine,  e~- 

backtalk to a staff member--especially females. " ": 
-Ma Grr r~ .  R. W.ere the same k inds"of  methods of  discipline and 

punishment uti l ized at T r y o n  when you were there~ 
Rosr~ S. Similar. 

M ~  G ~  Were gir.is :ever sexual ly assaul, ted by' other  ~ r l s  at 
Spofford or Tryon.~ 

R o s i x S .  Yes. , - , " ~: : ~ : 
Ms. GrrrLEm Was that common or uncommon ~ -) 
I~OBIN S, Every night. 
M ~  Gr r rL~ .  Every :night. , 
.Were you: ever given drugs a t  Spoff0rd? 
RoBn¢, Yes, I ~ was. 
Ms. GrrrLER. For  what nurpose? Do you know? 
]~om~ S. To keep me quiet and to Control my temper. 
]~S. GrrrLER: What ;k ind  of drugs? ) 
Rom.~ S. I was ~ven  250 milligTams three times a day  of  Thora-  

zine. "~ ' • ,, . :. ' . 

Ms. GrrrL~m Wha t  effect, did i~t h~ve on you? 
RoBr~ S. I t  made me verv sleepy. I was  very drugged up, more or  

]e~ Hko a zombie~ kind of thinm 
Ms. GrrrLF.C,. Like a zombie~ . 
WnRr~r S. Yes. 
Ms. GrrrL~.,, While you were a t  Tryon  were you given any alnicos,? 
]~omn S. No, I was  not. 
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1 Ms. GrrrLF~. Were other girls there tha t  ~ou know o f  given 
; drugs~ 
z Ronn~ S. Yes. 
} ~Is. GrrrLF~. I understand that during the period you were at 
Spofford and during the period you were at Try0n there were juve- 
p i h  delinquents--criminal offenders--there. 

D i d  your  contact with those delinquents have any impact on your 
' behavior or attitude towards criminal activity~ " 
i RoRI~ S. Yes. Being in there with juvenih delinquents, and 
iknowing that I was a P INS ,  listening to the stories that they would 
i tell of how they had robbed a store---it would seem more or less like 
fun. Do y o u  know what I mean ~ It 's  like they would turn it into a 
~ln thing to do. 

I found myself taking place with the juvenile delinquents to fit 
!in with the crowd. 
i his. G r r r ~ m  How did you feel about be ing  in these institutions ~ 
What effect did •your stay there have on you, do you think, looking 

!back on it. 
: Rom• S. Well, since I knew I was a P I N S  and I knew that I had 
:not committed any k ind  of crime, I felt that I should not have been 
.~.,ere. Be ng there made me feel hke I was a bad persom I could not 
ireally understand what I rea l ly  did wrong to be placed there in  that  
institution. ' ' 

M~ GrrrLF~. I understand that after  you left Tryon you were in 
:a group home. Can you compareyour  experience'in the group home 
with. your experience at Tryon ~. " ' 

Rom~ S. No, I cannot. 
his. GrrrLEm Did being in a group home make you feel differently 

about yourself? Did  it make you change your behavior in  any way? 
ROBi.w S. Yes; it did. When I was in "Tryon and Spofforci I felt: 

that I was a bad person and that I could not do anything. I could 
not f~mction like normal  kids out in the community who were 
my age. 

When I got placed into a group home there was a sense of free- 
C'm. I f e l t - - I  took on responsibilities. I learned how t o  get along 
wifll other kids and other people and h o w t o  take care of myself. 

Ms .  G ~ .  You tol d. me that,• gettin~,.~, out, of t h e ~  institutions 
even affected your  appearance. 

RoB1x S. Yes: it did. 
Ms. GrrrL~m Could you tell me about that?  
Rosxx S. Well. at Sl)offord and Tryon you really did not have to 

v rrv about combihg your  hair  or puttin~ on clean clothes because 
you knew you were not going anywhere. You were not ~oinff to see 
anybo.dy. Being: there ~ave you a feeling that you didn't  care about 
how you look or what you do or whatever. 

When I got placed in a zrouD home I met different people. I went 
lot of places. I t  made me feel that  I was.taking, char~oe of my life. 

In ¢loinff so. I cared about how I looked. 
~,{s. G tTTLER. Robin. do yon have any suggestions for the  Senators 

re},arding how we can deal better with youn~ peor)le such as roa r -  
:oil who are just P I N S  ? Do vo ,  think we should handle them dif- 
ferently than you were handled? 
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ROSLX S. Well, what I have learned is that  you cannot t reat  aH 
people the same because juveniles and P I N S  petition kids have dif- 
ferent problems. In  instltutions they treated all of us. as one, W e  
were all there beqaus e of the same reason. Tha t  is the w a y  mey  
saw it. 

You cannot do that, because I had a different ]~roblem. I had a 
problem with parents and living in the home, whereas a juveni  *" 
delinquent had a stealing problem or a .fi~hting problem or some- 
thing like that. You 'just cannot give all kids the same. 

Ms. GrrrLm~ Thank you very much, Robin. • 
' Jeff, how old are you now~. • - . "' " 

JEFF M. Eighte4"n. • _ 
Ms. GrrrLF~. I understand that  you were assigned to Tryon.  H o ~  

old were you when you were there? . 
JF_~' M. F i f t e e n . .  
Ms. Grrrxmm What  year was that  ? • , ' . :  
JEFF M; I t .was  1975. 
Ms. G ~ .  You were there for what  reason~ W h a t  ]ed to  your  

being referred to there~ .- 
JZFF M, Not going to school a n d h o m e  probiems.  , " ~ 
Ms.. G~rLFa~ Truancy ~ , .~ -~.. 
JEFF M. Yes. : _ 
Ms. GrrrLF~ Can you describe the atmosphere at Tryon  wJaen you 

iv ere there'. What .was it like being there'. • 
J~FF,M. Well, my first ha l f  hour there I had to g~t into a fight. 

"It was like, you know, I was tested. The whole thing, like for  the 
9ooys---I don't know too much about the girls' s i t ua t ion ' - i t  was just  
l ike living on  the streets all over again. 

Ms. GITT~m YOu ~ d n o t  find it too much different than  i i fe 'o r  
• %he streets ~ ~ 

-J~FF, M. lifo.' : ' 
Ms. GrrrL~.X. Were gangs common at T ~ o n  at the time you weft 

there ? 
JeFF M. There were a loi of gangs there. ' . • 

• Ms. G r r r m ~  What  kind O f gangs? Can: you te l l  US a b i t  mc-~ 
about that~ - ' • 

JEFF M: Gangs from the city, like Spades, Crowns, Kings.~ther~ 
were a lot of them there. They all stuck together. I f  you got om 
mad you had to fight all o f  them. ' " . .- 

.'~{s: GrrI~.ER, Was therea]ot  of fighting ? 
.T~FF M. There wasqui te  a bit of fighting. • 
Ms. Grrrlmm What  was the atti tude of the staff toward you a-  S 

the o therbovs  there at the time you were there? 
JEFF M. Well, some of them were all right. I had this one particu. 

lar ~aff who would talk to me all the time: l i e  would talk to me ant 
Some other youths in the. place, l i e  would tell us about the place 
you know. iell us What they were planning so tha t  we would no' 
wind up in a situation of a n y t h i n g .  

There were some who were just like---we were dogs. 
M~. Grrr~.r.m Do~s? 
• IF.FF M. Yes. Like there was this one staff .there---we were sup 
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':'posed to go to the movies one night. He said "I 've got to take these 
:animals to the movies." 

• ~ ]~'Is- G rrrLF~ How did that  make you feelS. 
• ! J ~  M. I t  felt  pretty bad. - 

"Ms. GrrrLEm Were you ever put in what they call "the lockup" 
' '~ Tryon ~ 
i JF~v~ M. Yes;  twice, " 
' Ms. GITTLEm HOW long were you put :in the lockup the first time~ 
i JEFF M. Three months. " 
i ~" MS. GrrrLF.m .How long were you put in the loc, kup for the second 
! t i m e  
: JEFF M: Five months. 
: - Senator CULrF.m Three months the first time in the lockup and 5 
i months the second time.~ 
i JEFF M. Yes. " : 

Ms. G ~  The secohd time, when you stayed 5 months', what  
~were you put in the lockup for ? 
I J ~ F  M. Well, I was 'accused o fbe ing  one of the leaders o f  a riot. 
i " l~[s. Grrrtmm Was that  true~.:, . . . 
i JEFF M. No; it  was n o t .  

• : Ms, GrrrLF~. Can you describe what happened to you when you were 
, put in the lochlp ~ 

JEFF M. Well, when I first walkec1 in I Was asked some serious 
questions about the riot. I told them :I did not know anything about 
i t .  All of a sudden one of them started hitting me. They threw me 
in the shower with my 61oflms on. They took me out of the shower 
e-d put me into a room. I slept on a mattress--that was all the fur- 
mture,, just a plain mattress, There was no blanket or pillow, and 
the Window was open. 

MS. G r r r ~ m  For  ~how long? 
JEFF Yl. For  3 weeks. 
Ms. G r r r ~ m  Did you attempt to find a lawyer  while you Were ,in 

locknP~ ~ : • . 
• $Er~ M. Yes. 

• ~Is. GrrrLEe, Were you able to do so~ 
JEts  ]~I. Well, George King was the lawyer at 'tlie t ime for all the 

yoath, but they kept me locked up so I would not see him. 
~s .  Grr rL~.  Do you mean they  hid you] Ts that what you are 

saying ? 
,TE~F' M, .Yes. 
X{s. GrrrLER. So that  the lawyer could not talk to :you? 
,[F, FF 1~{. Yes. 
IV[S. GrrrLE~. Ms. Lynch, were you at Tryon during the period 

when Jeff was put ~n the ]ockup ~ 
.~{s. Lr~crt .  Yes; I was there Subsequently, about 2 or 3 weeks 

after the riot in a different capacitY. I was a State legislative in- 
ve~i~ator. 

l{s. Grrrt.~m Can you verify whnt .TefT h,s  been speaking abnuf.? 
W .~,t were the conditions there at the time? 

Ms. L ~ c m  The conditions were appalling. Apparent]~ what had 
h,-~ened was that the ,dmini~tratlon at Tryon. in an effort to ~ave 
aft this supposed disturbance, had taken all o f  the leaders among th.e 

/" 
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young people, whether they be positive or negative leaders, and 
l o~ed  them into .t.~:s cottage in an attempt to break them. 

is. tJrrrt~ja, xJla you observe the kind of conditions in which 
they were living in lockup~ 

Ms. L ~ c ~ .  Yes; Jeff is not exaggerating. I f  any th ing ,  he is un- 
derplaying it. - • 

Ms. G ~ .  Jeff, did you notice any change in yourself  a s  a re- 
sult of your  stay in Tryon~ 

JEFF M. Well ,  I was changing, bub-:-I knew what  I wanted to do 
af ter  my first couple of weeks there with the sorg of  situation that 
was goiiig on and how it worked by Some of the stories I was hear- 
in~. I had to adapt to it in a certain way. I f  you weren t with a cer: 
rain group, if  you were in a comer  by yourself, i t  was l ike you wer 
practically forced to fight every day. In  order  to survive in thac 
place you have to be in a certain group. 

Ms. G r r - r t ~  Did you observe changes in some of  !the other  boys 
ih Tryon while you were there~ 

.JE~. M. Yes. Some of those youngsters around 13 or 14 would 
come m and they would listen to the older guys tell about the things 
they did. They used Tryon as a hideout place. The staff did net  
know about it, though. ' ' 

W ] l a t  they did was when they went home they would pull, you 
know, a robbery or something. Then they would come back to Tryon  
just to visit, and the cops could not find them. They  would tell us 
about it. They would tell their  storie~ 

Ms. G r r r m ~  I understand that you decided to get an education 
shortly after you were sent to Tryon. Can you explain what  effeo* 
Tryon had upon your determination to get  an education ~ -,' 

Jr .rr  M. I did some things, but when I heard some of" the stories 
that some of them told me I just said that  I Wasn't goin~ to let it 
take me that far. So I decided to look for the next possible thing, 
and that  was t o ~ o  to college. 

Ms. Grrrtam. x ou just did not like what  you saw there and What 
was going on with the other people there and with the young peep1 e 
there. You decided that you did not want to go that  route. ) 

J ~  M. No; I did not. 
Ms. Grrrtam. That  is what made you decide you wanted to go to  

college? . 
JEFF M. Yes, 
Ms. Grrr~R.  What  suggestions would you have, Jeff, regarding 

how we can better handle young  people such as yourself~ 
JEFf M. As Robin said, you cannot treat  them all the same. I feel 

that  any kind of institution or any kind of facility whether  it is a 
group home, an institution, or whatever, should have a staff to work 
with the kids. The staff should be trained to work there. They  can- 
not just have them come in there, .sign some papers, and tell them to 
come to work next week. T h e y ~  

Senator C~vEm Excuse me. I could not quite hear  you, Jeff. D id  
you say that  they have to be trained, and they just cannot ha~e 
people-.--- . . 

J r . r r  M. I said tliat the staff should be trained to deal with the 
youths the r ight  w a y ~ a o t  just come in there : u s a  regular  job 'and 
say, UYou s ta r t  wor k next week. Go deal with them." 
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~. I think they should be trained to deal wi th  them the right way. 
i l~Is. GrrrnEm Thank you, Jeff. 

• ! Let  me turn to you, Michael. How old are you now~ 
., I~IC~Ja~L S. I am 19 years of age. _ _ _ 

• I M s .  Gn-rLEP~ I understand that you were at Industry and Brook- 
~vood, essentially because of  P I N S  conduct.. You were having diffi- 

:. ul t ies  with y o u r  family. Is  that  correct~ 
~IXCZ~LV, L S. That  is correct .  "~ 
Ms. GIrrL~R. How old were you when you were at Indu§try ~ 
MZCF~AEL S. Fourteen years of age. 
l~[s. GrrTLEm W h a t  year was that~ ' 
MXC~EL S. I t  was in 1973. 
]~ts. GrrrLF~ How old were you wl~en you were at Brookwood ? 

• ~[ZC~AEL S. Fif teen years. 
l~Is, Gu~-rLEm That  was approximately 1974~ 
]~C~AV, L S. I t  was i974 to 1 9 7 5 . .  " 
~[s. GITTLF~ Did you get in fights when you were at these insti, 

tutions ~ • r . ,  

MXC~F.L S. Yes; I did. 
Ms. G ~ .  Frequently~ . .i , 
M~CHAEL S. Frequently. '  . . . .  ~ . _ .  " ., . . 

• I Ms. G ~  Why  did you ge~ in mese ngnu$~ , • . 
i MXCHAF-L S. Because I f e l t t ha t  I had to be either just as tough or 

tougher than the  rest of t h e  people that  were there becaUse I felt 
that there might be some harm done to me if  iI did not stand :up for 
myself and be this way. 

/ Ms. Grrrnmu ]~lichael, did you receive d r u ~  when you  were in 
• hese places ~ 

~ h C ~ L  S. Yes; I did. 
M s .  GrrrLF~ What  kind~ 

B ~ I C ~ L  S. While I was at Industry I received 150 milligrams of 
~Ielaril three times daily. At  Tryon I started off with 150 milli- 

~ a m s  of  Melaril four  times daily, then I was switched over to 
Thorazine at the same dosage four  times daily. 

Ms. GrrrLmu What  was your understanding of the purpose O f 
~wing you these drugs~ 

MICHAEL S. Because of the explosive behavior t h a t - - - -  
Ms. GrrrLEm Because you were sometimes violent and these drugs 

tended to keep you calm 
M_ICHAF~ S. Relax me, sedate me. 
Ms. GrrrLmu What  effect did they, in fact, have on you ? 
M_ICHA~L S. During the course o f  the day it was very, very hard 

~ stay awake. I was very groggy. 
Ms. GrrrLm~ Did y0u receive any counseling while you were in 

these institutions 
MICHAEL S. Yes, I did; by the staff members and psychiatrists. 
Ms. G ~  How often did you receive its. 

M_XC~Er, S. Once a week. 
Ms. Grr r~r~ Do you feel that  you obtained adec~uate help at In- 

~.i~strv for your  problems, or do you feel that you obtained adequate 
help ~or your problem at Brookwood ~. 

MICHAEL S. At  Industry  I received morn than adequate help, but  
while I was at Brookwood I do not feel it helped me at all .  

/ "  
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Ms. G r r r ~ !  Did you like being in these institutions~ 
M.mHA~LS. No, I did not, . • :' : ' " "  " ' 

• Ms. GrrrLF~ How did you feel ' about being in the.se inst i tut ions 
M I c ~ a ~  S. I felt  a sense of no freedom, of being cooped up all 

day, 
_Ms. G ~  How did you adjust? What  did you tell yourself  in_ 

order to adjust to being there? • - 
M.~CH~L S. I told myself that I would just have to do the best I 

could, because there was really no other place for me to go as fa r  as 
home is concerned and that  there never will be. " • 

Ms. G ~  I understand that  af ter  you le f t  t he se  institutions 
you were in a halfway house and at a work camp and eventually 
you were allowed to try independent living. Did your  feelings and.  
behavior change as a result of being removed f rom these institu~- 
tions and be ing  put in these alternative pr0grams~ " • • 

MICHAm, S. Yes, it did. I t  gave me a chance to take charge of my 
li~e. I t  gave me freedom that  I had not had while I was at these 
different institutions. ., : 

Ms. GrrrLER. Now I understand that you are a •security guard.  
MIC~La~J~ S. I am a security guard at the water depar tment  i 

Buf fa lo .  : . n 
Ms. GrrrLF_z. You are gua rd ing :our  water :f0r us. : : 

' M , ~ c ~  S. I am guarding our~water. 
Ms. G ~ .  That 's g o o d .  ~ : 
Ms. Lynch, do ybu have any concluding remarks ' tha t  y o u  would 

like to maks~ 
, .Ms. LY~.C~, O n l y  tha t  these three young people- - I  th ink it is 
zalrly oDvmus that  they  were inappropriately placed in t ra in in~j  
schools. They are simply three o f  many hundrecls that  have been 
placed in training schools inappropriately in New York" State  and 
thousands across the,country.  . . . 
• These three are  particularly f o r t u n a t e  in ' tha t  they have very 

s t rong wills and extremely godd minds  so-that  they can succeed 
and take charge .of their lives, really despite the system. ~Vhat I 
urge you, on the subcommittee, to consider are the hundreds  of kid ) 
who are sent to training schools across this Nation. who have not 
got the minds and the wills of these three ,  and who are being daily 
destroyed. ' . . . 

Thank you. • • ."  . '  
Senator CULV~. Thank you  very much, Ms. Lynch,  an(i all of  you 

for your kindness in coming he re  today and assisting us with this 
hear ing  and with our effort to develop a better unders tanding her  ;, 
in the Congress a n d  in the country of bet ter  ways to deal with the 
problems that  young people have. • . 

Your experience, needless to say, is very shocking. Your  expe- 
rience is something that-we hope, because of our coura and ~re 
solve and leadership, to help avoid for other Yyoung people in the 
fu tu re  of this country. 

'I certainly wish, on behalf  of this committee, to congratulate y o ' -  
and to commend you for the efforts that, you are mak'~ng now a n a  
the activities that you are involved in. I want to wish you well and 
thank you again for your COOl~eration and help with regard to our 
efforts here today. - . . . . .  
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Thank you. 
Our next witness is Mr. l~ex Smith. 
Mr. Smith; it is a pleasure t 9 lde talking to you here in Washin~on.  

I S T A R T  OF REX SMITH, DIRECTOR, MARYLA.lqD JUVENILE 
'~ . SERVICES ADM2NISTRATION 

]Kr, S~TH.  Thank you very much, Senator." 
Senator CuLvr~ Do you want to summarize your prepared state- 

ment, Mr. Smith~.: 
Mr, S~trr~.  I do have a formal statementbef0re you, but I would 

like to summarize it as best I can. 
Senator CvLwm Without  objection, we will put the full  text in 

:he record.! 
Mr. S~rr~ ,  I t  is very difficult, I think, for those of us who have 

be'en working in the field of youth problems for years and those that 
are sitting in this audience and the J J D P A  subcommittee not to get 
relatively supercharged emotionally over the kind of testimony we 
have just heard with respect to  these three youngsters that  appeared 
before you. " ' 

• :, I would have to agree that  there are hundreds and hundreds of 
these types of youngeters who have been abused in that type of sys- 
tem for years. 

Jus t  in a preliminary fashion, prior to going ahead with my testi- 
mony as to t~he Maryland experience, I would]ike to share with you 
that the~e are classic examples of the movement of youngsters o f  
this type into the higher echelons of the criminal justice system. 
~here are youngsters who are committed to institutions as a result 

of being a status offender: in Maryland we call them children in 
need of  supervision, or CHINS.  
• They are committed to institutions for t h a t k i n d  of behavior, but, 

because of the considerations that  one must undergo within an ~nsti- 
tution--which I think you heard about just now--there comes a 
time when the experience becomes something that is relatively: in- 
"~lerable. They t ry  to escape from what is an unheal thy situation. 

We have had experiences time and time again wherein that escape 
f rom that intolerable circumstance, a youngster leaves and takes an 
automobile, wi th  another group of youngsters. Some of those young-  
sters may, in fact, have already committed delinquent acts. 

In  so doing, the child is charged with a delinquent offense. Be- 
cause it is an escape offense, in some jurisdictions and some locales 
"-ithin the State of Maryland and other places, that offense is a 
aelinquent act. 

Tha t  child is prosecuted then in an adult court after a waiver. 
We have children now who are  sitting in the State's peni tent iary 
as a result of such tracking into this system of a ch i l d  who origi- 
nally had no other behavior problem other than running away from 
home. 

That  is a classic example of how kids  in this k ind of status can 
trapped in a system which will do things to them that I do not 

think we can tolerate as a soc!ety. . . . . . .  

x See p. 212 f o r  Mr .  S m i t h ' s  p r e p a r e d  s t a t e m e n t ,  t 
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With  that  as a frame, or just  as a few opening comments,, let me 
• discuss the experience in Maryland and where we were, to gave you 

somewhat of a backdrop as to how we have gotten to where we are 
and where we might be going, hopefully,  as a result o f  our expe- 
rience, 

Pr ior  to 1966 there was a great deal of concern in Mary land ,  as 
there has been in other States, that  the services to delinquent young." 
s ters--and at that time delinquent meant the status offenders as well 
as the criminal types of offender.s--were not being 'properly ad- 
ministered. 

There came together a number of people who were very int6rested 
in a progressive-treatment philosophy for kids, which should per- 
meate throughout the entire State .  ~¥e have 24 different subdivisions 
and jurisdictions in Maryland and there may ha~'e been 24 or  m o r ,  
philosophies about the treatment of children being expressed in the 
jnvenile courts through the types of agencies that were in existence 
at that  time. 

• There was developed a single department to administer the pro- 
_-,rams to juveniles, which is rather unique still, i think, ih the 
Nation. Tl~erefore we were prepared to exercise administrat ive re- 
sponsibility and accountability and program responsibility, not onl ,"  
for the institutional programs but  for all detention programs,  d~'-" 
agnostic Service programs, intake programs, probat ion programs., 
after  care. programs, and all of the court .services and communi ty .  
services programs as well. . . • 

We also had the administration: of the' group home p rog ram 
through our purchase of care responsibilities. So we have a v e r y  
total package. When we established a policy and procedural  preceden* 
we could reach out and make it work. . 

I think that the context within which we begin to develop de- 
institutionalization was one within which it was a lot easier to under- 
take than in many other jurisdictions across this country, 

In  1968 and 1969 there was a good deal of consideration and 
concern because I personally, Senator Mathias, and others in  Mont- 
gomery County, Md., and others across the State had begun effort~- 
already toward deinstitutionalization. I mean that  in a generaL" 
sense; not just with regard to the status offenders, but  with regard 
to children who are in  institutions who do not need  to be there. 

I think Peter  Edelman spoke to that  concern as well, insofar  as 
the delinquent---criminal-type--population is concerned. Le t  us not 
forget that  there are youngsters m institutions today all over  the 
country and in Maryland who require deinstitutionalization who  
are in that  category. 

We began efforts as early as 19.68 and 1969 budgetari ly within the 
Department  of Juvenile Services to  deinstitutionalize generally. We  
had a little bit  of a :head start  i n  terms of developing some group 
homes and some.programs. We had provided seed money for  pr ivate  
agencies an.d others to develop some group homes and some foster  
homes fo r  these youngsters. 

I n  late 1972 we were fa i r ly  well underway with this. There wa~ 
a suit filed in the Federal courts by the: legal aid people in Ba l t imore  
City with regard to deinstitutionalization of  status offenders: I t  
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i'" said that they should not be mixed w, i th the delinquent offenders in 
i the institutions. 

• ] While tha t  was in process, the legislative session of the general 
assembly in Maryland in 1973 was giving consideration t o t w o  

• i separate bills. One would have been more palatable and wohlct have 
',_,been received more favorably even by the professionals in .tile field, 
• but more importantly by the judiciary and other people concerned 

I with protection.of the child. By  protection they mean that you need 
to, grab hold  of a child and hold him and lock him up in order to 

} treat him That is their sense of the word . . . . .  
Thi.~ one bill allowed for a orocess whereby a child must first have 

z been-t-ried in a community b'ased facility "before that child could 
have been committed to a State training school. 

The second bill, which was sponsored by Senator Blount, of Balti-  
more City, was received less favorably because it went the whole 
~vay. I t  left no loopholes. I t  said that •there would be no detent!on 
and no commitment of these youngsters, whatever. . , ' 

My Department supported the former bill,.the, one tha t a l lowed  
the l'oopholes. There was a gTeat deal of f.ear that  if  we did not have 
this authority arid.this :final threat  with which to Control. the'ch]ld'.~: 
behavior in the community that.we may, fin•fact, .have rampant.kinds 
of youngsters running aroun_d who think they .can  flaunt the: au-. 
thority of their parents and the court and all. 0I our p r o g r a m s  
altogether. . . - " . 

In  the final hours, of the 1973 general assembly the senate version 
was passed. I t  left no loopholes Whatever. There was a great deal of 
outcry,.as it were. There was concern from all levels about, what this 
,vas going to mean to the )uvenile" " justice system. . . ,, 

• ."The iuvenile justice system could not  handle it In Maryland. 
How we're these kids act{tally going to be treated if  we could not  
lock them up on a Sunday afternoon_when they were r _u~_mg away  
from home. We could not threaten them, as  a matter o f  fact, wi th  
~hstitutionalization if  they did not cooperate with a community 
based program. 

At  that point i n  time we had been committing hundreds of status 
offenders each year. As a matter of fact, I should say parenthetically 
that Maryland has for many, many years had the reputation o f  
committing more youngsters to State training schools who were in 
the juvenile court sphere than almost any other State in the Union, 
despite our small size. 

I t  is an incredible number. That  is why I think our immediate 
mphasis was toward deinstitutionalization altogether in 196~', 

In  1973 we were having 430 to 470 youngsters in this offense 
category locked up. Our in~itutions are generally open institutions. 
W~, have no institutions with a fence. They are, however, locked in- 
side. They are in that  kind o~ a configuration in terms of institu, 
tionalizat'ion. 

We had 150 to" 170 in one school. We had two camp programs 
which had 35 beds each for just the status offenders. We had about 
250 to 260 girls in the girls training school, 80 percent of whom 
were status offenders. That. is one of the most sexist things that  I 



think t h e  State of the country ha§ ever done with respect to the 
handling of female offenders. 
• I do not particularly even like the word "offender," because I am 
not so sure that we should be considering status offenders as offenders 
in the first place. I think I might get into that  somewhat later. 

In  any event, we had about.430 youngsters committed on a daily 
basis, which represented maybe 1,100 or 1,200 youngsters on a year ly  
• basis who wou|d have been committed to an institutional program. 

What  the bill said, specifically, as is written in my test imony 
very briefly, article 46 section 70-11 reads: 

Detention is permitted only when  a person is alleged o r  adjudicated  to be" 
a delinquent child. 

. Section 70-12 says: 
A child in need of supervisi0n shall never be placed in detention, but o n l y  

Ja she l ter  care faciUtles malntain~d by the Department  of Social Services o r  
Juvenile  Services. 

Section 70-19 was amended to read tha t :  
If  a child was found to be in need of supervision the court may not confln£ ~ 

the child to a Juvenile training school or any similar inst i tut ion.  

I t  is important in Maryland to note the w o r d s  "similar  institu~ : 
tion." As Peter  Edelman said a few minutes ago, we may be Con- 
sidering some size considerations in terms of w h a t  is an inst i tut ion 
and what is not an institution. This says "no similar insti tution." 

I think it is very important that  we maintain that  kind of  a 
posture. 

I t  is very important to n.ote as well that at the passing of  tha t  
bill the followup to that was the report  of the State  senate j o i n t .  
budge t  and audit committee. That  committee was very progressively 
thinking, along with Senator Blount. 

They said, In fact,  any moneys,  any financial accumulation of  
money ~ whici~ would result from having then close an insti tution or  
phase down any beds in an institution would have to go toward  
community programs. We were being given direction by  the Mary-  
land General" Assembly. I t  would "have to be placed in the budget  
of the juvenile services administration for  the development and 
maintenance of community based programs." 

I think that gives the general thrust 0f the S ta te - -no t  only the 
executive branch, but the judicial branch as well and the legislative 
branch. 

Let  m e  say also, parenthetically, that this whole move of  ours, as 
a single department having a relationship with all aspects of  the : 
juvenile justice program, intake and probation and what  have you, 
all over the State brought US into direct hand-in-hand relationsifips 
with the judiciary all over the State. 

Almost to a judge across the State there was an emphasis on 
general deinstitutionalization and of development of community  
based progTams. 

Again, we were in a posture of some ability to move, although , a ~ j  
I suggest, this bill did not g o  over with great  favor  amongst  some 
of those persons, There was this crutch, this final weapon in the 
arsenal of dealing wi.'th the youngsters who simply would not  behave 
which was being taken away. 
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Therefore, there was a great deal of apprehension. I t  was, again, 
, ~outtressed by the fact that while we may not have had all o f  the 

community based facilities in place at the time hopefully we would 
have the money accruing to that. 

The impact ~nstitutionally was in fact' that we did close one whole 
' . . . training school. I t  had 170 beds. Two of the forestry camps were 

-'closed. to status offenders as I mentioned. T.wo hundred beds of a 
girls training school were closed. Another 295 beds of the boys 
village program in southern Maryland. were closed. 

From 1973, when the  law took effect, until 1975 it is interesting to 
note the difference in figures in terms o f  our overall budget for the 
entire program of the  delivery of juvenile programs in Mary l and .  

In  1973 nearly 60 percent of all the moneys--of an approximate 
.'$25 million program--were going into the institutional programs. 
Maybe 87 to-40 percent were-going into community based services. 

By the end of 1975 that had been almost totally reversed. About 
40 percent of the moneys were going into institutional programs and 
nearly 60 percent of: the moneys of our total budget were-going into 
community based facility developments. " : 

In  terms of experience, we really got iIito how to implement this 
.,legislation. We had a series of discussionsand meetings wi th  persons 
affected all over the State. As I say in my statement, that  included 
a lot of emphasis within ourselves to work out as a total staff of 
about 1,300 at tha t  time a whole frame of mind and a .frame .of 
reference which would allow us to really believe in the fact that this  
could work and that we could, in fact, make it work : '  

As I say, even to-this day there is still concern as to whether or 
'not there are some children that  we are missing by not  being able 
to institutionalize them and by not being able to confifie them. 

We went about meeting with the State  police and with the local 
police jurisdictions throughout the State' as it relates to detention. 
Twenty-four hours a day we were t h e  ones in the administration 
who had to authorize detention. Here are these little youngsters 
n m n i n g  all over the State that the police, would pick up and say, 
~Well,.now where are we going to put them~ W e c a n ' t  put them in 
]ockup. Where would ybu suggest we put theme. - .: 

We were going to be in a posture of saying, "Well, we are not 
~ure, so we have got to do some homework on that level." You will 
not have available to-you the local police lockup. You will not have 
awilable the detention center.. 

That  led us to having to deal in great measure: with the private 
~ector. I think I heard testimony yesterday havifig t o  do with maybe 
coming full cycle from the private sector running all of the institu- 
tionally based programs to the public sector. Maybe we are moving 
back..~faybe we are moving in a very health way, to some degree, tn 
involvement of the private sector and involvement of local jurisdic: 
tions and the citizens in these programs. Thht is really where it is 
at. That  is what is going to really make it work. 

We can involve ourselves directly at the local level, the county 
Je_vel. in another hand-in-glove approach to make sure that we have 
the services that we need when a police officer has picked up a ~ child 
who has run  away. We need to find some placement for that child. 
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The local departments of education have been big users of the 
juvenile courts for  behavior problems within the  school system. We  
had to find a way to help them and with them develop programs at 
their level--at  an earlier level. I f  they had to be referred to court, 
we had  to develop programs at the court level. 

Theemphasis  or the trend became what  I think, is the most healthy. ~. 
thing that could possibly have happened to the children in terms 
of a partnership approach. Senate Bill  1064, created a situation 
where necessity is the mother of invention. I have stated that  we had 
to develop other kinds of alternative ways to deal with these 
youngsters. 

I t  was there at the very outset in the school §ystem, at  the very  
early stages within the Social Services Administrat ion p rog ram for - 
foster care. We had to reach out wi th  programs, as Mr. E d e l m a n  
has suggested, as we have to some degree, with prevention programs 
of the Youth Services Bureau to be able to deal effectively wit  h the 
child in his own community. 

All of these things were going on during the summer. W e  were 
trying to work with all of the officials who had any relationship to 
the juvenile justice system with relation to referrals to us of  these,- 
kinds of offenders. ~- 

we had to work with the providers for the development of new 
bed space. We had to work toward the development of new shelter 
care homes that would be available ~vhen that child was picked up 
on Sunday afternoon or Friday night. - 

We had a relatively good deal of success there, because again the 
emphasis was clearly there that the legislature wanted to make this 
thing happen, ~ - 

A good deal of what did take place was that we developed these 
programs in some haste. We developed more of an understanding 
that these line prol~ation officer personnel would have more respon- 
sibility for a number of youngsters who could otherwise be serviced 
in their homes. 

We developed a pro~am which was in its infancy at that time. 
It was a program of purchase of services. We could pu~hase a- 
servlce for a child and his family while the child remained in his 
own,hon~e,. 

We sdrt ~ of went-'around this business in kind of a backward way, 
if you consider it in terms of desi~ola and planning. It is the'business 
of dealing with children and having to provide them with services, 
We started in this country with jinstitutionalizatlon as the major re- 
source for a very obstreperous child. We, even now~ have sort' o£. 
worked backwards from that. We have worked from institutions to 
group homes to small structures to foster care structures to foster 
care with a s~ecial pui'chase of services program, back to the child's 
own home with purchase of services back to probation. 

We went about this thin~ backwards. I f  we had ~one about this 
thing in a clear and precise way. designing as an architect would, 
you would begin the  other way. Then, by the time you got  to in 
stitutional hvel  you would have v e r y ' f e w  voungs te~  ~ettin~' that  
far. Our ulan was peakin~ off until we had. i n  fact , -reached t he  
goal  of deinstitutionalization; " 
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One of the considerations was the attorney general's ruling on the 
business of the forestlT camps. We had four forestry camps, We 
had two at that  time serving the status offenders. 

The question was whether or not those 35-bed forestry camps, 
which were isolated in nature in the forest were similar institut:ions 
~ training schools and Whether we should deinstitutionalize :those 
status offenders from those progTams. 

T h e  attorney general ruled tha t  yes, in fact ,  because of the nature 
of the program and because of the institutional nature and criteria 
of the program, it was a similar institution. H e  ruled that the kids 
must come out of there, too. 

We agreed with that  proposition. 
A second thing had to do with whether or not a youngster could 

be committed for confinement, for institutionalization, by a judge 
prior to Janua ry  1, 1974, and then remain for several months there- 
after. We felt that there may  have been a rush to get these kids in 
because after  Janual  T 1 they would not be able to commit them. • 

The ~/ttorney _~ener/tl ruled: that the children Who had been" com- 
' mitted prior to J~anuary 1 mus tbe  out as Of January  1. Therefore, it 

1-elped us with our planning to know, at least, definitively that  we 
would have to do something about all of the youngsters who were 
currently in our institutional programs and those who were likely to 
be committed after January  1. 1974. 

Senator ]~L~THL~S. Mr. Smith, all that noise in the background is 
uart of the process for bringing the Senators to the Senate'floor fo r  
a" vote. T h e c h a i r m a n  has already left and will be back in just a 
• ~inute, I t  has  reached the point where I am going to jog Over. and 
catch up. The chairman, I believe, Will be back very shortly. I would 
suggest that  ybu complete summarizing your statement for the record 
and~then the'committee will stand in recess if the chairman has not 
returned by that point. Meanwhile, the  staff will be here and the 
record will be completed at tha t  point. 

Mr. Sx~rr~. Fine;  thank you,  sir. " . 
Let  me suggest,, then, that the  fur therance of our efforts to de- 

,,lstitutiona!ize suggested tha t  we take a posture during t.he summer 
montlts of 1973 that in-house we would make no further recom- 
mendations to those: institutional programs as of September of that 
year. 
" We also, again, worked  with the iudiciary, who were most co- 
operative in this regard with the iclea that the ~udiciary, after 
October l~ ins tead  of waiting for January 1--of  1974 would no 
.anger conunit youn~te r s  in the status offender category to the 
institutions. " - 

Therefore, nearly the entire juvenile justice system in Maryland 
stopped, in effect, the commitment of status offenders or  potential 
~tatus offenders on October 1, 1973, instead of waiting for January 1. 
That gave us some head start on the whole business. 

Summin,~ t~D, the referrals for status offender categories to the 
.uvenile Serxices Administration. in 1974--and part of that year 
we allowed status offenders to be insti tutionalized~we had approxi- 
matelv 4.000 referrals from all over the State. One year later it was 
• %000. One year later than that, in 1978, it was only 2,000. We have 

/ 
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continued to see somewhat of a decline in the referrals to the juve- 
nile justice system for this type of yo.ungsters: .A l o t  o f  that  has. to 
do with the propomtlon that the varlous agencmsl who are "dealing 
with those youngsters, who had formerly been refering those young- 
sters for the ultimate authority of the juveni le  courts, were ~inding 
that they were, in fact, developing some alternative programs. .~ 

~ome of the alternative p r o g r a m s w e r e  alternative school pro -j 
grams, more counseling programs available through the pr ivate  
sector supported by local jur~dictions. The local jurisdictions them- 
selves, the counties, developed a number of  new programs to deal 
with these youngsters at an earlier ag& There was, a recognition that  
this kind of posture had to take place with regard to all o f  the 
State. 

There was a recognition that  the Juvenile Service Admmlstratlo..," " " " "~ 
could be a catalyst to that  and be supportive of tha t  effort. . 

In 1975 we went back and decided that wha tw 'e  0ugh t ' to  do was 
canvas our own staff and to assess the effect of Senate bill 1064 to 
determine whether or not we were able' to psychologically and pro- 
grammatically really cope with the deinstitutionalization of  the 
status offender. • . . • " ' , . 

There was overwhelming support  for  the ~ continued d e i n s t i t O  
tionalization of the status offender both at detention and at  commit-. 
merit. There was and still continues to be t o d a y  a great  deal o f  
concern.about some youngsters~ but  not the hundreds  and hundreds 
Who were handled in this manner previously: For  some youngsters,  
whose needs have not found a way to meet as ye t  within a community-  
based structure of programing services, there is concern that  there 
aresome children who require a ~oTeater level of intensity and supe" ;  
vision almost nearing confinement than some others. W e  may be 
losing these children. , .  ' .' 

• There  is that remaining residual kind of concern, r think that  it 
is very healthy that society feels it does ha~'e a responsibility to pro- 
tect its children and to provide services. However,.  I do not thint~ 
that  we have come so far as  to consider that  as a legi t imate excuse 
for a reason to go back to previous times, back beyond  J a n u a r y  " 
1974. ' - - 

rOne of the largest staff compliments .ih the State of  M a r y l a n d ~  
one urban jurisdl.ction wrote back to us a t  the par t icular  time that  
we were canvassing their atti tudes and they suggested that  "The  
only comme.nt we could make would be t h a t  we feel the  s ta tus  
offender type of child should not ' even  be in the juvenile court  sys- 
tem • at a l l . "  . . . . . .  

That  is coming a long, long way from our earlier posture prior  to' 
January  1, 1974. 

I guess what I have to say' here is that  in terms of  experience in 
program development and maintenance we are a long way  from 
being in a posture where we are goin~ to be able to deal with all of  
the kids that we need to deal  with, an-d to solve the problems of  the 
youngsters who are out there who need more agressive kinds o f c o w  - 
munity based approaches t o  deal with their problems and their  
situations so tha t  they do not get referred to the juvenile justice 
system. 
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The Maryland experience is not over. I th~nk that there has been 
in the subsequent !egislative sessions, 1974, 1975, and 1976 in par- 
ticular, and even m 1977,"an. indication that there are some who 
would like to reverse Senate bill 1064 and go back to some Other 
posture, such as the posture you may have heard here from the 
"~eneral Accounting O~ice survey, wherein there could be detentions 
for a limited time period. 
We have had a tremendous amount of support from the citizens 

groups in Maryland such as some of the lobby groups that work 
with us and the legal aid groups as well. They have helped us in 
fending off this inclination to return to institutionalization of the 
status offenders. I would submit, to you that without .this kind of 
apport we are not going to be in a very good posture to continue to 
develop good, sound, community based programs and to fend off 
completeI_v the idea that we should go back to some type of institu- 
tionalization. ' " 
One of the thingsthat I think isextremely important to point out 

and reach some kind of an understanding on is the myth that when 
we were protecting all of those children, as we had ostensibly pro- 
"~cted the three who were here earlier, all of those children go't~ well. 
'" Somehow, even in the State of Maryland, there is the feeling that 
if we had the ability, again, to confine or institutionalize, as we had 
before in the Victor Cullen School, which had a very good reputation 
at the time, and.in some of the other oro,~rams---we would solve the 
prob eros of-those youths who now plague us; those handfuls of 
youngsters who are really difficult to reach. We would have that 
"bility to confine them and to put them in these programs which 
we fel~ were fairly successful or very successful. 
That is a myth. I would not want anyone to suggest to this com- 

mittee or publicly thatwhen we were in a posture where we could 
confine and we could institutionalize these youngsters that we were 
solving their problems. 

• W e  were not  solving all of the ldds' problems all of the time. One 
- f  our best facilities--one of our best facilities programmatically, 
,-ducationally. and what have you, was the Victor Cullen School in 
westel~. Maryland. At  ~that school we had 150 youngsters on grounds 
on a given day. We had 175 committed. 

XWnen we had that  ability there were youngsters who were com- 
mitted and who. were ~institutionalized, but for whom we were not 
successful. We were not solving their problems. Those youngsters 
were gone from our institutions as well as they may have'been gone 
~:om a group home or from their own homes. 

Therefore, let no one suggest to you that we were. because of that 
ability to confine, in a posi£ion to be able to deal with the children's 
problems. I t  only allowed us to put the child away for a •while and 
not have to worry toomuch about the fact that  the'child was getting 
a decent educational program and three squares a day. Do not let us 
be subdued into the idea that  we were really solving the problem~ 
. ." these children. 

I think at this point in time, having taken that  wlmlesale approach 
that was taken in Maryland, we are in a much better posture to 
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effect problem solving for the  kids. We are in a better  posit ion to do 
something in a "positive vein. 

We have had to tax our imaginations and our creat ivi ty and our 
ability to break tradition in programing to the extent tha t  we have 
not even yet tapped the tip of the iceberg in terms of  the kinds of  
programs and what I term "social technologT." Tha t  is absolutely) 
required to be able to deal with these youngsters and their  famil ies  
in a preventive way and in a way so that  they need not  be referred 
to the juvenile court system at all. 

I disagree to some extent with those who would suggest that  what  
we need to have in the juvenile court system, and one which, like m y  
administration, is very closely tied to the juvenile court system, all 
o f  the programs to deal most effectively with the status offenders. -) 

The fact is that ~Iaryland's experience shows that  in the most: 
effective programs we are only a pa r t  of it. When we sa~ that  we 
deinstitut]onalize the status offenders and then turn a rouna  a n d  say, 
"Well, what  can the Juvenile Services Administrat ion or what  can 
the Juvenile Justice Administration in this country do to provide  
those services?" I think that  is a wrong question. 

I t  is not absolutely necessary that  the juvenile justice system or_ 
an administration such as mine provide al l .of  those services. We dh ) 
not. We do not intend to. We  intend to work with a very hand-in- 
glove approach so that the schools provide special programs for  
kids.that  they are referr ing out of th~ classroom who are disruptive.  
The local health departments and the local mental health agencies 
and.the local counseling agencies will work with us to develop those 
kinds of programs. The only reason a child ever needs to ~et to 
juvenile court in this kind o~ status is to change legal custody[ ) 

I know this is taking a lot of time, so I will end with that.  I will 
be available to answer questions, that  is fine. i f  you would like to 
recess, as the Senator suggested, that  is .fine. 

Senator WALLOP. Mr. Smith, on the chance that perhaps they will 
vote and return before too many bells come on and I have to leave, 
I would like to ask a couple of questions of you.  - 

Fo r  your information, I .apolo~ze for not being here earlier. _~ 
am Senator Wallop from Wyoming. I have been involved in a num- 
ber of similar'legislative a t tempts  to the ones~that you have  described 
here in our State. 

Tha t  would give rise to my first question, because we obviously 
have problems that are substant ia l ly  different f rom those of  urban 
Maryland. Could y o u  describe what your  experience has been in 
rura'l Maryland and in small-town Marvland~ 

Mr. S~rrrH. I am glad you asked that question, because it gives 
me an opportunity to advise that  the rural areas---I can think of  one 
or two in particular onour  eastern shore and even in southern ~Iary- 
land. You may know that Maryland 's  configuration geographically 
is really rather unique, W e  have rnral, urban, and city areas. " 

However, on our eastern shore and in the other rural areas we have 
been able to develop some of these alternative programs in a m u (  
more far-reaching Way, par t icular ly  as i t  relates to thefyoungsterSo 
who are in the truar/cy arena. W e  have some kinds p r o g r a m s  
which have been developed with some support  f r o m  the Law En- 
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~orcement Assistance Administration and which have had local sup- 
por t  in carrying out early identification and early program develop- 
ment for youth. We have developed early recognition programs and 
~ounseling programs for families in the rural areas. 
~,We have embarked upon particularly the area of detention. We 

'lave had regional detention centers. We have done our work with 
file efforts of the line staff. We developed a whole system of shelter 
care facilities and even group home facilities. 

More importantly, .  I thinlY, we have had the~ development of a 
Single-family shelter care facility that will take these youngsters 
with very little notice, but hopefully with a good deal of support 
from our staff; 

I think that in the rural areas we have even seen a higher level of 
S u c c e s s .  

Senator ~YALLOP, I can appreciate tha t  possibil i ty.  
Could you  do one other thing fo r  me? I f  I have time I want  to 

get back "into the  rural  versus urban contrast here, but I wonder if  
you could sum up what you consider to be the most effective way of 
ilandling status offender juveniles. I would assume fllat you would 
have to draw a line between status offenders as truants and status 
offenders as runaways or victims of abusive  households or other 
things that require protective custody. 

Mr. S~rrr~. I think that you can separate out individually. I a_~ree 
with Mr. Edelman. You really need t o  take a very individuah~zed 
approach to .the young~ster. All runaways do not run away or mani- 
iest ihat behavior for the same kind of reason, nor do the kids who 
,re  ungovernable or truant do those things for the same kinds of 
.'easons. 

I think that there is often a common denominator base for many 
of those kinds of problems. I think the most feasible approach is to 
develop a system• wherein .vou can recognize those problems early on 
and provide some early-on'kinds'of programmatic considerations for 
the families and for= the kids. 

A~o~in, you do not heed to do th i swi th in  the juvenile justice sys- 
.era. I t  so happens t h a t a t  this point in time in Maryland our system 
is such that we are able to develop and even purchase the se~ices 
that are required for those kinds o f  kids when' they:are brought to us. 

That,  in part, is the problem. They almost have to be brought to 
the juvenile justice system in many cases to get the service. Again, 
I d o  not think that is a necessary ingredient in providing those serv- 
Ices. 

[I think that what you have got to do is get to the root of the 
problem and the heart of the problem, I do not believe that we have 
come close to that in many, many cases and with many, many chil- 
dren. 

Senator WAu~oP. How do you avoid having them come to the juve- 
nile justice system first? ~ 

Mr. S~r*T~. Well, I think one of the ways to avoid t h a t - -  
Senator WALLOP. Or do you? 
Mr. S~rIT~. I think you do. O n e o f  the things that is done is simply 

the prohibition on the fact that you can confine a youn~ te r  in this 

/" \I 
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category, I t  is almost force feeding. Again, necessity is the mothe.r 
of invention. You absolutely have to do it. 

I f  I am an educator and heretofore I have been able to refer to 
juvenile coupt, through my process, those kids who are disruptive or  
who would not come to school or who are truant, I have been able 
to say to the juvenile court system, "You take this ohild. H e  is goin~___ 
to need to be educated in a confined setting somewhere, because 1 )  
cannot educate him." 

This has forced me to recognize that I simply do not have tha t  
device available. I have got to do something else. 

The school ~s t ems  have embarked upon new approaches. They 
have taken a dzfferent look at suspension rulings and  the w a y  they 
go about suspensions. They have taken a different look at their  c u r -  
riculum development. In some cases they have developed an alternate.-, 
school kind of approach, allowing that some kind of youngsters just  
cannot tolerate a full rigorous schoolday or even a ha i l  day of work 
and half  day of school kind of progTam. They need more attention 
in  their families and in other kinds of ways within the educational 
realm. 

That  is where I think it takes a coordinated approach with persons 
who are child oriented--agencies which are •child oriented such .a '9 
ourselves--which exist in a]ocal  community as well as the other  com- 
munity agencies. . . 

,What has sprung up are some private organizations as well tha t  
are willing to do that. 

Senator WALLOP. In summary, then, are you suggesting that  the  
school system itself is the foundation of the most effective programs ? 

Mr. :Sm-vm I t  may be the central hub around which we car 
marshal a number of other services. I think there is a good d e a l  o f  • 
reluctance on the part  of local school systems to get in and iden t i fy  
early and pinpoint youngsters. I think, then, we get into some other  
con~itutional, problems having to do with their rights to pr ivacy 
and security within families. . 

• There is a really essentially difficult area here in terms of  too early 
identification and too early intervention. I think one of the mos* 
important things is that it is every bit as important  to recognize 
when you should not intervene in a chiid~s l~e  as it is to reco~mize 
when ~ou should. " 
• Part lcularly in a rural area the kids stand out fa i r ly  'clearly when 

they are having problems in the grades or who are having problems 
in the community, because people know them and know where they  
are from. 

Senator WAr.LOP. I hate to interrupt you. but I will have to come 
back to this later. I must.go and join my colleagues on the floor now. 
We will recess until such ~ime as we come back. 

What  we will do is--in our absence, and with this rather  peculiar  
situation, with your permission I would suggest that  the chief coun- 
sel of the committee continue to ask the questions that  were prepared 
earlier by the members of the committee. 

Thank you. • 
~[S. GT~rLEn. I have just a few brief questions. Mr, Smith. 

• I note down here under your legislation that any State funds 
which were saved as a result" of the closing of the institutions were 
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to be used to establish alternatives. Do you have any information as 
to the  precise amount of the savings~. ' " - 

Mr. S~rrH. That  was a 1 year budget alone. That  savings was just 
for  the 1974 fiscal year budget. 

We had analyzed the entire situation in terms of how many of the 
~-oungsters in  our institutions may have otherwise been found to be 
delinquent and committed. I think that is in the statement as well. 

Not all of those 430 youngsters at that given time were the ones 
to be deinstitutionalized. Probably 390 or.so out of that  number were 
the ones. 

We projected somewhat over $1.5 million to $2 million, or some- 
where m that range, was how much we would be accumulating as a 
result of closing an institution. 

The net result, however, was far less than that. I suggest in 'my 
statement that we accumulated a net  of about $500,000 to $600,000 
because of other considerations that took place having t0 do wi th  
other institutions and other kinds of administrative and even p.oliti= 
cal considerations. 

Ms. GrrrLER. Can you tell: us what success, if any, you have had in 
attempting to obtain funds from Federal sources other than LEAA,  
such as title X X  employment funds and so on, in  de~/eloping alter- 
natives to secure institutions and secure detention facilities? 

Mr. S~rr~,  I am glad you asked that question, too. E i ther  fortu- 
nately or unfortunately being ahead of our time regarding the Ju.ve- 
nile Justice and Delinquency Prevention Act and its re~la t ions ,  we 
have on two occasions upon request been denied ac~cess to funding 
which has been provided for, say, New York Sta te  and California. 
We  have been denied those funds for a maintenance of effort of the 
deinstitutionalization posture. " 

We did not at the time, either, have available to us the title X X  
money, which subsequently has come into our administration. How- 
ever, the majority of those moneys simply displace our general fund 
budget to suck a large de~ree that there was no significant increase 
in t]ie number of dollars that we had available, to us. 

I would suggest that the majority of what we did, we did in-house. 
:-ks I wrap up my written statement, t ha t  fu r the r  suggests that a 
,~tate can do it when they think that they cannot, oftentimes. I think 
that our State was in a posture of saying, "We just cannot possibly 
handle this." But we found that  we could, for the majority of chil- 
dren, handle it within a reallocation of internal budget resources 
even without outside help. 

I would suggest, however, that with some outside help from Fed- 
eral agency money or other moneys transferred into the administra- 
tion. they would  be far  ahead of the game in terms of their ability 
to plan. 

Ms. Gi~rLv.m Could you just tick off for us the main types of alter- 
native programs that you have utilized for status offenders in Mary- 
land? 

Mr. S~trl~. The th ing  that we did immediately was to invoke 
fur ther  our purchase of services program for those children while 
they remained in their own homes---those that were coming out of 
the" institution and those .that may have been scheduled to go into 
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an insti tutionmwhere we buy the service for the youngster  in his 
own home. 

We increased our capacity in the area of shelter care t remendously,  
particularly for the detention purposes. We also have a specialized 
foster care program of about 140 to 150 beds across the State for  
youngsters coming out of the institutions. 

We increased bed capacity in group home programs by betweel.) 
60 and 80 beds at that time. Since then it has been increased signifi- 
cantly to the point where we have some 455 youngsters m our group 
home intermediate care facility program at this point in time. 

Those are the major changes m our programs for the status of- 
fender. One year ago we embarked upon some new programing  
even at our intake level for those youngsters who would ult imatelv 
have been referred, and Were referred, f rom the other agencies o'-) 
education and what have you. 

Those that we received in the administration at intake---we have 
developed some programs there, particularly in Bal t imore city. tha t  
specializes as an intake unit for  the status offender alone. We are 
doing a lot of counseling services there. 

In  A n n  Arundel  County, one of our other largest counties, with 
Montgomery County, Md., we have developed emphasis on this  .pro ) 
gTam. We have developed a project which we hope will ul t imately 
show that  every status offender who would be referred to the juve- 
nile justice system can be referred to another administrat ive agency 
and would be provided with those services at the precourt  level in- 
stead of having the child go through the juvenile justice system. 

Those a re  some rather special programs at our intake level not  
only having to do with deinstitutionalization of the status o f f ende r )  
but once the "child gets there, even now, we at tempt to provide the -  
services required for that child in a precourt fashion to the e x t e n t ~  
particularly in the Montgomery County project---that we hope to 
show that  the next step to be taken beyond the deinsti tut ionaliza,  
tion is the fact that  the vast majori ty of these youngsters can be 
handled outside the juvenile justice system altogether. 

The juvenile justice system, in and of i tself-- the juvenile court i .~ 
there when we need to provide a special residence which requires a"  
change in custody. 

I ~oxtess what I am talking about here is the business: of our thou_~ht 
process. Our current frame of reference has developed to the point 
where we see, in the ma in~a l though  there is some controversy about 
this, too-- that  the child in need of supervision, the status o'ffender, 
is much like a dependent child', i~ neglected child, or what  we call in 
Maryland a child in need of assistance who. happens to be mentall~ ) 
retarded or mentally handicapped or emotionally disturbed. 

They are similar ' in terms o f  the endangered child type of  con- 
cept. The child in this status is as much the victim of circumstances 
as a-child who is dependent or who is neglected. We should not fur- 
ther the idea tha t  they are offenders, but  that  they too are victims 
of a circumstance and need to be protected in t h a t  realm. 

We do not bring dependent children into the juvenile justice svs. 
tern. We do not bring neglected children .into the juve~iile just'ice 
system. We do bring them into court when there is a need for  a 
Cliange in custody, which is a legal consideration. 

-(I 
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However, we do it fo r  that  reason alone and not for all of the 
other services. 

In  last year's legis!ative session 
Senator Cu'LrmU Mr, Smith, I wonder if you could just submit the 

rest of your answer for the record. Would you do that ? 
Mr. S~rrrH. Yes .  
Senator C ~ w m  I would appreciate it if  you would, please, 
I really want to express my appreciation ~or your testimony. I do 

think it is very impressive and dramatic--what  you have initiated 
in Maryland. 

We do have some problems here today with the witness list and 
the floor competition. We do have, I think, one or two other ques- 
tions tha t  we would specifically like to direct to you, if you would 

• :indly reply for the record in writing. 
Mn S ~ T ~ .  I would be most happy to, sir. 
Senator CuLwP~ I want to thank you very  much for your appear- 

ance here today. 
Mr. S ~ H .  Thank you. 
Senator CuLwm. Our next  witness is Robert Vinter. 
By way.of introduction, I would like to have the record show that 

,ou are  a distinguished professor of social work at the School o f  
Social Work at the University of Michigan. 

You have been codirector, i understand, of the National Assess- 
ment of Juvenile Corrections. You were also a member of the staff 
of the President's commission on Law Enforcement and Admin- 
istration of Justice. 

We are honored to have you here today. We look forward to re- 
~ :~gvYOUr t testimony. I do.~peologize ~or the unusual confusion. 

j b e n  not ced anot er bell. We have been here all n i g h t  
and we are vot ing on this energ~y filibuster. We are _~oin~ to be here 
a!l night tonight. The circumstances are most unusual, and I appre- 
cla~ your understanding a n d  coo.p_eration if_we are required to g o  
oacz ana ior~n to ~ne noor. I will have to leave again to go vote, 
and I would hope that  Ms. Gittler could pose some questions to you 
*.hat we are anxious to have your views on. 

Mr. Vr~rER. Certainly; I understand. 
Senator Cu-Lwam Please proceed. 

STATEMENT 0F ROBERT D. VINTER, I~ROFESSOR, SCH00L 0F SOCIAL 
WORK, ~ 0]~ ~ICHIGAN 

Mr. VI~-T~n. I have prepared a written statement. I would like 
.,ow, if  I may, just to summarize some key points in that statement. 

Senator CULVF~. Without objection your statement will be included 
in the record, x 

Mr. VI_n'rF_~. In  considering the alternatives to institutions for 
status offenders I would like to call attention to the extreme hetero- 
geneity and diversity of these kinds of youn~ters .  They overlap 
j~weni'|e delinquents and some other categories, but they also include, 
.~e believe, large proportions of younger children, more females, and 

See p. 222 for  Mr. Vlnter's prepared statement. 
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perhaps more youths with very serious school and family  difficulties. 
That  mixture is partly because of the idiosyncracies of the courts 

in processing these cases and the inconsistencies in the various State 
laws. 

One of the potential dangers, i think, is that  status offenders may 
fall between t~o stools: Af te r  being adjudicated by iuvenile court 
proceedings they are likely, ipso facto, to be stigmatized and the '~ 
excluded from conventional existing community and educational ~ 
services. In  the schools we refer to that  a s  "freezing out," but not 
necessarily receiving services in their  new formal statutes. 

I think, therefore, that there ought to be two thrusts in the de- 
velopment and planning of services for this group. The first I would 
emphasize is to retain and increase the access of these youngsters to 
conventional and existing community services, social programs, edr-) 
cational programs, and so on. 

The second thrust would be  the development o f  alternatives as 
supplements to these existing community and educational programs, 
rather than in place of them. . ,~ ,  .., ~ . . . . . .  

I f  I were to speculate about a general pattern .for S ta tes  m the 
development of alternative programs I. would einphasize the need 
for diversity of programs, to match the beterogeneity of the  kind% 
nf. kids.. Mr..Edelman spoke about, a mix a n d a  match. He Was...ps eal~/ 
mg at that time about a mix and a match to meet the individual 
needs of particular youths. I am stressing the need of a high mix to 
fit the mix of youths who will and do appear each year  as .status 
offenders in the States. We need a high diversity of pr'ograms. 

Second,  they should be decentralized and made geographical ly 
,vailab]e. They should be widely dispersed across each State. Tha ~ 
is a very serious problem in some States with only a f ew m e t r o p o l J  
tan centers where programs have been developed, while other parts  
of the States are underserved. Children must either be removed from 
those communities o r  left without se~ice.  

Third.  the programs ought to be developed to insure that  they are 
accessible to these youths, so that  there are no false barriers or  re. 
routings or eligibility requirements or other impediments to their  
getting the services once these are established. " - ) 

I think that in the past few years there has been a considerable 
movement among the States taken as a whole. But  I am a little 
skeptical about looking at a few exemplary States that  have made 
Very special progress--stich as New York and M a r y l a n d - - a n d  be- 
]ievin~ that they would be typical of  the other 48 States. 

In  fact, I think the evidence is that  there is a very uneven distri .  
bution in the development of  these services between the States. an 
even within those States that  have developed some programs. They  
may be unevenly available to status offenders over the entire juris- 
diction. 

Such programs seem to be developing slowly and there are ~i l l  
major gaps in terms of a sufficient volume of such. services, or the 
diversity, or the accessibility--geographically or otherwise---or the 
sts bili .ty of some programs, and so on. 

In  turning to  the Chart, let me just suggest thai  there a r e  three 
aspects that do not show immediately. A very large number of these 
youths, and y.ouths very much like them, are now being served 

j)  
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• hrough existing social and: educational serv.ices---the .ones at.tl~o' 
• ~west end of the Chart diagonal. Sometimes they are being ser.ved: 
- " ~ithout a court adjudication and sometimes with it. 

: I think the issue here is to open up these exi~ingservi~es" and to, 
lake them more available .to these kinds 0f youths, especially if 
I ~ 7  " " " " ~le have been adjudicated, rather than closing these services down 
.nu thinking only o.f the development of other supplemental alter- 
atives. " " " ' 
i Senator Ovr, w m  Do you mean if t hey  have run away from school 
:e .~hould send them back? 
Mr. VI~wEm Well, Mr: Smith lust indicated that  one of the steps 

lken in Maryland was to make it not possible for the school to push 
:s problems with tnlants right into the court, but rather that. the 
.~l.ool would have to bear some part of the responsibility-of Concern 
nd effort t o g e t • t h a t  yotmgster.back. • .; . , - • 

I would be more concerned, frankly, not so much about the rhny 
.way, but the kid Who is frozen out of the public school who is in-' 
uced gradually to leave, by various discipline efforts, by being de- 
rived. " ~ 
t Senator ~ w R .  Are you ' t a lk ing  here, Professor, about, t h e  heed. 
~' .~velop a more sophisticated curriculum which is more sensitive 
'ld designed to accommodate the particular needs and requirements 
f an individual student that are not being met --L - -.- " " 
Mr. ¥I~TTr_~. Yes; i'n "the public school districts right .across the 

ation. I am much m . o r e ~  .-.. .. 
Senator CULV~.R. How realistic is that? I think it is a Wonderful 

tea, but what about the capability to provide---I have been to the 
i~ .• schools here and the counselors just seem so hard-pressed and 
:,erworked with heavy caseloads. They are just t ry ing to tread 
ater a sbes t  they can and hopefully not drown. 
W h a t  kind of resource capability do they have to do this kind of 
,~, very difficultand imaginative tailored program :that fits with 
ds kind of ca.librated care the needs of a particular individual ? 1 
). not think we are going to do t h a t / I f  they have got-the doors 
o/ d and the blackboard intact that  is a fairly good day . .  
I-low realistic is that ? . . . . . . .  
M r .  VI,WTEa. I f  y o u  are thinking main] in terms of enriching 

. " .  • . Y 

~ose .programs for these youngsters with special needs you are prob- 
~ly far  more right than wrong. - " ,- " • 
I am thinking fir~ of all, however, of the tendencv of public 
hools to invite.these children not to .come, wi thout ' t ry ing  any 
~r~er. That  is not-the same as doing something extra with them. 
Senator CuLw.R."Yes, 
Mr. VI~'T~R. Second., in "a State like Michigan, the intermediate 
hodl d'istriCt~ are 'now "receiviu g very substantial new tax dollars 
~t for such services. Their stand between the local school districts 
[d the State'goverriment On a regional, mixed-district basis: There 
e now such services available "if we can get the school districts to 
e the dollars for  this 'par t icular  category as well as for the re- 
r o ~  children, and for those with other types of disabilities. 
In,.tead, the school districts With the new"tax dollars are likely to 
y, "But  those are status .offenders. Send them to the Stat:e agoncy. 
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They are not kids that we ought to be handling." I t  is tha t  k i n d ,  
a problem. 

I certainly agree, however, that  all the schools are beset and ha" 
di~culties. 

Now that we are talking about it, my second general point is 
and I think the testimony today has affirmed n£y viewDthat educ 
tional and vocational training services are especially important , 
many, many of the youngsters in this category. They are ill-prepa~ 
for the world of work. Many of them demonstrate very speci 
school problems. ' ' 

Instead of emphasizing clinical services and treatment for the 
emotional or family problems, I would urge that further attenti, 
be given to educational and vocational training. 

• Do you wish me to continue~ 
Ms. GrrrLF~ Yes; please continue, Mr. V in te r .  Senator  Culv. 

had to return again to the floor for another vote on this energy ma 
ter' We would appreciate it i f  you would continue. 

Mr. Vn~rrE~. Third, I suggest the obvious desirability of  emphas 
on the less costly programs which are at the lower ena  of  the cha 
gradient;  the less isolated programs which remove youngsters eith, 
geographically to central places away from their  own c o m m u n i ~  
or socially cut off their ties with communities even though maintai: 
ing them there; and the more widely dispersed programs which c. • 
.be fielded across the entire State rather than being established on 
m a few placea 

These are all the programs on the lower end of  the gradient.  
I f  I were to  suggest a general strategy for the development of su, 

services of all kinds, it would have four elements. The first, a~ 
would be a diversified program approach versus emphasis on on 
one or two of these alternatives for all status offenders in a giv, 
State. 

Second, there would be emphasis on localized and broadly d: 
persed services across the State to keep kids in or close to th~ 
homes and their home communities ra ther  than movin~ them. 

Third,  there would be emphasis on strengthening exl~sting p,'~) 
and private sector programs of all kinds versus th inking only ~ 
establishing new specialized programs. I believe that  there has to 
a coalition of effort between the public and the private sectors 
order to accomplish any reasonable level of  services fo r  these youn 
sters. 

Final ly,  I would suggest a multiagency approach toward the 
"youngsters rather than assignin~ the special responsibility ~o 
single State agency tha t  has ~o handle the problem all on i t s  o,~r 

I f  I could now point to t h e - - - -  
Ms. GrrrLF~. Could you work your  way through tha t  char t  aJ 

explain the various types of programs that  are set for th  there 
Mr. VIN~Z~. These are roughly arranged on an increasing 1~ 

child cost basis, as far as we can estimate what these costs are, usi: 
our own information and that  available from other  sources. 

Below the line are various types of residential programs and ~ni 
locations up the diagonal indicate increasing per  child operati: 
costs. We are fairly confident that  these locations reflect cost diff~ 
entials between the various types. 
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j Above the line, with the exception of public education cost fig- 
~es--and certain special education programs--thhre simply are not, 

: . ! my tmowleage, any cost figures available that one can be v e r y  
J nfiaent about when we thin~ o f  this special target population-- 

• ares offenders. Therefore, those are rough guesses, 
i There has been talk in several of the presentations about foster 
'a~ments in single, multiple, and small group homes. These are 
~e. least., costl I o f  the residential type  facilities. Our figures are in 
t,~ aonars, The average for the 50 States seemed to be about $2,600 
ld up. That  would be a minimum figure even then. The State ad- 
inistrators are concerned about that. 
With the small group homes the costs begin to go up quite a bit. 
i is $5,600 and up in 1974 dollars That  is p.artlybecause the State 
, Lg inn ing  to prace its own personnel, civil service personnel and 
hers, in those programs. They are not us ing  families o r  other 
.~ncy staff and that  increases the cost. 
tSome of those group homes, like many of the halfway houses, are 
ecialla y constructed, or ar great.., deal o f  expense, has to be put into 
, orat ing the program faclhtms. On the other hand, the foster 
~me placements are in ordinary :homes with a minimum amount 

: ,novation. Construction or renovation increases the cost of the 
l fway houses, certainly the starting costs. Operating costs of half- 
ty houses would run now, I think, about $6~00 in  1974 dollars. 
The small group homes that we studied across the country were 
ndling between 5 and 14 youths. The ha l fway houses were aver- 
ing aVout 25, but the actual range was. 8 to 60 in  the programs we 
Ldied. 
W': have very little information about the hostels. There is no cost 
ormation, but our best guess is that they are handling up to 
~ut 20 for transient populations of youth, many but not all of 
tom are runaways. 
~I~. GrrrL~R. Excuse me. Could I ask you just to  summarize what 

main differences are between_ the small group homes and half- 
• y. houses and hosteis? Are there differences in  the number of 
,w-e facility types of things~ 
~lr: Vn~rs~ Let m e  single out the hostels and say that if  these 
~grams are only hostels and are not  doing other  things, then they 

places for teinporary residence for youth until some other ar~ 
Lgement can be made or they can be returned to their home corn, 
nities or removed from the jurisdiction, and hence that term. 
ey are not quite like the others, but they are residential on a 
r t  term basis. 
frequently those services are provided by halfway houses and 
tll group homes, which can also be used for temporary purposes 
?he foster placements are well known. The only difference in our 
r t  is between the family that takes only one or two children, and 
family~husband and wife---who are willing to take upward to 

• Therefore, the .f?ster home pla .c~ments are very similar. They 
: on ordinary cltLzens---couples m their  own homes--perhaps 
h Jome renovation. 
mall ~r0ups homes and halfway houses are our terms and these 
sometimes used in the State interchangeably. A Sta te  may call 
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a halfway house a s/aall group home or a small group home sot 
thing e l s e . .  

The distinction we make is' on a size ba s i s : t he  average is a ral 
between 5 and 15 for Small group homes~ and a n  averag~ of 25 
halfway houses~ with a large :~nge in actual size. 
• Many of the halfway houses, relative to the other~ are State,~ 
Not a l l o f  them are~ but  many of them are. I n  m a n y  States t h a t  
creases the cost. 

I think tahat there are more and more types of  programs be- 
developed between the small group homes and the hal~way hou 
varying in  these same particulars, : : 
. The further one goes up the gradient~ the greater  the range 
services one is likely to finds which alsoincreases costs. These bee t 
more and more self-contained programs until one reaches the  '~n 
tutions that  have .full day schools and medical s e r v i c e s a n d  
whole gamut. 
, A s  one goes down the gradient,  those services tend to be avai la  
on an on-call basis or par t  t ime or u s ingnorma l  community acc, 

Ms. GIrrLF~. I take it that  cost per youth per  annum in alter 
tive programs is generally less than the cost m a secure-instituti 
Does that  mean that the jurisdiction will s in fact~ affect savin~fl 
deinstitutionalizing in  terms o f  its overall budget~ W h a t  de  
mines whether a ]urisdiction is going to effect the overall savi: 
as a result of deinstitutionalization ~- 

Mr. Vr~-wF~ Well, if you mean by savings reducin~ the act 
operating budget between 2 years because of  deinstitutlonalizat! 
I do not know any State that  has done that. Mr. Edelman testi: 
this morning of the estimate of what  New York 'would hav~ b 
spending now per child per annum had they not  made the char 
over. 

When we surveyed the 50 States and looked at the cost experie 
overall and their movement toward deinstitutionalization~ we fo~ 
that the States that had deinstitutionalized the most were also 
States that  had expanded the number of  youths they were t l  
handling. Therefore~ they had used these programs essentialll ) 
not  entirely~ as add-on ~acihties. They  were a l te rna t ives ' to  the 
stitutions s but they expanded the total numbers of youths be 
handled by the States. Therefore those States fo r fe i ted  the cost . 
ings they would have gained if  they had substi tuted ra ther  tl 
supplemented through the new community' programs~ and redl~ 
their institutional populatiOns proportionally. 

The other problem o f  the s tates  ~ Cost is t ha t  i f  the State t~ 
over and operates directly all of these facilities and noninstitusi~ 
programss those program costs are somewhat higher because of  S 
pa~,roll factors and so on. They are higher than i f  the State  doe 
in "partnership with a variety of local government and private 
tor agencies where •cost savings can occur. . 

Theref0rei .States  that  developed :alternative services all  on t 
own showed :higher per:offender costs and gave up some 'o f  the 
vantages of doing it m some kind of collaborative way. - 
• The Statess however, that  mixed their programs so that  some 
State run and Somg "were State. funded and monitored had .lc 
per-offender costs and did achieve economies. They did not ach 
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ay net savings at any timel partly because there was an expansion 
il the numbers of youths being handled, as I have indicated, but 
lso because the inflationary experience in State government is such 
hat there would have to  be a monumental reduction in operations 
i order to show a single dollar of turnback money. 
,Finally,  as Mr. Edelman indicated was the case in New York- -  
:a~, he came in and worked at the problem---there are some change- 
ver and startup costs that  have to be calculated. The State admin- 
itrators know that the cost savings that  one canef fec t  on paper 
yer a period of time do not accrue the first month or even the first 
scal year as one moves in £his direction. 
Therefore, yes; deinstitutionalization is cheaper. I t  is less costly. 

[owever~ t ha t  does not mean that there is a turnback to the State 
.~..mry. 
i Ms.GrrrLF~. What  one could say, I take it i is that States would 

~d  up paying more by not deinstitutionalizing than they would 

i Mr. Vr~rzm Yes~ our estimates are much higher. When w e p r o -  
]cted forwards we found that if they kept on doing more of what 
~ley were doing at today's dollars it would be' equal to  the defense 
u., _~et or some other . . . .  
! I  ~elieve that those cost increases are one of the primary l~ressures 
:ading States to reduce their institutional populations and" to con- 
tier alternatives. 
;Ms. G r r r ~ m  You would attribute the~ progress tow~trd deinstitU, 
onalization such as it is not just to congressional mandate~ 
Mr. VINTF~. Well, it is sort of a concerned altruism. 
~'s. GrrrLEm In your survey of these residential and nonresiden- 

ai  programs that can be used  for status offenders as an alternative 
secure institutions, wha t  did you find as to how they worked~ 

Jo they work well~ Were they successful? 
• Mr. Vn~.R.  The problem with the terms like "work" or "effective~ 
ess" is that there are all sorts o f  meanings people have when tlmy 
se them. 
1 ~.t me t ry  to reply this way:  I f  we  compare'them to institutions 

ley clearly work better. The poor track record of institutions has 
~en demonstrated by all kinds of elaborate measures and observa- 
ons a n d  personal experience, which you have heard today. I t  is 
~solutely dismal. They do not accomplish anything except possibly 
eeping the kids off the streets. And they do train youths in unde- 
rable criminals skills, 
Ou r  evidence, and the evidence of m a n y  others, is that the alter- 
at.¢e programs are far  less likely to do that. Therefore, in that 
inse, they work better. 
However, using even more pra~oznatic views, the majority of the 

rate administrators--and We have talked with them across all 50 
tates--held the view that among their institutionalized popula- 
ons the majority of those youths could be better served in commu- 
ity programs than in institutions. That is what the 50 State ad- 
,i...strators say. 
The overwhelming majority of the50  State administrators, know- 

~g their own institutionalized youth populations, said that  they felt 
lose kids could be better served in alternative programs. Not a 

/ 
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single State administrator or State official told us that he or she h: 
any intention of reducing or reversing any moves toward deinstit 
tionalization. It  was working well and t-hey intended to keep c 
doing it. 

In that sense of working as well, the p~ople who are doing it, tl 
people responsible for it who have the experience and have to Q: 
for it or have to account for it are unanimous in believing tha~ 
works. 

Ms. GrrrL~. What factors do you think impede the movement  
status offenders out of institutions into these programs---residenti 
and nonresidential, as you-described 

Mr. V ~ .  One set of factors is opposition. The opponents W~ 
.slow do~vrt or in~_pede by  active opposition are a problem. We f~.'. 
~n most States that the juvenile court judges, as a group, are li~& 
to oe very skeptical if  not in outr~ht  o osition to some o f  the 
changes.~rob~tion officers and sim~ar ~oPuCps are equally oppos, 
and skeptical. 

Staff unions in some State agencies who are fearful of the chang 
over effects on their tenure and seniority are in opposition. Final] 
in local neighborhods the neighborhood residents may oppose t] 
building or the occupancy of a particular facility, but that  does~ 
tend to be permanent. 

I think the more serious impediments, apart from opposition, a 
several. Juvenile justice in g~neral and status offenders in particul, 
are "what I call small potatoes in  State government. However b 
that budget line is, it is a very, very small part of the State's tot 
budget. There is not much support across the 50 States--organiz~ 
support---on behalf of these changes that impel policy makers 
administrators to do something. Fea r ing  lack of support, inert 
takes over. That is a problem. 

The State administrators told us that they lacked confident, I 
liable knowledge of what is working, and what can work, and wh 
the alternatives were. They might know of this or  that or have hea: 
of  various things elsewhere, but they do not have enough confide 
evidence either to run the risks, financial or otherwise, or to ~ 
directions for what to do next year. 

These same administrators are busy defending their current  bud 
ets. The current operations are not going to disappear by the initi 
deinstitutionalizatmn efforts. They t l n d t h a t  difficult under the e 
treme competition for scarce State dollars. 

Ms. GrrrLER. What more can and should Congress and LEA 
and State plannin~ agencies do, in your view, to encourage t h e ~  
velopment of these progTams that you described which can serve" 
alternatives to secure institutions~ 

Mr. Vr~r~a. I think of two quite different but very importa: 
-kinds of things that the Federal Government can do. 

One has to do with freeing up and making available flexible u 
of Federal funds--and information about Federal funds--that  c~ 
be tied in for these purposes. When we went around the State~ 
were continuously asked b y  the State policymakers and the Sca 
administrators what the other States were doing, how they we 
trying, where they were getting the money, what L E A k  wou 
allow, and that sort of thing. 
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i I think that there ought  to besome kind of updated compendium 
o f  all available Federal • funds and the terms under  which those 
~ d s  could be used and the ways in which States are actually suc- 
Ceeding, legitimately, in drawing those funds down for  alternative 
~ervices. That  information should be made available to all of the 
plqnners and policymakers at the State level. 
• I he other, .qmte different kind of assistance that I think is needed 
LS technical reformation and decisionmaking assistance. There are 
three layers o f  effort here that  ought to be undertaken. 
t First  of all, the States are now-deprived, as the rest of us are~ of 
any reliable, up-to-date, systematic, statistical evidence about what 
is oing on in juvenile ]'ustice across the Nation. 

~ noted that the Children in Custody Series, which is the single 
st.cistical report that is most immediately ,relevant to what we are 
talking about of all the Federal reports, was j u s t  published in May 
of 1977 with the data for 1974. No State administrator can make 
any sense or use out  of a report which is tha t  old. Despite the fact 
~hat the National Prisoner statistics and the F B I  statistics and so 
forth were published fa r ,  far earlier, this report was not published 
:~nfil 1977. 
i Lu this statistical series there are no rate measures. There are just 
-~olumns and columns of raw numbers requiring anyone who wants 
~o use it to go through a great deal of a~ithmetic calculations and 
recomputations and what not, even to think about interyear changes, 

No State. administrator can find out what is happening in other 
~tates or the rest of the country., and whether his or her  rate of 
handling these youngsters in various ways compares well or better, 
)i is making more or less progress. He or she cannot even tell how 
the same State stands in terms of  last year. 

Therefore, the States need a basic information service to inform 
:hem promptly about  patterns and changes in all 50 States. What  is 
~eing done at the juvenile level is  in no way comparable to what is 
)eing done at the adult level. There are also other types o f  informa- 
: ionI  could mention, but the programs data series is an indication. 

* O" " econd, I think that there ought to be a specml effort to get good, 
LSeful, comparative cost information and share i t  among the States. 

The next question the State administrators asked was: " H o w  much 
toes i t  cost ~ How much did Maryland spend ~ How much did New 
York State spend ? HOW much did it cost per day per kid for a hostel 
~r for a small group home versus an alternative school program?" 

There simply is no such information generally available. There 
t r a  few studies here and few cost analyses there. One could pick up 
t phone and call and try to get an estimate from one's peer in an- 
other State. But  there is no reason why this kind of information can- 
mt be made available so that a State administrator can, with his or 
let stair~ plan and make sense to the fiscal analyst and the State leg- 
slators who want to -know what it is going to cost us and what these 
~ther States which we compare ourselves to are experiencing. 

We need the development and sharing of cost ini~ormation across 
he States. 

The final suggestion I have is assistance in development of modern 
nanagement decision procedures for the  States. I was quite struck 
~y 1~ .  Edalman's account of the problems he encountered as he 



9,q ., 

moved in to  the New York situation. W e  had studied that  :State f, 
4 or 5 years before his arrival and studied it f o r a  time af ter  as wel 
so we were aware of the situation. 

Because he testified to these problems in New York  I can refer 
them. But they are also true of the other 49 States. I t  is difficult f, 
us to think of  an area in State governn'_=nt that  is so deficient,, 
management systems. I am not ta lk ing  about the competence of"t  ~] 
administrators or their dedication or their skills. I am ta lking abo~ 
the management systems. • 

They do not know where the kids are. They do not know 'ho 
many kids of what kind they put  in what  places, and w h a t  tl 
flowage rate is, and so forth. They do not know because there is r 
management information system in this area of  s t a t e  governme~ 
that ~s comparable to most of other areas  of State activities. ) 

Consequently, when an administrator thinks about what  he woui 
want to do, what would: then happen, and then how he w o u l d  
about handling it, the administrator has got to do it all by intuitic 

. or seat of the pants or guesswork or hope that  a few smaxt sta 
assistants can handle it: 

I think the L E A A  technolo~o T transfer section should be workin 
on: this. I think the information management systems develope~')i 
the State of New. York after  l~r. Edelman took over and develope 
those procedures ought to be shared. I t  should be packaged so th~ 
the other 49 States can find out how to run their  shops in ways th~ 

. allow them to figure out where they will be 6 months  or a ear  fro~ 
now if they decide-to do this or that.  • .Y. 

Ms. Grrrnm~ Thank you 've ry  much. 
Senator C~_~v~.'I want to thank you, Professor  Vinter,  very n ac 

for corn'_rag here today and sharing your extensive experience in th 
area with us, You have been very helpful. 

You can be assured that one o~ the  objectives of  our subcommitt( 
Will be to try to bring about a greater degree o f  sharing in terms 
both the_State planning agencies and LEA/k  in terms of  a mol 
serious effort in developing these alternatives and also acquiring th 
essential data base that y~ou are talking about and get t ing som ,( 
these systems in place. "' 

Your contribution w i l l b e  extremely helpful to us in tha t  regarq 
Thank you. 

Mr. Vm~r~, Thank you. 
Senator C ~ w E ,  Our n e x t  witnesses are Thomas M. Young an  

Donnell ~ ,  Pappenfort.  
Will you gentlemen come forward, please 
• Are .you both here ? 
Mr. Pappenfort ,  do you wish to join us at the witness table ? 
Mr. PAP~X~'Om¢. NO, I prefer to stay back here. 
Senator C~rLVeR. :Should we refer to vou as two witnesses or one 

I am a little tired. I just  need a little help. 
Mr. You~o, I understand. 
Senator C~_.v~R. Should I pretend I am seeing double.- You a: 

supposed to be our next witnesses. Is it our next  witness~ 
.. Mr. Yowro. I think w e  can proceed. 

Senator C~VER. I am not t rying to be difficult, but  we need ! 
know for the record. 
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• The other witness, was in the room and does subscribe to the testi, 
~ony that  you are about  to present-- the whole truth and nothing 
'~ut the truth, and so on. 

You are both members of the faculty of tl~e School of Social 
.~ • ~ervlce Administration at the University of Chicago. Is that cor- 
:ect, Mr. Young~ '~ 
i Mr. You~o. Yes. 

Senator CULWP- You have recently conducted a study of the use 
)f ~cure detention and of alternatives to its use. Is that correct ? 
( Mr. You~o. Yes. 
; Senator CULVF~ .Well, it certainly is a pleasure to welcome you 
)oth here today. We look forward to receiving your presentation, 
~o why don't you begin? 

';TATE~F.~NT OF THOMAS M. YOUNG, RESEARCH ASSOCIATE _AND 
! LECTURER, SCHOOL OF SOCIAL b~ERVICE ADMINISTRATION, UI~I- 
i YERSITY O~ CHICAGO, ACCOMPANIED BY DONNELL M. PA~PEN* ~ 
J YORT, PROFESSOR, SCHOOL 0]~ SOCIAL SERVICE A D N ~ S T R A -  
: TION, UNIVERSITY OF CHICAGO 

i idr. YOU'NO. Thank you: 
understand there are some demands I have a prepared testimony. I e . 

n ~ our time. What  I could do, i f  you wish to enter that  into the 
ecord, is proceed to summarize my statement. 

Senator CuLv~m I would appreciate that very much, Mr. Young. 
Ve of course will make the whole text par t  of the record, 1 

Mr. You~o. OK~ fine. 
• ~enator ChYLVF~. I f  yOU will give us the highlights of your find- 
l ~  that  will give us al i t t le  time for questioning. 
Mr. YouNo. Thank you. L e t  me talk first about what we learned 

bout the use of secure detention. After  tha t  brief summary we can 
iscUss the material on the diagi'am. 
We conducted, our study cTuring fiscal year 1976. I t  was funded 

hrough a grant from the Law Enforcement Assistance Adminis- 
ra.Jon'. Ms. Phyllis Modley wi th  the National Institute of Juvenile 
ustice and Delinquency Prevention was our grant monitor, and s h e  
"as a ver~ :helpful one. 
The main components of our study were to review literature pub- 

shed since i967 on the use Of secure detention and of alternatives. 
'hen we selected 14 jurisdictions across the country which were 
perating alternative programs and  visited them. We then wrote up 
u findings in two forms: a longer, technical final report; and a 
m~er  executive summary. 
I brought five copies of the executive summary for you and the 

[hcr committee members. 
Senator CULWR. I appreciate that very much. 
Is  it suitable for inclusion in the record ? We will just reserve the 
ght to select, perhaps, portions of your report for inclusion in the 
.c :d. At  this  point, in terms of space limitations, if we could make 

! See p. 216 f o r  Mr.  Y o u n g ' s  a n d  Mr.  P a p p e n f o r t ' s  p r e p a r e d  s t a t e m e n t .  
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that  determination I think it would be helpful  to have it  in the 
record3 

Mr. Yoo~o. All right. 
The review of the literature that  was available on the use of  secure 

detention did reveal that the main issue regarding secure deter.tior 
is what it has always been. Secure detention is misused for  lar?~ 
numbers of juveniles awaiting hearing before the Nation's juveniL( 
courts. 

This is supported in our research by recent reports sent to us from 
22 States and from the District of Columbia. Many of these report., 
contain data that  enabled us to make the following statements. 

County jails are still used for the temporary detention of  juveniles 
particularly in less populous States, but even in some more hea~l~ 
populated jurisdictions ja i ls .are  still used for some juveniles eve~ 
t.hough .there is a secure det~enti0n facility for  juveniles in  th( 
jurisdiction. " 

The use of secure detention for  dependent and neglect_ed children 
however, seems to be declining. Tha t  seems to be related to the de. 
velopment of shelter care facilities or short term foster homes. 

Many jurisdictions, however, still exceed the recommended ma~-  
mum rate of 10 percent of all juveniles_apprehended. Many  juvenid~ 
are still detained for periods of time less than 48 hours. These ar( 
frequently cited as inaieators of the unnecessary use of  secure de- 
tention. . 

Many jurisdictions are unable to mobilize the resources necessar} 
for children who have special needs. That  is to say, they have neuro- 
logical or psychiatric problems. As a result of the lack of resource: 
these children end up m secure detention facilities and s tay for  ~ 
cessive lengths of time. 

The reports we received document that  status offenders tend to b( 
detained at higher rates than juveniles apprehended for  alle~ged de. 
]inquent offenses. These reports also show that  status offenaers, ol 
the average, are held longer in secure detention than are juvenile: 
charged with delinquent offenses. 

A similar type of pa t te rn  is that  juveniles f rom racial and ett~ :, 
minori ty groups tend to be detained at higher rates. They  also sta~ 
for longer periods of time. Also, girls t end  to be detained at highe': 
rates and stay longer than males. 

The information that we had on the decisions to detain suggestec 
extra.legal factors are more  strongly associated with decisions t{ 
detain than are legal factors. That  is to say, t ime of apprehension 
proximity of the detention faci l i ty  to the location of the appreh  1 
sion, and the degree of administrative control over intake procedure: 
all seem to be associated with decisions to detain. 

I simply have to conclude those summary remarks by sayin~ t h a  
the ac tualextent  to which these patterns of  misuse exist is still un 
known within States and between States for  the same problems tha 
Mr. Vinter referred to in his testimony. 

Now I would like to turn  to  the 14 programs that  we visite~ : 
might simply list the cities in which those programs are located 
They were in Anaconda, Mont.; Baltimore, Md.; Boulder, C0]o. 

= See p. 609. 
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.Helena, Mont. ; Jacksonville, Fla. ; New Bedford, Mass. ; Newport 
"News, Va.; Panama City, Fla.;  Pittsburgh, Pa.;  St. Joseph/Benton 

• Harbor, Mich~ ; St. Louis, Mo.; San Jos~, Calif.; Springfield, Mass.; 
a n d  Washington, D.C. 

-:~ ! The programs do break down into basically two types---those that  
a--- nonresidential, as shown on the chart, and those that are resi- 
dential. Nonresidential programs are basically organized around the 
use of the juvenile's own ~ome. Residential programs tend to use 
either foster homes or a group home format. 
• I would like to talk first al~out the home detention programs and 
iust describe them briefly. They are all somewhat similar 1~n format. 
rhe youths do reside wlth thelr parents and are generally assigned 
~o • probation officer aide "who is hired for the purpose of intensive 
~upervlslon. 
The youths are required to meet individually with these aides at 

[east once daily. They may meet more often either individually or 
in groups, depending on the program's design. 
I The probatlon aides are often available to parents on an as-needed 
~asis for information and advice on finding solutions to problems, of 
i:h~ir own. Or, these aides may contact parents and teachers and other 
~i.~.nificant adults with respect to the juveniles under their super- 
TlSlOn. 
Some jurisdictions emphasize the supervision or the surveillance 

tspect o~ this program and others emphasize the service aspect, in 
~ertain jurisdictions, the home detention programs have been supple- 
nented with foster homes so that if the parents are unable or un- 
villin~ to have the juvenile at home, the ]~uvenile can still be in the 
Ic_.m detention program. 
I might note that all of the home detention programs did authorize 

he probation officer aides to send a juvenile directly to secure de- 
entmn if the juvenile did not fulfill the pro_~ram's requirements. 
those requirements are usually daily contact w~th the aide and at- 
endance either at school or at a job. 
The second type of nonresidential program on the chart is one 

h ~ we did not Visit because it simply relates to the release of the 
uvenile to the parents pending a court hearing, with no special 
~rogram format. It is a decision made by the court or the officials 
unning the detention facility based on a }udgment that the juvenile 
no danger to himself or to others, is not likely to flee, and has • 

,arents who can be responsible. Then the juvenile can be released to 
heir care pending a court date. We believe that this could be done 
?" ~h more often. It certainly is the least costly of all such alterna- 
tves. 

Moving to the residential programs, I will proceed from attention 
.omes through programs for runaways and then to private resi- 
.ential foster homes. 

The attention homes are essentially a group home format. They 
ouse between 5 and 12 juveniles. Generally, they have one set of 
iw-in house parents who are there on a 24.hour basis. 

~requent ly( the  homes are converted single-family dwellin~s in 
3sidential neighborhoods. They are p l anned tha t  way so that  ]uve- 
iles can continue to attend their schools. They then still have a 
)lmection with their community. Social service workers are fre- 
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~ uently available. They do not necessarily live in the attention horn 
ut they are made available both to the juveniles and to the adul 

providing care. 
Programs for runaways are also groupresidences,  bu t  the two v. 

visited differ both from each other and from attention homes, so 
have listed them separately. One runaway program is in  Pit tsbur~; 

was specifically designed for runaways from the P i t t sburgh  are 
Admission to the home was not l imited exclusively to juveniles r, 
ferred from detention intake. Juveniles could come by referral  fro; 
other agencies. They could  also drop in  on the i r  own. 

The program did emphasize intensive c'ounseling for  the juvenih 
and for the parents in order to resolve the immediate crisis that  the 
bel ieved led to the running away . . . .  

The agency staff would also arrange for  longer term counselh,~ 
but that would be provided by other agencies w]~en it was needed. 

The second runaway program we vimted was in Jacksonvil le,  Fl~ 
I t  was specifically designed as an alternative to the use of  secuz 
detention for juveniles who were running away. • 

I t  is also group residence. In contrast to Pi t t sburgh,  most of it 
juveniles were runaways from other States. They were usual.1 

rought to the residence either by the police or by  the detention .~ 
take officials. 

The juveniles in the Jacksonville runaway program did not sta 
long, since the pr0gram~s pr imary goal was simply to facil i tate an 
expedite return to their natural  homes and parents. Counselors wet 
available on a 24-hour basis to talk with tlie juveniles and to mak 
whatever arrangements were necessary for them to return. 

We visited two private residential foster home programs. Agt 
both of them are quite different from each other. I think they reprt 
sent the kind" of heterogeneity that Mr. Vinter was, referr ing to. 

The one in New Bedford, Mass., was called the ]~roct0r program.  
I t  is an interesting program. I t  is run by a pmvate social wor: 
agency. I t  is one of several alternative programs in that  jurisdictio: 
whicl~ has no secure detention facility for girls. 

The proctor program pays a salary to a small number of  sir ~] 
women; who are called the proctors. These women are general'l 
between the ages of 20 and 30. They agree to take one girl at a tim" 
into their homes and provide 24-hour care and supervim~on while th 
private agency staff develops longer term treatment plans on a: 
individual ba~s for the girls, 

The second private residential foster home program we visited wa 
in S p r i n ~ e l d ,  Mass. I t  is essentially a network of foster homes t" 
are two-bed lmmes, meaning that only two juveniles at  a time s ta  
there. In  addition to those foster homes, they have two gTOUp home 
of five beds each. Then they have what  they call a receiving un] 
~roup home, which is the point of intake for their network. That  ha 
four beds. 

Besides the foster parents and the group home parents for  eac~ 
of tl.lese homes, there is a small number of staff to provide counsel",1 
services and advocacy services to the juveniles and a certain amoun 
of support  for the foster home parents or the group home parents, 

I might say that, in relati~ e terms, this pro.~ram in Springf ie ld  wa 
the most extensive one that  we encounterech We vis i ted no other par 
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o f  the United States in which there was a city the size of Springfield 
that detains so few juveniles prior to adjudication. 
: Senator Cm~v~e. How successful are these programs you describe, 
measured in terms of the number of juveniles who run away from 
them orcommit  new offenses. 
I :-~Ir. YouNo. Similar programs can produce different:i~sults, depend- 
Lug on, perhaps, the mix of juveni'les they receive, the kinds of services 
the~ provide, and maybe where they are located in  the country and 
their  relationship t o  the court and the detention facility. 
i The total failure rate for the program we examined ranged from a 
low of ~.4 percent to a high of 12.Spercent- Another way of salving it is 
t he  success rates ranged from a low of 87.2 percent to a hign of 97.6 
p~rcent. 
• ~enator Cv~_~vmu Those are very impressive numbers, don't you 
~think 

]~Ir. YolyNG. We were surprised. 
! Senator Cm~VER. The figU.res to which you refer are those which 
~appear in table I of your prepared statement ? 2 
: Mr. You~¢o. Yes,'Senator. You can see the two columns to the le f t  
contain the proportions of juveniles committin~ new offenses • and 
r , .ming  away separately. The column labeled ~total failure rate" 
represents the combined figures. The colunm to the far r ight ,  which I 
have entitled "success rate," is simply the reciprocal o f  the total 
failure rate. 

I might point out again that the program in Sprin_~ield~-it had 
a combined total failure rate of 8 percent, and therefore a ~uccess 
rate of 92 percent. When you break that down according to run- 
a a y s  and new offenses that  program experienced only a 1.2 per- 
cent---only 1.2 percent of all juveniles admitted to the program 
failed~ so to speak, because of committing alleged new offenses. 

Ms. GrrrLEm Could you summarize the comparative costs of these 
pro_~rams 

]~r. YOUNG. Certainly. 
All we could do in the  site visits to the jurisdictions was to ask 

t] ofllcmls" administerin-~ the alternative _programs_, .what their .per 
diem cost per juvenile was. We also asked the officmls responsible 
for the sec~ire detention facility in the jurisdiction. The results are 
_mmmarized on the table 3 that you have. 

I think probably the best summary I can give is that the operat- 
ing cos tper  day for all of the alternative programs is less than the 
~perating cost per day for secure detention facilities. 

~enator CULVER. HOW meaningful are these comparative figures? 
rb  what extent are they reflective of true alternative costs. Is your 
breakup such as to reflect a meaningful comparison ? 

~ r :  Yov~G. I think they are only meaningful in the context of 
~he question we asked, which is, "What  is the operating cost per kid 
per day ~-'' For  instance, I do not believe that  we have the capital 
iosts of construction included in the figures for secure detention. Re- 
~ , n b e r  that  in most of tliese jurisdictions the secure detention 
[acility continued to operate after the alternative programs were 
ldded. 

-" See p. 218 fo r  t ab le  1. 
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I think about the best I can do, Senator, is to say that  those ar, 
comparative per capita 6perating costs. 
, Senator CULVF~. In your judgment,  are some of the alternative: 
that you have discussed here, based On your survey, more suitabl, 
for status offenders in terms of success rarest. Is there any patterJ 
to that  or are the variables so intangible and subjective in terms :~: 
the personalities and the chemistry of those kind of facts tha t  m 
one model stands out statistically as a more reliable and successfu 
formula 

Mr. You~o. I think I lean in the direction of the latter, pa r t  o: 
your  statement, I think the only thing I can add to tha t  is some in  
formation from conversations that  we had in the course of the sit,, 
visits• People in the jurisdictions frequently said: 

The  ideal  4s t o  have  a r a n g e  of p r o g r a m m a t i c  a l t e r n a t i v e s .  R e g a r d l e s s  
-the labels  t h a t  the  juveni les  c a r ry  they  a r e  qu i te  d i f f e r en t  w h e n  y o u  s t a r  
t o  look a t  t hem a s  people, Some o£ t h e m  need a place t o  s t a y  a n d  s o m e  of  t h e n  
-can r e t u r n  to  t h e i r  o w n  homes.  Some of t h e m  need s e rv i c e s  a n d  s o m e  o: 
: them do  n o t  n e e d  so  m a n y  s e r v i c e s .  

I t  is certainly hard for me to say, on the basis of the s tudy t h a  
~ve were able to conduct, anything scientific about what  k ind  of p ro  
gram is best for what kind of kid. 

Senator CuLv~. Have you given any consideration to :tryin~ t~ 
weigh which factors in these alternative programs are the rues 
critmally important~ I t  seems to me, for example, tha t  obviousb 
things like an attractive and adequate physical surroundin..~ envi- 
ronment is helpful. ' . . . . .  

I visited some of these homes• I t  is obviously very impor tant  h 
terms of morale and other opportunities for expermnce. 

Is the one overriding thing, in your judgment,  just the quali ty o: 
that  in-house supervlslon of the couple that  lives there ? Would t h a  
be the critical thing to such an enormous extent 

Mr. Yotmo. I t  certainly is impressive when you visit the p ro  
grams. 

Senator C u L v ~  I mean, if  you really have gif ted people it i~ 
amazing what they can accomplish in  human terms. On the orb !. 
hand, you can have a very elaborate physical setting in close prox 
imity to everything important  by way of support  structure, and i: 
that is lacking it is all for nought  anyway, is it not ~. 

Would you essentially agree with that ]  
Mr. You~o. I would have to say that  f rom my  own exper iena  

that certainly is my perception, too. 
Senator CULVER. W h a t  are we doing to really t ra in  people~. _A'd 

mittedly, so much of this is just natural  gifts and personali ty a.,i 
experience that perhaps do not lend themselves to a lot of  forma 
improvement, but assuming significant experience and knowledg~ 
can be obtained through formal trainin~ to what  extent do vol 
think we are dom_~ that .  

We hear this de~ate going on about how we need people who ca~ 
relate and rap and all this business. On the other t~and, you neec 

~ eople who are professional who have what really, I am sure, co~.t 
e an inexhaustable background in psychological t ra ining and othe: 

areas, 

' l  
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How do you come out on that  debate~ Do you have any thoughts 
for us~ 
]Hr. You,re If I did I ~vould take them back to the university and 

• ' market it. We have a school of social work, Working on the curric- 
ulum and teaching we are faced with exactly that problem almost 
on a daily basis. I wish I had an answer for you, but I just do not. 
~'Senator CULVER. I wonder if you have any recommendations~ 
YOU talk about these program alternatives, flow much formal 
training exposure do you think the people who are tryin~ to man- 
age these homes should have to be certified by way Oz minimal 
training and background, Is this the kind of thing that lends _itself 
to preclse curriculum experience or trainingS. In doing that do we 
lose the human quotient that is so ultimately important and crm- 

~ "llv decisive. 
~ r :  YouNG. I guess all I can:offer is an opinion. . . .  

" I do not believe that any of the group ilome programs ma t  we 
visitedmlet me rephrase that. I do not believe that the house par- 

' ents of any of the group home programs we visited had any sI~ecial 
training. However,  I do believe that  almost all of the group nome  
programs did haveprofess ional  service staff on a backup basis so 
~'-at should any situation arise where a m : 

Senator  C ~  When  professional expertise was needed they 
could go get it. 

Mr.-Yowcd. Yes; and I think generally the decision.to call it in 
~vas made by the 24-hour staff. At  least that  is how the programs 
that we visited handled that. 

Senator C~_~v~u Mr. Young, yesterday we heard testimony from 
.~veral witnesses, regarding opposition to the policy of removhlg 
s~atus offenders from secure detention. In  view of the high success 
rates of these various alternative programs which you noted in your 
surve why has there been resistance to abandonin~ the use of 

~' "" ~" " i secure detention for status offenders ] What  are the political 1roped - 
ments that  you  have encountered 

Mr. Yo~n~Q. Well, unfortunately, we did not know that we were 
~oing to  be asked to testify when we conducted the study, so we did 
,.ot pursue that question in the jurisdictions that  we visited. 

AI1 I can say is that I was impressed by Mr: Vinter's comments 
to a similar question earlier. However, as I say, we did not go to 
study resistance. We were really more interested in finding out 
about the programs. Therefore, I really do not have a research- 
based answer to your question. 

Senator C~mwm I will ask you the question that we have posed 
~. t he  other witnesses today. What,  in your judgment, could  and 
should Congress and  L E A &  and the SPA,s  be doing based on the 
experience you have had to encourage the development of  these 
alternatives for status offenders~. 

Mr. YounG. There are only two things that I can think of at the 
moment that  might be helpful. First,  i t  is important  to have the 
funds available and earmarked for this purpose. That  fact should 
• .publicized well. I think that would help. 

Senator C ~ w R .  Did you encounter a mt of uncertainty in these 
house parents and others in terms of funding? Was there an undue 
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preoccupation with that which was distracting them, or was there 
lo~grrantsmanship 

• YOUXG. I do not think I picked it up from the house parent 
pez- se, Senator, but  we did talk to the officials who took the initia 
tive to write the grant proposal, let's say, to submit  to the Star 
Planning Agency to, fund the program. We did tha~ in more tb~: 
one jurisdiction. A statement hke this was made:  " I  do not  rean. 
know what we are going to do when the grant runs out." 

I do, however, have to say that  11 of the 14 pro~rams that  we vi~ 
ited were supported in whole or in par t  by the L a w  Enforcemen 
Assistance Administration funds. 

The only other thing I can think of to answer the first par t  o 
your  question is that perhaps the Agency could t ry  to make t~. 
findings of studies like ours and Professor Vinter 's  as available 
possible so that there is at least some information available for  th 

• many interested people who would like to help this program. 
Senator CULVF_~. Mr. Young, I thank you and Mr.  Pappen fo r  

for the data concerning the comparative costs of  secure detentio~ 
versus Some of these alternatives. The "success of  the alternatiw 
programs that Sou have noted are, I think, very impressive and jus 
remarkable with that success rate. O 

I hope that individuals and groups within the States will look a 
your study for models and for ideas with respect to the creation o 
their alternative programs. This  is one of the things that. I think w0 
do sense is lacking. There is not an adequate network to disseminat, 
what is working m a positive nature. I think that  all of  these Stat~ 
jurisdictions are understandably desperate for suggestions and pro 
posals and .for models t lmt haveproven  to be effect-i-re. - 

I think that i n  this way you have contributed a great  deal to tl~ 
committee's hearing. I want to thank you very much, and also Mr 
Pappenfor t  for his work with y o u  on this part icular proposal.  

Thank you. 
Mr. YouNG. Thank you. ' 
Senator CULVF~. This completes the testimony for: today. I warn 

to thank all of the witnesses for ' their extremely interesting r :c 
informative testimony. -" 

I believe that  it is clear from our h e a r i n ~  the last 2 days tha~ 
there are ? variety of types of  programs, as well as facilities, tha. 
can be uti ized for status offenders as alternatives to p lac ing  ther~ 
in  adult jails, and alternatives to placing them in secure detention o~ 
correctional facilities, 

I th ink the: testimony we have had today, which has . f rank ly  j-:s~ 
concluded, indicates that  these alternatives are both effective and 
relatively less expensive and more cost-effective--or they cer ta inh  
can be--:-'than secure detention and correctional facil i t ies hav~ 
proven to be. 

I think the testimony today also has led me to conclude tha t  LEA~ 
and the State Planning Agencies can and should be do inz  more 
to fund and to actually make mone~-s available to develop alter,~.~. 

t i r e  Services: and to proWde more technical assistance to the StaLe~, 
and localities which I think need a great: deal more help in develop- 
ing such programs to implemetning the act of 1974. 
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LF, AA and the State planning agencies, I think, must make full 
: enforcement of this requirement in States p~rticipating in this pro- 

gram their goal. Those States must stop the practice of locking up 
noncriminal ~outh. That  should be a major priority. 

To this ena, in the near future I am going to formally request on 
behalf of the subcommittee that the Office of Juvenile Justice make 
a report to the committee in 6 months regarding the pro~ress which 
L E A A  and the State planning agencies have made in eni~orcing this 
requirement. This report,  I think, at a minimum should include but 
certainly not be limited to the  following things: First, a monitoring 
and compliance on the part of the States with the requirement. 

Second, they should hs t  the use of funds made available from the 
J J D P  act to develop alternatives to detention and placement of  
status offenders in correctional facilities. 

Third, it  should show the technical assistance given to States and 
localities as to the removal of noncriminal youths from jails and 
similar institutions, and the development of t]iese alternative facili- 
ties and programs that  we have talked about, 

I th ink  that this, hopefully, will help to stimulate a renewed ef- 
i for t  and a more coordinated[ and shared effort than the testimonv 

:~received yesterday and today indicates is currently the case. 
• This does conclude our  2 days of oversight hearings on imple- 

mentation of the 1974 act. However~ the subcommittee's oversight 
function with respect to implementatmn of the act is necessarily an 
ongoing one. We will continue to fuifiil~ hopefully, our responsi- 
bilzties in this area. " 

Once again, I would like to express my appreciation to all of the 
~i tnesses who have participated both yesterday and today in this 
hearing. I think youhave  provided us with some extremely helpful 
suggestions and ideas whereby we can make the 1974 act more closely 
fulfill the original congressional intent, 

Thank you. 
The committee will stand in recess until further call of the Chair:. 
[Whereupon, at 12:4.~ p.m., the subcommittee stood in  recess sub- 

. ~eCt to the call of the Chair.] 

I '  
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• IMPLEMENTATION 0F THE JUVENILE JUSTICE AND 
DELINQUENCY PREVENTION ACT OF 1974 

'I~DgFAEDAY, OCTOBF-~ 25, 1977 

U.S. SZNArZ, 
SUBCOMMTrrEE TO IZ#VESTIGATE 

JUVENILE DELI~QUE~Cr OF THE 
C O ~ ' r r E E  ON THE JUD~CIAlZY, 

Washington, D.G. 
The subcommittee met, pursuant to-notice, at 9:30 a.m.,~ in room 

~228, Dirksen Senate Offlce Buliding, Hon. John C, Culver, (chair: 
man of the subcommittee) p/-esidhng. 

. Present:  Senators Culver, ]PIathias, and Wallop. 
Also present: Senator  Hayakawa. 
Staff present: Josephine Gl'ttler, chief counsel; Stephen 1Rapp, staff 

director; and Clifford Vaupel, assistant counsel. 

STATEMENT OF HON. ~0HN C. CULWER, A U.S. SENATOR I~R0 Wr IOWA 

• Senator CULWR. I now call to order the U.S. Senate Subcommit- 
tee to Investigate Juvenile Delinquency to hear testimony concerning 
the implementation of the Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Pre- 
vention Act of 1974. 

This act made Federal  funds available to the States for improve- 
ment  of their State juvenile justice systems on the condition that  
States receivin~ these grants must cease the practice of locking up 
the so-called "juvenile status offenders." 

These are juveniles such as runaways and truants who have not 
committed any crime. In  the course of past hearings the subcommit- 
tee heard a g r e a t  deal of  testimony that the confinement of juveni e 
status offend-ers in adult jails and  other secure facilities and institu- 
tions has proven to be ineffective. 

The damaodn~ consenuences of handlin_~ young persons in this 
manner was ~']s~ amply -~ documented. In  a~d~tion,~a number of au- 
thorities stated that locking up noncriminal youths tends to pro- 
mote rather than prevent later antisocial behavior. 

I t  is against that background that  Congress required States par- 
ticipating in the 1974 Act to make a commitment to end the prac- 
tice of p~lacin~ status offenders in adult iails and secure detention 
facilities and ~orrectional institutions. " 
• The hearing today is the third in a series. Last month the sub- 
"~ommittee held 2 days of hearings in order to ascertain whether the 

• deinstitutionalization provision of the Act was being enforced and 
whether States were hying up to their commitment to stop locking 
np juveniles who have not committed any crimes. 
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These hearings indicated that while some real progress ha.d been 
made, the ending of confinement of juveniles had certainly not 
ceased. The hearings revealed that much remains to be done in 
this area. 

Our focus today is on specific projects which constitute alterna- 
tives to detention and institutionalization of status Offenders. W e  
will examine today different methods of handling status offenders, " 
their effectiveness, and their comparative costs. 

We are going to have a number of witnesses today. Moreover, the 
Senate is in session. I see there is a vote on right now which will 
necessitate the presence of the members of the Stibcommittee o n t h e  
floor, Under the Senate Rules we are also limited as to the time that 
we are allowed to meet. 

Therefore, I am going to request that the witnesses summarize b 
their prepared statements or submit them for the record. We will 
make the entire statement part o f  the record. This procedure wilI 
hopefully give us some time for questions. 

We may also wish to submit some questions to witnesses to be 
responded to in writing for the record.  

Senator Mathias ~ 

STATEMENT OF HON. CHARLES McC. MATHIAS, ~R., A U.S. SENATOR 
FEOM MARYLAND 

Senator MATmAS. I am pleased to join with the distinguished 
chairman as the subcommittee again convenes oversight hearings 
into the implementation of the Juvenile Justice and Delinquency 
Prevention Act of 1974. Today we focus on the provisions of the 
act calling for deinstitutionalization of status offenders. 

The Juvenile Justice Amendments of 1977, recently signed into 
law by President Carter, reaffirm the intent of the Congress that 
deinstitutionalization of status offenders should be a focal point of  
the Federal effort to prevent juvenile delinquency. The 1977 Amend- 
ments extend the period of time during which a State must deinsti- 
tutionalize, evidencing Congress' recognition of the significant prog- j 
ress many States have made to date and allowing necessary ~exi- " 
bility for total compliance with the Federal mandate. 

These hearings are a continuation of oversight hearings that the 
Subcommittee to Investigate Juvenile Delinquency convened earlier 
this fall. At the earlier hearingsi the subcommittee heard from 
many witnesses, including Rex C. Smith, director of the Maryland 
Juvenile Services Admimstration. Maryland was a leading State ir 
this area, enacting deinstitutionalization legislation before the Fed-": 
eral mandate of-1914. The experience of States such as Maryland 
is invaluable to the subcommittee in its search for the answer to the 
increasing juvenile justice problems facing the Nation. 

The Congress is not insensitive to the many problems---admin- 
istrative, political, and l~hilosophical~that States are encountering 
in their attempts to combat juxenile delinquency; most particularly 
in meeting the deinstitutionalization standards. We are most anx -~ 
ious to learn of the many innovative deinstitutionalization schemes 
• which are cropping up around the country. I believe that if: Congress 
and the States work: together exchanging ideas, the task of corn- 

r 
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batting juvenile delinquency will be eased for all. Hearings such as 
1~hese today facilitate this kind of useful collaboration. 

The subcommittee is honored today by the presence of Dr. Karl 
_Menninger, chairman of the Menninger Foundation and the Vil- 
lages, Inc. The Villages is one of the innovative deinstitutionaliza- 

,- tion approaches to which I referred and I am sure that Dr. Mennin- 
ger and his associates, Herbert Callison and Jeanetta Lyle Mennin- 
ge~ will provide us with much useful background. 

am looking forward to these hearings and wish to thank Dr. 
Menninger and all of the witnesses scheduled to appear today for 
their contribution to the work of the subcommittee in this vital area. 

Senator CULWR. It  is a great pleasure to welcome our first panel 
this morning. Dr. Menninger, Mr. Callison, and Mrs. Meuninger, 
would you be kind enough to come forward 

The panel is headed 5y Dr. Karl Menninger, the noted psychia- 
trist. Dr. l~ienninger is the founder and Chairman of the hoard of 
the Menninger Foundation, which is the pioneering psychiatric 
complex located in Topeka, KanS. 

Dr, Menninger's lifelong concern for the plight of troubled and 
neglected youngsters led him to found The Villages, Inc., a residen- 

)tial facility for such youngsters. He is presently the chairman of 
the board of, The Villa~s, Inc. 

I understand, Dr. Menninger, you are accompanied by Mr. Calli- 
son, who is executive director of The Villages, Inc., and Jeanetta 
Lyle Menninger, who is vice president of the board of The Vil- 
lages, Inc. 

Maybe you would be kind enough, for the record, to introduce 
your other guest. 

Mr. GASH. My name is Frederick Gash. I am a member of the 
board of directors of The Villages. 
• Senator CULV~R. We are honored and delighted that you are all 
able to ap.pear as witnesses this morning to share your Imowhdge 
and expermnce with us. 

Dr. Menninger~ please proceed. 

STATEZ~ENT 0F DR. KARL A. MENNINGER, 1 CHAIRMANi ~- 
NINGER FOUNDATION AND THE VILLAGES, INC., ACCOMPANIED 
BY KE~BERT G. CALLISON, 2 EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR, THE 
VILLAGES, INC. ; JEANETTA LYLEMENNINGER, F.XECUTIVE VICE 
PRESIDENT, THE VILLAGES, INC,; AND FREDERICK GASH, 
MEMBER~ BOARD OF DIRECTORS, THE VILLAGES, INC, TOPEKA~ 
KANS. 

Dr. ME~X,~-I~OEm V~re would like to express our thanks for  letting 
us express our views on this subject which interests so many people 
at the moment. I t  should interest many more. 

Forty or fifty years ago I was preoccupied with getting mentally 
ill people Out of jails, where a large number of them were then de- 
tained pending transfer to hospitals. I t  is only much more recently 

Seep. 227 for Dr. Menninger's prepared statement.  
Seep. 230 for Mr. Callison's prepared statement. 
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that  I have realized that those jails also held. many ch i ld renmand  
still do--whom I think ought to be gotten Out of there. 

I remember having lunch with a friend many years ago in a 
beautiful home on the sea. A pup strolled through the living room 
and out on the porch, to his irritatior:. He jumped up, ran at that  
pup,  and gave it a most vicious kick, hurl ing it through the air. I t ~  
ran off groaning and limping down the lawn, and howling long 
after he was out of sight. I suspect i t  died, because the injury must 
have been terrific. 

I never saw a man kick a child like that, but  I know tha t  it hap-- 
pened thousands of times just last night. I know it has happened in 
hundreds iof thousands of :homes this morning. That  puppy  incident  
has burned in my memory these many years, but I t h ~ k  the chil- .)  
dren that are beaten and kicked and burned and tortured to an ex" 
tent that we cannot imagine should burn in the minds of all of us  
who help build this civilization. 

You know, the great psychiatrist Freud said that most of the con '  
temporary troubles of neurotically suffering people, and probably 
many others, came from indistinct painful memories of their child- 
hood. They recalled them on talking to him. Then a little la ter_ 
Freud said: . . . .  ) 

No, parents cannot be as cruel as my patients say theirs were. Parent~ 
cannot be that bad. My patients must have imagined some of it. It must be 
fantasy. 

• Freud never realized that in his self-correction he was probably 
wrong. We know now that parents can be that cruel and are tha~ 
cruel and that these terrible things do go on in the lives of childrea 
all the time--neglect, cruelty, abuse, ancl abandonment' Not to thou- 
sands ofthem, but to millions of them. 

When a miserable child plucks up the courage to leave whatever 
protection that cruel home may have provided, for an outside world 
which can be much more cruel--but he doesn't know it--when a 
child can pluck up the courage to try to stand on his own two feet 
and leaves the a~guish of such family life, what happens~ The  
curious incongruity that he usually becomes a " c r i m m a l ' b f o r  the 
crime of  trying to escape to~ure. So confused is our network of so- 
called justice that the abused and sufferin¢, become the alleged aa- 
gressors, the nominal criminals. "Status o~enders" have don~ a ter- 
rible thing. They have run away from misery and torture. 

I know that not  all offending youth come from that kind of home~ 
that not all runaways have such miseries to escape; but they all have 
some reason. Those painful memories remain in those children, and 
usually they repay it. They repay later on the cruelty and the hur t  
that was done to them. 

I t  is no wonder that the Justice Department and this committee 
feel that we should do something for these children r ight  away. The 
something that we do now is, in my opinion, wrong. W~e charge them 
with an offense and seize them. In  perhaps saving some from being 
further exploited by prostitution, crlmmality, pornographic pho- 
tography, and other things, some children are caught and pushed 
into court for  an assignment to some better place than a jail. I de  
not believe that anybody would defend the horribleness or the evil 
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of confining a child to so medieval and inhumane and Corrupting 
and counterconstructive a place as jail. 

I do not mean a prison. I know this is too sophisticated an audx- 
ence to need explanation that a iail is not a place run by profession- 
ale in t he  detention and  correction o f  people. A jail is run, for the  

freest part, by politicians with labor which will accept the salaries• 
and worlring conditions that  most cities and towns provide fo r  
jailers. 
Well, I want to see those children out of those jails, and I know 

you do. That is why you are persisting in the enforcement of the Fed- 
eral Government's wise decision that children must not go to jails. 

But you ask, ,Where will we put them ~ Where will they go ~ NoL 
xll of the children who have been through this experience are inno- 
cent, pitiful little childrem Many of them are aggressive little peo- 
ple--~r big people. Many of them are troublesome, .What to do .with 

: theme" That is true. I know that. However, I know that many others 
I are simply helpless and lonely and confused and distracted and 
i oftentimes, brokenhearted. 

There are places for them to be sent, to be sure. You and I know 
i about the detention homes. We know about some of the terrible 
i • ~lternatives to ja i l  that  have been used. They are all written up by 

Mr. Kenneth Wooden in his famous and shocking book, "Weeping. 
in the Playtime of Others." We know that they are exploited and  
mistreated and that the Government sometimes assisted m this, a n d  
has itself been exploited. . 

There are these terrible places, these vicious, evil places, these 
cold, cruel, commercial places; but there are also some good places.• 
i'here are some, good people who love and try to help. There are 
not enough, I grant you, We know that there are not nearly enough. 
We here who represent The Villages, Inc., realize that.ours is not 
the only effort to help these children. We are one example or model~ 
based on the simple proposition that some children canoe culturally 
transplanted and constructively and lovingly nurtured, In other 
words, some children from an evil, vicious home where they did not 
hrive can grow, develop, love, learn, and grow up noncombatant 
and nonaggressive if they are given the love of parents who are de- 
voted to them and to their interests. They will be allo~ved then t~ 
have education in the public schools like other kids. They will be 
allowed and encouraged to belong to the 4-H, community institutes~ 
the YMCA_ and the Y~WCA, and they will not be abused or coerced. 

We started a group of such homes in our vicinity with the help 
~f several generous friends--Mr. Roy Bertle, now deceased; Mr. 
Clement Stone of Chicago; Mr. Robert Hulsen of Illinois; Mrs. 
Helen Jones of Texas; and several others. We built some homes and 
found some young people who wanted to be the parents of more 
than just one or two children, and opened our doors. 

We gave each couple 10 Clxildren, with only two rules. No child 
should ever be struck or punished physically in any way. No child 
-hould be allowed to sit home instead of going to school. Every 
child must go to school and he must try to obey house rules with the 
other children or elese forfeit some privileges. 

These family homes, these dup, lications of  what some of us had 
in our childhood are for these children. I f  any o f  us amount to a n y -  
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thing, we must credit much of it to that  home in which more edu- 
cation was acquired than in all the schools we went to. The home'  
is where the child learns morality. That  is where the children learn 
identification and langua_~e and culture. That  is where the children 
]earn what is beautiful ~n the world. That  is Where the c h i l d r e n  
learn  a lot of things that most of the children that  we are now. con,._ 
sidering never learned. "-~ 

The ~dea of The Villages, I n c ,  through the kindness of the  Li l ly  
Foundation, Senator Bayh, and others, has spread to Indiana.  We " 
have just been authorized to b e ~ n  there. Some are going in other 
places. . " ' 

These so~called villages are not necessarily villages but  simply are 
~rouD homes with foster parents who a r e  t ra ined  in  what  foster 
paren'ting is and how it dl"ffers from ordinary parenting,  The bio-.:) 
logical parent  usually has the motivation" of a natural  love and an,, 
acquired love and a ~eeling. of ~'This is something that  I produced.  
Foster parenting and love o f  children is hard, but it can be acquired. 
I t  can be delivered and it can be effective. Something. like village 
group homes can be a place, a "facility," a ivay of taking care of the 
large  number of children who have no homes to go to at t h e  present 
time. . ,~ 

There is this small ~roup of "villages" where children can be sent 
for safety, hope, and Jove. • • 

I think that that is the substance of what  I had to say, Senator. .  
Senator CuLwm I want to thank you very much. indeed, Dr.  

Menninger, for a very. inspir ing statement. We are extremely, in- • 
debted to you and your associates for  your kindness in making this 
trip here today to share with us your knowledge and your  exper ience  
in t.his area. 

B y  whom are children referred to your homes, Dr. Menninger? 
Dr.  Ms~'xx~oF_~. By judges to whose courts they have been taken, 

by welfare workers at the State board. Originally we thought  that  
they would come voluntarily from various places. Now most of them 
come through judicial assignments. 

Senator CULrER. What  kind o f  residential facilities actually make ) 
up the village ? 

Dr. M~N~'INOSK The Eagle Ridge Village---Jean, why don't  you: 
explain tha t  to the Senators. 

Mrs, MEX~'INOEa. We have five cottages at Eagle Ridge Village. 
We have two in Lawrence, Kans., and one in New York State,  

These grow by the community's wish and desire and recognition 
of the need. How many are  we c~eveloping in Indiana ? I would like 
to ask Mr. Callison to answer. 

Mr .  CaLr.ISON. There will be five homes in southern Indiana  in 
different sites. 

I want to emphasize that the "villages" does not imply, neces- 
sarily, a literal village. The process and the way the homes are 
structured is more important that  their numbers. I t  can be a single 
ffroup home and still be utilizing what we call the "village!s" process 
or model. 

Senator  CULWR. Are all of these residential homes actually newly 
constructed or do they utilize existing community facilities? 
_ Dr. ME~-I~QER. IBoth forms are used. We do not own all of  them. 
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We do not care to own "them but  We-insist" on certain min imum 
standards. The local community is concerned most, and they own 
several of our homes. We own some of them. 

Senator CuLvra~. What  kind of children do you accept at ~ the home ~. 
Dr. ME~I~GEm Herbert,  you had better answer that. 
Mr. CALmSON, We arerecelrving referrals from the welfare depart- 

ment  in Kansas--and the reason they come from the welfare depart- 
merit is because that is the organization that pays the money. The 
courts do not have the money, even though they adjudicate the chil- 
dren before referring them to the  welfare depar tment--we get a 
wide range of types of behavior. They would all be clasSifiecl as 
status offenders if they were in a State that made that clear distinc- 
tion for the welfare department. 

: This means that  abOUt half of the children have displayed b e -  
haviors that would not  be considered very serious offenses if they 
were adults. Some have utilized drugs, or run away from home and 
done all the kinds of  things that are typical of other neglected and 
abused children around the country. " 

Senator CU~rER. How are the village homes staffed,~ 
Dr. M_EN~rNGF~. With  a father and mother .  
Mrs. M~N~I~aE~ And  with relief parents. ' : 
Mr. CALLISO~r. I think we should clarify, too, that we utilize pro- 

fessionals to support  the parents. We have visi t ing social workers 
and psychologists. They do not deal directly with the Children in a 

vil lage home. They serve as support  peo~ple for the" foster parents, 
because we :feel that  the parents are the key people. 

I f  the children need medical or psychological therapy, which they 
do occasionally, we refer them to theprofesSionals :in t~he local com- 
munity, the same as I would my own children. 

Senator CuLwm What  kind of environment do you attempt to 
create for the children in the homes in the vi l la~s~ 

Dr. l~N~r~o~.m An environment like in your home, or mine. 
Senator CULWR. Are you t ~ n g  to simulate a •natural family en- 

vironment as much as possible. 
Dr. ~.ENNINGER. Yes, precisely. 1 
Mrs. M~NN~NOEm That  is correct, 
There  is no physical punishment, but there are penalties and the 

usual.limits on usin~ the telephone when it is study hour t ime and 
• • . " ~ . . - . ° • - .  ° . 

~ , ~ S  O l~ko~ !hn~trEra:hwPl:l~ei~t:~ aCm~Polneg am:~:s~hi~r:wnrh~se~riu~? 

Senator CULV~R. I understand the villages are desigzled for long- 
term residential care. I f  the children have parents, do you allow and 
encourage contact between the children and their parents during the 
~eriod they are  associated with the residential home~ 

Dr. MVN~rX~GER. Let  me answer the first part  of the question. ' 
We found very early that  many of our children had been adopted 

two,  three, four, five, or six t imes--or placed, in foster homes. Many 
of them suffered not only from the tragedies in the original home 
and the subsequent legal processes of b e i n g  moved around from 
one place to another, but they suffered from having their hopes,¢ 
raised that somebody was going to take them in an adoption home 
or a foster home. 

They go to the foster home and-they stay for 1, 2, or 3 months. 
and the family changes its mind or t h e y  move out of town or the 
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social worker thinks it is an improper place. The children are sent 
back. When this happens the child is disappointed, sad, discouraged, 
bitter,  and so forth. 

Well, in a few months they find another place and he goes again 
~or such a placement. 

This was all new to m e . I  did not know it, and perhaps y o u  do_. 
not. I t  happens over and over and over to children, for  o r p h a n ;  
authorities are seeking somebody or some place to protect  them. They  
get  the most terrible and irr i ta t ing and frustra t ing runaround by 
being tried first in one family and  then another family  and then 
another  family. ' 

We started out with the idea that  we would not  kick children 
around like that. Children that  want to come here  and children that  
we are willing to take are going to stay here, This is their  home an(.-) 
they are go ing  to stay here as long as they like---until they get 
marr ied  or get  a job or graduate f rom high school or college or what  
]nave you--l~ere they may stay. 

Our children have no limits placed on their stay by  us, 
Our State  is generous and private individuals help us to do this 

a n d  support us in  doing this. 
Is that  correct Mr. Callison? Would you answer the other  q u e s ~  

tion~ 
Mr. CAzz~SON. Yes. . 
Regarding the relationship with the biological parents,  i t  is t rue  

t h a t  most o f  the children who are referred to the Villages have al- 
ready failed o r  been disappointed in a number of placements. Thei r  
histories indicate that few of  them have any parents who have the  
interest or capability of continuing a relationship. ) 

For  those children that do have biological pa ren t s  who wish t o  
continue the relationsl~ip and for whom the referr ing caseworkers 
recommend this, we permit contacts often as is profitable for  the 
child. W e  do have a few children each year  who return home to live. 

Again, though, by virtue of the fact that  we are generally the last 
step before institutionalization, most of our  children have a l ready 
lost any kind of relationship Therefore, it is not too likely tha t  r , ,  

• " . . * ] 

parent will reappear. What we do t ry  to do is bring together brothers" 
and sisters from the same family,  and we have several groups of  
these. They are a real strength to each other. 

Senator CULVF~ What has been your success rate with the children 
you have taken in ~ What are t h e  comparative costs of  this alterna- 
tive as opposed to the more conventional correctional institution or 
facility approach 

Mr. CALLISO~. We followed up the children that  had been resident~ 
at Eagle Ridge Village, the pilot project, at the end of last year.  We 
identified 152 children as having left in a favorable way. 

Senator CULVEm What does that  distinction suggest ~ What  do you 
mean they "left  in a favorable way~." Do they leave under any other  
circumstances 

]Hr. CALLISON. NO. What  I mean by "a favorable way"  is that  there 
are some children that we may r e f e r t o  another agency. There may l~ 
about four  a year forphys ica l  or mental needs that  they  have tha t  
we cannot satisfy. A few have returned to their  biologmal parents  
and we do no t  know the outcome. 
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There are also children who may voluntarily leave for some reason 
<~r another. We do not restrain any child, if  he wishes to leave. That  
v e r y  seldom happens, but it does :happen occasionally, possibly once 
or twice a year. 

The 152 children that have left us have gone in a way that leads 
us to believe we have had a significant impact upon them. Generally~ 
they, .graduated from high school., went on to colle eg or vocational 
training or accepted em~oyment .  

Of this group Of 152, three children were--as adults--incarcerated. 
None o f  the 152 children--as far  as we could determine--were on 
welfare at the time we made the check. That  may be a more signifi,  
cant figure than the incarceration figure. There are, of: course, some 

• children ou t  Of 152 whom we could not find--but we did find most 
of them. 

Senator Cv~w.R. Given all your clusters o f  Villages that you have 
operating and the one contemplated in Indiana, what is the total 
number of youths you are servicing in this way now~ Just  give me 
a ballpark figure. 

.Mr~ CAL~SON. I will make a guess. Including the afffiliates--as yet 
not alt of these are "Villages," per se---there are now around 200 

ch i ld ren .  
• Senator CVLVER. Are you familiar with the Woman's Job Corps 
Centers and Boys' Job Corps Centers that were undertaken in the 
mid- to late 1960's 

Mr. CALLISON, Yes, sir. 
~Senator CULWR. One of the t h i n ~  that troubles me a great deal 

~s that we had what I think was a very successful program, a f te r  3 
years of rather torturous implementation, in one of the communities 
~haCa ! then represented in the House of Representatives---in Clinton, 

~Vhen they were proving to be very successful in terms of the 
.curriculum, the discipline, the community acceptance, and their place- 
ment rate, they were alldiscontinued. At  that  time we were ta l~ ig  100 
percent dropouts. As I recall, we were placing 70 or 80 percent; by 
l~he end of this 4-year period in jobs. 

These were closed at the beginning of the Nixon administration in 
~a~uary  1969. We were told that  there were going to be alternatives 
established, Since I had really worked ha rd  m association with that  
,experiment and had  some appreciation for its remarkable success in 
human terms--as well as in dollar-and-cents terms--had graduates 
~f  that center come here to testify to Congress in connection with 
efforts to keep such centers open. 

They testified as to the incredible transformation that the center 
had brought about in their personal lives and their development. 
They pleaded with the Congress to keep them open. 

Unfortunately,  we were unable to. Unfortunately,  we have not 
seen any alternatives. T h e  alternatives that were promised, and that 
were going to be better, just have not materializeci in this society. 

The thing I am struck with, and struck by,  in terms of the macro- 
nature of this problem is that we have 1 million runaways in Ameri- 
ca today. No one has a firm grip on that, but that is essentially a 
rough, valid estimate. 
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. We have this incredible unemployment rate among y o u t h ,  and 
par t icular lyminori ty  youth. I t  is the social tinderbox of those ghettos 
that  concern me. I t  seems to me that  we must  have a far  more 
massive mobilization and marshaling of our national resources to 
address this problem. 

What  you suggested to us---or at least to me- -a re  some very ex- 
citing approaches and possibilities and models for a far  more am- '~ 
bitious undertaking and funding and coordination or effort. 

Again, though, as one who, 10 years ago, was involved in get t ing 
a community to accept a Woman's  Job  Corps Center and to see that  
it develop and succeed, the community acceptance was absolutely 

.inspiring by the time it was unfortunately terminated. I saw that  
stop. 

Now here we are back to square one. I do not know how agonizing 4 
this  problem has to' become and what  a cancer i t  has to constitute 
before we can once again trigger the national commitment in the 
Congress and in the executive"~ranch of the Government to seriously 
undertake to combat it. . 

Dr. hls,~,~I~GEm ~k few communities r eco~ize  that, as you well 
know. However, one of  our experiences from which we learned was 
that we  were vigorously opposed in one community where  some _) 
people in that  community wanted to start  some homes like ours. 

Generous people gave the property and contributed the money to 
build a so-called "cottage." These are not cottages, you know. These 
are not log cabins, These are pret ty good looking houses. They  have 
to hold 14 people. At  any rate, they cost about $100,000 apiece. 

Howeveri in this community they Wanted nothing to do with it. 
They would not let us "rent a house. They did not want  us to come 
at a'll. Some other friends, though, overwhelmed that  opinion and " 
they finally got one, Now our most vigorous opponents are our best 
friends. In  fact. they have demanded t h a t a n o t h e r  one be buil t  and 
contributed the money" I believe that  is to open i~n September.  

M r s .  I~F.NNINGI~m I l l  l~ovember. 
Dr. M~E~OER.  These are people who fought  against the idea a t  

first. Their populari ty grows,-because the  chiIdren become a par t  of ) 
the commum~ty. They are not those little runaways, those little crimi- 
nals that  are out. there in that  :house. They become children in these 
particular places' who are being given a new chance and  a new life. 
They are h~appy to have that kind o f  children in their community.  

One of our boys was the most popular lad in the high school. We 
have a moving picture in WhiCh he is being vigorously applauded 
with loud cheers at his graduation, This is a boy who would ordi-  
narily by this time be a little thief or a mugger o r  a housebreaker" 
or I don't know what, in all probabilitv. He  had no other skills and 
no other motives and no other mora l s ( I  might  add. 

Senator CUL,~.  Thank you, Doctor. 
Senator Wal lop  

STATEMENT Or HON. MALCOLM WAI~0P, A U.S. SENATOR ~1~0~ 
WYOMING 

Senator WALLOP. Thank you, l~[r. Chairman. 
I t  is a pleasure to welcome you here, Dr. Menninger. 
I was struck by what you were saying, Mr. Chairman,  about  the 

/ 
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Job  Corps efforts and the failure to continue it. I think that is so 
often the case with the congressional role and the Presidential role 

-and social legislation from the beginning.-People just cannot resist 
the temptation to tinker. I have seen it in my State with the wonder- 
ful programs in community, mental health centers that get off and 

• " get flying and gain community acceptance, and then the Federal role 
simple disappears. The ability of local ,governments to sustain them 
frequently does not exist. " • ' 

They will go to any lengths to try to maneuver their tax structure 
around to hang onto those things, but if the Government's desire to 
sustain it wanes~ their ability to sustain it disappears. ~ ~. 

I am interested in this because my State has h a d  a difficult time 
as it does with many Federal programs, t rying to find a fo rmula  
that  we qualify undei ~. We are a very rural State with areas that  
are sparsely populated, I t  is difficult for us---it has been extremely 
difficult for us-- to do anything with status offenders except .i,n- 
stitutionalize them in a ra ther  different .way than thejT are ,in many 
other States. ' . . . . . . . . . . .  

The Children's Home in Casper is not  the standard kind,, of in-. 
stltution one dreams' of when ~ou .hear it~ but nevertheless we are 
only able to take care of a smal~ number of these .people. Frequently~ 
as you pointed out, as aw~ll  as it is, jail is a more kindly atmosphere 
sometimes than tl~eir homes are. That  is an a w f u l  tl~ing to think 
about. 

I am interested in this, beca~ise I think a formula could be .de- 
vised that would take care o f  rUral States with sparse populations 
as well  as the more densely populated areas of the country, 

I am interested in two th{ngs. One is the foster parents..Do thev 
apply to  you? Out of what walks of life do they apply and how 
long'is their training? ' " 

~irs. ~'~E~'NiNGER. ~ o s t  Of them have had prior experience, some 
of them in punitive institutions. They •want to do better. They do: not 
like what they saw. They hear about us and we have a monthly 
seminar workshop lasting a week, run at Cost, and we have had 

., people come from institutions and from ~oToup homes. "We have had 
them from your State. There were three from Montana - this week. 
There were three from Tennessee this week. w e  have liad them come 
from Florida, California, Alaska, and so on. 

This way, I think, the impact~ is greater than you envision as  of 
200 children. ~re are making some impact, I~think, on 'many, many 
more children in homes far  away that we do not see. 

Thev are extraordinary young people that •come. Most of them- 
have ,~ child or two or ihe'ir own. The.v belong t o ,  you might say, 
the 1960~s. They belong to that generation. The~ ~ant. to work to- 
gether as husband and wife. They do not differentiate between who 
does the dishes, l~hey are kind of an equalitarian society.-That is 
what they are introducing the children to. 

One o~ our workshop~c0uples has r u n  a cooperative in Colorado. 
Another one of our houseparents is just out of the Air Corps with 
a college education. He and his wife have taken care of foster chil- 
dren all durin,~ their armv experience. They are-coming in because 
they want to n~ake it .their life work. 
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i do not sa~, that it will be more than 10 years, perhaps, but tha~ 
is a lot for a houseparent. 

Senator WALLOP. I t  certainly is. 
Before they become actual house foster parents is there a t ra ining 

program that they go through 
Mrs. M.F~I~-n~eF~ Oh, yes. 
Mr. CAt~ISO~¢. Yes. We require that the new paren t s tha t  are en- :" 

tering our employment spend some time in a home with experienced_ 
parents--with parents that have maybe been with us for 3~ 4, 5, or- 
6 years or who have had previous experience. 

In  fact, we have some o~our older ]~ousel~arent couples designated_ 
as trainlng parents. During this period of tnne they are also exposed. 
to the workshops. I t  may range anywhere from 3 weeks to 6 weeks~ 
Some are still in their training period 6 months later, i 

During this same period oftlm~' 'we are p.roviding them with in-  
service training experiences each week, utilizing the support staflY 
that I mentioned earlier--the social workers, the psychiatric con- 
sultants, the social work consultants, and so on. Therefore~ the up-  
gradingis continual. 

..There is also a kind of rejuvenation for them so that they do not. 
burn out too quickly, which is very important from year to year. 

.~enator WALLOP. I am sure it is. Does it happen ~ Can you recog ~ 
raze that it is taking place if it is 

Mr. C~m~so~¢. Yes. We have discovered certain signs that we lootr 
for. Usually these signs seem to crop up anywhere after 9 to 15~ 
months of employment as house parents. Some then begin to sho~r 
signs of "burmng out." We have to counter with extra support. 

I f  they can get over this period they tend to make a career corn- ~ 
mitment, but it is difficult to get over this period of time. 

Senator WALLOP. I am certain there is a risk that this kind o£ 
behavior could be pretty destructive to the children. 

Mr. C,~u~so~¢. E-very time we chan~e parents it is very traumatic- 
to the children. So we try to forestall it. I think the national averag~ 
for house parents in group homes is something like a year. ~. 

Our last house in Eagle Ridge Village opened in January  19~4, sc~ 
we do not have a lot of backgrounds but we are averaging betweev~ 
3 to 4 years now with our parents. Therefore, we thin~k we have a 
system to maintain them longer. 

We have a number of parents who have opened a house and stayed 
with it since it opened. : '  ~.~ 

Dr. M~NNI~O~ Senator, may I anticipate a question that yott 
• have not asked me~ ~ 
• Senator CULVF~ Certainly. 

Dr. ME~cNI~Omu You have not asked me what buoys up our fa i th  
that the State will continue to support our voluntary private citize~ 
factor in helping them with the care of these children. 

We have few alarms about that for a simple reason : it saves them 
~a~.uch money. I will let Mr. Gash, who is a businessman, explai~ 

Wil lyou answer that, Fred. 
~Ir. GASH. First, Senator, let me clarify a point. The  Villages i~ 

a private venture. The cottages are built by friends of Dr, Karl ' s .  



, . °  

121 

We intend to maintain them as a private venture and not have any 
Government support  for the cottages themselves. 

We do get maintenance per child from the State. We are able to, 
do that  at considerably less cost than maintaining the status offenders 
that you are concerned about in the institutions. 

For  example, in the State of Kansas the cost per child at Eagle  
"Ridge Village---and y o u  will correct me, Herb, if I am wrong--i~ 
about $22 per diem. To maintain tha t  same child in the place where 
he is now, in the jail  or State institutions, costs the State about $40 
per day: Therefore, we a re  quite a bargain for them. 

Senator Cv~_~vEm Thankyou .  
Senator WALLOP. I wouldno t  quarrel with that. I know our figures 

in Wyoming run about $17,000 a year to maintain a child in one of 
' ~.he three good institutions. 

I have one other question. You said you started out with the hope.~ 
there would be volunteer children--the ones who came and sought 
you out. However,  that  has not proved to be so. IS that correct ~ 

Mr. CAmzso~¢. Not quite. W e h a v e  a number of children who will 
call us and want to come to the Villages. That  has happened. How- 
ever, most of the children are  referred to us by  court order. Some 
~1o come voluntarily, though. • 

~' Senator WALLOP. They  do 
Mr. CAuJ~ON. Even if  they are referred to us by the Welfare  

Department we invite them for a preplacement visit. Then we ask 
them to go back to wherever they are staying for 2 or 3 days an& 
think about it. 

, I t  may  be a choice between us and a State institution. I am no~ 
~aying that is too voluntary, but from the standpoint of us asking 
them to come for a preplacement visit and then having them inake 
the choice themselves to come to the Village, it is their choice. 

Senator W~u~P.  Is there a likelihood of biological parental sup. 
port--ei ther  financial or otherwise? 

Mr. C~.lzsoN. There are many children who have parents  that  
are capable of supporting them partially. In a case like that we 
would still receive our per diem payment from the State. The State, 
allen, would be responsible to get the money from the biological 
parents. We would not be responsible for that. 

I would like to respond a little bit to a comment that  you made 
about the community organizations. You both have referred to that. 

I do not think that you can overemphasize that. I think one of the 
dangers that we have seen from the beginning is that we could go 
into a lot of communities and help them get started and everything, 
Jut  if  they do not have the community support  a~ter we leave they 
are going to fold. 

We wil l  spend as much as a year or a year and a half  just  making 
sure the community is organized and making sure that  the proper 
studies are done so tha t  the actual houses are built in the p r o p e r  
communities. In  this way, regardless of: what happens in Topeka 
that program is going to Continue. 
• I rea l ly  apprecmte your  understanding of that fact, because that 
is very important. I think that has sort of been the history of a lot 
o f  programs like this. They start and then fail. 

4 
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Mrs. ME~-Nn~a~ We have had many childrenwho came from" 
school and said, "May we stay here in your placeP' We have to say 
no. They have parents in the community. That would not be popular. 

Senator CuLwP. It is a .pleasure to welcome Senator Hayakawa 
here today. Although he is "not a member of this committee I know' 
-of his long-standing interest in the problems of young people. It is 
a .~leasure to have you here today. " - " ~" 

Senator WALLm'. He is just as good a lawyer a s ' I  am,. though.  ~ : 

STArS   T  0N. S. X,  Y ZAWA, A S AZ0R 
. . C A L ~ 0 R N I A  ~ • • ' = 

' Senator HAYAKAWA. Thank you: for the hospitality of your sub- 
committee. ..... 

I wanted especially to come today to listen to: my o ld  f r i end .and  
teacher. Dr. Kar l  Menninger. Our association goes back  over 30. 
years. 1~ first came to Topeka, on his invitation~ to s tudy with him in 
the 1940's. Later  I was invited again back 'to Topeka to lecture-.in 
the 1960's. I liad many, many wonderful associations and enormous 
learnings that  I owe.to Dr..l~Ienninger;'and the Mennir~ger. Institute.  

a n d  Foundation, ." , . : .' : . . . .  .:.;:~ 
Therefore, it is a real pleasure to be here and ~ it tis a real p l ea su re  

to greet you, Dr. and Mrs: Menninger and all of y o u .  .~ 
This concept of the Villages is something that: ,I  had not heard 

about, because I have not. been in  touch wi th  y.ou for some time. - 
I t  reminds me of the fact that  When I was m my early twenties 

I had a Boy Scout troop. Somehow we had assig~ned to  us 10.chi'ldren 
w h o  were orphans. One was from an organized orphanage and one 
was f rom a home very much as you describe in the. Villages. I t  w~s 
a home for i0 orphans, or 12, operated by a couple of foster parehts  
who mixed their own children with the children t lmt .were assigned 
to them. 

What  I remember vividly to this day is that  five children from the 
enormous orphanage were browbeaten and shy. .They were pleasant 
enough kids, bu t  they were not at all as self expressive as they could . 
be. I t  was as if they were always in,fear  of punishment . . . .  - -~ 

On the other hand; "the 5 children f rom the home of 10 children 
in the foster home situation were expressive~ fu l l  of life, mischievous, 
and  tl\ey were children who-were normal and growng in every way. 

A t  that  time it occurred to me that  this is the proper way to take 
care of orphans, and not 'in an institution like the h u g e  orphanage 
they used to haVe. The proper way to. take- care of them was'.through 
this kind of foster home . . . .  " - . "  

I am delighted to know tha t  this foster home idea is still: being 
cultivated inthe- villages. 
. I am very much  interested in t h e  pr:oblem:,of runaways.:  l~ill 
Valley, Calif. which is outside of San Francisco(is a reguh[r-haven 
fo r  runa~ays . .They  :come there in droves:. I: :think some of  .our 
churches have ~phcial provisionsl.Such as basements or dormitories 
for them to:sleei) in,-There are sleeping bags a n d a i d  for them in 
various ways as they:come there. " . . '  . " : .  : ..." 

~ a t  you say, Dr. Menninger, about juvenile crime being-verY 
often a kind of revenge that: ~oung people are inflcting upon society 
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• ~for the beatings and the  mistreatment they received. earller--is that  
" ibasically what you were saying? A r e y o u  saying that young peop le  

~wno commit acts of_.violence are very often hitting back. at~ ,~ciety" 
ior ~ne oea~ings and the cruelty . they encountered earlier~ : : - ..~ 

] • Dr . ' IKEN~F,R .  Why, Of course. They get the i r  revenge~ Then we" 
t" ":e revenge on them. Then they take revenge on us, and then.it 's,  
tit for tat ' fOr tit  for tat  a n d s o  on. " 
• E~very offender I .talk. to~ ih. t he  prisons---and I,, ht/ve talimd-to .a: 

good many--every, man: in jail 'will tell .you terrible t h i ngs t ha t :  
happened to them ~in childhood. Later,  when they • can, they. take 
reveiage on society. Society • takes'revenge on',~hem. They take revenge. 
:again, Then .we. say, " W h y ' i s  there  so much recidivismV'I Wha t  

1 Q . : , • , " . . e , could there be~: . . . .  -,- . . . . . .  , • ., .. 
Senator HAvAX~WA. Therefore, to further punish.the offender:is t o  

• continue this  :cycle 6~: .r.et~liatory"offense ,againstretaliator$ offense. 
TMs is what you~ meant ,in y o u r  book by  "the. crime::of:punmhment,,'[ 

-•Dr. MmcZCZN0ra~ 'Well, ~ see tha t ;and .believd.thst. '/mor~:str~gly ' 
than evern0w.  I see the cruel  things that .we do., to .people that we 
~.~?. supposedly t r y i n g  ;to correct:-: We do; not correct::tia'em._.We., make, 
them w.orse.. .... . : . .  .: .':.: . . . . .  -. 

'They go out :and d0 ~vorse" things .and then we say, "Lhok, "re- 
!labilitation does not do any g o o d . " W h a t  'rehabilitation~ W h o  has 
]one any rehabilitation! What  we have done is some security and 
~ome Imprisonment and-some misery 'malting. We have not really 
:ried to rehabilitate •very many people; 

~uprisingly, in spite of that, we have sometimes succeeded; I mean: 
~v "'we" the  American people. " . ' • 
"Senator HArA .KAWA. Well, then, you would be very, very much 

)pposed for both theoretical and practical reasons to the wave o f - -  
:hall.I s a y ~ " h a r d  line a t t i tude"  toward criminals and cracking" 
16wn on' theme.. There- is an awful lot-of that going on nosy. Ttiere 
tre people who say  we have been altogether too-permissive and we: 
rove to crack-down. 

_)r. MEI~,'~r~OEm We could not tlear Very well here, Senator, I am 
o r r y .  " " "  

Senator HArA~AW.A. I am saying that there is a~ the present time 
onsiderable public demand. The conventional wisdom is that we 
;ave been far  too permissive o f  criminality and misbehavior and 
hat .we should be cracking down arid being much more se~ere in our 
ttitilde toward 'the criminals iI~ general--the y o u n g a s  well as" the 

There is a wave of that kind o f - - - -  
Dr, ME~,-ci~oz~. Yes; there is. '' 

'Senator HAVAKAWA. And you are goin~ directly a~ainst it. 
Dr. ~IEN~INGER. Directly and stoutly_ I believe "it will create. 

nether wave of more crime. 
Senator HA~AKAWA. This will result only in more.crime ? 
"~r. ~IE~I,'cG~r~ ExactIy. I t  will happen. The next decade will 

.'el it. I t  has repeatedly happened in history when they have tried 
~is exveriment of "Beat  them harder. Chain them up stronger. 
:reat them tough." More violence on the part  of society will make 
rare violence on the par t  of the enemies of society, not less. You 
mnot control violence with violence. 

2S-407~78---.---9 



¶ . • ° 

124 ~ 

" Senator  .H~TA~u~wA. Your  program in. the v i l l agesapp l ies ,  of  
course, essentially to children untiI they graduate ~rom high  scnoot. 
To what extent can this philosophy be ap_plied to adults, or don' t  
you care to extropolate beyond this point~ 
• The adui~s obvzously cannot be put  back into a fami ly  situation 

with a fo~er  father and mother. • "~ 
Mrs. M~N~'n~oES. I feel that  you can do it much cheal~,r a n d m u c h  

• better an'd much quicker with children. The adults have ]eiiea you 
migh t  say. I t  is very hard to  dissolve them again. 
• Children are in the  process of  formation. You take a c.hil.d who 

comes in afraid to sleep without a lmlte o r a  cmo or some m l n ~  re.- 
side him at night. He would have a g u n  i f  he cored get  one. rze is 
afraid bewi l l  be attacked in the night. He goes into wild screamlr~ 
attacks and strikes others. 

In  6 years this child is entering college with all A's in h igh school 
He has ceased to run around the  house yell'rag.. H e  h.as ceased  t o  
carry a knife all the time. I am not saying m a t  ne m,gn~ not ao 
something in his later years, but he has as good a chance as any of us. 

Senator HAyAW~WA. The whole point  about this, then~ dea l lngwl th  
children in  this respect, is that  they are not  haraenea  m wnatev ~r 
they are. Is that correct~ "~ 

~ r s .  lV~Nm_~o~.m Yes. They can be redirected and helped. I t  is 
also more expensive when they are older. 

Senator HAYAXAWA. Oh. yes; of course " • 
Mrs. M~.~rL~O~a. I t  is twice or three times as expensive, 
Senator I-IAYAXAWA. You say these villages are now in Topeka and 

where else 
Mrs. ]KzN~INoza. We are just s tar t ing in------ .~ 
Dr. M_z~cI~roza~ Our places or .other  p.laces~ - 
Senator HATA~,AWA. I want to know where your  homes are beside~ 

Topeka. 
Mrs. Mm~ma~oz~ Lawrence, Kans. We have a lot of  your  friench 

in Lawrence on the Board.  
Also in New York State. 
Senator HA~AWA.  New York!  ) 
Mrs. M~m~I~OF~. We hope to go into Indiana in the next 6 months 

We have a Li l ly  Foundation grant  for that  purpose. 
Senator HATAK~W~. Are these homes supported by pr ivate  grant.' 

and private benefactions, or  are you seeking Federal  support  fo~ 
this lrind of program~ . . 

Mr. CALLmO~. We have never utilized any :Federal funds f o r  de  
velopment of any village. We have always used private funas.  

Senator  I~YbK~W~. 1 understand;  ~es. 
What  about after  it is in  operation'~ 
Mr. CALLISO~r. Then  the  per diem payments come f r0m the State 

which ultimately is part  of  title X X ,  so there are ~eaera i  f u n d  
there. 

Senator HA~r~wA.  I see. 
Mr. CALLISO~r. However, as far  as the beginning of. construct'?~ 

and the organization of the p rogram and so on it is prlvaee iun~ls. 
Dr, My~Nn~z~. Senator Bayh was very helpful  in get t ing u 

started. 
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Senator HAYAKAWA. Was he ,asking for specific ]e~dslation~. " 
Dr. M~NNLWOE~ Wel did not seek Federa l  money,  thouglL 
Senator HAYAZAWA. Thank you very' much, Dr. Menninger. 
Thank you, Mr. Chairman. . 
Dr. M~N~u.wGF~. I f  yOU would see one of  these places, you would 

~.~ve to be excited, because you would see a group of happy children. 
Senator I'!AYA~AWA. I saw the Southard School when I was there, 

and I was very happy about that. ' 
Dr. M~N~r~NoIn~ I t  is that  idea enlarged. That  is right. 
Senator HAYA~AWA. I t  is, isn't it~ 
Dr. ]KzsNT~o~z. No. These children do not  need psychiatrists: 

They  do not need policemen----- 
Senator HAYA~CAWA. They need homes. 
Dr. M ~ N o m s .  Yes; and  they are not crazy. T h e y  are just home- 

less. Many of them are brokenhearted, but  psychiatry does no t  cure 
that, you know. 
! Senator H A Y ~ w A .  That  is right. • . 

Thank you, Doctor. I t  is so good to see you again. 
• Senator CULVE~ Thank you very much, Senator. 

• Dr. Menninger, you mentioned Senator Bayh. He  just telephoned 
a ,ew moments ago from the airport and said that he was extremely 
sorry. He had hoped very much to be able to get  here in time to hear 
your testimony. He  asked me to convey his warmest regards to you 
personally and to commend you for your worl~ As you have indi- 
-~ated, I know you have been associated with him in your project in 
Indiana. He  did, however, want me to personally convey that messag~ 
;O VOU. 

_" hope you will be able to join us at lunch- 
Dr. M~NNINOE~ Thank you. 
It  is a philosophy, Senator Culver, I t  is an attitude toward the 

~roblem. Here are some runaway kids whose parents did not work. 
~an we give them a new transplantation ~ Can we given them a place 
o go~ Can we give them some ~parents that  do work~ Can we give 
hem a home and a school situation and so forth ~ Can we do it wltho 
,L costing the State more, but  rather less ~ • 

They are going to be very expensive if they grow older and do 
nore bad things. They  are  expensive if  the State locks them up. 
['hey are a disgrace to us i f  the city locks them up. 

Mrs. M~NrNOF~ All of  the cl~ildren work that  are old enough. 
Senator Cu~vF~ Excuse me, Mrs. ]Henninger. Do they work in the 

ommunity; is that  what you said ? 
• ~r. M~NNINGEIL Oh, yes, 
Mrs, M ~ r ~ o F ~  The Job  Corps has gotten some of them jobs, 

ut most of them found their own jobs. We have a house parent wlio 
in charge of overseeing their jobs and seeing that they are not 

etting into the wrong sort of places. 
Dr. M ~ z ~ o F ~  He does that  for the other houses as well as his 

w n .  

~r .  GASH. Senator Culver, we feel especially privileged that Sen- 
~or Bayh has agreed to serve on the Indiana board, which is now 

formation. I believe that Senator Lugar  will also join that board. 
Senator CULV~. That is fine. 
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Mr. GASH.-May I just" m~ke one more comment~ The villages i, 
realy a pilot project in crime prevention. That  is what  it is all about 

e think these children have s one-way ticket to perdi t ion  unless :w~ 
stop them, When we stop them there is a very good ch.ance that  the~ 
Will become normal citizens. 

Senator  CuLvzm I want  to thanl~ all of you ve.ry .much for  y~'~: 
appearance here today..~:: • ~ , . . . . . .  

Dr. Menninger, I have been informed you have a board meeting, ij 
Topeka tomorrow. I.,kiio.w you have made this t r ip a t  conslcier~bl' 
inconvenience. We appreciate your  coming .very much~ W . e  tha.nl 
.you fob your testimony and :that o f  Mr. Ca .l!ison. and Mrs, '~vlenmn 
g e r a n d M r .  Gash. - - , : , • 

We are very grateful to. you for coming. I t  has .bee~ a valuabl 
help to us. We wa~/t.,to, assure you that  yoli:hav_el given us, r e n e ~ a  
encouragement to contlnue..with this effort t o see  a successful imple 
mentation of this deinsiitutionalizafion provision in:.the-!974..aet..~, 

You have given us some indications, of -approaches  and model 
that I think much of the. country-,is.amx~ous to. lear~ mot6 about '  il 
their efforts to comply, with this provision .and to rnove , forward ,m : 
more:successhfl effort ,with re~ard to trohl~led, you.th:r.W..~ are~.a . te  
ful  to all-of you. for coming. ~ : • :.:! .: - - . . . . . . .  . J 
• Dr. MZN~mOF~ We would be glad' to be, put  to a good  deal mor 
inconvenience .to .support efforts ,of. the kind you are .now making t 
get':these chi ldren out of  the: jails. .... . , . 

Mr. G A S H .  B r a v o .  , 
Senator CULVEm Thank you, sir. ' " 
Our next panel of witnesses consists of several individuals frox 

Story County m my own State of Iowa. S tory  County. is an exarr 2] 
of a locality which developed an excellent ne twork  of services fc 
troubled youth with the support  of the juvenile court  as well as t~ 
entire community. - . • 

The first member of the panel is Mr. George Belitsos, who is t~. 
director of Youth and Shelter Services, Inc. Youth  and Sheltc 
Services operates a shelter house, a faci l i ty  which constitutes a 
alternative to jails and a youth house which constitutes an alte" )~' 
t i re  to, correctional institutions and training schools. 

Mr. Belitsos is also a member of t h e  Iowa Crime Commiss.io: 
which is responsible f o r  the implementation of the Juveni le  Jnstic 
and Delinquency Prevention Act  in Iowa. • 

In addition, I would like t0.note that  I had the pleasure of nom 
hating Mr. Belitsos for a position on the National Advisory  Counc 
on Juvenile Justice, and President Carter  recently announced ) 
appointment to that •position. • 

The second member of the panel is Neal Carolan, chief ~robatic 
officer for Story County, Iowa.  As Chie f  Probat ion  Omcer M 
Carolan has played a vital role in the establishment and success ,  
youth and shelter services. . 

The third member of the panel is Brian R., a 14-year-old juveni 
from Story .County. H e  has  agreed to test ify before this sub~"~r 
mittee because of his concern about young people like himself  ~l 
find themselves in trouble and in need o f  assistance. 

However, I have assured B r i a n ~ a n d  I would like to have the a 
tenfion of the press and te levis ion~that  the press and  televisi~ 

.2 
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people would not." write stories or take pictures which would reveal 
", his.identity. Photographs and film shots may be taken 'from 'behind 

the witness. I ask that  you respect and honor that request. 
I t  is a pleasure to welc0me you here, ]~r. Behtsos. 

• You may proceed. 

OF aS0RO . P.  z.r so  vn c oR, Yo rr  
I~AMIZY SERVICES, INC., AMY.~, IOWA, ACCOMI~AND~ BY NBAL 
$. CAEOLAN, ~ PROBATION 0NTICEE, lq'I~VADA, IOWA; AND 
BRIAN R., A 14-YEA~0LD jUvJ~ILY_~ STORY COUNTY, IOWA 

Mr. BELrrSOS. Thank you. " 
Senator Culver, I would like to begin by just expressing our ap -  

preciation for the opportunity to be h e r e  today and to share with 
• you and the subcommittee the work we are doing With statics of- 

fenders in Story County, Iowa. . " 
. I would like to forego my s u m m a r y o f  the testimony which I have 
submitted in the interest of time, I would just ask i f 'you have any 

• questions that  we might address concerning our written testimony. ~ 
. .  Senator C~Lwam I understand from your 'prepared statement that  
.~ outh and Shelter  Services operates shelter house, which is an alter- 
native to detention, and a youth house, which constitutes an alterna: 
t ire to institutionalization. • 

Would you briefly describe these faci!i t i~ and.their  program for 
us~ 

Mr. Bmzvsos. Youth and Shelter Services had its" birth approxi- 
mately 5 sea r s  ago with the founding of shelter house. At  that time 
L. Story C0unty, as with many counties across the country, there was 
a concern on the part  o f  citizens and a concern on the part  of juveni le  
court officials with the large number of youths being placed in our 
jails. 
• These were young peojple, especially status offenders, who were 

placed in jail and detentmn not because of the seriousness of their 
offenses, but because• their parents could not  adequately supervise 
t~ " :m°  

The belief of  the people who founded the Youth House---their 
common belief--was that these youngsters needed community serv- 
ices more than they needed court processing. The services that we 
have, very briefly, include: 24-hour supervision of the youths in the 
program ; we have a maximum stay of 30 days, which is fairly t~ pi- 
cal of  youth shelters across the country; we serve up to  eight boys 

i girls at any one time; we have diagnostic and evaluatl~on serv- 
ices available to the court on request; and most importantly, every 
young ]person who comes into our shelter care receives in'mediate 
counsehng. Their  families receive immediate counseling, '  

The purpose of the immediate counseling is, of course, to help 
~hem understand the presentin~ problems and what has  brought 
~hem to this place in the juvenile justice system. I t  helps them to 
u - -lerstand what is likely to happen to theni from here. 

See p. 231 for  Mr. Bel i t sos '  prepared s t a t emen t .  

f 
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The youth house, w h i c h y o u  have mentioned, is an alternative tc 
institutionalization for approximately eight teenage boys and g i rh  
who are status offenders who otherwise would be placed in .State 
institutions or out of county .placements. 

This is an intermediate length staY facility of f rom 6 months t¢ 
a year. 

One of the requirements for admission of status offenders is the! 
their ]~arents agree to come in weekly for family therapy,  - 

Basmally, our staff is made up of 18 full-time individuals workin~ 
~in six different progTamS that  we have. All of  our facilities a r e  fam- 
ily houses. The youth house and t h e  shelter house are ,all located ir 
residential neighborhoods. They are  neighborhoods that  look like 
any neighborhood in Iowa. Our house in those neighborhoods-loop 
like any other house on the street. . "-~ 

Senator CULVF~ Jail and secure detention facilities are used tc 
prevent alleged status offenders f rom running away a n d  fai l ing tc 
appear in court or committing other criminal offenses. " 

How effective, in this regard, is your shelter house p rog ram?  
'Mr. BEmTSOS: I am happy to say, Senator Culver, tha t  we have 

98 percent success rate for gett ing juveniles to their  court  hearing, 
as scheduled and on time. Ninety-five percent of  the young  peo~:~ 
who have been through our shelter care program have not run awa~ 
from the pro_~ram, l~mety-seven percent of the young people in ou: 
.programs, w]~ile living in our programs, have not committed an, 
offense while in the  program. . ' " " " 

Senator  CULW~ How effective is your youth house" program ? 
'~Ir. B~.LITSOS..~fter approximately 3 years of planningi the ~ohtl 

..'house "ust recentl o ened in Avri l  of this year: I might  say that  ~ } Y P - . . - .. 
~vas through a grant from the Juvenile Justice an~ Dehnquenc" 
:Prevention Act. That provided the resources for  this dream corn: 
t rue.  

We do not have adequate documentation right  now because th 
program has not been open long enough. However, I would l '~e t, 
say that we do have an excellent record in Story Coungy Ior aiver~ 
ing the flow of status offenders and delinquent youth  f rom our St-~ 
institutions. " " 

In  the last 4 yea r s tha t  we have been operating, we have had  onl  
five commitments to the Sta te  t raining school for boys f rom ou 
.entire county. This is opposed to 15 the 3 years before  we openec 
'That is just one example of the diversion that  is going on and m po~ 
~ible. We are keeping youth in ' the  community. W e  are keeping .th 
responsibility for their c a r e  and the solution to the problems tb8 
youth  are confronted with in the community, where we believe-*. 
belongs. 

Senator Cu~vEm What  about comparative costs of  your  shelte 
1muse program and adult  jail of your youth house program and coJ 
rectional institutions? 

Mr. Bmxrsos. I would like to compare not only the financial cost 
:but also the human costs of jail as compared to shelter care. 

I n  dollars, the per diem for jail is approximately $16 a day, ,i 
,opposed to $35 a day at Shelter House. However, what  I ~vould li~ 
to point out  is that  the jail figure is deceiving in Story  County ju' 
~,s ~t is in many jails across the country. 

) 
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• i Jail, Senator, does not include the cost of health care or recrea- 
: i tion. j a i l  does not include the cost of education, tu tor ing ,  recrea, 

i tion, and arts and crafts for the youth. Jai l  does not include the cost 
of behavior management, of psychological evaluations. Jai l  does not 
include the cost o f  ~urniture or clothing for the youth. Jai l  does not 
include, most importantly, human intervention. I t  does not include 
," :dividual and family counseling for the youth in the  program. 
_ In  this fact lies the most important cost of jail to our  society--the 

- fact that in terms of human resources these young people--there is 
nothing being done in jail, for the most part, to do anything about 
the underlying reasons for their being in jail. 

I would just like to point out briefly, in my written tes t imony--I  
have included the test~nony of two youngsters. One of them trag- 
.:~ally spent a week in jail. His only offense was that he had run 

• away from home. His  testimony is a suicide note written to all of 
those who have any 'concern for the  welfare of  youths who are status 
o~tenders. 

By the way, that  teenager who wrote the suicide note was on his 
way to our shelter care facility. However, on that  particular day he 
d idno t  make it from a neighboring County. 

:.. ,.,The other youth whose testimony I included is a y o u n g  person 
~ h o  did make it to our program, as all of the kids from our own 
county, do. His statement is very important, I think, in terms of 
revealing once again for you the negative impact that  jail so fre- 
quently :has on the formation of attitudes toward the justice system 
and toward those of us in a position to help. 

Senator CULVEm Thank you very much, George. 
. I have asked our committee counsel, Ms. Gittler, to pose some ques- 

t.Jns of you, Brian. 
• ~Is. GrrrLm~ [subcommittee chief counsel]. Brian, how old are 
you 

BatAN R. Fourteen. 
Ms. GrrrLEm I understand you are presently l iving at Youth 

House, as Mr. Belitsos mentioned. Is that correct~ 
B ~ . A N  R .  Yes. 

. Ms. GrrrLF~m How long have you been there, Brian~ 
B ~ N  R. About  4 months, 
]~fs. GrrrLF~. Before that were you at Shelter House, which Mr. 

Be!itsos described~ 
BIU.AN R. Yes. 
Ms. GrrrLE~ How long were you there 
Baron R. About 2 months. 
~ls. GIrrLEP~ Mr. Carolan, is Brian presently under the jurisdic- 

tion of the juvenile court 
]Kr. C~RO~r. Yes. Brian was adjudicated a child in need of as- 

sistance under our juvenile code statute in May of this year. 
Ms. GIVrLEm What is the significance of that label in Iowa ~ What  

does that connote 
Mr. C~a~0LA~. I t  distinguishes him from being delinquent. I t  dif- 

f~ ~entiates him from being a delinquent child 
Ms. GrrrLEm Therefore, he is essentially a "status Offender as far  

as the juvenile court is concerned ? 
Mr. C~LUOLAN. Yes, ma'am. 
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• Ms, GrrrLL~Z..-Brian, did you have any problems at  home Which 
l e d  t o y o u r  inyolvement with juvenile cou~  and your  placement in 
Shelter HoUse and eventually Youth House~: 

• B ~  R. Yes. . .  
Ms.GrrrLzm What  kind of  problems did "you have? 

• B R ~  R. OK, my dad left  u s  5 years ago, so it was my morn, m~ 
four  younger  sisters, and I. We had fights and stuff. W e  got intc::f 
lot o f  arguments. 

• Ms. GrrrLEm Did you get in trouble at school , . too~.  . T 
BRrA~ R. Fights  with the kids, not very gooci grades, aria i go~ 

in a lot of trouble with that, 
Ms. GrrrLEE. Did you finally get in t rouble  with the law 

• BnIA~ R. Yes. I had a paper route and didn' t  p a y  the bill. I t  wa~ 
a couple of hundred dollars and I used that  to b u y  things  i o r  r-) 
family and my sisters. , . 

Ms. GrrrLm~ What  clid you .buy with- that  mone~.~ _ " _ . 
Bam~ R. Oh, like clothes an d food and stuff like that  .for m) 

sisters. - - 

Ms. GrrrLEm Your  family did not have very much money afte: 
your father left;  is that correct~ . " " 

BRmN. R. Righ't.~Then our church ,came ~ and helped pay.  'f~: 
rent, food, and transportation. 

MS, GrrrLFat. But  you did not have any money for  the things t ha  
you thought your sisters and your  mother, would like to have an~ 
-~hould have~ - " . ' " -- • 

BluA~ R. Right. 
Ms. GrrrLEm Can you describe the kind-of  fac i l i ty - tha t  you  a r  

living in at Youth House ~. " 
B~AN R. Well, it used to be an apartment. I t ' s  a bunch of, roo.d 

upstairs turned into a house. The boys room has. a kitchen and 
restroom and then a small place where we have our beds.. Then th 
girls room ha.s a bathroom, a kitchen, and two rooms r ight  next t 
each other. ' 

Ms. GrrrLEm What  kind of rules do they have at t h e  house ~. 
BIUA~ R. The ones that they really try to get to are the ones abou 

no smoking Upstairs, no food upstmrs, and like the  bedtimes are ~: 
for  c.ertain times, .our hours out, signing in and out  where we a r  
going,  ask permlssmn to use the p h o n e - - - -  

Ms. GrrrLEm Are they strict with you~ 
B R I ~  R. They t ~  to be. You know, they don't  ye l l  at you c 

something. They let it slip every now and then. You can slip by 
a n d - -  

Ms. GrrrLEm You can get away wi th  some things~ 
BatA,-¢ R. Right. 
Ms. GrrrLEm W e  won't go into that  any further.  [.Langhter.] 
Are you going to return home to your. mother and sisters soon 
BatA~ R. Yes. 
Ms. Grr r~R.  When do you think you are going to do that  
Bam~ R. Well, I have talked with George and I am hoping  that  

can by the end of December. _) 
M§. GrrrLF~. What  effect has living at Youth House had upc 

you"? How do you feel about being there ? 

j~ 
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-BRtA~: R. ' I am.g]~d, ..1 l, ike. to:~.alk topeop le . abou t  l iv ing. there:  I 
am-really, ,happy tha t  it  :is around.  so t .~[0n-'t .h'ave.~:iiea*ve.~he"com.~ 
muni ty  to go someplace else to work on: it. ~: ', . ~ '...~ . " 
. Ms, G ~  Has  liv, ing there helped you~ w i t h  sour ;  famaly pro b- 

lems.? . . . .  " • . . • . 
:~ B~tAN R.  Yes. L iv ing  there, .like .George said,, they  have family- 
LJmrapists, To be t h e r e  you have to  agree to have fami ly  sessions• 
once: a week. Tha t  is what  we have been d'oing on T h u r s d a y  nights.: 
We have ours a n d  we. have been : ta lking.  about thlngs-- l ike"  when, 
x~e are  going home, we ta lk  out  a~guments we .have, had- -and ,  so the 
fa ta l ly ' therapis t s  have,done a l o t o f  it, . . . . . .  • .', . " 

• Ms. GrrrL~.m Has  living" at  Youth  House helped, y o u  wi.'th your.  
school problems~. • " " 

BPJ~ .  R .  Yes. While  you  are there they, jus~t star.ted, since school 
s t a r t edmfrom Monday th rough  Thursday  we have t hour . that i s .  a: 
s tudy-period,  f r o m  7 o'clock, to 8 o'clock where .we either, read o u r  
book or d o  our homework. T h a t  has helped me wi th /my;grades  a lo t ,  

M s , G r r / x ~ v ~ O n . t h e  basis, of  your  experience,' Brian,  and the ex~, 
periences of  other young  people y o u  -know, do you have any general '  
ideas-.you wou ld l i ke  to tell the  Senators about what  should.be done 
-._hen a young  person has t h e  k inds  of  problems, that  you have had ~ 
--BmAH R. Wel l ,  I haven ' t  been in a whole lot of trouble.l ike most 

of. the kids,  but I do feel, t ha t  more places, like Youth and She l t e r  
Services 'should b e  opened instead ,of more jails and places like. El-. 
dora where when the kids go in they  don' t  come out the way t h e y  
~vant to be, They come out either worse or just  the same as when 
they' went in: I w o u l d l i k e  to she more places opened like it. " 

Ms. GrrrL~.R. E ldora  is the t ra in ing  school ior  boys in Iowa ;  is  
tha t  correct? : . : 

B ~ q  R. Yes. 
Ms. GrrrLEm Mr. Carolan, can"you tell us something about whether  

Brian.would '  have been put  in ja i l ,or  i n a  t ra in ing  SChool in another  
county which does 'not  h~:ve the faci l i t ies  such as-Shel ter  House  a n d  
Youth House~ " " • ~ - . - 
• Mr. CA~OLA~. Yes, ma',am. On two different occasions, in my i n i -  

tial Contact with Br i an ,  had  I ,not h a d , a  place t o - p u t  -him on, an 
emergency basis .it woulcl have been jai l  ra ther  than  Shelter  House. 
On a " long ' term "basis¢.upon his .placement a t  Youth House, h a d  
Youth House n o t  been. in  existence, a t .bes t  it  Would have been a 
residential t rea tment  som~ distance away, at  least 100 miles away. 
Very possibly" the' boys t ra in ing  school at  E ldora  would.have been a 
p~.sibility. ' 

• ..~Is. GlrrnEm So .Brian. really has not ,had t o  su f f e rgo ing  into a 
inil or going into .a secure or correctional insti tution because of the. 
orograms o f  Youth and Shel te r  Services, Inc. ' ' - " 
• Mr: CARot~,-~. "That is correct. On ~n emergency basis Br ian  has 
lever experienced jail  and has never experienced detention. Like so. 
nany other y o u t h  in S tory  County~ he will not. 

~Is. G r r r ~ m  T h a n k  you very much. ' " 
~enator.  C uLv~m Mr, Carolan," Mr. Belitsos' prepared statement, 

[ note, •refers to the fact  t ha t  the local, juvenile  court, and especially 
,he juvenile probat ion  office, has been. very supportive of Youth and  
~helter .Servlce. ,What  specific forms does th~s support  take .  

. ." .,.~ • , _ _ . :  - :  : :  " : .  • : - . . 
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Mr. C~ZOLA~. Basically three forms, Senator. First of all is finen- 
civil. Second isas a referral source. Third is as a teamwork source. 
Very briefly I would like to describe it. 

Approximately $80~000, a year out of my office budget goes to  the 
support of the six pro~ams .hat Youth and Shelter Services, Inc., 
has. The majority of that goes to the continuation of the out-client- 
program at Shelter House, which is a free service to the community: 
We are providin~ that for walk-ins and for families who are not 
court involved, either formally or informally. 

Second, the juvenile court and the juvenile probation office is a 
major referral source. Nearly 50 percent of the young people wh@ 
are referred to m y  office on delinquent char~es or by their parents 
because their parents need some assistance with them, or by the chil-_ 
dren. themselves, are referred to Youth and Shelter Services, Inc., 
for involvement in one of their programs. 
• Third, and I think most importantly~ is the teamwork concept. 

Not only is the referral made, but it is not left there. There is con- 
tinuation. There is followup by the probation officer involved in  the 
c a s e .  

Senator C-~Lv~m Iowa is participating in the J . rDP Act which 
does require this deinstitutionalization. I would be interested i~ 
knowing, based on your experience, whether other counties a r e h a v -  
ing as much success in reaching this goal as Story County, l-lave 
other counties been as supportive of the policy of d einstitutionaliza- 
tion as the juvenile court personnel have apparently been in ~tory 
County~ 

Mr. CARo~x. Unfortunately, and very candidly, no. I think there 
are many counties in many areas of the State that are striving .. 
meet the requirements of "the JJI)P Act. However, there are still 
many areas of the State that are not and that are still jailing status 
offenders. 

Senator C~v~ George, do you think Story County .is a typical 
Iowa county from the standpoint of availabihty of a varmty of serv- 
ices for troubled youth 

Mr. BzLrrsos. Unfortunately, it is not typical. For example, t') 
Shelter House, which opened 5 years ago was considered to be in 
the vanguard of the future, It was the first shelter care nonsecure 
facility in the State. We had a very doubting public at that time. 

Since then. there have been 12 other shelter cares open across the 
State of Iowa. I am very hopeful, especially with the financial sup- 
port through the act. that other communities will take advantage 
of the resources and develop services, because the need is there a" 
communities just like our own community, though rural and though 
very often thought not to have the problems that urban areas do, dc 
have the need and have identified the need. 

Senator C ~  In your view. has the Iowa Crime Commissior 
provided communities in Iowa with adequate funding and technica 
assistance in order to stimulate the development of alternatives tc 
detention or institutionalization? 

Mr. B~.nrrsos. Senator Culver, this is difficult for me to answer (r 
that I am a member of the Iowa Crime Commission, but I will sa~ 
very frankly that the answer is "No." There is a large gap betwee~ 
the needs of Iowa communities, in terms of technical assistance~ an¢ 
that that is available through the Crime Commission. 

) 
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Veiny few rural Iowa counties have the expertise and the sophisti- 
cation to go through the process of acquiring the funds that are 
available. 
There is currently, Senator Culver, only one full time staff mem- 

ber at the SBA that/is available for technical assistance. This is the 
same individual that monitors ~ll of the grants and reviews all of 
• he grants. He is very good at his job, but he has very little time 
to assist communities in developing programs. • 

I would like to add one other note. A lot  of I0wa communities 
consider the  L E A A  requirements to be roadblocks and hurdles to 
their ability to acquire the funds. This, again, presents a problem, 

~enator CULVER. Mr. Car0lan, how do you account for the resist- 
ance of juvenile court personnel to this policy of deinstitutionaliza. 
~'~n ? I sa w it referred to by a probation ommal in our State not too 
~ongagohas~c~nS~at~ot~O~tLnW~, ~ugh~ ~iakffOyoduhgem ~eotppOrto~n~Ts 

concerns. How do you account for this ~ 
Mr. CAROLA~. I speak to you as an individual probation officer 

representing no association or group, of people. I think there am 
!several reasons. One is possibly ~ fallure on the part of those core- 
r:unity based facilities to be accountable or to report backunot 
'n~cessarily to be accountable, but to report back to the referral 
agency. 
Senator CVLV~R, Report back to whom 
Mr. CAROLAX. TO whomever they were referred~ 
Senator CULV~R. To have a more systematic liaison relationship~ 
Mr. CAROLA~r. Some systematic program of accountability. 
Second, and probably more important, there is a feeiing among 

juvenile court personnel that there is a loss of control over a par- 
ticular segment of the population, which I personally feel they do 
not ha,~e any control over to begin with. 
Juvenile court personnel are concerned with status offenders. I 

am not sure that juvenile court personnel should be concerned with 
status offenders unless they have been asked to be concerned by that 
status offender or that---and that is a term that we are using---or by 
t~e family. ~ 

If the family and the child is coming to the court and saying, 
"We could use your assistance," then fine, I really question ~vhat 
providence the courts have in going out and getting those status 
offenders and collecting them themselves. 
Third, it goes along with a feeling of threat. Juvenile court per- 

sonnel and probation officers have had a lot of territory for a long 
t,.le. When they see agencies like Mr. Belitsos' oDenin~ uP. there is 

• Op • ° ~ . . a feehn~, of threat. I think that was our feehng initlall~y a~Iso. I was 
not a part of that. I was not with the office when Shelter House 
first opened, but I was there shortly after that. 
There is a feeling of threat and of someone else doing our job. 

I maintain that there is enough for everyone to do. If we would do 
~ur job and concentrate on those people whom we should concentrate 
o., such as delinquent children, and ask for and get and help those 
:ommunity agencies to work with the status offenders, I think we 
would hav e a much better and more complete system of services. 



t3~ 

-Sdnator~CuLv~.~ I noted .~om Mr,~Belitso.s!: s tatement tha t  the 
programs he  is invMved~ ~in- are characterized b y  a ,high~ .degree of. 
community involvement. I wonder, Mr. Caroian, w h a t  tile n~[ture of. 
th is  coinmunity ;i/lvolvement is..,How was~ i t  dev.eloped. ,and to  wha t  
extent, in'-your, judgment, does it account for  the succe~q'of the 
program~ . . . .  ' .- . • ..... ,' • • " 

:Mr. CAit0nAm The nature- of the community involvement, I thirdi-': 
is spelled out in the terra-.itself, Senator---"coinmunity." Involving 
the Community. to i~s, fullest .extent with a ,particnlar. program or 
the pa~rticular: programs that we use.in S~eiter Services is the 
nature of the community involvement.- . . - , . . 

First of all, Youth and. Shelter Services, Inc., now has over 50 
cornmun£ty ~r01unteers. There are 50~ volunteers from the Ames or 
Story County area. . :., .... . . • _ _ ) 
-. Second; as .-~orgb:menti0nedearliex in. his testimony, both resi- 
dential f~.cilities, are. located in neighborhoods, in residential neigh-. 
borhoods, and notdistinguished ~in any-way fro m other houses, in 
the.~neighborhoods: :" ' : . , ,  ',-," 
,~...Third,. there is .a tremendous-: amount of fundrais~ng by commu-- 
nity. organizations. ,., : " ' ' " . , • 
.,-F.ourth, there is, in~ turn# a community supl~ort for.youth activitie~ 
" That. has been developed over 4 years oil trial and error; sir, or ~ 
trying to fulfill certain needs for the community. Since my involve- 
ment in juvenile court and with. Shelter House and Youth House 
in October of 1973i we have always operated by not hiding any- 
thing. We.have been as open and as honest with the community and 
with the people in that community and. with the agencies in those 
communities, as is possible~ . . 
-.Youth and Shelter Services, Inc, and the peoph..who support tha~' 
program, are accountable to every .taxpayer ~'n the community. I 
think that is of utmost importance. - - 

TO wha tex ten t  does that  lead to the success?: I think, tha t  is the 
success o f  the program. I f  the community supports  t he  program,  
then i t  is OK. ' 
• ~ Sens:tor C.uLW_a. G e o r ~  made reference  ~ - t h e  special prol~lems. 

that some rUral areas face, and so did Senator Wal lop earlier. Iti_s 
• problem we are genuinely concerned about in terms Of affecting tl~is 

changeover and  the costs.implicit in it. • . . 
Story. County includes some rural and some semirural areas. W h a t  

special barriers, Mr. Carolan, :do you think are encountered in es- 
tablishing these community based alternatives to detention and l~ar- 
ticularly these institutionalization alternatives in rural  areas , i ke  
Iowa ~ . . 9 

Mr. C~0LA~. Story County has  approximately 68000 people. The 
vast majority, of the.land area, of course, is rural. There is only One 
population center, and. that  is Ames. 

That  lends to some special barriers. Distance i s  on.e. Cost is an -  
other. Var ie ty  o f  personnel is another. Before Youth  .House, which 
is-the intermediate term residential treatment, I would have to trave: 
up to or in excess of 100 miles to visit one o f  t h e  children tha,' 9] 
had placed in a residential treatment center. I wou ld  be lucky i f  ] 
made that twice a month. Once a month was the most that  I coul~ 
afford, normally. 

.=) 
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" N0w I~see:the~"TbUng , people every day. I 'am: . i .nahd.  out  ~f the 
house as f requent ly  as t h e  staff. I th 'mk tha t  is a reM a.dvantage. -~ 
~ Therefbr.e, b y  ~utt'mg. it  on a community basis you eli n l inate th .e  
problem of  ~stanbe.  ' - ;  ; , - . ' . " . " : :  " "' ' .... '- .. - ' ,  : .. i ,.. 

C0s t  is ahother.  barrier .  I th ink  Sena to r  ~Vallop 'alluded' .t~) the  
, .uroblem of Cost earlier. COmbining is aso lu t ion ,  'in my  opinion. A n y  
• county o f  50,000 populat lbn or m(~re can afford a n d  has t h ~  .nee~ 
f o r  the se~ce~'- that  :we .have developed i n  S tory  County.  A n y  county 

, .un'der t ha t ' s i ze  has. a mul t i tude"of  options.. One~ is tha t  the~ can 
i .group together.  There  can be a. "multi County. setup. " "-!" " : 

: O n e  o f  the simplest a n d  ~neatest t ypes  of  pro jec t  s i s '  the develop- 
m e n t  of- foster  care homes for  emergency placement.  " ;" 
• Then~ of course, there is the variety of .personnel and t h e  types 
df people y o u : a r e  working-wl th .  The mi n u t e  you, g~) in to-a  rural  

' area you  are dealin~ with  .~t different type  o f  iJerson with  .different 
I needs ' t hany0 .h  are.l~-h a'n/-urban "or. even semiurban" area. "~ .- ": ", 

Senator  Cu~VF~ ' I  w a n t  to .than]~,: .all Of: you  fo r  your  -appearanCe 
I 7here . today. : I t  'has been-extremely.useful ,  to, us.~ I'" want. .t6~ comm~nd 
i -you for  your  remarkable-success.  m: th is  very "innovative approach. 
i '" I want  to~ wish you:wel l . in  your"fieW assignment, George.: . .;; :~.'. 
'~.:) Mr,  BEL~rst~s!:Thank y6u very n~uch.,. ; :  . ~:~ ....... ~ :. ; : !~.". 
-," Senator  CUL .VF~. Thank  you~ Brian.~.for your  coming .here . I  'know 

you are probabl~ l o o k i n g  forward  to get t ing back to your  : family,  
and I w a n t t 0 w l s h : y o u ,  well: " • . ' '. ' ' .~. • • : .  • - . " 
" Thank  you~;l~r. Carolan.. I 'appreciate it  very :much;. ~ - ; " 
• Mr,  CA~oL~.  T h a n k  y o u ; "  " " . . . . . . . . .  " " ' . : 

.Senator Cvsw.~, .Could ou~ next .panelists come 'forward, l~lease.? 
~ T h e  next  panel  also consists of individuals w h o  are involved in 
various p rogram approaches tha t  do provide some alternativ~e serv- 
ices to status offenders.. .:. ' " " 

The members of~the panel  are Mr. Douglas  Lat imer ,  Judge  John  
.Collins, and . ~ .  Sharon  Hekman.  ' "  ". " ' 

Our first Witness will 'be~ Mr. Latimer.-~Ir .  La t imer  is the •coordi- 
nator o f  the Neighborhood Al te rna t ive 'Center '  of  the" Sacramento 
~-ounty Probat ion Depa-r~ment. The-l~eighborhood Alternat ive Cen'  
ter  is an  example o f ' a p r o j e c t  tha t  d{verts juvenile status offenders 
from the juvenile justice court. I t  is an example of: a project t h a t  
utilizes the techniqiies of fami ly  counseling to help-status offenders 
with f a m i l y  problems. - . . . . . .  • 

I would like to welcome you, Mr. Lat imer ,  and :ask you to pro- 
vide the subcommittee wi th (perhaps ,  a brief ora l -summary of your  
-*atement. We will make the entire statement par t  of tl~e .reCord, 

'a long with the wri t ten statements of other witnesses, who have sub- 
- mitred p repared  statements fo r  the record. " 

STATEMENT 01~ H: DOUGLAS LATIM~_~R, COORDINATOR, l~FEIGHBOR- 
HOOD ALTERNATIV~E. CENTER, SACRA~IENT0 COUNTY ~ROBA- 
TION DEPARTMENT, SACRA]KENT0, CALLF. 

""Mr. LAT~Em T h a n k  you, Senator  Culver. 
The Sacramento Coun ty  Probat ion Department  and I, as their  

representative, are honored to appear  at these hearings. I have pro- 

\ 
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fpared a written statement for the record and would like to make a 
ew short remarks, x 

The Neighborhood Alternative Center is the successor to  the orig- 
. ~ r  . " " " i real 601 Dlvermon Umt m Sacramento County, Calif. The 601 19"- 
version Unit  was one of the early attempts at di:'ersion, s tart ing in 
1970. I t  subsequently received an exemplary project award •from t h ~  
Law Enforcement Assistance Administration in 1976. . • J 

Family counseling and crisis intervention as a treatment m o d a l i t y  
had proven highly successful for status offenders, but they .were  
still being locked up. at the rate of 14 percent in Sacramento County,  

This was primari ly clue to the diversion unit being located in  the  
juvenile ha l land  its obvious access to detention when parents refused 
t op i ck  up their children. 

The probation department, therefore, made • preparat ions to mo~ 
this umt  into office space cent'~ally located in the community,  effec- 
tive in October 1976. The Neighborhood Alternative Center concept 
proposed four basic modifications of the prior diversion unit. 

First, i t  provided services in a neutral  community setting. Sec- 
ond,  it made extensive use of trained paraprofessionals--in our  case, 
college graduate students from California State University at ~acra- 
mento State majoring in social welfare and counseling . educ t ion .h )  

Third, it had 24-hour-a-day, 7-day-a-wcek crisis services. ~our~ , 
it had short term backup foster care in the community, r 

The ]prbgram continued to emphasize that  problems should be 
dealt with immediately as they occur and that  problems are best 
handled within the context of the entire family, not just the status 
offender as an identified problem, 

Moving the service into an office Without bed space or detentic ~, 
capability forced the families to work for problem resolution, as 
detention was no longer a viable alternative. Extensive p~eparation 
preceded opening the office in the community. All law ~nforcement 
officers were personally addressed at the rollcall t ra ining sessions 
by the project coordinator to explain t h e n e w  project, its role and 
mission, and to answer appropriate questions. This resulted in direct 
referral o f  theseyoungsters to the Neighborhood Alternative Cent~ ~'. 

Businesses and  neighbors in the area were also advised of the 
upcoming move, to alleviate any anxieties arising from increased 
juvenile traffic and the presence of law enforcement vehicles. 

Other social service agencies, such as mental health, community 
~roups, schools, the welfare department, and also our own proba- 
tmn department were contacted and made aware of the changes. 

Training the new staff an'd 'the paraprofessionals also preceded 
the actual moving into the community. The center opened Oc~J- 
ber 10, 1976, and the need was immediately felt. The Neighborhood 
Alternative Center handled approximately 38 percent more case~ 
than the diversion unit in a similar period, and provided more 
followup counseling sessions. 

The first year evaluation from the Criminal  Justice Research 
Foundation of Sacramento indicates that  law enforcement and cl i  
ents see the program in a favorable light. L a w  enforcement offic_.~.' 

x See p. 245 f o r  Mr.  LatAmer~s p r e p a r e d  s t a t e m e n t .  

) 
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generally indicated tha t  they prefer to allow those w i t h  more time 
and special training to handle f ami lyprob lems . .  • '.. ..~... 

Their fears of repeated runaways from the Neighbor hood.A].ter- 
native Center, a nonlockup facility, have proven groundless, m. n a t  
only. ~ 13 of the 2,308 :~oungsters that  we handled last year  lei t  the 

:-~acllity without pernnssion. - : 
Senator CULVE~ How many was that~ - 
Mr. I ~ m  2,308 youngsters. 

: Senator  C ~ v ~ .  2~08, a n d  only  13 left  the facility without per- 
mission. Ttlat is remarkable. 

; Mr. LATn~E~ In  a random sample of the parents that  We dealt 
with, 85 percent reacted in a favorable fashion and indicated that  
their fami ly  had benefitted from the program and were supportive 
of its 24-hour service. 

In  conclusion, the Neighborhood Alternative Center is handl ing 
large numbers of status offenders in Sacramento County and suc- 
cessfully avoiding any secure detention. _ . 

Two factors appear .to indicate its strong support .from the com- 
munity that it serves. In  'the past few months an increasing number 
of families are returning for additional sessions as new crises occur, 

'. ~ithout law enforcement being involved. " • 
Also, more families are taking advantage of followup counseling. 

The percentage of  minority families has also steadily increased. 
During the first 3 months o f  the project the percentage was only 14 
percent. In  the last 3 months of the year  thin number had risen to 
23 percent. A survey of the minori ty families indicated a favorable 
impression and indicated that they felt the stigma was removed 
~Tom family counseling once the ot~ce was moved from the j.uvcnile 
hall. 

Senator CULVE~. Mr. Latimer~ I note from your statement you 
are  open 24 hours a day, 7 days a week. How essential is that around- 
the-clock service in terms o f  an effective program and a successful 
diversion project~ 

Mr. LATI~EP. Our around the clock coverage is necessitated by 
• :rises not being predictable. We feel strongly that it is mandatory 
t h a t  services be provided when the need arises. 

For  example, 44 percent of our counseling sessions occur after 5 
o~clock in tl~e evening and before 8 o'clock in the morning, the tra- 
ditional work hours ~or probation. Also, 28 percent of our families 
are seen on Saturday and Sundays. Followup sessions are necessarily 
done when parents are not working and when children are not in 
"ehool. 

Law enforcement must also always know we are open in order 
that they might be assured of a direct delivery and that they are 
able to get rid of a youngster who is basically a problem for them 
in the community. 

Senator CULVF~. Since the establishment of this diversion project, 
are status offenders being detained or institutionalized ? 

~Ir. LATIMER. In  Sacramento County no status offenders are de- 
la ined in secure facilities. The only youngsters that are still involved 
in the court process are those youngsters who were already wards 
of the court for delinquent activities and already under the court 
jurisdiction, who went on to commit some type of status behavior. 
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=:~:.~Sen~tt~r ClyLwP, How d~ 'the/.costs o~ this, diversion p ro)ect com- 
pare  w, i th  the~ cost~ 6f. ; the,tra~ti0nkl '~processihg of  ' s t a tus  "offenders 

-~hrough"~,-e ~udicial prScess~: . " • ' .~: : ~ " • • : " " ' -~ :  
-,:-.:Mi~: ~ ) ; ~ .  Wd'ha:Ve ~ been', involuted in: the Netghbo. r h o o d  .'A.lte~- 
:~ t i #e -Cen te r  for  .approximately '1 year ,  a n d  the costs a re  :~la..tively 
new. However,  the previous 601 Diversi0n Un i t  w:as able  .to show-,::~ 
50 percent reduction in co§t compared .to the tra 'di t ioh~l juvenile" 
system. The percentage would p robab ly  be much more favorab le  at  

- this :time~ dti~ : to  the'. ihcreas'ed "cost ~in~ Ca'Iif~rnia ~ wi th  -,th'e ' la.rge 
number  of public defenders an,d dis tr ict  a t torneys,  be ing  invo lved  ~ln 
"the;ju#enile. cases :  :", : : _  . . . . . . . .  ~ :~- : ' : .: • .... • ' " "' 

, .Senator.:C~mwm ~What fare. some~,examples of- . the-family-  t h e r a p y  
tebhniques whieli the..projeCt, utilizes' in helping s ta tus  offenders~ --, 

.Mr. LA.TI~Ea. The .central. ideas of c.on.-]oint f a m i i y  t h e r a p y  a s  
.utilized".by Sacramento ~ C(tunty re ly .un  ' immediate involYenient w i th  
the fami ly  at  tlie t ime'oferisl"s:  We.a t temp~ to deal  wi th  the. enti~e 
f a m i l y  system. The phi losophy stresses: t h a t  in ternal  fami ly ,  prob- 
lems 'can "no ~ longer be handlect :by' external. .a~encies Stmh -as: proba-  
.tion,,"juvenile courts, 5 r t h e  we l fa re  departrnent,  bu t  :reqtiire ~tSie 
w.hole fami ly  to respond to: the. s l that ion ih=:an-internal m a i / n e r  wit~ .. 
our assistance. " ~ " : : ,  ' :  - ; " .  ' - " : ,  : "~ ~ : " • :~-'' 
: Fami l i es ' a re  .encouraged to b r i n g  everyone to the counsel ing ses- 

sions, Therefore,.  this  Often results in large numbers '  being present.  
Sometimes: t h e r e a r e  9"or 10 individuals . '  . . . .  : " -: - ' " " : 

Th~ para-professionals , 'who are par t - t ime 'graduate s tudents ,  have  
proven Very h e l p f u l  We a t t e m p t  to see all families With two thera-  
p i s t s  as co-therapists. ~ . " : . : _ _ . 
• Senator. CULWR. Do youlCnow of any  other ji~risdictions t ha t  hay,-  

t r ied to adopt  similar approaches to your  project~ H o w  successful 
h a v e  they been~ , . . . . .  . . . . .  : 
• Mr. L~v~x~m Alameda County '  in Cal i fornia  has  a s imi la r  pro- 

.gram. I t  uses a variety ~of community '  service agencies for. actffal 
delivery, whereas i n  Sacramento County  we utilize exis t ing  p roba-  
t ion staff with. special t ra in ing: '  N u m e r o ~  States and  6 the r -coun-  
tries, in fact, h a v e v i s i t e d  Our depar tment  and  adopted  m a n y  of  i~:  
concepts. 

Many of the  problems encountered are discussed in the L E A A  
booklet, "601 Diversion:  F a m i l y  Counseling." I will  submit  a repor t  
of • t h a t  document t o  be included in. the appendix.  ~ 

Senator  CULWR. A l l ' r i gh t ,  t hank  you. 
Our next  witnesses on this pimel are J u d g e  Collins and  Ms. :Hek- 

man. J u d g e  Collins is the pre 's iding judge of the P i m a  Count  ; 
Juveni le  C o u r t  Center in Tucson. • 

)~s. Hekman  is Director o f  the Deins t i tu t ional iza t ion  of  S ta tus  
Offenders Project  in Tucson. 

This  project consists, I unders tand,  of a number  of  p r o g r a m s  
which 'p rovide  multiple services to status offenders. 

I t  is a pleasure to welcome you both here this morning .  W e  a re  
anxious to hear about yotir p rogram and learn more about  it, • , 

Would  you please provide  the subcommittee wi th  a s u m m a r y  of  
your  statement~. As I indicated,  Judge  and Ms. Hekman ,  we will  
p r i n t  your  full  statements in the recoi:d. 

See p. 676 f o r  th i s  rePor t .  

J 
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- .~Judge COLLn~S. Thank'  you, Mr.. Chair/nail.:, : = • ' ', ' -  
" , Since i ~ '  iflception :in. 1899~:"the jhvenile court  'has: been gdtivelv 
~ v o l v e d  in thd-.liv~s of  far  too many  o f  our' children. Thei r  .prolJl- 

r__,ms: l~ave /1St lessened: They '  have increased, botti in numbers  and 
extent: Many.tlmes, .unfb~tUfiately, ~i; 'is. s61ely becau'se df t he  inter- 
ference.by j~venile :~ustice' ~ ' ' . • . : " 

.There .wi l l  never b e  a_more appropr ia te  time f o r  us ~t@'seize upon 
and ' "chan~e  these  destruct ive prac'tices aga ins t  our children. In  fact. 
t he  time may not  dome/i.i2/iinat ~ a l l .  " ' - '  " 
' The ~uest]on before  y.o'u t o d a y h a s  become bn~ tha t" i s  paramount  
~ our  Nat ion ,  t o  our 'Congress, to th is :  Senates i ibcommit tee ,  to o u r  

comffiunitie§, ahd  most 6~f all"to our  children. '  . . . . .  ::- " ': ~: 
. E i t h e r  we wi l l  f/~ce tip..to: the realization 'of acttiaIity: 0r i a golden 
: 5 ~ p b r t u n i t y  will  'orice //gain p~ags us.by.  The truth:is ,  M r .  Cha~rfr/an, 
.,~tliat~: the  situdt~on' present ly faced b j / o u r  Nat ion ' s  Childrefi;.and m0si 

sp.ecifically t h a t  .popti l / / t iofi  tt~/it -has not been :. called .bdford tim 
: court: to: ans~c~r ~ for  tl~e': cofi/mi.4sion, o~ a~ criminal  ~act~-;~dfinot~be 

i ~" :.ade:tb6 m~ich, wbrse  wliRtever ::reasbnabie action' is; taken, by .  :this 
gubcbmmittee.  " ' ' . . . .  ~:. " "' " . . -  " '  " ."- '- . . . .  " ' 

• : T h e  prospect  i s  t h a t  i t  conld  b e  m a d e a - w l i o l e " l o t  better'  :if this 
subcommittee should dedidh that  ind'eed i t  is t ime th.at the lJower 
of the Sta te  and  the c o u r t  should  be remdved'•frdm the lives • of  so 
many o f  our chi ldren."  - . • =' " 

I know, Mr . '  Chai rman;  that  certain of  my colleagues ~/~round the 
-~nuntry have expressed an" opinion tha:t the 'power 'of the •State a n d  
t.ne court  is now appropr ia te ly  being used aga ins t  these~ct/ildre'fi. 
] 'f  anything,  the :power of  the judges should be-increased to include 
their direction of -most  or all. o f  ti~e social programs'~.for ' children-:-- 

t h a t  is the opinion that  ha s  been expressed. ' : 
I respect fu l ly  •disagree witli such views of  my colleagues, Mr. 

Chairman,  and 'vo ice  my considered opinion, to you i r / t h i s  subcom- 
mittee that: indeed there ought  .to b e  a law t h a t  protects children 

'xrom such abuses o f  power,  and at: the same time encou'rages the 
private sector of  our communities to effectively offer, more. and rea- 
sonable alternatives: to our children. W e  "need alternatives to  court- 
sponsored and 'cour t -ordered  see'vices. 

Mr. Chairman,  children do not march  to the beat of a single 
drummer,  but  to many beats• by many drummers.  Tha t  of the juve- 
nile court  should be the last ,  not the first. 

H o w  have these abuses been possible, Mr. Chairman,  in our child- 
oriented society while we adults  have  l~een zealousl5 protected there- 

"from ? The answer is, of  course, t ha t  'we s imply are not the chilci- 
• oriented society we say or like to think we are. 

,~Ir. Chairman,  I have been a . t r ial  judge  for  the past  13 ,years 
and for - the  last 5 have presided over m~ court 's juvenile division 
I know that  the adul t  criminal  of  tomor row is being ful ly  fashioneci 
. ~ a juvenile delinc~uent today: Heaven  knows, we do not need, any 
more adul t  criminals. 

1 See p. 234 f o r  J u d g e  Col l ins '  p r e p a r e d  s t a t e m e n t .  

2S-407~7S-------10 
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• I also know, Mr. Chairman, tha t  fa r  too many of  our  chi.idren, 
once in juvenile justice, cannot get  off the treadmill  that  leads first 
to delinquency and then  to adult  crime, I t  is because, not  in spite 
of, the efforts of those of us who work in this system. 

I have come to believe, Mr. Chairman, that  there is no place for 
empire builders in juvenile justice and that  in this respect the juve- 
nile judges themselves are the worst offenders I believe tha t  juven'";. 
judges and their administrators should think small. They  shoul~ 
concentrate their efforts in working with .a delinquent chi ld  who is 
properly before them. , 

I~oelieve that it is incumbent upon these leaders of jure.nile justice 
to encourage in every way they can the private sector of the commu, 
nity to provide for our children reasonable things to do and places 
to be, so as to keep them away from juvenile court. . ~ 

I believe, Mr. Chairman, that  the earlier a child enters the ~ustic~ 
system the longer he is apt  t o  stay, I t  is usually with the  most nega- 
t ive experiences,and at a monetary cost that  we can no longer afford 
~to pa~, especially when we realize tha t  almost al l  of our  .adolescents 
in thin p6~u]ation of which I speak are' status offenclers. I believe 
tha t  juvenile justice itself destroys--or seriously impairs ,  at ]ea~-~ 
~s many children as it helps. I believe that  adolescence is a t ime f 
growing and for experiencing and for making of mistakes. I t  is 
t ime for children to learn to work out their  aggressions, their  re- 
sentments, and it is even a time for them to be obnoxious and a time 
~or them to deal with boredom and some of its causes. 

A practical • definition of boredom, Mr. Chairman, is "hostility 
without enthusiasm." I t  is essential that  children be allowed to de- 
velop a means to cope with this hazard which they will face  a!] 
their  lives. -~ 

In  our community, b~r. Chairman, we freely chose to exercise om 
right  to engage our children in positive programs provided by om 
private sector. I like what I am beginning to see. 

Our community has been to the proverbial well, Mr. C h a i r m a n  
.~nd it likes what it has found there. Our job in our community  i~ 
not yet finished, nor will it ever be. We have discovered no panacea 
However, I can tell you this: Fewer  and fewer children are n~-~ 
l~eing destroyed in our community and fewer and fewer of them ar~ 
coming into court officially. 

Our community is happ~ to share its positive experiences wit~ 
this subcommittee, Mr. Chairman.  All of us who live there sincerel~ 
• hope that  this sharing will be of benefit to you  in  your  deliberation,. 
in the task you have bef6re you. 

Thank you, sir. ) 
Senator CO~VF~ Thank you very much, j u d g e  Collins. 

• ]Hs. Hekman, maybe you would be good enough to make yore 
statement now and then we can have questions for all of the panelists 

S T A ~  OF SHARON KEKMAN, DIRECTOR, DEINSTITUTIONAL 
IZATION 01~ STATUS OFFENDERS ]~R0~ECT, TUCSON, ARIZ. 

Ms. I~X~ZAN. I wish to thank you for inviting me to speak toda~ 
about the effort to deinstitutionalize status offenders in P ima  County 
Ariz. 
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i The groundwork ~for deinstitutlonalization began when Judge•  
' John P..Collins assumed leadership of the Pima County Juvenile 

Court during 1972. Prior to his arrival hundreds of youths from 
~)ur community had been sent to the department of corrections locked 
facility in Fort Grant. 

'r~ For example, during 1969, 280 youths were committed as com- 
pared to 20 per  year for the past 5 years. A dramatic decrease oc- 
curred which reflected the decision of this court to build and support 
~ommunity based alternatives to incarceration. 

The change also represented the willingness e r a  community to 
respond to the needs of its young in a more humane fashion. Once 
~he transition from State correctlbnal facilities to community based 
treatment had been accomplished, it became apparent to us that our 
m a r t  was still plagued with the problems of  how to handle non- 
i •criminal youths. 

We began a serious examination of possible alternatives during 
1974 and our conclusion was that status offenders were not served 
appropriately within the juvenile justice system, 

Therefore, we resolved not only to remove this population from 
; .our detention center, but to demonstrate that the majority of status 
' ~3ffenders could be entirely diverted from our court and could be 
more effectivel:~ served by community agencies. 

We noted wlth much interest the initiative at the national level 
to remove status offenderS from locked facilities and decided to 
app!,y" for the LEAA funds in May of 1975. 

Ui)on being awarded a 2-year discretionary grant for the de-  
institutionalization of status offenders, we immediately set up a 

• )recess to subcontract approximately 80 percent of the Federal 
money to community agencies. We asked them to provide the serv- 
ices which we had determined were necessary to remove status of- 
fenders from our :juvenile justice s~stem. 

Probation officers who are familiar with the problems of status 
offenders selected and later monitored these community programs. 

I would like now to turn to a brief description of the types of 
-ommunity alternatives offered. 
-' First, we have shelter care facilities, which were funded as an 
alternative to court detention. They provide temporary housing, 
counseling, and referral to an appropriate agency i~ the youth can- 
not be returned home. 

Alternative education projects were funded also in order to ex- 
pand opportunities for those status offenders labeled "truant." 

We believe that trnanc$ results in part from too few options 
oeing available to youth within the public school system. Two model 
projects were funded. One focused on teaching minority youth in 
an open educational setting. One model focused on retraining ad- 
ministrators and teachers in a small public school district. 

Outreach services provide a number of innovative counseling pro- 
grams. Our experience at the court center had :demonstrated that 
most traditional services were not responsive to the needs of minori, 
.les, young women, rural youth, and the poor. Therefore, we made 
exte~ive efforts to fund programs which would be sensitive to the 
lives of these young peopm. 
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"~ :Sdrv.iees Tfor yofing women,',were :designed / t6"deai with the :his- 
~o~ical 'disp~ri~ treatment acc0rded ybung women within the juve- 
ni.ld ju§tice, s~stem:, w6  kno#  ~ that.-70 percent 'gf the gii'~s'in 'dete~i- 

:tion facilities are there, for"status offenses, compared to 23 percent 
for boys. " " ' ,  "i ~ " 

- N e w  directions for young women-was funded to examine t h -  
-these conditions developed. Direct services and advocacy for  female 
~phenomenon- and the social ~nd-institutional policies out Of which 
adolescents are offered by this project. 

' ! The Juvenile Court Center alsotias a mobile diversion unit,  which 
'is a separate, intake ~ unit for s tatus offenders. " • . ' " " 
• I hope that  :the descriptions of the programs we haye funded will 
• ,give you a general idea of . the  directi0n t~e t  we have taken thus fa;'. 
-The transitmn from court coercion to community services has no~ 
been without problems, However,  the results of tl~is, effort have been 
'trilly~ astounding. ,~ ' ~ • " " ' - " . 

Our assumptioni that" status offenders are f a r  'b.etter served by the 
community has been~-, established ,to Our' satisfaction. Referrals  "from 
;parents 'and policd~have " steadily dropped since we no longer lockup 
statusoffenders.  The number of-youths 10cked.up in our detention 
,cen'ter ha§ dropped-dramatically f rom 781:in 1974 to 13,in 1977. Th,o 
is progress, and it moves us tocont inue  and expand our efforts. 
:. Our-sense of urgency, however, comes from a genuine desire to 
..end' ~he destruct iveways w.e have dealt with this segment of  our 
adolescent population. We have found a path which-we believe leads 
• to. a. more .hUmane and  ethical approach as we deal with young peo- 
ple"within"bur society;. " " " 
i In moving status offenders from. the juvenih  justice we are impl~ 
-menting an idea.whose time has come. " 
.~-..Senator Cunwau Thank you very much, Ms. Hekman.  

Judge Collins, in your statement you note t h a t  a large par t  o f  
• the 'problem 0r. process o f  deinstitut~onalization in Tucson has in- 
.volved pain and agony in terms of t rying to overcome the entrenched 

"bureaucracies: We,seethis  patiern throughout the country whenever 
we t r y t o  bring about~ fundamental changes in the old ways of doin 
-things: , ' " . ' ' - 
,. Could you be more specific about what such redirecting or remold- 
ing entails~.. Could you share with us any thoughts you might  have. 
on how to cope with this institutional problem~ 

Senator M ~ A S .  "Mr. Chairman,  could I ask a jurisdictional 
question~ 

Tucson is. very close to a large Papago Indian reservation. Doe 
your jurisdiction extend to young people who are livin_~ off the 
reservation but who are members of the ]>apago Tribe ? - 

Judge Cor,nI~s. Yes. I f  they live off the reservation and i f  their  
actions occtir off the reservation we take care of them, with one ex- 
ception: We have, a' very good workin_~ relationship with the Papago. 
Tribal Court. I f  they want the children under their  wing, even 
.though their actions occurred off the resergation, we cooperate wit~ 
them and. turn them over. • . - . 

B y  the' same token, if.a kid on the reservation does somethin_~ and 
the$ do not feel that they can handle the situation we will take'over.  
if  they want us to. 
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i ",iSena~or,MAl~IAS." I d id  not want .to-interfere with the ~ne, of-. 
i thought' of the Chairman's question, but because you h aye ~ a :ra£her 

• i special situation there whiCh, introduces-cultural and social problems 
that. are~not present in. many other cases, I t h0ugl~t it might  be good 

• • to get t h e p l c t u r e f i r m l y m m m  . . , .= . • - - ~, 
i ~,Judge COLLINS. •Senator, I, might s a y  ~hat we do have a, fairly 
' large concentrated populat ion of t~he Papago Indians off the reserva- 
:tion in Tucson. Therefore, it is a situatmn that w e  must face up to 
• ~vhether we l ike  it or,~not. They do have distinct problems that othe~ ~ 
' people do no~ ~have because of the way- they are required. to live.and. 
~. whatnot. ' .-- ,. " • ~: • • - ' . 
• Mr; Chairman, in  answer to 'your  question, in Tficson we cofivinced. 
, the agencies who resisted change, that tiiis direction was what our 
~ommtmity wanted. They had no alternative but to  follow suit. . 

• i I t  is interesting to note that  our big stumbling blocks were not 
' elected officials sttch as :the county attorney, the Governor, the b6arcl: 
i of supervisors, the c i ty  Council, the attorney general,  and: so o m  .:- . 
i The resistance was mesmerized by us.in the fir.~t ins tanceby sho-@:- 

ing then/ What we had  to offer tha t  the community .was interested '  
~.in. The community was interested that . i t lwas practical, humane, and- 
• ~.,at it was the only way- to go. They. a c c e p t e d . i t . .  :, , : 

P. The people WhO were less respohsive to u s  were the bureauCra.ts 
that you c~o/not get a chance to vote for on a ballot, such as the 

• Department pf_Corrections, the State Welfare Department,  the l b c a l .  
:school administration,-the State Legislature govern ing~I  should- 
not say the governing party, but  at least the  governing par t  of the 
State Legislature. There were also other agencies, such:as the official 
:: .total health agencies, the child placement agencies t.hemselves~ a n d  

s°i°miil  t~ll you how we approached this.. Local' l aw enforcement 
was the first roadblock. Theyl resisted our releasing children. They" 
called us "the revolving door policy," af/d said tha t  the chfl.dren..got 
home before they got back on the beat. I said, "That  is too bad.'" . 

They objected to facing angry parents. They objected to facing. 
: ".grv school :administrators. The  schools found that they could no- 
16r~ger dump kids  on us. The mental health agencies found that we. 
would no longer order kids to take v01untary. services in this cate-: 
gorv. They had to make their merchandise palatable and saleable to 
the'people: Child placement agencies were fearful,t t iat  f ewer  plac6- 
ments woul'd be had" and they. feared stricter accountability. .: 

I Saved for last the big resistor, and that was the juvenile court 
"~taff" in our State and tI~e juvenile court judges. " 

Senator Cu~v~.  How were the probation officers ~. 
- Judge  COLLL~S. In  our particular county we had no problem. I 

c'amein and I said, " I  thin~ this is the way we would like to t ry  i t . "  
I gathered together a nucleus of the people whom I thought were 
the brains of the existing organization. They  agreed. W e  a l lagreed .  
We went to the community and we went to the elected offÉcials, and 
then we started putting the show on the road in that  manner. . 

Senator CuLv~m Do the probation officers in ] o u r  system report 
to you~ Do you h~re them and set their salaries.~ • 

Judge  CoL~z~s. In  our system, Mr. Chairman, the.juvenile judge 
can h~re onl~ one ~erson. and that is the director of court services. 
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Then the court director hires everybodY else subject  to the approvar  
of the judge. • 

Senator CULv~L Who sets the salary ~ Is it the county supervisors 1 
Judge COLLINS. Yes; it is kind o f  a funny thing. The superior' 

court judges' salaries--and their staffs salaries---are set by the pre- 
siding judge, but in the juvenile courts of the State of  Arizona, eve;% 
though, it ~s part  of the court system, it is set by the board o f  
supervisors. 

We have had no problems because we have had an excellent rela- 
tionship with our local board of supervisors and our local city coun- 
cil in the city of Tucson, which for all practical purposes is the only  
city in our  district  whose population is 500,000 people. 

Senator C~VF~ I am l~nterested in how you lit this brush fir~ 
u n d e r  the bureaucracy. Did you go around and address the service 
clubs and so forth 

Judge C o L ~ s .  Yes, sir. The first year I was in office at the juve- 
nile court, Mr. Chairman, I made at least 365 speeches to any  kind 
o5 group ofpeople  numbering more than three that  met, and w h o  
inwt" ed me. [Laughter.] 

I never invited myself to anything. 
Senator CULWm. I t  must have made Mo Uda]l nervous. [Laugh- '  

ter.] 
Judge COLLINS. I did that ,  and I caught heat from it. Like our 

presiding judge said at one of our meetings, "I  do not know how. 
,you get around and do all o f  this stuff, Collins. You must be shirk- 
m_~ your duty." 

said: 
Well, tile way I d id  it, for  example,  i s  tha t  when I wont  t o  y o u r  church  on 

Sunday afternoon and you w e r e  out  w~ld pig hunting,  where  I would  l ike  to  
have been, I was  there address ing your  congregation. 

So he  did not say anything more to me about that. 
That  was the type of thing we did. 
Senator M~Tm~s. What control does the senior judge have in 

your court 
Judge COLL~S. Well, I put  my reputation on the line. I put  mj" 

actual professional future on the line. I was actually removed from 
office at the request of a couple of people in our town, by the su- 
preme court's request, for a month at the end of m y  first year. 

However, I had al~parently done such a good job of convincing 
the community that they owned the court system and not some pre- 
siding judge or someboc~y sitting in Phoenix, that within a m o n t h - -  
because of literally tons of mail that went to the supreme court, th.  ~ 
local presiding jud_~e, and the board of supervisors---an order came- 
down which said 'rReinstate this guy, and for Christ 's sake leave 
him alone." 

They have ever since, and I have not taken advantage of it. There -  
fore, I h a v e  not been molestecl in the last 4 years. [Laughter.]  

Senator CULVF~ I~'IS. He -l~nan, you place a heavy reliance on these 
mobile diversion units. This seems to me to be an interesting COZ 
cept, How do these units actually operate ? 

MS. HEK~A~. The mobile diversion un.its are actually the status: 
offender intake unit for the juvenile court. ~Vhen we or i~nal!y  con- 
ceived of the idea we wanted to subcontract it to the  police depart-  
ment and have them provide the service. 
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: Welll they were not very happy about that, They  were very' 
reluctant. They said, "Well, I 'll tel~ you what. You do it a n  d demon, 

• strate it and then we will see about- taking over ma t  iuncuon. 
There£ore, the resistance f rom the  police, department started there. 

! What  it is, is seven teams of people, with two people on a team. 
~ l e v  are, in fact, mobile. They can respond to calls from police, 
fr0m parents in the homes in crisis situations, and ~ they go out to 
the home if necessary. 

They provide, basically, crisis intervention at that point, and 
referral to appropriate agencies. They do follow ups to be sure that 
the young people and the parents get to appropriate community 
agencies. 

Senator CULVE~ I know you place special emphasis on tailoring 
your program to respond to the partmular needs of women and 
zninorlties and you also mentioned the  speoial problems in  relating 
effectively to the problems Of rural  troubled youth. 

I think most of us are more familiar with the kind o f  specific pro- 
~Tams and projects you indicated were opera t ing  for women and 

i tot  minorities. _ 
; . What  about the rura l  youth, though~ What  do programs for them 
, specifically involve ~ . . ' 

Ms. HEX~A~. When we first contracted for shelter care we did 
three group shelter cares, which were for Tucson proper. Then we 

• contracted with an agency to provide what we called shelter care 
foster homes with a particular emphasis on placing them in the r u r a l  
communities. 

In  rural communities they would have to drive in from, for ex- 
a,nple, Ajo, which is 120 miles from Tucson. Therefore, we requested 
that this agency recruit and train foster parents who would be able 
to take children on a temporary basis. 

The concept worked really great in terms of recruiting and in 
terms of training. One of the thing~ that happened that  we did not 
predict is that parents in a small community know each other. They 
certainly do not want somebody who lives next door to do a better 

.b with their child than they do. 
Therefore, it has had some peculiar kinds of  twists. However, in 

many of the  rural  communities it works very well. I t  is almost the 
01d concept of it being some relative who can take you fo r  a while 
just to take the  pressure off your parents and you. . 
' W e  funded two other basic types o f  projec~ for rural youth. The 

first one was like a counseling program. There is an organization in 
.~'ma County called P E P ,  whl~ch concentrates all of its efforts on 
bl, inging programs to the rura l  communities. 

~Ve contracted with them to buy some time for them to see to i t  
that rural young people got to appropriate services. They have since 
received money under the State Delinquency Prevention Act to pro- 
vide counselors out in the rural areas. 

We also have done some special programs for jobs for rural youth. 
Senator CULVErt. Senator Mathias ? 

S e n a t o r  MATH~S~ I have no questions. 
Senator CULVER. MS. Hekman, or maybe Judge Collins o r  ]~'Ir. 

Latimer would like to respond to this question..  . . 
What  can and should L E A k  and the State planning agencies ao 

l 
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to. stimulate.,the+-more ,aggressive, ~reation of these, alternatives,. +to 
detenti0t~,an~. instittttionTa]izatio~"Do;y6h h~ve ah~ tlibLlgh~ on~ 

another Of this... ' . . . .  t ' ; 
. . . .  ~ .  . '  . .  . ~ ! '  . : , :  , . - "  , . , ~  , . 

What  w~ are t rying to  do, and one of the real purposes of  these 
l i e a r i ~  .is tb g~ve ,some indication of m6dels to which .people Wb,~, 
are i~ go6d fa i th  struggling .with tmw tO iinplement deinst i tut ionah- I 
za~i0n can lodl~ ......... " '" 
• However, we are .also-concerned about what we can do'as .a sub- 
committee Vis-a-v.is LEAA and the.State.planning agencies to more 
aggressively get on with creating alternabiYes to a~iult jailing or 
ether'secure facilities or institutibns. '  - + : . ' 
. Do you have. any thoughts for us a t a l l  ~ .. ,- . " ' . .  

Ms. HEZ~rA.~. 'One of. the first things tha t  I ' t h l n k  has to be doI,~ 
is that they. have to. set a pri'ority on those kinds 'of, aIternabives. 
They, in f a c t , a r e  going to f/rod those kinds of  alternatives---tht/tl 
should be a priority. They should.make it attractive to p~)ple. 
. I. think we.are fighting, a battle o f  deinstitutidnatizati0n---' i f  "you 
want to 'call it that- 'where there  is a lot ~ of-resistance. The~f0 re ,  
you cannot.expect the people ,to come to you :and.say~ '"We want  .to • 
do this.'" "' , ~, 
• The first thin~ they should do is make it. a+priority and make it 

atractive. I think another problem is that  some ,of the resistance we: 
received ,in-'Arizona is that  rural  communities do not want  to take 
a project, on, tha t  is funded for: 1 year  or 2 years, get it up like- y o u r  
Job Corps program, and then 'have it totally fal l  apart.  They  want  
s.omething .that is funded for a;longer, period of time. The program 
can stabiIize, and  then the local~ community can lool~ at picking u :i 
the funding;  11/~ or 2x/~ yea r s  is not enough . . . .  " " " 

Mr. L A ~  Senator Culver, I also feel there must  be a progTam 
requirement that  no t  only deinstitutionalization occur, but  tha t  a 
followup service be provided. We have heard a variety of prograins~ 
today that indicate there are th ings ' tha t  work. I t  is no t  enough, to' 
not loc]~ up these youn~ters  i f  we totally ignore them. ' • : " 
" Various counties' in California, such as Los Angeles- -have  .tr 

mendous .runaway, .probhms+ .anotl~er word which, was  u s e d  was 
"droves." I t  is' very true, and+ nobody is doinF, anyth ing  with them. 
I think law enforc-ement has the feeling occ~siona-lly ~hat nothing 
can be done. ~ . , 

However, I feel that in Sacramento County the city police, and: 
the sheriff both are very enthusiastic about our program and. do~ 
still continue to pick up these youngsters and deliver them. In fac v, 
where there have been transportation problems law enforcement has~: 
<)n occasion, delivered parents, we :have agreed, in 'return, that. We 
would get the children and their parents home.. 

Senator C.ULVER. Has there been any talk about more formal op- 
portunities by 'way of continuing education programs, or something: 
like that  for parental instruction in how to be a-good parent~ i arn 
always struck by the fact that  in this country we have a book o-  
how to do anything in about 10 seconds--from building an atomm 
bomb to winning i~ the stock market. 
" Yet,. the most crucial thing, i t  seems to me, and. what  al l  these 

:problems come.:d?wn..'to is, how. we.ll people are able t o  cope w~.th 
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the 'responsibilities of p~renthood. Obviously a parent's ability t o  
do this depends upon job opportunities and involves a lot of other 
factors 'oVer which the parent .ma~ not have compiete control. 

• But  how much formal instruction or counseling in techniques of 
: pitrenting ~ is available, and how much should we th inkabout ,  making 

~Q.vailable ? - " 
"-' Mr. I:~AvI~P~ In  Sacramento County at the present time, due to 
our commitment to dealing with the total family, we are invOlVed 
in  providing a variety of c~asses for parents_so that-the~ might learn 

J to make better decisions and deal consistently with their youngsters. 
• I think that  parent education is a very strong need for the types 

• of youngsters we deal with. ' 
' Sena to r  CULVF~. How do you get them there, though? You_ put a_ 

~lgn out  or a newspaper ad out which says, "Come tonight  and 
learn:how to be a good parent." Don't you think t h a t  the kind of  
people who are sufficiently motivated to respond to that call • .are 
probably pre t ty  co/~scientiousV " " 

You  might pick up the ()dd person that has  had a bad week with 
the kids, but  you really are not going to get at the chronic problem 
that way, are you?: " " . . : 
• :. Mr. I~TI~F~ Generally these types of problems result !ncrmes.  
Families are a lot more will ing to b e  open and honest and to look 
at their situation in a reflective manner dur ing Crises. Therefore, we 
have had fair ly good luck  getting families--as long as you deaI 
with them at the crisis and not Say '~We can set you up with some- 
thing in 3 months." 

Senator CULVEm Judge Collins, I was interested--I  do not mean 
h is  in any disrespectful sense, but in some quarters you would be 
re~erred t() as a "bleeding heart judge. ~' Ks you know, you have al- 
ready been referred to as-that and more at  home.. 

Judge  COLLI~S. W e l l - -  - 
,Senator CULVF.R. Let  me finish the question, I know you are trig- 

gered for a response. [Laughter.] 
I was  interested i n  what statistical ammunition you have accumu- 

,':ted, by' way of ~our 'own defense, to just ify the  wisdom,..intelli- 
-gence, and humamty of  this approach both in cbst-effective dollar 
terms if people want to deal with it in a balance sheet w a y  or other 
ways, in terms of recidivism rates. 

Wha t  has happened on the basis of your  own practical experience 
in the last 5 years or in 13 years that gives you renewed confidence 
that your  instincts and your compassion as a human being have b~.en 
~ustified and proven to be sound? What  can you share with us in 
mat  regard ? 

Judge  COLLn'~S. l~Ir. Chairman, I would like to say first t ha t  I do. 
not really bother dig~in~ up those statistics because the other side 
has not ~[ug up any t-oshow-me that I am wrong. Therefore~ I think 
I have jus t  as good an argument as they do going in, 

I also Spent 8 years on the adult  trial bench. We  had approxi- 
mately 12 judges then, and now we have 15 in our county. ~o r  
~ouple of those 8 years I was sentencing more adult criminals than 
all the rest of the judges put  together. That was by choice of the. 
defendants themselves. They, I believe, statistically did not get. any 
better break from me than from some of  the other judges, but some- 
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o f  the other " dges scared the hell out of them so they would not  
go before t h e ~  

I found that  rarely did I find a young person--most  of  the  t ime 
I was sentencing in the adult  court people between the ages of 18 
and 25, and heavy on the 18 end. I found very., very few who did 
not  have an  extensive background in  juvenile delinquency. .-, 

I.thought,. Well. g.osh, there must  be something that. ,s no t  hal~ 
penmg m the juvenile court, because these g~ys did not become 
robbers of convenience markets the night  before last. They  have had 
some trai t  building up in them." 

When I got to the juvenile court  5 years ago I found out tha t  the 
typical juvenile got into our system as a status offender or as  a very 
diluted delinquent--say he took a piece of penny bubble gum at the 
local convenience market at age 11 and they put  h i m  on probat i~]  
unti l  age 21, until our emancipation law come in 3 or 4 years ago 
and reduced it to 18. Now it  is ~ 18. 

Therefore, I developed the belief  tha t  kids who g o t  into t he  sys- 
tem early got progressively worse. I believe that  t~e statistics that  
are kept by people who are more prepared to dig them out than  I 
am, show that the delinquents feed the adult  criminals. 

Senator CuLwm ExCuse me, I am sorry;  could you repeat  th:::~ 
last statement 

Judge  COLLINS. The people who are collecting statistics around 
~he country, who are more qualified to do so and-have more time to 
do so than I do, make no bones about the fact that  about 99.6 percent 
o f  the people who commit adult crimes, which we call forceful crimes 
against persons and property, usually have a history in juvenile 
~ourt. i) 

There are some exceptions to that, Mr. Chairman. The exception 
is white collar crime. Maybe they are the goody boys who d i d  not  
ge t  caught until they became a doctor or a l awyer  or a judge. Then  
they get wiped out professionally, but very few of them have to 
answer for anything further. 

However, the ha rd  core criminal works his way up through the 
ssstem, t t  d id  not start at age 14, either. The question you a sk r J  
:about parenting is very, very impor tan t ,  because we have some peo ~-. 
ple wl~o believe that  what happens to a child when he is very, very 
!small affects him the rest of his  life. 

One example was given. Here we take a child who has had a nice 
little apartment for 9 months with all  services piped in and a steady 
temperature of 98.6. His  first realization is when he drops into a 
world where the tempreature goes down 25 degrees, What  a t ra ,7  
matic shock that must be to him. Then there is his immediate chiluC- 
hood when he cannot even talk or crawl. 

He may have found out later on that  he was conceived in the first 
place because someone decided that  they needed a sexual interlude. 

Second, he is apt to find out that  he was kept or caused to be born 
because they needed somebody to keep the family together. I do 
not think any kid has ever bargained on that. Tl~en when he was 
little he found Out that h e h a d  to cry to get attention. Sometimes 
~vhen neighbors were over they liked to hear  him cry and show him 
~ff, then when the neighbors were not there they would say, Shu t  
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your  t r a p  and be quiet. W e  are not going to listen to you."-Then 
they p u t h i m  a room. 

• Al l  of those things have to affect a child. They go right on up 
until they become status offenders. I submit, Mr. Chairman, that all 
~hildren are status offenders. All children are status offenders at 
tome time. Some of them exceed the. tolerance of the arbitrary per- 
son that they are dealing with. About other children it is said, ~COh,. 
how outgoing you are, young man." 
• I have no statistics. I do not believe I need any. I think it is 
~ommonsense to show that people do not sprout like a black eyed 
pea the day before yesterday, It is agradual learning process, either 
good or bad. It is the way we treat people that turns them into the 
oroblems we have on a delinquency basis and then on an adult crim- 
.hal basis. 

I submit, therefore, Mr. Chairman, that we are not going to do 
anything about chan~ng how much crime is committed if we only 
• talk about adults. W'e have to get at the root source. The root source 
is moving it baok one step at a time until we get all the way to the 
.birth of the baby. Then I think maybe if we Start doing things a 
]~tle bit differently we will cut down on some of the adult crime. 
. hat is the only way that  we can do it. . 
• Senator CuL'v~R. In  summary, then, in Tucson you have really 
.essentially eliminated all instltu~ionalization of status offenders 
• through alternative service programs~ 

Judge COLLINS. Mr. ChalTrman, • I believe that the 13 which are 
referred to are probably status offense acts committed by someone 
~who is otherwise in the'jurisdiction o f  the court, such as probation. 
-Ie has a condition that  he will do or not do certain things and he 
has violated that. That  is a status offense. 

Is that not correct, Sharon ? 
• Is. I-Iz~fAN. Not quite. The 13 basically are adjudicated or put  

in  detention because they need a longer term placement. Usually it 
is for their own protection. Some o f  these children went to residen- 

• ~ial facilities Outside of the community for mental health problems. 
Senator CULvER. I want to thank you all very much ~or your ap- 

pearance here today. I want to commend you on such an exciting 
:accomplishment down there. I know it is never accomplished, but  
at least it has been dramatically initiated and there has been some 
very  constructive and impressive progress. 

I want to express my admiration and appreciation fo r  your com- 
ing and for the work you are doing there. 

Thank you, Mr. Latl~rner, very much. 
Our n e x t  panel consists of individuals who are appearing on be- 

ha l f  of various national organizations that represent both public as 
• well as private agencies which provide services to status offenders, 

In the  interest of time, I would like to respectfully ask this panel 
o f  witnesses to forego presenting their formal statements so we may 
proceed directly to questions. Your written statements will be made 
~a part  of the  record. 
• Also, in order to ensure that your views are fully reflected I would 
like to submit written questions to each of you and then  include your 
responses in the official record. 
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~ e  first member of t he  pariel is Mr. James Girzone, appear ing 
on behalf of the National Association of Counties. Mr. Glrzone is 
Comini'ssioner of  the Department of Youth  for Rensselaer County 
in New York State. We are pleased' that  you could be here today,  
"Mr. Girzone. 

Perhaps you Could, in a few sentences, give the gist of y o u r  ob~ 
servations. " .... 

S T A ~  OF ~ S  O~Z0~E,  C0M~ISSI0~F~R, D~ART~FA~T OF 
YOUTH, RENSSELAY~ COUNTY, AND REP1L~ENTATIV~ OF THE 
NATIONAL ASSOCIATION OF COUNTIES, TROY, N.Y. x 

]Kr. Gmzo~,~-E. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 
I feel in some respects as though. I  am playing to the chorus i n ~  

Greek drama here tbday. The words of the p.revious witness are still 
r inging m my ears. ~ 
• We are concerned about the Juvenile Justice and Delinquency 
Prevention Act. I t  is a monumental  effort, I n  Our opinion i t  is the 
singular effort  of the National Government to call at tention to a 
• crisis of absolute major proportions in the country. " 

We feel .it is rmt going fa r  enough for the following reasons. Tl_2 
act refers to prevention, but to me it is af ter  the fact .  I t  refers to 
those youngsters who have been allowed to move without  direction 
andL.without supervision and. who have either entered the juvenile 
justice system o r  who are about to enter the juvenile justice system. 

The act seems to-concern itdelf with preventing them from pene- 
t rat ing the system further. We would like to :see..the act aggres- 
sively pursue prevention in its broader terms. By that  I mean ~ : 
would like to see it accommodating the: needs and, problems of 
youngsters in their early and f0rmatlve years by making it  possible 
for local governments that are struggling under a great  inadequacy 
of resources, fiscally and otherwise, who "need financial assistance to 
develop programs that are available to. families and children in a 
-timely fashion. We need to provide early intervenVion to help fami- 
l ies and these youngsters with their problems before they come • : 
the attention of any juvenile justice agency--whether  it be a diver- 
sion agency or a family court  or a juvenile court  or  whatever.  

I think basically this is my major concern about the act. 
Senator C~LvT_~ .What progress has been made at the local level 

as Opposed to the State ]eve! m the implementation of this act? 
Mr. GmZONE. I think mosf of the progress has perhaps been made 

at  the State level because the States are required to conform to t ' .  
criteria of the act in order to continue eligibility for the Juvenil~ 
Justice and Delinquency Prevention funds. 

I think the State Planning Agencies in large  measure have ac- 
commodated those State interests. I might  add that  it h a s  been at 
the expense of  local interests. I can speak certainly with respect to 
New York State. I feel that  that  generally has been the case. Th'e 
largest percentage of dollars coming into the State under  Juven i le  
Justice and Delinquency Prevention is going to State agencies an~t  
several, of the larg e metropolitan areas, with the regional and de- 

See p .  247 f o r  Mr.  Olrzone's prepared s t a t e m e n L  
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velopmental planning areas receiving s.o few d o l l a m  that fit , is n o t  
"i even practical for them to spend time to try to develop .prod'ares. 

which we know will work. . " . ' " " 
Senator CULVF~ In  your prepare.d statement y.gu' said .5.8 iuveniles 

i were sent to State or private institutions last year and that naiI o I  
, " ,lose were status •offenders--in your own county . . . . ,  v.  . 

Mr. Gmzi)m~. Yes. 
: Senator CULVEm Were there no alternative community:based fa-- 

cilities or programs .for these juver~iles ~ . 
• ~Ir.  Gr~bN~. No ; there were: not, Mr: Chairman.' . '" . " -:,~ 

I fully belier.e; f rom my ~capaaity as commissioner o (  the depart.-. 
ment for youth involved with tl~e court and the, prob'ation depart," 

~ent and:all of the social.service, agencies of the  county, publ'ic and 
private, that We could have accommodated 90 perceni' of..those young- 
sters in our community. Unfortunately,  we do ..not ~ase the,financial. 
wherewithal and support to develop programs that  may be, bn 'fir.~t I 
blush, ;unpopular in  t~e  commun.ity :and.~hich do, .noV.hav.e .:p.ri ..~ty:. 
status to,command local dollars,,  .--. - :...:.- -: .:~ .~ .:...-:<- • . :.,:.-,,,. 

H0wever, : i f  •these 'pr0grams .~er~ ~,ill6~:ed tb: wbr]~: :we .hBiild .do 
."h, em .With~yery :good .predictable(.~uccess. These: 'y.oun~..te'~.S. by '  d e- 
fault~ not b:~ design; went into iiistituti6ns(public and private, They 
are large institut'.ions and costljl institfitions: :Itis'_Costifig:~right.~ib~v, 
in the State of New York, $27,000 a year per child to :put an adjudi- 
cated offende~ or juvenile .delinqueni in ~ s ta te . t ra inmg school. :: 

I t  is costing approximately $24,000 a year to put  an, adjudich£ed 
status oitender or a delinquent i n a  private child care 'inst.itution. 

What  alternative programs we have been able to develop, 'have 
ueen developed in sp{te of the act, unfortunately, using, county. 
funds, some State moneys, and a lot of private funds..  - 

The allocation, for example, for the tricounty capital district 
area--Albany, Rensselaer, ana  Schenectady Counties--wl"th an eligible 
population well in excess of 100,000, is $30,000 of J J D P A  funds. ~ 

Senator CULWE. What  are ~ou doing, though~ to produce a' great- 
~r degree of coordination and a greater utilization of private non- 
~rofit agencies? How aggressively are_you going at tha t .k ind  of 
participation and program coopera~ion:~ ._ . " ' 

Mr. GmZO~E. We believe that the most effectiVe route to take in. 
the delivery o f  services is through a collaborative cooperaltive effort 
~ i th  the public and private sectors. Our department runs on y a 
single service directly: That  is our nonsecure shelter facility which 
we use for detention because the State law requires us to label it as 
_etention. 

Every other program operated by our department is operated on 
purchase of service agreements ~ t h  virtually every child caring 
private agencv within the county, 

Additionally, we have gone further and have developed witliin 
each of the constituent municipalities of our county volunteer youth  
commissions trying to get the planning process down, truly, to that 

:er-used phrase, "the grassroots." In  so doing we direct funds to 
those munioipalities to develop p~grams  to meet the needs o f  the 
youn~ters  in their respective communities. 

r ~ 
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We rely heavily, almost exclusively, on purchase of service and" 
• private agencies. . 

Senator CuLv~. Thank you. The next member o f  our panel is 
Mr. Robert Dye. Mr. I)ye. is chairman of the National Inter-Agency 
Task Force on Juvenile P r o g r a m  Collaboration and O r g a n i z a t i ~  
which has, if I understand it, brought together a number of p r i v a t ~  
nonprofit .agencies to aid in this deinstitutionalization of status of- 
fenders effort. 

Mr. Dye is also the associate executive director of the National' 
Council o f  YMCA's. He is accompanied by Marianne Glidden, Whc~ 
is the assistant director of the National Collaboration group.  

We are happy to have-you here today. 
Would. you briefly describe, Mr. 'Dye, the activities of the Collab ~ 

oration in developing alternatives to detention and ins~itutionali~ 
zation for status offenders~ 

S T A ~  OF ROBERT R. DYE, CHA]3.MAN, NATIONAL ]~I'F,R +~ 
AGENCY PROGRAM COLLABORATION ON J uv~.~q)J~E ,TUSTICE,. 
ACCOMPANIED BY MARIANNE GLIDDEN, ASSISTANT DIRECTOR.. 
NATIONAL INTERAGP.,NCY 13R~GRAM COLLABORATION 01~ 9 
JUVV_,NILE ~USTICE, NEW YORK, N.Y. 1 

Mr. DYE. Yes, Mr. Chairman. 
I think about a year ago a rather unprecedented thing happenccr 

when 16 national organizations--instead of each vying for a grant  
under the new J J  Act---came together around a collaboration, r 
think they did it in recognition that  the problems around juvenile. ~ 
justice and delinquency prevention and diversion are so complex 
that no single organization can really do anything by itself, W e  
must simply bring together private organizations that  have services~ 
to provide, with the public organizations that in the past have pretty 
m.uch been saddled with the ~ssue, into a new kind of diverse plano 
nmg system. 

Out of these new planning systems comprehensive communit~ ~t 
planning could emerge. Resources, then, could be utilized for kids, 
m trouble. 

I think that the kind of  thing that happened when these 16 orga- 
nizations wrote one single grant  to L E A A  for a $1.5 mill ion status: 
offender program, to go into five communities and to  demonstrate 
that indeed these organizations could collaborate, and that  they 
could work with juvenile court judges to provide a new kind of prc 
gram alternative to the institution, is the way of the  future. J u d g a  
Collins' community is a perfect example in one of o~r site areas: 
where we have provided a kind of relationsliip between the court 
and the private youth serving organizations which have worked fo r  
the benefit of young ]~eople and not  for the benefit of organizations: 
or structures. Somethzng good happens when you worst like this, 

This is how we have been operating. There have been problem~ 
There have been roadblocks along the way. But the results to date" 
aro encouraging. New programs are underway. We are convinced 
that  the future will call for this kind of work, and we are commit-. 
ted to its successful outcome. 

z'See p .  258 f o r  Mr.  D y e ' s  p r e p a r e d  s t a t e m e n t .  
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• i Senat0r Ch~v~. I-Iow" would you. s~iggest we better educate these 
' non-profit service a_~encies to do this and get involved~. Second, is 

• thereany thought you have as to what we in the subcommittee could 
. do with regard to L E A k  and the State Planning Agencies to' try to 

~" stimulate this type of cooperati~,e effort 
~Mr. DYE. Our hope would be that these new programs and these 
new methods in these five communities would become so compelling, 
would make such sense, that they could • be widespread throughout 

o u r  United States. In fact, there-have been offshoots in various com- 
munities which bring together collaborative enterprises like this. 

I would hope that we could educate and advocate in our national 
organizations for this kind of happening. I think it would aid and 
r~et this kind of thin developing when your legislation and when 
your guidelines proper~y reco~nize the private sector for the contri- 
butions that it can make. This could eliminate funding roadblocks 
which in some cases provide funding for only 1 year or 2 years. 
That hardly enables a private organization wanting to get involved 
to get involved when they recognize that once the program is estab. 
lished the funding carpet could be pulled out from under them 
within a Fear or so. - 
P r o v i d i n g  a longer term of funding and providing a kind of sup- 

port for the ]private sector to get totally involved and stay in the 
field is sometf~ing that would be greatly needed. 

Senator CULVF~ How much hostility do you encotmter with re- 
gard to the bureaucracies that were referred to earlier and the State 
planning agencies themselves~ I am sure i t  is a checkered pattern 
1~ terms of----:  

.Mr. DYE. I think some of  the previous witnesses put their fingers 
pretty squarely on it. In some communities, some public-sector 
groups feel that their domain is being invaded by persons who are 
not very credible and byorganizations who are fighting for the dol- 
lar that is needed for the maintenance of public programs, and this 
causes hostility. 

In  cities where there is an enlightened approach, which I would 
c .aracterize Judge Collins' Pima County to bet there has been 
great wedding of l~ersons who are concerned for kids in trouble 
and who have had jurisdiction over these kids, and organizations 
which have a wealth of  resources that could be tapped into. 

Therefore, I think it is a mixed kind of a situation. That is why 
we need the kind of continued education that was spoken of. I think 
the past record speaks for itself. No one can feel honestly that the 

~ we have been dealing with kids in the past, with the rates of 
recidivism and their high accompanying costs, is a good way to go. 
Any move in this new direction will stand on its own merit. I think 
this really has to get across, though, to all people in our communities. 

Senator CULVF-~ Thank you. We are happy to welcome as our next 
witness, Mr. William Treanor, who is executive director for Na- 
tional Youth Alternatives. 

I t  is a pleasure to see you again, ]~Ir. Treanor. 
In ~our prepared statement, you refer to the inadequacy of the 

traditional youth service system for dealing with the problems of 
status offenders. 

Why, in your opinion, has this system proved to be inadequate 
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S T A ~  OF ~ W. TREANOR,: EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR, 
NATIONAL YOUTH ALTERNATIVES I~ROJ'ECT 1 . . . .  

Mr. TRF~.WOm Well, Senator, one of the things that struck .me 
again this morning is the importance of leadership. I think that 
what We have heard both from Iowa and Arizona are some exe~") 
plary examples of good and.positive, and aggressive leadership. 

~ h a t  has been lacking in the tradibional youth service system, 
and the. juvenile court system, in particular, has. been good leader- 
ship. Judge Collins hit the nail on. the head  when• you asked him, 
why there was resistance to deinstitutionalization. His response-was 
"co'ntrol, ''~ ": i ~ • - . • 

I think that the juv.enile court judges who Surveyed themselve% 
found that 88 percent of them opposed-deinstitutionalization, They' 
opposed it simply because they Want to retaifi, c.ontrol. :' '-... 

A~l,l of. us l~ke to have a,•~,certain amount of control over-things; 
Howe~er, when~ we can .see clearly that the control ~ that they: have 
exbrcised since the turn of the century in this area.r has. been. a de~ 
structive force and that the traditional leadership of juvenile court 
judges and some of the other public institutions---such as.:mexitaI< 
health,, school systems, et cetera--have really stood in.the, way.of th4 
development of the l~ind of alternatives that are necessary to bring 
forth a strongyouth service system, I would see leadership as being 
the No. lproblem.. . • ' . " ,~ " - 

I-certainly would hol)e that, in the implementation of the. Juve- 
nile .Justice Act, and the deinstitutionalization provisions, in par- 
ticular, that both the national office and the State SPA's would pa~ 
great attention to th~s question of leadership and the developmel, J 
of leadership . . . . . .  

Senator CULWm What about this funding security problem~I know 
of the uncertainty of funding for shelter facilities and other alter- 
natives to detention and institutionalization. I t  hasbeen referred to 
here earlier and I have personally heard about it in my own d.iscus- 
siena with people who are t ry ing  to run these programs. T h e y s p e n d  
all their time in grantsmanship and worrying about money, and .i. 
just consumes them. 

Even if they come at this with all the ability and:commitment in 
the world, they end up, at best, fightin~ the bureaucracy and laying 
awake nights trying to figure out Where they are going, to  get 
enough funds to keep this thing operational. I guess: the 0b~ious 
thing is longer term funding or more funding. Could' you comment 
on this~ 

Mr. TREA,WOR. Senator, in my capacity as a school board member, 
i certainly am aware of the evils of ongoing funding, regardless o f  
how the job is done. 

Senator CULWR, What ongoing funding is that? 
• Mr. TrmA.WOm As a member of the school :board, I can see the 

schools getting funded year after year, that clearly a r e n o t  doing 
their iob. However, it seems to  me that in youth services we ha- " 

t " the ot]~er ex reme/There has to be some ;sort of a happy medmm 
that we can arrive at where there is accountability and some kind 

See p. 257 f o r  b l r . : T r e a n o r ' s  p r e p a r e d  s t a t emen t~  
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!of  annual  review where needsa re  annually assessed, priorities are 
"set, and then funding is directed toward those priorities. - 

What we have now is basically a system where various institutions 
are funded. First  is the established institutions, of course, then with 
the loose change the community-based youth service people get into 
the act if  they happen to have a benign local public official like J im 
~rizone. Then they are in pretty good shape. 

However, if  they happen not to, then there is not any money 
f o r  them. 

I am struck in my dealings with hundreds of people who run 
youth service agencies every year, The  No. 1 subject, unfortunately, 
is not youth advocacy or better quality Of youth services, but instead 
it  is this issue of funding. 

-~ lot 'of the turmoil in the field is created by the  funding picture 
that  is perpetuated, I think, foremost by the Congress in the way 
you write legislation. You have juvenile justive over here and youth 
employment over there and title X X  someplace else. There is a lack 
o f  coordination between those. 

That  filters down into the local level where the programs are  
frankly pitted against each other in many instances for the small 
a: ~ount of funds that are available; then they a~e expected to dem- 
onstrate effectiveness i n  unrealistic periods of time.. The Pima 
County people have a 2-year grant. I believe that that  is not  long 
enough to demonstrate anything significant. " 

They have to alWass worry, f rom the first day they are funded, 
about where tl~e funding is going to come from after the grant  ends. 
Then they have to find a way to get into regular appropriated funds. 
T" ere they run into all of the other social welfare groups who are 
also trying to get into the regular State and local budgets. 

Frankly, the youth service people are not as well organized or 
politicallysophisticated or as adept at maneuvering or manipulat,  
[ng the local, and State political system to get in there. The chil- 
dren's people, the elderly, and the health people are all worthy 
~auses, but  the.youth people lose almost every t~me. . . 

~enator CULVER. What  about that  comprehensive 'youth policy 
"hat you speak of  in your statement? Do you  want to elaborate on 
;na~ f ±s that  really essentially what you are talking about here~ 

~Ir. TRF-~OR. Yes, it is. I want to point, out that I am not the only 
)ne. I think that  probably everyone in the field of natSonal youth 
~ervices is interested in national youth policy. 

I do not think we mean by that some  sort of r igid yardstick with 
,v~ich'you measure what kind of services should be there or the ~ cri- 
:e ,a  or whate~;er, but rather a sense of direction and a requirement 
~uch as exists in the drug abuse fields for the Federal Government 
~o coordinate its services. That  means really stren~thenin~ and ~et- 
:m~ sermus about the Federal coordmatm~ council. 

I f  that  does not ~vork, we should junk it and get something that 
~ill. ~'Ve need a sense of where we are going. 

~lany industrialized countries have national youth policies. They 
m.e  a sense of where they are ~oin~. They know what kind of val- 
ms and skills and 1deals they want their youn~ people to have. These 
Lre democratic countries I am speaking of. ~Vlmre pluralism is en- 
:ouraged, there is some sense of  whether it moves toward building 
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the capacity of the Nation to develop young people in a health~ 
kind of a way. 

Once again, I think that  Congress is more at faul t  than  almost 
anyone. Youth funding is tied to one kind of deviance or another  
one symptom or the next. 

Therefore, for those of us in the field who would like to focus~c - 
healthy youth develo]~ment--such as drug abuse this week, a l t e rnd  
~ives to abortion coming up, next month runaways or whatever-- i i  
does not make for a very well planned and coherent youth  service 
system. 
" Senator CULVER. Thank you. Our final panel member is Marshal" 

Bvkofsky, who is representing the National Network of Runawa3 
and Youth Services. The network is a nationw.ide association of  ov~.~ 
120 neighborhood-based pro~ 'ams and coalitions which are engaget  
in attempting to provide services to troubled youth  and their  families 

I would like to welcome you today, Mr. 13ykofsky. 
Mr. B~OFSKV. Thank you for inviting us. 
Senator CULWR. Why ~ion't you proceed however you  would like ~. 

I did look at your statement. 
You indicate that this deinstitutionalization requirement  is bei-a 

circumvented, in your opinion, through the relabeling of status o~- 
fenders as delinquents. 

Would you explain how this relabeling process takes place 

:STATEMENT-OF NARSHAX~L BYK01~SKY, COUNSEL TO THE 
NATIONAL NETWORK OF RUNAWAY AND YOUTH SERVICES. ~ 

Mr. BYKOFSKY. Yes. I t  is not only as delinquents. There  are 
number of other ways i n  which the processes and purposes of de  
institutionalization have been circumvented. 

In  a number of jurisd, ietions, including the District  of Columbi~ 
and Florida, statutes are enforced in which youngsters who hay, 
previously been adjudicated as status offenders, upon the allegatiol 
that they have committed a subsequent status offense, would 'have .' 

etition as a delinquent drawn against them or, as in the District  .~: 
olumbia, they could be placed in a secured facility as if  they wer~ 

a delinquent. 
In  other words, a second.time runaway could be sent to a Stab 

training school under this type of legislation. 
In  addition, the circumvention has sometimes taken ano ther  rouh 

in that many times an individual would be involuntarily committee 
as a mental patient rather than bl~inging him through the jure:  )l, 
court processes as a status offender. Allegations would be mad, 
against them as to their current state of sanity. Tliey would, througl 
that process, be institutionalized. 

Tlus has been an ongoing process. I t  is not something new unde: 
deinstitutionalization. In many jurisdictions it had been a benefit t~ 
have been sent througli the mental  health system rather  tha~ 
through the  juvenile court system, because a number of States ~c 
institutionalized their mental health facilities prior to  doing t]l. 
same for their juvenile justice facilities. 

See I~. 260 for  Mr. Bykofsky 's  p repared  s t a t emen t .  
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.'! However, when we are moving into an area that is looking to de-. 
i institutionalize all s ta tus  offenders it seems that a number of juris- 
-]dictions would still require some changes within their legislative 
i mandates in order to  assure that young people who are status of~ 
i:~enders are not committed to secure faeihties. "-':'. 

" There is an additional problem in that in most jurisdictions judges 
.still retain the discretion to mandate to which specific facility a 
young person would be placed. That would mean :that although the 

!~arious agencies of the State which are charged  with deinst,itution- 
alizing status offenders have done so, a judge could completely 

"negate that  entire process by stating that the individual who is b~- 
fore him at ttiat particular moment is to go to the State training 
s 'hool and be incarcerated therein. There is nothing that that~par - 
ticular State agency could do but follow the order of that court. 

- -  - -  , o ,  ° * : .Therefore I would say that basmally there are le~,lslatlve and 
judicial problems of circumvention Of tlie act.~ - 

Senator C~mwm The intent of our act in 19~4 was to try to make 
available funds to help create these alternative community'based 
services as an alternative to deinstitutionalization. 
• ~re these funds really bein_~ used for that purpose? Is that work-  
ing at  all ~. What  is your feeling about  how successful that has been 
nationally ? . 

~lr. BVKOFSKY. Well, I think it has been a spotty picture at best. 
I think we liave heard a' number of  different folks testifying today 
as'to the difficulties of recei~ng these funds at their local or county 
level. 

! think that New York, while I was up there, was spending two 
to-one on its own State run facilities as opposed to commumty-based 
programs. The District of Columbia is spending four to one on its 
)wn programs .rather than us ing  existing Commumty-based facilities. 

We have a very strong fear tha t  we are witnessing a, proliferation. 
) f  mini training schools that jus t  happen to be located within neigl!- 
mrhoods, rather than true commumty-based fa.cilities. 

I t  seems that part  of the p.roblem with this m,ini:institutional ap -  
)t~aeh is that rather than using innovative and advanced teclmiques 
hat  are mentioned, in the act, they seem to be characterized by a 
irab uniformity of approach. The many youngsters who come into 
he system because they are status offenders have a broad array of 
~roblems that confront them. They need a broad array of approach- 
s, treatment modallties, and different methods for deali'ng with 
he problems that confront them and their families. 

he problem with the mini-institutional approach is that many of 
he  youngsters who come through this system are found to be in- 
ppl:opriate for the type of treatment that is going on in that sys- 
~_m. ] o  label so many youngsters as inappropriate is to say that if  
he shoe does not fit there is somethdng wrong with your foot. 

I think that it was the intent o f  this legislation to see tha t  a 
roader array and a wider diversity of services are provided so that 
:i~ e is .a comprehensive system of services; a system that would 
r0vide the appropriate service for the appropriate problem for the 
ld.ividual and his family. 
That does not seem to'be taking place to any great extent. 
Senator CuL~n. ~Ir. Bykofsky,  would you comment on this fund- 

lg problem? Everyone talks about this whole question which is so 
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critical. What suggestions do you have in that area, other .t,ha., of 
course, more money for longer terms~ I speak for  an oul;nc Cnac nas 
a $65 billion deficit and going up, so I am not exactly fa t  city. 

Mr. BYxoFs~Y. Well, speaking from my experience as the admin- 
istratG: of a youth-serving agency in New York that  was t ry ing  to 
put together a comprehensive program to deal in a holistic mann .) 
~vith all of the needs of the individuals with whom we were work- 
ing, we were compelled to go to I6 different fund ing  a~en.ciesand 
required licensing or approval by 10 different agencies of the ~m~e 
or local government. We had to do this in order to deal with all of  
the problems that have been mentioned before - -d rug  problems, 
health problems, vocational problems, and so on. 

I look at legislation that  has  come by here recently. The  ~ou:h 
employment legislation is an example. I thought  this would De an 
excellent opportunity 'for youth in~ need. There is over a billion dol- 
lars that is going to be made available for employing young people. 

However, in .read.lug their recently promulgated  regulat ions I nnd 
that  community-basecI youth service agencies are excluded by defi- 
nition from .participation on a priori ty level in their  p lanning or 
implementation. 

There has been an awful lot of Economic Development Act  mone~y 
going into public works projects  that  build institutions throughout  
our countl:y. I know of no single example in which a community- 
based program has been able to gain access to these funds to reno- 
vate  that  l i t t le house at the end o f  Main Street for use as a grou]~ 
home or shelter care facility. Star tup moneys are always the mosi 
difficult to come by. ~. 

This has been mentioned earlier. Very often fee for  services wn. 
pick up ongoing programmat.ic cost. However, to get a progra~  
started--particuIarly for  a community-based agency-- is  extremel~ 
difficult. 

I think we have the same problem in the mental heal th field. Th~ 
Firs t  Ladies Mental Heal th  Commission, which has task forces ol 
almost every single conceivable topic, has no major  task force di 
rect ly related to. adolescents. '~ 

I think that we definitely need a much more comprehensive plan 
n.ing model on both the National and State levels, b u t  dealing wit] 
i t  On a national level I think that  the coordinating has intended fo 
that. i hope that the recently enacted amendments strengtl iening th 
coordinating council' would go some distance in doing t ha t .  

However, there is a p r e s s i n g  need to develop a comprehensiv 
direction in which youth serwices should move. 

Senator  CULW~. I want to thank all of you very much for bein  
here today. I would like to submit Some additional questions to eac: 
of you for our record. 

This completes the testimony today. I want  to thank all o f  th 
witnesses who have been good enough to appear t o d a y . a n d  shar 
with us some extremely interesting and informative t e s t imony ,  

I think it is clear from our hearing today that  there are a v a r !  :t 
of programs and services that  can be utilized for alternatives t 
d einstitutionalization. 

The testimony, I think, which we have received also wou] 
appear to dictate the-conclusion that  these alternatives certain] 
can be far  more successful and less expensive than jail. 
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The specific projects, I think, about which there has been testi- 
mony today constitute models which hopefully can be reproduced in 
other jurisdictions around the country, It  also, I think, has raised 
in my mind a familiar and painful problem of just chaotic bureauc- 
racy. and lack of jurisdictional coordination. I t  just seems to be the 
~emus of the American experience to come Up with proliferation~ 
~mplication, overlap, and so on. I g~ess we often say that these are 
the exciting, test t~bes and experimental laboratories that give us 
such dynamm and innovative potential. 

However, I m u s t  say that we pay an awful price for that one good 
lab someplace, assuming that it ever does percolate up to the top and 
represent a shared and effective national experience. 

I think the hearing today, also led me to conclude that LEA_£ and 
~_~e State planning agencies must do more by Way of their own pri- 
orities to make moneys available to develop these alternative pro- 
grams and services and to provide more technical assistance to the 
States and localities in developing such services. 

I am going to formally request, On behalf of the subcommittee~ 
that the Office of Juvenile Justice make.a report to us in 6 months 
regarding the prog~ress which LEA_& and the State planning agen- 
, ~S have made or not made in enforcing the requirement that States 
stop the practice of. locking UP our youth and in enforcing the re- 
quirements that we have set out in the act. We will see what kind of 
report they can :provide us with showing what progress has been 
madedn' developing these • alternative commun.ity-based service ap-: 
proaches. 

Once again, I would like to express my thanks to all of you who 
.1 ve Come here today. I think you :have given us some extremely 
valuable suggestions. You have left us with some troublin~ problems 
• r " " " ° • ~ ~ "  m t e  ms of the continued lmperfectmns m Our effectiveness m deal- 
ing successfully with these problems. 

However, I think your suggeStions Will be helpful in helping us 
try to make the .~ct of 1974 more closely fulfill the original con- 
gressional intent. 

Once again, my thanks. 
The committee will stand in recess until further call of the Chair. 
[Whereupon~ at 12:35 p.m.~ the subcommittee adjourned~ subject 

to the call of the Chair.] 

] 
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APPENDIX[ 

APPENDIX A: P R E P A R E D  STATEMENTS SUBMITTED FOR THE RECORD 

TUESDAY. SEPTEMBEE 2T, 197T 

STATEMENT OF JOHN '~L P,.ECTOR, ADMINISTRATOR, OFFICE OF JUVENILE JUSTICE 
AND DELINQUENCY PREVENTION 

i am pleased to appear  today, Mr. Chairman,  before the Subcommittee t o  
Invest igate  Juven i le .Del inquency  to discuss implementat ion of the Juveni le  
Just ice and Delinquency P reven t ion  Act. As requested in your inv i t a t ion  to 

' t es t i fy ,  I will  address  in my s ta tement  compliance wi th  the requirement  of 
the Act t ha t  juveniles  who are charged wi th  or who have commit ted offenses 
that  would not  be cr iminal  if  commit ted  by  an adul t  not  be placed in jUvenile 
detention or correct ional  facili t ies.  

i The Act, as  th is  Subcommit tee  knows well, was  designed to help states,  
~1' .alities, and public and  pr ivate  agencies to develop and  conduct  effective 
:delinquency prevent ion programs,  to d iver t  more  Juveniles f r o m  the  Juvenile 
just ice process, and to provide urgent ly  needed a l te rna t ives  to t rad i t iona l  
detention and cor r rec t iona l  facili t ies.  

When young• people confront  our juveni le  Justice system, injust ice is a f r e -  
quent result .  The sys tem does not  provide the individualized Justice promised 
by re formers  a t  the turn  of the  cen tu ry ;  it  does not help the  many non- 
offenders who fall  wi th in  i t s  Jur isdict ion;  and  i t  does not  pro tec t  communi- 
ties f rom predatory  juvenile crime. Indiscr iminate  secure placement,  whe the r  

public o r  pr iva te  facilit ies,  h a s  only served to increase our already cr i t ical  
crime rate. Such policies, masque rad ing  under  the  questionable disguises of 
"rehabil i tat ion" or " the  best  in teres t  of the child," supply new recrui ts  fo r  
jnils, detent ion centers,  s ta te  farms,  fores t ry  camps and t ra in ing  schools. 
These are of ten nothing more than  wretched academies of crime, 

The 1974 Act reflected the  consensus of most  professionals  in the Juvenile 
delinquency field, as  well as o ther  concerned citizens, t ha t  f a r  too many Juve- 
niles are locked up. Many  of the youths  detained and inca rce ra ted - -pa r t i cu -  
larly those whose conduct  would not  be illegal if they were  adults---require,  
s mos t ,  non-secure and usually temporary placement.  In  fact,  many would be 
bet ter  off if  the Sta te  re f ra ined  f rom in tervening in their  lives a t  a l l  

Sections" 223 (a) (12) ,  (13), and (14) are  centra l  to the  Act. These  provisions 
condition cont inued State par t ic ipat ion in the formula  gran t  program on a 
commitment to deins t i tu t ional iza t ion of s ta tus  offenders, segregation of juve- 
nile and adul t  offenders, and development  of an adequate system for  monitor-  
ing Jails, detent ion facilities, and correct ional  facilities. Taken together,  it  
was hoped tha t  these requirements  would s t imulate  the development of ap- 
propriate  a l te rna t ives  including non intervent ion to fill the void between es- 
s, tially ignoring unlawful  behavior  and continuing wholesale detent ion and 
incarceration. 

Development of a l ternat ives  to detent ion and incarcerat ion also make sound 
economic sense. Children in Custody, the  Advance Report  on the  Juveni le  
Detention and Correctional  Facil i ty Census of 1974, indicates  tha t  the cost 
per child of ins t i tu t ional iza t ion in a public juvenile detent ion or correctional 
facility exceeds $10,000 per  year .  This accounts for operat ing expenses only, 
not capi tal  costs. The average cost for  pr ivate  facil i t ies exceeds $8,000 per  
child annually.  

"he cost of community-based a l te rna t ives  to incarceration,  on the o ther  
hand, compares very favorably to these figures. For  example, the cost of al- 
ternatives such as crisis  intervention,  s h e l t e r  care, counselling and a l ternat ive  
education approximates  only $210 per year  per  child served by the Deinsti tu-  
tionalization of S ta tus  Offender Ini t iat ive.  

(lol) 

/ 



162 

The ;Iuvenile Jus t i ce  Act h a s  been a c a t a l y s t  for  a long  ove rdue  a n d  hea l th~  
assessment  of our  cu r r en t  policy and  pract ices .  The  G e n e r a l  A c c o u n t i n g  Offic~ 
h a s  charac te r i zed  i t  as  the  mos t  p romis ing  and  cost-effect ive f e d e r a l  crime 
preven t ion  program,  I would, however,  be  grossly m i s l e a d i n g  t he  Subcommit :  
tee i f  I were  to represen t  t h a t  a l l  is  well  w i th  the  p r o g r a m  or  t h a t  i t  is  oper. 
s t i n g  cons i s ten t  wi th  congress ional  expecta t ions .  

I have  been Admin i s t r a to r  of the  Office for  ekact ly  3 mon ths .  W h i l e  ther~ 
have  been some accompl ishments  u n d e r  the  f o r m e r  A d m i n i s t r a t i o n ,  t h e r e  h~ "~ 
been no tab le  shor t comings  ,in implementa t ion .  Despi te  s t r o n g  b i p a r t i s a n  s u p  
por t  for  the  program,  there  h a s  been opposi t ion to f u n d i n g  a n d  implementa -  
t ion, as  well  as adm i n i s t r a t i ve  sabo tage  a t  the  h ighes t  levels.  T h e s e  fact., 
h a v e  been well  documented by the  Subcommit tee .  Given t he  l a c k  of commit .  
m e a t  t o  the  Act, i t  is su rpr i s ing  t h a t  any  of i t s  ob jec t ives  we re  ach ieved .  

The  lack of such essent ia l  suppor t ,  t oge the r  w i t h  t he  difficult; b u t  predict-  
able, p roblems  i n h e r e n t  in ach iev ing  compliance,  work to nu l l i f y  t h e  Cong re s  
s ional  de ins t i tu t iona l i za t ion  manda te .  Thus ,  as  you a r e  a l l  too a w a r e  
Congress  had  l i t t l e  choice b u t  to ex tend  the  o r ig ina l  pe r iod  fo r  compl ian  "" 
I n  v i e w  of t h i s  sorry chronology, I am cau t ious ly  op t imi s t i c  t h a t  t h e  flexi. 
b l l i ty  of the  Juven i l e  ~us t i ce  A m e n d m e n t s  of 1977 wil l  e n c o u r a g e  more  State~ 
to comply. 

Other  d i f f icul t ies  ] iaVe' to"be resolved which  a re  more  a p p r o p r i a t e l y  t e rmed  
"manage r i a l . "  . Information,  in  the  fo rm of mon i to r ing  r e p o r t s  on  S t a t e  com- 
pl iance w i th  the  de ins t i tu t iona l i za t ion  m a n d a t e  of the  Act, ~ h a s  been  woeful ly  
i nadequa t e  to date.  In i t i a l  m o n i t o r i n g  repor t s  were  r equ i r ed  to  be  s u b m i t t e d  
by pa r t i c ipa t i ng  States '  on December  31, 1976. The  con ten t  of t h e  m a j o r i t y  
the  repor t s  was  disappoint ing.  ,. 

Only ~ s  submit ted  w h a t  could be  cal led comple te  da t a ,  a long  w l ~  
a n  app rop r i a t e  n a r r a t i v e . - T h r e e  S t a t e s  supplied da ta ,  bu t  w i t h  no  accompa-  
ny ing  na r ra t ive .  Seven Sta tes  p rovided  no da ta ,  whi le  17 S t a t e  r e p o r t s  had  
i n f o r m a t i o n  missngi-~'-, pa r t i cu la r ly  w i t h  r e g a r d  to jai ls .  ~ five S t a t e s  r e  
por ted  on p r iva t e  facili t ies.  

Many  S ta tes  did hot  have s y s t e m s  necessa ry  to collect  t he  d a t a  requ i red .  
O the r  ju r i sd ic t ions  did not h a v e  d a t a  f rom i n s t i t u t i o n s  t h a t  could be collected 
a n d  analyzed.  Where  i n fo rma t ion  was  avai lable ,  i t  genera l ly  w a s  no t  p rov ided  
in  any  s t anda rd ized  f o r m .  

Fina l ly ,  Mr. Chai rman,  t ime  was  a n  e l ement  affect ing t h e  n a t u r e  of  the  
mon i to r ing  repor t s  received. Before  i n f o r m a t i o n  Could be g a t h e r e d ,  State~ 
h a d  to iden t i fy  fac i l i t ies  p rocess ing  Juveniles.  Fac i l i t i es  h a d  to be  c o n t a c t e d  
i n f o r m a t i on  provided, and d a t a  analyzed.  O b t a i n i n g  i n f o r m a t i o n  on  j a i l s  was 
a p a r t i c u l a r  problem, both because  o f  the  g r e a t  n u m b e r  of  J a i l s  a n d  t h e  lack 
of .~ecordkeeping. Some Jur isdic t ions  b a d  to seek specific a u t h o r i t y  to  compe~ 
produc t ion  of  in fo rmat ion  f rom h e s i t a n t  r e p o r t i n g  uni t s .  W i t h o u t  sufficient 
h a r d  da ta ,  the  ex t en t  of S t a t e  p rogress  w i t h  d e i n s t i t u t i o n a l i z a t i o n  a n d  sepa- 
r a t i o n  r equ i r emen t s  could no t  b e  de te rmined .  Even  base-Uric d a t a  t h a t  w o  
be needed to demons t r a t e  " s u b s t a n t i a l  compl iance"  a f t e r  a pe r iod  of t i m e  wa~ 
lacking  in  m a n y  instances.  

A n u m b e r  of s teps have  been t a k e n  or  wil l  be t a k e n  shor t ly ,  Mr.  C h a i r m a n  
to remedy  th i s  s i tua t ion .  The  Office wil l  ob t a in  f r o m  p a r t i c i p a t i n g  S t a t e s  da ta  
sufficient to  de t e rmine  eligibility. F a i l u r e  to take  the  necessa ry  a c t i o n  wil~ 
r e su l t  in the  impos i t i0n  of s anc t ions  p e r m i t t e d  u n d e r  the  Act,  i n c l u d i n g  the 
u l t i m a t e  sanc t ion  of fund  ~e rmina t i0n  i f  necessary .  

N e w  guidel ines  have  been issued to c l a r i f y  S t a t e  m o n i t o r i n g  responsibil l~ 
ties. Defini t ions  ha#e  ~ been'  developed wh ich  specify t he  types  of i n s t i t u t i ,  ., 
in tended  for  inc lus ion in any  surveys  conducted.  P r o c e d u r e s  w i t h i n  t h e  Office 
wil l  be improved,  and  addi t iona l  a s s i s t ance  wil l  be p rov ided  to t h e  Sta tes :  
Suggest ions  have  been made on  possible  S t a t e  opt ions  f o r  p r o v i d i n g  base- l ine  
da ta .  I n  addi t ion,  survey f o r m a t s  a n d  sample  d a t a  col lect ion a n d  repor t in~  
fo rms  have  been d ra f t ed  and  wil l  be d i s t r i bu t ed  w h e n  neces sa ry  clearance~ 
h a v e  been obtained.  Together ,  these  s teps  should  help a s s u r e  t h a t  S t a t e s  and  
t h e  Office have  accu ra t e  and s t a n d a r d i z e d  i n f o r m a t i o n  neces sa ry  to d e t e r m i n e  
compliance.  

The  fac t  t h a t  complete i n f o r m a t i o n  o n  d e l n s t i t u t i o n a l i z a t i o n  of  s t a t u s  ". 
f e n d e r s  is p resen t ly  lacking does n o t  m e a n  t h a t  p rogress  is  no t  b e i n g  made:  
T h e r e  a re  o the r  measures  which  provicle usefu!  ins ights .  E l e v e n  S t a t e s  have 
enac ted  l eg i s la t ion  deal ing w i t h  d e i n s t i t u t i o n a l l z a t i o n  of s t a t u s  o f f ende r s  
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: Four  o ther  Jurisdictions: have  legislat ion pending. Twenty Sta tes  now h a v e  
legislation requir ing the separa t ion  of juvenile and adult  offenders. 

: Mr. Chairman,  i n  response to your request ,  I have several  documents  which 
:~ amplify p rog re s s  relat ive to deiust l tut lonal lzat ion.  

r~."ATEMENT OF WILLIAM J. ANDERSON, DEPUTY DIRECTOR, GENERAL GOVERNMENT 
GENERAL ACCOUNTING ~ . ~  D M S I O N ,  UNITED STATES OFFICE 

Mr. C h a i r m a n  and Members of theiSubcommit tee : 
We a re  pleased to be here  today to discuss our prel iminary findings regard- 

ing GAO's review of Sta te  e f for t s  to remove s t a tus  offenders f rom detent ion 
and  correctional  facil i t ies as required by the  Juveni le  Jus t ice  and Delin- 
quency Prvent lon Act of 1974, The 1974 act  provides in pa r t  t ha t  : 

"Juveni les  who are charged wi th  or who have commit ted offenses t h a t  
. -ou ld  not  be cr iminal  if commit ted by an adul t  ( s ta tus  offenders) ,  shall  not  
ve placed in Juvenile detent ion or correct ional  facilities, but  must  be placed 
in shel ter  facil i t ies." 

The process of removing s ta tus  offenders f rom detent ion and correct ional  
faci l i t ies  is he re ina f te r  re fer red  to  as dcinst i tut ional lzat ion.  

While our review i s  not  complete, we believe tha t  the informat ion p re sen ted  
accurately represents  the problems being encountered in carrying out  th is  
mandate.  

~, ffUVEITII.E JUSTICE AND DELINQUENCY PREVENTION ACT OF 1974  

Concern has  been expressed ~n r e c e n t  years  about  the use of detent ion and  
correct ional  faci l i t ies  f o r  juveni les  charged wi th  or commit t ing s ta tus  offenses 
such as t ruancy,  incorrigibi l i ty,  and running  away. In  part ,  t h e  concern s tems 
f rom the belief t ha t  i t  is  un jus t  for  the Juvenile just ice system to inca rce ra t e  
youth for  non-criminal  behavior. In  addit ion,  the  COntention is made t h a t  th is  
pract ice tends to make c r imina l s  o u t  of youth who were  not  previously 
c r imina l  

Sta tus  offenders const i tu te  a large port ion of all youth  involved in the  
j , v en l l e  Justice system. One es t imate  suggests  t ha t  nearly 40 percent  or one- " 
h a l f  million Of the you th  brought  to the a t ten t ion  Of the juvenile Justice sys- 
tem per year  commit ted no cr iminal  act. The Law Enforcement  Assis tance 
Adminis t ra t ion has  es t imated t h a t :  

About  25 percent  of all  cases filed in the Juvenile courts  o f  the Uni ted 
Sta tes  are  s ta tus  offense charges.  

Of t h e  youth re fe r red  to juveni!e courts  on s ta tus  offense charges, pe rhaps  
as high as  10 percent,  are  u l t imate ly  placed in secure inst i tut ions.  

S ta tus  offenders generally spend as  much or more t ime in secure faci l i t ies  
a~ deUnquents.  

The s i tua t ion  is worse for  girls  than  f o r  boys. According to LEAA, 70 Per- 
cent of all females  i n  juvenile detent ion and correct ional  facil i t ies are  s ta tus  
offenders a s  compared to 20 percent  for  males. 

The Congress showed i t s  interest ,  in deinsti tutional~zing s t a tus  offenders in 
passing the  Juveni le  Jus t ice  and Delinquency Prevent ion Act Of !974. The 
act provided tha t  in order  to receive formula  g ran t s  ~ from LEAA for  juvenile 
just ice and delinquency prevention programs,  a State must  include in i ts  
c~mprchensive law enforcement  plan a provision tha t  within 2 years  a f te r  the  
p ,~n ' s  submission to LEAA, s ta tus  offenders will  be placed in shel ter  facil i t ies 
instead of Juvenile detent ion or correct ional  facilities. 

There  a r e  56 States  and ter r i tor ies  eligible to receive formula  g ran t  funds  
under  the act. The number  actually par t ic ipa t ing  in the formula  g ran t  pro- 
gram ranged f rom a low of 39 s in fiscal 1975 to a high of 46 in fiscal 1977. As 
of December 31, 1976, a p p ~ a t e l y  $77 mil l ion had been awarded to the 
States. Formula  gran ts  received ranged f rom a low of $112,000 for  Amer ican  
Samoa to a h igh of $7.5 million f o r  CalHornia. 

The act defines formula grants as grants allocated among the States on the basle 
of relative population of people under the age of 18. 

|This  number does not include seven States which received formula grants and 
subsequently withdrew from the program. 
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Amendmen t s  now being  considered by the  Congress  would  reaf f i rm the  com- 
m i t m e n t  to fu l l  de ins t i t u t i ona l i za t inn  bu t  provide  a d d i t i o n a l  t ime  fo r  S t a t e  
compliance.  Specifically, the a m e n d m e n t s  provide  the  S ta te s  a t o t a l  of 3 y e a r s  
to achieve  compliance with the  deinst i tut ional iza~. lon r e q u i r e m e n t .  Up to 2 .  
a d d i t i o n a l  years  can  be allowed if  a S ta t e  ha s  ach ieved  a t  l eas t  75 p e r c e n t  
dc ins t i t u t iona l i za t ion  and d e m o n s t r a t e d  a n  unequ ivoca l  c o m m i t m e n t  ~'~ 
achieving  fu l l  compliance.  

The  a m e n d m e n t s  also clarify t he  enab l ing  legis la t ion  to show t h a t  a l l  s t a t u s  
offenders need not  be placed in  she l t e r  faci l i t ies .  They a lso  p rov ide  g u i d a n c e  
on w h a t  types of faci l i t ies  would be app rop r i a t e  fo r  s t a t u s  offenders ,  i f  they  
a re  placed. Addi t ional ly ,  t he  a m e n d m e n t s  make  i t  c lear  t h a t  o t h e r  non-offend-  
e rs  such as  dependent  or  neglected ch i ld ren  a r e  also to be  i nc luded  u n d e r  t he  
de ins t i t u t iona l i za t inn  provis ions  o f  the  act .  

Our  review is being conducted a t  LEAA h e a d q u a r t e r s ,  a t  f o u r  L E A A  re- 
g i o n a l  offices---Atlanta, Boston,  Da l l a s ,  and  San  Franc i sco- - - in  five S t a t - ~  

t h a t  w e r e  pa r t i c ipa t ing  in t he  a c t - - C a l i f o r n i a ,  F lor ida ,  Lou i s i ana ,  ]~iassachu- 
setts ,  and  V i r g i n i a - - a n d  in fddr  S t a t e s  t h a t  elected not  to p a r t i c i p a t e  in  t h e  
a c t - - N e v a d a ,  Nor th  Carolina,  Utah ,  and  West  Virginia .  

Whi le  we did  not  a t t emp t  to  e v a l u a t e  the  m e r i t s  of d e i u s t i t u t i o n a l i z a t i o n  
of s t a t u s  offenders, we did iden t i fy  a n u m b e r  of p roblems  tha t ,  in  o u r  opinion,  
mus t  be dea l t  w i t h  if de ins t i t u t iona l i za t ion  iS to be ach ieved  even w i t h i n  t h e  
ex tended  t ime f r ames  provided by the  amendmen t s .  We f o u n d  t h a t :  

Moni tor iz ing  sys tems have not  been es tab l i shed  to d e t e r m i n e  w h e t h e r  de- 
i n s t i t u t i ona l i za t ion  ha s  been or  wil l  be achieved,  

S ta te  laws and  pract ices  f r equen t ly  conflict  w i th  the  ac t ' s  d e i n s t i t u t i o n a t  i~'- 
za t ion  manda te ,  and  

Appropr ia te  a l t e rna t ives  t o  i n c a r c e r a t i o n  have  genera l ly  no t  been  ident i f ied  
a n d  developed. 

We would now like to discuss  each  of these  issues  in  more  de ta i l .  

SYSTEMS TO MONITOII DEINSTITUTIONALIZATIO~" 

Few Sta tes  have  es tabl i shed  comprehens ive  sys tems to m o n i t o r  Jails.  de t r  - 
t ion  faci l i t ies ,  and  cor rec t iona l  fac i l i t i es  to  i n s u r e  t h a t  d e i n s t i t u t i o n a l i z a t l v  n 
of s t a tu s  offenders :is achieved. W i t h o u t  adequa te  m o n i t o r i n g  sys tems,  L E A A  
and  the  S ta tes  c a n n o t  eva lua te  progress  nor  d e m o n s t r a t e  w h e n  fu l l  d e i n s t i t u -  
t iona l iza t ion  is achieved.  

Th i s  i n fo rma t ion  is ex t remely  i m p o r t a n t  s ince f u t u r e  f u n d i n g  is  c o n t i n g e n t  
upon a S ta te ' s  abi l i ty  to d e m o n s t r a t e  compl iance  w i th  t he  d e i n s t i t u t i o n a U z a -  
t ion m a n d a t e  of the  act. Iu  addi t ion ,  the  lack of re l iab le  s t a t i s t i c s  on incar -  
c e r a t e d  s t a t u s  offenders would also a p p e a r  to make  i t  difficult  fo r  S t a t e s  to 
proper ly  p lan  a l t e rna t ive  services.  

Each  S ta te  receiving fo rmula  g r a n t s  u n d e r  the  act  is r equ i r ed  to  moni to ' r  
and  repor t  annua l ly  on de in s t i t u t i ona l i z a t i on  resul ts .  The  f i rs t  m o n i t o r i n ~  
repor t s  were  due f rom 42 S ta t e s  in  December  1976. Accord ing  to L E . ~ ,  f e n  
S ta tes '  mon i to r ing  sys tems m e t  the  r e q u i r e m e n t s  of t he  ac t  a n d  LEAA 
implement ing  guidel ines ;  t he r e fo re  they  were  u n a b l e  to p rov ide  comple te  and  
a c c u r a t e  in fo rmat ion  on p r o g r a m  progTess. The  r epo r t s  d isc losed t h a t  some 
S ta te s  a re  moni to r ing  ohl.~ ' S t a t e - o p e r a t e d  juven i le  fac i l i t i e s  a n d  i n t e n d  tc 
measu re  compliance o n  s ta t i s t i c s  f rom these  fac i l i t ies  only. L E A A  s t a t e d  t h a t  
th i s  n a r r o w  i n t e r p r e t a t i o n ' d r  t h e " a c t ' s  r e q u i r e m e n t s  is u n a c c e p t a b l e  beca" f 

~nst~tu- i t  ignores  an  unde te rminab le  n u m b e r  of juven i l e s  be ing  d e t a i n e d  or  " " ~ 
t ional ized  in local facili t ies.  

Af te r  ana lyz ing  the  moni to r ing  repor ts ,  L E A A  concluded t h a t  t he  State~ 
general ly  fa i led to address  guidel ine  r e q u i r e m e n t s  in  t h e i r  m o n i t o r i n g  repor t .  ~ 
and  t h a t  t h e i r  omissions were  m a j o r  in  mos t  cases. 

Specifically, LEAA's  ana lys i s  of t he  m o n i t o r i n g  r epo r t s  d isc losed t h a t  
Only n ine  S ta tes  provided w h a t  could be cons idered  comple te  da t a ,  
Seven S ta tes  could provide no m o n i t o r i n g  d a t a  a t  a l l  e i t h e r  because  th~ 

S ta tes  s t a r t ed  too l a t e  in col lect ing d a t a  or  the  S t a t e  s imply  h a d  no  moni :  - 
ing system, 
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D a t a  was  miss ing  f rom .17 S t a t e s - - t h e  m a j o r  problem was  in not  ful ly 
• ~ moni to r ing  j a i l s  or no t  moni to r ing  Jai ls  a t  all, 

33 Sta tes  h a d  not  es tab l i shed  basel ine  da t a  aga ins t '  which  to measure  de- 
iDst i tn t ionai iza t ion  ael~ievements, 

Only four  S ta tes  moni to red  p r iva t e  fac i l i t ies  c o n t a i n i n g  juveni le  offenders, 
and 
• Only t w o  S ta te s  appeared  to demons t r a t e  at  leas t  a 75 percent  reduc t ion  in 
~.e n u m b e r  of s t a t u s  offenders placed in juveni le  de ten t ion  and  correc t ional  
facilities. 

According to LEAA, these  moni to r ing  repor t s  r epresen t  the  f r s t  overa l l  
m o n i t o r i n g  wi th in  the  juveni le  jus t ice  sys tem t h a t  many S ta tes  have  at-  

i tempted.  Thus,  gaps in da t a  collected a re  Just  becoming evident .  LEAK ofi-  
cials told us  t h a t  the  ex t en t  and  sig-niflcance of problems w i th  S t a t e  moni tor-  
ing efforts  were  not  fully recognized un t i l  the  i n i t i a l  moni to r ing  repor t s  were 
received. 

LEAA Said t h a t  da t a  collection is one of the  over r id ing  problems expe- 
~.enced by S ta te s  pa r t i c ipa t ing  in the  act  and  t h a t  because Of lack of essen- 
t ial  s ta t i s t ics ,  any ana lys i s  of de ins t i t u t iona l i za t ion  progress  mus t  be quali- 
fied. 

The  Commit tee  on the  ,Tudiciary of the  U.S. Senate  in  i ts  ~lay 14, 1977, r e -  
port  expressed concern over  diff icult ies exper ienced in a s su r ing  t h a t  S t a t e s  
mee t  the  moni to r ing  r equ i r emen t s  of the  act. The  Commit tee 's  r epor t  s t a ted  
t ha t  the  con ten t s  of the  in i t i a l  mon i to r ing  repor t s  were disappoint ing.  ~Iost 
Sta tes  did  not  p resen t  adequa te  h a r d  da t a  to ind ica te  the  ex ten t  of the i r  
],~ogress w i t h  the  de ins t i t u t tona l i za t ion  requi rement .  The  r e p o r t  showed  t h a t  
t , e  s t a t e s '  i n i t i a l ' m o n i t o r i n g  repor t s  conta ined  problems wi th  respect  to 
c lar i ty  of da ta ,  progress  achieved, and  the  n u m b e r  and  type of faci l i t ies  
moni tored .  The  repor t  also noted confusion regard ing  the  definit ions of juve- 
nile de ten t ion  and  cor rec t iona l  facil i t ies.  

Many of the  problems w i th  S ta te  moni to r ing  efforts  identified by LEAA 
and enumera t ed  in t h e  Commit tee  repor t  exis t  in  the  five S ta tes  we vis i ted.  
None of the  S t a t e s  mon i to r ed  a l l  types of fac i l i t ies  required by the  act  a n d  
LEAA implement ing  guidelines.. O'flicials in four  S ta tes  expressed reserva t ions  
.-~out w h e t h e r  the  S ta te  had  au tho r i t y  to moni to r  some local and  p r iva te  
l~cilities. Officials in two S ta tes  indica ted  t h a t  t he i r  S ta tes  did  n o t  have  
adequate  resources tO ca r ry  out  the  moni to r ing  requi rements .  

~iore specifically, we found  t h a t  t 
S ta t e  A's  moni to r ing  sys tem provides  da ta  f rom Sta te  cor rec t iona l  faci l i t ies  

and county Jai ls  bu t  not  f rom local jails.  Even  fo r  those faci l i t ies  which a r e  
monitored,  i n fo rma t ion  is not  provided on the  n u m b e r  of s t a tu s  offenders in ,  
ca rcera ted  du r ing  the  yea r  bu t  represen ts  only a count  of s t a tus  offenders  
incarcera ted  on 1 or  2 specific days  d u r i n g  the  year.  

S ta t e  B ' s  mon i to r ing  sys tem does not  provide in fo rmat ion  on the  n u m b e r  
~. s t a tu s  offenders placed in approximate ly  50 local jails.  Whi le  in fo rmat ion  
is ava i l ab le  on s t a t u s  offenders in  S ta te -opera ted  jai ls ,  de ten t ion  centers,  a n d  
correct ional  facil i t ies,  a S ta te  P l a n n i n g  Agency official in formed us t h a t  the  
da ta  i s u n r e l i a b l e .  

S ta te  C h a s  no moni to r ing  system because of the  belief  t h a t  the  Sta te  is 
a l ready in  compliance wi th  the  act. As ~ l l l  be discussed, th i s  bel ief  is prem, 
ised on the  f ac t  t h a t  the re  is a S ta te  law proh ib i t ing  the  de ten t ion  or in- 
ca rcera t ion  of s t a tu s  offenders. 

S ta te  D's  mon i to r ing  sys tem also does not  provide da t a  on al l  types of 
t,.cilities. The  only faci l i t ies  moni tored  are  22 Sta te-opera ted  detent ion cen- 
ters .  Local jai ls ,  t r a i n i n g  schools, a n d  correc t ional  faci l i t ies  a re  no t  monitored.  

S ta te  E ' s  mon i to r ing  sys tem does not  provide in fo rmat ion  on the  number  
of s t a t u s  offenders if  any, placed in p r iva t e  ins t i tu t ions  and  secure correc- 
t ional  facil i t ies.  

LEAA is responsible  for  ass i s t ing  Sta tes  in es tab l i sh ing  sys tems to moni tor  
de ins t l tu t iona l i za t ion  results .  A t  the  t ime of our  review, accompl ishments  in  
this  a rea  were essent ia l ly  confined to the  review and  ana lys i s  of in i t ia l  S t a t e  
n" ,n i tor ing  repor t s  and  the  modification of LEA~£ glfidelines t o  define key  
t t °ms  associa ted w i th  the moni to r ing  req~firements. Effor ts  were underway  
to develop (1) s t ra teg ies  and  techniques  for  moni to r ing  jails,  detent ion,  and  
correct ional  facil i t ies,  and  (2) a model repor t  f o r m a t  for  S ta tes  to use in  
prepar ing  t he i r  second moni tor ing  repor t  due December  31, 1977. 
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Although Sta tes  par t ic ipa t ing  in the act  have agreed  to comply w i t h  t h e  
de ins t i tu t ional iza t ion  mandate ,  th ree  of the  five S ta te s  we  r ev i ewed  h a v e  
legislation t h a t  al lows s ta tus  offenders  to be placed in  de t en t ion  fac i l i t i es  
and  two of the  th ree  also have  legislat ion t h a t  al lows such p l acemen t s  in 
correct ional  f ac i l i t i e s  Data was  not  avai lable  on the e x t e n t  to wh ich  the  
laws were being implemented,  but  in fo rma t ion  we obta ined ind ica te s  t h a t  a"~ 
th ree  Sta tes  are  detaining s t a tus  offenders,  and t h a t  one S ta t e  is  p lac in~ 
them in correct ional  facilities. In  one of the  s t a t e s  tha t  did not  have  l e g i s l a -  
tion, we were  told by State officials tha t ,  in practice,  ce r t a in  s t a t u s  o f fenders  
were  being detained.  

Specifically, we found tha t :  
In  Sta te  A a revised s ta tu te  al lows fo r  the  secure de t en t ion  of  r u n a w a y s ,  

incorriglbles, and ungovernables for  up to 12 hours  w i t h o u t  a cour t  o r d e r  
and up to 7 days  wi th  a court  order.  ~ o r e  t han  one- th i rd  of the  49 Judges 
responding to a 1976 quest ionnaire  indica ted  tha t  secure de t en t ion  was  beir ~: 
used for  cer ta in  s t a tus  offenders. 

S ta te  B,s recently revised juveni le  code  provides  t h a t  s t a t u s  of fenders  no 
longer be placed i n  correct ional  inst i tut ions. .  However,  t he  cede s t i l l  a l lows  
fo r  the secure de t en t ion  of  s t a t u s  offenders  for  up to 72 hours:  

Al though Sta te  C's law does  not  al low for  any inca rce ra t ion  of s t a t u s  of-, 
fenders ,  we were  told bY judges in the  S ta te  t h a t  i n  p r a c t i c e  ce r t a in  s t a t u s  
offenders are  being placed in secure detent ion.  

S ta te  D's  law allows for juveni les  ad judica ted  as  ungovernable  fo r  a second 
t ime to be considered del inquent  and  placed in secure de t en t ion  or  corre  ~ 
t ional  facilit ies.  While the policy is to no longer place s t a t u s  of fenders  in  
t ra in ing  schools, S ta te  Planning Agency officials ind ica ted  t h a t  many  Judges  
are  quick to use the State  law to secure detent ion  f o r  ungovernables .  ALleged 
uugovernables  are  also being placed in secure de ten t ion  u n d e r  a S t a t e  l a w  
t h a t  permi ts  the  use Of secure s h e l t e r  for  ungovernable  Children pend ing  dis-- 
position. T h e  t e rm secure she l te r  is not  clearly defined in t he  s t a tu t e s ,  a n d  
some Judges in t e rp re t  i t  as including secure detent ion.  In  addi t ion ,  some 
s t a tus  offenders a re  being placed in secure detent ion  by judges  who  hold  
them in contempt  of court  for  violat ing "previously issued cour t  o rde r s  no t  ;~ 
commit  s ta tus  offenses• Thus not  only ungovernables  bu t  o the r  s t a t u s  o f -  
fenders  such as t ruan t s  or r u n a w a y s  are being de ta ined  in secure  faci l i t ies .  

State  E ' s  legislation specifically prohibi t s  the  p lacement  o f  s t a t u s  of fenders  
in e i ther  secure detent ion or correct ional  facil i t ies.  However ,  an  a m e n d m e n t  
is before the Sta te  legislature which would pe rmi t  a s t a t u s  offender  to be 
held in secure detent ion for up to 48 hours.  

One r eason  why cer ta in  s t a tus  offenders are  stil l  being placed in  d e t e n t i o n  
facil i t ies could be tha t  a number  of Sta te  officials we in te rv iewed,  such  a s  
Juvenile court  officials, law enforcement  and correct ion personne l  and  othe  
associated wi th  the  juvenile jus t ice  system, believed the  de ten t ion  of some 
s ta tus  offenders to be justified. In  addit ion,  some officials expressed  the  opin- 
ion tha t  there  are  a small number  of  s t a tus  offenders  who should he pu t  in  
secure correct ional  facilities• 

Officials in the non-par t ic ipat ing Sta tes  we vis i ted expressed  s imi la r  opin- 
ions and cited opposition to total: de ins t i tu t iona l i za t ion  of s t a t u s  o f fenders  
as  a reason fo r  not  par t ic ipa t ing  in the  act. 

An LEAA official told us t ha t  he  is aware  of opposi t ion to de ins t l tu t iona l i -  
zat ion among Juvenile authori t ies ,  He said t h a t  opposi t ion to d e i n s t i t u t i o n a  ) 
zat ion exis ts  par t ly  because the  concept has  never  been emphas ized  f rom the  
na t ional  level and because de ins t i tu t i0na l iza t ion  conflicts w i th  the  s t a t u s  quo 
in Juvenile jus t ice .  

STATE p L A N N I N G  AGENCY EFFORTS TO I ~ r P L E ~ E N T  DEINSTITUTIONA.LIZATIO~ 

In  order  to  receiye funds under  the act, S ta tes  mus t  p rov ide  evidence t h a t  
the i r  S ta te  P lanning  Agency has  or will  have  au tho r i ty  to imp lemen t  t h e  
provis ions of the i r  cr iminal  jus t ice  plan, including the de ins t i t u t tona l i za t i  ) 
of s ta tus  offenders. According to LEA.A, the  specific means  fo r  accompl i sh ing  
compl iance  w i t h  the  de ins t i tu t ional iza t ion  m a n d a t e  is lef t  t o  each p l a n n i n g  
agency to determine,  b u t  may include agreements  wi th  ope ra t ing  agencies ,  
legislat ive re form efforts, public in fo rma t ion  and educat ion,  and  o t h e r  
me thods .  
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S t a t e  Plalaning Agency officials in all  five Sta tes  we visi ted s ta ted tha t  they 
genera l ly -do  not  have implement ing author i ty  over other  agencies in the  
State, and there fore  cannot  be expected to bring about deinst i tut ional izat ion.  
Officials in three  of the States  told us tha t  they see the i r  role as one of plan-  
ning and advising, not implementing mandates  such as deinst i tut ional izat ion.  

Officials in non-par t ic ipat ing Sta tes  told us t ha t  the State  P lanning  Agen- 
:~v's lack of author i ty  to bring about  deinst i tut ionaUzat ion was  one reason 
~ e  S t a t e  elected not  to reques t  funds  under  the act. 

LEAA needs to examine this  problem. I f  States  agree  to deinsti tutionaHze, 
they must  accep t  resPonsibi l i ty  for  carrying i t  out. 

i A L T E R N A T I V E S  T O  I N C A R C E R A T I O N  

Deinst i tu t ional iza t ion efforts to da te  appear  to' have concentra ted on remov- 
ing s t a tus  offenders f rom detent ion and correct ional  facil i t ies wi th  l imited 
regard to the i r  service or t r ea tmen t  needs. Uncer ta in ty  exis ts  over the al ter-  

l t ives  tha t  a re  most  appropr ia te  for  s ta tus  offenders under  various si tua- 
tions. Also, there  is  a general ly recognized shortage of a l ternat ives  in most  
States. According to some Sta te  officials, s ta tus  offenders needing a s s i s t a n c e  
are somet imes assigned to programs tha t  are not  s t ruc tured  t5 deal  wi th  
their  problems or re tu rned  to society wi thout  receiving help. 

S T A T U S  O F F E N D E R  SERVICE N E E D S  

Uncer t a in ty  exis ts  over the types  of a l ternat ives  t ha t  a re  most  appropr ia te  
; ,, d e a l i n g - w i t h  various s ta tus  offender problems. S ta te  officials w e  inter-  
"viewed expressed a ~ar ie ty  of opinions regarding s t a tus  offender service 
needs. For  example, some officials view s ta tus  offender service needs as simi- 
lar or identical  to those of delinquents.  Therefore,  the same disposit ions a re  
considered appropr ia te  for  both groups. Some officials see s ta tus  offenders as  

• a d is t inct  group' wi th  service needs different  f rom those  of  other  juveni le  
offenders. Therefore,  services specifically des igned  for  s t a t u s  offenders a r e  
considered appropriate .  

According to an  LEAA official, some research indicates  t ha t  s ta tus  of- 
" ' ude r s  should receive no services a t  all  and tha t  s ta tus  offenders ~ l i ,  in  
t,me, solve the i r  own problems. 

Sta te  laws in two par t ic ipa t ing  Sta tes  we visi ted specifically provide t h a t  
s ta tus  offenders needing ass is tance  be t rea ted  by social agencies tha t  t radi-  
tionally .have served abused and neglected youth. Various service agency and  
correctional officials we in terviewed in these Sta tes  told us t ha t  service pro- 
grams provided by these agencies  are  not  appropr ia te  for  many s t a tus  of- 
fenders. They cited insufficient funds,  inexperienced staff, and shortages of  
the r ight  types of programs as  reasons for  the social agencies no t  being ab l e  
t properly ass is t  s ta tus  offenders. Officials in one State believed tha t  ~on- 
svcure programs adminis te red  by the State  juveni le  correct ions agency fo r  
del inquents  are  more  appropriate .  Officials in the o ther  State  indicated t h a t  
non-secure, programs should be designed specifically to  deal wi th  s ta tus  of .  
fender  problems. 

A V A I L A B I L I T Y  A N D  A P P R O P R I A T E N E S S  O F  t c L T E R N A T I V E S  

L E ~  has  indicated t h a t  services for  processing and t r e a t i n g  s ta tus  of. 
f~nders are  generally inadequate,  inappropriate ,  and often des t ruc t ive .  Pre-  
L_~inary work on an  LEAA-funded study of the impact  of deinsti tutionaHza- 
tion on selected Sta tes  indicates  t ha t  l i t t le a t tent ion has  been devoted to t h e  
specific service needs of s ta tus  offenders. After  visi t ing one State, the con. 
t ractor  per forming  the s tudy indicated tha t  no one had thought  very much 
about a l te rna t ives  for  s t a t u s  offenders and tha t  no one seemed aware  o f  
what,  if anything,  had happened to s t a tus  offenders. 

In each of the five States  visited, we found indicat ions of problems wi th  
limited availabi l i ty of a l te rna t ive  disposit ions for  s ta tus  offenders a n d / o r  
dl~positions being used tha t  were  not  considered appropr ia te  for  dealing wi th  
s. . , tus offender problems• Reasons given for  the States  not having adequate  
numbers of appropr ia te  a l te rna t ives  include:  

Limited funding at  both the  Federa l  and State levels. 
Resistance f rom some localities to establ ishing p rog rams  in the i r  

community. 

I 
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Lack of emphasis  on s ta tus  offender service needs, especial ly a t  t he  Fed-  
eral  level. ' 

Specifically, we found tha t :  
In Sta te  A, s ta tus  offenders r equ i r i ng  ass is tance  are dea l t  w i t h  t h rough  a 

var ie ty  of local and private non-secure programs tha t  also se rve  de l inquents .  
~ ' h i l e  officials we contacted general ly  believed t h a t  these  p r o g r a m s  a re  ap- 
propr ia te  for s ta tus  offenders, they acknowledged t h a t  t he re  are  sho r t ages  of 
such programs.  Nearly one-half of the Juvenile judges respond ing  to a Sta  ) 
admin is te red  quest ionnaire  indicated t h a t  they had  exper ienced  problems 
handl ing  s ta tus  offenders because of shor tages  of no,~,secure p rograms .  The  
S ta te  'agency responsible for  serving s t a tu s  offenders r epo r t ed  t h a t  du r ing  
1976, non-secure placements were  unavai lable  for  over  500 a d j u d i c a t e d  Juve- 
.nile offenders. 

In  Sta te  B, a recently passed  l a w  provides  fo r  de in s t i t u t i ona l i za t i on  of  
s t a tus  offenders, except  for secure de ten t ion  up to 72 hours .  At t he  t ime  of 
our  visit, i t  had  not been decided which non-sseure  p ro g rams  wil l  be used  fo r  
s t a tus  offenders. S ta te  officials an t ic ipa te  using ex is t ing  p r o g r a m s  adm~.' .  
i s tered by the Sta te  juvenile correc t ions  agency a n d / o r  the  S t a t e  social  serv-  
ice agency. An official" at  the  juvenile  correct ions  agency t o l d  us  t h a t  whi le  
some localit ies have sufficient numbers  of non-secure se rv ices ,  o t h e r s  do not .  
P lans  call for establ ishing addi t iona l  group homes  t h a t  may  be used  by 
s ta tus  offenders. An official a t  the  S ta te  social se rv ice  agency expres sed  con- 
cern t h a t  s ta tus  offender p lacements  will  overburden ca seworke r s  t h a t  al-  
ready have  f u l l  caseloads. The official also s t a t ed  tha t  agency personne l  a r e  
not t ra ined  or experienced in deal ing wi th  problem teenagers .  ~ 

In  Sta te  C, a 1974 law decr iminal ized  s t a tus  offenses and  t r a n s f e r r e d  ~.-~ 
sponsibili ty for  s ta tus  offenders f rom the S ta te ' s  juveni le  co r rec t ions  agency 
to the Sta te  welfare  agency. S ta tus  offenders  needing a s s i s t ance  have  been 
in tegra ted  Into a service del ivery sys tem des igned pr imar i ly  fo r  abused  and  
neglected youth. S ta tus  offenders requi r ing  res ident ia l  ca re  are  usual ly  placed 
wi th  fos ter  parents .  State officials told us t h a t  these serv ices  a r e  inapln'o- 
pr ia te  for  many s ta tus  offenders and t h a t  numerous  p rob lems  have  resu l ted .  

In  State  D, a 1975 law decr iminal ized s t a tus  offenses and  t r a n s f e r r e d  re- 
sponsibili ty for  s ta tus  offenders f rom the  S ta te  juveni le  cor rec t iona l  agew-v 
to a social service agency. The s t a t e  is  a t t empt ing  to mee t  s t a t u s  often(. 
service needs pr imari ly  through ex i s t ing  p ro g rams  des igned fo r  abused  and 
neglected youth. Fos te r  care and  protect ive  service counsel ing a re  t he  most  
f requent ly  used programs. Many S ta te  officials told us  t h a t  these  program~ 
are of ten Inappropr ia te  to meet  s t a tu s  offender needs and  t h a t  n u m e r o u s  prob- 
lems have resulted.  

In  S ta te  E, Sta te  officials believed the  S ta te  to h a v e  a ful l  r ange  of  serv  ~ 
Ices for  Juvenile offenders, including s t a tu s  offenders.  The re  are,  however~ 
significant var iances  in the level of services among count ies  w i t h i n  the  Stat~ 
Some of the more populous count ies  have  a var ie ty  of p rograms ,  inclnd~-~. 
fos ter  homes ,  group homes, counsel ing services and psych ia t r i c  ca re ,  whih  
some ru ra l  counties have few, if any, programs.  County officials t h a t  w, 
in terv iewed generally agreed t h a t  addi t iona l  non-secure p r o g r a m s  a re  neede~ 
for  juveni le  offenders. 

LEAA EFFORTS TO ASSIST STATES" I N  IDENTIFYXNO AND E S T A B L I S H I N G  APPROPRIAT 
ALTERNATIVES  

To date,  l i t t le informat ion has  been developed a t  t h e  na t iona l  level on ' 
types of service a l ternat ives  t ha t  appear  most  effective f o r  s t a t u s  offende~r 
under  var ious  situati6ns. LEAA has  recognized a need fo r  such IrLformatio: 
and a number  of research efforts  a re  underway.  Because  o f  the  delay  i- 
i if i t iat ing and completing most  projects ,  however,  the  S t a t e s  have  genera l ]  
been lef t  on their  own to d e a l  wi th  the  problem. 

LEAA efforts to assist  S ta tes  in es tab l i sh ing  a l t e rna t ive  services  fo r  d, 
ins t i tu t ional ized s t a tu s  offenders have  pr imar i ly  been th rough  p rov id ing  fo~ 
mula gran ts  under  the -ac t  and block g r an t s  under  the  Omnibus  Cr ime Co! 
t ro l  and Safe  St ree ts  Act of 196S as amended and t h ro u g h  a va r i e ty  of t t  ~. 
ical ass is tance efforts. 

LEAA officials told us t h a t  a l though i t  i s  impor t an t  t h a t  s t a t u s  offend( 
s e r v i c e  needs be met outside Of ins t i tu t ions ,  LEAA is not  in a posi t ion i 
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' luandate service require~nents i n  the States.  They view thei r  role as one of. 

.i encouraging Sta tes  to es tabl ish  viable a l ternat ives  through financial and 
technical ass is tance ,  h s , ~  

! Mr. Chairman,  our  report ,  which we expect to issue in the next  few mont  
will discuss these ma t t e r s  in more detai l  and provide cer ta in  conclusions and  
recommendations r ega rd ing  them. This concludes my prepared s ta tement .  We ~ 
.will be pleased to respond to a n y  questions you may have.  

STATEMENT OF'  H U N T E R  H U R S T ,  DIRECTOR, N A T I O N A L  C E N ~ R  FOR J U V E N I L E  
JUSTICE, PF~SBU.R(~H, "PA. 

Mr. Chairman,  I am gra tefu l  for  this  opportuni ty to appear  before the 
Juvenile Delinquency Subcommittee.  The subjec t  of my test imony is State  
Compliance wi th  the provisions of Section 223(a) (12)  of the  Juvenile  Just ice  
-'~d Delinquency Prevent ion  Act of 1974. Having no manda te  to the contrary,  

will be brief. 
Effective December 18, 1975, the National  Center  fo r  Juvenile  Just ice  re- 

ceived a gran t  from the  Nat ional  Ins t i tu te  o f  the Office of Juvenile  Jus t ice  
and Delinquency P reven t ion  t o  establ ish a N a t i o n a l R e s p o n d e n t s  P a n e l  (one 
person knowledgeable of juvenile jus t ice  in each Sta te ) .  One of the objec- 
tives of the panel was to economically develop timely and reliable informa-  
tion on issues affecting the admin is t ra t ion  o f  juvenile  just ice in each of the 
states.  

The effort was  exper imenta l  in t h a t  we wanted  to tes t  the  capacity of such 
a. 'panel  to achieve th is  s ta ted  objective. 

T h e  f i rs t  task  ass ignment  for  the respondents  w a s  the development of an 
issue s ta tement  regarding children in the i r  respective States. Resul ts  of t ha t  

• endeavor received in September,  1976, revealed t h a t  s t a t u s  offenders was the 
most. f requent ly  mentioned issue affecting children, Forty-five of the States,  

• represent ing 86 percent  of the United Sta tes  population,  reported i t  as a n  
issue. Sta tus  Offend~ers was  followed closely in f requency  by Service Deliv- 
ery, wi th  42 States,  •representing 80 percent  of the  population. Invariably,  

. t,-ese two issues were  in te r twined  in most  Sta tes  and f requent ly  impinged di- 
l~-ctly on the ma t t e r  of how to provid e in ter im detent ion for alleged s ta tus  of, 
fenders.  Detent ion was  the  th i rd  most f requent ly  appea r ing  issue, with 28 s ta tes  
represent ing 63 percent  o£ the Uni ted Sta tes  population, repor t ing i t  as an 
issue. ~ 

These findings, coupled wi th  a commitment  to tes t  the panel 's  abili ty to 
respond quickly wi th  reliable informat ion on specific issues, resul ted in a 
decision to poll the  respondents  on the ma t t e r  of S t a t e  compliance wi th  the  
p r o v i s i o n s  of Sections 223(a) (12) (13) in la te  November,  1976. 

We real ized a t  the t ime we designed the inquiry tha t  n o  absolute empirical  
. l ,easure of compliance in Practice. was  possible---regulations defining shel ter  
facility, correct ional  ins t i tu t ion a n d  detent ion had not been developed; ~ 1 4  
o~ the S ta te  codes did not dis t inguish between cr iminal  and non-criminal 
conduct in defining delinquency a n d  an addi t ional  th i r t een  States  blurred 
these  dis t inct ions in the i r  c o d e s ~ a n d  no State possessed the operat ional  
sophist icat ion in informat ion sys tems t o  economically answer  the question 
of  compliance in practice.  Even wi th  these l imitations,  we decided i t  was  
possible to gain a reasonable ( i f  not empirically precise) pic ture  of State 
e~orts  to comply. The resul ts  of tha t  inquiry wi th  regard to Section 223(a) 
t~2) only are  presented here ,  

N i n e  s ta tes  were found to prohibi t  the in ter im detent ion of alleged s ta tus  
offenders in detent ion or correct ional  faci l i t ies  while awai t ing  adjudication.  
The m o s t  common source of au thor i ty  for  this  prohibit ion was  s ta te  statute.  
The S t a t e s  a n d  the i r  respect ive sources of author i ty  a r e :  

"Issues  in Juvenile Justice: A National Inventory Analysis." A Report of the 
National Center for Juvenile Justice Respondents Panel, Prepared by Patrlela MeFalI, 
A,wil. 1977. 

"Juvenile Court .¥urlsdletion Over Children's Conduct: A Statutes Analysis." by 
John L. ttutzler, Legal Officer of the National Center for Juvenile Justice. with Regina 
M. $estak. Researc h Assistant. 

(' 
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Btate  and Au thor i t y  

A l a b a m a  (Effect ive 1 J a n u a r y  1 9 7 8 ) - - S t a t u t e .  
Cal i forn ia  (Effect ive 1 J a n u a r y  1 9 7 7 ) - - S t a t u t e .  
F l o r i d a - - S t a t u t e .  
L o u i s i a n a - - S t a t u t e .  
Mary la .~d- -S ta tu te .  
M a s s a c h u s e t t s - - E x e c u t i v e  Order .  . ") 
M i n n e s o t a - - S t a t u t e .  
New H a m p s h i r e  (Effective 31 M a r c h  1 9 7 7 ) - - S t a t u t e .  
New J e r s e y m S t a t u t e .  

I n  th ree  of these  s ta tes- - -Alabama,  Cal i forn ia ,  a n d  New H a m p s h i r e - - - t h e  
legis la t ion was to be effective a t  a f u t u r e  date .  The  r e m a i n i n g  s ix  S t a t e s  w e r e  
repor ted  to be in pract ice  compliance.  

An  add i t iona l  16 Sta tes  h a d  leg is la t ion  proposed t h a t  wou ld  p r o h i b i t  in -  
t e r im de ten t ion  of alleged s t a t u s  offenders  in  de ten t ion  or  c o r r e c t i o n a l  f a c i l i -  

• Missa ) ties. They were :  Arizona,  De laware ,  Georgia,  Iowa,  ~Iaine,  M i c h i g a n ,  " ~ 
sippi, Montana ,  New Mexico, Ohio, Pennsy lvan i a ,  Virginia ,  W a s h i n g t o n ,  W e s t  
Virginia ,  Wisconsin,  a n d  Wyoming.~ 

Since t h a t  inqui ry  was  conducted  in November ,  1976, a t  l e a s t  11 a d d i t i o n a l  
s t a t e s - - G e o r g i a  (effective December  1, 1977), Alaska ,  A r k a n s a s ,  K e n t u c k y ,  
New Mexico (Effect ive July  1, 1978), W a s h i n g t o n ,  Wes t  Vi rg in ia ,  Vi rg in ia ,  s 
Maine  (effective July  1, 1978), Ok lahoma  and  P e n n s y l v a n i a - - - h a v e  a d o p t e d  
s t a t u t e s  or  regu la t ions  p roh ib i t ing  the  i n t e r i m  de t en t i on  o f  a l leged s t a t u s  
offense v io la tors  in  de tent ion  or  cor rec t iona l  faci l i t ies .  Also, C o n n e c t i c u t  h a s  
a s ta tewide  de ins t i tu t iona l i za t ion  of s t a t u s  offenders  p ro j ec t  to  a ch i eve  co~. j 
p l iance f u n d e d  by the  Office of Juven i l e  Jus t i ce  a n d  De l inquency  P r e v e n t i o n .  
Consequently,  a m i n i m u m  of 21 s t a t e s  now p roh ib i t  t he  i n t e r i m  d e t e n t i o n  of  
al leged s t a t u s  offenders in de t en t ion  or  cor rec t iona l  f ac i l i t i e s  a n d  m a n d a t e  
she l t e r  as  an  a l t e rna t ive .  

Also in November  of 1976, 28 S ta t e s  were  p r o h i b i t i n g  t he  c o m m i t m e n t  o f  
affJudicated s t a t u s  offenders to de t en t ion  or  co r rec t iona l  f ac i l i t i e s  f o r  de l in -  
quen t  chi ldren.  Again,  Sta te  s t a t u t e  was  the  most  freque~itly c i t ed  source  of  
a u t h o r i t y  for  act ion,  The  S t a t e s  and  respec t ive  sources  o f ' a u t h o r i t y  w e r e :  

Sta te  a~d ~4 u thor i ty  

A l a b a m a  (Effect ive 1 J a n u a r y  1 9 7 8 ) - - S t a t u t e .  
A l a s k a m S t a t u t e .  
Ca l i fo rn ia  (Effect ive 1 J a n u a r y  1 9 7 7 ) - - S t a t u t e .  
C o n n e c t i c u t - - S t a t u t e  and  D.S.O. 
F l o r i d a - - S t a t u t e .  
I d a h o  (Effect ive Augus t  1 9 7 7 ) - - A d m i n i s t r a t i v e  Regula t ion .  
I l l i no i s - - S t a t u t e .  .~ 
I o w a - - S t a t u t e .  
K e n t u c k y - - S t a t u t e .  
L o u i s i a n a - - S t a t u t e .  
Maine-- -Sta tu te .  
M a r y l a n d - - S t a t u t e .  
M a s s a c h u s e t t s - - C o u r t  Order. 
M i c h i g a n - - S t a t u t e .  
Minneso ta  (A. G. I n t e r p r e t a t i o n  P e n d i n g ) - - S t a t u t e .  
Mis s l s s ipp i - -Admin i s t r a t ive  Regula t ion .  9 
N e v a d a - - S t a t u t e .  
New H a m p s h i r e  (Effective 31 M a r c h  1 9 7 7 ) - - S t a t u t e .  
New J e r s e y - - S t a t u t e .  
New Mexico---Statute.  
New Y o r k - - S t a t u t e .  
N o r t h  Ca r o l i na - - S t a t u t e .  
O l d a h o m a - - A d m i n i s t r a t i v e  Regula t ion .  
Oregon- -S t a tu t e .  
South  C a r o l i n a - - A d m i n i s t r a t i v e  Prac t ice .  
South  D a k o t a - - S t a t u t e .  
W a s h i n g t o n - - S t a t u t e .  
Wi s cons i n - - S t a t u t e .  

s V irg in ia  does permit 72-hour holding. 

.J 
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In  five of these s t a t es - -Alabama,  California, Idaho, New Hampshire ,  and  
North C a r o l i n a - - t h e  legislation/regniatio.n was  to become effective a t  a fu ture  
date. In Alaska, Mississippi, and Michigan, the  respondents  reported "almost"  
total  compliance in practice. The remaining 20 s ta tes  were  repor ted  as  being 
in compliance wi th  the Act provisions for adjudicated s ta tus  offenders. 

Since the  compilat ion of th is  data ,  a t  least  seven addi t ional  Sta tes- -Vir - .  
ginia, West  Virginia, Pennsylvania ,  Ohio, Missouri, Arkansas ,  and Georgia 
" ~.ffective December 1, 1977)- -have  adopted legislation prohibi t ing the com- 
mi tment  of adjudica ted  s ta tus  offenders to detent ion or correctional  facili- 
ties. Thus, 35 Sta tes  now proh ib i t  the commitment  of adjudica ted  s ta tus  of- 
fenders  to correct ional  inst i tut ions.  

There  appears  to be l i t t le  doubt  t ha t  the will to deinst i tut ional lze  offenders 
is s t rong throughout  the coun t ry - -and ,  personally, I have no doubts tha t  the  
Juvenile  Jus t i ce  and Del inquency Prevent ion Act  of 1974 has  played a promi- 
nent  role in s t imula t ing  and s t rengthening  tha t  will. However,  there  are  also 
many significant moves towards  compliance in States  tha t  were  not partici-  

"~ting in the Act in November of 1976, e~g•, West  Virginia, Oklahoma, Utah, 
and Kentucky.  I t  is only conjecture ,  but this circumstance could s tem in pa r t  
f rom the  vas t  chasm between the level of expectat ions ar t icula ted  in the Act -'~ 
and the level of funds  appropr ia ted  to implement  such expec ta t ions . jThe  
State of New York, for  example, is having difficulty economically ~Ustifying 
the construct ion of separa te  non-secure shelter  ins tead of convert ing unused 
beds in an ex i s t i ng  open res ident ia l  facil i ty to shelter." I am cer ta in  New 
York i s  not unique in th is  regard.  In  the aforement ioned inquiry of  respond- 
ents, we identified a t  least  seven States  tha t  a re  experiencing difficulty in 
: :ov id ing  Juvenile detent ion faci l i t ies  separa te  f rom adul t  facilities. In all  
likelihood, the Sta tes  will  be compelled by the cour t s  to correc t  these deficits 
before tu rn ing  the i r  a t tent ion  to separa te  resources for  cr iminal  and non- 
criminal juvenile offenders. But  perhaps  the grea tes t  impediment  of a l l  to 
achievement o f  full  compliance wi th  Section 223(a) (12)  is the  t radi t ional  
overwhelming ~reliance on local government  for the financing of in ter im de- 
tention faci l i t ies  of every ilk. I t  should come as  no surpr ise  to you tha t  the  
States have moved much .further,  faster ,  in deinst i tut ional iz ing adjudicated 
s ta tus  offenders than  they have in providing shel ter  for  alleged s ta tus  of- 

aders. While detent ion for  alleged offenders has  a lways been a local func- 
tion, services for adjudicated offenders have mainly been a s ta te  funct ion for  
t he  pas t  25 years• State  governments  have more resources wi th  which to ad- 
dress compliance than  local governments.  Consequent ly ,  if  compliance wi th  
(a) (12) is to be achieved, you must  e i ther  find ways to great ly increase local 
governments '  available resources or come up wi th  more compelling reasons 
for Sta te  governments  to assume fiscal responsibil i ty for  local services. 

Thank  you. 
• "Tfo/  

STATEMENT OF RICHARD HARRIS, DraECTOB, Vreor~xA DrvlRios o~' JUSTIC~ AND 
CRIME PREVENTION,  R I C H M O N D ,  VA. ,  REPRESENTING T H E  N A T I O N A L  CON- 
FERENCE OF STATE C R I M I N A L  J U S T I C E  P L A N N I I ~ O  ~ D M I N I S T R A T O I ~  

Mr: Chairman,  and dis t inguished members  Of the Committee. 
On behalf  of the Nat ional  Conference  of State  Criminal  Jus t ice  l~lannlng 

Adminis t ra tors  and as Di rec to r  of the Division of Just ice  and Crime Preven- 
tion of the Commonwealth of Virginia, I apprec ia te  the Opportunity you 
~ v e  extended to me to address  you on the ma t t e r  of the progress  of the  
s~ates and te r r i to r ia l  possessions Of the United Sta tes  towards  meeting the  
objectives for  the t r ea tmen t  of our  troubled youth establ ished by Congress 
in the Juveni le  Jus t ice  and Delinquency Prevent ion  Act of 1974. I am before 
you today to address  specifically the act ivi t ies  of s ta tes  and terr i tor ies  as  
regards t h e  Juveni le  Jus t ice  Act 's  requi rement  t ha t  s ta tus  offenders be re- 
moved f rom detent ion in correct ional  faci l i t ies ;  t h a t  youthful  offenders be 
removed f rom incarcerat ion in facil i t ies wherein adu l t  offenders are detained ; 
and- t ha t  s ta tes  and ter r i tor ies  make adequate  provisions to monitor  the i r  
c~-Ul~liance wi th  the  deins t i tu t ional izat ion and separat ion requirements.  

'~:Y. State Division for Youth. Detention Study Unit, "Juvenile Detention in l~ew 
York State. 1977, Policy and Practice," P. 337. 

,\ 
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THE NATIONAL CONFERENCE 

The  "National  Conference of S t a t e  Cr imina l  Ju s t i c e  P l a n n i n g  A d m i n i s t r a -  
tors  r ep resen t s  the  d i rec tors  of t he  fifty-six (56) State a n d  t e r r i t o r i a l  c r imi -  
na l  Just ice Planning Agcncica ( S P A s )  c rea ted  by t he  s t a t e s  and  t e r r i t o r i e s  to  
plan for  and  encourage improvemen t s  in  the  a d m i n i s t r a t i o n  of  a d u l t  a n d  
juveni le  just ice.  ~,~e SPAs h a v e  been des igna ted  by t h e i r  Ju r i sd i c t i ons  to  
admin i s t e r  f ede ra l  f inancial  a s s i s t ance  p r o g r a m s  c rea t ed  by the  Omnibus~ 
Crime Contro l  and  Safe  St ree ts  Act  of 1968 as  amended  ( t h e  Cr ime  Contr t~)  
Act)  and  the  Juven i le  Jus t ice  a n d  Del inquency P r e v e n t i o n  Ac t  of 1974 ( t h e  
Juven i l e  Jus t i ce  Act ) .  Dur ing  F i sca l  Year  1977, the  SPAs  h a v e  been  r e s p o n -  
sible for  de t e rmin ing  how best  to a l loca te  app rox ima te ly  60 p e r c e n t  of t h e  
to ta l  app ropr i a t ions  under  the  Crime Cont ro l  Act  and  a p p r o x i m a t e l y  64 per-  
cent  of the  to ta l  appropr ia t ions  u n d e r  the  J u v e n i l e  J u s t i c e  Act. I n  essence ,  
the  s ta tes ,  t h r o u g h  the  SPAs, a r e  ass igned  the  c e n t r a l  role .  u n d e r  t he  two  
Acts. 
~'he role of the National Conlercncc in the Implementation oF the Juvcni'-~ 
Jt~stlcc Act 

As the representative agent of the SPAs, the National Conference has per- 
formed a significant role in assisting states and territories in the implementa- 
tion of the Juvenile Justice Act. Specifically, this role has focused on the 
provision of information regarding the juvenile Justice statutory require- 
ments, LF~.A administrative interpretations, the definition of issues and 
problems relating to the implementatlon of the Act, and participating in ef- 
forts to resolve some of the issues. 

Subsequent ~to the enactment of the Juvenile Justice Act on September i') 
1974, the National Conference provided the SPAs with a series of bulletins 
expla in ing  the  requ i rements  of the  Act. T h r o u g h o u t  t he  f i rs t  y e a r  of t h a t  
p rogram the  Nat iona l  Conference m o n i t o r e d  LEAA'S p rog res s  in  deve lop ing  
a d m i n i s t r a t i v e  amd p rog rammat i c  capabi l i t i es  to m a n a g e  t he  spec ia l  e m p h a -  
sis p rogram and  to oversee the  f o r m u l a  g r a n t  p r o g r a m  e s t a b l i s h e d  by t h e  
Act. In  November  of 1975 the  N a t i o n a l  Conference  began  i s s u i n g  a se r ies  o~ 
" s t a t u s  repor t s"  on implemen ta t ion  of the  J u v e n i l e  J u s t i c e  Act.  T h e  r e p o r t s  
a re  designed to t r ack  p rogrammat ic ,  f inancial ,  a n d  l eg i s l a t i ve  deve~10pments. 
The  re l )or ts  examine  the  issues conf ron ted  and  t he  p rob lems  f aced  by j u r i  ) 
d ic t ions  which  a re  pa r t i c ipa t ing  or  cons ider ing  p a r t i c i p a t i o n  in  t he  f o r m u l a  
program.  

The  Na t iona l  Conference i n i t i a t ed  a n d  h a s  cont inued,  w i t h  L E A A ' s  'help. 
to t r a c k  and  ana lyze  subg ran t ing  a n d  e x p e n d i t u r e  of Juveni le  Jus t i ce  f o r m u l a  
g r a n t  m o n i e s  in a n  effort  to i so la te  a n d  add re s s  f inancia l  p rob lems  t h a t  h a v e  
plagued the  Juvenile  just ice  p rog ram s ince i t s  incept ion.  T h e  N a t i o n a l  Confer-  
ence has  also pa r t i c ipa ted  w i t h  L E A A  in a n  ana lys i s  of t e chn i ca l  a s s i s t a n c e  
needs  in  the  s ta tes  a r i s ing  as  a r e su l t  of the  h igh  s t a n d a r d s  fo r  t r e a t m e n t  a f  
you th fu l  Offenders s e t  fo r th  in  the  Act. The  N a t i o n a l  Confe rence  h a s  ass is t~  
and  .advised  LEAA on the  deve lopment  of p r e l imina ry  c r i t e r i a  f o r  t he  p repa-  
r a t ion  of the  needs assessment  as  requi red  by the  Act, t h e  d e v e l o p m e n t  of  
f o r m a t s  to ass i s t  s t a t e s  in the  e s t a b l i s h m e n t  of p rocedures  to m o n i t o r  correc-  
t iona l  faci l i t ies ,  the  review of def ini t ions  and  guide l ines  developed to  imple-  
men t  the  Act, and  the  development  Of procedures  for  the  d i s s e m i n a t i o n  o f  
the  special emphas i s  program a n n o u n c e m e n t s  and  the  s u b s e q u e n t  r ey iew by 
LEAA and  SPAs of special emphas i s  g r a n t  appl icat ions .  

Dur ing  Congress ional  cons idera t ion  of the  r e a u t h o r i z a t i o n  of t he  j u v e n P e  
jus t ice  legislat ion,  the  Nat iona l  Conference,  a t  t he  r eques t  of  t he  Sena.~- 
Jud ic l a ry ' s  Subcommit tee  tO Inves t i ga t e  Juven i l e  J u s t i c e  land t he  House  Edu-  
ca t ion  and  Labor ' s  Subcommit tee  on Economic Oppor tun i ty  a n d  of i n d i v i d u a l  
members  or s taff  o f  those  bodies, developed and  m a d e  k n o w n  the  pos i t ions  a n d  
concerns  of i t s  membersh ip  on the  pending  Juven i le  j u s t i c e  legis la t ion .  

The  Na t iona l  Conference is p r epa red  now, a t  t he  r eques t  of t h i s  Subcom- 
mit tee ,  to discuss  the  progress  of the  s t a t e s  a n d  t e r r i t o r i e s  t o w a r d  ach i ev ing  
de ins t i tu t i0na l i za t ion  of s t a tu s  offenders,  s epa ra t i on  of adu l t  a n d  y o u t h f u l  
offenders in  places of inca rce ra t ion  and  to address  t h e i r  s t a t u s  in  i m p l e m e r  *- 
ing the  Juven i l e  Jus t i ce  and Del inquency  P r e v e n t i o n  Act  of 1974. - 

The DeinsHtutionalization and separation requirements 
The  Juven i l e  Jus t i ce  Act e s t ab l i shed  a s  condi t ions  for  p a r t i c i p a t i o n  in  t h e  

fo rmula  g r a n t  p rogram two s t a n d a r d s  for  s t a t e  and  local  ac t ion  r e l a t i v e  to 
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correctional t r e a tmen t  of s t a tu s ,o f f ende r s  and youth alleged or adjudicated 
d e l i n q u e n t .  Section 2 ~ ( a ) ( 1 2 )  required tha t  wi thin  two years  a f t e r  a s ta te  
-or ter r i tor ies '  ini t ia l  submission of a plan for  par t ic ipat ion in the juvenile 
justice -formula gran t  program "juveni les  who are charged wi th  or who have 
committed offenses tha t  would not be cr iminal  if committed by an adult,  shall  
not be placed in Juvenile detent ion or correct ional  facil i t ies . . . .  " Section 

t 223(a)(13)  f u r t h e r  provided tha t  "Juveniles alleged to be or found to be 
i : el inquent shal l  not  be deta ined or confined in any inst i tut ion in which they 
i have regular  contact  with adul t  persons  incarcerated because they have been 
• convicted of a cr ime or are  awai t ing t r ia l  on cr iminal  charges  . . . .  " 
. The 1977 amendment s  to the Juvenile  J u s t i c e  Act wi l l  br ing abou t  signifi- 
' cant changes to t h e  deins t i tu t ional izat ion and separat ion requirements .  Sec- 

tion 223(a ) (12) .  will  be amended to extend the period for  compliance wi th  
the deinst i tu t ional izat ion requi rement  to five years  wi th  75 percent  compli- 
ance required a t  the close of three  years  of s ta te  par t ic ipa t ion  and full  com- 
nliance mandated  a f te r  no t  more than  five years.  Section 223(a) (12)  is fur-  
~er amended to inc lude  such non-offenders as dependent  and neglected youth. 

Section 223(a) (13)  is amended to include s ta tus  offenders and such non- 
offenders as neglected and dependent  youth. 
The progress of the 8tares towards achieving deinstituttonalization and sepa- 
ration' 

Despi te  the  myr iad  of political, adminis t ra t ive ,  and financial issues ra i sed  
by the deins t i tu t ional izat ion and separat ion mandates,  s ta tes  and terr i tor ies  
have as a whole made considerable progress  towards  realizat ion of these oh- 

'" .,ctives. The i m p a c t  of the es tabl ishment  by Congress of these m a n d a t e s  was  
io confront  the major i ty  of s ta tes  wi th  one or both of t he  following questions, 
if a s ta te  had not  previously under taken  these in i t ia t ives :  (1) whe ther  philo- 
sopbically a n d  politically these in i t ia t ives  would  be accepted witliin the s ta te  
at the t i m e ; - a n d  (2) whe the r  the  ini t ia t ive themselves could be realist ically 
achieved wi thin  the two year  t ime f rame establ ished wi th  the l imited fed- 
eral, s ta te  and local resources available for  these purposes~ For  some states,  
the init ial  decision was  not  to part icipate.  F i f teen  jur isdic tons  declined par- 
t icipation in the juvenile just ice program in Fiscal  Year 1975 :14  in Fiscal 
"ear 1976; and 10 in Fiscal  Year  1977. There  have been 18 different  s t a t e s  

which have not par t ic ipated in a t  lea'st one of  the th ree  fiscal years  of the  
formula program, 

For  the major i ty  of the s ta tes  and terr i tor ies  determining whe the r  to par- 
ticipate was a lengthy, complicated and controversial  process.: 

In  i ts  J anua ry  15, 1977 s t a tus  report ,  the National  Conference made t h e ~ _  
following observat ion : --7 

"The Ac t  has been the focus of considerable controversy in the s ta tes  since [ 
i t  was  signed into law by the Pres ident  on September 7, 1974. Clearly, it  has  | 

ad major  impact  in each s ta te  where  i t  has  forced admin is t ra to rs  and legis- 
lators to consider Just  how fa r  they were prepared philosophically, politically, | 
and financially to go in changing t radi t ional  approaches to managing Juvenile | 
offenders. In few jur isdict ions h a v e  the Act 's mandates  to deinst i tut ional ize 
s ta tus  offenders and to separa te  adjudica ted  youthful  of fenders  f rom adul t  
detent ioners  met  w i th  philosophical  opposition. B u t  the unique combinatio | |  
of s t rong federal  mandates  t ha t  specific actions he taken with specified and 
brief periods of t ime and the creat ion of a federal  ass is tance program tha t  
s tresses s ta te  and local ini t ia t ive in meet ing delinquency problems wi thin  

~e respective jur isdic t ions  of such uni ts  appear  contradictory and have been 
problematic. Many s ta tes  have found they could not politically comply wi th  
the above r e f e renced  requi rements  of the Act wi thin  the t ime const ra in ts  
established. Money has  been another  impor tant  issue. In th t radi t ion of pre- 
vious federal  juvenile just ice ini t ia t ives  and the LEAA program itself, the 
al~Propriations provided to meet  the manda tes  of the Act have never been 
approved at  the level author ized by Congress. Where exis t ing or pending 
legislation in t he  s ta tes  would suppor t  the deinst t tut ional izat ton and separa- [ 
tlon mandates ,  many s ta tes  have found, again, tha t  they could not within 

te specified t ime f r ame  and under  the federal  resources provided create  
sufficient programs and faci l i t ies  to provide a l ternat ive  placement for juVe- 
niles." 

The issues and problems confronted by s ta tes  in considering t h e  provisions 
and requirements  of the Kct hampered  a n d  delayed some s ta tes  in imple- 
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m e n t a t t o n  of the  federa l  a s s i s t ance  p rogram.  Again ,  in  i t s  J a n u a r y  15 s t a t u s  
repor t ,  the  Confe rence  noted : 

"Ar izona  h a s  appl ied for and  received f o r m u l a  g r a n t  a l l oca t i ons  u n d e r '  t h e  
Juven i l e  Jus t i ce  a n d  DelinquenCy P r e v e n t i o n  Act  s ince  t h a t  f e d e r a l  a s s i s t a n c e  
became ava i l ab le  in  Fiscal  Year  1975; bu t  Ar i zona  ha s  not  s p e n t  a n y  of  t he  
f o r m u l a  g r a n t  funds.  Dean Cook, Deputy  Direc tor ,  A r i z o n a  SPA, s a id  t h e  
State  did not  formal ly  commit  i t se l f  to t he  Act  u n t i l  e a r l i e r  t h i s  m o n t h ,  be ing  
ha l f  in and  ha l f  out  of the  p r o g r a m  tO t h a t  t ime• Cook sa id  t he  G o v e r n r ~ .  
a n d  the  SPA have  been hung  up by ce r t a i n  r e q u i r e m e n t s  of  t he  Ac t  t h a t  a r e  
believed beyond t h e  au tho r i t y  o f  the  chief  execut ive  a n d  t he  SPA to fulfill ,  
among  them,  s t a tewide  coord ina t ion  of ' ex i s t ing  Juveni le  de l inquency  pro- 
g r a m s  and  o ther  re la ted  programs,  such as  educat ion ,  h e a l t h  a n d  w e l f a r e  
• . .' ( S e c t i o n  2 2 3 ( a ) ( 1 0 ) ) .  An  add i t iona l  ' hang-up '  h a s  been  $5 to $6 mi l l ion  
in  'h idden costs '  ident i f ied as  i nc iden t  to  b r ing ing  a b o u t  compl iance  w i t h  t h e  
de ins t i t u t i ona l i za t ion  and  s e p a r a t i o n  requ i rements .  The re  is  c u r r e n t l y  a d r a f t  
of a bil l  on de ins t i tu t iona l i za t ion  of s t a t u s  offenders  in  t he  A r i z o n a  s t a t e  
legis la ture ,  bu t  a key problem h a s  been w h a t  to do w i th  s t a t u s  of fenders  om ~) 
they have  been removed f rom i n s t i t u t i o n s - - i f  you i m p l e m e n t  t h e  L E A A  Juve ~ 
ni le  Jus t ice  program,  you  h a v e  to h a v e  a l t e r n a t i v e  s h e l t e r  fac i l i t i es ,  Cook 
said,  ' and  t he re  i sn ' t  enough money' .  

"Missour i  also had, unt i l  recent ly ,  r e fused  to expend  i t s  Juven i le  Jus t ice  
f o r m u l a  g r a n t  awards .  In  l a t e  December  the  Missour i '  s upe rv i so ry  b o a r d  de- 
t e rmined  i t  was  p repa red  to go f o r w a r d  w i th  a l loca t ion  of  i t s  Juven i le  Jus t i ce  
funds.  J a y  Sondhi,  Execut ive  Di rec to r ,  Missour i  SPA sa id  h i s  b o a r d  h a s  been  
r e l u c t a n t  to act  on the  fo rmula  g r a n t  a l l oca t i ons  because  of  c o n t i n u i n g  un-  
c e r t a i n t y  abou t  the  fu tu re  of the  juven i l e  j u s t i c e  p r o g r a m s  a n d  t h e  n a t u :  
and  e x t e n t  of the  compliance r e q u i r e m e n t s  . . . .  " 

As a whole, the  philosophy of de in s t i t u t i ona i l z a t i on  a n d  s e p a r a t i o n  h a s  m e t  
w i t h  unequivocable  suppor t  in  t h e  s t a t e s  and  t e r r i t o r i a l  possessions•  T h e  
progress  of s t a t e s  Par t i c ipa t ing  in  t he  f ede ra l  a s s i s t ance  p r o g r a m s  a n d  of  
m a n y  s t a t e s  n o t  pa r t i c ipa t ing  t o w a r d s  m e e t i n g  those  ob jec t ives  h a s  been, in  
the  opinion of the  Nat iona l  Conference,  marked .  Some s t a t e s  w h i c h  h a v e  ~ o t  
p a r t i c i p a t e d  in t h e  fo rmula  g r a n t  p rog ram may  have  a c c o m p l i s h e d  more  in  
mee t ing  the  tw in  object ives t h a n  some o t h e r  s t a t e s  which  h a v e  pa r t i c ipa t ed .  
Pa r t i c ipa t i on  in the  f o r m u l a  g r a n t  p rog ram , the re fore ,  shou ld  no t  necessar i :  , 
be a measu re  of e i t h e r  suppor t  for  the  objec t ives  o r  a c c o m p l i s h m e n t s  in  mee t -  
i n g  them• T h e  Na t iona l  Cente r  f o r  J u v e n i l e  Jus t i ce  (Pi . t t sburgh,  P e n n s y l -  
v a n i a )  which  ha s  conducted the  m o s t  comprehens ive  a n a l y s i s  of t he  s t a t u s  
of s t a t e s  on the  de ins t i t u t iona l i za t ion  and  s e p a r a t i o n  in i t i a t ives ,  ba sed  on  
da t a  submi t t ed  in November  1976, i nd ica t e s  t h a t  twen ty  of fo r ty - e igh t  r e - - ~  
sponding s t a t e s  were in  compl iance  w i th  the  d e i n s t i t u t i o n a H z a t i o n  r e q u i r e - ~  
men t  as i t  re la tes  to adjudicated s t a t u s  offenders  and  t en  s t a t e s  as  i t  r e l a t e s ]  
to  alleged s t a t u s  offenders (37 s t a t e s  were  p a r t i c i p a t i n g  in  t h e  Act  a t  t h e |  
t ime  of d a t a  col lect ion by Survey r e s p o n d e n t s ;  48 s t a t e s  r e sponded  to  t~ ~ 
su rvey) .  On  the  separa t ion  requ i rement ,  41 s t a t e s  were  in compl iance  r e l a t i n g ~  
to allcgcd del inquents  and 4 0  s t a t e s  on adjudicated de l inquen t s .  T w e n t y - s i x  \ 
s ta tes ,  the  Na t iona l  Center  repor ts ,  i nd ica ted  ~he ex i s t ence  of l eg i s la t ive  a c , ~  
t iv i t i es  or  back-up p lans  r ega rd ing  t h e  d e i n s t i t u t i o n a l l z a t i o n  a n d  s e p a r a t i o n ~  
requi rements .  

The  Cente r  concludes i n  i t s  d r a f t  x e p o r t :  
" . . .  i t  becomes apparen t  ( f rom su rvey  responses  developed by C e n t e r  re-  

spondents )  t h a t  the  major i ty  of s t a t e s  t h a t  were  no t  in  compl iance  w i t h  one  
or both  sections of the  Act a re  gea r ing  up  for  l eg i s la t ive  ac t iv i ty  o r  s o n . ,  
o the r  type  of change  wh ich  would b r ing  t he  s t a t e  c loser  to  compl iance  (i.e., 
execut ive  order,  admin i s t r a t i ve  act ion,  e tc . ) . "  

In  compar ing  the  Progress of t he  s t a t e s  in  mee t i ng  t h e  t w o  object ives ,  t h e  
Cente r  specula tes  : 

" . . .  There  ha s  been a s t rong  mora l  d i l emma  s u r r o u n d i n g  t he  i s sue  of 
hous ing  Juveniles  wi th  adul ts  in  the  same fac i l i ty  s ince the  concept ion  o f  t he  
Juveni le  Court system. Regardless  of w h e t h e r  a s t a t e  cotild p rov ide  f o r  t h i s  
s ePa ra t i on :  Judges, probat ion officers, social  worke r s  a n d  l eg i s l a to r s  h a v e  
long been voicing s t rong  object ion to the  p l acemen t  of Juven i le  offenders  ~... 
adu l t  ins t i tu t ions .  The  ' t ime was  r igh t ' ,  so to speak,  ,for the  i m p l e m e n t a t i o n  
o f  the  sect ions  of the  Act which  r e f e r  to de l inquen t  you th .  The  c o r r e c t i o n a l  
system, for  t h e  most  pa r t , ' , has  been quick to respond a n d  h a s  l en t  i t s e l f  t o  
th i s  separa t ion .  In  addit ion,  i t  h a s  been economica l ly  f eas ib le  a n d  poss ib le  
to sePara te  Juveni les  f rom adu l t s  w i t h  economic incent ives .  
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"The s t a tu s  offense i s sue  Is, however,  a more  recent  and philosophical one. 
~fhere are  s t rong advocates for  and aga ins t  not  only t h e . m a j o r  issue of sepa- 
ra t ing them from delinquents,  b u t  also the  issues of who should provide 

.services to th is  population and whe the r  or not  s ta tus  offenders should come 
trader the  jur isdic t ion of the  juvenile  court.  A recent  poll o£ the respondents  

.panel revealed tha t  the s ta tus  of fender  issue, and all~ of i t s  ramifications, is  
:an extremely impor tan t  and intense  i tem in the nation. 

"Pe rhaps  even more impor tan t  t h a n  the  philosophical concerns are  the  prac- 
'tical problems. In  many states,  the same Juvenile correctional  sys tem deals  
• with both populations,  hence the  two groups become less recognizable. An eco- 
nomic concern is wha t  to do wi th  the large ins t i tu t ions  built  10-20 years  ago 
to serve both popula t ions;  wha t  about  the  staff. In  some cases, construct ion 
• of new facil i t ies could produce two buildings, offering the same service under  
new names to two different  populat ions;  or new programs tha t  a re  hast i ly  or 
ill conceived, funded, staffed and evaluated. I n  rura l  areas  the reply to  t.he 
mandate to develop programs for  s ta tus  offenders i s :  p lanning by whom and  
. . te rnat ives  to what . "  

In  a separa te  survey of the impact  of the 3uvenile 3ustiee Act on deinsti-  
tut ionalization and separat ion objectives, t h e  National  Conference was  told 
by s ta tes  par t ic ipa t ing  in the formula  program and by others  which have 
delayed or declined par t ic ipat ion in t ha t  program, tha t  the 3uvenile Just ice  
Act has provided "a s t imulus  to s ta te  action". In Maryland, the  legislation 
provided "a lega l  backing" to pursu i t  of the deinst i tut ional izat ion and sepa- 
ration objectives and '~noral suasion" to .those officials who would have 
"rolled back" f rom those ini t iat ives.  In  New York, the bill was "a ca ta lys t"  
,J new legislation and changes in regula t ions ;  and in Utah,  a s ta te  t ha t  has  
declined par t ic ipat ion in t h e  program since i ts  inception, "a good philosophy 
a n d  a sound basis in thought ."  

In a survey conducted in the  las t  week on the Progress of States meet ing 
the deinst i tut ional izat ion and separa t ion objectives, the  National  Conference 
made the  following findings. 

I~ Maryland--Since 3anuary  1, 1974, Maryland has  been in substant ia l  
compUance With LEAA requirement  for deinst i tut ional izat ton of s ta tus  of- 
#~nders, On tha t  date  a s ta te  law w e n t  into effect t ha t  prohibited the de ten-  
t',on and commitment  of s t a tus  offenders in secure facil i t ies or in facilities. 
There is a mixing of s ta tus  offenders and del inquents  which is l ega l  under  
the present  Maryland s ta tute .  There  is compliance wi th  s ta te  s ta tu tes  wi th  
one exception, i.e., in a rura l  resor t  jurisdict ion,  one Juvenile Judge h a s  been 
detaining s ta tus  offenders in jai ls  and lock-ups, s ep a r a t e  from adults,  for  
short  periods of time. This commingling of s ta tus  offenders and del inquents  
is occurring in violation of s ta te  law,. The s ta te  Juveni le  Services Adminis t ra-  
tion in conjunct ion  wi th  the SPA has  developed a program to el iminate th is  
~-oblem. This program has not  been implemented solely because of t h e  re- 
-£actance of this  one judge to comply. 

Effective ;Ianuary 1, 1978, s ta te  law will  go into effect which will  prohibi t  
.detention of alleged del inquent  youth  in facil i t ies used for  adult  or adjudi-  
cated del inquent  youth. A t  the p r e s e n t  t ime a number  of rura l  Jurisdict ions 
cont inue to deta in  juveniles  in adu l t  Jails. Where this  pract ice occurs, the  
.jail usually places juveniles in  cells wi th  other  juveniles, and, in larger  facili- 
ties, in separa te  blocks of cells. The SPA is actively working wi th  s ta te  
.agencies and local units  of government  t o  el iminate the problem. I t  should 
I -~ stressed,  however,  tha t  in the most  populons areas  of the s ta te  the  deten- 
• t,on of juveniles is completely separa te  f rom tha t  of adults.  The detent ion of 
all juveniles in adult  Jails could be el iminated by 3anuary,  1978, provided 
that  all local jur isdict ions and juvenile court  judges cooperate with plans  

t h a t  have been developed. 
In  Massachusetts--~'o Status offenders are confined in ins t i tu t ions  bY ad- 

:ministrative directive. Under  a s ta tu tory  provision, no alleged or adjudicated 
.youth offenders are confined i n  the  same ins t i tu t ion as an adul t  offender.  
(Massachuset ts  is current ly  in fu l l  compliance.) 

~n O/~io---During 1975, 251 s ta tus  offenders were confined in s ta te  correc- 
tional facilities. In 1977 the  populat ion of confined s ta tus  offenders has  been 
reduced to 82. Current ly  an analysis  of the s ta tus  of local ins t i tu t ions  as  re- 
gards the deinst i tut lonal izat ion requi rement  is being completed. Ohio antici- 
pa tes  it will be in subs tant ia l  compliance with the deinst i tut ional izat iou 
ini t iat ive at  the s ta te  level b y  Augus t  1978. 
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In  September  of 1975, 32 ou t  of 88 count ies  in  Ohio we re  in  c o m p l i a n c e  
w i th  the  sepa ra t ion  requirement .  "By 1977, 45 of the  count ies  we re  in  compU:  
ance. The re  is cu r ren t ly  legis la t ion pend ing  in Ohio wh ich  p a r a l l e l s  t h e  fed-  
e ra l  sepa ra t ion  requi rement  a n d  should  sha rp ly  enhance  local  compliance-  
sutisequent to passage. 

In  Louisiana---Louisiana h a s  made  cons iderab le  r cogress  t o w a r d  m e e t i n g  
the  provis ion of Section ~ 3 ( a ) ( 1 2 ) .  Fo l lowing  the  s t a t e ' s  i n i t i a l  p a r t i c i p a -  
t ion in the  Act, the  Louis iana l eg i s la tu re  passed  a s t a t u t e  w h i c h  prohib i tc ' -~  
s t a t u s  offenders f rom being commi t t ed  to the  D e p a r t m e n t  of C o r r e c t i o n s  
(Louis iana  t r a in ing  ins t i tu t ion)  a f t e r  J a n u a r y  1, 1976. P r i o r  to  t h i s  l eg is la -  
tion, It  was  repor ted there  were 451 s t a t u s  offenders  c o m m i t t e d  to co r r ec t i ona l  
facil i t ies.  Fol lowing the  legis la t ion passage,  t h i s  figure was  r educed  to 213 i a  
1975, a 52.8 percent  decrease. Lou i s i ana ' s  1976 rePor t  to L E A A  shows  only  73  
s t a t u s  offenders in correc t ional  i n s t i t u t i o n s  on Augus t  81, 1975, a n d  39 ou 
Augus t  31, 1976, a 46.6 percent  decrease.  
• S ta te  legis lat ion has  also been  enac ted  re l a t ive  to s t a t u s  of fenders  b e i n g  
held in de ten t ion  facilities. The  s t a t e  l e ~ s l a t u r e  p r o h i b i t e d  s t a t u s  offende~ .~ 
f rom being held in de ten t ion  a f t e r  J u n e  30, 1975. T h i s  da t e  w a s  l a t e r  e x t e n d e d  
twice. However,  the  1977 Legis la ture  enac ted  a law which  p rov ided  t h a t  a f t e r  
March  1, 1978 no s t a tus  .offenders could be held  in  de ten t ion .  I n  t he  a b o v e  
referenced repor t  to LEAA, t h e r e  were  34 s t a t u s  offenders  in  d e t e n t i o n  o n  
Augus t  31, 1975. By  August  31, 1976 the re  were  only 19, a d e c r e a s e  of  44 .1  
percent .  

Lou is iana  expects  by August  1978 t h a t  i t  wi l l  be in  s u b s t a n t i a l  compl iance .  
By 1959 i t  is hoped t h a t  full compl i ance  can  be achieved,  a n  ob jec t ive  w h i c h  
i s  con t ingent  upon the ava i lab i l i ty  of add i t i ona l  p rog ram a n d  serv ice  a l te rn~. )  
l ives  suppor ted  th rough  adequa te  f u n d i n g  resources.  L o u i s i a n a  fee ls  t he  g rea t -  
es t  obstacle  to ful l  compliance is t h e  lack of enough a l t e r n a t e  fac i l i t i e s  a n d  
programs.  However,  the  s ta te  h a s  no t  s u p p o r t e d  th i s  m a j o r  c o m p r e h e n s i v e  
program.  

Regard ing  the  s epa ra t i on  requ i rement ,  t he  S ta te  of L o u i s i a n a  h a s  legis la-  
t ion e x t a n t  t h a t  p roh ib i t s  the  . incarcera t ion  of adu l t  and  y o u t h f u l  o f fenders  
in the  same facil i t ies.  H o w e v e r ,  problems have  been e n c o u n t e r e d  r e g a r d i n g  
compliance due to the  lack  of a l t e r n a t i v e s  for  p lacement  of y o u t h f u l  offender.% 
The  SPA has  es tab l i shed  a j a i l  mon i to r ing  sys tem to assess  compl iance  a L .  
to date  ha s  found few ins tances  of violat ion.  I t  is  t a k i n g  s teps  to r e s o l v e  t h i s  
problem area.  

In Ncw Yor/~--From 1975 to the  present ,  de ten t ion  of s t a t u s  offenders  in  
secure faci l i t ies  d ropped;  in E r i e  County,  f rom 413 to 156, a r educ t i on  of 62 
pe rcen t ;  in Monroe County f rom 445 to 216. 51 percent  ; in  O n o n d a g a  County ,  
f rom 280 to 260, seven pe rcen t ;  in  Suffolk County,  f r om 328 to 251, °.3 per-  
cent,  in Wes tches te r  County, f r om 290 to 0, 100 p e r c e n t ;  i n  New York  City,  
f rom 773 to 97, 87 pe rcen t ;  in  the  H i g h l a n d  Regiona l  D e t e n t i o n  Faci l i ty ' .  
from 66 to 0, 100 percent; for a total iii all state-level correctional instit..~ 
tions (training schools) from 665 to 0, 100 percent. 
In the State of New York. incarceration of youthful offenders with adults 

in institutions iS prohibited by statute, 
In Tc,~as--The majority of the state's Juvenile judges have signed Judicial 

assurance forms agreeing to divert all status offenders from detention, stat- 
lng~ ce r ta in  except ion~."These  a s s u r a n c e s  cons t i t u t e  the  bas i s  of t he  de ins t i -  
t n t iona l i za t ion  plan  in Texas. F i sca l  Year  1975 juven i le  j u s t i c e  f o r m u l a  f u n d s  
were  used to develop th'ree pi lot  p ro jec t s  located in  a m e t r o p o l i t a n  a rea .  
mul t i -county  r u r a l  area,  and one county  of i n t e r m e d i a t e  size. Based  upon  t ~ ,  
exper ience gained f rom these p i l o t  projects ,  the  SPA h a s  s u b g r a n t e d  t h e  bal-  
ance of ~ i t s  Fiscal  Year  1976, 1977 and  1978 funds.  The  m a j o r i t y  of t h e s e  
funds  were subg ran t ed  in Ju ly  and  Sep tember  of th is  year .  The re fo re ,  t h e  
m a j o r  i m p a c t  in t e rms  of a s t a t i s t i ca l  r educ t ion  in d e i n s t i t u t i o n a l i z a t i o n  wil l  
be fe l t  in the  las t  qua r t e r  of th i s  Ca lenda r  Year  a n d  t h e  n e x t  t h r e e  q u a r t e r s  
of Ca lendar  Year  1978. On December  31, 1977 Texas  wi l l  s u b m i t  i t s  a n n u a l  
moni to r ing  repor t  to the  LEAA Admin i s t r a t o r .  I t  expec ts  to  show a signifi-  
can t  reduct ion in the  number  of s t a t u s  offenders  deta ined,  To d o c u m e n t  co- - -  
pUance, Texas  h a s  developed a s t anda rd i zed  Juven i l e  j u s t i c e  d a t a  ba~e 
th rough  the  Texas  Judic ia l  Counci l .  Rel iable  d a t a  is a v a i l a b l e  f r o m  J a n n -  
a ry  i ,  1976. All juveni le  jus t i ce  f o rmu la  f n n d s  have  been  u t i l i zed  f o r  de- 
~i~st i tut ionallzat ion as well as  $3 mil l ion in Cr ime Cont ro l  A c t  block funds .  
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Texas  expects  t h a t  on Augus t  31, 1978 i t  wi l l  have  set in place the  neces- 
sary plans,  policy changes  and  p rog rams  to b r ing  about  de ins t i tu t iona l i za t ion  
in. approx imate ly  150 of the  s t a t e ' s  254 counties,  including a l l  m a j o r  popula-  

, tion centers.  Texas  judges  t h a t  by Augus t  31, 1978; i t  will  be able to document  subs tan ,  
t ial  compl iance . " I t  is cri t ical ,  however,  t h a t  there  b e  adequa te  federa l  fund-  

.tag, confidence in  the  s tab i l i ty  of the  LEAA program,  and  a c lear  u n d e r s t a n d -  
_.~g o f  w h a t  the  final deadl ine  real ly is for  completion of the  de ins t i tu t iona l i -  
zat ion effort. Uncer ta in ty  r ega rd ing  any of these  th ree  cr i t ica l  fac tors  wil l  
have a serious i m p a c t  on the  abi l i ty  of the  SPA to negot ia te  firm and  b inding 
commitments  w i th  i t s  subgran tees  to achieve  the  objective. 

In  Texas  contac t  be tween adu t t s  and  juveni les  in  ins t i tu t ions  is s t a tu to r i ly  

prohibi ted.  In Illinois--The I l l inois  Law Enfo rcemen t  Commission ( the  SPA.) staff  
and  a commit tee  on the  Juvenile  jus t ice  advisory council  are  working closely 
to develop, implement  and  oversee a comprehens ive  m o n i t o r i n g  s t ra tegy  for  
. .m S ta t e  of I l l inois.  They key e lement  of th i s  will be the  moni to r ing  of al l  
Jails, de ten t ion  and  correc t ional  fac i l i t ies  by the  I l l inois  D e p a r t m e n t  of Cor- 
rect ions  ( I D O C ) ,  Th i s  will  be in i t i a t ed  in the  nea r  f u t u r e  as  the  resu l t  of an  
LEA.A special  emphas i s  grant .  The SPA and  IDOC personnel  have  been work-  
ing toge ther  to complete th i s  g r an t  and  get the  p rogram implemented.  

I t  appears  as  though  I l l inois  ha s  made  subs t an t i a l  p rogress  towards  com- 
p l iance  wi th  the  . requi rements  to de ins t i tu t iona l ize  s t a tu s  Offenders and  sepa- 
ra te  juveni les  f rom adults .  T h a t  is no t  to s ay  t h a t  th is  ha s  come abou t  only 
ps a r e su l t  of the  1974 Juveni le  Jus t i ce  and  Del inquency Preven t ion  Act. 
_.linois h a s  s t a tu t e s  requ i r ing  mon i to r ing  and  sepa ra t ion  and  res t r i c t ing  se- 
cure holding of s t a tu s  offenders. In  addi t ion,  o ther  key actors  in the  I l l inois  
juveni le  Justice sys tem (e.g. judges  and  police officers) have  provided im- 
po r t an t  l eadersh ip  in the  movement  to d ive r t  and  de ins t i tu t iona l ize  Juveniles  
who are not  ser ious c r imina l ' t ype  offenders. 

I l l inois  ha s  used much o'f i t s  juveni le  jus t ice  fo rmula  g r a n t  money, as w e l l . .  
as receiving special  emphas i s  money under  t he  J u v e n i l e  Jus t i ce  Act  to pro- 
mote t h e  de ins t i tu t iona l i za t ion  o f  s t a t u s  offenders. 
. . T h e  Na t iona l  Cpnference ha s  concluded from i ts  analys is  tha.t considerable,  
, . a sonab le  and  significant progress  ha s  been and  cont inues  to be made toward  
achievement  of the  two object ives  especially in  the  context  of the  poli t ical .  
legislative,  m a n a g e m e n t  and  f inancial  impact  of those mandates .  Al though in 
many respects  the  in i t i a t ion  of ac t ions  to de ins t i tu t iona l ize  s t a t u s  offenders 
and separa te  you th fu l  and  adul t  offenders in  ins t i tu t ions  was cata lyzed by 
passage of the  legislation,  the  rea l iza t ion  of the  object ives was made  difficult 
by the  s t r i n g e n t  and  inflexible t i m e f r a m e  wi th in  which many  ju r i sd ic t ions  
adjudged compliance infeasible.  This  t ime f r ame  has  been significantly and  
rnal is t ical ly  amended: under  the  1977 a m e n d m e n t s  to  the  Act. To many  jur is-  
t -c t lons  the  t w i n  object ives  were new. Legis la t ive  act ion would  be required.  
and  perhaps  resisted.  A l t e rna t ives  for  p lacement  of s t a tu s  offenders and  
de l inquen t  youth  were not  avai lable .  Two years  were insufficient: for  plan- 
ning, f inancing and  implement ing  t h e  necessary  p lacement  a l te rna t ives .  More- 
over, passage  of the  Act i tse l f  was  not  followed by a n  appropr ia t ion  a t  a 
level of federa l  f inancial  ass i s tance  t h a t  would encourage  those  ju rs id ic t ions  
Which were h e s i t a n t  to embark  on these  ini t ia t ives .  Those s ta tes  and ter r i -  
tories which  de te rmined  t h a t  ful l  compliance wi th  the  Section 2 2 3 ( a ) ( 1 2 )  
v .~ndate  was not  feasible  wi th in  two yea r  l imi ta t ion ,  but  which sought  to 
u.~dertake ana lys i s  and  p l ann ing  i n  advance  of hnp lementa t ion ,  were forced 
to accommodate  their, concern by decl ining par t i c ipa t ion  or severely slowing 
the i r  no rma l  r a t e  of e x p e n d i t u r e  of LE.~k  funds  accepted p n d e r  the  Juven i le  
Jus t ice  Act. Th i s  de lay ing  act ion ha s  severely effected the  implementa t ion  
of the  Juven i le  Jus t ice  Act, bu t  i t  is not, i n  the  opinion of the  Nat iona l  Con- 
ference, a reflection of the  progress  such s t a t e s  have  made  in meet ing  the de- 
ins t i tu t iona l i za t ion  and  separa t ion  objectives.  "t~ne s t a t e s  have  made  con- 
s iderable  progress  .and, w i th  ex tens ion  of the  compliance "period, we believe 
w~ can  look fo rward  to subs t an t i a l  compliance b y  the  major i ty  of jur isdic-  
t, ons by Augus t  31, 1978. 

"Jail Monitoring" 
Section 2 2 3 ( a ) ( 1 4 )  of the  Act  requi res  t h a t  pa r t i c ipan t s  in  the  Juvenile 

]ustiee fo rmula  program, mus t  ' ~ rov ide  for  an  adequa te  system of moni to r ing  
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Jails,  de ten t ion  faci l i t ies ,  and  cor rec t iona l  fac i l i t i es  to  i n s u r e  t h a t  t h e  re-  
<iuirements of Section 2 2 3 ( a )  (12) ( d e l n s t i t u t l o n a l l z a t i o n )  a n d  (13) ( s epa ra -  
t ion)  a re  met,  a n d  .for a n n u a l  r epor t ing  of t he  r e s u l t s  of s u c h  m o n i t o r i n g  to  
the  A d m i n i s t r a t o r  (of LEA.A) . . . .  " 

'l~ne Jai l  moni to r ing  r equ i r emen t  ha s  become one of the  mos t  a d m l n i s t r a -  
t i ve ly  p rob lemat ic  and  dllflcult p rovis ions  of the  Juveni le  Jus t i ce  leg is la t ion .  
Fi rs t ,  the  Act  charges  the SPA w i t h  a s suming  i t se l f  or  a s s u r i n g  responslb~i-  
l ty  for  enforc ing  the  de ins t i t u t iona l i za t ion  a n d  s e p a r a t i o n  r e q n i r e m e n t ~  
Many SPAs found  themselves  w i t h o u t  sumcien t  a u t h o r i t y  to  c a r r y  ou t  sucl t  
a responsibi l i ty  no t  only at  t he  s t a t e  level  bu t  a t  t he  coun ty  a n d  m u n i c i p a l i t y  
level as  w e l l  Secondly, the mon i to r ing  m a n d a t e  r equ i res  d e v e l o p m e n t  of a 
comprehens ive  and  sophis t ica ted  d a t a  b a s e  aga in s t  w h i c h  to assess  s t a t e  
~ompl iance  w i th  the  de ins t i t u t iona l l za t ion  and  s e p a r a t i o n  r e q u i r e m e n t s .  Al- 
though  th i s  is not  a n  un reasonab le  requ i rements ,  i t  is  one  w h i c h  r equ i r e s  
money, people and  t ime  t h a t  s t a t e s  d id  not  have.  Th i rd ly ,  t h e  m o n i t o r i n g  
p rov i s ion  i tsel f  resul ted  in t he  need for  c lea r  a n d  concise de f in i t ions  of t he  
f ac i l i t i e s  covered i n '  t he  de in s t i t u t i ona l i z a t i on  a n d  s e p a r a t i o n  r e q n i r e m e n ~  
T h i s  has  been a long, con t rovers ia l  and  as  ye t  uncomple t ed  task .  F o u r t h l y ,  
w i t h  the  1977 amendmen t s  of the  Act  inc lud ing  s u c h  non-of fenders  as  ne- 
:gleeted and  dependen t  youth u n d e r  these  r equ i rement s ,  t he  n u m b e r s  a n d  
types of faci l i t ies  s t a t e s  will  be requ i red  to moni tor ,  h a v e  been  g r e a t l y  ex- 
panded.  Even  where  de ins t i t u t iona l i za t ion  and  s e p a r a t i o n  .have no t  in  f a c t  
been a problem, moni to r ing  may become a s ignif icant  one. 

The  fu l l  impac t  of the  m o n i t o r i n g  r e q u i r e m e n t  wil l  no t  be  f e l t  u n t i l  t h e  
t h r e e  yea r  s ubs t an t i a l  compliance per iod i s  concluded on A u g u s t  31, 1978. 
At  t h a t  t ime  the  first ha rd  look a t  s t a t u s  of the  s t a t e s  wi l l  be t aken .  U n " "  
then ,  the  s t a t e s  will  cont inue to make  progress  t o w a r d s  deve lop ing  ongoing  
mechan i sms  to ensu re  moni to r ing  is conducted  a n d  a n  a d e q u a t e  a n a l y s i s  of 
p rogress  is under t aken .  LEAA h a s  only Jus t  completed a n d  s u b m i t t e d  tO t h e  
Office of M a n a g e m e n t  and Budge t  f o r m a t s  to a s s i s t  s t a t e s  in  t he  d e v e l o p m e n t  
.of such d a t a  for  the  A u g u s t  31, 19.78 deadl ine .  
The requirements  oy the  S ta tes  and terr i tor ies  to mee t  tho  de inat i tu t ionaXiza-  
t i o n  and separat ion requirements .  

The Na t iona l  Conference submi t s  the  fo l lowing s t a t e m e n t  of  t h e  T e x - ~  
• Cr imina l  Jus t i ce  Division ( t h e  Texas  S P A ) :  

"One over r id ing  problem ( in  accompany ing  t he  d e i n s t i t u t i o n a l l z a t i o n  ob- 
Jec t ive )  ha s  been the  real is t ic  capab i l i ty  of t he  SPA to b r i n g  a b o u t  a m a j o r  
sh i f t  in policy a t  a l l  levels of s t a t e  go.vernment,  u s ing  a s m a l l  a m o u n t  of 
g r a n t  money as  the  only leverage  to  b r ing  t h a t  policy about .  F o r  example ,  
t h e r e  a re  more  t h a n  one t h o u s a n d  police depa r tmen t s ,  one  h u n d r e d  fifty pro-  
ba t ion  depar tmen t s ,  165 juven i l e  cour t s  in  the  S t a t e  of Texas .  The  policy 
a b o u t  s t a t u s  offenders in  a l l  Of these  Jur i sd ic t ions  m u s t  be  changed .  Aga in ,  
the  only leverage the  SPA h a d  is  l imi ted  g r a n t  funds .  T h e  T e x a s  You th  Cot 

-cil is  profoundly  effected; y e t  t h i s  agency opera tes  u n d e r  i t s  own  s t a tu t ( i r~  
m a n d a t e  as the  juveni le  cour t s  do. F o r  example,  t he  T e x a s  F a m i l y  Code 
p rov ides  t h a t  one tes t  of w h e t h e r  or  not  to d e t a i n  a j u v e n i l e  is  t he  de t e rmi -  
na t ion  of w h e t h e r  the  juveni le  is l ikely to abscond. T h i s  p rov i s ion  of  t he  
Fami ly  Code is c lear ly in conflict  w i t h  Section 2 2 3 ( a ) ( 1 2 ) .  A t  t he  s ame  t i m e  
t h e  SPA h a s  a t t e m p t e d  to d ive r t  s t a t u s  offenders  f rom i n s t i t u t i o n s  in  Texas ;  
s t a t e  legis lat ion h a s  passed m a k i n g  i t  possible In i t s  de l inquency  i n s t i t u t i o n s .  
P r io r  to the  las t  session of the  legis la ture ,  t he  Youth  Counci l  could  only  p lace  
s t a tu s  offenders w i th  dependent  and  neglected ch i ldren .  The  c o u r t s  w, 
downgrad ing  de l inquen t  Offenses to s t a t u s  offenses a n d  s end ing  t h e s e  ch]i~ 
d r e n .  w i th  downgraded  offenses t o  the  Youth  Council.  I n  effect t h e  You th  
Council  was  ge t t ing  de l inquent  ch i ld ren  d isguised  as  s t a t u s  offenders .  The  
reason  the  cour ts  h a d  to do t h i s  was  to qua l i fy  these  ch i l d r en  f o r  p r o g r a m s  

n o t  ava i l ab l e  to deUnquent  ch i ld ren  in f inancia l ly  t roub led  count ies .  
The  point  is, in  order  to b r i n g  abou t  de in s t i t u t i ona l i z a t i on ,  t he  S P A  m u s t  

f irst  b r ing  about  m a j o r  policy changes  in more  t h a n  one t h o u s a n d  cities~ 250 
counties,  165 judic ia l  d i s t r ic t s  and  a t  l eas t  one  m a j o r  s t a t e  agency.  Leverag~ 
to accomplish t h i s  is smal l ;  t he  t i m e f r a m e  sho r t  and  s t a t e  local  s t a t u t e s  : e 

o f t e n  in conflict w i th  w h a t  the  SPA i§ i n t e n d i n g  to accompl ish .  I n  v iew of 
these  cons t ra in t s ,  i t  is clear t h a t  t he  SPA a n d  LEAA wi l l  need  to m a k e  n 
more  rea l i s t ic  long-term f u n d i n g  c o m m i t m e n t  and  a b o v e  a l l  wi l l  n e e d  tc 
m a i n t a i n  a s tab le  long-term de iu s t i t u t i ona l i z a t i on  p r o g r a m  upon  w h i c h  al l  
s t a t e  and  local ju r i sd ic t ions  may  rely for  f u n d i n g  and  f irm guide l ines . "  

/ 



IL J 

: o 

i 

179 

Conclusion 
The National Conference thanks the Subcommittee for this opportunity to 

appear before it today. 
NATIONAL CONFEBENCE OF 

STATE C R I M I N A L  J U S T I C E  P L A N N I N G  A n M I N I S T R A T O E S ,  
Washington, D~C., November 2, 1977. 

"~TV. CLV~ VAWZL, 
'ssiatant Counsel, Subcommittee to Inve#tfgate Juvenile Delinquency, U.IL 

Senate, Washington, D.C. 
DE~ CLIFF : 
On Sep tember  27, 1977, Mr. R i c h a r d  N. Har r i s ,  D i r e c t o r  of the  V i r g i n i a  

Division of Jus t i ce  and  Crime P reven t ion ,  testif ied before the  Subcommit tee  
to I n v e s t i g a t e  Juven i le  Del inquency on beha l f  of the  Na t iona l  SPA Confer-  
ence, Sena t o r  Culver  asked Mr. H a r r i s  to provide h im wi th  in fo rma t ion  which  
would ind ica te  how the  Nat iona l  Conference kept  the  Sta te  P l a n n i n g  Agen- 
cies in formed  on o ther  sources  of f ede ra l  money which  migh t  be applied to  
"wenUe jus t i ce  programming.  

Mr. H a r r i s  provided you w i th  some examples  a t t ached  to h is  l e t t e r  to you 
of October  17, 1977. Appended to th i s  le t te r  a r e  add i t iona l  examples  which  
may prove  i n t e r e s t i ng  to the  Senator .  

I f  f u r t h e r  comment  or i n fo rma t ion  re l a t ive  to the  Juven i l e  Justice p rog ram 
is desired,  please let  me know. 

Sincerely, 
RICHARD B. GELTMA1V, 

Assistant Director. 
" A t t achm en t s .  

[Memorandum] 

To:  All SPA Directors .  
F rom : R i c h a r d  B. Geltman~ Genera l  Counsel. 
D a t e :  J u n e  27, 1975. 
Sub jec t -  Leg i s l a t ive  Developments .  

I .  APFROPRIATIONS 
1976 Appropriations 

Pres iden t  Fo rd ! s  LEAA budget  e s t ima te  and  reques t  to Congress  for  the  f irst  
twelve m o n t h s  of FY 1976 was $769,784,000, a decl ine of 12.6% from t h e  
$880,581,000 appropr i a t ed  l~y Congress for  LEAA in FY 1975. On J u n e  20, 1975 
the  House Appropr i a t ions  Commit tee  repor ted  out  f avorab ly  House bill  H.R. 
8121, the  app rop r i a t i ons  b i l l  fo r  State ,  Just ice ,  Commerce and  the  Jud ic ia ry  
including appropr ia t ions - fo r  LEAA. A copy of the  por t ion  of the  bi l l  and  House 
Repor t  (H.  Rept.  94-318) a re  a t t ached .  The  House  Appropr ia t ions  Commit tee  
recommended an appropriation of $769,638,000, a sum $146,000 •less than the 
' Jmlnistration requested, This $146,000 reduction equals a $146;000 request 
that LEAA made for rental payments to the General Services Administration 
(GSA). Thus, the Co.mmittce recommended a total appropriation level almost 
identical to that which was requested by the Administration. 

However, the Administration (see the Conference's February 3, 1975 Bulletin) 
had requested only $22,100,000 for LEEP and $0 for implementation of Title II 
of the Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention ACt (JJ & DP Act). The 
House Appropriations Committee recommended that LEEP be funded at the 
level of $40,000,000 and the JJ & DP Act be funded at the level of $d0,000,000. 
: , additional funds were recommended by the Committee to cover this addi- 
tional $57,900,000 level of funding for these two items. Thus, if the Committee's 
recommendations were accepted, LEAA v~ould have to find the $57,900,000 from 
other areas of its budget. As a result Part B and Part C funding may be 
drastically reduced in amount from the FY 1975 funding level. Part B and C 
funding may suffer .first from the Administration reduced budget request and 
second from the attempt to cover the deficits in LEEP and JJ & DP Act audit 
categories. 

It has been estimated that the $40,000,000 funding level would make an 
~age of $400,000 available to each state under the formula grant provision 

of the JJ & DP Act. Some states.might only receive $200,000 while others might 
get as much as $1,500,000. The Appropriations Committee was considering 
recommending a level of $75,000,000 for the JJ & DP Act, but Administration 
spokesmen indicated to the Committee that the states could not absorb tliat 
level of funding this year. 

I 
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The Adminis t ra t ion  requested only $195,000,000 for  the  f i f th q u a r t e r  t r a n s i t i o n  
per iod extending  f rom July 1, 1976 to September  80, 1976, which  would resu l t  
i n  a f u r t h e r  percentage reduction In P a r t  B funding.  The  House  Approp r i a t i ons  
Commit tee  once again essential ly accepted the  A d mi n i s t r a t i o n ' s  fund ing  level 
request  by recommending $194,600,000 for  the  fifth " t r ans i t i on"  quar t e r .  The  
Commit tee said in i ts  report  : "The  bill Includes $194,960,000 for  LEAA to enr ry  
out  these programs at essent ial ly  the  same level  dur ing  the  t r a n s i t i o n  q u a r t e r  
(emphasis  added)  ." .~. 

The full House is expected to consider  H.P,. 8121 today,  J u n e  26, 1975. Th~ 
Senate  Appropr ia t ions  Subcommittee on State,  Jus t ice ,  Commerce  and  the  
Jud ic ia ry  was supposed to hold hear ings  on the Jus t i ce  Appropr i a t i ons  th i s  
af ternoon.  However,  the hear ing w a s  cancelled w i t h  no new d a t e  set. I s t i l l  do 
not  know whe the r  Attorney Genera l  Levi, Deputy At to rney  Genera l  Ty le r  or  
Pete Velde will tes t i fy on behalf  of the  LEAA budget  request~ 

B. Cont inuing Reso lu t ion  
Because i t  was evident  t ha t  many  FY 1976 appropr i a t ions  bills would  n o t  

be enacted  by  the beginning of the  new fiscal year,  Congress  s en t  to the  Pres - .  ) 
dent  House Jo in t  Resolution-499 (H.J.  Res. 499), which  p rov ided  a cont inu ing  
appropr ia t ions  for  FY 1976, on J u n e  20, 1975. 

O. Second S u p p l e m e n t a r y  Appropr ia t ions  Ac t  ol  1975 
On June  12, 1975 the  Pres ident  s igned into law P.L. 94=32 which  among  o the r  

act ions appropr ia ted  $25,000,000 to LEAA for  purposes  of  imp lemen t ing  the  
Juveni le  Jus t ice  Act of 1974. OXtB has  s t i l l  not  re leased the  money to LEAA. 

I I .  S E C U R I T Y  A N D  P R I V A C Y  " "i) 

Staff of the Subcommittees of  the  House and Sena te  Jud i c i a ry  Commi t t ee s  
dea l ing  wi th  cr iminal  just ice in format ion  sys tems bills have  been able• to  work  
out  a compromise between H.R. 61 and  H.R. 62 and  S. 1427 a n d  S. 1428. The  
resul ts  o£ .the compromise can be found In two "c lean"  bil ls  filed yes te rday ;  
June  25, 1975. The new "clean" bills, H.R. 8227 in the  House  and  S. 2008 in t h e  
Senate,  will be subject  to hear ings  on Ju ly  14 and 17 in the  House  a n d  Ju ly  15 
& 16 in the Senate.  House s taf f  feel  i t  may be app rop r i a t e  to file a w r i t t e n  
s t a t emen t  for the record. Senate  s taff  feel a wr i t t en  s t a t e m e n t  and  possib , 
an oral s ta tement  addressing the s ta te-or iented commission and  ded ica t ion  issues  
might  be appropriate .  A copy of S, -°008 can be found in the  J u n e  25, 1975 
Congress ional  Record. Pr in ted  copies of the  bills will  not  be ava i lab le  un t i l  
June  30, 1975. 

I I I ,  P R E S I D E N T ' S  C R I M E  M E S S A G E  

You have a l ready  been sent  copies of the  P res iden t ' s  Cr ime Message.  As of  
this  wri t ing the support ing legislat ion has  yet  to be filed wi th  Congress  or  
made  available to the public. I t  is expected now tha t  the  legis la t ion wil l  ~ , 
be filed un t i l  a f t e r  the  July  4th Congress ional  recess  a l though  Attorne~y 
General  Levi had indicated ear l ie r  i t  would be filed by yes te rday ,  J u n e  25, 1975. 

I V .  F E D E R A L  R U L E S  O F  C R I M I N A L  P R O C E D U R E  

The proposed rules contained in H.R. 6799 were  approved  by the  ful l  House  
on June  23, 1975, and sent  :tb tl~e Sefiat'e. 

• " V.  DRU(]S-- - - - -SAODAP 

The SpeeiaI Action Office of  Drug  Abuse Prevent ion  is scheduled  to exp i re  on 
June  30, 1975. The Senate  Commit tee  on Public Wel fa re  hus f a v o r a b l y  r ep o r t ed  
out S. 1608 extending SAODAP's life. I t  is now awa i t i ng  ac t ion  by the  Com- 
mit tee  on Government  Operations. A "clean" bill, H.R. 8150, has  been r epo r t ed  
out by the  Subcommit tee  on Hea l th  and  E n v i r o n m e n t  of the  House  Commi t t ee  
on In t e r s t a t e  and Foreign Commerce. H o u s e  Commit tee  act ion Is deemed  
imminent .  

[Memorandum ] 
TO: All SPA Directors.  • .; 
F rom : Richard  B. Geltman, Genera l  Counsel. 
Date  : August  1, 1975. 
Subject :  Legis la t iveDevelopments .  
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, A. Cont inuing Reso lu t ion ;  P . L  9~ - / j  / 
I n  the absence o f  an a p p r o p r i a t i o n  b i l l  f o r  F isca l  Y e a r  1976 f o r  numerous 

federal  depar tments ,  Congress passed and the Pres iden t  signed H.~L Res. 499. 
t now P.L. 94-41, providing for  continuing appropr ia t ions  for LEAA among  other  
. agencies unt i l  a FY 1976 appropr ia t ions  bill is passed. The bill l imits LEAA to 
i ~.'he expend i tu re  of funds  a t  a r a t e  not to exceed the ra te  of FY 1975 appropria-  

tions or of H.R. 8121 as proposed in the House, whichever  is lower~ I n  terms 
of impact  r ight  now, this  means  tha t  SPAs will  receive P a r t  B funds  a t  a ra te  
no grea te r  than  tha t  for FY 1975~ 

I B. 1976 A~propriations 
The  House passed H.R.  8121 at  the budget  level requested by the Adminis t ra-  

tion, $769 million. However,  i t  increased L E E P  funds by $17,9 million to $40 
million and Juveni le  Jus t ice  Act funds by $40 million to $40 million. The 
- ioney for  the two increases was to come out of the rest  of the LEAA budget. 

i Ln|ring his  tes t imony before the Senate  Appropria t ions  Subcommittee,  Richard  
• ~ Velde indicated tha t  the money for  the increases would be taken f rom P a r t  C 

and E funding. 
The Senate Appropria t ions  Subcommit tee on State, Justice,  Commerce and  

the Judic iary  re fe r red  H.R. 8121 to t h e  full  Senate  Appropria t ions  Committee 
for i ts  considerat ion on July  23, 1975. On July  24, 1975, the Senate  Appropria-  
tions Committee reported o u t H . R .  8121. The Committee 's  recommendat ions  are  
found in S. Rept. 94--328, r e l evan t  port ions of which are  a t t ached  to this  memo- 
-~ndum. The Sena te  recommended tha t  LEAA receive $861,638,000. This  
' , ,~ure represents  the  House recommendat ion of $769,638,000 plus $17 million 
addit ional  for L E E P  to raise the Admin i s t r a t ion ' s  request  to t he  $40 million of 
FY 1975 funding and $75 million for  t h e  Juveni le  J u s t i c e  Act. Thus  the Senate  
Appropriat ion Committee 's  recommendat ion calls for an increase  of $92 million 
over the  Adminis t ra t ion  r eques t  a n d  the House yote. The Senate  version does 
not require any fu r the r  dilution of the s ta te  share.  

The full Senate  can ca!l-up H.R. 8 i 2 i  f o r  a vote at  any time. However,  hav{ng 
failed to act  by noon today, the Senate  is not expected to vote on H,R. 8121 
• atil a f t e r  it  r e tu rns  from its summer  recess. 
- There  is a s l ight  chance tha t  an amendmen t  may be offered f rom t h e  Senate  

floor to increase the  LEAA appropriat ion,  but i t  is no t  likely. Therefore,  we 
can expect t h a t  the Senate  will approve the $861,638,000 recommendat ion of~ the 
Al~propriations Committee.  A Senate-House conference will follow. 

I I .  ADMINISTRATION PROPOSAL FOR REAUTHORIZATION OF .THE CRIME CONTROL ACT 

On July 29, 1975, the Adminis t ra t ion ' s  proposal for  the reauthor iza t ion  of 
I ~ e  Crime Control  ACt was submit ted on request  by Senators  Hruska  and 

~'cClellan. I have included copies  of the bill, S, 22.12 ent i t led the  Crime Control 
Act o f  1976, among today 's  materials .  Several  requests  for  oversight  hear ings  
have been made, including one to the Senate  Subcommittee on  Criminal  Laws  
and Procedures.  Oversight  hear ings  migh t  begin in mid or late  September  or 
early October. Ac tua l  considerat ion and mark-up of S. 2212 would probably 
not occur unti l  J anua ry  or February  at  the earl iest .  

I I I .  FEDERAL RULES OF C R I M I N A L  PROCEDURE 

r b e  House and Senate  approved of differing versions of H.R. 6799' ent i t led 
the Federa l  Rules of Criminal  Procedure  Amendments  Act. The bill went  to 
cnnference and a compromise was  reached. The Senate repor t  is S. Rept. 94-~336 
and the House's  is H. Rept. 94-414, da ted  July 28, 1975. On July  30, 1975, the 
Senate .and the House concurred in t h eco n fe r en ce  commit tee 's  recommendat ions  
and cleared t h e  bill for ~ h i t e  House approval.  

IV. SECURITY AND PRIVACY (BILLS  ON CRIMINAL J U S T I C E  INFORMATION SYSTEX~S) 

The Senate  held hear ing s on S. 12008 on July 14 and 17. The House held 
hearings on H.R. 8227 on July  15 and  16. The Senate  may proceed to mark-up 
shortly. The House may hold one addi t ional  day of hear ings  in September .  
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V. GUN CONTROL 

The ma jo r  gun control  bills a t  th is  t ime appear  to be the  A d m i n i s t r a t i o n ' s  bliP. 
wh ich  was  filed by Senator Fong on request ,  S. 2186, a n d  two bills submit ted:  
by Senator  Jav i t s  S.2152 and S. 2153. 

VL STATE COURT IMPROVEMENT ACT OF 1 9 7 5  

Representa t ive  Rodino filed on reques t  H.R. 8967 which  is  a lmos t  i d e n t l ¢ ~  
to the Sta te  Court  Improvement  Act of 1975 wr i t t en  by the  Na t iona l  Cen te r  fo r  
S ta te  Courts for  the  Conference of Chief  Jus t ices  which has  been d i s t r i bu t ed  t o  
all  of you at  an ear l ier  date. The only changes  in the  bill  a r e  of a t echn ica l  
nature.  

The Conference will encourage and  ass is t  s t a t e s  to ut i l ize  SPAs  as  "agents .  
of  change" to inst i tut ional ize c r imina l  jus t ice  p lanning  and  r e f o r m  the  jus t i ce  
sys tem beyond L E A k  resources. A Conference ana lys i s  o f  s t a t e  a n d  loca l  
c r iminal  Justice p lanning ins t i tu t iona l iza t ion  efforts  to da t e  wi l l  be complete~. 
shor t ly  and the subject  will h igh l igh t  the  Conferenee 's  Mid -Win te r  Meet i r . . ;  

• The Conference 's  long-r.ange ,plan f o r  MIS implementa t ion  wi l l  b e  executed,.  
wi th  major  SPA installation' effo~ts completed by Ju ly  31, 1977. 

PoUce o~oer  ~eatlt  benef l ts . - -On September  27, 1976 P r e s i d e n t  F o r d  s igned  
Police Officer Dea th  Benefit legis lat ion (H.R. 366) p rov id ing  $50,000 to sur -  
vivors of a public safe ty  officer kil led in the  l ine of duty.  The  law will  apply  to  
officers whose dea ths  occur on or  a f t e r  i ts  da te  of passage.  I t  wil l  cover  police, 
firemen, probation,  parole, and judicia l  officers, as well  as officers work ing  w i t h i n  
juveni le  delinquency programs.  L E A ~  will be the  admin i s t e r ing  agency and  
Admin i s t r a to r  Richard  W. Velde says  the  agency plans  to decen t ra l i ze  admin._J 
t ra t ion  of the program. He has  asked SPAs to provide LEAA wi th  sugges t ions  
on the agency or official wi thin  the i r  respect ive  s t a t e s  w h e r e  such  a u t h o r i t y  
would most  appropr ia te ly  be placed. D r a f t  regula t ions  p r e p a r e d  by LEA.A a re  
cur ren t ly  undergoing in ternal  clearance.  SPAs will  have  an  oppo r tun i t y  to 
r ev i ew  the  regulat ions during t h e  fo rmal  ex te rna l  c learance  process.  
• Two  other  provisions of H.R. 366 (Vict ims of Crime Compensa t ion  and  Peace  
Officer Life Insurance)  were dropped  by the  H o u s e / S e n a t e  c o n f e r e n c e c o m m i t t e e  
to be considered separately.  

Publio wortca appropriat ions  b i l l . - -H.R.  15194, a specia l  .$4 bi l l ion pub,.~ 
works appropr ia t ions  bill was  passed by Congress on Sep tember  22, 1976. A 
pres ident ia l  veto appears  likely, and  in  th is  case, Congress is e x p e c t e d  to t ry  fo r  
a veto override. I f  enacted, the  bill would enable  s t a t e  and  local un i t s  of 
government  to apply for  construct ion f u n d s  for  c r iminal  jus t i ce  s y s t em projec ts .  

M I S  imp lemen ta t ion  pro]eot . - -Because s taff  resources  fo r  t he  MIS Imple-  
menta t ion  Pro jec t  will be reduced to a min imal  or ma in t enance  level by Ju ly  31, 
1977, the MIS Advisory Committee (cha i red  by Donald  Nichols  of the  N o r t h  
Carolina SPA) has  recommended and the  Execut ive  Commit tee  has  app rov- ' l  
specific policies in three areas, as  fol lows : 

A cut-oF date  of  November  I, 1976 has  been set  for  SPAs to no t i fy  the  Na t iona l  
Conference of in tent  to implement  the  Conference 's  MIS  dur ing  the  m a j o r  
implementa t ion  phase  which t e rmina te s  August  1, 197.7. Workp lan  deve lopmen t  
for  these  s ta tes  would have t o b e g i n  by J a n u a r y  1, 1977. 

The  wri t ing  of the technical  documenta t ion  for  the  ex i s t ing  MIS sys t em wil l  
be given top Priori ty by ]~IIS s ta f f . .  

All cur ren t  s taff  resources avai lable  for  non- implementa t ion  a n d  no n- 
documenta t ion  purposes will b e  dedica ted  to the f u r t h e r  deve lopment  o r  refi- "- 
ment  of the financial management ,  application,  re fe rence  and  validate~ sue-  
systems. 

[Memorandum ] 
To : All SPADt rec to r s .  
F rom : R i c h a r d  B. GeRman, Genera l  Counsel. 
D a t e :  October 20, 1975. 
Subject  : Legislat ive Developments.  

I .  LEAA APPROPRIATIONS 

Due to lack of agreement on the issue of the Panama Canal negotiations, the 
first Conference committee report was not accepted. The second Conference 
committee reported out new language on that one outstanding, issue, H, Rept. 
94-527, which was  accepted in the  House  on October  7, 1975 and  in the  Sena te  
on October 8, 1975. H.R. 8121 has  been sent  to the  Whi te  House  for  act ion.  
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H.I~ 8121 provides a twelve-month FY 1978 budget of ,$809,638,000 for LEA~ 
"This represents the $769,638,000 Administration request for the Crime Control 
Act and $49 million for the Juvenile Justice Act~ Of the $769,638,000, $40 million 
m u s t  go to fund ing  LEEP.  Since LEAA h a d  reques ted  only $22,100,000 for  

t L E E P ,  LEAA m u s t  t ake  $17,9 mil l ion f rom the  res t  of i t s  budget  to cover  th i s  
budget  i tem. Jn  discussions w i th  Dick Har r i s ,  Pe te  Velde ha s  indica ted  t h a t  the  

' .~a tes  wil l  h a v e  to absorb  $6 mil l ion of the  $17.9 mil l ion in P a r t s  C a n d  E 
' ~docat ions .  LEAA will  m a k e  budget  reduct ions  amoun t ing  to $11.9 mil l ion in 

the monies  they c o n t r o l  
H.R. 8121 also provides  for  a t h r e e : m o n t h  t r ans i t i on  budget  o f  $204,960,000. 

However,  l anguage  was  a d d e d  i n  t h e  j o in t  exp lana to ry  s t a t e m e n t  of the  f irst  
~ommit tee  on Conference requ i r ing  $40 mil l ion of the  amoun t  t o  be provided 
f o r  LEEP.  Th i s  r ep resen t s  a n  increase  of $29 mi l l ion  over  the  Admin i s t r a t i on  
request,  p rov id ing  L E E P  wi th  sufficient fund ing  to las t  t h rough  the  end  of: 
the  1976-1977 scho las t i c  year .  How th i s  s i tua t ion  will  be hand led  w a s  covered 
~ H. G. W e l s m a n ' s  m e m o r a n d u m  to you of October 6, 1975. Mr. Velde ha s  been 
xequested to make  decisions on th i s  t r ans i t i on  qua r t e r  as  soon  as  possible, a n d  
eflicial!y not i fy  the  S P A s  of  t he i r  to ta l  FY 1976 f i f teen-month allocatiOns 
immedia te ly  the rea f t e r .  

r I I .  RE, A U T H O R I Z A T I O N  OF  T H E  C R I M E  C O N T R O L  A C T  " 
; 

T he  Sena te  J u d i c i a r y  Subcommit tee  o n  Cr imina l  Laws  a n d  Procedures  h a s  
held hea r ings  on S. 2212 and  re la ted  bills on October .2, 8 a n d  9. Addi t iona l  
] ,*arings wil l  be held on October  22 and  November  4. The  Subcommit tee  h a s  

', ~.¢ard t e s t imony  f rom the  fol lowing ind iv idua l s  and  agencies : Sena tors  Beall ,  
Morgan  a n d  Eagleton,  At to rney  Genera l  Levi, Governor  Byrne  of New Jersey  
represen t ing  the  Na t iona l  Governors '  Conference,  Cai  Ledbe t te r  represen t ing  the  
Nat iona l  Conference of  S t a t e  Legis la tures ,  A t t o r n e y  Genera l  Slade Gordon of 
the S ta te  of W a s h i n g t o n  r ep resen t ing  the  W a s h i n g t o n  SPA and  the  N a t i o n a l  
Associat ion o f  A t to rneys  General ,  R i c h a r d  H a r r i s  r epresen t ing  the  Nat iona l  
SPA Conference, Ph i l ip  E l f s t rom represen t ing  the  N a t i o n a l  Associat ion o f  
Counties,  K a r l  M c F a r l a n d  r ep resen t ing  the  Natio.nal Associat ion of Regional  
( '~uncils,  U. S. Represen ta t ive  Claude Pepper ,  Mayors  Wes Wise o f  Dallas,  
b,  a y n a r d  Jackson  of A t l a n t a  and  H a r v e y  Sloane of Louisvil le r ep re sen t ing  the  
Uni ted  S ta tes  Conference of Mayors  and  the  Na t iona l  League of Cities, Carrol l  
Vance as  Dis t r ic t  A t to rney  of Hous ton  and  Sheriff  J o h n  Duffy of. San  Diego 
represen t ing  the  N a t i o n a l  Sheriffs  Associa t ion a n d  the  Cal i forn ia  Peace Officers 
AsSociation. You h a v e  a l r e a d y  been sen t  copies of Dick  H a r r i s '  w r i t t en  s ta te-  
men t  on beha l f  of t h  e Conference.  Dick 's  0ra l  r e m a r k s  were abs t r ac t s  f rom his  
wr i t t en  remarks .  

I n d i v i d u a l s  tes t i fy ing  a t  f u t u r e  hea r ings  a re  expected to be  Pe te  Velde, Mayor  
) ' b e r t  Hols tede  of Minneapol is  a n d  Governor  Phi l l ip  Noel of Rhode  Is land.  I n  
au~lition to hea r ings  on October  22 a n d  23, 1975 a n d  November  4, 1975, S e n a t o r  
Kennedy may  reques t  an  add i t iona l  day  of h~ar ings  on a bi l l  he  may  file in  the  
near  fu ture .  Sena to r  Kennedy ' s  legis la t ion is expect.ed to pu t  more  emphas is  on 
ca tegor ica l  g r a n t s ,  boost  the  s h a r e  of funds  received by the  courts,  and  pe rhaps  
seek a two-year  au tho r i za t ion  ex tens ion .  

We have  no word yet  on the  i n t en t ions  of the  House Jud i c i a ry  Subcommit tee  
on Crime to hol~l hear ings .  

I I I .  F E D E R A L  R U L E S  O F  C R I M I N A L  P R O C E D U R E  

On October  7, 1975, Congress passed and  sent  to the  Whi te  House for  ac t ion  
S. 1549, a bi l l  c la r i fy ing  t h a t  non-suggest ive l ine-up photographic  and  o ther  
identif icat ion made  in compliance w i t h  the  Cons t i tu t ion  a re  admiss ib le  as 
evidence~' The  bill  which  would a m e n d  the  new Fede ra l  Rules  Of C r i m i n a l  
Procedure  wi l l  become effective fif teen days  a f t e r  the  Pres iden t ' s  s ignature .  

I 7 .  S E C U R I T Y  A N D  P R I V A C Y  

A_ CriminaZ jus t ice  {nlormatiot~ biZl.~ 
The  House  Jud i c i a ry  Subcommit tee  on Civil and  Cons t i tu t iona l  Righ ts  is no 

longer consider ing H.R.  8227 as  i ts  ma jo r  b i l l  I n s t ead  the  Subcommit tce  ha s  
draf ted  a new p r in t  o f  H.R. 61 da ted  October 6, 1975. The  p r in t  s t r ikes  any  
federal  advisory  or  regu la tory  commission, p rohib i t s  requi r ing  dedication,  a n d  
specifically de l ineates  the  powers  of the  FBI .  The  F B I  is au thor ized  to main-  
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ta ln  cr iminal  h is tor ies  on federal  offenders  and indexes  on mul t i - s t a t e  offenders ,  
but  is  not author ized to main ta in  cr iminal  h is tor ies  on any s t a t e  offenders.  The  
F B I  is prohibi ted f rom operat ing a mul t i - s ta te  message  swi t ch ing  sys tem.  

The Senate  Judic iary  Subcommittee on Const i tu t ional  R igh t s  is now work ing  
wi th  the Jup i t e r  pr in t  of S.2008. I t  is subs tan t ia l ly  the s ame  as the  or ig ina l  
bill, but it  too would prohibit  requi r ing  dedication.  

Both Subcommittees are  working di l igently to have  bi l ls  before  t h e i r  f u l l  
Committees by year ' s  end. 
B. Dcpartmcnt of Justice regulations on criminal fi~stlee information system8 

YOu have received two documents  Indicat ing t h a t  changes  will  be m a d e  in 
the  "dedicat ion" requirement.  In  the  first  document ,  a l e t t e r  f rom J a m e s  
Johnson of the Nat ional  Governors '  Conference to Governor  Wende l l  R. Ander-  
son, da ted  September  26, 1975, Mr. Johnson  sa id  on Page  2 : 

"; . . But  the officials (Deputy At torney Genera l  TYler and  Pe te  Velde)  as- 
sured Governor Bond t h a t  'dedicat ion '  did not  mean imposi t ion on the  S t a t e ~  
of specific methods of d a t a  processing as migh t  be in fe r red  in the  t r ad i t t ona  J 
sense. 

"Given this, L E A k  is apparent ly  p repa red  to accept  and  approve  S t a t e -  
cr iminal  jus t ice  informat ion sys tem plans  which do not  conta in  'ded ica ted  
systems. '  You may wish to consider  th is  in submi t t ing  your  p lan  as  bes t  se rves  
your Sta te  needs. In  the event you have a l ready submi t ted  a p lan con ta in ing  a 
'dedicated '  component,  contrary  to your  desires,  under  t h r e a t  of v io la t ing  the  
regulations,  you may wish to fo rward  appropr i a t e  a m e n d m e n t s  t o  LEAA."  

Unfor tunate ly ,  my latest  in fo rmat ion  is t ha t  the ag reemen t  be tween  . tho .  
Nat ional  Governor 's  Conference and the Depa r tmen t  of Jus t i ce  may  not  " h a v J  
yet  been communicated or fully unders tood  by the  lower echelons  of LEA~A or 
Public Services, Inc. (PSI ) ,  the  con t rac to r  who has  been h i red  to provide  
technical  ass is tance  to the s ta tes  in• d r a f t i n g  the i r  plans. You may  find the  
need to educate  these peopleof  the  la tes t  deveiopments~ .- 

You have also been sent  copies of~ a d r a f t  of a proposed regula t ion  s t r i k ing  
the  dedicat ion requirement  from the  cu r r en t  regulat ions.  I have  been told t h a t  
a sl ightly revised version should appear  in the  F e d e r a l  Regis te r  i n  the  nex t  four  
to five days. ' .~ 
C. Meeting witl~ Vice President Roc~eyctler on security and privacy 

I have had no fu r the r  word when the meet ing  will be held. 

V. L I M I T A T I O N S  01~/ M E D I C A L  ~ P E I U S f E N T A T I O N  

The House Judic ia ry ' s  Subcommittee on Courts.  Civil Liber t ies  and  the  Ad- 
min is t ra t ion  of Just ice  held hear ings  on H.I~ 3603 which would  l imit  t h e  use of 
p r i son  inmates  in medical research.  P ro g rams  funded  by LEAA would  be 
affected. The Subcommittee on September  29, 1975, h e a r d  t e s t imony"  fro. ) 
representa t ives  o f  the HEW, the  Focd and  Drug Admin i s t r a t i on  ( F D A ) ,  t h e  
Nat ional  Ins t i tu tes  of Heal th  ( N I H ) ,  the Alcohol, Drug Abuse  and  Menta l  
Hea l th  Adminis t ra t ion and public witnesses.  No fu r t h e r  hea r ings  a re  p r e s e n t l y  
scheduled. The record is open unt iLOctober  30, 1975. 

"" V'I. ~I~bliBYIN 0 

Both the  House and Senate a r e  act ively working on bills to regn la te  lobbying. 
The major  bills appear to  ' be  H.R. iS : and  H.R. 1734 before t h e  House . Jud ic i a :  
Subcommittee on Adminis t ra t ive  Law and  Government  Regu la t ions  which  held" 
hear ings  between, September 19, 1975 and September  23, 1975. The  record  closed 
on October 7, 1975. The major  bill i n  the  Senate  now ap p ea r s  to be  S. 2477 
before the  'Senate Government  Operat ions  Commit tee.  All the  bills would  re- 
quire some kind of reporting f rom associat ions,  like the Na t iona l  Conferences.  
which represent  Sta te  and local governmenta l  agencies  before  Congress  and  
federa l  executive agencies. The  Nat ional  Governors '  Conference.  the  U n i t ed  
Sta tes  Conference of Mayors, Nat ional  League of  Cities and  the  Na t iona l  Asso- 
ciation of Counties have all provided t e s t imony  to the  Committees .  Dick H a r r  , 
submit ted a wr i t t en  s ta tement  on October 7, 1975 to the app rop r i a t e  House  a n d  
Senate  Subcommittees on the  impact  of the  bills, on the Nat iona l  Conference.  
The National  Governors '  Conference .is closely following the  bills a n d  mak i n g  
recommendat ions  for~amendments.  

~J 
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V I I .  POLICE D E A T H  B E N E F I T S  

The  House Judic iary  Subcommittee on Immigrat ion,  Citizenship and I n t e r -  
nat ional  Law held hear ings  on H.R. 365, 866, and 3544 on police officer dea th  
benefits bills. The record is open for comments  unti l  October 24, 1975. Fu r t h e r  
hearings may be held a f t e r  Congress re tu rns  from its recess  on October 20, 1975. 

T w o  bills on immigra t ion  have precedence over a death benefits bill. Test imony 
as been given by the Depar tment  of Jus t ice ,  police and firemen representat ives.  

V I I I .  G U N  CONTROL 

The  House Judic iary  Subcommittee on Crime has concluded i t s  hear ings  on 
gun control  bills. The Subcommit tee is expected to begin mark-up on Wednes- 
'day, October 22, 1975. The major  b i l l sbe ing  considered a r e H . R .  9780 (Conyers) ,  
H.R. 9763 (MeClory) and H.R. 9022 (Adminis t ra t ion) .  

T h e  Senate  Government  Operat ions Committee has held hear ings on problems 
" pres ident ia l  protection and federa l  f irearms control. The test imony has been 

directed at  S.2152, S.2166, and H.17~ 1244. F u r t h e r  hear ings  a r e  likely but 
unscheduled. 

IX .  ~ I C T I M S  OF C R I M E  L E G I S L A T I O N  

• The:House  Judic iary  Subcommit tee on Criminal  Jus t ice  will ho ld  hear ings  on 
October 28, 1975 and November 4, 1975 on H.R. 287, 598, 1449, 1903, 2~d8, 8753, 
9074 (Rodino) and 3907 (Adminis t ra t ion) .  The bills would have  the federal  

! government  contr ibute  to S ta te  victim compensat ion programs.  I t  is expected 
' .at ~the sponsors of the bills, the  Depar tment  of Jus t ice  and the ABA will 

t~estlfy. Indiv idual  Sta tes  which a l ready have such programs may wan t  to 
testify in order  to explain how their  programs operate  and discuss the impact  
new legislation might  have on cur ren t  operations.  

x: ,WO~ZNATmN 

On Wednesdayl September  '24, 1975, the  Pres iden t  sent  to the Senate the 
! n a m e  of Milton L. Luger of New Ycrk to be an Ass is tant  Adminis t ra tor  of 
• "~AA.  He would be the head  of the Office of Juven i l e  Just ice  and Delinquency 

Prevention,  rep lac ing  Fred  Nader,  who has been serv ing  as the Acting Assist- 
an~ Adminis t ra tor .  Mr. Luger was  formerly  the Commissioner of Youth Ser- 
vices for the  S ta te  of New York.  

[Memorandum] 
TO : All SPA Directors.  
F r o m  : Richard  B. Geltman, General  Counsel  
Date : September  22, 1975, 
F';bJect: Legislat ive Developments.  

I .  LF.AA APPEO~RLATIONS 

The  Conference Committee,  composed of Senators  Pns tore ,  McClellan. Mans- 
field, HolUngs, Magnuson; Eagieton, Johnston,  Huddleston,  Sparkman,  Hruska.  
Fong, Brooke, Hatfleld, Stevens. and Young and Representa t ives  Slack~ Ncal 
Smith. Flynt,  Burke. Mahon,  Cederberg. and ]Hark Andrews m e t  on September 
18, 1975 and n~reed upon the  contents  of H.R. 8121 and an LEAA appropriat ion 
lp~'el of $809,638,000 for FY 1976. This  represents  an addit ion of $40 million for  
:h .p lementa t ion  of the Juveni le  Just ice  and Delinquency Prevent ion Act of 
1974 and an increase of $17.9 million for  LEEP,  bringing L E E P  up, to $40 mil- 
lion for  FY 1976, the  same amount  as for FY 1975. The $17.9 mill ion •increase 
for L E E P  must  be obtained somewhere  f rom the Adminis t ra t ion ' s  original bud- 
get figures of $769,638,000. This  may mean a fu r the r  reduction in the P a r t  C 
and E block g ran t  figures you have been utilizing for  your FY 1976 comprehen- 
sive plans. 

The full House is expected to vote on the Conference Committee 's  report,  
t T Rept. 94-495, on September  23, 1975; the Senate  is expected to vote immedi- 
ately thereaf ter .  The SPAs will not have final word on monies available until  
af ter  the Pres iden t  acts on the bill, LEAA makes a de terminat ion  where in the 
budget  to take $17.9 mlllion~ and OMB makes  a decision to release all or par t  
of the money. 
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n .  Z ~ _ ~ H 0 n v Z A ~ O ~  Or THE C ~ M E  C 0 1 ~ O L  ACT 

T he  Sena te  J ud i c i a r y ' s  Subcommit tee  on C r i m i n a l  L a w s  a n d  P r o c e d u r e s  wil l  
ho ld  hea r ings  cha i red  by Sena tor  H r u s k a  on  r e a u t h o r i z a t i o n  of t h e  Cr ime  Con- 
t r o l  Act  and  overs igh t  of LF_~A. Bi l l s  covered by t he  h e a r i n g  inc lude  S.460, 
S.1297, S.1598, S.1601, S.1875, S . ~ 1 2 ,  a n d  S.2245. T h e  f i r s t  t h r e e  d a y s  of h e a r -  
Lugs wil l  be held  on October2 ,  8, a n d  9. Dick Har r i s ,  a s  c h a i r m a n  of t he  N a t i o n a l  
Conference,  h a s  been invi ted  to tes t i fy ,  p robab ly  on October  8, 1975. A p p r o x  ~ 
m a t e l y  25 o the r  ind iv idua ls  h a v e  also been inv i ted .  T h e s e  i n d i v i d u a l s  r e p r e s e n t  : 
publ ic  i n t e r e s t  g roups ;  pa r t s  of  t he  sys tem Hke police, cou r t  a n d  co r r ec t i ona l  
agenc ies  a n d  assoc ia t ions ;  GAO a n d  A C I R ;  a n d  o t h e r  i n t e r e s t e d  persons .  T h e  
Jus t i ce  D e p a r t m e n t  and  Sena to r s  of proposed bil ls  wi l l  l i k e l y  t e s t i fy  on  October  
2. An add i t i ona l  th ree  to five days  of h e a r i n g s  m a y  be  he ld  e x t e n d i n g  i n t o  
November ,  depending  On the n u m b e r s  of i nd iv idua l s  w a n t i n g  to tes t i fy .  T h e  
H o u s e  s t i l l  looks l ike i t  may no t  ac t  u n t i l  a f t e r  the  f i rs t  of  t h e  year .  No over-  
s i g h t  hea r ings  by o the r  commit tees  h a v e  been schedu led  to da te .  

Members  o f  the  Sena te  Subcommit tee  a r e  S e n a t o r s  McClel lan,  H a r t ,  East lan,"  ~ 
Kennedy,  B y r d  (W. Va.) ,  Hraska ,  Scot t  ( P a . ) ,  T h u r m o n d  a n d  S c o t t  (Va. )  

"tTr. FEDERAL ]gUlES  OF. C R I M I N A L  P B O C E D ~  

• T h e  P re s iden t  s igned H.R. 6799 in to  l aw  on J u l y  31, 1975. I t  is  now P.L. 94-64, 
89 Sta t .  370. 

IV. SECURITY AND PRIVACY (BILLS ON C R I M I N A L  J U S T I C E  INFORMATION S Y S T E M S ) .  

A. T he  House  Jud ic la ry ' s  Subcommi t t ee  on Civil  and  C o n s t i t u t i o n a l  R i g h t ,  I) 
he ld  one hea r i ng  on  September  5, 1975 on  H.R. 8227, The  D e p a r t m e n t  of Defense  
a n d  R i cha r d  H a r r i s  as  Virg in ia  SPA d i r ec to r  a n d  Confe rence  c h a i r m a n  were  
a sked  to speak.  I t  is s t i l l  unc l ea r  w h a t  t he  nex t  Congres s iona l  ac t ion  m a y  be. 
Represen ta t ive  Edwards ,  c h a i r m a n  of  the  House  Subcommi t t ee ,  is  cons ide r ing  
h o l d i n g  f u r t h e r  hea r ings  on message  swi tch ing ,  n a t i o n a l l y  m a i n t a i n e d  c r i m i n a l  
h i s to r ies  a n d  indexes,  NCIC a n d  possibly domest ic  in te l l igence  g a t h e r i n g .  D o u b t  
as  t o  w h e t h e r  a regula tory  commiss ion  is ~neeessary h a s  been  r a i s e d  b y  Mr.  
Edwards .  

B. T he  Na t iona l  Governors '  Conference,  t he  N a t i o n a l  Assoc ia t ion  of  Coun t i e s  ~ 
a n d  the  Na t iona l  Conference of S t a t e  Leg i s l a tu res  h a v e  a s k e d  Vice P r e s i d e n t .  
Rockefel ler  to meet  w i th  them to discuss  the  ded ica t ion  r e q u i r e m e n t  f o u n d  in  
the  D e p a r t m e n t  o£ Jus t i ce  secur i ty  a n d  pr ivacy  regu la t ions .  A n  official i nv i t a -  
t ion  f rom t he  Vice P r e s i d e n t  i s  expected  in t he  nex t  week. ~deanwhile ,  a delega-  
t ion of these  groups  ha s  met  w i t h  Deputy  A t t o r n e y  Gene ra l  T y l e r  who  seems  to 
have  been r ecep t i ve  to some a d m i n i s t r a t i v e  i n t e r p r e t a t i o n s  wh ich  would  min i -  
m ize  the  dedica t ion  burden.  Official word  of th i s  i n t e r p r e t a t i o n  is expected.  

V. GUN CONTROL 

Severa l  f u r t h e r  days  o f . hea r ings  a r e  p l anned  by the  H o u s e  J u d i c i a r y ' s  Sub-  
commit tee  on Cr ime before severa l  bi l ls  a r e  chosen  for  mark -up .  C o n s i d e r a t i o n  
of these  bills may  p r oceed i n to  November .  

vL b'XUGS-SXOD~ 

T he  Sena te  on J u n e  26, 1975, a n d  the  House  on  S e p t e m b e r  11, 1975, h a v e  
passed  di f ferent  Versions of S. 2017 which  would  b r i n g  t he  Spec ia l  "ActionsOffi.~- 
of Drug  P r e v e n t i o n  back to life. ( I t  exp i red  on J u n e  30, 1975.) 

~I I .  COMMUNITY MENTAL' H E A L T H  CENTERS AMEN'DMENTS ()F 1 9 7 5  

T h e  Congress  over rode  P r e s i d e n t  F o r d ' s  veto on Ju ly  29, 1975 e n a c t i n g  P~L. 
94-63. T i t l e  I I I ;  w i th  the  above  ti t le,  a m e n d e d  the  C o m m u n i t y  M e n t a l  H e a l t h  
Cente rs  Act  by a d d i n g T i t l e  I I  Part~ D, en t i t l ed  " R a p e  P r e v e n t i o n  a n d  Cont ro l" .  
P a r t  B au thor i zes  the  e s t ab l i shmen t  of a Na t iona l  Cen te r  for  the  P r e v e n t i o n - a v d  
Contro l  of R a p e  wi th in  the N a t i o n a l  I n s t i t u t e  of b l e n t a l  Hea l th .  T h e  Cen~_r 
may  s tudy  the  causes  of rape a n d  the  effect iveness  of p r o g r a m s  a n d  law.  I t  m a y  
aiso p rov ide  g r a n t s  f o r  the  p reven t ion  and  cont ro l  of rape. 

VII1. I~J.PLEMENTATION OF J U V E N I L E  J U S T I C E  ACT W I T H  FY 1 9 7 5  FUNDS 

The fol lowing t e n  (10) SPAs decided no t  to a p p l y  fo r  FY 1975 J J D P A  for-  
mu la  g r a n t  f u n d s :  Rhode I s land ,  Oklahoma,  U tah ,  Wyoming ,  W e s t  Vi rg in ia ,  
A labama ,  Amer i can  Samoa, Colorado,  H a w a i i  a n d K a n s a s .  

"] 
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[Memorandum] 
• o: All SPA Directors.  
From : R ichard  B. Geltman,  General  CounseL 
Date :  J anua ry  15, 1976." 
Subject  : Legislat ive Developments .  

On December 19, 1975, the U. S. House  and  U. S. Senate  ad journed  the  first  
session of the  94th Congress wi th  t he  second session scheduled to commence 

• n u a r y  19, 1976. 
L LEAA APPEOP~TIONS 

A. Ff, sca| year  1978 Juven i le  Jus t i ce  am~ Del inquency  Preven t ion  Ac t  
Appropr ia t ions  

As  you know Congress appropr ia ted  $40 million of the  $809 mi l l ion  of the  
FY 1976 LEA.A budget  for  implementa t ion  of the Juveni le  Jus t ice  and Delln- 
• luency Prevent ion  Act. The Pres iden t  signed the  bill into law, P.L. 94--121, on 
October 21, 1975. Now, the  P res iden t  appears  to be having second thoughts.  I t  
~" expeeted t h a t  on or about  J a n u a r y  19, 1976, the  Pres iden t  will  submit  a 
de fe r ra l  request  wi th  Congress  asking Congress to defer  the expendi ture  of 
~ome $10-20 mill ion of the  $40 million J J D P  Act  appropriat ions.  I t  will  then 
be up to one or  the o ther  houses of Congress  to pass an impoundment  message 
disapproving of the  proposed defe r ra l  in  order  for  the  money to be made  avail- 
•able for  obHgatlon. I t  is m y  impress ion t h a t  Congress has  no deadline wi th in  
which to act. 
8 .  F i s ~ l  year  1977 L E A A  Appropr ia t ions  
• The Pres iden t ' s  Budget  message is expected to be s u b m i t t e d  to Congress on 

or" about  J a n u a r y  20, 1976. I t  does not appear  likely t ha t  the program will even 
do  as  well  in Fiscal  Year  1977 as i t  did in Fiscal  Year 1976. Because the Admin- 
is t ra t ion is cut t ing the  budget  back in all areas,  i t  deems i t  possible to achieve 
a reduct ion in the budget  of $25 million ta  $28 million f o r  FY 1977. 

I L  REAUTHORIZATION OF THE CRIME CONTROL ACT 

A. ~enate-- -Judic iary  gubcomm~ttce  o~ Orimtnat  L a w s  and Procedures  
O n e  more  day of hea r ings  is expected. Senator  Kennedy had scheduled a 

~ear ing for  December 9, 1975, on urban  court  congestion t h a t  had  to b e  can- 
.celled due  to the full  Judic iary  Commit tee ' s  hear ings  on the confirmation of  
Jus t i ce  Stevens. Senator  Kennedy  has  asked tha t  the cancelled hear ing be 
rescheduled for  Februa ry  20, 1976, but  th is  day may be moved up so t h a t  the 
~Subcommittee can move on the  r eau tho r i za t i on  legislation more expeditiously. 
Even if  the  final day of hear ings  is not unti l  February  20, the Subcommittee 

z t a f f m a y  begin working on a mark-up bill before then. 
I t  is expected tha t  Senator  Kennedy will introduce a bill  reauthor tz ing the  

• ' " m e  Control Act, but  wi th  a g rea te r  emphasis  on court  funding, sometime 
a r o u n d  February  2, 1976. I t  is not  clear  whe ther  the flnaI day of hear ings  
requested by Senator  Kennedy will  address  specifically the problem of court  
congest ion or the bill to be introduced. 

On December  4, 1975, the Subcommit tee hea rd  f rom Wal ter  H. McLaughin, 
Chief  J u s t i c e  of the Massachuse t t s  Superior  Court, Jus t ice  Haro ld  Bi rns  of the 
New York S t a t e  Supreme Court, Police Commissioner Michael Codd of the New 
York City PoNce Depar tment ,  J a n e  Hunt ington  a .rape victim from Boston, 
Marsh Manson, an  ex-offender f rom Detroit ,  and Nathanie l  Caldweli, an ex- 
o" ;nder f rom New York City and  a s taff  member  of the X~anhattan Court Em- 
ployment Project .  

The Nat ional  Conference has  testified on this  ma t t e r  and will main ta in  a 
continuing flow of background informat ion  to the Subcommittee. 

B. House-- -Judic iary  Subcommi t t ee  on (Trims 
The House has yet  to set  a definite da te  for hear ings  on  reauthorizat ion.  I t  is 

not expected tha t  such hear ings  will be set  before February  1, 1976.. The Na- 
t~onni Conference can ant ic ipate  being asked to testify.  

[II." REAUTHORIZATION OF THE JUVENILE JUSTICE AND DELINQUENCY PREVENTION 
ACT (JJDPA) 

As I indicated in my memorandum o f  December 29, 1975, request ing your 
-.omments on possible proposed amendments  to t h e  J JDPA,  the Adminis t ra t ion  
:s required to develop a reauthor iza t ion  biU for  the J J D P A  during the next  four  
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months.  LEAA has  now begun d r a f t i n g  amendments ,  t ak ing  sugges t ions  f rom 
LEAA staff. On February  12, 1976, LEAA has  called a mee t ing  o f  the  Advisory  
Commission on In te rgovernmenta l  Relat ions,  the  six m a j o r  Publ ic  I n t e r e s t  
Groups (PIGs)  and the National  Conference,  to discuss our  ideas  on w h a t  should  
be incorporated in a reauthor iza t ion  b i l l  Any comments  or p roposa l s  you have  
should be conveyed to me as soon as possible tO enable  me to see t h a t  y o u r ' i d e a s  
are  considered in a possible Nat iona l  Conference posi t ion a n d / o r  LEAA d r a f t  
bilL ~ "~ 

IV. DEPUTY ADMINISTRATORS FOR LEAA 

Several  individuals and news repor t s  have said t ha t  the  A d m i n i s t r a t i o n  has  
decided on two candidates  to fill the vacan t  Deputy A d m i n i s t r a t o r  posi t ions.  No 
official announcement  has been made  while  background inves t iga t ions  a re  being 
conducted. However,  i t  is expected tha t  Chief  Jus t i ce  H e n r y  F. McQuade  of t h e  
Idaho  Supreme Court  will be nomina ted  for  the  posit ion of Deputy  Admin i s t r a -  
tor  for  Policy Development and  Paul  K. WormeLi, Esqui re  of Publ ic  Services,  
Inc:, will be nominated  for the  "position of Deputy  A d m i n i s t r a t o r  fo r  A d m i n ' - )  
t rat ion.  

V. FEDERAL RULES OF C R I M I N A L  PROCEDURE 

A bill making fu r t he r  technical  amendmen t s  to the  Fed e ra l  Rules  of  Cr imina l  
Procedure  was sent  to the P re s iden t  a n d  s igned into law on December  12, 1975, 
becoming P.L. 94--149. 

VI. SECURITY AND PRIVACY 

A. Criminal Justice information bills . ~ 

(1) The Senate  Judiciary Subcommit tee  on Cons t i tu t iona l  R igh t s  is stud 
working with the Jup i te r  p r in t  of S.2008. To the best  of my knowledge,  t h e r e  
are  no fu r the r  hear ings  present ly  scheduled,  and no immed ia t e  p lans  to mark -up  
and repor t  out a final version of the secur i ty  and  privacy b i l l  

(2) The House Judiciary Subcommit tee  on Civil and Cons t i tu t iona l  R igh t s  
is  now working with a December 1, 1975 p r in t  of H.R. 61 as  a d r a f t .  F u r t h e r  
considerat ion of the  bill is awa i t ing  re la ted  hear ings  on F B I  overs ight ,  the  first  
day of which is expected to be Feb ru a ry  3, 1976, when  A t t o rn ey  Genera l  Lev i  
and  FBI  Director  Kelly have been invi ted  to testify.  The  h ea r i n g s  wil l  foe 
on the development  of guideLines for  the  opera t ion  of the  FBI ,  some of wh ich  
will  re la te  to the purpose and  appropr ia te  role of the F B I  in a r e a s  such  as  
message switching,  operation of NCIC and domest ic  intel l igence.  Some l imita-  
t ions on FBI  operat ions in these  a reas  are  found  in the December  1, 1975 pr int .  

I t  is not clear how long it will  take  for '  the  Subcommit tee  to r ep o r t  out  a 
securi ty and privacy bilL How quickly something  is r epor ted  out  .may depend  
on the informat ion  obtained in the  hear ings  and  the ope ra t iona l  exper ience  
s ta tes  have had  under  t h e  LEAA securi ty  and  pr ivacy  regulat ions .  

The Nat ional  Conference may be asked to tes t i fy  f u r t h e r  on these  ma t t e r s .  ) 

B. L E A A  regulations on statistical and research information 
LEAA held a day of hear ings  on October 16, 1975, and received w r i t t e n  tes t i -  

mony f r o m  the Arizona SPA, the  Hawa i i  SPA, the  M a r y l a n d  SPA, the  New 
Hampsh i re  SPA, the New Mexico SPA, and the  Vermont  SPA. A subsequen t  
mee t ing  t o  provide advice on r ed ra f t ing  was  held on J a n u a r y  8, 1976. The 
Nat ional  Conference a t tended and p a r t i c i p a t e d  0n b e h a l f  of the  SPAs.  F ina l  
regulat ions  are  expected by Feb rua ry  2, 1976. 

G. L E A A  security and privacy regulations . , )  

LEAA h e l d  hear ings  on both the dedicat ion issue and  the  access  and  dis- 
seminat ion issues, receiving tes t imony f rom a large number  of respondents .  I t  
is not  clear  h o w  long it will  be before f ina l  :regulations a re  p romulga t ed  by 
L E A ~  

VII. L IMITATIONS OF MEDICAL EXPERIMENTATION 

H.P~ 3603 would l imit  the use of pr ison inmates  in  medical  r e sea rch  ; effected 
would be LEAA programs. The  House  Jud ic ia ry  Subcommit tee  on Courts ,  C~=ii 
L iber t i es  and the  Adminis t ra t ion  of Jus t i ce  has  concluded i ts  hea r ings  bu~ ~l~ 
no t  expected to go to mark-up unt i l  March.  The Nat ional  Conference  has  had 
no involvement  wi th  th is  bilL 
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VL~ ~OLICE OFFICER DEATH B ~ S  

The House Judic iary  Subcommit tee on Citizenship, Immigrat ion,  and In ter -  
na t ional  Law voted out favorably H.I~ 366, which would provide up to $50,000 

! gratui ty t o  the  survivors  of police of Seers killed in  the line of duty, on Novem- 
ber B, 1975. I f  the bill was enacted,  LEAA would adminis te r  the program. T h e  
~,ll Judic iary  Committee has  no t  yet  estabUshed i t s  schedule so i t  is not clear 
~nen  the  bill will be considered, al though the bi l l  is identified wi th  the Sub- 
committee Chai rman and may, therefore ,  be g iven  high priority.  The National 
Conference has  taken n o  position wi th  regard  to t h i s  bill or provided any 
testimony. 

L'¢o GUN CONTROL 

The Senate  Judic iary  Subcommittee on Juveni le  Delinquency has  ordere~l 
reported out legislation tha t  would ban the  sale of cheap, easily concealable 
h~ndguns and require  mandatory  sentences for  crimes commit ted w i t h  f i rearms.  

• %-~e bill sponsored bY Birch Bayh, known as the Handgun  Control Act of 1975, 
wi l lp robably  no t r ece ive  immediate  a t tent ion f rom the  full  Judic iary  Committee. 

The House Judic iary  Subcommittee on Crime has  also reported out  legislation 
• t h a t  would t i gh t en  up loopholes On the  1968 l a w  and require stiffer penal t ies  
~for cr imes commit ted  wi th  a flrearm~ H.R. 11193, however ,  is expected to be 
'.only one o f a  n u m b e r  of a l te rna t ives  tha t  w i l l  be examined by the full Commit- 
tee. No immedia te  act ion by the full  Committee Is expected. 

x. LOBBYING: 

The  full Senate  Government  Operat ions Committee s taff  has  concluded a final 
idraft  of a marked-up bill which will be ready for examinat ion  by Committee 
~members on the i r  re turn  f rom adjournment .  

The staff  of the House J u d i c i a r y  Subcommit tee on Adminis t ra t ive  Law and 
~Go~ernment Regulat ions has also concluded~a f ina ld ra f t .  

Nei ther  bill present ly  is numbered or generally available. The National  Con- 
ference did provide inform~ition on the impact  of lobbying regis t ra t ion bills on 
the National  Conference and  SPAs to  the Chairman,  of the respectiVe S e n a t e  
C~.amittee and House Subcommittee.  : 

XI. VICTIMS OF CRIME LEGISLATION 

The House  Judic iary  Subcommittee on Cr iminal  Jus t ice  has held several  days 
~f hear ings  on a var ie ty  of victims of cr ime compensat ion bills. The Sub- 
Committee expects  to hold two more days  of hear ings  in Feb rua ry ,  The pr °- 
.~esed witnesses  would be ad mi n i s t r a t o r s  o f  s ta te  opera ted  victims of cr ime 
. 'ompensation programs.  The main i s sue  appears  to be whether  there  ought to 
)~ . law which provides for  compensat ion for  federal  cr ime victims, s t a t e  cr ime 
~ietims compensated  through a s ta te  adminis te red  program, or  a program which 
rill provide for  both. The Subcommit tee  will probably not repor t  out a bill  any 
:arlier than  March. The National  Conference has  taken no active role in this  
Lrea. 

The Sena te  is awai t ing  House action before it :moves on this :mat ter .  

XIIo NONSUGGESTIVE IDENTIFICATIONS 

r ~e Pres iden t  signed into law P.L.  94-113, which makes clear tha t  non- 
uggestive lineup, photographic  a n d  other  identification made in compliance 
,ith the Const i tu t ion are  admissible a s  evidence, on October 16, 1975. 

XIII. CONFIRMATIONS 

The Senate confirmed Milton L. Luger t o  be the  Ass is tan t  Adminis t ra tor  of 
EAA~s Office of Juveni le  Jus t ice  and Delinquency Prevent ion  on November 1.l, 
)75. Joseph Nardoza  was confirmed bY the  Senate  as a member  of the U. S.. 
or d of Parole  on November t7, 1975. Now operat ing as acting chief  of the. 
fltc~ of Regional Operat ions is Robert  Grimes, the Regional Adminis t ra to | r  
LEAA Region  VI. 
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[Memorandum] 
T o :  All SPA Directors .  
F r o m  : R i c h a r d  B. Gel tman,  Gene ra l  C o u n s e l  
D a t e :  M a r c h  15, 1976. 
Subjec t  : Legis la t ive  Developments .  ,~' 

L ~ APPROPRIATIONS 

See the attached memorandum from Robert Flowers to the :Executive Con~ 
mi t t ee  da ted  March  15, 1976. 

IL REAUTHOEIZATION OF THE CRIME CONTROL ACT 

See Rober t  F lowers '  m e m o r a n d u m  of the  same date .  

IIL REAUTHORIZATION OF THE JUVENILE JUSTICE AND DELINQUENCY PREVENTIOI~ 
ACT /.~ 

See t he  above-referenced m e m o r a n d u m .  

xv. DEPUTY ADMImSTZXTOSS FOR ZX.aA 

Jus t i ce  Henry  MeQuade a n d  P a u l  WormeH were  n o m i n a t e d  fo r  t h e  twc 
Deputy  A d m i n i s t r a t o r  posi t ions on J a n u a r y  27, 1976. Con f i rma t ion  hear tng~ 
h a v e  been held. No problems w i t h  t he  nomina t i ons  a re  expected .  

V. GUN CONTROL - /  
A .  H o u s e  

H.R. 11193 was  reported ou t  f avorab ly  by the  House  J u d i c i a r y  S u b e o m m i t t e  
o n  Crime. On March  2, 1976 t he  J u d i c i a r y  Commit tee  r e f e r r e d  t h e  bi l l  b a c k  t~ 
t he  Subcommit tee  which  is expec ted  to ki l l  g u n c o n t r o l  fo r  t h e  year .  

B.  8 e n a t e  " 
INo immedia t e  activitY is expected  in the  Senate .  

VL VICTIMS OF CRIME LEGISLATIOI~" 

A .  H o u s e  
T he  House  J u d i c i a r y  S u b c o m m i t t e e  on C r i m i n a l  J u s t i c e  h a s  conc luded  i t  

h e a r i n g s  on v i c t i m s  0f cr ime compensa t ion  bills. T h e  f i r s t  day  of m a r k - u p  i 
scheduled  for  March  11, 1976. T h e  S u b c o m m i t t e e  m e m b e r s  a t  t h e i r  f i rs t  m e e t i n  
wil l  make  t h e  p r i m a r y  decis ions-- -whether  they w a n t  a n y  b i l l  a n d  i f  so wh~ 
basic  a p p r o a c h t o  follow. 

B .  S e n u t e  ) 
T h e  Sena te  Jud i c i a ry  Subcommit tee  on C r i m i n a l  L a w s  a n d  P r o c e d u r e s  is  ,~( 

expec ted  to hold  any  hear ings  on the  sub jec t  ma t t e r .  They  feel  t h a t  a recor  
h a s  been made  in p rev ious  Congresses.  T h e  S u b c o m m i t t e e  wi l l  f i r s t  conclu~ 
ac t ion  on t he  c r imina l  code revis ion  a n d  L E A ~  r e a u t h o r i z a t i o n  be fo re  deal l~ 
wi th  th i s  Subject .  They  wil l  also h a v e  t h  e oppor tun i ty  to  see w h a t  t h e  HOd.' 
h a s  done. 

" V I I .  DRUGS 

T h e  H o u s e  a n d  Senate  h a v e  come ' to a n  a g r e e m e n t  on S.2017 e x t e n d i n g  tl  
Hfe of the  Special  Action Office on Drug  Abuse  P r e v e n t i o n .  T h e  bi l l  w a s  c l e . r ,  
f o r  p r e s i d e n t i a l a e t i o n  on M a r c h  4. 1976. 

[Memorandum] 
To :, All SPA Directors. 
From: Richard B. GeRman, General CounseL 
Date : -April 1, 1976. 
Subject; Proposed Change inthe Formula Usecl l)y HEW to Allot Funds 

Sta tes  for  D r u g  Abuse P r e v e n t i o n .  ~- 
H E W  has  proposed new regu la t i ons  f o r  t h e f o r m u l a s ~ t o  be used  fo r  t h e  a l l ~  

t lon of. d rug  abuse  prevent ion  funds .  The  proposed r e g u l a t i o n s  a r e  a t t a c h e d  ~ 
you r  in fo rmat ion .  Comments  a re  due  to H E W  by Apri l  19,1976,  

i f  you f ee l  t h a t  this  o u g h t  to be an  a r e a  o f  g r e a t e r  N a t i o n a l  Confe re r  
involvement ,  please let  H a n k  W e i s m a n  know. 
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[Memorandum| "' 

To: All SPA Direc tors .  
F rom:  Richard  B. Geltman,  General  Counsel  
Date : May 19, 1976. 
Subject :  Proposed H E W  Regulat ions on Programs for  Prevent ion  of and Ear ly  

In t e rven t ion  i n  Alcohol and  Drug Abuse. 

Comments on the  proposed regu la t ions  a t tached to this  notice must  be made  
~':: Nat ional  Alcohol and  Drug Educat ion Program, U. S. Office of Education,  
Itoom 2049, Federa l  Office Building 6, 400 Maryland Avenue: S.W,, Washington,  
D.C. 20202 by 4:00 p.m. on June  17, 1976. 

lMemorandum ] 
To : All SPA Directors.  
F rom:  R i e h a r d B .  Geltman,  General  Counsel. 
Date :  July 13, 1976. 
Subject ;  Modification of H E W  Regulat ions Relat ive to the Dis t r ibu t ion  of  

Methadone. 
Attached for  your informat ion is a copy o£ revised regulat ions p romulga ted  

by the  Food and  Drug Adminis t ra t ion  of the  U, S. Depar tment  of Health, 
'. Education and Welfare,  appear ing  in the July  9, 1976 Federal Register. 

You will be in teres ted  in t h e  mater ia l  since i t  changes the  ground rules fo r  
n s e o f  methadone for  both detoxlflcation and maintenance.  

[Memorandum] 
TO : All SPA Directors.  
F-ore :  Richard  B.  Geltman,  General  Counse l  
l~ttte : July  30, 1976. 
Subject : Legislative Developments.  

1. BEAUTHOBIZATION OF THE CRIME CONTROL ACT OF 1973 

A. genateNBil~ S.,~Ig 
The Senate passed S.2221 on July  26, 1978. Under  separa te  cover you will 

receive a l ist  of amendments  prop?sod on the Senate floor. The final vote on the  
b ''1. was  87-2. 

B." House---Bill H.R. 186S6 
T h e  House is not now expected to  reach the b i l l  unti l  a t  the earl iest  the 

week of August  9 but  more  likely the week of August  23. Possible House 
fi6or amendments  were  included in the memo of July  15, 1976. 

I I .  FISCAL YEAR 1977 APPROPRIATIONS lr0R LEA2k 

The  Pres iden t  s igned H.R. 14239 appropr ia t lng  $853 million to LEAA on 
T .dnesday, July  14, 1976. You were  sent LEA.~ breakouts  by a special bulletin 
dated July  6, 1976. Revisions to t ha t  breakdown can be expected subsequent to 
final action by. Congress o n  the reau thor iza t ion  of LEAA. 

I I L  DEPUTY ADMI'N'LS'HIATORS OF LF_,AA 

T h e  nominat ions of H e n r y  McQuade as Deputy for  Program and Paul  Wor- 
meli as Deputy for  Adminis t ra t ion  were  confirmed on March 26, 1976. They 
were sworn:in On April  6, 1976. 

[V. REAUTHORIZATIO N OF THE J U V E N I L E  ' JUSTICE AND DELINQUENCY PREVENTION ACT 

The Adminis t ra t ion  submi t t ed  to Congress its version of a reauthor iza t ion  
bill on May 14, 1976. However,  no Senator  or Representat ive has yet to file 
Lhat or any other  reauthor iza t ion  bill. No hear ings have been scheduled. 

V. GUN CONTROL 

' t he  t touse  Jud ic ia ry  Committee received an amended version of H.R. 11193. 
~:L.~r fu r the r  amendment  and weakening, the House Judic iary  Committee re- 
3orted out the bill to the ful l  House (H. Rept.  94-1103), enti t led the Federa l  
~lrearms Act  of 1975. No date  has been set  for  consideration of the bill on 
• e House floor. None of the Senate  Committees wi th  jur isdict ion over gun 
:ontrol have reported out a bill. Therefore,  a bill is n o t  expected out of  
~ongress this  session. 
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~ L  vi~'n~s OF 

A~ The House Judiciary Subcommit tee  on Criminal  Jus t i ce  approved  on 
Apri l  2, 1976 a revised version of H:R. 9074 w h i c h  was  repor ted  out  on Apr i l  9, 
1976 as H.R. 13158 enti t led the  "Vict ims of Crime Act of  1976." The, bill would  
re imburse  a s ta te  for 50% of a p rogram it  had  es tabl ished.  P a y m e n t s  would  be 
for  hospital  bills and other p rox imate  out-of-pocket expenses  bu t  would  not  
include c o m p e n s a t i o n f o r  pain and  suffer ing nor  ad mi n i s t r a t i v e  cos ts  of  the  
program. The federa l  program would be opera ted  by a t h r e e  pe r son  fede~','~ 
commission. 

B. A Senate  bill has  not been repor ted  out by the  J u d i c i a r y  Commi t t ee .  
However,  on July  19, 1976, the  Senate  amended  on the  floor H.R.  366 to 
provide for  a program of federa l  r e imbursement  fo r  v ic t ims  of v io lent  crime.  
The amendment  would enable a vict im of violent  cr imes unde r  f ed e r a l  jur i sd ic-  
t ions to receive up tO $50,000, which  would include compensa t ion  fo r  medical  
bills, out-of-pocket  expenses, and proper ty  damage.  The f ede ra l  p ro g ram WOuld 
be opera ted  by a three  person federa l  commission.  The a m e n d m e n t  would  also 
author ize  s ta tes  to expend C r i m e  Control Act  funds  fo r  v ic t ims compensa t i  
programs under  cr i ter ia  establ ished by. LEAA, provided the  s t a t e s  had  e n a c t e d  
legislat ion of general  applicabili ty wi th in  t he  s ta tes  es tab l i sh ing  s t a t e  v i tc tm 
compensat ion funds.  State admin i s t r a t i ve  costs could be covered.  

VII .  DRUGS 

A. The P res iden t  signed into law S.2017, now P.L. 94-237, con t inu ing  the  
Office of Drug Abuse Policy in the Execut ive  Office of the  P res iden t .  The  bill  
was  signed into law March 19, 1976. 

B. The House Committee on Rules  repor ted  out  H. Res. 1350 (H. Rept .  9 ~  
1325) providing for the e s t ab l i shment  of a Select Commit tee  on Narcot ics  
Abuse and  Contiol  on June 30, 1976. 

"VIII.  BENEFITS 'TO POLICE OFFICERS A N D  T H E I R  F A M I L I E S  

A. The House  passed H.R. 366 ent i t led  the  Public Sa fe ty  Officers Benefi t  
Act of 1976 by a vote of 199--93 on Apri l  30, 1976. The bill  would pay $50,000 
to the f a m i l y . o f  any police officer who died in the  l ine-of-duty.  The  b e n e ~ s  
would be re t roact ive to 1972. The program would be a d m i n i s t e r e d  by L E ~ .  
This  bill is opposed by the Admin i s t r a t ion  because of the  r e t roac t ive  provis ion 
and  tha t  the families of officers who died fo r  any reason dur ing  du ty  would  he 
compensated.  

The Senate  Judic iary  Committee repor ted  out H.R. 366, f o rmer l y  S.2572, (S. 
Rept.  94--816) on May 5, 1976. The bill was  passed  b y  the  Senate  on Ju ly  19, 
1976 by a vote of 80 to 4. The Senate  Jud ic i a ry  Commit tee  bill would  com- 
pensate  famil ies  $50.000 for officers killed in the l ine-of-duty. The  bill would  
not  be retroact ive.  It ,  too, w o u l d  be a d m i n i s t e r e d  by L E A k .  

B. The Senate  Judiciary Commit tee  repor ted  out  S.230 (S. Rept .  94-8~.~) 
ent i t led the  "Public Safety Officers' Group Life Insu rance  Act"  on May 5, 1976. 
On July  19, 1976, the bill as an a m e n d m e n t  was  added on the  Sena te  floor to 
H.R. 366 on a vote of 62-17. The program would be p a t t e r n e d  a f t e r  t h e  G.I. 
insurance  program. The Federa l  Government  is liable fo r  up to one- th i rd  of  the 
i n su rance  premiums. The  s ta te ,  "localities and  police officers would  pay  t h e  
res t .  The program would be admin i s t e red  by LEA.A. No House  ac t ion  is ex- 
pected this  Congressional session. The Admin i s t r a t ion  wil l  l ikely oppose thi.¢ 
measure .  

C. The Senate  Labor and Publ ic  Wel fa re  Commit tee  r epo r t ed  out  S.972 ~S 
Rept .  94--8_'22.) ent i t led "Public Safe ty  Officers' ]Hemorial Scho la r sh ip  Act"  ov 
M a y  12, 1976. I t  would provide scholarships  fo r  the dependen t  ch i ld ren  ol 
public safe ty  officers who a r e  the  vict ims of homicide whi le  pe r fo rming  thei l  
official duties.  The program would be admin i s t e red  b y  H E W .  No ac t ion  
e x p e c t e d b y  the House this year .  

I X .  BUDGET RESOLUTIOI~ 

The F i r s t  Concurrent  Resolution on  the  Budget  f o r  Fiscal  Year  1977 (S. ~ j n  
Res. 109) was  agreed upon b y  both H o u s e s  by May 13, 1976. A $3.4 biliiol 
author izat ion ceiling was es tabl ished fo r  the law enforcement  and jus t i ce  rune  
t lonal ca tegory (750), large enough to pe rmi t  the  $753 mil l ion appropr ia t i0!  
figure for  LEA&. 

( ) 
/ '  

;/ 
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w_ L E A A  'REPROGRAMMING 

': LEAA got Congressional permiss ion to reprogram $5.2 million for  the  use of 
. security programs a t  the two nat ional  political conventions. The National 

Conference protes ted this action by a le t te r  to-Deputy Attorney General  Tyler  
J asking him to reverse the Depar tment ' s  decision to go forward .  

X l .  I N D I A N S  

The Pres ident  signed into law P.L. 94-297, formerly  S,2129, which provides 
for  the definition and :punishment of cer ta in  crimes in accordance wi th  federa l  
laws in force wi th in  the special mar i t ime  and terr i tor ia l  Jur isdic t ion of the  
U.S. when t h e ' c r i m e s  are  commit ted by an Ind ian  in order  to ensure equal 
t rea tment  f o r  Ind ian  and non-Indian offenders. 

X I L  C ~ M I N A L  RULES OF PROCEDURE 

The Pres ident  signed into law P.L. 94-349. formerly H.R.  13899, on Ju ly  8, 
~76.  The bill delays the  effective date  of cer tain proposed amendments - to  the  
Fede ra l  Rules of Criminal  Procedure  and  cer tain o the r  rules promulgated by 
the U.S. Supreme Court. 

X I I I .  LOBBYING BILLS 

A. The Senate passed S.2-177 on June  15, 1976 by a vote of 82-9, The pro- 
~ visions of the bill would require  the  National  Conference and the Nat ional  
i Governors '  Conference to regis ter  and periodically to report.  
' B. The House Jud ic ia ry  Subcommittee on Adminis t ra t ive  Law and Govern- 
[ 1 .entai  Relat ions approved H.R. 15 on July  26, 1976 and reported i t  out to t h e  
~full Jud ic ia ry  Committee. I t  might  require  the National  Conference, the Na- 
tional Governors ~ Conference and the Washington offices of individual s t a t e s  to 
register  and report.  Af ter  get t ing approval  f rom the Judic iary  Committee, the 
bill will then be refer red  to the House Committee on S tandards  of Conduct 
( the Ethics  Committee) for its review. 

A bill is expected to be passed by both Houses of Congress this session.  

[ Memorandum ] 
? : All SPA Directors.  
From : Richard  B. Geltman, General  Counsel. 
Date :  August  11, 1976~ 
Subject :  OMB Circular  No. A-111 Ent i t l ed  "Joint ly  l~unded Assistance to State  

and Local Governments  and Nonprofit Organizations." 

Enclosed for  your information is a copy of the new OMB No. A-111 Circular  
which has been t a k e n  f rom the July  30, 1976 Federal Register. The new 
circular replaces the previous OMB memorandum es tab l i sh ing  the  " I n t e g r a t e d  
Grant  Adminis t ra t ion  Program."  

• 'he L E A ~  program will be covered by the circular.  LEAA is obligated to 
assure implementat ion of the c i rcular  through in ternal  directive or regulat ion 
by October 28, 1976. Allan Payne  of LEAA's  Office of Operations indicated tha t  
LEAK will be for thcoming wi th  ins t ruc t ions  wi thin  the  near  future. .  

[ Memorandum l 
To :Al l  SPA Directors: 
From : Richard  B. Geltman, General  Counsel. 
Date : September 3, 1976. 
S "~ject :, HUD Community Development  Block Grants.  

For  your  in fo rmat ion  I have  a t tached  a copy of revised regulat ions of the 
Depar tment  of Housing and Urban Development on Community Development 
Block Grants  published in the Federal Register on  September 1. The regula- 
tions were  promulgated under  Tit le I of the Housing and Community Develop- 
[nent Act of 1974. 

You should note tha t  Section 570.200(a)(8) enti t led "Eligible Activit ies" 
indicates t ha t  block grants  can b e  used for  "provision of public services which 
ar, • directed toward  improving the community 's  public services and facilities, 
Ln~.uding those concerned wi th  . . . cr ime prevent ion . . . (and)  drug abuse 

. ." This  is obviously ano the r  source of federa l  money which SPAs may 
~ant  to t rack  carefully.  

i 
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[Memorandum] 
TO : All SPA Directors .  
F r o m  : R i c h a r d  B. Geltman,  Gene ra l  C o u n s e l  
Da t e  : October 1, 1976. 
Subjec t  : Publ ic  Sa fe ty  Officers Benef i ts  Act  of 1976. 

On September  27, 1976 P re s iden t  Fo rd  s igned the  Pub l i c  S a f e t y  Officers D e a t h  
Benefi ts  Act  of 1976. At tached  for  your  i n fo rma t ion  is t he  Confe rence  r e p o r t  
which  sets  out  the  bi l l  accompanied by  a Jo in t  e x p l a n a t o r y  s t a t e m e n t  of  t~'~ 
Commit tee  of Conference 's  act ion.  

As ind ica ted  in the  Nat ional  Conference ' s  Bullet in N u m b e r  36 d a t e d  Sep tem,  
ber  28, 1976, Pe te  Velds ha s  ind ica t ed  t h a t  he  wil l  a t t e m p t  to d e c e n t r a l i z e  t h e  
a d m i n i s t r a t i o n  of th is  new program.  

Fee l  f ree  to call  upon me w i t h  any  ques t ions  you m a y  have ,  a n d  I wi l l  a t t e m p t  
to  get  answer s  f rom LEAA as soon as  possible. 

[Memorandum] 
TO : All SPA Directors .  -~ 
F r o m  : R i c h a r d  B. Geltman,  Gene ra l  Counsel .  "' 
D a t e  : October 12, 1976. 
Subjec t  : Legal  Services C o r p o r a t i o n R e g u l a t i o n s .  

On J u n e  15 I d i s t r ibu ted  to you d r a f t  r egu la t ions  of  t h e  Lega l  Serv ices  
Corpora t ion  which  dea l t  w i th  the  sub jec t s  o f :  (1) use of lega l  a s s i s t a n c e  f u n d s  
for  r epresen ta t ion  in c r imina l  p roceed ings ;  (2) provis ion  of  lega l  a s s i s t a n c e  to 
juven i l e s ;  and  (3) r ep resen ta t ion  in ac t ions  co l la te ra l ly  a t t a c k i n g  c r i m i n a l  con- 
victions.  I am a t t a c h i n g  a copy of the  final r egu la t ions  p r i n t e d  in  t he  S e p t e m b e r  
10, 1976 Federal Register, w h i c h  become effective today,  because  t he  regula t i¢  
define the  Hmits of permiss ible  Legal  Services  Corpora t ion  re source  e x p e n d i t u r e  
a n d  by impl ica t ion  where  Cr ime Cont ro l  Act  funds  migh t  begin.  

[Memorandum ] 
TO : All SPA Directors .  
From::  R i cha r d  B. Gel tman,  Gene ra l  Counsel .  
Da t e  : October 18, 1976. 
Subjec t  : Publ ic  Works  E m p l o y m e n t  Act.  

A t t ached  for  your  In fo rmat ion  is a copy of  a not ice  f r o m  today ' s  Fede. ";; 
Register w h i c h  announces  t h a t  app l i ca t ions  for  the  T i t l e  I c o n s t r u c t i o n  progra~c 
p u r s u a n t  to the  above Act wil l  begin  to be accepted  a t  t he  E D A  R e g i o n a l  Office" 
on October  26, 1976. 

[Memorandum ] 
To : All SPA Directors .  
F r o m  : R i cha r d  B. Gel tman,  Genera l  Counsel.  
Da t e  : November  2, 1976. 
Subjec t"  Regnla t ion  o n N a t i o n a l  Alcohol a n d  Drug  Abuse  P r e v e n t i o n  P r o g r a m .  

A t t ached  fo r  your  in fo rmat ion  is a copy of the  f inal  r e g u l a t i o n  on t h e  a b b / ,  
s t a t ed  p rogram promulga ted  by  the  Office of Educa t ion  of t he  U. S. D e p a r t m e n  
of H e a l t h  Educa t ion  and W e l f a r e  as  pub l i shed  in t he  Federal  Regis ter  o: 
October 27, 1976. T he  regu la t ion  t akes  effect forty-five days  f r o m  the  d a t e  o: 
p romulga t ion  unless  Congress in te rvenes .  

The  regu la t ions  provide for  the  f u n d s  to be used  fo r  p r i m a r i l y  t a r g e t i n g  o5 
ch i ldren  in p r i m a r y  and  secondary  schools. The  m a j o r  a d m i n i s t r a t i v e  respons i  
b i l i ty  is placed wi th  the  State- level  educa t ion  d e p a r t m e n t .  Any  r o l e f o r  t h e  SPI  
or the  SSA (Single  S t a t e  Agency respons ib le  for  d rug -coo rd ina t i on )  is totP~: 
d i sc re t ionary  wi th  the  Sta te  educa t ion  depa r tmen t .  

[Memorandum ] 
To : All SPA Directors .  
F r o m  : R i c h a r d  B, Geltman,  Genera l  C o u n s e l  
Da t e  : J a n u a r y  18, 1977. 

' S u b j e c t :  H E W  Proposed Regu la t i ons  on  G r a n t s  fo r  D r u g  Abuse  P r e v e n t i o r  
T r e a t m e n t  and  Rehabi l i t a t ion .  

A t t a c h e d  fo r  your  in teres t ,  and  possible r ev iew a n d  c o m m e n t  a r e  propf  ~. 
guidel ines  on the  above-referenced sub jec t  m a t t e r  pub l i shed  in the  J a n u a r y  
1977 Federal Register. These  d r a f t  guidel ines  se t  f o r t h  t he  r e spons ib i l i t i e s  ( 
t he  "single s t a t e  agencies '~ wh ich  a r e  responsible  fo r  deve lop ing  a p lan  f o r  d ru  
abuse  prevent ion,  implement ing  projects ,  e v a l u a t i n g  p l a n  r e su l t s  a n d  p a y i n g  fc 
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adminis t ra t ive  costs of the  program. Since SPAs have a responsibil i ty for  drug 
abuse programs and planning coordination,  you may wish to comment  upon the  
proposed regulat ions in o r d e r  to b r ing  the two programs closer together,  and  
el iminate any overlap. 

Comment s  should be sent  t o :  The National  Ins t i tu te  on Drug Abuse, Rock- 
wall Building, 1140 Rockvllle Pike, Rockvllle, Maryland 20852 on or before 
Febru~-ry 28, 1977. Please send a copy o f  any comments  to the National Confer~ 

~:~ce so tha t  a de terminat ion  c a n  be made whe the r  i t  is appropr ia te  for the 
Conference to respond. 

[Memorandum] 
T O :  All SPADi rec to r s .  
From : R ichard  B. Geltman, General  Counsel. 
Date : J anua ry  31, 1977, 
Subjec t :  H E W  Proposed Regulat ions  on Grants  for  Alcohol Abuse and Alcohol- 

ism Prevent ion,  Treatment ,  and Rehabi l i ta t ion Service. 

D u e  to the  Crime Control Act requi rements  of sections 303(a) (18)  and  
.53 (9),  you may wan t  to review and comment on the above referenced proposed 

regulations: These regulat ions would involve law enforcement  officials and 
criminal Justice agencies. Comments  should be sent  to:  Office of t h e  Director,  
National Ins t i tu te  on Alcohol Abuse and Alcoholism, Room 16-105, Pa rk l awn  
Building, 5600 Fishers  Lane,  Rockvtlle, Maryland 20~57 on or before April  1, 
i977. I f  you would like the  National  Conference to submit  Comments which 
support  your  views, p l e a s e  send a copy of  y o u r  comments to the National Con- 
ference so they  will a r r ive  no la ter  t han  March 25, 1977. 

: . , [Memorandum] 
To : All SPA Directors.  
From : Richard  G. Geltman, General  Counsel. 
Date :  Feb rua ry  11, 1977. 
Subject :  General In format ion  on Chi ld  Abuse and 1~eglect Research and Dem- 

ous t ra t ion  Gran ts  Program. 
At tached for  your informat ion is an announcement  inser ted into the Federal 

Register of ;Ianuary 26, 1977 by H E W ' s  Office of Human  DeveloPment.  The 
r -mouncement  explains  the genera l  purpose and coverage of the  "Child Welfare  
• ,esearch and Demonstra t ion Gran ts  Program"  and the "Child Abuse and  
Neglec tResearch  and Demonst ra t ion  Grants  Program".  You may be par t icular ly  
in teres ted in the  former  program since money appears  to be available fo r  
delinquency and s ta tus  Offender projects.  

[Memorandum] 
To : Al l  SPA Direc tors .  
F r o m  : Richard  B. Geltman, Genera l  Counse l  
D a t e  :,May 12, 1977. 
~ t b j e c t :  proposed Amendments  to HUD Regulat ions on the F e d e r a l  Cr ime I n -  

surance  Program.  
At tached fo r  your lnfornia t ion  i s  a copy of the proposed amendments  on t h e  

above described regulations.  Comments.  if  any, shou ld  be sent  to the Rules 
Docket Clerk, Depa r tmen t  of Housing and Urban Development,  Room 10141, 
451 Seventh St., S.W., Washington,  D.C. 20410 by ~lune 6,  1977. 

[Memorandum ] 
' ~  : All SPA Directors.  

t o m :  Richard  B. Geltman, General Counsel. 
Date :  June  7, 1977. 
Subjec~: Proposed EDA Regulat ions on Public Works Program. 

At tached for  your informat ion is a copy of the Depar tmen t  of Commerce 
Economic Developmest  Adminis t ra t ion ' s  proposed regulat ions to implement  
Round 2 of the Local Public Works  Capital  Development and Inves tment  
Program as published in the  Federal l~egister of May 27, 1977. Las t  year about  
$2 billion was  available under  th is  program, ho~vever, l i t t le of this money 
i .ched cr iminal  just ice projects.  S ince  the  appropria t ions  under  this program 
exceeds tha t  of LEAA, you may wan t  to rev iew these proposed regulations wi th  
care. I especially draw your a t tent ion to Sections 317,14 and 317.71(c).  
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[Memorandum] 
TO : All SPA Directors.  
F rom : Richard  B. Geitman, General  Counsel. 
Date  : June  15, 1977. 
Subjec t :  Announcement  by EDA of P lann ing  Targe t  Data  fo r  the  Publ ic  W o r k s  

Act~ 

A t t ached - fo r  your informat ion i s  a copy of a D e p a r t m e n t  of  Commerce  an- 
nouncement  published in the Federal Register of June  10, 1977 of how to f f ~  
informat ion  re la t ive to what  localit ies will  get  wha t  money  u n d e r  t he  Loca l  
Public Works  Capitol Development and  Inves tmen t  Act. Because  of the  large  
amottats  of money at  stake,  some of which can be used fo r  c r imina l  jus t i ce  
purposes ,  I will  continue to t ry to keep  you up to date  :in th is  a rea .  

[Memorandum ] 
TO : All SPA Directors.  
F rom : Richard  B. Geltman, G en e ra l  Counse l  
Da te :  June  15, 1976, 
Subjec t :  Review of and Comment  on Proposed  Legal  Services  C o r p o r a t l ~  

Regulations,  

At tached  for  your informat ion are  proposed Legal Services Coropra t ion  regu- 
la t ions which set  for th  l imitat ions on the  k i n d  of  legal se rv ices  that :  can  b e  
provided. The five proposed l imi ta t ions  a r e :  (1) r e s t r i c t ions  on m a x i m u m  
income level of recipients,  (2) r e s t r i c t ions  on legal  ass i s tance  w i t h  respec t  to 
cr iminal  proceedings, (3) res t r ic t ions  on legal ass i s tance  to juveni les ,  (4) 
res t r ic t ions  on actions challenging cr iminal  convictions, a n d  (5) p rocedures  fo r  
h i r ing  of Corporation at torneys.  ~. 

Comments on all these proposed sect ions should be sent  d i rec t ly  to the  Legffl  
Services Corporation, Suite 700, 733 15th Street ,  N.W., Wash ing ton ,  D.C. 20005 
on or before July 12, 1976. 

[Memorandum ] 
To  : All SPA Directors.  
F rom : Richard  B. Geltman, Genera l  Counsel. 
Date  : June  25, 1976. 
Subjec t :  F inal  H E W  Regulat ions f o r  Gran t s  to S ta tes  fo r  Drug  Abuse  P reven-  

l ion  Funct ions.  .~ 

At tached  for  your  informat ion are  the  final r egu la t ions  p romulga ted  by H E W  
as published in the  Federal Register of June  24, 1976 re la t ive  to the  a l l o tmen t  
formula  of funds  to states under  the  Drug Abuse Office a n d  T r e a t m e n t  Act  of 
1972, a s  amended.  

[Memorandum ] 
To : All SPA Directors .  
F r o m  : Richard  B. Geltman, General  Counse l  
D a t e :  June  30, 1977. 
Sub jec t  : Legis la t ive  Developments.  .-) 

I. I,F.AA APPROPRIATIONS FOR FY 1978 

ConferenceCommittee 
The Conference Committee on H:R. 7556, the  D e p a r t m e n t s  of  Sta te ,  J u s t i c e  

a n d  Commerce,  the  Judic iary  a n d  re la ted  appropr ia t ions  bill f o r  FY 1978, me t  
J u n e  29~ 1977. The conferees agreed upon an LEAA ap p ro p r i a t i o n  of $647,250,000 
wi th  Committee r epo r t  ea rmark ings  of $100 mill ion for  the  Juven i l e  Jus t i ce  
program, $30 million for  LEEP,  $15 million for  the  Communi ty  Ant i -Cr ime  p_ ~- 
gram and $15 million for  the Public Safety  Officers' Benefits  p rogram.  

F i n a l  ac t ion  by both chambers  ra t i fy ing  the  Conference  Commit tee  r e p o r t  
could occur by Ju ly  15, 1977. I would expect  the  P r e s i d e n t  to s ign the  bill  in to  
law by Ju ly  31, 1977. 

LEAA will probably develop break-outs  fo r  the  FY 1978 appropr i a t i ons  on an 
aggregate  and state-by-state basis a t  once. As soon as  the  f i gu re s  a r e  avai lable ,  
we' l l  t ry  to provide them to you. 

Victims o~ Crime---House 
The House has  postponed considera t ion  of H:R. 7010 again.  I t  now a p p e a r s  

t h e  bill wilLreach the floor the week of Ju ly  18, 1977. 
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2gominattonL--~tenate 
The Judic iary  Commit tee  ordered a favorable rePort  of the nominat ion of 

John M, Rector of Virginia to be Ass is tan t  Adminis t ra tor  of LEA.~ on June  22, 
1977. 

Oversight--House 
The Science and Technology Subcommittee on Domes'~ic and In te rna t iona l  

• -~cientiflc Planning and Analysis  and the Judic iary  Subcommittee On Crime held 
several  days  of jo in t  hear ings  on the LEAA research programs.  Addit ional  
hearings are scheduled. 

[Memorandum] 
To : All SPA Directors.  
From : Richard  B. Geltman, General  Counsel. 
Da te  : August  8, 1977. 
Subject : Public Safety  Officers' Death  Benefits Regulation Amendments .  

At tached for  your  informat ion is a copy of a revision t o  the Public Safety 
~fllcers! Death Benefits Program regulat ions as published in the August  4, 1977 

Federal Register. I t  provides tha t  final author i ty  i s  in the hands  of the Ad- 
min is t ra tor  and  ind ica tes  t ha t  benefits a re  t a x  free. 

- [ M e m o r a n d u m ]  
T o :  All SPA Directors.  
F r o m :  Richard  B. Geltman,  General  Counsel. 
Date :  Augus t  8, 1977, 
Subject : Legislat ive Developments .  
,J 

L ~ l ~ ,  FY 1 9 7 S  APPRO~R~TIONS 

On August  2, 1977 the P res iden t  signed H.R. 7556 making appropria t ions  for  
the Depar tments  of State,  Jus t ice  and Commerce, the Judic iary  and related 
iagencies for FY 1978. Under  the bill, L E A k  is appropriated $647,250,000. The 
House  had  previously approved the Conference Commit tee  report  on J u l y  18, 
1977. A copy of re levan t  discussion on the House floor taken from the Congres- 
sional Record is a t tached.  The Senate approved the Conference Committee re- 
":grt on Ju ly  19, 1977. Similar  abs t rac t s  from the Congressional Record are 
appended. You've been previously given breakouts  on the  dis t r ibut ion of tha t  
money by National Conference bulletin. A f t e r t h e  Juvenile Just ice  bill i s  passed 
into law, the  Juveni le  Just ice  allocations will have to be  slightiy revised due to 
the new formula  bases in the  new Act. 

IlL J U V E N I L E  J U S T I C E '  AMENDMDNTS OF 1 9 7 7  

On July  27, 1977, the  Commit tee on Conference on H.R. 6111, the "Juveni le  
Ynstice Amendments  of 197T', agreed upon a bill. A t t ached  to this memorandum 
• ~ a copy of the  Conference Committee report,  S. Rept.  95--368. The compromises 
reached are explained on pages 15--24. Of in teres t  to SPAs are the chief provi- 
sions which had been in conflict between the House and Senate versions. They 
were set t led as follows : 

(1) formula  g r a n t  bases are ra ised to $225,000 or $56;250; 
(2) up to 15% of formula  funds  can still  be used for  planning and adminiS- 

t rat ion in FY 1978. In FY 1976 not more than 7 ~ %  of the formula  g ran t  can be 
used for  such purposes, matched  by an equal number  of s ta te  and local dollars ; 

(3) beginning in FY 1979, formula  gran t  programs will be 100% federal ly 
x~,nded ; 

(4) s ta te  advisory g roups  will  receive 5% of the s ta te ' s  minimum formula 
grant  a l lo tment  ; 

(5) the composit ion and funct ions of the s ta te  advisory groups  may have to 
be changed ; and 

(6) special emphasis  funds  are  l imited to 25% of the amount  appropr ia ted  for  
P a r t  B of t h e  Juveni le  Jus t ice  Act of which 30% will go to pr ivate  agencies. 

The Senate  approved the  Conference recommendat ions  on July  23, 1977. A 
e~py of re levant  Senate  s ta tements  found in the Congressional Record of the 
s~me date  are  at tached.  Included in the repr in ts  are  s ta tements  of Senators  
Culver, Bayh,  Mathias,  DeConcini and Wallop. Also included is a recent  art icle 
by John Rector. 

The House will not a c t  on t h e  Conference Committee repor t  unti l  September. 
The Pres iden t  is expected to have a formal  signing of t h e  bill immediately 
thereaf ter .  
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,III .  YOUTH EMPLOY~,fENT AND TRAINING ACT OF 1 9 7 7  

The  Youth Jobs  bi l l  (H.R. 6138) was  approved  by  Congress  and  s en t  to t he  
Pres ident .  The  P res iden t  has  no t  ye t  s igned  the  bill ,  bu t  he  h a s  un t i l  m i d n i g h t  
of  Augus t  5, 19TT to do so. I a m  a t t a c h i n g  a specia l  bu l l e t in  f r o m  the  U S C k l /  
NLC cr imina l  Just ice project  descr ib ing  the  bill. 

[ M e m o r a n d u m ]  
To : All SPA Directors .  
F r o m  : R i cha r d  B. Geltman,  A c t i n g  Execu t ive  Director .  
Da t e  : October 28, 1977. 
Subjec t  : H U D  Proposed Regula t ions  for  C o m m u n i t y  Deve lopmen t  Block  G r a n t s .  

In  the  October  25, 197T Federal Register, the  D e p a r t m e n t  of H o u s i n g  a n d  
U r b a n  Development :publ ished proposed r egu la t ions  for  the  C o m m u n i t y  Develop-  
men t  Block G r a n t s  runn ing  f rom pages 56449 t h rough  56481, too v o l u m i n o u s  to 
reproduce  by the  Nat ional  Conference.  Comment s  a r e  due a t  H U D  by N o v e m b e r  
18, 1977. 

You m ay  be in te res t ed  in the  p roposed  r egu la t i ons  because  of the  a m o u n t  Of 
m o n e y  ava i lab le  and  the  purposes  for  which  i t  c an  be used.  F u n d s  could  be  
used for  the  con t inua t ion  of model ci t ies  ac t iv i t i es  ; t h e  provis ion  of r e c r e a t i o n a l  
oppor tun i t i e s ;  senior  cen te r s ;  parks ,  e tc . ;  cen ters  for  t he  " h a n d i c a p p e d "  ( b u t  
no t  inc luding  24 hour  r e s iden t i a l  ca re )  ; ne ighborhood fac i l i t ies  ; s t r e e t  improve-  
men t s  inc ind ing  s t r ee t  lighting.; and  publ ic  services  inc lud ing  employment ,  c r i m e  
prevent ion ,  d rug  abuse, and educa t ion  p rogramming ,  etc. F u n d s  cou ld  n o t  be  
used for  p redomina te ly  munic ipa l  purposes  such as c o u r t h o u s e s  a n d  police 
s ta t ions ,  i )  

[ M e m o r a n d u m ]  
To : All  SPA Directors .  
F r o m  : R icha rd  B. Geltman,  Ac t ing  Execu t ive  Director .  
D a t e :  October 28, 1977. 
S u b j e c t :  Na t iona l  Pro jec t  G r a n t s  U n d e r  the  I n t e r g o v e r n m e n t a l  P e r s o n n e l  Act.  

A t t ached  for  your  in fo rma t ion  is a not ice  p u b l i s h e d  in  t he  F~deral Register 
of October 7, 197T by the  U. S. Civil  Service Commiss ion a n n o u n c i n g  a p r o g r a m  
which  m ay  p e r m i t  some of you  to find a ~vay to f inance s eve ra l  a d d i t i o n a l  staff. 
W h e t h e r  the  g r a n t s m a n s h i p  efforts  a r e  w o r t h  the  end r e su l t s  can  on ly  be de t ,  ~, 
mined  by you a f t e r  closer examina t i on .  I am a w a r e  t h a t  s eve ra l  SPAs  have  
Picked up  severa l  federa l  staff  u n d e r  the  I P A  program.  6 

[ M e m o r a n d u m ]  
To : All  S P A  Directors .  
F r o m  : R i cha r d  B. Geltman,  A s s i s t a n t  Direc tor .  
Da t e  : November  2, 1977. 
Sub j ec t :  Regula t ions  f o r  the  Youth  P r o g r a m s  U n d e r  the  C o m p r e h e n s i v e  Em-  

p loyment  and  Tra in ing  Act. _') 
The  D e p a r t m e n t  of Labor  pub l i shed  in the  Federa~ Register of S e p t e m b e r  16, 

1977 regula t ions  for  the Youth  Communi ty  Conse rva t ion  a n d  I m p r o v e m e n t  
P r o j e c t s  (YCCIP)  and  the Youth  E m p l o y m e n t  a n d  T r a i n i n g  P r o g r a m s  u n d e r  
the  Youth E m p l o y m e n t  and  D e m o n s t r a t i o n  Pro jec t s  Act  of  1977 ( Y E D P A ) .  
T he  regu la t ions  r u n  f rom page 46728 t h r o u g h  46739. T h e s e  p r o g r a m s  m a y  pro- 
v ide  a s ignif icant  source of f u n d s  fo r  non- ins t i t u t i ona l  or  c o m m u n i t y - b a s e d  
de l inquency  employment  projects .  

.J  

STATEMENT OF H01~'~ JOSEPH RHODES,  ~'R., ~IEMBER, P E N N S Y L V A N I A  H O U S E  OF 
REPRESENTATIVESr PITTSBURGH~ P A .  

i 
Gent lemen  : On August  3. 1977, Governor  Mil ton Sbapp  s igned  S e n a t e  B i l l  757 

i n t o  l a w , t h e r e b y  crea t ing  Act  41 of the  1977 Session of t he  P e n n s y l v a n i a  G e n e r a l  
Assembly .  Sena te  Bil l  757 s topped the  p lacement  of s t a t u s  of fenders  in  de- 
l inquency  ins t i tu t ions ,  or a n y  secure  de t en t ion  faci l i ty ,  a n d  i t  p r o h i b i t e d  t h e  
de t en t ion  of Juvenile offenders in a d u l t  county  ja i l s  a f t e r  D e c e m b e r  31. 1979. 
I am honored to be asked to come before  you and  briefly r e l a t e  t he  s to ry  .Sf 
Sena te  Bi l l  757 which  is the  s to ry  of the  s t rugg le  to r e f o r m  the  P e n n s y l v a n i a  
J u v e n i l e  Act, 

There  was  no question In my  ,mind t h a t  w e  needed to r e f o r m  o u r  Juveni le  
laws. In  197.5, over  3,000 juven i les  were  i nca r ce r a t ed  in  P e n n s y l v a n i a  coun ty  

J a i l s  and  prisons.  Dur ing  the  s ame  time, a conse rva t ive  e s t i m a t e  of 2,500 s t a t u s  
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offenders w e r e  detained in secure detent ion facilities. During a recent  1-year 
period, 5 children,  who were being deta ined in adul t  jai ls  under  the  "care" of 
the court,  committed suicide. I cannot  tell you how many grim pictures I have  
seen of chi ldren locked in soli tary confinement for  offenses like scra tching the i r  
names on a wall  in the i r  pr ison celL The public screams about the growing 
viciousness of  adul t  crime, but  all they need to do is visit one of these fac tor ies  
of crime to know where  these "brutal"  cr iminals  come from. Like every o ther  
• "rate, we made  our  cr iminals  in Pennsylvania  out of the kids locked in these 
filthy cel ls ,  

Fo r  a lmost  5 years,  we t r ied to amend the  Juveni le  Act. Year a f t e r  year, we 
put in legislation to take the  s ta tus  offender out o f  the cr iminal  or delinquency 
category. Year  a f t e r  year ,  we put  in legislation to ban the pract ice of in- 
carcera t ing juveniles  in prison. And year  a f te r  year,  those  bills died. Why? 
There a r e  two main reasons. 

1. Principally,  the  juvenile  court  judges  vehemently opposed any change in 
the Act. They, as one j u d g e p u t  it, needed the "hammer"  tO Straighten the s ta tua  
Yender  out. 

2. County commissioners opposed any change because change cost money. 
Treat ing s ta tus  of fenders  as non-delinquent  could mean addi t ional  county chi ld  
welfare  staff. Taking  chi ldren out o f  ja i l  could mean building detention centers .  
Because of these Obstacles, three generat ions  of legislation fai led to r e f o r m  our  
Juvenile Act. 

Like the fellow who tells the  s tory o f  being lost a t  sea, you are aware  we  
enacted legislation reforming our  ~Juvenile Act. Otherwise,  I wouldn ' t  be here  
tod/ty. The quest ion is how did it happen? Three major  factors  contr ibuted to 
. r  las t  successful  a t t empt  to amend Pennsylvania ' s  Juvenile Act. 

1. The first  factor ,  the most cri t ical  factor ,  is s i t t ing next  to me. Barba ra  
Fruch te r  is the God Mothe r  of the Juvenile just ice reform in  Pennsyiyania .  
The  Juveni le  Jus t ice  Center  of Pennsylvania  p u t t o g e t h e r  a coalition of Pennsyl-  
vania cit izens and organizat ions tha t  finally generated more heat  and pressure  
than the ent i re  juvenile  court  bench combined. At every crit ical s t age .o f  the  
legislative process, this coalition made i t s  weight  felt. 

2. W e w e r e  able to spli t  off the County Commissioner from the juvenile c o u r t  
judges. The Pennsylvania  Association of County Commissioners sa t -down wi th  
• • and the i r  position was  plain. "We don' t  wan t  to be the heavies in this d rama ; 
if you can find a way out for  us, we' l l  take  it." So, we put  together  a package 
for them wi th  thes e e lements  : 

(al) W e  guaran teed  in the legislation tha t ,  no county would have to pay for  
more than  10 percent  o f  the .costs of new shel ter  care programs for s t a tus  
offenders. 

(b) A twoLstage phase-in of the prohibi t ion of the use of county Jails for  
Juvenile  detention.  This  provision requires  tha t  a f t e r  December 31, 1979, it  will 
be illegal to hold any chi ldren in adul t  jails.  However,  the counties have to 

Jmit  a plan to our Sta te  Depar tment  of Public ~Vel£are by D~cember 31, 1978, 
for. the r e m o v a l o f  juveniles f rom the jails.  I f  an affected county did not submit  
a plan, the Welfare Depar tmen t  could go ahead and construct  any necessary  
regional detent ion facilities, or provide needed community t r ea tment  programs,  
and charge the counties up to $50,000 for  their  construction. 

Thus, there  i s  an incentive to  the counties to build the facil i t ies and provide 
the necessary programs next  year. 

(c) We had originally planned to appropriate  $750,000 which was to be 
matched wi th  $750,000 of LEAA funds  and $750,000 of county funds  to const ruct  
t~ . regional detent ion facilit ies.  The $750,000 county share  jus t  happened to  
equal the difference between our es t imated costs of the real detent ion need and  
that  of the judges. So, as pa r t  of the county package, we doubled our appro- 
priat ion to $1.5 million. In  other  words,  if the counties constructed the regional 
facility a t  the level we wanted,  they could do it wi th  out cost ing themselves a 
penny. I f  they agreed with the  judges on the need for addi t ional  beds, tha t  would 
be money they would have to put  up. I remind you, these counties are, by and  
large, rural .  ~Iany of them have annual  budgets  tha t  are  not much larger than  
the $50,000 penal ty they would pay to the Depar tment  of Public Welfare  fo r  
~. _tlng beyond December 31, 1978. On April  29 of this  year  the Pennsy lvan ia  
County Commissioners '  Association endorsed our bill. 

3. The final overr iding fac tor  was the F e d e r a l  Juvenile Jus t ice  and Delin- 
quency Prevent ion Act. T h e  th rea t  of ineligibility for  federal  funds  was the  
~ocal point  of many edi tor ia l  comments  in Pennsylvania,  and a ma jo r  ~impetus 
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for  legislative action. Fur thermore ,  it  did not h u r t  to have the  Genera l  Assemtfly 
considering a $600 milHon tax  increase  the very week Sena te  Bill  757 came  up .  
in the Senate. 

There  were  o ther  factors  too. We had  enacted  legislat ion in t he  prev ious  
session tha t  created a definite incent ive for  non-secure communi ty -based  t r ea t -  
ment  of juveniles,  

This  l a w  provided f o r  the  S ta te  to pay for  75 percent  of  the  costs  fo r  pla~c.~_ ~ 
ment  in community  t r ea tment  p rograms  and only 50 percen t  of the  costs  fc "~ . 
ins t i tu t ional  care. Pr ior  to th is  change, t he  State  was  requi red  t o  pay  f o r  all  t he  
expenses  fo r  commitments  to Sta te-opera ted  del inquency ins t i tu t ions  and  only  50 
percent  of the  cost  for community care.  The S ta te  a s sumpt ion  of 75 p e r cen t  of 
the costs of communi ty  t r ea tmen t  will  be a significant  f ac to r  in ob ta in ing  the  
support  of local officials in the fu t u r e  development  of these services,  

Also, a few courageous judges broke away f rom thei r  col leagues and  s t a r t e d  
to nego t i a t e  wi th  us on the deta i l s  of the legislation.  To avoid the  Sena te  
Appropr ia t ions  Committee w h e r e  s imi la r  measures  have  died in the  pas t ,  we  
"amended our  juvenile reform act  into a minor  Senate  BiU, t he r e fo re  resultir .~, ~' 
i n  immediate  consideration on a concurren t  vote in the  upper  chamber .  

Somehow, everyth ing  fell into place' and Act 41 is now law. StatUs of fenders  
are  now clas-~ifled as dependent  ch i ldren ,  not deUnquent,  and  canno t  be de t a ined  
PERIOD.  By December 31, 1979, we will  have all of our ch i ld ren  out  0f county  
jai ls  and, once and  for  all, we have closed the  Juvenile i n t a k e a t  the  S t a t e  p r i son  
at  Camp HilL I t  was  a long s t rugg le ;  now we m u s t  cont inue the  fight to  make  
sure  tha t  our  new law is indeed the  law and  proper ly  implemented .  As you 
know, the effort  to humanize the  t r e a t m e n t  of chi ldren  never  ceases.  . 

Thank you. -J 

STATEMENT OF BARBARA FRUCHTERt EXT~CUTIVE DIEECTOE, J U V E N I L E  J U S T I C E  
CENTEE OF P~-NNSYLVAN~ 

Gent lemen:  I d o n ' t  know how of ten  F e d e r a l  legis lat ion i n t e n d e d  to s e t  s t an -  
dards  for  a n d  influence State law has  the desi red effect. But ,  in  our  S t a t e  I 
believe there  has  been  a di rect  re la t ionsh ip  be tween the  Juven i l e  J u s t i c e  a n d  
Delinquency Prevent ion Act of  1974 and the  success of the  Juven i l e  J u s t i  
Center  and our Citizens' Coali t ion in br inging about  legis la t ion  wh ich  has  
brought  Pennsylvania  into compliance wi th  the provis ions of t he  F e d e r a l  Act.  
In  our years  of effort  to remove the non-cr imina l  s t a tus  offender  chi ld  f r o m  the  
del inquent  ca tegory  and  del inquent  facil i t ies,  prohibi t  the  p rac t i ce  of  locking 
youngsters  in county jails wi th  adul t  offenders,  and  in work ing  to imp lemen t  
a range of humane  and hopeful a l t e rna t ives  to ins t i tu t ions  and  the  use of secure  
detent ion in Pennsylvania  the Bayh  Act became, in 1974, the  one i r r e fu t ab l e  
cons tant  those who opposed our  goals could not  deny, bel i t t le  or d i s to r t  away .  

Obstacles to conformity wi th  the  provisions of the Act were  formidable .  I ~ ) 
sure  you are  aware  tha t  juveni le  jus t ice  and  correct ional  sys tems  a re ,  on the  
local and s ta te  levels, as poli t ical ly impacted as  the  mi l i t a ry - indus t r i a l  com- 
plex is on the  nat ional  level. People  fea r  change. They cl ing to the  s t a tus  quo 
even though in this case the  s t a tu s  quo mean t  cons tan t ly  r i s ing  de l inquency  
ra tes  and a des t ruct ive  juveni le  jus t ice  sys tem tha t  was  t u rn i n g  minor  or 
non-offender chi ldren into ha rden  ed~ cr iminals  o r  i n s t i t u t i ona l  dependents ,  a n d  
was  costing the taxpayers was ted  millions. Any leg i s la t ion  t h a t  a l t e red  t h a t  
system, or might  appear  to t h rea t en  power pockets, or judic ia l  pe roga t ives  t hus  
r isked becoming a mark  for s impl is t ic  or demagogic tact ics.  I t  was  our  t a s k  ? 
overcome an entrenched opposit ion by doing something  tha t  ires never  been 
done be fo re - -c rea te  a broad-based, educated,  effective cons t i tuency  fo r  chi ldren ,  
a const i tutency knowledgeable in the r ights  and needs of young people, in the  
s t ra tegies  for  obtaining those r ights  a n d  needs in each county  of  our  s ta te ,  and 
in the requirements  and fiscal advan tages  t h a t  could accrue to each  county  
through compliance wi th  the provisions~of the JD Act. 

Our staff  was small,  our f inancing scanty,  but  we  were  r ich  in de t e rmina t ion  
and  in the citizen resources we recrui ted,  nu r tu red  a n d  t r a i n ed  to p rov ide  th~ 
leverage needed to effect the .momentous  changes  we sought.  

I have been invited to speak to you about  our' CitizenS' Coalit ion, h o w  we built 
-it, and how i t  ftmctions. I am honored and pleased to do so in the  ~hope that  
.our work in Pennsylvania  can be a model for  o ther  S ta tes  because  the re  i.' 
.~atural confluence betwen the  r e a l  power of the legis la t ion born o£ th is  S u b  
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committee and our Juveni le  Jus t ice  Citizens '  Coalition as an implementing re-  
hicle to reduce significantly juvenile  crime. 

As you know the JD  Act passed late  in 1974. s imul taneous ly  our Citizens'  
Coalition began to build, startiJag tha t  year  wi th  34 civic and religions organiza- 
tions we had educated in our five county Phi ladelphia  area. 

A s  we t raveled f rom city, to suburban, to rura l  counties educat ing groups to 
the myth  of just ice for  juveniles,  to the urgency for  citizen involvement, and to 

,eir role as change agents for  children, the  existence of the Bayh Act demon- 
s t ra ted  Federa l  leadership  and a Federa l  fiscal commit tment  to the  concepts of 
diversion and a l te rna t ives  tha t  we advocated.  

Juveni le  jus t ice  money followed and s t rengthened  our  educational and re- 
source development efforts. Diversion and  a l ternat ive  programs began to pro- 
l i ferate  as our Citizens'  Coalition expanded to 8-3 State  organizat ions repre- 
senting over 2 million citizens working for  substant ive  change locally, a n d  all 
the way to our  S ta te  •capital. This  summer  PL 41 which brought  Pennsylvania  
into legislative compliance wi th  the JD Act became law. And some very dra- 

matic da ta  test i fy t o  the effectiveness o f  your work and ours. 
S ta r t ing  in 1970 s ta t is t ics  show a s teady f r ightening  rise i n  the number  of 

Juvenile ar res ts  in Pennsylvania  f rom 82,000 tha t  year  to 165,000 chi ldren 
ar res ted  in 1975, a 5 year  pe r iod  in which juveni le  a r res t s  more than  doubled. 
Then in 1976, the first year  the small  amount  of JD money g r a n t e d  in Pennsyl-  
vania could have had any e f f ec t - - an  effect which was magnified by its potential,  
and s t rongly enhanced by our  s ta tewide  Coalition efforts, not only did the 
accelerating r a t e  in juvenile a r res t s  cease but  there  was, in t ha t  1 year ' s  time, a 
decrease of  10,000 in the number  of Children a r res ted  in Pennsylvania.  

j W e  can make a positive connection between this decrease, the effect of the 
3D Act and our educational efforts because in tha t  same year, 1976, the number  
of chi ldren locked in county jai ls  (a cons tant  ta rge t  of our Coalition) in 
Pennsylvania  decreased by one third.  This dramat ic  decrease occurred without  
the construct ion of one addit ional  secure detent ion bed and was the d i rec t  r e s u l t  

• of Federa l  leadership  and our education of a n  involved citizenry. 
How does the Juvenile  Just ice  Center 's  Citizens'  Coalition work? I am sure 

you would recognize the archtype.  I t ' s  called democracy. W e b r i n g  the facts  of. 
juvenile jus t ice  and child we]fare  to a range of civic, church and community 
~.oup§ not pr imar i ly  or previously concerned wi th  or aware  of these problems, 
and we teach them to share  fully wha t  they have learned with the i r  elected 
county oflicials~ the i r  legislators and, where  appropriate ,  the media, to insure 
systemic change. 

Curren t  membership cons is t s  of groups like the pennsy lvan i a  Federat ion of 
Womens'  Clubs, American Jewish  Congress, Black Catholic Ministers,  AAUW, 
Cardinals '  Commiss ion--over  80 organizations,  over 2 million citizens. We have  
developed and sensi t ized the Coalition into an active citizen~professional part-  
vership, taxPayers  par t ic ipa t ing  in  implementing and in monltbring the quali ty 

. , tax supported services toch i ld ren .  
A legislative committee of the original  Coalition members  developed with us 

five policy s t a tements  as Coalition goals.. These policy s ta tements  a re :  (1) Ju- 
veniles should not  be detained or  commit ted in a d u l t  facilities. (2) Juvenile 
s ta tus  o f fenders - - those  who are  t ruants ,  runaways  or ungovernables---should 
not be classified as d e l i n q u e n t o r  held in del inquent  facilities. (3) There should 
be a mora tor ium on construct ion of juvenile  inst i tut ions unti l  a l ternat ive pro- 
grams such a s  group homes, fos ter  homes, shel ter  care and runaway facili t ies 
are implemented.  (4) The State  should implement  a realistic funding plan 
~ .~lch would encourage each county to develop bet ter  welfare  services, pre- 
vention programs and resident ial  a l te rna t ives  to incarcerat ion of juveniles and 
discourage the use of closed inst i tut ions,  (5) Juveni les  should be accorded equal 
protection and fa i r  due process in all court  related procedures. 

I t  is towards  the accomplishment  of t hese  objectives that  we have worked, 
Potent ia l  new member groups are  t ra ined in seminars  and orientat ion classes to 
unders tand the reasons and importance of the policy s ta tements ,  and a r e  re- 
quired to endorse formally and actively support  them. 

The Juveni le  Just ice  Center analyses a l l  proposed juvenile related legislation 
t~. de termine  if i t  advances or runs counter  to the in tent  o£ the Coalition policy 
s ta tements ,  we fo rward  this  informat ion on pend ing  legislation to the group's 
liaison person who in turn  informs his membership.  

f 
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We  also fo rwa rd  our  analysis to members  of the  P e n n s y l v a n i a  l eg i s l a tu re  
educat ing them as to the Coalltion's:pollcy posi t ion on the proposed  bills. 

I t  is an effective education and  communicat ion  mechan i sm w h e r e  none  pre-  
vionsly existed.  I t  is supplemented by bulletins,  technical  a s s i s t ance  workshops ,  
and conferences in order  to touch all components  of the  sys tem,  to pu t  t hem in 
touch wi th  one another ,  and wi th  the ci t izens and to provide them w i t h  suppor t  
where  suppor t  for  change is needed. Whi le  legislat ive in i t i a t ive  a n d  moni to r ing  
is a cri t ical  concern of Coalition members  in the i r  role as  cons t i t uen t s  r e - )  
children, i t  is impor tan t  the Coali t ion be seen holist ical ly as  the  innova t ive  a n n  
construct ive issue-oriented force t h a t  i t  is. I n  addi t ion to needs  a s se s smen t  a n d -  
effective educat ional  techniques, our members  are  schooled in communi ty  co- 
ordinat ion,  resource development, and  evaluat ion and  inspect ion  of public a n d  
pr ivate  facilit ies,  a n d  services for  de l inquent  and  dependen t  chi ldren .  F r o m  
police precinct  to county commiss ioner ' s  ofllce, f rom c lassroom to cour t room,  
f rom detent ion to institution, our  trained, ci t izens a re  all over.  They  "know w h a t  
they are  doing;  the  system knows i t  and  the  s ta t i s t ics  show it. I bel ieve o u r  
success a t  th is  t ime is a eoui-se fo r  opt imism because i t  can  be repl ica ted .  7~ 
must  be repl icated f o r  wi thout  the  involvement  and  commi tmen t  of a c o m m u n i t y  
of educated cit izens children w h o m  the  sys tem has  fa i led  mos t  s e r i o u s l y - - t h e  
most  deprived, the most  disturbed,  those f rom the  most  d amag ed  famil ies  and  
those f rom minor i ty  g roups - - a r e  doomed  to cont inue in the  d r e a r y  cycle of  
human  des t ruc t ion ;  and the adul t  c r ime s ' tream will  cont inue  to swel l  by chll-  
d ~ w e  failed to divert .  

...... 7 f /'g 
i STATEMENT OF HON. PETER FRANCIS, CHAmMAI% SENATE JUDICIARY C O M M r r T E ~  I 

WASHINGTON STATE LEGISLATURE, SEATTLE, WASH., AND MS. JENNY YAR" 
RAVENHORST, PROJECT ~IANAGER, DIVISION OF COMMUNITY SERVICES, VtrASHING - 

i TON STATE DEPARTMENT OF SOCIAL AND HEALTH SERVICES, OLYMPIA, WASH. 

Mr. Chairman,  members  of the  commit tee  : My name is P e t e  F r a n c i s  and  I a m  
the  c u r r e n t  cha i rman of the Wash ing ton  State  Senate  Jud ic t a r~  Commit tee .  I 
have  served in t ha t  position since 1973, the  year  the  leg is la ture  began  to spend  
considerable amounts  of time on proposals  to revise  the  s t a t e ' s  juveni le  cour t  
code. Since 1973, the Senate Jud ic i a ry  Committee,  u n d e r  my cha i rmansh ip ,  hp,~ 
spent  innumerable  hours  hear ing and  analyzing r ecommenda t ions  fo r  the  h ~  ~ 
provement  of the Juvenile just ice sys tem in Wash ing ton  Sta te .  

Jenny  Van Ravenhors t  has  been the Commit tee ' s  r esea rch  an a l y s t  and  is one  
of the au thors  of  the  new juveni le  code enac ted  by the  W a s h i n g t o n  S t a t e  
Legis la ture  this  pas t  June. She is cur ren t ly  the Pro jec t  Manage r  fo r  t he  imple-  
mentat ion of t ha t  code by the  Wash ing ton  S ta te  D e p a r t m e n t  of  Social  a n d  
Hea l th  Services. Shewi l l  also be Speaking to you today. 

We a re  both very pleused to be here  today to have the  oppor tun i ty  t o  tel l  you 
w h a t  the  Sta te  of Washington has  been doing wi th  r ega rd  to s t a t u s  of fender- .  

D u r i n g  the las t  10 years numerous  changes  have  occurred  in the  p rog ramJ  
avai lable in Washington  s ta te  f o r  s t a tus  offenders.  The most  s ignif icant  ac t iv i ty  
t h a t  has  contr ibuted to these changes  has  been the  cont inu ing  dia logue a r o u n d  
the  State about  the total  juveni le  jus t ice  system. A g r e a t  deal  Of e x c h a n g e  
among all o f  the persons  who are  a p a r t  of the juveni le  jus t i ce  sys t em- -po l i ce .  
judges, probat ion Counselors. social service caseworkers ,  legal  services  a t t o r n e y s  
and numerous  o the r s - -ha s  resul ted  in a comprehensive  r ew r i t e  of our  juven i l e  
law. Tha t  revision will become law nex t  July.  Concerns about  s t a t u s  o f fenders  
were  key to the final passage of this  revision. I will  briefly tell  you w h a t  b-~, 
been happening in Washington S ta te  wi th  regard  to juveni le  cour t s  in genera l  
and s ta tus  offenders in part icular .  

The his tory of Washington State ,s  discussion of all of  the  issues  s u r r o u n d i n g  
s ta tus  offenders goes back at  leas t  to i967. In  t h a t  year  t he  Legis la ture  a m e n d e d  
the Juvenile code to provide t h a t  dependent  chi ldren  could not  be placed in a n y  
of our  Sta te ' s  juvenile correct ional  fac i l i t ies .  One s ignif icant  e x c e p t i o n  w a s  
made to this  requirement.  The law was  not  revised to say tha t  incorr ig ible  you th  
could not  be housed in inst i tut ions,  in fact ,  i t  specifically provided  t h a t  t hey  
could be. 

Since 1967 there  has been a grea t  deal  of ac t iv i ty  concern ing  the  r ema in iug  
aspects  of the ent i re  Juvenile court  process. Much of th is  act ivi ty ,  of  course,  
was  a response  to the 1966 and  1967 U~S. Supreme Court  decis ions which  af~ 
fo rded  juveniles  some of the due: process r igh ts  tha t  had  been given adu l t s .  
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This ac t iv i ty  centered around legislation introduced by the 1969 Legis la ture .  
That  proposal was  the Uniform Juven i l e  Court  Act developed by the Uniform 
State Law Commissioners in 1968. Since the law of the S t a t e  of Washington 
concerning the  juvenile  courts  had not  been revised to any grea t  extent  s ince 
its or iginal  enac tment  in 1913 and because many juvenile court  procedures did 
not find their  source in the law but were  simply generally accepted practice, 
a great  deal  of a t ten t ion  was given to the Uniform Act. I t  offered an opportunity 
• ~ br ing some uni formi ty  to the operat ion of the Juvenile courts  across the 
State, and 4t also suggested some changes in the  juvenile  court  sys tem which 
many  fel t  would  be an improvement .  

The 1969 Washington  State  Legislature,  however,  did not  pass th i s  l a w .  
Ins tead i t  asked the  Washington  State  Judicial  Council to s tudy the proposal 
and to s tudy  the  exis t ing Juvenile court  law and  to repor t  to the Legis la ture  
its recommendat ions  f o r  change. Their  recommendation,  a bill which was  in- 
troduced in the 1973 Legis la ture ,  ref lected considerat ion of an immense number  
of issues sur rounding  the Juvenile court  system. The aspect  of t h i s  legislation 

:at was  the most  significant was i ts  t r ea tmen t  of t ha t  group of youth within 
the Juvenile court  system who had  come to be called s ta tus  offenders, The  
Judicial  Council 's proposal  made  no mention of any of these youth who had 
previously been wi th in  the Juvenile court ' s  jur isdic t ion for  offenses that  could 
only be commit ted by ch i ld r en - - runn ing  away, t ruancy,  incorrigibility, etc. 

K t  the  same t ime  this  recommendat ion was before the Legislature,  ano ther  
proposal, which was  also a comprehensive revis ion of the Juvenile court  law,  
was introduced.  This  proposal or iginated wi th  the Washington Association o f  
Superior Court  Judges.  The superior  court  Judges  h a d  been involved in the  

~rk of the  Judicial  Council, disagreed wi th  their  conclusions, a n d  as a resul t  
came up wi th  the i r  own recommendat ion tQ the Legislature.  Their  proposal was  
very s imilar  to the  Uni form Juvenile  Court  Act. I t  d id  not go very f a r  in 
changing the s t a tus  quo. I t  re ta ined  Juvenile court  jur isdict ion over s ta tus  
offenders a n d  provided for  the commi tment  of incorrigible youth to inst i tut ions.  
I t  also permi t ted  the  detent ion of this group of,children. 

F rom 1973 to  1976 the  issues of Juvenile court  Jurisdiction over s ta tus  
offenders and the inst i tut ional izat ion of those  chi ldren dominated the a t tent ion 
of those who were  considering revisions of the juvenile court  law. A total  of 
• .out 11 d i s t i nc t  comprehensive revisions of the  Juvenile code were considered 
by the  Legis la ture  in tha t  3 year  period of time. The pa t te rn  of legislative 
history was  t h a t  one body of the Leg is la tu re  would complete extensive work on 
a proposal, pass it over t o  the o ther  house,  only to find tha t  there  was  not 
enough t ime for  t ha t  body 's  resolution of all of the issues surrounding the 
juvenile court  code revisions. 

In  1976 I and Senators  Ray  Van Hollebeke and ~ohn Jones decided to a t t empt  
the passage  of a very small  piece of legislation. We decided to address  the 
issue of ins t i tu t ional izat ion of s t a tus  offenders directly by introducing a bill 
-, J lch proposed only one change in the juveni le  c o d e - - t h a t  inst i tut ional izat ion 
of incorrigible youth be prohibited. Af te r  much debate,  and  a significant com- 
promise, a change  in the law was  realized. The bill as finally enacted, provided 
tha t  an incorrigible youth could b e  given a disposition of custodial diagnosis 
and t r ea tmen t  for  a period of up to 30 days, if o ther  less res t r ic t ive  a l ternat ives  
have been tried, and if  the child 's  behavior  evidenced a substa  nt ial  likelihood 
of degenera t ing into serious delinquent behavior. In addition, the ac t  provided 
that  such t r ea tmen t  h a d  to be provided in a faci l i ty separa te  and apar t  f rom 
children who had  commit ted de l inquent  acts.  The act  also provided tha t  a year  
,. ,uld elapse before this  change would  take effect, and in tha t  period of t ime 
the State Depar tmen t  of Social and Heal th  Services was to p repa re  a report  to 
the Legislature indicat ing wha t  resources had been developed to provide a l t e rna -  
tives to the ins t i tu t ional izat ion of incorrigible youth, 

In  the period of t ime between the enac tment  of this law and its effective date, 
a great  many meetings were held throughout  the State involving reDresentatives 
of the va r ious  agencies affected by this  revision. The change had been made 
law;  however,  people throughout  the State  continued to argue  about  the mer i t s  
of the legislation. Most agreed tha t  i t  was  a good policy. There  was a great  
~ t l  of concern-however  about whe the r  these youth would be provided wi th  
a l ternat ive  living a rangements  and also be provided resources tba't would help 
toward the  resolution of their  problems. Discussions about  the law resul ted in 
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a discussion of the  two remain ing  m a j o r  issues s u r r o u n d i n g  s t a t u s  of fenders  : 
t h e  issue of Juveni le  court  j u r i sd i c t i on  and  the  issue i f  p l ac ing  r u n a w a y s ,  
incorrigibles,  t r uan t s ,  promiscuous  teen-age gi r ls  a n d  o the r  y o u t h  who  h a d  not  
commit ted  a crime, in Juvenile de ten t ion  faci l i t ies .  

Dur ing  th i s  per iod  of legislat ive ac t iv i ty  some changes  we re  t a k i n g  p lace  in  
the  ac tua l  p r a c t i c e s o f  cour t s  a n d  some communi t i e s  c o n c e r n i n g  s t a t u s  offenders .  
Severa l  cour ts  on t he i r  own i n i t i a t i v e  adopted  i t  a pol icy t h a t t h e  j u v e n i l e  cour t  
would be an  agency of l a s t  r e so r t  for  s t a t u s  offenders.  They  r e q u i r e d  t h a t  o th~:~  
a l t e r na t i ve s  in  the  community- : -counsel ing,  cr is is  i n t e r v e n t i o n ,  t u t o r i n g  pro-  
grams,  etc., be  ut i l ized before the  cour t  became involved.  Seve ra l  c o m m u n i t y  
projects  also developed th roughou t  the  S t a t e  to provide  a l t e r n a t i v e s  to s t a t u s  
offenders. Many  of these  were begun  w i t h  monies  t h a t  c ame  in to  the  S t a t e  of  
W a s h i n g t o n  f r o m  the  1974 Juven i l e  Jus t i ce  a n d  Del inquency  P r e v e n t i o n  Acts.  
Two projec ts  a r e . p a r t i c u l a r l y  no ted  in th i s  S ta t e  for  t h e i r  e f for ts  to p rov ide  
cr is is  i n t e rven t ion  service to s t a t u s  offenders,  a n d  for  p lac ing  r e spons ib i l i t y  
outs ide the  juven i le  Court system f o r  s t a t u s  offenders.  These  p ro j ec t s  a r e  two of  
the  e ight  Fede ra l  de ins t i tu t ion iza t lon  p ro jec t s  f u n d e d  u n d e r  t h e  J u v e n i l e  Jus t i / .  
and  Del inquency  P r e v e n t i o n A c t .  

I t  is in te res t ing  to note  t h a t  m a n y  of these  ac t iv i t i e s  w e n t  beyond  t h e  scope 
of the  change  requi red  by the  1976 legis la t ive  a m e n d m e n t ,  Much  of  t he  r e a s o n  
t h a t  occurred can  be a t t r i bu t ed  to the  1974 Juven i l e  Ju s t i c e  a n d  De l inquency  
P reven t ion  Act. ,Key people in  the  Juveni le  j u s t i ce  sys tem t h o u g h t  t h e  S t a t e  
wan ted  to respond to the  manda t e  of t h a t  law. I n  addi t ion ,  some of  the  ind iv id -  
uals  t h a t  were  spending time on l eg i s l a t ive  proposa ls  we re  a n x i o u s  to r ea l i ze  
some of the  improvements  con ta ined  in those proposals.  M a n y  of t h e m  could bp~ 
accomplished admin i s t r a t i ve ly  by  the  courts .  Whi le  the  j u v e n i l e  code d id  n t  .~ 
m a n d a t e  these  p rograms ,  i t  did not  p roh ib i t  t h e m  ei ther .  

A t  the  same  t ime  t h a t  all of these  vo lun t a ry  changes  were  occur r ing ,  a meet -  
ing was  held in  Albuquerque,  New Mexico, in  J u n e  of  1976, sponso red  by  Legis  
50, The" Cente r  f o r  Legislat ive Improvemen t .  Legis 50 h a d  rece ived  a J u v e n i l e '  
J u s t i c e  and  Del inquency P r e v e n t i o n . g r a n t  to encourage  l eg i s l a t ive  c h a n g e  w i t h  
r ega rd  to s t a t u s  offenders~ P a r t  of t he i r  efforts  inc luded b r i n g i n g  people  t o g e t h e r  
f rom the  var ious  S ta tes  to t a lk  abou t  how they  could effect  l eg i s l a t ive  change .  
Represen ta t lves  of the  Sta te  o f  W a s h i n g t o n  p a r t i c i p a t e d  in  t h i s  mee t i ng  h e l d  
by Legis 50 in Albuquerque. Th i s  g r o u p  of abou t  seven p e o p l e  came  b a c k  fro_.- 
the  meet ing  w i th  p lans  to  hold  a s t a t ewide  conference  on s t a t u s  offenders  so 
t h a t  all  of the  people w ho  were  a p a r t  of the  j uven i l e  j u s t i c e  s y s t e m  in  W a s h -  
ington S ta te  would have  a chance  to get  together ,  d iscuss  t he  ;issues, a n d  per-  
haps  r e a c h  some conclusions a b o u t  f u r t h e r  d i rec t ions  to be  t a k e n  w i t h  r e g a r d  
tO s t a tu s  offenders.  The  conference was  held in I s saquah ,  W a s h i n g t o n  on t he  
fol lowing December  16 and 17. A b a c k g r o u n d  pape r  for  the  confe rence  r ev i ewed  
the  c u r r e n t  cont roversy  about  s t a t u s  offenders,  d i scussed  t h a t  con t rove r sy  in  t h e  
con tex t  of the  h i s to ry  of the juven i l e  jus t i ce  sys tem and  t he  se rv ices  t hey  wero  
provid ing  s t a t u s  offenders,  and  de ta i led  a l l  of the  policy i ssues  t h a t  r e m a i n e d  ~J 
be resolved by the  •State of Wash ing ton .  A final repor t  of t he  confe rence  sum-  
mar ized  the  s t a t emen t s  made by the  speakers  on the  issues s u r r o u n d i n g  s t a t u s  
offenders,  t he  conclusions r eached  by workshop  sessions,  a n d  the  f i n a l  p l e n a r y  
session where  each of  the issues was  d iscussed by al l  confe rence  p a r t i c i p a n t s .  
Approx ima te ly  150 indiv iduals  a t t ended  r ep re sen t i ng  p rac t i ca l ly  eve ry  k i n d  of 
agency involved w i th  s t a tus  offenders ,  Some ex-s ta tus  of fenders  a lso w e r e  in 
a t t endance .  

We would l ike to submit  to .you a copy of the  b a c k g r o u n d  paI~er t h a t  was  pr~- 
pared  for  th is  conference,  and a copy of the  conference  repor t .  

Fol lowing th is  conference, leg is la t ion  was  in t roduced  in the  S e n a t e  to  rev i se  
sections of the  juven i l e  code t h a t  dea l t  p r i m a r i l y  w i th  c h i l d r e n  who  a r e  c lass i -  
fied as  d e p e n d e n t  children.  The  proposal  p roh ib i t ed  the  d e t e n t i o n  of  a n y  de- 
penden t  child. I t  also e l iminated  juven i l e  cou r t  j u r i sd i c t i on  over  t r u a n t s ,  pro- 
v ided for  l ega l  emancipa t ion  of youth,  a n d  requ i red  t h a t  s t a t u s  of fender  r e f e r r a l s  
go t o  the  S ta te  Depa r tmen t  of Social  a n d  H e a l t h  Se rv i ce s  i n s t e a d  of  t h e  
juveni le  courts .  Juven i l e  cour t  j u r i sd i c t i on  over  s t a t u s  offenders  was  no t  com. 
pletely e l iminated.  The  proposal  p rovided  for  cour t  rev iew of a n y  out-of-hor'~. 
p lacement  of a chi ld upon reques t  for. such a rev iew by the  p a r e n t  o r  c h i , ,  ~. 
The  cour t ' s  a u t h o r i t y  Over t h i s  ch i ld  was  l i m i t e d  t o  dec id ing  t h e  ch i ld ' s  
p lacement .  
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At the same t ime tha t  the Senate  was  considering this proposal the House had 
before it a revision of the juvenile code tha t  changed the law only wi th  respect 
to del inquent  children. Tha t  proposal recommended diversion of minor a n d  first 
offenders  f rom the juvenile  courts  a n d  proposed mandatory  sentences for  all 
youths. In a b o u t  May of this pas t  year  these proposals were  combined and wi th  
numerous revisions were  enacted into law and became the 1977 revision of 
Washington,s  Juveni le  Court  Code. Finally,  a f t e r  9 years  of legislative effort 

~ r ev i se  Washing ton ' s  Juveni le  Code, a proposal had enough impetus and  
received enough support  f rom a variety of interest  groups to be passed by the 
Legislature and endorsed by the Execut ive Branch .  

This  act, as finally approved, makes several  changes fo r  s ta tus  offenders i n  
Washington.  The act  revises the juvenile courts '  jur isdict ion over both s ta tus  
offenders and  dependent  children. The juvenile courts, under  this  proposal, wilt 
h a v e  jur isdict ion over only four  t ypes  of dependent  youths. Those who have 
been abandoned, those who have no parent ,  guard ian  or custodian, and those 
who qualify for  a diagnost ic  commitment  for a maximum of 30 days because 

iey have run away and are  exhibi t ing behaviors tha t  evidence a likelihood of 
degenerat ing into serious del inquent  behavibr. 

This new definition of dependent  children el iminates very old provisions of 
the exist ing law which authorizes  Juvenile court  Jurisdiction over young people 
for  reasons t h a t  are  vague, outdated,  and even offensive. This  revision, for  
example,  s t r i k e s  the provisions which permit  the courts to a s s u m e  Jurisdiction 
ever  children whose home "by reason o f  the  deprav i ty  of the parent  * * * is an 
unfit place for  such child" or "who are  in danger  of  being brought  up to lead an  
idle, dissolute, or immoral  life." 

:The Juvenile courts '  responsibi l i ty  for  s ta tus  offenders is nar rowed substan- 
tially. Juveni le  court  Jurisdiction over t ruan ts  is el iminated altogether.  Most 
s t a tus  offenders can no longer be charged  as dependent  youth. T h e  court 's  
involvement wi th  s ta tus  offenders, is res t r ic ted  to (1) deciding where a child 
will live, if  a paren t  or child brings tha t  single issue to the court  f o r  resolution. 
(2) ad jud ica t ing  peti t ions which allege a clrUd to be a dependent  by vir tue o f .  

~he fact  tha t  he  or she is in conflict  with his or her  parents ,  has r u n  away from 
placement  decided' by the court,  is evidencing a substant ia l  likelihood of de- 

generat ing into serious del inquent  behavior, and i s  in need of custodial t reat-  
e n t t n  a diagnostic and t rea tment  facility: 
In  the la t ter  case, the court  may only order  a nonsecure placement or commit,  

merit for  a child found to be this type o f  dependent  to a custodial diagnostic 
and  t rea tment  faci l i ty  for  not more than  30 days if the diagnosis and t rea tment  
is expected to prevent  degenerat ion into serious del inquent  behavior, and if the 
youth i s  housed separa te ly  from juveniles who have commit ted  offenses. This 
dependency ca tegory  and this  30-day commitment  option to replace the '~iustitu, 
t ionalizati0n of incorrigibles" provision of the 1976 Senate Bill 3116. 

The revis ion does h o w ev e r  provide an a l ternat ive  to the court 's  past  involve- 
e n t  with s ta tus  offenders. I t  enacts  a "Runaway  Youth Act" which authorizes 

the a r res t  of a runaway  youth and provides that  a r u n a w a y  is to be re turned 
home o r r e f e r r e d  to the Depar tment  of Social and Heal th  Services for temporary 
residential  placement  and crisis intervent ion services in  place of referra l  to the 
juveni le  court. The ac t  also requires the Depar tment  of Social and Heal th  
Services to provide crisis intervent ion services to "families in conflict". These  
crisis intervent ion services are  also to be made available to t ruants .  

~Vith limited exception for some runaways,  the  pas t  pract ice of placing de- 
pendent children and s ta tus  offenders in juvenile detention centers  is prohibited. 
• Je Departinent~ of Social and Heal th  Services is to provide a l ternat ive  non- 
secure placements instead. 

These changes definitely reflect the thinking that  the juvenile courts should 
not be providing services for s ta tus  offenders. A~fter many long years  of 
juvenile .court  history as the agency of las t  r e so r t  for  youth in trouble, these 
sections finally t r ans fe r  tha t  responsibil i ty to a social service agency, the 
D e p a r t m e n t  of Social and Heal th  Services. 

The portions of the act  tha t  set out the new juvenile court processes f o r  
iyoung l~eople who commit crime also reflect this thinking for juvenile offenders. 

ader  the act, a juvenile will be  sentenced, not based upon his or her  need for 
rehabi l i ta t ion,  t r ea tmen t  or service, b u t ' r a t h e r  based upon the offense he or she 
ihas commit ted.  The emphasis  of the new law is on the chi ld 's  act  not on the 
:total needs of the child. A child who commits a given crime will be given a 

f 
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specific kind of punishment.  This  pa r t  of the new law s t a t e s  t h a t  i ts  i n t en t  is~ 
to provide ' ~ u n i s h m e n t  commensura te  wi th  the  age, crime, a n d  c.riminal h i s t o r y  
of the juvenile  offender." 

This new law called House Bill  371, takes  effect on Ju ly  of 1978. 
The response to this  new enac tment  var ies  widely. Effor ts  have  been made  to, 

involve people f r o m  every discipline of  the juveni le  sys tem to ta lk  about  imple-  
ment ing the new law. The Washing ton  Associat ion of Juveni le  Cour t  D i r ec to r s ,  
in partictflar,  a l though they opposed the  House  Bill 371, have  organ ized  t h r e - ~  
s ta tewide  conferences since the  ac t  passed th is  pas t  June  to discuss  i ts  i m p l e -  
mentat lon.  Persons  f rom pract ical ly  every discipl ine have  been r ep resen ted .  
One f u r t h e r  conference will be sponsored by th is  associat ion n e x t  month .  P l a n s  
are  a l ready  in progress  for  the S ta te  Depa r tmen t  of Social and  H ea l t h  Se rv i ces  
to sponsor the nex t  conference. T h a t  agency is very in te res ted  in con t inu ing  t h e  
sense of cooperation w h i c h h a s  developed as  a resul t  of t h e s e  conferences .  T h e y  
have promoted a t remendous oppor tun i ty  for  in te rchange  among  the  v a r i o u s  
people who will  be responsible for  implement ing  the act  and  who wil l  be  pro-  
r i d i n g  for  services for young people th roughout  the  Sta te  fo r  m a n y  yea r s  t-'~ 
come. 

House Bill 371, marks  for the Sta te  of Wash ing ton  a t u rn i n g  poin t  in t h e  
h is tory  of i t s  Juvenile c o u r t  system.  Those who endorsed  the  revis ion o f  
Washing ton  State ' s  Juvenile Court  Code re jec ted  the  t h i n k i n g  which  has  been  
funda~mental to the  Operation of  t he  juveni le  cour ts  s ince the i r  c r ea t ion  a t  
the  tu rn  of the century. House Bill  371 is based on the  bel ief  t h a t  the  j uven i l e  
court  should not exis t  to act as  " p a t en s  p a t r i a e "  to chi ldren  in trouble.  H o u s e  
Bill 371 makes the Juvenile cour t  a t r i e r  of f ac t  and  a d j u d i c a t o r  of  conflict.  
It ,  for  the most  part ,  has  been taken  the  Juvenile courts  out  of the  bus iness  c i~ 
providing services to youth. 

The full t ime a t tent ion o f m a n y  people is being given to the  imp lemen ta t i on  o f  
the  act. A couple of groups a re  ta lk ing of coming to the  1978 leg is la ture  a n d  
asking for  massive or minor changes.  M a n y  quest ions  a re  a n d  will  con t inue  to  
be asked about  the overall  effect of th is  legislat ion for  Juveniles  in  the  S t a t e  o f  
Washington.  

The fu tu re  of the Juvenile cour t  sys tem i n  Wash ing ton  S ta te  is a ve ry  open 
quest ion r ight  now. Much of t h a t  fu tu re  will  be molded by the  w a y  in w h i c h  
the new juvenile  law is implemented and  much of  it  wil l  be  mo l d ed  by t]~ 
success or fa i lure  of th is  new sys tem of jus t ice  fo r  juveni les .  We  believe the" 
change of this  legislation will br ing  about  a b e t t e r  sys tem o f J u s t i c e  fo r  ch i ld ren  
and encourage your effort to seek the  changes  requi red  unde r  t he  J u v e n i l e  
Jus t ice  and Delinquency Prevent ion A c t t h r o u g h o u t  the  country .  

STATEMENT OF THOMAS J .  HIGGINS, FOaM~a MEMB~ H o u s e  OF REPRESENTATIVES, 
STATE OF IOWA .) 

Senator  Culver, members of the  Commit tee  : I am pleased to be able to testify" 
before you today on the progress  Iowa  has  m a d e  in  complying wi th  one of t h e  
key provisions of the 1974 Juveni le  Del inquency Act, the abol i t ion of inca rce ra -  
tion for  s ta tus  offenders. 

Let  me note for the record, however ;  t h a t  I am offering only a pe r sona l  per-  
spective based upon  r ~  §erVice in the  Iowa legis la ture  as  Vice C h a i r m a n  of  t h e  
I n t e r i m  Study Committee on Juveni le  Just ice .  Recen t ly  I was  des igna ted  to  b e  
the Pr incipal  Regional  0fl]~ial fo r  Region VI I  of HEW,  and  my r e m a r k s  s h o u ~  
not be construed as necessarily reflecting the posit ion o f  the  Depa r tmen t .  

I am very happy to tell  you t h a t  Iowa is wi th in  s ight  of  no t  only ~full com-  
pliance wi th  the 1974 law, but appear s  likely to go beyond t h a t  goal  to e l imina -  
tion of the court,s jurisdict ion over s t a tu s  offenders a l together .  

Let m e  back up. Shortly a f t e r  the  enac tmen t  of  the  1974 law, the  I o w a  
Genera l  Assembly passed  legislation redefining s t a tu s  offenders  as  "ch i ld ren  in  
need of ass is tance"  instead of del inquents ,  and fo rbade  t h e i r  p l acemen t  in 
e i ther  of  t he  Sta te ' s  two juveni le  secur i ty  ins t i tu t ions .  This  change  w a s  

rom t ed  more b the findings of a n  in te r im legislat ive commit tee  t h a n  by - P P Y . ~_- 
fear  of loss of federal  funds, which demons t ra tes ,  I think,  t h a t  the  policy d i rec-  
tion was a sound one. For tunately ,  i t :was  only a beginning step.  

Faced wi th  a renewed manda te ,  the  Legislat ive commit tee  began the  m o r e  
comprehensive task of rewri t ing the  whole  of Iowa ' s  juveni le  code. A l t h o u g h  
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i t  engaged many issues concerning the  r ights  of individuals  and the  needs of 
society, no s ing le  issue received as much concentra ted a t tent ion and debate  as 
the question of s ta tus  offenders. 

Af te r  a thorough examinat ion  of the  l i terature,  extensive hear ings and si te 
visitations, the committee concluded unanimously tha t  the best  public policy 
was to el iminate s ta tus  offenders f rom the  jur isdict ion of the court. I t  was  a 
Jmove dictated by  logic and experience. Happily,  it  more than fulfills the manda te  

f the 1974 law. The point  I wish to emphasize,  however, is t ha t  it  was  done 
• because i t i s  good public policy. 

The 1974 Act required tha t  s ta tus  offenders not be detained in secure insti tu- 
• tions. Obviously we solved tha t  problem by  the action I have described, but  in 
:addition, our legislation would p~ohibit the incarcerat ion o f  any Juvenile in a 
locked facil i ty unless there could be shown on r a the r  specific g rounds  tha t  he 
.or she was a physical  t h r ea t  to themselves or those around them. Naturally,  we 
,are speaking here of~individuais charged or adjudica ted  as delinquents.  The bill 
• does not allow dependent  or neglected chi ldren to be kept  in a locked facility. 

The bill has  a t  least  one o ther  re levant  fea tu re .  I t  requires  a detent ion hear- 
ing wi thin  48 hours of being taken into custody. I believe tha t  both this fea ture  

~and the safeguards  on detent ion tha t  I described above should become a condi- 
tion of receiving Federa l  f u n d s  in  any  f u t u r e  legislation. There  is abundant  
.evidence tha t  the pract ice of incarcerat ion,  where  i t  is not necessary as a mat te r  
of public safety,  u l t imately  does f a r  more ha rm to the Individual  than  any 
.conceivable 'benefit to society. I t  re inforces  the kind of negative s tereotyping 
wh ich  leads almost  inexorably to a fu tu re  l i fet ime o f  crime. 

The same reasoning underpinned our move on s ta tus  offenders. The pre- 
~nderance of evidence ga thered  by psychologists,  sociologists, and criminolo- 

gists over the  las t  two decades Suggests very s trongly t h a t  coercive in te rven t ion  
'by the s ta te  in such s i tuat ions  generally serves to make them worse.  We t a lked  
with scores of young people who had been through Such an experience. Sta tus  
offenders  typically are  pleading for  he lp  by the i r  actions, i.e., running away, 
truancy, etc. No one disputes the. obligation of government  to provide tha t  
assistance. Tha t  was  t h e  well in tent ioned ra t iona le  which provided for  court  
intervention in the first  place. 

What  we must  now demons t ra te  i s  the sensi t ivi ty  to know how such ass is tance 
• .lould be offered. Court in tervent ion is overkill. We in Iowa wil l  opt ins tead 
~or the  use of voluntary community resources which have as their  goal the preser-  
vation of the family unit .  Court  intervention,  par t icular ly  by those courts  al- 
ready overburdened by delinquency cases and possessing inadequate  t ra in ing 
and resources, too of ten  results  i n  t h e  breakup of the family, The State has 
never, and will  never,  be ab le  to devise an adequate  subst i tu te  for  the family. 
Certainly there  will be those ins tances  where  separa t ion will be a necessity. 
But again, the  evidence ga the red  by in-home counseling efforts demonst ra tes  
tha t  many separa t ions  take place which are  not necessary. 

I do wan t  t o  s t ress  t h a t  such legislation ca r r i e s  w i t h  i t  the obligation to 
develop good community resources.  There  will  b e  those who will claim, Senator,  
tha t  this  will never  be done. I f  so, it  is a terr ible  indictment  of our abil i ty to 
respond to a n  overriding need. But, I would say this. So long as we continue 
to use the courts as a dumping ground for  our most  pressing social, r a the r  than  
cr iminal  problems, States  and local communi t l eswiU never answer  thechal lenge .  
And we will never break out of the syndrome of fa i lure  which permeates  our 
efforts for families in need of assistance.  

We have made a good Start  in Iowa. Af t e r  much debate  and approva l  by 
t..'o committees, the Iowa House approved the legis la t ion by a vote of 91 to 6 
this year. I ant ic ipate  favorable  action by the Senate  nex t  year.  The r01e o f  
the court  in s t a tus  offense cases is l imited to the provision of counseling and 
then only when requested by the family a f t e r  a showing tha t  all o ther  voluntary 
remedies have been exhausted.  In  the absence of any neglect or cr iminal  in- 
terest ,  tha t  is the proper  role of the State.  

Finally, I w a n t  to say tha t  the role of th is  commit tee and its legislation has  
been invaluable in the intel l igent  s t ruggle to ident ify the causes and proper  
~,,lutions for  juvenile del inquency,  We m u s t r e d o u b l e  our efforts in tha t  regard.  
' ~ . J e  influences against  the family in our  society a re  many :  television advert is-  

ing,  corporate  policy, spi r i tual  and physical  poverty are  but a few. Let us make 
government  an ally r a the r  than an adversary  for  families. 

( 
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,~ STATEMENT OF PETER B.  EDELMAN, DIRECTOR, NEW YORK STATE DIVISION FOE 

YOUTH 

Mr. C h a i r m a n  and  members  of  the  Commit tee ,  I a pp re c i a t e  t he  o p p o r t u n i t y  to 
t e s t i fy  today as  pa r t  of your  i nqu i ry  in to  compl iance  by t he  S t a t e s  w i t h  t h e  
requirements in the Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention Act of 1974~ 
for removal Of status offenders from detention and correctional facilities. J 

I think we have made considerable progress toward compliance in New York- 
State, and therefore I am especially pleased to be able to participate today. 

What we have done in New Yorkls both less than whatneeds to be done and' 
more than what Federal law requires. 

It is less in the sense that the number of status offenders now being served' 
in community-based or rural, non-institutional settings instead of correctional- 
type institutions is painfully small compared to the number of youngsters who 
need help as a consequence of family or school or other problems. In Ne~ 
York State,  a s  in the  res t  of  Amer ica ,  the  serv ices  we offer  to y o u n g s t e r s  wt , , '  
have  problems but  have  broken no .la@ a r e  very  inadequa te .  So, r e m o v i n g  t h e  
s t a t u s  offenders f rom correct ional  fac i l i t ies  i s  only a beg inn ing .  

W e  have  done more  than  fede ra l  l aw requ i re s  in the  s e n s e  t h a t  w e  h a v e  a t  
the  s a m e  t ime been a l te r ing  our  p a t t e r n s  of  service  for  a l l  y o u n g s t e r s  w ho  a r e  
served by the  New York State  Div is ion  for  Youth.  Th i s  i nc ludes  d e l i n q u e n t s  a s  
wel l  as  s t a t u s  offenders• W e  ha ve  moved  t ow a rd  n o n - i u s t i t u t i o n a l  c a r e  f o r  
minor  de l inquents  as  well as  s t a t u s  offenders,  and  @e ha ve  move d  to e n r i c h  o u r  
serv ices  in the  a reas  of educat ion,  employment ,  medical  care ,  m e n t a l  he a l t h ,  a r ~  
f ami ly  re la t ionsh ips  for  all the  .youth w hom we serve.  I n  addi t ion ,  we  h a ~ d  
moved to respond fa r  more s t r i n g e n t l y  to y o u n g s t e r s  who  h a v e  been involved  
in se r ious  c r imina l - type  act ivi ty,  a l t h o u g h  t h a t  is of  cou r se  no t  the  s u b j e c t  o f  
these  hear ings .  

A few in t roduc tory  words a bou t  ou r  s t a t u t o r y  a n d  se rv ice  f r a m e w o r k  in 
New York s t a t e  m igh t  be h e l p f u l  

We have  had  a separa te  s t a t u s  offender  Sta tu te  s ince  1962. T h u s ,  one  se t  o f  
l aws  covers de l i nquency - - ac t s  by y o u n g s t e r s  be tween the a ge s  of  7 a n d  16 w h i c h  
would  be cr imes  if commit ted  by adu l t s .  A no the r  se t  def ines  P e r s o n s  in  Ne :~ 
of S u p e r v i s i o n - - y o u n s t e r s  in the  s a m e  a ge  b r a c k e t  who a r e  h a b i t u a l l y  t r u a n t ,  
o u t  of pa ren ta l  control,  or incorrigible.  I n  pract ice ,  y o u n g s t e r s  u n d e r  12 a r e  
ra re ly  sen t  to the  Divis ion for  Youth.  

The  Divis ion for  Youth se rves  some 2,000 you th  in r e s i d e n t i a l  ca re  a t  a n y  
one time. About  45 p e r c e n t a r e  juven i l e  de l inquen t s ,  30 pe r c e n t  a r e  P I N S  y o u t h .  
and  the  res t  a re  e i ther  JDs  a n d  P I N S  who a re  r e fe r red  a s  a cond i t ion  of pro-  
ba t ion  or r e fe r ra l s  who have  no court-aflqxed label. Serv ice  is  p rov ided  i n  a 
va r i e ty  of  se t t ings  r ang ing  f r o m  locked fac i l i t ies  to f a m i l y  fo s t e r  care .  A n o t h e r  
3000 you th  a re  unde r  a f t e r ca re  supe rv i s ion  a t  a n y  one t ime.  

Vo lun ta ry  agencies  deliver more  of the  serv ices  to s t a t u s  o f fenders  in  N e w  
York Sta te  t han  does the Div is ion  for  Youth.  Thus ,  wh i l e  t h e  Div i s ion  fo r  
YOuth may  have  some 600 P I N S  y o u n g s t e r s  i n  r e s i d e n t i a l  ca re  ou t  of  t he  2.00{) 
you th  it  h a s  in r e s idence  a t  a n y  one t ime,  the re  will  be more  t h a n  2000 P I N S  
youngs t e r s  in the  care  of  v o l u n t a r y  agencies ,  both g r o u p  c a r e  a n d  f a m i l y  f o s t e r  
care,  a t  any  one time. 

A b i t  more  defini t ional  context  : W h e n  I r e fe r  to a Secure fac i l i ty ,  I m e a n  a 
locked fac i l i ty .  W h e n  I refer  to a t r a i n i n g  school, I m e a n . a  large ,  mu l t i - co t t age -  
type  facil i ty,  which  is i n s t i tu t iona l  in n a t u r e  because  of i t s  s ize  even  thor" ;l 
i t  is not  a locked faci l i ty.  

W h e n  I a s s u m e d  the  d i rec torsh ip  of the  New York S t a t e  Div i s ion  fo r  Y o u t h  
in  A u g u s t  1975, the re  were some 240 P I N S  y o u n g s t e r s  in New York S t a t e  
T r a i n i n g  Schools and  about  30 in secure  faci l i t ies .  I n  addi t ion ,  a 90-bed t r a i n i n g  
school for  P INS  gir ls  had  been  closed wi th in  the  m o n t h  p r io r  to m y  a s s u m i n g  t he  
job. There  were ano the r  350 P I N S  y o u t h  in non - in s t i t u t i ona l  D F Y  p r o g r a m s .  
The  270 ins t i t u t iona l i zed  P I N S  y o u n g s t e r s  were  in t h r e e  p l a c e s :  120 14-17 
y e a r  old boys and  gir ls  (80 boys  a nd  40 g i r l s )  a t  a place cal led Tryon ,  120 11-14 
yea r  old boys and  gi r ls  (80 boys a nd  4 0 g i r l s )  a t  a p lace  cal led H i g h l a n d ,  ~ .2 
30 p I N S  g i r l s  in a secure  faci l i ty  cal led Brookwood.  

I t  is fa i r  to say  t h a t  all of  these  y o u n g s t e r s  were  i n a p p r o p r i a t e l y  placed,  al-  
t h o u g h  in some cases  the  i n a p p r o p r i a t e n e s s  w a s  more  a m a t t e r  t h a t  t h e y  could  
be se rved  as  effectively at less  cost  in o the r  se t t ings ,  t h a n  i t  w a s  a m a t t e r  o t  
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par t i cu la r  h a r m  being done to the  youngs te r s .  In  m a n y  o ther  cases,  however,  
the t r a in ing  schools a nd  secure  faci l i t ies  were  not  responding  to the  pa r t i cu la r  
needs of the  youngs te r s .  Most  of these,  in turn ,  were youngs te r s  who ha d  a f a r  
bet ter  chance  of being helped if they  could be in subs t i t u t e  f ami ly  se t t ings  or in 
small  group c o m m u n i t y  se t t ings ,  bu t  some were youngs t e r s  who needed help of 
a more~intensive na tu re .  

The  cost of opera t ing  the  t r a i n ing  schools w a s  h igh  : abou t  $16,000 per  b e d  
• "n on ,g rounds  cost, a nd  $24,000 per  bed w he n  f r inge  benefit  costs,  cent ra l  office 
and other  a d m i n i s t r a t i v e  ove rhead  costs,  a nd  the  cost of  i n t ake  a nd  a f t e r ca re  
were added in. These  f igures included no f igure  for  amor t i za t ion  of phys ica l  
plant.  Despi te  these  h igh costs, t h e  t r a i n ing  schools  were  ins t i tu t ions  which  
were ne i ther  fish nor  f o w l - - n e i t h e r  cost ly enough  to provide indiv idual ized  
care of a h ighly  sophis t ica ted  n a t u r e  to each youngster ,  nor  smal l  enough  to be 
a pa r t  of the  c o m m u n i t y  a r o u n d  t he m a n d  to provide ind iv idua l iza t ion  as  a 
sheer consequence of the i r  sma l l  Size. 

Well over ha l f  of the  P IN S  youngs te r s  who ha d  been sen t  to the  t r a i n ing  
• ~.hools could have  been se rved  as  well or be t ter  in communi ty -based  p r o g r a m s - -  
e i ther  in group homes  or fos te r  care,  or in specialized combina t ions  involving; 
for example ,  fos te r  care  a long  wi th  a l t e rna t ive  educa t ion  a nd  some specialized 
counsel ing of one k ind or another .  Ano the r  third,  or so, o f  the  P I N S  t r a in ing  
school group could have  been served as  well or be t ter  in a non- ins t i tu t iona l  
rura l  s e t t i n g - - a  camp or sma l l e r  res iden t ia l  center.  In  all, 85 to 90 percent  of  
the P INS youngs t e r s  who were  in the  t r a i n i n g  schools could have  been served 
in a less  expens ive  fo rm of care,  j u s t  as  appropr ia te ly  or  more  so. I t  is also t h e  
case, however,  t h a t  t he re  w a s  a n  i r reducible  n u m b e r  of pe rha ps  10 to 15 pe rcen t  

.'. * the  ins t i tu t iona l ized  P IN S  youngs t e r s  who needed someth ing  more  intensive.  
These  complex and  difficult youngs te r s  were  lost  in the  popula t ions  of the  t ra in-  
ing schools, and  did n o t  get  w h a t  they  needed, even though,  because  they were  
out of the  commun i ty  and  not  especial ly visible, they  did not  p r e se n t  eno rmous ly  
acute  problems. Now they  a r e  visible a n d  they cons t i tu te  one of the  ser ious  
chal lenges  t ha t  we face. 

Fac ing  the  Federa l  manda te ,  and  fac ing  ser ious  S t a t e  fiscal r es t ra in t s ,  we  
decided to t ry  m a k i n g  both a v i r tue  out  of  a necess i ty  and  a necossits/ out  of a 
vir tue.  The  necess i ty  w a s  cu t t ing  our  S ta te  budget.  We tr ied to make  a v i r tue  

t of t h a t  by t ak ing  our  cu ts  in the  closure of unne c e s sa ry  ins t i tu t iona l  beds ,  
n a m e l y  those  t h a t  had  been used  for s t a t u s  offenders. W e  also conver ted v i r tue  
into a necess i ty  by s t r e s s ing  t h a t  the  c losure  of ins t i tu t iona l  beds was  fiscally 
unavoidable .  

We  a l r eady  had  a n u m b e r  of  a l t e rna t ive s  t o  ins t i tu t iona l iza t ion  avai lable.  
There  were  over 500 beds in non- ins t i tu t iona l  ru ra l  se t t ings ,  the  ma jo r i t y  in 
camp-type p rograms ,  a nd  over 400 beds in smal l  group communi ty ,based  set t ings .  
There  were nea r ly  300 beds in f a m i l y  fos te r  care. These  beds Were filled, to be 
sure, bu t  they  could none the l e s s  p lay  a role i n  a s t r a t e gy  of a l t e rna t ive  place- 
.." mrs. In  addi t ion,  the re  were  nea r ly  300 new beds "in the  pipeline" wi th  S ta te  
money.  All bu t  56 of these  were  in c o m m u n i t y  se t t ings ,  and  the  56 ru ra l  beds 
were of a non- ins t i tu t ionn i  na tu re .  

Nonetheless ,  if we ha d  t r ied to close the  inappropr ia te  ins t i tu t iona l  beds 
~vithout add ing  to the  a l t e rna t ives  in the  pipeline, it  would have  been difficult. 
Thus ,  while  i t  was  logical to consider  closing t r a in ing  school beds when  we were 
told t h a t  some $3 million, or about  10 percent ,  had  to b e  cut  f rom our  previous  
year ' s  total  funding ,  I was  r e l u c t a n t  to proceed wi thou t  hav ing  addi t ional  funds  
for rep lacement  services.  So I went. to o u r  Sta te  Divis ion of Cr imnia l  Jus t i ce  

.'vices and  asked  w he the r  LEAA or J J D P A  f u n d s  could be made  avai lable  
for  a l t e rna t ives  to the  t r a in ing  school beds which we wan ted  to close. 

The  a n s w e r  was  yes. Our  Divis ion o f  Cr imina l  Jus t i ce  Services saw th is  as  
par t  of i t s  m a n d a t e  f rom Congress.  R a t h e r  quickly, a s  a consequence,  w e  de- 
veloped a g r a n t  appl icat ion for  app rox ima te ly  $1.7 mill ion for  a l t e rna t ives  to 
ins t i tu t iona l iza t ion  beyond those  a l ready  in our  S ta te  "pipeline." 

T h e  S ta te  Cr ime Control P l a n n i n g  Board  voted the  g r a n t  in December  1975, 
and  in March  1976 the  Leg i s l a tu re  ratif ied our  p lans  by enac t ing  the  S ta te  
budget  a s  it  h ad  been proposed by the  Governor.  Our  "deins t i tu t ional iza t iou '"  
l~ ns  t hus  became a legal m a n d a t e  as  of  April  L 1976 a t  the  s t a r t  of the  1976- 
1977 fiscal year.  La t e r  t h a t  year ,  the  Legis la ture  went  a s tep f u r t h e r  and  
enacted Governor  Curey ' s  proposal  t h a t  the  p lacement  of  s t a t u s  offenders i a  
t r a in ing  schools be banned  by s t a tu te .  
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Throughout  1976, a mult i-r ing circus was  in operat ion.  Le t  me expla in .  You 
wi l l  recall my s ta tement  t ha t  there  were  a l ready  over  1200 non- ius t i tu t iona l  
places available, in total. The  problem was  tha t  p lacement  of  youngs te r s  in 
these  programs and  foster  homes was  not  occurr ing in  any  cen t ra l i zed  way.  
The program directors  often m a d e  the i r  own r e fe r r a l  a r r a n g e m e n t s  for  
youngsters  f rom the  courts, f rom probat ion  officers, and f rom o ther  sources  out- 
side the Division for  Youth. Thus,  in opera t ive  effect, the  Divis ion fo r  Youth  
was  almost  two separa te  agencies. Youngsters  " t icketed"  b y  the  cour t s  fo r  t~-~ 
t ra in ing  schools tended to go there  even though New York S ta t e  law pe rmi t s  no 
such Judicial mandate .  They tended to be sent  to the t r a i n i n g  schools  in part~ 
because the a l te rna t ive  placements  were  too of ten  not  open to them.  

One reason the a l ternat ive  p lacements  w e r e  not  avai lable  to " t r a i n i n g  school" 
youngsters  was  t h a t  our own b u r e a u c r a t i c  organiza t ional  s t r u c t u r e  w o rk ed  
aga ins t  our being "one" agency. There  was  one group of senior  people who  
supervised facili t ies,  and  there was  an ent i re ly  separa te  bu reauc racy  fo r  in t ake  
and af tercare .  In take  workers  had  very l i t t l e  say  in w h e r e  youngs t e r s  would  
be placed. Faci l i ty  directors,  o ther  t han  d i rec tors  of t r a i n i n g  schools a " ~  
locked facilit ies,  could reject  .virtually any one. I f  an in t ake  w o rk e r  d id  wazi t  
to s tand  UP to a faci l i ty  director,  he had  to ca r ry  his f ight to Albany  for  the  
placement  of a single youth. I t  was  not of ten done. 

Thus,  we had to reorganize f rom t})p to bottom. Even as  we  w e r e  moving  
toward  serious and significant changes  in the  p a t t e rn  of our  services,  we  re- 
organized our bureaucrat ic  s t ruc tu re  into a regional  approach.  In  each  of  fou r  
regions of the State,  subdivided f u r t h e r  into e ight  d is t r ic ts ,  we p laced  all  faci l i -  
ties, all in take and all a f te rcare  under  unified supervision.  F u r t h e r ,  we  gave our  
in take personnel,  now combined wi th  a f t e r ca re  workers  and  cal led you th  s e r v ' ~  
teams,  the power to determine,  subject  to appeal,  where  youngs te r s  would  5~ 
sent.  

As we were  invent ing  and imp lemen t ing  the  regional  s t r u c t u r e  w i t h  i ts  con- 
comitant  a l te ra t ions  in the balance  of bureaucra t ic  power,  we were  d~veloping 
our placement  a l ternat ives .  The  newly min ted  regional  d i r ec to r s  w e r e  given 
manda tes  to develop plans in the i r  a reas  for. spending the  $1.7 mil l ion g r a n t  
which had been obtained from the  Division of Cr iminal  J u s t i c e  Services.  Each  
was  al lot ted a port ion of the funds  and di rec ted  to develop a va r i e ty  of service  
a l ternat ives ,  a certain number  of new fami ly  fos ter  care slots,  and  so on.  

Simultaneously,  there  was a Schedule of gradual ly  p h as i n g  co t t ages  out  ~f 
the  t ra in ing  schools. The schedule  was  gradual  enough so t h a t  mos t  of  the  
youngsters  could go home when  the i r  contempla ted  ins t i tu t iona l  s t ay  w a s  com- 
pleted. For  those, perhaps a th i rd ,  who needed some add i t iona l  p lacement ,  the  
t ime f rame  Was s t re tched long enough so t h a t  p lans  could be made  on an  in- 
dividual  basis. 

As the year  progressed, new group homes opened in a n u m b e r  of  p laces  in 
the State .  Addit ional  beds in our  youth development  centers  (a s o m e w h a t  more  
intensive form of community-based group care)  appeared.  We  added  90 b ~s 
in t h e  area  of family foster  care.  We developed about  75 slots  in i ndependen t  
l iving fo r  youngsters  nearing the  end of the i r  s t ay  wi th  the  agency.  And, we 
developed hundreds  of "miscellaneous" p lacements  of a "day  serv ice"  na ture .  

I would like to say a special  word  about  day service. The theo ry  of day 
service was tha t  youngsters could live a t  home i f  they had  specia l  supervis ion  
and specially designed programs,  s o  t ha t  they could have an e d u c a t i o n a l  al ter-  
nat ive  to a t t end ing  the school which had  so recent ly  been a n a t h e m a  to them. 
or could get  o ther  service of "a counseling or t r e a t m e n t  na tu re .  As i t  tu rned  
out. our day service Options served  not  so much to enable youngs te r s  to ~ ~ 
a t  home as to enable placement  of many  youngsters  in g roup  homes  or  family  
fos ter  ca re  who otherwise  would not  have  been appropr ia te  fo r  those  programs• 

In any case, the PINS youngsters  were  ent i re ly  removed f rom our  t ra inin~ 
schools by J anua ry  1977, some months  ahead  of schedule.  They or, m o r e  ac- 
curately,  t h e i r  successors are  being served now in a wide  va r i e ty  of se t t ings  
including camps and other rura l  programs,  group homes,  f ami ly  fo s t e r  ca re  
independent  living, supervised res idence wi th  college s tuden t s ,  voluntar~ 
agencies,  and the i r  own homes w i t h  special  supervis ion and  suppor t ive  service  

Some comparat ive  costs may be in order.  The Current an n u a l  cost  of a t r . . .h  
ing school bed is on the order of $27,000 of which about  $181500 is t h e o n - g r o u n d ,  
cost. The cur ren t  cost of a group home is approx imate ly  $15,000. of wh ic l  
$9,000 is  the on,grounds cost. The cu r r en t  cost  of fami ly  fo s t e r  care  is  abou: 
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$5,700, o f  which  a bou t  $3,800 is the  ave rage  p a y m e n t  to the  f ami ly .  T h e  in -  
dependent  Hving p r o g r a m  costs  abou t  $4,320 per youngs te r  per  year .  P r o g r a m s  
wherein  we have  a few y o u n g s t e r s  Hying on college campuses ,  w i th  supervision~ 
cost abou t  $8,000 per  y o u n g s t e r  per  year .  The  on-grounds  costs,  alone, of a n  
appropr ia te ly  in t ens ive  p rog ra m for  t h a t  h a n d f u l  of youngs te r s  who have  vary  
special problems is abou t  $35,000 per year .  

I t  is impor t an t  to u n d e r s t a n d  tha t ,  for  some youngs ters ,  the  cost  of an  a l~  
/~.-opriate p rogram,  even t hough  communi ty-based ,  ma y  m o u n t  up. T h u s  a 
youngs te r  in an  u r b a n  home, a t  the  $15,000 cost j u s t  indicated,  m igh t  also t h r i v e  
because he  or she  h a s  the  chance  for  a special  p r o g r a m  to deal  wi th  a l ea rn ing  
disabil i ty,  and  m a y  also be  pa r t i c ipa t ing  in, let us  say, a suppor ted  work pro-  
gram.  Fo r  such  a youngs te r ,  the  overal l  p r o g r a m  cost m a y  pe rha ps  be $23.000 
pe r  year ,  bu t  then  t h a t  is a n  in tensive ,  total ly appropr ia te  p r o g r a m  responding 
to t he  i nd iv idua l i zed  needs  of the  child, a nd  is st i l l  less expens ive  t h a n  the  
cu r ren t  cost  of the  t r a i n ing  school placement .  Indeed,  i f  one were to ask  for t h e  
secret  unde r ly ing  app rop r i a t e  p r o g r a m  models  for  s t a t u s  offenders,  it  is in ln- 
" 'viduallzed response  w h e t h e r  by the  mix ing  a nd  ma tc h ing  of c o m m u n i t y  en- 
r i chment  options, a nd  by the  deve lopment  of appropr ia te  p rog ra m options fo r  
those youngs t e r s  who canno t  respond in a c ommun i ty  set t ing,  Fo r  older young- 
s tets ,  employmen t  a n d  vocat ional  t r a i n i n g  oppor tuni t ies  a re  except ional ly  impor -  
tant .  Work  w i t h  fami l i es  i s  cr i t ical  w he n  the re  i s  any~possibilltY of improve me n t  
in t h a t  area.  Men ta l  hea l th -based  the rapeu t i c  approaches  a re  necessa ry  some-  
t imes.  Special a t t e n t i on  to l ea rn ing  disabi l i t ies  and  overall  educa t iona l  defi- 
ciencies is ano the r  key element .  P roper  medica l  care  is another .  And, above al l ,  
l t i s  e s sen t i a l  to find the  r i gh t  m i x  a nd  m a t c h  for  each youngs te r .  

As  we were cha ng ing  our  approach  for  s t a t u s  offenders, we were  a l so  m o v i n g  
In  the  a r ea  of del inquency.  T h a t  i s  no t  the  sub jec t  of these  hear ings ,  bu t  i t  i s  
i m p o r t a n t  to m a k e  re ference  to it, because  the  a ge nda  for  agencies  like t he  
Division for  Youth  is more  ex tens ive  t h a n  re la t ing  to s t a t u s  offenders. T h e r e  
is  a n  u n f o r t u n a t e  t endency  abroad  in the  land  today to t h ink  s impl is t ica l ly  in 
t e rms  Of ge t t ing  toughe r  on de l inquen ts  and  "de ins t i tu t iona l iz ing"  s t a t u s  of- 
fenders .  In  fact ,  the re  a re  m a n y  del inquents ,  i f  not  a major i ty ,  a m o n g  those  
sent  to us  by the  courts ,  who a r e  as  m u c h  "vic t im" youngs te r s  as  a r e  the  s t a t u s  
offenders and  need exac t ly  the  s a me  mix  of p rog rams  in non- ins t i t u t iona l  k inds  

• se t t ings  as  do s t a t u s  Offenders. W e  have  also placed special  emphas i s  on 
more s t r i ngen t  approaches  to the  more  ser ious  offender, to be sure,  bu t  suc h  
youngs te r s  a re  a d i s t inc t  minor i ty  a m o n g  the de l inquents  we receive. 

T h e  c u r r e n t  s i t ua t i on  is no t  w i t h o u t  i ts  problems. Our  faci l i t ies  across  the  
hoard, w h e t h e r  r u r a l  or u rban ,  a re  now deal ing wi th  re la t ively  more  difficult 
youngsters ,  i t h ink  they  a r e  up  to the  challenge, bu t  somet imes  some of t h e m  
are  not  so sure .  And, it  is t rue  t h a t  the  re la t ive  increase  in the  complexi ty  ofl 
the y o u n g s t e r s  served a t  each level in the  s y s t e m  ha s  c lear ly  exposed our  s t a f f  
gaps and  vulnerabi l i t ies .  As  a consequence,  we need ex tens ive  budge ta ry  help 
• )m our  Leg i s l a tu re  th i s  year .  Since we ha ve  operated for  the  pa s t  2 y e a r s  
wi th  a budge t  t h a t  h a s  not  even kePt pace wi th  inflat ion a nd  s ince we ha ve  
saved the  t a x p a y e r s  l i t e ra l ly  mil l ions of dol lars  by closing unne c e s sa ry  inst i -  
tu t ional  beds, we th ink  w e  ha ve  a good case for  ge t t ing  some help now tha t  we  
need it. 

Le t  me  t u r n  briefly to the  ques t ion  o f  detent ion.  Our  s teps  in th is  a rea  h a v e  
not  been as  rapid,  bu t  we a re  moving  along. 

E igh t  secure  de ten t ion  faci l i t ies  ex i s t  in New York State.  W i t h  one exception 
they a re  operated locally, bu t  they  are  r e gu l a t e d  bY the Divis ion for  Youth and  

re imburse  the  local i t ies  for  ha l f  the i r  cost. 
Over  12,000 youngs t e r s  spen t  some t ime in secure  detent ion i n  1975, more  

t h a n  1,00O of t h e m  for  more  t h a n  month .  About  ha l f  t h e d e t a i n e e s  were alleged 
s t a tu s  offenders.  The  total  n u m b e r  de ta ined  decreased to s l ight ly  over 10.000 
in 1976, as  more nonsecure  a l t e rna t ive s  were developed. Most  of the  reduct ion  
was is the  s t a t u s  offender  area.  

W e  a r e  p u r s u i n g  a mul t ip le  s t r a tegy .  W e  have  done an  ex tens ive  s t udy  show- 
ing t h a t  there  a re  too m a n y  secure  de tent ion  beds in the  State,  both because  
r emova l  of alleged s t a t u s  offenders will decrease  bed needs  a nd  because  of 
~. _.r-detention of al leged de l inquents .  W e  are  therefore  p ress ing  for the  reduc- 
tion of secure  capaci ty .  We are  also encourag ing  mul t i -county  con t rac tua l  
a r r a n g e m e n t s  wi th  regard  to the  use  of r e ma in ing  facil i t ies,  so t ha t  every  
county can  have  secure  de ten t ion  b e d s  avai lable  when  they are  needed.  
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W e  are  working  j o i n t l y w i t h  our  S t a t e ' s  Div i s ion  of C r i m i n a l  J u s t i c e  Bervtces  
on a s t r a t e g y  of developing non-secure  de ten t ion  a l t e r n a t i v e s .  E a c h  of  the  
s e v e n  locali t ies ( s ix  counties  a n d  New York Ci ty)  o p e r a t i n g  s e c u r e  d e t e n t i o n  
e i the r  h a s  or shor t ly  wil l  have  a D C J S  g r a n t  for  s t a r t i n g  Up a non - se c u re  pro-  
g r am.  Divis ion for Youth s taf f  h a v e  been ex tens ive ly  ac t ive  in he lp ing  loca l i t i e s  
des ign  non-secure  a l te rna t ives ,  a n d  in ge t t i ng  ac ros s  the  idea  t h a t  non - secu re  
a l t e r n a t i v e s  include a full r a n g e  of p r o g r a m s - - f r o m  h igh ly  s t a f fed  p r o g r a m s  
which  der ive  near -secur i ty  ou t  of i n t e n s i t y  o f  s ta f f  coverage,  to g roup  h o m ~  
type care,  and  fami ly  fos ter  care,  a nd  inc lud ing  non- re s iden t i a l  p r o g r a m s  w h i c d  
se rve  a you th  f rom a base  of r e s id ing  in h is  or he r  own home.  

T h i n g s  a re  coming along. F o u r  of the  e igh t  secure  de t e n t i on  f ac i l i t i e s  no 
longer  s e r v e  al leged s t a t u s  offenders,  a nd  new non-secure  a l t e r n a t i v e s  a r e  com- 
ing  into exis tence  qui te  rapidly. 

I expect  t h a t  the  detent ion f igures  for  1977 will  reflect  t he  f u r t h e r  p r o g r e s s  
t h a t  we are  now making ,  a n d  we  shou ld  ha ve  no difficulty c oming  in to  com- 
pl iance  in a t imely  fashion.  

I a m  happy  to  have  had the  oppor tun i ty  to a ppe a r  before  t he  C o m m i t t ' ~  
today.  I have  separatelY s u b m i t t e d  some  b u d g e t a r y  d a t a  a n d  de sc r i p t i ons  o," 
some  of our  a l t e rna t i ve s  to  t n s t i t h t i n n a l i z a t i o n  t h a t  we t h i n k  a re  i n t e r e s t i ng .  
I would be happy  to e laborate  on a n y  of t hese  m a t t e r s  i n  r e sponse  tO ques t ion -  
ing, a n d  by f u r t h e r  wr i t ten  s u b m i s s i o n  if the  Commi t t ee  so des i res .  

--j - -  

STATEMENT OF REX C. SMITH, DIRECTOR, 3fARYLAND JUVENILE SERVICES 
~kDMINISTEATION 

DEINSTITUTIONALIZATION OF STATUS OFFE~DEES--"THE MARYLAND EXPERIENCE 't 

Substantive and significant change in the social order often brings conflict, 
apprehension, and even fear. breaking tradition brings forth great challenges. 
TIle "g rea t e r  good '~ theory holds  t h a t  in the  Struggle to i n c r e a s e  t he  h u m a n  
d i g n i t y  of m a n k i n d  there  will  mos t  ce r t a in ly  be a m e a s u r e  of i n c o n g r u i t y  be -  
tween phi losophy and  reality.  ~ h e r e i n  lies the  problem, the  ph i losophy  t h a t  no 
chi ld should  ever  have  to Be confined for  non- law v io la t ing  be ha v io r  is in  con- 
flict wi th  the  rea l i ty  t h a t  society  h a s  a n  obl igat ion to p ro tec t  i t s  ch i ld ren  fr~ .. 
themselves ,  or  pe rhaps  from o the r  inf luences  w i th in  the  Communi ty .  H e r e  lies 
the  chal lenge,  s ince th i s  conflict will  a l w a y s  exis t ,  socie ty  h a s  fa i led  to c r e a t e  
t h a t  protect ion in any  m a n n e r  which  would  ne ga t e  a r e q u i r e m e n t  for  confine- 
ment .  I t  is a rgued  t h a t  this  f a i l u re  is no t  cause  enough  to g ive  l e g i t i m a c y  to 
the  conflneinent  of these  children.  Only  by r e s t r i c t i ng  con f inemen t  wil l  socie ty .  
in fact;  c rea te  devices for protect ion,  n o r m a l  g rowth ,  a n d - d e v e l o p m e n t  of  t hese  
chi ldren,  the  l a t t e r  a r g u m e n t  a ppe a r s  to be m u c h  in :the s e n s e  t h a t  "neces s i t y  
is  t h e  mo the r  of invent ion."  I t  is a p p a r e n t  t h a t  our  c u r r e n t  m o v e m e n t  t o w a r d  
the  ends  of each of these po ten t ia l ly  confl ict ing pr inc ip les  h a s  in m i n d  th  .~ 
"necess i ty  is the  mother  of invent ion ."  More impor t an t ly ,  we  c a n n o t  j u s t i f y  the  
con t inu ing  conf inement  of these  ch i ldren  on the  bas i s  of  c u r r e n t  r ea l i t y  w h i c h  
is t h a t  we have  not  devised  a fu l l  r a n g e  of m e a n s  of p ro tec t ion  of t h e s e  c h i l d r e n  
ou ts ide  of confinement.  

Mary l and  was  in the  throes Of a reso lu t ion  to th i s  conflict  a s  ea r ly  as  June ,  
1972. The  Legal  Aid B u r e a u  filed a m a j o r  legal  cha l lenge  to the  S t a t e ' s  j uven i l e  
l aws  t h a t  al lowed confinement in t r a i n i n g  schoo l s  for  ch i ld ren  f o u n d  to be in 
the  s t a t u s  offender category,  The  a t t o r n e y s ,  Mr~ Joseph  A. ~ i a t e r a  a n d  Mr. 
Michael  A. Mil leman.  reques ted  a specia l  th ree  j udge  f ede ra l  cour t  be iml~ane l_J  
to h e a r  the  compla in t  b rought  a s  a c lass  ac t ion  su i t  f o r  a p p r o x i m a t e l y  500 
popula t ion  of 170; a female  i n s t i t u t i on  con ta ined  a p p r o x i m a t e l y  200 s t a t u s  of- 
chi ldren.  The  su i t  was  filed on beha l f  of  two 13-year-old boys  in  one  of the  
S ta te ' s  t r a in ing  schools. 

Since 1969, Mary l and  was requ i red  by law to s e p a r a t e  S ta tus  of fenders  f r o m  
d e l i n q u e n t  offenders i n  its t r a i n i n g  schools.  To m e e t  t h a t  r e q u i r e m e n t  M a r y -  
l and  m a i n t a i n e d  an  ins t i tu t ion  for  ma l e  s t a t u s  of fenders  w i t h  a n  a p p r o x i m a t e  
f ende r s  ; and  two, 30~bed fo re s t ry  camps  were  se t  as ide  fo r  the  s t a t u s  offend, ' - .  
Therefore ,  app rox ima te ly  430 s t a t u s  of fenders  were  i n s t i t u t i o n a l i z e d  a t  a g i ,  ~ 
t ime  wi th in  Mary l and ' s  t r a in ing  school sys t em.  I t  shou ld  be s t a t e d  t h a t  Mary .  
l and  ha s  ranked  as  one of the  h ighe s t  S ta tes  in the  c o m m i t m e n t  of j u v e n i l e s  tc 
t r a i n i n g  school faci l i t ies .  I t  is n o t e w o r t h y  t h a t  the  e s t a b l i s h m e n t  of  the  Depa r t .  
m e n t  of Juven i l e  Services in  1967 w a s  the  r e su l t  0 f  ve ry  p rog re s s ive  t h i n k i n ~  
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re la ted to the t r ea tmen t  of  Juveniles. Nationally i t  is a unique development 
where all of the t radi t ional  court  p roba t ion  services and the detent ion and in- 
s t i tu t iona l  services w e r e - p u t  under  one umbrella organization. This allowed 
for the implementat ion of a common philosophy of t r ea tment  of chi ldren before 
the  cour ts  throughout  the State.  I t  was  wi th  tha t  t h ru s t  tha t  even prior  to the  
class action sui t  and to legislative considerat ion of the deinst i tut ional lzat ion of 
s ta tus  offenders, ~faryland 's  depa r tmen t  of juvenile services had imharked 
'port a vas t  program of community-based facil i ty development. I t  may have 
veen this  thrust ,  begun in earnes t  dur ing 1969, tha t  permi t ted  the la ter  develop- 
ment  of a substant ia l ly  effective response to legislation which deinst i tut ional ized 
the s ta tus  offender. 

Dur ing  the 1973 session of the Maryland General  Assembly, two different bills 
were  introduced. One bill which had gained t h e  major i ty  of its support  f rom 
the judic iary  and t h e  staff  of the D e p a r t m e n t  of. Juvenile  Services permi t ted  
inst i tut ional izat ion b u t  only a f t e r  documented  steps had been taken to  p rov ide  
for community-based services to the  s ta tus  offender. The second bill, Senate 
" '11 1064 sponsored by Senator  Clarence Blount of Balt imore City, called for  
tne total  deinst i tut lonal izat ion of the s ta tus  offenders wi th  no loopholes. Ob, 
viously th is  bill did not receive as much favor  as the first. I t  was  too dramat ic  ! 
I t  was  too revolut ionary ! T h e s y s t e m  could not handle  it. 

In t h e  waning hours  of the  sess ion .of  the  general  assembly, perhaps  a t  the  
eleventh hour, the Senate b i l l  sponsored by Senator  Blount passed. Between 
the t ime of  i ts  passage by the general  assembly and its being signed into law 
by the Governor, t h e r e ' w a s  a grea t  deal of controversy concerning the effect on 
children and on the ins t i tu t ional  programs which had developed to serve t h e  

".qtus offender. The Governor received advice f rom the Judiciary who did not 
~avor the  bill and many others  who were  apprehensive about  its enactment.  
Dr. Nell Solomon, Secre tary  of t h e  Depar tment  of Heal th  and ~Iental Hygiene, 
in 3lay 1973 advised the Governor of his support  for  the bill knowing of the 
t remendous  a m o u n t  of responsibil i ty and work wh ich  would have to go into its 
implementation.  Governor Mandel s igned the  bill into law on May 24. 1973. 
The bill was  very specific in its sections dealing with detention and commitment.  
.~rticle 26, section 70-11 o f t h e  Annota ted  Code of Maryland was amended  to 
read "detent ion is permi t ted  only when a person is alleged or adjudicated to be 

delinqtleut child." Section 70-12 of art icle 26 was amended to read "'a chi ld 
in need of supervision ( s ta tus  offender) shall  never be placed in detention0 but  
only in shel ter  care facil i t ies main ta ined  by the Depar tment  of Social Serv- 
ices . . . .  " Section 70-19 of art icle 26 was  amended tO read "if a child is found 
to be in need of supervision ( s ta tus  offender) the court  may not confine t h e c h i l d  
in a juvenile ' t ra ining school or any s imilar  inst i tut ion."  This bill was signed 
by the Governor on May 24, 1973 and was  to become effective J an u a ry  1, 1974. 

The effect of the passage of this  legislation immediately created a tenor of 
great  apprehens ion  as to the  requi rements  of p rogram design and development 

." those chi ldren outside of ins t i tu t ional  sett ings,  and the adminis t ra t ive  
q:.mndary of the  obvious need to close those inst i tut ions which had been ex- 
clusively serving the s ta tus  offender. This meant  a g rea t  deal of energy was  
directed at  p e r s o n n e l a n d  programmat ic  issues. 

Pe rhaps  of grea te r  significance, as f a r  as the in tent  of the l e~s la tu re  was  
concerned, was  the report  of the  Jo in t  Budget  and Audit  Committee which re- 
quired tha t  any moneys accrued as a resul t  of phasing down or closing of in- 
s t i tut ions for  s ta tus  offenders would be required to be directed toward the 
development and maintenance  of community-based services for these youth. 
? e impact  on our inst i tut ional  p rograms was as fol lows:  The Victor Cullen 
School for  Boys, approximately  170 beds, was completely closed. Two 30-bed 
fnrest ry  camps were closed tO s ta tus  offenders but  were  converted to house 
delinquent youth. Approximately 200 beds of  the 240-bed .~iontrose School for  
Girls were relieved. The Boys'  Village Training School, housing approximately 
275 del inquent  youth, was  reduced in size to 100 beds wi th  tha t  population 
going to the 2 fores t ry  camps and to the Montrose School. La te r  the Boys' 
Village commitment  population of  100 was reduced al together  by util ization of 
the available bed space a t  the ~Iontrose School. The net  effect budgetari ly for  
tl Depar tment  of Juvenile  Services wi th  regard to inst i tut ional  programs 
~vas a complete reversal  of the allocation of moneys available to the depar tment .  
In fiscal year  1973, 57 percent  of the  depar tment ' s  budget  went  to ins t i tu t ional  
programs while 40 percent  went  to community services '  programs. B y  fiscal 



214 , _  

year  1975 the ins t i tu t ional  percentage  of the  budget  was  reduced  to 40 percent:. 
while  the community services'  p rograms  percentage  increased to 57 percent .  

During the summer  and fal l  of 1973, the ma jo r  emphas is  of the  D e p a r t m e n t .  " 
of Juveni le  Services was toward  a full  implementa t ion  of the  i n t en t  and  spi r i t :  
of Senate  bill 1064. A complete analys is  of those youngs te rs  in i n s t i t u t i o n a l  
programs pr ior  to January  1, 1974 was  under taken  to de t e rmine  in g r e a t e r  d e -  
tai l  the number  and na ture  of the  youth  requi r ing  communi ty  se rv ices .  In  
a d d i t i o n t h e r e  was an analysis  of the  ra te  of en t ry  for  the  previous  yea rs  .c "~ 
s ta tus  offenders into detent ion and  t ra in ing  school populat ions.  Th i s  a l lowea '  
the  depa r tmen t  to assess the ex t en t  to which services would  have  to be d e -  
veloped, first for  those children who had  to be relieved f rom de ten t ion  or corn-. 
mi tment  and, second, for  those chi ldren who o therwise  would have  been confined 
in detent ion or commitment  programs.  

Analyzing s ta t is t ica l  data  was  the  easy par t .  The incred iab ly  difficult p a r t  
was  ad jus t ing  to an entirely new f r a m e  o f  reference  w i t h  r e g a r d  to t h e s e  
children. This turned out to be an ex t remely  hea l thy  and r e w a r d i n g  chal lenge.  
Nearly all of the  staff of the D e p a r t m e n t  of Juven i l e  Services  had  to begin  .~:') 
th ink in t e rms  of p revent ive  and  impact ing  p rograms  and  services  a imed  at" 
problem-solving for  the  youth and  the i r  families.  The crutch ,  the  t h r e a t  of in-. 
s t i tut ional izat ion,  the u l t ima te  weapon in the  arsonal  of  techniques ,  was  no. 
longer available. Nearly everyone had  h a d  i t  avai lable fo r  po ten t i a l  u t i lzat ion~ 
given the  courts concurrence. The cry wen t  out f rom a lmos t  everyone  d e a l i n g  
direct ly wi th  these m o s t  difficult children,  i.e., school personnel ,  police, social  
workers,  probat ion officers, counselors,  e tc .  The d e p a r t m e n t  had  suppor t ed  t h e  
legislation, the  principle, and the  philosophy, and  now had  to face  the  rea l i ty .  
The court  and community services component  of the  D e p a r t m e n t  of Juven.  ~'') 
services was  adminis tered th rough  regional  and county offices and  i t  w a ~  
through these staff  and their  efforts,  despi te  the i r  own conflicts of  an x i e t y  and: 
fear ,  t ha t  the depar tment  reached  out  to seek to find a w a y  to imp lemen t  t he  
legislation. The s t ra tegy  consisted of working in te rna l ly  to r each  the  conclusion 
tha t  it  ~could be d o n e  and  done wi th  the  least  amoun t  of d i s rup t ion  to the  lives. 
of t h e  many chi ldren being served by the  D e p a r t m e n t  of Juven i l e  Services.  

Meetings were held with S ta te  and local police ju r i sd ic t ions  to advise  t h e m  
of the new procedures  and hopeful ly  offer them, th rough  the  d e p a r t m e n t ,  the. 
a l ternat ives  to detention.  • 

Other  meet ings  were  held a t  the local and S ta te  level w i t h  t he  Social Service~ 
Adminis t ra t ion  concerning youth  who were  under  the i r  ca re  and who, p r io r  to 
J a n u a r y  1, 1974, were  often re fe r red  to cour t  .for ins t i tu t iona l  p lacement  upon 
runaway  or ungovernabil i ty wi th in  a fos te r  home. A concre te  a g r e e m e n t  w a s  
reached between the depar tments  t ha t  there  would be no f u r t h e r  r e f e r r a l s  to 
the  Juvenile Justice system of those youngsters  in the i r  care  who  became s t a t u s  
offenders. Meetings were  then  held wi th  local school officials r ega rd ing  the  
avai labi l i ty  of services wi thin  the  educat ional  sys tem which  would have  to be. 
developed as an a l ternat ive  to r e fe r ra l  to the  juvenile  cour t  sys tem.  "~ 

Several  discussions ensued wi th  group home providers  t o w ard  t h e  establisl~: 
ment  of a min imum of 80 addi t ional  group home beds  fo r  youth  r equ i r ing  a 
cont inuing res ident ia l  program.  The depa r tmen t  had provided  seed money  to -  
ward  the development of some of these  group homes and  was  in a posi t ion t o  
provide ,additional funding and increased ra tes  to group home p r o g r a m  pro-  
viders.  The most  significant a rea  o f  concern having  to do wi th  24-hour avai l -  
abil i ty of resident ial  shel ter  care  involved a vas t  increase  in the  r ec ru i tmen t ,  
t raining,  and development o f  individual  fos t e r  homes fo r  emergency  s h e l t e r  
Care and for  longer te rm resident ial  care. Pe rhaps  the  g r ea t e s t  bu rden  fell  u~. ~'~ 
line probat ion officer personnel in the i r  increased responsib i l i ty  fo r  admin i s t e r -  
ing the  t ime-consuming progress of r e f e r r a l  and  p lacement  of these  ch i ld ren  i n  
res ident ia l  facilit ies.  More of t h e i r  t i m e  had  to  be devoted to in tens ive  w o r k  
wi th  individua! chi ldren and the i r  families,  

A specialized purchase  of services program was  Just  in  i ts  in fancy  and.  to 
some degree, but t ressed  the efforts of the  probat ion counselor  because tu to r ia l ,  
clinical, fami ly  counseling, a n d  o ther  such services could be  pu rchased  fo r  a 
youth  while he remained. in  his own home. 

I t  was determined sometime in Aug~lst 1973 tha t  our  s taf f  would  assum~_~ 
Janua ry  1, 1974 posture  in t h a t  no fu r t h e r  r ecommenda t ions  fo r  ins t i tu t iona l i -  

J 
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~a t ion  or  for  de ten t ion  would  be ma de  a f t e r  September  1, 1974. The  d e p a r t m e n t  
r eques ted  of the  Judic ia ry  t h a t  no f u r t h e r  c o m m i t m e n t s  of s t a t u s  offenders 
~ake place a f t e r  October 1, 1973. Th i s  r ecommenda t ion  w a s  accepted by most  
~ f - the  Judiciary.  

At  the  s a m e  t ime  the re  were  severa l  legal  cons idera t ions  which  requi red  con- 
.s iderat ion by  the  At to rney  Genera l ' s  office of t he  S ta te  of  Mary land .  O n e  con- 
.s lderat ion h a d  ~o do wi th  w he the r  f o r e s t ry  camps,  because  of the  n a t u r e  of i ts  
. r o g r a m ,  was  a t r a i n i n g  school or " s imi la r  i n s t i t u t i on . "  T h a t  would de te rmine  
whether  the  camps  would be ciosed~ The  a t to rney  genera l  ru led  t ha t  the  camps  

-were, in fact ,  a t r a i n i n g  school or " s i m i l a r  ins t i tu t ion ."  Second, the  a t t o rne y  
~general ru led  t h a t  the  effect of the  law on J a n u a r y  1, 1974 m e a n t  t h a t  no child 
who is a s t a t u s  offender  could be in a n  in s t i t u t ion  a f t e r  t h a t  date.  The re  had  
• been Some cont roversy  as  to w h e t h e r  ch i ldren  who bad  been commit ted  pr ior  
t o  J a n u a r y  1, 1974 could r ema in  •beyond t h a t  date.  

The  effect Of th i s  upheava l  w i th in  the  Juven i l e  Jus t i ce  Sys tem in Ma ry l a nd  
re inforces  the  idea t h a t  the  bes t  la id  p lans  of mice a nd  me n  will go a w r y ;  
.owever, i t  h a s  a lso proved the  ax iom t h a t  "necess i ty  is  t he  mo the r  of inven- 

• tion." M a r y l a n d  w a s  not  fu l ly  p repared  for  these  ch i ldren  in t e rms  of hav ing  
• developed sufficient p r o g r a m s  to d~al wi th  all  o£ the i r  needs  t h roughou t  t h e  
State.  T h e  f inancial  effect  o£ closing the  in s t i t u t ions  w a s  not  as  g r e a t  a s  h a d  
been  ant ic ipa ted .  T h e r e  w a s  g r e a t  difficulty in effecting the  s t r a t e gy  as  pre-  
vionsly ment ioned  wi th  regard  to group home bed deve lopment  and  o the r  al ter-  

mat ives  wh ich  could not  be effectively funded.  The  f r u s t r a t i o n  of ten associa ted  
wi th  inabi l i ty  to provide the  proper  res iden t ia l  se t t ing  for  some you th  led •to 
~uapproprlate  pract ices.  On occasion, a you th  who is real ly a s t a t u s  offender 

. . , a y  have  a cha rge  of de l inquency placed a g a i n s t  h im  to effect lns t i tu t ioul lza-  
tion. Occass ional ly  a technique  w a s  used which  involved holding a child in 
contempt  of cour t  a s  a de l inquent  ac t  for  not  ha v ing  l ived up  to t h e  order  of 

~he court .  T h i s  type  of act ion w a s  not  wholesale  but  it  was  clearly indica t ive  of 
the ever  p resen t  conflict be tween ful l  adherence  to a principle and  phi losophy 
~vhlch the  rea l  world would not  fu l ly  supportl  The  lack of suppor t  Within the  
rea l  world for  t h a t  phi losophy,  commended  ac t ion  in the  in te res t  of protec t ing 
the child. 

On the  whole  the  s t r a t e gy  did work  a n d  cont inues  to work. P r o g r a m s  and  
~ervices by va r i ous  agencies  w i th in  count ies  a nd  coun ty  school sy s t e ms  have  
developed s ignif icant ly .  These  agencies  a re  deal ing wi th  more  and  more prob- 
l e m s  of these  ch i ldren  a nd  the i r  f ami l i es  a t  ear l ier  s tages .  Refe r ra l s  of s t a t u s  
offenders for  cour t  ac t ion have  dropped off s ignif icant ly  as  a resu l t  of the  de- 
ve lopment  of  these  services  a nd  the  recogni t ion t ha t  rea l i ty  m u s t  reach  to the  

• principle.  In  1974 the  D e p a r t m e n t  Of Juven i l e  Services received near ly  4.000 
r e f e r r a l s  ~for s t a t u s  offenders. The  fol lowing yea r  it  was  1,000 less. In  1976 
i t  w a s  1,000 less  t h a n  tha t .  

I n  ear ly  1975, 1 yea r  fo l lowing the  impac t  of  Sena te  bill 1064,. t he  D e p a r t m e n t  
• .~nvassed  i t s  s ta f f  w i th  r e g a r d  to the  effect. Whi le  there  was  sti l l  a g rea t  
deal  of concern  for  chi ldren whose  behavior  could n o t  be deal t  wi th  effectively 
in . the  communi ty ,  the re  w a s  overwhe lming  suppor t  for  de ins t i tu t iona l iza t ion  
o f  the  s t a t u s  offender, both a t  de ten t ion  and  commi tment .  The re  was  genera l  
ag r eemen t  t h a t  th i s  'was  one of the  best  th ings  t ha t  could have  happened  to 
c h i l d r e n i n  th i s  ca tegory  in the  S ta te  of ]Karyland. To quote the  final p a r a g r a p h  
of one o f  the  n a r r a t i v e  responses  f rom the s taff  of a m a j o r  u r b a n  county,  lying 
outs ide  the  MetroPol i tan Wash ing ton ,  D.C. area ,  " the  0nly comment  t ha t  we 
~'oulcl make  would be t h a t  we feel the  c i n s  type of case s h o u l d  n o t  even be in 
juveni le  court ."  T h a t  s u m s  up the  genera l  fee l ing-of  mos t  s taf f  a s  it  re la tes  to 
de ins t i tu t lonaHzat ion  of s t a t u s  offenders .  Any fa l l ing  back to a posit ion which 
is an  open door to condi t ions  prior  to J a n u a r y ,  1974, is a t hough t  which is in- 
tolerable, even to those  who m u s t  come face to face  wi th  you th  for  whom we 
seem to h a v e  devised no effective so lu t ion  to thei r  problems.  

The  M a r y l a n d  exper ience i s  not  over. T h e r e a r e  crit ics.  There  are  those who 
believe some you th  m u s t  be confined to be t r ea ted  a nd  Pr0tecte~l. There  are  
those who believe our  service technology has  not  me t  the  needs of these  chi ldren 
~ - t s ide  of confinement,  bu t  who believe to open the door a l i t t le  bi t  tO confine- 
K e n t  m e a n s  opening it  to ind i sc r imina te  conf inement  again .  T h e r e  .is absolute ly  
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n o  quest ion t h a t  the  h u n d r e d s  of you th  who were  confined a s  s t a t u s  o f f ende r s  
pr ior  to J a n u a r y  1, 1974 did not  need t h a t  conf inement .  To t a k e a  s t ep  b a c k w a r d  
would be d i sas t rous .  The  posi t ion of the  S ta t e  of  M a r y l a n d  is ev iden t .  T h e  
m a j o r  c i t izens '  organizat ions ,  lobby g roups  for juven i le  ju s t i ce ,  legal  a n d  o t h e r  
advocates ,  and  a recent  Ma ry l a nd  Governor ' s  Commiss ion  on L a w  E n f o r c e m e n t  
and  the  A d m i n i s t r a t i o n  of Ju s t i c e  h a v e  m a i n t a i n e d  ~ s t a u n c h  pos i t ion  t h a t  
de ius t i tu t iona l i za t ion  of s t a t u s  offenders  will  be m a i n t a i n e d  in M a r y l a n d .  I~. 
is a pos ture  t h a t  requi res  more  t h a n  a c o m m i t m e n t  of a t t i t u d e ,  a c omml tme n . . .  
of f r a m e  of reference,  and a c o m m i t m e n t  to a principle,  I t  r e qu i r e s  a commi t -  
men t  of energy,  gove rnmen ta l  p r io r i ty  a nd  fund ing .  I t  is a t  a r i sk  of  r e a l i z i ng  
t h a t  we m a y  not  be able to m e e t  all  of the  n e e d s  of  al l  of  the  ch i ld ren  al l  of 
the  t ime. We should  be sobered to a n o t h e r  rea l iza t ion ,  t h a t  our  p r e v ious  
ab i l i t y  to confine these  chi ldren did n o t  solve all  of  the  p rob l e ms  of a l l  of the  
ch i ldren  all of the  t ime.  I t  can  be sa id  t h a t  the  s a m e  c h i l d r e n  w ho  a r e  the  
,most f r u s t r a t i n g  and  for  w h o m  we ha ve  worked  ardu()nsly  a n d  f a i l e d  w i t h i n  the  
c o m m u n i t y  to meet  t he i r  needs  a re  the  s a m e  ch i ldren  fo r  w h o m  we di l igently. .  
t r i e d  to devise  p r o g r a m s  wi th in  a confined se t t ing .  Th i s  a lso  did  no t  w o r k  a n t )  
of ten  led to the i r  movemen t  f r om.  one Aus t i tu t ion  to a n o t h e r ,  t h e i r  r u n n i n g  
a w a y  f rom one ins t i tu t ion  a f t e r  a n o t h e r ,  a n d  the i r  r e l a t i ve ly  u n g o v e r n a b l e  
behav ior  w i th in  an  i n s t i t u t i ona l  ,sett ing.  S imply  sa id ,  t h e r e  a r e  those  ch i ld ren  
i n  th i s  s t a t u s  who s imply  defy our  c u r r e n t  abi l i ty  a n d  t echno logy  to t r e a t  t h e m  
effectively. The  va s t  ma jo r i t y  of  those  in th i s  s t a t u s  a r e  be ing  t r e a t e d  effec- 
t ively and  can  be t rea ted  effect ively w i t h o u t  conf inement ,  once we a r e  fu l ly  
commi t ted  to t h a t  end. 

The  Mary l and  experience proves  t h a t  the  d e i n s t i t u t i o n a l i z a t i o n  of s t a t u %  
of fenders  c a n  and  s h o u l d  be fu l ly  i m p l e m e n t e d .  The re  a r e  r i sk s  involved,  bt,~ ~' 
no w h e r e  nea r  the  ex t en t  of r i sk  involved in the  conf inement  of h u n d r e d s  a n d  
h u n d r e d s  o£ s t a t u s  offenders, p rev ious ly  i n  M a r y l a n d  b u t  c u r r e n t l y  in th i s  
Nat ion.  

TEMENT OF THOMAS M t YOUNG AND DONNELL ~I. PAPPENFORT, SCHOOL OF 
SOCIAL SERVICE ~DMINISTRATION, UNIVERSITy. OF CHICAGO 

-- ALTERNATIVES TO SECURE DETENTION OF JUVENILES . - ) ~ . ~  
/ 

Cer ta in  provis ions  of  the J u v e n i l e  J u s t i c e  a n d  D e l i nque nc y  P r e v e n t i o n  Act  | 
of  1974 (P.L. 93-415) have  led j u r i sd i c t i ons  i n . s eve ra l  S t a t e s  to r e e x a m i n e  t he i r  | 
use  of secure  de ten t ion  for juven i les .  I n t e r e s t  in a l t e r n a t i v e s  tO d e t e n t i o n  h a s  
r i sen  and  a l t e rna t ive s  sui table  for  Juve n i l e s  Charged w i t h  s t a t u s  of fenses  a r e /  
of  special  i n t e res t  s ince this  g roup  of juven i l e s  is n a m e d  i n  t he  l*egislation 
[Sec. 223, (a )  (12)] .  

D u r i n g  fiscal yea r  1976, Dr .  P a p p e n f o r t  a n d  I conduc ted  a s t u d y  of t he  u. ~ 
of  secure  de ten t ion  of  Juveniles  a n d  of a l t e r n a t i v e s  to i t s  use.  T h e  s t u d y  wa~'  
f unded  t h r o u g h  a g r a n t  f rom the  La w  E n f o r c e m e n t  A s s i s t a n c e  A d m i n i s t r a t i o n  
to the  School of Social Service A d m i n i s t r a t i o n  a t  th  e U n i v e r s i t y  of  Chicago.  
Ms. Phyl l i s  Modley  wi th  the  Na t iona l  I n s t i t u t e  of  J u v e n i l e  J u s t i c e  a n d  De- 
l inquency Preven t ion  was the  g r a n t  moni tor .  She  a n d  Dr.  J a m e s  Howel l .  
Di rec tor  of the  Ins t i t u t e ,  were  cons i s t en t ly  h e l p f u l  in m a n y  w a y s  d u r i n g  the  
course  o f  o u r s t u d y .  • .c..~ • , , .  

The  ma in  componen ts  of the  s t u d y  involved (1) a rev iew o f  l i t e r a t u r e  pub-  
l l shed s ince 1967 on t h e  use o f  secure~detent ion  a n  d o~ a l t e rna t i ve s ,  (2) select ic~ 
of a n d  vis i t  to 14  juveni le  cour t  j u r i sd i c t i ons  w i th  a l t e r n a t i v e  p r o g r a m s , ' ( b ~  
p repa ra t ion  of ind iv idua l  r epor t s  descr ib ing  each j u r i s d i c t i o n  i n c l u d i n g  a de- 
ta i led descr ip t ion of i t s  a l t e rna t ive  p rog ram,  a n d  (4) s u b m i s s i o n  of a f inal  
repor t  and  an  execut ive  s u m m a r y  based  upon  b o t h  the  l i t e r a t u r e  r e v i e w  a n d  
the  f i e ld resea rch .  

REVIEW O F T H E  LITERATURE 

Our  review of the  l i t e r a tu re  on t h e  use  o f  secure  d e t e n t i o n  fo r  j u v e n i l e s  
confirmed t h a t  the  m a i n  issue n o w  is w h a t  i t  a l w a y s  h a s  been : Secure  de tp -  
t ion is m i sused  for  la rge  n u m b e r s  of y o u t h s  a w a i t i n g  h e a r i n g  before  t he  N a t i on  ~ 
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Juvenile courts. This statement is supported by. recent reports sent to us from 
22 States and the District of Columbia, many of which contained ~ statistics on ~ 
youths detained by age, race/ethnicity, sex, type of offense, and average length 
of stay. The types of mistme of secure detention revealed in this literature are: 

(1) County jails are still used. for temporary detention of juveniles, particu- 
larly in less populous States. Even in some more heavily populated jurisdictions, 
however, jails are used for some juveniles despite the existence and availability 
.: a juveniledetention facility. In many States seeking to reduce the use of 

• jails for the detention of juveniles, the dominant alternative is seen as the con- 
struction.of a detention facility. 

(2) Use of secure detention for dependent and neglected children appears to 
~'be on the decline as more jurisdictions develop either shelter-care facilities or 
• short-term .foster home programs. Some jurisdictions, however, are known to 
i misclassify dependent and neglected children as youths in need of supervision 
who then are placed in secure detention. The extent of the latter practice is 
unknown~ 
"" "~3)Many jur isdic t ions  still  exceed the  NCCD recommended maximum de- 
tention r a t e  of 10 percent  of all juveniles apprehended;  the proport ion of juve- 
niles detained less than  48 hours continues to  hover around 50 percent.  These 
pat terns  are  f requent ly  cited as  evidence of t he  inappropr ia te  use of detention. 

(4) Many jur isdic t ions  are  unable to mobilize the resources necessary to at- 
, t end  to chUdren wi th  special (neurological and psychiatr ic)  needs. These 
c h i l d r e n  are  then o f t e n  detained,  •sometimes for excessive l eng ths  of time. 
i (5) S ta tus  offenders tend to be detained at  a h igher  ra te  than  youths appre- 
hended for  adult- type c r imina l  offenses and also t e n d  to be •held longer. 

• . (6) Youths of racial  and ethnic  minori t ies  tend to be detained at  higher  
rates  and for longer periods than  o thers ;  females a r e  detained at  a higher r a t e  
and longer than males.  

(7) Extra- legal  fac tors  are  more s trongly associated wi th  decision to de ta in  
' (versus release)  than  legal fac tors  ( those specified by juvenile .codes). Time 
of  appreheusion (evenings a n d  weekends) ,  proximity of a detent ion facil i ty and 
degree o f  adminis t ra t ive  control  over intake procedures have all been found to 
be associated wi th  the decision to deta in  in addit ion to those fac tors  contained 
i~ i t ems  (5) and (6 ) above .  

l h e  ac tua l  ex ten t  to which these pa t t e rns  o f  misuse exist  e i ther  wi th in  or 
between States is unkown. Many S t a t e s - - a n d  jur isdict ions wi th in  States--- 
still do not collect s ta t i s t ics  a t  regular  in te rva l s  on the use of secure detention. 

SITE VISITS TO PROGRAMS 

For  si te v i s i t s  wek selected programs in 14 jurisdict ions.  Selection .was pur- 
~poseful and not random. "We included p ro g rams  in large, middlesize, and small 
c~'~es; programs designated for  alleged s ta tus  offenders or alleged delinquents,  
or both;  res ident ia l  and non-resident ial  programs. ~Ve also tr ied to  achieve 
some geographic spread  across the country.  The 14 p ro g rams  we visi ted in 
January  and February ,  1976 are  : 

Discovery HOuse, Inc., Anaconda Montana 
Community Detention,  Balt imore,  Maryland 
Holmes-Hargadine  At tent ion Home, Boulder, Colorado 
At tent ion Home, Helena, Montana 
Trans ien t  Youth Center, Jacksonville,  Flor ida  
Proctor  Program,  New Bedford,  Massachuset ts  
Outreach Detent ion Program, Newport  News, Virginia 
Non-Secure Detent ion Program,  Panama  City, Flor ida  
Amicus:House, Pi t t sburgh,  Pennsylvania  
Home Detention, St. Joseph /Ben ton  Harbor,  Michigan 
Home Detent ion • Program,  St, Louis, Missouri 
Community Release Program, San Jose, California 
Center  for the Study of Ins t i tu t ional  Alternatives,  Springfield, Massachuset ts  
Home Detent ion Program, Washington,  D.C. 

-~tble 1 lists the 14 programs grouped according to how they named o r  classi- 
teo themselves.  
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TABLE 1 

?ercentages of Youths Allegedly Committing New Offenses, Runn(ng 
Away,. Tot~l Fatlure Rate, and Success Rate for  

14 Alternative Programs 

Type of Program 

Home'Detention, 
Programs: 

Program A . . . . . .  
Program B . . . . . .  
Program C . . . . . .  
Program 0..- . . . . .  
Program E .. . . . . . .  
Program F . . . . . .  
Program G..~. . .  

Attent ion Homes: 

Anaconda . . . . . . .  
8ou lder . . . , . . . .  
Hel.ena~...~.~.. 

Programs for Runaways: 

Jacksonvi l le . . .  
P~:tsburgh..-.. 

Private Residentlal 
Foster Homes: 

New Bedford.. . ;  
Springfield . . . .  " 

Percent 

New R u n n ~  Tota l  Success  
Offe--nTes ~ F a i l u r e  Rate, Ra~_._.ee 

4.5 3°0 7.5 92.5 
4.4  8 .4  1 2 . 8  87 .2  
2 .4  0 .0  2 .4  97.6 
5.2 0 .0  5 .2  94;8 
2 .4  1 9 4 .3  95.7;-~ 

i0 .  lab . ~ .ab 10. lab 89.9" 
5.5 0 .0  5 .5  94 .5  

• NA NA NA NA 
2.6  a 2;6 a 5.Z a 94 .8  
NA NA NA NA 

c 4.,1 4.1 95.9 
~ d  7.8d 7.8ad 92.,2 

0 .0  10,0 10 .0  90.0  ~ 
1.2 6 .8  8 .0  92.0  

,alnformation ,based On interview,only 
°Runaways may not be included 
c'~ot applicable - • 
QTncludes youths not within court Jurtsdtcatton 
NAInformatlon not available 

HO~.~. 6~rENTZ0Z~ e R 0 0 ~ S  

T h e  seven Home Deten t ion  P r o g r a m s  u s e d  a s i m i l a r  f o rma t .  T h e  y o u t h s  re 
s ide  w i th  the i r  p a r e n t s  and a re  a s s i g n e d  to p roba t ion  oflteer aides.  Yo~tths a r  
requi red  to meet  i individuaUy w i t h  t h e i r  ass igned  a i d e s  a t  l e a s t  once d a i l y  an, 
may  meet  ( ind iv idua l ly  or in  g roups)  'more  often.  The  a ides  m a y  be avaiL- "1 
to pa ren t s  as needed for  i n fo rma t ion  a n d  adv ice  on f inding s'blutiofis to  problei~ 
o f  t h e i r  o~vn or they may be r e q u i r e d  t o  con tac t  p a r e n t s ,  t e a c h e r s ,  a n d  o the  

\ 
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signif icant  adu l t s  • r egu la r ly  in p e r s o n  o r  by telephone. Some jur i sd ic t ions  em- 
phasize  the  superv is ion  a nd  surve i l l ance  a spec t s  of th i s  f o r m a t ;  o thers  em- 
phasize the  service  aspects .  In  ce r ta in  Jur isdic t ions  r e s iden t i a l  a l t e rna t ives  to 
youths '  homes  have  been provided for  those  who cannot ,  will not, or should  no t  
r e tu rn  home. 

All of  t he  H o m e  Deten t ion  P r o g r a m s  au thor ized  the  a ides  to send a you th  
directly to secure  de tent ion  w he n  he or she  did not  fulfill p rogram require-  
r. ~nts---for example,  dal ly  con tac t  w i th  the  aide, school, or job a t tendance .  

A T T E N T I O N  H O M E S  

Atten t ion  Homes  a re  g roup  homes  which  house  between five a nd  12 Juveniles  
• and have  one set  of live-in housepa ren t s .  F requen t ly ,  the  home is a conver ted  
• single f ami ly  dwel l ing in a res ident ia l  neighborhood so t h a t  the  juveni les  can 

cont inue a t t e n d i n g  the i r  schools, Social service workers  a re  of ten avai lable  to 
the juveni les  a n d  t h e  a du l t s  providing care.  

: " pROGRAMS FOR R U N A W A Y S  

The  p r o g r a m s  for  r u n a w a y s  were also group res idences  bu t  differed in cer- 
ta in  respects  both f rom each o ther  a n d  f rom the  At ten t ion  Homes  previously  
described. The  p rog ra m in P i t t s b u r g h  w a s  designed for r u n a w a y  you ths  f rom 
tha t  area .  Admiss ion  to the  res idence w a s  not  l imited to Juveniles  re fe r red  f rom 
detent ion  intake.  Youths  a r r ived  by r e fe r ra l  f rom other  agencies  in the  com- 
mun i ty  and  on a drop-in bas is  as  well. The  p rog ra m emphas ized  in tens ive  
counsel ing for  you ths  a nd  the i r  pa r e n t s  to resolve imme d ia t e  cr ises  and  then  
a~:~anged f o r  longer t e rm counse l ing  wi th  other  agencies  when  needed. 

The  p r o g r a m  in Jacksonvi l le  w a s  des igned as an  a l t e rna t ive  to the use of 
secure  de tent ion  for  r u n a w a y s .  I t  is a group res idence  also but  most  you ths  
are f rom other  S ta tes  ; t h e y  are  u sua l ly  b rough t  to the  residence by the  police 
and Court Officials. Youths  "do not  s t a y  long in th is  p rog ram since i ts  p r i m a r y  - 
goal is to he lp  them r e t u r n  to the i r  n a t u r a l  pa r e n t s .  Counselors  a re  avai lable  
24 hou r s  a day  to ta lk  w i th  the  you th s  and  a r r a n g e  for thei r  r e t u rn  to the i r  
own homes.  

• PRIVATE R E S I D E N T I A L  F O S T E R " H 0 . ~ i E S  

T h e  p r iva t e  res iden t ia l  fos te r  homes  a r e  qui te  different  f rom one another .  
The p rog ram i n  New Bedford,  M a s s a c h u s e t t s  is called the  Proctor  P rogram.  
It is  r un  by a p r iva te  social work agency and  is 0he of severa l  a l t e rna t ive  pro- 
g rams  in a ju r i sd ic t ion  where  the re  is no secure  de ten t ion  faci l i ty  for  girls:  
The P r o c t o r  P r o g r a m  pays  a s a l a ry  to a smal l  n u m b e r  of single women (called 
,p roc to r s" )  be tween the ages  of 20 a nd  30 to take  one girl  a t  a t ime  into t h e i r  
homes and  provide 24-hour care  and  superv is ion  while  agency s taf f  develop 
t r ea tment  p lans  for  each girl. 

he p rog ram in Springfield,  Massaehu~'et ts  is a network of fos ter  homes  ( two 
~eds each) ,  two group  home§ (f ive beds each ) ,  and  a "Receiving Uni t"  group 
Rome ( four  beds) .  Bes ides  the  fos te r  pa r e n t s  a n d  group home parents ,  a smal l  
]umber  of s taf f  provide counse l ing  and  advocacy services for the  juveni les  and  
~upport for  the  fos te r  paren ts .  In  re la t ive  terms,  th is  p rog ram was  the  m o s t  
:xtensive one we encountered.  We know of n o  o ther  pa r t  of the  Uni ted  S ta tes  
n which  is located a ci ty the  size of Springfield where  so few youths  a re  de-  
a ined securely  prior  to ad judica t ion .  

PROGRAM C O M P A R I S O N S  

For  mos t  of the  p rog ra ms  l is ted in Table  1 we obta ined in fo rmat ion  on the  
he percen tages  of you ths  r n n a l n g  a w a y  or al legedly commit t ing  a new offense 
vhile in the  a l t e rna t ive  p rog ram a w a i t i ng  ad judica t ion .  Negat ive i n f o r m a t i o n  
,f these  k inds  canno t  do jus t i ce  to p rog ram efforts and  have  in themselves  
,roblems of comparabi l i ty .  Never theless .  they  do  proyide a n  oppor tuni ty  to 
ompare  p r o g r a m s  collectively and  to i l lus t ra te  w h a t  can be accomplished.  

You can see t ha t  the p rog ra m fa i lu re  ra te  is obtained by add ing  the  pro- 
,o' ~oas of you ths  r u n n i n g  a w a y  or al legedly commi t t ing  new offenses while in 
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the program. These measures  were  chosen because all the  p r o g r a m s  included 
among thei r  goals keeping youths  t rouble  f ree  and avai lable  to the  cou r t  whi le  
awai t ing  an adjudica tory  hea r ing .  The fa i lure  ra tes  range  f rom 2.4 pe rcen t  to 
12.8 p e r c e n t  You should note t h a t  b o t h  of the  p rograms  repor t ing  these  per-  
centages had the  same format  : they were  Home Detent ion  P rog rams .  I t  ap p ea r s  
t ha t  s imilar  p rograms  can produce  different  resu l t s  when  ca r r i ed  out  by dif-  
f e ren t  organizat ions  in different  jur isdic t ions ,  possibly work ing  w i t h  d i f fe rent  
kinds of juveniles.  ~ 

In  general,  the program fa i lu re  percentages  fo r  Home De ten t ion  Progra~..~ 
tend to be alleged new offenses r a t h e r  t han  runaways .  In  only one ins tance  
(P rog ram B) does the percentage running  away  exceed t h a t  fo r  a l leged new 
offenses. Fur the rmore ,  two p rograms  repor ted  no r u n a w a y s  d u r i n g  the i r  re- 
por t ing year.  

The Attent ion Homes in Boulder,  Anaconda,  and  He lena  se rve  d iverse  group~ 
of Juveni les  wi th  considerable success. 

The percentages  for  the res ident ia l  group home p rog rams  f o r  r u n a w a y s  r e  
flect the i r  purposes.  What  they have been able to accomplish,  w i t h  local e - f  
in te r s t a te  runaways ,  should  be .of considerable  impor tance  to the  many  j u r i s  
dictions tha t  have found such y0uti~s especially difficult to conta in  sui tably .  

The two p r i v a t e  res idsn t ia l~fos te r  home programs a re  both  l o c a t e d  in  th~ 
S ta te  of Massachuset ts  and were  developed par t ly  in response  to  t he  p rogress iw 
act  o f  t h a t  S ta te  in closing i ts  Juvenile correct ional  ins t i tu t ions .  The  Ne~ 
Bedford  program for  girls exper ienced no al legat ions of new offenses durin~ 
the  repor t ing year,  al though 10 percent  r an  away.  The p ro g ram serves  man.~ 
girls  re fe r red  f o r  running away  or incorrigibi l i ty,  a l though i t  se rves  allege( 
del inquents  as  well. The Springfield s ta t i s t ics  may be of the  g rea t e s t  impor t~:~ ,  
of any in Table 1. Almost no juveni les  are  securely de ta ined  in th is  ju r i sd ic t ion  
so Juveniles who are difficult to supervise  as well as  eas ie r  ones a re  r e f e r r ed  t, 
the  program. The 8.0 percent  tota l  for  " fa i lure"  is qui te  an  ach ievement ,  es 
pecia l ly  as  i t  includes few al leged new offenses. In  ~act ,  exc lud ing  p r o g r a m  
only for  runaways ,  the  1.2 percent '  of in te r im offenses is the  sma l l e s t  of  an: 
program. 

The success ra te  i s  simply the  inverse  of  the  fa i lure  ra te .  You wil l  reeal~ 
however,  t ha t  all  of the Home Detent ion  P r o g r a m s  au thor i zed  the i r  personne  
to place a youth in secure detent ion  when he or she d id  no t  fulfill  prog~ 
requirements.  The proport ion of youths  placed in secure de ten t ion  in th i s  wal 
ranged f r o m  8.1 percent  to 24.8 percent  for  these programs.  Some observer  
argue tha t  the success ra te  l is ted for  t h e  Home Deten t ion  P r o g r a m s  in Tabl  
1 should be reduced by t h e  propor t ion Of youths  p laced  in secure  de ten t ion  b 
program personnel.  I f  this were  done, the  ad jus ted  success  r a t e s  would  be a 
shown in Table 2. Others argue  t h a t  it  is un fa i r  to cons ider  use of a p lanne  
preventa t ive  procedure as a p rog ram weakness .  The you ths  placed in secur  
detent ion by a l te rna t ive  program staff  did get  to court.  

TABLE 2.--Adjusted success rates for home detention Programs 
Adjust. 

Program: rt 
A . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  - - - - - - - r  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  - - -  . . . .  80. 
B . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  70. 
C . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  . - - -  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  ___ 89. 
D . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  - . . . . . . . . . .  ~ ,  "d ~J, 
S . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
F . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  76. 
G-  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  (1~ 

z Data on youths place d in secure detentionnot available for this program. "' 

P R O G R A  ~" COSTS 

In  each Jurisdict ion visited, we  a s k e d  for  the  cost pe r  you th  pe r  day  foz ~ 
a l t e rna t ive  program and fo r  the  secure  detent ion  faci l i ty .  T h e  r e s u l t s  a r e  d~ 
played in Table 3. 
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TABLE 3.--COSTS PER YOUTH PER DAY OF 14 ALTERNATIVE PROGRAMS AND OF SECURE DETENTION FACILITIES IN 
THE SAME JURISDICTIONS 

Cost 

Alternat ive Secura 
Jurisdiction Program detention 

Home detent ion programs: 
Program A . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  z $6. 03 z $36.25 
Program B . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  z 11.42 s 29.60 
Program C . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  z s 24. 22 I 35.69 
Program O . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  s 4.85 !17 .54  
Program E . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  _ . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  10. 34 27.00 
ProBram F . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  . . . . . . . .  : _ .  I:l 
Program G" . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  ~ . . . . . . .  . . ~ . . , . ,  . . . . . . .  . . . . . . . . . . .  (* 

Attention homes: 
Anaconda . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  , . . . . .  . . . . . "  . . . . . . . . . . . .  ~ . . . . . . .  . . . . ~  . . . . . . . . . .  15.00 (~) 
Boulder . . . . . . . .  ; . . , . . .  . . . . . . . . . .  ; . . . . . . .  . . . . . . . . . . .  ; . . . . . .  . . . . .  . . . . . . . . . . . .  13.67 22.83 
~elena . . . . . . . . . . .  ~ . . . . . . . . . . . .  . . , . . ;  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  22. 00 (a) 

f ProBrams for runaways: 
, Jacksonville . . . . . . . . .  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  18. 00 18. 00 
, Pittsburgh . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  85.00 35. 00 
Pdvete residential foster homes: 

New Bedford . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  63. 87 (z) 
S p l i n ~ i e l d :  
Intensive detention program . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  32. 28 
Detained youths advocate program . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  . . . . . . . . . .  : . ,  . . . . .  14. 30 (~) 

i~.Exprassed in 1974 or 1975 dollars. . 
"eludes costs of a ~ n t r a c t  for p r o g r m  overeat!on of a ~ u t  $3 per youth per &zy. 

s txprassed in :1972 dollars. 
4 Not available. 
a No secure detent ion facil i ty. 

CONCLUSIONS ABOUT ALTERNATIVE PROGRAMS 

In concluding this presentat ion" we  set for th  cer ta in  general izat ions about 
programs current ly  in use as a l ternat ives  to secure detent ion for you ths  await-  
!.rig ad judica t ion  in juveni le  courts. You should remember  tha t  we visted only 
L4 uch programs and tha t  Selection of programs in different  jur isdic t ions  migh t  
lave reSulted in other  generalizations.  Still, we will summarize  conclusions 
:hat w e  believe to be of immedia te  impor tance  to individuals  and organizat ions 
:hat may be considering the development of a l ternat ives  in the i r  jurisdict ions.  

1. The  various program formats  appear  to be about  equal in their  abiilty to 
:eep those youths for whom the p ro g rams  were designed trouble f r e e  and 
• vallable to court.  Tha t  is not  to say that~any group of juveniles  may be placed 
uccessfully in any type of program. I t  refers ,  ins tead ,  to the fact  tha t  in most 
,rograms only a small  proport ion of Juveniles had commit ted n e w  offenses or 
u 1way while awai t ing  adjudicat ion.  

2~ Similar  program formats  can produce different  ra tes  of failure---~measured 
terms of you ths  running  away or commit t ing new offenses. The higher r a t e s  

f fai lure appear  to be due to factors  outside the control of the programs'  em- 
loyees---e.g, excessive lengths o f  s tay  due to slow processing of court  dockets 
r judicial  misuse of the program for  pre-adjudicat0ry test ing of youths '  be- 
svior under  supervision. 
3. Any program fo rma t  can be adapted  to  some degree to program goals  in 

~dition to those of keeping youths trouble  ̀  f ree and available to the  co u r t - -  
,r ~ample, the  goals of providing t rea tment  or concrete services. 
4. Resident ial  programs---group homes and f o s t e r - - a r e  being used successfully 
!th for  alleged del inquents  and s ta tus  offenders. 
5. Home De ten t i on  Programs are successful  wi th  alleged del inquents  and 
ith some alleged s ta tus  offenders. However,  a res ident ia l  component is  required 
r cer ta in  Juveniles whose problems or conflicts a re  wi th  their  own families. 
lbsti tute care in fos ter  homes a n d g r o u p  homes and supervision within a Home 
~tention fo rma t  have been combined successfully. 
6. The Attent ion Home format  seems" very adaptable  to the needs of less 
p .  zted jur isdic t ions  where  separa te  programs for several  special groups may 
t h e  feasible. The Attent ion Home format -has  been used for  youth populations 
tde up of (a)  alleged del inquents  only, (b) alleged del inquents  and s ta tus  
'coders, and (c) alleged delinquents,  s ta tus  offenders, a n d  juveni les  wi th  o ther  
zds of problems as well. 
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7. Thoughtful ly  conceived non-secure res ident ia l  p rog rams  can re ta in ,  tern 
porari ly,  youths  who have run  away  f rom thei r  homes. Longer  t e rm help  i: 
believed to  be essential  for some runaways ,  so p rograms  used a s  a l t e rna t ives  t, 
detent ion for  these youths require  the cooperat ion of o the r  social  agencies  t, 
which such juveniles can be refer red .  

8. Cer ta in  courts are  unnecessar i ly  t imid in defining t h e  k inds  of youth~ 
(i.e.. sever i ty  of alleged offense, pas t  record)  they are  wi l l ing to re fe r  to alto..r 
nat ive  programs.  E v e n  when a l t e rna t ive  p rograms  are  avai lable ,  m a n y  you.-~ 
a re  being held in secure detent ion  (or ja i l )  who could be kept  t rouble  f ree  an l 
avai lable to court  in a l te rna t ive  programs,  judging  by the  exper ience  O f jur is  

"dictions tha t  have tried. 
9. Secure holding a r rangements  are  e s sen t i a l  for  a smal l  p ropor t ion  of allege~ 

del inquents  who consti tute a danger  to others .  • 
10. The costs per  day per youth  o f  a l t e rna t ive  p rograms  can be very  mislead 

lng. A larger  cost can r e s u l t  f rom more  services  and  resources  being mad  
available to program par t ic ipants .  I t  c an  also resu l t  f rom geographica l  var~p 
lion in costs of personnel and services,  differences in w h a t  a d m i n i s t r a t i v e  . . h  

• office or residence expenses a re  included, and under -u t i l i za t ion  of the  progran~ 
11. A range of types of i t l ternat lve p r o g r a m s  should probably  be m a d e  avail  

able in Jurisdict ions o t h e r  than  the  smal les t  ones. No one f o r m a t  is su i ted  t, 
every YoUth, and a variety of options among which  to choose probably  w i l l  in 
crease ra tes  of success in each. 

12. Appropr ia te  use of both secure detent ion and  of a l t e rna t i ve  p r o g r a m s  ca; 
'be jeopardized by poor admin i s t r a t ive  pract ices.  In t ake  dec i s ions  should  b 
guided by clear, wri t ten cr i ter ia .  Judges  and court  pe r sonne l  should  monaco 
the intake decisions f requent ly  to be cer ta in  they conform to c r i te r ia .  

13. Since overuse of secure detent ion  cont inues in many  p a r t s  of the  countr.~ 
the main a l te rna t ive  to secure  detent ion should not  be a n o t h e r  p r o g r a m . .  
large proport ion of youths should  s imply be re leased t o  the i r  p a r e n t s  or o the  
responsible adul ts  to awai t  cour t  action. 

STATEMENT OF ROBERT D. VINTER, DISTINGUISHED PROFESSOR OF SOCIAL WOn} 
UNIVERSITY OF ~IICHIGAN -) 

~Ir. Cha i rman  and members  of the  Subcommit tee ,  I am happy  to be he re  toda 
to 'testify r ega rd ing  a l ternat ives  to ins t i tu t ions  fo r  s t a t u s  offenders.  

At the outset  I should note t h a t  the conclusions and  co mmen t s  set  f o r t h  t 
my prepared  s t a t emen t  are  d r a w n  f rom several  sources.  One m a j o r  source  dat  
is mater ia l  collected by the Nat ional  Assessment  of Juven i le  Correct ions .  Th 
extensive  empirical  research projec t  o f  which I was  co-director  was  fu n d ed  i 
LEAA. Other sources of da t a  upon Which I have  d r a w n  a r e g o v e r n m e n t  survey 
and the repor ts  of countless researchers ,  commissions and  commit tees .  ,. 

Terms and definitions are  a problem in this  field, so I should  s t a t e  w h a t  
mean by ' inst i tut ions,  by a l t e rna t ives  to ins t i tu t ions ,  and  b y  de ins t i tu t iona l i z  
tion. I use the definition of institutions t ha t  p reva i l s  across  the  s t a t e s  : the 
are  general ly large, closed, and self -contained res ident ia l  fac i l i t ies  t h a t  1 
s t r ic t  offenders '  contacts wi th  the community .  They a re  of ten  geographical  
separa ted  f rom commuuities ma in ta in  24 hour  survei l lance  and  cont ro l  ov 
the i r  inmates,  isolate them froin communi ty  act ivi t ies  and  re la t ions ,  and  provi  
on-grounds educat ional  and somet imes  vocat ional  t r a in ing  services.  I so la t ion  a 
secure custody are  features  of  these faci l i t ies  and they may  be s u r ro u n d  ! 
walls or fences, al though many have open campuses ;  some or all  of the i r  b~li 
lags, par t icu lar ly  dormitories,  may be locked and barred .  I also include rancl  
and camps in this  category because they a re  very s imi la r  to in s t i tu t ions  exct 
in being somewhat  smal l e r  and  usually providing f a rmi n g  or conserva t ion  vo 
tional activities.  

Alternatives to inst i tut ions include all Other faci l i t ies  and  p ro g rams  to wh  
del inquents  and s ta tus  offenders  can be assigned,  and  include both  residen! 
and non-residential  services. Conventional  probat ion f o r  ch i ld ren  in t he i r  o 
communit ies  and homes is the most  t rad i t iona l  and p reva len t  non-res~ n~ 
program. Day t rea tment  centers  and special  schools  a re  also in use am, 
some States. Community-based res ident ia l  faci l i t ies  are  slowly growing  in 
por tance  and include fos ter  care placements,  group homes,  so-called half~ 
houses, and other  types of res ident ia l  programs.  In  these  a l t e rna t i ve  res iden  
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t programs, the assigned youths  are  allowed' some access to community activi t ies" 
and resources, and almost  all  a t t end  community schools. 

! I ~ e  de~ns t i t u t i ona l i za t t o~  to refer  to the  policy and pract ice of assigning 
adjudicated del inquents  and s ta tus  offenders to these a l ternat ive  facil i t ies and 
programs instead of commit t ing them to insti tutions,  or of commit t ing smaller  

p ropor t ions  to these faci l i t ies  than  in the past.  We have measured S t a t e s "  
deins t i tu t ionaUzat ion policies and  t rends by summing those commit ted to all 
i t '  ~es of res ident ia l  faci l i t ies  and dividing this figure into the total number  of 
youths assigned to community-based resident ial  programs. Using this meas~lre, 

: i t  is clear  tha t  States  have moved slowly and only par t ia l ly  to adopt  and 
implement deinst i tut ional izat ion policies : in 1 9 7 4 - - t h e  las t  year  f o r  which 

, there  are comparat ive s tat is t ics---States ,  on the average ,  assigned 86 percent  
of all committed youth to inst i tut ions,  ranches and camps ;  at  least  six States 

:were still  sending all  these cases to inst i tut ions,  and only four States were 
assigning 50 percent  or more of these cases  to no~-inst i tut ional  facilities. 
(Robert v in te r .  George Downs, a n d  John Hall, J t t ven i l e  Correctio~zs i~  tl, e 

" S " "tcs : Rcsidc~:t ial  P r o g r a m ~  and  Deb~St i ta t io .nal izat ton,  1975. ) 

I .  I . N S T r r U T I O N A L I Z A T I O N  OF S T A T U S  OFFE.NDEl lS  

Advocates o f  deinst i tut ional izat ion policies for  Juvenile offenders, and espe- 
'eially for s ta tus  Offenders, make several  compelling arguments  against  reliance 
'on inst i tut ions.  
: F i r s t ,  they point to a large body of evidence tha t  clearlY" demonst ra tes  the 
'harmfui  consequences fo r  minors  which follow on incarcerat ion in c l o s e d  
fr- i l i t ies .  These ill effects are  due to the s ter i l i ty  of living conditions and 
:daily routines in most  inst i tut ions,  the frequent ly  oppressive and h a r s h  prac- 
tices used to control  l a rge  n u m b e r s  of inmates,  the generat ion of antisocial  
a t t i tudes ,  and the intensive t ra in ing in criminal skills given b y  veteran offenders 
to others  who are only misdemeanants  or s ta tus  offenders. These effects are  
• universal and inevitable, despite the "sometimes heroic efforts to r e f o r m  these" 
:places and to susta in  more human living arrangements .  I t  would be grossly 
unfair  to say tha t  most  of the staff  who operate these facil i t ies are  indifferent 
or cruel, but  it is probably precisely t rue to say tha t  callousness abounds and 
n~ inst i tut ion has. exis ted for  long wi thout  episodes of outr ight  brutal i ty.  

gecond,  there is now an overwhelfi~ing body of ~esearch showing  ~ha[ in- 
st i tutions are simply not e f fec t | r e  in rehabil i tat ing---or even educ~it ing--their  
young inmates  regardless  o f  the procedures employed or the ex t ra  resources  
som'etimes invested to enrich the i r  services and progn'ams: (Douglas Lipton. 
Robert Martinson, and Jud i th  WUks, T h e  Ef]cctivc~,cSs o f  Corrcct iona~ T r c a t -  
m c n t :  .k S u c v c y  o t  T r c a t  m e ~ t  E.vabratio~l: S t i td ies ,  1975.) With  the single excep- 
tion of being able to keep some youths off the s t reet  fo r  a time. there seems 
to be nothing these places can do wi th  or f o r  their  charges tht~t other  services 
cr not  do better.  The overall  t rack record of these places is dismal despite the 
~temporary achievements  of a few exemplary programs. 

T h i rd ,  inst i tut ions are  very expefisive to Operate and the  costs of new 
~.onstruetion or renovat ion have been almost  prohibitive. W'e found tha t  States 
lveraged about $12,000 per offender in operating costs du r ing  1974. with 14 
~tates spending over $14,000 per inmate,  :and seve ra l  spending over $19.000. I 
Jelieve these Cost levels explain much of the decline dur ing the 1.970-1974 
~eriod in the total numbers,  and the rates,  of youth committed by the 50 States 
io inst i tut ional  fac i l i t i es - -a  net  reduction of 36 in populations of the State- 
:t' places. The 1977 operat ing costs are  certainly much higher, probably 
tveraging about $ 5J,5_,000 per annum. 

Rises in crime ~ates over recent  years,  increased public concern about crime 
tnd pe rhaps  especially about juvenile crime, a 36 percent  redt~ction in the 
mmbers o f  juveniles committed to States '  inst i tut ions over a 5 year  pe r iod - - .  
hese developments had led us to expect we would find radically different types 
,f offenders in the field s tudies  of p rog rams  across the nation. But  when we 
ooked inside a representa t ive  sample of inst i tut ions,  ha l fway honses and group 
tomes, and day t rea tment  centers,  we found scant  evidence that  youths were 
,e .~ differentially assigned among thes e kinds of programs according to the 
eriousness of the i r  commitment  offenses~ The  highly mixed proportions of 
ornate commitment  offenses within our s tudy's  16 inst i tut ions were surpr iz ing:  
o]y i'~ percent of the inmates  :had been co)remitted for person crimes, including.  
rimes of violence, al though this was  higher than the 7 percent  of such cases 
a the ha l fway houses, and the 11 pe rcen t  in the day t rea tment  programs. 
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Thir ty -seven  percent  of  the Juveniles housed i n  ins t i tu t ions  had  been commi t t ed  
fo r  proper ty  offenses and 10 percent  for  d rug  offenses (ma in ly  " s o f t " )  but,  in 
contras t ,  29 percent  had  been commit ted  for  s t a tu s  offenses and  a n o t h e r  7 
percent  only for misdemeanors  or p roba t ion /pa ro le  v iola t ions  (o the r  t han  
p rope r ty /pe r son  offenses).  In  summary ,  there  were  tw ice  as  m a n y  s t a t u s  
offenders and mlsdemeanants  in the  ins t i tu t ions  as  youth who had  commi t t ed  
person crimes. (Rober t  D. Vinter ,  ed., T i m e  Out:  A Na t iona l  S t u d y  o f  Juvemi le  
Correct ional  Programs,  1976, ) / -  

Because there  are  known sex differences in both offense a n d  commi tmen t  
pa t te rns ,  we also calculated these  propor t ions  separa te ly .  P r o g r a m s  hand l ing  
only males did include a larger percentage  of more ser ious  offenders ,  bu t  the  
differences between the sexes fo r  person cr imes was  very  small .  Much more  
surpr i s ing  fo r  our interest  in the  fit be tween p rog ram a s s ignmen t s  and  youth  
offenses is the f inding tha t  7I percent  of the  ins t i tu t iona l ized  females  had  been 
commit ted  only for  s t a t u s  offenses, and 62 percent  of t he  females  in a l l  k inds  
of  p rograms had committed only s t a t u s / m i s d e m e a n o r / v i o l a t i o n  offenses.  Since 
programs for  females cost much the  same as  t h o s e  fo r  males ,  and  S t a * ~  
averaged about  $12,000 per offender-year  to opera te  t he i r  closed fac i l i t i es  in 
1974, this  finding alone challenges the coherence of budge ta ry  and  a s s i g n m e n t  
p r io r i t i e s  for  Juvenile offenders. I believe t h a t  spending  u p w a r d s  to $25,000 
per  year  to incarcera te  promlscuons gir ls  and  misdemeanan t  boys is an  a f f ront  
to common sense and the taxpayer ' s  purse.  

The view from inside these k inds  of p rograms  was  not  offset  by our  s tud ies  
of  State-level policies and practices,  nor  when  we reviewed evidence r ega rd ing  
juvenile  incarcerat ion in detent ion facil i t ies,  and even a d u l t  jai ls .  Our su rvey  
of 207 Juvenile courts  across t he  nat ion gave some ins ight  in to  how t.*') 
curious mix of youths  reaches the  correct ional  programs.  Al though only 7 
percent  of the cases formally ad jud ica ted  as  de l inquent  were  s en t  to correc-  
t ional facilit ies,  analysis  of cour t  process ing led to the  propos i t ion  t h a t  " s t a t u s  
offenders re fe r red  to juvenile cour ts  have  the same, if  not  h igher ,  p robabi l i ty  
of being commit ted to correctional  faci l i t ies  as juveni les  w i th  more  ser ious  
offenses." (Rosemary  Sarri  and  Yeheskel Hasenfe ld ,  eels., B r o u g h t  to J u s t i c e :  
Juveni les ,  the  Courts,  and  the Law,  1976.) 

The a rgument  for  use of a l t e rna t ive  non- ins t i tu t ional  p r o g r a m s  fo r  s t a t u s  
.offenders res ts  fundamenta l ly  on  two widely accepted p r inc ip les :  first,  tl  
Juven i l e  offenders should be di f ferent ia l ly  ass igned among fac i l i t ies  and  pro- 
;grams according to the  degrees of r i sk  or  danger  they p re sen t  to t he  com- 
-mun i ty - -nsua l ly  determined by the i r  cu r ren t  offenses and  p a s t  h i s t o r i e s - - a n d  
~second, tha t  as youths  with problems these  juveni les  should  be ass igned  to 
serv ices  likely to amerl iorate  the i r  difficulties. I t  is ce r t a in ly  c o n t r a r y  to 
~ane public policy to incarcera te  such Juveniles in faci l i t ies  t h a t  a r e  h a r m f u l  
to the i r  welfare  or increase the i r  problems. Unfor tuna te ly ,  ins t i tu t ions  p roduce  
these ill affects, whereas  a l te rna t ive  services can be more de l ibera te ly  t a rg e t ed  
on  the  par t icu lar  kinds of problems demons t ra ted  by the  he te rogeneous  range  '.£ 
Juveniles encompassed within t h e  s t a tus  offender  category.  Such p r o g r a m s  a re  
work ing  a n d  are f a r  less expensive. 

I I ,  ALTERNATIVES TO I N S T I T U T I O N S  FOR STATUS OFFENDERS 

Despi te  the perplexing pa t t e rns  I have  summarized ,  the re  is also hopeful  
in format ion  from the  States. A very wide v a r i e t y  of a l t e rna t i ve  serv ices  is 
~eing developed a n d  a t  least par t ia l ly  implemented  for  s t a t u s  offenders  as  S t a t e  
leg is la tures  adopt  policies excluding these youths  f rom cor rec t iona l  faci l i t"  ~, 
~nd  as Sta te  officials exercise the i r  admin i s t r a t ive  d iscre t ion in o rde r  to ma~e 
room for  more serious juvenile del inquents  by moving s t a t u s  of fenders  out.  
Given the he terogenei ty  of the types  of youths  included wi th in  th is  ca tegory.  
and  the divers i ty  of S t a t e  and communi ty  resources,  we find t h a t  all  m a n n e r  of 
p rograms and services are being brought  into use, somet imes  as s ingle  m e a s u r e s  
• ut  o f t en  in combination. These p rograms  can be classifled~into two ma in  k inds  : 
residentia~ programs that  locate juveni les  in p lacements  or fac i l i t ies  ou t s ide  
~helr homes ,  and non-resident ial  programs  t h a t  serve juven i l e s  who  r ema in  
wi th in  the i r  own homes. In  the  a t t ached  d iag ram ( a t t a c h m e n t )  I have  ~t- 
~empted to display the variet ies of both :kinds of p rograms  along a g rad ien t  
t h a t  reflects cost differentials among  them. The location of p ro g rams  a l o n g  the 
d iagonal  reflects their  per child re la t i ve  costs .  These are  only app rox ima t ions  
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because Of the var ia t ions  in expendi tures  for  every type of program between 
"i and wi th in  the states,  the differences in cost '  accounting procedures,  and the 

absence or unrel iabi l i ty  of cost data .  (Costs reported here  are  expressed as 
states '  average fac i l i ty  or program operat ing costs dur ing 1974, the  las t  year  

! for which such in fo rma t ion  is available. Although costs have unquest ionably 
increased everywhere,  it  is very r isky to es t imate  comparable  1977 costs for  
each kind of program by s t ra ight- l ine  extrapolat ion.  Types of expendi tures  
.~ "~.luded in the Sta tes '  operat ional  costs var ied considerably, and the annual  
increases in e a c h  type--e .g. ,  ut i l i ty  and  personnel  costs---differ great ly among 
regions of the  na t ion . )  

A. Nonres ident ia l  programs 
The ful l  scope of non-resident ia l  programs for  s ta tus  offenders is only 

suggested by the  series loca ted  above the cost diagonal on the a t t ached  dia- 
gram. All of these are  known to be in operat ion among some States,  a t  varying 
levels of usage depending on the i r  s ta tutes ,  policies, budgets,  and the avail- 
¢ ' l l l t y  of other  State  and community  resources. P rograms  tha t  ma i n t a i n  
juveniles in their  own homes range f rom mere provision of conventional social 
and public education services, a t  one extreme, to specialized and  targeted 
p r o g r a m s  for  par t icu lar  subgroups of s ta tus  offenders wi th  identifiable differ- 
enees in t h e i r  family, school, or community behaviors and conditions. 

At the l o w e r  and least  costly end of the diagonal  a r e  the services  offered 
: to many  types of minors  through public and pr ivate  sector programs without ,  

necessarily, a court  finding, Although the  per  child expendi tures  for  such 
, services are  relat ively modest,  we know tha t  the mere fact  o f  official court  
i r  ~cessing of ten resul ts  in e~ctu~ion of s ta tus  offenders f rom access to the 

most impor tant  of these resources. Among public schools this process is called 
"freezing out" the youths  who seem to demonst ra te  special problems. In this  
impor tant  sense official court  process ing  may const i tute  a disabling st igmatiza-  
tion, " 

When  courts  reach findings in such cases  they m ay  then also assign these 
youths to conventional  o r - - i f  ava i lab le - - to  special prol3atlon programs.  In  e i ther  
event the minor  remains  wi th in  his or her  own home and experiences supple- 
mental  services wi thin  the same community,  but with added cost. 

kt the o ther  end of th is  non-resident lal  services continum are t h e  more 
costly and specialized day t rea tment ,  educational,  vocational, and employment  
t ra ining programs.  The overwhelming major i ty  of s ta tus  offenders appear  to be 
youths who demons t ra te  greate  r problems in their  family and school si tua- 
tions, and who are  unlikely to obtain sufficient developmental  ass is tance unless 
special efforts are  taken. In  r e cen t  years  "a l ternat ive  schools" have emerged 
as one major  means for  serving such youths, al though mos t  juveniles in these 
programs are not ad judica ted  s ta tus  offenders. Our findings indicate tha t  the 
most significant l imitat ion of specialized programs serving s ta tus  offenders is 
t: inadequacy of the i r  resources for  effective prepara t ion  to enter  the world 
of work. Instead,  undue emphas is  is often placed on their  apparen t  emotional 
and a t t i tudinal  difficulties, r a t h e r  than  on the i r  obvious difficulties in acquiring 
basic skills needed to equip themselves  for legit imate social roles in a real  and 
less than  hospitable world. (I  assume it  is understood tha t  the  lack of em- 
ployment opportuni t ies  for  all youth is having disastrous implications for  
those who are s ta tus  offenders and have addi t ional  difficulties.) In  this  range 
of non-residential  programs lie a mul t i tude  of ventures in service and in pro- 
viding resources and opportuni t ies  to kids who h a v e  been identified as  h a v ~ g  
o ~eing "problems" in their  communities.  

My view, and t h a t  of most  who w o r k  a t  these mat ters ,  is t ha t  it is f a r  more 
desirable .to extend and s t r eng then  these services, and to make them readily 
accessible to courts and s ta tus  offenders, than  to develop a separa te  and 
parallel s t ruc ture  of costly programs for  par t icular  categories wi thin  each 
state and community.  In my mind there  is no question about  the rich diversi ty 
of American communities,  or a b o u t  their  uncatalo.~aed resources and capa- 
iailities, but there  is every reason to think .that these have not yet  been 
mobilized and channeled---or b rough t  on line---for the  types of youths we are 
.~c _-erned about : the losers, the unruly,  and the misfits. 

I should note tha t  to the best  of my knowledge there  are  no re l iable  figures 
0n costs for s ta tus  offenders being served through the  kinds of non-resldential  
0rograms shown above the cost diagonal on the a t tached diagram. Mandatory 
public educat ion expendi tures  are  made for  all services on the diagram, but  

, . J  
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these costs appear  as audi table  and  calculable costs only fo r  closed ins t i tu t ions  
.(all  operate  the i r  own schools) and  for  cer ta in  non-res ident ia l  specia l  educa-  
t ion/vocat ional  t ra in ing  programs.  The anomaly  in cost  account ing  among 
community  services is  that  s t a tus  offenders---and o ther  ch i ldren  who behave  in 
unacceptable ways--are often squeezed out of local public education programs 
after the annual pupil censuses have been taken to assure maximum shares of 
state/federal allocations. 

B. Residerttia! programs -~' 
The range of residential  p rograms  for  s t a tus  offenders  is sugges ted  by the 

series located be/ow the cost diagonal  on the a t t ached  d iagram.  The  ma in  types  
of a l te rna t ive  programs are  as  fo l lows:  fos ter  care, smal l  group homes,  
hostels,  and ha l fway  houses. 

1. Foster ca re . - -Fos te r  home care  may  involve e i ther  s ingle p l acemen t s  of 
f rom one to two juveniles or mult iple  p lacements  of  f rom two to five Juveniles.  
The faci l i ty utilized is generally the  fos te r  pa ren t ' s  own home wh ich  may  be 
located anywhe re  and everywhere.  The juveni le  lives in the  home a n d  recei~--~ 
supervision f rom the foster  p a r en t s  who are  usually a ma r r i ed  couple. Auxilla~y 
services a re  available on cal l .  A fos t e r  home p lacement  involving mul t ip le  
placements  as ()pposed to single p lacements  necess i ta tes  a s o m e w h a t  l a rge r  
home and some rennov~ation or equipment  costs  may be incur red .  Fos t e r  
pa ren t s  dealing wi th  several Juveniles mus t  also be more  compe ten t  t han  
fos ter  p a r e n t s  charged with t h e  care  of only one or two juveni les .  F ina l ly ,  
neighborhood opposition may serve  to res t r ic t  the location of f o s t e r  homes  
used for  multiple placements.  As of 1974, the  average cost  o£ fos te r  ca re  was.~_~ 
$2,600 per  juvenile per year and  up. ~) 

2. Small  "grOUT homes .uSmal l  group homes serve a n y w h e r e  f r o m  five co 
four teen Juveniles. The faci l i ty  ut i l ized is general ly a larger ,  o lder  home or 
rooming house, requir ing rennovat ion  to br ing  it up to ope ra t ing  and  hous ing  
code requirements .  The building is somet imes a special  fac i l i ty  cons t ruc t ed  to 

• s tandards .  A con t inu ingprob lem wi th  group homes is ne ighborhood opposi t ion 
to  the i r  location in res iden t ia l  areas .  The services provided by smal l  group 
homes are  s imi l a r  to that  provided by fos ter  homes involving mul t ip le  place- 
ments  except tha t  the group home services normally  include non- res iden t ia l  

• auxi l ia ry  services and often special  a r r angemen t s  w i th  communi ty  scho" "7. 
The staff  of a group home • is l i kewise  s imi la r  to the  s taff  o£ a fo s t e r  home but 
the  staff, who funct ion  as su r roga te  parents ,  may be s t a t e  employees,  and 
the re  may be addi t ional  personnel  to provide care  and suppor t  services,  such 
a s  cooking and laundry.  The opera t ing  costs of a group home a re  typical ly  
h igher  than  the  costs of a fos te r  home when the s taff  a re  s t a t e  employees.  A 
group home often will  under take  a commitment  to ma in t a in  a m i n i m u m  leve'.. 
of  occupancy which also increases  costs. The 1974 ave rage  opera t ing  cost." 
of a group home per juvenile per year  were  $5,600 and  up. 

3. Hostels .--Hostels  are faci l i t ies  which may service u p w a r d s  of 20 yor  "~ 
who are  usually runaways  o r  t rans ients .  The faci l i t ies  ut i l ized a re  typicall3 
converted rooming houses or s imi la r  faci l i t ies  wi th  l i t t le  space f o r  each i n  
dividual  resident.  The buildings a re  o therwise  s imi lar  to those  u t i l ized fo: 
smal l  group homes. Neighbors are  likely to oppose res ident ia l  locat ions  fo r  sucr  
facili t ies.  T h e y  may b e  located downtown so as  to provide  easy access  fo~ 
clients. The services offered in hostels  are  geared to uncer ta in ,  f luc tua t ing  
and mixed populations with h igh  tu rnover .  Many hostels  opera te  on a t w en t y  
four  hour  a ler t  schedule. T h e  s taff  typical ly includes counselors,  social  worker s  
and persons who perform a l iaison or out reach funuct ion  as  we l l  as  per: n: 
who provide care for  the juveni les  and  main ta in  the faci l i ty .  T h e  effor ts  b 
the hostel 's  staff  are  often d i rec ted  a t  negot ia t ing the juveni le ' s  r e t u rn  to hi: 
or her  own home or relocation in ano the r  p rogram and  th is  k ind of servic,  
increases  the  staffing requirement .  The opera t ing  costs of a hoste l  a re  gen 
eral ly higher  than  of a small  group• home due to t h e  imprac t i ca l i ty  o f  main 
ta ining an average capacity popula t ion throughout  the year .  

4. Hal fway  houses . - -Hal fway houses a re  faci l i t ies  which  may  service  fr0v 
eight  to s ixty  juveniles,  but  the  average  populat ion tends  to be approximate l :  
twenty,five. Facil i t ies utilized for  ha l fway  houses are h ighly  diversif ied,  r :~ 
ing  f rom large rennovated buildings to special ly cons t ruc ted  and f u l l y  equipI)e, 
faci l i t ies  wi th  elaborate j a f f a -mura l  a r rangements .  These  f ac i l i t i e s  can b 
located anywhere--- in both r u r a l  and  urban  areas---but  zoning regu la t ions  an. 
neighborhood opposit ion o f t e n  crea te  difficulties in finding a locat ion fo r  
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facility, especially a newly constructed facili ty.  H a l f w a y  houses may be open 
or semi-closed. The open houses look" much like elaborate  small  group homes 
with la rger  and  more specialized staffs. Medical and other  auxil iary services 
are typically obtained th rough  vendor  payment  contracts  and other  services are  
usually made available through s ta te  and local agencies. The operat ing costs 
of open ha l fway  houses per juvenile  per  year  were $6.200 and up. The costs 
o~,semi-cl0sed ha l fway houses may equal  those of insti tutions.  

TUESDAY,  OCTOBER 25~ 1 9 7 7  

. STATEX~ENT OF D R .  K A R L  A .  ~ f E N N I N G E R ,  C H A I R M A N  OF T H E  BOARD, ~ [ E N ~ I N G E R  
FOUNDATION AND THE ~'ILLAGES, INC. 

~STHE VILLAGESp INC." : A'PROJECT FORPREVENTIOH 

'* There  is a d is turbing phenomenon ab road  in the land. I t  is tha t  so m a n y  
: good and thoughtful  People have lost pat ience wi th  a l l  the  younger generation.  

I don ' t  mean the ha rd  ha ts  ind ignan t  about flag desecration,  nor policemen 
' angry at  being called names, n o r  conventional  middle-agers who don' t  like hai ry  

faces and Robin Hood haircuts .  I t ' s  more than  that .  I am thinking ra the r  o£ 
! the mood of rancor  and asper i ty  on the pa r t  of many intell igent people, in- 

cluding exaspera ted  parents .  I t  stems, I believe, from anger and fear,  and 
! f rom a sense of helplessness and vas t  perplexi ty  about the next  generation.  
! r young  people have many just if icat ions for being disturbed, worried,  and 
~ e~6n bit ter .  One of  these is tha t  they are  all held responsible for  the violent, 

anti-social behavior of a few, some of whom are very conspicuous, noisy, and 
*provocative. I t  is e~asY to forge t  t ha t  young people are  not a homogeneous 
group, any more than  are  older people. And not all of young people commit 
crimes, or end up in prison or i~ psychia t r ic  insti tutions.  

But  some do. Too many. And these whose actions are  so desperate,  violent, 
and hateful ,  began to  be the way they are  a long time ago. They come mostly 
from homes and neighborhoods unfit for civilized human beings. TheY are the 
1" t f ru i t  of the ghetto, and  they act  ndw as they Were once treated.  

~veryone knows tha t  the population of jai ls  and reformator ies  is largely a 
rotat ing one made up of r epea te r s  who go in and out, in and out. Does it not 
seem imperat ive  t h a t  i n s t ead  of shout ing  f o r  more policemen a n d  fiercer crime 
pursuit  we should try to break up th is  vicious circle? Why not do something 
for tile chi ldren whom we know right  n o w  are  going to be the cr iminals  
who fill the jai ls  and  hospitals  in another  dozen years  ? Why are we not  deter-  
mining t0 stop t h e  flow o£ c r i m i n a l s  ins tead of wildly endeavoring to control 
the ra tes  of c l i m e .  9 

This is a question which has troubled me very much. Most of my professional  
l l Ie  h a s  been spent  in t rea t ing dis turbed and distressed people and in teaching 
young doctors to do so. I have even t rea ted  some "criminals:" B u t  now I see 
the g rea te r  importance 0f doing something preventive.  And I th ink I can 
convince o ther  people of this. 

,As a young doctor I t rea ted  many cases of typhoid fever,  zealously. I was 
proud of my labors wi th  these sufferers.  B u t .  compare my accomplishments  
with tha t  o~f the doctor 's  who corrected the wa te r  and sewage systems!  They 
successfully t rea ted  not a few score but  thousands  of pat ients  in advance. 
a: it  were.  Vaccination isn ' t  a very exci t ing procedure but it  has  spared 
nmlions t h e  agony of smallpox. The abolition of the public drinking cup a n d  
other such simple procedures  have prevented untold numbers  o f  deaths.  

~ h y  shouldn ' t  this same principle be applied to the incidence of  al ienated 
youth? Why wait  till they are sick---or incorrigible? We know it c a n  be done. 
Why don' t  we do it? I propose to try. Let  me describe the plan. 

F i f ty  years  ago we set  up a new program in Topeka, Kansas,  for  the 
diagnoses and t r ea tmen t  of mental  illness. "From the inspirat ion of the Mayo 
Clinic idea of group medical practice,  we organized the Menninger  Clinic and 

:pital, t h e  Southard School. la ter  the Menninger  Foundat ion and School of 
PsYchiatry. Education.  research,  and prevent ion  were a par t  of the program 
in all these, but  the  emphasis  was  on demonst ra t ing  the curabil i ty of mental  
illness. 

Giving t rea tment  to pa t ien ts  is engaging ; i t  is excit ing ; it is rewarding.  To 
make research  discoveries is exciting, too, but most research efforts does not 
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resul t  in any immedia te  discovery. But  prevent ion i sn ' t  very  exc i t ing  o r  re- 
ward ing  to the doctor. Some even ask, " I s  there  such th ing  as  p reven t ion?"  

I often bear  this  s t range quest ion both f rom colleages a n d  f rom laymen.  I t  i s  
precisely w h a t  people used to say  many  years  ago about  the  t r e a t m e n t  of 
menta l  illness. Almost  everybody knows today t h a t  mos t  men ta l  i l lness 
r e sponds  to t rea tment ,  and t h a t  most  cases recover. And despi te  t he  skept ic i sm 
of some, pre~e~tio~ can be achieved if  we real ly  w a n t  it. Much men ta l  i l lness,  
much charac te r  deformity,  much del inquency and  c r ime could be p r even t c "  
f rom ever occurring. 

Where  on ear th  does the public th ink  our  cr iminal  popula t ion  comes f rom?  
China? Russ ia?  The North Pole? Our cr iminals  come f r o m  the  h e a r t  of 
Amer i ca - -pe rhaps  be t te r  to say  the  bowels of America.  ~ h e r e  do the  b i t te r ,  
angry,  violent young men of our  s t r ee t s  come f rom? W h e r e  do they  g r o w n  up? 
Where  are  the i r  families? They  were  all once helpless,  innocen t  b a b i e s ; w h a t  
set  t h e m  agains t  us? What  molded them into hoods and  thugs?  

Populat ion growth  and  urban  congestion crea te  inc reas ing  n u mb er s  of evil  
neighborhoods and wretched or  non-exis tent  homes. The filth and  ugl iness  a ~ -  
s ta rkness  of the crowded living quar t e r s  con t r ibu tes  to a p e r v a d i n g  a tmosphe re  
of  sullenness, hopelessness, f ea r  and hate.  Many chi ldren  a re  exposed  every  
day  oJ' the  y e a r  dur ing  their  fo rmat ive  years  t o  cursing,  obsceni ty ,  th rea t s ,  
roughness,  cruelty,  and open defiance of law. Escape to  t he  s t ree t s ,  Jo in ing  
one gang or ano the r  to diminish bullying and abuse f rom older  boys, e luding 
t h e  pol iceman and defying the  weary  t e a c h e r - - t h e s e  a r e  t he  dai ly  rout ine.  
Everywhere  the grim, cold, dangero.us env i ronment  r ema ins  t he  s a m e ;  t he re  is 
no safe  place to go. There  is no escape, 

We leave them in th is  wre tched  l ife unt i l  sooner  or  l a t e r  f r o m  boredo; .~ 
fear ,  challenge, prest ige or p la in  hunger  these  boys s t r ike  out  a t  someone and  
get  caught  in the social defensive machinery .  And while  agencies  b icker  about  
w h a t  to do wi th  him, where to send him, who will  take  him, the  boy becomes 
more wretched,  hopeless and hi t ter .  He  becomes a "case."  The  "case"  g r inds  
through the Juvenil e court, the  detent ion home, the  indus t r i a l  school, p e r h a p s  
a few fos ter  homes on trial.  La te r  i t  may  be the  r e f o r m a t o r y  or  p r i son  fo r  
awhile---and then  out again, and  a d rea ry  replay.  

"Why do we have so much recidivism?" the  newspaper  ed i to r s  wil l  ask. 
"We are  not  being tough enough," some poli t icians wil l  declare.  " I f  I ~ '~ 

elected I will see tha t  vigorous s teps  are  taken to res to re  l aw and  order . "  
Not all neglected children come f rom poor neighborhoods.  There  a r e  t ru ly  

some poor Httle r ich boys, too. And not  all  the  ch i ldren  r ea r ed  in evil 
neighborhoods and broken h o m e s  go the  rou te  described. Some have  f o r t u n a t e  
accidents  of one kind or  another.  Some a re  reached  and  he lped  b y  the  Boys '  
Clubs of America,  Boy Scouts,  the  Salvat ion Army,  var ious  youth  agencies .  
for tunate  fos ter  home placements.  A very smal l  number  may  even receive pro- 
fessional  help. 

But  i f  we a re  serious about  la rge  scale prevent ion  of  de l inquency  a: ! 
crime, we  mus t  grea t ly  mult iply our  efforts  to rescue these  c h i l d r e n  before  
they  are  ruined.  There  are pe rhaps  as  many  as 2,000,000 of  t hem improper ly  
cared for  in homes  and neighborhoods f rom which they should  be removed.  

But  removed to where? Removed to whom? Who has  love fo r  sa le?  Who  
wan t s  trouble? Where  are  the  good mothers  and  f a t h e r s  who  can t ake  on th is  
enormous task? 

• s ~  ~ s T  V~LAOE 

Thir teen y e a r s  ago a few of us began to th ink  about  a ch i ld ren ' s  vi l lage .l 
which this  philosophy could be  ca r r ied  out. We  envisaged a c lus te r  of  homes.  
wi th  perhaps  a dozen boys and  gir ls  in each. Several  co t tages  toge ther  would  
comprise a village---whence the  name we chose, The Village, Inc.  Such Vil lages  
migh t  ul t imately  spr ing  up in a hundred  places. We  h a v e  been offered s i tes  
in a dozen States,  but  we decided to concent ra te  on a model  pi lot  p l a n t  in 
Topeka where  we knew experienced youth workers  and cot tage  p a r e n t s .  ~Ve 
were  told tha t  there  were  hundreds  of eligible boys and gi r l s  r igh t  a ro u n d  us. 
W e  began wi th  one cottage and  have  since grown to a to ta l  of  five co t t ages  fo r  
boys and girls, the Eagle Ridge Village. 

We are close enough to the l a rge r  communi ty  for  par t i c ipa t ion  in some of  i ts  
advantages  including the  public schools, the  Boy Scouts, the  local churches .  
Open and wooded country su r round ing  the Village i n s u r e s  a min imum of 
human  molestat ion a n d  a max i mu m of avai lable n a t u r a l  resources .  Birds ,  

\ .  
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.. beasts, butterflies,  grass,  flowers, trees,  soil, f r e s h  air  and clean wa te r  have 
replaced alleys, fac tory  walls, smog, garbage heaps, and billboards. This  is not 
for an exerc/~e in esthetics,  but  is a pa r t  of a new philosophy of living which 
subst i tu tes  preservat ion  and  apprec ia t ion  for  destruct ion and exploitat ion of the 
environment.  Nature  educat ion of  an e lementary  sor t  is in progress,  and a 
more ambit ious curr iculum is in t he  planning. 

I -'~ Not f o r  t rea tment ,  remember.  Not for  correction. And most  cer ta inly not for  
~unlshment.  I am talk ing about p r w e n t i o n !  

We are a s sumi n g - -w i t h  respect  to these boys and g i r i s ~ t h a t  we still  have a 
chance to prevent  ~ the need o f  any professional  t r ea tmen t  or correction. T h e i r  
behavior is sti l l  normal  and appropr ia te  f o r  the environment  in which they have 
lived. But  they  need  ~ ~Lew env ironment  to react  to, new surroundings,  new 
models of living, new f r iends  a n d  a whole new way of life. They need to 
learn  wha t  i t  is to be loved, and to love, t o  cooperate ins tead of only to hate  
and fight and steal. They need to develop or ientat ion of caring, saving, pro- 
tectil ig a n d  building ins tead of f ight ing and destroying. There  is the way of 
.~ue crime prevent io~ a n d  youth conservation.  

For this  the i r  immedia te  environment  is especially important~ Each  cottage in 
a village has  i ts  own cot tage parents  who a c t  as surrogate  f a the r  and mother.  
They are  responsible in many meanings of t h a t  word, and collaborating wi th  
the other  cottage paren t s  in the village for  the  general  adminis t ra t ion .  

They will serve as models  o f  m a t u r i t y  a n d  ac t iv i t y  and as sources  of love 
a n d  counsel. They establ ish and  main ta in  the family routine and  the daily 
schedules. They a r range  and supervise  the work and p l a y  and special educa- 
t ion.  A new Way of life can only be t a u g h t  by mature  people who themselves 
v0sscss the  vision and  the dedication, hence the proper  orientat ion,  t ra in ing and 
counseling of these key figures, the houseparents ,  is of the utmost  importance.  
A t ra in ing  program for  cot tage paren t s  i s  a corollary project  of our  main.  

program. T ~  a~SClY~ 0F T~.I~ ENVIRON MZNT " 

W e  want  our  Villages to be character ized by a special "feature of motivat ion,  
one which w e b e l i e v e  we can inculcate  and develop in them. Everyone knows, 
gow, of the grea t  p r e s e n t  world danger  from w h a t  we have done and are  
. J ing  to o u r  environment .  These young people need us, but  we need them more ! 
We ineed all the help we can get to save ourselves and our planet. And we 
m u s t  teach t h i s w i t h  all our hearts .  

The whole w o r l d - - n o t  only a few. f r a n t i c  ind iv idua ls - - seem bent  on com- 
mit t ing suicide. We have cut  down our forests,  killed off our  wildlife, polluted 
our lakes and  rivers,  gouged ugly holes in beautiful  hillsides; was ted  ou r  
precious fer t i le  soil and poisoned the a tmosphere  we all have to breathe. S o m e  
of our  fel low cit izens lay about  them with  guns  and traps,  bows and arrows;  
~vnamite  and poison to  murder  o u r  wild animals  (not  Jus t  the i r s ) .  Others  
.~urder  our r ivers wi th  needless dams, and our lakes wi th  filth and chemicals ;  
we befoul even the vas t  oceans wi th  filth and poisons. 

We read about  th is  g rea t  th rea t  to  our  world in all the magazines.  This  is 
good, for  if the doom o f  our r a c e  and our  planet  is to be averted,  a// o~ ~s  
must  know the  issue and  join, in "the effort. Thousands  of de te r ren t  programs 
will soon be launched. But  where  will s u c h  leaders get  the i r  working fol lowers?  
Who will volunteer? Who will unders tand  the urgencies? Two great  handicaps  
in the  reconstruct ive effort  a re  going to be the scarvi ty  o f  personnel and the  
#7~wness Of the  spread of the gospel. 

And it is r i g h t  here  tha t  t h e  Villages have the i r  great  opportunity.  Since 
our hope •lies in the involvement of the coming generat ion in the grea t  task of  
environmental  rescue, why not par t icular ly  those who have been rescued from 
harmfu l  envi ronments?  The wors t  of a l l  pollution and waste  has been tha t  
of our youth. In  the conservat ion villages I am describing, the pervading 
spir i t  and  effort  is toward the  reversa l  of this  world-wide propens i ty  for  
destruction,  in t he i r  own homes and i n  the  community ! 

This is the central  idea  of  our project  and const i tutes its uniqueness. I t  is a 
p^w emphasis  in education. I t  is education for survival,  which i s  surely the 
m~st impor tan t  prevent ion of all. 

I t  is as if  we saic1 to our rescued chi ldren:  "You who have known dreary  
and dreadful  sur roundings  can unders tand  wha t  i t  means to change the environ- 
ment  in which one lives. You have seen children crippled and embi t tered by 
their  surroundings.  

. /  



230 .'7", 

"Now you live in a home wi th  people opposed to all tha t .  They  love one  
another ,  t hey  love yoii, they love the i r  beaut i fu l  world. W i t h  you they  a re  
t ry ing to learn  to live wi th  other people and o ther  creatures .  

"One day you will • leave here  on your  own career .  W h e n  t h a t  day  comes, 
w e  believe you will feel  a special  need to help  not  only o the r  neglec ted  
children,  but  our  dirt ied,  damaged  ear th ,  our  raped and  r av i s h ed  planet .  

• ~ ' e  wan t  you to go out with love for  the  beauty  of the  n a t u r a l  wor ld  a n d  
wi th  a feeling of our  love and the assurance  of our  help. You wil l  go w i t h ~ J  
commitment  to help save the world.  I t ' s  your world, too." 

And w i l l  they indeed go for th  in th is  spir i t?  Of course  they  will ,  i f  we imbue  
• them with  it. 

Will they achieve  these goals? Some of them will.  Cer ta in ly  they  wil l  no t  
fill the s t ree ts  and the Jails and the  hospitals .  

Does it sound quixotic? A gigant ic  f a n t a s y  of  effecting world c h a n g e  wi th  a 
handfu l  of waifs?  Preposter lous? Impossible? 

Perhaps ,  But  something imposs ible  must  happen  soon or none of us wil l  . l~ 
here. 

.STATEX[E~T OF HERBERT G. CALLISON, EXECUTIVE I)IRECTOR, THE VILLAGES, INC., 
TOPEKA, KANS. 

" The Villages, I n c .  i s  a non-prof i t ' o rgan iza t ion  f o u n d e d  in 196~i in Topeka,  
Kansas  for  the purpose of providing long te rm res ident ia l  ca re  fo r  ch i ld ren  
who have no homes or who can not remain  in the i r  homes. 

~Iy en t rance  into the field of correct ions took place in Iowa w h e r e  I beg~':) 
as a correct ional  counselor a t  the Iowa Men's Re fo rma to ry  and  p rogressed  to 

: super in tendent  of the Riverview Release  Center.  This  exper ience  pe rmi t t ed  me 
tO become acquainted with t h o u s a n d s 0 f  adul t  •offenders. The  mos t  depress ing  
fea ture  o~ this  acquain tance  was  realizing tha t  .the •majority of i nca rce ra t ions  
could have been  prevented  by in te rvent ion  a t  an ear l ie r  s ta te .  

In fact ,  the offenders incarcera ted  in Iowa could have r ep re sen ted  a d u l t  f o r m s  
of chi ldren before they are re fe r red  to The Villages. To be more  specific : the  
children r e f e r r e d  to Eagle Ridge Village by the  juvenile  cour t  and  o ther  agen- 

• t ies,  have previously not  been taken•care  of by abusive, neglec ted  p a r e n t s ;  tic : 
have experienced several  fos te r  home a n d / o r  ins t i tu t iona l  p l a c e m e n t s ;  and  
many have been involved in th ree  or. four  runaways .  Unfor tuna te ly ,  the  po in t  

• a t  which a child is referred  to The Villages usual ly r ep re sen t s  t h e  l a s t  s tep  
:before inst i tut ionalization.  Biological p a r en t s  have e i the r  e x h a u s t e d  the i r  
efforts to form a stable home, are  un in te res ted  or ~ncapable of doing so, or they 
do not exist.  Fos te r  homes have not proven to be adequate ,  long t e rm a l t e rna -  
tives, and other  child care agencies  have. for  var ious  reasons ,  re l inquished  
responsibil i ty for these children. At th is  point  in the i r  involvement  w i th  t h.e 

1_~ . juvenile jus t ice  system, children are  lef t  wi th  only three  a l t e rna t ives  : (1) T ~" 
may be inst i tut ional ized or incarcera ted  as  s t a tus  of fenders ;  (2) They  may 
continue wi thin  the juvenile j u s t i c e  system, and another  ser ies  of fos te r  home oz 
s imi lar  t emporary  placements can be a t t e m p t e d ;  or ,  (3) They  m a y . b e  placed 
in a .facility w h i c h  can offer a p lacement  for  as long as  they  need care.  The 
Villages i s  an example of the  th i rd .a l te rna t ive .  

,ks you know, The ViUages is only one of several  p rog rams  which  assume.  ~ 
• responsibil i ty for children as long as .they need someone to do so.  H o w ev e r  
' t he re  a r e s e v e r a l  unique ingredients  t h a t  d i f ferent ia tes  The  Villages f rom othe: \ 
s imilar  p rog rams :  " 

(1) The key professional wi th in  a Village is the ca ree r  parent .  Villagt 
parents  a r e  hired pr imari ly  fo r  the i r  abil i ty to re la te  to chi ldren.  They ar~ 
required to mainta in  high profess ional  s t anda rds  of pa ren t ing  • th rough  on-goin~ 
t ra in ing and are  encouraged to cont inue personal  g rowth  a s  well. 

(2i •Village parents  are ass is ted  by a team of profess iona ls  inc luding socia 
workers,  psychologists,  and psychia t r i s ts .  Ho~vever, in co n t r a s t  to many  pro 
grams,  these support  professionals  ass i s t  only the  p a r en t s  in becoming mor~ 
skillful a t  fos te r  parenting,  r a t h e r  than  providing d i rec t  Services, to th  
children. "'~ 

(3•) The  children have access to a var ie ty  of services, such as  the rapy ,  tutor 
ing. medical  and dental  services, oppor tuni t ies  for  cul tura l  and  c rea t ive  late1 
es t s ,  and rec rea t iona l  facil i t ies th rough  the communi ty  resources  avai labl  
"within their  par t icu lar  geographical  area.  
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(4) ~ p l a n  is developea for  each child which  provides  h i m / h e r  wi th  a se t  of ~ 
expecta t ions  t h a t  will he lp  p repare  h i m / h e r  for  a s s imi l a t io~  into the  adu l t  
world. These  expec ta t ions  encourage  behaviors  which require  socially accept- 

.able responses  to ind iv idua l  p rob lems .  
• The  Villages, Inc. h a s  been cri t icized in the  pas t  as  opera t ing  a ga in s t  the  

cu r ren t  t r end  in  our  society which  encourages  fos te r '  home p lacement  a n d  
adoption in l ieu of in s t i tu t iona l  p lacement .  However,  a s  Dr. Kar l  Menninger  ha s  

j ;nferred,  the  bas is  phi losophy of The  Villages, Inc. is to provide su r roga t e  
, ami l ies  for  ch i ldren  whose  own biological homes a re  no longer avai lable  to 
them. Nei ther  the  Board  of Direc tors  nor  the  s taf f  of The  Villages, Inc. believes 
tha t  any  group home can tota l ly  supp l a n t  the  benefits of a home wi th  hea l thy  
and men ta l ly  hea l thy  biological p a r e n t s ,  but_ we do believe t ha t  we can serve  
as u viable a l t e r n a t i v e  to t e mpora ry  or inappropr ia te  p lacements .  M a n y  
children fai l  in f o s t e r  homes,  a nd  recent ly  we have  noticed a def ini te  increase  in 
the number  of ch i ldren  r e f e r r e d  to us  h a v e  fai led in adopt ive homes• I f  there  
are no faci l i t ies  to a s s u m e - r e s p o n s i b i l i t y  for these ' , fai lures ' .  they  will "fal l  
-',~to the  crack"  of the  c r imina l  juvenile: jus t i ce  s y s t e m  only to emerge  la te r  as  
• ,dui ts  who requ i re  add i t iona l  a s s i s t ance  d u e ' t o  c r imina l  behavior,  men ta l  

' illness, or welfare  n e e d s . .  
On  the  o ther  hand,  a s  Mar t inson ,  W i l k e s ,  a nd  Lipton discovered in the i r  

eva lua t ion  of juven i le  p rograms .  " 'Removing juveni les  and  you ths  f rom the .  
communi ty  is e f fec t ive  d u r i n g  the  ~high r isk period'  (unde r  16) if  t he y  a re  
placed in. an  e n v i r o n m e n t  w h e r e  they  can ga in  skil ls  normatIy  associa ted  With" 
this  period."  Th i s  s t a t e m e n t  is confirmed by the  chi ldren who have  lived a t  
Eagle Ridge  Village. Of the  152 chi ldren  who h a w  lived a t  Eagle .Ridge  Village 

i ~'~d subsequen t ly  left, only th ree  have  been inca rce ra t ed , a s  a d u l t s ;  seven o thers  
~,ere incarcera ted  as  juveni les ,  a nd  non of the  chi ldren located du r ing  our  most- 
recent  fol low-up (end ing  December  31, 1976) were on wel fare  a t  the  t ime o f  
the s tudy.  

I t  is r eward ing  to w a t c h  the  chi ldren grow, to see the i r  school work  i m p r o v e .  
and to see them beg inn ing  to develop some of thei r  own ta len ts  and  creat ive  
interests .  All th i s  is accompl ished wi thou t  e x o r b i t a n t  costs• A s  of this  week. 
s t emming  f rom our  recent  a ud i t  b y  the S t a t e  o f  Kansas ,  our  costs  a r e  $25.79 
per day  per Child, or 56 pe r c e n t  of the  a v e r a g e  per diem cost for  car ing  for 
" -veni le  offenders a t  the Boys  Y o u t h  Center  in Topeka and  the Girls  YOUth 
c e n t e r  in Beloit, K a nsa s .  Th i s  does  not  me a n  tha t  all  chi ldren r ema in  a t  T h e .  
Villages t h roughou t  all  the  yea r s  of the i r  development.  

R igh t  now a l though  we an t i c ipa t e  eleven h igh school seniors  g r a d u a t i n g  ne x t  
spring, we also an t i c ipa te  t h a t  fou r  chi ldren will r e t u rn  to the i r  biological 
paren ts  or to fos te r  homes,  a nd  four  o ther  chi ldren will be t r a n s f e r r e d  to o ther  • 
agencies  .in the  S ta te  of K a n s a s  for  special  a s s i s t ance  t h a t  we cannot-provide .  
At any  one time, we Can also a n t i c i p a t e  2 out  of  t h e  10 chi ldren in each cot tage 
will require  some special '  a s s i s t a nc e  such as  therapy,  special  medical  or den ta l  

-vices, or a special  educa t iona l  p rog ra m th rough  the publ ic  school sys tem.  
In  spite occas iona l  " fa i lu res" ,  we are  convinced t ha t  the  chi ldren who en te r  

tlie h o m e s  a t  Eagle  Ridge  Village will more  t h a n  l ikely g r a d u a t e  f r o m  high 
school and  en ter  the  c o m m u n i t y  as  product ive  citizens• They  will more  t h a n  
likely cont inue  wi th  some fo rm of advanced  education,  e i ther  vocat ional  or 
academic .  They  m a y  r e tu rn  to The  Villages f rom t ime to t ime for  s u p p o r t  or 
ass is tance ,  but  we do not  except  t h a t  they  will be incarcera ted  as  adu l t s  or 
re turn  to welfare.  

~ . A T E M E N T  OF GEORGE P .  BELITSOS,  DmECTOR,  YOrYrH AND SHELTER SERVICES, INC. ,  
A M E S ,  IOWA 

Youth  and  Shel ter  Services.  Inc. is n p r iya te  non-profit  corporat ion which ha s  
endeavored to es tab l i sh  a comprehens ive  communi ty -based  juveni le  correct ions 
program. Our  agency ' s  four  faci l i t ies  a re  located in Ames,  Iowa. We serve  local 
coun ty  people a nd  the i r  f ami l i es  who find themse lves  in or  on the  verge of 
trouble. Story County  ha s  a popula t ion  of 70,000. 

Our  or ig inal  project,  called Shel ter  House,  grew out  of county-wide concern 
f~_.the g rowing  n u m b e r  of juveni les  involved in de l inquent  behavior,  d rug  abuse  
a n d  s t a t u s  offenses• T h o u g h  our  teenage populat ion is only T,000, there  were 
well over 500 juveni le  a r r e s t s  the  yea r  before the  founding  of Youth and  Shel ter  
Services. A para l le l  concern emerged  f rom a n u m b e r  of  sources  over th~ 



% 

• • . "  

232 
° 

increas ing number  of Juveniles de ta ined  in the  Story County  Jail. Many  o f  
these youth were  runaways  de ta ined  only because adequa te  p a r en t a l  superv is ion  
was  unavailable.  ' 

Three  over-burdened juvenile probat ion  officers for  Story County  fe l t  s t r o n g l y  
tha t  the needs of youthful  offenders  were  not  being appropr i a t e ly  met .  They  
Joined wi th  an Ad Hoc group of concerned ci t izens to seek ways  to d iver t  the  
flow of local juveniles from both the  county ja i l  and  State  cor rec t iona l  ins t i tu -  
tions. The apparen t  ineffectiveness of these t rad i t iona l  responses ,  they  felt,  wa.~- 
wi tnessed by a high ra te  of rec idivism among youthful  offenders .  The  c i t izens  
group was  determined to establish new services in such a m a n n e r  as  to keep the  
responsibi l i ty  for  and solution to youth problems wi th in  the  communi ty .  

For  a y e a r  the  Ad Hoe ci t izens  group car r ied  on a dr ive  to es tab l i sh  an  
a l te rna t ive  to detention,  persuading the  local Y to ren t  p a r t  of i t s  fac i l i ty  and  
convincing the  Ci ty  of  Ames to come up wi th  match ing  f u n d s  fo r  an  L E A A  
grant .  In  late  1972, Shelter  House  opened, t h e  first  of  i ts  k ind  in  Iowa.  

The need for  places like Shel te r  House  to serve as a l t e rna t i ve s  to Jail  is 
continously appa ren t  to us. Deten t ion  is ex t remely  s ignif icant  because  i t  is thr--  
in i t ia l  contact  point  for  many juveni les  wi th  the  juveni le  Just ice  sys tem.  For" 
many  of the young people who have been in Jail and have  been r e f e r r ed  to us, 
Jail has  had an  overwhelmingly negat ive  outcome in  f o r m i n g  the i r  a t t i t u d e s  
$oward the juvenile Justice system. 

The  s t o r y  of one youth 's  exper ience  in ja i l  makes  the  need  fo r  a l t e r n a t i v e s  
fo r  juveniles  t ragical ly  clear. Upon the  opening of  She l te r  House,  r e f e r r a l s  
were  coming from concerned Judges across  the State,  but  in o rde r  to m a i n t a i n  
our  community  base we could only accept,  on a space avai lable  basis,  r e f e r r a l s  
f rom neighboring counties. Dean was  a 16 year  old boy r e f e r r e d  f rom the  con- ~' 
munl ty  of Marshai l town by the  Chief  County Probat ion  Officer, a man  dedica tea"  
to his profession for  10 years. I t  was  a F r iday  and though we accepted  Dean,  he  
and  the  probat ion officer did not  a r r ive  as planned.  Late  in the  day  we w e r e  
told tha t  the probat ion office did not  have  t ime to del iver  Dean  to our  facil i ty:  
t ha t  F r iday  but  would have h im the re  on Monday. Dean was  gui l ty  only  o f  
being a runaway.  H e  had  a l ready been in ja i l  for  a week:  H e  w a s  suspec ted  of 
using drugs and was  not  behaving a t  home. Dean was  never  told t h a t  he would  
be released to Shel ter  House. Somehow he had the  idea he  was  to be in Jail 
for  30 days. Over the weekend, Dean  pulled loose the  nylon d r a w s t r i n g  f rom : 
j a c k e t  t h e  ja i lers  had  allowed him to keep to w a r d  off t he  chil l  in h is  small ,  
dimly l i t  windowless  ce l l  He  th readed  one end of the cord th rough  a s tu rdy ,  
wire  mesh vent i la t ion grill n e a r  the  top of one wal l  and  t ied i t  securely.  He  
knotted the Other end around his  throat .  And then Standing a few inches  f r o m  
the wall, D e a n  let  his knees collapse. In  minutes  a young l i fe  was  over.  Shor t ly  
before he killed himself ,  Dean penciled a br ie f  message on a wal l  of  h is  cell 
in the Marsha l l  County jail. I t  conta ins  a four  le t te r  word  which  I have  of ten  
hea rd  f rom kids in jai ls  and iust i tut ious.  I t  is a four  le t te r  word  wh ich  m a n y  of  
us adul ts  don,t  unders tand or apprec ia te  hear ing.  Tha t  w o r d  is help  and  Dean , 
s t a t emen t  read,  " I  w a n t  to die. No dope. No O.D. NO rope. No haud.  Razor  
blade. I cut  my wris t .  No blood. I a in ' t  ready  to die. He lp  me die. T w e n t y  
two more days help help help help." 

Shel ter  House is a resident ial  fac i l i ty  in a middle-class ne ighborhood wi th  a 
capaci ty  f o r  e ight  youth. Immed ia t e  counsel ing is provided to each r e s iden t  
who h a s  been r e f e r r e d  to the  juveni le  cour t  in order  to help  the  youngs t e r  to 
unders tand  why he is  in the sys tem and w h a t  is going to happen  to him. This  
counseling gives the  youngster  a chance to deal  real is t ica l ly  wi th  his problems" 
and an opportuni ty  to discuss his feel ings wi th  someone in add i t ion  to t: / 
probat ion officer. 

As needs and gaps in the social service del ivery sys tem to Juvenile of fenders  
have been identified and resources  secured the p rograms  of our  agency have  
expanded.  Most recently we have developed an a l t e rna t ive  t o  t r a in ing  school 
incarcerat ion.  Youth  House is a communi ty -based  res iden t ia l  p rog ram f o r  up  
to eight  local boys and girls who need ex tended  care  a w a y  f rom home. The  
average length  of s tay  of a Youth House  res iden t  i s  f rom six mon ths  to a year .  

In  addit ion to community-based a l t e rna t ives  to de tent ion  and  inca rce ra t ion  
we also provide crisis  in tervent ion services,  out-cl ient  ind iv idua l  and  fam~ j 
counseling, evaluat ion and diagnost ic  services,  fos te r  home placement ,  d r u g  
abuse t r ea tmen t  and a popular  ex l~ r imen ta l  del inquency prevent ion  which  
offers youth involvement in electronic music, photography, ,  film a n d  o t h e r  
creat ive  endeavors.  

( 
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All our  p rograms  emphasize the importance  of s t rengthening  the family  to 
combat Juvenile delinquency. The programs s t r ive  to find new ways of provid- 
ing the suppor t  which the t radi t ional  extended family  used to afford to children. 
In cont ras t  to the tendency of the Juvenile Justice system to take the juvenile 
out of  the  family set t ing a n d  the community,  a large pa r t  of our effort  Is toward  
support ing the family s t ructure ,  keeping the family uni t  together  "and enhancing 
the abil i ty of the ,family to funct ion more  effectively. 

-~" We strongly believe In t h e  need to base  all these efforts in the. community.  
The people and  groups  most direct ly involved wi th  a juvenile 's  problems live 

• in the community.  The family'  and the  community uni t  should be the b e~n n i n g  
point  o f  concern in t h e  prevent ion Of and  response to delinquency, W i t h  the 
posi t ive development of t h e  full  potent ia l  of each youngster  in the family 
and in  the  communi ty  a career  in crime will not be a viable or a t t rac t ive  
option. 

All our  facil i t ies are  located in res ident ia l  neighborhoods in the community.  
The houses a re  a lmost  indis t inguishable  f rom the others  on the block. Our 18 
"~id staff  members,  most  of w h o m  are  para~professionais, are  aided by 50 
volunteers ranging rin age  f rom 18 to  83 a n d  including several  graduates  f rom 
the programs.  Maximum use of communitY volunteers  and college interns  has 
been an emphasis  f rom the s t a r t  in order  to insure a grass  roots community 
involvement and  inves tment  in serving youth in trouble. 

To e~ect  comprehensive and coordinated efforts in the community we have 
developed liaison and coopera t ive  agreements  between our organization and 
o ther  agencies. The integrat ion of services is as impor tant  as the range of 
services. 'Dis jointed responses to the problems of a troubled youth are  not 

.--elpful. All persons associated wi th  the young person in all phases of his life 
mus t  be oriented toward  the same goal, aware  of each other  and working in 
their  respect ive areas  towards  the posit ive development of the youth. Coor- 
d ina ted  efforts are  essent ial  i f  our programs are to build or rebuild solid ties 
be tween the Juvenile offender and the community in, for example, the areas  of 
education,  employment,  recreat ion and the  arts .  

To help fu r t he r  t he  goal  of comprehensive, coordinated corrections services in 
our community we  have developed a ;Iuzenile ~Iustice Committee, consisting of 
representa t ives  of each of  the  agencies  .vitally concerned wi th  youth who come 

~to contact  wi th  the law. The group meets monthly to discuss current  issues 
a n d  youth needs. 

Our concept of community-based Juvenile corrections is essentially experi- 
mental  wi th in  Iowa. The original  Shelter  House P ro j ec t  met  with considerable 
resis tance f rom doubting segments  of the public. Questions were raised about 
the likelihood of offenders running  away f r o m  the non-secure facility, the 
wisdom of a co-ed living a r rangement  and the availabil i ty of youth for the i r  
c o u r t  hearings.  The Ad Hoc committee lost 2 houses and 6 mon ths  of  t ime due 
to pet i t ions circulated by neighbors before finally securing the present  restden- 

. :al  home. We  have managed to overcome neighborhood resistance by a lot of 
ba rd  work and by proving ourselves t o b e  good neighbors. 

One elderly next-door neighbor, Mrs, Dean, w a s  quoted as saying, "We'll  all 
be murdered  In our beds." Three months  a f t e r  opening, another  neighbor 
asked me to go and talk to Mrs.. Dean because She was  worried about one of our 
residents.  When I approached her, I discovered she had gotten to know a 13 
year  old client over the  back fence. This  was  a boy who had stolen three bicycles 
and whose parents  had abandoned him. Her  personal  contact  with the boy bad 
sparked her  concern  for  him as a person.  Five  years  later,  Mrs. Dean is still 

l r  neighbor. She recently spoke a t  an Open House for  our newest  facili ty 
and was quoted at  t h a t  t ime as saying, "You'll all find out tha t  these people are 
4;ood f o r  the neighborhood." 

Our mutual ly  cooperative relat ionship wi th  the local ~uvenile Court-Probation 
System has been a major  component in the success of our community-based 
efforts. Our a l ternat ives  to detent ion and inst i tut ional izat ion have been built 
wi th  the in t imate  involvement of these people, • 

Since its founding 5 years  ago, Youth and Shel ter  Services has recorded 1200 
active clients involved in i ts  programs.  We have provided services to both s ta tus  

ld cr iminal  offenders but  the major i ty  of the juveniles in our programs are 
s ta tus  offenders. Our program has gained favor  among youth and families in 
trouble, which is w i tnes sed  by the fact  tha t  self and parenta l  refer ra ls  make 
up our  second and th i rd  largest  re fe r ra l  category. We feel thts is a ref lect ion 
e f  our  non-coercive philosophy and youth advocacy approach. 

J 
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Both  in-house  eva lua t ions  a n d  a n  i nde pe nde n t  s t u d y  s e e m to d e m o n s t r a t e  the  
effect iveness of  Youth  and S h e l t e r  Services.  The  c r i t e r i a  used  to m e a s u r e  
effect iveness have  been whe the r  j uven i l e s  in our  p r o g r a m s  r a n  a w a y  "or f a i l ed  
to appea r  in court ,  whe the r  they  c ommi t t e d  a n y  c r imes  w h i l e  in ou r  p r o g r a m s  
and  w h e t h e r  they  successfu l ly  comple ted  t r e a t m e n t .  O ur  She l t e r  H o u s e  Pro-  
g ram,  our  Youth House  P r o g r a m  a n d  our  ou t -pa t i en t  p r o g r a m s  a r e  a l so  qu i t e  
success fu l  f rom a cost-effectiveness s t a n d  point .  

Youth  a n d  Shel ter  Services '  long s t r ugg l e  for  c redib i l i ty  i s  no t  over  bu t  !u. 
recent  yea r s  we have  gained cons iderab le  c o m m u n i t y  suppor t .  Local  f i na nc i - .  
suppor t  f r om the Ci ty  of  Ames a nd  the  Coun ty  Boa rd  of S u p e r v i s o r s  h a s  a l lowed 
the or ig ina l  Shel ter  House  p r o g r a m  tO pha se  out  of a n  L E A A - C r i m e  C o m m i s s i o n  
g r a n t  w i thou t  i n t e r rup t ing  con t inu i ty  of  service.  The se  s a m e  sou rc e s  p lus  
ci t izen dona t ions  al low us to offer our  outcUent  ind iv idua l  c ounse l i ng  p r o g r a m ,  
pa r en t  suppor t  groups ,  f ami ly  therapy" a nd  cr is is  i n t e r v e n t i o n  serv icee  a t  no 
charge,  Youth  House  h a s  been f u n d e d  wi th  a g r a n t  t h r o u g h  t he  J u v e n i l e  J u s t i c e  
and  Del inquency Prevent ion  Act. 

• I t  is my belief tha t ,  given t h e  resources ,  c o m m u n i t y , b a s e d  j uve n i l e  correctio3,~ 
will  prove to be the  best  i n v e s t m e n t  the  S ta tes  a n d  the  F e d e r a l  G o v e r n m e , . J  
will ever  make  in curb ing  cr ime in America .  W i t h  the  dua l  pu rpose  of pr~oviding 
rap id  rehabll i ta t io~i  services a n d  p reven t ing  the  f u r t h e r  c r i m i n a l i z a t i o n  of 
you th fu l  offenders,  communi ty -based  cor rec t ions  ac ross  the  c o u n t r y  h a v e  
emba rked  upon p r o g r a m s  which  a t t e m p t  to respon  d to the  roots  of  de l inquency ,  

XTEME.~rr OZ HON. $ O ~  P. COLLI~S, PRESIDING 'ffUDGE, PI~IX COUNTY JuvE,Wi~. 
• • COWZT CZNTER, Tucsor~, ARLZ. " " ' J 

Mr. Cha i rman .  I am  John  P, Collins, the  p res id ing  j udge  of the  P i m a  C o u n t y  
Juven i l e  Cour t  Cen te r  in Tucson .  Arizona.  I a m  a c c ompa n ie d  today  b y  Ms. 
Sha ron  H e k m a n  who services  a s  the  Di rec to r  of  our  d e l n s t i t u t i o n a l l z a t i o n  
p r o j e c t  in Tucson.  I t  is an honor  to a ppe a r  before t h e ' S u b c o m m i t t e e  t o d a y  to 
d i scuss  the  need for  the  de in s t i t u t i ona l i za t i on  of s t a t u s  o f fenders  a n d  the  
exper iences  o f  P i m a  County w i th  de ins t i tu t iona i i za t i0n .  

In  order  to 'adequately  a d d r e s s  th i s  issue,  i t  is n e c e s s a r y  to cons ide r  the  
proper  roles of  young  people in our  society,  the  juven i le  j u s t i c e  s y s t e m  a n d  t 
c o m m u n i t y  as  a whole. Thus .  I would f irst  like to t ake  a f ew m i n u t e s  to d i s c u s s  
the  phi losophy of the  Pima Coun ty  Juve n i l e  Cour t  Cen te r  c onc e rn ing  t h e  i n t e r ,  
ac t ion of young  people, the  cou r t s  a nd  t he  c o m m u n i t y  a n d  t h e n  proceed  to 
describe how we have  a t t empted  to imp le me n t  th i s  ph i losophy  in  P i m a  Coun ty .  

Since the  adven t  of kids, we have  been faced  wi th  t he  que s t i on  of how bes t  
to dea l  wi th  the i r  problems. Unt i l  t he  end o f  t ime,  or  a t  l e a s t  fo r  so long  a s  
the re  sha l l  be kids, we will no t  ha ve  a d e q u a t e l y  resolved  t h a t  ques t ion  or  t he i r  
problems ; all the  more reason fo r  our  ever  vigilance.  

Since 1899 the Juven i le  Cour t  s y s t e m  h a s  been act ively  involved  in t h e  li~ ; 
of f a r  too m a n y  of ou r  ch i ld ren  a nd  f a m i l i e s ;  ye t  t he i r  p rob lems  h a v e  not  
lessened and  more  of ten  t h a n  not  ha ve  inc reased  in n u m b e r s  a n d  e x a c e r b a t e d  
in e x t e n t - - a n d  u n f o r t u n a t e l y  by r e a sons  of the  ex i s t ence  a n d  p rac t i ce s  of  the  
cour t  sy s t em itself.  

The re  will never  be a more  a pp rop r i a t e  t ime  f o r  us  to se ize  upon  so a s  to 
change  our  des t ruc t ive  a t t i t u d e s  a nd  prac t ices  toward  a nd  a g a i n s t  t he  Children 
who  a re  f 0 r t u n a t e  enough to be a p a r t  of  t h i s  g r e a t  N a t i o n - - i n  fac t ,  t h e  t ime  
m a y  not  come aga in  a t  all. T h e  ques t ion  before you  h a s  become the  one m o s t  
p a r a m o u n t  to our  nat ion--- to our  C o n g r e s s - - t o  th i s  s u b c o m m i t t e e - - a n d  we  ~ .l 
e i the r  f a c e  up  to the  real iza t ion of a c t u a l i t y  or we will le t  a golden o p p o r t u n i t y  
once aga in  pass  us  by. Cont inued  a n d  u n n e c e s s a r y  d e s t r u c t i o n  o f  ou r  c h i l d r e n ~  
our  only reason  for  l i v i n g - - m u s t  not  be a n y  longer  cont inued.  

Actua l ly  the  ques t ion  before  you is re la t ive ly  s imple .  Only  w e  the  peoplc  
have  made  i t  overwhe lming  to the  po in t  t h a t  i t  h a s  a l m o s t  become a self-  
fulf i l l ing prophecy.  There  is n o t h i n g ~ a b s o l u t e l y  n o t h i n g ~ t h a t  we do in  t he se  
his tor ic  hal ls  or in t h e  cour t rooms  boa rd rooms  a n d  ba c k rooms  of  ou r  e v e r y d a y  
exper iences  where  decisions a re  m s d e  fa r  nnd  about  l l fe  t h a t  does  no t  s e r i ous ly  
re la te  to and  in some way affect  our  chi ldren .  W h a t  t h e n  can  we  r e a sona -  .~ 
expect,  l~Ir. C h a i r m a n .  tha t  t h i s  body can  do to be a c c o u n t a b l e  to a n a t i o n  
whose  very basic  essence is a f abr ic  of  f a mi ly  life l ike p rec ious  g o l d - - w i t h  a 
s t i t ch ing  of d iamonds ,  indiv idual - - -every  o n e - - m a d e  up  o f  ou r  ch i ld ren .  
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T h e  a n s w e r  is, Mr .  C h a i r m a n - - s o m e  of  u s  k n o w  t h a t  t h e  s i t u a t i o n  t h a t  
p r e s e n t l y  f a c e s  o u r  f a m i l i e s  a n d  c h i l d r e n  c a n ' t  be  m a d e  too m u c h  w o r s e  by a n y  
r e a s o n a b l e  a c t i o n s  h e r e  t a k e n .  T h e  p r o s p e c t  i s  t h a t  i t  cou ld  be m a d e  a who le  
lot b e t t e r  i f  we  w o u l d  b u t  t a k e  t h e  p o w e r  o f  t h e  S t a t e  o u t  of  t he  l ives  o f  t h o s e  
of o u r  c h i l d r e n  w h o s e  c o n d u c t  h a s  no t  a m o u n t e d  to a v io la t ion  o f  a n y  c r i m i n a l  
law. L i kewi se .  f o r  t h o s e  c h i l d r e n  w h o  a r e  a p p r o p r i a t e l y  be fo re  t h e  cour t ,  t h e  
degree  of  c o u r t  i n t r u s i o n  in to  t h e i r  l i ves  s h o u l d  be  l i m i t e d  to w h a t  is  a b s o l u t e l y  
.necessa ry .  

T h e  q u e s t i o n  I a d d r e s s  in  t h i s  con tex t .  Mr.  C h a i r m a n ,  is  w h e t h e r  t he  c o n d u c t  
e r a  c h i l d - - n o t  c r i m i n a l  in  n a t u r e - - s h o u l d  be  suf f ic ien t  to i nvoke  t h e  j u r i s d i c t i o n  
a n d  a w e s o m e  p o w e r  of  t h e  c o u r t  a n d  S t a t e  to be  e x e r c i s e d  a g a i n s t  t h a t  ch i ld  
in a m a n n e r  t h a t  in  r e a l i t y  i s  p u n i t i v e  a t  bes t  a n d  too o f t e n  t o t a l l y  d e s t r u c t i v e  

• " il " a t  i t s  w o r s t ,  t h o u g h  done  in  t h e  " b e s t  i n t e r e s t  of  t h e  ch  d . 
I -know t h a t  c e r t a i n  of  m y  c o l l e a g u e s  a r o u n d  o u r  N a t i o n  a r e  of  t h e  op in ion  

t h a t  t h e  p o w e r  of  t h e  S t a t e  p r o p e r l y  s h o u l d  c o n t i n u e  to be  u n l e a s h e d  a g a i n s t  
the  ch i ld  w h o  b e c o m e s  bo red  w i t h  h i s  c l a s s e s  a t  s choo l  a n d  becomes  t r u a n t ,  o r  
,~erely  d i s e n c h a n t e d  w i t h  t h e  "good  l i fe"  p r a c t i c e d  by  h i s  p a r e n t s  to t h e  e x t e n t  
~ , a t  he  r e s p o n d s  by  r u n n i n g  f r o m  a s i t u a t i o n  in w h i c h  he  does  no t  fee l  he  f i t s - -  
and  to w h i c h  he  is  u n a b l e  to r e l a t e  a n d  r e spond .  T h e r e  a r e  m a n y  m a n y  o t h e r  
not  so  c l e a r  i n s t a n c e s  o f  c o n d u c t  on t h e  p a r t  o f  o u r  c h i l d r e n  t h a t  do no t  a m o u n t  
to c r i m i n a l  ac t s .  b u t  f o r  w h i c h  m y  co l l e agues  r e f e r r e d  to, s e e m  to be  of  t h e  
f u r t h e r  op in ion  o u r  c o u r t  s y s t e m  s h o u l d  log ica l ly  g r o w  so a s  to " a c c o m m o d a t e "  

a l l  t h i s  p o p u l a t i o n  o f  c h i l d r e n - - a n d  to  a l low t h e  c o u r t  s y s t e m  to s eek  a n d  
ob ta in  official ly m o n i e s  f o r  " soc i a l  p u r p o s e s "  t h a t  m a y  be  a d m i n i s t e r e d  bY i t - -  
in t h e  n a m e  o f  c h i l d r e n .  S u c h  a l lows  t h e  c o u r t  to con t ro l  t h e  v e r y  l ives  of  t h e s e  
~ i l d r e n  to t h e  p o i n t  o f  u l t i m a t e l y  (o r  in  t he  f i r s t  i n s t a n c e )  l ock ing  t h e m  up  in 
j , i i s  a n d  d e t e n t i o n  c e n t e r s  a n d  r e f o r m  schools - - -o r  o r d e r i n g  t h e m  in to  official 
a n d  s a n c t i o n e d  " p l a c e m e n t  f a c i l i t i e s "  r u n  by  or  u n d e r  t h e  j u r i s d i c t i o n  o f  t he  
c o u r t - - w h e n  t h e  c h i l d r e n  f a i l  to r e s p o n d  to t h e  official " m e s s i n g  a r o u n d "  of  t he  
c o u r t  a n d  t h e S t a t e  in  t h e  p a t h o l o g i e s  of  t h e i r  l ives.  

I r e s p e c t f u l l y  d i s a g r e e  w i t h  t h o s e  v i e w s  of  m y  co l l eagues ,  Mr.  Cl~a l rman,  a n d  
voice m y  c o n s i d e r e d  op in ion  ~ h a t  " t h e r e  o u g h t  to b e  a l a w " - - t h a t  p r e v e n t s  t he  
power  o f  t h e  S t a t e - - - a n d  t h e  c o u r t - - a n d  t h e  too o f t en  a r b i t r a r y  " 'd i scre t ion"  
of a p e r s o n  w h o  h a p p e n s  to m a k e  h i s  l i v ing  f 0 r a  t i m e  a s  a j u d g e  f r o m  t r a m p l i n g  
~ - o u n d  on t h e  l ives  o f  c h i l d r e n  w h o s e  c o n d u c t  h a s  b r o u g h t  t h e m  to t h e  a t t e n -  
t,~)n of  t h e  S t a t e - - - t h e  ~ c o u r t - - t h e  J u d g e - - - b u t  w i t h o u t  h a y i n g  c o m m i t t e d  a 
c r i m i n a l  ac t .  

I t  is  no  sec re t ,  3Ir.  C h a i r m a n .  t h a t  in  r e c e n t  y e a r s  m o r e  c h i l d r e n  h a v e  been  
locked u p - - - a n d  f o r  l o n g e r  pe r i ods  o f  t i m e - - t h o u g h  t h e y  h a v e  c o m m i t t e d  no 
c r i m i n a l  a c t - - t h a n  a r e  t h o s e  c h i l d r e n  w h o  h a v e  c o m m i t t e d  s u c h  ac t s .  H o w  is 
th i s  poss ib le - - - in  t h i s  " c h i l d - o r i e n t e d  soc i e ty "  o f  ou r s ,  w h e r e  o u r  a d u l t s  a r e  
z ea l ous l y  p r o t e c t e d  f r o m  t h e  s a m e  s a i d  p o w e r s  of  t h e  c o u r t  a n d  S t a t e ?  T h e  
a n s w e r  is ,  of  cou r se ,  t h a t  we  s i m p l y  a r e  n o t  t h e  c h i l d - o r i e n t e d  soc i e ty  we 
.q'v o r  l i ke  to t h i n k  we  a re .  ~ ' e  lock  u p  ou r=k ids  t h o u g h  t h e y  h a v e  c o m m i t t e d  
n,~ c r i m e  a n d  w e  o t h e r w i s e  i n t r u d e  in to  t h e i r  l ives - - - fo r  " a n  i n d e t e r m i n a t e  

• t i m e " - - u s u a l l y  u n t i l  a t  l e a s t  t h e i r  18 th  b l r t h d a t e - - - a l l  in  t h e  n a m e  of  " h e l p i n g "  
the  ch i l d  " in  t roub le" .  W e  n o t  on ly  l i t e r a l l y  s m o t h e r  s a i d  c h i l d r e n  i n  f a r  too 

" m a n y  ca se s ,  b u t  we  f u r t h e r  a l i e n a t e  t h e m  f r o m  t h e i r  f a m i l y  by s u c h  official 
a c t i ons  a n d - - o u r  b i g g e s t  c r i m e  of  a l l - - a n d  in n e a r l y  e v e r y  s u c h  case ,  we  t e n d  

' to  "ch i l l  t h e  e f fo r t s  a n d  s t i l l  t h e  vo ices"  o f  t h o s e  in t h e  p r i v a t e  s ec to r  of  o u r  
c o m m u n i t y  w h o  cou ld  b e t t e r  offer  r e a s o n a b l e  a l t e r n a t i v e s  to s a i d  c h i l d r e n  I n  
t he  f o r m  o f  " p l a c e s  to  be  a n d  t h i n g s  to do".  I s p e a k  n o w  o f  t h e  t r u e  a n d  
t - - d i t i o n a l l y  a c c e p t e d  ro le  of  t h e  f a m i l y - - t h e  s c h o o l - - t h e  c h u r c h - - a n d  the  
1),~vate s e c t o r  o f  o u r  c o m m u n i t i e s  a l l  o f  w h o m  a r e  m u c h  b e t t e r  p r e p a r e d  a n d  
wi l l ing  to  a c t  b u t  fo r  t h e  c o u r t ' s  i n t e r f e r e n c e .  T h e r e  is  a l w a y s  s o m e t h i n g  
" s t e r i l e "  a s  s e e n  f r o m  t h e  eye  o f  a ch i ld  in  an  o f fe r ing  o f  s e r v i c e s  m a d e  by  t h e  
c o u r t  or  t h e  S t a t e - - - i n  t h e  n a m e  o f  " w h a t ' s  bes t  f o r  t h e  ch i ld" .  

Mr.  C h a i r m a n ,  I h a v e  been  a t r i a l  J u d g e  fo r  t h e  p a s t  13 y e a r s  a n d  fo r  t h e  
l a s t  5, I h a v e  p r e s i d e d  ove r  o u r  c o u r t ' s  Juven i l e  d iv i s ion .  

T h e r e  is  no  p l ace  f o r  e m p i r e  b u i l d e r s  in  t h e  juv.eni le  Jus t i ce  s y s t e m .  T h o s e  
who  a d m i n i s t e r  in  t h i s  a r e a  s h o u l d  " t h i n k  s m a l l " ,  o f fe r ing  on ly  a p p r o p r i a t e  
sr T i e e s  tO a l i m i t e d  p o p u l a t i o n  o f  c h i l d r e n - - n a m e l y  t h o s e w h o  c o m m i t  c r i m i n a l  
accs. T h e y  s h o u l d  d i s c o u r a g e  t h e  i n c l u s i o n  of  t h a t  p o p u l a t i o n  o f  c h i l d r e n  w h o  
a re  o t h e r w i s e  t r a d i t i o n a l l y  b r o u g h t  to c o u r t  f e r  c o n d u c t  no t  a m o u n t i n g  to 
c r i m i n a l  ac t s .  T h e y  s h o u l d  e n c o u r a g e  t he  p r i v a t e  s ec to r  of  the  c o m m u n i t y  tO 
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provide " th ings  to do and places to be" so as to keep a w a y  f rom the  cour t  
the maximum total  numbers of children,  and especial ly the  whole  popula t ion  
whose conduct  does not  amount  to the  violation of a c r iminal  law.  They should  
know t h a t  the  ear l ier  a child is b rought  into the  official c o u r t  sys tem,  the  
longer he is apt  to s tay and usually wi th  the most  negat ive  of  exper ience.  They  
should know tha t  the official sys tem des t roys  or ser iously  impa i r s  a t  l eas t  a s  
many chi ldren as It helps. They should know tha t  i napp rop r i a t e  in t rus ion  by 
the cour t  and S ta te  into the  pathologies of chi ldren and  fami l i es  actuaF.-~ 
prevents  or significantly lessens the o therwise  more  effective and  less  des t ruc :  
t i r e  efforts of the family, the school, the  church,  a n d  many  more  app ropr i a t e ly  
exis t ing pr iva te  sector  agencies. They should know t h a t  fo r  so long as  the  
various Sta tes  allow their Juvenile cour t  to include i n  i ts  Jur isd ic t ion  t h a t  
specific populat ion of chi ldren whose  conduct  does no t  amo u n t  to  the  commiss ion  
of a cr iminal  ac t  then those  S t a t e s  should be  encouraged in every  way  appro-  
pr ia te  to allow the  pr ivate  sector  of our  communi ty  to p rov ide  se rv ices  to 
chi ldren and famil ies  wi thout  i n t ru s ion  by the cour t  or  by the  s ta te .  They  
should know t h a t  adolescence is a t ime for  the growing  up  of our  chi ldren ,  "~. 
t ime for  a child to be allowed to reasonably  ac t  out  his  aggress ions  a n d  hos- 
t i l i t ies ;  and a t ime for  a child to be ' reasonably obnoxious and  a t ime  fo r  a 
child to react  to some of the  boredoms he has  discovered in life. A p rac t i ca l  
definition of boredom is "hosti l i ty wi thou t  en thus iasm".  They  should  know t h a t  
i t  is impor tan t  tha t  such l a t en t  host i l i ty  be reasonably  add re s sed  by  the  
child h imsel f  as opposed to i ts  being bott led up inside of him. They  should 
know tha t  "enthus ias t ic  boredom" makes  for  des t ruc t ive  a g g r e s s i o n - - b o t h  as  
to the  child and as to the communi ty  as  a victim, and such des t ruc t ion  may  be 
of g rea t  magni tude- - -andye t  unnecessary.  

Mr. Chairman,  unless we shal l  have  commit ted  a crime,  none of us in th is  
room would passively allow ourselves to be confined even on Order  of the  Court .  
Nor would we o therwise  allow "services"  to be t h ru s t  upon us though  the  mos t  
probable reason given is " rehab i l i t a t ing  of our  shor tcomings"  or to in some 
other  way  cu rb  our  "obnoxious a t t i tudes" ,  as  may be seen by o the r s  who  happen  
to be endowed of  such power over  us. Such shor tcomings  and  obnoxious  a t t i -  
tudes make Us an i n d i v i d u a l u a  d iamond in the rough and  we wil l  not  submi t  
to al terat ion.  Our children as well a s  ourselves have  an  ina l ienable  r ight ,  I 
suggest,  to not be so rebabll{tated by Order  of the  Court.  I mus t  a d m i t  t h a  I 
have a few non-criminal  but  obnoxious adul t  acqua in tances  who I should  thLnk 
would be "helped" if  they were  locked up fo r  a few days- - -and  a few of them 
probably th ink the  same of me. The very t r a i t  in a child t h a t  makes  fo r  adoles- 
cent  conduct  t ha t  m a y  be considered "obnoxious" or "nonconfo rming"  by some 
may well  be the  t r a i t  or a t t i t ude  t h a t  if  lef t  wi thou t  t h e  abuse  of " rehabi l i ta -  
t ion" will  make  for  the child 's  eventual  success as  an adul t .  I n  fact ,  ano the r  
child in another  instance may  be praised,  not  condemned,  fo r  s imi la r  "outgoing" 
conduct.  The price of  requir ing conformance  to the  ways  of  the  average  pe r so r  
is to c r e a t e  a whole population suppressed  i n t o  mediocri ty ,  More of ten  tl "r. 
not i t  seems tha t  the child who is ordered  to submi t  to cour t  in t rus ion  into l~i~ 
life though his  conduct  did not  amount  to the  violat ion o f  a c r imina l  a c t u i .  ~ 
a child of super ior  po t en t i a l - - and  l ikewise more  often t h a n  not, th i s  chi ld  wil~ 
have this  potent ia l  unnecessar i ly  t a rn i shed  i f  not  severely d imin i shed  or ever  
de s t royed - - and  al l  to the pre judice  of h imsel f  and his  communi ty  and  hi: 
nat ion and  wi thout  any justif ication therefore .  

Mr. C h a i r m a n - - I  submit  t ha t  it  is a t  once in the  bes t  i n t e r e s t  of our  countr.~ 
and our  chi ldren tha t  this commit tee  take such act ion in the  a rea  of  juveni!~ 
mat te r s  t ha t  will  specifically exempt  t h a t  populat ion o f  ch i ldren  r e f e r r ed  ~, 
above as  now being inappropr ia te ly  under  the Jur isdict ion of the  juveni le  c o u r  
system f rom such unwar r an t ed  in t rus ion into the i r  lives ; namely,  those  childre~ 
who a re  yet  subject  to  arres t  and Jail though they have commi t ted  no crime.  I~ 
all ways  appropr ia te  to its au thor i ty ,  it  would seem t h a t  th is  commi t t ee  shoul~ 
affirmatively resolve to  elevate  the  quality, of l ife avai lable  to o u r  ch i ld ren  b. • 
p rov id ing  effective incentive to our  children,  t o  the  family,  and  the  community ' :  
p r i v a t e  sector  so  as to encourage them collectively a n d  i n d i v i d u a l l y  to engag, 
themselves  in m a t t e r s  and processes tha t  more  likely t han  not  will  t end  t, 
r educe  des t ruct ion of  the child. Such invo lvement  will  in and  of i t se l f  reL .~ 
the type of delinquency tha t  will  be expected to o therwise  cont inue  on in to  : 
person 's  adul t  life. Certainly, in most  cases, the cr iminal  o f  today  is found  t. 
have been the del inquent  of yes terday.  I 'm sure  all of us he re  agree  t h a t  w 

,! 

V 



. °  

L r 

r . 

237 

don ' t  need fu r t he r  adul t  crime. I f  we would reduce adul t  cr ime and numbers  
.of those commit t ing same, then i t  would appear  tha t  we must  produce fewer  
.delinquents. I t  would appear  t ha t  this  could be accomplished if we would 
gee fi t  to exclude f r o m  the court  sys tem tha t  population of children who a re  
not appropr ia t e ly  there  b u t  who are being t rea ted  as del inquents  nevertheless.  
We  would fu r t he r  provide for  our chi ldren of all ages appropr ia te  services  and 
,~xperiences by involving the  pr iva te  sector  of our community,  and to fu r the r  
/-~volve where  appropriate ,  the child 's  family, school and Church. W i t h i n  th is  
• ramework the  child should ever  be encouraged t o  be an individual ,  accountable 
~to himsel£ and thus  to his family,  community and nation. 

Mr. .Chairman,  the  specific things t ha t  are being done in our community in th is  
- regard par t ia l ly  as  a result  of an LEAA demons t ra t ion  gran t  which indicates  
tha t  the  same could be accomplished in any other  community all re la te  to the  
.discontinuance of unnecessary  intrusion by the  court  into the  lives of our  
~hildren wherever  and whenever  possible. 

Personally,  I like the response my community 's  chi ldren have been giving 
~ those a l te rna t ives  to court  involvement.  I believe tha t  our children like 
~nis a l te rna t ive  par t ic ipat ion on the i r  pa r t  ; I 'm sure the f ami l i e s  of our com- 

. mun t ty  are  happy about  these ne~v f o u n d  experiences. Our community,  Mr; 
4Chairman, has  been to the proverbial  we l l - - and  i t  likes wha t  i t  has . found there.  
Its Job is not  f in i shed- -nor  will i t  ever be---and no panacea has been discovered 

i 'n0r  employed- -bu t  progress  has been m a d e - - a n d  fewer  and fewer  chi ldren in 
' .our community  a re  being d e s t ro y ed - - an d  I might  a d d - - f e w e r  and fewer  children 
: w h o  have been through this  experience are  coming into our c o u r t  a t  all as 
i ~lelinqueuts. Our  community  is h a p p y  to share  the experiences of its chil~lren 
: - ~th your committee,  Mr. Chairman,  'and all o f  us who live t h e r e  s ince re ly  
h o p e  tha t  i t  will  be of benefit to you i n  our  del iberat ions in the t a s k  you have 
~efore  you. 

P I M A  C O U N T Y  E ~ C E  

.~lt~to~'t~eJ background 
Pr io r  to the  l a n d m a r k  "Gaul t"  decision rendered  b y  the  United States  

Supreme Court, the P ima County Juveni le  Cour t  Center  functioned as most  
t radi t ional  Juveni le  Courts a round the country.  Judges,  probat ion officers, and 

.all per t inent  Court  s taff  essent ial ly  functioned'  autonomously and had the full 
~ht and power to do jus t  about  anyth ing  they wanted,  wi th  any child they 

~wanted, regardless  of the  r ea sons  for  br inging said child before the Court. Our 
C o u r t  Center  was no different  in that" juvenile Officers filed petitions, children 
were not  represented  by counsel, a n d  the basic a t t i tude  was tha t  " the  Court~ 

.could be, a n d  f requent ly  was ,  all things to all people". Kids were referred,  
prosecuted, placed on probat ion or commit ted t o  correctional  inst i tut ions wi th  

"little or no thought '  given to the i r  r ights  Or, for  t ha t  mat ter ;  t o  whetl~er the  
various a l te rna t ives  tha t  were  being p r e sen t ed  were  of a n y  value to the  child 

-in a real  sense. 
_ t h e  "Gaul t"  decision did change the  processing p rocedure  of Juveniles wi thin  

• this jur isdict ion in tha t  defense  counsel was made available and prosecutors 
were provided the juvenile a r e n a  by the  local County Attorney 's  Ofl~ce. How- 
.ever, there  w e r e  f e w p r o g r a m m a t i c  changes in t e rms  of d ispos i t ional  al terna-  
tives for young  people during the late  60's a n d  early 70's as many children 

. f r o m  this county continued to be committed to the State  Depar tment  of Cor- 
.recti0ns (879 between 1968 and 1971) and additionally,  significantly large 
numbers of chi ldren were  placed on official probation for  indeterminate  periods 
of time. During this  same t ime frame,  relat ively few young, people who were 

. judicated e i ther  del inquent  or as s ta tus  offenders were  placed by the Court 
in group care facil i t ies wi th  ranch- type set t ing environments.  Their  staffing 
pat terns a n d  professional  exper t ise  were l imited and did not-reflect  the more 
comprehensive resident ial  t r ea tment  pa t te rns  tha t  f requent ly  exis t  today. In  
summary,  the basic philosophical and programmatic  approach to juvenile 
effenders during t h e  60's and early 70's was  t radi t ional ly  correctional  in na ture  
with an extremely exaggerated,  closed system and closed d o o r  approach. 

Upon assuming responsibil i ty for  the Pima County Juveni le  Just ice  Court 
C~nter in December of 1974, I recognized t h a t  cont inuance of such an approach 
~.~.s adding to t h e  problems al ready exis t ing in the judicial-rehabil l tat ive 
process and, therefore,  I took a number  of steps to offer the children of Pima 
County more productive and hopefully more rehabi l i ta t ive al ternat ives.  
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Coalition [or community treatment o! chi~drcn 
One of  the most impor tant  of these  s teps  was  t o g o  to the  communi ty  and  ask 

for  its suppor t  and par t ic ipat ion i n  changing the  pol ic ies  of the  past .  This  
ini t ia t ive eventual ly resulted in the  es tab l i shment  of an o rgan iza t ion  known as  
the  Coalition for  Community T r e a t m e n t  of Children.  In  i ts  in i t ia l  phase  of  
development,  this organization was  spea rheaded  by the  Tucson Ecumenica l  
Council through the  urgings of the Juveni le  Court.  The Ecumenica l  Council  
became concerned about the pl ight  of P ima  County 's  chi ldren and  served  as  v-'~ 
ini t ia l  faci l i ta tor  to elicit community suppor t  and bring toge ther  a wide  varie~y- 
~f concerned citlzo.ns, agencies and organizat ional  groups. Thus.  the  Coal i t ion .  
for  Community Trea tment  of Chi ldren was  formed and appoin ted  as the  chair -  
person of this  group was a represen ta t ive  of the local ch ap t e r  Of the Na t iona l  
Council of Jewish  Women.  When  all was  said and done, some 32 agencies  and  
organizat ions  (represent ing some 62,000 tota l  combined membersh ip )  fo rmed  
u~lder this  umbrel la  to carry fo r th  to the  Tucson communi ty  the  concept  of 
serving our  chi ldren 's  neecLs in our  communi ty  wi th  tile goal being to obvia te  the  
need for  the large number of commi tments  to the Sta te  D e p a r t m e n t  of Corre 
ti~ns. This  group's  support, backing and encouragement  not  only enabled  and 
ass is ted  in bringing to life communi ty-based resources  bu t  also se rved  as  an 
i lapor tant  ca ta lys t  in responding to and  deal ing wi th  the  negative,  r eac t ions  
t ha t  emulated f rom the community f r 0 m  those opposed to such  a d r a m a t i c  
change in philosophical direction.  

Volunteer program 
As an ad junct  ,to our deep concern tha t  members  of our  communi ty  mus t  be 

involved in our Juvenile Court System, we in i t ia ted  and developed a Volunte ~-~ 
Program in July, 1973, Our ini t ia l  effort  was  funded : th rough  a g r a n t  obtalne.~ 
from tile Arizona State Just ice P launing  Agency tha t  enabled us to begin. Th is  
program allowed for  the  recru i tment ,  t r a in ing  and  work  a s s ignmen t s  for  a 
significant number  of concerned Tucsonians  who wished  to become involved 
wi th  the  chi ldren of our community .  T h i s - p r o g r a m  has  developed, g rown  
and jus t  recently expanded  to the  point  t ha t  we now have over  100 act ive  volun- 
ters  funct ioning in  literally every a rea  o f  Our Court  Center  opera t ion.  

During ca lendar  year  1976, we  were  able to document  some 12,480 hours  of  
service to our  Court coming f rom a s ignif icant  number  of concerned  a" 
dedicated people. The infusion of ,volunteers  into the work ing  uni t s  of tlae 
Court  resul ted In salar ied staff  being f reed  to concent ra te  on job tasks  as  well. 
as  providing a f resh prospective of the  Court  processes.  

Since the 'inception of the Volunteer  P rog ram in 1973 app rox ima te ly  700 P l m a  
County cit izens have been involved in a wide var ie ty  of C o u r t  act ivi t ies .  Some 
volunteers  have served the min imum 6 month  commitment  requ i red  of par t ic i -  
pants ,  whi le  others  have mainta ined t h e i r  re la t ionship  fo r  over  3 years .  

Historical conclusion 
With  this change  of philosophy wi th in  the Court  Center  and  wi th  the  e s t a J -  

l i shment  of co~hmunity-based t r e a t m e n t  resources,  the re  fol lowed a r a t h e r  
d ramat ic  decrease in the number  of chi ldren  commit ted to t h e  S ta te  D e p a r t m e n t  
of Corrections. As a compar i son  to those figures previously  quoted,  du r ing  
calendar  year  1976, only 16 chi ldren  were  commit ted  f rom.our  ju r i sd ic t ion  to the  
State  Depa r tmen t  of Corrections. When  one compares  these  figures w i th  the  
combined s ta t i s t ics  of the pr ior•~ohlmitment  ra te  one can readi ly  see the  impac t  
th is  new philosophy has  had  on  the  Juveni le  Jus t ice  System,  pa r t i cu la r ly  in 
P ima  County. 

As a resul t  of our change in opera t ing  procedure,  the large  S ta te  indus t r .~ i  
school operated by the State Depa r tmen t  of Corrections,  cal led F o r t  Gran t .  
was  closed to the housing of Juveni le  offenders.  The t r emendous  d e c r e a s e  in 
re fe r ra l s  f rom Pima County w a s  a s ignif icant  f ac to r  in the  D e p a r t m e n t ' s  
decision but, more impor tan t ly ,  graphica l ly  i l lus t ra ted  the  rad ica l  change  
made by this  Juveni le  Court re la t ing  to i t s  decisions about  p l acemen t  of ch i ldren  
in correct ional  insti tutions.  As the  P i m a  County Juveni le  Cour t  Cen te r  moved 
through ca lendar  years  1973 and  1974 we cont inuaUy reflected :on w h e r e  we 
were,  f rom where  we had come, and  where  we stil l  needed to go. As we w - " e  
expressing our  pleasure  over the significant advances  we fel t  had been achic~'ed 
in reference to the large numbers  of juveni les  commit ted  to the  S ta te  Depar t -  
ment  of Corrections we were.  a t  the s a m e  time. concerned and  d i smayed  a b o u t  
the ~ncreaslng numbers  of s t a tu s  offenders re fe r red  to our doors and  the ,manner  
in•which we:elcted for these young  people to be,handled.  
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The deinatitutionalizotto~ o/status o/fenders initiative 
I t  w a s  a p p r o x i m a t e l y  a t  t h i s  t i m e  t h a t  we  w r o t e  o u r  g r a n t  p r o p o s a l  a n d  

s u b m i t t e d  t h a t  d o c u m e n t  to  t h e  L a w  E n f o r c e m e n t  A s s i s t a n c e  A d m i n i s t r a t i o n  
: - a s k i n g  t h a t  w e  be  c o n s i d e r e d  a s  a r e c i p i e n t  f o r  d i s c r e t i o n a r y  d o l l a r s  in  o r d e r  to 

show that the deinstitutionalization of stature offenders was workable. It is 
extremely important to note that in the preparation of this document, we once 
--~ain went to the community and elaborated in some detail our philosophical 
position and what we hoped to accomplish by virtue of our change in direction. 
We asked for community support and for community tolerance. The documented 
response to our request for support was both overwhelming-and impressive• 
Said support came from many individuals, churches, schools, a myriad of social 
and welfare agencies, law enforcement officials, elected officials and, of course, 
from the Coalition for Community Treatment of Children. It is also important 
to note that initial support was not entirely universal and there were those 
who were gravely concerned regarding what this programmatic change might 
"~ to their respective organizations and/or empires; i.e. the State Department~ 
of Economic Security was gravely concerned that if status offenders were not 
detained or otherwise umbrellaed under the judicial system, they might fall 
upon their "caseloads" and increase their work loads. In the same vein, some 
members of the residential treatment center community were concerned that 
should status offenders be removed from the Jurisdiction Of the juvenile court, 
then Obviously the total number of children available for placement would 
decline and, therefore, their income might suffer. 

On December 31, 1975, the Pima County Juvenile Court was awarded a 2-year 
/'scretionary grant through the Law Enforcement Assistance Administration 
(L.E.A.A.) for the deinstitutionalization of status offenders. The Court Center 
was one of eleven (11) sites across the Nation selected for such a demonstra- 
tion project• 

This project was begun on January 9, 1976. Status offenders referred to 
the court were deinstitutionalized by promulgation of an order by the juvenile 
court judge and Director of Court Services that no status, offender could be 
detained without their express permission. This action was coupled with 
development of shelter care facilities, community alternatives and a juvenile 
~irt mobile crisis interventibn unit. 
Based on the philosophy that status offenders do not belong in the juvenile 

justice system and can be dealt with more effectively by community agencies, 
a decision was made to subcontract approximately 80 percent of the total money 
to community agencies to provide necessary services. Based on a needs assess- 
ment that had been conducted prior to the formal grant application and based 
on the amount of indicated community support, requests for proposals were 
drafted and sent to numerous community agencies. The response was over- 
w h e l m i n g .  

• I n v o l v e d  in  t h e  se l ec t ion  o f  p r o g r a m s  to be  f u n d e d  w e r e  p r o b a t i o n  o m c e r s  
~ r k i n g  d i r e c t l y  w i t h  ch i l d r en .  S e v e r a l  v e r y  di f f icul t  l e s sons  w e r e  l e a r n e d  
f r o m  t h i s  p rocess .  F i r s t ,  P i m a  C o u n t y  J u v e n i l e  C o u r t  h a d  n e v e r  been  invo lved  
in s u b c o n t r a c t i n g  m o n e y  to t h e  c o m m u n i t y  a n d  b a d  no idea  o f  t h e  conf l ic t s  
c r e a t e d  by  t h e  a v a i l a b i l i t y  of  f u n d s .  Second ,  t h e  u s e  of  l ine  s t a f f  e f fec t ive ly  
p r ec l uded  t r a d i t i o n a l ,  po l i t i ca l  c o n s i d e r a t i o n s .  Seve ra l  " w e l l - c o n n e c t e d "  a g e n -  
cies w e r e  d i s m a y e d  ~vhen t h e i r  p r o p o s a l s  we re  no t  f u n d e d .  Se l ec t i ons  w e r e  
m a d e  on  t he  ba s i s  of  t h e  m e r i t  of  t h e  p r o g r a m s  a n d  p r e v i o u s l y  iden t i f i ed  y o u t h  
needs  in  t h e  local  c o m m u n i t y ,  T h i s  s e l ec t i on  p roce s s  r e s u l t e d  in  a n u m b e r  
4 i n n o v a t i v e  p r o g r a m s  be ing  f u n d e d  b u t  t h i s  d id  no t  h a p p e n  w i t h o u t  t r e m e n -  
dous  po l i t i c a l  p r e s s u r e  f r o m  s o m e  a g e n c i e s  o r  c o u r t  pe r sonne l .  

An  a t t e m p t  w a s  m a d e  to f u n d  p r o j e c t s  t h a t  w o u l d  r e a c h  p r e v i o u s l y  neg l ec t ed  
s e g m e n t s  of  t h e  y o u t h  p o p u l a t i o n  in  o u r  c o m m u n i t y ;  i.e., m i n o r i t y ,  f e m a l e  a n d  
r u r a l  y o u n g  people.  T h e r e f o r e ,  we  m a d e  c e r t a i n  t h a t  f u n d s  we re  e q u i t a b l y  
d i s t r i b u t e d  to t h o s e  a g e n c i e s  w h i c h  w o u l d  s e r v e  t h e s e  y o u t h .  Moreover ,  t he  
k i n d  of  s e r v i c e s  h a d  to be t a i l o r e d  to t h e  needs  of  t h e  y o u n g  peop l e  invo lved  
r a t h e r  t h a n  to t h o s e  o f  t h e  a d u l t s  a d m i n i s t e r i n g  t h e  p r o g r a m s .  T h i s  a p p r o a c h  
r e s u l t e d  in t h e  f u n d i n g  o f  s e v e r a l  n o n - t r a d i t i o n a l  p r o j e c t s  t h a t  we  be l ieved  
v :lld p r o v i d e  a t t r a c t i v e  a n d  n e e d e d  se rv i ce s .  

C o m m u n i t y  p r o g r a m s  f u n d e d  u n d e r  t h e  D.S.O. P ro j ec t  a r e  a s  l i s t ed  below.  
T h e  C o m m u n i t y  a n d  F a m i l y  Se rv i ce s  U n i t  o f  t h e  C o u r t  C e n t e r  is c h a r g e d  w i t h  
m o n i t o r i n g  m o s t  of  t h e s e  p r o j e c t s  a n d  s e r v i n g  a s  r e s o u r c e  p e r s o n s  fo r  t he  sub -  
c o n t r a c t o r s  a s  wel l  a s  schools ,  c o m m u n i t y  a g e n c i e s  a n d  n e i g h b o r h o o d s .  
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Shelter care 
Autumn HouSe (Youth  Development ,  Inc.  ) - - p r o v i d e s  t e m p o r a r y  h o u s i n g  fo r  

up  to five s t a t u s  offenders on t he  wes t  s ide o£ Tucson.  I n d i v i d u a l  a n d  f a m i l y  
counsel ing a re  offered, as well  as  r e f e r r a l s  to o the r  agencies  w h e n  a p p r o p r i a t e .  

Ope'n-Inn, Inc . - -p rov ides  t e m p o r a r y  she l t e r  ca re  for  up  to five s t a t u s  offenders  
on the  eas ts ide  of Tucson. I n d i v i d u a l  a n d  f ami ly  couuseHng, b o t h  r e s i d e n t i a l  
and  non-res ident ia l ,  a r e  offered, as  .well as  r e f e r r a l s  to o t h e r  agenc ies  w h ~  
appropr ia te .  

Sprinoboard (Teen Chal lenge of Arizona,  Inc.  ) - - p r o v i d e s  s h o r t - t e r m  h o u s i n g  
for  five s t a t u s  offenders on the  n o r t h  side of Tucson.  Counse l ing  fo r  ado le scen t s  
and  the i r  fami l ies  is also offered, as  wel l  as  r e f e r r a l s  to o t h e r  agenc ies  w h e n  
appropr ia te .  

Individual Shelter Care~---Time Out (Cathol ic  C o m m u n i t y  Serv ices  of South-  
e r n  Arizona,  Inc.  ) - -p rov ides  s h o r t - t e r m  cus tod ia l  ca re  f o r  s t a t u s  of fenders  in  
14 ind iv idua l  fos te r  homes. T h i s  p r o g r a m  is o r i en t ed  t o w a r d  p r o v i d i n g  s h e l t e r  
ca re  for  r u r a l  areas .  . ~  

Alternative educcztio~t 
Old Gongress Street School ( d.b.a. Mosen tha l  A l t e r n a t i v e  S c h o o l ) - - p r o v i d e s  a n  

a l t e r na t i ve  school se t t ing fo r  chron ica l ly  t r u a n t  ch i ld ren  or  d rop  outs .  T h i s  
pro jec t  ut i l izes a n  "open"  educa t ion  model. 

Sunnyside Truancy Pro]ect ( S u n n y s i d e  School D i s t r l c t ) - - p r o v i d e s  a m a j o r  
t r a i n i n g  effort  t h a t  focuses On t eacher s  a n d  o the r  s ign i f ican t  school  pe r sonne l  
in  o rder  to explore in-school a l t e r n a t i v e s  for  ch i ld ren  l abe led  as  ch ron ica l l y  
t r u a n t .  \ _~ 

Outreac?~ 
Shtnino Star Learning ~ i e r - - - o f f e r s  non - t r ad i t i ona l  l e a r n i n g  expe r i ences  a n d  

ac t iv i t ies  in  sub jec t s  of i n t e r e s t  to young  people in  the  S o u t h  P a r k  a rea .  T h e  
popula t ion  served  i s p r e d o m i n a n t i y  black.  

Rural Outreach Projects ( p . p . E . P . ) - - p r o v i d e s  o u t r e a c h  a n d  se rv ice  assess :  
men t  in r u r a l  P ima  County ; mobi l i za t ion  Of local resources  to pTovide d ive r s ions  
for  r u r a l  youth  and  e s t a b l i s h m e n t  of r e f e r r a l  processes  w i t h  ou t s ide  resources  
a re  also p a r t  of th i s  program.  

Santa Cruz Outreach Proiect (Ca tho l i c  C o m m u n i t y  Serv ices  of  S o u t h ,  h 
Arizona,  Inc. ) - -p rov ides  o u t r e a c h  counse l ing  and  r e f e r r a l  se rv ices  to ch i l d r en  
and  f ami l i e s ;  advocacy and  specia l  suppor t  services a r e  a lso ava i l ab le .  The  
popula t ion  served is largely Mexican-Amer ican .  

N.Y.P.U.M. (Y.M.C.A.) - -providcs  a r e c r e a t i o n a l / e d u c a t i o n a l  p r o g r a m  for  
young people t h r ough  the use  a n d  ca r e  of mini-bikes  ; g roup  a n d  f a m i l y  coun- 
sel ing a re  also provided.  

Youtt~ Advocacy Services ( T r a d i t i o n a l  I n d i a n  Al l iance  of  G r e a t e r  Tucson .  
Inc.  ) - - p r ov i de s  in te r - t r iba l  c u l t u r a l  suppor t  a n d  u n d e r s t a n d i n g ,  u t i l i z ing  
cu l tu ra l  workshops,  educa t iona l  tu tor ing ,  cr is is  i n t e rven t ion ,  pee r  counsel .  :g  
and  job p l a c e m e n t  

Free Clinic of Tucson, I n c . - - p r o v i d e s  medica l  phys ica ls ,  i nc lud ing  fol low-u~ 
r e fe r r a l  for  possible t r e a t m e n t ;  h e a l t h  educa t ion  advocacy  a n d  o u t r e a c h  a r e  
also provided.  

Profiles of Me---providcs school  workshops  for  young  w o m e n  in  Jun io r  h igh  
school  to make  them a w a r e  of the  i 'mages t h a t  they  p ro jec t  ; u t i l izes  i n f o r m a t i o n  
on diet,  make-up,  exercise, f a sh ion  cgusciousness  a n d  p e r s o n a l i t y  deve lopmen t  
in these  classes in  a n  effort to enhance  self-esteem. 

Youth lnvolvemcnt Outreach Services (Suic ide  P r e v e n t i o n / C r i s i s  C e n t e r , .  .L 
provides  24 h o u r  cr is is  hot- l ine  ( t e lephone)  se rv ices ;  fo l low-up o u t r e a c h  coun- 
seling is avai lable .  
Young women's sequences 

New Directions for Young Women---was f u n d e d  to e x a m i n e  t h e  condit lon~ 
t h a t  led to the  nea r ly  3 to 1 r a t i o  of i n c a r c e r a t i o n s  fo r  s t a t u s  of fenders  vs  
de l inquent  acts  for  female  adolescents  ( for  ado lescen t  males ,  t he  r a t i o  i." 
reversed)  and  to examine  t he  social  and  i n s t i t u t i ona l  policies ou t  of  w h i c t  
those  condi t ions  developed. New Direc t ions  offers d i r e c t  se rv ices  such  v 
counseling,  asser t iveness  t r a i n i n g  a n d  ca ree r  a w a r e n e s s  ; however ,  t he  primar.~ 
focus r ema ins  advocacy for  f ema le  adolescents  in  t he  publ ic  schools,  th~ 
Juven i l e  Jus t i ce  System, t r a d i t i o n a l  you th . s e rv ing  agencies  a n d  w i t h i n  f ami l i e s  

_) 
L ~  
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: Oomm~unity neighborhood resource units 
i Creative l,e~rrning Systems---provides an a l ternat ive  to Inst i tut ionalizat ion of 

s ta tus  offenders by implementing the T.A.L.K. program in five high schools 
( three Inne r  city and two rura l  schools) .  The T.A.L.K. program will provide 
counseling and  a support  group for  s tuden t s  involved in s ta tus  offenses and 
offers viable a l te rna t ives  to socially unacceptable  behavior.  
r - A n o t h e r  pa r t  of the  project  will  be the  development of the  Night Circle 
_ regram t h a t  will involve both the  youth and his or her  family. In  addit ion.  
Creative Learning Systems will  provide t ra in ing  for  probation officers and 
teachers in the  five selected high schools to deal wi th  s ta tus  offenders and t h e i r  
family. 

Jobs for pouJ?~ 
P.P.E.P.--provides a work program tha t  will  direct  i tself  to the needs of t he  

two neglected population groups in AJo- - the  youth and the elderly. P.P.E.P. 
will provide work exPerience and compensat ion to s ta tus  offenders in the Ajo 

eu by having  the youth do home repair ,  ya rd  maintenance  and other  needed 
work for  the  elderly res idents  in Ajo. This  project  serves a rural  popul~zti0n. 

~unnystde School District---provides JObs wi thin  the  Sunnyside School Dis-  
tr ict  for  d is t r ic t  s tudents ,  ages 14-18. Pr ior i ty  will be given to s ta tus  offenders  
who are  in school and to those who will  r e tu rn  to school a f t e r  having 'd ropped  
out. 

lfarana 8chool District--provides Jobs and, dur ing  the period of th is  con- 
tract, will actively recrui t  and supervise  youth who a re  given jobs under  the 
D,S.O. Jobs  for  Youth Project .  This  project  serves  a rura l  population. 

F INANCIAL  FACT SHEET 

Proposed' 
Contract number of:  
amount re fe ru le :  

per year  per year 

Shelter care: 
Open- inn . . . . . . . . .  :. . . . . . . . .  .~ . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  $59 243 240 ,  

,Teen cha lenge . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  : . . . . .  - -  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  ', 468 180,  
Youth deve lopment . . :  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  - - -  . . . . . .  . . . . . .  -- . . . . . . . . . .  64, 294 180 
Catholic communi ty  services, . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  . . . . .  - . . . . . . . . . . . .  63, 343 125 

0 utreach: 
Santa Cruz . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  ' 30, 665 75 
Free clinic . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  29, 526 260 
profi les of me . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  28, 264 250 
PPEP . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  33,  886 125- 
Shining Star . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  28, 000 60 
Suicide prevent ion . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  20, 0O0 250,' 
T I A  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  ~ . - - ;  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  - . . . . . . . .  20. 400 150 
NYPUM . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  . 21; 979 120" 

T ,,~ncy programs: 
Old:Congress Street School . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  - -  120, 000 100 

' Sunnyside Junior H i ih  School . . . . . . . . . . . . .  . . . . . . . .  , . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  102, 600 100 
Young women's  services: Hew directions for  young women . . . . . . . . .  _ . . . . . . . . . . . .  1 0 2 , 8 9 3  3 0 0 .  

Juveni le  Court  services provided for  the D.S.O. project  a r e  as l isted below : 

Mobile diversion unit 
"?he Mobile Diversion Uni t  of the  P ima  County Juvenile  Court  Center  has 

be~n funded since July  of 19/5 under  a Federa l  L.E.A,A. gran t  received through 
the Arizona State  Jus t ice  P lanning  Agency. Under  this  grant ,  six probation 
officers and two clerk typis ts  have been h i red  for  the diversion of s ta tus  
)ffenders program. W i t h  addi t ional  funding through the Deins~tuL'[onallzation. 
of Sta tus  Offenders gran t (L.E.A.A. discret ionary gran t )  eight  probation 
officers and  four  clerk typis ts  were  added to the uni t  in May of 1976. 

Since this  time, the  Mobile Diversion Unit  has  assumed the responsibili ty 
~or i n t a k e  of all Status offenders. Services are  provided on a 24 hour a day. 
I "~y a week basis by teams of two probat ion  omcers each who are dispatched 
by radio throughout  the  metropol i tan  Tucson area  to ass is t  famil ies in need of- 
;ervices re la ted to s ta tus  offenses. 

The project  is designed to provide crisis  in tervent ion to and meaningful_ 
]iversion of chi ldren and parents  in both the pre-arres t  and post-arres t :  
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processing of  c h i l d r e n - t h r o u g h  the  Juven i l e  Jus t i ce  Sys tem.  De l ive ry  of  
Services is d i rec ted  p r imar i ly  to ch i ld ren  classified as  s t a t u s  of fenders  a n d  is  
geared  toward  lmn~ediate, i n t ens ive  counsel ing  a n d  r e f e r r a l  of these  c h i l d r e n  
to appropr ia te  communi ty  agencies for  follow-up. 

Community, and family services 
The p r i m a r y  func t ion  of the  C o m m u n i t y  and  F a m i l y  Serv ices  U n i t  (C.F.S. )  

was  to moni to r  t h e  services for  you th  u n d e r  the  D.S.O. g ran t .  T h i s  ta~ ~. 
included sc reen ing ,  education,  a n d  select ion of proJ.ects, as  wel l  as  s u p p o r t  a n d  
moni to r ing  a f t e r  the  projects were  es tabl ished.  

A secondary  func t ion  of the  C.F.S. U n i t ,  in  add i t ion  to m o n i t o r i n g  t he  D.S.O. 
projects ,  was  to ass i s t  the  communi t i e s  and  schools in  F i m a  Coun ty  in develop-  
i n g  methods  of deal ing  more: effectively w i t h  youth.  In  o r d e r  to  accompl ish '  
this,  s ta f f  gave  speeches, p r e s e n t a t i o n s  and  provided expe r t i s e  to i n t e r e s t e d  
agencies, persons  and  schools. 

C.F.S. workers  have  also ass i s ted  in developing and  p a r t i c i p a t i n g  in  corn, 
mun l ty  projects ,  such as  Walka thons ,  Jobs  fo r  Kids,  A d v e n t u r e  P l a y g r o u n d  az 
Y o u t h / A d u l t  H ea r i ng  Boards  des igned  t o  ass i s t  communi t i e s  a n d  ne ighbo rhoods  
in dealinff w i t h  problems re l a t ed  to del inquency.  Addi t iona l ly ,  each  w o r k e r  
was  charged  wi th  organizing a n d  developing ac t iv i t i es  w i t h i n  a n  a s s igned  a r ea .  
They  have  des igned various communi ty  p r o g r a m s  a imed  a t  dea l ing  w i t h  s t a t u s  
offenders.  

O the r  p r o g r a m s  providing services  to s t a t u s  offenders  a r e  l i s t ed  b e l o w :  
The Young Wo~nea's Company (L.E.A.A. g r a n t ) - - p r o v i d e s  a v a r i e t y  of l ea rn -  

ing experiences  whereby  young  women  can  become f a m i l i a r  w i t h  job oppor-  
tun i t i es  in  non- t rad i t iona l  a r e a s  of employment .  E m p h a s i s  h a s  been  plac~ 
on Job development,  skill bu i ld ing  and  requis i te  knowledge  f o r  i n d e p e n d e n t  
l iving. Serv ices  have  also inc luded  vocat ional  t e s t ing  and  counsel ing,  a d v o c a c y ,  
exposure  to a va r i e ty  of tools a n d  equ ipment , ,  on- the- job t r a i n i n g  a n d  job  
placement .  Both  del inquent  a n d  s t a t u s  offenders  a re  served.  

Project W.O.R.K. (L.E.A.A'. g r a n t  ) - - a s s i s t s  young people  who  h a v e  been  
involved in the  Juven i l e  Ju s t i c e  S y s t e m . i n  secur ing  employmen t .  B o t h  del in-  
quen t  and  s t a t u s  offenders a re  served.  

Pim~ County Juvenile JustiCe Collaboration (L.E.A.A. f u n d e d ) - - - a s s i s t s  in  
the  de ins t i tu t iona l i za t lon  effor t  in  P i m a  County.  The  Co l l abo ra t ion  i s  work i . .~  
wi th in  P lma  County to develop the  v o l u n t a r y  agencies  to a level  t h a t  wi l l  a l low 
sufficient, a l t e r na t i ve  communi ty  services  f o r  those  ch i l d r en  c u r r e n t l y  l abe led  
as s t a t u s  offenders.  A majo r  por t ion  of t h i s  e f fo r t  is  d i r ec t ed  a t  o r g a n i z a t i o n a l  
development,  examina t ion  of ex i s t ing  services  and  d e v e l o p m e n t  o f  u n r e s t  
service  needs for  children,  

Family Counseling Program (Ar izona  Supreme C o u r t ) - - p r o v i d e s  f a m i l y  coun- 
sel ing services for  youth  who come in con tac t  w i th  the  J u v e n i l e  J u s t i c e  Sys tem.  
P ima  County has  certified app rox ima te ly  44 agencies  a n d / o r  i n d i v i d u a l s  to 
provide a va r i e ty  of services to bo th  de l inquen t  a n d  s t a t u s  offender  you th .  --~ 

Facts, findings and summaries~Relerral dais 
T h r o u g h  the  efforts  of t h i s  Cour t  a n d  i ts  s t rong  c o m m i t m e n t  to communi ty -  

based  care  t h r ough  prevent ion,  d iyers ion a n d  de in s t i t u t i ona l i za t i on ,  some very  
revea l ing  s ta t i s t i cs  a r e  beg inn ing  to t ake  place. Surpr i s ing ly ,  the  f igures  of 
i n t e r e s t  are  man i fes t  wi th  bo th  de l inquen t  and  s t a t u s  offender  ch i ld ren .  

Table I 

This  t ab le  coml~ares the to ta l  n u m b e r  of r e f e r r a l s  to o u r  Cour t  for  a va r i e t~  
of offenses for  the  pas t  five (5)  years .  

[97" 
1973 [974 1975 1976 (projected 

Delinquent onl~ . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  - - - ,  . . . . . . .  4,473 
Delinquent andother . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  ~,  . . . . . .  20 
Delinquent andstatus . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  ~ . . . .  422 
Status only . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  3, 786 
Status andother . . . . . .  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  10 

Total . . . . . . . . . . . .  ,-~ . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  7,~711 

5.762 6,106 6:038 4,71 
3 8  36 38 
544 479 572 ] 

2 855 2.797 2,525 1,95 
' 17 18 12 [ 

9, [79 9, 436 8, i85 7, 8E 
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When looking a t  the re fe r ra l  data  over the pas t  five (5) years  (1977 da ta  is 
actual  through nine (9) months  and projected through December) we a re  pleased 
with the  declining number  of " S t a t u s O n l y "  refer ra ls  and hypothesized this  would 
occur as a resu l t  of our init iative.  I t  is also interest ing to note th is  decline began 
in 1976, or the same year  we began to implement  our grant .  We conclude tha t  
a l ternat ive programs in the community are  being used i n  place of the  Court  and, 
further ,  law enforcement  is re fer r ing  fewer  s ta tus  offenders as  they know "we 
--on' t  lock them up". 

What  we d i d n o t  expect  and were  surpr ised  t o n o t e  is our projection of a r a the r  
large decline in the  total  number  Of del inquent  re fe r ra l s  for  1977 over 1976. Our 
data reflects t h i s a l s o  b e g a n i n  1976or, a t  the beginning o f o u r  g ran t  period, w e  
have no real  explanat ion  for  why this  is happening or i f  it  will  likely continue: 
However, considering vur  population is ever  increas ing and juvenile cr ime is on 
the rise nationally,  it  does present  an in te res t ing top ic  :for study. 

Table £ 

This table is similar to Table i hut addresses individual children as opposed to 
total number of referrals. 

1977 
1973 1974 1975 1976 (projected) 

4 143 4 118 4.316 3, 805 
z; 147 t; 99s z, 9,z 1,463 Delinquent . . . . . . . . . . . .  . . - -  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  2,161 

Status . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  2 ,129 

' - "  To ta l  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  4, 920 • 6. 290 6. 114 6. 228 5. 268 

Once again, we see t h a t  the total  number  of  chi ldren being refer red  for  both 
s ta tus  and del inquent  offenses dur ing  1977 are projected to be down considerably- 

Detention data 
Our exis t ing computerized da ta  sys tem was not init ial ly designed to "sys- 

t-.na6icaily t rack  detent ion admissions by explicit  ca tegor ies ,  i.e. delinquent,  
sttttus offender-pure, s t a tus  offender-probation violation, s ta tus  offender-out  of 
county/out  of State,  etc. This makes  comparat ive  s ta t i s t ics  difficult hut we have 
pulled out some in teres t ing  facts. 

We did a special  detent ion s t u d y  in 1974 which showed tha t  of the LT68,chil- 
dren detained, some 781 Or 44 percent  were s ta tus  offenders. This  figure would 
include the  so-called "pure" s ta tus  offender as well as 'the o ther  Jurisdiction 
and probat ion violatlon variet ies  ( a b o u t  10 percent  of the tota l  or 78 chi ldren) ,  
The large major i ty  of t h i s  group were  Pima County children deta ined for  noth- 
t- ; more than  a s tn tusoffense .  

• "Dur ing  calendar  year  1977, there  have been 1,518 refer ra ls  of s ta tus  offenders 
to Mobile Diversion through the  end of September and th i r teen  (13) have been 
detained. 

I n  addit ion to the  above figures, o ther  children were detained for variations of 
s ta tus  offenses. As previously described, some were but  of county/out  of State,  
who were held fo r  o ther  jurisdictions and some were detained as probat ion vi0- 
lators (adjudicated del inquents  who Commit a s ta tus  offense while on probation).  

This da ta  s imply confirms o u r  belief t ha t  a secure, locked detent ion facility is 
v required to deal with s ta tus  offenders. Our conclusion is there  is n o r a  need for 
ithe court  to be involved, b u t i n  rare instances, a n d  Community operated agencies 
and programs can absorb and deal effectively with this population. 

Probation caseload8 
Our Court's efforts around community-based care, diversion, deinstitUtion- 

aliZation and improved assessment of kids has led to another" remarkable reduction. 
The following table shows the total number of juveniles officially placed on pro- 
bation or receiving probation services dating back to 1972. 
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Table 3 . - -Tota l  children on probation 

1972 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  1 ,476 
1973 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  1, 089 
1974 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  806 
1975 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  856 

~t976 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  689 
-1977 (projected) . . . . . . . . . . . .  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  5'°1 

We believe these reductions are  due pr imar i ly  to the  fol lowing : 
1. S ta tus  offenders a re  not being ad jud ica ted  and placed on proba t ion  ; 
2. Our Delinquency Intake Uni t  is d iver t ing  more ch i ld ren ;  
3. Length  of official probat ion is being reduced and in many  cases ,  d e t e r m i n a t e  

.sentences are  being subst i tuted for  the  t rad i t iona l  i nde t e rmina t e  approach  ; 
4. Uti l izat ion of more  community  agencies  obviates t he  need or  d e s i r e  to 

"saddle"  a child w i t h  a probation officer. 
These significant caseload reduct ions  have  a l lowed our  s ta f f  to provide  sor-~ 

rea l  face-to-face service to our  kids. P r i o r  to these  reduct ions ,  the  caseloa~m 
were  so high (about 60 per probat ion  officer) t h a t  l i t t le of s ignif icance could 

"possibly be accomplished. Our goal is to cont inue reduc ing  the  n u m b e r  of 
chi ldren on probat ion and the  length  of sa id  "sentence"  f o r  each child.  

..Oeneral conctusion~ and comments  
The uti l izat ion of community resources  and  the  implementa t ion  of  diver- 

. s lonary projects  has enabled our Court  Center  to reduce i ts  overal l  staffing 
pa t t e rn .  In  ear ly  1975, the P ima  County Juveni le  Court  employed some 1 ~  
people ; a t  the  present  time, our  s taff  numbers  157. I t  is our  con ten t ion  the ,  
• Juveni le  Courts  should remain small ,  mobile and  develop the  capac i ty  to react 
• quickly to our ever  changing adolescent  society. 

The increasing demands being placed upon Juveni le  Cour ts  w i t h  eacl  
pass ing  year  can not possibly be encompassed,  addressed ,  and  solved by ou~ 
t radi t ional  Juveni le  Cour t  Systems.  Developing a comprehens ive  n e t w o rk  tha~ 
includes a large var ie ty  of communi ty  agencies,  schools and  church  groups  i~ 
p a r a m o u n t  to the  successful opera t ion  of any Juveni le  Cour t  and,  mos t  impor  
tautly,  the Juven i l e  Justice Sys tem cannot  continue to believe i t  can  adequa t  p~" 

: supplan t  responsibil i t ies as recent  t r ends  would indicate.  Juven i le  Cour ts  m u ,  
push responsibi l i ty  back into the  homes, the  communit ies ,  the  schools and  th. 

• churches  if  inroads are  to be made  wi th  th is  populat ion group. 
The concept of Deinst i tu t ional izat ion of S ta tus  Offenders  is sound and  work 

a b l e  for  the many reasons t h a t  have been enumera ted .  I t  is a lso i m p o r t a n t  t 
show tha t  the cost for  implementat ion of a l t e rna t ive  p ro g rams  is signiflcantl~ 
less  expensive than  historical  incarcera t ion  and encompassment  in  the  juveni l  

. system. We know f rom our shor t  personal  exper ience t h a t  p rov id ing  aitern~. 
t ines to detent ion reduces the housing costs of chi ldren by $20 per  day, per  c l ' : '  

- (de tent ion  cest--$52 per  d a y - - s h e l t e r  care  cost--$32 pe r  d a y ) .  We also  knt,~ 
tha t  incarcerat ion of a child in an ins t i tu t ion  opera ted  by the  S ta te  Depa r tmev  
of Corrections Tuns in excess of $20,000 per  year.  Through our  s h o r t  eXperiem- 

w e  believe we have demons t ra ted  t h a t  a l t e rna t ive  p ro g rams  for  the  s t a tv  
• offender not  only obviates the need for  such incarcera t ion  but  f u r t h e r  show 
tha t  tax dollars  proport ioned i n  d i f f e r en t  ways  can u l t ima te ly  se rve  man  

. more children.  
Over the  pas t  2 years, our  County led a long a n d  h a r d - f i g h t  w i t h  t]~ 

Arizona Sta te  Legislature to modify  i ts  s t a tu t e s  re la t ing  to s t a tu s  offend."- 
". During the  1976 legislative session, we were  able to in t roduce  a Bill  t h a t  wouJ 
'~have totally removed s ta tus  offenders f rom the  ju r i sd ic t ion  of  the  Juveni~ 
Courts. This  Bill passed the Arizona Senate  but  fa i led in the  House  of Repr,  

-sentat ives.  In  1977. we were again i n s t r u m e n t a l  in in t roduc ing  a B i l l  in tl 
Arizona House of  Representa t ives  t ha t  would have  proh ib i ted  the  detent ic  

-of  all s ta tus  offenders and f u r t h e r  prohibi ted  the i r  commi tmen t  to  the  Sta: 
• Depar tment  of Corrections. Af t e r  much difficulty and th rough  m a n y  hours  , 

tes t imony and lobbying, one piece of th is  Bill was  passed  in to  law. Stat" 
offenders are  now s ta tutor i ly  prohib i ted  f rom being commi t ted  to the  S' 

"Depar tment  of Corrections for  long-term ins t i tu t iona l  care. Unfor tuna te ly ,  tn~ 
still  may be deta ined in a var ie ty  of faci l i t ies  a round  the  S t a t e  o f  Arizo] 
but we hope to a t tack and  win this  ba t t le  in the  future .  



245 
°., 

In summary ,  we would like to sha re  our  s t rong belief relat ing to the concept 
e f  de ins t l tu t ionnl iza t io~  We cer ta in ly  do not mainta in  t ha t  our approach, o u r  
beliefs or our  programs are a panacea  or " the  answer"  for  every s ta tus  offender 
in every Jur isdic t ion;  we do believe, however,  tha t  s ta tus  offenders should be 
deiust i tut tonaUzed and can be, given the  combined suppor t -of  a Juveni le  Cour t  
~nd i ts  community,  Our exper ience has  demonst ra ted  to u s  tha t  progressive 
movement can take place, given the proper  a t t i tude  and  f ramework  are present .  
- r e  sincerely feel t ha t  our  efforts have proved beneficial to a large number  
of chi ldren and  f u r t h e r  hope this  ini t ia t ive will continue to gain momentum 
nationwide.  

"~TA~J[~M~NT OF 1~. DOUGLAS LATIMZ~a, C00RDINATOR, NEIGHBORHOOD A.LTERNATIV~ 
C E ~  SACRAMENTO COUNTY PROBATION DEPARTMEI~T, SACRAMENTO, CALIF. 

NEIOHBORHOOD ALTERHATIVE CENTER 

The Neighborhood Al ternat ive  Center  is a community  based program opera ted  
by the  Sacramento  County Probat ion  Depar tmenL designed to exclude juveni le  
s t a tu s  offenders i.e. beyond control, runaway,  curfew, and t ruancy  from the 
t radi t ional  Juvenile Just ice system. The Center  is loca ted  in the mids t  of the 
population concentrat ion and easily accessible by f reeway and public t ranspor ta -  

~, tion. The Center  serves  as the sole receiving point for  a l l  s t a t u s  offenders i n  
Sacramento Coun ty ,  the  Capitol county of California, wi th  a popu la t i on  o f  

I approximate ly  800;000 people; 
. W i t h  the passage of  the  Juveni le  Jus t ice  and Delinquency Prevent ion Act 

~ " J A Y H )  0f1974, Sacramento  County began making prepara t ious  for  removing 
all s ta tus  offenders f rom their  ins t i tu t ional  sett ings,  i.e. the Juveni le  Hall,  
Boys  Ranch and the Girls School. Since the County had received an Exemplary  
Project  A w a r d  f rom the  Law Enforcement  Assistance Adminis t ra t ion for  i t s  
601 Divers ion  Project ,  Juveni le  Diversion Through Family Counseling, and 
felt  th is  approach was  stil l  valid, a g ran t  was sought from the Office of 
Criminal Just ice  Planning,  Sta te  of California,  in Janu~iry of 1976, to place its 
Diversion Unit, wi th  modifications, in a community setting. This g ran t  was  
subsequently approved as a top pr ior i ty  project  by the California Council on 
~_ .lminal Jus t ice  for  funding f r o m  Juveni le  Jus t ice  and Delinquency Prevent ion 
monies in June  of 1976. This  g r a n t  and subsequent  moneya l lowed  the Probat ion 
Depar tment  to open a Neighborhood Alternat ive Center  in the community  
October i 0 ,  1976. Thus the Neighborhood Alternat ive  Center  was fully func- 
tioning when the California Legis la ture  passed Assembly Bill 3121 i n  an 
emergency measure,  which also manda ted  removal  of all s ta tus  offenders f rom 
inst i tut ional  set t ings  by J a n u a r y  1, 1977, 

The  f i rs t  yea r  the  Cen t e r  was  open i t  handled 1,883 youngsters  a n d  the i r  
f~milies and  provided 3.198 counseling sessions. Refer ra l s  f rom parents ,  
s ~ o o l s  or o ther  community  agencies account for  58 percent  * of the youngsters  

'and the remainder  are  re fe r red  by  law enforcement  agencies. Approximately  
one-third of the youngsters  were  r e fe r red  for runaway.  I t  i s  i n t e res t ing  to note 
tha t  during the las t  4 months  of the first year  of operation approximately  one- 
four th /of  the clients were  of ~ minor i ty  background, tending to dispell the myth  
that  s ta tus  offenders are  mainly  white,  middle-class youngsters.  The above 
figures do not  include 425 youngsters  refer red  for  curfew violations i n  cu r f ew  
sweeps. 

The focus of  the fami ly  counseling a t  the Neighborhood Alternat ive Center  
eo~,ouses the belief tha t  s ta tus  offenders are  best  handled as family problems 
and are  not  sui ted to the court  system. This approach re l ies  on several  main 
fea tures :  (1) The immedia te  intensive handl ing of a case during the crisis ;  
(2) The staff  spend ing  the major i ty  of the i r  counseling t ime during the crisis 
as opposed to weeks or months  la ter  ; (3) The use of specially t ra ined probation 
officers wi th  graduate  s tudent  in terns  as co- therapis ts ;  (4) Providing t h e  
service 24 hours  a day, 7 days per week;  (5) Avoidance of court  refer ra ls  in 
most s i tua t ions .  

" h e  techniques of crisis  in tervent ion and family crisis counseling are  bas ic  
.-o,cepts to the Center. Fami ly  counseling in the Probatio n context  may d i f fe r  
t grea t  deal  f rom tha t  of a pr iva te  therapis t ,  both in the volume of work and a 
.-esistancefrom often re luctant  clients. 

r 
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I t  is difficult to describe the  type of counseling t h a t  occurs  a t  the  Neighbor-  
hood Al terna t ive  Center  but i t  m igh t  be represen ta t ive  to d iscuss  the  a ims  of 
the  t ra in ing  program. Among th ings  the  deput ies  a re  requ i red  to l ea rn  a r e :  
(1) The concepts of family process  and  fami ly  rules and  the  ex t en t  to which  
the way the famil ies  make decisions is  of ten  as impor t an t  as  the  decis ions  
themselves  ; (2) The concept of the fami ly  as a sys tem and  the  ways  in wh ich  
the act ions of one f a m i l y  member  affects  ano ther  member  of the  f a m i l y ;  (3) 
How to enlist  the fami ly ' s  own efforts  to work  on i ts  problem ; (4) Techn ique , -  
fo r . improv ing  communication among fami ly  memb er s ;  (5) How unde r s t and in~  
one's  self and one's  own family sys tem is impor t an t  in becoming an  effect ive 
family  counselor. These steps and  o ther  t r a in ing  exercises  a re  well  documen ted  • 
in the National  Ins t i tu te  of Law Enforcemen t  and Cr iminal  J u s t i c e  Publ ica t ion ,  
Number 027-4)0(O00371-1, Juveni le  Divers ion  Through  F a m i l y  Counsel ing,  An 
Exempla ry  Projec t  1976. 

As the  p r imary  concern of  the  Center  is resolut ion of  s t a t u s  offender  b e h a v i o r  
and delinquency prevention,  t r ad i t iona l  d e f n i t t o n s  of rec idivism do not  seem 
relevant.  Children and their  famil ies  are  encouraged  to r e t u r n  fo r  a d d i t l o n r "  
counseling sessions if  f u r t h e r  cr ises  occur or s t a tus  offenses cont inue,  In  the  
la te r  pa r t  of the  g ran t  year it  was  de te rmined  tha t  approx ima te ly  one- four th  
of the  cases had  a t  least  one previous r e fe r ra l  to the  Center .  Two- th i rds  o f  
these  repeat  re fer ra ls  were se l f - referra ls ,  indica t ing  t h a t  t he i r  1~revlous in te r -  
vent ion session had been a sa t i s fac to ry  exper ience  for  the  family .  The  evalua-  
tion component  of the grant  indica ted  t h a t  only 29 percent  of t h e  youngs t e r s  
seen i n  the  first year  of operation a t  the  Neighborhood Al t e rna t ive  Cen te r  w e n t  
on to commit del inquent  offenses. A subject ive  eva lua t ion  was  also done  v ia  
mail in a random sample basis.  Approximate ly  45 percent  of these  ques t io  "~ 
nalres were returned and the response was 85 percent favorable. ~ost families 
indicated a strong need for this tYPe of service in the community and appre- 
ciated the 24-hour a day, 7-day a week Operation. The. evaluation team also 
noted that only 1 percent of the youngsters seen by the Neighborhood Alterna- 
tive Center staff were referred to the Juvenile Court for further action. 

Sacramento County has shown through its 601 Diversion Unit that this type 
of program is economically sound and less e.xpensive than the traditional 
System. An analysis of comparable costs was done in 1972, at which time it 

• was  s h o w n  tha t  family  counsel ing wi th  equivalent  s taf f  resu l ted  in a "" 
percent  saving. The fl~lres would be much more favorable  a t  th is  t ime due  to 
the increased costs, wi th  added d is t r ic t  a t to rneys  and public de f ende r s  due  tn 
increased legal r ights  of minors.  The previously exis t ing  Divers ion Uni t  was  
and still  is pa r t  of the Sacramento  County Proba t ion  budget.  This  un i t  includes  
one supervis ing deputy probation officer, th ree  senior  depu ty  p roba t ion  officers. 
four  deputy probat ion officers and  one legal t ranscr iber .  This  un i t  cost  is 
approximate ly  $198,000 per year.  T h e  g r a n t  personnel  include one supervis ing  
probat ion officer as the grant  coordinator ,  two senior  depu ty  proba t ion  officers~ 
one legal t ranscr iber ,  Six pa r t - t ime  g radua te  s tuden t  i n t e rns  and  b u l l d t  • 
ren ta l  for  approximate ly  $192,000. The  tota l  Cost t he re fo re  for  hand l ing  s ta in .  ~ 
offenders, through the Neighborhood Al te rna t ive  Center ,  is approximate l~  
$385,000 pe r  year. 

The problems incurred in se t t ing  up the Neighborhood Al t e rna t ive  Centex 
w e r e  great ly  reduced due  to the  pas t  experience of the  601 Divers ion  Uni t  
located in the Juveni le  Hall. The s i t e  selection was  Crucial and  a va r i e ty  o~ 
delays were  incurred once the  selection was  made.  Numerous  agencies  wer,  
involved in acquir ing the facil i ty,  including the  County D e p a r t m e n t  of Rea  ~ 
Estate ,  County Counsel Office, Admin is t ra t ion  and F inance  Agency. and  : 
Board  of Supervlors  of Sacramento  County. Therefore .  s i te  acquis i t ion  wa: 
almost  as  impor tan t  as site selection and  required a g rea t  deal  of coordinatio~ 
and patience. The facili ty was  ini t ia l ly an empty  shell  and  the  s taf f  as  wel 
as the supervisors  were  involved in laying out the  floor l~lan a n d  select in:  
fu rn ish ings  to provide an informal  and  re laxed a tmosphere  condusive  to famil;  
counseling. Another  problem area  for  o t h e r  agencies a t ten~pt ing to implemen 
a s imi lar  program would be locat ing and ident i fy ing  profess iona l  famil-  
therapis t s  to act as t ra iners  and  consul tan ts  dur ing  the  ini t ia l  s tages  unt i  
the s taff  f e l t  adequate  in the i r  new r01e as fami ly  the rap i s t s .  The clarif icat  
of roles and the education of local law enforcement  agencies  is also a requi re  
ment to a successful program. Law enforcement must be aware of legall~ 
mandated programs and understand the roie of a probation officer are als 
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defined by s ta tu te  s i m i l a r  to theirs .  There  must  be a mutual  commitment  
made by all law enforcement  agencies; including probation,  tha t  s ta tus  offenders 
need ass is tance and cannot  simply be ignored. 

The Neighborhood Alternat ive Center  has been successful in Sacramento 
County for  a variety of reasons, not  l isted necessarlly~ in their  order  of 
importance. A major  f a c t o r  in the success of the Neighborhood Alternat ive 
Center has  been the dedicated professional  and  clerical staff. The ass ignment  

"~s voluntary,  requir ing prior  probat ion exper ience  in the Probat ion Depar tment ,  
-and a commitment  to family counseling as  a t r ea tment  modality. The staff is 
committed t o  providing the  service when the need exis ts  and a r e  therefore  ;in 
ro ta t ing  sh i f t s  and worl~Ing mainly evenings and weekends .  Continued staff 
training,  consultive services and a support ive adminis t ra t ion  all ass is t  the staff  
in avoiding the burn-out  f a c t o r  of ten found in  high s t ress  assignments.  

The suppor t  o f  the va r ious  law enforcement  agencies in Sacramento County 
has also been a grea t  asset  to the program. With  the rising Crime rates,  local  
.law enforcement  officers prefer  to leave family related problems to  those wi th  
~pecial t ra in ing  and  concentrate  on cur ta i l ing criminal  activity. In  the init ial  
stages of the g r a n t  t h e  coordinator  spoke to var ious  roll call t ra in ing sess ions  
and was therefore  personally able to explain t he  new program and handle any 

-questions as they arose. This  also resul ted i n  the l a w  enforcement  agencies 
delivering youngsters  directly to t h e  Neighborhood Alternat ive Center and not 
taking them init ial ly to the i r  various offices f o r  initial  booking procedures. The 
coordinator  h a s  continued to be in  close contact  wi th  the Youth Service Divi- 
sions of the various law enforcement  agencies and they have continued to r e f e r  
many families on an informal  basis; both 4n person and v4a t h e  telephone. The 
-onfldentiali ty of the records is also seen a s  a plus factor  by law enforcement  
as they of ten .do  not wish to have a minor  receive a criminal  record. 

The gradua te  s tudent  in terns  f rom California Sta te  Universi ty  a t  Sacra-  
men to  have been a valuable addit ion to the .p rogram and without  their  services 
it wou ld  have been difficult t o  main ta in  the  service as a 24-h0ur a day, 7-day a 
week facili ty.  " " 

The evaluat ion group, the Criminal  Jus t ice  Research Foundation,  has also 
been invaluable in providing analyt ical  da ta  on an ongoing basis and con- 
s t ruct ive  cri t icisms to the program. 

In  conclusion, the program has been a success because it flUs a n e e d  in the 
-community b y  providing a service to par t icu lar  types of minors  and the i r  
famil ies  not normally seen by o ther  agencies. The staff continues to provide a 
service t ha t  conveys to the public the i r  commitment  and belief tha t  famil ies 
can improve their  communication processes and thereby meet  each others needs 
in a more effective manner .  " ~  ? 0 o ~  ¢ 

STATEMENT OF JAJIES GrRZONE, COX~ISSIONER, DEPARTMENT OF YOUTH,, RENS- 
• SELAER COUNTY, N.Y., REPRESENTING THE NATIONAL akSSOCIATI0.~ OF COUNTIES 

Mr. Chairman,  members  of the subcommittee,  I am James  Girzone, commis-  
sioner, Rensselaer  County, New York, Depa r tmen t  of Youth. I am also chair- 
m a n  of the New York Sta te  juvenile just ice s t anda rds  and goals task force 
and serve as a member of the Criminal  Just ice  Advisory Board of t he  Capitol 
Dis t r ic t  Regional Commission. I a m  here  today to present  the views of the 
National  Association of Counties ~ Policy Steering Committee on Criminal• 
Ju s t i c e  and Public Safety on the Implementa t ion  of the Juvenile  Just ice and 
~ei inquency Prevent ion Act, par t icular ly  as it  relates to the  deiusti tutionaHza- 
tion of s ta tus  offenders. 

,~lr. Chairman,  before I begin I w a n t  to take thls oppor tun i ty  to express  
my personal  and professional  apprecia t ion to this subcommitte  e for its sensitive 
and dedicated work on  behalf  of our Nation 's  young people. Your efforts wi th  
the  Juveni le  Jus t ice  and Delinquency Prevent ion Act have reflected what  I con- 
s ider  to be the only significant recognition by the Federa l  Government tha t  

The National Association of Counties is the only national organization •representing 
~unty government in the United States. Through its membership, urban, suburban and 

rural counties join together to build effective, responsive county government. 
The goals of the organization are to : 
Improve county governments ; 
Serve as the national spokesman for county governments : 
~Act aS n liaison between the nation's counties and other levels of ~overnment ; 
Achieve public understanding of the role of counties in.the federal system. 

i ! 



T 

-I  

248 

helping troubled youth through the i r  fo rmat ive  yea rs  is an  issue of na t iona l  
interest .  Nevertheless,  I have to admi t  a sense of  personal  ambiva lence  abou t  
the very existence o f  this  act. 

On the one hand,  I know and  appr~ciate  t h a t  the  ac t  has  made,  and  Will 
continue to make, an  impor tant  contr ibut ion to the  i m p r o v e m e n t  of our  Na t ion ' s  
sys tem of Juvenile Justice, but I am deeply, passionately,  offended by the  very  
need  for  the  act. I am outraged t h a t  we mus t  8.till a rgue  t h a t  mos t  so-called 
Juvenile del inquents  are  themselves vict ims ; t h a t  i n c a r c e r a t i n g  youngs te r s  i:" 
.need of supervision is a more tel l ing ind ic tment  of our  adu l t  popula t ion  t h a n  oi  
our  Juvenile popula t ion;  tha t  e r iminal iz ing s t a tus  offenses is bu t  a way  o f  
ignoring serious social problems r a t h e r  t han  solving t h e m ;  a n d  t h a t  ins t i tu -  
t ional is ing youngsters ,  generally, is a ba rba r i sm  unwor thy ,  of a supposed ly  
"advanced"  nation.  

In  some respects,  then,  the f ac t  t h a t  we  have th is  law is a negat ive ,  though  
necessary,  commentary  on our  na t ional  pr ior i t ies  and sensibi l i t ies .  The  act ,  
fo r  the most  part ,  all too of ten only affects those ch i ld ren  who haye  a l r e a d y  
d rawn  a t ten t ion  to themselves by violat ing e i ther  a law or a rule  e s tab l i shed  b " 
adults,  many of which, p a r t i c u l a r l y s t a t u s  offenses, serve de l inquen t  p a r e n t s  anct 
au thor i t ies  more  fa i thful ly  t h a n  de l inquent  chi ldren  (one s tudy  notes  t h a t  
72 percent  of a l l  police encounters  wi th  s t a tus  offenders a r e  in i t i a ted  by adu l t s ,  
usually re la t ives) .  

I know the  act  says "prevent ion"  over  and  over, and  I know the  Congres s  
in tended tha t  the emphasis  of the  act  be on prevent ion,  bu t  much of our  exper i -  
ence wi th  the  law seems.to indica te  t h a t  prevent ion has  of ten  m e a n t  p reven t ion  
o f  more serious t ransgressions,  not  prevent ion  of ac tua l  impac t  w i t h  t h e  
juvenile  Justice sys tem nor prevent ion  of Juvenile del inquency i tself .  . ."~ 

I do not fau l t  th is  subcommit tee fo r  any of this.  You have  done a super la  ~ 
five job, and  continue to do so, wi th in  the  purv iew of  your  Jur isdic t ion.  I 
submit  t h a t  the  di lemma lies w i th  our  defini t ion---society 's  def ini t ion---of  
prevent ion and where  prevention begins. 

Prevent ion  to me means address ing  those social issues t h a t  cause  y o u n g  
people to go into the  street," unsuperv i sed ;  t h a t  cause them to w a n t  or need to 
leave home;  t ha t  force them to fend  for  themselves  before they  a re  emot iona l ly  
or educat ional ly ready to do so ; a n d  t h a t  cause them to t ake  up a s ty le  of  l i f e  
t ha t  is conducive to the breaking of adul t  cr iminal  laws. 

The Juveni le  Jus t ice  and Del inquency Prevent ion  Act does not  a n d  canno t  
address  these issues simply because o u r  judic ia l  sys tem canno t  ad d re s s  them.  
Ye t  these are  the  real  issues of prevent ion and  they are  t he  issues  wh ich  o u r  
society has  only per ipheral ly  addressed  to date.  

The Na t iona l  Association of Counties ma in ta ins  t ha t  mos t  Juveni le  del in-  
quency  h a s  its roots  in social c i rcumstances ,  not l a w ;  t h a t  s t a t u s  of fenses  
are  but  the  most  obvious and f lagrant  example  of th i s ;  t h a t  the  cour ts  a r e  not  
the  proper  agencies to a t tempt  the  rehabi l i ta t ion  of s t a t u s  o f fenders ;  t h a t  
community  based a l ternat ives  to incarcera t ion  are  essen t ia l  e lements  of 
humane  social and Juvenile jus t ice  policy;  and tha t  de ins t l tu t lona l i za t ion  
brought  about  in a t imely manne r  wi th  due considerat ion to ava i lab le  resources  
ought to be a m a j o r  priori ty f o r  th is  society. 

Our charge  here  today, as I unde r s t and  it. is to a t t empt  to be t t e r  u n d e r s t a n d  
the effect the Juveni le  Jus t i ce  and .  Delinquency Preven t ion  Act  is hav ing  o n  
the delnst i tu t ional izat ion of s t a tus  offenders.  I wish  to make  five specific poin ts  
in tha t  regard : 

Deinst i tu t ional izat ion ought to mean  more than  s imply ge t t ing  ch i ldren  o u t  
of jai ls  ; i t  ought  to mean  creat ing social service p rograms  to help  them s u r v i " ,  
the i r  ear ly  years.  

The funding  provided in the  ac t  is sadly inadequa te  even in l igh t  of  sub-  
s tant ia l  public and private expenditures in many counties. 

The provisions of the act encourage deinstitutionalization at the State level 
to afar greater degree than at the local level in many States, 

Deinstitutionalization requirements should apply to private as well as public 
institutions. 

Incarceration in secure institutions is the most expensive method, both 
• socially and financially, of dealing with status offenders. • 

I want to' note here that the act concerns itself specifically with the deln- 
stitutionalizatlon of status offenders or "persons in need of supervision". :It 
is my.personal convictionl based upon my professional experience, that there are 

t 
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large numbers  of ad judica ted  Juvenile del inquents  whom we fail  by not recog, 
nizing tha t  they too c a n  be deinst i tut lonal ized and salvaged as useful  citizens. 
I am not arguing tha t  all  ad judica ted  juvenile del inquents  can benefit f rom 
community based correc t ions ;  only tha t  we do not t ry  hard  enough to ident i fy  
those who can. 

Let  me tell you about  my experience in Rensselaer  County a n d  use i t  as  a 
point of depar tu re  for  our discussion. Last  year  we sent  fifty-eight (58) young- 
pters to Sta te  or pr iva te  inst i tut ions---not  because we wanted to or because they 
~ould n o t  have benefited f rom more humane community based al ternat ives.  
Quite the contrary .  H a l l  of these children were  s ta tus  offenders or "persons in 
need of supervision".  They were  not  criminals,  but  t h e y  did pose severe  disci- 
pline problems. 

Lacking any other  a l ternat ive,  we were forced to s end  them to Sta te  or pr iva te  
inst i tut ions where  we knew the change was  grea t  tha t  they would have their  
lives fu r the r  mangled by our  "civilized" system of juvenile  corrections. We had 
no o ther  a l te rnat ive  simply because we did not  have the financial resources to 
' - ~ p  them in the community.  
- This  is par t icular ly  sad because we know tha t  not  only is i t  programmatical ly  

more desirable to keep the child in the  community,  but  it is also more cost 
effective. 

I n  Rensselaer  County i t  costs u s  $1.4 million each year  to incarcerate  ad- 
Judicat~-~d Juvenile del inquents  a n d  s ta tus  offenders. I t  costs $27,000 to keep one 
of t hese  youngsters  in a Sta te  t ra in ing  school for  1 yea r ;  p r iva te  res ident ia l  

• t r e a t m e n t  faci l i t ies ,  ak in  to State  inst i tut ions,  cost about  $24,000 per year  per  
. child ; and  publicly financed community  based group homes cost only  $15,000 

- "r year  per  child. 
Any way we look, f rom e i ther  a social policy s tandpoint  or a cost perspective, 

i t  becomes clear  t h a t  the  most  expensive solution to juvenile just ice problems 
is incarcerat ion in secure inst i tut ions.  

Mr. Chairman,  I am not here to m a k e  a plea for  addi t ional  Federa l  monies. 
The policy p la t fo rm o f  the  National  Association of Counties clearly s ta tes  t ha t  
"the p r imary  responsibil i ty f o r  ensur ing the comprehensive delivery of services 
to control  and prevent  Juvenile delinquency resides wi th  local  government",  not 
the States  and not the  Federa l  Government.  But  the fac t  remains  tha t  deinsti-  

t ionaUzatlon does not  h a v e  much meaning if there  are  not  effective com- 
munity based a l te rna t ives  to incarcerat ion.  

Not only do the funds  not  exist  f rom local sources, but the  juven i le  justice and 
delinquency prevent ion monies, i n s o f a r  as many local governments  are  concerned, 
are too f e w  for  effective use. Consequently, they do not encourage deinstitu-. 
t ionalization as completely a s  the  Congress wished nor are  they sufficient to 
provide sa t i s fac tory  al ternat ives .  

In  some States  the deinst i tut lonal izat ion incentives in the Juvenile Just ice 
and Delinquency Prevent ion Act are  often more impor tant  and a t t rac t ive  in 

:ouraging Sta te  deinst i tut ional lzat ion than  at  the local l eve l  The States, in 
order to par t ic ipa te  in programs sponsored by the act, must  .deinsti tutionalize 
their State inst i tut ions.  This  has  happened in New York. B u t  because the act  
does not require  the deinst i tut i0nal izat lon of pr ivate  facilit ies,  local Judges 
faced wi th  cases where  community based a l ternat ives  are  not available can  
still, in fact,  " inst i tut ional ize"  s ta tus  offenders in pr iva te  inst i tut ions,  So al- 
though it is possible to be in legal compliance with the act  a t  the State level, 
it i s  still  possible for local author i t ies  to inst i tut ional ize s ta tus  offenders 
through the  p r i va t e i n s t i t u t i o n  route. 

Ve als0 have some evidence tha t  some States  have deinst i tut ionalized their  
State facil i t ies and then not been willing to provide assis tance to local govern- 
ments  in deinst i tu t ional iz ing local public facilities. 

California, for  example, began its deinst i tut ional izat ion program some years  
ago a n d  i ts  regional p lanning units ,  wi thout  objection f rom the State, a r e  now 
refusing to fund county deinst l tut ional izat ion programs on the basis tha t  de- 
inst i tut ional izat ion is r equ i red  for  compliance wi th  the l a w  and therefore  finan- 
cial incentives are  not required.  Consequently, counties are  lef t  to finance de- 
inst i tut ionalization as best  they can f rom other  resources. 

;yen when the money actually gets to the local level it  is often insufficient 
either because of a real  deficiency in available dollars or because political 
oriorities h a v e  been exercised in its distr ibution.  

In New York State, loca l  governments  are  eligible fnr  $2.588,000 million i n  
tction funds.  Seven metropol i tan counties get $2,340,000 of tha t  amount  ; two 
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developmenta l  p l ann ing  areas  composed of s ix  count ies  get  $75,000; a n d  e igh t  
regional  coord ina t ing  areas  i nco rpo ra t ing  20 pe rcen t  of t he  S t a t e ' s  p o p u l a t i o n  
~and cons is t ing  of 33 counties ge t  only $53,000 to service  a l l  t h e i r  needs.  

I u n d e r s t a n d  the  p rac t i ca l  need to d i r ec t  l imi ted  resources  w h e r e  the  p rob lem 
seems most  acute,  i.e. u rban  a reas ,  bu t  tha t ,  in  my opinion,  is a pol i t ica l  Judge- 
men t  .which has  l i t t le  jus t i f ica t ion when  we a re  d i scuss ing  the  l ives  of young  

people.  T h a t  mos t  of the  funds  go to u r b a n  a r ea s  does no t  ref lect  t h a n  a n  u r b a n  
de l inquen t  needs  more help t h a n  a r u r a l  de l inquent .  I t  only  ref lects  t h e  polit ic:  "~ 
e lement  in  our  ass i s t ance  p rograms  a n d  the  f ac t  t h a t  ch i ld ren ,  be t hey  u r b a n  or  
rura l ,  a re  pol i t ical  non-enti t ies.  I t  is  the  needs  of the  a d u l t  c o m m u n i t y  a n d  
the i r  pol i t ical  power t h a t  d i c t a t e s  whe re  the  money  goes :  the  squeeky  whee l  
commands  the  resources .  

The  issue is not  t h a t  u rban  a r ea s  get  a d i s p r o p o r t i o n a t e  s h a r e  of t he  f u n d s  
re la t ive  to t he i r  p rob lems- - they  do n o t :  the  issue is t h a t  they  ge t  so m u c h  f r o m  
the  ava i l ab le  pie and  chi ldren f rom less popu la ted  a r e a s  ge t  so m u c h  less. 

There  is l i t t le  difference be tween  a t roub led  u r b a n  you th  a n d  h i s  c o u n t e r p a r t  
f rom a r u r a l  a rea  except  in whe re  they l ive and  t h e i r  vis ibi l i ty .  I f  o u r  in tere: -" :  
were  t ru ly  in  t he  chi ld regardless  of h i s  home, resources  would  no t  be  a l loca ted  
according  to a del inquent ' s  po ten t i a l  Yiegat ive ' impact  on  the  c o m m u n i t y ,  b u t  
r a t h e r  according to his ind iv idua l  needs. 

My point ,  Mr. Chai rman,  is t h a t  all  youngsters ,  r u r a l  a n d  u r b a n ,  d e s e r v e  equa l  
t r e a t m e n t  unde r  th is  law a n d  t h a t  because  the  resources  i t  p rov ides  a r e  so 
scanty,  poli t ical  judgments  c u r r e n t l y  d i c t a t e  i t s  d i s t r ibu t ion .  

This  genera l  scarc i ty  of f u n d s  u n d e r  t he  Juven i l e  J u s t i c e  a n d  De l inquency  
P reven t ion  Act  for  all  juveni le  Jus t ice  programs,  not  j u s t  d e i n s t i t u t i o n a l l z a t i o n ,  
has  a d i rec t  impac t  on the a m o u n t  of monies  ava i l ab le  for  de ins t i tu t iona l lza t i~  "~ 
'Al though juveni le  just ice and  de l inquency  p reven t ion  f u n d i n g  h a s  inc reased  
signif icantly,  the  o ther  pr ime source  of F e d e r a l  fund ing ,  the  20% p rov ided  by 
the, Law E nf o r cem en t  Ass is tance  Admin i s t r a t i on ,  h a s  been  d i m i n i s h e d  sig- 
nif icantly.  So in t e rms  of t o t a l  Fede ra l  do l l a r s  ava i l ab l e  fo r  Juven i le  j u s t i ce  
programs,  we h a v e . b e e n  robb ing  Pe t e r  to pay P a u l ;  consequent ly ,  de ins t i tu -  
t iona l iza t ion  has~been direct ly effected by th i s  sma l l e r  F e d e r a l  pot. 

I w a n t  to poin t  out  tha t  the  money prov ided  b y  the  F e d e r a l  G o v e r n m e n t  to 
l~wal governments  i s  bu t  a smal l  pe rcen tage  of the  to ta l  f u n d s  a c t u a l l y  being 
spent  on juven i le  jus t ice  p r o g r a m s  by county  governments .  T h r o u g h  the  use  t 
bo th  public  and  p r iva te  f u n d i n g  sources,  count ies  h a v e  s u p p l e m e n t e d  LEA.A 
monies,  and  in many  cases, conducted  successful  p r o g r a m s  w i t h o u t  F e d e r a l  fund~- 
a l together .  

Nevertheless ,  regardless  of however  much  we a re  now spending ,  i t  is too llttl~ 
for  the  t a sk  a t  hand.  Some of the  k inds  o f  p rog rams  count ies  a r e  mak in~  
s ignif icant  f inancia l  con t r ibu t ions  to  follow, to give you some idea  a s  to  th~ 
b read th  of our  ef for ts :  

Los Angeles CountY has in i t i a t ed  a s t a t u s  offender d e t e n t i o n  a l t e r n a t i v e  pro- 
g r am t h a t  costs $1.456,000. of wh ich  only $745.000 is F e d e r a l  f u n d s  ; 5 p e r t  ii 
comes f rom the  S ta te  and the  rest ,  a lmos t  $650.000, comes f rom the  cotmty.  

G r a f t on  County,  New Hampsh i r e ,  ha s  funded  i t s  10 pe rcen t  m a t c h  fo r  
p rogram of comprehensive you th  services  to ta l ly  w i t h  p r i v a t e  funds .  

BernalHlio  County, New ~iexico, f u n d s  a prevent ion ,  d ive rs ion  a n d  cr is is  c o u n  
sel ing p rogram with  $126,000 in county  funds  (38 pe rcen t  of t h e  cost of th~ 
p rog ram) .  Only $18,000 comes f rom the  Juven i l e  Ju s t i c e  a n d  De l inquency  P r e  
vent ion  Act. The  remainder  of the  p rog ram is f inanced w i t h  T i t l e  X.X, CETA 
communi ty  development  funds,  r u n a w a y  youth,  and  p r i va t e  con t r ibu t ions .  

Anne  Arunde l  County, ~ ia ry land ,  f inances you th  service  cen te r s  a n d  gr~ ~! 
h a u s e s  for  s t a t u s  offenders solely w i th  Sta te .  local  and  p r i v a t e  monies  a t  a cos 
of over  $400,000 per  year  Without  any  F e d e r a l  ,monies. They  also r u n  non  
res iden t  Juvenile  rehab i l i t a t ion  cen te r s  for  s t a t u s  offenders  a n d  del!nquent~ 
wi th  $230,000 in juveni le  jus t i ce  and  de l inquency  p reven t ion  f u n d s  a n d  $220,0(~ 
in county  funds,  including cap i t a l  inves tments .  The  S t a t e  pr~vides  $5,000. 

One of the  o ther  ways local gove rnmen t s  help suppor t  t h e i r  own ef for ts  i 
t h rough  in te rgovernmenta l  and  reg iona l  cooperat ion.  They  do t h i s  th raug]  
regional  associat ions  tha t  endeavor  to coord ina te  resources  and  effor ts  t o  av6!, 
was te  a n d  dupl icat ion.  ~My county,  as  bu t  one example,  makes  our  non-se~ . ;  
de tent ion faci l i t ies  avai lable  to  o the r  local gove rnmen t s  as  space provides .  Th i  
kind of~ effort  needs to be encouraged.  

Mr, Cha i rman ,  we have in prev ious  t e s t imony  before  th i s  s u b c o m m i t t e e  affere. 
oneposs ib le  solution to the fund ing  issues associat 'ed w i th  d e i n s t i t u t i o n a l i z a t i o n  
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a program o f  Sta te  subsidies.  We believe a State subsidy program would en. 
courage deinst i tu t ional izat ion while offering fiscal ass is tance to a l ready hard-  
pressed  local_governments. P rograms  already exist  in seventeen Sta tes  and we  
think this evidences an area  t ha t  w a r r a n t s  investigation by the Congres~ 

The Nat ional  Association of Counties respectful ly urges  t h a t  Congress give 
serious considerat ion to establ ishing a new ti t le to the Juvenile  Jus t ice  and 
Delinquency Prevent ion Act :  one tha t  would provide for  an independent ly  
"~nded program of State  subsidies which would (a) reduce the number of 

, commitments to any form of Juvenile facility, (b) increase the use of non-secure 
communi tybased  facilities+ (c) r e d u c e t h e  use of incarcerat ion and detention of 
Juveniles, and (d)  encourage the development of organizat ional  and planning 

i capacity to coordinate youth development and delinquency prevention services. 
Mr. Chairman,  I would a t  th is  point  like to offer some specific comments  on 

other aspects  of the  Juveni le  Jus t ice  and Delinquency Prevent ion Act which 
may be of in te res t  to the subcommittee in your general  oversight  of the imple- 
mentat ion of the  act. 

P R I V A T E  A G E N C Y  F U N D I N G  

I fully unders tand  and am sympathet ic  wi th  the Congress'  desire to assure  
that  wor thy  pr ivate  agency projects  are  funded  by local  governments  and tha t  

+ they not be re jected simply for lack of political popularity.  In  a t tempt ing to 
, protect p r iva t e  agencies, however,  we may have effdangered yet ano the r  integral  

part  of the juvenile Justice delivery system, i.e. the comprehensive planning o f  
; local governments.  

J u s t  as the Sta te  p lan is impor tan t  to assure  proper,  efficient and effective use 
. ~ ~resources wi thout  duplicat ion or  waste  wi thin  the State,  the local government  

plan operates s imilar ly wi th in  the county. Programs which deviate from t h a t  
plan a re  potential ly harmfu l  to the implementat ion of t h e  plan. 

The issue here  is not whe the r  unpopular  programs ought to be funded but  
whether  State  agencies are  in a .position to competently evaluate these pro- 
g ramsou t s ide  the context  of the community i n  which they are  to operate. 

I realize the conference repor t  explicit ly notes tha t  congress expects the 
'S t a t e  to provide the  local government  "wi th  a full opportuni ty to explain why 
it decided not to fund the legal pr ivate  agency", but our experience wi th  LEAA 

] its repeated thwar t ing  of congressional intent  has  lef t  us highly suspicious 
in expect ing conference report  language to prevail  in the  implementat ion of  the 
+act. 

I also w a n t  to point  out tha t  when we allow the  State to direct ly in te r fe re  
with a local government ' s  funding perogatives, we not only jeopardize the 
community 's  comprehensive planning, but w e  direct ly appropr ia te  both decision 
'making p o w e r  and dollars  as well. I t  is impor tant  to note tha t  when the Sta te  
directs t ha t  a par t i cu la r  p ro j ec t  be funded, it  is pa r t  of the 66~ percent  pass  
through funds  for  local  governments  t ha t  actually pays for  the program. I f  the 

+re is going to make the  funding  decision, it  seems reasonable t ha t  they also 
provide the funds. Then a t  least  the Sta te  would have a continuing in teres t  in 
the program and would not, or could not, wash  its hands  of responsibi l i ty  for  
negative impacts  tha t  may be created. 

A closely related issue is the question of wha t  happens when a program is 
forced upon a local community  and then loses its funding af ter  a couple of Years 
for whatever  reason. The county then is often subjected to in tense  political 
pressure to continue the  program out of its funds. While some may argue in 
s,,~port of this political dynamic,  the fact  may be tha t  the  program may not 
~ , , t r ibu te  toward achieving the goals set  for th  in the comprehensive plan, yet  
may be able, to the de t r iment  of the planned programs,  to a t t rac t  and command 
•.nough political support  to appropr ia te  scarce funds.  

This  competi t ion for scarce resources has occurred in Los Angeles with 
[~rograms tha t  were  originally funded by the State and which  subsequently lost 
~hat funding. In  the political tug-of-war tha t  followed, locally planned-for  
~rojects lost out to the  de t r iment  of the comprehensive plan for juvenile justice 
)rograms. 

~ e  fully recognize the significant and essential  contr ibutions pr ivate  agency 
)rograms make in many local Juvenile service and just ice programs. In  some 
:ommunities, as in my own. the local government  actually contracts  out the bulk 
~f i ts  programs to pr ivate  contractors  which have the capacity to provide many 
'ervices f a r  bet ter  t han  the  county government.  
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The  fac t  remains,  however, t h a t  no single p r iva te  agency or group of  t hem 
can ever fulfill the responsibili ty of the local government  in devis ing  a compre-  
hensive plan or in coordinating the  many diverse  public and  p r iva t e  ac t iv i t ies  
encompassing a system of Juvenile 'care and  jus t ice  w i th in  a communi ty .  In  
l ight of the general  recognition t h a t  such coordinat ion is not  only des i rab le  hu t  
essential ,  i t  seems to us to make l i t t le  sense to endanger  t h a t  coord ina t ing  func-  
tion solely because some jur isd ic t ions  may have  been i n t e m p e r a t e  in re fus ing  
funds  to wor thy  pr ivate  agencies for  polit ical reasons .  

Mr. Chairman,  we too deplore those instances,  bu t  they  a re  re la t ive ly  fe,¢ 
in number and do not Justify th rea ten ing  the  more  impor t an t  concept  of local 
comprehensive planning for Juvenile Justice programs.  

ONE Hur~vm~ I~CF~T FU~O~O 

Amendments  to the act  t h a t  have  provided 100 percent  f u n d i n g  fo r  qualified 
programs are par t icular ly  impor tan t  for  p rograms  encouraging  de ins t i tu t ionaH-  
zation in States  where  there is opposit ion to the  concept. We  commend th i s  sv~- 
commit tee for  its sensit ivity in th is  mat te r .  

There  is an unfor tunate  tendency in many  communi t ies  to take  the  "easy"  
route and expor t  the problem child out o f  t h e  communi ty  because  of the  lack 
of local p rograms tha t  provide a l ternat ives .  The  a m e n d m e n t s  will  make  th is  
occnslon less likely since it will  remove the  budge ta ry  a r g u m e n t  t h a t  so of ten 
serves as  an excuse for  in i t ia t ing respons ib le  and effective communi ty  based 
al ternat ives .  I also think i t  will  encourage  more  innovat ion  s ince the  pr0gram~ 
will not be dependent  upon local fund ing  a n d  the  poli t ical  p re s su re  fundin~ 
decisions encourage. "~ 

There  is, however, one signif icant  problem wi th  the p ro g ram as  i t  is  no~  
cons t i tu ted :  the Federal  fund ing  of ten runs  out  before sufficient local  corn 
muni ty  suppor t  has  been developed to sus ta in  the p rogram on i t s  own.  Achiev 
ing such suppor t  can sometimes take 2 or  3 years.  Consequent ly ,  i t  .would b~ 
helpful  if  "there were  provisions in t h e  act  t ha t  provided f o r  a Phase-out  or 
Federa l  funding, r a t h e r  t han  an  ab rup t  terminat ion,  fo r  pa r t i cu l a r ly  con 
t roverslal  programs.  Please note  t ha t  I am not  speaking of all projects--oni.~ 
those whose lives are  endangered by polit ical cons idera t ions  t h a t  can  be  over  
come wi th in  a rensonable time. 

In  a sl ightly different  context,  the  lack of a long t e rm Fed e ra l  commi tmen  ~ 
can be seen in Colorado where the re  are  so few Juvenile Just ice and  del inquenc:  
prevent ion funds  for the S ta te  t h a t  the S ta te  has  held all f unds  a t - t h e  S t a r  
level and  made  them available on a compet i t ive  bid basis,  I t  is  c lear ly  under  
stood by appl icants  t h a t  the  e l igible  programs will  only be f u n d e d  for  1 yea 
and t h a t  t he rea f t e r  the burden of cont inuing the p rogram wil l  be on the  loca 
government .  

In  some cases counties a re  accept ing th is  c i rcumstance  and  us ing  p a r t  q 
LEAA monies to fund or pa r t i a l ly  fund a second year,  b u t  t he re  i s  also s, 
evidence t h a t  m a n y  communit ies  do not par t ic ipa te  in the  p ro g ram simpl  
because they ei ther  do not have  the  resources  for  fund ing  the  p ro jec t  a f t e r  th  
f i r s t  year  or because they know they  will  not  have  c rea ted  the  necessa ry  corr 
m u n i t y  suppor t  dur ing the l i f e  of the Federa l  fund ing  to ensure  p ro g rm 

continuat ion . . . .  STATE Avvxs0aY OROUPS 

Sta te  adv i sory  groups h a v e  been  s t r eng thened  by a m e n d m e n t s  proposed b 
this subcommittee,  but  they a re  st i l l  paper  t igers  in many S ta t e s .  Al though  '" 
a re  supposedly the  "exper ts"  in the a rea  of juvenile  jus t ice ,  they  have  no r ~  
au thor i ty  in making the actual  fund ing  decisions. The resu l t s  a r e  sometim~ 
appalling. 

Recently in my own State of New York a proposal  came before  the  advisor  
group to f u n d  a $200,000 projec t  f rom juveni le  jus t ice  and  de l inquency preve  ~. 
t ion funds  to fingerprint juveni le  offenders.  The advisory  group unanimous~ 
recommended tha t  the State p lann ing  agency tu rn  down the  p ro j ec t  b e c a u s e  
seemed more in the interests  of police au thor i t ies  than  the  chi ldren.  The Sta  
totally ignored the advisory group recommendat ion.  The S ta te  p lann ing  ag, 
being politically sensitive, thought  i t  p ruden t  t o  provide the  fu n d i n g  s ince- t l  
project  was sugges t ed  by the  S ta te  legislature.  

Mr. Chairman,  it  seems clear  to us t ha t  the  process  of fund ing  juveni le  justi .  
p rograms  under  the act  leaves much room for  improvement .  The re  a r e  a l t e rn  
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fives. We could separa te  responsibil i ty for  Juvenile funds  and give it to a board 
separate  f rom the State  planning agency, say, the advisory group. Or we could 
devise a CETA type f u n d i n g  mechanism. The point is tha t  there  m u s t  be a 
better way to ensure tha t  the will of the congress is bet ter  honored than i t  is 
at present ,  

STATE PLANNINO AOEI~CI~S 

i - .  The performance of State  p l ann ingagenc ie s  with respect to implementat ion of 
T ,fie Juvenile Just ice  and Delinquency Prevent ion Act varies widely f rom State 

to State. In actuali ty,  w e  h a v e  v e r y  l i t t l e  conclusive informat ion ~that would 
lend i tself  to b road  generalizations.  

We do, however, know tha t  some States  have abused their  role in the allo- 
cation of funds. A flagrant  example occurred, once again, in New York as re- 
cently as June  of this  year.  The city of Rochester,  eligible for $90,000 in Juvenile 
Justice and delinquency prevent ion monies, received a gran t  f rom the State  S P A  
for $483,52! to f u n d  a program supposedly directed a t  protecting the elderly 
"-ore juvenile crime. Aside f rom t h e  suspect  na tu re  of the essence of the grant ,  
a suspicion which has since been conf i rmedby  the  manner  in which the p rogram 
is being implemented,  the program hffs raised quite a few eyebrows. Af ter  
getting the money, the  city of Rochester  then sublet the ent i re  contract  back to 
a service a rm o f  the  same Sta te  planning agency tha t  awarded the g ran t  i n  the 
first place. 

Mr. Chairman,  we do not in tend th is  as  a n  indic tment  of all  State  planning 
! agencies. We know tha t  many are doing every th ing  in the i r  p o w e r  to effectively 

implement the act, but  the bottom line to all this  "is t h a t  the State  planning 
;ency, however  well intent loned and professional,  is still  f a r  removed f r o m  

tim community i n  which the  programs it decides upon are  implemented. Since 
they are far  removed f rom the local government  budgetary process, it  is a mis, 
take to expect  them to play too grea t  a, r01e in assessing local priorities,  parUcu- 
la r ly  wi th  respect t o  large, urban Jurisdictions. 

This  is obviously a subject  to which we cannot  do.Justice here except to note 
• that  the role of the State planning agencies will be central  to the debate  over 

the fu ture  of L E A k  which will begin in ernest  next .year .  I t  is safe  to note, how- 
ever, t ha t  in many cases, the  same problems posed by the SPAS with respect t o  
Y ~AA programs also apply to the juvenile  just ice and delinquency prevention 
act and i ts  imlSlsmentation, 

CONCLUSION 

Mr. Chairman,  we thank you once aga in  f o r  this opportunity to present  testi-  
mony with respect to these very impor tan t  subjects.  Our  staff  i s  based here in 
Washington and is available to be of fu r the r  ass is tance a t  any time. We are . 
par t icular ly  impressed wi th  the work your staff  has done in prepar ing for  these 
hearings and look fo rward  to a long, f ru i t fu l  association wi th  you. 

• " would be p |eased to answer  any questions the subcommittee may have ei ther  
on" the text  of my s ta tement  or on o ther  related mat ters .  

STATEMENT OF ROBERT R. DYE, CH~URMAX, NATIONAL INTER-AGENCY PROGI~.AM 
COLLABORATION ON JUVENILE JUSTICE, NEW YORK, N.Y. 

Mr. Chai rman and Members of the Sub-Committee : We apprecia te  being asked 
to qt tend these overs ight  hear ings  on behalf  of our National Inter-Agency Task 
F~'ce  on Juvenile  Jus t ice  P rogram Collaboration. My name is Robert  R. Dye, 
Chairman of the Program Collaboration. I am also an AssoCiate Executive 
Director, National  Council of YMCAs. I am accompanied today by Marlana Page 
Glidden, the Associate Director  of the National Collaboration. 

The Nat ional  Program Collaboration consists of 16 national  youth serving 
~gencies including the :  

American National Red Cross 
Association o f  Jun ior  Leagues 
Boy's Clubs of America 
B o y  SCouts of America 
Camp Fi re  Girls 
Girl 's  Clubs of America Inc .  
Girl Scouts  of the U.S,A. 
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Nat iona l  Board  of YMCAs 
Na t iona l  Board,  YWCA of the  U.S.A. 
Nat iona l  Council  for  Homemakers - - -Home H e a l t h  Aide Serv ices  
Na t iona l  Council  of Jewish  W o m e n  
Nat iona l  Council  on Crime a n d  Del inquency  
Nat iona l  Fede ra t ion  of Se t t l emen t s  and  Neighborhc 'ad Cen te r s  
Na t iona l  J ewi sh  Welfare  B o a r d  • -~ 
Salvat ion Army 
Trave l le r s  A i d m I n t e r n a t l o n a l  Social Service of Amer i ca  

About  one and  one ha l f  yea r s  ago, a $1.5 mil l ion g r a n t  was  rece ived  by  ou r  
Nat iona l  P r o g r a m  Collaborat ion to work  t o w a r d  the  goal  of r emov ing  a n d  keep-  
ing s t a t u s  offenders out  o~ ins t i tu t ions .  Th i s  is the  f i r s t  t i m e  in  ou r  o rgan i za -  
t iona l  h is tor ies  t h a t  16 na t iona l  you th  serv ing  agencies  h a v e  jo ined  in  a s ing le  
proposal  a round  a single cause: The  ser iousness  Of t h i s  issue b r o u g h t  us  t o g e t h e r  
and  h a s  kep t  us  together .  The  pro jec t  goal  is to develop the  capac i t i e s  of  t he  
na t iona l  vo lun ta ry  organiza t ions  a n d  the i r  local affil iates to se rve  s t a t u s  of .  
fenders  and  to develop t h r o u g h  .collaboration communi ty -based  se rv ices  f~ ..; 
s t a tu s  offenders  as  a l t e rna t ives  to de t en t i on / co r r ec t i on  i n s t i t u t i ons ,  Als0, to  
develop communi ty-wide advocacy  p rog rams  on beha l f  o f  the  needs  of s t a t u s  
offenders. W e  have  been working  in five p ro j ec t  s i t e s :  C o n n e c t i c u t ;  S p a r t a n -  
burg ,  South Caro l ina ;  P ima County,  Ar i zona ;  0al~land, C a l i f o r n i a ;  a n d  Spo- 
kane,  Washing ton .  

Today, we Would llke to tell  you why  we feel i t  is  i m p o r t a n t  to c u l t i v a t e  a n d  
• of ou r  nour i sh  th i s  k ind  of col labora t ive  en te rp r i se  ; give you some of  t h e  r e su l t s  

a c t i v i t y  together  ; let  you know abou t  some of the  problems  we a r e  f a c i n g  a n ~  
w h a t  issues we see ahead  of us. 

Let ' s  s t a r t  w i th  col laborat ion as  a new s tyle  of work.  
Almost  3 years  ago, soon a f t e r  the  s igning of t he  J u v e n i l e  J u s t i c e  a n d  De- 

l inquency Prevent ion .Act ,  four teen  (14) n a t i o n a l  o rgan iza t ions ,  w o r k i n g  t h r o u g h  
the  vehicle of the  National.  Assembly  of Na t iona l  V o l u n t a r y  H e a l t h  a n d  Social  
Wel fa re  Organizat ions ,  formed a T a s k  Force  on J u v e n i l e  J u s t i c e  P r o g r a m  
Collaborat ion.  Two organiza t ions  were  l a t e r  added  to the  group,  

There  were severa l  a ssumpt ions  t h a t  b rough t  th i s  group toge ther .  
T h e  w idesp read  d i ssa t i s fac t ion  w i t h  c u r r e n t  resu l t s  in  j u v e n i l e  j u s t i c e  p r %  

vent ion  and  t r e a t m e n t  programs.  
The  recognit ion t h a t  the problems  of youth  de l inquency  a r e  so complex  t h a t  

no single discipl ine or segment  of s o c i e t y - - a n d  especial ly n ° s ingle  agency,  gov- 
e r n m e n t a l  or  v o l u n t a r y - - c a n  by i t se l f  effectively a l lev ia te  these  problems.  

The  recogni t ion t h a t  i f  the  v o l u n t a r y  sec tor  is to make  a s ign i f i can t  con t r ibu-  
t ion towards  the  prevent ion  a n d  t r e a t m e n t  of  juven i l e  de l inquencies ,  i t  m u s t  do  
so in col labora t ion w i t h  o the r  communi ty  i n s t i t u t i ons  such  as  t he  schools,  
courts,  police and  chi ld wel fa re  agencies.  

The  rea l iza t ion t h a t  the new juven i l e  jus t ice  leg is la t ion  w i t h  i t s  ca l l  f~r  
communi ty-based programs in l leu of ins t i tu t iona l i za t ion ,  s h i f t s  the  respond,  ~- 
bi l i ty  to those of us  who manage  the  p r i va t e  communi ty  o rgan iza t ions ,  a n d  th i s  
sh i f t  will  call  for  a present  and  f u t u r e  work  s tyle  which  is co l l abora t ive .  

T he  assumpt ion  t h a t  a p ress ing  need today  is to develop in t e l l i gen t  an~ 
sus ta ined  advocacy and  educat ion  p rog rams  among  our  c i t i zenry  to b r i n g  aboul  
h u m a n e  and  crea t ive  communi ty  responses  to t h e  problems o~ ch i l d r en  in t r oub l e  

Our  col labora t ions  in  the  .five t a r g e t  s i tes  h a v e  been. o p e r a t i n g  fo r  abou~ 
one and  one h a l f  years ,  and  m a n y ' t h i n g s  have  begun to happen .  To bu i ld  tb~ 
capaci t ies  requi red  to per form in th i s  p rog ram area ,  educa t i on  a n d  t r a i n '  "~ 
programs have  been s t a r t ed  in al l  t he  s i tes .  The  Tucson ( P t m a  Coun ty )  Co[ 
l abora t lon  b rough t  150 Board members  1r~om ~5 col laborat ing organizatio~ls t~ 
u n d e r s t a n d  the  new organ iza t iona l  roles requ i red  in t he i r  communi t i e s .  J u v e n i h  
Judge  Collins told t h a t  group t h a t  the  a n s w e r  to  t h e  p rob lem of how to trea- 
ch i ldren  in t rouble  was  present  in  t h a t  m e e t l n g - - i n  the  veh ic le  of c o m m u n i t y - -  
wide p l ann ing  and  ut i l iza t ion of communi ty  resources.  

In  Tucson also the  col labora t ion  will  sponsor  in November  a Nat iona l  ~o~ 
fei 'ence on "~hangi~7 Valises: Teenage  W o m e ~  I n  The  J u v e n i l e  J~tstic~ St/stem'" 
There  have  been a Cotn~nl~nity A~vareness Pro]ect o~ y o u t h  a n d  the i r  legal ri~ 
and  a Prospect ive  Employers  Program to encoura~e~the p r i v a t e  sec tor  to t ake  a~ 
in te res t  in  the  special  employment  problems  of s t a t u s  offender  youth .  T r a i n i n :  
sessions for  s taff  a n d  volunteers  h a v e  been sponsored cover ing  s u c h  topics  a 
Drug and Alcohol Ab~se, Program Evaluat ion ,  F e d e r a l  a n d  S t a t e  Fundi.n, 
~ys tems ,  and Programming For  Young  Women .  
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In  Spokane, there  has  been a Board Awareness Training Seminar to help 
! Board members  unders tand  who s ta tus  offenders  a re.and.hO~v~hes.i ~ organiza- 

_ ~ : t i ous  c o u l d  be involved .in a ne twork  or eommumty,oasea  se ce . This col- 
laboration sponsored a program in which Spokane police o~eers aitended a 

I Child Welfare League Oon]erenee on Juvenile Justice in Calgary, Alberta wi th  
the video-tape of: this  conference then being used as a t ra in ing tool for the entire 
police division. 

! .... In  Oakland, California, in order  to operationalize the capacity-building obJec- 
', t ires,  the Inter-Agency Collaboration Effort  has  sponsored two Conferences 

focusing o n  "Troubled Youth--A Perspective", and "Why Colb~boration/Why 
Work Wttk  Public Agencies". 

The major  emphasis  of our s tate-wide collaboration s t ruc ture  in Connecticut 
is ADVOCACY. Based in Har t fo rd  and composed of. affiliates of the National  
Task Force  organizations,  i t  publishes a monthly newsletter focusing on com- 
munity awareness  of s ta tus  offender issues and legislation. I t  has also been 
monitoring and report ing on the activit ies of the Connecticut State  legislature 

s it  relates to,issues of s ta tus  offenders and youth. 
Most important ly ,  a l though a 2 year  project  is a l imited t ime in which to 

form new coalitions of effort and build the common t rus t  necessary to make 
them p e r f o r m  with  credibility, collaborations in each of the five si tes have now 
reached the di rect -programming s~ge ,  developing and conducting programs 
aimed at  creat ing a l ternat ives  tO the system of incarceration.  

In  Tucson, here are  a few:  A counseling and Job Development program 
sponsored by three  women's  organizat ions ; :Vew Careers Through Day (Tare, 
with  organizat ions like the YWCA, the Urban League, and a group called New 
~ i ~ c t i o n s  For  Women, all Joined in a Common sponsorship. Also: a Youth 
LaW Project, a Parent Drop-In Center an In-School program,  and an Applied 
Leadership Traipsing ProjecL A Foster Parent Program and a Tutoring Program 
are other  PIMA County results  of this  effort. 

I n  Spokane a Peer Support Group program utilizes the power of the adoles- 
cent peer group to assis t  troubled young people in examining thei r 'problems and 
finding more effective ways to deal wi th  them. 

In  Oakland, the resul ts  of the Needs  Assessment Survey indicated tha t  female 
,~maways, t ruancy a n d  alcoholism were three of the problems for which there 
, .ere no services in E a s t  Oakland• As a result,  the Inter-Agency Collaboration 
effort i s  sponsoring a Female Runaway Program and a Truancy/Alcohol Pro- 
gram. Six organizat ions are  sponsoring the runaway work. 

In  Spartanburg,  the Minority Youth Cult~we Expressio~t program reaches out 
to s ta tus  offenders through music, art ,  d rama  and dance. The La Vida Back 
Pack~ng Program is an outward  bound program to build confidence and good 
self-images in troubled kids. 

And in the Danbury~ Wate rbury  and Torrington areas  of Connecticut, pro- 
'.r-ares such as Peer  Counseling in Schools, Status Offender Tutoring Projects, 

amily Counseling Program, and a ~risis I~j.tervention Project are direct-service 
' programs sponsored by a total  o f  eight organizations.  

Our newly created involvements wi th  new programs ,  different  pa r tne rs  (pri- 
va t e  and public) ,  and increased a t tempts  to bring about a change in the way 
communities have reacted to s ta tus  offenders and other  children in trouble, have 
no t  been f ree  of problems. In  fact, there  have been many blocks a n d  many 
resistances to these efforts. 

Some of these problems are our own. This is a new agenda for many of our 
¢ "laborating uni ts  and to build unders tanding,  t ra in  staff, develop resources, 
create programs and run them for new target  groups cannot be done Immedi- 
ately. Once organizat ions s t a r t  moving in these new directions it is impor tant  
tha t  we support  them and not make the  going too tough. I f  the public pa r tne rs  
are host i le  to these new efforts ;  if the bureaucracy too overwhelming;  if the 
economic risks are  too great  t o  take ;  then al though organizat ions feel they 
should make their  resources available to the troubled kids who need them, they 
find the obstacles too grea t  to overcome• The fact  tha t  our National Collabora- 
tion is in tact  a f te r  3 years  indicates a commitment  to this  agenda and I hope 
t" ~ will continue. 

Another  issue which  is different, city by  city, is how the juvenile court regards 
the pr ivate  volunteer  sector. Judges  l ike  John Collins of Pima County and 
Bill Kannel l  of Akron, Ohio use the pr ivate  organizat ions of their  communities 
as resources  for  troubled youth• I f  every judge  operated as those t w o  do, tre- 
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mendons advances  could be made  everywhere .  We find, t h a t  in some cities,  
Judges have difficulty in accepting communi ty-based  p rog ramming  as  the  new 
directioh and find ways to resis t  these a t tempts .  

Similarly, another  problem we face  is to bridge the ~eide chasm~ that  hwee 
existed and do e~ist between the agencies of state, ci ty and county  governments  
a ~  the private volunteer sector. While  the gains  have been g r e a t  in some 
States  and cities in bringing public and  pr ivate  p a r t n e r s  to see the  a d v a n t a g e s  
of combining the i r  talents  and the i r  resources,  sti l l  in o the r  p laces  the  pr ivaf" )  
organizat ions are  seen as compet i tors  for  the  avai lable  f u n d s  and  r ega rded  as  
unable to program effectively fo r  chi ldren who need special  help. These  resis-  
tances must  be overcome if the  community-based organiza t ions  a re  to a s sume  a 
grea te r  responsibil i ty for  these young consti tuencies.  

Recently the  National  Council of Y~ICAs took a survey of 91 p ro g rams  in 
45 cities where  juvenile  Justice a l t e rna t ive  p rograms  are being conduc ted  by our  
units. These programs were classified into ' s ix  ca tegor ies :  Group Homes  and  
Resident ia l  Trea tment  Centers, Youth Service Bureaus,  Genera l  Out reach  Pro-  
grams,  af ter-School  Day Care, Shel ter  Care and NYPUM, a n a t i o n a l  diversic -~ 
program of refer red  young people ,  The  most  ser ious problem fac ing  the  p ro g ram 
opera tors  was Funding security. Not to be able to plan more  t h a n  a .year or t w o  
in advance causes s taff  f rus t ra t ion  and ins tabi l i ty  in those opera t ions .  In  poor 
communit ies  there  is a reluctance to s t a r t  so-called demons t r a t i on  pro jec t s  fo r  
1 to 2 yea r  periods because when the  demons t ra t ion  funds  end, i t  is  l ikely t h a t  
the programs will end also. There  is no assurance  tha t  S ta tes  which  have  been 
heavily funding youth prisons and t ra in ing  schools, will p ro tec t  those f u n d s  fo r  
the  community ,based a l ternat ives  which will replace them. 

One of our organizations in Chicago, recent ly  a lmost  t u rn ed  down an  LEA'_~ 
special emphasis  g ran t  for $500,000 to br ing  a comprehensive  in-school p r o g r a m  
within  three  city high schools because it could not  be funded  for  more  t h a n  1 
year. Not only will i t  be ha rd  to hire  a s taff  for  a 1 yea r  only per iod ,  i t  wil l  
a lso be difficult to persuade three  inner-ci ty principals ,  bese t  w i th  an  endless  
var ie ty  of problems, to put energy a n d  ef for t . in to  an  endeavor  t h a t  migh t  n o t  
have more than  a nine-month life. 

One of. t h e  he lpfu l  provisions of the  Juveni le  Jus t ice  Legis la t ion  was  the  
flexibility it provided for  lounger-range lundi~g. While  we recognize t h a t  Fed e ra l  
funding levels precludes taking projects  over 5-10 year  periods,  1 year  fundL_~ 
builds t h e k i n d  of problems i n t o a  project  tha t  makes it difficult to succeed. 

The need f o r  ~videspread and sustained advocacy for  more  en l igh tened  com- 
muni ty  responses to s ta tus  offenders and o t h e r  youth  in t rouble  cont inues  as one 
of our most serious needs. We must  s imply make communi t ies  real ize  t h a t  when  
children are  t raumat ized  into runn ing  away  f rom an in tolerable  home s i t ua t ion ,  
or not  a t tending  a school where  t h e  coping is too difficult, the  communi ty  can 
not h l rn  its back on the  problem. The responsibi l i ty  is ours  to ca re  fo r  and  
nur tu re  all our kids, not Just the  ones who are  lucky to be able to opera te  s -  n- 
cessfully in famil ies  and schools. When  we feel t ha t  the  way  to hand le  t,.~ 
problem is to remove young people f rom our sight-~--lock them up and  ignore 
• t h e m - - t h e n  i t  is we who should be t reated.  This  t r e a t m e n t  we  call education, 
and ~tew ~nderstandi~g, and, hopefully,  the infusion of the  h u m a n  e lement  we  
call  compaasion. 

The last, but  perhaps  the mos t  ser ious problem we face, is the  way  we con- 
t inue to t rea t  individual  p a r t s o f ' t h e  youth problem wi thou t  seeing the in te r ,  
relat ionshipe tha t  exist  between all the  parts .  We perpe tua te  t he  f r a g m e n t a t i o n  
of efforts tha t  create  single program~solutions for  single symptoms.  .~) 

Consider some of the more sweeping aspects  of th is  "non-system".  
Service delivery is increasingly offered via symptom--e .g ,  d rug  s , del inquency,  

employment,  alcohol, education, we l fa re  needs, counseling. This  leads  to a most  
unheal thy  s t igmat izat ion of the  youth who receive  these services  and  does not  
reflect the much more complex world in which they live as h u m a n  beings. 

Services are  grouped by symptoms,  in large p a r t  because funds  fo r  services  
are  made available on a symptom basis. This  l eads  to increased  spec ia l i za t ion  
wi thin  a cer tain symptomatic  field which fu r t h e r  increases  the lack of com- 
municat ion between the various components  a t  work on youth problems.  Un 1 is 
we see the relat ionships  that  exis t  be tween  the problems of an increas ing  school 
drop-out rate,  a youth unemployment  problem which has reached  in excess  of  
40 percent  for black youthdn New York City, and  the  high ra te  of del inquency,  
we will  have a human  problem of s tagger ing dimension. Genera t ions  of young 
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people will  reach the i r  adul t  years  unschooled," wi th  no Job skills and wi th  no 
• prospect of employment.  

• I f  we are  to work intell igently a t  a problem like this, we must  i n s i s t  tha t  the  
p lanning  systems b e  connected.~ The school super in tendents  who  are  worrying 

, about the drop-out ra te  must  be in the same planning system as the police 
official and the Judge who is apprehending and dealing wi th  this drop-out who 
has become delinquent.  P re sen t  must  be the legislator who i s  producing legis!a- 
"on for  new Jobs programs,  the  employer who controls the jobs market ,  and the 

union official who influences the  labor market .  And the youth organizat ions 
who deal with people as a whole---and not in segmented p a r t s - - m u s t  be a pa r t  
of this  comprehensive, in tegra ted  approach to youth, development. 

This is wha t  we should all be about. The development of o u r  youth. All our 
youth.  Not the picking a t  t h e m - - a t  bits and pieces of the problem. 

Our program collaborations in our communit ies  must  grow to become these 
kinds of ins t ruments .  P lanning must  be done not in the organizat ional  sense or 
by problem area  or symptom. I t  m u s t  be total planning done at  a community 

Vel wi th  youth development as the  goal. Unless we are willing to put in this 
kind of t ime and effort, we will continue to lose kids to the streets---lose them 
for good. 

Wha t  our  goal should be, ult imately,  is to br ing about a National  Youth 
Policy which will genera te  the kind of planning for the whole which is required. 
Which recognizes the need for  a merging o f  d isc ip l ines  of interests ,  and o f  
funding  resources such as single• purpose government,  agencies, businesses and 
individuals, so tha t  this  nat ion 's  youth can be helped to reach the stage of 
development tha t  will  aUow him or her  to l ive lives of hope and fulfillment, for  
. ~e good of themselves, the i r  families,  and th i s  Nation. 

/ 
~-~S~ATEMENT OF WILLIAM TEEANOR, EXECUTIVE D~sEC-rOB, NA~ONaL YoWrH 

I wan t  to thank  the Chairman,  Senator  Culver, for  extending this  opportunity 
to me to appear  before the  Subcommittee today to discuss the  role of commu- 
r " y  based youth services  in the implementa t ion  of the Juveni le  J u s t i c e  and 
Delinquency Prevent ion Act, pa r t i cu la r ly  the deinst i tut ional izat ion of s ta tus  
offenders. 

I would first like to present  an overview of the  community based youth 
services tha t  have emerged over the  las t  10 years,  the types of services they 
provide, wha t  makes them successful ,  and a brief  review of some of the 
difficulties they encounter.  

Over the las t  10 years  various youth services have emerged  as  a l ternat ives  
to the t radi t ional  public and pr ivate  youth service system. Concerned eom- 
1 mi ty  people sought to respond to a growing need fo r  youth crisis  services, 
part icularly for  youth in t roub le  wi th  drugs, youth wi th  family problems, 
youth in difficulty wi th  the law and youth on the run. The exist ing youth 
service  system was  by and large  a professional  operation, open 9--5. Sta tus  
offenders, par t icular ly  runaways,  posed special problems to deliver service to 
because of the i r  ext ra legal  if not illegal standing. Few programs were  willing 
to assume the  personal  and corporate  risk involved, a n d / o r  were willing to 
be available by midnight  in a crisis. 

Sta tus  offenders, par t icular ly  those labeled runaways  and incorrigible, have 
l torically presented difficulties for  the exist ing system. Youth adjudicated 
delinquent for, say car  thef t  or burglaryi had a clearly defined problem, a 
delinquent act, judicially sanct ioned t rea tment  plan, probation, sentencing or 
some services, and a clear  message about recidivism "Don' t  do i t  again." 
S ta tus  offenders, on the o ther  hand, clearly were  no t  cr iminals  per  se, so the 
"problem" for  which they came to the court ' s  a t tent ion was much more 
vaguely defined. The major  shortcoming was tha t  the court  system "could not  
create a t r e a tmen t  plan for  a youth labeled incorrigible or a youth on the 
run f rom the family  si tuation.  Recidivism became an obvious problem for  the 
c ,  .rts, because the i r  message to the youth was  "Don' t  have personal  or family 
or school problems again or we will lock you up. Fo r  your protection of course." 
So i t  became widespread among social workers  to hea r  "Give me a delinquent 
any day before a s ta tus  offender." 
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You can  begin to see the n a t u r e  of the  problem the  cou r t  s y s t e m  h a d  w i t h  
s t a t u s  offenders.  They  were a n  inflexibl.e service de l ivery  sys tem,  u n a b l e  to  
cope w i th  those  youth  whose p rob lems  were  neve r  c lear ly  defined lega l ly  or  
clinically,  and  no community  services  were  wi l l ing to t ake  the  legal  r i sk s  
even if  they knew how to del iver  effective services  to these  youth .  T h e  e x i s t i n g  
models  of se rv ice  delivery f a i l ed  to a d a p t  to changing  y o u t h  needs,  a n d  the  
cour t  sys tems response of i nca rce r a t i on  o n l y  exce rba ted  t h e  p rob lem t ime  a n d  
t ime  again,  And fo r  wha t eve r  the  labe ls  of de l inquen t  a n d  s t a t u s  of fenders  a r ,~  
w o r t h ~ d  recent  research po in t s  to a lack of differences be tween  y o u t h  wit , , -  
e i t h e r  l a b e l - - t h e  labels and  prac t ices  a r e  s t i l l  used  extensively .  

Communi ty  people se t  abou t  c r ea t i ng  you th  services  t h a t  would  be  aP- 
p ropr i a t e  to you th  in a society undergo ing  ex tens ive  c h a n g e s  in  va lues  a n d  
m o r e a  As society evolved ou t  of t h a t  turmoi l ,  so did  c o m m u n i t y  based  y o u t h  
services.  T h e y  have  grown f r o m  i n f o r m a l  : referra ls  by i n d i v i d u a l  publ ic  y o u t h  
worker s  to  systemat ic ,  fo rma l  r e f e r r a l s  sanc t ioned  by t he  coQrts. T h i s  o f  
course does no t  exis t  everywhere .  Nor  does i t  add res s  the  i ssue  a s  to  w h e t h e r  
t he  Juveni le  cour t  should have  ju r i sd ic t ion  over  s t a t u s  offenders .  N Y A P  b-- .  
l leves t h a t  s t a t u s  offenders s h o u l d  'be removed f rom the  cou r t ' s  j u r i sd i c t i on .  

Such a n  act ion,  we believe, would  b r ing  a b o u t  t h e  c r e a t i o n  of more  com- 
m u n i t y  based  crisis, t r e a t m e n t  a n d  p reven t ion  p r o g r a m s  fo r  young  people. 
These  a re  the  basic  services t h a t  need to be c rea ted  as  a l t e r n a t i v e s  to  in-  
carcera t ion ,  

Cr is is  services, whe the r  i t  is  pe r sona l  counsel ing,  a s s i s t a n c e  by t e l ephone  
or  medical  in te rvent ion ,  cont inues  to be a need of young people  on a 24 h o u r  
basis.  As communi ty .you th  services  developed,  cr is is  services  became  t h e i r  f i rs t  
specialty,  Avai lable  when no  one else was  a round ,  they e a r n e d  t he  t r u s t  .'~ 
young people by developing new models  of service del ivery.  T o d a y  mos t  y o u t h  
services  s t i l l  provide  crisis services.  The  Na t iona l  R u n a w a y  S w i t c h b o a r d  op- 
e ra t ed  by ~Ietro Help in Chicago provides  a toll  f r ee  i n f o r m a t i o n  a n d  message  
exchange  service t h a t  also provides  cr is is  counsel ing  by phone  natlonwiLle.  
Across  the  country,  hot l ines  such  as  P ro j ec t  P lace  in B o s t o n ;  L i g h t h o u s e  in 
B a l t i m o r e ;  Nor thwes t  Resource Line  in P o r t l a n d ;  a n d  6 2 1 - C A R E  in  Cin- 
c inna t i  provide emergency t e lephone  counseling.  The  a v a i l a b i l i t y  of  h o t l l n e s  
and  o the r  such services con t r ibu tes  to p r e v e n t i n g  s i t u a t i o n s  f r o m  worsen ing ,  
and  is o~ten able to l ink  the  you th  up  w i th  longer  r ange  t r e a t m e n t  services ,  ~ 

T r e a t m e n t  services developed more  slowly among  c o m m u n i t y  y o u t h  services .  
I n  p a r t  t h i s  development  of se rv ices  was  based  on a d i s s a t i s f a c t i o n  w i t h  t he  
services  ava i l ab le  f rom the  t r a d i t i o n a l  system. C o m m u n i t y  b a s e d  se rv ices  
have  grown i n t o  mul t i , service  you th  cen te r s  p rov id ing  a r a n g e  of legal ,  in-  
fo rmat ion ,  counseling, therapy,  employment ,  educat ion,  h e a l t h  a n d  o t h e r  se rv ,  
ices fo r  youth.  These  include, the  J u n c t i o n  in P o r t s m o u t h ,  New H a m p s h i r e ;  
Bos ton ' s  Teen Center  Al l iance;  The  Door and  Contac t  Center ,  bo th  loca ted  in  
New York Ci ty ;  and  P a r t n e r s  Inc.  in  Denver ,  Colorado. One i m p o r t a n t  In- 
nova t ion  was  c rea t ing  an  a l t e r n a t i v e  to the  medica l  model  of services ,  w h i _ J  
defines the  youth  as  hav ing  a ' , i l lness",  d iagnoses  w h a t  t h a t  i l lness  ( l abe l )  is, 
and  prescr ibes  a t r e a tmen t  plan.  The  a l t e r n a t i v e  model was  based  on t he  
a s s u m p t i o n  t h a t  the  youth ' s  difficulties were  no t  necessar i ly  in  h i s  head ,  b u t  
o f ten  was  a hea l thy  react ion to o the r  condi t ions  in  t h e i r  lives. R u n a w a y  
centers ,  such as  The  Center  in  Roches ter ,  N.Y.. ; H u c k l e b e r r y  H o u s e  in Colum- 
bus, Ohio ;  New Day in Albuquerque ,  N.M. ; Sunf lower  H o u s e  i n  Corval l is ,  
Oregon;  and  F o u n d a t i o n s  in  y o u r  home t o w n  of Cedar  R a p i d s ,  Iowa,  h a v e  
developed a special ty  in de l ive r ing  effective services to  r u n a w a y  y o u t h  s - d  
t he i r  famil ies ,  and  have  been able  to work  successful ly  w i t h  o t h e r  y o u t h  , s  
well. A l t e rna t ive  schools h a v e  developed specia l t ies  in  work ing  w i t h  young  
people unab le  to cope wi th  the  publ ic  sys tem a n d  a re  l abe led  t r u a n t s .  T h e  
A l t e rna t ive  Schools Network in Cook County,  I L L  i s  a n  exce l l en t  example  
of these  schools coming together  to  improve  the i r  services.  A r o u n d  t he  c o u n t r y  
t h e r e  have  been formed abou t  35 'such coal i t ions  w h i c h  come t o g e t h e r  to  
s h a r e  ways  t o  improve the i r  serv ices  to  youth.  NYAP prov ides  s u p p o r t  and  
ass i s t ance  to these  coalitions. 

P reven t ion  services for you th  a r e  re la ted  to a bas ic  y o u t h  d e v e l o p m r - t  
s t r a t egy  local youth  servises adop t  e i t he r  fo rma l ly  or  i n fo rma l ly .  M u c h  J t  
t he  innova t ion  in prevent ion services  for  you th  h a s  come f rom those  p r o g r a m ~  
working  p r imar i ly  wi th  d rug  abus ing  youth,  where  the  c r i t i ca l  need  is  t c  
c rea te  a n d  provide  cons t ruc t ive  a l t e rna t ives .  Of ten  p r e v e n t i o n  se rv ices  ar~ 
del ivered in  schools, t h rough  drop  in cen te r s  or  in Var ious  types  of  c r a f t  
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recreat ion and educat ion type p r o g r a m s  They are  seldom called prevention 
services but  r a t h e r  are  offered by community youth services as programs to 
provide pos i t ive  exper iences  f o r  young people. 

The  change in the  philosophy and model of service delivery to young people 
is very much reflected in the style in which services a re  rendered.  These 
community based youth services have been par t icular ly  effective in working 
with s t a tus  offenders w h o  are  serf-referred,  as well as  those who the court  
~efers, One  measure  of success of the programs is tha t  youth continue to seek 
these services voluntarily.  This  is based, in part ,  on the fact  tha t  the  services 
are located in the community,  a re  staffed by people who are personally in- 
vested in the outcome of their  work, and who continue to provide a positive, 
support ive environment  in which  youth will be receptive to service and to 
changes in the i r  lives. More  important ly ,  these services are  effective because 
of the i r  use of well-trained volunteers.  One of the remarkable  innovations has  
been the development of peer counseling, youth t ra ined to counsel o ther  youth. 
~Chese conditions have helped youth services adapt  to changing youth and 
~Smmunity needs. One of the more noticeable t rends  of the last  few years  is  
the increase i n  t h e  number  of youth who now come t~) these Programs wi th  
more serious and  complex problems. Youth services are  responding to th is  
t r end  by improving the i r  t r ea tmen t  and prevention services, par t icular ly  the i r  
counseling components.  

There  are  o ther  charac ter i s t ics  of community based youth  programs " that  
help them deliver  successful  services. By ut i l iz ing  a small  staff and community 
volunteers, and supported by a Boa rd  of Directors  of community and profes- 
~'gnal people, these youth services earn  community  support  by the i r  abil i ty 
"to retain flexibility in responding quickly to problems. Whether  i t  is a new 
fad in drugs of prefer red  abuse Or a local crisis  creat ing problems for  youth, 
these youth services have earned  the  t rus t  and resPect of the youth they 
serve and  a re  capable of responding effectively. 

One of the difficulties in sus ta in ing these youth services is on-going funding. 
While the  costs o f  opera t ing  these programs is often much lower "than pub- 
licly provided services, there  is a cons tan t  lack of stabil i ty i n  financial sup- 
port. Often government  funding sources seek to fol low some current ly  hot 

me, tending to make funds  avai lable to cope wi th  symptoms ra the r  than  
causes of problems. Youth Service Bureaus  have  been susceptible to this, as 
they are  funded in LEAA funds  fo r  2-3 years  fo r  diversion and perhaps  some 
t rea tment  services, but  are  often res t r ic ted  from providing prevention services. 
Some such as  Allen County YSB i n  Lima, "Ohio, Aunt  Mar tha ' s  YSB in Pa rk  
Forest,  I l l inois and Mount  B a k e r  YSB in Seattle,  Washington have been able 
to develop comprehensive services. Both youth service bureaus  and drug pro- 
g rams  have suffered f rom an instabi l i ty  in government  funding. Youth workers  
are  now seeking to establ ish mult iple sources of funding f rom public and prl- 
• te local. S ta te  and Federa l  sources. Multiple funding bases allow for  more 
stability i n  programs,  as  they a re  not  dependent  on cu r r en t  t rends  of any 
one funding source. Youth services have been successful in obtaining Title 
XX funds  in Ohio and Michigan, Revenue Shar ing in Illinois and California, 
and CETA funded staff  posit ions in many States.  

There  is a n  on-going need among youth services f o r  t ra ining and technical  
ass is tance. -As new youth come into programs as peer counselo~rs and as pro- 
grams develop new components,  new skills in t ra in ing and management  are  
required. Often, through State  and metropoli tan networks,  youth services have 
! Jvided this ass is tance  to themselves.  Both Sta te  and Federal  efforts in these 
areas  need to be increased. 

This  need for technical  ass is tance and t ra in ing is par t icular ly  re levant  to  
the deinst i tut ional izat ion of s ta tus  offenders. NYAP believes tha t  if the move- 
ment  to overhaul  the  juvenile Justice system is to continue and grow to in- 
clude a re-examination of all youth incarcera ted  and the types  of services 
they  need, the removal o f  s ta tus  offenders f rom secure  dentent ion must  suc- 
ceed. I f  we as the people involved in th is  change of the juvenile just ice system 
are. not able to provide effective services for  s ta tus  offenders, we will not be 
g~..en the opportuni ty to remove more youth from secure detention and de- 
liver community based services to them. I t  is imperat ive tha t  'no t  only com- 
munity youth agencies but  also court  and s ta te-run youth services receive 
adequate t ra ining and technical  assistance.  As a resource for  this  training,  
you th  workers  who have proven the i r  effectiveness in working wi th  s ta tus  
offenders are  under-util ized. 
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To be effective as  service p rov ide r s  and  to i n su re  success  in  t h e  m o v e m e n t  
to change  the  Juveni le  jus t ice  system,  you th  worke r s  m u s t  • p a r t i c i p a t e  ac t ive ly  
in  the  ex is t ing  poli t ical  systems. I t  is  NYAP's  ana lys i s  t h a t  mos t  of t he  l a w s  
a n d  policies adverse ly  affect ing young people a re  made  a t  t he  s t a t e  a n d  
local level, and  t h a t  youth  advocacy needs  to add re s s  t h e  p l a n n i n g  a n d  policy 
mak ing  sys tems there.  Most of the  ex is t ing  ne tworks  of y o u t h  se rv ices  a r e  
moving  in th i s  direction.  However ,  t he re  a r e  maze-l ike sy s t ems  they  m u s t  
l e a r n ;  in  f ac t  S ta tes  mus t  s u b m i t  26 s epa ra t e  Fede ra l  p l a n s  r e l a t e d  to  youtJ 
services. 

P e r h a p s  the  most  i m p o r t a n t  of  these  is t he  Comprehens ive  J u v e n i l e  J u s t i c e  
P l a n  submi t t ed  by S t a t e  P l ann ing  Agencies.  Youth  worke r s  h a v e  h a d  a n  up- 
h i l l  s t ruggle  in working wi th  th i s  sys tem a n d  ga in ing  a voice in  i t s  p l a n n i n g  
and  policy mak ing .  W i t h  the  new a m e n d m e n t s  to  the  J u v e n i l e  J u s t i c e  a n d  
Del inquency P reven t ion  Act wh ich  prov ide  fo r  a s t r o n g e r  Adv i so ry  G r o u p  • 
role a n d  more represen ta t ion  on t h e  Superv isory  Board ,  we look f o r w a r d  to 
the  f u r t h e r  involvement  of you th  worke r s  in  juven i le  Jus t i ce  p l ann ing .  T h i s  
Subcommit tee  has  a l ready  h e a r d  t e s t imony  abou t  the  lack  of commitmet .~  
in the  S ta te s  to de ins t i tu t iona l i za t ion  and  you th  worke r s  can  conf i rm t h i s .  

Clear ly communi ty  based  you th  services  h a v e  p roven  t h e i r  e f fec t iveness  in  
working  wi th  s t a t u s  offenders a n d  others .  They  h a v e  been  t he  p ionee r s  a n d  
a rch i t ec t s  o f  many  of tile i nnova t ions  in  you th  work  over  t h e  l a s t  10 years .  
W h e n  they a re  suppor ted  w i th  f inancia l  resources  a n d  ass i s t ance ,  t h e y  can  
provide a corners tone  to the movemen t  to change  the  j uven i l e  j u s t i c e  sys tem.  

In  conclusion, I would like to  focus  on the  c r i t i ca l  need f o r  the  f e d e r a l  gov- 
e r n m e n t  to develop a comprehens ive  n a t i o n a l  you th  policy. W e  now see  a $ ~  
bil l ion youth  employment  p rog ram u n d e r w a y  t h a t  h a s  no  connec t ion  to a L ~  
o the r  you ths  p rograms  because the re  is no n a t i o n a l  y o u t h  policy. W e  see a 
m a j o r  r e fo rm in juven i le  just ice,  bu t  t he re  is an  appa l l ing  lack  of coord ina-  
t ion  w i th  o the r  programs,  p a r t i c u l a r l y  t hose  of H E W .  W e  a r e  a b o u t  to see 
a so cal led comprehensive  you th  and  f ami ly  services  p r o g r a m  proposed  in  
H E W  t h a t  aPpears  to p r imar i ly  focused on adolescent  p regnancy .  C o m m u n i t y  
based  youth  services a r e  very much  in t e r e s t ed  in  discUssing Witli t h i s  Sub-  
commit tee  how a na t i ona l  you th  policy m i g h t  be created,  a n d  h o w  coord ina -  
t i o n  among var ious  Congress ional  Commit tees  migh t  be  a t t a i n e d .  

T h a n k  you very  much  for the  oppor tun i ty  to speak  w i t h  you  . today. 

t 
,- i S T A T E M ~  OF ~ S ~ A L L  BYKOFSKY, ESQ., COUNSEL TO THE NATIONAL 

~ t / ~ "  ~ NETWORK OF RUNAWAY AND YOUTH SERVICES 

~ y  n a m e  Is  Mar sha l l  Bykofsky a n d  I am a p p e a r i n g  t oday  on  b e h a l f  of 
the  Nat iona l  Network  of R u n a w a y  and  Youth  Services.  T h e  N e t w o r k  is  a 
na t ionwide  a s soc ia t ion  of over  120 ne ighborhood  based  p r o g r a m s  a n d  cog ~ 
t ions  which  a re  engaged in t he  provis ion of easi ly  accessible  a n d  i n t e g r a t e d  
services to youth,  famil ies  a n d  t h e i r  communi t ies .  We g r ea t l y  a p p r e c i a t e  t he  
oppor tun i ty  to comment  upon the  process  of d e s i n s t i t u t i o n a l i z a t i o n  of  s t a t u s  
offender youth  a s  they are  among  the  young people se rved  by o u r  m e m b e r  
agencies. Since the  enac tmen t  of the  Juven i l e  Jus t i ce  a n d  De l inquency  Pre-  
vent ion  Act, we have  observed w i th  va ry ing  degrees  of s a t i s f ac t ion ,  f r u s t r a -  
tion, encouragement  and  d i sappo in tmen t  as  the  var ious  j u r i s d i c t i o n s  a t t e m p t e d  
to p lan  for  and  implement  a sys tem of communi ty-based  y o u t h  se rv ices .  

I t  h ad  been our  fe rven t  hope th~it t he  de ln s t t t u t i ona l i z a t l on  process  wo~ J 
resu l t  in  a well  p lanned  and well  i n t e g r a t e d  sys tem p rov id ing  a b r o a d  a r r a y  
of service modal i t ies  which would add res s  the  comprehens ive  needs  of t roubled  
youth  and  famil ies .  We bad  hoped t h a t  i t  would b r ing  o r d e r  to a c u r r e n t l y  
chaot ic  non-system under  which  any  communi ty -based  agency  which  would 
be so ambi t ious  as  to a t t e m p t  to  add res s  the  needs  of a young  person  in a 
ho l i s t i c  fash ion  is confronted w i th  n e a r - i n s u r m o u n t a b l e  "obstacles.  In  o r d e r  
to a t t e m p t  to provide  comprehens ive  services  to our  chea t s ,  the  agency  in  
New York City of which  I was  un t i l  recent ly  the  A d m i n i s t r a t i v e  Di rec t  n r  
a n d  Chief  Staff  Attorney,  found  i t  necessary  to secure f u n d s  f rom no 1 ~  
t h a n  five f ede r a l  agencies~ th r ee  s t a t e  agencies,  five ci ty agencies,  a n d  t h r e e  
cha r i t ab l e  organizat ions .  In  add i t ion  we were  requi red  to be l icensed o r  ap-  
p roved  by no less t han  ten d i f fe rent  un i t s  of  s t a t e  and  local  g o v e r n m e n t .  
W h a t  s t a g g e r s  the  imag ina t ion  is no t  so much  the  m a g n i t u d e  of t h e  f u n d  
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raising task, but the fact  t ha t  in all  but  the  r a res t  ins tances  there  was  a 
total  lack of coordinat ion and congruence of plans, procedures, requirements,  
goals, objectives, and policies a m o n g  t h e  agencies. The planning processes 
mandated  by the Juveni le  Just ice  and Delinquency Prevent ion Act has  so f a r  
done l i t t le to re-wri te  this tale of woe. 

A t  the  Federa l  level  there  is no conceivable way in which the Offiee of 
Juvenile  Jus t i ce  and Delinquency Prevent ion could alone support  the burden 

main ta in ing  a system of comprehensive services. I t  would certainly re- 
quire a concerted federa l  effort tha t  as of this  day has not mater ia l ized.  

Youth employment  legislation has  recent ly  bee n signed into law, yet  the 
regulat ions promulgated  thereunder  exclude by definition youth service agen- 
cies f rom manda ted  or pr ior i ty  par t ic ipat ion in the planning or implementa- 
tion of the  program a t  the local level. The product  evidences the fact  of the i r  
exclusion at  the nat ional  level• In addition, the core of the legislation is built  
around the  C E T A  P r i m e  Spenser  sys tem which in the pas t  has  not  had the 
best of records  of contract ing with community based agencies serving s ta tus  

.Yender youth. 
The Economic Development Act has  provided billions of dol lars  for  public 

works projects  including the construct ion or renovation of ins t i tu t ional  f a -  
cilities. I know of no instance in which a community-based program has  
been able to take advantage  of these public works dollars to renovate t ha t  old 
boarded-up house a t  the  end of Main Street  fo r  use as a group home. 

The National  Ins t i tu te  of Drug  Abuse over the past  few years  has  begun 
to turn  i ts  back  on s t a tus  offender youth. In  the very middle Of a demonstra-  
te.on project  designed t o  provide services to  youthful  "street-people" who were  
. , 'd iscr iminate  "soft-drug" abusers  my own program was compelled to deny 
services to th is  very population when we were informed by NIDA that ,  ex- 
cept under  clearly del ineated circumstances,  only "hard-drug" abuse r s  could be 
counted in computing our ma t r ix .  

Community-based programs serving yout~hful s ta tus  offenders do not appea~ 
to have been ab le  to a t t r ac t  sufficie.nt in teres ts  f rom those Federal  agencies 
that  plan f o r  the  housing, health,  community development, volunteer services, 
educational, or mental  hea l th  needs of our nation. We were par t icular ly  
~-ddened to note t ha t  the F i r s t  Lady 's  Mental  Heal th  CommisSion, which 
,As major  task  forces focusing on almost  every conceivable population group, 
has no task force on adolescents. 

We sincerely hope tha t  the recently enacted amendments  to the  Juveni le  
Just ice and Delinquency Preven t ion  Act which recons t i tu tes  and s t rengthens  
The National  Advisory Committee and the Coordinating Council will be a 
s t a r t  in resolving t h i s  problem f rom the nat ional  prospective.  However,  the 
Committee and  Council, even in expanded form would not i n  and  o f  them- 
selves be sufficient. What  is needed is an on~g0ing forum in  which pollcy- 
r-~kers, p rogram planners  and managers ,  direct  service providers,  and con: 
s,Jmers can in te rac t  in a process geared toward  the development  of a corn- 

' prehensive nat ional  youth policy; a product which has  been as elusive as a 
cure for  the common cold. 

The J J D P A  has  m a n d a t e d  the es tabl ishment  of Juvenile  Just ice  Advisory 
Groups to par t ic ipa te  i n  t h e  planning process at  the nat ional  and s ta te  levels. 
These groups, by and large, have not yet  developed into comprehensive plan- 
ning bodies. Several  reasons for  this  fai lure  have hopefully been remediated 
by the  recent  amendments  to the Act. Among these are  lack of input  f rom 
r e rna t ive  youth programs, which in many instances r ep resen t  the s ta te  of 
t h e  a r t  in providing community-based services to youth and the i r  fami l ies ;  
lack of clout wi th  Supervisory Board of the State  planning agency;  lack 
of a manda te  to comment  on the s ta te  plan prior  to submission to the Super- 
visory Board ; and the lack of a m a n d a t e  to comment  on State  planning agency 
grants.  

There  are  however,  several  glar ing deficiencies which remain outside the' 
mandates  of the  Act even as amended. Firs t ,  a l though the broad a r r ay  of 
public agencies mentioned in the Act should be sufficient to enable the s ta te  
J . . ' e n i l e  Jus t ice  Advisory Group to take a comprehensive approach to youth 
pr~)blems, the individuals  who represent  those agencies a t  the meetings of the 
advisory groups often do not  possess the requisite "clout" to formulate  policy 
for the i r  agency or compel cooperation wi th  o ther  agencies. Second, the 
author i ty  of the advisory group to monitor  deinst i tut ional izat ion wi thin  the 

" \  . . j "  
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Sta te  is couched in discre t ionary r a t h e r  than  manda to ry  language .  Here ,  in 
the  Dis t r ic t  of Columbia, an Ad-Hoc Coalition had  to be fo rmed  to mo n i t o r  
the  deins t i tu t ional izat ion process. Although we have achieved a smal l  m e a s u r e  
of success in some of ~ur endeavors,  the f ru s t r a t i ons  we have  exper i enced  in 
a t tempt ing  to gain access to in format ion  and  p lanning documen t s  a r e  too 
painful  to recount.  Surely th is  moni tor ing  funct ion  should  be w i t h i n  t he  
purview of the  advisory groups even though the i r  pas t  exper iences  in  re- 
ceiving requested informat ion f rom S ta te  agencies  have  no t  d i f fered  g r e a t l ; ' )  
f rom ours. Third,  there  remains  ~, lack of consumer  inpu t  in to  t he  p l ann ing  
process. Although the advisory groups  must  now include pas t  o r  p r e s en t  
recipients  of Juvenile Justice services,  26 r ema ins  too high an  age  l imi t  t o  as- 
sure  any youth part icipat ion.  In  some jur i sd ic t ions  a decade h a s  passed  s ince 
a 26 year  old was  amenable to t h e  processes  of the  Juvenile  Just ice  sys tem.  
Four th ,  the adv i so ry  groups par t icu lar ly  ci t izen members ,  a r e  in n e e d  of t r a in -  
ing and technical  assistance if  they are  to  funct ion  in an effectual  man n e r .  
Finally,  i t  appears  as  if  many  S ta tes  have ignored the  special  needs  of r u r a l  
communit ies  which often, for geographic  and economic reasons,  r e q u i r e  speci t  ~ 
ass is tance and  consideration.  

As we move f rom the State to the  local p lanning process  t h e  p a t i e n t ' s  con- 
di t ion de te r io ra tes  f rom serious to cri t ical .  There  are  no m a n d a t e d  juven i le  
Justice p lanning groups for  the  Regional  P l an n i n g  Uni ts .  Nor  is  t h e r e  a 
mandated  percentage r ep resen ta t ion  fo r  youth  in te res t  on the  regional  p lan-  
Ring units.  Community-based a l t e rna t ive  youth agencies have  f o u n d  and  wil l  
continue to find i t  exceedingly difficult to pene t r a t e  the m e c h a n i s m  which  is  
planning services fo r  a community  of which they a re  an  in teg ra l  par t .  (..~ 

In societies which purpor t  to d is t inguish  fac t s  f rom values,  p l ann ing  
any level, cannot  proceed effectively wi thout  persuas ive  d a t a  upon which  to  
base it. Youth services planning is p lagued by inadequa te  d a t a  in  m a n y  
areas,  most  impor tan t ly  i n  the  a rea  of "social  indica tors"  ; i.e., t hose  agg rega te  
measures  which can be used to indicate  the  s t a tus  of popula t ion  groups.  We 
have yet  to s e e  de.velopsd a ra t iona l  research  da t a  base which  r e t r i eves  such 
informat ion f rom all appropr ia te  sources and  compile§ i t  in to  a common f o r m a t  
which al lows comparison and ana lys i s  by all pa r t i c ipan t s  in t he  p l ann ing  
process. 

As might  be expected, t h e  t ragedy  of the  implementa t ion  of d e i n s t i t u t i o n ~ .  
ization flows na tura l ly  from the  l i t a n y  of p lanning deficiencies. 

Although the  Act unequivocally provides  fo r  coord ina t ion  and  m a x i m u m  
uti l izat ion of exis t ing p ro g rams  m a n y  Sta tes  proceeded a t  a ga l lup  in the  
opposite direction.  Here  in the  Dis t r ic t  as  a government  agency p r o c r a s t i n a t e d  
fo r  over  a y e a r  on  a cont rac t  wi th  one of our  memb er  p r o g r a m s  t h a t  h a s  
been providing shel ter  care services to youth  for  a decade, t h a t  same  agency 
was  busy es tabl ishing over a half-dozen new she l te r  care  fac i l i t ies  of i t s  own. 

Fur the r ,  we have found tha t  S ta te  opera ted  faci l i t ies  o f t en  l a c k  any  of  t ~ -  
in-house suppor t ive  services which may be found  in communi ty -based  p r , J  
g r ams ;  such as individual, group, peer  and  fami ly  counse l ing ;  and  educa-  
tional, vocational,  recreational ,  and advocacy programs.  Some S ta te  p r o g r a m s  
would have some of these services provided for  by s ep a ra t e  agency un i t s  
which lack the  programatic  and  opera t ional  unde r s t and ing  which  is  ga ined  by 
being an in tegra ted  pa r t  of a group home operat ion.  The  lack of in-house 
support ive services in these p rograms  severely cur ta i l s  the  access ibi l i ty  of 
these services to t h e  youth in the program. The concept  of immediacy  is one 
which cannot  be overemphasized in any discussion of t roubled  youth .  F ~  
young people, par t icular ly  those  who a re  sepa ra ted  f rom the i r  famil ies ,  
impor tance  of pas t  his tory and  fu tu re  consequences d imin i shes  whi le  t he  
real i ty of the immedia te  cr is is  a t t a i n s  dominance.  The solut ion to , h e r e  and  
now" problems becomes a~ condit ion precedent  to the  exp lo ra t ion  of the  more  
complex and underlying difficulties. T h a t  our  member  p r o g r a m s  have  been 
willing to provide immediate  access to services is one basic reason why these  
agencies have been able to a t t r a c t  and hold those young peop le  who  have  
avoided or been avoided by " t rad i t iona l"  service providers .  

Other  Skate programs intend t h a t  the youth in the i r  she l t e r  fac i l i t i es  ~- 
ceive the i r  suppor t ive  services f rom the  communi ty  in which  they  a r e  loca ted .  
Yet, all too 0ften~ l i t t l e ' o r  no effort  has  been made  t o  coord ina te  ac t iv i t ies  
wi th  community service providers  to insure  the  avai labi l i ty  a n d  access ibi l i ty  
of the i r  services. Rarely is addi t ional  fund ing  provided to a l low these  pro- 
grams to expand to meet the  increased demand f o r  these  services.  
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,The J J D P A  clearly manda tes  t ha t  the States  expend a large portion of 
their  formula g ran t  monies  on programs and services uti l izing enumera ted  
"advanced techniques."  With  several  exceptions, Sta tes  have been creat ing 
programs which fail  to approx imate  anything  tha t  m i g h t  be ident i f ied as In -  
novative ancl are  all  too of ten dis t inguished by the drab uniformity  of the i r  
approach. We f e a r  t ha t  we a re  wi tness ing a prol iferat ion of uni form "mini- 
t raining schools" wh ich  happen to be located within communities.  The de- 
~eiency of large faci l i t ies  is not  merely in the i r  size. Many young people have 
failed to benefit f rom the i r  experience a t  said facil i t ies as  the i r  individual  
needs and var ied problems were  no t  met  by the  par t icu lar  program, modali ty 
of t rea tment ,  or methodology of tha t  facility. The  shortcoming of any mass  or 
uniform approach  is t h a t  it  can never  be appropr ia te  for  everyone. All too  
often those for  whom a placement  is inappropr ia te  outnumber those w h o  fit in. 
To tell so many youngsters  t ha t  they a r e  inappropr ia te  for  our system while 
failing to diversify our sys tem is to s ta te  t ha t  if the  shoe doesn ' t  .fit, there 's  
something wrong with your foot. Perhaps  we might  be bet ter  served by support-  
ng the manufac tu r e  of different  size shoes. Many of our member  agencies h a v e  

been a t tempt ing  to develop a broad range  of a l te rnat ive  l iving s i tuat ions  wi thin  
a given community.  These  include temporary  foster  care by volunteer famil ies  
and individuals,  t emporary  and long4erm group care , . lndependent  groups and 
individual l iving combined wi th  support ive  services. As a continuum these ar- 
rangements  represen t  an  in teres t ing  var ia t ion  on the graduated  s t ress  model 
utilized extensively in the subs tance  abuse and community menta l  heal th  fields. 
0nly  the development  of a d ivergent  and vast  a r ray .o f  modall t ies and t r ea tment .  
qpproaches could resul t  in the avai labi l i ty of appropr ia te  placements fo r  young  
~ o p l e  in need. 

The  rush of S ta te  and local governmenta l  agencies to operate  the i r  own 
shelter  care  programs becomes increasingly difficult to Justify not  only because 
of their  organizat ional  a n d  programat ic  deficiencies but because of the well 
accepted fac t  tha t  a l te rna t ive  community-based youth serving programs have 
proven to b e m o r e  cost-effective. 

Several  addi t ional  problems which re la te  pr imari ly  to legislatures and the 
Judiciary demand to be addressed before closing. First ,  many Jurisdictions (e.g. 
~lorida and  Washington.  D.C.) continue to have on the i r  books and continue to 
enforce~so-eailed "piggy-back" laws. Under  these s ta tu tes  an individual  who has  
been previously ad judica ted  as a s ta tus  offender may be charged with de- 
Unquency for  the alleged commission of a subsequent  s ta tus  offense or merely 
t reated as a del inquent  (i.e., remanded  to a t ra in ing school) should they be 
found to have commit ted said subsequent  offense. This  pract ice is clearly con- 
t rary  to the in tent  of the  Juveni le  Just ice  and Delinquency Prevent ion Act. 
Fur ther ,  in l ight-of  the fac t  tha t  s ta tus  offenses are  often committed as a eonse, 
quenee Of parenta l  neglect  or abuse, all too often the resul t  is punishment  of 

te victim. 
Second, in many jurisdict ions,  juvenile  court  J edges re ta in  the  discretion to 

mandate  the placement  of a s ta tus  offender in a specified facility. Here in the 
Dist r ic t  of Columbia as in ,many other  localities across the country, Judges have 
exercised this  discret ion by remanding  s ta tus  offender to secure detent ion and 
correctional  facili t ies,  cont rary  to the le t ter  and in tent  of the Act. 

Finally,  the quest ion of a r res t  and detention• The s t igma of negative labeling 
may easily a t t ach  to youngsters  as a result  of a police a r res t  and even a short  
neriod of incarcerat ion.  I f  i t  is the in tent  of the Act to disassociate young s ta tus  

Senders  f rom a cr iminal  self-perception and to provide services to them and 
the i r  famil ies  in a non-punit ive manner ,  then we must  re-design the entry- 
process for  this  se rv ice  delivery system, We fu r the r  bel ieve tha t  the s t ra ined 
resources of the  law enforcement  and juveni le  justice systems could be more 
appropr ia te ly  and effectively utilized by concentrat ing on those individuals w h o  
have commit ted cr iminal  acts. We therefore  wish to join with such other groups 
as  the National  Council on Crime and Delinquency, the  National  Council o f  
Jewish  Women, and the National  Advisory Committee f o r  Juvenile  Just ice and 
r~ellnquency Prevent ion  in recommending tha t  fu ture  legislation and planning 
L,e geared toward  the u l t imate  removal  of s ta tus  offenders f r o m  the jurisdict ion 
of the cr iminal  just ice system. 
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APPENDIX B :  ADDITIONAL MATERIAL SUBMI'I~ED BY THE OFFICE 
"" " . . . .  " OF-JUVENILE -JUSTICE AND- DELINQUENCY_PREVENTION AT THE 

', REQUEST OF SENATOR JOHN C. CULVER 

', UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT OF J~ICE 
• -, OFFICE OF JUVENILE JUSTICE AND DELINQUENCY PREVENTION 

O 1  WASHINGTON, O,C, ;EOS31 

; 4- 
t 

March 16, 1978 

The Honorable 0ohn C. Culver 
Chat man 
Subcommittee to Investigate 0uventle 

Del|nquency 
Committee on the 0udtctary 
Untted States Senate 

Nashtngton, D. C. 20510 

Dear Mr. Chatman: 

You w i l l  recall that on September 27, 1977, i ~s t t f t ed  before the 
Subcommittee to Investigate 0uventle Delinquency concerning |mplemen- 
ration of the 0uventle 0usttce and Delinquency Prevention Act of 1974, 
as amended. At that ttme, you expressed tnterest tn rece|vlng more 
complete tnformat4on regard4ng the acttvt t |es of the Office of 0uven|le 
0ust|ce and Del|nquency Prevention so that the Subcommittee could 
exerctse t13 oversight respons4641~t4es more ef fect |vely.  Subsequently, 
you submitted a number Of spectf4c qUestions you wanted us to address. 

In response to your requests, Z am pleased to prevtde the answers to 
the Individual questions you subm4tted, wtth attachments. 

In preparlng thts material, we have taken steps to assure that I t  
comprehensively addresses a l l  of the concerns you have retsed. I 
t rust  thts Information wt l l  be useful to the Sub¢omm|ttee tn 413 
de1 t berat4 ons. 

Mtth wars regards, 

o f  Juven41e Just4ce and 
Delinquency Prevention 

\.. 
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1. In your testimony before the Subccmm!ttee on September 27, 1977, 
you noted that a lack of support on the part  of prevtous adm!ntstra- 
ttons has tended to n , ; l l t f¥  the Congressional detnst | tu t tona l tzat |on 
mandate. [n fac t ,  you ct ted a " lack of commitment to the Act," 
and "administrat ive sabotage at the highest leve ls . "  Could you pro-  
vtde us wtth greater detat| as to  what fern th|s " lack of  commitment" * " 
and "adm|n|strattve sabotage a took? 

i .  There are am,  l t t tude  of  happenings whtch underscore the 

lack of commitment of  the prevtous administrat ion whtch . -  

tended to n o l l | f y  the" t~q)|ementatton of  the JJDP A c t .  

Tvotcal examples lnclude: 

a. Whtle the JJDP Act was st"gned |nto law on September 7, 1974, 

the Offtce of Juventle Justtce and Delinquency Prevention "' 

was not o f f i c i a l l y  created unt t l  June of 1975. I t  was not 

unt t l  June 12, 1975, when the President s|gned P. L. 94-32, 

which provtded $25 Ht l l ton  In supplementary funds and authorized 

Si pastttons, that the Offtce could be establtsbed. 

b. The f t r s t  Assistant Administrator of the Offtce was not 

appointed unt t l  November 21, 1975, 15 months a f te r  the Act 

was passed. 

c. Sectton 207(d) of the JJgP Act requ|red that the  Hattonal 

Adv|sory Committee fo r  Juventle Justtce and Delinquency Prevention 

be established and members appointed v l th |n  ~ days a f te r  the  

date of  enactment. However, the members were not appotntod 

unt t l  Apt11 29, 1975, seven months a f te r  the Act was passed. 
¢ 

, 4  
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The$1 pe~onnel slots made available to ~ on June 12, 

1975;-~were-allocated-as fo l lo~:  

LEnA Regtonal Offtces 20/1. 

OJJOP Operations Staff 14 

ll1JilOP Staff 10 
t 

OJ,.1DP Administration 7 

L(AA Personnel Offtce 1 

L(AA Off|ca of Seneral 
Counsel 

S3/2 

/1 : Of the 20 slota allocated to the Regional Offices. 

these slots were no~ eamarked by the LE• 

Adm]n]stratton for Juven|]e Justice personne] and 

thus only 7 out of 10 regtons htred •uven!]e 

Justice spetcaltsts In i t ia l ly  and two dtd not 

have specialists untt] FY 77. In fact. the 

Reg|onol Office Juventle Justtce Specialist, because 

they were responsible to the Office of Regtonal 

Operations and not ~13DP. tn most cases were not 

devoted fu]l-ttme to Juventle Justice matters, 

e. The htstory of ed~|ntstratton requests for funding for the 

• IDP Act provtdes additional evtdence of ]ack of commitment to 

|mplementatton of .the rACt. The Office of Management and Budget 

> 2 8 - 4 0 7  0 ° 79  ° t8  
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d|d not recommend fund|ng f o r  the OJDP Act 5n elther FY 7S 

or 76. In FY 77. the ed~lntstratton requested only $10 

Ml l !on for the Act. Vhtle Congress ms able to obtatn 

nenrl¥ SO percent of the funds authorized for the program, 

the acledntstrat|on continually attempted to prevent 

Implementation. 5t~1ar1¥, the edmtntstrat|on cttod the 

eva| labi l i ty  of the mtntenance of ef fort  secttons of the 

Act as the bas|s for not supperttng any appro.prtatton, 

vhlle st,,,ltaneously I t  supported and worked doggedt¥ to 

repeal thts very provision 9t; the Act. 

On tiove,T, ber g, 1976, the Acl:'|.nt'-tr:',-tor of LF..N~ ,,pprove,J ,,, 

Regtonal Offtce Spectal Emphasts Program destgned by OJODP 

to. allow for the |n|ttatton of new projects deemed |mportant 

bY the SPAs and Reg|onal Off|ces but whtch dtd not spec|f|- 

ta l l y  fa l l  wt~|n the Spectal F.mphasts prograne; conducted 

by the Spec|al Emphasts 01vision. The projects were to be 

funded wtth reverted FY 77 formula grant funds total l ing 

$4.354 mt11|on..The t t t l e  of the In i t ia t ive  was "Programs 

to Support Detnstttuttonaltzatton and SeParation of Ouven|les 

~d Adults," and grants were 1trotted to $200,000 over a two, 

year petted, tnternal and external clearance of thts guide- 

l ine was completed by February 22, 1977. On February 25, 



L * 

g. 

k. 

269 

the LEAA Adm4ntstreter, vltbeut any prtor discussion v l th  

th is -Of f ice ,  tnstructed-LEAA'sOfftce~of-the ~ t r o l i e r _ _  

to reallocate the funds earmarked for thts program to the 

46 states participating tn the program. The LEAA Admin- 

Istrator vas advised by the Off4ce of General Counsel that 

"the proposed reallocatton of.the funds as a formula grant 

supplement could gtve rtse. to a legal challenge because 

such actton would be contrary to the nottce," nomely, the 

January 25 memo requesting the Regtonal Admtntstretors to 

nottf¥ the SPAs of the tntent to reallocstb unobllgated 

formula funds to Spectal (mphasls, The Offtce of Genera1 

Counsel memo also stated that under Sectton S~7, "there 

should have been some consultation wtth OJJDP prtor to a 

dectston to rea110cate the funds as dtrected by the 

Ad[ntntstrator." The Regtonal Offtce Spec|al Emphasts 

program continued as planned by OJJDP although the program 

announcement was not roleased untt l  Hay 20, •1977, due to 

cont4nusl admtn|stretton delay tn approving |ssuance. 

The Subcomm4ttee's exceilent record on these rotters vtv|dly 

documents the stir"l ing of the 1974 Act. The t ~  volume 

set Ford Admtntstretton Stif les Juventle JUsttce Program: 

,Part I t 1975 and Part IX t 1976 are permeated wtth mater4als 

documenting, as Senator Bayh often mentioned, the "forted 

tongued" approach of the Ford Ad~n|stretion, vhether t t  
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be tn the area of Appropriations (Part 11. pp. 1377-1408), 

Budget (Part 1I. PP. 1419-1498). Ma|ntenance of Effort 

(Part | I ,  pp. 1S01-1640) or Presidential and rib|to House 

Role (Part I .  pp. 94-122). Additionally, the Ms,land 

Juventle Justtce, 1976 volume provtdes clear documentation 

o f  such matters, for example at pp. 146-153. the Chetrmn 

of the Advtsory Comlttee discussed an e f for t  by the State 

Crtme Co!tsston and Executive Branch staf f  to convert the 

total ~IDP sl)ocatton of $S00,000 to non-~uventle Justtce 

purposes. Perhaps a republication of these Invaluable 

volumes would help state end loca) offtcta!s and others 

such as the State Advtsory Groups to develop • more accurete 

understand4ng as to why adequate tochntcal assistance and 

other support for the formula grants program were not forth- 

comtng tn the formttve Years of the Program. Ltkevlse. 

the publication of the Oversight velum based on the Apt11 

1977 heartng ~ould help provtde• greater understand|ng of 

important tssues, for example the opposition of the SPA 

Conference to the effort to strengthen the edvtsory groups 

o r  the Nattonal Counctl of Juventle Court Judges' ef for t  

to repeal Sect|on 223(a)(12) and (13) end the requirement 

of youth participation as ye l l .  

• , ( ;  . . . . . . . . . .  

J 
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In sin, t f  one vere to characterize the Act as a chtld, 

t t  yes nenrl~ aborted, battered, sbused, neglecte~ end 

grossly undernourished. In recent months ve have rode 

8 c~prehenstve diagnosis of the rmtftcattens of such 

mltreatmnt and the subject, deeply scarred but hopefully 

not beyond redemption, ts begtnn|ng to me|lest hea!th|er 

bebavtor and ts on the road .to recovery. 

I 

i 

L 
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q.est!. 2 

2. t~ot rele do you expect OJJDP to play tn the future tn Implementing 
the deInstttuttonaltzatton mandate with respect to monitoring. • 
technical assistance, the pro:u|gatIon of regulations, the revtew 
of state~ plans and tratn|ng? 

OJ~P has assumed rest of the administrative and program functions 

of the ten Regtonal Offices for both the spectal requirements Of" 

the Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevent|on Act, and the 3uventle 

Justice component of the Crime Contrel Act. (See Delegation o f  

Author|ty to O~JDP Adm|ntstrater and OJJDP Organizational Chart. 

Attachment A.) A comparison of the LEAA 1977 Organization and 

Functions Handbook, HB 1320.1A and the 1978 i~ 1320.1B demonstrates 

the progress n:de |n Implementing the Intent of Congress regard|ng 

the JJDP Act o f  1974. The Increased recognition of Sac. 527 of the 

Crime Contrel Act of 1976 Is further reflected tn delegations of 

authority for other LF.~ off ices. (See Attachment A. ) 

Our mn!tor|ng act iv i t ies are discussed tn detail In Questton 4 .  

Brief ly,  however, OJJDP conducted a series of monitoring workshops 

for 811 the states prior to the December 31, 1977 reporting date. 

The workshops vere designed to assist the states to address the 

preblem areas Identified tn t he i r  1976 mnttortng report, and to 

help tn the development of the 1977 report. This monitoring-training 

~11 continue as the reports are reviewed and findings are shared 

td th  the states. 

Zn the area of technical assistance, OJODP has fo r  the f i r s t  t|me 

established pr ior i t ies for the deltvery of technical assistance 

J 

J 
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tO the states and local  publlc end non-profit agencies. Htghest 

p r | o r ! t y  ere requests relatod dtrectl¥ tolSecttons 223(a) (12).(13), 

and (14) o f  the 03UP Act. ltomally thts effort ts based on n needs 

assessment conducted every stx months so|ely tn conjunction wtth. 

the SPAs. We are now tnvolv|n9 others, Including the Store Advtsory 

~roups tn the development of our workplan tn thts area. (See 

Attachment A.) We have Just completod the last stx months needs 

assessment and revtew of the 126 needs |denttfted by the states as 

thetr pr ior i t ies.  

Thts year, the Offtce has undertaken an analysts of the technical 

assistance (TA) needs to determine thetr exact relattonsh|P to 

Sect|ons 223(a)(12), (13), end (14), end tn vhtch of these areas 

the needs are concentrate4 or assistance ts most sought. ;nctdentally, 

few states rated tssues relattng to Secttons 223(a)(12), (13)o or (14) 

as prtort ty whtch contrasts sharp.ly with correspondence end publlc 

comments by some SPAs |n recent months'. Thts ana!ysts w|11 then be 

compared to the state p!ans end thetr Identified obstacles to 

compl:tance with the Act. Current LFJ~A pol|cy provtd~s that a l l  TA 

requests be screened and endorsed by the RPUs and SPAs befor13 ftnal 

approval by OJJDP, OJJDP wt l l  broaden the scope of the nattonal TA 

e f fo r t  by reduc|n9 some of the layers of edministretton to ftnal TA 

delivery° whlle st111 meintaln|ng .the tntogrtty of planned TA. Thts 

v111 provtde a vehtc|e by whtch the State Adv|sory Groups may tdent4fy 

end forward thetr parttcu]ar TA needs to  our Offtce. | t t S  esttmeted 
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that thts mchentsm wt]| generate needs that are consistent wtth 

~IODP TA pr ior i t ies end w111 Increase the tnput from lots% prtvate 

non-profit youth servtng agencies. The TA delivered to Speclal 

[mphests grantees r i l l  rematn a major vehtcle for delqvertng to • 

prtvate nonoproftt agenctes and the new TA contract tn 3uventle 

de%|nquenc¥ prevention v111 be targeted to support the prtvate 

non-profit agencies, 

As yet, the State Advtsor¥ Groups (SAGs) have not been s pr tmry 

target for nattonal technical asststence. In response to the SAGs' 

expanded role under the Act, e.g., the allocation of Formula Grant 

funds to these groups, an(I the fact that ctttzen participation ts 

the cornerstone of the 1974 Bayh Act, OJODP vr111 provtde Increased 

ass|stence to the State A~vtsory Groups, especially to help the 

groups defqne and assume the|r role tn plan development and |nq)le- 

mnte(qon, program analysts and monftortng. 

The development and pro~Jlgetton of guide%tees for the JJDP Act tS 

now the responsibil i ty of thfs Offqce. Two guidelines have been 

developed and are now |n clearance for revfew and comment. One 

guideline (G 4100.)sets forth the requ|rements for ar~ndments to 

the FY 78 planntng grants and comprehensqve plans mode necessarY by 

the 1977 Amendments to the ~IJDP Act. The second guldelqne (Change 3 

to H 4100.1F) Conte|ns the try 79 JJDP Act requirements for states 

port|ctpottng tn the act. These guidelines have been extenstve%y 

rev|sed to emphas|ze the t~Ortance p%aced on Juventle Justtce by 

:7 

J 



/ 

% 

275 

the 4dmtn|strater end the Congress. They are tn tntereal end external 

clearance end v t l l  be published for coment-tnthe Fnderal Register- - 

v l thtn the next several weeks. (See Attachment 8 for cop|es of the 

FY ?8 and 7g Guidelines.) 

This Offtce is no~ responsible fo r  the review and apprevel/dtsapprev&l 

of a l l  ~ll)P Act state plan revtew requtremnts. We ralso have 

concurrence/non-concurrence responsibil i ty ~egard{ng the Crtme 

Contrel ~uventle Just|ce secttons of the plan. Th|s authority has 

been formltznd wtthtn LFJ%A and has gtven the Offtce dtrect 

responsibil i ty over state Juventle Justtce plann|ng and progra~tng. 

(A copy of thts agreement ts contetned |n Attachment C.) 

.." 
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Question3 

3.a. The number of prectse duttes o f  LEAS emloyees tn ~ 77 who had 
significant responsibility for t:plementtng the detnstttuttonal|- 
zat|on mndate. 

In FY 77e the following number of LEAA e~ployees (both Central and 

Regtonal Offtce) had s|gntftcont responsibility for Implementing 

the detnstttut|onaltzatton mandate" 

Given the lack of prtor~tty for the tssue, only three Central 

Offico Staff vmre asstgned to the Technics1 Asststanco and Forn~la 

Grants otv|ston of OJJDP. Thetr responsibilit ies Included: 

I .  Develolment of a technical assistance strategy t o  |mplement 

the mandates of the Act; 

2. Development and processing of 811 technics| assistance Requests 

for Proposals (i~:Ps); 

3. Honltortng And evsluat|on of al |  TA contracts; 

4. Development of poltcy In s l l  areas o f  the Forn~la Grant program; 

5. Preparation of H-4100~lF guidelines for states porttctpattng 

tn the J3DP Act; " 

6. P|anntng and conducting of quarterly vmrkshops for Regtonal 

Office 3uvenlle ~Ustice spec|a31sts to support effective tn~le- 

mantstton of the Act; 

7. Revtew of the makeup of SPA superv|sory boards, adv|sory groups. 

and PJ~J boards for co:pl|ance with the Act; 

8. Preparation of i)rocedures for |denttfytng and aggregst|n9 Crt:e 

Contre| Juven{le Ju.;;ttce funds for determ|ntng mtntenance of 

ef for t ;  

9. Revtew and anslys|s of mnt tor|ng reports submitted by the states; 

3 
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10. I~ovtde techntca] assistance and trotntng to the State 

Mvtsory Groups Chairpersons and state Juvent]e Justtce 

spectal ists; 

11. Development of stx month TA p!ans for all states and regtons 

to allow for the proacttve de]tvery of assistance to states, 

: |oca| unlts of government, publtc and prtvate sgenc|es tn 

support of the Formu|a Grants program; 

12. In4t|atton of spec|a| projects Including a project to he]p rura| 

comnuntttes detnstttuttona]tze status offenders, program 

assistant to address the prob]ems of teenage prostitution, a 

tra|n|n9 package.to asstst divers|on progrms wtth start-up 

activities, and a Jotntly funded effort between HEW and OJJPP to 

assess the Impact of detnstltuttonallzat|on of status offenders 

tn ten states, and identtfy the types of comuntty serv|ces receqved 

or needed by these youth. 

13. Respond toa1] ~qutrtes recJard!ng state participation tn the 

Act and Act requirements; preparation of background !nfomatton 

and materials on the Formu]a Grants program; 

14. Preparation of a process for analyz|ng state compliance vrlth 

de|nst|tuttonalizatton and separation; conduct workshops on 

monitoring. 

lithe Juventle Just4ce Specialists asstgned to the Office of.. 

Reg!onal Operations, LEAA. (Several Regtonal Off|ces d|d not 

have f u l l - t | m  JJ Specialists untt1 late tn FY 77). In con- 

Junctt.on wtth the support prov|ded by the @Perat!onal. financial 

~f 
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management and techMcal assistance divisions of the Regtonal 

Offices, their respons;btl|ttes Included: 

I .  klm!ntstratlve functions relattng to Formla Grants and the 

:luventle Justice ¢~ponent of the Crtme Control Act; 

"2. Technical asststence to the SPAs relattng to plan preparation, 

Including the Planning Grants requirements, ComprehenSiVe Crime 

Contro! Juvenlle J-sttce component and 03DP Spectal Requirements; 

3. ReView of the states j m4ntenance of e f fo r t  1eve|s; 

4. Preparation of rev t~  mmerandum for the Regtona| Administrator 

regarding compliance leve|s of the states' ¢rtme Control ~luve- 

n11e Jus~tce ¢mponent.~ and Special Requirements for the JJDP 

Act; 

S. Review of the states' technical assistance plan and preparation 

of the Regional Office stx month technical ass!stance pian; 

6. Service as team ~embers 'tn management reviews of  the SPAs, 

Including supervisory board and advisory group membership 

¢~pl t ante; 

7. Review of the expenditure of Part E funds as they relat'ed to 

~lwent!e Justtce; 

8. Response to a l l  |nqulrtes fre~ states, lo¢al andprtvate 

egenotes regarding Juvenile.Justice programs and legislation; 

9. Progrm develol~ent and app|t¢atton reytew of the Spectal 

Emphas!s ~pregram ~ t"n. the. regional ~settlng; 

J 
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10. Revtew end comment on e l l  Spectel Emphasis pro9ram In the 

rmgtonal setttng; .- 

11. Servtce as 11atson for the Regtonal Offtce and OJJDP Control 

Office staf f ;  

T2. Provision of techntcul assistance to SPAs, local untts of 

• government, and prtvote, non-profit agencfes; and 

13. Participation tn conferences, se~tnars and trstntng sessions 

at the regional, state,, and local level to assist In under- 

standtng of the ~IJDP Act, 

The number and prectse duties of the personnel In the Washington 
Office that you Currently Intend tO assign to each of  these aspects 
of detnstt tut t  onaltzatton. 

There are currently thtrteen professionals* and ftve clericals. 

asstgned to york on the detnstttuttonaltzatton mandate. They ore 

assigned as foilows: 

Honttortn 9 

One person ts assigned fullotlme to this task. Duties Include: 

the develolment of Instruments for states to use tn monitoring 

compliance; overseeing the analysts of and coa~tltng the'results 

of the mnttor|ng reports; and providing assistance to states In 

the area of definit ions and related poltcy tssues. In addition to 

this one person, the six ~luven!le ~iustlce State RepresentetIves~ 

discussed under state plon review else devote signif icant time to 

reviewing monitoring reports and providing men!toting assistance to 
e 

their  states. 
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Guideline OeveloFnent and Promulgation 

Two people" are assSgned full-t ime to handle peltcy tssues and 

spec|a| projects related to the Fomula (;rants program." Thetr 

f i r s t  and prtmry duttes tnclude: the develo~nent and tssuance 

of gu|del|nes setting forth the ~wlutrements for amendments to 

the FY 78 planntng grants and canprehens|ve plans made necessary 

bY the 1977 Amendments to the Act; and the development and tssuance 

of guidelines for the FY 79 d3DP Act requ|remants. Thts staff  w!11 

conttnue ~ be responsible for ~11;§utdellnes as well as the develop- 

ment of pel!cy related to the Ferule Grants program. In 8dd|tton, 

they v111 develop and tmplemnt spectel projects destgned 1~ 8sstst. 

states tn Implementing detnstttuttonal|zattono seperat|on, and 

advanced techniques. 

Techn|cal Assistance 

One person ts 8sslgne~'fu11-ttme to thts task. 9uttes |nclude: the 

develoF=ent anti processing of al l  technical assistance requests f o r  

proposals (RFPs); management and mon|tor|ng of al l  (hlJDP's TA con,  

trec.ts; serves as the 6overnment Project Monttor for three nattonal 

TA contracts; oversees the deve!opment of the s|x-mnth deltvery 

plan; conducts mnthl~, or as needed, meettngs w|th al l  nettonal 

¢antrectors and subcontractors; screens all  nd hoc TA requests to 

4 
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determine thetr relationship to OJOOP's TA pr ior i t ies;  revtews, 

- develops, end; asstgns -spectel -project tasks; responsible .for. e l l  

aclmtntstret|ve functqons tn the TA branch; revlevs, comments, . 

approves, dtssppreves e l l  publications prepared by hart.one1 con- 

tractors; resPOnds to a l l  Inquiries f r ~  state, local, andprivate 

agenc!es regarding OJOOP technical assistance, prepares such reports 

as required regarding TA strategies, ecttvqttes, end de|tvery... 

State Plan Revtew 

Stx people are assigned ful l-t ime as Juventle ~Justtce state represen- 

tatives. Thetr duttes tnclude: programatic functions relat!ng to 

Formule 6rents end the Ouventle Oustqce co~onent of the Cr:ima" Centre1 

plan; technical asststence to states relettng to plan preparation 

for a1'1 Juventle Justtce requirements; revtev end document e11' Juve- 

ni le •usttce secttons of the state plans regarding compliance levels 

and recommend appropriate actton to the Ad=tn|strator of 9JODP; 

review of the state metntenance of effort levels; handle a l l  Inquiries 

from states, !Ocals, end prtvate sgenctes regarding the Juven|le Jus- 

ttce pl~ogrem, legislation and Act requirements; revtew end analyze 

a l l  state monitoring reports and negotiate ~ith states regarding 

deficqenctes and compliance. Current staf f  limitations require that 

the Juventle Justtce state representatives draw upon the resources 

Of Other LF.AA offices for many administrative purposes. 
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The eleventh person mrktng on the detnstttuttonmltzatton mndata 

ts  the Director of the Technical Assistance and Fomula Grants . 

D|v|ston of ~IJDP. who oversees the work'of the thirteen professionals 

and ftve clertcal staff,  and who reperts dtrectly to the Admtntstral~or 

of ~IJDP. In addition, one person |n our Natlonal Institute" for 

Juventle Justtce and Delinquency Prevention ts asstgned to tretntng. 

This staf f  person works closely wtth the tachntca! ass|stance staf f  

person stnce these areas are closely related and must be p!anned 

and coordlnated together. " " 

*Two of the thtrtoen profess|onal positions .are currently vacant 
as two of  the Regional Offtce Juvenile Justice Specialists dtd 
not return to Washington. D.C.., when the Regloflal Offtces closed. 

The number and dutles of personnel Mltch tn your optn|on would be 
adequate to fu l l y  tmp|ement each of these aspects of de|nstttu- 
ttonaltzatlon. 

• I t  ts estimated that an nddtt|gnal fourteen staf f  (ten professional 

and four cler ical)  wt11 be needed to f u l l y  tmplemnt the p~ogrammttc 

and administrative aspects of  the detnstttuttonaltzatton mandate, 

Thts estimate ts tn addttton to the thirteen professional end ftve 

clertcal slots currently available In the Techn|cal Assistance end 

Formu|a Grants DiVision. The duttes of these ndd|t|onal fourteen 

staf f  would be assigned as !,ollows: 

. 

J 
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Four additional professionals wuld  be asstgned as Juventle 

Justtce state representatives and would have the Same duttes 

as outltned under state plan review tn questton $.b. This 

additional s taf f  ~ould gtve us ten professionals worktng wt~h 

the states as was the case when the Reg4ona| Off|tea were tn 

e~tste,ce end would requtre that each staf f  member m~k vtth 

a f t v e  to stx state assignment rather than thetr current assignment 

of nine to ten states. I t  would permit c|oser relations Wtth the 

states tn terms of technical assistance, monitoring, and ~Juvenile 

3usttce program planning and implementation. 

One additional professional would be assigned to technical 

assistance which wou]d pemi t  greater, qualtt¥ control over OJDDP 

TA contractors. We~ currently have one person respons|ble for  

three contracts and several more a~e scheduled for deve|opment 

and award tn FY 78 and 79~ An additional staf f  person assigned 

to techn|cal assistance would enable us to reduce the time between 

contract development and award, as well as ensure that a l l  OJJUP 

contractors are delivering high qual|lW TA. 

~One add|ttonal professional uould be asstgned t o tra|n4ng gtv|ng us 

two people responsible f o r  carrytng out the training mandate of 

the JJDP Act. • The tra|ntng responsthtltt|es of the Office have 

never been f u l l y  developed or Implemented. And whtle trstntng is 

n functlon of the Ins t i tu te ,  as specified in the Act, t t  should be 

¢1ose1¥ coordinated w|th technical ass|stance. Two staf f  assigned 

to training muld allow fo r  the implementation of a meaningful 

train|ng program for  Juventle Justtce. 

2 8 - 4 0 7  0 ° 7 9  - t 9  
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3,d, 

- -  Four additional professionals would be ass!gned to mnt tor tng 

functions gtvtng us a tote1 of f tve people tn thts area. Thts 

esttmate ts based on the current as well as on-gotng mnt tor tng 

responsib i l i t ies which th is  Office could conduct. Such 

ac t iv i t ies  tnclude providing more assistance to the states tn 

estobl|shtng basellne data, setting-up on-gotng systems to track 

compliance on a regular basts, and establishing a system for  the 

Office to use tnver l f¥ tng  compliance. 

N~ber and type of po$|t|onsouthor|zed for OJJOP for  FY 78: 

Numbe_~_r.r 

61 Pemanent Fu11-t|me 

S Pemanent Part-time 

2 Temporaries 

68Total 

T•e• 

49 Professional s 

19 c ler ica ls 

~58 Total 

3.e. There are currently sixteen professional and three c lef |ca!  vacancies 

t"n OJJDP. The'Office has recently been reorganized and we are now 

tn the process of recrui t ing to f t l l  these vacancies tn l ine  wtth 

our reorganization plan.  The n,.~ber o f  current vacancies can be 

attr ibuted to staf f  turnover, the fact that several former 

Reg|onal Offtce Juven|le Justice special ists dtd not return to ~lJOP 

when the Reg|ona.10fftces xere closed, and the general s t i l l ! r i g  o f  

the program so well docm~nted by the Subcommittee. 

I . .  j " ~ ° ~ , ~  4 .  
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4. In sddit . /m you t e s t i f i e d  that  the past-monitoring of the progress 
toward d e i n s t i t u t i o n s l i z a t i o n  had been inadequate end that. the OJJDP 
was taking a number of  s teps  to  correct  th i s  s i tua t ion .  What spec i f ic  
s teps  is  OJJI)P taking to  correct  t he  followlng def ic iencies  in the 
manitorlng e f fo r t  : 

I have made Sections 223(8)(12), (~3) ond (14) the nunber one p r io r i t y  

of  t h i s  Office and have undertaken the following a c t i v i t i e s  to i=p/~ve 

the monitoring def ic ionelas :  

--IteqUlred a l l  s t a t e  formula plans be reviewed to  assure 

OJJ~P funds are being u t i l i zed  to address Sections 223(8)(12), 

(13), and (14); 

, -Specia l  conditioned a l l  FY 78 plans to require that  s ta tes  

submit complete data in t h e i r  monitoring reperts~ (Attachment 

D containS a copy of the Special Condltlon); 

--Required in 'theFY 79 gnidellnes (Section 13(c) of M 4100.1F, 

Change 3) that  a l l b a r r l e r s ,  Inclvding f inanc ia l ,  l e g i s i s t i v e ,  

Ju.dlclal and adminis t ra t ive ,  faced by the s ta te  in ac-~ie%~Ing ful l  ' 

compliance with Section 223(a)(12) be iden t i f i ed  and that  a 

descr lpt!on o£ technlcal  ass is tance needs to  overcome these 

ba r r i e r s  be s ta ted;  

--Designed a format to survey, Ident i fy  and pzovide Informatlon 

on each f a c i l i t y  to .determine whether i t  i s  c l a s s i f i ed  as a Juvenile 

detention or correct/.onal f a c i l i t y  and to determine conpiiance 

wlth. sect lons  223(a)(12)o (13), and (14) of the Act (See 

Attachment E fo r  the Fac i l i t y  For :a t ) ;  

--Cc=pleted the reviews o£ the sub: i t ted Irf 77 monitoring 

reports and are in the process o f  spec i f i ca l l y  no t i f y ing  a l l  

states o£ l 'eport def ic ienc ies  and. requesting additional 

information i f  required (See Attacbmant F f o r  a copy of the 

l e t t e r  to  s t a t e s  regarding nonltoring report  de f ic ienc ies ) ;  
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--Developed descriptions of  exemplax 7 monitoring techniques 

and st rategies.  This material  w i l l  provide states the  

opportuni ty to  iden t i f y  monitoring techniques featur ing one 

or more o f  the  following a reas :  l e g i s l a t i o n ,  in for=a t lon  

co l l ec t i on ,  methods of co l l ec t i on ,  methods of i n spe c t i ons ,  • 

v io l a t i on  procedures,  youth Involvement and c m l t y  educat ion;  

--Prepared p o l i c y  answers regarding a l l  the  issuesl t h a t  have 

bean surfaced as a r e su l t  of  plan reviews, monitoring 

sub=Iss ions ,  regional  workshops .and c o ~ J n i c a t i o n s  with *this 

Off ice ;  

--Completed a study of what o ther  Federal  agencies  are 

accomplishing who must a lso  engage in monitoring to e f f e c t  

COmpliance with program standards ; 

--Preparing a f ive  s t a t e  s tudy t ha t  wi l l  analyze the impact 

of  monitoring compliance on these s ta tes ;  

- -  ~s igned a s ta f f  person f u l i - t ime  ~o work on: monitor ing 

co=pliance issues with the states; 

--Developing a s t ra tegy  t ha t  w i l l  requi re  t h i s  Office to  

under take  s i t e  v i s i t s  to  assure  t he  v a l i d i t y  of  dat'a submit ted;  

--Developing a state formula grant  supplement program tO ass is t  

s t a t e s  in meeting monitoring requirements and have earmarked 

two mi l l ion  do l l a r s  of t echn ica l  a s s i s t a n c e  funds to  support  

th is  e f f o r t ;  and,. 

- -~otLf ied a l l  states that  formula funds could be used to  support  

monitoring purposes and offered t ~ h n i c a l  assistance support  to  

any states requesting such assistance; 

) 

_) 
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In ~ d l t l a n ,  033DP recen t ly  developed and presented four regional  " " 

~ i t o r l n g  workshops. These workshops were held-wlth- the-purpose-of  

c l a r l fy ing  the O3JDP guidel ines  regarding 1977 monitoring reports•  

The workshops were two days in length with the  f i r s t  day devoted to 

providing Informatian r e l a t i v e  to  the  de f in i t i ons  and L~ideiines 

contained in M 4100•1Fo Change I ,  issued May 20. 1977, and addressing 

monitoring ques t ions  and i s sues  which arose s ince tha t  t l ne .  Also, 

the new l e g i s l a t i o n  was d iscussed .  The second days a c t i v i t i e s  centered 

on the  monitoring formats ,  de f i c i enc ies  i de n t i f i e d  in t h e  1976 reports  

and technica l  a s s i s t a nc e  suppor t  needed• During t h e  second day the 

sess ion was p r imar i l y  Indivldual  meetings between s t a t e  representa t ives  

and 0J3DP resource persons.  (See Attachment G for  agenda and summary 

of f ind ings• )  

OJ3DP i s  a l so  planning to  have follow-up we~kshops which wi l l  be held 

a f t e r  the i977 monltorlng reports  have been submitted and analyzed 

by OJJDP• AS. c i t ed  e a r l i e r  in t h i s  response,  OJJDP Jo in t ly  funded an 

e f fo r t  between t h e i r  Office and ~ that  assesses  the i~pact of  

d e l n s t l t u t l o n a l l z a t i o n  an ten s t a t e s  and i d e n t i f i e s  the types of 

ccmm~mlty programs used by d e i n s t i t u t i a n a l i z e d  youth• Me a l s o  

developed a s p e c i a l  emphasi's program that  would provide add i t iona l  

resources t o  the  s t a t e s  to  :fund service  programs for d e i n s t i t u t i o n a l i : e d  

youth.  This was made poss ib le  t h o u g h  the use o f  rever ted formula .~mds 

from those s t a t e s  who chose not to  pa r t i c i pa t e  in  the J3DP Act. (See 

Attachment H fo r  copies of  the OJJDP/HEN study as v e i l  as W co:~ents 

on the GAO Dra f t  Report " ~ 0 :  Federal Leadership and Guidance Needed 

I f  I t  Is  to  Occur.") 
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OJJDP threush three technical ass / s tance  contractors  has .provided over 

four hundred instances of  technical  ass i s tance  to  SPAs. co~mty and c i t y  

agencies, l~rlvate 8,~encies and local co~nunlties covering a l l  of  the 

fol  Ioving topics :  

--developing renlder.tlal  p lacment  networks; 

~purchase of service techniques for  a l t e rna t ive  resources;  

~ r p  home improvement; 

- - f o s t e r  care development; 

--changing Juvanile codes; 

--develolment of  diversion programs; 

.-e~ployment p rogr~s  fo r  youth; 

~-¢r i s i s  intervention methods; 

- - s t s tewtde  DSO s t r a t eg i e s ;  and 

~nethods of gaining support for  d e i n s t i t u t i e n a l i z a t i o n  of  

s ta tus  oF~anders. 

This technical  ass is tance a c t i v i t y  has ma~e avai lable  to  the States  and 

communities expert ise  for_any service  or treatment needs of  youth 

tha t  nay be 8~fected by de in s t i t u t i ona l i za t i on .  (See Attachman$ I 

for  a copy of the Technical Assistance Progress Repoz~). 

As a z~sult  of  LEAA'S past h i s to ry  of  not enforcing gu ide l ine .  

requirements, many SPAs vere "caught sho r t "  when i t  became c lear  tha t  

OJJDP was very serious in i t s  monitoring fo r  compliance with sec t ions  

223(8) (12) and (I$).  These s t a t e s  are now claiming that  the r u l e s  have. 

bean changed or the re  are more l~quirements than previously understood. 

1 

i 
/ 



mmoffonders. Final ly ,  the d r a f t  uonitoring format makes spec i f ic  

note of p r ivs te  f a c i l i t i e s ,  J a i l s ,  and nonoffendars. 

Some s t a t e s  claimed tha t  they hod no authori ty  to non/ tor  J a i l s  or 

pr iva te  f a c i l i t i e s .  OJJDP's response ~ has been to point  out that  the 

SPAs repor ted  to the Office and Congress by statements in t he i r  

o r ig ina l  pa r t i c ipa t ion  appl icat ion,  that  they had a l l  the authority 

(formal or informal) to t~plement the Act. OJJDP i s  a ss i s t ing  those 

s ta tes  by providing them with examples of a l te rna t lves  ( l eg i s la t ive  

change to gran t  the aut~..ority t~ monitor, formal agreement to allow 

nonttoring) and technical nssistance i f  they request help. 

ks you know, the f i r s t  guidelines instz3~ctin8 states on the l~qutrcment's 

fo r  par t i c ipa t ion  in the JJDP Act wore issued July 20, 1975. Addltlonal 

clari£icatior.~ ware then issued May 20, 1977. Many s ta tes  did not 

avail  themselves of the opportunity t o  co==ent on these guidelines 

but since enforcement proceedings have been taken ser ious ly  by 

OJJDP, many are new s t a r t i ng  to do so. 

i wi l l  open a l l  the OJJDP guidel ines,  including those resu l t ing  fzon 

the 1977 emendmsnts, for  c ~ e n t  and review. In addition to  the LEAA 

Iz te rna l /ex te rna l  review procedures, guidellnes wi l l  a lso be published 

in the Federal Register .  Th!s shauld no t  only provide f o r  wide 

dissemination and review but c l a r i f y  t h i s  Of f ice ' s  ser ious  in tent  to  

(mforce the contractual agreement between the states and the Federal 

government regarding sections 223(a)(12), (13)and (14), 



S. In ,you: testimony ~ u  mention t ha t  OJJI)P is eontenplating a major 
new i n i t i a t i v e  v l t h  d iscre t ionary  grant  funds to  a s s i s t  8 number o f  programs 
tha t  are providing viable  a l t e r n a t i v e s  to  the  detent ion and d e l n s t i t u t i o n a l -  
l a a t i en  of nen*crimlnal offenders .  When wi l l  t h i s  now i n i t i a t i v e  be 
formally announced? What types ,,~ programs wi l l  be funded under t h i s  
i n i t i a t i v e ?  How wil l  t h i s  i n i t i a t i v e  be coordinated with the  cur rent  
d e i n s t i t u t i o n a l i z a t i o n  of  s t a tus  offenders  i n i t i a t i v e ?  

The Office has i n i t i a t e d  8 now th ree -pa r t  program designed to  a id  a l l  

the  s t a t e s  in meeting t h e i r  d e l n s t l t u t l o n a l l z a t i o n  of hen-offender"  

mandate, to  aid the State  Mvlsory.Greups,  end to provide i nc e n t i ve s  t o  

those s t a t e s  tha t  have already done a good Job in  .the area o f  d e l n s ( I t u -  

t i ona l i z a t i on  of non-offenders.  This t l i ree-par~ e f f o r t  has formally  

been named the Children in Cus tod)" Incent ive .  'Specif ics  concerning 

each component fol low: 

De los t i t u t iona l i za t ion  of Status and Non-Offenders I n i t i a t i v e  

I t  i s  an t ic ipa ted  tha t  each s t a t e  i~iil receive  a supplemental award. 

The award wil l  be based upon a popula t ion  forn~la  end wi l l  be used 

exc lus ive ly  for  the  development o f  programs/projects  which have as 

their"  goal t h e  de lns t iCu t iona l l za t ion  of s t a t u s  offenders  and non- 

of fenders .  I t  i s  ent /c ipated t ha t  a l l  s t a t e s  wi l l  receive funds ,  hc~.ever 

those  s t a t e s  which are not  p a r t l c i v a t l n w  in  the J,VDP .~ct wi l l  rece ive  

Special F~phasls funds ra ther  than suoplemantal formula u r a n t  ~ n d s .  

This i n i t i a t i v e  wi l l  be annom~ced soon, and wi l l  be coordinated 

through the State Planning'Agencles.  All programs/projects  funded 

under t h i s  i n i t i a t i v e  w i l l  have as t h e i r  goal the  d e i n s t l t u t i o n a l l z a t i o n  

of  a l l  non-offenders ,  and wil l  be  c o n s i s t e n t  with the  S t a t e ' s  most 

r ecen t ly  approved JJDP plan. 

' j  
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Advtsor 7 Group : In i t ia t ive  I t  ts ant4c|pated thatesch 'State ~/htCh 

tsp~rt tctpat tng tn the JJDP Act w|Jl recetve a supplementary award 

for t ts Advtsory Group. The fund~whtch are to be distr ibuted on a 

populat4on bests are to act as a supplement to the funds the Advisory 

Groups are already receiving. They are to be ut| l tzed for the purposes 

of'monitoring tO ensure compltance vdth Sectton 223(a~;2) and (I3) of 

the J~DP Act and f o r  efforts des|gned to fu l l y  Implement the mandates 

~fSectton 223(.)(I2). 

These funds v111 be awarded as part of the Oetnstttuttonaltzatton 

In i t i a t i ve .  State Plann|ng Agenc|es ~rill be mandated to gtve a pre- 

detemtned p~'.entage of thetr over-al l  supelement to the Advts0ry 

Groups. Th|s tn | t t a t t ve~ r l l l  be announced at the same t|me aS the 

Delnstttuttonaltzat|on ;n4ttattve. 

Special :!;ncenttve lntt-t"attve I t  tS anttc~oate~ that: a predeterTn~ned 

number of states that have ~ successful tn the area o f  detnstttutton- 

al lzatton of status offenders and non-offenders wt l l  recetve a 

ftnanc|al |ncenttve for dotng a good Job. The f|nanctel !ncenttve 

v111 be utt l !zed by the states to enable them to echteve 100Z 

co~1 t ante. 
e. 

Coupled wtth the f inancial Incentive ~111 be a prtvate non-l~o£Lt 

e f fo r t  whtch v111 u t t l | ze ' the  resources of severs1 prtVato agenctes 

to  actually prey|de servtces to atd |n the de|nstttuttonaltzatton 

o f  status and non-offenders. 
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Thts program t |  tn t t s  develolx~en~l stages." There are a w r t a d  of' 

Issues whtch are tnherent In a program of thts ~ that  are qn the 

process of  being resolved. | t  ts ant ic ipated that a l l  the Issues 

v t l l  be resolved and the program w111 be lmplemnted by Yay 1978." 

As tn the prev|ous]¥ mentioned I n i t i a t i v e s ,  I t  |s ant ic ipated that  

thts tn t t |~ t tve  wt ] ]  be coordinated w|th the :se]ected states '  

de|nst t tut tona]tzat |on e f fo r ts .  However, as th|s ts a broad program 

vh|ch encompasses more than ~lust the State P|anntng Agenr~y, coordtna- 

Uon ~111 take place through several agencqes, one of which may be 

the State P]anntng Agency. ' -  " " 

. . . . .  r ~ ' 4  
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6. N h a t p e ~ c o n t a g e  "of JJDP formula g r e n t m o n i e s  8ndwha t  pe rcen tage  
o f  c~lme c o n t r o l  f o r u ~ l a g r a n t  s ~ L e s w e r e o b l l g a t e d  f o r  c r e a t i n g  . . . . . .  
a l t e r n a t i v e s  to  d e t e n t i o n  end i n s t i t u t i o n a l i z a t i o n  o f  s t a t u s  o f f ende r s  
i n  each o f  t h e  l a s t  t h r e e  f i s c a l  yea r s  (1975-1977)? Of t h e s e  monies 
how n u c h n s  8 c t u a l l y  spen t  f o r  such purposes  i n  n s c h o f  t h e s e  t h r e e  
f i s c a l  y e a r s ?  

The Ac t  mandates  t h a t  75q o f  t he  s t a t e s  formula g r a n t  award be 

a l l o c a t e d  t o  -Advanced Techniques"  as  d e f i n e d  by t h e  A c t .  In FY 75 

t h r o u g h  PY 77 the  s t a t e s  were al lowed to  u t i l i z e  up t o  ISq fo r  

p l ann ing  and a d ~ d n i s t r o t l o n  pu rposes ,  t hus  75q o f  85q o f  t he  formula 

g r a n t  award must  be a l l o c a t e d  to  8 d v o n c e d t e c h n l q u e s .  The advanced 

t echn iques  mar be desc r ibed  as t h o s e  k inds  o f  programs t h a t  lend 

t h e s s e l v e s  to  c r e a t i n g  a l t e r n a t i v e s  tO d e t e n t i o n  and deinstitutional{zatien 

o f  s t a t u s  o f f e n d e r s .  

For FY 75 through FY 77, the states al located $29.7,255,742 of  t he i r  

Par t  C and E Crime Control  award to  Juven i l e  J u s t i c e  programs.  The 

s t a t e s  were p r o h i b i t e d  from reprogran~Ing out  o f  Juven i l e  J u s t i c e  w i t h o u t  

p r i o r  approval" f r on  t he  LEAA Admln i s t r a t o r .  During t h i s  same per iod  . 

L E ~  expended or  a l l o c a t e d  $65,738,258 towards t he  maintenance o f  

e f f o r t  fo r  J u v e n i l e  J u s t i c e .  

To d a t e ,  t he  s t a t e s  a r e  no t  r e q u i r e d  to  report, o b l i g a t i o n s  o r  

expend i tu re s  on a p r o J e c f - b y - p r o J e c t  b a s i s .  Current  CI~ r e g u l a t i o n s  

Frohibi~ r e q u i r i n g  t h i s  kind o f  d e t a i l e d  r e p o r t i n g  by t he  s t a t e s .  The 

• p a r t i c i p a t i o n  o f  t he  s t a t e s  i n  t he  LE~.PROFILE sys tem i s  v o l L m t a ~  

and  hence does not  r e f l e c t  an a c c o r a t e  p i c t u r e  o f  o b l i g a t i o n s  end 

expend i t u r e s  on a p r o j e c t - b y - p r o j e c t  b a s i s .  In  an e f f o r t  to  o b t a i n  

a nore  a c c u r a t e  p i c t u r e  o f  t h e  o b l i g a t i o n  o f  funds  by p r o j e c t ,  we have 

f~ 
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included a~roquizenent in  the~1979 Zuidelines t ha t  s t a t e s  provide a 

l i s t  of a l l  delinquency projects  (by t i t l e ,  s t ~ a r y  and mount of  funding) 

funded under the pr ior  year ' s  approved plan.  

This year OJJDP reviewed the Juvenile Jus t i ce  cozpenent of  the  FY 7~ 

Crime Control plans with emphasis o~ the kinds o f  programs being 

:funded with Crime Control mmdes that dealt  wi th al ternat ives to  

incarcera t ion .  Even th is .k ind of  review wi l l  not y ie ld  an accurate 

p ic ture  og fund flow on a project  by pro jec t  bas i s .  The FY 78 Crime 

Control plans are the f i r s t  plan submissions to  undez~o t h i s  kind o f  

analys is .  With th is  kind of review we fee l  the Of£ice is  in  a b e t t e r  

pos i t ion  to provide leadership to  the s t a t e s  regarding t h e i r  

expenditure of Juvenile Jus t i ce  Crime Control £~mds. 

The following information is provided on maintenance of effoz~ 

for  FY 75 tlurough PY 77: * 

Sununar~ of F~75 Crime Control Funds 

m 

States C and E Block Funds 

Categorical Grants, ContFacts, In te r -  
Agency Agreements 

Tot;l 
bquiredAmcunt  

Excess 

$110,647,4S1 

$15,461.764 

'~126,109,215 

$111,851,054 

$14,258,161 

J 

° 

. )  

eProvidsd by LEJUtts Office of  the Comptroller 
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$103,372;480 

Sunanm~" of  FY 76 Crtne Control Funds 

States C and E Block Funds 

CstegoTical Grants, Contracts, 
Llntoragency Agree=ents $19,838,894 

Total $123,431,374 

l ~ u l r e d  A:~mt $111,851,0S4 

Excess $11,S80,320 

Su~az 7 of  PY 77 Crime Control Funds 

State C. ond E Block FundS $83,035,811 

Pun'ds a l located bxpeTcen.tage of 
.ava i lab l l i ty  $30,417,600 

Categorical Grants, Contracts,  
Interagencx Agreements $17,837,833 

Total ~ $130,837,833 

'P~quired Amount $126,773,000 

:Excess $4,064,833 

Stnmar~ of JJOP Act Fund Flow - I~ 75 

"Awarded Expended 

19,331,ooo $4,959,000 

Scmnax T Of J3DF ActFund Flow - FY 76 

Awarded 

$24,205,000 
? 

$4,70S,000 
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~umas 7- of  JJep act  Fund Flow Vl' 77 

$43,271.000 $2,970,000 

The above f igures  are e ~ m d i t u r o s  only as the SPAS do not have t o  

report obllSated funds. 

Another factor  which accounts for  the apparently slow fund flow has 

been the unt ine ly  response o f  the s t a t e s  in submitting t h e i r  qu~,rterly 

reports relarding the expenditures of  both Crime Control and JJDP 

funds. For example, the expenditure f igures  provided in  t h i s  report 

are for the quarter endin8 November 1S, 1977. They have been updated 

to accmmt for an)" of  the late submissions up through February 2, 1978. 

(See Attachn~-~t.J for lette~, sent to a l l  of the states in an effoz"C 

to effect mere timely reporting. ) 
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7. The ~luven'lle 3ust.tce Amendments of 1977 speci f ical ly authorize 
the: Coordinating Counctl to revtew the .p.racttces of e l l  Federal 
egenctes to determine I f  they are consts~ent~wtth the ~o11~.y-bf 
detnstt tuttonaltztn 9 non-cr|mtnal offenders. As Vtce-Chatrperson 
of  the Coordinating Count11, wh|ch spectftc program end poltctes 
do you intend tO Suggest be revtewed f t rst? 

Second tn tmortance only to the Formula grant program t s  our . 

ect tv t ty  |n the xnter.Deparlugentel area. As Vice-Chairperson 

of  the Counctl, ! tntend that the sole agenda 1tern wt l l  be that 

eaphaslzed by Section 206(c); name3y, to revtew the programs and 

pract|ces of Federal agenctes and to report on the degree to 

vhtch such agency funds are used for purposes whtch ere Inconsistent 

or consistent with the mandates of  $ectton 223(e) (12) and (13i. 

, Studtes w| l l  be rode of a number of program, Including, but not 

1trotted to, the following: 

EDA - Public Works - Commerce 

• BIA - Boarding Schools for l)eltnquents - In te r io r  " 

OF. - Tt t le  ! - H~d ~. 

T t t l e  ! I  - HEH , 

RunawtY Youth - HE~ 

Children's Bureau - Abuse and Neglect program tn  parttcu)ar -, HEW r 

AddtUonally, as the Attorney General's des|gnee f o r  a l l  Department 

o f  ~lusttce act!vt t tes relattve to the Internat|onal Year of the 

Ch|ld, end as a member of  thee lnteragency Steertng Committee, ! 

Thave stressed the tmortance of  c,h!1d end youth advocacy, especially 

|n conjunction . t t h  the theme of Sectton 223(e) (12) and (13). 

(See Attachment K for  le t ters tn thts ~regand.) |~ have taken e leed 



$. 

295 

In ~our testimony besom the Subc~gmtttee on September 28, 1977, 
Hr. Peter Edelmn expressed some concern about the new LEAA 
rngulatlons, M 4100.1F, Change 1, deftnlng Juventle detention and 
correctional f a c i l i t i e s .  The Subcemmittee has recetved a number of 
other r.oemantcattons exl~esstng concern about these regular.tons, . .  
One of these concerns ts that tn certatn cases the rnguiatlons wouma 
In effect sanctton the placement of non-criminal offenders tn large 
centralized Inst i tut ions whtch are not community based, as long as 
these Inst i tut ions were used exclusively for  status offenders. Is 
th ts  the intent of the rngulattons? ] f  so, what ts the rat ionale 
for  such a regulation? 

As I Indicated tn answering prtor questions, these regulations are not 

new and were tssued Hay 20, 1977, af ter  undergoing the usual LEAA .: 

In to~a l lex terna l  clearance precedu~s. 

The concerns expressed to thts Offtce are regarding the states' wishes 

to conttnue mtxing .c r tmtna l -~e offenders tn large public and prtvate 

Inst i tut ions with non-offenders rether than any concern for  non-criminal 

offenders tn large f ac t l | t t es .  

Part  C of the detention and correctional factltt~y de f in i t ion  states: 

"Any publtc or prtvate fac t l t t y  that has the bed capacity to house 

twenty or more accused or edJudtcated ~uventle offenders or non. - 

offende._.._.__~, even t f  the factllt~Y ts non-secure, unless used.exclusively 

fo r  the lawful custody of status offenders or non-offenders, or ts 

communt ty*based., 

Thts then allows for status offenders to be placed in non*secure f a c t l t ,  

t tes of twenty beds or more t f  the f ac t l t t y  ts used exclusively for  

the care o f  status offenders, 
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The logtc behind thts dectston yes that stz~ ts only one of many factors 

tn detem|n|n9 an effect ive residential program; other factors such as 

degr~ee of secur| ty,  conmm!ty*based locations, degree of nomaltzat!on, 

etc. ,  were also Important. 

I t  was recognized that Innovative residential treatment programs my 

ex|st or might be developed tn excess of twenty beds and that these 

programs m|ght be structured tn such a wey as to foster nomalJzatton 

tn open, cost-effective settings. I t  was further recognized that some 

good programs not meettng the c~tterta would suffer. 

Instead of setttng an absolute proh|bft|on against plactng stotus offenders 

t~ f a c i l i t i e s  wtth a spectf|c number of beds, OJJDp established a Pre- 

ference for  fact1|tJes o f  less than twenty beds by provld|ng more 

f l e x i b i l i t y  f o r  the operat|on of these fac t l t t |es .  These fec t l | t tes  can 

be |oceted outstde of "the tmmndiate co .un i t y  they serve and can CO.l~|ngle 

status offenders w|th-crtmtnal-type offenders. Pursuant to the OJJDP 

def in i t ion of Correctional and detention f a c i l i t i e s ,  once a fac t l t t y  

exceeds nineteen beds, t t  must be community-based or have to be a non- 

secure res|dent|al program solely for  status offenders. OJJDP, whtle 

.rocogntztng that  factors other than s|ze may make a program desirable, 

had to also be concerned al~out the other tssues of plactng status 

with criminal*type offenders and secur|ty. 

The def|nt.tton adopted tr tes to allow so~e f l e x l b l l | t y  LOn size | f  the 

f ac | l | t y  restr ic ts the populat|on t t  W|11 serve to the non-criminal child 

and meets the requirement of non-secur|ty as def|ned tn the gu|del|nes. 

(See Attachment L for add|ttonal |nfomat|on on deft,,|~.|~ns). 

~8-40~0 -T9 -20  
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9. Another concern ts that the new regulations would prohtbtt the 
.placement of non-criminal offenders tn anY fac | l t t y  4n wh4ch more 
than SO percent of the popular|on are delinquents. Currently am1 x 
number of fe t r ly  mall  non-secure, commun|ty-based fac i l i t i es  
non,cr|mtnal offenders and delinquents. What ts the rationale for  
such a regulatqon? " "  . J  

Presently. many states do not dif ferentiate tn thetr  treatment of 

non-offenders and status offenders and those Juveniles who have 

committed cr|mtnal,type offenses, e|ther because both groups are 

deftned as "del|nquents" or because thny ere m|xed Indtscr|mtnately 

tn 91acement fac i l i t i es .  Sect|on 223(e)(12) requires states to 

dif ferentiate, by not placieg status offenders tn detention and 

correctional fac i l i t i es .  .. 

The OaJDP regulation does not prohibit the placement of criminal 

offenders with non~cr!mtnal offenders unless the f a c | l t t y  of placement :~ 

ts defined as a detention or correctional f a c i l i t y .  

The OJJDP definit ions 11mtts co,mingling of status offenders and criminal- : 

"type offenders. The ~ dectston to allow the commingling of status offenders 

and criminal-type offenders tn a ltmtted category of fac t ] l t tes  vt th 

criminally tnvolved youngsters ts based on the following retlonale: 

O~IDP dtd not wish to compel communities which have e need for  • stn91e 

alternate type of f a c i l i t y  to develop two fac i l i t i es .  Thts vould be 

d i f f i cu l t  for many Jurisdictions and would be wasteful of the ltmtted ~J 

funds available for youth programs. |n  reaching thts decision. OJ.1DP 

msaware of the diverse opinions that exist on the issue of commingling. 

The defini t ion edoptud~trtes' to balanoe the opposing views by l tmtttng 

co~mlnglteg to non-correctional type fac i l i t i es  that are ma l le t  than. 

twenty beds or community-based. ~" 
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The fmpact of these deftn|t lons on states v111 depend on the present 

p~c'tlCes these states .ar~ u-stng -!n~ plac|hcj Stat~S offender~ tn  

f a c i l i t i e s  whose ma|._._~n purposes are to hold or treat cr|mtnal-type 

offenders. Sectton 223(a)(12-14) ~11 no doubt also requtre states 

to rethtnk the i r  appreache s as to how they w i l l  serve the non-cr|mtnal 

|ncarcerated c h | l d .  (See AttAchment L f o r  additional |nformatton 

on def|ntt tons). 

The rationale beh|nd'rthe JaDP Act supports |ndivtdua] handling and 

screening of a l l  youth coming ~nto contact wtt.h the ~uven~le ~usttce 

system, and the use of the most least restv'|ct|ve sett|ng for  placement. 

I t  r|s d | f f | c u l t  to see how thts can be accompl!shed thre,gh the 

continued use of fac t l | t | es  used primari ly for  the placement of 

criminal-type offenders, '• 

The |ssues that th|s surfaces ts the states' practtce of us|rig large 

pr|vate f ac t l t t | es  fOr__non-offenderS, status offenders, and cr|m~nal 

offenders. O~lJDP's pos|t ion ts that | f  a fac|11ty |S larcje, and not 

community-based, that | t  should a t  least be requtred to rest r tc t  t ts  

populst|on | f t t  v|shes to serve the non-cr|mtnal chtld. 
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"ATTACHMENT A 

Otv~'~- S'rATr.S- 0 
LAW'ENFORCEMENT ASSISTANCE 

• ADMINISTRATION 

i I 1310~40B 

DELEGATION OF AUTHORITY TO THE ADMINISTRATOR, OFFICE OF 
$.He©t: JUVENILE JUSTICE AND DELINOUENCY PREVENTION (OJJDP) 

2, 

3. 

)q. 

PURPOSE. The purpose of this Instruotlon is to delegate authorlty for 
~a'dmtnlstratlon and operation of the OJJDP to the Associate Admini- 
strator (hereafter Administrator, OJJDP). 

sCOP___.~8. This I~struotion is of interest to all 5EAA personnel; 

cANCELtATiON. This Instruction cancels LEAA Instruction I 1310.40A 
d a t e d  Aprll 21, 1976. 

FO~[CTIONAL DELEGATION. The Administrator, OJJDP is delegated the 
~authorlty and responslbility for implementing overal I polley and 
developing' obJeoCives and priorities forall Federal Juvenile delln ~ 
quency programs and for aetivlties relating to prevention, diversion, 
training, treatment, rehabilitation, evaluatlon, researchand imProve- 
ment cf'.thc Juvenile ~;Jstice system, ~- authoP!zed,!nde~ ~h~ .T,,v~n~1~ 
Justice and Delinquency Preventi0n Act of 1974, a~ amended, herein- 
after referrred to as the "JD Act") and the related activities under. 
the Omnibus Crime Control and Safe Streets Acb 0f1968, as amended, 
hereina'fter referred to as "The Act"), including the Iollowins: 

a. Administrative Management. Plan, direct, and control the imple- 
mentation and operations of all LEAA Juvenile Justice and delin- 
quency .prevention programs administered dlrectly through OJJDP. 

b. Policy Development. Develop, approve, and promulgate Juvenile 
Justice and delinquency preventionpollcy for implementation by 
OJJDP and, to provide policy direction to all Pr0grams concerned 
with Juvenile delinquency and administered'by .LEAA. Where such 
policies have majoradmlnistrat!ve or maq~emen t tmpllcatlons 
or affect the general policies of LEAA, they are subject to 
approval by the Administration. 

e. Grants and Program Authority. 

(I) Grant and Program Management. Subject ~o the policy dlrection, 
allocation of funds; and in accordance with directives issued 
by the LEAA Administration, the Administrator, OJJDP, is 
delegated the authority to approve, award, administer, modify, 
extend, terminate, monitor and evaluate grants within program 
areas of assiKned responsibi'llty and to reject or deny grant 
applications submitted to LEAA within assigned progr~m~ 

[)i..|but;o-: All LEA'A Personnel I.l,lo,.4 5y: OffJ:ee o f  Planning 
and Management 

. ..- 
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including grants  and agreements and programs supported by 
fund t r a n s f e r s  from other  Federal agencies ,  under the 
following categories:  

(a) Grants under Part  A'of the .JD Act" separa te ly  and 
spec i f i ca l ly  delegated by theLEAA Adminis t ra t ion.  

( b )  Formula grants  under Part  B of the "JD ACt." 

(e) Grants under Part  B ( I I )  of the .JD Act"; c a t e go r i c a l  
grants  using Part  C. and E funds Of "The Act" ~rans fe r red  
to oJJDP; and, National I n s t i t u t e  of  Juveni le  J u s t i c e  
and Delinquency Prevention g ran t s  under Par t  C of  the 
"JD Act" or usir~ Part  D funds of "The Act" trans- 
f e r r e d t o  0JJDP separa te ly  and s p e c i f i c a l l y  deiegated 
by the LEAA Administrat ion.  

(d) The comprehensive Juveni le  j u s t i c e  program required 
under Part C of "The Act". 

Award. Approve, Modlf$catlon! and Extension of Grants and 
Contracts. The Administrator, OJJDP is delegated authorlty to 
award, apvrovei modify,.andextend grants and contracts as 

follows: 

(a) Grants and contracts under Part A of the "JD Act". 

I Approve andawardgrants and approve for award 
-- contracts separately and specifically delegated 

by the LEAA Administration. 

2 For FY 1977 and subsequent years, approve budget 
category deviations. 

(b) Formula Grants under' Part B of the .JD Act". 

1 Approve Annual Plan. 

2 Award Formula Grants according to applicable 
-- fiscal year allocatlonformula and appropriation.. 

Approve Formula. Grant program deviations. (Since 
' Formula Grant funds are not discrete budget items in 

'' ..'a StateComprehensive Plan award, coordinatlon with 
OCJP Will be required prior to approval of program 

devlations.~) 

'L 
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Approve Formula Grant e x t e n s l o n b y  subgrant  t o  
a l low expend i tu r  e from December 31 r e m a t c h 3 1  
provided t h a t  c u r r e n t  a ccep t ab l e  f i s c a l  r e p o r t s  
are on file wlth'none outstandir~and that all 
special condltions a re  satlsfied, under the 
followln 8 conditionS: 

a Delays in equipment deliveries which are 
unanticipated and are not the fault of sub- 
grantee. (Submission of subgrantae/vendor 
contract is required). 

b Unforeseen delays in obtaining FCC clearances 
• -- for communication programs. 

S Unforeseen delays in construction projects 
caused  by s t r i k e ,  weather ,  environmental  impact ,  
equipment, energy crisis• (Submission of 
contract which outlines original completion 
dates is required). 

Delays related to compliance with Uniform 
Relocation Assistance Act. 

Approvethe use of Formula Grant funds an match 
for other Federal programs. 

6 Approve the  use of  Formula Grant funds f o r  con- 
• structlon of innovative community-based facilities, 

Walva.the "cash match preference" for Formula Grant 
funds e s t a b l i s h e d  by M 7100.1A, Change 3, Chapter 7, 
paragraph 7 dated October 29, 1975. 

(o) Grants and contracts under Part B (II) of the "JD Act"; 
categorical Erants and contracts using part C and E 
funds of "The Act" transferred to OJJDP; and, National 
Institute of Juvenile Justice and Deilnqusncy Prevention 
grants and contracts under pant C of the "JD Act" or 
using Part D funds of "The Act" transferred to OjJDP 
separately and specifically delegated by the LEAA 
Administration. 

Approve grant applications and RCAs (Requests for 
Contract Action) separately and specifically 
delegated by the LEAA Administration. 
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Award g r an t s  and approve fo r  award c o n t r a c t s  
s e p a r a t e l y  and s p e c i f i c a l l y  de l ega t ed  by t he  LEAA 
Administration. 

Approve budget category deviations. 

• 4 Extend expenditure deadllne of grants beyond 
- the 90 day expenditure allowed followlng the 

end of  the  g r a n t  pe r iod .  

(3) Concent ra t ion  of Federa l  E f f o r t .  The A d m i n i s t r a t o r ,  OJJDF, 
is delegated the authority to implement overall policy and 

• develop obJective~,andp~iorit~es for Federal Juvenile 
Justice and delinquency prevention programs andto advise 
thePresldent, through the Attorney General and the LEAA 
Administrator, concerning planning, policy, priorities, 
operations, and management of all Federal Juvenile delinquency 
programs. 

(4) Research I Demonstration and Evaluatlon. The Administrator, 
OJJDP, is delegated the authority to support research and 
demonstration projects in order to improve Juvenile Justice 
and delinquency prevention programs; to ~evaluate all federally- 
funded projects under the "JD A~t" and ,The Act", and other 
Federal, State and local programs; and, to disseminate 
research:and evaluation results, and pertinent data and 
studies in the area of Juvenile delinquency. 

(5) ~ -  The Adminlstrator, OJJDP, is delegated the 
authority to conduct training programs and relate d activities 
under the "JD~ct".. 

(6) Information. The ~dmlnlstrator, OJdDP, is delegated the 
authority to collect, analyze and promulgate useful Infor- 
mati0n regarding treatment andcontrol Of ~uvenile offenders; 
and, to establish and operate an effective Information 
Clearlnghouse and Information Bank. 

(7) Technical Assistance. The Administrator, OJJDF, is delegated 
the authority to provide technical assistance to Federal, 
State and local governments and other public and private 
agencies in pianning,'operating, and evaluating juvenile 
delinquency programs. 

"(8) Audit Clearahc~. The Administrator, OJJDP, is delegated the 
autborlty to clear audit findings and recommendations for 
those reports ~in which OJJDP Is the designated action office. 
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(9)  W a i v e r s  on C o n s u l t a n t  F e e s .  LEAA r e q u i r e m e n t s  on requests 
f o r  w a i v e r  o f  c o n s u l t a n t  f e e s  by g r a n t e e s  may be a p p r o v e d  
up t o  $200 p e r  day~ 

(I0) Pass-Through Funds. Subject to financial and program guide- 
lines the Administrator, OJJDP, is delegated the authority to 
~Ive Che requirement that 66 2/3 percent of Federal monies 
be made available to local units of government. 

d~ Operations. Subject to the general authority of the Administration, 
the Administrator, OJJDP, is delegated the authorltyand responsi- 
bility to represent the Administration with other Federal agencies 
and State and local governments in the following matters: 

(1) Contact1_ngState and local officials to encourage participation 
in OJJDP's p r o g r a m .  

(2) Providing and/or arranging, for the provision of assistance 
in the form of technical consultation to recipients of "JD 
Act" funds in the areas of juvenile justice planning, manage- 
mant, a n d  p r o g r a m  d e v e l o p m e n t .  

(3) Reviewing and evaluating LEAA ~uyenile Justice and delinquencY" 
'" " prevention p r o g r a m s  resardless of fund source. 

(~) Monitoring OJJDP grants contracts, Interagency agreements, 
and purchase Orders. 

(5) interpreting LF~Juvenile Justice and delinquency 
prevention policy. 

REDELEGATION. The Administrator, OJJDP, may redelegate the authority . . 
.in this Instruction, In whole or in part, provlded'that any redele- 
gatlon is in writing and approved by the LEAA Administrator. This 
restriction does not apply to a temporary redelegation of authority to 
the Deputy Associate Administrator, under Section 201(e) of the "JD Act, 

I or othe~ deputy or assistant to be exercised during theabsence o~ 
disability of the OJJDP Admlnistrato~ or deputy or assistant. Authority • 
redelegated by the OJJDP Administrator shall be exercised subject to the 
OJJDP Admlnistrator's policy direction and coordination and under such 
restrlc~i~ns as deemed appropriate. 

! 
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RECORDS, The Off ice  of  Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention 
~ e e p  s u o h r e c o r d s  concern ing  the d e l e g a t i o n s  i n  p~ragraph ~ as  
the Administrator,  OOS, end the Comptroller shal l  require .  Records 
s h a l l  be forwarded to these  o f f l c o s  as required .  

Otttoe of  Plarmlng and Han~ement 

) 
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FIGURE 15-1. OFFIC E O F JUVE/~ILE JUSTICE AND DELINQUENCY 
• .PREVENTION ORGANIZATION CHART 
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: i CHAPTER 15. ORGANIZATION OF THE OFFICE OF JI~ILE 
................. JUSTICE AND DEL/N@~ PREVENTION. 

Iq6. OFFICE OF THE ASSOCIATE ADMINISTRATOR (to he known as the Administrator, 
OJJDP). This of f i ce  has the au thor i ty  and r e s p o n s i b i l i t y  fo r  providing 
na t iona l  d i r ec t ion ,  cont ro l  and lead6rshlp to encourage the development 
and implementation of effective methods and programs for  the prevention 
and treatment o3 Juvenile delinquency and improvement Of Juvenile 
Justice; conducting research, demonstration and evaluation activities 
and dissemlnating the results of such efforts to persons and groups 
worklng in the field of Juvenile Justice and delinquency prevention; 
providing technical expertise and resources to 3tare and local com- 
munltien to conduct more effective juvenile ~ustlce end delinquency 
prevention end treatment programs; and coordinating Federal efforts in 
the Juvenile delinquency area. The office has the authority and 
r e s p o n s i b i l i t y  for  pol icy ~,Jidance and administra.t ion Of the Office 
o f  Juveni le  Ju s t i c e  and Delinquency Prevent ion  (OJJDP) es tab l i shed  by 
the Juveni le  Ju s t i c e  and Delinquency Prevention Act of  1974, as 
amended (hereinafter referred to as the "JD Act"). The" o ffice: 

a. Approves and awards ~rants and approves for awards contracts where 
authority to do so has been deleEated by the LEAA Administrator. 

b. 

e. 

d. 

e. 

f. 

go 

Administers I modlfles t extends t and terminates arants within the 
program areas  of  assigned r e spon~ tb l l i t y .  

Rejects  and denies app l i ca t ions  for  grants  within the proEretm 
areas of assigned responsibility, i '  

Plans I directs~ and controls the manasement and operations of 
OJJDP. 

Develops r approves r and promul~stes Juvenile Justice and delinquency 
prevention policy for implementation by OJJDP; and, provides policy 
direction to ali programs concerned with Juvenile delinquency 
administered by LEAA. 

Provides policy input to and receives assistance from OGO on legal 
matters related to juvenile Justice end delinquency prevention 
(OJJDP). 

Provides ana lys i s  end advice o n  Juvenile Jus t i ce  and delinquenc~ 
prevent ion po l i cy  i s sue s  to the LEAA Administrator ,  the CoOrdinating 
Counci l  on Juveni le  Ju s t i c e  and Delinquency Prevention (Coordinat ing 
Council) ,  and the National Advisory Committee f o r  Juven i l e  Ju s t i c e  
aud Delinquency Prevention (National Advisory Committee). 
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b. pr .nAres  all annual reports required under the -JD &or e for 
sub~Sslon by the Administrator. 

i. Plans and conducts unique and/or sensltlve projects. 

POLICY! PLAI~IlNGt AND COORDIHATIOH STAFF- This s t a f f  is responsible 
for developing plans, policies, proced~es, budgets and guidelines 
for OJJDP; coordinating the Federal Juvenile Justice and delinquency 
prevent!.n (JJDP) efforts; and, ooord2natlng of OJJDP efforts with 
other LFAA offices. The staff: 

a. Coor~_4nates overa l l  management planning wi th in  OJJDP, speo21Pically 
with regard to manasement-by-obJective~, g r a n t s  and c on t r a c t  

~ manaBesent, and LEAA's budget p rocess  in accordance wi th  n s t a b l t s h e d  
LEAA procedures.  

'b." Coordinates the  development o f  plAn~, pol ic ies~ procedures ,  and 
gu ide l ines  fo r  the Llmplementation of  OJJDP a c t i v i t y .  

.o. Coordinates the  development of  OJJDP ob j ec t i ve s  and p r i o r i t i e s .  

d. ' Coordinates the development and implementation o f  a comprehensive 
OJJDP resource Implementatlon plan for the provision of assistance 
through grants and contracts and technical assistance. 

e. Conducts program studies and analyses to support the development 

of  JJDP pol icy .  

t .  I d e n t i f i e s  data to  be ~ l l e o t e d  by OC, OCJP and gCJI33 p e r t i n e n t  to  
the JJDP ~peoial  emphasis and formula g ran t  program for  the 
purpose o f  ana lys i s  to  develop and implement a n a t i o n a l  po l i cy  
and procedures to improve program opera t ions .  

"g. Coordinates OJJOP a c t i v i t ~  wi th  o the r  LF~A o f f i c e s ,  part~Loularly 
• in  the area o£ evaluat ion.  

h. Develops and implements mechanisms to improve the coordination 
of  the varioua Federal JJDP e f f o r t s .  

I .  Provides d i r ec t  l i a i s o n  with and suppor t  to  the  Coordinat ing  
Council and the Nat ional  Advisory Committee. 

J~ I n  coor~4n~tion with the Off ice  of  Public  ln format ion t  develops 
annual reports required by the "JD Act" and other reports which 
the Administrator, OJJDP and LEAA Admlnistrator may fr~n time 
to time request. 

k. Nn.4tors  ~,ants  and c o n t ~ t s  a~rarded under p a r t  A of  the "JD &ot" 
to  support  t h e  coordina t ion  of  t~e F~deral JJDP e f f o r t .  

~f 
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OFFICE OF PROGRAMS. This Office i s  respons ib le  for  the adminis t ra t ion  
-and operat ion Of OjJDP'a- g r a n t s  (:Lncludin8 fo~zula grants )  and a s s i s -  
tance programs. Pursuant to Section 201(e) of  the "JD hot ,"  the 
Deputy kssocia ta  Administrator ,  Office of P ro~-a~  sha l l  ac t  as 
~ s o o i a t e  Adm£n£ntrator dur£~q~ the absence or  d i s a b i l i t y  of  the 
a~soolate Administrator or  in the event o r e  vacancy in the Office 
of  the ~ s o c i a t e  Administrator .  The o f f i ce  plans,  d i rectS,  and 
con t ro l s  the management and opera t ions  of  OJJDP for~uLl~a g ~ n t  end 
specia l  emphasis grant  progran~ and associa ted  technical  a s s i s t ance  
and t r a in ing .  

FORMULA ORAHT AND TECHNICAL ASSISTANCE DIVISION. Thls-dlvlslon is 
responsible  for  p rov idL~ a s s i s t ance  to 3 ta res  with resard to JJDP 
formula granta.  The d iv i s ion :  

a, Reviews and recommends approval /d isapproval  of the JJDP 
por t ion of Planning Grant hpp l ica t ioas  and Sta te  Comprehensive 
Plans (Formula Grant Program). 

b. Coordinates with OCJP in providin8 technica l  end f inanc ia l  
a s s i s t ance  for  the development of  the JJDP por t ion  of S ta te  

i Plans (Formula Grant Pro~aa) 

~. Provides technical  assistanc~) to Federal,, S t a t e  and looal  
: 8overnments, public and p r i v a t e  agencies,  and enur ts :  

: (1) For p l a m l l ~  JJDP p r o ~ ' a ~ ;  

(2) For es~abl ish ing,  operat ing coordinat ing,  and e v a l u a t i ~  
JJDP prosra~s .  

d. Monitors the ~nplementation of  the JJDP por t ion  o f  State Plans 
(Foremla Grant Produ'~).  

e. Analyzes data ~enerated through the review and mon£tor i~  of  
the Formula Grant Program, end technica l  a s s i s t ance  a c t i v i t i e s  
and provides reco~mendation~ f o r  policy and program development 
t O the Policy,  P!ann£n~, and Coordination S t a f f  and A~soeiata 
Administrator .  

SPECIAL EMPHASIS DIVISION. This d iv i s ion  i s  r e spons ib l e  for  the 
design, development, and implementation of JJDP spec ia l  emphasis 
~-ants  and con t rac t s .  The d iv i s ion :  

a.  D e s £ ~  develops~ ~mple~ents~ and ~ont tors  gran ts  and cont rac ts  
for  speuia l  emphasis pro~vams as d~rected by the Administrator,  

i OJJDP. 

/ 
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b. Recommends pro~ects-and programs fo r  fundl~,  t e rmina t ion ,  and 
technology t r a n s f e r .  

o. Coordinates spec ia l  emphasis  ~ro~ram develo~ment with the NIJJDP 
tO insure that the latest state-of-the-art is being implemented 
in pregrem operations. 

d. Analyzes data ~enerated through the review and moni tor ing  of  
S~ecial Emphasis g r a n t s  and c o n t r a c t s  and provides  recommendations 
for  pol icy and program delopment to the Policy,  Planning and 
Coordination S ta f f  and the Associa te  Adminis t ra tor .  

NATIONAL INSTITUTE FOR JUVENILE JUSTICE AND DELINQUENCY PREVENTION. 
This ofrice, headed by a Deputy Associate Administraton, is respo[~Ible 
for  encouraging, coordinat ing and conducting resea rch ,  demons t ra t ions  
and evalua t ions  of  juveni le  J u s t i c e  and delinquency preven t ion  
a c t i v i t i e s ;  provldir~ a c lear inghouse  and informat ion cen te r  f o r  t h e  
co l l ec t ion ,  publ ica t ion  and d i ssemina t ion  o f  a l l  in format ion  r ega rd ing  
Juvenile delinquency; conduct ing a na t iona l  t r a i n i n g  program; and 
developing proposed s tandards  for  the a d m i n i s t r a t i o n  of  Juven i le  
Justice. This Office: 

a. Plans I directsf and controls the management and operations of 
the ~IJJDP. 

b. Coordinates the design,  development and implementation of  NIJJDP 
research ,  demonstrat ion,  t r a i n i n g  and eva lua t ion  programs with 
the OJJDP/Office of  Programs and o ther  LF~A o f f i c e s  to i n s u r e  
t ha t  LEAA JJDP programs rece ive  s t a t e - o f - t h e - a r t  r e sea rch  
support. 

e. Analyzes data Generated through the review and moni tor ing  o f  i t s  
programs and p ro jec t s ;  and, provides  recommendations fo r  po l i cy  
and program development to the Pol icy Planning and Coordinat ion 
S t a f f  and the AsSociate Adminis t ra tor .  

RESEARCH DIVISION. This d i v i s i o n  i s  r e spons ib l e  fo r  conducting bas ic  
and applied research on J u v e n i l e  j u s t i c e  and delinquency prevent ion  
i s sue s .  The d iv is ion:  

• a.  Conducts~ encourages and c o o r d i n a t e s  bas ic  and appl ied  r e sea rch  
in to  any a s p e o t o f  Juveni le  delinquency,  p a r t i c u l a r l y  with 
regard to new programs and methods which show promise of  c o n t r i -  
but ing to the prevent ion and t rea tment  of  Juveni le  del inquency.  

b. Encourages the development of  demonstrat ion pro~ects  in  new, 
innovative techniques and methods to prevent and t r e a t  Juveni le  
delinquency. 



3 1 5  " 

153.  

o. Conducts speolal preven t ion  and t r ea tment  s t u d i e s ,  prepares  
findings, and recommends to the Policy Planning andCo6rdinatlon 
Staff end the Associate Administrator effeotlve preventlonand.. 
treatment strategies for implementation. 

d. Analyzes and disseminates the results of research, d~monstration, 
and tralnlng activities and pertinent data and studies (including 
a periodic Journal) throughout OJJDP, LEAA; end, to practitioners " 
in the field of JJDP and to individuals, agencies and organi- 
zations concerned with the preventlon and treatment of Juvenile 
de l inquency ,  

Through coo rd ina t i on  of i t s  r e s e a r c h  e f f o r t s  provides  informat ion  
to  the Assoc ia te  Admin i s t r a to r  for  the development of po l i cy  
direction forthe National institute of Law Enforcement and 
Criminal Justice, in matters of JJDP; and, seeks the advice and 
consultation of the Sub-Committee of the Advisory Committee for 
Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention concerning overall 
OJJDP p o l i c y  and p~ograms; 

TRAINING AND DISSEMINATION DIVISION. This division is responsible 
fo r  conduct ing n a t i o n a l  t r a i n i n g  programs and o p e r a t i n g e n  informat ion  
~o lea r in~ouse .  The d i v i s i o n :  

a .  Develops and conducts  n a t i o n a l  t r a i n i n ~  ? t o , r a m s ,  seminars ,  and 
w o r k s h o P s ; d e v e l o p s  a cur r icu lum fo r  and conducts a n a t i o n a l  
J J D P t r a l n i n g p r o s r a m .  

b. DevelOps technical trainin~ teams to assist ~tate and local 
agencies. 

c. Coordlnates JJDP trainin~ actlvitles with the Office of Criminal 
Justlce Education and Training. 

d. Provides a coordinatln~ Center for the eollectlon, preparation, 
end dissemination of useful data regarding JJDP. 

e. Assures the adequacy of clearinghouse and ~informatlon center 
activities for the preparation, pub!icat£on and dlsseminatlon 
Of all information reEarding JJDP, including State and local 
programs and plans, availability of resources, training and 
education programs, statistics, and other pertinent data 
i n f o r m a t i o n .  

f .  Coordinates  i t s  e f f o r t s  r e l a t i n g t o  the p r e p a r a t i o n  end d i s semi -  
na t i on  of in fo rmat ion ,  r e p o r t s  and p u b l i c a t i o n s  with the Nat ional  
Crimina ! J u s t i c e  Reference S e r v i c e  and the  Off ice  of  Publ ic  
In format inn .  

e .  

28-407 0 -  79 ~ 21 
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PROGRAMDEVELOPMENT DIVISION. This  d i v i s i o n  I s  r e s p o n s i b l e  f o r  the 
development of JJDP s t a n d a r d s ;  the  e v a l u a t i o n  of JJDP programs;  and 
the a n a l y s i s  and p r epa ra t i on  of  a s s o c i a t e d  r e p o r t s .  The d i v i s i o n :  

a .  Provides  for  the e v a l u a t i o n  of  a l l  JJDP programs a s s i s t e d  unde r  
T i t l e  I I  of  the "JD Act , "  and o t h e r  F e d e r a l ,  S t a t e  or  l o c a l  
JJDP program, upon the  r e q u e s t  o f  the  A s s o c i a t e  A d m i n i s t r a t o r .  

b. Reviews e x i s t i n g  r e p o r t s ,  da ta  and s t a n d a r d s  r e l a t i n g  to  the  
Juven i l e  J u s t i c e  system in  the  United S t a t e s ;  p r e p a r e s  proposed 
s t anda rds  fo r  the a d m i n i s t r a t i o n  of  J u v e n i l e  J u s t i c e  a t  the  
Federa l ,  S t a t e  and l o c a l  l e v e l  f o r  rev iew by the  Advisory  
Committee to  the A s s o c i a t e  A d m i n i s t r a t o r  on S t anda rds  ~or t he  
Admin i s t r a t ion  of  J u v e n l l e  J u s t i c e ;  and, p r e p a r e s  recommendat ions  
fo r  Federa l ,  S ta te  and l o c a l a c t i o n  to  f a c i l i t a t e  the  a d o p t i o n  o f  
t h e s e  s tandards .  

o. Prepares and S~hm4ts to the Associate Administrator, OJJDP, an 
Annual Reporton.~esearch, demonstration, tralnlngand evaluation 
pro~ams funded by the National Institute for Juvenile Justice 
and Delinquency Prevention, Includlns reco=mendatlons for future 
programs. 

d. Analyzes and disseminates the results of evaluation activities 
and pertinent data throughout OJJDP, hEAA; and, to practitioners 
in the ~fleld of juvenile delinquency and to individuals, agenoles, j~ 
and o r g a n i z a t i o n s  through the  OJJDP olearinF~lo use .  

Prov!~e~ for  the p r e l l m i n a r ~  da ta  c o l l e 0 t i o n  and a n a l y s e s  
a s s o c i a t e d  with new program deve%opment. 

RESERVED. 

. . . . . . . . .  . . 

\ 

/ 
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UNITED STATES 
D~..PAY.TMF, NT OF JUSTICE 

LAW EN'FORCE,'~NT ASSISTANCE 
ADMINIS~RATION 

, • ~ " '  . q ~ 

~ e'~'~ ~-'~ • • ~'~ll'r; "~ ~ • -'1 , - - F'. 

SPECIAL DELECATION OF APPROVAL ALr£HORIT¥ FOR REVERTED FOP.MULA 
GRANT FUh~DS TO TRE ADMINISTRATOR, OFFICE OF JUVENILE JUSTICE AI4D 

e,.-bjK~," DELINQUENCY PREVENTION (OJJDP) 

1. 

2.  

3 .  

PURPOSE. The purpose of this Instruction i s  to de!egate speclal authority 
to .the Administrator (OJJDP) for grants funded with RevertedFY 1977 
Form~la~Grant  Funds. 

SCOPE. T h l s  I n s t r u c t i o n  ~s o f  i n t e r e s t  to e l l  LEAA@ersonnel .  

BACKGROUND. Section 223(d) og the Juvenile ~ustiee and Dellnquency 
Prevent ion  Act s t a t e s '  that  in the event that  any State  f a i l s  to submit, 
a - p l a n , ' o r  submits a p l a n  or  any modif ica t ion .thereof, which the Admin- 
i s t r a t o r ,  a f t e r  reasonable  n o t l e e a n d  opp0rcunity f0r hear ing,  determines 
does not meet the requirements of this Section, the Admin~'st#aCorshal'l 
make tha~ S t a t e ' s  allotment under the provisions o~ Section 222(a) availa- 
ble tb publ:ic and private agencies for special emphasis prevention and 
t rea tment  programs as  defined in Section 224. For'FY 77 this money 
(totalling $4,354M) was made available co public 'an d pri'vace agencies 
v~a'LEAA Guideline M 4500, IE Chg. 2 issued May 20, !977 entitled "Programs 
to  Support Deinst i tuC£onal iZat io~ and Separat ion of Juveni les  and AdulLs. 

4. DELEGATION OF PROGRAM AUTHORITY. Subject to the policy d~.rection, ava i lab i l i= :  
o f  funds,  and d i r e c t i v e s  issued by the Adminis t ra t ion,  the Adminis trator  
(OJJDP), i s  delegated the au thor i ty  to approve, award, adminis ter ,  monitqr~ 
modify, extend, cermln~te and evaluate all grant~ funded with R~verted 
~£. 1977 Formula Gran~ Funds not to exceed $300,000 for a 24 month grant 
per iod  for  those p r o j ec t s  funded under the program referenced above. 
In add i t ion ,  the Adminis t ra tor  (OJJDP), ;is delegated au thor i ty  t o :  

a.  Rejec t  or. deny grant  app l l ca t lons  and concept papers;  

b. Approve or deny requests f o ,  extensions of the grant period up to  
i 2  months provided ~he tote'1 ~rant period does not exceed 2& months. 
Requests  for ex tens ions  beyo~  a t o t a l  grant period of 24 months must 
be approved or denied by the Adminis t ra tor ,  LEAA. 

~J A s ~ i s t a n t  A d m i n i s ~ r n t o r "  
Office  of.Plannin 8 and M~.'n~gement 

O!s.lt~uTf¢~: AUI LEb_E Personnel l.;,,o,,a n,~ Off'.ca of Juvenil,: .h::;~;~.,.: 
and Del£nquen,:y Pce~c-.rion 

// 

I\ 
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ATTACHMENT A 

~na 1320.1A 
September 29, ]976. 

FOREWORD 

PURPOSE~ This  O r g a n i z a t i o n  and F u n c t i o n s  Handbook i s  
~ d  to acquaint all personnel assigned to EAA 
with the specific responsibilities of their offices 
and otherLEAA offices. 

• ., 

SCOPE. This Handbook is of interest to all LEAA personnel. 
T-~'-~nformatlon contained in this Handbook will aid 
in the~mprovemsnt of Inter-offlce coordination and 
cooperation by providing personnel with knowledge about 
the detailed functions of LEAA, as a whole. 

CANCELLATION. This Handbook cancels HBI320,1, Organlza- 
tion and Functions Handbook of June 25, 1975. 

~ ~ Organizations are in a dynamic state of flux 
times. Changes in their environment require 

the undertaklngof new functions and/or themodiflcation 
or elimination of old functions. Everyone is encouraged 
to Continually examine the functions being performed 
by their offices and use the~ provisions provided in 
this Handbook for bringing about positive change. By 
continually striving for clarity In LEAA's organizational 
structure, confusion and uncertainty over responsibilltle~ 
will be removed and improved communication for decision, 
makllng will result. 

Administrator 

i • 
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ATTACI-~ENT A 

~B i320. IB 
January 5, 1978 

" j  

FOREWORD 

1~ PURPOSE. This Organizat ion and Functions Handbook i s  designed to 
acquaint  a l l  personnel  ass igned to  LEAA with the s p e c i f i c  respon- 
s i b i l i t i e s  of their offices and other LEAA offices. 

2. SCOPE. This Handboo k is of interest to all LEAA personnei. ~The 
.information contained in thls Handbook will aid in the improvement 
of inter-offlce coordlna~ion and cooperation~by providing personnel 
with knowledge about the detalied functions of LEAA, as a whole. 

3. CANCELLATION. Th!s Handbook cancels HB|3~,IA, OrEanizatlonand 
Functions Handbook of September 29, i976, 

4. GENIAL. The closure of LEAA's regional offices has occasioned a 
transfer of functions to the Washlngton, D.C. Central Offices. 
In general, regional office Operations Divlslon functions are now 
th e responsibility of the Office of Crlmina~ Justice Programs 
(OCJP), formerly ORO, while reglonal office TA Division functions 
have been divided among OCJP program desks and "other LEAA program 
offices. Regional offfce financial functions are the responsibility 
of the Offlce of the Comptrpller (OC). A new office, the Office of 
Community Anti-Crlme Programs has been established to operate the 
community anti-crime programs mandated in the legisiatlon. The 
responsibillties of the office of Audit and Investigation (0AI) have 
been expanded to include a program review of recipients of LEAA 
funds. A fifth OAI area office has been established In Chicago to 
assist in carrying out this responsibility. In s resource consolir 
dation move the Executive Secretariat (ExSec) has been merged into 
the Office of PlannlnE and Management (OPM). 

5~ JUVENILE JUSTICE AND DELINQUENCY PREVENTION. In accordance with 
Section 527 of the Crime Control Act of 1976, ali programs dealing 
wlth Juvenile. justice and delinquency prevention are administered 
by or subject to the policy direction of the office of Juvenile 
Justice and Delinquency Prevention (OjJDP). In this Connection, 
whenever and wherever reference is mad e hereln to Juvenile JustiCe 
and delinquency prevention programs, it shall be understoodthat 
these programs are administered by or operating under policy direc-: 
tion developed in conjunctio n with or provided by the Associate . 
Administrator, OJJDP. 

' / J A ~  M. H. OREGG 
/ Assistant Administrator 

J "Office of Plannin E and Management 
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ATTACHHENT A 

OAT~D 8TATE8 e D~ARTMgI~ OF FUSTICE 

LAW ENFORCEMENT ASSISTANCE 
ADMINISTRATION 

Instruction I 13Io.52A ] 
November 17, 1977 

DELEGATION OF AUTHORITY TO THE ASSISTANT ADMINISTRATOR, 
Subject: OFFICE OF CO~9~UNIT¥ ANTI-CRIME PROGRAMS (OCACP) 

Dli.lboflomAll LEAA Personnel l.i..~d Sy, Office of Planning 
and Management 

1. PURPOSE. The purpose o f  t h i s  I h s t r u c t i o n  i s  to delegate  the  a u t h o r i t y  • - 
for  the adminis t ra t ion  and .opera t ion  Of ~the O f f i c e  of  Community 
Anti-Crime Programs (0CACP) to theAsslstant Admlnlstraton, OCACP. 

'2. SCOP__._~g. This InstruotLon i s  o f  ~n~erest  to  a l l  I ~  personne l .  

3. CANCELt.ATIOM. This Ins t ruo t imn  cancels  LgAA I n s t r u c t i o n  I 1310.52 
dated September 30, 1977. 

q. BACKGROUND. The Crime Control Act of 197.6 establishes an Office Of .~ 
Cow.unlty Anti-Crime programs in LEAA. The OCACP oper.ates under the 
d i rec t ion  of the Deputy Adminis t ra tor  fo r  Policy Development. I t s  
purpose i s  th reefo ld :  

a. To provide appropriate technical asslstanoc to oommunlty 
and oltlzens ~-oups to enable such groups to apply for ~'ants 
to encourage on,wunity and c i t i z e n  p a r t i c i p a t i o n  in crime 
Prevention and other  law enforcement and cr iminal  J u s t i c e  
a c t i v i t i e s ;  

b. To coordinate a c t i v i t i e s  with o ther  Federal  agencies  and programs 
( lns lud ing  the C0~,unity Re la t ions  Divis ion  Of the Department 
of  J u s t i c e t  DOJ/CRD) designed to  encourage and a s s i s t  c i t i z e n  
p a r t i c i p a t i o n  in  law enforcement  and m'imlnal  J u s t i c e  a c t i v i t i e s ;  
and, 

o. To provide lnfor~at ion  on succes s fu l  proErams of  c i t i z e n  and 
oo-.-unity p a r t i c i p a t i o n  to c i t i z e n  and o o ~ u n i t y  groups .  

5.  FUNCTIONAL DELEGATION. The A s s i s t a n t  Adminis t ra tor ,  OCACP, i s  delegated 
the au tho r i t y  and r e s p o n s i b i l i t y  fo r  the admin i s t r a t i on  and o p e r a t i o n  
o~ OCACP to  ensure t ha t  community an t i - c r ime  programs and o the r  nela~ed 
programs, "as deleEated by the Adminis t ra t ion to OCACP, a re  developed 
end implemented in  accordance with the p rov i s ions  of  the Crime Control  
Act of  1976 and ~ha t~o t~v~ t i eS  ~dealing with Juveni les  are  sub j e c t  to  
the pol icy d i r ec t i on  of  the Off ice  of  Juveni le  J u s t i c e  and Delinquency 
Preventlon (OJJDP). " "" . . . . . . . .  " 

a. Administrat ion and Management. Plan, d i r e c t ,  implement, and 
cont ro l  the programs and a c t i v i t i e s  of  OCACP. 
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6. 

b. Tec~mical Assistance. P r o v i d e  appropriate technical assistance 
.to_community_and Citizens_~R'_qup~_to_enable such_~'oups toencorage 
community and citize 9 participation in crime prevention and law 
enforcement and criminal Justice activities. 

c. Monitorln~ and Evaluation. In accordance with LEAA policy, 
direct and supervise the monitoring and evaluation of OCACP 
programs. 

d. Collection and Dissemination of Information. Provide information 
on succcessful programs of citizen and community participation 
to citizen and communltygrbups. 

e. Representation. Coordinate community anti-crlme program s and: 
activities with other Federal agencies and programs (including 
DOJICRD) designed to encourage and assist citizen partlcipatio~ 
in law enforcement and criminal Justice; and represent the 
Administration with public and private organlzat£ons engaged in~ 
community anti-crime programs and activities, i 

f. Grants and Program Management. Subject to the pollcy direction, 
allocati~n of funds, and directives issued by the Administration, 
the Assistant Administrator, OCACP, is authorized to approve and 
award grants and agreements for programs and projects as have 
been specifically and separately delegated by the Administration 
and to administer, modify, (not to exceed the original dollar 
amount of the approved award) extend, terminate, monitor and 
evaluate all OCACP grants and agreements; and to reJeqt o 7 deny 
grant applications submitted to LEAA within OCACP assigned pro- 
grams. Inthls respect, grants may be extended up to twelve 
months; however, the .total period .of award for any grant may not 
exceed 24months. OCACF grants and agreements dealing with 
juveniles must receive OJJDP concurrence prior to award, t 

REDELEGATION. Authority delegated i n this Instruction may be redele- 
gated, in whole or in part, provided that any redelegation is in 
writing and approved bY the Administrator. This restriction does 
not •apply to a temporary redelegat!on of authorityto a deputy or 
an assistant to be exercised during the Assistant Administrator's 
absence. -Authority redelegated by thel Assistant Administrator shall 
be exercised subject to the Asslstant ~ Administrator's policy direction 
and under such restrict£ons deemed approprlate. 
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RECORDS. OCACP s h a l l  keep such records  concernXng the  d e l e K a t i o n s  i n  
paragraph 5 as the A s s i s t a n t  A d m i n i s t r a t o r ,  Of f i ce  of  O p e r a t i o n s  
Support and the Comptrol ler  s h a l l  r e q u i r e ,  These r eco rds  s h a l l  be 
forwarded to  these  o f f i c e s  as  r equ i r ed .  

t" /i c En  rstorU  
Off ice  of  p l ann ing  and Kanage~ent 
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ATTACI94ENT A 
--UNITED STATF-~ - ~  

DEPARTMENT OF JUSTICE 

L AW EMFORCEI~'ENT ASSISTANCE 
ADMINISTRATION 

instruction - 

DELEGATION OF AUTHORITY TO THE DIRECTOR, OFFICE OF 
~b|tct! CRIMINAL JUSTICE EDUCATION AND TRAINING (OCJET) 

J I 1310.44H J 

November 11, 1977 

I. 

2. 

3. ̧ 

4. 

PURPOSE. The purpose of this Instruction is to delegate authority 
for the administration and operation of the Office of Criminal Justice 
Education and Training to its Director. 

SCOP____~E. This Instruction is of interest to all LEAA persohnel. 

CANCELLATION. This Instruction cancels LEAA Instruction I 131O.q4A 
dated October i3, 1977. 

FUNCTIONAL DELEGATION. The Director of theOffice is delegated the 
authority and respons!billty to coordinate the development and imple- 
mentation of policy for the LEAA criminal, justlce system manpower 
development program (except for Juvenile JUStice and delinquency 
prevention). 

a. Grants and Pro~amMana~ement. 

(i) Subject to the policy direction, a11ocatfon of ~unds and 
dlr~ctlves issued by the Administration, th e Director, 
OCJET is delegated the authority and responsibility to: 

(a) Approve, award, administer, monitor, modify, extend, 
terminate, and eva!uate grants and agreements provided 
under Part D, Law Enforcement Education Program 
(Section 406(a-d)' and thelnternship Program(Sectlon 
406(f)), and to reject or deny grant appllcations 
submitted to LEAA under Part D, Sections 406(a-d) 
and 406(f). In this respect, the total perlod of 
award for any grant may not exceed 12 months. 

(b) Administer, monitor, modify (not to exceed the origlnal 
dollar amount of the approved award), extend, terminate, 
and evaluate grants and agreements provided under Part D, 
Sections ~06(e) and 402(b)(5). In this respect, grants 
may be extended for up to 12 months; however, the 
total period of award for any grant may not exceed 24 
months. 

Olitribu,ion: All LE~ Employees. I.m.~d:el,: Off ice  of' PlanniNg 
and Management 
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(2) Subject to the policy direction of the Administration, the 
Director, OCJET, is delegated the authority and responsi- 
bility to direct, supervise, and administer the Law Enforce- 
ment Education Program (LEEP), the Education Development 
Program, the Internship Program, and the Graduate Research 
Fellowship Program. The Director is delegated the authority 
and responsibility to coordinate the implementation of these 
programs and related technical assistance throu8 h other 
research and action offices, as appropriate, and to coor- 
dinate with the Office of the Comptroller on the financial 
aspects of LEEP. 

b. Policy Planning. Coordinate the development of education and 
training policy for implementation by other LEAA Offices directly 
admlnls~erlng education and trainlng programs under Section 402(b)(6) 
and Section ~O? of the Crime Control Act of" 1976. (Juvenile Justice 
and delinquency prevention education and training policy is 
developed andimplemented by the~ Associate Administrator, OJJDP). 

c. Directives land Guidelines. Coordinate the development and imple-" 
mentation of directives relating to policy and ~rocedures for 
criminal Justice manpower planning and programs. 

d. Monltorin~ and Evaluation. In accordance with LEAA policy~ direct 
and supervise the monltoring and evaluation of.OCJET programs. 

e. Data Collection and Anal~sis. Work closely w~th NCJISS to collect 
and analyze data to provide management information on criminal 
Justice manpower planning and programs. Work c!osely with the 
Office of the Comptroller in connection with LEEP data. 

f. Representation. Represents the Administratibn to other public and 
private institutions in matters relating to criminal Justice 
education and training andmanpower development. 

5. REDELEGATION. Authority delegated in this Instruction may be redele- 
gated, in whole or In part, provided that any redelegatlon is in 
writing and approved by the Administrator. This restriction does not 
ap~ly to temporary redelegation of authority to a deputy or an assistant 
to be exercised during the absence of theDireetor. Authority redele- 
gated by the Director shall be exercised subject to the Director's 
policy direction and coordination and under such rest~£ctions deemed 

appropriate. 
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6. RECORDS. The O f f i c e  o f  Cr iminal  Jus t i ce  Educat ion and T ra tn lng  sha l l  
keep such records concerning, the delegations In  parasraph ~ as the . . . . . . .  
~ssfstan' t  Ad~Lnl-s t rator ,  Offt~=e o f  Op~'~at~tons Suppor t  and t~e 
Compt ro l le r  sha l l  r equ l r e .  Records s h a l l  be ro~rarded to these o f f i c e s  
as requ i red .  

AssLqtant  A d m i n i s t r a t o r  
O f f i c e  o f  Pl~nninS and Harmgement 
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ATTACHMENT A 

Dear : 

As yo u know, the National Advisory Committee is sponsoring a three day 
training conference for thes ta te  advisory groups on Mareh 1st through 
the 3rd here in Washington. It is sntieipated that this eonferenee will be 
responsiveto the issues and eoneerns raised by you and other advisory group 
chairpersons and members throughout the states andterr i tor ies .  

Although :it is hoped that this session will provide you with much of the 
sssistanee needed to carry out your advisory group funetions, it would 
be of great assistance to the Office of  Juvenile Justice and Delinquency 
Prevention, if, during and after the conference, you were able to identify 
other long range training, and technical assistance needs and communicate 
them to this Office. 

The '77 Amendments to the JJDP Act will have signifinant impact on the 
state advisory groups and their activities. As a response to your increased 
aetivity and responsibility, the Office of Juvenile Justice and Delinquency 
Prevention is mounting a national technical assistance and training program 
to support your efforts. 

To date, state advisory groups have not be e na  primary target for national  
technical assistance. With the expansion of the state advisory:groUpts 
role in Federal Iogislation,'the allocation of formula funds t o s t a t e  advisory 
groups and the inereaned awareness of the value of citizen advisory groups, 
OJJDP wants to LSrovide~immediate technical assistance from the  national 
level to state advisory groups. The technical assistance will focus on 
the Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention Act, issues in achieving 
the goals of the Act, and the roles and responsibilities of t h e s t a t e  advisory 
groups. 

Speeifieally, teehnieal assistance will be provided to help state advisory 
groups define and assume their role in  plandevelopment and implementation, 
program analysis, monitoring and other needs identified by the advisory 
groups as critical to the implementation of the Act. Technical assistance 
will be provided through a variety of methods Such as on-site consultation, 
conferences, workshops, documentation and training. 

In the near future a representative of the OJJDP will be contacting you 
to discuss your particular technical assistance needs. Prior to that, the 
Office of Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention encourages you 
to eommunicate your needs directly to the Technical Assistance Branch 
of the Of flee. 

Should you have any questions regarding the above, please contac t  Mr. 
Jim Gould of the Technical Assistance Branch of OJJDP at (9.02) 376,2211. 

With warmest regards, 

J 

John M. Rector 
Administrator 
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UN;.TED STATES 
- DEPART f.~NT. OF-3USTICE 

LAW EHFORCEMEHT ASSISTANCE 
ADMINISTRATION 

~ ' ~ ! ~ - - A -  T-T.-A C'H-M E-N T ' -B  - 

I 0 ,00 ] 

1978 PLANNING G~:~.NT AMENDMENTS A.~JD CQMPREHENS I VE PLAtJ SUPPLE:.'.ENT 

1." PURPOSE. Th is  Guidel Ine sets f o r t h  :,he requi re  men¢s.and provides guid~- 
ance f o r  The prepara t ion  of  Amendments 1"0 1978 Planning Grants and 
Comprehensive PLans, author ized unde rPa r t s  C and E of  Tlie Crime Control 
Act o f  1968, as amended, and The Juven l le  Jus t i ce  and Delinquency 

.Pre.venTion Act  o f  1974. Amendments To Planning Grants and Comprehensive 
. Plans a r e  made necessary by 1977 Amendments t o  The Juveni le  J u s t i c e  

and Oel i nquency Prevent ion Act .  The t:equiremenl's and prccedurss of  
Tbis Gulde l ine app!y ONL'( To changes and add i t i ona l  in format ion f o r  1978 
Planning Grants and Comprehensive P ans which are necessary f o r  compl i -  
ance w i th  The 1977 amendments. Requiremen+s f o r  1979 Planning and 

"Comprehensive Plans w i l l  be issued s t  s l a t e r  date.  

"2; SCOPE. The provis ions,  o f  This Guidel ine apply %o Those STaTe Planning 
Agencies which have e lected ,o  apply f o r  and accept funds under The 
Juven i le  JusTice and [gellnquency PrevenTion Act o f  1974. 

3. AID IH USING THE GU-IDEL'INE. For aSSYStance in using t h i s  Guidel ine o r  
f o r  answers To quest ions about i:r, conTacT The 'Of f i ce  o f  Juveni le  
JusTice and Delinquency PrevenTion. 

4. DEADLINE FOR SUBMISSION OF P~ANNING GRANT AND COMPREHENSIVE 
PLAN AMENDMENTS. The deadline for submitting amendments to 
the 1978 Planning Grants and Comprehensive Plans meeting the 
requirements stated herein is 60 days after the date of 
issuance of this guideline. An original and two copies must 
be sub~aitted to the Office of the Comptrollem, 633 Indiana 
Avenue, N.W., Washington, D.C. 20531. 

PART I. PLANNING GRANT AMENDMENTS 
v 

5. COMPOSITTON AND REPRESENTATIVE CHARACTER OF SUPERVI~SORY 
BOARD. 

a. Act Requirement. Section 203(a) (i) of the O.~unibus Crime 
Control and Safe Streets Act of 1968, as amended, re- 
quires that the chairman and at least two additional 
CITIZEN menders of any advisory group established pUrsu- 
ant to Section 223(a) (3) of the Juvenile Justice and De- 
linquency Prevention Act of 1974, as amended, shall be 
appointed to the StatePlanning Agency as members there- 
of. These individuals may be considered in meetinq t]~e 
general representation reguirements of this section. 

~lti0*,d'By: O f f i ce  of Juveni le Jus t ice  
and Dellnq~ency Pr'even%ion 

D~s"~-u ' ; : " :  SPAs; LEAA Profess ional  
Per sonr.e I 

/ 4! 
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6. 

7. 

b. Plann{nq Grant ~Amendment R~uuirement. Describe 
actions taker, or to be ta}:en to ensure that the 
Chairman and two CITIZEN merbers of the advisory 
group be appointed to the Supervisory Board by May 
31, 1978, uniess good cause can be shown to justify 
an extension. For pu.rposes of this requirement, 
citizen member is defined as any person who is not 
a full-time employee of the Federal, State or local 
government. 

ORGA.NIZATION AND cOMMITTEES, 

a. Act Reauirement. Section 203(a) (i) of the Omnibus 
Crime' Control and Safe Streets Act of 196a, as amend- 
ed, requires that .any executive committee of a State 
Planning Agency shall include in its membership the 
same proportion of.advisory group members as the 
total number of such members bears to the total mem- 
bership of the S;tate Pla~ning ;Agency. 

b. Planning Grant Amendment Recuirement. The State 
Planning Agency must describe the actions taken or 
to be taken to ensure that by May 31, 1978, any 

• executive committee, is comprised of: a proportionate 
share of advisory group members. Supervisory Board 
members who are REPRESENTATIVES of the advisory group 
shall be represented on a!.l executive committees, in 
at least the same proportion ?as their ~ number is to 
the entire supervisory Board. 

ADVISORY GROUPALLOTMENT. 

a. Act Requirement. Section 222(e) of the JJDP Act re" 
quires that 5[ per centum, of the minimum annual allot- 
ment to any Staie under Part B of the Act be availa- 
ble to assist the advisory group• established under 
section 223(a) (13) of the Act. 

b. For purposes Of computinu the 5 De rceft allotment, 
the following procedures~siall be used: 

(i') Each State shall ailozate $1!,250 and, the Virgin 
Islands, Guam, American Samoa, and the Trust 
Territories of the Pacific Islands S~all al!oca~e 
$2,812.50. These funds are not to be considered• 
as part of the maximur 15% monies set aside for 
planning and administrHt ~on•funds; 'The maximum 
1"5% for pianning and a~ministratfon Ss calci~lated 
on the total formula ~ranh award. 
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(2) The funds allocated to the advisory group may be 
used for such functions and responsibilities con- 
sistent wihh--Sec~ion 223(a)(3) of theJJDP Act. 
Funds allocated to the Advisory Group shall not 
supplant any funds currently allocated to them. 

(7) The 5 percent'allotment does not preclude the 
State from providing additional financial and tech £ 
nical assistance to the advisory groups. However, 
the provision of any additional funds for the ad- 

• visory group shall be consistent with the approved 
~Y 718 JJDP Plan and must be from planning and ad- 
ministration monies unless the funded activities ! 
are of a program or project nature. 

c. Planning GrantAmendment Requirements. Describe the 
sL~ps to be taken to notify the advisory group of 
this requirement. The advisory group shall develop 
a plan for the.utilization of these funds which, upon 
review by the State, shall be submitted as a part of 
the planning grant amendn~nt document. Indicate the 
amount of funds allocated ~o the advisory group. 

ADVISORY GROUP COMPOSITION. 

a. Act Requirement. Section 223(a) (3)-of the JJDP Act 
r~quires that at least one-third of the members of 
the advisory group be appointed pIior to their 26th 
birthday, at least three of whom must have been or 
must now be under the jurisdfction of the juvenile 
justice system. In addition, the composition of the 
advisory group may now include business groups and 
businesses employing youth, youth wo=kers, involved 
w~th alternative youth programs, and persons with 
specialized experience regarding the problems of sc- 
hool violence and vandalism and the problems of 
learning disabilities. 

b. Planning Grant Amendment Requirements. The State 
shall provide a list of all advisory groupmembers, 
including the new appointees, with a statement of how 
ihe composition of'the advisory group meets the sta- 
tutory membership requirements. If the advisory 
group is not in compliance with all of the provisions 
of £he Act, the State must describe the actions to be 
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taken to insure'complian ce by submission of the FY 
19~9 Planning Grant Applicati °n. 

~VISORY GROUP ROLES AND RESPONSIBILITIES. 

a. Act Requirement. Section 223(a)(3) of the JJDP Act 
states tl~-a-t~h~ advisory group: 

(i) Shall participate in the development and review 
of the State's juvenile justice plan prior to 
submission :to the supervisory board for final 

• action~ 

(2) Shall advise the State P~anning Agency and its 
supervisory board. 

(3) Shall have an'opportunity for review and comment 
on.all juvenile justice and delinquency preven- 
tion.grant applications submitted to the State 
Planning Agency other than those subject to re- 
view by the State's judicial planning committee 
established pursuant to Section 203(c) of the 
Omnibus Crime Control and safe streets Act of 
1968, as amended, except that any such review 
and Comment shall be made no later than 30 days 
after the submission of any such application to 
the advisory group. 

(4) May advise the'Governor and the legislature on 
matters related to its functions, as requested. 

(5) May be given a role in monitoring State compliance 
with t~e requirements of paragraph 223(a) (12) (A) 
and paragraph (13), in advising on State Planning 
Agency and regional planning unit supervisory. 
board composition, in advising on the State's 
maintenance of effort under Section 261(b) and 
section 520(b) of the Om_nibus Crime Control and 
Safe Streets Act of 1968, as amended, and in 
review of the progress and accomplishments of 
~uvenile justice and delinquency prevention pro-" 
jects funded under the comprehensive State Plan. 

,b. Planninq Grant Amendment Requirement'- ~he State shall 
describe the procedures it will establJ:sh to ensure" 
that' th~ advisory group has the opportunity to carry 
out is .~unctions consistent with this Section of th e 

Act. 
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i0. ~PASS-THROUGH REQUIREMENT . 

a. Act Requirement. Section ~ 223(a) (5) of the-JJDP-Ac~ .... 
requires that at least 66 2/3 per centum of funds re- 
ceived by the State under Section 222, other than 
funds made availabie to the State advisory group un- 
der section 222(e) shall be expended through: 

(1) Programs oil units of general local government in- 
sofar, as they are consistent with the state 
Plan. 

(2) Programs of local private agencies, to the ex- 
tent such programs are consistent With the State 
Plan, except that direct funding of the cognizant 
local private agency by a State. shall be per- 
mittod only if such agency requests Such funding 
after it has applied for and been denied funding 
by any unit of general local government or com- 
bination thereof. 

b. Planning Grant Amendment Requirement. The State. must 
' provide assurance that at least 66 2/3 percent of the : 
funds received by the State under Section-222, other 
than the funds the State Planning Agency provides to ~ 
the advisory=group under S4ction 222(e), shall be ; 
expended through programs of units of general local 
government and. local private agencies, Indicate the 
amount andpercentage, of funds being passed-through 
to units of general local government. Local private 
agency is defined as a private non-profit agency or 
organization that provides program services 
within • . • an identifiable unit of general local 
government or combination thereof. 

c. Inclusion and Compilation of Pass-T|~ough. Formula 
grant funds made available to units of general local 
government by the State Planning Agency for planning 
and administration purposes, as-well as progrmm pur- 
poses, shall.:be included in calculating the amount 
of funds to be expended through program s of units of 
general local government. Formula grant funds made 
available to local private agencies for programs that 
are consistent with the State Plan shall a~so be in- 
cluded in compilation of the pass-throug h 
agency has been denied JJDP Act funding by a unit of: 
general local government and after the permit of gen- 

eral local government has been given the full oppor--- 
tunity to explain why it decided not to fund the 

3 8 - 4 0 7  0 " 79 - 22 
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PART II. 

[ii. 

! 

the local private agency. In a Stat e where all fund- 
ing is distributed directly by tha State, a private 
agency need not first apply to a unit of general lo- 
cal government for funding. These funds can also 
be included as pass-through. In addition, if a unit 
oE general local government, recieves pass-through 
funds from.the State and, in turn, refuses to fund 
a project submitted by a private agency, the State 
can reduce the local award if it funds the project. 

COMPREHENS~VE. PLANAMEND~NTS. 

ADVANCED TECHNIQUES. 

a. Act Requirement. Section 223(a) (10) of the JJDP Act 
requires that not less than 75 per centum of the 
funds available to the State under Section 222, other 
than funds made available to the State advisory group 
under Section~22(e), whether expended directly by 
the State, by the unit of general local government 
or a combination thereof, or through contracts and 
grants with public or private agencies, shall be 
used for advanced techniques in developing, maintain- : 
ing and expanding programs and services designed to ". 
prevent Juvenfle delinquency, to divert juveniles 
from the juvenile justice system, to provide community 
based alternatives to juvenfle detention and correc-. 
tional facilities, to encourage a diversity of alter ~ 
natiyes within th'e juvenile justice system, and to 
establ~sh and adopt juvenile justice standards. 

b. Plan Supplement Requirement. In calculation of the 
75 per centum of funds which the State Planning 
Agency must expend on programs that utilize advanced 
techniques, the State Planning Agency may also in- 
clude programs which encourage a diversity of alte@- 
natives within the juvenile justice system, and estab- 
lish and adopt juvenile justice-standards. These 
advanced techniques can also include: 

(I) Projects designed to develo p ~nd implement pro- 
grams stressing advocacy activities aimed at im- 
proving services for and protecting the rights 
of youth impacted by the juvenile justice system. 

(21). Programs and services for the prevention and 
treatment of juvenile delinquency through the de- 
velopment of twenty-four hour initiative screen- 
ing, volunteer and crisis home programs, day treat-" 

/ 
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12. 

ment, and home probation. 

c. The State Planning-Agency-sh~ll ~epof£ on-th-e~e~ 
centumof funds being allocated toward programs 
that are considered as utilizing adv~%ced techni- 
ques. 

STATUS OFFENDERS. 

a .' Act 

. [ 

Requirement. 

(I) Section-223(a) (12) (A) of the JJDP Act requires 
that wi~£hin three years after submission of the 

: initial plan that juveniles who are charged with 
or who have committed offenses that would not 
be criminal if committed by an adult, or such 
non-offenders as dependent or neglected children, 
shall not be placed in juvenile detention Or 
correctional facilities. 

Section 223(a)(12)(B) of the JJDP Act provides 
that the StaSe shail submit annual reports to 
the OJJDP Administrator containing a review of 
the progress made by the State'to achieve the de-. :.:~ 
institutionalization of juveniles described in ~ ,= 
subparagraph (A) and a review of the progress ~ 
made by the State to provide that such juveniles,' 
if placed in the facilities which;(a) are the 
least restrictive alternatives appropriate to 
th~ needs of the child and the community; (b) 
are. in reasona~)le proximity to the family and 

,~ home. communities of such juveniles; and (c) 
: provide the services described in Section 103 

(i), of the Act. 

Section 223(c) of the JJDP Act states that fail- 
ure to ach~ieve compllance with the subsection 
(a) (12) (A) requiremen~ within the three,year 
time limitation shall terminate any State's 
eligibility for funding under, this subpart 
unless the Administrator, with the concurrence 
of the Associate Administrator, determines that 
the State iS in substantial compliance with the : 
requirement, through achievement of deinsti£U- 
tionalization of not less than 75 per centum of. 
such juveniles, and has made, through appropriate 
executive or legislative action, an unequivocal 
commitmen t to achieving ful I compliance within 
a reasonable time not exceeding two additional 

(2) 

(3) 
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years. 

b. Plan Supplement Requirer.ents. In accordance with 
Section 223(a) (12) (A) of ~e JJDP Act, the State 
shall submit a revised plan, procedure and time 
table assuring that within three years of the date 
of submission of an approved p!an, status offenders 
and non-offenders such as dependent or neglected 
children, shall not be placed in juvenil9 detention 
or oorrectionai facilities, and shall indicate the 
amount and percentage of funds being allocated for 
these-purposes. 

CONTACT WITH INCARCERATED ADULTS. 

a. Act Requirement. Section 22"3{a) (13) of the JJDP 
Act requir-es ~at~juveniles alleged to be or found 

• to be delinquent, and'~ouths within the purview Of 
Section 223(a) (12).(A), shall not be detained or con ~ : 
fined in any insti6u~ion in ~hlch they have regu- 
lar contact with adult persons incarcerated be- 
cause they have been convicted of a crime or are 
awaiting trial on criminal charges. 

.b~ Plan Supplement Requirement. The State shall modify 
its plan for separation required by paragraph 52j 
of M 4100.1F to the extent that the separation plan 
covers juveniles alleged or found to be delinquent 
as well as status offenders, alleged status offenders, 
and non-offenders such as dependent and neglected 
children, and indicate the ~ount and percentage of 
funds being allocated for these purposes- 

-RIGHTS OF PRIVACY FOR RECIPIENTS OF SFRVICES. 

a. Act Requirement. Section 223(a) (!6) of the JJDP 
Act requires that the State Plan provide for pro- 
cedures to be established for protecting the rights 
of recipients of services and.for assuring appropri ~ 
ate privacy with regard to records relating to such 
services provided to any indi~idua! under the State 
Plan. Section 229 of the JJD2 Act expands upon ~- 
this paragraph by requiring that, except as author- 
ized by law; program records containing the identity 
of individual juveniles gathered for purposes pur- 
suant to this title may not be disclosed except ~.;ith 
the consent of the service recipient or legally 
authorized representative, cr as may be necessary 
to perform £he functions ,requlrec by this title. 

.4 
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b. 

Under no circumstances may pro~ect reports or f~nd- 
ings_available for public dissemination contain 
the actual names of individual service ~e~ipients. 

Plan Supplement Requirement. The State must describe 
their method of procedures for ensuring that all 
program project records, containing the identity of ! 
individual juveniles, are not disclosed, except with 
the consent Of the recipient or legally authorized ! 
representative or, a s may be necessary to perform 
the functions of the JJDP Act. Furthermore, the 
State will provide assurances that under no cir- 
cumstances will any project • report or findings 
available for public dissemination contain the 
actual names of individual service recipients. 

/ 

/ 
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% 
I., ool, c.o- l 
Cancellation 
Da~." After Fi l ing  

1. 

2. 

3. 

Dml t r lbu t lan t  

PURPOSE. 

a. This change transmits rev l s i ons to  the Guide for  State Planntng-- 
Agency Grants, M 4100.1F, January 18,1977. 

b. Revisions are explained in the fol lowing paragraph. Pages to be 
added are attached. Recipients should remove old pages as ind!cated 
in the page control chart and add new pages to the Guide where 
Indicated. 

SCOPE. Thts Change is Of interest  to a l l  holders of M 4100.1F. 

EXPLANATION OF CHANGES. 

a. Paraqraph 22, State Planntn9 Agency Supervisory Board, ts modified 
to r e f l ec t  changes In representation .of the SPA Supe,~lsory Board 
pursuant to Section 223(a)(3) of the JJDP Act of 1974o as amended. 

b. Pareqraph 27, Requirements For State Planntn 8 Agencies Which 
Part icipate In the Juvenile Justice And Oellnquenc~ Prevention Act 
~ ,  has been deleted. Paragraph 52 now contains a l l  of the 
requirements for application an d recelpt of funds under the JJDP Act. 

c. ParaqraPh 51, Special Requirements for  Juvenile Justice Under The 
Crtme Control Act, has been modified to re f lec t  changes t n main- 
tenance of e f fo r t  requirements. TfftS paragraph now requlres~t hat 
each state allocate and expend 19.15 percent of i t s  to ta l  Crime 
Control al location for  Juventle just!ce programs; 

d. Paraqreph 52, Spectal Requlrements For Part ic ipat ion in Funding 
Under The Juvenile Justice And Delinquency Prevention Act Of l u / 4 ,  
has been modified to include Omnibus Crime Control Act requirements 
and OJJOP planntng grant requirements, Al l  of these requirements 
a r e t o  be addressed j o t n t l y  In a Separate section Of the 
Comprehensive Plan. 

e. Paragraph 52t. Continuat!on.Support. has been modlfled to indicate 
that all programswhich receive a satisfactory yearly evaluation 
shall continue to rece~ve~,flnanclal assistance at the same level as 
their IMtlal appllcatlon. 

All Holders of H 4100,1F . . .  Off ice of Juvenile I I l l o  • oy |  ~US~ce and DelinquencY Prevention 

i 



j~ 
i 

337 

F. 

f .  Paragraph 52n, Honltortnq.Of'Jatlse Detention Faci l i t ies And 
~o~,ecttona|Fact] | t tes, has not been changed. C~T~ents and re- 

-~Gmmendattons concernlKg-thts-paragraph-and-Appendtxt~paragraph- 
4, w111 be entertalned. 

PAGE COflTROLCHART 

Remove Penes Ozted Insert Pages Oared 

Table of ConCent.s Table of Contents 

t t t  end tv Jan. 18, 1977 
vend vt Hay 20, 1977 

16 and 17 Jan. 18, 1977 

22 thru 29 Jan. 18, ,1977 

50-56 Jan. 18, 1977 
57-62 Hay 20, 1977 
63 Jan.18, 1977 

Append|x 1 
3 and 4 Hay 20,: 1977 

11t 
tv 
v 

v| 

16 and 17 
17-1 (and 17-2) 
22 (thru 28) 
29 

50 thru 63-6 

Appendlx Z 
3 
4 

Jan. 18, 1977 

Hay 20, 1977 

Hay 20, 1977 

OAHES H.H, GREGG 
Acting Admlnlstrator 
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(2) Uave a supervisory board ( i . e . ,  a board o t d l r e e t o r e ,  
oo~mlssion, COmmittee; counci l ,  e t c . )  vhteh has respons ib i -  
l i t y  fo r  revlewirq&,approvln8 and maintaining 8eneral 
oversight  of the State plan and i t s  implementation; 

b. Appl icat ion Requirement. Documentation must be presented as 
t o  t he  l o c a t i o n  and s t a t u s  ~ l t h i  n S t a t e  government  o f  t h e  
S t a t e  Plannlng Agency. 

22. STATE PLANNING AGENCY SUPENVISOR¥ BOARD. 

a. Author l t  7 o f  the '~uperv isory Boa rd .  

(1) Act Requirement. Section 202 o f  the Ant author izes ~ • 
tolmake g r a n t s  t o  t he  S t a t e s  f o r  e s t a b l i s h m e n t  end  o p e r a t i o n  
o f  S t a t e  c r i m i n a l  j u s t i c e  a n d  l a w e n f o r c e m e n t  p l a n n i n g  
a g e n c i e s  f~r  t he  p r e p a r a t i o n ,  development  and r e v i s i o n  Of 
S t a t e  p l a n s .  L B A A r e q u i r e s  t h a t  "the S t a t s  P l a n n i n g  Agency 
have a s u p e r v i s o r y  boa rd ,  ( i . e . ,  a board  o f  d i r e c t o r s ,  
~ L t s s l o n ,  commit tee ,  ~oounell ,  e t c . )  which has  r e s p o n s i b i l i t y  
f o r  reviewlnS,  a p p r o v i n g ,  and m a i n t a t n i n g l e n e r a l  o v e r e t s h t  
o f  the  S t a t e  p l a n  and i t s  i ~ p l e m e n t a t l o n .  S i n c e  t h e  SPA 

• s u p e r v i s o r y  board  o v e r s e e s  t he  S t a t e  p l a n  and i t s  i m p l e m e n t a t i o n ,  
i t  must possess  t he  n r e p r e s e n t a t i v e  c h a r a c t e r "  r e q u i r e d  
by the Act in Sect ion 203(a)(1) .  

(2) Appl loat lon Requirement. Documentary evidence must be 
pre sen t ed  a u t h o r i z i n g  the  S t a t e  P l a n n i n 8  Agency s u p e r v i s o r y  
board  to  ~ n o t t o ~  a s  s t a t e d  above.  

b.  Composit ion and R e p r e s e n t a t i v e  C h a r a c t e r .  

'(1)" Act Requirement. Section 203~e)(1) .o f  the act  requi res tha t  
t h e  S t a t e  P lann ing  Agency s u p e r v i s o r y  board  must  ha  
r e p r e s e n t a t i v e  o f  law enfo rcement  and c r i m i n a l  J u s t i c e  a s e n o l e s ,  
t n c l u d i n g a s e n e l e e  d l r e c t l y r e l a t e d  to  t h e  p r e v e n t l o n e ~ i d  
c o n t r o l  o f  j u v e n i l e  d e l i n q u e n c y ,  u n i t e  o r  g e n e r a l  l o c a l  
government ,  p u b l i c  a s e n e l e s  m a l n t a l n t n 8  p rograms  t o  r educe  
and c o n t r o l  c r ime ,  and s h a l l  I nc lude  r e p r e s e n t a t i o n  o f  

- "  citizens, p r o f e s s i o n a l  a n d c o m m u n i t y  O r g a n i z a t i o n s ,  i n c l u d i n g  
o r g a n i z a t i o n s  d i r e c t l y  r e l a t e d  t o  d e l i n q u e n c y  p r e v e n t i o n .  
The Chairman and  a t  l e a s t  two a d d i t i o n a l  c i t i z e n  members  o f  
any  a d v i s o r y  g r o u p  e s t a b l i s h e d  p u r s u a n t  t o  s e c t i o n  2 2 3 ( a ) ( 3 )  
o f  t h e  JJDP Act  o£ 1974,  a s  amended,  s h a l l  be  a p p o i n t e d  t o  
t h e  S t a t e  p l a n n i n g  a g e n c y  a s  members t h e r e o £ .  T h e s e  
i n d i v i d u a l s  may be c o n s i d e r e d  i n  m e e t i n g  t h e  g e n e r a l  r e p r e -  
s e n t a t i o n  r e q u i r e m e n t s  o£ t h i s  s e c t i o n .  Any e x e c u t i v e  
commi t t ee  o f  a S t a t e  p l a n n i n g  a g e n c y  s h a l l  i n c l u d e  i n  i t s  
membersh ip  t h e  same p r o p o r t i o n  o f  a d v i s o r y  g r o u p  members  a s  
t h e  t o t a l  number o f  s u c h  members  b e a r s  t o  t h e  t o t a l  member -  
s h i p  o£ t h e  S t a t e  p l a n n i n g  a g e n c y .  

' i  L ~:: ' ;J~ ~ - 
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Special prov is ion Is  made'for membership f ~  the Judic iary.  
The co=posit ion o f  such boards may vary;  however I t  is  

= :reqUired t h a t  such boards be f a i r l y  rep~sen ta t t ve  o~ a l l  
components o~ the  e r~n ina l  J u s t i c e  s y s t e ~ a n d  t h a t  the 
r e p r e s e n t a t i o n  takes  account  or. reasonable  geograph ica l  
balance, reasonable urban-rural  balance, the Incidence o~ 
crime, and or  the d i s t r i b u t i o n  o f  la~ enforcement services at  
s tate and local  leye ls ,  ~he co=posit ion o f  the board must 
contain representat ion o f  the fo l lowing:  

(a)  S t a t e  law enforcement and c r imina l  J u s t i c e  agenc ies  , 
lne lud lngaaenoles d i r e c t l y  .related to the prevention 
and cont ro l  o f  Juveni le delinquency. 

(b) Un£t 8 o f  general local  8overnment by elected po l i cy -  
makln8 or  execu t ive  o f f t o l a l s ;  

(0) Law enforcement and :criminal Just ice o f f i c i a l s  or 
) 

administ rators from laoal  un i ts  o f  government; 

(d) Bach major law enforce=er r  func t ion  -o p o l i c e ,  
c o r r e c t i o n s ,  c o u r t  e y s t e ~  and Juven i l e  J u s t i c e  ~ y s t e ~ .  

(e)  Public  (governmental )  agenc ies  I n  the  S t a t e  matn ta lo tn  8 . 
programs to reduce and con t ro l  cr ime,  ~hether  or  not 
t ~ u l c t l o n ~  p r i m a r i l y  as law enforcement agencies ;  

( f )  C i t i z en ,  p r o f e s s i o n a l  and c o . u n i t y ,  o r a a n l z a t t o n s ,  
lnoludtn8 o r g a n i z a t i o n s  d i r e c t l y  r e l a t e d  to de!lnquency'  
p reven t ion .  These may Inc lude ' such  agenc ies  and ~ 'oups 
as those l i s t e d  below: 

Publ ic  agenc ies  concerned with del inquency preven t ion  
or  t r ea tmen t  such as Juven i l e  j u s t i c e  agencies ,  
Juven i le  or  family  cour~ Judges and we l fa re ,  soc i a l  
s e r v i c e s ,  mental  h e a l t h ,  educa t ion ,  or  youth s e r v i c e  
depar tmente .  

P r i v a t e  aaene les  concerned v t t h d e l t n q u e n o y  p r e -  
ven t ion  and t r ea tmen t :  concerned with neglec ted  
or  dependent ch i ld ren ;  concerned u l t h  t h e  q u a l i t y  
Of Juven i l e  J u s t i c e ,  educa t ion ,  Or s o c i a l  s e r v i c e s  
for  c h i l d r e n .  

Oraan lza t fons  concerned with neg lec ted  ch i ld ren ;  

Or~.anlzations whoee =embers a r e  p r i m a r i l y  concerned 
v l t h  the  we l f a re  of  c h i l d r e n ;  

Youth o r g a n i z a t i o n s ;  and 



344 

(q) What the  funding l e v e l  i s  f o r  the  J u d i c i a l  p l a n n i n g  c o ~ " i t t e e  
inc lud ing  a budget which o u t l i n e s  the  purposes  and  f u n c t i o n s  
fo r  which these funds a r e  to  be used.  

(5) Prov is ions  ro t  pub l i c  no t i ce  o f  mee t ings ,  a s  r e q u i r e d  by 
Sect ion  2 0 3 ( g ) O f  the Act and the  requ i rements  o f  
paraeraph 22.d, 

(6) The procedures and methyls fo r  assuring involvement o f  
• c i t i zens and community organizatlo.ns in  the planning process. 

(7) In the case of  s i tua t ions  where the Jud ic ia l  planning -' 
committee does not ex i s t ,  the procedures by which the State 
Planning Agency proposes to consult wi th the courts and 
related aeenctes in the development and preparat ion o f  the 
annual Judicial  plan. 

* 27. REgUIR~4ENTS FOR STATE PLANNING AGENCIES WHICH PARTICIPATE IN THE 
JUVENILE JUSTICE AND DELINQUENCY PREVENTION ACT PROGRAMS. 

~0eleted - Change 3 .  See Paragraph 52.~) 

28. REQUIREMENTS UNDER SECTION 518 (e) OF THE CRIME CONTROL ACT! .SECTION 
262~b) OF THE JUVENILE JUSTICE ACT AND TITLE VI OF' THE CIVIL RIGHTS 
ACT OF 1~6~ AND' THE EQUAL EMPLOYMENT OPPORTUNITY REGULATIONS OF TH~ 
DEPARTMENT OF JUSTICE 
a .  App l i cab i~ i ty .  The S t a t e  Planning Agency In a c c e p t i n g  a g r a n t  from 

t h e  Law En£oreement Ass i s t ance  Admin i s t r a t ion  fo r  the  o p e r a t i o n  o£ 
the  S t a t e  PlanntnE&genoy a s s u r e s  t h a t  i t  w i l l  comply and w i l l  i n s u r e  
compliance by i t s  subErantees  and c o n t r a c t o r s  with Sec t ion  5 1 8 ( e ) ( 1 )  
of  the  Crime Control Act,  T i t l e  VI of  the  C i v i l  e i g h t s  Act o f  196q, 
Subpar t s  C, D, and E of  29 C,F.R. Par t  q2 , , and  where a p p l i c a b l e ,  
s e c t i o n  262(b) o£ the J u v e n i l e  J u s t i c e ' A c t ,  to  the end t h a t  no person  
shal l  on the grounds o£ race, r e l i g i on ,  e o io r ,  sex or nat lona ~ o r i g i n ,  
be excluded f r omps r t i o i pa t i on  in,  be denied the benef i ts  o f ,  or be 
otherwise subjected to discrimination under, or denied employment, in 
connect ion with, any program or  a c t i v i t y  which r e c e i v e s  f i n a n c i a l  
a s s i s t a n c e  from the Department off J u s t i c e .  

b. Appl ica t ion  Requirement. The S t a t e  Planning Agency must d e s c r i b e  
:in its planning grant application how it will implement t h e  
following procedures in Order to-carry out its responsibillties 
under t h i s  Act: 

(1) Designation of a Civil Rights Compliance Officer. The SPA 
shall designate by name a staff member as civil rights 
compliance offleer(s) to review the compliance of the SPA,' 
its subErantees and contractors with Title VI, the regulations 
implementing T i t l e  VI and the  equal  employment o p p o r t u n i t y  
regulations of the Department of Justice. 

:iJ 
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(2) Training o f  the SPA Sta f f .  The SPA shal l  provide i t s  ent i re  
staff wlth-approprlate training and information concerning 
the SPAs 6611gatlons unddr the ~Ondlscrlmlnatlo n requirements 
and thls statement. A timetable for this training shall be 
set forth. 

(3) Informln~ Sub~rantees and Contractors of Civll Ri~hts 
Requirements. The SPA is required to instruct all applicants 
for and recipients of flnanelal assistance of the obligation 
to comply wlth the non-dlscrlmlnati0n cequirements and the 
available sanctions in the event of noncompllanoe. The 
SPA shall sat forth the methods by which It has informed 
Subgrantees and contractors of their civil rights requirements. 

(~) SPA and Sub~rantees and Contractors to Keep Records. The SPA 
shall require subgrantees and contractors to maintain records 
as LEAA shall determine to be necessary to assess the sub, 
grantees or contractors continuing compllance with the non- 
discrlmlnatlonrequirements. 

(5) SPA to Inform Beneficiaries Of Ri~hts~ TheSPA shall provide 
information to the publloregardinE the nondiscrimination 
obl igat ion o f  the SPA, i t s  subErantees and contractors and the 
right" to file s complaint with the sPA or LEAA or both 
concerning violation of those obllgatlons; The SPA shall 
describe its efforts to inform the public Of its nondiscrimi- 
nation po l i cy .  

(6) SPAs Obligation in Complaint Process. The SPA shal l  establ ish 
and set fo r th  appropriate procedures for  the receipt  an d 

. r e f e r r a l  o f  eomplaintseonoePnln8 v i o l a t i on  o f  the nondiscr i -  
mination requirements. 

(8) 

RESERVED 

SPA to Cnoperate in Conduct of  C i v i l  Rights Compliance 
Reviews. In accordance with the requirements o f  LEAA, the 
SPA shall cooperate with L~AA in conducting clvl ! rights 
compliance review of criminal Justlceagencles within the 
State. 

SPA Report of Awards for Construction 'Pro~ects. The SPA must 
report to the Office or civil Bights Compllanceand tothe 
coKnlzant Regional Office all awards for federally assisted 
Construction Projects i n exces e of $10,000 using Part C 
and Part E funds. The SPA must descrlbe the procedures to 
insure reporting on Construction Projects form, LEAA Form 
7400/1, (see G 7~OO,1B, appendix 2.~). ~ 

I 
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(b) The Houatn8 and Community :Development Aot of 197 tl 
and the proarams supported th rown  I t ;  

(e) The Htabway Safety Act or 1966, ,nd the proa~ u~ 
~upported through i t .  

50: ~[~-~E COORDINATION WITH SINGLE STATE AGENCIES DESIGNATED UNDER, " 
T~E DRUG A~$- R OFFICE AND TREATI4~T AcT. 

a. Act Requirement. Seotlon 303(a)(18) of the Crime Control Act 
requdres that 3~ate plans establish proeedm-es for e f fect ive 
adordimatlon between SPAs and the slnKle state asenoles 
'destalmtad usder Seotlon qO9(e)(1) of the DrY8 Abuse Office and 
Treatment Act of 1972 in respandim8 to the needs of d r ~  
dependent offenders ,  tnoludtn8 a l c o h o l i c s  a lcohol  abuse r s ,  d ~  
addic ts  and drug abusers.  

b. Plan ReQu£rement. The S~ate PlarminE Agency must specifY the 
~ethods and pro.oedures i t  w l l i  use to assure  coordinat ion and 
ooopera t ios  with the s i ng l e  s t a t e  88eneles.  I f  these  methods 
and procedm'es have been desorlbed in  the plan Or i n  the 
pia~JLng 8rant appileation, paEe references to the dI.soussion of the 
relat ionships and coordination w i i l  be adequate, 

* 51. f lAINTENPNCE OF EFFORT REQUIREMENTS FOR JUVENILE JUSTICE UNDER THE 
CRIME CONTROL ACT. 

a. Act Requirement. Section 520(b) of the Crime Control Act of 
1976 and Sectlo'n 261(b) of the Juvenile Justice and Delinquency 
Prevention Act of 1974, as amended, require that  i n  add i t ion  to 
funds appropriated under Section 261(a) of the Juvent le Just ice 
and Delinquency Prevention Act of  1974, as amefided, the 
Administrator shall maintain from the appropriation for the Law 
Enforcement Assistance Admlnlstratlon, each fiscal year, at least 
19.15 percent .of the total appropriation for the Admlnistratlon 
fo r  juvent le  delinquency programs, 

b. Indlvldual Level of State Fun(llng. In order to maintain a pro- 
portionate share of  the s tatutory  maintenance leve l , ,  the states 
w i l l  be required to a l loca te  and expend, on a s ta te -by-s ta te  b as ls ,  
at least  19.15 percent of the t o ta l  annual a l locat ion '  o f  Parts B, 
C and E block grant funds fo r  Juveni le Just ice and delinquency 
preventlon-related programs and projects, 

c. Basis for Assurin 9 Maintenance Requirement. 

( I )  The basis for assuring'Indlvidual •State allocations and ex, 
pendltures equal to the State's proportional share of the 
maintenance requirement Is to establish individual State 
allocations equal to 19,15 percent of the total Parts B, C 

"•') 
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and E allocations to the "particular State. Each State's re- 
quired minimum al locat ion level for  Fiscal Year 1979 and 
succeeding ftscal years is equal to 19.15 percent o f  the sum 
of i t s  Parts B, C and E allocations "of Crime Control Act 

-funds for each year. However, "individual states may allocate 
and expend more than the required mtn!mom al locat ion on Juve- 
ni le just ice and delinquency prevention programs. 

(2) Funds al located to meet the maintenance of e f fo r t  requirement 
as well as formula grants and other funds available fo r  a l lo -  
cation under the State Plan wt l ]  be considered in making the 
determination that the State Plan tncludes a comprehensive 
program for  the improvement of juvenile just ice as required 
by Section 303(a). 

(3) Part B funds wt l l  be presumed to be allocated to  Juvenile 
':- jUst{ce planntng and administration act !v i t ies based on a 
" percentage of Part B funding equal to  the aggregate percent- 

age of Parts C and E funds allocated for Juvenile just ice 
programs and projects. HOwever, individual states may docu- 
ment that a greater amount of Part B funds are u t i l i zed  for 
planning and administration act tv l t tes relatad to juveni le 
JUstice. . 

r 

d .  Plan Requirement. The, State Plan must ident i fy  Parts C and E • 
funded programs and projects related to Juvenile just ice and de- 
linquency prevention and the i r  corresponding fund allocations. 

e. Prohibit ion Agatnst Reprogrammln9 Out of Juvenile Justice Area. 
• There is a general prohibi t ion aga!nst reprogrammtng out of the 

Juventle Justice area. The exercise of reprogrammlng authority 
Out of the Juventle just ice area is therefore subject to, pr ior  
LEAA approvalwhena State has al located more than the minimum 
19.15 percent leve l .  

.fi2. REQUIREMENTS FOR STATE PLANNING AGENCIES PARTICIPATING IN THE JUVENILE 
~USTICE AND DELINQUENCY PREVENTION ACT. 

a. Appl icabi l i ty .  The provisions o f  this paragraph apply to those 
states:thathave el.ected to part ic ipate in the Juventle Justice 
and Delinquency Prevention Act of 11974. as amended (herein re- 
ferred to as the JJDP Act). Thts paragraph now contains a l l  of 

"the requirements for application and recelptTof funds under the 
JJDP ACt. 

( 1 )  For those states part tc lpat ln~ in the JJDP Act, the provisions 
of the comprehensive program tor  the lmprov~=nt of Juvenile 
Justice, as required by the Omnibus Crime Control and Safe 
Streets Act, and the provisions of the JJDP Act are to be * 

2 8 - 4 0 7  0 - 79 ° 2 3  
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addressed Joint ly tn a separate section of the comprehensive 
plan. The requirement of a separate Juvenile section empha- 
sizes the dist inct ions between the Juvenile JUstice system 
and the crtmtnal Justice system and the importance placed on 
~uvenfle Justice by the Congress. Further, a separate jUve- 
n i le  section wt l l  f a c i l i t a t e  review and monitoring of pro. 
grass towards detnst l tu t lonal lzat ton and separation. 

(2) For those states not part tctpat ln9 tn the JJDP Act. the pro- 
visions of  the comprehensive program for  Juvenile JUS~tce 
should address the requirements of the Omnibus Crime Control 
and Safe Streets Act." 

Plan Review Cr i ter ia.  The requirements of t h i s  paragraph are sta ~ 
to to r t l y  mandated and must be addressed. OJJDP has determined 
the fol lowing programmatic areas to be of c r i t i c a l  concern: 
Detnstttuttonaltzatlon of  Status Offenders and Non-0ffenders; 
Contact with Incarcerated Adults; HonttoHng of Ja i l s ,  Detention 
Facl l ) t tes and Correctional Fact ] t r ies ;  Advanced Techniques; 
Juvenile JustiCe Advisory Groups; and Deta!]ed Study of  Needs. 
Fatlure to fu l l y  address these programmatic areas shall resul t  in 
plan disapproval. Fatlure to adequately address any other requi re-  
ments may result  tn a special condition. Where indicated, an as- 
surance Is suff ic ient for  compliance providing that no change has 
been made frem the previous year. I f  a change has been made, the 
State shall reytse and resubmit t ts  response. ~) 

Plan Supervtston~ Administration and Implementatlon. 

(1) Act Requirement. Sections 223(a)(1) and (2) of the'JJOP Act 
requtre the State Plan to designate the State Planntng Agency, 
established under Section 203 of the Crime Control Act, as 
• theso le  agency for  supervising and preparation and admin- 
I s t ra t ion  of the Plan, and that the Plan containsattsfactory 
evidence that the designated State Agency has or ~ t l l  have ) 
authority to Implement the Plan. 

(2)  Plan Requirement. The State Plannthg Agency shali  provide 
assurances: 

(a) That t t  is the sole agency for  plan administrat ion and 
has the authori ty to carry out the mandate Of the JJDP 
Act. I f  the SPA does not currently have such author i ty ,  
indicate the Steps to be taken to give i t  such author i ty .  ) 

(b) That, i f  an administrat ive mechanism other than the 
SPA Is u t i l i zed  for  itmplementatton of the Act, the SPA 
shal l  set for th a procedure formanagement of the Juve. 
n i le  Justice Action Program by that implementing agency.* 
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(c) That i t  w l l l  f a c i l i t a t e  the Coordination o f  human ser- 
vices to youth and the i r  famil ies to insure ef fect ive 

"" .dellnouency preventlon and treatment programs. 

Plannln 9 and Acbalnlstratlon of Funds. 

(I) ACt Requirement. Section ZZZ(c) of the jJDPAct requires 
that a portion of any allotment to any State under this part 
shall be available to develop a State Plan or for other pre- 
award activities associated with such State Plan, and to Bay 
that  port ion of the expenditures which are necessary for ef-  

" flclent administration, includingmonitorlng and evaluation. 
Not more than 7~ percent of the total annual allotment of the 
State shall be available for such purposes, except that any 

• amount expended or obligated by such State, or by units of 
general local government or any.comblnatlon thereof, from 
amounts made available under this subsection shall be matched 
{In an amount equal to any such amount so expended or obli- 
gated) by such State or by such units or comblhatlon, frem 
State or local funds, as the case may be. The State shall 
make available needed funds for planning and administration 
to units of general local government or combinations thereof 
within )he State on an equ!table basis. 

(Z) Plan Requlrement. The State shall: 

{a) Indicate on Attachment A the amount of planning and 
admlnlstratlon funds to be utilized by the State and the 
amount of planning and administration funds tO be 
utilized by units of general local government. Planning 
and admlnlstratlon funds shall not exceed 7~ percent of 
the total JJDP award'and must be matched on a dollar for 
dollar basis. Cash match must be provided, 

(b) Describe the formula and ratlonale to be used in making 
available on an equitable basis an approprlateamount 
of its JJDP planning and administration funds to 
units of general local government. 

(c) L|st~the local planning Units andspecify the amount of 
planning and admlnlst~atlon funds to be made available 
to them. 

(d) Describe theprocedure used to make local planning units 
dlPectly aware of their eliglblllty for JJDP planning 
and administration funds, and the SPA's tlmetable for 
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announcement and award of JJDP local planntng and admin- 
is t ra t ion  funds. 

e. Juvenile Justtce Advisory Group, 

(1) Act Requirement .. 

(a) Section 223(a)(3) of the JJDP Act requires that the 
State Plan provide for the appointment of an advisory 
group by the chief executive of the State. Section 
223(a)(3)(A) through (E) describes the e l i g i b i l i t y  c r i -  
ter ia  for membership and the overall Composition of the 
Juvenile Just!ce advisory group which shal l :  

! Consist of not less than twenty-one and not more than 
thtr ty- threepersons who have t ra in ing ,  experience or 
special knowledge concerning the prevention and 
treatment of juveni le delinquency or the administra- 
t ion of juveni le Justtce. 

2 Include representation of units of local government, 
- law enforcement, correction or probation personnel, 

and'juvenile or family courtJudges and publtc agen- 
cies concerned with delinquency prevention or t r ea t -  
men~ such as welfare, soctal services, mental health, 
education, or youth services departments. 

,~ Include representatives of pr ivate organizations con- 
cerned with delinquency prevention or treatment; con- 
cerned with neglected or dependent chi ldren;  concerned 
wtth the qual i ty  of Juvenile just ice education or 
social services for  children which u t i l i z e  volunteers 
to work with delinquents or potentlaldelinquents; 
c~unlty-based delinquency prevention or treatment 
programs; buslness groups and businesses employing 
youth, youth workers involved with alternative youth 
programs, and personswith specialized experlence re- 
ga~Ing the problem of learning dlsabIHtles; and 
organlzationswhlch represent employees affected by 
this Act. 

4 Not have a majority of its members (including the 
-- chairperson) employed full-time with Federal, State 

or local government. 

, 5 Have at least one-third of its members appolntedto 
the board prlor to their 26th blrthd~, at least 
three of whom must have been or must now be under the 
jurisdiction of the Juvenile justice system. 
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(b) Sectton 223(a)(3)(F)specl f tes the roles and responsi- 
bt t t6tes o f t h e  advisory group. The advisory group _ _ _ _  
shal l :  

I Part ic ipate in the development'and review of  the 
- State's juvenile Justice p!an prior to submission to 

supervisory board for final action. .. 

2 Consistent with the provisions of Title II of the 
- -  JJDP Act, advise theState P la6nlng Agency and the 

supervisory board.. 

3 Have an opportunlty'for review and cormnent on all 
- Juvenile Justlce and delinquency prevention grant 

atlons submitted to the State Planning Agency app l l c  - 's 
other than those subject to review by the State 
judicial planning committee established pursuant to 
Section 203(c) of the Omnibus CrlmeControl and Safe 
Streets Act ofIg6B, as amended, except that any such 
review and comment shall be made no later than 30 
.days after the submlssion of any such apollcatlon to 
the advisory group and shall be given a role in: 

a Monitoring State compliance wl.th requirements of 
- paragraph (12)(A) and paragraph (13). 

b Advlslhg on State Planning Agency and regional 
- supervisory board composition. 

c .Advising On theState's maintenance of effort 
- -  under Section .261(b)and section B20(b) of the 

Crime Control Act, as amended. 

d Reviewing theprogress and accompilshments of 
-- Juvenile justice and dellnquency prevention pro- 

jects funded under the comprehensive Stata Plan. 

e Advising the GovernOr and the leglsiature on mat- 
- ters related to i ts  function. 

" The State shall demonstrate that the pro- 
n 223(a)(3), related to the Composltionand 

roles and responsibil it ies of the advisory grouP, have been 
met by: 
(a) Providing a l i s t  o~ al l  current advisory group members 

indicating their respective dates of appointment, and a 
descr ip t ion of how each current member meets the member- 

ship requirements specified !n •paragraph 52e(I). 
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(b) Indicating the roles, responslbllltles and activltles ,of 
the advisory group with respect to those dutles llsted 
in paragraph 52(e)(1)(b). 

Advtsor~ Group Allotment. 

(1) Act Requirement. Section 222(e) of  the OJDP Act requires 
t~nat 5 percent'of the minimum annual a11o~ent to any State 
under Part B of the Act be available to assist the advisory 
group established under Section 223(a) (3) .  For purposes of 
comput!ng the 5 percent al lotment, the fol lowing procedures 
shall be used: 

(a) Each State shall al locate $11,250 and the Virgin Islands. 
Guam, American Samoa, and the Trust Terr i to r ies  of the '" 
Paciftc Islands shall a l locate l$2,812.50. These funds .,,. 
are not robe part of the maximum 7~ percent monies set 
aside for plaqntng and administration funds, The maxi- 
mum 7~ percent funds for  planning and administrat ion ts 
calculated on the total formula grant award. 

(b) The funds allocated to the advisory groups may be used 
for such functions and responsibilities Consistent wlth 
SectlonZ23(a)(3) of the JJDP Act. Funds allocated to 
the advisory group shall not supplant any funds currently 
allocated to them. 

(c) The 5 percent allotment does not preclude the State from 
providing additional financial and technical ass lstance 
to the.advisory groups. However, the prevision Of any 
additional funds for the adv!sory group shall be con- 
sistent wlth the approved JJDP Act Plan and must be from 
planning and administration monies unless the funded 
activities ah of a program or project nature. 

(2) Plan Requirement. Describe the steps taken to not i fy  the "- 
advisory group 'of this requirement. The advisory group shall  
develop a plan for the u t i l i z a t i o n  of these funds which, upon 
review by the State, shall be submitted as a part  of the com- 
prehensive plan. Indtcate the amount of funds al located to 
the advisory group; 

Consultation wlthand Partlclpatlon of Units of General Local. 
Government. 

{I) Act Requirement. Sections 223(a){4) and (6) of the JJDP ACt 
require that the State provide for active consultatlon wlth 
and participation of units of general local government, or 
comblnatlomthereof, inthe development of a State Plan which* 
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adequately takes |nto account the needs and requests of the 
untts of general |ocal government. Nothtng In the plan re- 
quirements, orany regulattons..prumulgated to carry, out-such 
requirements, shall be construed to prohtb|t or tmpede the 
State fremmaklng grants tO, or entertng tnto contracts wtth; 
local private agenctes or the adv*tsory group. The State shal] 
asstgn responsibi l i ty  for the preparation and administration 
of the local government's part of a State Plan to that agency 
wtthtn the local government structure or to a regional p lan -  
ntng agency (hereinafter tn thts part referred to as the 
" local  agency") whtch can most ef fect ively carry out the purposes 
of thts Act and shall provtde for superv!stOn of the programs 
funded under thts part by that local agency. 

(2) Plan Requtrame~t. The State shall prov!de assurance that: 

(a) The Chief Executive Offtcer of a untt of general local 
government hasasstgned responsibi l i ty  for the prepara- 
t!on and administration of t ts  part of theState Plan. 

*(b) The State recognizes, consults with, and Incorporates 
the needs of untts of general local government tnto the 
State Plan. 

Part icipation of Private A~enctes. 

( i )  Act Requirement. Section 223(a)(9) of the JJDP Act requtres 
tn part that the State prevtde for  the acttve consultation 
wtth and part ic ipat ion of pHvate agencteS tn the deve|opment 
and execut|on of the State Plan. 

(2) Plan Requtrament. The State shall provtde assurance that 
prtvate agenctes have been act ively cons u|ted and allowed to 
.part icipate tn the development and execution of  the State 
Plan. 

PassoThreu~h Requtrement. 

(1) Act ~equtrement. Section 223(a)(5) of the JJDP Act requtres 
• that at least 66 2/3 per centum of funds received:by the 

State under Sectton 222, other than funds made available to. 
the State AdvisoryGroup under Sectton 222(e) sha11 be ex- 
pended through:. 

(a) programs of untts of general ioca l  government Insofar as 
they are consistent wtth the State Plan. 

(b) Programs of local prtvate agencies, to the extent such 
programs are conststent~i th the State Plan, except t h a t .  
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direct fundlng of the local private agency by a State 
shall be permitted only if such agency requests funding 
after it has applied for and been denied funding by the 
cognizant unit of general )ocal government or combination 
thereof. 

(I) Plan Requirement. The State must specify the amount and per- 
centage of fund~to be passed through to units of general 
local government and local private agencies. Local prlvate 
agency Is defined as a private non.proflt agency or organiza- 
tion that provides program services within an identifiable 
unlt of general local government or combination thereof. 

(3) lhcluslon and Compilation of Pass-Through. Formula grant 
fundsmade available to un!ts of general local government by 
the State Plannlng Agency for planning and administration "" 
purposes, as well as program purposes, may be included in "" 
calculating the amount of funds to be expended through pro- 
grams of units of general local government. Formula grant 
funds made available to private agencies for  program 
that are cons!stent with the State Plan, af ter  the agency has 
been denied funding by a uni t  of general local government, 
shall also be included ~n compilation of the pass-through, 
In instances where funding is d is t r ibuted d i rec t l y  by.the 
State Piannlng Agency, a private agency need not f i r s t  apply 
to a unit  of geperal local government for  funding. These 
funds can also be included as pass-through, in  addi t ion,  
i f  a un i t  of general local government receives pass-through 
funds from the State and, in turn, refuses to fund a p r o j e c t  
sul~nttted by a pr ivate agency, the state can reduce the local 
award t f  i t  funds the project.  

(4) Waiver o f  Pass.Through Requiroments. The Administrator of 
OJJDP is authorized to waive the pass-through requirement fo r  
any State upon makthg a determination that the State's ser- 
vices for delinquent or other youth aro.organized primarily 
on a statewlde basis. Upon granting the walver, the 
Administrator of OJJDP shall substitute a pass-through re- 
qulrement representative of the proportion of services organ- 
ized primarily on a statewide basis. In making the deter- 
mlnatlon under this section, t~e Adm)nlstrator of OJODP will 
examine the State's total program of juvenile justice and 
delinquency prevention, including the entire range Of avall- 
able youth servlces. A request for Waiver must be accompanied - 
by a statement, settlng forth the following: 

(a) The extent of implementation of juvenile justice and 
dellnquency prevention programs at the Statelevel and 
at the local l e v e l . . ,  * 

J 

J 
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(b) The extent of f inancia l  respons ib i l i t y  fo r  j uven i le  
_ _ delinquenc~programs borne at the, State level_and at  

the ' local  leve l .  

(c) The extent  to which services provided by the State or 
d l rec t  out lay s by  the State are made for  or on behalf 
of local governments (as opposed to statewide services).  

(d) The approval of the State Planning Agency Supervisory 
• Board. 

{e) Specific coments from local units of government which 
express their position regarding the waiver. 

J. Rlghts of Pnlvac 2 for Recipients of Services. 

(I) Act Requirement. Section 213(a)(16) requires that the State 
Shall provide for r procedures to be establ~Ished for protecting 
the rights of recipients of services and for assuring appro- 
priate privacy wlth regard to records relating to such ser- 
vlcesprovlded to any individual under the State Plan. 

{2) Plan :Requirement, As set forth 4n Section 129 of the JJDP 
Act, the State shallprovide docu~entatlon that procedures 
have been established to ensure that programs funded by LFJ~A 
and G)JDP shall not disclose program records containing the 
identity oflndivldual Juveniles except with the consent of 
the service recipient or legally authorized representative. 
Under no clrcu~stances may project reports or findings avail- 
able for publlc dissemination contain the actual names of 
In~ivldual service reclplents, 

k. Equitable Arrang~nents for ~nplo2ees Affected b@ Assistance Under 
this Act. . 

(I) Act Requirement." Section 223(a)(17) requires that the State 
Plan provide that fair and equitable arrangements are made to 
protect the interests of employees affected by assistance 
under the Act. TheAct further specifies the provisions 
which must be included in such p~tectlve arrangements. 

{2) Plan Requirement. The State must p~ovlde assurance that all 
terms and conditions for protective arrangements of employees 
affected by the JJDP Act are established. Terms and condl: 
tlons needed to be established are found In Appendix 3, 

) 

t 
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I. Oetnstttuttonaltzatton of Status Offenders and Non-Offenders. 

(1) Act Requtroment. 

(a) Section 223(a)(12)(A) of the JJDP Act requlre~ that 
within three years after submission of the in i t ia l  plan 
that juveniles who are charged wlth or who have com- 
mltted offenses that would not be criminal i f  committed 
by an adult, or such non-offenders as dependent or neg- 
lected children, shall not be placed in Juvenile deten- 
tion or correctional facl l l t les.  

(b) Section 223(a)(12)(B) of the JJDP Act provides that the 
State shall submit annual reports to the Administrator 
of OJJDP containing a review of the progress made by the 
State toachteve the detnstttut ionaltzatton, of juveniles 
described In subparagraph (A) of 2zl(a.~(12) and a.r?- -) 
vlew Ofthe progress made by the State to provlae tnac 
juveniles, I f  placed in faci l l t les,  are placed In fac i l i -  
ties whlch (I) are the least restrictive alternatives 
ap~reprtate to the needs of the child and the community; 
(2) are In reasonable proximity to the family and home 
communities of such Juveniles; and (3) provide the ser- 
vices described in Section 103(1) of the JJDP Act. 

(c) Section 223(C) of the JJDP Act states that fa i lu re  t o  ] 
achieve compliance wtth Section 223(a)(12)(A) within the 
three-year time limitation shall terminate any State's 
e l lg ib l l i ty  for formula grant funds unless.'the LEAA 
Adm%nlstrator, with the concurrence of the AdmlnlsCrator 
of OJJOP, determines that the State is in substantial 
compliance with the requirement, thr?ugh_achtevement.°f 
detnstttuttonaltzatton of not less than /2 percent Ot 
Such Juveniles, and has made, through appropriate exe- 
cutive or leg is la t ive action, an unequivocal commitment J 
to achieving ful l  compllance-wlthln a reasonable time 
not exceeding two additional years. 

(2) Status offenders are Juveniles who are charged with orwho 
have comltted offenses that would not be criminal i f  com- 
mitted by an adult. Further c lassi f icat ion defining this 
term for purposes of monitoring and reporting, as requlredin 
Se Ion 223 a (12)(B) and 223(a)(14) of the Act, can be found 

• InC~status ~f~enders: A Working Deflnltlon." publ!shed under, ; 
an OJJDP grant by the Council of State GovePr, nents. 
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. . . .  (3 )_  plan Reclut rement. 

(a) Oescrtbe in detai l  the State's specif ic plan, procedure, 
end timetable for  assuring that within three years of 
the date of l t s  t n t t l a l  plan submission, that Juveniles 
who are charged with or who have committed offenses that 
~ould not be crtmtnal I f  committed by an adult, or such 
non-offenders as dependent or neglected children, shall 
not be pl&¢e:d tn Juvenile detention or correctional 
f ac ! l t t t es .  

(b) This plan must also tnclude a description of the bar- 
r ters,  Including ftnancta|, leg is la t ive,  Judtctal and 
administrat ive, faced by the State in achieving fu l l  
compl!ance wtth the previsions of this paragraph. 

(c) All barriers discussed tn 52 i (3)(b)  shall be accompanied 
by e description of the [echntcal assistance needed to 
overcome these barr iers. The description of technical 
assistance needs shell tnclude the rectptent 's name and 
the type of technical assistance needed. 

(d) Reports requtred under Section 223(a)(;2)(B) of the JJDP 
Act shell be submitted as part of the annual monitoring 
r e p o r t  r requtred by paragraph SZn. 

m. Contact Wtth Incarcerete(I Adults. 

(1) Act R6qutroment. Section 223(a)(13) of the JJOP ACt requires 
that Juveniles alleged to be or found to bedellnquent, and 
youths within the purview of Section 223(a)(12)(A), shall not 
be detained or confined tn any Inst i tu t ion tn which they have 
regular contact with adult persons incarcerated becau:se they 
have been convicted of a cr tmeor are awaiting t r t a l  on 
cHmtnal charges. 

{2) ~ .  Thts provision 1s intended to assure that juven l les  
a - l l - ~ t o  be or found to be delinquent, status offenders and 
non-offenders, t f  detained or confined in Ja i ls ,  lockups, 
detention or correctional f a c i l i t i e s ,  shall not have regular 
contact with adult inmates, including inmate trustees. 

(3) Implementation. The requirement of thts provision ts to  be 
planned and implemented immediately by each State in l i gh t  of 
the constraints on immediate implementation to be described 
below. ~ In addit ion, OJJOPencoureges states to implement 
programs and procedures result ing tn total  Separation of 
Juveniles from adults, consistent with Section 223(a)(lO)(H) , 
of the JJDP Act, 
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(4) Regular Contact. The State Plan must provtde that juveni les 
alleged to be or foundto be dellnquentsha11 not be detatned 
or confined tn any Ins t i tu t ion  in which they have regular con- 
tact  wtth adult persons Incarcerated because they have been 
convicted of a Crtme or are awaittng t r t a l  on crtminal charges. 
This prohibit ion ag~|nst "regular contact" permtts no more 
than haphazard or accidental contact between juveni les and In- 
carcerated adults so as to ef fect  absolute separation. 

(S~ Plan Requirement. 

(a) DesCribe tn detat l  the State's spec!ftc plan and pro- 
cedure for assuring that Juveniles al leged to be or 
found to be delinquent, status offenders, and non- 
offenders w111 be removed from any Ins t i tu t ion  in whtch 
they could have regular contact wtth incarcerated adults.  
Inadd l t ton,  a specif ic t tme tab le fo r  compliance shall 
be included. Any deviation from a previously approved 
timetable shall be jus t i f i .ed.  

(b) In thosetsolated instances where Juvenile criminal type 
offenders remain confined in adult f a c i l i t i e s  or f a c i l i -  
t ies where adults are confined, the State must set fo r th  
tn detai l  the procedures for  assuring no regular contact 
between such Juveniles and adults for  each j a i l ,  lockup 
and detention and correctional f a c i l i t y .  

( c )  Oescrtbe the barr iers,  including physical, Jud ic ia l ,  
f t sca l ,  and legtslatSvewhtch may" need to be al tered to 
permit-the removal and separation of JUveniles alleged 
to be or found to be del inquent, status offenders and 
non-offenders, from Incarcerated adults tn any par t i cu la r  
j a i l ,  lockup, detention or correctional f a c i l i t y .  The 
State must submit a plan for  removing these constraints 
so that thevartous Ins t i tu t ions can comply with the pro- 
vtstons of the JJDP Act. 

(d) Al l  barrters discussed tn S2m(5)(c) shall be accomplished 
by a description of the technical assistance needed to 
overcome these bar r ie rs .  The description of technical  
assistance needs shall tnclude the rec lp tent 's  name and 
the type of technical assistance needed. 

(e) The State must assure that Juveniles alleged to be or 
found to be delinquent are not rec lass i f ied as adults 
tn order to avoid the tntent of segregating adults and 
Juveniles tn correctional f a c i l i t i e s .  * 

, . . ,  +o  
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n.  Monttortn 9 of  Jat ls m Detention FacJltt ies~ and Correctional 
. . . .  Fac i l i t i es .  - . . . .  

(1) Act Requirement. Section 223(a)(i4) requtres that the State 
shall provlde fo r  an adequate system of monitoring j a i l s ,  de- 
tent ion f a c t l t t l e s ,  correct ional f a c i l i t i e s  and non-secure 
f a c i l i t i e s  to insure that the requirements of paragraph 
(12)(A) and paragraph (13)are  met, and for  annual reporting 

o f  the resul ts of  such monitoring to the OJJDP Administrator. 

(2) For purposes of monitoring, a Juventle detention or correct- 
lonal f a c l l l t y  is :  

(a) any secure public or pr ivate f a c i l i t y  used f o r  the law- 
ful  custody of accused or adjudicated juveni le  offenders~ 
o r  • 

(b) any publtc or prtvate fac i l i t y ,  used pr imar i ly  (more than 
50 percent o f  the f a c i l i t i e s  population durtng any con- 
secuttve 30-day period) for  the lawful Custody of  
accused or adjudicated cr tmtnal  type offenders, even i f  
the f a c t l l t y  ls non-secure; or 

(c) any publlc or pr ivate f a c t l i t y  tha t  has the bed capacity 
to house 20 Or more accused or adjudicated Juvenile of -  
fenders or non-offenders, even t f  the f a c t l t t y  Is non- 
'secure, unless used exclusively fo r  the lawful custody 

,, of status offenders or non-offenders, or ts conanuntty- 
based; or 

(d) any publlc or pr ivate f a c i l i t y ,  secure or non-secure, 
which ts also used for  the lawful custody of accused or 
convicted crtminal offenders. .. 

(3) Plan Requirement 

(a) The State shall indicate: how I t  plans, on an annual basis, 
to iden t i f y  a l l  juven l le  detention and correctional 
f a c i l i t i e s  whtch can be used for  the detention 
and confinement of Juvenile offenders and adolt  crlminal 
offenders. Thts tncludes those f a c i l i t i e s  owned and/or 
operatedby public and pr ivate agencies. 

(b) The State shall provtde a plan for  an annual on-si te i n -  
spection of Juvent]e detention and correct ional f a c i l i -  
t ies and f a c i l i t i e s  whtch can be used for  the de- 
tent ion and conftne~nent of  juvent le offenders and adult 
crtmtnal offenders Ident i f ied in paragraph 52n(3)(a). * 
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Such plan shall include the procedure fo r  report ing and 
investigating compliance complaints wtth Sections 
223(a)(12) and (13). 

(c) The State shall present a ' l t s t  of f a c i l i t i e s  tden t l f l ed  
under paragraph S2n(3)(a), a br ie f  descript ion of the 
f a c i l i t y ,  and the agency responsible for  the on-s i te 
inspection. 

(d) The.State shall tnclude a description of the technical 
assistance needed to f u l l y  Implement the pr0visions of 
paragraph 52n. 

Reporttnq. Requirement, The State shall make an annual report 
to theAdmlntstrator Of OJJDP on the results of  montgor|ng 
for both Sections 223(a)(12) and (13) of  the JJDP Act. Three 
copies of the report shall be submitted to the Administrator 
of OJJDP no later  than December 31 of each year. The monitor- 
lng report must tndicate the results of monitoring fo r  both 
Sections 223(a)(12) and (13) of the JJDP Act and demonstrate 
the extent Of the State's compliance with t ts  plan, procedure 
and timetable for  the Implementation of these sections of th is  
Act. 

.~ (a) To demonstrate the extent of the State's compliance with 
Section 223(a)(iZ)(A) of the JJDP Act, the report must 
include the fol lowing information for  both the baseline 
and the current reporting periods. 

Dates of basellne and current reporting period. 

Total number Of public and private juveni le detention 
and correctional f a c i l i t i e s  and the number inspected 
on-stte. 

Total number.of accused status offenders and non- 
offenders who were held tn any correot lonal ,  deten- 
t ion or secure f a c i l i t y  as defined in paragraph 
52n(2) for  longer than 24 hours. 

4 Total number of adjudicated status offenders and non- 
- offenders held in any correct ional ,  detention or se- 

oure fac i l i ty  as defined in paragraph 52n(2). 

(b) To demonstrate the progress and extent of the State's 
compliance with Section 223(a)(13) of the JJDP Act, the 
repOrt must include the following information for both 
the baseline and the Current reporting periods. 

k 
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Date designated as to when f u l l  compliance wt l l  be 
achieved; .... 

2 Total number o f - f ac | l ! t t es  which can be used for  the 
- secure detention and conf|nement of both Juvent]e 

offenders and adu|t offenders. 

Total number of  f a c i l i t i e s  which were used for  the 
securedetentJon and confinement o f  both juven i le  
offenders and adult crlmtnal offenders during the past 
12months. 

Total number of f a c i l i t i e s  whtch were used for  the 
secure detention and confinement of both juvent le 
offenders and adult crtmtnal offenders Inspected on- 
s i te  and by whom. 

(c) To demonstrate cempllance wtth Sectlon 223(a)(12)(B) of 
the JJDP Act, the report must tnclude the number of 
accused and acUudtcated non-offenders who are placed tn 
f a c i l i t i e s  whtchare not tn the t r  home community and are 
the least res t r i c t i ve  appropriate a l te rnat ive .  

(S) Compliance. Zt Is Incumbent on a State to demonstrate that  ~t 
has achteved compliance with Secttons 223(a)(i2)(A) and (13) 
of the Act. Should a State f a | l  to demonstrate substantial 
compliance by the end of the three-year tlme frune, the i r  
e 1 1 g t b t l l t y f o r f o r m u l a  grant fundlng shall terminate. 

o. Detat]ed Study of Needs and U t i l i za t i on  of Extsttng Proqrams. 

(1) Act Requirement. Secttons 223(a)(8) and 223(a)(9) of the 
JJDP Act require that the State set for th a detat]ed study of 
the State needs for  an ef fec t ive,  comprehens!ve approach to 
juvent le  dellnquenc# prevention and treat]nent and the im- 
provement of the Juventle Just | re system. The State ts alsQ 
requtred to provldean ttem|zed cost for  the development:and 
Implementation of programs to meet these needs. Further, the 
State shall provtde for  coordination and maximum ut|11zatton 
of extst ing juven t le  delinquency programs and other re latad 
programs,~such as education, hea)th, and wellfare wtthJn the 
State .  

(Z) Plan Requ|rement. 

(a) Oetalled Stud~. The State shall conduct a detalled 
study of the juvenlle Justlce system. Thls study shall 

be s~ar~zed In the plan and Include: an ana]ysls of 
the Juvenlle crlme for Part I offenses and an ana!ysls * 

l ~' 
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of the status offenses and non-offenses such as depend- 
ency and neglect; a 11sttng and analysts of  problems con- 
fronting the Juvenile Justice system; a descr ipt ion of 
the existing juveni le just ice system; and a l i s t i n g  of 
the available resources to meet the delinquency and Juve- 
n i le  Justtce problems which confront the State and i t s  :) 
sub-units. These requirements correspond to the process 
described tn paragraph 34, 35, 36, 37 and 39 of M 4100.1F. 
The end product shall be a series of PRIORITIZED preblem 
statements which re f lec t  an analysis of  t heda ta ,  moni- 
tor ing reports and requirements of the JJDP Act. The 
PRIORITIZEO problem statements shall be the bas!s for  
the development of the Annual Action Program. The 
Juventle Annual Action Programs shall fo l low the format ... 
described in paragraph 42 of M 4100.1F. _~ 

(b) Ut i l i za t ion of Pro~rems. The State shall provtde a b r i e f  
description of a l l  exist ing PROGRAMS in the State for  
youth and how the ac t i v i t i es  of these programs are, or 
w t l l  be, coordinated, Aprogram ts defined as a major 
grouping or c lass i f ica t ion of projects destgned to reach 
the same object ive. 

Equitable Distr ibut ion of JJ Funds and Assistance to Disadvantaged .-~ 
you t._._h_h. 

(1) Act Requirement. Sections 223(7) and (15) requtre that the 
5~tate shal l  provide for  an equitable d is t r ibu t ion  of funds 

• received under Section 222 within the State, and t ha t  equi t -  
able assistance beava i lab le  todisadvantaged youth, par- 
t t cu la r ly  females, mlnortty youth, and mentally retarded o r  
emotionally handicapped youth. 

(2) Plan Requirement.. The State shall proytde assurance that :  

(a) Procedures deveioped by theState to insure equitable 
d is t r ibut ion of JJDP Act formula grant money are ad- 
heredto. 

(b) The needs of disadvantaged youth have been analyzed tn 
the Detailed Study of Needs and that assistance Will be 
avai lable on an equi tablebasfs.  Al l  subgrantees and 
contractors shall cemply with General Grant Conditions 
and assurances regarding non-discrlmlnatlon. See 
Appendix 4. . 

..J 
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(c) The State:has developed and :adheres toprocedures by _ 
which grievances re lat ing to equ t tab led ls t r tbu t ton  of  
fundsandequt tab le assistance to dtsadvantagedyouth 
may be f t l ed  and cOnsidered. 

q, Standards and Pr io r i t i es  for  Juvenile Justtce and Delinquency 
Prevention. 

( l i  Act Requirement. Sectton 102(ai(5) establishes that one of 
the purposes of  the Act is to develop and encourage the tm, 
plementation of  national standards for  the administrat ion Of 
juven i le  Justice, including recommendations for  administra- 
t i ve ,  budgetary and leg is la t i ve  action at the Federal, State 
and local levels'  to f a c i l i t a t e  adoption of Standards. 

(2) Plan Requt.rement. 

(a) Description of •Standards. The State shall prov!de 
e i ther  a copy O f the State's JJ Standards or reference 
to the document which contains those Standards. 

(b) Standards Development Process. TheState shall descrtbe 
the processes i t  has used or wt l l  use to develop, adopt 
and disseminate State JJ Standards and lndtcate the role 
of the Juvenile Justice AdvtsoryGroup in these ac t i v i -  
t ies .  Included in the Standards development process 

• must be a review and consideration of the Standards re- 
Commended pursuant to Sectton 247 of the JJDP Act. 

(c) Establishment'of Implementation Pr io r i t i es  r The ~tate 
shal l  t d e n t t f y t h e  .Standards whtqh have been established 
as p r io r i t y 'a reas  for  implementation. Describe ths plro- 
cess bywhich these p r i o r i t i es  were or w i l l  be estab- 
l ished and the Juvenile Justice Advisory Group's role in 
that process. I n d i c a t e  what action is bering taken by 
the State to implement those Standards i n  t h i s  year 's 
Annual Action program. 

r .  Advanced Techniques. 

(1) Act Requirement. Section 223(a)(10) of the JJDP Act requires 
t ha t  not less than 75 percent of  the funds avai lable to the 
States under Section •222, other than funds made avai lable to 
the State Advisory Group under Section 222(e), whether ex- 
pended d i r e c t l y  by the State, by the uni t  of general local 
government, or a combination thereof, or through contracts or 
grants with public or pr ivate agencies, shall be used for  ad- 
vanced techniques Such aS r those described in Section 223(a)(10), 
as wel l  as those used in developing, maintaining and expanding 

" "  2 8 - 4 0 7  0 - 7 9  - 2 4  
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programs and services designed to prevent Juventle de l in -  
quency, to divert  Juveniles from the juventle Just ice system, 
to provtde community-based al ternat ives to Juventle detention 
and correctional f a c i l i t i e s ,  to encourage a d ivers i ty  of a l -  
ternatives within the juveni le ~usttce system, to establ ish 
and adopt Juventle just ice standards, and to improve services 
and protect the r ights of Juveniles affected by the juveni le  
Justice system. 

(2) Plan Requirement. The State must c lear ly  demonstrate in I t s  
Plan that at least 75 percent of the juveni le Justice and 
delinquency prevention funds shall be used fo r  projects whtch 
are designed to de lns t l tu t tona l ize  Juveotles, separate 
juventle and adult offenders, monitoring, and advocacy p ~ -  
grams aimed at.lmprovtng services for  and protect ing the 
r ights of youth impacted by the Juvenile Justice system. 

Analytical and Tratntnq Capacity. 

• ( I )  Act Requirement. Section 223(a)(11) and (20) require that  
the State develop an adequate research, t ra in ing and evalua- 
t ion capacity and provlde a review of the cemprehenstve plans, 
at least annually, to be suhmltted to the Administrator of 
OJJDP. The review shall include an analysis and evaluation 
of the effectiveness of the program and activities carried 
out under the Plan, and any modifications in the Plan, In- 
cluding the survey of Stateand local needs which t t  con- 
stders necessary. 

(2) Pian Requtrament. 

(a) The State shall indicate its" capacity to conduct re -  
search, t ra in ing and evaluation. 

(b) The State shall provide an analysis of the effectiveness 
of the Plan i t  submitted two years ago. This analysis 
shall include a l i s t i ng  of the goals and object ives of 
the JJDP programs funded in the Plan to be analyzed, and 
the progress the State has made tn at ta in ing these goals 
and objectives. 

Continuation Support. 

(1) Act Requirement. Section 228(a) of the JJDP Act states that, 
In accordance with criteria established by theA~inlstrator 
of ~JDP, it Is the policy of Congress that programs funded 
under this title shall continue to receive financial ass!st- 
ance p~yldlng thatthelyearly evaluation of such programs is 
satisfactory. 

) 

.) 
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. . . .  Plan Requirement. 

(a) The State shal l  provide assurances that  a l l  programs 
that  receive a satisfactory year !y  evaluat ion shal l  con- 
t lnue to receive f i nanc ia l  ~ assistance at  the same level  
as t h e i r  i n i t i a l  application, 

(b) Termination. An award may be terminated i f :  . .  

the leve l  o f  Federal funding to the State under the 
JJDP Act is  decreased ma te r i a l l y ,  or  

• 2 the appl icant  f a i l s  to complywtth the terms and con- 
d i t i ons  of the award, or 

the applicant fails to receive a satisfactory yearly 
evaluation. 

(c) Satlsfactor 2 Yearl2 Evaluation. For purposes of this 
section, the term~satlsfactoryyearly evaluation" shall 
refer to a project meetlng its approved goals and ob- 
jectives. Project goals and objectives should be con- 
sistent with the goals and obJectlves of the program 
from whlch it is funded. 

Other Tems and Conditions. 

(I) Act Requirement, • Sectlon223{a)(21) states that the State 
plan shall contain other conditions and terms Which the 
Administrator of OJJDP may reasonably prescribe to assure 
the effectiveness of program s supported by JJDP Act funds; 

(2) Plan Requirement. States shall provide a list of all delin- 
quency projects funded under the prior year's approved plan. 
This includes projects funded with JJDP funds as well as 
Crime Control maintenance of effort funds. This list shall 
include the projectl-tltle, a brief summary and the leyel 
of funding. 

/ 
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4. 

The c r u c i a l  d i f f e r e n c e  between e v a l u a t i o n  and moni tor lnE i s  t h a t  
s o n l t o r / n 8  I s  destaned to  measure o u t p u t s ,  whereas e v a l u a t i o n  
i s  des laned  t o  d e t e m i n e  the  e x t e n t  t o  which those  o u t p u t s  r e s u l t e d  
fro= the  p r o j e c t  or proaram or can be a t t r d ~ x t e d  d i r e c t l y  to  the  
program or  p r o j e c t .  I n t e n s i v e  e v a l u a t i o n ,  un l ike  m o n i t o r i n g ,  i s  
not  r equ i r ed  on a l l  p r o j e c t s .  The SPA s h a l l  dec ide  which prod-ares 
or  p r o j e c t s  to  e v a l u a t e ,  but must conduct some i n t e n s i v e  e v a l u a t i o n s .  
Such e v a l u a t i o n  must i n c o r p o r a t e  sound e v a l u a t i o n  me. thodeloates  
lno lud ina ,  f o r  example, exper imenta l  des l ans  developed p r i o r  t o  
p r o j e c t  implementat ion,  c o n t r o l  8roups,  and independent  d a t a  
c o l l e c t i o n  and a n a l y s i s .  

DEFINITION OF A PRIVATE AGENCY RELATING TO PAR. 52~h). REQUIREMENTS 
FOR SPA'S WHICH PARTICIPATE IN JJDP ACT pROGRAMS. 

(a) De f i n i t i on  of  Pr ivate  AEeney. A p r i va te  non -p ro f i t  aEenoy, 
orEan iza t lon  o r  i n s t i t u t i o n  I s  de f ined  as  any c o r p o r a t i o n  
foundat ion ,  t r u s t ,  a s s o c i a t i o n ,  c o o p e r a t i v e ,  a c c r e d i t e d  
i n s t i t u t i o n  o f  h igher  educa t ion ,  and any o t h e r  aaeney,  OrES n t z a t l o n  
or i n s t i t u t i o n  vhich i s  Operated p r i " ~ r l l Y  f o r  s o l e n t t f i o ,  
edueatinnal,  service, char i tab le ,  or  s im i la r  publ to purpose s,  
but which iS no t  under p u b l i c  super~lson  o r  c o n t r o l ,  and no 
p a r t  of  th~ ne t  ea rn ings  of  which i n u r e s  o r  may l a w f u l l y  i n u r e  to  
t he  b e n e f i t  o f  any p r i v a t e  sha reho lde r  or  i n d i v i d u a l ,  and which has 
been he ld  by IRS to  be tax-exempt under the p r o v i s i o n s  o f  Sec t i o n  
501(n)(3)  of  the  195q I n t e r n a l  Revenue Code. 

DEFINITIONS R~ATIHG r~ P~ • 52 . SPECIAL REQUIREMENTS FOR PARTICIPA- 
TION IN FUNDING UNDER THE JUVENILE JUSTICE AND DELI~/U~ pksv~R~iO~ 

~ACT oF I~7,. 
J u v e n i l e  Offender  - an t n d i v i d u a l  s u b , a c t  t o  the  e x e r c i s e  o f  
Juven i l e  cour t  J u r i s d i n t i o n  f o r  purposes  of  a d j u d i c a t i o n  and 
t r e a tme n t  based on age and o f f en se  l l n t t t a t i n n s  as d e f i n ed  by 
S t a t e  law. 

(b) Cr imina l - type  Offender - a Juven i l e  who has been charged  with o r  
a d j u d i c a t e d  f o r  conduct which would, under  the  law o f  t h e  J u r i s -  
d ickion In which the  o f f e n s e  was committe d, be a ~ ' ime  i f  eomm£tted 
by an a d u l t .  

(o)  S t a tu s  Offender  - a Juveni~le who has been charged wi th  o r  a d j u d i -  
ca t ed  f o r  conduct which would no t ,  under  t h e  law o f  the  J t w i s d l n -  

. f i n n  in which the o f f en se  was committed,  be a crime i f  commit ted 
by an a d u l t .  

(d) Non-offender - a Juveni:le who ria s u b j e c t  to t h e  J u r i s d i c t i o n  o f  the  
Juven i l e  c o u r t ,  u sua l ly  under a b u s e ,  dependency , o r  r e e l e c t  
s t a t u t e s  f o r  reasons  o t h e r  than  l e g a l l y  p r o h i b i t e d  conduct  o f  the  
J u v e n i l e .  

.ACT 

(a) 



f 

367 

(e )  Accused J u v e n i l e  Of fender  - a J u v e n i l e  with r e s p e c t  t o  whom a 
p e t i t i o n  has  been f i l e d  In  the  J u v e n i l e  cour t  a l l e g t n 8  t h a t  such 
Juven£ie £e a cr iminal- type o ffender-o~ is -a  s t~us  off~nder and 
no f i n a l  adjudicat ion has been made by the juveni le  court .  

( f )  Adlu~oated Juvenile Offender - a Juvenile v£th respect to Whom 
the ~uvenile court has determined that such Juvenile i s  a 
nrl~mlnal-type o f f e n d e r  o r  I s  a s t a t u s  o f f e n d e r .  

(g)  ~ - a p l ace ,  an I n s t i t u t i o n ,  a b u i l d i n g  or  pa~t  t h e r e o f ,  
ne t  o f  bu t ld Inns  or  an a r e a  whether  or  not  e n c l o s i n g  a bu i ld in8  or  
s e t  o f  b u i l d i n g s  which I s  u s e d  f o r  the  l a ~ u l  custody and t r e a t -  
merit o f  J u v e n i l e s  and may be owned and /o r  ope ra t ed  by publ lO 
or  p r i v a t e  a g e n c i e s .  

(h) F a o l l i t y r  Secure  - one which In des tnned and  ope ra ted  so as  to 
e n ~ r e  t h a t  a l l  e n t r a n c e s  and e x i s t s  from such f a c i l i t y  a r e  under: 
t he  e x c i u s t v e  contrOl  o~ the s t a r t  o f  such f a c i l i t y ,  whether  or  
not  the  pe r son  be ing  de tn ined  h a s  freedma o f  mqvement w i th in  the  
p e r i m e t e r s  o f  the  f a n i l l t y  Or k~nic h r e l i e s  on locked rooms and 
b O l l d i n g s ,  f e n c e s ,  o r  p h y s i c a l  r e s t r a i n t  £n o rde r  to  con t ro l  
behav io r  o f  f i t s  r e s i d e n t s .  

( £ )  F a c i l i t y .  Non-secure - a f a c i l i t y  not  c h a r a c t e r i z e d  by the  use Of 
p h y s i c a l l y  r e s t r i c t i n g  c o n s t r u c t i o n ,  hardware and pro-ced~ea and 
vh Ieh  p r o v i d e s  i t s  r e s i d e n t s  aeneas  to  the  sur rounding  c o , u n i t y  
v l t h  minimal s u p e r v i s i o n .  

• ( J )  CcaDunlty-based - f a c i l i t y ,  program, or  s e r v i c e  means a s = a l l ,  
open group home or  o t h e r  s u i t a b l e  p lace  l o c a t e d  n e a r  the  Juver t i le*s  
home or  f a m i l y  and programs o f  community s u p e r v i s i o n  and s e r v l c e  
which ma in ta lh  come~nity and consumer p a r t i c i p a t i o n  In t h e  p lanning ,  
operat ion, and evaluat ion o f  the i r  programs which may include, but 
are not l tml ted to,  medical, educational, vocat ional ,  s o c i a l ,  and 
p s y c h o l o g i c a l  gu idance ,  t r a i n i n g ,  c o u n s e l i n g ,  a l coho l i sm t r e a tme n t ,  

: d rug  t r e a t m e n t ,  and o t h e r  r e h a b i l i t a t i v e  s e rv l ee s~  .. 

(k)  Lawful Custod~ - the  e x e r c i s e  o f  c a r e ,  s u p e r v i s I o ~  and contrOl 
o v e r  a ~uven i le  o f f e n d e r  or  non-of fender  pursuant, to  the  p r o v i s i o n s  
o f  t he  l a~  o r  o~ a J u d i c i a l  o r d e r  or  dec ree .  

(1): E x e l u s i v e l ~  - as  used to  d e s c r i b e  the  popu la t ion  o f  a f a c i l i t y ,  the  
term " e x c l u s i v e l y "  means t h a t  the  f~anll£ty i s  u s e d  on ly  f o r  a ope- 
c i v i c a l l y  d e s c r i b e d  ca t ego ry  of  J u v e n i l e  to  the  e x c l u s i o n  o f  a l l  
Other  t ypes  Of j , , v e n i l e s .  

(m) Cr iminal  Of fender  - an I n d i v i d u a l ,  adu l t  or  J u v e n i l e ,  who has 
been eharned ~ i t h  or  c o n v i c t e d  o f  a c r i m i n a l  of. lense in  a cour t  
e x e r c t s i n 8  c r i m i n a l  J u r i s d i c t i o n .  

I 
J 



C 

( 

368 

UNtTF.D STATF.S C;OVEI~MEN'F 

Me no)'an.dum 

A .'?UI?ArR MIeN .'P C 

Dt;'.PAR'gM~'-WI " OF' JU$' I" IG~ 

I..AW ENF' ( IRC~I~NT ASSL~%'AN~"~S ADMLNISTRAT~ON 

I'o ; OCJP Star ~ DATS= J a r ~  6, !978 
OJJDP Staff 

FROM 

SUB~CT. 

Office of Criminal Justice Programs 
Office. of Juvenil eJustice dnd Delinquency ;Preventton 

Coordination of 0JJDP/OCJP Juvenile Justice Related Giant Ac t i v i t i es  

The following procedures ape established to coordinate Juvenile 
justlce grant related act iv i t ies  undertaken by the Office of Crimlnal 
Justice Programs (OCJP) and the of f ice of Juvenile Justlce and 
Delinquency'Prevention (OJJDP), and to comply with the juveni le 
just ice mandates both of the Crime Control Act and the Juvenile 
Justice and Delinquency Prevention Act. 

1. Juvenile JUstice and Delinquency Preven[ton For~.uia Grants 
" (FY 1975 and on'dard~. 

a. All requests for action relating to JJOP formula grants 
wil l  be processed in their entirety by the Office of 
Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention. Any requests 
pertaining to JJDP formula grants received by OCJP ~hali 
be forwarded d i rect ly  to OJJDP. 

"b. Information copies of a l l  actions taken by 0JJDP ~vith .' 
regard to the JJDP formula grant program w i l l  b~ forwarded 
to 0CJP. 

C, OJJDP~sha~ be responsible for the monitoring of projects 
funded wlth JJDP formula grant funds. 

2; Crime Control Act Block Grants (FY,1977 and onward). 

e;  P~rt B Plannin9 GranLs. 

(1) Clearance of JJDP-Imposed $peclaq Conditiops.. So~ 
requests for the retirement of special conditions wi l l  
be screened by OCJP Cri;ninal Justice Assistance glv~ions 
(CJAOs) to ascer~iln whether or not the SPA response 
pertains to an OJJDP imposed condition. Those requests 

; w~Ich address an O;]JDP Imposed spec.ial condition wi l l  be 
forwarded to OJJDP for review. OJJDP wi l l  i n i t i a te  a 
memorandum stating v~hether or not the special conditioh " 
has been satisfied. The memorandum wi l l  take the form of 
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a concurreocelor non-concurrence. Upon recelpt Of 
concurrence memorandum. OCJP wt l l  execute the necessary 
Grant Adjustment l:otlce (GApI)..Upon receipt of  a non- 
concurrence memorandum, OCJP w111 in i t ia te  follow-up 
action wlth the SPA to remedy the deficiencles stated 
in the memorandum Of non-concurrence. No JJDP special 
conditions shall be cleared without the concurrence of 
OJJDP. 

(2). Juvenlle Justice Representation on ,the SPA Supervisor~ 
"Board~ No Part B awards shall be made by OCJP without 
OJJDP concurrence. This concurrence wi l l  be based up~n: 

(a) Adequate juveni le justice staff ing in the SPA. 

(b) Adequate Juvenile Justice representation on 
the SPA Supervisory Board; 

b+ Part C and Part E Block Action Grants. 

{ I )  Clearance of OJJDP Imposed Special Conditions. 
(Same procedures as 2a(]) above.) 

(2) Grant,Adjustment Requests. Once. i t 'hasbeen determined 
by OCJP/CJAD that a grant adjustment request (CAR) has 
an impact on the requlrements of Section 520(b) of the 
Crime Control Act (maintenance of e f fo r t ) ,  that request 
wl l l  be forwarded to OJJDP. OJJDP wil l  review the CAR 
and in i t ia te  a Concurrence/non-concurrence memorandum. 
The memorandum wil l  state br ief ly the rationale for the 
concurronce or non-concurrence. Upon receipt of the 
OJJDP memorandum, OCJP Will execute the necessary Grant 
Adjustment Notice (GAN) or follow-up action with the SPA 
i f  there ts a non-concurrence. No GAN impacting on 
Section 520 of the Act w111 be approved without the con- 
currtnce of OJJDP. 

giscretlonar~ Grants. , 

All FY 1978 appl.lcations fr,r dlscretiona~y grant funds 
administered by OCJPwhich have a juvenile justice com- 
ponent wi l l  be reviewed and cot,~ented Upofl by OJJDP. 

b. OCJP shal l  monitor, and where necessary terminate and close 
out, those Juvenile justice grants funded with Parts C, E, 
or technical :assistance dlscretionary funds prior to FY 1978. 

J 
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c. For FY 1979 end onvaard, OJJDP wt l l  review and coherent on 
the develo[~ent of a l l  OCJP discretionary grant programs 
~htch have a juvenile just ice component. 

General OCJP/OJJOP P o l t c y . . I t  is the pollcy of OCJP and OJJDP 
that a l l  OCOP programs and projects with Juvenile just tce cc'~. 

• ponents'wi11 be administered Jn accordance with the pol icy 
established by tl~e Office of Juvenile J[~ttce and Delinquency 

bert Grimes Jj~hn M. Rector 
ststant AdmtntstTator ;~socta, te Administrator 

cc: Administrator 
Office of General Counsel 
Compt ro l le r . ,  

. )  

• ' ° . 
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ATTACHHENT D 

. ll~e following are standard speclal condltions which were added to all State 
'~'OJJDP Act Plans: 

~'(1) Grantee is advised that approval of this plan does not constitute acceptance 
of any Juvenile justice part thereof for mult!-year approval pursuant to 
Guideline Manual M 4100.1F, Paragraph 3Z. 

(2) This award of funds is Subject to any additlona! requiremnts which may 
be place d upon OJJDP and the State by the Juvenile Justice and Delinquency 
I)reventlon Act of 1977. The grantee agrees to prepare and submit to OJJDP 
any necess.ary modifications to this award to comply with any such additional 
requirements. 

(3) Within 60 days from date of award the SPA will develop and supply for 
OJJDP's review and approval the specific monitoring format which will be 
used in the effort to determine compliance with ~Sections 223a(12) and (13) 
of the Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention Act. This format must 
(at a minimum) establish monitoring procedures to do the following: 

A. Determine whether each State, local or private facillty is a Juvenile 
detention or correctional faclllty be asserting whether: 

(1) 

(2) 

(3)- 

(4) 

B. I f  a 
faci 
faci 

(]) 

(2) 

(3) 

(4) 

the fact l . i ty  ts secure. 

.the majority of the residents are characterized as crlmlnal ~ 
type Offenders. 

the fac i l i t y  has held criminal offenders during the past year. 

the f ac i l i t y  has 20 or more~ beds, and does not exclusively 
house status offenders, or i s  not conm~nity-based. 

f ac i l i t y  !s determined to be a juvenile detention or correctional 
l i t y ,  the monitoring ef for t  must provide the following for  each 
l i t y  to determine compliance with Section" 223a(12) : 

Total number of Juvenile offenders and non-offenders admitted 
to the f a c i l i t y  during the report period. 

Number of accused status offenders and non-offenders held 24 
hours or more in the f a c i l i t y  during the report period. 

Number of adjudicated status offenders or non-offenders held 
in the f ac i l i t y  during the report period. 

Ho)v the data was obtained. 
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Determine whether each facility should be monitored !n regard 
compliance to Section 223a(13) by asserting whether the facility can 
be used for the secure detention and confinement of Juvenile offenders 
and adult criminal offenders. 

If it is determined a facility should be monitored in regard to 
compliance to Section 223a(13), the following should be provided: 

(1) Total number of Juvenile offenders and non-offenders a~Itted to 
the facility during the report period. 

(2) Average length of st~ of juvenile offenders and non-offenders 
admitted to the facility during the report period. 

(3) Indlcation of the degree of separation In each of the following 
areas by a) sight only, b) sound only, c) sight and sound, 
d) no sel~aratlon, e) area does not exls1~, 

(a) admissions 

(b) living 

{c) dining 

(d) recreational 

(e) educational 

{f) vocational 

(g) transportation 

(h) "health 

(4) Does the facility utilize adult trustees for the supervislon of 
juveniles? 

(5) Constraints on compliance for each facility. 

(6) Indication as to how constraints will be re=red for each facill~, 

{7) How was the data obtained? 

For inspection of each faclltty the following information should be 
recorded: 

(1) Date of last Inspectlon 

(2) Was the facility in comPliance wlth 223a(12) at that time? 

i !) 
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4. 

(3) Was the faci l i ty  in Compliance with 223a(13) at that time? 

( 4 )  Legal authority to conduct inspection. 

(5) Who conducted the Inspection? 

(6) Date of current inspection. 

Prior to the expenditure of funds for Juventle Justice programs, the grantee 
wtll submit to LEAA/OJJDP for review and approval a revised Attachment A, 
Rultl-Year Plan, and Annua] Action Pregcams whtch ref]ect the actua] 
allocation of Crime Control Act fisca] year 1978 funds to be used by the 
State 0f (name)for Juvenile Justice programs. 

/ 

/ 

:i 
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A T T A C H H E N T  E 

STATE MONITORING FORMAT 

GENERAL INFORt~TION 

NAMEAND ADDRESS 0F STATE MONITORING AGENCY 

DATE OF INITIAL PLAN SUBMISSION (IPS) 

DATE OF COMPLIANCE PLAN SUBMISSION (CPS) 

",  BASE REPORTING PERIOD 

B, REMOVAL OFSTATUS OFFENDERS 

TOTAL NUMBER OFPUBLIC AND PRIVATE JUVENILE'DETENTION AND CORRECTIONAL 
FACILITIES. 

IPS 

CPS 

TOTAL NUMBER OF JUVENILE OFFENDERS AND NONOFFENDERS ADMITTED TO PUBLIC ~ 
AND PRIVATE JUVENILE DETENTION AND CORRECTION FACILITIES DURING THE 
REPORT PERIOD. 

IPS 

CPS 

TOTAL NUMBER oFAccUSED STATUS OFFENDERS AND NONOFFENDERS HELD 24 HOURS 
OR MORE N PUBL C AND PRIVATE JUVENILE DETENTION AND CORRECTIONAL FACILI- 
TIES DURING THE REPORT PERIOD. 

IPS 

CPS 

TOTAL NUMBER OF ADJUDICATED STATUS OFFENDERS AND NONOFFENOERS HELD IN 
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C. 

PUBLIC AND PRIVATE JUVENILE DETENTION AND CORRECTIONAL FACILITIES DURING 

THE REPORT PERIOD. 

IPS 

CPS 

WHO COLLECTED THE COHPLiANCE INFORMATION FOR SECTI-0N 223 (a) (12) 

REGIONAL PLANNING U N I T  .__.__._.- 

STATE PLANNING AGENCY 

STATE CORRECTIONAL AGENCY ___ .__ . -  

STATE ~ SOCIAL SERVICE AGENCY ._.___.__. 

STATE LIFE ~AFETY AGENCY 

COURTS 

FACILITY sELF-REPORT .- - . - - - . - - -  

PRIVATE coNTRACTOR 

OTHER -.-.-,------- 

SEPARATION OF JUVENILES AND ADULTS 

TOTAL NUMBER OF FACILITIES WHICH CAN BE USED FOR THE SECURE DETENTION AND 
¢OHFINEHENT OF JUVEN|LE OFFENDERS AND ADULT CRIHINAL OFFENDERS. 

IPS 

CPS 

TOTAL NUHBER OF JUVENILE OFFENDERS AND NONOFFENDERS ADHIT'rED'TO FACILITIES 
WHICH CAI~ BE USED FOR THE SECURE OETENTIOH AND CONFINEMENT OF JUVENILE 
OFFENDERS AND ADULT CRIHiNAL OFFE ND~ERS DURING THE REPORT PERIOD. 

IPS- 

CPS 

AVERAGE LENGTH OF STAY OF JUVENILE OFFENDERS AND NONOFFENDERS ADHITTED TO 
FACILITIES WHICH CAN BE USED FOR THE SECURE DETENTION AND CONFIIIEHENT OF 
JUVENILE OFFENDERs AND AOULT CRIMINAL 0FFENDERS DURING THE REPORT PERIOD. 

IPS 

CPS 

.~) 

J 

!i! 

I 
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HO~/ /~IY OF THESE FACILITIES~DO NOT_PROVIDE AN ADEQUATE SEPARATION 
BETWEEN JUVENILES AND ADULTS. 

IP$ 

CPS 

INAOEQuATE AOHISSIONS AREA. 

IPS 

CPS 

INADEQUATE SLEEPING AREA. 

IPS 

CPS 

INADEQUATE DINING AREA. 

IPS 

CPS 

INADEQUATE RECREATIONAL AREA. 

IP$ 

CPS 

INADEQUATE EDUCAT!ONAL AREA. 

IPS 

CPS 

iNADEQUATE VOCATIONAL AREA. 

IPS 

CPS 

INADEQUATE TRANSPORTATION. 

IPS 

CPS 

^ 

2 8 - 4 0 7  0 o 7 0  - 2 5  
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iNADEQUATE HEALTH AREA. 

IPS 

CPS 

TOTAL NUMBER OF JUVENILE OFFENDERS AND NONOFFENDERS WHO ARE NOT ADEQUATELY 
SEPARATED. 

IPS 

CPS 

H0W MANY OF THESE FACiLiTiES UTILIZE ADULT TRUSTEES FOR THE SUPERVISION .... 
OF JUVENILES. " 

I PS 

CPS" 

TOTAL NUMBER OF JUVENILE OFFENOERS AND NONOFFENDERS WHO ARE SUPERVISED BY • / 

ADULT TRUSTEES. ": 

ies 

CPS * 

DESCRIBE THE ASSURANCES THAT JUVENILES ALLEGED TO BE OR FOUND TO BE DELIN- 
QUENT ARE NOT RECLASSIFIED AS ADULTS IN ORDER TO AVOID THE INTENT OF 
SEGREGATING ADULTS AND JUVENILES iN CoRREcTIONS FACILITIES. 

WHAT ARE THE CONSTRAINTS ON COMPLIANCE WITH SEPARATION iN THESE 

LACK OF FUNDS 

LEGiSLATiVE RESTRICTIONS 

"COMMUNITY RESISTANCE 

ADMiNiSTRATiVE RESTRICTIONS 

COURT RESTRICTIONS 

PHYSICAL RESTRICTIONS 

OTHER 

FACILiTI... 
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HDM WILL THE RESTRICTIONS BE REHO~D IN THESE FAC'ILITIES. 

LICENSING SANCTION 

COURT ACTION 

FUNDING RESTRICTION 

.FUNDING INCENTIVE 

NEW LEGISLATION 

COHMUNIT.Y EDUCATION 

PHYSICAL RENOVATION 

OTHER 

WHO COLLECTE0 THE COHPLIANCE~ INFORMATION FOR SECTION 22~ (a) (13). 

REGIONAL PLANNING UN!T 
/ 

STATE PLANNING AGENCY 

STATE CORRECTIONAL AGENCY 

STATE, SOCIAL SERVICE AGENCY 

STATELIFE SAFETY AGENCY 

COURTS 

FACILITY SELF-REPOI~T 

PRIVATE CONTRACTOR 

OTHER 

D. INSPECTION OF FACILITIES 

TOTAL NUMBER OF JUVENILE DETENTION AND CORRECTIONAL FAC!LITIES INSPECTED 
DURING THE PAST YEAR FOR pURPOSES OF COMPLIANCE WITH 22] (a) ( l f i ) .  

TOTAL NUMBER OF FACILITIES NOT I N COMPLIANCE WITH 223 (a) (I 2 ) AT 
THAT TIME, 

•k 
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TOTAL NUMBER OF FACILITIES N~r IN CONPLIANCE WITH 223 (a) (13) AT 
THAT TIkE. 

~) 

TOTAL NUHBER OF JUVENILE DETENTION AND CORRECTIONAL FACIL'ITIES NOT 
DURING THE PAST YEAR FOR PURPOSES OF COHPLIANCE ~(TH 223 (a) ( |h ) .  

LEGAL AUTHORITY TO INSPECT EACH FACILITY. 

COURT DECREE 

STATE LEGISLAT!ON 

LOCAL ORDINANCE 

INTERGOVERNMENTAL AGREEMENT 

EXECUTIVE ORDER 

OTHER 

WHO CONDUCTED THE INSPECTION OF EACH FACILITY. 

REGIONAL PLANNING UNIT 

STATE PLANNING AGENCY 

STATE, CORRECTIONAL AGENCY 

STATE ~SOCIAL SERVICE AGENCY 
( 

STATE LIFE SAFETY AGENCY 

COURTS 

FACILITY SELF, REPORT 

PRIVATE CONTRACTOR 

OTHER 

DESCRIBE PROCEDURES ESTABLISHED FOR INVESTIGATIO N OF COMPLAINT S OF 
VIOLATION OF 223 (a) (12) AND (13). 

INSPECTED 

) 
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DESCRIBE THE PROCEDURE FOR ACCURA1E AND COHPLETE HON!TORIH ~ OF JA!LS, 
DETENTION FACILITIES, CORRECTIONA, FACILITIES, AND OTHER SECURE AND NON ° 
sEcURE FACILITIES UNDER 223 (a)-(~12) AND (13) ~. . . . .  

/ 
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AT T A C HM E N T F" 

ANALYSIS OF MONITORING ~PORT 

Date of Analysis: 

i. 

2. 

223(a)(:i:2) ,Deinstitutionalization 

Baseline period: 

Number of juvenile detention and correctional facilities 

3. 

~J 

Baseline data - total , public ., private~ 

Current data - total , public , private 

Number of Juvenile detention and correctional facilities iinspec 
ed on-site By whom? 

4. 

5. 

6. 

Number of juvenile offenders and non,offenders admitted to ju- 
venilo ~etention and correctional facilities during the report 

period. 

Baseline data 

Current data 

Number Of accused status offenders and non-offenders held 
in violation during the period. 

Baseline data 

Current data 

Progress (shown in % reduction or increase) 

Number of adjudicated status offenders and non-offenders held 
in violation during the period. 

Baseline data 

Current data 

Progress (shown in % reduction or increase) 
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Constraints "identified inachieving 223 (a ) (12 ) .  

r 

8. 

! 

Technical Assistance needs" identifled.- 

223(a)(13) - Separation 

1. 'Date designated as when full compllance will be achieved,~ 

2. Number of facilities which can be used for the secure deten- 
tion and confinement of both juvenile offenders and adult 
criminal offenders. 

Baseline data 

Current data 

r 
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Number of jails, juvenile detention and correctional facili- 
ties inspected on-site By whom? _ _  

4. 

5. 

6. 

7. 

Number of facilities not providing adequate separation. 

Baseline data " 

Current data 

Number of juveniles admittedto facilities Which can be used 
for the confinement of both juveniles and adults vs. n~unber 
of juveniles not adequately Separated. 

Baseline data - number admitted 

number not ade~ately separated 

percentage 

Current data - number admitted 

~numbernot adequately separated 

percentage 

Number of facilities utilizing adult trustees for supervision 

of juveniles. 

Baseline data 

Current data 

Number of juveniles admitted to facilities which can be used 
for the confinement of both juveniles and adults vs. number 
of juveniles who are s~pervised by adult trustees. 

Baseline data - number admitted 

number supervised 

percentage 

Current data -: number admitted 

number supervised 

percentage 

i 
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8.-Constraints identified in achieving 223(a)(13). 

9. "Progress made toward compliance.  

i 

O. What is the assurance to re?lassification? Is it adequate? __ 
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ii. ,Technical assistance needs identified. ? 

. • .. 

i. 

223(a) (14) " Monitorinq 

Is the authority to monitor for 223(a) (12) established? 

Adequate? _ 

For 223(a} (i3)Established? 

Adequ~.te ? 
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Is the system for data collectlon for 223(a) (12) established? 

Adequate? . . . . . .  

For 223(a) (13) Established? Adequate? 

3. Is the indlvidual facillty survey instrument for 223(a)(12) 
established? Adequate? 

For 223 (a) (13) Established? Adequate? 

4. IS the system Tot on-slte inspection for 223(@)(12) established? 
Adequate? 
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For 223(a) (13) Established? 

390 

Adequate? 

D 

5. ?~lat is the dcgree/intensity, etc. of the inspection for 
223(a) (12)? 

:5 
For 2231a1 (13) ? 

6. Is the violations procedure for 223(a)(12) established? ~ 
Adequate? 

For 223 (a) (13) Established? Adequate? 

I f not~.. 7. Is the State Monitoring Report format adequate? 
how shohld it be improved? 
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8. Teclmical assistance needs identified. 
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ATTACHMEN~r G 
UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT OF JUSTICE 

OFFICE OF JUVENILE JUSTICE AND DELINQUENCY PREVENTION 
WA$1d{NGTON, D.C. Z0531 

Dear: 
: • 

As' you are aware, there have been numerous inquiries on the part 
of states regarding compliance with deJnstitutJonhl'-'zatio~n of sta- 
tus offendecs and the new provisions of the 1977 amendments to the 
JJDP Act. 

Because of these concerns as well as the confusion resulting from 
the recent eJosing of the LEAA Regional Offices, OJJDP has decided~ ~. 
to hold a series of two-day monitoring workshops in October, 1977, 
to address these issues. All states are invited to attend these work- 
shops regardless of their participation in the JJDP Act. 

,The attached agenda contains specific infermarion regarding your 
state's parti cipation. 

I am aware of the.short notice of this invitation but feel it is un- 
avoidable if we arc to meet prior to the December monitoring report 
submissions required by Section 223(a)(14) of the JJDP Act. 

OJJDP will provide additional information regarding these workshops 
as soon as participants are identified by the State Planning Agencies. 

With warm regards, 

JohnM. Rector 
Administrator 
Office of Juvenile Justice 
and Delinquency Prevention 
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OJJDP HONITORING WORKSHOPS 

To clarify-the-OJJOP guidelines regaratng lg7z monitoring reports, a series 
of two-day regtonal workshops have been scheduled for October. Workshop 
speakers w i l l  present infomatton re lat ive to thedefini t ions: and guidelines 
contained in ~14100.1F, Chg. 1, issued on May 20, lg77 and address monitoring 
questions and issues which are arisen since that time. The second day w i l l  
be devoted to Individual meetings between state representatives and OJJDP 
resourcepersons to discuss areas where revisions should be made in the1976 
.monitoring rePokts as submitted. 

Al l  expenses w i l l  be paid by OJ~P including transportation, lodging for one 
night, and meals at the hotel. Prepaid t ickets wt l l  be issued to each 
attendee prior to the workshop date. Each state is limited to three par t i -  
cipants and is encouraged to include the state juvenile Justice special ist ,  
the" person who wlll carry primary responsibility for monitoring (this may Or 
may not bean SPA staff  person), and a representative Of the state juvenile 
advisory board. A prereglstratlon form has been attached for your use In 
notif)Ing US Of the persons who will be attending in order that prepaid 
tickets may be issued prlor to the scheduled workshop. 

The timetable and schedule for the workshops Is as follows: 

October I0-II Airport Marina Hotel 
San Francisco, California 

Participating states ane California, Arizona, Nevada, Oregon, Idaho, 
Washlngton, Alaska, Hawaii, Guam, American Samoa, and the Trust Terrl, 
torles. Prereglstratlon information must • be received no later than 
September 2g In order that prepaid tickets may be issued to participants. 

Octoberll7-18 Hol'tday Inn Airport 
Kansas City; Hissourl 

Participating states are Hontana, Wyoming, North Dakota, South Dakota, 
Colorado, Utah, Kansas, Nebraska, Mlnnesota; Wisconsin, lowa, Missouri, 
Illinois, Indiana, Ohio, andMichlgan. Prer~istratlon information must 
be received no later than October I in order that prepaid tickets may be 
issued to partlclpants. 

October 24-25 Airport Holiday Inn . 
Atlanta, Georgta 

Participating states are Kentucky, Tennessee, North Carol lna, South 
Carolina; Georgia, Florida, Alabama, Louislana, Mississippi, Arkansas, 
Texas, Oklahoma, and Nmv Mexico. Prereglstr@tion Informatlonmust be ( . 
received no later than October 8 In order that prepaid tlckets mq be 
Issued to participants. 
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October 27-28 Holiday Inn 
Center City, 18th & Market . - 
Philadelphia; Pennsylvania. 

Participating states are Maine, Vermont,' NeW Hampshi.re, Massachusetts, 
• Connecticut, Rhode Island, Rew York, New Jersey, Pennsylvania, West 
Virginia, Virginia, Virgin Islands, Maryland, District of Columbia, 
Delaware, and Puerto Rico. Prereglstration Information must be received 

.. no, later than October IO in order that prepaid tickets may be sent to 
participants. ' " 

The tentative agenda for the workshops is as follows: 

FIRST DAY 

I p.m.-5 p.m. 

SECOND DAY 

8 a.m. 

g a.m.-Noon 

Noon 

• 1 .  p.m.°3 p.m. 

An Overvtew o f  the New JJDP Legis la t ion.  This 
~resentation w111 focus on the new JJDP leg is la t i on  
and the tmpltcattdns which i t  has fo r  compliance 
with 223(a)(12),(13), and (14). 

A Discussion of the Issuesand questions ArtS~n~ 
Under the 1977 Guidelines and Def in i t ions .  Th is .  
presentation w i l l  focuson the 1977 guidel ines and 
def in i t ions  issued by OJJDP and the information 
whlchwill be required for each state's monitoring 
report. Particular attention wil l  be given to those 
questions and issues arising most f requent ly  since 
the guidel ines and def in i t ions  were issued in May. . 

A Discussion of the OJJDP Fact l t t~  Monttortno For- 
mat. This presentation will focus on the fac i l i ty  
~ I t o r l n g  format whidh has been developed for 
voluntary use by the State Planning Agencies for 
the classification of juvenile res'identlal facl ) i -  
ties and the organization of monitoring information 
requlred for each. 

C 

Breakfast at Hotel. 

Individual Workshops with State Representatives and 
• O - ~ s o u r c e  Persons. OJJDP resource persons ~{~l 
~ee t  wltn ~ndlvldua! slates to discuss the 1976 
monitoring reports and revisions needed to bring 
the reports i n  l ine with the 1977 requirements. The 
workshops w i l l  also be used tO iden t i f y  technical 

• assistance needs in  the area of monitoring. 

Lunch at Hotel. 

Individual Workshops with State Representatives and 
~JJDP Resource Persons. (Continuation of ,~F~tng 
~essions as necessary). 

L_ 
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• PREREGISTRATION FORlt- 
t 

Sta te  Planni.ng. Agency 

t 

Name and ma i l ing  address o f  r e p r e s e n t a t | v e s  
a t t e n d  ~ n i  i:or i ng . w o r k s h o p s .  

t 

I • 

who wi I I 

tD 

2. 

3.:  

Please send ' th ls ,  p r e r ~ g i s t r a t l o n  form to Jim Br~,m, 
Nat iona l  Clear inghouse "fop Cr iminal  J u s t i c e  P lanning and 
Architecture, 505 East Green Street, Suite 200, Champaign, 
l i l lnois' 61820 (217-333-0312). 

f '  

28-4o~ o - 79 - ~6 
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clearinghouse for criminal justice planning and architecture 

December 23. 1977 

Morris' Silver 
Division of Criminal Justice Services 
80 Centre Street 
NewYork.  NY 10013 

Dear Mr.  Si lver: '  

As p a r t  of our  follow-up r e spons ib i l i t i e s  to the Office of J u v e n i l e  J u s t i c e  and 
Del inquency Prevent ion conce rn ing  the moni tor ing  w o r k s h o p s  c o n d u c t e d i n  
October .  p lease  f i~d:enclosed.a .copy of the workshop  eva lua t ion  r epo r t .  T h e  
repor t  summar izes  the . responses  of 71,of 141 workshop  p a r t i c i p a n t s  r e p r e ~ e n t -  
lhg each  of the 54 states and  t e r r i t o r i e s .  With t h e  except ion of the S ta te  of 
Nevada w h o s e ' r e p r e s e n t a t i v e s  w e r e  unable  to a t tend due  to a s c h e d u l i n g  

confl ict .  

Con t ra ry  to some nega t ive  r e s p o n s e s  d i rec ted  to the OJ~FDP fol lowing the w o r k -  
shops ,  the evaluat ion r e p o r t  indica tes  the s e s s i o n s  w e r e  a he lpful  method of . 
presenting information and establishing a dialogue concerning Issues relative 
to the~tmplementation of'the Juvenile'Justice and Delinquency Prevention Act. 
In an effort to continue this dialogue. OJJDP Is considering another series of 
workshops following their-review of the 1977 monitoring submissions. Greater 
lead time in the preparation of the workshops should eliminate any problems 
which existed in the October sessions. 

Four additional items.are current ly  being prepared and wil~be distr ibuted to 
each:workshop participant upon completion. 

- OJJDP is preparing written responsesto each of the questions ~-aised 
at the four workshops. This includes those discussed in th e paper, 
"Frequently Asked Questions Concerning Monitoring." ~s wel l  as 
additional questions discussed in each of the Individual State ses§ions 
with OJJDP representatives. 

- Information is being developed concern_ing successful monitoring 
practices currently in use in other states. -These wi l l  be sent.to each 
workshop participant on a continuing basis for inclusion in the 

? 

) 

: ) 

) 

\ 
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Monitoring Practices Manuals which were distributed durtno the Workshop 
sessions. To fac~tJlt=ate this acti;/lty, I would apprectste your continued 
assistance in 'not i fy ing us of monitoring practices which are proving 
successful in your state. 

-" Following a i-evtew of the 1977 monitoring submissions, appropriate 
revisions wi l l  be made in the faci l i ty monitoring survey and the state 
monitoring report format fo r  your consideration and possible use. Please 
note that these revisions wi l l  not change the content of the survey and 
wig be directed at' darf f ioat ion and orgenisetion of the instrument only; 

- A composite l ist of Juvenile residential facflJtiss used for the custody 
and/or treatment of:juvenile and nonoffenders is current ly being deval~ 
0ped from nat.tonal sources and wig be distributed for your consi(Jeretinn 
pr ior  to the next series of monitoring workshops. 

One f inal note concerns ~echnical asststande in the area of monitoring practices 
and procedures. While immediate assistance is.available on an ad h0(: basts, 
al l  requests concerning monitor ing sh0uidbe'made to the eppropriste regional 
coordinator for~the Arthur D. Little Company during the semi-annu~ technical 
assistance assessments in January end July. 

i f  we ca n be Of any assistance.in the:meantime, please feel free to contact me. 

S i n c e r e l y ,  

J im  Brown 
Juvenile Project Adminis t ra tor  

• Enof. 

J B : s w  

f 
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clearinghouse for criminal justice planning and architecture 

Oecember 23. 1977 

TO: Honltorlng ~rkshop Part ic ipants 

FROM: Jim Brown 
Rational Clearinghouse for  CrimJna| Justice 

Planning and Architecture 

RE: WorkshopEvalt~atlon Report 

The fo l lowing Information concerns responses by 71 of  the I~1 persons attend- 
Ihg the four monitor ing workshops conducted by the O f f i ce  of  Juveni le Just lc~ 
and De i nquency Prevention In San Francisco, Kansas City,  At lanta,  and 
Phi ladelphia. Responses to each question concern ng workshop content and 
organizat ion have been totaled. As can be expected on evaluat ion formS, the 
range of  comments was quite broad, depending on indiv idual  ~eactlo~s. As 
such, the comments fol lowing each question represents an attempt to summarize 
the general nature oF the comments. 

Are mul t i -s ta te  workshops o f  th is type a useful way of  resolving Issues 
dealing wi th the Implementation Of the 197~ JJOP Act? 

68 yes 

Comment: The majori ty of the torments in th is area were strongly support ive 
ofm-f"~'u~'uti-state workshops to both present information and discuss the resolu- 
t ion o f  problems concerning the implementation of  the Act. Rany par t i c ipan ts  
f e l t  that th is face to face contact with policy-making resource persons from 
OJJDP should *be expanded into areas other thanLmonitoring, p a r t i c u l a r l y  wi th  
respect to matters concerning the organizat ion and operation o f  j uven i le  
advisoryboards.  Many comments also stressed'the value concerning t rans fe r  
o f  information with other State representatives in the area of  monitor ing 
pract iceS. Addit ional comments stated: 

I.  workshops should be held on a quar ter ly  basis; 
2. the Involvement o f  advisory board members was an excel lent  Idea; 

3- the workshops should be systematic, have cont inu i ty ,  and the end 
results get used; 

~. issue resolution is f a c l l l t a t e d  by d i f f e ren t  perspectives; 

S. the workshops should be -proact i~e"  and fac l l  I rate a two way 
dialogue; 

6. workshops are essential in strengthening the national emphasis o f  
the leg is la t ion ; ,  

3 
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7. the two day time-frame is good; and 

-8~ there should~'be a c l e a r e r - i d e n t | f l c a t l o n - o f t h e  problem-and resolu- 
t lon process. 

Below Above 
Session Average ~ ~ S ~ r l o r  

0verall Two Day Session 8 26 28 8 

Comment: Eighty percen t of  those responding, to the evaluation f e l t  that 
~ e t h e  sessions would hav e been more helpful at an ear l ie r  t ime, the issues 
were adequately addressed during the course of  the workshops. Many attendees I 
torments focused on the I~e-they" dichotomy which developed due tO the catch; 
up nature of  the Workshops, and what ~as perceived as e hard l ine on compliance 
In vle~ Of the past e f for ts  In many o f  the states. Host f e l t  that OJJDP s ta f f  
handled the h o s t i l i t y  from some of  th • states in a constructive manner and 
that more frequent meetings would el iminate the confrontations, many of which 
were not related to the monitort'ng requirement. Severe| comments recognized 
that ,  whi le the workshops constl tuted an excel lent method .for sharing Infor-  
mation with other states and resolving Issues concerning tmplemontaZIonof' 
the Act, futureworkshops should be more speci f ic concerning goals and 
objectives. 

Below Above 
Session ~ ~ ~ 

Panel 01scusslon 16 40 13 2 

Comment: Several comments recognized the u t i l i t y  o f  these workshops to 
problems with compliance end monitoring ~equlrements. They stated 

that the d i f f i c u l t  issues concerning compllance surfaced during the general 
discussion and provided an or ientat ion to the subject to be addressed during 
the two day period. Several comments empl3aslzed the necessity o f  this type 
of  face-to-face contact in the resolut ion Of problems. AS Is often the case, 
wltk mixed audl~ces (.In th is case Juvenile planners and advisory b~.rd 
members), the discussions wh ch •were helpful td  one group 

were often redundant to another, and vice-versa. For purposes of  ' 
uniformity in monitoring responses, however, most part ic ipants considered 
th e discussion of  basic leg is la t ive  and guideline information material to be 
a necessity. Most part ic ipants commenting f e l t  that the .use of  "Host 
Frequentl ~ Asked Questions About Honltoring'"was a useful technique for 
discussing problem areas ; more Information should be sent ahead of time; and' 
that more tlmo should be al lo~ed For general discussion. 

Below Above 
Session Average Average Average 

Individual Workshops 0 21 40 |O 

Comment: The Individual workshop sessions between 0JJDP s ta f f  and .state 
representer ~ves were well received and generally considered the most 
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benef ic ia l  sessions. Han¥ collln~nts suggested that these sessions beextended 
with several recommendations that technical  ass'istanco topics, such as the 
f a c i l i t y  monitoring fo rm,  be dealt  wi th in a general session. Host f e l t  
that the ind iv idua l  sessions had the e f fec t  o f  ameliorat ing any amlnoslty 
created in the general sessions and f e l t  that the i r  problems were being 
heard, i f  not resolved. Comments var ied es to the approach and a t t i t ude  of  
Individual workshop resource s t a f f ,  and many attendees .stated t he i r  a ~ r e c i -  
atJon concerning OJJOP's frankness wi th  regard t o t h e  monitoring expectat ions.  

Below Above ": 
Session Average ~ ~ S u e ~  

F a c i l i t y  Survey Workshop 2 20 ~O 8 

Comment: Comments were generally favorable with respect to the state monltor- 
m n ~ o r t  form and the facll~ltY monitoring survey form, with several states 
indicat ing that they Would u t i l i z e  i t  in i ts  present form. Several comments 
re i terated the u t l i i t y  of discussing the survey forms and techniques in a 
general session With informal fo l low-up discussions as needed by ind iv idual  
states. The fee| lng here being t h a t t h l s  would f a c i l i t a t e  both more spec i f i c  
assistance and minimize any dupllcatloml which Occurs wi th  t h e l n d l v l d u a |  
steteworkshops. 

Do you feel that the workshop locat ion Is appropriate for  the states who ere 
attending? 

"6~aYes 

_7 No 
Comment: The strongest area of  comment was that,  whl-le the loca t ions  were 
appropriate, an e f f o r t  should be mode to rotate both the states a t tend ing  
and the Iocatlofls r to allow for  greeter d i ve rs i t y  in perspective and f a c i | l -  
tate maximum attendance; Several states appeared to be geographical ly 
attending the wrong workshops (such as Hc~ HexicO in At lanta) and suggested 
a realignment for  fu ture workshops. Several comments Indicated the prols 
and con's of  the use of  a l r p o r t h o t e l s ,  Including the convenience in a r r i va l  
and departure and the distance from the downtown areas. 

~ y o u  feel that thesta tes  in attendance Comprise an appropriate grouping 
for  mu'lt i-stateworksbeps? ' ' " ~  

6_S5 yes 
__6"o 

Comment: Pr incipal  cormr~nts here concerned the need to group states In a 
manner which would fac , l l l ta te  In teract ionrbe~een states wl th  s im i la r  Problems- 
~ny  f e l t  that,  rather than grouping by geographic locat ion,  such character- 
is t ics  as size, problems enco~tered,  and p.art lc lpat ion in the Act Should be 
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considered. Those states who attended outside the i r  normal regional areas 
f e l t  ' that; I t was" helpful -to-discuss issues with. states .outside ~hei r_ nor m l  
regional areas. 

Were the travel and hotel acco~dat lons  sat isfactory? 

6_22 Yes 

Comment: Several part ic ipants commented on the problems encountered with 
respect to receiving a i r  t ickets and suggested greater lead time In scheduling 
of  thaw orkshops to allow f o r f l e x i b i l i t y  in travel arrangements; However& 
most attendees stated a preference for the prepaid transportation and 
accor~odatlons in l ieu of ~elmbursement bY voucher. Hlnimel problem with 
the hotel accommodations consisted of  poor loud In'San Francisco, no hot 
water In Kansas Ci ty,  too much a i rpor t  noise I n Atlanta0.and crowded meeting 
quarters In  Philadelphia. 

i/ L 
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Jamie Morr i l l  
Maine Criminal Justice Planning and  

Assistance Agency 
11 Parkwood Drive 
Augusta,  ME 04330 

Thomas Kane 
Maine Criminal Justice Planning and 

Assistance Agency - 
II  P a r k w o o d  Drive  
Augusta,  ME 04330 

David Els 
Maine Criminal Justice P l a n n i n g  and 

Assistance Agency  
I 1 P a r k w o o d  Dr ive  
August a , ME 04330 

James Kane 
Governor 's Commission on Criminal Justice 
1228 N. Scott Street 
Wilmington, DE 19806 

Greg T o r r e z  
Committee on Cr imina l  J u s t i c e  
I I0  Tremont  S t ree t ,  4th Ft .  
Bos ton ,  MA 02108 

Don Main 
Commit tee  on Cr iminal  JusUce  
I110 'Fremont S t . ,  4th FI. 
Boston. MA 02108 

Ju l ie t te  Fay  
Committee on Criminal Justice 
i l 0  Tremont St . ,  4 thF l .  
Boston, MA 02108 

Rex Smith 
Juvenile Services Administration 
Herbert O'Connor Office.Bidg; ; Presion St. 
Baltimore. MD 21201 

H a r v e y  C.  B y r d ,  III 
Governor's Commiss ion  on Law Enforcement  
Execu t ive  Plaza  One ,  Sui te  302 
C~ckeysv tUe ,  MD 21030 

John DuChez 
Governor'a Commission on Law Enforcement 
Executive Plaza One, Suite 302 
Cockeysvi l le,  MD 21030 

Laurie Schwartzberg 
V i rg in  Island Law Enforcement Commission 
Box 280 - Charlotte Amalle 
St. Thomas, VI  00801 

John Sch|eifer 
V i rg in  Is land Law Enforcement CommiSsion 
Box 280 - Charlotte Areal.re 
St. Thomas, VI  00801 

Glenn Davis 
V i rg in  Island Law Enforcement Commission 
Box 280 - Cha r lo t t e  Amalie  
S t .  T h o m a s ,  VI 00801 

Barbara Scott 
Governor 's Commission on the 

Administration ¢~ Justice 
I49 State Street 
Montpel ier.  VT 05602 

James O. Thomas 
Governor 's )'ustice Commission 
P. O. E~ox 1167 
Harr isburg~ PA 17120 

Gerald M. Croan 
Plan Development Divis ion 
Governor 's Justice Gommissto~ 
P .  O: B o x  1167 
H a r r i s b u r g ,  PA 17120 

Charlotte S. Ginsburg 
Female Offenders Program of Western 

Pennsy lvan ia  
906 Fifth Avenue 
Pi t tsburgh, PA 15219 

Winif red Lethbridge 
C~0vernor's Commission on Crime and 

• Delinquency 

169 Manches t e r  S t . ,  ,Bldg .  # 3  
C o n c o r d ,  NH 03301 
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Virginia Garrell-Mlchaud 
Governor's Commission on Crime and 

Delinquency 
169 Magchester St . ,  Bldg. #3 

• Concord, NH 03301 

Joel  S aren, Chairman 
Juveni le  Justice Advisory Board 
66 West Hollls St. 
Nashua. NH 03060 

Deborah Stewart 
Connecticut Justice Commission 
75 Elm Street 
Hartford, CT 06115 

Dr. Lou Pinner 
Connecticut Justice Comr~tssion 
75 ElmStreet 
Hartford, CT 06115 

Biil Contois 
Connecticut Justice Commission . 
75 Elm Street 
Hartford, CT 061.15 

Morr is  Si lver 
Division of Criminal Justice Services 
80 C, entre Stre~et 
New York,  NY 10013 

Jane Donohue 
Division of Criminal Justice Services 
80 Centre Street 
NewYork, NY 10013 

Martin RoYsher 
NYS Division for.Youth 
84 Holland Ave. 
Albeny~ NY 12208 

Wilma Solomon 
State Law Enforcement!Planning Agency 
3535 Quaker Bridge Rd. 
'Trenton~ NJ 08625 
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Thomas Stephens 
State Parole Board 
Whittlesey Rd., P.O. Box 7387 
Trenton, NJ 08628 

Bernice Manshel 
State Law Enforcement Plartning Agency 
3535 Quaker Bridge;Rd. 
Trenton. NJ 08625 

Albert Elias 
Division of community & JUvenile Services 
Department of Corrections 
Whittlesey Rd.. P.O. Box 7387 
Trenton, NJ 08628 

Jan Kirby 
Office of Criminal Justice Pians 

~nd Analysis 
1329E Street, N.W. 
Washington, D. C. 20004 

Chris Collins 
Office of Criminal Justice'Plans 

and Analysis 
1329 E S'treet, N.W. ' • 
Washington, D. C~ 20004 

Ton~' Williams 
United Planning Organization 
2001 l l t hS t r ee t  N.W; 
Washington, D. C. 

Migdalia DeJesu s 
Puerto Rico Crime Commission 

iP,O..Box 1256 
San Juan, PR 00936 

Lydia M. Ferrei'is 
Puerto Rico Crime Commission 
G.P~O. Box 1256 
San Juan, PR 00936 

Mar io J. Patin0 
66 Intendente Ramire¢ 

• Ponce,.PR 00731 
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Daniel Dennelly 
Governor's Justice Commission 
i97 TauntOn Ave. 
E. Providence, RI 02914. 

Ben L. Zarlenga 
503 01d Colony Bank Bldg. 
Providence, RI 02903 

Ron Collier 
Virginia Division of Justice and 
crime Prevention 

8501 Mayland Dr. 
Richmond, VA 23229 

Kathy Mays 
Virginia.Divislon of Justice and Crime 
Prevention 

8S01 Mayland Dr. 
Richmond, VA 23229 

" James Albert 
Governorts Committee on Crime, 
Dellnquenc¥ and Correction 

1212Lewis Street~ Suite 32i 
Charleston. Wv 2S301 

Karen Malmon 
West Virginia Departmeht of We lfare 
Division of Social Services 
Building 6, Room 950 
Charleston, WV 25303 

Frank Shumaker 
West Vi rg in ia Department of welfare 
Division of Social Services 
Bui lding 6, Room 950 
Charleston, WV 25303 

Ann Massencjill 
Office of Criminal Justice programs 
1205 Pendleton Street 
Columbia, SC 2§201 

Jan.Rivers 
Office of Criminal Justice programs 
1205 Pendleton.St feet 
Columbia, SC 29201 

Tim Rogers 
Offibe of Criminal Justice Programs 
1205 Pendleton Street 
Columbia, SC 23201 

Maria Lago 
Bureau of Criminal Justice Planning 

and Assistance 
620 S. Meridian Street 
Tailahassee. FL 32304 

Bi l l  Beardsley, Chief Jai l  Inspector 
Department o~ Offender Rehabil i tat ion 
1311 Winewood Blvd • 
Tallahassee, FL 32304 

Jim Clark 
Department of Health and 
Rehabilitative Services 

1323 Winewood Blvd. 
Tallahassee, FL 32304 

Ronald J. McQueen, Administrator ' 
Executive Office of Staff Services 
Department of Justice 
209 St. Clair  St . ,  3rd FL. 
Frankfort,  ICY 40601 

David Richart 
ExeeutiveOffice of Staff Services  
Department of Justice 
209 St. Clair St. 
Frankfort, ICY' 40601 

W. Lawrence Wooldrtdge, Director 
YMCA Center for Youth Alternatives 
1410 S. First  Street ' • 
Louisville, ICY 40208 

Dolores Kosloski - 
Louisiana Commission on Law Enforcement 
1885 Wooddale B l vd . ,  Su i te  6i5 .. 
Baton Rouge,, LA 70806 

Donald Ayrnond, program DirectOr 
Samaritan House 

• P .  O. Box 379 
'Franklin, LA 70538 
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Carle Jackson 
Criminal Justice Institute 
P. O. Box 14387 
Baton Rouge,- I~A 70808 

Jim Hopper 
Governor'  s Office 
State Capl io l  Bldg. 
Oklahoma Ci ty,  OK 73105 

Dr. Ted Baumberger ~ 
P. O. Box 25352 
Oklahoma Ci ty,  OK 73125 

Pare McCoin 
Oklahoma Crime Commission. 
3033 North Walnut " 
Oklahoma City,  OK 73105 

Ralph Monsma 
Office of Criminal Justice Programs 
P. O. Box 30026 
Lansing, MI 48909 

Doyle Bush, Research.Analyst 
Office of Criminal Justice Programs 
P. O. Box 30026 
LansIng, MI 48909 

David Pffer 
6238 Palmetto 
Mr. Morr is.  MI 48458 

Ralph Strahm 
Children's Charter 
2"893 Dlx ieHighway 
Pontiac, MI 48055 

Mark Bert ler  
Michigan Coalition of Runaway.Services 
East Lansing, MI 48823 

Harold Dyer 
State Court Administrator's Office 
Second Floor, Law Bui lding 
Lansin'g, MI 48913 
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Ed Montgomery 
Arkansas Crime Commission 
1515 Bui lding, Suite 700 
Little Rock, AR 72202 

j'ohn Curtis 
Arkansas Crime Commission 
1515 Bulldtng~ S u i t e 7 0 0  
Little Rock,  AR 72202 

James Ammel 
Arkansas Crime Commission 
1515 Bui ld ing,  Suite 700 
Litt le Rock, AR 72202 

Richard Lindahl 
Governor's Council on Criminal Justice 

P l a n n i n g  
425 Old San ta  Fe T=rail - Lamy Bldg .  
Santa  Fe,  NM 87501 

John Patterson 
Governor's Council on Criminal Justice 

Planning 
425 Old Santa Fe Trai l  - Lamy Bldg~ 
SantaFe. NM ,87501 

Debbie Hartz  
G o v e r n o r ' s  Counci l  on Cr imina l  Jus t i ce  

P l a n n i n g  - 
425 Old San ta  Fe T r a i l  - Lamy Bldg ;  
San ta .Fe ,  NM 87501 

Anne B r y a n  
Nort h Caro l ina  Division of Cr ime Control  
P:. O. Box 27687 
Raleigh, NC 27611 

Robert Hinkle 
North' Ca=ol ina  Division of Crime Control  
P. O. Box 27687 
Raleigh, NC 27611 

Dennis Grady 
501 Albemarle Bldg.. 
325N. Salisbury St. 

• Radeigh, NC 27611 
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• Mrs. Barbara Sarudy 
Box 3427 
Greensboro, "NC 27402 

Jim Kester 
Criminal Justioe Division 
Office of the Governor 
4It  West 13th 
Austin, Texas 78701 

Steve Robinson 
Texas Youth Council 
8900 Shoal Creek Blvd. 
Austin, TX 78766 

Randall Craig 
Division of Protective Services for; 

Children 
Texas Department of Human Resources 
John H. Reagan Bldg• 
Austin, TX :78701 

Kathleen Quinn 
Georgia State Crime Commission 
3400 Peachtree Rd;, Suite 625 
Atlanta, GA 30326 

Roseanne Havird 
Division' of Youth Services 
618 Ponce de Leon Avenue 
Atlanta, GA 30308 

Herbert Terry 
Mississippi Criminal ]'ustice Planning 
Division 

723N. President St., Suite 400 
Jackson~ MS 39202 

Shells K. Lenoir 
Mississippi Criminal Justice Planning 
Division 

723 N. President St.. Suite 400 
Jackson, MS 39202 

Kathy Hoppe 
Mississippi Department of Youth Services 
407 Woolfolk-State Office Bldg. . 
Jackson, MS ~39205 

Bill Yah;s 
Alabama Law Enforcement Planning Agency 
2863 l?airlane Dr., Bldg. F, Suite 49 
Montgomery, Alabama 36116 

Peggy Bernard 
Alabama Law Enlorcement Planning Agency 
2863 Falrlane Dr. ,  Bldg. F, Suite 49 
Montgomery, AI. 36116 

Melanie Cox 
Alabama Law Enforcement Planning Agency. 
2863 Fairlane Dr.-~ Bldg. F, Suite 49 
Montgomery, AL 3611.6 

Steve Robinson 
Texas Youth Council 
0900 Shoal Creek Blvd. 
Austin, Texas 787.60 

Joanne Mitchell 
ILEC 
L~0 S. Riverside Plaza, 10th Fl. 
Chicago. IL 60506 

Russell Hogrefe 
ILEC 
420 S. Riverside Plaza, 10th F1. 
Chicago,  IL 60606 

David Halbach 
ILEC 
120 S. Riverside Plaza, 10th.Fl 
Chicago, IL 60606 

Seth Water son 
Administration of Just ice Division 
30 E. Broad St . ,  26th FI .  
P~ O, Box 1001 
Columbus, OH 43215 

Dave Get wocxt 
Administration of Justice Division 
30 E. Broad St . ,  26th Ft. 
P. O. Box I001 

• Columbus, Oll 45201 
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Bob Wlentzin 
P. O. Box 599 
CincinnaU; OH 45.201 

Allen R. Way, Executive Director 
I0wa Crime Commission 
3125 Douglas Av?. 
Des Moines, L~ 50310 

David H. White 
Iowa Crime Commission 
3125 Douglas Ave. 
Des Moines, IA 50310 

Kat hleen Neylan 
NeYlan Law Office . 

• 129 s: 'Main 
Elkader,. Iowa 54043 

K~nneth W..Wi'lley." " 
Nebraska Crime Commission 
301 Centenniai Mall South 
P. O. Box 94946- 
Lincoln., NB 68509 

Barb Hutcherson 
Dep~r~ment of Correctional Services 
2712'N. 124th Circle 
Omaha, NB 68164 

'Mrs. Clifford Jorgenee'n 
Nebraska Crime Commission 
1240Mulder CTive 
Lincoln; NB 68510 

Llnda O'Neal 
Tennessee Law:Enforcement Planning Agency 
4950 Llnbar Drive 
Nashvil le, TN 37211 

Brenda Pendergrass 
Tennessee Law Enforcement Planning Agency 
4950 LJnbar Drive. 
Nashvil le, TN 37211 

Jean Brown 
213 Essex Drive 
~,ou te 35 

I~;,noxville, TN 37922 

Ann ~Jaedo 
Crime Control Planning Board 
444 Lafayette Rd. 
St. Paul, MN 55101 

Barb Baldwin 
Crime Control Planning Board 
444 Lafayette Rd. 
St. Paul, MN 55101 ." 

Lise Schmidr 
Crime ControLPlanntng Board" 
444 Lafayette Rd. 
St. Paul, MN 55101 

William B. Arndt  
Governor!s Committee on Criminal Admin. 
503 Kansas Ave. .  2nd Fl. 
Topeka, KS 66603 

ErnestW. Hohnbaum 
Law Enforcement Specialist , " . .  
Governor,s. Committee on Criminal A dmin. 
503 Kansas Ave.-,, 2nd FI. 
Topeka, KS 66603 

Sandy Mars 
~uvenile Justice~corrections 
Planning Committee on Criminal A d m i n . .  " 
Barrett Bldg. 
Cheyenne, wy  82002 

Kenneth Hensiek, Presiclent 
Missou/'i Juvenile Officers Assn• 
501 S. Brentwood 
Clayton, Me 63105 

Robert Branom 
Director of Court Services 
Missouri  Juvenile Off icers Assn. 
501 S. Brentwood 
Clayton. Me 63105 

Jer ry  R. Wolfskill 
Program Chief, ~uvenlle 
Missouri Counci l  on Criminal Justice 
P, O. Box 1041 
Jefferson City,  Me 65101 
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Steve Nelsen 
Montana Board of •Crime Control 
1336'Helena Ave. 
Helena, MT 59601 

Gary Buchanan 
Montana Board of Crime Control 
1336 Helena Ave. 
Helena, MT :59601 

C¢~rle O'Neil. Chairman 
Montana Youth Justice Council 
1350 Kelly Road " • 
Columbia Falls, MT 59912 

Dave Altridge 
Council on Criminal Justice Administration 
25~S. 3rd East' 
Salt Lake City, UT 84111 

Wayne Tanous 
Juvenile Services 
Law Ertfercement Council • 
Box B 
Bismarck, ND 58505 

Representative Aloha Eagles 
1745 South 8th 
Fargo, ND 58101 

Dr. Duane Lawrence 
North Dakota Industr ia l  School 
BoX 548 
Mandan, ND 58554 

Rodney Anderson 
South Dakota Criminal Justice Commission 
200 W. Pleasant Dr. 
Pie r r e ,  SD 57501 

Charles J. Mikel 
South Dakota Criminal Justice Commission 
200 W. Pleasant Dr. 
Pierre. SD 57501 

E. Janeen Stewart 
Indlana Criminal Justice Planning Agency 
215 N. "Senate Ave., 4th Fl. 
Indianapolis, IN 46202 

Yvonrle L. Rawls 
juvenile Detention Study Unit 
700 N. High School Rd. 
Indianapolis,  IN 46224 

Dr. Willla~ Beeson 
13 Farr  Hills Dr. 
Wesffleld, IN 46074 

Michael Becket 
Wisconsin Council on Criminal Justice 
122 W. Washington Ave. 
Madison, WI 53702 

Tom Hamilton 
Wisconsi n Council on Criminal ]'ustice 
122 W. Washington Ave. 
Madison. WI 53702 

Peter Plant 
Youth Policy and.Law Center 
204 S. Hamilton 
Madison, Wl 53706 

Dan Greening 
Law and Justice planning Office 
Office of Community Development 
GA Building -,Room 206 
Olympia, WA 98504 

lack  Icks 
Law and Justice Planning Office 
Office of Community Development 
GA Building - Room~206 . 
olympia, Washington 98504 

Steven Carmichael 
Benton-Franklin juvenile Court 
P. O, Box 6897 
Kennewick, WA 99336 

George Howard 
Office of Criminal Justice Planning 
7171 Bowling Dr. 
Sacramento, CA 95823 o 

• George Howard 
Office of, Criminal Just ice planning 
7171 ,Bowling Dr. 
Sacramento. CA 95823 
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Richard Colze 
Cfflceof 'CriminalJustice Planning 
7171BowlingDr. 
Sacramento. CA 95823 

George McKinney 
Office of Criminal Justi.ce Planning 
7171 Bowling Dr. 
Sacramento,, CA 95823 

Donald Galloway 
Office of Criminal Justice Planning 
7171 Bowling Dr. 
Sacramento, CA 95823 

Howard O. Childe 
O[egon Law Enforcement Council 
2001 Front St. ; N .E. 
Salem, OR 97310 

Kathleen Nachtlgal 
Juvenile.Law Center 
1121 N.E. 68th Street 
Portland, OR 97213 

Dean B. Orion. 
Community Resource Section 
J9 8 Commercial St.,, S,E. 
Saiem, OR 9731() 

Jim Anderson 
Criminal.Justice Planriing Agency 
P. O. Box 7 
Pago Pago, AS 96799 

S. Pupua 
Criminal Justice Planning Agency 
P . O .  Box7 
PagoPago, AS 96799 

Kenneth N. Green 
Law Enforcement planning Commission 
Statehouse 
.Boise. ID 83720 

PamRoylance 
Law Enforcement Planning..Commission 
Statehouse 
BoLse, ID 83720 
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Steven Vidinha 
State Law-Enforcement and-Juvenile 

Delinquency Planning Agency 
1010 Rlchards St; ° Room 412 
Honolulu, HI 96813 

Charles Furuya 
State Law Enforcement and Juvenile 

Delinquency Planning Agency - 
1010 Richards St. ,  Room 412 
Honolulu, HI '96813 

Ms. LaraineKoge 
State Law Enforcement and .Juvenile - 

Delinquency Planning Agency 
1010 Richards St. ,  Room 412 
Honolulu, HI 96813 

Barbara McPherson 
.Criminal 3"ustice Planning Agency 
Pouch AJ 
Juneau, AK 99811 

Patrick ~Volff 
Juvenile Justice Dtvlalon, Superior Court 
c/o Terr i tor ial  Crime Commission 
P. O. Box 2950 
Agana, Guam 96910 

Grover C; Finney 
Terr i tor ial  Crime Commission 
P. O. Box 29.50 
Agana, Guam 96910 

Joe Higgins  
Arizona State Justice Planning Agency 
5119 N. '19th Ave., Suite M 
Phoenix, AZ 85105 

Mrs. Maria_n Cerf 
Advisory Council Chairman 
3940 E, Timrod, Apt. 222 
Tucson, AZ 85711 

Virginia Skinner 
Maricopa Association of Governmenta 

• 1820 W. Washington 
Phoenix, AZ 85007 
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Ted Glenn. 
Justice Improvement Corhmission 
Trust Territories of the Pacific 
P.. O. Box 454 
Saipan, MI 96950 

Carolyn Webb 
Justice improvement Commission 
Trust Territories of tile PaciIic 
P. O. Box 454 
..Saipan, MI 96950 

John Rector 
Administrator 
Office of Juvenile Justice and Delinquency 
• Prevention 
633 IndianaAve., N .W. 
Washington, D. C. 20531. 

Fred Nader 
Deputy Associate Administrator 
Office,of Juveni|e Justice and Delinquency 

Prevention 
633 Indiana Ave., N.W. 
Washington. D. C. 20531 

David West 
Director'of Technical Assistance and 

Formula Grants 
Office of Juvenile Justice,and Delinquency 

prevention 
633 Indiana A,~e.:, N ~W. 
-Washington, D.C. 20531 

Doyle Wood 
Office of'Juvenile Justice and Delinquency 

Prevention 
633 Indiana Ave., N.W. 
Washington, D. C. 2053I 

Manervia Wilson" 
Office of Juvenile Justice and DelL, tquency 

Prevention 
633 Indiana Avenue, N .W~ 
Washington, D. C. 20531 

Carl Harem 
Office of Juvenile Justice and Delinquency 

Prevention 
633 Indiana Ave,, N .W. 
Washington, D. C; 20531 

Jim Gould 
Office of Juvenile Justice and Delinquency 

Prevention 
633 Indiana Ave., N .W. 
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U~ITKO ST.I¢I'B "~VI~I~N'M~NI" 

Memorandum 
To ~ i l l t a m  R i n e  

Deputy Assistant Administrator/ 
OAI 

"~cnd ~ehn M. Rector(~ 

• ,.=,,r-r~An 0raf t  Renort ,Detnst t tut tonal tzat ion-of  Status Offenders: 
. . . . . .  Federai Leadership and Gutdance Needed I f  I t  Is to Occur" " 

The general thrust of  the report,would have the reader conclude that  
detnstttu~tonaltzatton problems ident i f ied  by GA0 were non-existent 
and unknown to the framers of  .the JJDP Act of  1974 and that many - 
issues surfaced by the GAO report  are "new". For example, the 

• report  focuses on "opposition" found throughout.the Juvenile Just ice 
system to the leglslattve, mandato o f  de ins t l tu t iona l i za t ton  on 
non-offenders (including status offenders) and the Act's thrust  
towards system-wide detnst t tut lonal tzat ion.  A careful reading o f  
the leg is la t i ve  history' of  the Juvenile Justice and Delinquency 
Prevention Act of 1974 would clearly demonstrate that prior to 
this Act's passage there was (and still is) "opposition" to 
delnstltutionallzatlen. Federal legislation was passedo in party 
in recognition of )h!s opposition. 

_The report, however,'Is deficient and misleading in a number of other 
substantive areas. The scope Of the study was restrictive, e.g., 
after 1974, and consequently DSO problems lack a historical fr)mework 
foranalyzlng GAO conclusions, The methodology by which data was 
gathered does net appear in the report nor is there an indication of 
how or why certain states were chosen for review. In addition, the 

-- report relies almost excluslvely on interviews wlth juvenile justice 
systems personnel who tend to have a vested !nterestln the con- 
tinuation of institutionalizing Juveniles. Interviewing a cross- 
sectlon of people, including alternative program people and young 
people, as well as, |ooklng at successes of delnstltutionaliza6ion 
such as Massachusetts would have ~dded a semblance of objectivity 
to the analysis. 

Also, the major "Imolicatlons" of the study tend ,to be overly ~ 
generalized with p6o~ documentation, simplistic to the extent of 
ignoring the multi.faceted complexity of problems associated with 
deinstltutlonalizatlon and opinions based on a superficial treat- 
ment rather than a vigorous analysis of the subject area. The 
following exam.ples are illustrative: 

OSPARIrI~I~ff OF ~K~SlrlCE 
AI'rACF~IENT H 

LAW ENFORCF~fT A ~ T A H C ~  ADMI~fl~I"JRATION 

• oA~: Febw'uary 2, 1970. 

) 
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a. A careful review of the Joint stud), sponsored by LEAA/OJJDP 
and HD#, "Responses to Angry Youth: Cast and Service Impacts 
o~ Detnstitut ionaljzation of StetusOffenders in Ten States", 
would not support the study finding that l~ittle progress has 
been made in realizing the goal of deinsti tuttona|ization. 
Onthe contrary, the report stated~that "the states examined 
are at differentstegeSr in the process of deinstt tut ional ize- 
t t on ,  but a l l  hav~ made clear progress..Progress has been 
greater in removing status offenders from correctional inst i -  
tutions than in removing them from detent!ons".. 

b. The report frequently points out that LEAA has done l t t t ] e  to 
define problems which hinder the goal of deinsti tuttoneltzation 
or provide help to states in overcoming these'obstacles. This 

• observation fa i l s ,  however, to ref lect  not only the Significant 
number of LEAA act iv i t ies  geared reward encouraging delnstttu- 
t tonal izatton but also fa l ls  to'provide.any analysis as to the 
impact these in i t ia t ives  are having on legis lat ion, att i tudes, 
and perceptions of state governments. 

I t ' t s  tn th is  context that the fol lowtngSpectftc comments are 
stated. 

RESEARCH D~SIGN 
Although the report does not 'exp l ic t t lypresent  the structure or the 
research design used by GAO tn this study, there are several 'apparent 
weaknesses. 

1. Scope of Study ./ 

First ,  the ,study cover~ a very narrow historical period-- 
apparently only since passage of the Juvenlle Justice and 
DelinQuency Prevention Act Of 1974 (JO Act). Failure to 
take into accoun~ any perloa prtor ~o 1974 resulted in the 
absence Of a clear def ini t ion of the deinstttut ionaltzatton 
of Status offenders (DS) problem--particularly with regar d 
to tt~magnttude, scope, and dimensions. 

The president's Co~ission on Law Enforcement. and Admini- 
stration o f  Justice (1967) addressed the perplexing status 
offender problem and noted that;: " I t  ts of the greatest 
importance that a l l  alternative measures b • employedbefore 
recourse is had tecour t  (p.26)." 

1Task Force Report: Juvenile Delinquency and YOuth Crime. Washtngten, 
~.C., U,S. GPO, 1967. 

r 
( 
\ 



• " ' t  

414 

TheNational Advisory Commission on Crimtnal JusttceStandards and 
Goals (1973) also called at tent ion to the tmportance of developing 
al ternat ives to juveni le jus t i ce  system processing fo r  status o f fenders .  
Af ter  noting that incarceration is not an ef fect ive tool o f  correct ion 
fo r  many youths, the Commission went on t o  reconrnend that a l l  t~atus 
and other f i r s t  offenders be diverted. The Commission recognized that 
chronic and dangerous delinquents should be incarcerated in order to 
protect society, unt i l  mere e f fec t ive treatment methods are found. 
However, i t  ~ncouraged the Juvenile Justice system to search fo r  "the 
optimum program outside Ins t i tu t ions fo r  Juveniles who do not need 
confineo~nt. ¢ 

Several research studies have doc~nented the fol lowing fac ts :  

1; Juvenlle status offenders are Incarcerated as long or 
• longer than children who are committed fo r  rape, aggra- 

vated assault and other fe lonies Classi f ied as "FBI index 
crimes." 

2. The younger the offendeP,-the longer ts the period o f  
Instltutlonalizatlon. 

3. Classification for rehabilltation lengthens the period 
of institutionalization ahd does not reduce the rate of 
recidivism. 

4. Chlldren With the longest institutlonal sentences have the 
highest rate of parole revocatlon.3 

Research findings such as these led so~e groups to argue in favor of 
r~noval of Juvenile court Jurisdlctionover statvs offenses, in hopes 
of ensuring that they would not be .Inca~erated-" 

2National Adv,isory Con~ission on Criminal Justice Standards and Goals 
A National Strateg@ to Reduce Crime, Wash;, D.C., U.S. GPO, i973, pp. 34- 
35. 

3National Council on Crime and Delinquency "Jurtsdtctfon over Status 
Offenses Should be r~oved from the Juvenile Court," Crime & uemlnquenc~, 
V01. 21, Apr. 1975, p. gs. 

4Fora fu l l  discuss!on of  the various pol icy positions regarding th is  
issue, see Working Papers of  the National Task Force to Oevelop Stan- 
dards and Goals for  Juvenile Just ice and DelinquencyPrevention, A 
Comparative Analysis of Standards and state Practices: Jur tsd ic t i~n-~ 
~status Offenses (Vol. V)~, OJJOP, 1977. . 

• i )  

\ :  

J 



// 

415 

By 1974. the consensus was that status offenders should not be incar- 
cerated, underany circumstances. The Congress bu i l t  on this consensus 
in -its -p~ssage of the JO Act of lg74,-which required participating 
sta~es to remove a l l  status offenders from tncarcerattve settings within 

~tvlo years. 

AmaJor result of this~legislat ion was the beginning of an accelerated 
search for appropriate alternatives to incarceration for statusoffenders. 

In conjunction with i ts  announcement of the f i r s t  major action program 
thrust: aimed at DSO, the-Off.ice of Juvenile Justice and Delinquency 
Prevention published a "background paper'~ Which addressed a number of 
issues and problems pertaining to the deinsti tuttonalfzatton issue.S 

I t  was notedat the outset that "we simply do not have comprehensive 
and reliable data on. the numbers and Characteristics of status o~fenders 
in detention centers, jails and correctional Institutions'{training 
schO01 s ) ( p. 17 ~." 

It was also noted therein."that some of the crucial problems in de!nst i -  
tut ional iztng Status o~fenders are: 

Determining who, in fect; .are status offenders rather than 
criminal violators being processed as status offenders. 

Crea{Ing mechanisms for assessing the needs of status 
-.offenders and matching them with the range of community 

services. 

• - Identifying existing resources for status Offenders. 

- Assuring access of status,offenders to existing community 
resources. 

- Provlding alternatives to short-term detention of stat~s 
offendersr 

- Pre,yi@in 0 ~o*n~ e~r ~*~li~9 ~ith the needs of female status 
offenders. (pp. 8-9) 

This background paper also set forth the program rationale supporting 
the DSO program (pp. 10-13). The le-3t of these points was that "the 
programs developed (under the announced DSO effort) w t l l va ry f rom 
community to community, provid|ng various program models which can be 
compared through evaluation to.determine the relative utility o f  alter- 
native'approaches (p. 13)." 

5~LEAA,s Discretionary Program to Reduce Detention and Inst i tut ional iza-  
t ion of Juvenile Status Offenders." i'n Program Announcement: Detnstitu- 
t tonal ization of Status Offenders.. OdJOP, March, 1975. 
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In acknowledgement of the lack of explicit knowledge regarding the 
"effectiveness of treatment programs for status offenders, the same 
paper, noted that, from the evaluatlon of this DSO program, "we hope 
.to be able to provide communities with Info~tibn on what type of 
efforts are likely to work-best in which sltuatlons (p.13)." 

Such studles,'e.g., Juvenile Corrections In the States: Resldentlal 
Programs and Oeinstitutlonallzatlon; Time Out: A National Study of .... 
"Juvenile Correctional Programs, suggest that it is not because of 
the nature of alternative programs themselves that delnstitutlonall- 
zation has not been accomplished; rather, the key to the lack of 
success In this area would seem to be the manner in which such pro- 
grams are i~lemented (procedures, criteria for Selection of program 
particlpants, due process consideratlons, et¢:). This observation 
applies to the status offender area mor~ expllcltly than to the 
larger Juvenileoffdnder population because of partlcular'dlfficultles 
in cLeftntng the status offender populatlon. .~ 

' I t  ts apparent that the l imitat ions of GAO's research design did not 
allow the research team to fu l l y  grasp the nature of the status 
offender problem. We would be happy to provide or d i rect  the research 

• team to sources other than those referenced herein in order to help 
correct th is  deficiency in the report. 

The results of this weakness In the research design is that the 
study team's ab i l i t y  to set c r i te r ia  for determining what would con- 
st i tu te satisfactory progress toward detnstt tut tonaltzat ion was hampered. 
In fact, the report does not indicate what criteria were used to assess :~') 
the success of DSO. These cr i ter ia.should be exp l i c i t l y  stated. Such 
Cri ter ia should.a)so ref lect  obstacles to deinst t tut tonal tzat ton,  or 
degrees of d i f f i cu l t y  associated with i ts  accomplishment. 

2. Sample Selection 

The report does not indicate how the g States were chosen 
for Study. While i t  seems that the conclusions of the 
report are~oeneral tzed to  a l l  States, i t  is not clear how 
representative the g States are of the U.S., to which ~he. 
~9 Act applies. The cri t ical question is: Along what 
dimensions are the 9 States similar to others to which the 
conclusions are apparenLly generalIzed? 

On this same issue, i t  appears that the sample of persons 
interviewed within the 9 States was a biased one. Although 
I t  is not made clear how the respondents were selected, 
thei~ organizational af f i l ia t ions (PP. 51-52) would suggest 
that, fo r the most part, they would be Opposed to DSO at 
the outset.~ 
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'The result of this apparent "s~nple'btas" would be to 
make t t  easier to draw the conclusion that the DSO ef for t  
is not succeedihg.__ 

METHODOLOGY 

The report does not indicate the procedures by which data were 
gathered. This is especially important in the area of individual 
interviews. There is no indication as to whether they were opened, 
structured, etc. The interview instrument is not included in the 
report. 

A relatedweakness in the report is the absence of data analysts pro- 
cedures. In fact, very few data are presented. Their interpretat ion 
is hampered by the absence of exp l ic i t  success cr i te r ia .  : 

Ident i f icat ion of Successful Services. The report concludes that: 
• "While several research efforts are underway, to date l i t t l e  has been 
achieved at the national level in terms of identifying the types of 
services that appear more successful in dealing with status Offender 
problems and disseminating thts information to the States." 

Research. Two major research efforts were underway at the time of 
passage Of theJD Act: a National Assessment of Juvenile Corrections 

-(NAJC);and an evaluation of the MassachuSetts' detnstttuttonaltzatton 
exp~rienFe. 

The NAJC project (products referenced earlier)assessed the ncture 
and qualtty of correctional.programs for Juveniles. A major conclusion 
of thestudy was that foster home services constitute a promising 
direction for extending community corrections at s igni f icant ly  low cost 
levels than inst i tu t ional izat ion.  

The 7-year6evaluation o f  the Massachusetts'd~tnstitutiona!!zat!~ n 
experience consisted of 5 major components~ 1) a study of youth in 
the conxnunitv-based oroqrams; 2)an evaluation of prooram oroanlza- 
t ion anO function; 3) a study of youth subcultures i n' group homes 
and non-residential programs, in comparison with a subculture of 
youths in the ear l ier  inst i tut ions;  4) an analysis of the operations 
of the regional Offices that have replaced the administrative offices 
Of the inst i tut ions; and 5)observation and interviews concerning 
operations in thecentral  off ice of  the Massachusetts Department of 
Youth Services. An early product of their  research, "Neutralization 
of Community Resistance to Group Homes" gives veryhelpful  strategic 
direct ion to those involved in the establishment o f  group homes for 
Juveniles. Other preliminary findings in the area outlined above have 
been shared through various forums wi th .o f f ic ia ls  and p~actitioners at 
the State andlocal level. 

6See Lloyd Ohlln, Alden Mi l ler ,  and Robert Coats, juvenile Correctional 
Reform in Massachusetts; OJJDP, 1977. 
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Exemplary Projects. Several projects that hold promise for meeting 
the needs of. status offenders in a)ternatlve settings to Juvenile 
Justice system processing have been designated "exemplary" by LEAA. 
The ones most applicable to the status offender area are: "Project 
New Pride", "Neighborhood Youth Resource Center" and "Family Crisis 
Counseling". The latter project was referenced in the OJJDP Program 
Announcement for the DSO actlon program. In that same announcement 
(p.9) other programmatic approaches were suggested: in-house placement, 
shelter homes, small group homes, foster homes, special crisis services, 
runaway facilities, counseling, healthcare, Job placement, recreation, 
remedial education, and 2outh advocacy approaches. 

Assessment. Three nationwide_assessments of alternative progKams for 
~ffenders: diversion/, alternatives to infarceration °, and 
alternatives to detentlon, g 

While the Phase I Assessments of Juvenile diversion and community- 
)ased alternatives, to juvenile incarceration did.not recommend specific 
promising approaches to practltioners, they clarified deflnltional Pro- 
blems, built program typologies and explained existing processes for 
.referral to alternative programs. 

The diversion study stressed the dynamics of diversion programming, 
partlcularly the importance of the legal status of programs and the 
potential labeling of Juveniles. Additional insights were given 
regarding several aspects of programs, such as whether participation 
Is voluntarY and staff capabilities which seemed to relate to better 
functioning programs.. 

The national assessment of detention and altePnatlves to its Use 
resulted in the identification of four types of community-based 
alternatives tO detention for status offenders and other juveniles: 
I) home detention, 2) "attention" homes, 3) specialized programs 'for 

• runaways, and 4) private residential foster homes. Each of these 
program approaches was described in some detail in the published rePort. 
and subsequently shared with the U.S. Senate Subcommittee to Investigate 
)u":-il? O~l ;'~ ..... ~y nn ¢eg+6~-~r 2R. Iq77, on the basis of a Sta.tement 
("Alternatives:to Secure Detention of Juveniles") preparedby 
Thomas Young and Oonnell Pappenfort. 

7 

._~.) 

7Robert McOern~tt and Andrew Rutherford, Juvenile Diversion (summary), 
LEAA, 1976. 

80sman Bengerand Andrew Rutherford, Community-based Alternatlves to 
Juvenile Incarceration (summary), LEAA, 1976 andAlternatives to Its 
Use {summary), LEAA, 1977. 

9Thomas Young and Donnell Pappenfort, Sec,re Oetention and Alternatlves 
to Its Use (summary), LEAA, 1977. 



[" 
( 
\ 

L 

419 

Standards. LEAA has provided support.for three national standards 
development-efforts-covering-the ehtlre-juvenl;le justice-system: 
I) the Instituteof Judicial Admioistration/~erican Bar Association 
Juvenile Justice Standards Project, 2) the Juvenile Justice and Delin- 
quency Prevention Task Force of the National Advisory Committee on 
crlminal JusticeStandards and Goals, and 3) {pursuant to Sec. 247 
of the JD Act) the National Advisory Committee on Juvenile Justice 
and Dellnquency Prevention. 

lhese standards and the comparatlve analysis of standards and State 
practices, suggest alternativ@^ways of handl!ng the problems' posed 
by ~tatus offender behavior. ~u . .  

T -  . 

'1 

lOlnstitute of-Judicial Administration/American Bar Association 
(IJA/ABA) Joint Conlnisston,Standa~ds Relattn 9 to Non-C~imlnal 
Misbehavior, (Tentatlve Draft) (1977);, National Advisory Comittee 
on Criminal Justice Standards andGoals, Report of the Task Force 
on Juvenilia Justice and Delinquency Prevention (1976); National 
Advisory Comittee on Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention, 
Report of the Advtso~Cor~nittee to the Administrator on Standards 
for Juvenile Justice, (sic) (September ,30, 1976) and 
the Advlsor 2 Con~nittee to the Administrator 06 Standards for the 
Administration of Juvenile Justice (sic) {Advanced Oraft, March, 
1977). - 



In addit ion to  the weaknesses within the overal l  research design, the 
fol lowing 'points regarding the analyl:jcal phase a l somer t t  f u r t he r  
discussion: 

Over-~enerellzatlon with insufficient supportlno data. Statements 
are ~de that state and local juvenile justice officials believe in- 
carceration of status Offenders is justified, and the SpAs do nothave 
authority to make delnstitutlonallzatlon a reality. Nowher e is it made 
explicit why officials feel.some placements of status offenders are 
necessary~--Assertions that such placements are Justified are neither 
helpful nor constructl~e niven the prlor Congressional documentation of 
abuses In this area. Fi)rther, it Is not apparentwhether such beliefs 
relate toall status offenders, most, oronly a few. Because Inter- 
views are the source of the data, It woul~ have been helpftml to indicate 
nt~nbers of interviews, generally held beliefs, and their rationale. 

Furiher, the question o~ authorltymay not be sO m1~hthat SPAs have 
no direct implementation authorlty, as thatthey needto have authority 
to plan and coordinate the implementatlon of the Act's mandates In the 
state. 

While it may be amatter of semant)cs, (t (s important to dlstlngulsh 
a State Planning Agency's authority to implement a plan and its author- 
ity to "dlrect" other State agencies' activities. Section 223(a)(2) 
of the Act requires only the former. What SPA officials have sald is 
that theylack the latter authority. While having "direct" or "opera- 
tional" authorltywouldfacllltate delnstltutionallzation, theJuvenile 
Justice Act neither tests nor requires that such authority be vested 
In the SPA. As Office of General Counsel, Legal Oplnlon76-7, October 
1975, points out, thereare a variety of other mechanisms available to 
SPAs to achieve the delnstltutionallzatlon mandate:. Because the OJJDP 
program is under the Governor's direct authorlty, the cooperation of 
other state agencies Should be pbssible through the Governor's office. 
Thus, SPAs must makeclear to the Governor, the legislature and relevant 
state and local agencies the nature of the state's COnunltment .to the 
mandates of the Juvenile Justice Act and the consequences of fail Ing to 

Unquestioned assumptions and unsupported bel iefs.  The report i m p l i c i t l y  
assume: that there are a l ternat ive services which should be provided to 
status~tffenders in l ieu of i ns t i t u t i ona l i za t ion .  I t  al lows no pos- 
s i b i l i t y  that some should simply be~sent home, an option fncreastngly 
u t i l i zed  b~ states and l oca l i t i es  with no apparent i l l  e f fects .  

Further, the report assumes that the category of "status offender" ts 
discrete and definable, tgnortng the considerable overlap of the de l in -  
quent, status offender, anddependent/neglected categories of  youth who 
cume before the court. F ina l l y ,  t t  ignores the haphazardness of the 
ways In:which a youth may come to bear a particular label that will in " 
turn be used to determine or llmlt the disposltlonal outcome; 

Y 
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The. problems Cited about service av¢t labt l t ty  are So general (e.g.,  
ltmited funding, co .un i t y  resistance, large caseloads) as to be ~- 
applicable-to-most soctal-service-prbgram. -The specific-anecdotes 
add l i t t l e  information or insight. The facts o f  ~hese vignettes are 
undoubtedly true, but most states and loca l i t ies  f ind ways to deal 
with them. I t  is not a case of  Federal o f f i c i a l s  hiding answers, or 
acting to l im i t  services. 0ealtng with treubledyouth is often 
f rust rat ing and sometimes unrewarding. However, the primary responsi- 
b i l i t y  is a state and local one, met with varying, degrees of co~mttsnent 
and •success, as the reportshows. 

Some assertions are made in the report without any apparent basis, 
e .g. ,  '~.any status offenders who do not receive adequate services 
la te r  become involved in criminal behavior", and "Status offender place- 
ment wt l l  overburden case workers", and "con0~untty-based p rog rams . . .  
are more concerned with building Success stories than treat ing Juvenile 
offenders", and "status offender placement (prublems include) f rust ra t ing 
foster  parents to the point of  having them leave the program." Single 
opinions are ci ted; no examination of cause and ef fect  ts  of fered; 
al legat ion substitutes fo r  analysis, 

Inadequate or outdated information. The report suffers,  as could not 
. . . .  ~e.helped to so~e degree, from not reporting relevant information. 

Reading the ArthurD. L i t t l e  cost and service impacts study of  DS0 
could have added s ign i f icant ly  to the al ternat ive services discussion. 
The inadequacies of  the monitoring systems and reports are set out, but 
l i t t l e  at tent ion paid to the addit ional guidance and the workshops pro- 
vtded by OJJDP in a n e f f o r t  to respond to the problems. The discussion 
of  data problems depends heavily on 0JJDP's own analysis o f  the monttor-~ 
tng reports and adds l i t t l e  of  any value based on GA0's s t t e w s t t s .  
State data collecttonproblems and the i r  potential solutions receive 
little cohstructlve attention. 

Several recon~endatlons that are made, such as that on page 50, were already " 
underway by OJJDP before the ~0 study was undertaken. 

u . . ( ÷ ^ . ~ . .  Ic^~ nF~(r~n¥'nqn~l Cn,!ncel tea~l Oo(nlon 76-7. 0ctoher 
~r~T97,-~.~tates the following with regard to the state 's monitoring 
responsib i l i ty :  

"Each SPA has responsib i l i ty  fo r  monitoring "Jai ls ,  detentiun? 
f a c i l i t i e s ,  and correctional f a c i l i t i e s "  under, Section 223(a@ 
(14). A state planning agency may attempt t o  obtain d i rect  
authori ty to monitor from the Governor or State I.egtslatureo. 
may contract with a public or pr ivate •agency to  carry out 
the monitoring under i t s  authori ty,  or may contract with a 
state agency that has such authori ty to perform th~ monitor- 
ing function. Formula grant "actiOn" program funds would be 
avai lable to the SPA for  this purpose since monitoring ser- 
vices (or funds fo r  those services) are o~ a "program" or 
"preJect" nature related to functions contemplated by the 
State Plan." 
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Inadd i t ion  to suggesting several monitoring option s, the opinion 
c lear ly  states that fon~ula funds may be used.to defray moni tor ing  
expenses. 

Honttorinq guidelines. OJJDP prepared and issued Change 1 to Guideline 
Manual H 4100.10 on July 10, 1975. These guidelines out l ined the 
information states must report  to indicate progress in compliance with 
Sectton 223(a)412) and ( i3 ) .  These guidelines required the states to 
provide in the i r  FY 1976 comprehensive plan an indicat ion of  how the 
state planned to provide for  accurate and complete monitoring of j a t l so  
detention f a c i l i t i e s ,  correctional f a c i l i t i e s ,  and other secure. 
f a c i l i t i e s  to insure that the requirements of Sections 223(a)( i2) and 
413) were met. The guidelines fur ther requtred that the annual report  
to the Administrator on the results of monitoring compliance with 
Section 223412) and (.13) be madeno la te r  than December 31. Thts report  
was,to tndtcate the resul/ts of monitoring, including: 

a. Violat ions of ' the provisions and steps taken to ensure com- 
p)tance, i f  any. 

b. Procedures established fo r  invest igat ion of complaints of  
v io lat ions Of the provtstons of detnst t tu t tona l tzat ton 
and Separation requirements. 

c, .The manner tn which data were obtained. 

d. The plan implemented to ensure compliance with 412) and (13), 
and i t s  results. 

e. An overal l  :su.~ary. 

The i n t t t a l  |ssuance of guidelines addressed Section 2234a)414) as 
noted above and also provided guidance tn the implementation of  Sections 
2234a)(12) and (13). The guidelines required that the 1976 Plan des- 
crlbe in detat l  the State's specif ic plan, procedure and t imetable for  

I f  placed outside the home, would be placed in shelter fac i l i t ies ,  
grouo homes, 'or other c~mmunity.based alternatives rather than juvenile 
dete.tlon or correctional fac i l i t ies.  The plan was requ~ired to describe 
existi~xJ or proposed shelter and correctional f a c i l i t i e s .  Further, the 
plan had to describe the constraints faced in meeting the object ives Of 
detnst t tut ional izat i0n.  I t  should be noted that the guidel ines were 
revised and updated yearly with each revision providing addi t ional  
guidance and c lar iW on compliance monitoring issues. 

In  September 1975, through an OJJDP discret ionary award, the Council 
of 5tare Governments publltshed a report en t i t led  "Status Offenders: A 
Working Def in i t ion".  The purpose of this report was t o  provide a common, 
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workable def in i t ion  for status offenders. Thts report ~eveloped 
¢rITtetla~for_classlfy.lng_con~ined youth as status, crlmlnal-type, 
or:non-offenders. The report ldenti)(ed speciflc clfcumstafce~,-th~n 
provided the classiflcatlon a chlldshould be considered under each 
clrcumstance. The cHterla outlined within this report was included 
l~theguidellnes "as a standard for the determination Of status of- 
fenders as it applies to monltorlng. 

On June ]6, 1976, OJJDP issued information to. c la r i f y  minimum standards 
Of statecompllanceln the delnstltutlonallzatlon of status offenders 
and provlded options states could select in obtalnlng baseline data. 

To further assist states in thelrpresent and future monitoring efforts 
and to Improve many of the deficiencies noted in the !976 monltbrlng 
rep0rts, OJJDP has done the following: 

• a. Prepared definitions of det~nt10n and correctional facilities 
for purposesof'm0nitoring. On )lay 20, 1977, Change I of 
Guideline Manual M 4100.1F was issued. OJJDP provlde~ the 
states four crlterla for determining whether e faclllty Is, 
for the purpose of monltoring, a Juvenile detention or cor- 
rectlonal facility. 

To (urther assist states in thelrmonltorlng effor)s, a for- 
mat was designed to survey, ldeftlfy and provide information 
on each:facillty to determine whether it ~ is classified as a 
Juvenile detentlon or correctional faclllty end tO determine 
compllancewlth Sections 223(a)(12), (13) and(14) of the Act. 

ib~ OJJDP developed and presented four regional monitoring work shops. 

These workshops where held to clarify the OJJ0P guidelines re- 
gerdlng Ig77moliltorlng reports. The wdrkshopsweretwodays 
In length, wlth the first day devoted to provldlhg information 
relative to the definitions and guidelines contained in M 4100.1F, 
Change 1, tSS~ed May 20, 1977, and addressing moni~ort~g ques- 
tions~nd'tsst~es which arose stnce that t ~ e .  Also, .the ne~v 
leg is la t ion was discussed. Thesecond day's act iv t t les 'centere d 
on the monitoring f6rmat~,deficlenctes ident i f ied tn the'1976 
reports,  and technlcal "assistance report needed. Du~ing the 
second day the session w~s: pr imari ly individual meetings be- 
tween state representatives and OJJDP resource'persons. 

¢. OJJDP has plannedfollow-up workshops to be held af ter  the 1977 
monitoHng reports have been received and analyzed by~OJJDP. 

d. As ctted ear l ie r  tn this response, OJJDP Joint ly  funded an 
e f fo r t  with HEW to assess the.impact o f  the deinst ! tut ional iza-  
t ton o f  Status offenders on ten states and ident i fy  the ;types 

. 

\ 



42~ 

• ' of  commuhlty programs used for .detnst t tu t tonal tzed youth. 
(This draf t  report was made" avai lable to GAO during t he i r  
study.) 

e. O)JDP alsr developed a speclal emphasis program that would 
provide additional resources to the states to fund service 
progra~ns for delnstltutlonallzed youth. Thls was made pos- 
sible through the use of reverted fomula funds fr~ those 
statesw~ chose not tO pantlclpate in the JJDP Act. 

f. ~JDP has recognized the Impo~ance of legislative changes 
In the states that wouldbe beneficial toDSO progress Since 
the passage of the JJDP Act. 

AI) monitoring reports were reviewed to analyze present and contemplated 
changesthat would prohlbltplacement of status offenders In detention 
and, correctlonalfacllltles, and further the separation of juvenlles 
fr~Dm adults. Thls pr~ress,was.roported In the monitoring r~port over- 
view. ~JDP also supported the National Center for Juvenile Justlce In 
completing a suryey of the s~tes In which Juvenile Justice codes were 

analyzed pertaining to Delnstltutlonallzatlon of Status Offenders. 

In addition to these activities, OJJOP,.through three (3) Technical 
Assistance Contractors, has pr~ovlded over tlqo hundred instances of 
technical assistance to the SPAs, county and clty agencies, prlvate 
agencies, aqd local co~munltles covering all of the following topics: 

a. Developing residential placement networks. 

b. Purchase of service techniques for alternative resources, 

• c. Group Home Improvement. 

d. Foster Care Oevelo$~nent. 

e. Changing Juveni)e codes. 

f. Oevelol~nent of dlverslon pr~ect). 

g. F.,~o!o~ent programs for youth. 

h. Crlsls intervention methods. 

I. StatewtdeO50 strategies. 

J .  Methods o f  gaining support f o r  Oetnst t tut tonal tzat ton O f 
Status Offenders. 
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This technical assistance ac t iv i ty  has made available to states and 
Communities the expertise to provide service and treal~ent needs to 
youth~_affected_by~detnstituttonaltzatton. 

A Federal pclnt of ~te~l. The tone of the GAO report reflects a bel ief  
that because Congress has acted, the states,could or should have snapped 
to attention and set about achieving immediate compliance. While there 
tS regular con~.entary about what the Attorney General. LEAA and OJJDP 
can (or should)do to. provide Infor;~atlon and leadership, the contents of 
this report do not convey ~tgntficant understanding of the range of 
po l i t i ca l ,  legal, leg is la t ive,  Inst i tu t ional ,  and att i tudinal  d i f f i cu l -  
t ies at the state and local level.  Indeed. the tone of the repor t t s  
vague|y accusatory, concerned, with finding faulto and d is t inc t ly  
patronizing aboutwhat Federal, state and local o f f i c ia ls  should do~ 

Overall, thts tS not a careful, wel l -done,or well-written piece of 
Wbrk. Worse, t t  i s  outdated tn t t ' s  facts and simpl ist ic in i ts  view 
of lhe p~obl~ns of Implementation. Not only woo ld t t be  
to publish i t  in t t s  pres'ent form, t twou l~a l sobe  a disservice to GAO. 

f 
. 
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A T . T A C H M E N T  I 

T e c h n i c a l  ~ s i s t - n c e  Su~-~t~_P.e- ,or t  

--% 

The f o l l o w i n g  i s  a p r e s e n t a t i o n  o f  e J J D P ' s  t e c h n i ' c a i  a s s i s t a n c e  
priorities and a summ~ry of the office's najor contracts and in- ~: 
s t a n c e s  o f  t e c h n i c a l  a s s i s t a n c e  d u r i n E  t h e  p a s t  ca lon , ' l a r  y e a r .  

P r i o r i t i e s  

The priorities developed by the O~I,~','~ arc those directly rola~ed 
to :the ir.~iensntation of the JJDP Act of I°77. The highest pri'ority 
has been given those TA efforts that supr-orC- dolnstltutionalization, 
separation, monltoring nnd the Special Duuhnsis effort. -, 

Spevifically the TA effort hasbeen tar?.eted in the followin~ fiv,e 

priority a r e a s :  

I. Use und du~volopmont of cpm~uni.~y alt-.rnatives to secure 

confinement; 

2. Better utilization, mann~eneat an~ coo~lination of existing 
".~ 

r e s o u r c e s  ; " 

5. Develo,~ment and i:~plementa*-ion o~ l-~islation that prohibits 
institutionalization of status off~nders and o£ d~pendel~t 
-nd neglected, children ; "_, 

4. Develol~nent sad inplcmentation o~ policies nnd procedures 
that support deinstitutiona t£:a=ion, separation and 'special 

e~ir@hasls areas; and, ~) 

• increased awareness and suDzorm o~ The nublic for po~itive 
.,. . , - 

chmlze  in the juvenile justice system an ' l  develo];ment of 
chi.ld adVocacy .mechanisms • 

(tLIDP'-~ Contractors and Instm~cc oC" TA 

Arthur D. Little, Inc. is responsib!e for ~.rovidin~ ~'ec[tnlcal . , - - . 

issist-~nce to £ormula 3r~ltees. T.neir [.ri.-.ar Z ares o f  fodus is 
caDaclty buildin.~ and Concentration of ~eZeral ~-~f6r~. In ~ddition, 
Arthur D. i.ittlo conducts an nsscss.-.ent of. n~e~Is for all ji.~v6n[Ic 
justice tecl,,ical assJsZnnce ro:-nrGl-."ss 09 wl-ich Contr;:ctor will 

respond. 

/ 
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-Instance of TA by  Priority-.Are~ 

Priority No. I 

Co..~nunity Alternatives 
t o  secure c08n f inemen t  

Priority No. 2 

Betzor.utillzation of 
e~isting r e s o u r c e s  

.Prlority No'. 3 

I ~ p l e ~ e n t a t i o n  o f  
L e g i s l a t i o n  

Priorit~ No. 4, 

l . m p l e m e n t a t l o n  of 
Policies t o s u p p o r t  
OSO and Separa t ion  . .  . . . .  

Priority No. S , : .  : 

I n c r e a s e d  A w a r e n e s s  o f t h e '  
.public ~or positive chan~e 
i n  j u v e n i l e  j u s t i c e .  
[Includes training and assistance 

.~to juvenile justice 
advisory groups),. 

Other 

This area incl~ules special 
tra!n~ng t o  j u v e n i l e  an~  
t~ily courts and ~ floes 

T o t a l  

TAProvider 

ADL 

ADL ,. 

A~L 

ADL 

ADL 

~ L  

I n . ~ t : m c e  

23 

70 

39 

26 

i7 

.1B4 

/ 28-407 0 . -  79 - 28 
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The National O~£~ce for  Social ~ p r o v i d e s  assistance 
to  Special Emphasis g r a n t - - f o r  de inst i tu t ion~l%zat ton o f s t a t u s  
o f f e n d e r s  and d i v e r s i o n .  :;OSR a l s o  responds  t o  t c c h n l c a l  assistance 
needs of formula g r an t ee s  in  t he  areas of d o i n s t i t u t i o n a l i z a t i o n  

of s t a t u s  offenders. 

Provider 
DSO 

DSO Special F.mphasis NOSR 
Prdj ects 

Diversion 

Divers ion  Spec ia l  Pm~phasis NOSR 
Froj ects ,. • 

Ad llOC_~__~S . 

Inc ludes  some needs i d e n t i f i ~ i  
in  six month cycle and areas  
of NOSR special expert ise, . [ ie) NOSR 
Youth Employment 

• , : : '  L= 

Total  

.Instance 

78 

B6 

5 9  " 

2 2 3  

The~Nntional Clear ln~house  for. Criminal Justice Planninx and 
,%rehirechture provides technical assistance to formula granLees 
around tile i.~'sue Of separation Of adults and juveniles. The 
C1e~rinxhouse also responds ".o requests relating to the pro- 
Eramming o£ j u v e n i l e  facilities. In addition, t hey  provide 
technical assistance rolatlns to the moni¢ozin~ requirements of 
t.~e Juvenile Justice and Delinlluency Prevention Act of 1977. 

The followin~ is the TA by type and instance delivered by the 
Clearinghouse for t l ie  OJJDP dur£n~ the past calendar year: 

Instance 

8 

52 

Separation 'of.,~/ults nnd 
Juveniles 

Aitorn,~tives to detention 
and correct ional  facilities 

DcvelopT:)ent o~ %innitorinZ ' ' 

I.~.nrovonent of Intention 
nn~1 corr.ectional facilities 

Tot~ !. 

25 

-% 

J 

D 

3 
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Soon, OJJDP w i l l  fund TA c o n t r a c t o r s  to  respond to problems r e l n t i n ~  
to delinquency prevention and i~orovements in the juvenile jt~ticc 
system, 

Recentl)~ the  (IlJl)P Techn ica l  A s s i s t n n c e  and Formula Grants D i v i s i o n  
met  w i th  ADL. ~OSR and t h e  CloarinRhouse s t a f f  to  revie~.t 125 t e c h n i c a l  
a s s i s t a n c e  needs t h a t  have been i d e n t i f i e d  by the  Rl>Os and SP,%~ f o r  
n a t i o n a l  contractor r e s p o n s e .  Those needs thn~ axe approved by 
OJJDP are  ass iqned" to  one o~ t h e  th roe  c o n t r a c t o r s  dependin~ on area 
of  expertise Or contx-actual  responsibility.. Some TA i s  de l i ve red  
by r e sou rce  t e ~ s  ma~e UP on s t a f f  f r~ .~ . s eve ra l  oe the  c o n t r a c t o r s .  
The approv,-~1 TA needs .,~ill be t h e  b a s i s  f o r  t h e  nex t  d e t a i l e d  s i x  
nonth tcc.hn~cal a s s i s t a n c e  workplan.  

A rev iew o~ the  TA su~az~/  w i l l  show t h a t  of  a t o t a l  o~'459 in- .  
stances o f  T A d e l i v e r y  o;_~1y.76 would be considered• as Ad Hoc 
responses. This means tJmt 84% o f  tJ~e"TA de l i ve red  in  the  past  
year  was o~ a p r o a c t t v e  n a t u r e .  

OJJgP ORG.~NIZATION OF TA DELIVERY 

TO a s s u r e  that l  the  m a j o r i t y  o~ TA s e r v i c e s  a re  expended in  o r i o r l t y  
area3 t e c h n i c a l  a s s i s t a n c e  i s  p lanned a nd  de l ive re~  in  r a j a h s "  s i x -  
month cycles. The technical assistance cycle consists of the 
~ollowtn~ s t e p s ;  needs a s s e s s m e n t ,  workpl~n deve lo l~en t ,  de l iver ) , ,  
doctmenta t io~ and, i f  needed, gollow up.  Ar thur  D. L i t t l e ,  Inc.  
i~ rospom~ible  £or prov id ing  t c c ] m i c a l ' a s s i s t a n c e  t o  fo rmula  ~ ran t~es .  
In a d d i t i o n ,  ,~.rthur D. L i t t l e  conducts  an assess.men~ o~ needs f o r  

- a l l  j u w n i . l e  j u s t i c e  t e c , m i c a i  a s s i s t a n c e  r e g a r d l e s s  o~ which con- 
tractor will respond.  

The o v e r a l l  p l a n n i n g . o ~  t e c h n i c a l  a s s i s t a n c e  in ,juvenile J u s t i c e  
fo l lows the  p rocedures  o u t l i n e d  in  LEAA I n s t r u c t i o n ,  .IG9OO.2A. 

. Tl~n RPUs and SPAs develop technical n~sista~ce plans thn: Rre 
submitted to th~ Central O~flce. National Contractor TA addresses 
those ne~ds for which local or state resources aro not adequate, 
The n_~eds assessment conducted ever), six months are for those 
l~:ent-;~ied fo r  a national c o n t r a c t .  The purpose o£ the assess..nent 
is to ~a!;e each need actionable. That is, to do~ine Zhe :>roblem in 
enou~;h detail to develop a response. The.assess.~,ent process f o r  
each s i x  ~,,onth cyc le  i s  as  fql lo~vs: 

Arthur O. Little s t a f ~  contacts the SPA Juvenile Jt:stice Specinli~ts 
and reviews needs that havo been identi~icd in the technic~l assi:~- 
t a r . . : :  ~. dl~nnin~: process and/or in conversation witi~ I,'PU'~, Sta~.." or 
loc~ 1 a.lencics. 
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Techn ica l  ass is t ,~nce  needs and r e c i p i e n t  w i l l i n ~ e s s  t o  r e c e i v e  t e c h -  
n i c a l  assistLmce are confirmed, Further defined and documentcd by 

staFF.. 

A p r e l i m i n a r y  s e t  o f  t e c h n i c a l  a s s i s t a n c e  ne~ds de f i ned  in  a c t i o n a b l e  
tcr~as is  presented to the SPA Juveni le  Just ice Spec ia l i s t  f o r  

prioritizatien.. 

The list of needs is then presented to OJJDP in a joint n. eetlnE of 
technical asslstanco contractors and the Tecimical Assist~-n.ce Division. 

~le Technical Assistance Branch either approves or disapproves oF 
technical assistance contractor resuonse to r_he need. 'If technical 
assistance is approved, then the need is assigned by the Technical 
AssistmLco Division to a contractor. This contractor is t h e n  ro -  
spon3ible ~or takin~ what eve~ steps hre necessary to deliver t h e  

technical assistonce. 

In'this way it is insured t h a t  tecluulcal assist~nce Is p l a n n e  d,  
actionable and consistant wlth 0££ice priorities. 

hd Iloc Requests for TA ' 
't 

It is OJ.IDP policy that national contractor assistance be planned. "- ' 
Therefore, requests £or Ad Hoc assistance, not included in the s£x- 
month plann£ng cycle, are discouraged. Hc~ever, if. a crisis a~!ses 
and" the technical.assistance is .needed:.i~edia~ely, OJJDP has the 
ca nabilitv to respond'. Ad lloc requests for technical assistance are 
routed through the RPU, to the SPA to the Technlc~l Assistance 
Br-~nch. if. OJJDP approves the requ-~s:,, i t  .~alcos an assignment 

to the approprlate contractor. ' } 

Even with Ad lloc requests it Is the ~ene~al policy, that s~ch requests 
arc within the priority areas.. 

Techn ica l  Assistance Del ivery  

Followh~g the asslgn~ent o~ a techn ica l  assistance need, the con- 
t r a c t o r  n o t i f i e s  the SPA tha t  they ar~ res~nd ing  tO the need. The 
cont rac tor  then devolops a worl;plan, which is  a spec i f i c  statement 
of when, where and how the TA wiil occur. This workplan must be i 
approved by t h e  Techn ica l  Assistance :Branch before any TA occurs. 
Throughout• the process the rocipicn£ and the SPA are kept in,fotnusd 

o~ x%hat is happening. 

.i 

1 
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SPA s'ta~f are always encouraged to participate in all-aspects of 
the technical assistance. At the co,.-~lotion ot the TA assign..~ent, 
a report is prepa.-od and distributed to the "recipient, SPA and 
the Technical Assistance Branch. 

Non-Grant  R ~ l a t e d  TA 

The :aajority of TA provided by OJJl)P has been targeted in the five 
priorit.-V'areas .set out the TA Stn~a~/ section of this :report. The 
delive~-~/ of TA is further rofinQd in being directed at those pro- 
gra~.~S and projects related to DSO, separation and monitoring. 
(S~cs 223a(~2), (.15) .and (14) of the Act}:. ~.~e mlly non-grant ~lnted 
TA ~euld f a l i  into one of thes~ categories. 

Current Priorities 

The priorities developed by ~he OJJOP ave those direct!y rela~J~ 
to the inplementation of the JJDP Act of 1977. The highest priority 
wilt bs given those TA e£~erts that support DSO, separation, monitor- 
ing and the Speciai Emphasis o~fort. • 

The d~livory o~ TA for FY'78 will be targeted in the priority areas 
set out in the TA stul~nary relm~ section. 

S_.p.oci a I P r o j e c t s  : =, 

~10 f o l l o w i n ~  i s  an exm~.ple' o f  t h e  k ind  o f  S p e c i a l  P r o j e c t s  con. ' lucted 
d u r i n s  t h e  l a s t ' c a l e n d a r  y e a r :  

Cost and Service Impacts of Deinstitutionalization of Stat,,s O£~enclers. 

The ropor~ on the cos£ study, comparing and contrastinz tbn states, 
has been completed. 

Honitor[ng l'lorkshops 

Conducted regionally ~or all states to assist in their compliance with 
223(a) (I~) the annual monitorin S report. 

l~ational Yottth Workers Conference 

Conducted at Indiana University, attended by approxi~:~ately 1,000 youth 
workers to improve their shills as youth advocates and service pro- 
vide.,'s. 
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Volunteers  in Courts 

Initiated prel~minary effort to implement national technical assls- 
t:nee re~ardinz volunteers in the juvenile courtS. 

The a t t a c ~ e n t ' t o  t h i s  r epor t  r e p r e s e n t s  an ex~L~ple o~ ~!c kinds o f  
technica l  assistance do l ivered in  OJJDP's area o~ p r i o r i t i e s .  

_J 
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ATTACHMENT d 

UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT OF JUSTICE 
OFFICE OF JUVENILE JUSTICE AND DELINQUENCY PREVENTION 

WASHINGTON, D.C. 2053! 

Dear : 

A recent  review of the H- I  quarterly reports(I;EAA Form 7160/1) submitted 
by s t a t e s  participating in the Juvenile Just ice and Delinquency Prevention Act 
disclosed that  some s ta tes  are  not  submitting these  reports.in a timely fashion. 
It should be noted  that  these H-i  reports are due on a quarterly basis and 
should be submit ted whether or not any JJDP funds were obligated during that  
period. 

It has been fur ther  noted that  several s t a tes .havebeen  experiencing difficulty 
in obligating their  JJDP funds. The prompt and expediti0im obligation of  
these funds i s necessary for the provision of needed services to youth. Prompt 
obligation and expenditure of. funds is also needed to ensure that  the mandates 
of the JJDP Act, specifically the deinstitutionalization of dependent and neg- 
l ec t ed  children and s ta tus  offenders, is accomplished. 

The Office of Juvenile JusUce and Delinquency Prevention views the JJDP fund 
flow problem with cri t ical  concern and wil lmonitor  even more intensely the 
obl/gation and expenditure of aU JJDP funds to ensure that  they are utilized 
soundly and expeditiously. An anwillingness to satisfactorily address these 
ma t t e r s  will result  in extension denials and tiltimately the deobligation of 
such funds.. 

If there  are  any questions regarding this or any other mat ters  within our res- 
ponsibility, we are available to provide advice and technical assistance.. Please 
eon tae t  the Technical Assis tanceand Formula Grants Division within OJJDP. 

With warm regards, 

John M. Rector  
Administrator 

k 
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ATTACI-I/4~N'~ K 

March 14, 1978 

Ms=_ Jean Young 
e/o United States Mission 

tothe United :-[atioRs 
799 United Nations P l a ~  .) 
New York, New York 10017 

Dear ~ s .  Young: 

I wi l l  to take  this opportunity to extend my sincerest congratulations on your 
forthenming appointment as el~irl~cson of ti,e United States National Commission 
on the Lntvr~,ation,'d Yeea" of the CIGId. The United States is e~.tremely fortunate 
to be r~-,Drc~nted by a person of your talent  an'J experience, and I am coP~fidunt . 
that ~ n ~ r  your lenr2er~hip, the Commi~ion's ef{orts will contribute significantly ) 
to tile -,,;ell-being of e'~ldren. As the official Department  of Jus t ice  represen-  
ta t ive for the~lYC, I am ve~, p le~vd  to have this unique opportunity t o  work with 
you ~ a n  advocate on behal(of  the rights of all ch i l~en .  

I feel it is particularly appropriate that the IYC will mark the twent ie th  mmiversary 
of th~ Dcclsration of the Rights of the C,hild and that  our s t a tement  of. mission 
crAl~ re-" activities that focus s,~ecifieally on tile child as an individual rather than 
as an app~-ndag~ of th~ family." The rights and problems of the child a r e  in many -~ 
instnnccs related to the family, HOwever, ehild,.'en have distinct needs and dase:-~e 

• distinct attention. 

Tim Depar tmentof  Justice, end this Office in particul~r, have a special interest" 
in Imp~,~vir C and protecting tl-e ri~"~ts of children. In pl~n,'dr.g the overrdi Dopartmol 
of Justice observance of the lYC, I have selected fear issues to serve P.s the focus 
for our activities. These ismes are: Children and ?outhin  eustodyl children ~md 

uth.~svictims of violence; the ef fec ts  of adwrti~.ing and pcogrammin~ on violenc~ 
yo .  _ : --~ . . . . .  - -.-~,,,th" aP'l s.~xual ~'~plot '-ation of  children andyouth.  In addit..:~. 
a n l l  c l r u ~  U s t J , t t ~ t ~ . . , 2 v ~  , ' "  - "  ""  
this Office is olanni~g to provide th~ necessary resoure~  to enable the  Department  
of St~tv to un~!ertr'~c'an internationel study of the rights of child~'en. 

One of ou -~ initial IYC-related act ivi t ies will t~ke place lat¢~ this month when,the 
Children'S Exprc~:s, "~ ~.~niz~tion Operated for and by child,'on, will conduct public 
h~nrin','s on the pr~-:l~m of incc,,ree,;ated children. Th~ hearing examlncrs will be 
cl-~h!r~n P.n.4 the u-'itr;.c~',~ -',~11 include youn~ p~ep~le v:ho have been incarcerated, 
leg~.~tor3, ~overnm e,lt- officiO% and rcpres~:~tat~;'es of n~,tiono/organizations. ) 
Later in tl~c year, hearings ',-;ill b~ sponsored on oth~r i~%'u~s relntcd to chihtren's 
rigiits ~ud s~cclal neei~s. I pl:'.n to incorporate the  findin:,~ of the hearings into futt~ 
Office activities and inio d~liberatio'~ of the c:~binct-level Federal  Coordinatin~ 
Council on JuVenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention of v:!:ich I am vice el]air. 
.The CGtmcil is suthori.:od to rcvic!,v the programs and practices of F.edo~,~3 ~gencies 

_) 
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and report on the ~c~ee to ;~'hieh Fedor~l f ue l : a re  usd for purposes that are 
ineo,-Lsistent r.'ith th~ provi~Jons ot the Juvenile Justice end Delinquency 
Preventinn Act. Ti!e Act, ~vhteh is administered by this Otfice,.requ~os that 
Juveniles b_ ~ se~ernted from ed,JltS in (.~rreettonnl insUtutions and that eerta]n 
ente~orJ~ of non--of tenders (~.-~pende~t and nezloeted ehil~-en and ehlldron who 
have bec;i e'm~ed ',:'Jth offenses thz~t would notbe eriminnl i f  eommJtted by 
adults) be removed fro:n ,~otenUon and correctional facil i t ies altogether. 

I hope t: ict ouraetivi t ies wi l l  n~;~,t and complement those of the National 
C(~m.,nL~ion. ! Was Jnt~rest~-d to learn dur|n~ your remar2s to the |YC Interageney 
Committee thnt ~:~ ~ver~ inv01wd in the Teaei:er Co.'~ ProR..r~m and share my 
concern over the pro~lemns be.h~.~ e:-.p3rfeneed r,'ithJn ore schools. I hnve ene]osed 
,copies of testimony reee!tOy prer~.~ntod to Co. : reds  by Co~r~Ssv;oman.S~ley 
Chisholm and myself on this issue which I thou~;ht v;ould be of interest to you. 

~ ,~ in ,  I eo..-cretulete you on your eDp0intment. I hope that.you wi l l  oall on me at 
any t ime in the~future that | may be of assistance to you. 

With v:nrni re~a~ds, 

/ 

John r,h Rec tor  • 
~dministrstor 
Office of Juvenile J.JstJee and 

Delinqu~noy Prevention 

E n e l o s t ~  - Jud ica tu re .  Statemenl~ of  John M. Rector,  Schoo] Violence" 
and Va~ndalism a-nd .Testimony 8V Conbressmon~n ,Sht~!v ~hi~hnlm 
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~TTAG-'HI~NT K 

w , , . -  

~B ~ ~ ~ 

Dr. Edtth Grotberg 
P. O. Box1182 
Washington. D.C. 20201 

Dear Edi th,  

I am pleased to have the opportunity to comment on the 
Untted States mission statement regarding the International 
Year of the Chlld. In preparing the statel)~nt, i t  is 
important to recall that the IYC was scheduled to coincide 
wlth and cor,~enorate the twentieth annlversaryof the 
Declaration of the Rights of the Child, a landmark declara- 
tion of our comitmentto the protection of children and 
the improvement of their status. In accord with the Spir i t  
and intent of the declaration, ourmission statement should 
focus specifically on the child. The rights, needs and 
problems of the child are in many instances related to the 
family. However, children b~ virtue of their age and 
dependent status, have special needs and deserve special and 
distinct attention. I therefore support the draft mission 
statement dated January I I ,  Ig78, which focuses on the child vY 
while recognizing the role of the family, rearing practices, 
and environment in: the development and well-belng of the child. 

I look forward to f inal adoptton of the statement and to 
working wtth you in planning programs in support of  the IYC. 

With warm regards, 

__.4 

John H. Rector 
Acbnlnlstrator 
Office of Juvenile Justice and 

Delinquency Prevention 
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AT T A C ' H H  E'N T U" 
!. 

DETE.NTION AND CORRECTIONAL FACILITIES 
DEFINITION AND COMPLIANCE 

The fo11owin~ def in i t ions re la te  to the spectal requirements for  par- 
t tc!Pattn9 in fund!ng under the JJDP Act of 1974. I t  is important to 
have a working understanding of each de f in i t i on  tn order to Comprehend 
the information given concerning Detention.and Correctional Fac i l i t i es .  

Juventle Offender - an indiv idual  subject to the'exercise of 
juven i le  court Jur isd ic t ion f o r t  he purposes of adjudication 
and treatment based on age and offense 1Imitations as defined 
by State law. 

Crtmtnal-tEpe Offender - a Juvenile who has ~)een cha~ged with 
or adjudicated for  conduct which would, under the law of the 
j u r i sd i c t i on  i n  which the offense was: committed, be a crime 
i f  commt.tted by an adult .  ( in  many states, th~s de f in i t i on  
corresponds to the Juvent.le code de f i n i t i on  o f  a delinquent 
offender..) 

• Status Offender - a Juvenile who has been charged with or ad- 
judicated :for conduct whtch would not, under the law of the 
Jur isd ic t ion in which the offense was cmmttted, be a crime 
i f  committed by an adul t .  (Some state Juvenile codes continue 
to c lass i fy  such offenders as delinquent~ For th is reason, 
juvent le  offenders are categorized as et the~ "cr iminal , type" 
or status" and the temde l tnquen t  ts not used tn the de- 
f i n i t i o n . )  

Non-offender - a Juvenile who is subject to the Jur isd ic t ion o f  
the juven i le  court, usual ly under abuse, dependency, or neglect 
statutes for  reasons other than lega l l y  prohibi ted Conduct of 
the juven i le .  

Accused Juveni le Offender - a Juveni le with respect tOrwhom a 
pe t i t i on  has .been f i l e d  in the Juvenile court al leging that 
such Juven!le is a cr iminal- type offender ~ or is a status offender 
and no f i na l  adjudication has beep~de  by the Juveni le court. 

Adjudicated Juvenile Offender - a Juven|le w i th  respect to whom 
the juvent le  court has determined that suchJuVenIle is a c r i -  
minal-type offender or ts a status offender. 

~ u  " a place, an tnst i tu t tono a bui lding Or part thereof, 
t ld ings,  or an area whether or not enclosing a bui lding 

.or set of buildings which Is used fo r  the lawful custody and 
treatment of juveni les and may be owned and/or operated by public 
or prtvate agencies. 

Fac i l i t y .  Secure - one which ts  designed and operated so as to en- 
sure that a l l  entrances and exi ts  from such f a c l l t t y  are under the 

/:f '~ 
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excluslve controi of the staff of such facilitY, whether or not 
the person being detained has freedom of movoment within the 
perimeters of the facillty or which relles on locked rocks and 
bu'ildlngs, fences, or physlcal restralnt In order to control 

behavior of its residents, 

Facillt , Non-secure - a faclllty not characterlzed by the use 
ctlng construction, hardware and procedures 

~ c ~  . . . . . . . . . . . . .  to the surrounding 
and which provtdes.l~S res?ae~ a ..... 
comnunlty wlth mlnlmAl supervlslon. 

- cillt . pro rm, or servicemesns a sma11, 
fa .... ~ .... ~ -lace located near the Juvenlles 

operat|on, and evaluation of the i r  progr ~as wbtch may include, but 
are not ]tm|ted to, m~ltcalo educational, vocational, soc ia l ,  and 
psychological guidance, tra~n|ng, counse]tng, alcoholism t r e a t -  
ment, drug treatment, and other rehab i l i t a t i ve  services. 

" ~ o n  any publlc or pr ivate f a c | l t t y ,  other than a 
or correct ional f a c i l i t y ,  that may be used 

ate law for  the purpose of provtd|ng etthor 
tn accordance with St . . . . . . . .  * .11~ed or adjudicated status 
te~orary  P, acement .~°r,~.~a~©o; 'a"dts-~ostt tonal order ~.or_!~r 
offenoers pr ior  ~u ~ , % ~ - _ . . , ~ . .  4-ventle court dlSposl¢lona, 
providing longer ten,~or~ - - - ; -  - ~- 
order. 

Custod the exerctse of core¶ supervts|on~ and con t ro l  
~ "  - -  - . . . .  - Offenoer pursuant ~o ~ne pru- r a e o~fenoer or -u- ° o v ~  ~uvenls . . . . .  ~ . ~ t a l  order or decree. 
v~s tons  o f  t h e  law Or u~ o ~ v . . -  

- sad to describe the population of a f a c i l i t y ,  
~ - - l : s ~ v e l ~ .  means that the fact~t ty  ~s used, fo r~  
tne ~enn u ~ .  -J~  - - -  . . . .  ~f ~uventle to ~ne eXClUS~O of 
spec i f ica l ly  ~esc[~oe. ~ v - ~  - . 
a l l  other types o~ 3uven ~es. 

- an Indiv idual ,  adult or Juvenile. who has 
~ e r  convicted of e crtminal offense in a court 

exercising crtmtnal ~ortsdlct ion.  

O~TENTION ANO CORRECTXONAL FAc[L[T[E_S 
OEFXNXTION AND COI4PLIAHC~ 

tn  A ency Grants Guideline, H 4100.1F, January 18, 
The L(A~ State P l a n n 9  -~-4-~-~- t~  of Section 223(a)(12-14) of_the__ 
|977, tn edd ress l ng .~n~ . r . ~ ' ~ "_~  ~ -~ t l l t t es  from juvenl|e oe~en~on 

i n  u isneo ~ n u ~ -  - - -  d 3JDP Act !974, .d ls~,g . . . . . .  the basts of a secure/no~'secu~_.~h~.°~J~. 
or c o r r e c ~ l o n a l r a c ~  v,  *°~--0 ^- the oart of tne ~ o ~  -,~,, - -  
There has been confusion and un¢or~. - -~  - -  ~ 
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gard to this guidel ine and many have requested addit ional OJJDP guidance. 

A review of the leg is la t i ve  h is tory  of the JJDP Act tnslght into the con- 
gresstonal concern that status offenders were betng treated or placed 
in detention and correct ional f a c i l i t i e s  with delinquents and crtmtnal 
offenders. The Juventle Justtce Amendments of 1977 c l a r i f y  that non- 
offenders such as dependant and neglected chtldren are also wtthtn the 
Scope of the detns t t tu t tona l iza t ton requirement and that both status 
offenders and non-offenders are wi thtn the scope of Sectton 223(a)(131. 
The JJA of 1977 also contatns a n~w subpart (b) to Section 223(a)(12) 
that  requires a report on the State's progress toward detns t t tu t tona l t -  
zatton and a review of the State's progress in meettng the goal of assur- 
ing that status offenders, i f  placed in f a c i l i t i e s ,  are placed in the . 
least r es t r i c t i ve  appropriate a l te rna t ive ,  which is in reasonable 
proximity to the fami ly and home community of the.Juveni le and that w i l l  
• provide services appropriate to the needs of that Juvenile. The comments 
throughout both the leg i s la t i ve  h is tory  and the JJOP Act of 1974 make 
i t  clear tha t  status offenders are not to be treated or incarcerated 
l i ke  delinquents as ts the pract ice in many States. 

The statute and leg |s la t tve  h is tory  did not define congressional intent  
with regard to the terms "Juvenile detention or correct ional f a c i l i t y "  and 
"she l te r  f a c i l i t y "  as use~ in Section 223(2)(12). A Council of the State 
Government studyteem attempted to re la te  these te rm to exts~tng State 
def in i t ions  and the recommendation was madethat 0JJDP should use i t s  
rule-making author i ty  to premulgate def in i t ions that would dist inguish 
between these types of f a c { l t t t e s .  The d is t inct ions would be based on 
population, size, secur i ty,  ownership and operations, nature of re fe r ra l ,  
s ta f f  requtrea~nts, servtces offered, admission and release po l ic ies ,  
funding, length of stay, etc. The study team's recommendations were 

-carefuJly reviewed by 0JJDP and i t  was determined that the Offtce should 
• provt~e c r i t e r i a  that would allow any f e c t l t t y  fo r  juveni les to be charac- 
te r i zed  by some form of object ive c r i t e r t a  that would enable both the 
States and the Federal government to determine i f  a f a c i l i t y  is a juvent le  
detention, correct ional ,  or a shelter fac !1 t ty  where status offenders could 
be placed i f  such placement was consistent with State law. These changes 
were issued in H 4100.1F,'Change 1, Hay 20, 1977, and appear in S2k: 

k. Monitortnq of Jat ls m Oetentton Fac i l i t i es  and Correctional Fac|11ttes. 

(1) Act Requirement; Section 223(a)(141 requires that the State 
Plan provide for an adequate system of monitoring Ja i ls ,  de- 
tent ion f a c i l i t i e s ,  and co~ect lona l  f a c i l i t i e s  to insure 
that the requirements of Section 223(12) and (131 are met, 

• and for  annual report ing Of the resul ts of such monitoring 
to the administrator. 

(2) For  purposes of monttortn(j, a Juvenile detention or correct ional 
f a c i l t t y  ts: 

r 
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(a) Any secure publ'tc or p r t v a t e ' ~  used for the 
lawfu-l--cus., t ~  of accused or a--dT,~Tcated juveni le  
~ e r s ;  or 

(b) Any publlc or private f a c t l t t y  used pr imar i ly  (more than 
SO percent of the f a c i l i t y ' s  popular|on durtng any con- 
secuttve 30-day pertod) for  the lawful custody of 
accused or adjudicated ; r i m t n a l - t ~ e  offenders even i f  
the f a c t l l t y  ts non-secure; or 

(c) Any publlc or pr|vate f a c t l | t y  that has the bed capacity 
to house twenty or more accused or adjudicated 
offenders or non-offenders, even t f  the f a c t l t t ~ s  non- 
~ n l e s s  used e x c ~  for  the lawful custody of 
status offenders or ~ r s ,  or ! s  ~ ;  " 
o r  

(d) Any publlc or prtvate f a c i l i t y ,  secure or non-secure, 
whtch ts also used for  the lawful custody of accused 
or convicted crtmtnal offenders. 

The discriminating c r t te r ta  selected are securi ty,  population, s ize, and 
whether or not the f a c t l l t y  ts community-based. To detemtne i f  a f a c t l t t y  
ts a Juventle detention or correction f a c i l i t y ,  the four-step c r t t e r t a  
test  tn paragraph 52k(2) of Change 1 must be applied. In order to C lar i -  
fy the components of the def in i t ion re lat tng to commingling, stze, and lo-  
cation, a l i s t  of opttons about where status offenders may be plecen was 
provided. These opttons assu~e that no-non-offender or status offender w t l l  
he commfngled wtth accused or adjudicated crtm!nal offenders. 

° . 

Ava| 1able ~tlons 

1. Status offenders may be placed In  non-secure f a c i l i t i e s  under 
twenty beds Wtth cr iminal-type offenders; however, the percentage 
of cr|mtnal-type offenders may not exceed f t f t y  percent of the popu- .. 
latton durtng any consecutive th|l~ty-day pertod. -~ 

2. Status offenders may be placed tn non-secure f a c i l i t i e s  of twenty 
beds or more t f  the fac i l i t y .  Is used exclusively for  the care of sta- 
tus offenders. 

3. Status offenders may be pleced tn non-secure f a c i l i t i e s  of t~enty 
or more beds with criminal-tYpe offender's i f  the ra t to  of cr iminal -  
type offenders does nol~ exceed f t f t ¥  percent of the population and 
the f e c t l l t y  ts  community-based. "J 

Prohibit ion Agatnst Plactnq Status Offenders with Crtmtnal OffenderS. 

Thts component of . the def in i t ion ts  tn keeptng wtth recent Juventle jus t tce 
standards, including:' The Report of the Advisory Coentttee to the Administrator 

/ 



on Standards for the Administration of Juvenile Justice, which was trans- 
mltted to the President and Congress in March 1977 {Standard 3.11, limit- 
ing jurisdiction over matters relatlng to juveniles before the Family 
Court); Fred Cohen and Andrew Rutherford, Proposed Standards Relatlnq ,to 
Correctional Administration, Standard 2.2 {a) (IJA/ABA, D~aft, May, lg66); 
Task Force to Develop Standards and Goals for Juvenile Justice and Delln- 
quenc@ Prevention Standard Introduction a ch. Ig, p. II-IZ, 22.3 (July Ig66). 

There is little disagreement that status offenders should not be mixed with 
criminal offenders, surely, if commingling of status offenders and criminal- 
type offender'~s is harmful to the status offender, then placement of status 
offender's in facilities where criminal offenders are placed should be pro- 
hibited. Congress has explicitly prohibited regular contact between either 
status or criminal type offenders and adult offenders In Sectlon 223(a)(13). 
To define a Shelter facility in Such a Way as to permit contact between 
status and criminal offenders would constitute a failure to carry out the 
mandate of both Section 223{a)(12) and (13). 

Prohibition Aqalnst Placing Status Offenders in Secure Facilltles 

This component of the deflnltl~n is In keeping with the Report of the 
Advlsor 2 Committee (supra) which recommends that status offenders not be 
placed In secure faclllties, training schools, camps, and rancnes. Cohen. 
and Rutherford (supra) provide that: 

"A secure facility is one that is used excluslvely 
for Juveniles who have been adjudicated as delln. 
quents.." (Standard 7.1) 

The difficulty with any deflnltlon that prohibits placement of status offen- 
ders in secure facilitles lies in determining what program and architec- 
tural features make a facility secure. Discussions between OJJDP staff 
and knowledgeable people in the field resulted in security being defined 
in terms of the overall operation of the faclllty. Where the operation 
involves exit from the facility only upon approval of staff, use of locked 
outer doors, manned Checkout points, etc., the facility is considered se- 

'cUre. If exit points are open but residents are authoritatively prohibited 
• from leaving at anytime without approval, it would be a secure facility. 

This definltlon was not Intended to prohibit the existence within the facill- 
ty Of a small number of rooms for the protection of indivldual residents from 
themselves or others, or the adoptlon of regulations estab!Ishlng reasonable 
hours for residents to come and go from the facility. It was recognized 
that there was a balance needed between allowing residents free access to 
the community while providing facility administrators with sufficient 
authority to maintain order:, limiting Unreasonable actions on the part of 

• residents, and ensuring that children placed in their care do not come and 
go at all hours of the day and night or absent themselves at will for days 

f "\ 
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at a time as they see f i t .  

Experts advising the OJJDP recommend that security rooms may be used only in 
an ~nergency si tuat ion, and not without court approval° The OJJDP def in i t ion  
does not include this requirement. However~ the l imited use of security 
in individual emergency cases would have to be monitored to insure i t  Is 
not used in excess. 

Size 

Juvenile just ice standards agree that smaller f a c i l i t i e s  are less ins t i tu -  
t ional  in nature and are more conducive to rehab i l i ta t ion  than large con- 

~ lomerate f a c i l i t i e s .  The Standards in Administration of Juvenile Justice 
LEAA, March 1977) provide that status offenders shall not be placed in 

larger type f a c i l i t i e s  such as tratning schools, camps, and ranches. These 
same standards permit status offenders to be placed in smaller f a c i l i t i e s  
such as group homes and foster  homes. 

The Cohen and Rutherford Standards (supra) recommend that no new res ident ia l  
program should exceed twenty beds and no exist ing program should exceed one 
hundred beds (Standard 7.2, IJA/ASA, 1976.) However, the d i f f i c u l t y  of 
mandating specif ic numbers of beds was recognized: 

"Only when one deals with the outer extpemes are 
we on reasonably certain ground that, for example, 
l i v ing  units of 50 or more and inst i tu t ions of 500 
and above wt l l  more nearly endanger depersonalization, 
regimentation and reltance on custodial measures." 
(commentary to Standard 7°2) 

The proposed Architectural Standards for  Group Homes and Secure Detention 
and Correction Fac i l i t ies  {IJA/ABA, Aprt] 1976) recognized that size was only 
one ofmany factors in determining an e f fec t i ve  resident ia l  program; other 
factors such as degree of security, community-based locations, degree of 
normalization, etc. ,  were also important. I t  must be noted that these 
standards recommended a l im i t  of twenty beds for  secure detention and 
secure correction f a c i l i t i e s  with group homes l imited to four to twelve beds. 

I t  has been recognized that innovative resident ia l  treatment programs may exist  
or might be developed in excess of twenty beds and that these programs might 
be structured in such a way as to foster normalization in open, cost-effec- 
t i ve  se t t i ngs . .  I t  was further recognized that some good programs not meet- 
lng the c r i t e r i a  would suffer. Instead of sett ing an absolute prohib i t ion 
against placing status offenders in f a c i l i t i e s  with a specif ic number of 
beds, OJJDP established a preference for  f a c i l i t i e s  of less than twenty 
beds by providing more f l e x i b i l i t y  for  the operation of these f a c i l i t i e s .  
These f a c i l i t i e s  can be located outside of the immediate community they 
serve and can commingle status offenders with juveni le delinquents. Pur- 
suant to the OJJDP def in i t ion of correction and detention f a c i l i t i e s ,  once 
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on Standards for the Administration of Juvenile Justice, which was trans- 
mitted to the President and Congress in March 1977 (Standard 3.11, l imit- 
ing jurisdiction over matters relating to juveniles before the Family 
Court); Fred Cohen and Andrew Rutherford, Proposed Standards Relatinq to 
Cor~ect~onaIAd~in~stration,-Standa~d-2.2-(a).-(!JA/ABA,. Draft, May, ~g~'b).; . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
Task Force to Develop Standards and Goals for Juvenile Justice and Delin- 
quenc~ Prevention Standard Introductiona ch. Ig, p. ll-12, 22.3 (July 19~6). 

There is l i t t l e  disagreement that status offenders should not be mixed with 
criminal offenders, surely, i f  commingling of status offenders and criminal- 
type offender's is harmful to the status offender, then placement of status 
offender's in fac i l i t ies where criminal offenders are placed should be pro- 
hibited. Congress has explici t ly prohibited regular contact between either 
status or criminal type offenders and adult offenders in Section 223(a)(13). 
To define a shelter fac i l i t y  in such a way as to permit contact between 
status and criminal offenders would constitute a failure to carry out the 
mandate of both Section 223(a)(12) and. (13). 

Prohibition Aqainst Placin~ Status Offenders in Secure Facil it ies 

This component of the definition is in keeping with the Report of the 
Advisory Committee (supra) which recommends that status offenders not be - 
placed in securefacil i t ies, training schools, camps, and ranches. Cohen. 
and Rutherford (supra) provide that: 

"A secure fac i l i t y  is one that !s used e~clusively " 
for juveniles who have been adjudicated as delin- 
quents." (Standard 7.1) 

The di f f icu l ty  with any definition that prohibits placement ofstatus offen- 
ders in secure fac i l i t ies  lies in determining what program and architec- 
tural features make a fac i l i ty  secure. Discussions between OJJDP staff 
and knowledgeable people in the field resulted in security being defined 
in terms of the overall operation of the fac i l i t y .  Where the operation 
involves exit from the fac i l i ty  only upon approval of staff, use of locked 
outer doors, manned checkout points, etc., the fac i l i t y  is considered se- 

cure. I f  exit points are open but residents are authoritatively prohibited 
from leaving at anytime without approval, i t  would be a secure fac i l i t y .  

This definition was not intended to prohibit the existence within the fac i l i -  
ty of a small number of rooms for the protection of individual residents from 
themselves or others, or the adoption of regulations establishing reasonable 
hours for residents to come and go from the fac i l i t y .  I t  was recognized 
that there was a balance needed between allowing residents free access to 
the community while providing fac i l i t y  administrators with sufficient 
authority to maintain order, limiting unreasonable actions on the part of 

.residents, and ensuring that children placed in their care do not come and 
go at all hours of the day and night or absent themselves at wi l l  for days 

J 
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a f a c i l i t y  exceeds nineteen beds, i t  must be community-based. This means, 
under the OJJDP de f in i t i on  of conw~unity-based, that the f a c i l i t y  must be 
small, open~ involve community par t ic ipa t ion  in operations, and bq located 
near the juvent le 's  home. I f  not community-based, such f a c i l i t i e s  have to 
be non-secure resident ia l  programs solely for  status offenders. In a r r i v -  
ing at  these def in i t ions ,  OJJDP recognized that factors other than stze 
may make a program desirable. 

Cc, nninqiinq 

The OJJDP definitions limits commingling of status offenders and criminal- 
type offenders. The decision to allow the commingling of status offenders 
and criminal-type offenders In a limited category of facilities with 
crln~Inal!y involved youngsters is hased on the following rational: OJJDP 
dld n~t wish to compel communities which have a need for a single alternate 
type of facility to develop two facilities. Thls would be difficult for 
many jurisdictions and would be wasteful of the limited funds available 
for youth programs. In reaching this decision, OJJDP was aware of the 
dlverseoPlnlons that exist on the issue of commingling. Thedefinltion 
adopted tries to balance the opposing views by limiting commingling to 
non-correctional type facilities that-are smaller than twenty beds or 
conrnunlty-based. 

The impact of these definitions on States will depend on the present prac- 
tices these States are using in placing status offenders in facilities 
whose main purposes are to hold or treat crimlnal-type offenders. Section 
)23(a)(12-14) wlll no doubt also requlreStates to rethink their approaches 
as to how they wlll serve the non-criminal incarcerated child. One 
of the main purposes of the JJDP Act is to support States in their efforts 
towards such changes. Both formula grant funds and technical assistance 
has been made available. 

The use of out -o f -s ta te  f a c i l i t i e s  for  status offenders would not be pro- 
h ib i ted i f  those facilities met the requlroments of'the definition. Any 
olacement out-of-state should be the last alternative and, for most status 
offenders, It would be an inappropriate response. 

Many States arefaced wlth developing a comprehensive monltoring process 
as required by the guidelines that will Cover both private and public fa- 
cllltles that are housln~ delinquent and Status offenders. Concern by the 
Congress that States be given enough time to meet Section 223(a)(12) ts one 
of the reasons the key de tns t i tu t iona l tza t ion  Of status offender's require- 
ment was modified by both the Senate and House b t l l s  to extend the two-year 
period for  compliance wtth the law to three years, with the understanding that  
an unequivocal commitment to  f u l l  compliance wi th in a reasonable ttme would 
be made by the States (defined as not to exceed two addit ional years). 

/ 
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APPENDIX C :  ADDITIONAL MATERIAL S U B M I T r E D  FOR THE RECORD 
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1. T H E  PROCESS OF DEINSTITUTIONALIZATION 

JUVENILE C0~EC'H0~AL REFOB~r X~ MASSAeHUSE~'rS '1 

(By  Lloyd E. 0hlin,  Alden D. Miller, and Rober t  B. Coates) 

INTRODUCTION 

In  1970 the Center  fo r  Criminal  ;Iustlce of H a rv a rd  L a w  School began a study 
following the course Of reforms then taking place in Massachuset ts  youth correc- 
tions. The s tudy included both a retrospective component and a proposal to fol- 
low the re forms for  a number  o f  years  into the future.  Directed by Lloyd Ohlin, 
Alden Miller, and Rober t  Coates, the project  has  typically operated wi th  a full- 
t ime staff  of about  12 or 13 per~ous, wi th  addit ional  full-time staff  during some 
summers, and some par t - t ime staff  year  round. 

The Center  undertook to evaluate the reforms in the Massachuset ts  youth cor- 
~ t i o n a l  system and to s tudy t h e  process of reform i tself  in order  to shed some 

l ight  not only on the impact  of the new versus the old. but also on the adminis- 
trator,  organizat ional ,  and political problems of ins t i tu t ing new programs.  The 
seven-year project  h a s  had  three  major  goals:  (1) to s tudy the process and 
progress of r e fo rm;  (2) to evaluate  the  various t r ea tmen t  programs for  juve- 
niles;  and (3) to develop a more effective methodology f o r  evaluat ing new 
programs. 

"~he Center  fo r  Criminal  Just ice  and the Depar tmen t  of Youth Services ag reed  
pt the beginning of the project  tha t  the Center  would have free, continuing ac- 
~ s s  to all aspects  of the depar tment ' s  operations. In  return,  the Center  would 
provide to the depa r tmen t  periodic evaluat ions and repor t s  of the depar tment ' s  
policies and programs.  Thus the depar tment  has had  the advantage  o~ Continuing 
counsel f rom a large-scale research project  geared specifically to i ts  long-term 
needs, and the  project  has  had full access to i ts  research subject.  

The project  is now, a t  the e n d  of 1976, about  to begin i t s  seventh and final 
year. Data  collection is near ly  finished nnd more effort  is being turned serve 
as the  projec t ' s  final reports.  The present  volume is a pre l iminary assembly 
• ° selected reports ,  providing a sampling of most  aspects  of the  research,  

I. RADICAL C0m~EC'rION~U~ REFORm: A CAsz STWY OF THE MASSACHUSm'rs 
YOUTH CORRECTIONAL SYSTE~ 

The most  fundamenta l  assumptions in the field of youth corrections are  under  
attack, and since 1969 the Massachuset ts  Depar tmen t  of Youth Services has been 
the most viable national  symbol  of a new philosophy of corrections through i ts  
repudiat ion of the publ ic  t ra in ing school approach and i ts  advocacy of thera-  
- -uric communit ies  a n d  a l te rna t ive  community ,based services. The radica l  sym- 
bolism of the' Massachuse t t s  refnrm is heightened by the foot tha t  the first pub, 
lie t raining school for  boys in the United States  was  established at  Westboro, 
~as sachuse t t s ,  in 1846, and the first  public t ra in ing  school fo r  girls a t  Lancas- 
ter, Massachuset ts ,  in 1854. Since then the public t ra in ing  school has  become 
the  las t  resor t  fo r  dealing with del inquent  youth, though a small  number  may 
face  adul t  cr iminal  court  and confinement in adul t  prisons . . . . . .  _ . . . . .  

• ~ A preliminary report of the Center for Criminal Justice of the Harvard Law School. 
pared for the Natinnnl Institute for Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention. 

L~AA, U.S. Department of Justice, 1976. 
_ . . . . . . . . . . . .  . . . . . . . . . . .  (445)  ~ . -  " 
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Closing the  i n s t i t u t i ons  ra ised  t he  p rob lems  of bu i ld ing  a new  s t r u c t u r e  of 
services more closely in tegra ted  w i t h  communi ty  life. Th i s  would  be t he  chal -  
lenge of the  t h i rd  phase  of reform. I t  came to involve the  d e c e n t r a l i z a t i o n  or  
reg ional iza t ion  of services  into seven  reg ions ;  the  deve lopmen t  of  new  cou r t  
l ia ison s taff  working wi th  juveni le  judges  a n d  p roba t ion  p e r s o n n e l  to  c o o r d i n a t e  
detenton,  d iagnost ic  and  re fe r ra l  policies, and  i n d i v i d u a l  case  (~eelsions; a new 
ne twork  of communi ty  services inc lud ing  r e s iden t i a l  and  n o n r e s i d e n t i a l  place- 
men t s  fo r  ind iv idua l s  and  small  g roups  ; some cen t ra l i zed  se rv ices  for  the  i n s t i t u -  
t iona l  t r e a t m e n t  of dangerous a n d  d i s t u rbed  of fenders ;  w a y s  to m o n i t o r  t he  ) 
qual i ty  of services  increasingly pu rchased  f rom p r i v a t e  agenc ies ;  a n d  s ta f f  de- 
ve lopment  p r o g r a m s  to reassign, r e t r a in ,  or  d i scha rge  f o r m e r  s ta f f  m e m b e r s  in  
ways  min imiz ing  persona l  h a r d s h i p  a n d  in jus t ice .  

DEVELOPMENT OF NEW DETENTION, COUBT LIAISON, AND BEFERBAL PROGRAMS 

Before  1972 nea r ly  al l  youth de t a ined  p r io r  to t r i a l  we re  he ld  i n  h i g h  secu r i t y  
ins t i tu t ions .  DYS regards  this  as  unnecessa ry  fo r  mos t  y o u t h  a n d  even  des t rue -  ) 
t i r e  for  those  who are  not  dangerous~ 

Al t e rna t ive s  h a v e  been developed w i t h  the  he lp  of p r i v a t e  agencies .  F o s t e r  
ca re  h a s  been grea t ly  expanded fo r  de ten t ion  purpose.  S h e l t e r  ca re  u n i t s  h a v e  
been  s e t  up  In severa l  regions, each  genera l ly  hous ing  be tween  12 a n d  20 youth .  
These  a re  group homes  w i t h  p rog ram ac t iv i t i es  which  a l low fo r  r a p i d  t u r n -  
over. Local  YMCA's have  proved to b e  t he  mos t  p roduc t ive  p r i v a t e  r e source  fo r  
such faci l i t ies .  T he  un i t s  are s taffed w i th  a combina t ion .o f  YMCA a n d  DYS per-  
sonnel  to involve  youth  in  cons t ruc t ive  ac t iv i t i e s  a n d  to d i s c h a r g e  I )YS ' s  cus- 
todia l  responsibi l i t ies  to the  courts .  "" 

DYS crea ted  the  cour t  l ia ison role to dea l  more  effect ively w i t h  n e e d s  o~ ) 
youth  whi le  they a re  s t i l l  under  the  care  of the  court .  T h e  c o u r t  l i a i son  officer 
recommends  p lacement  possibi l i t ies  w i t h i n  the  DYS sys tem a n d  somet imes ,  as  
wel l ,  o ther  a l t e rna t ive s  to convent ional  de ten t ion .  Thus ,  i f  a y o u t h  is r e f e r r e d  
o r c o m m i t t e d  to the  D e p a r t m e n t  of Youth  Services the  t ime  be tween  such  a c t i o n  
and  p lacement  is minimized, and  the  recept ion  phase  in m a n y  i n s t a n c e s  is  no  
longer  d i s t inc t  f rom detention.  In  seeking o t h e r  opt ions  to  c o m m i t m e n t ,  a n d  to 
reduce label ing  effects, DYS h a s  encouraged  the  cour t s  to ~-efer y o u t h  on a vol- 

adJud ica t ' o  . . . . . .  , . u n t a r y  bas is  p r io r  to or  a f te r  ~ n i n s t ead  of f o r m a l l y  s e n t e n c i n g  o" ~ 
committing t h e m  to DYS. From a legal  s t a n d p o i n t  referred y o u t h  a r e  s~itt w~mln  ~ 
the  ju r i sd ic t ion  of the  court  wh i l e  committed you th  a re  r e l eased  to t he  j u r i s -  
d ic t iona l  a u t h o r i t y  of the  depar tment .  The  services  ava i l ab le  to  bo th  g roups  a r e  
much  the  same. T he  pr incipal  a d v a n t a g e  of a r e f e r r a l  s t a t u s  is  t h a t  t he  y o u t h  
avoids  h,~ving a f o r m a l  commitment ,  on h i s  record.  ReferraLs h a v e  i nc r ea sed  
grea t ly  t h r o u g h o u t  the  system, wi th ,  of course,  reg iona l  va r i a t i ons .  I t  is  est i -  
m a t e d  t h a t  be tween  one-fourth and  one- th i rd  of al l  you th  in  b o t h  r e s i d e n t i a l  
and  nonres iden t i a l  p rograms a r e  now r e f e r r a l s  i n s t ead  of c o m m i t m e n t s .  

The  DYS staff  r ega rd  the de tent ion ,  cour t  l iaison,  and  r e f e r r a l  p r o g r a m s  ~ ) 
i m p o r t a n t  components  in conso l ida t ing  reg ional iza t lon .  T h e  reg iona l  offices 
h a v e  largely  t aken  over  development  of these  p rog rams  wh i l e  qua l i t y  control ,  
monitor ing,  and  genera l  admin i s t r a t i ve  m a t t e r s  h a v e  r e m a i n e d  in t h e  B o s t o n  
Ol~ce. The  cour t  l ia ison and r e f e r r a l  p rog rams  also a p p e a r  to  h a v e  c rea t ed  
more cons t ruc t ive  working r e l a t ionsh ips  w i t h  the  cour t s .  DYS is p r o v i d i n g  
services which  the  cour ts  did no t  previous ly  have  readi ly  availai~le a n d  i s  ab le  
to d r aw  on a s t a t ewide  re fe r ra l  and  qua l i ty  cont ro l  sy.stem difficult  fo r  t he  
cour ts  to develop themselves.  

P r i v a t e  Contract ing agencies, especial ly  the  YMCAs, f ind these  new  p r o g r a n  _/ 
a n  oppor tun i ty  to expand t h e i r  own services.  A n u m b e r  of j udges  a n d  p roba-  
t ion s taff  h a v e  made  effective use  of the  new r e f e r r a l  o p p o r t u n i t i e s  a n d  the  
ass i s t ance  of the  cour t  l ia ison officers in  u t i l i z ing  these  a l t e r n a t i v e s .  I n  o t h e r  
ins tances  they have  been cr i t ica l  of the  res i s t ance  of the  DYS s taf f  to h i g h  se-  
cur i ty  fac i l i t ies  for  a g rea te r  n u m b e r  of youth.  

Whi le  the  range  of detent ion a l t e r n a t i v e s  h a s  been g r ea t l y  inc reased ,  t h e  
older  la rge  secur i ty  facilit ies,  such  as  Rosl indale ,  con t inue  to be  used.  T h e  
inabi l i ty  of DYS to find a s u b s t i t u t e  f o r  Ros l inda le  o r  to m a k e  i t  a decent ,  
hab i t ab le  fac i l i ty  has  puzzled v i s i to rs  suppor t ive  o f  the  M a s s a c h u s e t t s  reforu.  ) 
A d e t a i l e d  h i s to ry  of Mil ler 's  effor ts  to h u m a n i z e  th i s  i n s t i t u t i o n - - a n d  t h e i r  
f a i l u r e - - w o u l d  reveal  the whole  spec t rum of forces (conf l ic t ing concep t ions  
of the  de l inquen t  a n d  his a p p r o p r i a t e  t r e a t m e n t ,  t he  abuses  of a u t h o r i t y ,  un-  
t r a i ned  staff, overcrowding, civil  service  cons t ra in t s ,  cou r t  ~fud police d e m a n d s  
f o r  Security, communi ty  r e s i s t a n c e  to new she l t e r s  o r  secure  fac i l i t ies ,  b o r e -  
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dora, idleness, fear ,  and violence) t h a t  turns  large '  ins t i tu t ions  for  juvenile 
del inquents  into prisons. Physically secure units  are  necessary fo r  cer tain 
youth, hut such units  should probaifly be small  in size, adminis te r  a diversified 
program, and provide responsive care. 

As in the past,  detent ion services for  girls lag somewhat  behind the a l terna-  
tives available fo r  boys. The court  liaison program,  while providing benefits 
to some courts and some regions, is still  not operating across the ent i re  state.  

The new r e f e r r a l  system is not wi thout  potentially ser ious  policy problems. 
" I t  is  sound to reduce the ha rmfu l  resul ts  of a youth being committed. How- 

ever, if youth are  now being r e f e r r ed  who otherwise  would not have been 
Committed to i)YS, the risk of labeling youth ear l ier  is also enhanced. There  
is some evidence tha t  re fer ra ls  to DYS are increasing wi thout  compensat ing 
storewide reduct ions  in commitments .  Whe the r  the addit ional  youth will 1m- 
necessarily acquire invidious  labels, or whe ther  the i r  presence will lessen the 
degree to which the youth who had always been in DYS acquire such labels, 
is a question demanding urgent  concern, and investigation. There  are  many 
i ssues  to Ire resolved. I f  the DYS programs become less punitive, more thera-  

~peutic, a n d  more readily available they wi l l  be used more  often. Yet if  they 
provide a t r ea tmen t  of last  resor t  for  the most  dangerous and dis turbed youth, 
all  o~ the youth serviced' ,may be perceived in the same way unless clear a n d  
possibly ha rmfu l  dis t inct ions are  maintained.  

DEVELOPMENT OF NEW RESIDENTIAL AND NONRESIDENTIAL pLACEMENTS 

One of the most  press ing problems t h a t  confronted the Depar tment  of Youth 
Services as the ins t i tu t ions  were  closing was  the development of a l ternat ives  to 
ins t i tu t ional  confinement2 The Boston Office had begun explor ing  placement  al- 

t e r n a t i v e s  in 1971, a n d  stepped up i ts  act ivi t ies  wi th  the Universi ty of Massa- 
chuse t t s  Conference in J an u a ry  1972. At  f i r s t  this activity focused on the de- 
velopment of group homes, but  when it became obvious tha t  many youth might  
Ire s t randed  as the ins t i tu t ions  closed, emphasis  was shifted to the development  
of nonresident ial  alteroati~-es, day or night  programs in which yoilth partici-  
pate  while l iving at  lmme or in some other  setting. Since 1972 developing 
placements has become almost  exclusively the responsibil i ty of the regions. 

There  are roughly 80 nonresident ia l  programs across the state, in which 
DYS places youth, about 120 resident ial  programs,  and about 200 fos ter  homes. 
About 700 youth are in placement  in resident ial  group homes, and about 250 
in fos ter  homes. About 800 youth are  in the nonresidential  programs such 
as Neighborhood Youth Corps, a recreat ion program at  Massachuset ts  Mari-  
t ime Academy, and programs a t  community colleges. The two m o s t  heavily 
used programs for  commit ted and refer red  youth are  group homes and non- 
residential  services, wi th  fo s t e r  homes being considerably less used. and the use 
of t radi t ional  parole varying great ly from region to region. The group homes 
represent  an a l ternat ive  of moderate  cost, while the nonresident ia l  services are  
inexpensive (see Table 1.4). I f  problems of providing prompt  payment  to ven- 
dors are  worked out. the use of f o s t e r  care. even less expensive than nonresiden- 
tial services, will probably expand. 

One of the  serious problems plaguing placement  in general  is the  t ime lag 
between provision of services and payment  ~ fo r  services. I t  has  sometimes become 
so great  tha t  contract ing agencies question whether  regional directors  really 
have author i ty  to contract  for  the DYS ; as a consequence some smaller  agencies 
are  threa tened with bankruptcy.  The problem of long delayed payments  is 
~ndemic to all the  s ta te  services and especially in those depar tments  which make 

TABLE 1.4---Cost of program types per youth per week 

cost per youth 
Type o f  program; ~" week 

Res ident ia l :  
In tens ive  care . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  $145-$290 
Group homes . . . . . . . . .  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  145-150 
Foster  care . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  30-40 

Nonresidential  . . . . . . . . .  - . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  50 

For a report on problems in overcoming community resistance to the establishment 
of community-based residential facilities see Robert 'B~ Coates and Alden D. Miller, 
'Neutralizing Community Resistance to Group Homes, ~' in this volu~me. 

J 
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s u b s t a n t i a l  use  of p r i v a t e  vendors.  The  l eg i s la tu re  h a s  been r e l u c t a n t  to  appro-  
p r i a t e  funds . fo r  purchased  services especial ly  when  t he  s o m e w h a t  u n p r e d i c t a b l e  
costs  requ i re  deficiency appropr ia t ions .  Even  w h e r e  funds  a r e  ava i l ab le ,  pay-  
merits a re  delayed by a complicated sys tem fo r  se t t ing  ra t e s ,  a p p r o v i n g  con- 
t racts ,  or au tho r i z ing  payments  in  each case. All of these  diff icult ies we re  aggra -  
va ted  in the  case of DYS. Insufficient  f u n d s  were  ava i l ab le  f r o m  the  s ta te ,  and  
the  federa l  g r a n t s  conta ined p r o g r a m  and  account ing  r e q u i r e m e n t s  w h i c h  DYS" 
had  difficulty meet ing  in t ime to e s t ab l i sh  the  needed g roup  homes.  T h e  r a p i d  
closing of the  in s t i t u t ions  created an  immedia t e  d e m a n d  fo r  a l t e r n a t i v e s  wh ich  
the  cumbersome fund ing  process could not  mee t .  

No phase  of Mil ler ' s  a d m i n i s t r a t i o n  ha s  come u n d e r  s t r o n g e r  c r i t i c i sm t h a n  h i s  
decision to i n i t i a t e n e w  Programs before  the  resources  to back  t h e m  up were  in 
hand .  

DEVELOPMENT OF NEW qUALITY CONTEOL PROCEDURES 

Qual i ty  control  of detent ion,  res ident ia l ,  and  n o n r e s i d e n t i a l  p lacements ,  find 
h igh  secur i ty  p rog rams  received l i t t l e  a t t e n t i o n  in  DYS u n t i l  t he  d e v e l o p m e n t  
of new programs  made  the  issue inescapable .  The  bas ic  p rob lem i s  how to ma in -  
t a i n  cont ro l  over  the  qual i ty  of p rog rams  con t r ac t ed  to p r i v a t e  agenc ies  singe 
p r iva t e  g roups  h a v e  not  been accus tomed to account  for  p r o g r a m  qua l i t y  to  a 
publ ic  agency. 

tI~hree un i t s  have  become involved in e v a l u a t i n g  ongoing p rograms .  Two  u n i t s  
"in the  B u r e a u  of Af te rca re  h a v e  mon i to red  some of the  n o n r e s i d e n t i a l  a n d  re s i -  
den t i a l  programs.  Ano the r  eva lua t ion  un i t  more  recen t ly  o rgan ized  h a s  been 
more  systemat ic .  P rog rams  a r e  now ra t ed  On such  d imens ions  as  qua l i t y  of 
facil i t ies,  adm i n i s t r a t i on  and staff,  controls ,  program,  c l in ical  services ,  d ive r s ion  
a n d  budget .  I n f o r m a t i o n  f rom al l  t h r ee  un i t s  h a s  been used by  t he  Bos ton  Office 
a n d  regional  s taff  for  recommending  p rog ram changes,  a n d  in  some i n s t a n c e s  
p r og r am  te rmina t ion .  

The  Bos ton  Office'staff acknowledges  t h a t  me thods  of con t ro l  h a v e  no t  been  
developed fully,  bu t  the  fact  t h a t  some p rog rams  have  been  t e r m i n a t e d  on the  
basis  of evah la t ions  ha s  encouraged s ta f f  i n  ' t he i r  bel ief  t h a t  DYS can  col lect  
eva lua t ive  d a t a  and  make  decis ions on the  bas is  of it. Reg iona l  d i rec tors ,  a 
n u m b e r  of whom were  a t  first skept ica l  of the  eva lua t ion  a n d  i n f o r m a t i o n  sys- 
tem, a re  now cal l ing for  more  eva lua t ion  to improve  t h e i r  Own p l a c e m e n  
decis ions.  

T h e  deve lopment  of a fully ope ra t i ona l  qua l i t y  control  u n i t  is the  mos t  essen-  
t i a l  r equ i r em en t  of a system t h a t  re l ies  p r imar i ly  on t he  p u r c h a s e  of se rv ices  
f rom p r iva t e  vendors.  The  l a t t e r  a re  f r ee  f r o m  the  r ig id  c o n s t r a i n t s  of publ ic  
civi l  service and  l ine budgets  d e p e n d e n t  on the  pol i t ica l  p roces s  of l eg i s l a t ive  
approval .  However ,  th i s  f reedom does no t  in  i t se l f  g u a r a n t e e  qua l i t y  p rog rams .  
DYS t e r m i n a t e d  placement  a t  s eve ra l  g r o u p  homes.  I n  one case  t h e  f ac i l i t y  was  
found  to be  s t ruc tu ra l ly  unsound and  the  t r e a t m e n t  of you th  i n h u m a n e ;  i.e., t h e  
bu i ld ing  had  broken  windows wh ich  were  no t  be ing  replaced  a n d  y o u t h  wex 
being fed oniy once a day  to c u t  costs. I n  a second i n s t a n c e  a pro.iect w a s  t e rmi -  
na t ed  because the  promised services,  counsel ing,  educat ion ,  a n d  work  exper i -  
ences, were  not  be ing  provided. I n  ye t  a n o t h e r  case  t h e  p ro j ec t  was  s topped  
because the  p r o g r a m  was a d m i n i s t e r e d  in an  overly  r eg imen ted ,  i n s t i t u t i o n a l  
manne r .  

The:exper ience  of o the r  s t a tes  a lso just i f ies  v igorous  a n d  power fu l  qua l i t y  con- 
t ro l  procedures.  T he  profess ional  o r  s e c t a r i a n  or thodoxies  of p r i v a t e  agenc ies  
may  prove as. inflexible and u l t i m a t e l y  as h a r m f u l  to y o u t h  as  t he  r e g i m e n  ~'~ 
the  t r a d i t i o n a l  t r a in ing  school. F u r t h e r m o r e ,  t he i r  t endency  to a d m i t  only t ho~J  
youth  most  amenable  and acceptable  for  t r e a t m e n t  leaves  t h e  publ ic  agency 
responsible  u l t imate ly  for  the  care  of the  mos t  difficult a n d  mos t  economica l ly  
and  socially d i sadvan taged  youth.  G r e a t  ca re  m u s t  be t a k e n  in d r a w i n g  up  con- 
t r a c t  r equ i r emen t s  for  the p u r c h a s e  of p r i v a t e  services to g u a r a n t e e  access  fo r  
the  qua l i ty  control  uni t .  DYS seems c o g n i z a n t  of these  p rob lems  a n d  h a s  demon-  
s t r a t ed  i ts  abi l i ty  to evahmte  p rog rams  and  e l imina te  those  t h a t  do n o t  p e r f o r m  
adequately.  However,  i t  has  no t  a l l o c a t e d  enough resources  t o  bu i ld  a qua l i t y  
cont ro l  sYstem capab le  of moni to r ing  a l l  p rog rams  regular ly .  ~: 

THE PROBLEM OF PERSONNEL DEVELOPM ~ENT 

E a r l y  s t a tewide  a t t empts  a t  s ta f f  r e t r a i n i n g  p r o g r a m s  were  n o t  ve ry  success-  
ful. W i t h  regional iza t ion  a n d  de ins t i tu t iona l i za t ion ,  ~ s ta f f  t r a i n i n g  p r o g r a m s  
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changed  and  a re  now hand l ed  regionally.  De ins t i tuUona l iza t ion  and  the  n e w  
prac t ice  of purchas ing  services  h a v e  pu t  old staff  members  in  posi t ions where  
they h a v e  h a d  to l e a r n  new skil ls  on  the  job. The  Boston Office has  a t t empted  to  
provide  d i sp laced  s ta f f  wi th  oppor tun i t i es  to t r a n s f e r  to  di f ferent  work, includ- 
ing new casework and  o the r  a l t e rna t i ve s  under  the  regional  o.fl~ces, or  to jo in  
p r iva t e  nonprof i t  t r e a t m e n t  agencies  t h a t  con t r ac t  services to DYS. The  problem 
nonethe less  r emains  ser ious ;  ha l f  or  more  of the  s taff  of DYS could be t rans-  
f e r r sd  ou t  of the  d e p a r t m e n t  w i t h o u t  impa i r ing  i t s  func t ion ing  since most  of the  
services  provided by s taff  in the  pas t  a re  now purchased  f rom t h e  p r iva te  sector. 
DYS records fo r  1969 show t h a t  531 employees were  ass igned to the  m a j o r  insti-  
t u t ions  t h a t  have  s ince  been closed or conver ted  pa r t ly  to p r iva t e  p rograms .  The  
n u m b e r  cu r ren t ly  a s s igned  to these . ins t i tu t ions  i s  120; of these, 61 provide main-  
t e n a n c e  services  a n d  care  for  25 youth  in  two  cot tages  a t  Lancas ter ,  while  59 
s i m p l y  m a i n t a i n  the  faci l i t ies  of t w o  o the r  ins t i tu t ions .  For ty- four  of the  59 will 
be t r a n s f e r r e d  to o the r  d e p a r t m e n t s  in  s t a t e  gove rnmen t  des t ined to take  over  
those  i n s t i t u t i ons  in  the  n e a r  fu ture .  Many  of the  or ig ina l  ins t i tu t iona l  staff  no t  
thus  accounted for  a r e  associa ted  wi th  regional  offices,, which did not  exis t  in  

• 1969, and  n o w  employ 269 parsons.  The  cen t r a l  a d m i n i s t r a t i o n  in  Boston ha s  
dropped f rom 160 to 94 employees, 

Many  s taff  member s  who h a v e  involved themselves  in  t h e  new system have  
been satisfied wi th  it. Others  who have  been unab le  or unwil l ing ' to b r eak  w i th  
pas t  t r ad i t i ons  have  found  the  exper ience  distressing.  Still, t he  s taff  union 
leadership ,  w i th  increased  u n d e r s t a n d i n g  of w h a t  is being done and  why,  ha s  no t  
opposed the  changes  a s l t  did in ea r l i e r  years .  

CONCLUSION 

• ' The  t r ad i t i ona l  t r a i n i n g  school sys tem t h a t  exis ted i n  Massachuse t t s  pr ior  to 
the  recent  r e fo rms  is s t i l l  the  d o m i n a n t  p a t t e r n  for  youth  correct ions through-  

.out the  country .  I n  fact ,  p re l imina ry  resu l t s  of a na t iona l  survey .of juveni le  
cor rec t iona l  pract ices  re~eal  t h a t  there  a r e  a s  m a n y  s ta tes  increas ing the  num- 
be r  Of deHncluent y o u t h  confined in : inst i tut ions as  there  a re  showing  decreases,  s 
F o r  m a n y  of these  s ta tes  the  Massachuse t t s  experience w i l l  provide u s e f u l  guid- 
ance t o  the  problems m a j o r  r e fo rms  m u s t  confront .  

The  Massachuse t t s  re forms  h a v e  closed the  t r a d i t i o n a l  t r a in ing  schools and  
~leveloped a va r i e ty  of  a l t e r n a t i v e  res ident ia l ,  and  nonres iden t ia l  services based  
in  the  new s t a t e  regions. Our  research  o n  these  reforms, however,  is no t  yet com- 
pleted There  ha s  not  yet  been sufficient exposure  t ime i n  the  communi ty  for  
those in the  new programs  to provide a valid, follow-up comparison wi th  those 
t r ea t ed  in ins t i tu t ions .  I n  addi t ion,  the  collection of r ec id iv i sm in format ion  has  
been de l ayed  pending the  deve lopment  of approved regula t ions  ~ for  access by 
re sea rch  personnel  to c r imina l  h i s tory  in fo rmat ion  of Juven i le  and  adul t  of, 
fenders .  These  a r r a n g e m e n t s  have  j u s t  been completed. 

Evidence  thus  f a r  ind ica tes  t h a t  youth  perceive the  new sys tem as  more help- 
.MI and  staff  more  responsive.  The re  is widespread  agreement  t h a t  i t  encourages 
more h u m a n e  t r e a t m e n t  of youth  and  offers staff  more  resources for  re in tegra t -  
ing~youth into t h e i r  home  communit ies .  W h e t h e r  in  the  long r u n  these new poli-  
cies a n d  p rograms  will  r esu l t  in be t t e r  protect ion for  the  communi ty  and  more 
effective h'elp f o r t r o u b i e d  youth  is  st i l l  to be determined.  

I I .  COhfMUNITY°BAS ED CORRECTIONS! COI~CEPT, IMPACT 

(By Rober t  B. Coates)  

• Dur ing  the pas t  decade, the  field of h u m a n  services, i l icluding correct ional  
services,  h a s  g radua l ly  moved away  f rom ins t i tu t ion -based  programs to com- 
mun i ty  programs.  Some Observers would probably describe the  t rend  as a 
pass ing  f a d  or a su r face  phenomenon.  T h e  movement  is probably not  a f ad ;  i t  
Seems l ike ly  to presist ,  bu t  i t  m o s t  cer ta in ly  h a s  benefited f rom a "bandwagon"  
effect. Al though  near ly  every s t a t e  now has  superficial  showcase programs to 
publicize its progressive approach to serving human needs, many states are 
genuinely moving at a fairly rapid pace to reduce the numbers of persons 
~used in institutions. 

s W o l f g a n g  I G r i c h t l n g  Sampling Plane and Results, The University o! Michigan 
~ational Assessment ol J~en i l e  COrrections Pro]ect (Ann  A r b o r :  U n i v e r s i t y  of  ~I ichi -  
ffan, Institution of Continuing Legal Education School of  Social Work, 1973!. 
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Community-based services remains ,  however,  an ill defined and  he te rogeneous  
collection of s t ra tegies  for  handl ing Juvenile and  adu l t  offenders.  F o r  example ,  a 
ha l fway house can mean ha l fway in or  ha l fway  out. In  w h a t  w a y s  does a ha l f -  
way house differ f rom a group home, a she l te r  care  facil i ty,  a camp,  or  a r anch?  
What  dimensions d iscr iminate  be tween community-based and  ins t l tu t ion~based 
programs? Is  i t  location, level of control,  public versus  p r iva t e  admin i s t r a t i on ,  Or 
range of services? There  is l i t t le agreement  among those who work  in  t h e  field 
about  the appropr ia te  answers  to these  questions,  and this  p robably  h i n d e r s  pub- 
lic acceptance and the effectivenses of communi ty-based policies. I t  a lso makes  
sys temat ic  research,  planning, and implementa t ion  difficult. 

~ a l s  chapter  seeks to clarify some of the issues ra ised by communi ty -based  
programs.  Firs t ,  a concept o f  communi ty-based  services is i n t roduced  to differen-  
t ia te  among correct ional  programs. Second, the  h is tor ica l  or igin o~ communi ty -  
based corrections is briefly reviewed. Third,  research  findings a re  app ra i sed  to 
de termine  w h a t  is known a b o u t ' t h e i m p a c t  of communi ty  p r o g r a m s  ; and four th ,  
potent ia l  dangers  re la ted  to the implementa t ion  of communi ty-based  sys t ems  a re  
explored. 

FORMING A CONCEPT OF C O M ~ U N r r Y - B A S E D  CORRECTIONS 

The-idea o f  communi ty  is  central '  to t h e  conceptua l iza t ion  of communi ty -based  
corrections set  fo r th  here, but i t  can b e ' u s e r  to mean  many  t h i n g s :  a smal l  num-  
ber of people shar ing  similar  ideas ;  a specific t e r r i to ry  in  which  a n u m b e r  of  
people res ide;  a group o f  s imilar  background.  Fo r  the  a r g u m e n t s  p r e sen t ed  here ,  
community will mean the smallest  local t e r r i to ry  t h a t  incorpora tes  a n e t w o rk  of  
re la t ionships  providing most of t h e g o o d s  and services requ i red  by pe r sons  l iv ing  
wi thin  the boundar ies  of the te r r i tory .  I These  services i n c l u d e  schools,  employ- 
ment,  food distr ibution,  banks, churches,  and san i ta t ion  services.  Th i s  def ini t ion 
of community is helpful  to our conceptual izat ion of communi ty -based  serv ices  in 
two ways : (1) i t  is  clear that  a neighborhood is a subcomponent  of communi ty ,  
fo r  neighborhoods do n o t  have-ne tworks  of re la t ionships  to provide  a la rge  num-  
ber  of goods and services ;  and (2) the  res t r ic t ion  to t h e  sma l l e s t  local ized te r r i -  
tory providing such a network means  tha t  we c a n  talk of s m a l l e r  un i t s  t h a n  
metropol i tan areas,  or states,  or  nat ions .  

How should we now conceive of communi ty-based correc t ions?  Specifically, 
h o w  do we isolate those essential  qual i t ies  t h a t  m a k e s o m e  p r o g r a m s  more  com- 
muni ty  based than  o thers  

The words  community based focus a t t en t ion  on t h e n a t u r e  of t he  l inks  be tween  
programs and the  community.  Key var iables  t h a t  sharply  focus on th is  not ion  of 
l inkage and provide a basis fo r  d i f ferent ia t ing  among p r o g r a m s  a re  t he  ex tent  
and quali ty of the relat ionships among program staff, clients,  and  the  communi ty  
in which the program is located. ( I f  c l ients  come f rom Outside the  p ro g ram 
community  itself,  re la t ionships  need to be considered wi th  both  the  c o m m u n i t y  
in w h i c h  the program is located and the community  f rom which  the  c l ien t  comes 
or to which he / she  will return.)  The  na tu re  of these  c l ien t  and  s taff  re la t ion-  
ships With the  communi ty  provides the  underp inn ing  for  a Cont inuum of  service., 
ranging f rom the  leas t  to the mos t  communitybase~l .  Before  d iscuss ing  the  impli-  
cat ions of tha t  continuum, let  us f u r t h e r  explore var ia t ions  in t hese  communi ty  
relat ionships.  

The frequency and durat ion of communi ty  re la t ionships  a re  i m p o r t a n t  i n  th is  
concept of community-based corrections,  but  the qual i ty  of r e l a t ionsh ips  is  es- 
pecially so. The  chain gangs of an  ear l ie r  e ra  set  inmates  to work  in the  com- 
munity outside the prison walls, but  .did not  yield the kind of r e l a t ionsh ips  
wi th  the community t h a t  is envis ioned here.  The  re la t ionsh ips  of pa r t i cu l a r  
in teres t  here  are  those tha t  suppor t  the  efforts of offenders  to become re-estaL 
Ushed and funct ioning in leg i t imate  roles. These  include re l a t ionsh ips  t h a t  
encourage clients and enable them to apprec ia te  the i r  se l f -wor th ,  t h a t  m a t c h  
community resources to client needs, and t h a t  advocate  b e t t e r  communi ty  re- 
sources and f ree r  access to those  resources.  

From a pragmat ic  point  of View, a p rogram can uti l ize a wide  range  of ac t ions  
to create  support ive  client re la t ionships  wi th  a community .  Those  ac t ions  can 
be directed toward  a t  least  four  levels of communi ty  in tervent ion .  F i r s t ,  ac t ions  
can be directed at  pr ivate  and public agenc ies  to encourage suppor t  fo r  a c l ler"  
and his  family.  This  might enta i l  efforts,  f o r  example,  to pe rsuade  a Neighbo~ -" 

ZNeil ;I. Smelser, goctoIogv (New York: John Wiley & Sons, 1967), p. 95. 
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• hood Youth Corps or  a S ta t e  E m p l o y m e n t  Agency to supply jobs, a YMCA or 
YWCA to provide  a place of residence,  or  a public wel fa re  agency to provide 
f inanc ia l  a s s i s t ance  to a family.  Second, act ions  can  be designed to persuade  
communi ty  ins t i tu t ions  such a s  schools and  churches  to 15rovide a l t e rna t ive  
eciucational  p rog rams ,  lay counseling, emergency shel ters ,  or "ho t  lines." Thi rd ,  
efforts  can b e  d i rec ted  a t  fo rmal  and  in fo rmal  Voluntary communi ty  groups to 
educa te  t he  public abou t  cl ient  needs and  about  ways by which  civic groups can 
provide  s u p p o r t i v e  assis tance•  And four th ,  act ions can  be directed a t  local res i '  
den ts  to el ici t  the  res idents '  suppor t  for  the  program,  the  c l ients ,  and  a redirec- 
t.ion of the  communi ty ' s  response to youth  and  adu l t  offenders. 

Th i s  concept  of the  cen t ra l  impor tance  of the  frequency,  dura t ion ,  and  qual i ty  
of the  re la t ionsh ips  to the  communi ty  as key indica tors  implies t h a t  communi ty-  
based  services can  be d i f fe ren t ia ted  along a con t inuum f rom the  leas t  communi ty  
based  to the  most  communi ty  based. The  con t inuum composed of the  var iab le  
d imens ions  of communi ty  re la t ionships  adds  more rea l i sm to the  concept  of 
communi ty  correc t ions  t han  does cons t ruc t ing  a classif icat ion wi th  a smal l  
n u m b e r  of exclusive categories,  which would sacrifice in fo rmat ion  and  be less 
u se fu l  and  workable .  I t  is also rea l i s t ic  i n  recognizing t h a t  because of the  vary-  
i n g  needs  of specific offenders and  specific communi t ies  no sys tem can  afford to 
have  a l l  of i t s  p r o g r a m s  lodged a t  e i the r  end of the  cont inuum.  

The  r e l e v a n t  re la t ionships ,  then,  are  tangib le  and  sub jec t  to measurement .  
Re la t ionsh ips  among  p rog ram clients,  staff, and  the  communi ty  can be counted 
and  ass igned pr ior i ty .  Fo r  example,  re la t ionsh ips  may  i n v o l v e  communi ty  resi- 

• den ts  pa r t i c ipa t ing  in " in-house"  activi t ies,  bu t  a h igher  pr ior i ty  should  be  
• placed on the  need  fo r  c l ients  to develop re la t ionships  t h a t  pe rmi t  exchange  
• w i t h i n  t h e  l~rger  communi ty .  The  qual i ty  of re la t ionsh ips  can  also be measu red .  
They  can  be eva lua ted  as  he lpfu l  or ha rmfu l .  Consider,  for  example,  ~ Job t r a in ing  
p r o g r a m s :  Programs  t h a t  offer only Job t r a in ing  could be compared to those  
p rograms  t h a t  offer job p lacement  along wi th  t ra in ing .  Those  t h a t  offer place-  
men t  a re  l ikely to reflect a g rea te r  emphas i s  on genera t ing  suppor t ive  l inks  be- 
tween the  c l ient  and  the  communi ty .  The  cont inuum could be used specifically 
t o  c o m p a r e  the  re la t ive  mer i t s  of d i f ferent  group homes  or probat ion  depar t -  
ments.  More general ly,  d a t a  might  be collected to compare  broad s t ra teg ies  of 
t r ea tmen t ,  r a n g i n g  f rom m a x i m u m  Security ins t i tu t ions  to nonres iden t ia l  serv- 
ices. A d a t a  base could also be developed to allow comparison of systems f rom 
s t a t e  to s tate ,  T h u s  the  concept  developed he re ,  which  focuses on re la t ionships ,  
ha s  cons iderab le  i m p o r t  for  .research, qual i ty  control ,  and  sys temwide policy 
making.  

The  cont inuum,  wi th  i t s  emphas i s  on communi ty  re la t ionships ,  also helps the  
p rac t i t i one r  iden t i fy  those  aspects  of a p rogram t h a t  m a k e  i t  uniquely com- 
muni ty  based• Knowing  t h e t r e a t m e n t  mode l  being used does no t  necessar i ly  te l l  
us  w h e t h e r  i t  is communi ty  based. F o r  example,  i f  we know t h a t  p rogram A 
employs guided group  in te rac t ion ,  t h a t  f a c t  tells us  no th ing  abou t  the  p rogram ' s  

r e l a t i o n s h i p  to t h e  communi ty .  In  short ,  the  concept  of  a con t inuum underscores  
the  idea t h a t  even a "happy,  ca r ing"  group residence is n o t  enough unless  i t  
affects  re la t ionsh ips  wi th  the  l a rge r  community .  P inpo in t ing  communi ty  rela-  
t ionships  as  t h e  key set  of variables,  wha teve r  the specific t r e a t m e n t  model  may  
be, r e n d e r s  mos t  c r i t ica l  the  cons idera t ion  of two staff  responsib i l i t ies :  (1) 
m a t c h i n g  c l ients  w i th  exis t ing  communi ty  resources,  a n d  (2) working wi th  the  
communi ty  to genera te  resources  where  they a re  lacking.  

Th i s  concept  Of "communi ty  based"  differs in some i m p o r t a n t  ways  f rom o ther  
.-ommonly encountered  concept ions  of communi ty-based corrections.  F ive  mis- 
conceptions will  be out l ined  in order  to Clarify the  impor tance  of focusing on 
communi ty  re la t ionsh ips  as  the  key set of Variables in  ident i fy ing  the  degree 
to which  a p rogram is communi ty  based. 

~. IX i s  commu~z i ty  based  because  i t  is  so l a b e l e d . i n F r e q u e n t l y ,  when adminis -  
t r a to r s  a re  asked  to define a communi ty-based program,  they will  respond by say- 
lng, " P r o g r a m  A is a communi ty-based  p r o g r a m / '  Yet, in  ano the r  system a 
s imi la r  p r o g r a m  is no t  regarded  as  communi ty  based. Simply label ing p rograms  
~s  communi ty  based  provides  no set  of c r i t e r i a  t h a t  can  be general ized f r o m  one 
sys tem to another .  

2. I t  i s  c o m m u n i t y  based  because  o t h e r s  are  no t . - -Some  admin i s t r a t o r s  define 
communi ty-based  p rograms  by descr ib ing o thers  t h a t  a r e  not  communi ty  based. 
k~ost commonly they will  describe a n  ins t i tu t ion  as  a closed se t t ing  t h a t  a t t empt s  
to provide to i t s  c l ients  a complete range  of services t h a t  communi ty-based pro- 
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grams  ordinar i ly  do not  offer. Paren the t ica l ly ,  i t  should be no ted  t h a t  a to ta l  
ins t i tu t ion  sha res  many  of the same charac te r i s t i c s  as a communi ty ,  bu t  i t  does 
not, except  for  staff, allow free  passage  of res iden ts  or ou t s ide r s  across  i ts  
boundaries.  This  manne r  of conceptuaHzlng is somewha t  he lpfu l  s ince i t  se rves  
to  remind people what  it is they do not  or should not llke about  the  t r ad i t i ona l  
ins t i tu t ional  mode of dealing wi th  people. I t  fails,  however,  to ana lyze  the  spe- 
clfic charac te r i s t ics  of community-based p rograms  and, ins tead,  mere ly  desc r ibes  -. 
w h a t  a community-based program is not.  ~ 

3. I f  i t  is  located in  a communi ty ,  then i t  is  c o m m u n i t y  b a s e d . - - L o e a t t o n  i s  
probably the  most  frequently used cr i te r ion  to dis t inguish be tween  ins t i tu t ion-  
based and  community-based programs.  This,  too, is deficient. Ins t i tu t ions ,  a f t e r  
all, a re  located in communities. The re  a re  oppor tuni t ies  for  developing produc-  
tive re la t ionships  between the res iden ts  of ins t i tu t ions  and the  s u r r o u n d i n g  com- 
muni t ies .  The fac t  t h a t  offenders usual ly r e tu rn  to communi t ies  offers  an  oppor-  
tuni ty  to develop relationships,  Yet  ins t i tu t ions  h a v e  a mise rab le  record  of 
community  ties. I t  is feasible t h a t  they could improve to some ex ten t ,  and  cer-  .~ 
tainiy some ins t i tu t ions  a r e  be t te r  a t  developing those r e l a t ionsh ips  t h a n  o thers .  J 

Placing a ha l fway  house or a g r o u p  home in the  "communi ty"  is  no g u a n a n t e e  
tha t  i t  will  develop a n y  ties wi th  t h a t  community .  Too m a n y  p r o g r a m s  a re  
merely is lands  wi th in  the  c o m m u n i t y - - s m a R  ins t i tu t ions ,  bu t  i n s t i t u t i ons  none-  
theless.  

Because of this  mis taken definition by location, some communi ty -based  pro- 
grams are  cri t icized because they do not  t r e a t  cl ients  in the i r  home communi ty .  
Frequent ly ,  this  cri t icism implies a confusion be tween ne ighborhood and  com- 
munity,  but  i t  is also unrealist ic to expect  a neighborhood or  a communi ty  to -~ 
have a complete range of special services  for  every type  of offender.  In  addi t ion ,  
some youthful ,  as well as some adult ,  offenders  w a n t  to ge t  away  f r o m  the i r  
local communities.  The location of  t he  p rogram does not te l l  very  much  abou t  
the quali ty of the  program, and, indeed,  can mis lead people in to  a s s u mi n g  a pro-  
g ram i s c o m m u n i t y  based. 

4. Programs  ~ t h  min imal  control  or  superv i s ion  are commu'n i ty  b a s e d . D A  
c o m m o n  belief  in the field is tha t  a communi ty-based  p rogram m e a n s  l i t t le  s u p e r -  
vis ion and therefore  reduced communi ty  protect ion.  Cer ta in ly  some communi ty -  
based programs do  enta i l  l i t t le over t  supervision,  and pa r t i c ipa t ion  i s  qui te  
voluntary.  But  even iusti tutioually based p r o g r a m s  can have  ou t reach  c o r n -  
ponants t ha t  p e r m i t  relatively extensive,  unsuperv ised  c l ient  pa r t i c ipa t ion  in  
community schools, jobs, and recrea t iona l  services.  On the  o t h e r  hand ,  some 
nonres iden t i a l  services exercise cons iderable  control  over cl ients .  F o r  example ,  
intensive t racking programs t h a t  provide  one counselor  or  advoca te  f o r  two  
clients permi t  the staff  person to be involved ve ry  closely in t he  dai ly  l i fe  of the  
client. Thus,  levels of control and securi ty  do not  d i sc r imina te  well  across  the  
cont inuum of correctional  services. Moreover,  if  a definit ion of communi ty -based  
programs res ted on the degree of control,  we would probably impede  develop 
mant  and exper imenta t ion  with innova t ive  nonres ident ia l  a t t e m p t s  a t  h a n d l i n g  
those youth or adul ts  defined as "more  difficult t o  handle ."  

5. Programs  opera ted  by pr iva te  agencies ra ther  than  by the  s ta te  arc  com- 
m u n i t y  based .DThis  need not be the  Case. P r i v a t e  agency p ro g rams  can be j u s t  
as isolated f rom community g roups  and services as  s ta te -opera ted  p rograms .  

These  several  misconceptions about  location, level of control,  public or  p r i v a t e  
adminis t ra t ion,  and range of services  overlook the  i m p o r t a n c e  Of examin ing  the  
programing of  Community-based services. Looking a t  the f requency ,  du ra t ion .  
and quali ty of the re la t ionships  of p r o g r a m  staff, clients,  and  local co mmu n i t  ~. . 
provides a basis  for  differentiation.  The  concept  of re la t ionsh ip  is concre te  and  
measurable.  I t  can be dealt  wi th  on a r a t h e r  genera l  level t h a t  p e rmi t s  b road  
comparison, or i t  can be measured in a fa i r ly  specific and  exac t ing  way  t h a t  
permi ts  comparison among individual  programs.  The  uti l i ty of th i s  concept  does  
not  depend o n ° u r  abil i ty to nea t ly  categorize p rograms  as  g roup  homes,  f o s t e r  
care, or  nonres ident ia l  servicesl because the label of the  p rog ram is u n i m p o r t a n t .  
The more  a program involvesc l ien t s  in supportive,  l e g i t i m a t e  communi ty  act ivi-  
t ies  the  more i t  is community based. 

W H A T  HAVE WE LEARNED ABOUT CORRECTIONAL PROGRA~,fING ? 

I t  i s  useful  to evaluate periodically the  accumulated  exper ience  of d e a l i n g  
wi th  adul t  and youth offenders and  to ask " W h a t  works?"  Cons iderab le  t ime  and  
money have g o n e  into efforts to answer  t h a t  question, a l though  s o m e  of t he  
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research tha t  fa i ls  to use comparison groups, fails  to set  out clear  evaluat ion 
criteria, or fails  to look at  programs in the context  of the i r  system environ- 
ments  may provide misleading information.  Nonetheless a sizable body of reason- 
ably sound research l i t e ra ture  does exist  tha t  can be called upon to answer  the  
question. 

The answer  is d isappoint ing:  no single t r ea tmen t  modali ty by i tself  signifi- 
cantly reduces the ra te  of cl ient  recidivism. This  is  t rue  whe the r  one considers  
'udividuai  counseling, guided group interact ion,  behavior modification, vocational 
training, education,  intensive probation,  or  field hockey. When we compare the 
results  of exper imenta l  groups wi th  resul ts  f rom control  or comparison groups, 
we seldom find successful, durable  effects, regardless of the  t r ea tment  s e t t i n g - -  
whether  a closed inst i tut ion or an open community setting. 

One of the more extensive analyses  of correctional  research was  under taken 
by Robert  Mart inson for  the s ta te  of New York2 His  findings were originally 
suppressed by the  state,  but  a re  now being made available to the public. Mart in-  
son, over a two-year period, carefully scrut inized the evaluat ion research l i tera- 
".ire f rom this country and abroad. Fo r  an evaluation study to be included in 
ills final analysis  i t h a d  to have a clear  independent  m e a s u r e  of the  desired im- 
provement,  and the study had to use a control or  comparison group. In  the end, 
231 studies completed betv~een 1945-1967 were  analyzed, wi th  the bulk of the  
programs best  described a s  i n s t i t ~ t l o n  based. They would for  the most  pa r t  
make a weak showing On our cont inuum f o r  low to high community relationships.  

Although addi t ional  outcome cr i ter ia  were compared, Mart inson 's  published 
work to da te  focuses only on recidivism because i t  is " the phenomenon which 
reflects most  d i rec t ly  how well our present  t r ea tmen t  programs are performing 
: e  task of rehabil i tat ion."  s P rograms  and policies evaluated by research s tudies  

include education and vocational t r ianing,  individual  counseling, group counsel- 
ing, humanizing the ins t i tu t ional  environment ,  medical  t rea tment ,  effects of 
sentencing,  decarceraUon, psychotherapy .in community settings, probation or 
parole versus prison-intensive supervision, and community t rea tment .  Mar- 
tinsou dramat ical ly  summarized  his findings : "With few and isolated excep- 
tions, the rehabi l i ta t ive efforts tha t  have been reported so f a r  have had no 
appreciable effect on recidivism." ' Whi le  the community t r ea tment  programs did 
. o t  yield significant differences in te rms  ot~ recidivism, they did s h o w t h a t  ~lients 
~ d  no worse  than  if  they had been incarcerated.  Clients did not  pose an unac- 
ceptable th rea t  to the  community.  And many of t hese  community programs were  
less expensive than t radi t ional  ins t i tu t ional  izaton.s 

In 1971 a National  Ins t i tu te  of Mental  Heal th  survey of  community-based cor- 
rectional programs,  less comprehensive  than  the Mart inson study but wi th  more 

: focus on community-based programs,  arr ived essentially a t  the same conclusions. 
I t  demons t ra ted  tha t  community-based p rograms  can do at  least  as well as 
prisons : "a large number of offenders who are candidates  for  incarcerat ion may 
~--qtead be re ta ined in the  community as safely, as effectvely, and at, much l e s s  
expense:" o Some of the specific findings cited include:  (1) the reduct ion  of 
probation and parole caseload size is not  related to recidivism; and (2) the 
claims of t h e  California Community Trea tmen t  Pro jec t  (designed to determine 
effect of differential  t r ea tmen t  and classification of offenders) to reduce recidiv- 
ism are  confounded by parole officers" tolerance of behavior by clients in the 
exper imental  group while the same kind of behavior led to parole revocation for  
clients in the control g roup /  

Paul  Lerman,  in 1968, reviewed several  studies of group homes and intensive 
I )i)ation. He ,  too, concluded tha t  there was no evidence to support  the belief 

s Robert Martinson, "What Works?---Questlons and Answers about ,Prison Reform, ~' 
Pnbl io  I n t e r e s t  (Spring 1974), pp. 22-~2. 

'/b/d., p: 24. 
l Ibid. ,  25. s Ibid. ,  pp. 47--48. Since the writing of his paper the Marttnson works have generated 

considerable debate. For further reference seo Douglas Lipton, Robert Martinson. and 
Judith Wliks. The  E]]ect iveness o! Correct ional  Trea tmen t :  A St irvey  of  T r e a t m e n t  

York- Prae er 1975): Sol Chaneles. "A Look at Martinson's 
E v a l u a t i o n  ~ t u d f e s ( N e w .  ._ ~ e , .  , r~  ~ - ~  ,xrn~tlnson Revisited " Journa l  
Ro~ort," For tune  n e w s ,  ~ovemner ~v4.. - - -  . . . . . . . . .  ~ - - -  
o Research t~* (Trims and Deltnquenc!l ,  12 (Ju_ly 1.975); and Robert .~far~nson, "Cali- 
fornia Research at the Crossroads." Crime and Del inquency ,  2. (April lv~,j .  

6 National Institute of .~Iental Health, Center for Studies of Crime and Delinquency. 
Communi t y -Based  Correct ional  P r o g r a m s  (Washington, D.C. : Government Prinung 
Office, 1971), ~.:933. 

Ib id . ,  pp. • 
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t h a t  these offenders do worse in the  community ,  but  ne i the r  w a s  the re  evidence 
at  t h a t  t ime suggesting that  potent ia l  fa i lures  would be decreased .  L e r m a n  
points  out several  difficulties wi th  research  procedures  which make  f indings diffi- 
cul t  to interpret .  Frequent ly  only the  number  of persons  c o m p l e t i n g  the  p ro g ram 
are  counted because i t  makes the  p rogram appear  more  effective. Th is  count ing  
procedure overlooks the possibility t ha t  those complet ing the  p rog ram a re  a very 
select group. Others  who s tar ted  the  p rogram but  fa i led  should  also be c o u n t e d ~  
to provide an accurate  picture of how well  the p rogram is work ing  wi th  cl ients .  J 
Le rman  also claims tha t  control groups and exper imenta l  g roups  r epo r t ed  in 
research s tudies  are frequently not  comparable.  Fo r  example,  by reana lyz ing  
da ta  h e  shows tha t  the Jesness  study" of the  Fr ico t  Ranch  in  Cal i fornia ,  which  
cited reduced recidivism for exper imen ta l s  when  compared  wi th  controls ,  d i d  
n o t  have  comparable  groups. The  contro l  g roups  consisted of s ignif icant ly  more  
blacks and y.outh f rom poorer homes,  s 

In  addit ion to citing this  faul ty  research  procedure,  L e rman  also sugges ts  t h a t  
addi tonal  data,  such as comparat ive  length  of stay, need to be inc luded to pr~-~ 
vide an adequate  comparat ive a s se s smen t  of community  p ro g rams  versus  inst i-  -~ 
tut ion-based programs.  For  example,  youth enter ing  a pt ' ivate r es iden t i a l  cen te r  
in New York State  s tayed an average  of s ix teen months .  I f  they  had  gone d i rec t ly  
to the s ta te  inst i tut ion,  he average  say would have  been n ine  monhs.  T h i s  
difference could have damaging impl icat ions  for  the cost-effect iveness  a rgumen t ,  
as well as raising issues of individual  r ights . '  In a deta i led  analys is ,  recent ly  
published, Lerman continues to make  these points  by reana lyz ing  d a t a  f r o m  the  
Cal i fornia  Trea tmen t  Projec t  and  the Cali£0rnia Probat ion  Subsidy P ro g ram,  ~ 
He  concludes his 1968 review by cla iming t h a t  a ra t iona l  case  canno t  be m a d ' ~  
based on t r ea tmen t  effectiveness for  communi ty  corrections.  He  a rgues  fo r  com- 
muni ty  correct ions  solely on h u m a n i t a r i a n  grounds.  I f  of fender  rec id iv ism ra t e s  
are  comparable  in a l ternat ive p rograms  we should select  t he  mos t  ben ign  al- 

• ternat ive,  such as handling as many  as  possible i n  the" communi ty ,  so t h a t  
offenders spend less t ime in ins t i tu t ions .  'x 

I n  another  NIMH report  on cu r r en t  research ,  p repared  by M a r g u e r i t e  Q. 
War ren  a t  the Center  for  Tra ining i n  Different ia l  T rea tmen t ,  the  a s s e s s m e n t  of 
cu r ren t  research is similar, but  h e r  conclusions emphas ize  a d i f fe ren t  point .  ~ She 
s t resses  the need to adap t  a var ie ty  of t r e a t m e n t  Strategies to d i f fe ren t  types  r ") 
offenders, a l though the evidence based o n  recidivism in fo rma t ion  is  no t  ful ly  
developed. In  fact ,  the  recidivism d a t a  suppor t  Le rman ' s  thesis .  F o r  e x a m p l e ,  
Warren  cites s tudies  to show t h a t  reduced probat ion and parole  case loads  have  
no effect;  s t ree t  work can encourage del inquency r a t h e r  t h a n  d iscourage  i t ;  and 
Guided Group In terac t ion  makes  l i t t le  difference. '1 She concludes  t h a t  no t r ea t -  
ment  model can claim to be effective wi th  all offenders, and  she  cal ls  fo r  more  
research efforts to discover w h a t  k inds  of t r e a tmen t  are  beneficial  fo r  w h a t  k inds  
of offenders."  

We agree wi th  Warren ' s  conclusion. I t  is  imperat ive,  however ,  t h a t  t h e  ran.  ~) 
of " t r ea tmen t  programs"  be expanded  to include the  poss ib i l i ty  t h a t  some per- 
sons requ i re  no special rehabi l i ta t ive  t rea tment ,  but  s imply n e e d  to be more  
effectively l inked to appropr ia te  communi ty  resources  and  oppor tuni t ies .  Thus  
the range should also include the  more radical  possibili ty t h a t  fo r  some pe r sons  
the p rob lem is not one of personal  d e f e c t  b u t  r a t h e r  the inabi l i ty  o f  communi t i e s  
to make resources  available. Reasons  fo r  inhibi t ing access t o s u c h  oppor tun i t i e s  
may involve racism, classism, lack of lmowledge concerning the  needs  of the  
offender, or unwill ingness to finance innovative,  nons t igmat iz ing  p ro g rams  such 
as a l te rna t ive  schools or  vocational t ra in ing  wi th  gua ran teed  job p lacement .  ) 

These surveys of evaluation s tudies  can be cri t icized just i f iably fo r  judg ing  
the effectiveness of different t r e a t m e n t  modal i t ies  a lmos t  solely by the  c r i t e r ion  
o~ recidivism. Other  shor ter  t e rm program goals are  also impor tan t ,  and  some 

S Paul Lerman "Evaluative Studies of Institutions for Delinquents," reL)rint.ed_fr.om 
So~.la| work ,  13 (December 1968), in Paul Lerman, ed., Dctinqu~ncY ann ~oc~aJ ~o~.tcl/ 
(New York : Praeger, 1970). pp; 317--337. 

o Ibid.~ p. 321. l i o J u v e r ' ~  ~0Paul Lerman, (7ommuntty Tr6atmcnt and Social Control: A n  A•a Us s ! 
Correctional Policy (Chicago University of Chicago Press, 1975). 

11 Lerman "Evaluation Studies," Pp. 326-327: . " . . . . . .  
~Margue~tte Q. Warren, (7orrcctional Tr#atment in ~ommun~y  ~ 'e~ngs ,  Natlona! 

Institute of Mental Health (Washington, D.C. : Government Printing Office, 1972). 
Ibid., pp. 18-19, 24--26. 

~/bid., pp. 51-,52. 
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programs may  be more  successful  in  reach ing  them.  F o r  t he  purpose of consider-  
ing policy it  is  i m p o r t a n t  to document  w h a t  ac tua l ly  happens  in a p r o g r a m - -  
the n a t u r e  of the  social Climate of the  p rog ram envi ronment ,  and  the  impac t  on 
a c l i en t ' s s e l f . i m age  and  educa t iona l  or  voca t iona l  skills. FuEchermore, responsi-  
bil i ty fo r  recidivism is no t  solely the  b u r d e n  of pa r t i cu l a r  service programs.  I t  
mus t  be s h a r e d  by a n u m b e r  of o ther  service programs,  communi ty  law enforce- 
ment,  a n d  ins t i tu t iona l  suppor t  policies as  Well as the  i n d i v i d u a l  offender. The  
~.orroctional service programs,  however,  should  not  be al lowed to duck the  issue 
of rec id iv ism ent i re ly .  Resea rch ,  r a t h e r  t han  fa l l ing  back on long-term recidi.  
vista ra tes ,  should  g rapp le  wi th  i n t e rven ing  quest ions  t h a t  exp la in  why  some 
cl ients  rec id iva te  and  o thers  do not .  I m p o r t a n t  in te rven ing  quest ions  inc lude :  
W h a t  is the  p rog ram staff  doing to f ac i l i t a t e  successful  re in tegra t ion  ? Are they 
developing communi ty  l inkages?  A r e t h e y  working  to persuade  reca lc i t r an t  com- 
muni ty  groups?  W h a t  groups f rom the  communi ty  a re  suppor t ing  the  r e t u r n i n g  
cl ients? Who  is hass l ing  the  c l ient?  Are police br inging  the  c l ient  to cour t  on an  
old cha rge  before he has  a chance  to succeed? Answers  to these  k inds  of inter-  
aedia te  quest ion should provide sys tem ~adminls trators  wi th  b e t t e r  in fo rmat ion  

on which  t o b a s e  policy and  devise t r e a t m e n t  a l t e rna t ives ,  u 
T a k e n  a l toge the r  these  reviews of s tud ies  on communi ty  p rograms  sha re  sev- 

e ra l  elements.  They a l l  implici t ly conceive of communi ty-based correct ions  in  
t e rms  of " locat ion"  . r a the r  t h a n  the  qual i ty ,  f requency,  and  du ra t ion  o f  com- 
muni ty  re la t ionships .  T h a t  may  p rov ide  a pa r t i a l  exp lana t ion  of why the  suc, 
cess rates of  communi ty  p rograms  did not  show a m a r k e d  improvement  over  the  
success r a t e s  of ins t i tu t ions .  I f  one compares  a smal l  ins t i tu t ion ,  i so la ted  f rom 
a communi ty ,  w i t h  a l a rge r  ins t i tu t ion ,  also i so la ted  f rom the  community,  one 
. annot  expect  d r a m a t i c  differences, 

Together ,  t he  reviews provide  very  l i t t l e  suppor~ for  the  not ion t h a t  com- 
mun i ty - loca t ed  programs,  or even weakly based communi ty  programs couched 
in any  n u m b e r  of t r e a t m e n t  phi losophies ,  a re  super ior  r ehab i l i t a t ion  tools. I t  i s  
clear,  however,  t h a t  offenders do no worse  in these p rograms  and  t h a t  many,  if  
not  most,  can the re fo re  be handled  in the  communi ty  wi thou t  present ing  a high,  
er  r i sk  to the  communi ty .  These  appra i sa l s  and  mos t  of the  or ig inal  s tudies  
properly conclude t h a t  many  more  offenders should  be handled  in the  communi ty  
for  h u m a n i t a r i a n  reasons.  Not  only a re  communi ty-based programs more  hu- 
mane,  b u t  they a re  less expensive  for  the  taxpayer .  

These  a r g u m e n t s  for  communi ty -based  correct ions  emphasize  the  first  t h ree  
policy a s sumpt ions  ment ioned  earlier. :  (1) the  desire  t o  make  the  correc t ional  
process more  h u m a n e ;  (2) the  bel ief  t h a t  t h e  deeper  ind iv idua ls  pene t ra t e  in to  
the f o r m a l  c r imina l  jus t ice  sys tem the  more difficult i t  is for  them to r e t u r n  
successfully to the  communi ty ;  and  (3)  the  belief t h a t  communi ty  correct ions 
a re  more  cost effective. The  f o u r t h  policy assumpt ion,  t h a t  community-based" 
correct ions  inc rease  the  l ikelihood of successful  re in tegra t ion,  is no t  emphasized,  
"-ecause of the  lack of suppor t ing  recidivism data .  
" Th i s  overview of research . f indings  does not  offer a very  glowing assessment  of 

w h a t  is being done in communi ty  corrections.  The  da t a  simply indicate  t h a t  mos t  
offenders will  do no worse  in a communi ty-based  program than  in an  ins t i tu t ion.  

P e r h a p s  long-run impac t  requ i res  a l a rger  focus t han  t h a t  general ly  used in 
t r ad i t i ona l  t r e a t m e n t  models. F o r  example,  ind iv idua l  counseling'  and  group 
counsel ing deal  e i the r  wi th  one person or wi th  a group of indiv iduals  t o  encour- 
age se l f ,unders t and ing  and  be t t e r  coping wi th  group rela t ionships .  Counseling, 
skil l  t ra in ing,  educa t ion ,  recreat ion,  and  self-actualization" programs s t i r  for  the  

:ost p a r t  b r ing  to bea r  on the  ind iv idua l  a r ehab i l i t a t ion  approach.  Al though 
~ u c h  l ip service is paid to r e in teg ra t ion  models, the  emphas is  is concent ra ted  
on r ehab i l i t a t i ve  t r e a t m e n t  of the  individual .  B u t  "ge t t ing  one's  head  toge ther"  
is meaningless unless an offender is permitted access to useful roles in the com- 
munity ; skill training and education are useless unless meaningful jobs can be 
found. Reintegration and rehabilitation approaches are not necessarily mutually 
exclusive. A reintegration model may be built upon a guided group-interaction 
group home. Its attempt to match community resources with individual needs 
makes it a communlty-based, strategy. If the resources do not exist or are not 
~ade available for some reason then the advocacy model becomes appropriate. 

~Robert B. Coates and Alden D. Miller, "Evaluating Large Scale S o~al.. Service 
Systems in Changing Environments," J o u r n a l  o !  Research  in  (Trime an~ ~eLmquency  
12 (July 1975), 92-106. 
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Reintegrat ion m o d e l s a n d  advocacy models have  not  been implemen ted  f r equen t -  
ly enough (except as a weak ad junc t  to rehabi l i ta t ion  p rog rams)  or fo r  long 
enough periods of t ime to permit  extens ive  analysis.  

I I I .  SUBCULTURES IN COMS~uNrrY-BAsED Pe0ORA~S 

(By Craig A. McEwen)  
") 

P r o g r a m s  for  youth in trouble can be evaluated  f rom e i the r  a long- or  a shor t -  
term perspective. Because the widely accepted long-run goal of cor rec t iona l  pro- 
grams for  youth is the re integrat ion of the i r  cl ients  in t he  f r ee  communi ty  as  
law-abiding citizens, the  recidivism ra t e  of fo rmer  pa r t i c ipan t s  is genera l ly  used  
as an index of the "effectiveness" of a program. Unfor tuna te ly ,  such m e a s u r e s  of 
success wi th  pas t  cl ients are too  remote  and unrefined to  guide  p r ac t i t i one r s  in 
making day-to-day decisions about  the i r  cu r ren t  p rogram members .  R a t e s  of 
recidivism do not  fu rn i sh  admin is t ra to rs  wi th  the  in fo rmat ion  about  w h a t  hap-  
pens in the course of a program to prevent  o r  fos te r  violat ions of the  l aw b: ,~ 
fo rmer  clients. Both prac t i t ioners  and admin i s t r a to r s  a r e  likely, there fore ,  t o  
develop a set  of implicit  s t andards  of short-run,  i n ,p rog ram success  or f a i l u r e  to 
u se  in making operat ional  decisions. 

Unlike recidivism, however, which is a widely accepted long- term m e a s u r e  of 
effectiveness, the  several  cr i ter ia  of shor t - te rm success g en e ra t e  less consensus .  
Most of these cr i ter ia  reflect in one way or ano ther  the ach i evemen t  of fou r  
general  and overlapping objectives in youth correct ional  s e r v i c e s :  (1) to pro- 
vide a humane  and livable program envi ronment  t ha t  does no t  a l ienate ,  embi t t e r .  
or ha rm youth ;  (2) to al ter  In a "const ruct ive"  fashion the  self- image,  value.. ) 
a t t i tudes,  skills, knowledge, or habi t s  of youth ( rehabi l i t a t ion)  ; (3) to es tab l i sh  
or re-establish "posi t ive" and support ive  re la t ionships  be tween  youth  and  rele- 
v a n t p e r s o n s  in the  f ree  community such as parents ,  teachers ,  employers ,  police, 
and peers  ( re integrat ion)  ; and (4) to main ta in  di rect  control  ove r . t he  behav io r  
of youth dur ing the period they a r e  under  agency Jurisdict ion.  

While  each of these goals a p p e a r s  laudatory  and essent ia l  to any cor rec t iona l  
effort, the operation of a program fo r  youth in t roub le ' r equ i res  an  ongoing se r ies  
of choices in an awkward  World where  not  all goals can be achieved a t  the  sam~. 
time. Some shor t - te rm goals h a v e  to be sacrificed in o rde r  to f ac i l i t a t e  the  a~:) 
complishment  of o thers  with h igher  priori ty.  I f  one defines success  only as  t he  
full  achievement  of the panoply of shor t - te rm correct ional  goals,  i t  is easy  t o  
point  out shor t - run fai lures  in any correct ional  program. On the  o the r  hand ,  
recognition that ,  of necessity, a l l  correct ional  p rograms m u s t  fa i l  to do some 
th ings  in t h e s h o r t  run if they are  to succeed in do ing  o the r s  does n o t  p rec lude  
cri t icism of such programs. Some of them may succeed too in f requent ly ,  a n d  
some fai lures  may be worse than  others.  Correct ional  p rac t i t i one r s  and  adminis -  
t ra tors  face the following formidable  tasks~ (1) sor t ing  out  t he  " to le rab lp ' \  
shor t - run fa i lures  f rom the "unacceptable"  ones, (2) organiz ing  p ro g rams  so a~ ) 
to maximize desirable forms of shor t - te rm success, (3) both  d ive r s i fy ing  and  
balancing the correct ional  sys tem so tha t  i ts  cons t i tuen t  p ro g rams  complemen t  
one another,  and (4) developing a method for  match ing  c l ients  wi th  p r o g r a m s  so 
tha t  the needs of each youth are  met  by the  unique s t r e n g t h s  of ind iv idua l  
programs.  

The da ta  and analysis  in "this repor t  on the 1973 subcul ture  s tudy  a re  spe- 
cifically organized so :as to address  these  problems of policy and p rac t i ce .  We  
shall  examine  the ways: in  which the choice o f  par t i cu la r  me thods  of o rgan iz i r  . 
programs faci l i ta tes  the achievement  of some shor t - te rm goals  bu t  reduces  th~ 
likelihood of a t ta in ing  others, and, w h e r e  possible, we will  point  out  som e of  
the character is t ics  t ha t  make differen t cl ients  m o r e  responsive  to one kind of 
program emphasis  than to  another .  

HUMANE'PROORAM ENVIRONMENT AS A GOAL 

P r o g r a m  staff  and  outside eva lua tors  derive much of t h e i r  sense  of a pro- 
gram environment  f rom the responses  of p rogram youth : " I f  the  kids  i ike  it, "~. 
must  not  be too bad a place." In  this  section we d r a w  on this  reasoning,  a l thoug~ 
recognizing i ts  l imitations.  Obviously youth will, l ike p rograms  t h a t  a re  in some 
sense "bad" fo r  them, or  dislike se t t ings  t ha t  are  "good" for  them. Neve r the l e s s  
i f  w e  focus fo r  the moment exclusively on the  goal Of providing a h u m a n e  pro- 
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gram environment ,  we  mus t  take youth evaluat ions quite seriously. Our analys is .  
will  begin therefore,  wi th  the overall  assessments  by youth of the quali~y of 
life and activity in a program. 

S U M M A R Y  OF FACTORS CONTRIBUTING TO A H U M A N E  ENVIRONMENT 

T h e  analysis  Of the  degree to which programs achieve the goal of a "humane  
environment"  (as  indexed by the  expressed preferences  of youth for  the  pro- 

g r a m )  identifies a number  of organizat ional  factors  tha t  appear  to increase 
youth sat isfact ion with the i r  program experience. Before listing those conditions, 
we should note tha t  the programs we studied and analyzed are probably all a t  
the high end of a s c a l e m e a s u r i n g  "humane  living environments ."  In  none of the 
13 programs we observed was  the re  any evidence of physical  bruta l i ty  by staff ; 
l iving conditions, though varied, were generally clean a n d  the food was a t  l e a s t  
adequate  and often good;  most  staff  were  concerned about youth and worked 
ha rd  to help them al though they chose to do so in differing ways. These condi- 
t ions must,  thus, be assumed in addit ion to the following : 

1. There  must  be sufficient staff  supervision over  youth relat ionships  to pre- 
vent  peer pressures  toward  physical  aggression, running away, and drug and 
alcohol use. This  supervision seems to be accomplished in a number  of ways. 

(a) By having small  programs (about 10 par t ic ipants)  in homelike 
surroundings .  

(b) By organizing large programs (over 20 par t ic ipants)  so  t h a t  they have a 
ful l  schedule of supervised and manda tory  group activi t ies tha t  may be educa- 
tional, recreational,  or therapeut ic  in nature.  
• 2~ Some of the  more dis turbing peer pressures  may b e m o d e r a t e d  by having co- 
~ luea t iona l  programs.  ~Iasculine and feminine identi t ies can then be ai~rmed in 
day,to-day interact ion with members  of the opposite sex ra the r  than through 
excessive aggressiveness on the pa r t  of the boys or  the xunning away of the girls  
to be wi th  boy§. The same resu l t s  might  be achieved through regular  interact ion 
bet~-een p rog ram members  and youth of the  other  sex living in the open 
community.  

3. Youth par t ic ipat ion in some decisions and in the  general  operation of  the 
program seems to facil i tate--- though it does not guarantee---youth sat isfact ion 
-vith the program. 

A n u m b e r  uf conflicts between various organizat ional  techniques and opera-  
t ional goals  are  evidenl: in the preceding analysis.  There  is a conflict between 
mainta in ing a wide range of organized activit ies in a program and allowing 
youth considerable ini t iat ive and freedom of choice about par t ic ipat ion in pro- 
gram activities.  Since highly s t ruc tured  activit ies seems to  be t h e  m a j o r  means 
of controll ing peer relat ionships in large programs, there  I s  a conflict in these 
programs between high staff  supervision and control over youth relat ionships on 
the one hand and allowing youth considerable freedom of choice in their  activi- 
les on the other  hand. A number  of o ther  conflicts will become more evident  in 

the  following sections. 

REHABILITATION OR TREATMENT AS A SHORT-TERM GOAL 

Rehabi l ta t ion is conceived of here  as a Short-term s t ra tegy tha t  focuses on 
changing a youth 's  at t i tudes,  values, and skills, in a "posit ive" waY. Since it is 
assessed here as a shor t - term goal, we must  hold in abeyance any judgment  
about whe the r  "rehabi l i ta t ion"  increases the chances of long-term ad jus tment  

y youth to life in the free community.  The best ind ices  of rehabil i ta t ion would 
involve a "before and af ter"  measure  of change in at t i tude,  skills, self-concep- 
tion or psychological well-being. The subculture s tudy reported here is cross- 
sectional r a t he r  than  longitudinal,  and no such measures  are available• Never- 
theless a number  of indirect  measures  of rehabil i ta t ion are  available and lead us 
to an in teres t ing  and useful  analysis.  

SU~[~IARY OF CONDITIONS FOR ACHIEVLN'G SHORT-TERX~ REHABILITATION 

The analysis  of the  degree to which the programs we examined in the subcul- 
t~tre study achieved the shor t - term goal of rehabi l i ta t ion suggests the following 
condit ions for  maximizing the achievement  of par t icular  kinds of shor t - t e rm 
rehabi l i ta t ion goals. 
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1. Posi t ive youth orientat ions toward  the  staff  as  a whole  a r e  mos t  l ikely to  
be achieved w h e n . p r o g r a m  size is small,  s t a f f  d i f ferent ia t ion  is low, and h igh  
ra tes  of in teract ion (as in group meet ings)  occur be tween most  s taff  and youth.  

2. The likelihood tha t  youth will  find staff  members  to whom they can ta lk  
about  their  personal  problems depends upon the f requen t  exposure  of youth  to a 
variety of staff. These conditions were  most  likely to be met  in la rge  res iden t ia l  
programs where  youth had many staff  to choose confidants  f r o m  and in res iden-  
tini programs using group therapy techniques  which al lowed youth  to ge t  to -) 
know all the staff  members  well. 

3. Short - term change of a t t i tudes  and values a p p e a r s  to be fac i l i t a t ed  by isola- 
tion of youth f rom the  community, the  use  of g roup  therapy  techniques ,  and,  in 
large programs,  a heavily s t ruc tu red  rout ine  of activit ies.  

4. Short - term efforts by program staff  to provide educat ion  and  t r a in ing  to  
youth seem to require  considerable p rogram size and  d i f fe ren t ia t ion  among  s taf f  
members.  

A number of conflicts among the  shor t - te rm goals and be tween  some of those  
goals and organizat ional  factors  also become c learer  in th is  a n a l y s i s :  .) 

I1. Educat ion  and group t rea tment  or ien ta t ion  seem to be in conflict. 
2. Value change is inconsistent  wi th  al lowing youth cons iderable  f r eedom of 

choice and associat ion wi th in  and outside programs.  

REINTEORATION AS A SHORT-TER1~¢ GOAL 

As defined a t  the .  beginning of the  report ,  r e in tegra t ion  as  a s h o r t - t e r m  
st ra tegy or goa~l involves the ad ju s tmen t  or forma' t ion of r e l a t ionsh ips  be tween  
youth in a program and community members .  One index of  sho r t - t e rm  success ) 
in re integrat ion is the proportion of the program populat ion t h a t  has  some regu- ' 
la r  contact  wi th  members  of the community.  Obviously communi ty  con tac t  is  no t  
the same as reintegrat ion,  but i t  is an essent ia l  s tep  if  r e in teg ra t ion  'is to occur. 
Because of the na tu re  of our role as observers  wi th in  the p rograms ,  however ,  
we were  not observers  of all communi ty  con tac t ;  in fact ,  w e  w e r e  mos t  a w a r e  
of group ra the r  than  individual exposure  to the community .  Never the less ,  b y  
watching the  coming and going of s taff  and youth and l i s tening to t hem ta lk  of  
the i r  activity,  we learned something about  the i r  individual  communi ty  con tac t s  
as w e l l  

S U M M A R Y  OF CONDITIONS FOR A C H I E V I N G  SHORT "TERI~¢ R E I N T E G R A T I O N  

A number  of fac tors  appear  f rom the  analys is  to be i m p o r t a n t f o r  the  achieve-  
ment  of the shor t - te rm reintegrat ion goal : 

1. P r o g r a m  members  should be located in p rograms  nea r  the i r  homes  i f  s taff  
are  to work effectively with youth  re la t ionships  wi th  the  family ,  school and  
home to which a youth is  to re turn.  Otherwise  staff  mus t  aCCept the  feas ib i l i ty  
of creat ing new relat ionships  fo r  a youth in the  program's  locale, in ) 

2. Staff must  be willing to to lera te  and guide contact  be tween  the  you th  
the i r  program and members  of the community.  

In  addition, a number  of contradic t ions  among goals and  be tween  goals and  
organ iza t iona l  decisions become c learer  f rom this  analysis  : 

1. Yalue change a n d  re integrat ion appear  to be incons i s ten t  goals  because  the  
former  requires  isolation and the l a t t e r  r equ i res  communi ty  contact ,  

2. ~k highly s t ruc tured  program (a key t o  providing a " h u m a n e "  p ro g ram 
envi ronment  i n  large programs) ggems to make more difficult :the indiv idual ized ,  
t ime-consuming effort  o f  staff to work  on youth-communi ty  re la t ionships .  .) 

POLICY I M T L I C A T I O N S  OF T H E  SUBCULTURE STUDY 

The p r e c e d i n g  analysis  makes  Clear some of the  d i l emmas  faced  by correc ,  
t lonal admin i s t ra to r s  and pract i t ioners.  In  th is  repor t  we have  ident i f ied m a j o r  
conflicts between : (1) allowing youth in l a rge  p rograms  f r eedom of mo v emen t  
and choice in activit ies and effectively control l ing re la t ions  among l~hem; (2) 
allowing youth f reedom to ma in ta in  communi ty  Contacts and b r ing ing  about  
changes in the values of youth ; (3) closeiy supervis ing re la t ions  among  p rog ra r  • 
par t ic ipants  and re integrat ing individual  youth  i n t o  the c o m m u n i t y ;  and  (4y '  
isolat ing youth f rom C0mmtmity contacts  and re in tegra t ing  them into the  com- 
munity.  Because of these conflicts, i t  is difficult, pe rhaps  impossible,  fo r  anY one 
correct ional  program to achieve s imul taneously  and f u l l y  the  sho r t - t e rm correc- 
t ional .goals of a h u m a n e  program environment ,  rehabi l i ta t ion,  and  re in tegra t ion .  
The organizat ional  techniques most  appropr ia te  for  achieving one o f  these  s e t s  
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of goals often make it more dittlcult: to achieve the others. In  the  context  of these 
conflicts and the inevitabil i ty of some shor t - term fai tures  wi thin  programs,  peo- 
ple who work with youth in trouble mus t  make operat ional  choices about  indi- 
vidual programs and the system of p r o g r a m s  as a whole. 

In  the introduction to this  repor t  we n o t e d  tha t  the da ta  of ' t he  subculture 
study a/-e par t icular ly  re levant  tO four  a reas  of operat ional  decision making. 
First ,  correct ional  workers  are  faced wi th  the  question of whe the r  some kinds 
of shor t - term fa i lures  are  less tolerable than  others.  For  the people working i n  
.individual programs these choices are  very real  because they must  decide in 
w h a t  areas  to  maximize  success and in which ones to to le ra te  "failure." Pro- 
gram personnel  are  likely, however,  to be most commit ted and effective when 
they have chosen to emphasize  shor t - te rm goals and program techniques wi th  
.which they are  comfortable. Yet some m a y  be plagued by a sense of inadequacy 
because they are  not  "doing more," While the da ta  reported here cannot  make 
these choices for  pract i t ioners,  they maY help  increase the i r  awareness  of the 
necessity of trade-0ff involved in t hese  decisions about goals and means. 
-. For  the admin i s t ra to r  concerned wi th  a system of programs, the  problem 
of 'choice may be  less acute. R a t h e r  than  choosing one par t icu lar  set  of goals 
and techniques to emphasize,  such an admin i s t r a to r  may ins tead t ry  to insure 
that  available programs offer a var ie ty  of techniques and emphases.  Clearly, 
some programs may not have suffered successes to outweigh the i r  fai lures ,  
and decisions must  be made to reorganize  or e l iminate  such programs.  
S e c o n d ,  both prac t i t ioners  and admin i s t r a to r s  may be faced wi th  more de- 

tailed, tactical  decisions wh i l e  t r y i n g  to maximize success in achieving any 
par t icular  shor t - term g0al. A number  of conditions for  a t ta in ing specific goals  
" ' lye been tentat ively identified in th is  report  and summarized at  the  con- 
c|uslou of each section. Generally, these conditions make clear  tha t  deci- 
sions about whe ther  a program will be res ident ia l  or  nonresidential ,  how many 
part ic ipants  i t  will have, wha t  the  ages and sex of- those  par t ic ipants  will be, 
how the staff will be organized, and wha t  ideology should guide the  staff  a re  
important  fac tors  in dif ferent ia t ing the  clegree of  program success in achlev- 
.ing the  va r ious  shor t - te rm goals. Unfor tunate ly ,  because of the  small  numbers  

• of programs which we have analyzed, it  is not possible a lways to untangle  all 
these variables from one another .  Thus, for  example, it  ~is not  clear t ha t  reduc- 

g the size of a large, uns t ruc tured  boys' p rog ram with highly different iated 
staff would by i tself  reduce the amount  of fighting among residents.  Our da ta  
do not allow us to conclude precisely which changes will have the greates t  

• impac t  on the achievement  of a par t icu lar  goal. Nevertheless, the  da ta  do 
identify impor tant  sets  o f  var iables  t ha t  might  be manipulated to achieve 
par t icular  resul ts  with youth .  

• A third  major  task for  adminis t ra tors ,  as noted above, is to d ivers i fy  a n d  
balance the set  of programs providing service wi th i£  a correctionai system. 
When one looks a t  the system as  a whole r a the r  than concentra t ing on the 
, .3ividuai Programs which compose it, resolution of many of the program and 
policy conflicts becomes possible. While no one program can do. everything, a n  
entire system of programs could accomplish a variety of goals a t  the same 
time. Youth with multiple needs tha t  no one program can meet  m a y  be pro- 
vided services by moving them through two or more programs e i t h e r  simul- 
taneously or in sequence. For  example, a youth in a close and isolated thera-  
peutic program might  la te r  he moved into h nonresident ial  program to ease 
the t ransi t ion back to an open community or to a program emphasizing educa- 
t~,m and t ra in ing r a the r  than psychological therapy. One danger  of a policy 
~_ sequencing should be anticipated.  I t  could serve to  increase the time during 
which the correctional system has jur isdict ion over youth by subjecting them 
to a lengthly series of programs.  Clearly such an unres t ra ined  sequencing policy 
Could be very expensive in both human and monetary  terms. 

Fourth ,  both system admin i s t ra to r s  and pract i t ioners  are  faced with decid- 
ing which youth should go to which program. In one sense our data  •have pro- 
vided l i t t le help in  ident i fying wha t  types of youth are  most suited to par- 
t icular kinds of programs.  The individual  character is t ics  for  which we ha~e 
w~tsures  simply do not predict  which youth will respond best  to a par t icular  
pLogram. This  inabil i ty to ident ify predictors  variables m a y  be a •consequence 
of the small  sample size and absence o f  longitudinal  da ta  in t h e  subculture 
study: ~ I t  also appears,  however, t ha t  so many idiosyncratic fea tures  of youth 

The cohort study employs both a larger sample and longitudinal data. Some pre- 
fllctors of youth responsiveness to particular kinds of programs may thus emerge 
from this studY. 
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and  p rog rams  in t e r ac t  to produce each youth ' s  response t h a t  p red ic t ion  us ing  
a s t andard  set of general  measures is unlikely to succeed very'  well. I f  t h i s  Is, 
in fact ,  the case, the present  method of giving youth periods of t r i a l  in a pro-  
gram and closely monitoring the i r  a d j u s t m e n t  and responsiveness  makes  more  
sense than  an e labora te  system for  classification and placement.  

The first  placement  in a p rogram may be guided by a rough identi ,~cation of 
the s t rengths  and weaknesses of p rograms  and an analys is  of the i r  cor respond-  
ence to the needs of the individual youth.  I f  the in i t ia l  p lacement  is n~)t satis~ 
factory,  an examinat ion of the s i tua t ion  and charac te r i s t i cs  of you th  and  pro- ') 
g ram which led to the fa i lure  could lead to a more  knowledgeable  second 
placement .  This  would also suggest the impor tance  of ut i l izing detentiOn Center 
personnel  to help provide placement  advice to the youth since de ten t ion  pro- 
vides a n  ini t ial  program experience f rom which to learn about  youth  re- 
sponses. This  repor t  may prove helpful  in this  process  by cal l ing a t t en t i on  to 
some of the fea tures  of programs and persons  which are  i m p o r t a n t  to under-  
s tand  in making p lacement  recommendat ions.  

This  report  has  examined shor t - te rm cor rec t iona l  objectives,  m e t h o d s  o t ' )  
achieving these goals, and conflicts among them. I t  has  only t o u c h e d  On t h e '  
question of long-term successes in achieving h u m a n e  envi ronments ,  rehabi l i ta -  
tion, and reintegrat ion,  and the long-run communt iy  a d j u s t m e n t  o f  you th  wil l  
be one of the impor tan t  problems for  subsequent  analysis .  

I V .  PRELIMINARY THOUGHTS ON GENERALIZING FROX[ T H E  ~'_ASSACHUSETTS 
EXPERIENCE 

% 
PROJECT STAFF 

The possibility t ha t  the experience of one s ta te  might  shed  l igh t  on  the  prob- 
l e m s  encountered elsewhere has  been a key motivat ion beh ind  the  Cen te r  fo r  
Criminal  Jus t i ce  investigation of juveni le  correct ions in Massachuse t t s .  W h i l e  
the  present  s tudy cannot  fully evalua te  t he  general izabi l i ty  of i ts  f indings to  
other  s i tuat ions  and other  states,  and the  Center  plans  fu t u r e  r e sea rch  to  ad- 
dress  such questions, i t  is i m p o r t a n t  to approach the  ques t ion  now w i t h  t he  
da ta  tha t  are  available. T h e  resu l t s  suggest  t h a t  wha t  has  been l e a rn ed  in  
Massacchuset ts  probably applies to developments  in o ther  s ta tes .  

We will first describe in s u mmary  fo rm some compar isons  of the  reforme~, '  
system in Massachuse t t s  w i th  those of o ther  s tates.  ~Ve will  t hen  cons ider  d a t a  
d rawn largely f rom the Uni fo rm Crime Repor t s  and the U,S. Census  to deter-  
mine whe the r  Massachuset ts  is unusual  in ways  tha t  a re  r e l evan t  to  the ,  possi-  
bili ty of re form.  

SOM'E COMPARISONS OF THE REFORMED SYSTEbl IN ~ASSACHUSETTS W I T H  
OTHER STATE SYSTE~£S 

Table 7.1 shows tha t  as of 1974 Massachuse t t s  had  as low a r a t e  of ins~-, 
tut ional izat ion of juvenile offenders per  100,000 populat ion as  any s t a t e  in the  
nation,  and had  tiecl with one o ther  s tate.  ~ Among 48 s ta tes  meas u red  i t  r an k ed  
first in the percentage of juvenile offenders  in s ta te  p rograms  who were  p laced  
'in community-based residential  programs,  and as h igh as any o the r  s t a t e  in the  
percentage of its juvenile correct ions  budget  al located to communi ty -based  
resident ial  programs. In  addition. LEAA's  juven i l e  Detent ion  and  Correc t iona l  
Faci l i ty  Census of 1972-73 repor ted  Massachuse t t s  as hav ing  the  l a rges t  per-  
centage decrease in the  number of juveni les  in public de ten t ion  and  corrc  ~, 
t ional faci l i t ies  of any state.-" 

Table 7~2 demons t ra tes  tha t  Massachuse t t s  has  been o rd ina ry  in  t he  n u m b e r  
of its offenders in s ta te  inst i tut ions,  camps communi ty-based r e s iden t i a l  pro- 
grams, a n d  fos ter  care programs per  100,000 population,  bu t  r anked  f o u r t h  
out of 48 s ta tes  in the number of offenders  in s ta te- re leased  communi ty -based  
res iden t i a l  programs p e r  100,000. 

• ented in this section have been provided by the Natlona' 
I Th e comParative datap_resc . . . . . . . . .  a forthcoming report: s e e  Robe.rt D: V In~T nt Ot Juvenile ~urru~L~u ... ' " Assessme __  _ .. ,~'~ L'__~,,_ r, . . . . .  ttons in the States" tiesmenzta~ ¢ .~ and  JOnll ~a i l  JUV~ULIt: ~ u L ~  

George Downs. ' S'A1LEgP~A~i. ~a:tYo Rle C~" ~Ann' Arbor, Mich.:  Nationa 
na mi al Justice Information ant 

s U.S. Department of Justice, . . '- . . . .  ~-* ~- the Juvenile Detention an~ 
Statistics Service. Ohildren in vuscoa11: ~Lavance ~pu.o ~,o 
O0~r~ctiofto| ~a6qlitll Census o/ 1972-1973. 
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Table'/.I 

Selected Statistics on Slate.Rdated Juvenile Corrections, Part A. 

Rate of instilutionalization ofjuvenge 
offenders per I00,000 total population 
(1974) 

Massachusetts 

2.1 

Rank 
Mean 

Minimum 
Maxi,num 

Deinstitutionalization: percentage of all 
offenders !n state juvenile pro,.,rams who 
are in community-based residential pro- 

-~grams(1974)" 

49 

86.6% 

R~nk 
Mean 

MiuinlUUl 
'Maxinlum 

Percenlage ufstate juvenile corlect.ms 
budget spent un.community.based resi- 
dential programs (! 974) 

I, 

69.0% 

Rank 
Mean 

Minimum 
Maximum 

Percentage of offenders in state 
community-based residential programs 
who are in state.Jimdcd programs (1974) 100~ 

Rank 
Mean 

Minimum 
Maximum 

U.S. 

17.8 (50) 
2.1 

41.3 

17.7~ (48) 
0 

8{!.(,"~- 

9.4% (42) 
0 

69.0% 

66.8% (42) 
0 

1oo.~ 

l 
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Table 7.2 

Selected Statistl~ on State.Related Juvenile Corrections, Part B. 

Massachusetzs 

Number of offenders in state inst i tut ions,  
camps, community-based residential pro- 

grams, and foster care programs per 
100.000 to ta l  population (1974) 

Rank 
Mean 

Minimum 
Maximum 

Number of offenders in state inst i tut ions,  
camps, and community-based residential 
programs per 100,000 total populat ion 

(1974) 

Rank 
Mean 

Minimum 
Maximum 

Number of offenders in state,related com-  
munity-based residential programs per 
100,000 total population (1974)  

Rank  
Mean 

Minimum 

Ma~dmum 

19.4 

27 

16.2 

34 

14.0 

4 

U.S._..~ 

32.4 (42)  
8.3 

167.3 

22.5 (48) 
7.9 

54.8 

4.3 (4~) 
0 

20.5 

Table 7.3 shows that  Massachusetts has spent less  ~ per capi ta  for  i ts corre~ 
tional programs than most other states, and lies well below the means in exlx , 
itures p e r  offender. MaSsachusetts spent more than most other s tates  only o 
per capita expendi'tures in state-related Community-based residential  program: 

In sum the reforms have resulted in a clear difference between MaSsachr 
setts and the rest of the country in the emphasis on community-based corre~ 
tions. Thisdifference i s  not, however, reflected in Unusual total  expenditures.  

/ 
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Table 73 

Selected Statistics on State.Rdated Juvenile Conm~om. PenC. 

Manachusem 

Per capita expenditures for state 
institutions, camps, C~ln~nunity-based 
residential programs, and foster care 
programs (1974) 

Rank 
Mean 

Minimum 
Maximwm 

Per capita expenditures for state 
institutions, Camps.'and community- 
based residential programs (1974) 

Rank 
Mean 

Minimum 
Maximum 

Expenditures per offender in state " 
institutions, camps, and community- 
based, residential programs (I 974 ) 

Rank 
Mean 

Minimum 
Maximum 

Per capita expenditures for state 
iostitutions and camps (1974) 

Rank 
Mean 

Minimum 
Maximum 

Expenditures per offender in state 
institutions and camps (1974) 

Rank 
Mean 

Minimum 
Maximum 

Per CaptUt expenditures for stare- 
related community-based nesidential 
prosram4 (1974) 

Rank 
Mean 

Minimum 
Maximum 

Expendllut'u per offender in state- 
related community-based residential 
programs (1974) 

Rank 
Mean 

Minimum 
Maximum 

$.60 

• 38 

S.S2 

42 

S3,223.0O 

40 

S.16 

47 

S7,436.0O 

37 

$36 

$ 

$2,570.0O 

29 

U.S. 

S2.09 f38) 
.60 

8A7 ' 

S2.16 (42) 
.52. 

7.40 

slo.5o3.0o (40) 
3.223.0O~ 

39,625.0O 

sl.97 (47) 
.16 

7.40 

SI 1,657.0O (47) 
3,798.00 

39,625.00 

s.16 (43) 
0 

.98 

s s,.sol.oo (3s) 
210.00 

I 7,80O.0O 

{ 
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THE PROBLZMS OFO~I~J~LIZ~O 

"Could these  re forms  occur e l sewhere?"  T h e  a n s w e r  to t h i s  r equ i r e s  for~ 
midably  difficult genera l iza t ions  t h a t  cal l  fo r  more  t h a n  s imple  compar i sons  of 
Massachuse t t s  and  o the r  states.  The  ques t ion  requ i res  a n  a s s e s s m e n t  o f  t he  
p a r t i c u l a r  condi t ions  t h a t  seem cr i t ica l ly  necessary  fo r  r e f o r m  to  t ake  place, 
and  the  prevalence  of these  condi t ions.  In  th i s  r epor t  we can  only beg in  the  
task.  

By compar ing  t h r ee  types of ~ d a t a  f rom M a s s a c h u s e t t s  be fo re  t he  c los ing of 
i t s  i n s t i t u t i ons  w i th  s imi lar  d a t a  f rom o the r  s ta tes ,  we found  whi l e  t h a t  
l~Iassachusetts  is not. exactly average,  i t  is  f a r  f rom un ique  in  i t s  gene ra l  s ta-  
t i s t ica l  profile. 

D a t a  a s s e m b l e d  by v i n t e r  and  S a r r l ' s  Na t iona l  Assessment  of J u v e n i l e  Cor- 
rec t ions  shows t h a t  in  1971, w h e n  M a s s a c h u s e t t s  was  a l r e a d y  b e g i n n i n g  to 
de ins t i tu t iona l lze ,  the  s t a t e  was  a d m i t t i n g  ~ you th  to i n s t i t u t i o n s  a t  a consid-  
erabl ly  h i g h e r  r a t e  t h a n  the  m i n i m u m  found  in f i f ty  s ta tes ,  a l t h o u g h  r a n k i n g  
below the  n a t i o n a l  mean.  M a s s a c h u s e t t s  was  abou t  a v e r a g e  In i t s  r a t e  deten~ 
t ion of Juveni les  pe r  100,000 youths.  

T h e  Un i fo rm Cr ime Repor ts  suppor t  t he  conclusion t h a t  n o t h i n g  i n  t i le 
M a s s a c h u s e t t s  Cr ime profile un ique ly  predisposed the  s t a t e  t o w a r d  r e f o r m  a t  
the  beginning  of the  decade. M a s s a c h u s e t t s  h a d  a s l ight ly  h i g h e r  t h a n  a v e r a g e  
t o t a l  c r ime  r a t e  per  100,000 populat ion,  made  up of n cons iderab ly  ~ower t h a n  
average  v io len t  c r ime ra t e  and a s o m e w h a t  h igher  t h a n  a v e r a g e  p rope r ty  c r i m e  
rate .  I t  m i g h t  be t empt ing  to conclude t h a t  the  low v io len t  c r ime  r a t e  was  a 
c r i t i ca l  f a c t o r  In a l lowing ~Iassachuse t t s  to begin r e f o r m i n g  b u t  compar i son  
wi th  o t h e r  selected s t a t e s  casts  doubt  on t h i s  inference.  M a s s a c h u s e t t s  share~.-~ 
i t s  de ius t i tu t iona l i za t ion  emphas is  w i th  a t  l e a s t  one m a j o r  s t a t e  w i t h  a n  un-  ~ 
usual ly  h igh  r a t e  of violence. 

F ina l ly ,  census  d a t a  shows t h a t  whi le  M a s s a c h u s e t t s  is  no t  exac t ly  ave r -  
age, i t  is f a r  f rom uniquel The  impl ica t ions  of t he  census  profile, t o g e t h e r  
w i th  t h e  cr ime p ic tu re  and  the  d a t a  on r a t e s  of de ten t ion  a n d  i n s t i t u t i o n a l i z a -  
t ion  a re  two :  1) w h a t  happened in M a s s a c h u s e t t s  p robab ly  could h a v e  hap-  
pened a n y w h e r e  2) the  cr i t ical  enab l ing  f ac to r s  were  p robab ly  th  e v a g a r i e s  
o£ i n t e r n a l  politics. 

Our  p re l imina ry  analys is  of t h e  pol i t ica l  p a t t e r n  found  in  t he  M a s s a c h u  , 
se t t s  r e fo rm suggests  t h a t  wh i l e  some of t he  de ta i l s  of t he  M a s s a c h u s e t t s  ex- 
per ience a re  spec i fc  to Massachuse t t s ,  the  b road  ou t l ines  of t he  po l i t i ca l  proc- 
ess  a re  widely appl icable  outside. Th i s  issue wil l  be explored  a t  g r e a t e r  l e n g t h  
in fo r thcoming  books f rom t h e  r e sea rch  project .  

T h u s  our  p r e l imina ry  analys is  of the  poss ib i l i t ies  of gene ra l i z i ng  f r o m  the  
M a s s a c h u s e t t s  exper ience  shows t h a t  t he  r e fo rms  t h a t  h a v e  t a k e n  p lace  i n  
Massachuse t t s  you th  correct ions a re  clearIy not  unrep l i cab le  f r eaks .  T h e y  were  
b r o u g h t  abou t  b y  common pol i t ica l  means  in a s t a t e  t h a t  d i sp l ays  no  s t a t i s -  
t ical  uniqueness .  I t  appears  t h a t  the  same r e fo rm could h a p p e n  in  o t h e r  s t a t e :  ) 
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O c t : o b e r  1 9 7 7  
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Thi s  r e p o r t  i s  abou t  , pub l i c  end p r i v a t e  r e s p o n s e s  t o  a p a r t i c u l a r  k i n d  
o f  youth i n  t r o u b l e ,  the  s t a t u s  o f f e n d e r .  S t a t u s  o f f e n d e r s  a r e  m i n o r s  
b r o u g h t  t o  t h e  a t t e n t i o n  o f  c o u r t s  because  t hey  a r e  runaways,  t r u a n t s ,  
o r  a r e  c o n s i d e r e d  ungove rnab l e  o r  i n c o r r i g i b l e .  A l though  t h e s e  y o u t h  
ware t he  c e n t r a l  concern o f  our  s t u d y ,  we' a sked  i n d i v i d u a l s  i n  t h e  t e n  _~ 
sta tes  t o  compare t h e  needs  o f  Status o f f e n d e r s  tO t h o s e  o f  o the r  
t roub led  youth. The percept-tens o f  these i n d i v i d u a l s  a re  r e f l e c t e d  i n  
the t i t l e  o f  our  reports A l l  t r o u b l e d  4muth need s~ 'n i la r  se r v i ces ,  bu t  
t h a t  some s t a t u s  o f f e n d e r s  a r e  so  exasperat~Lng,  so  r e c a l c i t r a n t ,  and so 
angry  t h a t . y o u t h  s e r v i c e  w6rkers  o f t e n  p r e f e r  t o  work w i t h  d e l i n q u e n t  

o r  dependent  c l i e n t s .  

A you th  who runs  away from h ~ . e  i s  s u f f i c i e n t l y  u p s e t  o r  a n g r y  t o  a c c e p t  
t he  obv ioUs  r i s k s  o f  r u n n i n g  t o  s t a y i n g  a t  home. Even t h o s e  worke r s  
d e e p l y  i r r i t a t e d  by t h e i r  e x p e r i e n c e s  w i t h  s t a t U S  o f f e n d e r s  a g r e e  t h a t  .) 
runaways are usually not seeking adventure but fleeing a distressing 
situation a~ ~h~ne. The" child who will. not attend school is seldom re- 
belling for the Soy of- rebelling. More likely, he is reacting to a 
school that has not served him well and in which he finds himself branded 

Finally, the 
as inc~tent because he cannot keep up with his peers. 
child who is brought before the court accused by his parents of ungovern- 
ability, finds himself labelled an "offen der" because his experiences at 
home or school lead,him to rejeCt adult authority, perhaps with good 
reason. Unlike the dependent child or youth who invites sympathy for 
hie obvious need for special help or protection, and the delinquent who .~ 
generally agrees that he has done something wrong, the status offender 
frequently finds Official attention an additional insult to the per- 

calved injurias of home and schooL. 

All ,too often in the  past, the Juvenile Justice systom has responded with 
its own ~nd of a~ger, in the form of a Jail, a detention facility, or a 
training school, That is decreaslhgly the case . i s  the states we visited. 
We expect that a variety of responses will continua over the next several 
yearS, since each state end connnunity finds itself in a different position 
with respect to legislation, services, end public and private attitudes. 
The c l e a r  trend ~ard dealing with t h e s e  children end youth in co~nunity 
settings rather than institutions, however, is evidenced everywhere. Re- 
spnses to these angry youth are increasingly focused on help within small, 
close to h~e settings, using a wide arra~ of social servlces. 

J 

/ 



r 
/ 

/ 

4671 

PR3JECT TE~M 

A f t e r  t h e  nanm o f  e a c h  team member i s  l i s t e d  h i s  o r  h e r  o r g a n i z a -  
t i o n a l  a f f i l i a t i o n  and t h e  S t a t e ( s )  i n  wh ich  he  o r  s h e  c o n d u c t e d  
f i e l d  work.  The p r i m a z y  a u t h o r  o f  e a c h  S t a t e  c a s e  s t u d y  i s  l n d i -  
oated by an asterisk (*). 

Core Team 

Michael D. Tate, l~o~eot Director, Arthur D. Little, Inc. 
Arkansas*, Connecticut*, Maryland, New York* 

Peggy B. Burke, Arthur D. Little, Inc. 
Florida*, New York, Oregon*, Wisconsin* 

Joseph L. White, Academy for Co~Itemporary Problems 
Califo~a, Iowa, New York, Utah* 

Field Research Team 

Paul L. 'Bradshaw, ArT~hur D. Little, Inc. - 

pamela A. Fenrich, Arthur Do Little, Inc. - Arkansas 

David Flynn, Arthur D. Little, Inc. - California*, Iowa 

Catharine B. G£1sc~, Arthur D. Little, I n c .  - Flori~a 

Donna Hamparlan# Academy for Contemporary Problem3 
Arkansas, Connecticut, Mazyland 

Robert S. Harrisc~, Arthur D. Little, Inc. 
Connecticut, Wisconsin 

Judith C. Helm; Arthur D. L~ttle, Ino° - Maryland* 

Michael Kannensohn, Council of State Governments 
Florida, Oregon, Wisconsin 

Herman S. Prescott# Arthur D. Little, Inc. 
Callforflia, Iowa*, Utah 

Roger Steiner, Arthur D. Little, Inc. - Oregon 

Primary Authors of this Final Report: 

Michael D. Tato, Project Director 
Peggy B. Burke 
Judith C° Helm 
Joseph L. White 



b 

468 

TAS~ ~ ~ 

vl 

~ ~ c u t t v e  s u n ~ a ~  
1 

I .  ' i n t r ~ u c t i o n  
• 3 

I I .  S t a t e  o f  D e i n s t i t u t i o n a l i z a t i o n  
14 

I I I .  S e r v i c e s  A v a i l a b l e  t o  S ~  O f f e n d e r s  
14 

~. Zxlstinq services 

B. Caps in SezVlces Available tO Tzoubled youth 16 . 

19 
C. Q u a n t t f i c a t l n n  o f  s e r v i c e  N e e d s .  

o.  D i f f i c u l t i e s  i n  C o o r d i n a ~ t n g  Youth S e r v i c e s  20 

23 

,IV. Cos t  ~ a l ~  i s"  
23 

A. Issues and l~mitations 

g .  Cost Impacts - q~e P~sults of Ten Case Studies 24 

40 
C. Fu~Inq ~licatlons 

45 

V. I s s u e s  
45 

A. P u b l i c  and Official Attitudes 
47 

B. status Offense ~rlsdiction 

C. Fragmentation of Roles and Functions 
51 

D. prevention VerSus Znter~ention~ 
52 

E. DIEficulties with Definitions 
54 

¥. Monitoring 
57 

Conclusions VI. 



. t -  

4 6 9  

4 

Table Z: 

r ~ l e  zz: 

Table. Zll~ 

Table "IV: 

Table V: 

Table VZ: 

Table VZZ, 

Table VZIZ: 

Table '  IX: 

LIST 0F TA~L~ 

S t r a t e g i e s  Pursued to  Promote D e i n s ~ t t u t ~  
a l i z a t i o n  o f  S t a t u s  Offenders, By Sta te  

Co~parat.tve / U ~ l y s i s  o~ Current  LegLslation 
Sy s ta te ,  TyPe o f  F a c i l i t y  and Date o f  ~ e ~ - .  
ment l~elat_tng to cohfLnement o f  status 
Offenders 

Legisla~Lon /~ffect ing Status Offenders But~ 
Not Related CcLrectly to  De /~s~Lcu t iona l i za~on ,  
By S t a t e  

Comparative .AnalysLs o f  the  Nun~er o f  S ta tus  
Off_enders i n  the" System, B y ' S t a t e ,  f o r  1974 
and 1976 

Ccap~a~ tve  Analys£s o f  Conf inement  Frequen- 
c£es:B1r St~te , ' f rom 1976 to'1977, B y ~ t h  

Nun~ber o f  States. Prov id ing  Resi~.nttal '  
S e r v i c e s  

Humber of. S ~ t e s  ProvidLng CrLsLs lnC~wen- 
t i c~o  Problem Resolut ion S e r v i c e s  

Ntun~r o f  S t a t e s  P r o v £ d ~ g  Preventicm/Sk£11 
Development S e r v i c e s  

. ~ a r a ~ L v e  Cost  Es~£mat~s f o r  .Znst_ttution- 
a l i z e d  S e t t i n g  and Host F requen t ly  Used 
~sfde-nCi~ ~ t t e r n ~ t i y e s  f o r  S t a tu s  Offenders  

4 

13 

14 

15" 

1 6  

34 



470 

EXECUTIVE SUMMAJ~ 

I n  o r d e r  t o  a s s e s s  t h e  c o s t  and s e r v i c e  i m p a ~ s  o f  d e i n s t i t u ~ t o n a l -  
i s a t i = u  o f  s t a t u s  o f f e n d e r s ,  t h e  O f f i c e  o f  J u v e n i l e  J u s t i c e  and D e l i n c D a e n ~  
P r e v e n t i o n  (LEAA) and t he  O f f i c e  o f  ¥ou t~  Development (now t h e  Youth  
Development Bureau i n  HEW) sponsored the development o f  case s t u d i e s  i n  
ten s ta tes .  C c ~ l s t e d  between A p r i l  and August o f  1977 by A r t h u r  D. 
L l C t t e ,  I n c . ,  the case s tud ies  cover the f o l l o ~ L n g  Sta tes ,  

Arkansas Maryland 

C a l i f o r n i a  New York 

connen~on ' c  Oreqon 

• F l o r i d a  Utah  

Ic~a Wisconsin 

These states represent a mix of size, approaches to youth service 
deliver'y, geogTaphy, and approaches to deinstitutionalization. Conclusions, " 
f i n d i n q s ,  a n d  recommendations b a s e d  on t h e  case  S ~ e s ,  which  h a v e  b e e n  
pubiishe~ separately, follow in thl8 final report. 

I. The states examined are at different stages in the proce~ of 
deinstltutLO~alizatien, but .11 have made clear pzogress. Progress 
has been 9Tearer on removing status offenders from cozTectional 
institutions than on removing th~ from detention. - 

2. .state strategles have varie~1, with major clusters o f  actions 
aimed at, a) removal or limitation of the court's original Juris- 
dlct~on over status offendersl b) limitations on possible dlsposl- 
t i o n s  for status offenders~ and C) development of c o ~ n u n i t y - b a s e d  
youth services. Such stratagie8 are not mutually exclusive! some 
States pursue more than one. Further, the specigio focus on each 

strategy varies among the States. 

3. The maJo~ unresolved Issue is pre-.adJudicat.tve detention, not ) 
longer-ts~m c0==nitments to State inst~Ltutions following adjudication. 
The states studied are simply ~ot sending large numbers of status 
offenders to cor~ion~ institutions. 

4. Aside from State ins titu1~Lc~s, the next-most-i~Portant issue is 
l on9 . - t e r~  residence in private institutiens. 

5. ~le mandate of the Juvenile Justice and Delinquency prevention 
Act of 1974 has, in large measure, shaped the dialogue in the States 
about existing and appropriate treatment of the status offender pop- _.) 
ulation. AS covered under the issues section of these conclusions, 
there is something less than phil0sophical unanimity regarding' de- 

Ins~Ltutlona/Ization- 

.Vl 

_J 
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6. ~ ava£1ab le  d a t a  a b o u t  d i s p o s i t i o n s  and p l a c ~ c e n t s  l e a v e s  
much t o  be  d e s i r e d  i n  t ez=s  o f  c o n s i s t e n c y ,  quallt~V c o n t r o l ,  
o ~ p a r a b i l t t y  (even w i t h i n  t h e  name S t a t e ) •  and  a c c e s s i b i l l t T .  
~ w e v e r ,  £ t  s e e ~  t o  be J ~ n r o v i n g  as S t a t e s  t ake  c~ t h e i r  sys tem 

S e r v i c e  Needs and Ghps 

1. ~ez~_ a re  v i s u a l l y  no s t a t u s  o f£ende r -~pec i fAc  needs .  Ra the r ,  
t h e r e  a re  y o u t h  needs .  ~(~e ~ l y  s i q n i f £ c a n t  e x c e p t i o n  t o  t h i s  i s  . 
t h e  need f o r  r e s i d e n t i a l  a l t e r n a t i v e 8  t o  d e ~ m t t o n . )  ~ e  s t a t u s  
o f f e n d e r  ~ t i o n  overlaps wlth J u v e n i l e  delln~nts, dependent 
and n e g l e c t e d  c h i l d r e n ,  a s  w e l l  a s  e m o t i o n a l l y  d i s t u r b e d  c h i l d r e n .  
~he l a b e l  under ~h ich  an i n d i v i d u a l  c h i l d  i s  i d e n t i f i e d  i s  a r e s u l t  
o f  how he comes t o  p u b l i c  a t t e n t ~ .  S e r v i c e  needs a r e  mos t ly  
unrelated to t h a t  label, and instead aze • function of "the in&iwidual 
s i t u a ~ o n .  ~ e  s p e c t ~  o f  s e r v i c e  needs f o r  each o f  t h e s e  9TO~L~ 
I s  v e r y  similar. 

2. ~ s t a t u s  offenders may, however, have more d/fflcult problems 
t h a n  any o t h e r  type  o f  youth .  F r e q u e n t l y ,  they  have vet-/  poor  f a m i l y  
st~ort and a history of resistance to repeated intervention from 
s e r v i c e  a g e n c i e s .  Of cour se ,  some d e l i n q ~ e n t  youth  may have p rob -  
l e a  :)us t as s e r i o u s  as  t h e s e  ~ b o t h  L,~ theJ.r  f a m i l y  env i ronment  
and i n  t h e i r  h i s t o r y  o f  L n v o l v e m ~ t  w i t h  socLa l  service a g e n c i e s .  
But  i n  the  case of t h e  delJJ1qttent, some ¢ l e a ~ l y  defined c r i m i n a l  
b e h a v i o r  i s  i n v o l v e d ,  b e h a v i o r  ~ t c h  may make l e g a l  punishment  some- 
what more unders t~mdabls  t o  the  young person  i n v o l v e d .  The s t a t u s  . 
o f f e n d e r  may p e r c e i v e  h i s  own b e h a v i o r  as  e n t i r e l y  r a t i o n a l  and non-  
criminal: This may make u s u r t - o r d e z e d  s a n c t i o n s  d ~ f f l c u l t  to  ce~pre-  
hend and may render  h im  more m'~ccopera~Lve, than  even t h e  s e r i o u s  
de l i r ~ u e n t  o f f e n d e r .  

3. Sc~e status offenders are at least as well off left alone, with 
no public ; i n t e r v e n t i o n ,  t o  matu.-~ o u t  o f  their problems. 

4. The most s£gnlficont service need and  the "flrst gap to be identi- 
fied by S t a t e s  i s  some a l ~ - n a t t v e  t o  d e t e n t i o n .  Emergency. and ,.~ 
" s t r u c t u r e d  ~ ~ e l t e r  c a r e ,  f o s t e r  c a r s ,  group hc~es ,  and runaway 

h o u s e s  a r e  c u r r e n t l y  U t i l i z e d  t o  meet t h i s  need. In  oz~ter fo~ t h e s e  
alternatives to be a c c e p t a b l e  ' t o  .law enforcement and J u d i c i a l  officials, 
however, they must offer sufficient assurances of child protection and 
cou~ appearance, a difficult task in t h e  case of some chrcn: |c  z~an- 
aways. Structured shelter care px~mlses to be one approach to provide 
such a s s u r a n c e s  i n  d i f f i c u l t  c a s e s .  

v i i  
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S." S e r v i c e s  needed, but  weakly r e p r e s e n t e d  ~ many S t a t e s ,  a r e  
resAde~r~Lal p s y c h i a t r i c  c a r e ,  fa~Aly counse l i ng ,  smnta l  h e a l  ~h 8 e r v -  
£ces f o r  adolescents,  a l t e r n a t i v e  e ~ n a t ~ o n  pzograms, ~ob d e v e l o p ~ n t ,  
and independent  l i v i n g  a_~snqements.  S£qhly s+-ruc t ~ d 0  ~ n t ~ n s £ ~  
day t ~ e a ~ e n t  programs are a lso  lack~u~., such p r o ~ a m s  p r o v i d e  s ~ e z -  
v i s i o n  o f  educat ion,  r e c r e a t i o n ,  druq and a lcoho l  com~sel ln~ a s  y e l l  
as i n d i v i d u a l  and fami l y  counselLng, vh£1e the  c h i l d  res ides  a t  honB. 

6. Nhatev~r serv ice needs e x i t  i n  a g i ~ n  s ta te ,  they tend t o  be 
scazcest Ln z ~ t a l  ~reas. ~telat~vely ~ 1 1  n~be~s  o f  p o t e n t i a l  
c l i e n t s  sca t l~c~d  over ]~ rge  9ao~x~PhiC ax~as tend  to  ~ t c e  s e r v i c e  
]p~ov£sia~ d~££icult and c o s t l y , .  S c a r c i t y  o f  ~ s e r v i c e s  i n  r u r a l  a r e a s  
can a l s o  contxibuCe t o  o v e r - u t i . l i z a t t o n  o f  i ncaz  ceza~'-4-°n f o r  J u v e n i l e  

o f f e n d e r s .  

7. BasLc t o  the (Sel£ve~ o f  adequate ]F~uth sex~JL~es i s  a]L]Le~.atJ~cJ 
the fz~cjmentat.ton v h ~  c h a : ~  ~ter izes de lJ ' vezT-sys te~  Ln every  S ta te .  
~ p r o a c h e 8  t o  m.~J.mize fra,eJ~en ~c,aci°n would Ancludes 

• i ~ z ~ d  eva lua t ion  and "s~eenAnq t e s o u ~ e s  ~o e n s u ~  
a~squate  dia~nos18 and p lacement  o f  ~o~m~ people i n  
a l ~ a d y - e x ~ s t ~ n g  s e r v i c e s  ~ 

• b e t t e r  coord£nat-ton among ptO~xluns t o  avo id  ( h ~ l i c a t i o n  
o f  e f f o r t s ,  to p l a n  f o r  comprehensive serv ices ,  and t o  
prevent ~oung people from " f a l l i n g  through the cracks'; 

and 

• an i=proved c a p a c i t y  to  c o l l e c t  ~ t a  and ~o~ t t o :  l~rocj ra~ 
so that the states can identify £~a~ntatlon, and gaps 

~n services. 

Cost ~ n t s  and ~m~tnq i m p l i c a t i o n s  

1. ~ne cost. ~ o f  de£ns t l tu t£ona~J~at ton  o f  s t a t u s  o f f e n d e r s  
a re  no t  p r e d i c t a b l e  acco rd ing  t o  8n analy1:Ac m o ~ l . .  Whether o r  no t  
them ~s a ~ t  £nc~ment or  s a v i n g s  rea . t i zed  by removia~ s t a t u s  
o f f e n d e r s  f ~  detent£on and c o r r e c t £ o n a l  facll.i.'cAes depends on 
(a) the strategy a State adopts~ (b) the nt~ber of status offenders 
~nvolved, and (c)  the nature and scope o f  the. exLSt~g yo~t:~ sez~.ce 
system La t ~  State.  

2. S p e a k i n q t e n t a t t v e l y  (because some ~t impacts rill on ly  be 
ev ident  over  t ime) ,  thez~ i s  evidence t h a t  t he re  are no s i q n £ f i c a n t  
net  i nc re=en ta l  cos t s  associated with de~mst~tut iona£~zat~on,  and 
some evidence that there are possible cost savlnqs ovex t 4"~. 

However, the non.~ansferability o f  funds will cause acldi~iona~ 
costs at s~m le~is, and limit savings~ Zn any e~mnt~ ou t  analysis 
i n d i c a t e s  t h a t  the total ne t  increase ~ l d  no t  be l ~ o h L b i t i v e  f o e  
any S t a t e  t h a t  wished to  move toward  d e i n s t £ t u t £ o n a l t ~ a t i o n -  

v i i i  
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3. ~ e  f i r s t  ~ t  ~ f e l t  a s  a ~ t  o f  d e ~ ~ t i e n  
i s  l £ k e l ¥  t o  be a s h i f t  i n  who b e a r s  t h e  COstS, ~'nis question i s  
c r i t i c a l  t o  t h e  i m p l e m e n ~ m l  o f  a l t e r n a t i v e  proqTams, a n d ~ p ~ v i d e e  
a ma~or r a t i o n a l e  f o r  t h e  use  o f  F e d e r a l  funds  as  seed money. 

4 .  ~he p r i m a r y  sou.-ces o f  Fedekal  funds  a r e  T i t l e  XX ( S o c i a l  
S e r v i c u s )  and T L t l e  IV-Pa r t  A ( ~ C - F o s t e r  Care) o f  t he  S o c i a l  
S e c u r i t F  ~ ;  and J~nmn~le Just_ice and Crinm C o n t r o l  d o l l a r s .  
f ~ m  HEW,S ~ OCD, OE; and ~ a r e l e s s  s i g ~ L f i c a n t  i n  s e r v i n g  s t a t u s  
o f f e n d e r S .  Ten impor tance  o f  ~ e d e r a i  funding,  v a z i e n  f r ~  s t a t e  t o  
s t a t e ,  a s  a func~iml  o f  S ~  d e c i s i o n s  and o f  t h e  scope o f  t h e i r  
e x ~ s t ~  youth  s e r v i c e  p ~ x j ~ .  

5. The ~ F e d e r a l  government  s h o u l d  no t  o r i g i n a t e  any waJor new p r o -  
q ra~s  aimed a t  p r o v i d i n g  s e r v i c e s  s p e c i f i c  t o  s t a t u s  o f f e n d e F s .  
S t a t u s  o f f e n d e r s  a r e  a s m a l l  p o p t t l a t i o n ,  and lr~oblems t h a t  h a w  
a r i s e n  i n  p r o V i d i n g  s e r v i c e s  t o  them a r e  m a i n l y  p r o b l e m  t h a t  a r e  
l n h e r o n t  i n  t h e  you th  s e r v i c e  8 y s t e ~  gene ra l l y .  

I s s u e s  

1. The t r e a t m e n t  o f  s t a t u s  o f f e n d e r s  ~8 o f  r e l a ~ t v e l y  l o w : p ~ b l i c  
visibLi£ty. F u r t h e r ,  t h e r e  t s  a e t ~ m ~  f e e ] J ~ g  ~ g  t h e  law 
enforcement  and ~ugLtci~l ~ c s  t h a t  secrete d e t e n ~ m  and t h e  
s t r u c t u r e  o f  ~ n s ~ t u ~ b ~ a l  p l a c ~ e n ~  a r e  a p p r o p r i a t e  f o r  s ~  ~ u t b . i  
Thus, they see  r e t ~ i n £ n ~  such ~p~Lc~.s, f o r  L imi t ed  use, as d e s i r a b l e .  

2. Most o f  t h e  S t a t e  o f f t c £ a l s  t o  whom we t a l k e d  f e l t  t h a t  s t a t u s  
o f f e n s e s  s h o u l d  remain  under  t he  ~urisd£cC~t~n o f  t he  c o u r t .  Two 
S t a t e s  - Utah a n d  F l o r i d a  - have t aken  l e g i s l a t i v e  a c ~ o n  t o  lJm'Lt 
o r i g J ~ a l  J u ~ l s d £ c ~ i o n ,  and some o b s e r v e r s  i n  o~her  S t a t e s  a l s o  
be l ieve  such . l i m i t a t i o n  o r  removal  o f .  ~u r~sd i c~ ton  t o  be  a p p r o p r i a t e .  

3 .  Many o f f i c i a l s  and s e r v i c e  p r o v i d e r s  see  a need. f o r  p~event£ve  
s e r v i c e s .  Th i s  u s u a l l y  mee~s e a r l y  p r o b l e m  ~nt~ervent ion as  t y p i f i e d  
fn  t he  n o n - p u n £ t i v e ,  he lp£n~ s e t t i n g  o f  youth  s e r v i c e  bu reaus ,  r a t h e r  
than  U~rough £ n i t i a l  i n t e rven~Lo~  by t h e  c o u P .  

4. A n~N0er o f  States d£sagree  wkt.h the O3JDP c ~ i t e r i a  f o r  d e f J ~ i n ~  
detent~Lon and c o r r e c t i o n a l  f a c i l i ~ e s ,  f e e ~ n g  ~ha t  s i z e  o f  t h e  ~ n s ~ -  
tution, the question of connnJ.ngl.ing o f  status a n d  criminal-type 
offendeEs, all~able detention times, and the applicability oE the 
gu~dellnes to the private sector, are issues less cleazcut than the 
OJJDP criteria would su~Fjest. Essentially, the State officials 
belleve they are better Judges of how such criteria should be applie d 
i n  t h e £ r  States than Ls O~,J-DP. 
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5. 141onltortaq s y s ~  8--e no t  y e t  I n  p l a c e .  ~ e m  they  m ,  they  
be mo=e useful, f o r  a s s e s s i n g  the  c u r r e n t  s£~UatAon than  prOg- 

r e s s  fz~n the  u n c e r t a i n  and I n a c c u r a t e  b a s e l i n e s  o f  t3eo y e a r s  ac~.  

R e c o m s m ~ s  

I .  Ne£'c.har OJo'rz~ nor  H~8 need c o n s ~ r  any ~ s J o r  n ~  p r ~  
d / . n ~ t  s p e c i f i c a l l y  toward st:a~2s o f f e n d e r s .  S e r v i c e s  a r e  pres~- 
entJ.y avaJ. lable or a r e  b e i n g  cleveZoped adequate  to  t h e  demands c r e a t e d  
fo= them by d e t n s t t t u t l m m l l z a t l o n -  ~ev p ~  t a r g e t e d  on stat3~s 
o f f e n d e r s  as  a s p e c i a l  populat£on ~ u l d  prtmarJ. ly s e r v e  t o  exacexba te  
t h e  c u r r e n t  fx-ac~sntatJ.on which chazactert~zes youth s e x v i c e s  s y s t e m  

i n  a l l  t h e  States.  

2. 1,Ale there are ladAvlaual instances ~d*e*e ad4AtAcmaa fundJu~ I s  
n e e d ~ ,  ~ i s  no s y s t e m i c "  Pa t  ~ m  t h a t  s,~zs ,,-,:}or i n f u s i o n s  
o f  Fedmmt dolXars  ,muld fAX]. ~-:Jor service ~ f o r  s ~ t U s  o f f e n d e r s .  
~he pr/msz7 Federa). atteatlcm to ~%mdlnqr should  be t o  s s s u ~  t h e  
c~c:Lnued a v a i l a ~ L ~ t y  o f  the j~we~t le  ~s t .~ce and Crime. cont_--ol funds 
~ ' c . e d  t o  youth se rv i ces ,  ,~natever (Federal  l e v e l )  o ~ a n / ~ a t i m m l  
chan~s  m y  occur.  

p~141t, t m m l l ¥ ,  cont inued availabllitY of  rmumay house f u n d s  and 
a ~ on the  lee~t.tmacY o f  st~t~m o f f e n d e r s  as c l i e n t s  f o r  TAt=Ie 
~,~ 1~.og~m~ , f ~ . e r  care ,  az~ ment.ml hea l t h  l~oqZ~ms, tmuld  be usefu.1.. 

• 3. o 3 ~  should c o m b e r  a l l o v i n ~  n e ~ o t ~ n  re , jazz ing the  a ~ L t c a -  
t.t~n o f  . i t s  qui~Seltnes def~nJmg ~et~n t ton  and coz~ - t£m~a . l  f a c l l £ t £ e s  
J.n those unusual ~ . a n c e s  where States can show substant - ta l  oonfo~m- • 
ance, b ~  .a~e 8tJ.]J. t e c h n i c a l l y  a t  va.r lanoe.  ~ l l e  def:ILnAtJ.ons a ~  
¢ lea= ly  necessazy, so=e f l e ~ L b L l i t y  ~ e~mo~ le~ je  the  a = b i ~ t ~ e s  
and s l ~ c ~ t l  cases ~ c h  demmu~:za~lY e ~ s t  Ln the  S ta tes .  such 
openness to  fles~Lb£1~tY ~ould e n c o u ~ m  wader pa~.~c ipat£c~ and 
increase the chances o f  e f f e c t i n g  c h a n ~  J.n a ~ -ea te r  number o f  
St~t~s.  1:%*z1~ez, an int~Aex i b l e  coz -  
escala~ the debate to a l e v e l  ~nex, e a 
p o r a t e d  i n t o  l e ~ l s l a t i c m ,  remov£ng the  8d=t=tLstrat£ve f l e x i b i l i t ' Y  

,~Lch OJ~l~ now en:Joys. 

J 
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]~o I n t r o d u c t i o ~  

The Juvenile Justice and Delln~tency Prevention Rcl~ of 19.74, as part 
o£ its stated purpose of providing resources and leadership L~ prevent.ing 
and reducing Juveni le  del inquency,  mandates t h a t  States p a r t i c i p a t i n g  in. 
the Act should no longer hold s ta tus  o f fenders  i n  de tent ion  and cor rec-  
t i o n a l  facilities. Status offenders; in the language of the Ac~.,aEe 
"... ~uveniles who are charged with or who hove committed offenses t h a t  
~o~d not be criminal if cc~mltted by an adult..." Under terms of the 
ozlglnal Act, States were' to cc~ply with this mandate within t~o years 
fz~m the subm'Lssion of their plans' for part.lcIpatl~. The 1977 Amend- 
• ents to the Act, followlng issuance of adminlstra~tve guidelines end 
negotiations amoung key members of "the Confess, extend the deadline 
foe compliance tO three years fron submission of a State*s original 
plan. Also, States may continue participation if it is determlned that 
"substantial compliance" .has been achieved within the three-year ti~e 
frame, end there is en"unequivocal conmLit~ent to achieving ful~l compU, 

" ants within a reasonable time." Compliance wLtl be considered sub- 
et~ntial Lf ".-.75 parcent~nn deinstitut.lonalizatinn has been achieved," 
and a r e a s o n a b l e  t i m e  f o r  f u l l  c o m p l i a n c e  i s  d e f i n e d  us  " . . . n o  l o n g e r  
t h e n  two yeaxs  b e y o n d . . . "  t h e  t h r e e - y e a r  d e a d l i n e .  

AS with many leglslatlveobjectives, the lessons ~ o f  ImpIEaentatlon 
began to be leaXlled beth by the States end the Federal goverr~"ent, only 
after atte~pte at part~clpatlon had begun. Precise definitions, beth 
of status offenders and of deten t ien  and correctional facilities, were 
needed. Systems for demonstxating compliance had to be designed and 
implemented. And very quickly, questions of cost and service impact 
surfaced. If the States were to remove cr no lenger plaCe a class of 
children in traditional settings, what was to be done with t h e ?  what 
types of services might those children need and did they already exist? 
What would those services cost to purchase or develop? I~ became cleer' 
that such questlonswere central to participati~ in end compliance with 
t h e  Ac t .  s t a t e s  were  " b e g i n n i n g  t o  be  c o n c e r n e d  a b o u t  t h e  c o n s e q u e n c e s  
of deinstitutionallzatlon • 

But many states - some partlcipating in the Act as well as some who 
were not participating - had been moving in the direction of delnstitu- 
1~ionalizatlon for some time. Some had changed State laws to pEohlbit 

forms of incarceration for those types of children, some had re- 
moved s ta tus  offenders from the delinquency system altogether. In 
ox~ler to capture the experiences of those,S%ates and t o  answer the 
basic quest ion of what happens when attempts are made to deinsttt~tlon- 
allse~etatus offenders, the OffiCe of Juvenile Justice end ~Dellnquency 
prevention (LEAA) end the Office of Youth Deye~opment- (now the Youth 
Development Bureau, HEW) co~nlssioned a study to 10ok at the experiences 
of ten states. "In order to accommodate the constraints O f time and to 
gain the greatest understanding of the process of deinstltutlonali~ation, 
a case study approach was selected which would rely on the data already 
existing in each State. while uniformity of .approach and data collectlon 
would ~e (~nphaslzed in each State, thl8 approach would allow for the 

1 
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t n e v L t a b l e  d i f f e r e n c e s  v h l c h  v o i d  be found  in" h i s t o r y ,  o r ~ a n i z a t i o n a l  
c o n ~ ,  and s t r a t e g y  of d e 4 e s t i t u  t - t o n a l i z a t £ u n -  

The t e n  S t a t e s  selected f o r  s t u d y  were : 

Arkansas  Mazyland 

C a l i £ o r n l a  Hew York 

C o n n e c t i s u t  OregOn 

F l o r i d a  u t a h  

l o v a  W i s c o n s i n  

Whi le  n o t  d e s i g n e d  t o  be  a e c i e n t t f i c a l l ¥  r e p r e s e n t a t i v e  sample  o f  
t h e  S t a t e s ,  t h e s e  ten s t a t e s  do o f f e r  some g e o g r a p h i c  b a l a n c e  and 
r e p r e s e n t  a m~x o f  the  f a c t o r s  which  were c u n s i d e r e d  t o  be  r e l e v a n t  
~ i  t h e  d e i n s t t t ~ t i o n a l i z a t t u n  i s s u e *  

e, one pez Federal :.'egiun; 

• = I x  o f  urban  and ~ a l p  
• mix of ~ and s~nall States, b a s e d  on geographl¢ s i z e  a s  

w~ell a s  t o t a l  p o p u l a t i o n :  

• centJrall~ed and l o c a l  s o c i a l  serv ice  d e l i v e r y  s y s t e m s ;  

• u n i f i e d  and fragmented ¢ourt sys tems ;  and 

• v a r y i n g  appzoaches t o  d e i n t s i t u t i o n a l i z a t i c m -  

The f i n a l  r e p o r t ,  which  f o l l o w s  h e r e ,  i n c l u d e s  a b r i e f  smmnary o f  
f i n d i n g e  i n  each s t a t e  and s e t . o n e  o n :  

• Sta te  of  Delnstltutionallzatiun; 

• Services Available to Status Offenders; 

• C~st ~.alysisj and 

The ' f i n a l  sect ic~ o f  ~ r epo r t  g i ves  cunc lus ions and ~:ecc~nendations. 

) 
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I $ .  s t a t s  o f  D e t - - ~ t t u t t o n a l i z a t £ e n  

D e t a i l e d  case  s t u d i e s  p r e p a r e d  f o r  e a c h . o f  t h e  t e n  S t a t e s  d e s c r i b e  
our  in~rpratations o f  numerous p e r s o n a l  i n t e r v i e w s  and publications p r o -  
duced by o r  about each S t e t s  and i ts ~ l i t i c a l  s u b d i v i s i o n s .  For  - ~ r e  
~ t a l l e 4  lnforma~Lon,  t h e  r e a d e r  s h o u l d  r e f e r  t o  t h e  l n d l v t a u a l  case  
s t u d i e s ,  In  o r d e r  t o  f a c i l i t a t e  a r a p i d '  and complete u n d e r s t a n d i n g  o f  
t h i s  f i n a l  r e p o r t ,  however,  (our  o v e r v i e w  repo~¢ and c o n c l u s i o n s )  one-  
page s t ~ n a r i e s  have  been a t t a c h e d  as  a c 6 v e r ~ p i e c e  t o  each case  s t u d y .  
~he ~ s e  o f  t h i s  c h a p t e r  i s  t o  d e s c r i b e  b r i e f l y ,  i n  a com pa ra t i ve  
f a s h i s n ,  what p r o g r e s s  and p r o b l e ~  we o b s e r v e d  i n  t he  a t ~ t s  by t h e s e  
S t a t e s  t o  d e i n s ~ L t u t i o n a l i z e  s t a t u s  o f f e n d e r s .  

As a beginn ing p o i n t ,  i t  must be s a i d  t h a t  the Juven i le  Jus t i ce  and 
DeLinquency Prevent ion &ct  o f  1974 has p ro found ly  a f fec ted  a l l  o f  the  
States v i s i t e d ,  whether o r  n o t  ,they p resen t l y  p ~ . i ¢ i p a t e  under . i t s  b lock  
g ran t  p rov i s i ons .  Over the pas t  th ree  years,  the ,issues a f f e c t i n g  Juven i le  
~ust~Lce i n  those States have been framed and measured by the Act,: even i n  
S t a t e s  where  p r o g r e s s  has  been r e l a t i v e l y  s l i g h t  o r  where a d e c i s i o n  has  
been made not  to  p a r t i c i p a t e  i n  t h e  J F ~ A  progza: ,  

'S~ratsqins f o r  (2range 

To be sure,  the s ta tes  s tud ied  are a l l  a t  d i f f s ~ e n t  stages o f  develop-  
: a n t .  Th is  i s  understandable,-  g iven the i n c r e d i b l e  complex i ty  o f  vaz iab las  
~ g  the i s s u e .  ~ i l e  Some ' S ~ t e s  are ~USt b e g i n n i n g  t o  move t o -  
ward s ~  l e v e l  o f  d e i n s t i t u t i o n a l i z a t i o n  and a l t e r n a t i v e  s e r v i c e  p r o v i s i o n ,  
other, S t a t e s  have  p r o q r a ~ s  p x ~ d a t i n g  the Act by e decade.  

As w i l l  be d e s c r i b e d  l a t s r ~ - n o n e  o f  t he  s t a t e s  v i s i t e d  has  compl ied  
entirely with the Act,s delnstltutlonalizatlon provlsLon. In reality, the 
states have pursued tstaliy different Strategies, sometimes consciously, 
and sometimes only retrospectively observable. Listed in Table Z i s  e 
reflectlo~ of the different approaches employed by the sampled stsatss to 
either prohibit cenfineEent or to create alternatives. Obviously, any 
attempt to present these behaviors as deliberately planned strategies is 
somewhat risky. The conditions of m~st States' services and their attend- 
ant policies have accumulated over decades ,  with significant, independent 
contributions f~ all three branches Of State government. Nevertheless, 
to the extent possible, we have attempted to catalog ~hat we found: 

11 
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Table I 

St~ategles PUESUed to PEcm~:e Delnstltutlo~mli~atlon 
Of Statu~ Offenders, by State 

S~ies 

I. D e f i n i n g  S t a t u s  Of fende r  
D i f f e r e n t l y  

A. Mez~je with Dependency 

B. Sepazate from D e l l n q ~  

C. Remove ' f r ~  Court's 
Original Jurisdiction 

ZZ. Restri~In~ placements 
D. P r o h i b i t  Use of Jails 

and Lockups ~ X X X 

E. Prohlblt Use of 
Detention Facilities X K X 

,F. Prohibit Use of Adult 
C o r r e c t i o n a l  , F a c i l l t . t e s  X X x x x 

G. Prohlbit Us e  of  Juvenile 
Cozrectlonal Facilities X X X X 

a. Provide Financial. Dis- 
incentives 

X X 

X X 

X 

X X 

X 

ZZZ. D e v e l o p i n g  A l t e r n a t i v e s  
L p r o v i d e  P i n a n c i a l  

I n c e n t i v e s  

J .  P r o v i d e  Community-Based 
Alternatives (residential) 

K. Provide Co~mmlty-Based 
A l t e r n a t i v e s  ( n i n e - r e s i -  
d e n t i a l )  
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Table  I r e f l e X 0  i n  e f f ec ' c ,  "three' b a s i c  approaci~es t o  t h e  problem,  
~he f i r s t  i s  ~ o m a n i p u l a t a  "~e ways i n  which t he  S t a t e s  d e f i n e  o r  c l a s s i f y  
sta*~]s o f fenses  (Roy8 A, B, and C). In  80 do ing,  e ta t~s o f fenders  ~u[e 
usua l l y  shunted avey f r c a  p h y s i c a l l y  r e s t r i c t i v e  t n e ~ l t ~ o n s .  ~ e  seoond 
appzoach i s  to  ban or  ¢tLsc~u-a~ the  use o f  c r i m i n a l  o r  Juven i le  Jus t i ce  
f a c i l i t i e s  fo~ ~ placement o f  s ta tus  o f f e n d s  (Rmm D, E, F, G, and H). 
2h is  i s  a c ~ l i s h ~  through e i t h e r  l e g i s l a t i o n  o r  f i n a n c i a l  a i s i n ~ n t i v e e .  
The thlzdmethod encourages, whether thzough local subsidies or the expan- 
slcm of State capacity, the provision of alternatives to status offenders. 
~ Z indicates those States that subsidlze local services; ~DW8 J~and K 
reflect those States in which ¢¢mm~L~ent8 o f  stature o f f e n d e r s  t o  a l l " J r -  
native Stota agemcies ere poesIJ~le and where expansion of alteznatlves to 
Placement in State training schools has occurred. 

Le~i81atlve Strategies 

In terms of State legislative efforts, the State codes reveal con- 
siderable aetivlty vlth zegard to the confinement of statue offenders. 
A ccm~Lrative synopsis o f  c u r r e n t  leqinlat~on eppeazs in Table TI. 

T~ revlm~Ing S~E e legislation, it became appaEent that States ~, ' 
s ~ m l a ~ e d  by t h e  F e d e r a l  A c t ,  have  enac t ed  l e g i s l a t i v e  changes  a f f e c t -  
i n g  ete~us offenders, b u t  Which, nevertheless, a~ e ~angentlal to t h e  
question o f  delns~utlonallzatlon. Because of their implication f oe  
on~erstan~isg ¢un~nt attitudes extant in these States, those legislative 
¢han~es 0x~ su~azize~ in Table III. 

As can be seen from the dates listed within Table IX and the quantity, 
of legislation represented in Table Ill, there has been a ner~slderable 
amount o£ recent legislative activlty. Status offenders have oouetitute~ 
a relatively Insi~fieant problem for States over the years. When corn-. 
pared with the lazc~er issues of energy, crime, ~ifare, end tra~sportatlon, 
it is no wonder that there has been little focus upon this issue. The 
re=ant spate of ~egle!ation, as a consequence, Is even more remarkable. 
B~t, at the same tlme, the legislatlon reported in Table ¿IX should clearly 
~ustify ~ observation that, while most State 8 agree w i t h  , the general 
premise, many do not favor complete deinstitutionalizatien of status 
of fe~E8 • 
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S t a t e  

Arkansas  

C a l £ £ o r n t a  

Connecticut 

F lo r ida  

Iowa 

Marylena 

New York 

Oregon 

Utah 

Wisconsin 

Table ZI  

Compazat.lv~ Analysis of Current Leglalati~ 
By State, Type of Facility and Date of Amendment 

~ l a t l ~ t o C o ~ i n e ~ n t  o f  S t a t u s  O f f e n d e r s  

Detention Facilities 

Juvenile A d u l t  

P r o h i b i t .  ~ L b l t  • 
1977 2977 

F i ~ t l b i t .  * ~ m h i b i t  • 
1977 1977 

Permitted ~mhibit • 

prohlbit, g Prohibit. 
1975 1975 

;~z~Lt ted Pex~ i t ted*  

P roh ib i t .  P r o h i b i t .  
1974 1974 

Permit ted P r o h i b i t .  g 

Pet~tLtted* Permi t ted I 

Permitted I Permi t ted 

P e r m i t t e d  P e r m i t t e d  

Correc~.tona~ Facilities 

Juv~nil~ 

P r o h i b i t .  
i977 

1 ~ o h l b i t .  
1977 

Per~tted 

Prohibit • * 
1975 

Prohibit. 
1975 

Adult 

~blt • 
1977 

~ohtht t • 
1977 

~rohibit. 
1975 

P~ibit. 
1975 

Prohibit. Dtohibit. 
1974 1974 

F t o h i b i t .  l ~ b i b i t .  
1976 

prohibit. Prohibit. 
1975 

Permitted Prohlbit. 

Prohibit. I prohibit. 
I 

~lana~ 

C~=~ents 

*May be changed  
by Pend~e 
legislatimt 

*Except  for~ 
second-t ime 
u n ~ v e  rnab les .  

*up t o  12 hours 
w i t h o u t  c o u r t  
o rde r .  

*Permi ts  t n s t i -  • -!) 
t u t i o n a l i z a t l o n  
i n  e x c l u s i v e  
s t a t u s  o f f e n d e r  
f a c i l i t i e s  (non-  
e x i s t e n t )  

~4ay be p e r m i t t e d  
with appzx~al o f  
D l v .  o f  Youth 
Set .Lees ) 

*Up t o  72 hours 

~J 
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Table  I I I  

Le~Ls!a t£on  ~ f e c t £ n g  S t a t u s  Of fende r s  b u t  
Not Re~Lated Directly to Delnstltutlonallzation, bF State 

s t a t e  

Arkansas  

C a l i £ o r n i a  

~ e e t i i ~ a t  

F l o r i d a  ~ 

Iowa 

New York 

~e~n 

Utah 

w!sco,s~- 

Co:~ent 

2977 - .  c r e a t e d  a S t a t e  D l v i e l ~  o f  Youth S e r v i c e s ,  a s  
t h e  f o c a l  p o i n t  o f  s t a t e w i d e  J u v e n i l e  s e r v i c e s .  

1975 - r equ i red"  t h a t  c h i l d r e n  w i t h  s c h o o l - r e l a t e d  
b e h a v i o r a l  p roblem must f i r s t  be r e f e r r e d  t o  s c h o o l  
d i s t r i c t s '  s c h o o l  a r r o g a n c e  r ev iew b o a ~ .  (SA~S) 
begoreLthey can be re fe r red  to  cour t .  

1977 - author ized £nfozmal supe r~s ion  and d lvers io~  a t  
cou r t  £nt~ke. 

1971 - author ized State Depaz~ment~ o f  Chi ldren and Youth 
Services t o  make d i r e c t  co=mu~t~ plac~ne~ts o f  c o u r t  
c o ~ L ~ e n t s .  

1975 - r e d e f i n e d  a s  dependent  c h i l d r e n  and made them c l i e n t s  
o f  s t a t e  s o c i a l  s e r v i c e s  agency.  

1975 - separated s ta t~s  o f fenders  (Cl -~ 's)  f r omde l l nq~en t  
o f f e n d e r s .  

~one 

11979 - r e q u i r e d  c o u n t i e s  t o  p r o v i d e  non '-secure d e t e n t i o n  
1974 - p r o v i d e d  s u b s i d y  fo= c o m p ~ h e n s i v e  p l a n n i n g  and 

p r o j e c t  f u n d i n g  f o r  county  d e l i n q u e n c y  p r e v e n t i o n  
p r ~ a u s .  

Hone. 

1977 - c r e a t e d  o r i g i n a l  J u r i s d i c t i o n  o v e r  runaways and 
ungovernable children in State Divlsi~ of Family 
Services, with possibility of court referral if 
"earnest and persistent" efforts to help have failed. 

None 



, J 

482 

In  a d d i t i o n  t o  e x i s t i n g  laws, we a l s o  came a c r o s s  p roposed  l e g i s l a T  
t i o n  which w o u l d  a f f e c t  the  way i n  which s t a t u s  o f f e n d e r s  a r e  h a n d l e d .  
In  t h r e e  S t a t e s ,  t h e  proposed  l e g i s l a t i e n  appea red  c l o s e  t o  p a s s a g e .  

• In  C a l t f o r n i a e  A.B. 958 ~ u ~ d  a g a i n  e n a b l e  l o c a l  g o v e r n -  
merit t o  s e c u r e l y  d e t a i n  6 0 1 ' s  ( s t a t u s  o f f e n d e r s ) ,  b u t  
o n l y  w i th  s t r i n g e n t  t ime  l i m i t a  and i n  q u a r t e r s  s e g r e -  
g a t e d  f rom 602 's  ( de l i nquen ts ) .  L i a b i l i t y  o f  the S ta te  
to pay for segregated quarters is, at present, unclear! 

• In IOWa, B,F. 248 transfers original Jurisdiction over 
s ta tus  offenders from the  department o f  social s e r v i c e s  

t o  J u v e n i l e  courtD and 

• I n  w i s c o n s i n ,  a pend ing  r e v i s i o n  o f  t h e  ~ i l d r e n ' s  Code 
wouldspeclflcall¥ allow police to take runaways to a 
runaway program! would limit detention by making intake 
criteria more stringent; and would remove the CI~',~ cate- 
gory frown the iaw and replace it with Child in Need of 

P r o t e c t i o n  and s e r v i c e s .  

A l t e r n a t i v e  s e r v i c e  S t r a t e ~ i e s  

For the most  part, alternatives to |~stitutlonalization can 
rouq~ly be categorized as residential and nonresidential. Not only 
does such a dicho~mny appear to be the most meaningful way of Viewing 
the creation and expansion o f  alternative" services* but - perhaps just 
as significant - i t  tends t o  fOCus more clearly upon the inappropriate- 
ness of previous practices of status offender confinement. It ~uld 
seem reasonable to postulate that, had such ncmresidential services 
been available in the Psst, thei~ current In,acts upon institutionalized 
status offender populations ~uld have been felt much earlier. At the 
same t i m e ,  it m~tst be ~oted ~hat the majority o f  J~olal personnel, 
Juvenile services personnel, and private se rv i ce  pzevlders "intervie~d 
in the course of the case studies stated that the service needs of status. 
offenders are similar to the service needs of other troubled youth. 
Status offenders, Juve~le de l i nquen ts ,  emotionally disturbed, and 
dependent and n e g l e c t e d  youth, often manifest anti-social behavior, have 
in cce~on ~ubled family backgrounds, emotional problems, learnlng dis- 
abil/~es o r  difficulties in accommodating the au~hori~ of a school. 
Although troubled children wi'll not necessarily share all of these prob- 
lems, or find identical problem areas equally severe or disabling, the 
amount of overlap is sufficient for those working with troubled youth 
to sonclude t h a t  status offenders de no t  require serv i ces  designed ex- 

clusively for them. 

One exception to this general observation was consistently cited. 
The status offender population includes youths who may run fr~n non- 
secure conm~ty placements or harm themseives while awaiting court 
appearances. These status offenders" are widely perceived by thOSe 

) 
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r e s p o n s i b l e  f o r  d e t e n t i o n  ~ec i s~ons  t o  be i n  danger  i f  p l a c e d  i n  
"~un l t y  f a ~ c i l i t . t e s .  ~ e r e f o r e ,  a s e r v i c e  need,  s p e c i f i c  t o  s t a t u s  
o f f e n d e r s ,  i s  a c o ~ n m i t y - b a s e d  a l t e r n a t i v e ,  t o  s ecu re  d e t r o i t ! o n  which 
can ensure  t h e i r  s a f e t y  and t he  c o u r t  appearance  o f  you ths  p l a c e d  t h e r e .  

R e s i d e n t i a l  Services. 

~ e  r e s i d e n t i a l  s t r eam o f  s e r v i c e s  re  s t s  u p ~  a b a s i c  a s sumpt ion  
t h a t  many c h i l d r e n  have  been c o n f i n e d  i n  d e t e n t i o n  and c o r r e c t i o n a l  
f a c £ ' l i t i e s  i n  t h e  p e s t  because  t hey  needed a p l a c e  t o  s l e e p .  A d d i t i o n a l  
a e s u ~ t J b n s  a re  t h a t  many . c h i l d r e n  e i t h e r  have no homes, o r  a t  l e a s t  no 
h~meS adequa te  t o  t h e i r  needs  a t  t he  moment, o r  t h a t  they  canno t  r e t u r n  
heine ~Lthou t  danger  t o  t h e m s e l v e s  o r  o the r s*  o r  t h a t  they  s t e a d f a s t l y  
r e f u s e  t o  r e t u r n  home and s U y  t h e r e .  Depending upon t he  needs o f  the  
Juvenl lee~ the resources o f  the goverr~ent,~l ager~ies,  and . t he ,a t t i t udes  
o f  p u b l i c  o f f i c i a l s ,  a wide range  o f  r e s i d e n t i a l  opt_tens t o  d e t e n t i o n  
f a c i l i t i e s  a r e  p r o v i d e d .  Here,  t oo ,  it i s  p e e s t b l e  to' d i cho tom ize  t h e  
s e r v i c e s ;  t h i s  t ime  betwee n p r e - a d J u d i e a t i o n  and p e s t  a d j u d i c a t i o n .  

C r i s i s  ca re  i s  u s u a l l y  p r e v i d s d  t h rough  t h e  use  o f  f o s t e r  homes, 
g r o u p  homes, and runaway s h e l t e r s ,  g e n e r a l l y ,  b u t  no t  a lways ,  o p e r a t e d  
by p r i v a t e  J~ 'A iv idua l s  o r  a g e n c i e s  u n d e r  p u z c h a s e - o f - s e r v i c e  ag reemen t s .  
In  & few S t a t e s ,  a r e l a t i v e l y  r e c e n t  phenomenon has  begu~  t o  emerge, 
known as  " s t r u c t u r e d  s h e l t e r  c a r e " .  These  f a c i l i t i e s  a r e  i n t e n d e d  f o r  
accused  and a d J u d i c a t o d  s t a t u s  o f f e n d e r s  w i t h  s e r i o u s  b e h a v i o r a l  problems 
who canno t  ( u s u a l l y  because  o f  s~tatutorY or  a d m l r ~ s ~ a t i v e  p r o h i b i t i o n s )  
be p l a c e d  i n  d e t e n t i o n  homes o r  j a i l s .  Tn mOSt c a s e s ,  t h e  s t r u c t u r e d  
s h e l t e r  c a r e  f a c i l i t i e s  which we encoun te red  were p u b l i c l y  o p e r a t e d ,  
While t h e  p o l i t i c a l  s u b d i v i s f o n s  r e s p o n s i b l e  f o r  them a s s e r t  t h a t  t hey  
are  non - secu re  and o t h e r w i s e  meet t h e  c r i t e r i a  f o r  d e f i n i n g  . s h e l t e r  
facilities, the very nature of them would suggest that States would do 
wel'l to m o n i t o r  them carefully.. 

Post-adjudica~ve residential services exist in all the States 
vlsited, and are physicslly sim£1ar to the short-term residential 
services mentioned above, with some notable exceptions. However, the 
term "shelter care" is almost universally reserved for relatively short- 
term pre-adjudicative placements. Foster and group homes are most often 

. found. Independent l i v i n g  situations are financially Suppor ted  i n  some 
o f  t he  S t a t e s  b u t ,  by f a r ,  t h e  g roup  home concept  i s  t he  m o s t  p r e v a l e n t .  

Group homes come i n  a v a r i e t y  o f  s i z e s  and shapes .  Per  bed c o s t s  
run a l o n g  a spec t rum o f  $5,000 t o  o v e r  $15,000 a Fear .  D i f f e r e n t i a l s  i n  
c o s t  appear  t o  be r e l a t e d  t o  s e v e r a l  d i s t i n c t  and u n r e l a t e d  f a c t o r s .  I n  
some States, group h~nes are divided according to the types of services 
they provide, which translates into the types of children they are able 
to Serve. At t h e  bottom of the cost range (above, of course, volunteer 
• foster homes which are essentially free but relatively scarce) are homes 
that p~ovide room, board, and respite. Progressively, some offer varying 
forms of counseling end training. Others offe~ deeper, therapeutic 
services or specialized Services for physically handicapped or mentally 
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r e t a r d e d  ~ u v e n l l e s .  ~ t h e r  f a c t o r  a f f e e t i , q  c o s t  i s  t h e  g e n e r a l  e c o n o s t c  
c l i m a t e  i n  each  a r e a  and  the  c a p a c i t y  f o r  s e r v i c e  d e l i v e r y .  I n  t h e  u r b a n  
8 t a r e s  w i t h  l a r y e  t a x  b a s e s ,  g r o u p  homes a~e  m o s t  a b u n d a n t  and  c o s t  more  
p e r  bed .  A f i n a l  f a c t o r  ~. ,qht b e s t  be  d e s c r i b e d  a s  t h e  p r i c e  o f  p l u r a l -  
l sm.  q~le ~ u v e n i l e  c o u r t s  a r e  o n l y  one  t y p e  o f  a g ~ C y  p u r c h a s i n g  o r  p r O -  
v i d i n g  f o s t e r  c a r e  i n  c ~ 0 ~  homes.  A g e n c i e s  p r o v i d i n g  s e r v i c e s  t o  a d u l t S ,  
t o  d e v e l o p m e n t a l l y  d i s a b l e d  and  ' t o  w e l f a r e  c h i l d r e n  e r e  a l s o  i n  t h e  m a r k e t -  
place. One cOmpOunding factor, which bears some o f  the responsibility 
f e z  t h e  d i s p a r i - t i e s  i n  ~_____~_, i s  t h e  f a c t  t h a t  t h e s e  c o ~ e t i n g  a g e n c i e s  
can and dopay dlfferent amounts for the s~=e services (often in the same 
homes) because of fiscal limitations, or the lack thereof, imposed by 
be'~h s t a t e s  and F e d e r a l  a g e n c i e s  m a n a g i n g  ma~or g r a n t  ~ i n - a i d  p r o g r a m s .  

Non-residential SerViCeS 

Non~esldesttal services can also be dlchot~mlzed ~to two streamS, 
those that focus upon problem or crisis resolul~ion end those that are 
intended to address mrs fundamental deficiencies in the capacities of 
J~Iveniles for normal socialization. Under the first sub-classlficatlon, 
~hlch we will call the cclsls intervention 8tr.ream, the case studies reveal 
an array of co=heeling services, provided by both private and public 
child-cars agencies and £ndlvldusl therapists. Crisis intervention prO- 
grams, at the law enforc~ent  and  c o u r t  intake points Of contact, are 
~becominq quits popular ~or obvious reasons. The thsor~ underplnnlng such 
proqTams is that most status offenders, except f~x a few groups (most 
notably school truants), ere, bY definition, beset by urisSSo usually 
brought on by interpersonal family confrontations. Detention facilities 
have frequently bean used in these situations to allow the children to 
get control of their own feelings or to reunite thorn with their f a m i l i e s  

damage, I~ ~he C ...... "-- --- - ...... ~-alin- with the children's 
on the reasons they occurred rat~ler unm~ u~ ~ = According to 
behavler, the need for confinement weuld obviously lessen. 
those interviewed, in co,~unlties where crisis intervention programs are 
operating, they contribute heavily to decreasing the reliance on insti- 
tUtienS as a moans of social control. In con~usction with such programs, 
and also in ¢~nunlties where they do not exist, we found an expansion 
of the use of family counseling end beth individual and group therapy. 
Where they are funded t h r ough  juvenile courts and pu~Ch~sed f r ~  t h e  
private sector, the am0ant of money or the number 0 f counseling sessions 
for any ene c l i en t  is usually restricted by a maximum figure. 

The coping stream of services, on the other hand, tends'to offer 
supple~ntsl education and ~aining to juveniles ~th inadequate skills 
to cope with the pressures placed upon the~. Coping servlces, as we 
intend that tsm to be used, i n c l u d e  tutoring, special education, drug 
treatunent programs, alternative schmois, vocational education, ~ob 
dovelopmont end birth centrol Informotion p~amo. The philosophy seems 
to be that many children become frustrated and defiant as they ~believe 
their self-worth to be deprecated by their inabilities to academically 
achieve, to find employment, or even to "fit in" to the rigorous demands 
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• o f  s o c i e t y .  What i s  i n p o r t a ~ t  h e r e  i s  t h a t  t h e s e  programs a re  a l m o s t  
n e v e r  s e t  up f o r  s t a t u s  o f f e n d e r s :  t hey  a r e  e s t a b l i s h e d  to  s e r v i c e  
j u v e n i l e s  w i t h  s p e c i a l i z e d  needs .  At t h e  same t i m e ,  t hey  s e r v e  many 
s t a t u s  o f f e n d e r s  who come i n t o  t h e i r  px~qra=s [sc~et/~nes i n v e l t m t a x i l ¥  
but more f r e q u e n t l y  v o l u n t a r i l y ]  f o r  the eexvices they p r o v i d e .  AS a 
consequence ~ data aJDout the n~tbere o f  s ta tus  o f fenders  s e r v e d  iS . 
v i s u a l l y  unobta~a~ble because i t '  i s  not~ kept .  ~ le quest ion i s  e ~ l y  
L-~e levant  to  the servioa~ prowf~ers. 

x ~ a C t  on Confinement Prac~tcee 

~ e  f r e q u e n c y  o f  s t a t u s  o f f e n d e r  con f inemen t s  has  changed markedly 
i n  a s h o r t  t~m-yea r  pex iod  a c c o r d t n q  t o  f i g u r e s  made a v a i l a b l e  t o  us  by 
t h e  S t a t e s  (Table IV, page 12) .  

These f i g u r e s  m u s t  be tmders t~od  i n  t h e  Con t ex t  i n  which they  a re  
p r e s e n t e d .  ~ l e y  a r e  nun~ers  g l eaned  from S t a t e  and l o c a l  r e p o r t s  and,  
i n  a few i n s t a n c e s ,  from the  educa ted  g u e s s e s  o f  o f f i c i a l s .  No a t t e u p t  
ha s  bean made t o  d e t e r m i n e  t he  reliability o f  t h e  numbers o r  t h e  coent- 
£ng sys tems .  In  a d d i t i o n ,  many S t a t e s  b e l i e v ~  they  a r e  i n  coNpl iance  
w i t h  t h e  Act ~ p l a c i n g  s t a t u s  o f £ e n d e r s  i n c e r t a i n  f a c i l i t i e s  w h i c h  t hey  
inteupret not to be within ~the Act's proscriptive intent. While they may 
be correct, there are discrepancies between the observed condition of 
t~se facilities, Particularly with respect to size and commlngling, 
that would make their exclusion from LEAAts definition* questionab!e. 
Nevertheless, we accepted each State's categorization of its facilities 
for purposes of statistical comparison, noting in each case study the 
d e f i n i t i o n a l  problems enco~tered in.  that State. 

It should also be noted "that ~ detention and confinement of status 
offenders appears to,'be A'~cli~L~g in i.977, •an co~pared with 1976, frc~ 
what fragmentax~ data we were able to Iocat~. (Table V, page 13). 

* L F ~  Change, s u b j e c t :  S t a t e  P l U g  Ageney G r a n t s ,  ~4100.1F Change 1, 

May 20,-1977~ par.  K(2) :  
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State 

Azkansas 

Califoznla 

C o n n e c t i c u t  

F l o r i d a  ~* 

I o w a  

~ l a n d  

New York 

Oreqon 

u t a h  

Table Iv 

Om~aret£ve Analysis of the Number 
of Status Offenders in System 
by state, for 1978 and 1976 t 

REFERRED ~ COURT 

1974 1976 • Change 1974 1976 

N/& 1,237 N/& 1,665 1,220 

107,898 86,137 - 20• 51,748 4,700* 
( a r r e s t  d a t a )  

2,386 2,233 - 7• 820* 654 

~/A ~/A N/A 9,839 ~/A 

1,589 2,142 + 26• 151 198 

6,815 6,133 - i0• 829 320 

4,988 8,013 + 62• 3,029 ~ 2,472 

17,742 N/A N/A 5;070 N/A 

8,326 6~660 - 20• i , 746  805 
(based 

on b e d -  

COMMITTED 

1974 1976 

297 254 

1,800 0 

30* 0 

292 77 

87 0 

171 15 

287e 57 

125 N/A 

80 44 

days)  
I 

Wiscons in  N/A N/A N/A 7 ,916 IN/A N/A 
N/A 

* ~ e r e  n o t e d ,  1975 appears '  i n  ~ e iLthsr  -m1974" o r  "1976" o o l u ~ ,  d e p e n d -  
i n g  upon a v a ~ l a b i l i t Y  o f  d a t a .  I n  each  c a s e ,  howeve r ,  d a t a  d i s p l a y e d  
a r e  i n  p r o p e r  s e q u e m t i n l  o r d e r .  

e* Estimates der ived from f r a g m e n t a r y  d a t a  r e f e r  t o  s t a t e  case s tudy f o r  
su~port~Lng calculatlons. 
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Table V 

Comparative Analysis o f  Confinement 
Frequencies+ by State, fz 'an 1976 to 1977 

by Month" 

~STAINED C O ~ T T ~  

S la te  1976 1977' ~1976 1977 

California 392 0 0 0 

Connecticut 54 39 0 0 

Iowa 15 N/A 7 0 

Ne w York 205 N/A 57 0 

Utah 135 69 4 2 

* Average month for 1976 (See Table IV). Available data for 
any month in 1977. 

As a f i n a l  n o t e ,  o'~+ r e p o r t  ~ t h e  c u r r e n t  s t a t u s  o f  e f f o r t s  wc~tld 
n o t  be  Complete  w i t h o u t  t h e  o b s e r v a t i o n  t h a t  e v e r y  S t a t e  c o n f i n e s  a c c u s e d  

• o r  a d : ) u d i c a t e d  s t a t u s  o f f e n d e r s  i n  deten~.-ton O r c o r r e c t i o n a l  f a c l l l + t i e s  
t o  sc=e  d e ~ e e .  I n  a b o u t  h a l f  o f  t h e  S t a t e s ,  t h e  p r a c t i c e  I s  s p o r a d i c  
and no t  ve ry  s t a t i s t t c a i i ¥  s i g n i f i c a n t .  , But i t  w i l l  occu r ,  because o f  
t h e  atl=Ltudl~e o f  • p a r ~ c u l a r  Judge ,  o r  because  o f  t h e  p e r c e i v e d  s e r i o u s -  
h e s s  o f  a p a r t i c u l a r  c a s e  o r  c l a s s  o f  c a s e s .  In  t h o s e  S t a t e s  which  p r o -  
scribe such placements, the monitoring mechanisms contemplated by Sect~ton 
223 (a) (14) of the Act have Just not evolved to a point of development 
~that the cognizant agency can ensure that such confinement will not take 

I place. In those States which permit accused or ad~udlcate~ status offenders 
.~. t o  be placed in detention facilities, the frequencies seem to be declining 

to the point of what might be described as an "irreducible minimum" popula- 
tion. Unless pending State legislation passes which would ban such prac- 
tlces~ i t .  iS reasonable to assume that, at least for the present, there 
are • number of States that phil.osophlcall¥ disagree with the "all or 
nothing" Posture taken by ~ Congress in passing section 223 (a) (12) of 
the A¢t; Present guidelines obviously present less of an obstacle to the 
States, in terms of compllance, but should the 75% compliance end 24"hour 
exm~tlon provisions be re~oved from the guidelines at some time in the 
future, many States would be forced to consider seriously the wisdom of 
their continued participation in the program. 
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IZZ. Services Available to Status Offenders 

A. E x i s t i n ~  Services. 

Although the States'vlslted in the course of the case studies 
have rsspended to the impetus for deinstltutionalizatlon with a var- 
iety of legislatlve and service strategies, State officials end pri- 
vate service workers described the problems end characteristics of 
status offenders and the types of ¢o~nm~ity services they need with 
remarkable similarity. Status offenders need s considerable diver- 
sity of services which, for the most part, are the same services 
utilized by other t roubled  youth - -  s e r v i c e s  which respond to a c h i l d  
having fmnlly problems, emotional  proble~ns, and p r o b l e ~  a t  s c h o o l .  
Despi te  the  ;fact t h a t  s e rv i ce  workers o f t e n  desc r ibe  the s t a t u s  o f -  
fender as the most difficult t"Ipe of child to help with hi s problems, 
none of those interviewed suggested that the States ought to develop 
services designed exclusively for status offenders. 

In looking at the types of pz~grams currentty being u.-ed by sta- 
tus offenders and other c h i l d r e n ,  we found a core of six residential 
types of services, four of Which were ~on to most of the States= 

TABLE VZ 

Number of States provldin~ Residential Services 

No.. of 
states 
prodding 
Service 

.L 

St ruc ture~  R e s i d e n t i a l /  s p e c i a l i z e d  Fos te r  den t  Llv i) 
Shelter Care Shelter Care Res~xlential Care Ing 

9 9 

Table~VI shows thermajority of states st"~ied relying heavily on 
=cmmnmlty-based s h e l t e r  as an alternative to detention, and providing 
group home and .foster home places £or those needing a longer residen- 
tial placement outside their homes. A majority of States also have 
sa~e specialized residential beds for emotionally disturbed, mentally 
re ta rded ,  or develop~entally disabled children, typically in State 
or private institutions rather then in com~nmity-based facilities. 
New York and Maryland have developed a l i m i t e d  number of "stru~ured" 
shelter care facilities - shelter homes for small numbers of youth 
providing 24-hour intensive s upervlsion for children: thought likely 
to harm themselves or run from less restrictive shelters. In only 
two of the States cen older edolescents use an independent living 
arrangement~ i.e., a minimally supervised placement offering more 
independence then group homes or foster care, end sc~etimes including 
residence in their own apartments. 
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Among t h e  S t a t e s  which have  a core  o f  r e s i d e n t i a l  s e r v i c e s  f o r  
~ r o u b l e d  y o u t h ,  however ,  t h e r ~  a r e  c o n s i d e r a b l e  d i f f e r e n c e s  i n  t h e  
e x t e n t  t o  ~ a i c h  t h e  s e r v i c e s  a r e  d e v e l o p e d ,  the  degree  t o  which t h e  
services have grown or developed as a result of deinstitutionallzation, 
and the frequency of theis use by status offenders. Zn Maryland, for 
e x a ~ l e ,  t h e  number o f  con lmmi ty-based  r e s i d e n t i a l  p lacements  has  
9Town considerably since the.  Stato delnstitut£onalized In 1974. Utah, 
on the o t h e r  hand, a State which has significantly reduced the num- 
bers of status offenders in secure condiments and detentions, ihas 
chosen to exl~nd nonresidential community services rather than re- 
move children as frequently fz~m thelr homes. Florida has a wide 
range of residential services a vaflable to youths in trouble, bet." 
s i n c e  t h e  S t a t o  r e d e f i n e d  s t a t u s  e f f e n d e r e  as  dependent  c h i l d r e n ,  
v i r t u a l l y  t h e  cmly t ype  o f  p l acemen t  a v a i l a b l e  t o  s t a t u s  o f f e n d e r s  
'£e foster care. As another exan~le, Arkansas wh$ch has few, if any, 
community-based services, is focusing on developing access to emer- 
Gency shelter and l o n g e r - t e r m  residential services throughout t h e  
S t a t e ,  a s  a d i r e c t  r e s p o n s e  t o  t h e  d e l n s t l t u t l o n a l l z a t £ c n  i s s u e .  

T u r n i n g  a t t e n t i o n  to,  t he  n o n r e s i d e n t i a l  s e r v i c e s  a v a i l a b l e  i n  
t h e  S t a t e s ,  one f i n d s  t h e  number: o f  S t a t e s  which u t i l i z e  a s i g n i f i -  
c a n t  number of services to help youths resolve i~ediate problems is 
quite l~ l . ted.  Eight of the States have the ability to provide 
counseling or crisis intervention services, but very few interviewees 
mentioned the ava£1ab£11ty of other types of crisis intervention set- 

v i c e s  s 

• ~BLe 'W~ 

Uu~er of States prov4~4n~ Crisis lnterventlon~ Problem Resolution 
Services 

Crisis Counseling end Other Set- 
intervention/Counseling vices for Fatality Units Leqal Aid 

I0. Of 
;tatas 

Mente~ . ea i r . n  
S e r v i c e s  on a 
Day Trea tment  
o r  O u t - p a t i e n t  
b a s i s  

.8 4 2 2 

The need f o r  scene form o f  c o u n s e l i n g  o r  m e d i a t i o n  s e r v i c e  f o r  
you ths  i n  ~ o u b l e  a t  School  o r  a t  home i s  an o b v i o u s  sexwice needed 
by s t a t u s  o f f e n d e r s  and one o f  t he  , f i r s t  t o  be ment ioned  by i n t e r -  

v4eweee, 

Even fewer s e r v i c e s  were a v a i l a b l e  t o  c h i l d r e n  who needed  ~epecia l  
e d u c a t i o n ,  Job t r a i n i n g  o r  p l a c e m e n t ,  o r  h e l p  w i t h  schoo l  work. 
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No. of 
States 

TABLE VZII 

~u~r of' States PrOv4Ai-~ Preventlon/Skill Development Services 

L I° I 
Rlternative Schools Cente or Burea~ Develop,~, nt 

r 

3 2 

Even in those States reporting~ the existence of alternative school 
programs, prevention centers or help for adolescents looking for work, 
the amount of information available about these pzogra=m was limited, 
in part because such services are generally ad~d_nistered by agencies 
outside the State youth service system, and also because the programs 
that do exist are apparently qlllte limited in their geo¢]raphle cover- 
age or the n~=ber of youths ac~ually enrolled in the programs. 

Youth S e r V i c e  Bureaus  or C ~ n t e r s  a r e  t h e  ~most c ~ o n  form o f  p r e -  
v e n t i o n  now available. These centers frequently offer a collection 
of services including tutoring, organized recreation, counseling 
and service referral, education about the effects of drug use, and 
~u@t a place to go to find other kids. Zn Wisconsin, an even more 
tntenslve version of t/Lie type of doy-service program has been de- 
elglled to provide s t r u c t u r e d  activities all day f o r  children who 
can continue to llve with their p a r e n t s ,  but w h o  need a more structured 
environment in which to work than the public school. Day treatment 
programs are usually described as prevention programs but, in fact, 
many youths who c~ne t o  t he  centers already have probiems and are 
beEng offered a c~ance to develop new skills or simply to cope with , 

their ~stlng difficulties. 

The numbers of States which provide oounsellng for the whole 
family, legal aid, mental heal'th services for adolescents on an out- 
patient basin, Jub d e v e l o p m e n t ,  and "so f o r t h ,  may actually be greater 
than the number shown on Tables VII and VIII. However, Ill a ~roeater 
number of States do have capablllties in these areas, the officials 
interviewed either did not view them as sufflclently developed to 
be significant in their array of services for youth, or the services 
were not mentioned ~ecause their own professional interests were fo- 

cused, on p r o g r a ~  i n  ot l~ar  areas. 

B. Gaps in Services Available to Troubled Youth 

In all of the States visited, the people interviewed could catalog 
an i~resslve number of services either entirely lacking or weakly 
developed in their States. Xn California, New York, Maryland, and 
Wisconsin, the states with the greatest diversity end best developed 
of services, youth service workers tended to list more gaps in their 
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n o , r e s i d e n t i a l  s e r v i c e s  t h a n  d i d  the~ o t h e z  S t a t e s .  They. a l s o  r a i s e d "  
• more fundamental 'issues about the overall social policies expressed 

by the s t r u c t u r e  o f  t h e i r  se rv i ces  and f e l t  they needed much more 
J ~ f O Z t ~ t i ~  a b o u t  mwhat works  f o r  whom", p a r t i c u l a r l y  f o r  runaway and 
. ~ n c o r r i g i b l e  y o u t h .  I t  I s  p r o b a b l y  t r u e  t h a t  when a S t a t e  i s  i n  an 
eazly stage of developing its co~nmmlty-based services, the greatest 
amount o f  a t t e n t i o n  i s  f o c u s e d  on g e t t i n g  b a s i c  s e r v i c e s  i n  p l a c e  and 
o p e r a t i n g  smoothly.  Once a core o f  r e s i d e n t i a l  and c r i s i s - i n t e r v e n -  
t.ton se rv ices  e x i s t s ,  p lanners and case workers are more l i k e l y  t o  
i d e n t i f y  y ~ u t h  needs  t h a t  cam~ot be  m a t  i n  t h e s e  programs and d i s -  
c o v e r  u n a n t i c i p a t e d  p rob l ems  i n  a ~ m i n L s t e r i n g  d e c e n t r a l i z e d  e y e t e  "~ 
o f  Fouth  s e r v i n e s .  

I. Needs for Additional Residential Services 

D e s p i t e  t h e  f a c t  t h a t  most S t a t e s  have  c o n c e n t r a t e d  on d e -  
v e l o p i n g  a core" o f  r e s i d e n t i a l  s e r v i c e s ,  a m a j o r i t y  f e e l  t h a t  t h e y  
need more alternatives o r  Lmprovements in' the quality of their 
existing services. The need for a detention alternative that is 
geared to the problems of ruhaways and self-destructlve youth 
is the one exception to t h e  general rule that status offenders 
can u t i l i z e  t h e  s e r v i c e s  p r o v i d e d  f o r  o t h e r  t r o u b l e d  y o u t h . .  As 
was demons~atod in Chapter If, the continulng. Lnstitutionaliza- 
t/on of s ta tus  offenders occurs primarily in deten t ion , "  be th .  i n  
Stat~s where secure detention is either allowed or prshibited. 

' k States that ,px~11bit the detention of status offenders, the 
~t' o u t s t a n d i n g  weakness in residential alternatives to d e t e n -  " 
tlon is a communlty-based alternative which has the c~gfldenee 
of law enforcemen t offlciala and judges. As long as State of- 
ficials believe that secure supervision is essential for runaways 
o r  self-dsetntctive youch, or that, in some cases, detention has 
therapeutic value, status offenders will probably c.ontlnue to be 
detained. One experiment in this area is the ~ development of struc- 
tured shelter care. This approach replaces physical security 
with intensive' supervision. The objective is to retain ch i l d ren  
in .the proqram and to ensure their appearance is court, l"f it 
proves successful in achieving these objectives, structured 
shelter Night be used as one model alternative to detention for 
difficult you th .  _ . 

In eight of the States visited, mare. interviewees described 
a major need for residential placements 9ffering therapeutlc com- 
ponents for disturbed, retarded, or developmentally disabled 
chiidren than for any ocher residential or nonresidential service. 
The programs that exist are limited in nmnber end simply unavail- 
able in most conmmnities. 

A c l e a r  majority of the S t a t e s  would llke to make improvements 
in the quality of ~heir foster ~are and ~roup homes. At present, 
some foster Parents end group homes de not know how to cope with 
d i f f i c u l t  and disruptive status offenders. They prefer to accept: 
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c h i l d r e n  w£th f e v e r  p r o b l e m .  M ~ t  S t a t e s  d e s c r i b i n g  t h l s  ~ d ~ .  
lem f e l t  t h a t  t r a i n i n g  f o r  f o s t e r  p a r e n t s  and g roup  home p a r e n t s  
would ~ t he  problem,  I n  w i s c o n s i n ,  £ t  was s u g g e s t e d  t h a t  
a d d l t £ o n a l  back-up  f a c l l t t . t e s  be  d e v e l o p e d  f o r  c h L t d r e n  who wexe 
so  d ~ r ~ v e  a s  t o  n~ lu f ~ e  t e : p o r ~ w  n m o v a l  f r ~  ~ o u p  h ~ e e  

Independen t  l i v i n g  a r r angem en ta  would be h e l p f u l  i n  p r o v i d i n g  
e set~-tng where c h i l d r e n  who do n o t  need a h i q h l y  s ~ u c t u r e d  p r o -  
9Tam b u t  who do net  cant to  r e t u r n  t o  • bad f a n l l y  s i t u a ~ L o n .  
c o u l d  d e v e l o p  t he  independence, cm~etenne,  and sense o f  w o r t h  
necessary t o  lead adu l t  I l v e s .  I n  one S ta te ,  independent 1 i v t n ~  
~ t a  were seen t o  be an e s s e n t i a l  and l oq£ca l  p ~ s s l c ~  
fz~m "a g roup  home p lacemen t .  The a x ~ e n t  18 t h a t  i f  t h e  b e s t  
i n t e r e s t s  o f  some c h i l d r e n  a r e  s e r v e d  by removing,  them f rom t h e £ r  
f am i l i e s ,  a t  l eas t  sc=e o f  these c~ t l d ren  should no t  be re tu rned  
to a d is tu rb ing  home l£fe crone pz~s has been made in a group 
home. k l m o s t  h a l f  the  8 r a t e s  would l i k e  t o  d e v e l o p  new and ad -  
d L t t o n a l  f o r m s  o f  i n d e p e n d e n t  l i v i n g  on b o t h  an i n d l v £ d u a l  and , 
a g roup  b a s i s .  

2. ~ne Need f o r  P r0b le~  R e s o l u t i o n  S e r v i c e s  

Over h a l f  ~-.he States v i e £ t a d  f e e l  t h a t  ,t.hey h ~  a s t r o n g  need  
f o r  f a m i l y  commel~nq. They r e p o r t  t h a t  a good deal o f  l i p  se rv i ce  
l s  p a i d  t h e  n o t i o n  o f  p r o v i d i n g  s e r v i c e s  t o  t h e  f a : l l y  u n i t  r a t h e r  
t han  p l a c i n g  on t he  t ~ b l e d  you th  t h e  ent_tre bu rden  o f  a d j u s t -  
ment t o  • s i t t ing_ton where normal  r e l e t £ c n e  have  b roken  d m ~  I n  
p : a o t l c e ,  ve ry  few r e s o u r c e s  a r e  a c t u a l l y  d e v o t e d  t o  c o u n s e l i n g  
oz px~vi~l lng o~hez serv ices to  faml l£es i n  t r o u b l e ,  l ~ r t l c u l a ~ l y  
a t  t he  po£nt o f  c r i s i s  when s t a t u s  o f f e n d e r s  n o r a m l l y  c~ne t o  
t he  attentlne o f  the  a u t h o r i t i e s .  

Nent~Lt h e a l t h  s e i n e s  g o t  a d o l e s c e n ~ - o f f e r e d  on a n  o u t p a t £ e n t  
b a s t s  were descr'l.bed as an ui~j~nt need I n  h a l f  t h e  S t a t e s ,  £n-  
c l ud£ng  t h o s e  which a l s o  f e l t  t h a t  edd l~ - t cna l  r e s i d e n ~ . t a l  p s y -  .~ 
chlat:ic facilities are n e c e s s a r y .  

Althoug h all the States already .have sc~ crisis Intervention 
and ceunsellng cs~abilit~, youth serv ice  workere in fou~ States 

• would l i k e  to  s ee  a d d i t i o n a l  c r i s i s  f a c i l i t i e s  c r e a t e d  i n  t h e .  
form c f  " f r e e  c l i n i c s "  o r  a :~o~nt use  o f  en~rgency s h e l t e r  c a r e  
as  a f r e e  c l i n i c  and h o s t e l  where any y o u t h  c o u l d  come on a s e l f -  
referral basis for a place to stay, and to find s~meone who will 

listen. 

3. S k i l l  Develo~nent 

I n  more than h a l f  o f  the Sta tes .  l ~ r t t c i P a t ~ n g  i s  the case 
studies, the individuals i n t e r v i e w e d  stated:that the public schools 
s h o u l d  be doing much more to provlde tutoring end special education 
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f o r  t r o u b l e d  you th  who a re  b e h i n d  in  t h e i r  s t u d i e s .  They shou ld  
a l s o  p r o v i d e  a l l  s t u d e n t s  w i t h  i n f o r ~ t i o n  abou t  d r u g s ,  sex ,  
f a m i l y  life, t h e  demands o f  r a i s t n g  children, and management o f  
househo ld  b u d g e t s .  Those i n t e r v i e w e d  f e l t  t h a t  c h i l d r e n  can be 
d e v e l o p i n g ,  t h r o u g h o u t  t h e i r  s c h o o l  y e a r s ,  more r e a l i s t i c  i d e a s  
a b o u t  a d u l t  l i v i n g  and  b e t t e r  b a s e s  f o r  makin~ d e c i s i o n S .  SeV- 
e r a l  c ~ e n t e d  t h a t  t h i s  type  o f  e d u c a t i o n  miqh t  be e f f e c t i v e  i n  
p r e v e n t i n g  a ~  o f  the  f a m i l y  s i t u a t i o n  s t ha t  lead to  c h i l d r e n  
g e t t i n g  i n t o  t r o u b l e .  

I n d i v i d u a l s  i n  s i x  S t a t e s  u rged  t h a t  ~ more a t t e n t i o n  b e  
p a i d  t o  h e l p i n g  a d o l e s c e n t s  f i n d  Jobs# no t  o n l y  because  t r o u b l e d  
yOUthS c h a r a c t e r i s t i c a l l y  have d i f f i c u l t y  g e t t i n g  a l o n g  a t  s c h o o l ,  
b u t  a l s o  because  t hey  b e l i e v e  t h a t  t he  : independence and r e spon-  
s i b i l i t y  associated with d o i n g  a d u l t  work  can o f t e n  be more v a l u a b l e  
than counsel ing in  g i v ing  adolescents a chance to  become competent 
and proud o f  themselves. 

~ u m t i f i c a t i o n  o f  Service Needs 

The s e r v i c e  needs  o f  s t a t u s  o f f e n d e r s  a re  d i f f i c u l t  t o  quantify 
f o r  several  r e a s o n s .  In  many S t a t e s ,  s t a t u s  o f f e n d e ~  a re  l a b e l e d  
" d e l i n q u e n t s  m o r  °dependent  chll~.r, en', making i t  difficult to know 
how many sta tus  o f f e n d e r s  are ~ t l y  being r e f e r r e d  t o  c o u r t  and 
p l a c e d  i n  o r  r e f e r r e d  t o  c ~ u n £ ~  services. Many States collect 
very little information on the numbers of star-us offenders in private 
placements or the .length of time spent i n  these programs. 

Were such data available for. planning l~nl0osas, there would still 
be a problem in quantifying the amount of various services needed 
in a particular State for a g i v e n  po~ulatlon of status offenders, 
s ince policy choices are crucial in datermlning the desirable mix 
of services. For example, a choice to do everything possible to keep 
f~unilles together could result ~n • major Investment in day services, 
with a oorrespondingly small investment in residential services such 
as group hoes and foster care .  utah has chosen this pattern of 
service provision out of a commitment to keep r families intact* The 
same linkage between the use of residential and nonresidential ser- 
vices was found in a 1977 california Youth Authority Task Force 
Survey of counties, which ~found an ' inverse relationship between the 
Crisis resolution capability of a coamnn~ity and the number of~ non- 
s e c u r e  beds  i t  used f o r  r e s i d e n t i a l  p l a c e m e n t  O~ s t a t u s  o f f e n d e r s .  
Although it is clear that a coenm~nity will place or  refer children 
to the facilities it has available, the observation p o i n t s  up the 
i/nportance of the choices made fOr the initial investm~-nt in com- 
~z~Lty-based  facilities and the. difficulty of specifying how many 
serv ices o f  a particular type are needed.  

AS demonstrated earlier in this chapter, most states have ini- 
tially chosen to develop a core of residential services. In many 
of these States, however, the particular m~xture of services found 
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is not a result of a ~sclous policy choice. ~ne individual youth 
service systems hav8 ~ in a fragmented and poorly coordinated 
fashion arid without any overall deslyn. 

D. Dirflcultles in Coordinating Youth Services 

~he fragmentation of ~esponsibility for troubled youths and fam- 
illes not only makes thorough and consistent information difficult 
to collect, it can also have serious consequences for the quantity 
and" quality of services available to children in trouble, with for- 
real responsibility for custodial care and other services divided 
among the police, courts, a host of State, county and local govern- 
mant agencies or institutions, private service providers, and volan- 
taer groups, the Jobof systematlc planning and coordination be~s 
particularly difficult. 

The lack Of overall policy direction and failure to coordinate ~) 
s e r v i c e s  f o r  y o u t h ,  which was c o m ~  n i n  t h e  c a s e - s t u d y  s t a t e s . . i s  
not a consequence of the delnstitutionalizatlon issue. But, the 
process of provlding comEunlty-based services for greater nun~ers 
of troubled youth has thrown into relief the contrast between pzo- 
vidlng social services to children in institutions, and providing 
the same Services in co~unlty set~i~ngs. When a group of children 
is tnstitutlone/ized, the task of assembling an educational program, 
medical services, counseling, and st--~1~tured recreation is not'over - 
whelming. If the same children are taken cut Of institutions and 

' sent back to their co~®~nlties for services, a~al!y getting the ~) 
same range of services to them is immediately c~mpliceted. In urban 
areas, a full range of services may be readily available, but if 
there is no central physical setting to "dispense" all serviceS, 
they may not r e a c h  the  children who need them m o s t .  The organizing, 
coordinating, and actual delivery of services by the responsible State " 
o r  local a~cy necessitates involving many more independent agencies. 

.'Ln r u r a l  a~eas, highly specialized services such as mental health. 
diagnosis and crisis counseling may not be ava£1able at all. 

In the S t a t e s  visited during the course of the cane studies, we ) 
found a t t e m p t s  t o  d e a l  w i t h  t h e s e  p r o b l e m s  a t  two l e v e l s .  I n some 
i n s t a n c e s .  S t a t e s  had c r e a t e d  s p e c i a l  cc, m n i t t e e s  o r  t a s k  f o r c e s  
bringing together personnel from various agencies ~to develop .policy 
o r  procedures in specific problems areas such as standardized L~cen- 
sing and fee schedules for care purchased from th.e prlvato sector. 
At the lower levels of the State bureaucracy; s~me frustrated cane 
workers, have not waited for direction fx~ the top, but have t~led 
to coordinate the service system through interagency intake or 
diageostlc teams. Private service workers have also organized to 
act as central clearinghouses for information on referrals and place- .) 
ments. Informal coordinating efforts appear to be most successful 
outside major urban areas where casewerkers know eac h other well, 
and information can be exchanged  With ease. Where attempts have ~- " 
been made to standardize procedures at the State level or to encourage 
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~n te ragency  c o o p e r a t i o n  a t  a l o c a l  l e v e l ,  t h e  c o o r d i n a t i n g  mechanisms 
were new, and you th  s e r v i c e  workers  c o n t i n u e d  t o  compla in  o f  s e r i o u s  
p r o b l e : s  i n  p r o v i d i n g  c c o : n m l t y . b a s e d  s e r v i c e s  t o  t r o u b l e d  y o u t h s .  

consequences  o f  a f ragmented  sys tem f o r  c h i l d r e n  who need 
t o e . u n i t y  se rv i ces  are s~vera l .  A t  the in take  l e v e l ,  where dec is ions  
a r e  made to  r e f e r  a c h i l d  t o  c o u r t  o r  i n f o z w a l l y  t o  recce~end cer t~Ln  
s e r v i c e s ,  t he  p o l i c e  o r  ca~e workers  ~ y  no t  be aware o f  t he  f u l l  
r a n g e  o f  s e r v i c e s  a v a i i a b l e  i n  t he  c o . u n i t y ,  I f  k n ~ l e d g e  a b ~ t  
comnunl ty  r e s o u r c e s  i s  i n c c a p l e t e ,  a c h i l d  can f i n d  h i m s e l f  r e f e r r e d  
t o  an agency wh ich  i s  n o t  ~ e l l - e q u i p p e d  t o  h e l p  him w i t h  h i s  p rob lems ,  
o r  i n  c o u r t  more f r e q u e n t l y  t h a n  i s  n e c e s s a r y .  

For  one type  o f  s t a t u s  o f f e n d e r ,  t h e  problem i s  p a r t i c u l a r l y  
serlous. Despite the frequent contention t h a t  s ta tus  offenders have 
problematic characteristics in c~n with ~ther troubled youth, 
many officials and youth service ~rkers find in their experience 
that a sub-~oup of "hard-core" status offenders have problems more 
severe than most other troubled youth. They find this type of offender 
tO b e  the.  you th  m~st :1~ need o f  ~ l t y  s e r v i c e s  and ~ l s o  t he  
most  d i f f i c u l t  t o  s e r v e .  

. 

I t  can be d i f f i c u l t  t o  p r o v i d e  s e r v i c e s  t o  t h e s e  you th  f o r  
r e a s o n s :  f i r s t ,  he i s  l i k e l y  t o  be  d e f i a n t  t o  a l l  forms o f  a u t h o r i t y .  
He may a l s o  r e s i s t  t he  i d e a  t h a t  he i s  an " o f f e n d e r  m . ~ o  has  done 
s~iln~ so wrong that he deserves punishment or treatment. Indl- 
vlduals interviewed contrasted this attitude with that of delinquents 
who are more likely to recognize the authorlty of the Juvenile Justice 
System and the legitimacy of punishment for their crim/nal-type 
behavior. 

Second, sc~e public and private a g e n c i e s  strenuously resist p*zo- 
vldlng services to troubled youth who ere more defiant, ~ncooperative, 

• and troublesome than their traditional youth clients who tend to be 
more pliant or at least familler. Taking on a new group of clients 
who are diffic~tlt and out of the ordinary can requl~e a redefinition 
of the agency role and can .place added de~ande on its budget, bus, " 
the fac~ tha~ a con~unlty has a broad array of youth services does 
not mean that it i s  necessarily easy for a status offender to gain. 

• a c c e s s t o  them. In a s e r v i c e  system d i v i d e d  i n t o  specialized c a t e -  
~rical services, few se t t i ngs  appear suitable for the multi-problem 
child. Interviewees report that this youth is sometimes institu- 
tionalized in private care, or can "fall through the cracks" of the 
system and n e t  receive any services at at1, although hls diverse 
and serious problems are partlculerly-deserving of attentlen. 

~nother poss~le consequence of fragmentation may be a t endency  
to overdevelop residential placement services to the exclusion of 
day services, because it is easier to bring services to & group of • 
children residing in one spot than to  organize a series of indlv£dual 
~:reatment px~Ta~ for youths remalrLing with thelr families, end 
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because  f u n d i n g  see=s  to  be  more  rea~L1y a v a i l a b l e .  One c o u l d  arcjue 
char. g roup  homes l.n L ~ - t i c u l ~  a r e  t h e  c c m m m t t y - b e s e d  e q u i v a l e n t  
o f  S t a t e  lns t~Ltu~lons  i n s o f a r  as  t h e y  b o t h  p r o v i d e  b u r e a u c r a t i c  c c ~  
v e ~ e n c e  by o f f e r i n g  s e v e r a l  s e r v i c e s  under  one ~ c o f .  k t~houqh  no 
one a r g u e s  t h a t  g roup  h o ~ s  a r e  t h e  same as  ~ a i n i n g  s c h o o l s  0 £ t  i s  
a l s o  t r u e  t h a t  o f f i c i a l s  ~n a t  l e a s t  one S t a t e  a m  concerned  t h a t  
c o ~ n n ~ t y - b a s e d  r e s i d e n ~ t a l  s e r v i c e s  a r e  modeled on ~ n s t i t u ~ o n s  and 
ask  w h e ~ e r  9 ~ e a ~ r  emphasis  on day s e r v i c e s  would n o t  make Note 
s e n s e  f o r  many s t a t u s  o f f e n d e r s .  Day s e r v i c e s  axe cheape~ t h a n  r e s °  
l ~ e n ~ t a l  p l a c e m e n t s ,  and, more l ~ o r c a n t ,  t h e y  a r e  l e s s  r e s t ~ i c ~ t v e  
and keep f a ~ t l i e s  i n ~ c t .  No ~oubt  some n~nber  o f  t z o u b l e d  y o u t h  
need a res£den~Lal  p l a c e m e n t  o u t s £ d e  t h e i r  ~ m  homes ,  b u t  i t  i s  
p o s s i b l e  t h a t  ~ o u p  home and o t h e r  r e s £ d e n t i a i  p l a c e m e n t s  a r e  n o t  
a lways made because  ~ o v a l  f r ~  t h e  f m n i i y  i s  i n  t h e  b e s t  i n t e r e s t  
o f  t he  c h i l d .  In  some c a s e s  ~ i t  ~ may be  t h e  $ ~ p l e s t  a n d  mos t  b u z e a u -  
c = a t l c a l l y  c o n v e n i e n t  way t o  p x o v l d e  a s e r v i c e .  

~J 
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I v .  Cos t  ana l¥o in .  

A° I s s u e s  and L l n ~ t a t i o n s  
~lr 

One o f  the c e n t r a l  cc~cerns o f  t h i s  study has been to  determine 
what the costa o f  de ins t i t u t i ona lLza t - t c~  o f  s ta tus  o f fenders  have 
been ~n those States which have had experience In  the area. s ta tes  
beg inn ing  the task o f  d e i n s t l t u t i o ~ a l l z a t i c ~  are concerned about 
the f i n a n c i a l  consequences o f  such a dec is ion.  Local and s ta te  
g o v ~ t s ,  f e e l i n g  ~:he p r e s s u r e s  o f  ~ f l a ~ t o n  and i n c r e a s i n g  de -  
mands f o r  se-~vice,  see  t he  r e s o u r c e  q u e s t i o n  as  c r i t i c a l .  FrOm t h e  
po: l~t  o f  v iew o f  t h e  F e d e r a l  a g e n c i e s  :Lnvolvede OJJDP and ~W,  who 
are ~espons~bla f o r  providLng funds, guidance, and leadersh ip ,  t he  
cost  quest ion i s  ~ lso impo r tan t .  

Questions o f  cost  w i t h i n  the ccnp lez  system o f  pub l i c  s ~ l c e  
d e l i v e r y  are d i f f i c u l t .  The quest.tons o f  Fixed vs. va r i ab le  costs~ 
t o  whOm COsts Or savLngs  w i l l  acc rue ;  whether  t he  c o s t s  a re  c u r r e n t  
o r  f u t u z e l  ~ e  t4'ne o r  c o n t J ~ u ~ n g l  and how they  a re  computed must  
a l l  be  c o n s i d e r e d .  A f t e r  h a v i n g  c c q p l e t e d  case  s t u d i e s  i n  t e n  
S t a t e s °  and examin ing  t h e  c o s t  I s s u e  i n  each  i n s t a n c e °  t he  f o l l o w i n g  
: f a c t o r s  appea r  t o  be c ~ l t i c a l  i n  d e t ~ m i n ~ n g  :Just  what  c o s t s  have  
.been a s s o c i a t e d  w i t h  d e ~ m t ~ t t u t i o n a l i z a t i c ~  o f  s t a t u s  o f f e n d e r s :  

s t h e  numbers o f  s t a t u s  o f f e n d e r s  who were  o r  would  be 
p l a c e d  i n  d e t e n t i o n  o r  COrrect ional  f a c i l i t i e s  p r i o r  t o  
a . d e i n s t £ t u t i o n a l l z e t i o n  e f f o r t ~  

• t h e  p r i o r  and c u r r e n t  c o s t s  o f  m a l n t s i n i n q  t h o s e  c h i l d r e n  
in institutional settings and what happens to the re- 
sources fozmer ly  devoted to  main ta in ing  those ch i ld ren ;  

the proportion of those status offenders who actually " 
receive services as alternatives to institutieeallzation; 

• the u n i t  c o e t s  Of those a l t e r n a t i v e  serv ices;  

• the reaction of alternat/ve service delivery systems in 
t~rms of 'generating additional servlces or absorbing these 
Juveniles without increasing their capacity; 

• who pays (which level end agensy o f  govermnent or the 
private sector) for ~nstitutlc~alLzation vs. alternative 

serv ices J and 

• t h e  nature  o f  the COsts assoc ia ted  both w i t h  i n s t i t u t i o n a l .  
placement end w i th  a l t e r n a t i v e  s e r v i c e s - - f i x e d  vs. va r i ab le ,  
cu r ren t  vs.  future, start-up vs. o p e r a t i n g .  

T~ese factors associated with dete~nin~ng costs create enough 
• c~mplexi t~ i n  and of themselves to make cost calculations difficult. 
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In addition to these factors, however, are several other cendltione 

w~ch mtlst be accosted. 

There are many other changes going on in the states--inflation, 
policy changes, reorganization, new Federal programs, statutory 
changes affecting definitions of status offenders, changes in age 
og ma~orlty, Jurisdiction over status offenders, etc. Such coin- 
cldent changes may well mask changes related to the deinstltution- 
allzatioe Jesus. Delnstitutlonallzation may be so much a part of 
such related changes that it cannot be regarded us a discrete 

process with measurable co.sts. 

Undezlying all of these issues, moreover, is the ~ quality of 
infomatlon about status offenders, s e r v i c e s  and COSta thereof. 
The data systen~ in the States we studied'ere, without exception, 
inadequate to the tasE of defining precisely what the cost impacts 
of deinstitutionalization have been. Even in .the best instances . 
where sophisticated automatic data systems exist, they may provide 
.Informatic~ 0nly oea part of the picture (e.g., Informatlo~ on 
public facilitles but no information on private ~facilities) • In 
the v e r y  worst instances, there is d a t a  lacking even on the numbers 

of status offenders moving through the system. 

Expexience in the ten States studied strongly supports the con- 
clusion that the costs of delnstitutionalization are not predictable 
in any abstract way, They cannot he calculated simply on the 
numbers o f  c h i l d r e n  i n v o l v e d .  They depend upon t he  a p p r o a c h  t a k e n  . 
in delnstltutlonallzinq, on conscious choices made by public agencies 
involved end on what the Juvenile Justice and service system look 

li~ in a given Stats. 

B. Cost T,~cts--The Resuits of iTen Case Studies 

• If one considers dsinstitutlonallzation the process of shifting 
youngsters from more expensive, to less expensive services, the 
expected outcome would be cost savings. In some states, we have 
indeed seen evidence of sane cost savings- Ho~mver, the o utomnan 

vary fren State to state. 

I. Non-lnstutitional Services are Less Expenslve_ 

With few exceptions, the per unit (per child/per day or 
month} cost of providing non-institutional services to youth 
is less than the per unit cost of maintaining children in 
secure detention and correctional facilities- 

• In so~e States, the cost information is identified 
only within the budgets of several agencies and de- 
Instltutienalization appears to have• had llttle net 
impact on expenditures~there have been no marked in- 
creases or decreases in entlays (e.g., Florida, Wisconsin, 

ca'egen). 
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• I n  o t h e r  S t a t e s ,  . because  c o s t  s a v i n g s  have  b e e n  r e a l i z e d  
~ d  t h e  s y s t e m  i s  r e l a t i v e l y  e a s y  tO ~ a l y z e 0  i t :  l ~  
poss ib le  to  see s a v i n g s  ( e . g . ,  Connec t i cu t ,  Maryland, 
New Yon'k). 

• I n  a t  l eas t  one Sta te ,  the t n f o ~ t t ~  is  so ~tnadequate 
and :the experience so l i m i t e d  t ha t  i t  i s  impossib le to  
say one way or  the o ther  what the impacts have been 
( e . g . #  A r k a n s a s ) .  

• F i n a l l y ;  there  are incremental  costs being incu r red  
(o r  d o l l a r s  l e g i s l a t i v e l y  couni t t~d)  i n  ssme States to  
achieve d e t n s t i t u t i o n a l i z a t t 0 n  (e.g.  w C a l i f o r n i a ,  Iowa, 
Utah).  Even here,  perhaps, the moat £n te res t ing  ob- 
serva t ion  i s  t h a t  i n  no i n s t a n c e  d i d  t h e i r  p e r c e p t i o n  
o f  cost  d e t e r  t h e s e  t e n  S t a t e s  f rom moving  ~ t h e  
m a j o r  change  i n  s o c i a l  p o l i c y .  ~ e r ,  ou.~ a n a l y s i s  
of costs actually being experienced suggests them to 
be .less than th0se an t i c i pa ted .  

2. Costs vs. Budge t s  

~I£s suggests t h a t  the genesis of an increas e !in outlays 
is not in deinst/tut~:nallzatlon, but rather in the inability 
of the system to ~transfer resources, to r e d u c e  capacity; etc. 
Further, i nc reas ing  demands for services of those dellnquents 
ccmlng int~ the'Instltutlons would have to be" ~t in the future 
with expanded capacity or additional facilities. +~hus, in- 
c r e a s e d  e x p e n d i t u r e s  i n  one s u c t i o n  may be  b a l a n c e d  by a slowing 
Of b u d g e t  i n c r e a s e s  e l s e w h e r e .  Where S t a t e s  a r e  c o n c e r n e d  a b o u t  
the coSt implications of deinstitutiona~Izat/on, they mlght 
well focus on ways' t o  actualize the saving s implied in trans- 
ferring yOUth from more expensive inst.ltutional settings to 
less expensive cc=~unlty ones. 

3.  Su=marles of Costs in Ten States 

Some States have conducted :analyses Of what the impacts of 
dslnstitutlonallzatlon would be. Callforn~a, Oregon, and 
utah have done such analyses end, in each case, have estimated 
that deinstitutionalization will result in significant net 
i n c r e m e n t a l  costs. Assumptions enderlylng these analyses omit 
the possibility of cos t sayings resultlng :from deinstltutlon- 
alization. Further, the studies assume that the entire popula- 
tlon of deinstltuti0nalizea or non-lnstltutiOnalized status 
offenders will r e q u i r e  alternative (usually residential) 
services. In each case, these are projected future costs. 
When examining what have been t h e  costs 0£ deiustltut-tonalise- 
Cion i n  t h o s e  S t a t e s  whic h have a l r e a d y  . imPlemented such  a 
policy, it was difficult to document that substantial incremental 
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• c o s t s  a c t u a r y  acorued as  a d i r e c t  r e s u l t  o f  t h e  d e i n s t i t u t i o n -  

a l i z a t i o n  o f  s t a t u s  o f f e n d e r s .  " 

F o l l o w i n g  a te  b r i e f  s ~ l e s  o f  t h e  p e z c e p ~ o n s  o f  S t a t e  
and l o c a l  o f f i c i a l s  i n  each s t a t e  r e g a r d i n g  t h e  c o s t  iu~lica- 
t i o n s  o f  d e i n s t l t u t i o r m l i z a t i o n  a l o n g  w i t h  o u r  own a s s e s s m e n t  
of costs. As mentioned elsewhere in this report, problems of 
data within each Stal~e and co~arability among t h e  states sug- 
qest that these su~mazies be read with caution. They are 
presented here to highllq~t the c o s t  question from State to 
State, but are beet understood in light of the deacri~tions and 
c o n t e x t  found in  t h e  full case  scudLCes. ," 

A. p a r c e ~ i ~ - s  o f  s t a t e  O f f i c i a l s .  

Arkansas has created a new Division of Youth Services t o  assum~ t h e  
primary responsibility for coordinating, sponsoring, and providing youth 
sezvices. 0~m of i t s  f~1~iens is to act as a liaison amm~g local com- 
munities, state agencies, ~asd the Federal govezlment to obtain and channel~ 
Federa I financial assistance for youth services. They currently depend 
h e a v i l y  on Title XX, Social Services funds, a S t a t e w i d e  DSO p r o ~ e c t  ,gx'ant 
from OJJDP, and block ~ T a n t  orlme control and Juvenile Justice funds. 
S t a t e  funds  s u p p o r t  the  c o s t  o f  t h e  t r a i n i n g  s c h o o l s ,  and p r o v i d e  t h e  

n e c e s s a r y  match for Federal g r a n t s .  

The State's primary strategy is to develop comprehensive cc~tY- 
based services and to fund theiE operatim~e with Title XX funds. AS one- 
t i m e  F e d e r a l  g z a n t s  d i s a p p e a r ,  s t a f f  c u t b a c k s  a p p e ~  l i k e l y .  No one ha s  
l~-~llcted a reduction of training school space o r  a transfar Of funds 
from ~hat budget. Current estimates of the operating cost of services to 
be developed for deinstitotionalizud S t a  t u s  offeedors are $4 million 
annually, t o  come fzco T i t l e  XX and a conttnuati~ of t h e  a p p r o x i m a t e l y  

$7 million for the training schools. 

3. C~m~ntazy 

Since much of the Federal money ~u~rently b e i n g  used  is for s t a r t - u P ,  
purposes, it Can lapse without ~ service shut-down. Sone state and local 
assumptins of costs will pEasumably be neceesa~ where c o t w t  services 
workers have been funded and where DYS staff h~s been paid for with 

Federal funds. 

:) 
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CP~IFO~L~ 

A. p e r c ~ t £ c ~ s  o f  S t a t e  O f f i c i a l s  

TWO stnxLiss have  been u n d e r t a k e n  d u r i n g  t h e  p a s t  y e a r ,  ~ one by t h e  
c a l i f e r ~ a  y o u ~  Autho~£ty (C~A~ and one by t h e  C o , n t y  S u p e r v i s o r s  
A s s o c i a t i o n  o f  C a l i f o r n £ a .  The f i r s t  c a l c u l a t e d  t h a t  t h e  c o s t  o f  
removing s ta tus  o f fenders  f ~  3uven£1e Ha l l s  (as requ i red  by A.B. 3121), 

pl£¢~L~g them tn fll;~j~r(;)3~:Lat e E~s:LdeJrtt~Lnl ~ l te r~ t~Lve s()tt.~lg8 v r o t ~  be 
$ 6 , 0 0 0 , 0 0 0  p e r  y e a r .  The s e c o n d  s t . ~ ¥  ' est imate4 a $ 1 2 , 0 0 0 , 0 0 0  impact  
f o r  t h e  same s e t  o f  c ~ t t i n n e .  

S.  C ~ e n ~ r  z 

Our ' rev iew o f  p o t e n t i a l  COsts cc~cltRted t h a t ' s  t~a.'~et oopul~t~Lon o f  
750 deta inees and 1800 Juven~!es r e q u i r i n g  ca rzec t i ona l  t ~ e a ~ n t  would 
cos t  $35,128,800, which I s  $7,614,000 less than comparable bed space £n 
de ten t ion  and c o ~ r e c t - t ~ a l  f ae i~ t~Les .  The pro;Ject lon o f  n e t  Asvinqs 
e n s t ~ e s  t h a t  the s ~ e  mmber  o f  ~ u ~ L l e s  v i i i  need s e r v i c e s  I n  a l t e r n a -  
t £ v e  p l a c ~ e n t s ,  t h a t  a l l  o f  them c a n  be ~ a n s f e r ~ e d  from de ten~Lc~/  
cez~rectlonkl fen:LlJ.t:Le:s s : imu l t~nemmly  and ~hat  the~re can be a d ~ e c t ,  
lm~e~Late t r a n s f e r  o f  funds from cem~ty l n s t / t u t £ o n a l  t o  c o ~ m n i t y  eez- 
v i c e  b u d g e t s .  Cceq~zed w i t h  o t h e r  S t a t e s  s t u d i e d  £ t  £s  fa:Lr t o  say  
t h a t ,  . u n t i l  t h i s  y e ~ ,  C a l i f o r n i a  made an i n o r d i n a t e  use o f  d e t e n t i o n  
m~d l o c a l  ¢ o z w e c t l c e a l  f a c i l i t i e s  f o r  s t a t u s  o f f e n d e r s .  

CONNECTICUT 

A. p e r c e ~ t i o n s  o f  S t a t e  O f f i c i a l s  

• C o n n e c t i c u t  has  been p u r s u i n g  a d s i n s t i t u t ~ o n a l i z a t 2 L o n  p o l i c y  f o r  
severa l  y e a ~ ,  w i t h  on ly  12% o f  Court r e f e r r a l s  b e i n g  s t a t u s  o f f e n d e r s ,  
w £ t h  c lose-down s i n c e  1972 o£ one t r a i n i n g  s c h c o l ,  e n d  w£th d e t e n t i o n  
o f  s t a t u e  o f f e n d e r s  a t  o n l y  820 i n  1975. T h u s  t he  c o s t s  o f  moving 
t h e s e  n~unbers o f  c h i l d ~ n  o u t  o f  such p lacemen t s  i s  n o t  seen  as  ma~or, 
although the're~ipt of $1.4 million in the form of a s p e c i a l  emphasis 
grant from 0JJDP to the state was welcome to ease the way. A nmnbez of 
:Judges and cour t  officials see the research focus of the DSO project As 
u n f o r t u n a t e  and v o u l d  p r e f e r  t o  see  t h o s e  funds  go t o  d e v e l o p  s e r v £ c e s .  

B. C~nmentary 

C u r r e n t  d e ~ n t ~ c e  f i g u r e s  a r e  low enough t h a t  r e s e r v £ n g  one bed i n  
each of ton grGup homes As As alternative to detention would provide 
sufficient bed space for status offenders, at a cos t  of approximately 
$50,000 based on .as estimated average ~tree-day stay in de~ntion.: 
State poll~y, ho~eveE., does not presently encourage use  Of group hcoe 
beds in th~s way, although the cost estimates would likely remain valid 
in otheZ settlnge. 
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Costs o f  con t inu ing  the  proq~ams s p e c i f i c  t ° the  ex t reme ly  t r o u b l e -  
some ( e . g . ,  chzonic runaway) s t a t u s  o f f e n d e r  w i l l  be h igher  on a pe r  
diem basis. Such pxograms, whether on a long-tern txea~ent basis oz 
on the maximum intervention model (intensive diagnosis and evaluation 
follot~d by a supervised tr~at:~ent plan) may be difficult to retrain when 

the g=ant ,lapses. 

A. p e z c e p ~ - - n  o f  State O f f i c i a l s  

S t a t e  o f f i c i a l s  b e l i e v e  t h y s e l v e s  t o  b e  i n  v i r t u a l  c o m p l i a n c e  w i t h  
delnstltutlo~allzatiem requlx~ents as a result of havlng removed theIE 
CINS "from the Juvenile J u a t £ ¢ e  system and  placing them into the c h i l d  
welfaze 51m~em. ~ney did not perceive significant Increase in outlays 

a s  a E e ~ t l t  o f  t h i s  d e c i n i o n .  

B .  C c ~ e n t a ~  

~ z ~ n ' ~ l , y ,  many s t a t u s  o f f e n d e r s  sJ~ply h a v e  Oxopp~!  o u t  o f  t h e  
system at the state level, since they were redefined as dependent . 
c h i l d r e n .  The del inquency system has no t  exper ienced budget  cu ts  cx 
transfers of their funds to the welfare system. It seems rather that 
resources devoted to status offenders in institutions have been re- 
directed to a larger delinquent populat.iem. Since, acCo~dinq to state 
f i ~ e s ,  c h i l d  w e l f a r e  s e r v i c e s  t e n d  t o  be  much l a s s  c o s t l y  t h a n  s e r -  
v i c e s  t o  d e l i n q u e n t s ,  i t  can be asse r ted  t h a t  c o s t  r e d u c t i o n s  
h a v e  b e e n  experienced and t h a t  the d e l i n q u e n c y  s y s t e m  h a s  had  more re- 
sources with which to service its own client group. The scope of that 
savings in ~ ,  howeveE. At t he  time of the  change, t he  Social 
Services agency estlmated that some $6 million annually was devoted to 
serving status, offenders in residential settings. How much of that 
potential cost s a v i n g  h a s  b e e n  offset by cOSta now incurred in 
the  welfare system is unknown, as the re  i n  no adequate da ta  
available on how many ~o~mer CINS are now receiving services .under  

c h i l d ,  welfare -" 

A. Perceptions of s,~ata officials_ 

State officials do+not view the cos t  of delns~ituti~malinlng statute 
Offenders t o  be in any way restrictive upo~ the  State's o p t i o a s .  T h e i r  
experiences indicate that private service providers can manage indepen- 
dently of start-up grants after about two years. In addition, the State 
Department of Social Services direCtS a qood deal of its Title XX funds 

into s t a t u s  offender services. 

7 
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B. Cc=mentary 

Our e x a m i n a t i o n  o f  s t a t u s  o f f e n d e r  and n o n - o f f e n d e r  c o h o r t s  w i t h i n  
t h e  l a r g e r  d e t e n t i o n  and c ~ e c t l o n a l  f a c i l i t y  +popula t ions  i n d i c a t a s  
t h a t  t h e  c u r r e n t  c o s t s  i n c u r r e d  f a r  those ,  g r o t ~ s  i s .  r o u g h l y  $739,716.  
F o s t e r  caze ,  w h i c h  I s  g ~ L r l y  e x p e n s i v e  i n  Iowa ( thus  a c c o u n t ~ g  foe  t h e  
a b L t £ t y  o f  t h  e p r i v a t e  s e c t o r  t o  be s e l f - s u f f i c i e n t )  , r uns  as  much as  
$45 t o  $50 p e r  day. I f  t h e  70 s t a t u s  o f f e n d e r s  i n  t z a i n i n g  s c h o o l s  i n  
FY 1975, and t h e  198 accused  s t a t u s  o f f e n d e r s  Ln detenlt~ic~ i n  FY 1976,  
a l l  r e c e i v e d  30 days o f  f o s t e r  c a r e ,  even a t  $45 pez day,  t h e  t o t a l  
~cost o f  aJ.ternat~ve s e r v i c e s  would be $361,800, o r  $377,916 less than the 
• cos~ts i n  d e ~ n t t a n  and c o r r e c t t = ~ a l  fa~J.Ltl~tes. 

MARYLAND 

k.  P e r c e ~ t i a n s  o f  s t a t e  Of f J . e£a l s  

Maryland has  done no a n a l y s i s  o f  t h e  c o s t  l~pacl~ o f  t h e i r  1974 
change which pxoh/d~ited p l acemen t  o f  CZNS i n  ~ t e n t i c ~  o r  c o r r e c t i o n a l  
f a c L l i t . t e s .  They b e l i e v e  t h a t  t he  c o s t  o f  d e i n s t i t u t l c ~ a l i M t i o n  has  
been minLm~.  One S t a t e  t r a i n i n g  s c h o o l  fom~er ly  used p ~ r l l y  by 
C]~3 has  been C losed ,  making i t  p o s s i b l e  f o r  the 3uven£1e S e r v i c e s  

~ l : ~ L ~ s t r a ~ t c ~  t o  r e a l ~ e  a d i r e c t  c o s t  s a v i n g s .  Al though t h e  e x a c t  
number o f  CINS p l a c e d  i n  a l t e r n a t . i v e  ¢cmuu~tY p r o ~ a m s  dtw~ng 1974 
and 1975 i s  not  known, t h e  c o s t s  o f  conmnnt~t~ pzogzams most o f t e n  used  
b~ CZNS ten~" to be lowez than the costs of insr~Ltutlonal placements. 

B. (:cmmenta~ 

Before  N a ~ l a n d  changed i t s  J U v e n i l e  Causes Ac t ,  i t  d e t a i n e d  o r  
c c e ~ t t e d  a g r e a t e r  number o£ CINS i n  s t a t e  i n s t i t u t i o n s  which ~emain 

. i n  o ~ r a ~ c ~ t  t han  i t  d id i n  the one ~ n s t i t u t £ ~  which closed down. 
The c o s t  o f  p r o v i d i n g  a l t e r n a t i v e  p l a c e = e n t s  f o r  some o f  t h e s e  you ths  
was Dot  o f f s e t  by ar~y l n s ~ t u t i o n ~ L t  s a v i n g s .  The e x a c t  c o s t s  i n c u r r e d  
can on ly  be e s t i m a t e d  s i n c e  t h e  m ~ : ~ r  Of CINS who found alterea':J.ve 
p lacemen t s  i s  n o t  known. I £  added c o s t s  were i n v o l v e d  t hey  were 
pEobably not major. Before deinstitutlonal~zation, Maryland had 
deve loped  a, network o f  c c ~ u ~ L t ~ - t ~ s e d  facilities. Maryland still 
faces added costa in ending some cc~tlnuing detent/c~ of status 
offenders in State institutions, and in ending the large number of 
out-of-State placementa  in.private institutions. 

~w YORK 

A. Perceptions of, State Officials 

Director of the New York state Divis£~ fOr Youth asserts t h a t  
deinstltutionalizatio~ will be, less COStly i n  the l o n g  run  than  main- 
tenance of PINS in instltutional settings. This is based primarily 
on lower costa for alternative services and ~ a strategy of closing 
institutional capacity. 
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B. C o ~ o n t s r ~  

c ~ t s  a s s o c i a t e d  w i t h  r e m o v a l  o f  p~[S f rom t r a i n i n g  s c h o o l s  i n  
New York h a v e  a l r e a d y  been  i n c u r r e d  s i n c e  no pINS r e m a i n  i n  t h o s e  
f a c i L t t i e s .  The l~ i smx~  l d e n C . t f i a b l e  f u n d s  u s e d  t o  e f f e c t  t h e  c h a n g e  
came f ~  a $ 1 . 7  m i l l i o n  g r a n t  f = e m  t h e  SPA t o  d e v e l o p  a l t e r n a t i V e S  Co 
such  p l a c e m e n t s .  Ma in tenance  o f  t h e  s y s t e m  s h o u l d  b e  p o s s i b l e  w i t h i n  
extSt~Lng S t a t e  = e s o u x c e s  s i n c e  t h e  a l ~ - n a t i v e  p l a c e m e n t s  a r e  l e s s  
e x p e n s i v e ,  and t h e  S t a t e  h a s  a h i s t o r y  o f  c l o s i n g  down i n s t t t u t i o n a l  

c a p a c i t y . .  

As t o  d e ~ n t i o n  c o s t s  ~to be i n c u r : e d  o r  s a v e d  an  pINS are  l e s s  ~ e  o 
q u a u t i y  h e l d  i n  e e c u z e  d e t e n t i o n ,  t h e  s i t u a t i c ~  i s  s t i l l  s p e c u l a ~ v e .  
The d e t e n t i o n  p o l i c y  and p r a c t i c e s  s t u d y  done by DFY o u t l i n e s  a p o s s i b l e  
8 t r a ~  which  would  d r a m a t t c a l l y  r e d u c e  t h e  number o f  s e c u r e  b e d s  
needed .  Fu,r the~,  DFY has  l n f m m ~ d  t h e  c o t m t i e s  i t  w i l l  no l o n g e r  s h a r e  
c o s t s  f o r  s e c u r e  d s t s n t i o n  o f  pZ~S, which  =aY p r o d u c e  l o c a l  p o l i c y  
changes. Futhezt  t he  I~Y d e t e n t i o n  p l a n  c a l l s  foZ clos inc j  sCm~ s e r e  
detenlv.tca ~ . ~ t n  a y e a r  and fo~  s e c u r ~ h ~  f r c a  e a c h - c o u n t y  a d e t e n ~ c a  
p l a n  a s  a management  and f i s c a l  c o n t r o l ,  go  s t a t s  law p r o h i b i t s  
k e e p i n g  pINS i n  s e c u r e  d e t e n t i o n ,  ~and o n l F ' e x P e z i e n c e  W i l l  show t h e  
e f f e c t i v e n e s s  o f  t h e s e  a d ~ t ~ L e t r a t l v e  m e a m t : e s .  

O~r a n a l y s i s  o f  c o s t  l n ~ a c t  s u g g e s t s  a minimum s a v i n g s  o f  $ 2 , 7 0 0  
pe= p e r s o n - y e a =  o f  p l a c e : a n t  an an a l t e  rna~'~ve t o  t h e  ~ a J : h t n ~  s c h o o l s ,  
and a p o t e n t i a l  s a v i n g s  o f  $3.5 n~ t l l i c~  w i t h  a s h ' t f t  i n  d e t e n t i o n  p o l i c y  

tO ucn - secuZ~  b e d s .  

o ~  

- A. P e ~ c e ~ t 4 ~  o f  Stets  O f f i c i a l s  

The L ~ j i s l a t u ~ e  o f  ~ e q o n  I s  q u i t s  c o n c e r n e d  a b o u t  t h e  p o t e n t i a l  
c o s t  i m p a c t  o f  p a r t t o i p a t i c ~  i n  t h e  J u v e n i l e  J u s t i c e  A c t .  The  S t a t e  
p l a n n i n g  ~c~ency i n  p x ~ a z i n 9  a c o s t  a n a l y s i s  f o r  t h e  L e g i n l a ~ r e ' s  
c o n s l d e r a t . t c a ,  e s t_ tma~d  t h a t  i t  ~ o u l d  c o s t  i n  t h e  n s ~ h b c ~ h o o d  Of  
$1 .25  m i l l i o n  p e r  y e a r  t o  s u p p o r t  a l t e r n a t i v e s  t o  d e t e n t i o n .  ( s t a t u s  
o f f e n d e = s  can  no l caqe=  be  p l a c e d  i n  t h e  s t a t e ' s  ~ a l n : i ~ q  s c h o o l s . )  
.am~eve:, the Stst~ Leglslatuze s own research servi~e, in assessing a 
1975 chanqe in state law removing CINS frem t r a i n i n g  schools, pzohibit- 
Ing p l a c e m e n t  o f  CINS i n  training schools in the future a n d  llm~tlng 
~le length of stay of status 'offenders in de~entlon, dld not nots in- 
uEgased costs associated w.~th implementation of the statute. 

B .  C ~ e n ~  

AssmnpCions u n d e r l y i n g  the SCats ~s estimate of cost impacts 
i n c l u d e  providing alternative residential placements to al_~l status 
offenders who otherwise might be deto/ned, an_d do ucc a c c o u n t  for any 
~oet savings as a result of avoiding detention in Jails or Juvenile 
detentlca facilities. Assuming some mix of less expensive services and 
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e~ne p o r t i c ~  o f  t h e  populat~tcn a t  i n t e r e s t  n o t  r e q u t ~ n g  s e r v i c e ,  t h e  
c o s t s  o f  p r o v i d i n g  a l t e x ~ a t i v e  s e r v i c e s  t o  t he  c u r r e n t l y  d e t a i n e d  popu-  
la t~cm o f  s t a t u s  Of fende r s  m i g h t  w e l l  be l e s s  "than t h e  e s t i m a t e d  c o s t  
o f  m a i n ~ g  t h o s e  you th  £n d e t e n t i o n .  I f  we t ake  t h e  f i g u r e  o f  
5,070 s t a t u s  o f f e n d e r s  d e t a i n e d  i n  1975--aS t h e  s p e c i a l  s t u d y  done by 
t he  Ozegc~'z SPA r e v e a l s - - w e  m £ ~ t  e s t i m a t e  t h a t  the  o 0 s t  o f  t h o s e  
detentions (5,070 x 3.25 day s per detention x $35.75 per day) would 
be approximately $589,071. ~f only sons portion of ~hose Bavlng s might 
be act~mlized, the co6ts of p z ~ v i d i n g  alternatlve serViCes m/ght.well 

• be offset ,~ 

UTAH 

A* Perceptlons of State Officials 

A study conducted by the SPA about a Fear and a half ago estimated 
that the cost of. delnstitetionalization would run anywhere f~cm $172,938 
to $1,074,576, with "a ilkel¥ cost being somewhere between $429,912 and 
$442,502: the actual figure would depend upon what'mlx of residential 
alternatives was actually' used. 

s. c ~ r ~  

The above average cost estimate ~ not, in ouz opinion, fully 
reflect the cost of delnstltutionalization~ Our estimates run over the 
maximum figure quoted. Based upon the selectim~ of s~ice option, s, 
we estimate-that current non-resldential services, if properly expanded, 
would cost about $550,000 ~ Foster care costs, added together with the 
staff costs of the State's protective services and mental health seE- 
vices; and' the SPA projects funded for deinstlt~tionallzatlon~ add up 
to about $I,625,000. Much of thi~ cost, however, mlght Just as easily 
;be vlewed as the result of a number of agencies redefin.ing their ~arget 
~pulations, as opposed to the cost s o~.delnstltutionalizatins. 

~s______~ 

A. Perceptions of State Offlcials 

The State Budget Office estimated in it~ 1977 policy papers that 
the c~sing of one of Its State Institut/one, at .least partially as a 
result of no longer placing CINS in that institution, has saved the state 
in the nei'ghborhcod of $240,000 per month. (or $2.9 mi!!ion per year) • 
~n providing a subsidy to oo~mtise for the ~rovlslos of shelter care as 
an alternative to detention, the State has requested an approprlation 
of $774,000 for the first year of op~rati~m0 Overall, the state feels 
that this will adequately ~ meet .the need for shelter care in the State and 
will be. matched at least dollar for ~ollar by the commies. Beyond' 
these asses~nents, the State has done no fozmal analysis of the costs 
of delnstltutionallzation. 
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In  Wisc0nsit~ the  c ~ t s  o f  n o n - L ~ s t i t u t i o n a l  s e r v i c e s - - a l t e r n a t i v e s  
to  detent~tcn and a l t e r n a t i v e s  t o  l o n g - t e r n  c o r r e c t i o n a l  p l~cemen t s - -L re  
typically less c o s t l y  per child, per day than are institutional place- 
ments. However, since data c~ the numbers of you~gBters previously in 
the Sta~ institutions en CINS charyes are not available, aggTega te 
est imates o f  a l t e r n a t i v e  caze have no t  been made. w i t h  respec t  t o  
detention, the state still pe~nits secure placement of  CINS in .~ails 
and in Juvenile detention facilities. Therefore, CoSt analysis is no t  
pertlnent except in the fozm of a proJectlc~. 

4. ~atlve Costs of Altsrnative Services. 

"" The following Table IX arrays and contrasts typical costs 
of maintaining a ~uvenile in a detention oE correctional 
facility wlth t~e costs of providing alternative services to 
the number oT status offenders actually admitted to detention 
and correctional facllities in 1974 in each State. It is 
clearly not meant to ~e an accurate picture of the total costs 
or savings of deinstitutionalisatlon in the states studied. 
Given the limitst£ons of data discussed above, that precise a 
comparison of costs and savings is not possible. However, the 
table hlghllqhts several points. 

• Costs of  alternatives to detention and ~rre~ional 
facilities are virtually always less per person/Pez 
day than are the costs of placement in detention and 
~z~e~.iunal facilities. 

• With the exception of New York, the . range o.f detention 
and Cor rec t£ona l  costs among Ststss is rather small. 
Detention costs range from $22.70 to $41.67 l~er person 
per day. Correctlu~a! costs range from $34.35 to $63.43 

pox person per day. 

• Costs of altex~atives to detenti~ and correctlonal 
fac£11ties vary widely. Some day services not re- 
flestsd on the chart may average only a few dollars 
per perSon poe day. The most typical residential 
placements which are hlghligh~d on the chart range from 
$6.64 per person per day for foster care in one State to 
$45 per person per c~ay in Iowa for residential care. 

J 
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A word o f  t a u n t o n  i s  appzopr£a te  abou t  t he  p r e c i s i o n  o f  t h e  f i g u r e s  
p r e s e n t e d  h e r e .  ~ne numbers o f  s t a t u s  o f f e n d e r s  I n  some cases  r e p r e s e n t  
t h e  b e s t  e s t i m a t e s  a v a £ 1 a b l e ~  and may no t  r e f l e c t  p r e c i s e l y  t h e  same t ime  

p e r i o d  £n each c a s e .  ~ney a r e  used l a r g e l y  t o  g i v e  t he  r e a d e r  an £dea 
o f  the  oz~ler o f  ~ g ~ l L t ~ l e  o f  t he  p o p u l a t £ o n  a t  L n t e t e s t  £n each S t a t e - -  
l~hose s ta tus  o f f e n d e r s  a c t u a . l l y  £n : L n s t i t u t l o n a l  s e t t i n g s  i n  2974. Cos t s  e 
tOO, a r e  l e s s  p r e c i s e  t han  m4ght be hoped.  O b v i o ~ l y ,  d i f f e r e n t  c o s t  ac -  
c o u n t i n g  s ~ s t e ~  from S t a t e  t o  S t a t e  make c o ~ a r ~ o n s  q u e s t i o n a b l e  on a 
s t r i c t  bas£s. Costs f o r  a l te rna t . tve  serv ices are largely-based on purchase 
o f  serv ices cQntractsw however, so some co~p~LrJ.sons seen u s e f u l .  &verage 
length  o f  s tay  i s  based upon f igu res  provided by the Sta tes ,  vheze those 
~mre a v a i l a b l e ,  o= c a l c u l a t e d  f r~=  d a t a  on adzLtss£onse ave rage  p o p u l a t £ o n ,  
e t c .  t(here n o t  av~Ll~blew we assumed an ave rage  o f  t h r e e  d a y s  £n d e t e n ~ o n  
and i t s  a l ~ a a t . t v e s ,  a n d s i x  m~aths o r  160 days i n  c o r r e c t - t o n a l  f a c i l i t i e s  

t he£ r  a 1 ' t e r n a t i v e s .  
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I n n t , t t u t i o n -  
61 i zed  

~t,u~ o f f e n d e r s  o f  Sta 
1974 (OoyS) ~ D~tsnt~on 

ee Table IV} C o r ~ c t , i o n  

A:kannps ~ D ~ c e n t L ~  | ; ~ 5  3 ~ A  
CozToct,ion 297 .180 $26.°44 

C,a 11 forni/sl Oet,ent,Lon 51,748 3 $41.67 

Correction 2,800 162 $48~ 6G 

Connsct,~cut : £~tent~n 820 3 N/A 

Correct,Lon 30 160 $54.79 

F l o r i d a :  Detraction 9,839 10.4 $32.39 

C o r r e c t / o n  292 180 . S34.35 

lovaz C~ten~lon IS l  24 " N/A 

Correc t , ion  87 180 $41~55 

Hsryland: ~atention 829 15 $35.~ 

Cot~rect/on 172 220 $35.00 

~ v  yorks Detent , los  3,029 3 $115.00 

COX*rOC~Lon 287 280 $ 71.27 

oreqon: Detent,Los 5,070 3.25 $ 35.75 

Co[rectioh 125 180 $ 42.87 

Utah: D~tent/on 1.746 ) $ 22.70 

Connect I on  80 243 $ 46.66 

LVL ~ L n  *' . D e t o n t i o n  7,916 L 3 i $ 40.00 

C o r r e c t i o n  H/A 180 $ 63.43 

1 Standard lengths of  stay hays bee~ assumed Ln absence of~St~te dat~l 

Table  IX 

Co~parat i~ Cost Estimates for  l n n t l t u t / o n a l i ~ d  Sett ings 
and Hose Frngu~nt,|y Used Rasident,ial &lteznattves 

f o r  S t a t u s  Of fende r s  

¢. D. B. 
B,  

&veraqa kvo rsQo T o t a l  Average 
b~nqth  ~ t 2 y  Cost, o f  Leng th  

COs~ of SO. of Stay 
s Conflr~mmnt, i n  No t 

Freq~nnt, I 
( i n  Thousands) Altez~at~Lv~ 

N/& ) 

$ 1,413 180 

S 6,469 3 

$14,172 162 

E/A ~/A 

$ 296 180 

$ 3,314 11.5 

$ 1,805 180 

. /^  n/A 

$ 651 180 

435 10 

$ ;1,257 180 

$ 1.04S 3 

$ 3,682 180 

$ 589 3 

$ ~ 5  180~ 

$ 119 3 

$ 9O7 241 

$ 950 3 

m/~ 180 

F. G. 

A~rage Total 
Sal ly  Cost Of 

Cost o f  Host 
~ t  rrequant 

l~equen~ A l t e r n a t i v e  
k t t e n ~ t i ~ 0  ( i n  thousa~ ta )  

( A s s ~ l n g  a l l  
SO's aerved~ 

$ 5 $ 25 

630 8 1,604 

$38.27 $ 51941 

$38;27 $11.160 

$16.67 ~'A 

$26.33 $~ 142 

8.6;68 $ 7S6 

$ 5.64 $ 296 

U/~ n/A 

$45 $ 705 

810 $ 83 

$23 $ 7O9 

$60 $ 545 

$40.45 $2,090 

8 8.15 S 124 

$18.13 $ 408 

8;6;50 $ 34 

$16o37 $ 316 

S)0 $ 712 

$28.13 U/A 

~ays f o r  4 ~ t a n t l o n  and a l t ~ r n a t l v e s ,  180 4ays f~ r  c o r r e c t i o n s  and a lCas-na t tves ,  

O0 
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5. P o l i t i c a l  ~ o i c e s  and I n s t i t u t i o n a l  Botmdar les  

~entkoned be forew t h e  c o n t e x t  i n  which d e i n s ~ t u ~ o n a l -  
l z a t l o n  i s  a t t e m p t e d  w i l l  have  p r o f u n d  impact on whether  c o s t S ,  
s a v i n g s ,  o r  no change w i l l  be t he  outcome. ~,=0ng t h e  f a c t o r s  
which t e n d  t o  c a n c e l  t h e  p o t e n t i a l  s a v i n g s  o f  s e r v i n g  young- 
s t e r s  i n  a l t e r n a t i v e  (and ,  f o r  the  most  p a r t ,  l e s s .  expens ive )  
seEvices aEe: 

:a ~ e  f a i l u r e  t o  r e a l i z e  : p o t e n t i a l  c o s t :  s a v i n g s  a s s o c i a t e  4 
w i t h  r e n ~ v i n g  s t a t u s  Of fende r s  from c o s t l y  i n s t i t u t i o n a l  
s e t t ~ n ~ .  

-- scae costs of institutional settlngs are obviously 
rf~ed rrs~hQr than variable and the impact of re- 
d u c i n g  populati~ may be minimal on those costs 
(e.g. heating, lighting, etc.). Even where costs 
are v a r i a b l e  (socialwo~kers, teachers, support staff, 
cottage workers) , savings will only be realized when 
pop~latlons go down sufficiently :tO cancel caseloads 
or classes, or to shut down living units. 

-- Inneedlate use of those Institutlc~al resources for 
other clients. :Even though othes clients (e.g'., de- 
~ t s )  are placed in instltutional slots v a c a t e d  
by status offenders, the costs aEe now associated 
with a different :population. Frc~ a p~agmatic stand- 
point, the dollars needed to run the institution aze 
still required and additional dollars (perhaps) are 
needed .to buy alternatlve services for the status 
offenders. 

• The fact that cost savings may~ accrue st mas level end 
new se rv i ce  demands may appear at another l e v e l .  If' a 
State agency is indeed able to close an institution 
and develop more ecJmnunity-baced alternatives, the net 
effect for the State may be a savtngs, If, at the same 
time, status offenders begin showing up on the rolls of 
the county social service agency, that is, fndeed, a 
coot for the county. Of course, the~e are mechan~s~s 
for ~ifting resources t o  equa l ize  the impact--a state- 
to-county sUbsidy for shelter care is one example. 

a There is a tendency in public organizations to exhibit 
8teacLily incre&sing budgets, no matter what happens 
externally to their own organizations. The forces Of 
inflation, Increasing populations, erganizational 

.~ growth, and the fact that existing resources generate 
• d e m a n d  s e e m  t O  u n d e r l y  t h i s  te~oncy. 
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6. E x p e c t a t i o n s  end B e a l i t ~  

b a r e  a r e  many r e a s o n s ,  t h a n ,  why, d e s p i t e  a l o g i c a l  e x p e c -  
t a t i o n  t h a t  one might find cOSt s a v i n g s  a s s o c i a t ~ d  wi th .  d e -  
l n s t i t u t ~ t o n a l i z a t l • n  t r a n s l a t i n g  I n t o  budget decreases° these 
savin'gs ~ y  no t  s •  t r a n s l a t e .  I nc reas ing  budgets Or, a t  b e s t ,  
"break  even n s i t u a t i o n s ,  a r e  more ~ l i k e l y .  What i s  p e r h a p s  most  
s t a r t l i n g  i s  t h a t ,  d e s p i t e  t h e  f a c t  t h a t  c o s t  s a v i n g s  h a v e  i n -  
f r e q u e n t l y  been t r a n s f e r a b l e  f o r  o t h e r  u s e s  ( e . g . ,  r e d u c t i o n s  
i n  i n s t i t u t i o n a l  budge t s ,  i n s t i t u t i o n  c l o s i n g s ,  e t c . ) ,  e q u a l l y  
i n f r e q u e n t l y  have  we found e v i d e n c e  • f  d r a m a t i c  i n c r e a s e s  i n  
o u t l a y s  specifically earmarked f o r  d e i n s t i t u t i o n a l i z e d  s t a t u s  
o f f a n d e r s .  S e r e  seem t o  be  s e v e r a l  r e a s o n s  f o r  t h i s :  

• )men instltutlonallzatlun ceases t o  be a v a i l a b l e ,  f o r  
s ta tus  o f fende rs ,  they tend t o  appea~ less £requent- ty 
in the court system at all and, frequently, they simply 

g •  home • 

• While status offenders i n ,  some states used t o  be a 
significant p r o P o r t i u n  of the  populal~ien i n  d e t e n t i o n ,  
available data on length of stay" suggests that they 
typically do not  s t a y  more t h a n  a few days (average 
length of stay in the ten States varied from I~ - 12 
days) and very often are released to their own homes. 
Reducing or eliminating this practice does not generate 
extensive demand for long-term residential services, as 
many o f  these children seem ab le  t o  go h ~ e  sooner than 
they would have in the  past. 

• a Most States are moving tovazd coE~nunlty-based care for 
children as a desirable altarnativ.~ to the institutional 
model of care. In many cases, the development of al- 
tareative services pro-dates the Federal legislation, 
and, while it ~ay have grown o~t of the same conscious- 
heSS which underlies that Federal law, it is clearly 
r~ot a direct result-of it. The fact that status of = 
fenders are among the young people moving i n t o  these 
services does not allow one to point to thos e services 
as a Cost impact of deinstitutlunalising status 
offenders, some part Of that cost  may be a related 
i~act, but often the data are so poor as to make it 
impossible even to estimate some portion of those costs 
as attributable to t h e  status offender population. 

• The services into which status offenders might be 
d i v e r t e d  as an alternative to deinstitutionalization 
are relative!y many--mental health, vocational educa- 
tion, alternative schools, crisis counseling, youth 
servise bureaus, drop-in centers, charitable, recre- 
ational and athletlc programs, etc. Hence, the impact 
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Of s t a t u s  o f f e n d ~ s  moving i n t o  t h o s e  s e r v i c e s  i s  q u i t e  
d i f f u s e .  Those s y e t e n s  appear  t o  be a b ~ b i n 9  t h i s  t ype  
o f  c h i l d  t o  some degree  w i t h o u t  undu ly  t a x i n g  t h e l ~  r e -  
s o u r c e s  a n d : w i t h o u t  even i d e n t i f y i n g  t h e -  as  s t a t u s  o f -  
f e n d e r s .  

7. C o n d i t i o n s  o f  s a v i n ~ s  

In  t h o s e  i n s t a n c e s  where c o s t  s a v i n g s  have  been v i s i b l e ,  
largely New York and Maryland; several conditions See~ to have 
f a c i l i t a t e d  t h o s e  s av inqsz  

• The shut-down of Inatltutional capacity. In such 
~nstances, the cost savings are clear-cut and measur- 
able. C l o s i n g  instltutio~s o r portions of them as an 
accompaniment to delnstitutlonallzatlon makes cost 
savings qlLito tangible and has freed resources for o t h e r  
uses. In the short run, ~aclng budgetary transfers 
from the institutional unit to the community services 
unit £s fairly easy. Over budgetary cycles, however, 
that will tend to bec~me ~r~y, p a r t i c u l a r l y  i f .  t h e  
Legislatures attempt t o  recoup the savings derive~ from 
the shut-downs, in the face of escalating costs in other 
inatitutiose re~alnIJ~g 'open.~ 

• Delivery systems which Incorporate .both institutional 
care and" altsznatlve services. If the agency respons- 
ible fOE Institutlo~l c a r e  a l s o  ~ovides. non-instltu- 
tional services, it is admlnintratively feasible to 
capture cost savings a n d  transfer them to finance 

+'+" alte~latives. On the O t h e r  hand, where alternative 
programs a~e funded at the local level, while insti ~ 
t-~tiunal care is financed' at the S~tate level, actunl- 
"Lsed c o s t  s a v i n g s  from ~stitutione: ~ay be trassferred 
to alternative care using some special mechanism such 
as a State subsidy program. 

• The ohserved tendency of some children to drop out of 
the System when institutionalizatlos is no longer an 
option, it may Weli +be tha~ some portion of the 
institut/onalized population really do not require 
alternative services. It appears that eliminating the 
institutional placement option tends to dlscourage 
~the system from capturlnq some group Of .young ~ple. 
Since this tends to reduce the absolute size of the 
population de~ding services, the need for expenditures 
goes down accordingly. 
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• For the most part, non-institutional services cost 
less per child pez day than do institutional place=antS. 
while there may he exceptlc~s at the  exl~eme-~whel~ 
ch i l d ren  m i g h t  r e q u i r e  i n p a t i e n t  p s y c h i n t r i c  c a r e  o r  
residential placenenta in specialized facilities for 
the dletorbed or retarde~, these instances appear to 
be a relatively s~all portion of the p o p u l a t i a n .  Most 
Other placemerrts--9~oup homes, foster cars, day ser- 
Vices Of ~any typese 8heltar, etc., tend to be less 
expensive than secure J u v e n i l e  detantic~ c~ training 
school-type facilities. 

8. Cost Impacts of the 'OJJDP Definitions 

For purposes of our case studies, we hav~ examined the 
experience of removing eta tus  offenders f~m what the States 
consider to be detention end eorrectlonai facilities, and o f  
PnalaC~ng at least sane of the= in what they consider to be alter- 

t/re types of services, virtually all of the states began 
this process in igaozanco of OJJDP'S guidelines which define 
wha t ,  f o r  p u r p o s e s  of  c o m p l i a n c e  w i t h  t h e  A c t ,  w i l l  be c o n s i d - .  
ured detentAon and correctional facilities. Clearly , the 
strict application of those guldelines will redefine what some 
States view as "alternatives" as -correctionai" facilities .• 
Applying those definitions will have profound cost Im;)lications 
for the States. Understanding t h e  full ramifications for the 

States ~ould require: 

a knowing p r e c i s e l y  wh ich  o f  t h e  S t a t e s '  p o t e n t i a l  
• s e z v i c e s  f o r  d e t n s t i t u t t ~ a L i r e d  s t a t u s  o f f e n d e r s  q u a l -  

i f y  a s  d e t e n ~ o n / c o z ~ e c t i a u a l  f a c i l i t i e s  undez OJ~DP 

9 u i d e l i n e e  J 

• d e t e r m i n i n g  how many s t a t u s  o f f e n d e r s  a r e  in" t h o s e  

f a c i l i t i e s  

a d e t e n n i n i n q ' w h l c h  o f  t h e  S t a t e S "  o t h e :  p o t e n t l a l  s e r v i c e s -  
a r e  n o t  such p r o s c r i b e d  f a c i l £ ~ L e s  and  which  m i g h t  a c c e p t  
s ta tus  o f  fenders J 

a deteD~Ln~ug what new programs need to  :be c~eated and what  
the costa of those new prog=~s might be. 

9.  L e n y ~  o f  s t a y  

~ e  lengt~ o f  stay i n  a program, whether i t  be r e s i d e n t i a l  
o r  nonzesident-~ai, i s  one element Ln determin ing ,the cos t  o f "  
serving an ;individual client. Even though it may be more 
osstly to ma/ntaln a ~uvenile in'a detention facility than in 

J 
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a group home, on a d a l l y  b a s i s ,  t h e  l e n g t h  o f  s t a y  i n  each 
s e t t i n g  w i l l  de t e rmine  t h e i r  o v e r a l l  c o n q ~ r a t l v e  c o s t s .  
Where t h e  s t a y  i s  t he  same i n  each  s e t t i n g ,  d e t e n t i o n  w i l l  
u s u a l l y  be more e x p e n s i v e .  However, if ~ung peop le  t y p i c a l l y  
s t a y  l o n g e r  i n  a l t e r n a t i v e  programs,  t h e  t o t a l  c o s t  pe r  c l i e n t  
mo¥ be h i g h e r  i n  t hose  programs.  Anecdo ta l  i n f o r m a t i o n  g e t h e r e d  
i n  t h e  c o u r s e  o f  our  case  s t u d i e s  s~Juee t a  t h a t  s t a y s  i n  s h e l t e r  
care, for instance, maybe longer than stays in secure deten- 
tion. Opinion e~o~g sam of those wer~ng in the field is 
t h a t  d e s i r a b l e  and s u c c e s s f u l  a l t e r n a t i v e  s e r v i c e s  may tend  t o .  
d r i v e  up t he  ave r age  l e n g t h  o f  s t a y .  Unfo r tm~a te ly ,  t h e r e  i s  
only fragmentary information on length of stay in alternative 
proqrams, and 0nly Slightly better infoEmation on length of 
stay for status offenders in detention and eorreotlonal fac£1- 
It_Ins. In almost all cases, data regarding length of stay is 
far the ent~ire institutional population rather than "for status 
offenders as a discrete group. In cons~cting illustrations 
of comparative costs of services (shown on Table I~, we have 
used whatever data we were able to collect on average length of 
stay. Where th~s information is missing, however, we have 
aesuBed stays in ~etention or correctional facilities to .be 
comparable to stays in the most frequently used alternatives" 
to those settlngs. • - 

i0. Monitoring S~stems 

"e~ile all of the ten Statesl we studied have made some 
progress toward delnstitutionallzatinn of status offenders, 
they typically have .not constructed monitoring systems to keep 
track of their own progress. In order to comply" with the man- 
dates of the Federal Act, such monitoring systems will have to 
be built from scratch or wiil have to expand ~ existing 
systems which currently serve other management and reporting 
needs .  Nowhere did we find evidence that the States have esti- 
mated the costs of that effort, either start-up costs or operat- 
ing costs. However, New York's experi~ce may give us sc~e feel 
for potential costs of monitoring. Sere, we fousd that the 
State wee utilizing LEAA grant funds "to support administrative 
efforts to design, establish, end coordinate such a mechanism. 
For FY 1977, a $50,000 grant to the State DiVision of correc- 
tions and a $50,000 grant to the State . Division for Youth were 
supporting efforts at monitorlng compliance. In addition, a 
s~ff person within DCJS {the State Planning Agency) was being 
s u p p o r t e d  t,h.-"ouc~'l grant funds speciflcally for the purpose of 
coordinating and providing technical assistance to monitoring 
efforts in the State. 
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c.  Pundin~ ~ p ~ L c a t  ~ . s  

Another concern  o f  our  s tudy  was whether d e i n s t i t u t i o n a l i z a t i o n  
m i g h t  c r e a t e  new and d i f f e r e n t  demands f o r  s e r v i c e s  which e r e  t y p i c -  
ally Federally ~unded, and, if so, how Federal agencies mlg'.~ best 
respond. 

State and local officials only partly understand the Federal 
funding process. Sophlsticatic~ about how ~tates access those 
funds and for what services or clients is usually limited to a few 
people ~n the State agency most ~ n e d i a t e l F  impac ted  by Specific 
ftt~ds. ~Idlt/onally, lack of data 18 also an issue, in that State 
tracking systems t y p i c a l l y  do no t  give much information about c l i e n t  
popu l s t l uns  o r  f und ing  sources r e l a t e d  to  p a r t i c u l a r  c l i e n t  groups 
o r  even t o  p a r t i c u l e r  programs. 

1. C u r r e n t l y  Used SoUrces  o f  Fund ing  

There are two uses of Federa~ funds which appeared most 
relevant to the delnstitutionalizatios of status offenders. 
First, s~ne funds are dsl'Iberately being used :as part of a 
strategy to effect deinstitutlonal!zatlon. Second, other 
guuds provide services to non-instltutionalIzed statue offenders 
throu~ theiE continuing support of general social services 
systems--mental health~ child welfare, education. These appear 
to be absorbing status offenders who miqht otherwise be held 
in detention Or ~rectional facilities. 

• Strateglc funds. In most o f  the ten States, attempts 
at dsinstltutlonalizatien have been a i d e d  by speciflc 
p r o j e c t  g r a n t s  d i r e c t e d  at providing status offender- 
specific services, at coordinating deinstitutlonallza- 
tion eff0r~s, at youth advocacy efforts including 
dslnstitutienalizatios, and at developing monitoring 
systems. Sources of these funds include Crime Control 
funds, both discretionary and hlockl Juvenile Justice 
funds (Including Special Emphasis Grants for deinstl- 
~tlonallzatlo~ which we found in two of these ten 
States) ; and Office o f  Youth Development funds, 
particularly fer the support o f  runaway houses and 
c o u n s e l i n g  s e r v i c e s .  

a C o n t i n u i n g  s e r v i c e  s u p p o r t  f u n d s .  These e r e  f u n d s  
which t~/p~cally support general social services, seme- 
t imes including youth services," end which aimo~t certainly 
are reaching some .~opulation of status offenders. 
Unfertunatel¥, data systems concerning these s e r v i c e s  do 
not generally identify subgroups of the populations 
which they serve. These systems are cleerly seen as 
resources for .alternative services by those concerned 
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w i t h  d e i n s t i t u t i o n a l i z a t l o n .  The s e r v i c e s  t h e m s e l v e s  
may s i m p l y  be a b s o r b i n g  some number o f  s t a t u s  o f f e n d e r s  
in their ¢llent pop~llatice, without any definition or 
recO~TLitlC~ Of them as status offenders, without any 
strategy t~wazd deinstitutlonalizatlon, these services 
would still exist. They represent a dlffe~ent type of 
fun+cling r e s o u r c e  t h a n  do the strategic funds identified 
above. 

Title XX of the Social Secturity Act is perhaps the most 
significant funding source of this type. ~le funds flow 
to t h e  StatS SOCial services agency an~ from there to 
specific programs which provide children's and youth 
services. In many States, Title XX is the major 
.support for the States' network of foster homes# regard- 
less of the reasons fur which Juveniles are placed in 
them. We d i d  not find precise data On what resge of 
services those fundswere + purchasing fur how'many status 
offender cllents--as mentioned above. We did find 
Title XX providing substantial support to agencies which 
would most probably be servlclng Statu s offend~rs--some- 
times in excess of 50% of the entire agency budget, (e.g., 
Oregon). In other cases, Title xx funds were being passed 
t h r o u g h  t o  coun ty  social service agencies, end repre- 
sented more then half of thelr i n d i v i d u a l  budgets ( e.g., 
W i s c o n s i n ) .  

• ~ t h e r  s i g n i f i c a n  ~ s o u r c e  o f  f u n d i n g  i n  t h i s  c a t e g o r y  
was Title IV, part A of the Social SeCUrity Act. under 
this Title, funds are provided to help needy faro/lies 
with dependent children who must be cared for in foster 
care or institutions because of some crisis s ituatice. 
This iS  a lso a formula grant program wlth Federal share 
based on a StatStS average monthly payment to eligible 
children in foster care. Again, tracking status offenders 
within this population is not possible given existing 
data. It does appear to offer a significant support for 
nourt-relatsd children placed in out.-of-home care. In 
some States, we were told that income eligibility was 
investigated for every child in care, suggesting that 
Federal subsidy fur this type of care is a significant 
item in the maintenance of court-related children. 

Ancillary services systems. In~addltlen to funds which 
were being used strategically to further dsinstitutlonal- 
i z a t i o m  and generally for major social services funding, 
othe~ service systems which receive Significant federal 
funds were also encountered in our case studies. Mental 
health, retardation and developmental disabilities, as 
well as educatice, are pextine~t hare. These are se~- 
vices which r e c e i v e  substantial amounts of Federal 
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d o l l a r s  t h rough  a v a r i e t y  o f  f u n d i n g  s o u r c e s .  I n  ~ o s t  
s t a t e s ,  we fc~md L ~ d i v t d u a l  i n s t a n c e s  o f  P r o g T ~  s 
which ware f o c u s i n g  upon t h e  needs  o f  c h i l d r e n  h a v i n g  
problems i n  s c h o o l s ,  o r  d i s t u x t ) e d  c h i l d r e n  c l a s s i f i e d  
as s ta tus  o f fenders  by cou r t s .  The i n f o r m a t i ~  which 
we have is fragmentar~ and l a r g e l y  anecdota l .  I t  i s  
best r e f l e c t e d  in  t he  i n d i v i d u a l  case s tud ies  o f  each 
S t a t e .  C l e a r l y ,  c o u r t s  r e f e r  c h i l d r e n  f o r  p sych i a~ - r i o  
s e r v i c e s ,  and some c h i l d r e n  a re  p l a c e d  i n  i n - p a t i e n t  
m e n t a l  h e a l t h  s e r v i c e s .  A l s o ,  t h e r e  aze  some a l t e m a ~ v e  
educat ional  pz0gr~s  which are focus in~ s p e c i f i c a l l y  on 
t r uan ts  ~o~ ch i l d ren  t roub led  i n  school .  Such programs 
do n o t  t y p £ c a ! l y  d e a l  s o l e l y  w i t h  c h i l d r e n  as  s t a t u s  
o f f e n d e r s .  Thus, i t  I s  n o t  p o e s t b l e  t o  measure  p r e c i s e ! y  
the o v e r a l l  f~mds i n v o l v e d - - - e i t h e r . t h e i r  source o r  scope, 
much l e s s  t h e  s h a r e  d e v o t e d  t o  s t a t u s  o f f e n d e r s ;  Based 

, upon i n t e r v i e w s  and t h e  p e r c e p t i o n s  o f  S t a t e  a n d  l o c a l  
o f f i c i a l s ,  however,  i t  appea r s  t h a t  t h e s e  e e z v i c e s  
and Federal funds to support them are absorbing some 
ntunber of non-£nstiCutlonalized status offenders 
without eves zecognlzing them as such. A 9ene~cal need 
foe  more mental health services or. alternative education 
programs may be perceived, but that need i s  no t  
perceived as a result of an increasing number of status 
offenders-as clients. Since there has not bean a 
not iceab le  influx of" c l i e n t s  ( co inc iden ta l  with de- 
institutlonalizatlo~1) into other systems, it is also 
possible that some status offenders may simply drop from 
any public intervention system. 

1. F_¢,~ral Ftu~ds and State Strategies 

TO a slgnificant extent, the role of Federal funding in 
deinspi'tutioealizatlon of status offenders depends upon" 
strategy choices made by states a s d  localities. For instance, 
In New ¥ozk alternatives to Secure detention are being funded 
through LEAA grants and local match. It iS anticipated that 
they will then be picked up by a ccmblnatic~ of local and State 
monies. In Wisconsin, the State has appropriated funds for 
shelter care as an alteroative to detention which will ~ be used 
tO Eeimburse localities foe half their costs, provided no other 
Stat~ or Federal funds are involved. This strategy follows on 
the development of those shelter care programs through funds 
fr0m the  Wisconsin SPA. In Arkansas, development of yp. uth 
programs, while EelyLng on Title X~ funds, is also pl~ed 
around the acquisiti0~ of significant Federal crime control 
monies. Zn Oregon, it is ianticipatnd that services to status 
offenders will be financed through t~e State agency for child- 
ren'e services which receives mOiSt Federal funding through 
Title XX and AFDC-FC. In California, State law requires t h a t  
any services which the State mandates of localities, it must fund. 
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I f  a1~e~natlve services are to be mandated by State law, 
presumabZy the State w i l l  elgnal the need fo r  s lgni f lcant  

• involvement o f  i t s  own in financing that requirement. In ~ ,  
i t  appears that  States are tapping into Federal so~r~es of  
funds  i n  a v a r i e t y  o f  ~ a y s  depend ing  upon t h e i r  own s t z a t e g i e s  
and needs .  • 

3 .  C o n c l u s i o n  

with respect t o  ~ p l ~ c a t i ~  f a r  F a d a r a i  f u n d i n g ,  w e conc lude  
t ~  f o l l o w i n g  , f rom o u r  case  s t u d i e s :  

• a l t e r n a t i v e  s e r v i c e s  f o r  s t a t u s  o f f e n d e r s  e x i s t  i n  a 
v a r i e t y  o f  sys tems  a l r e a d y  o p e r a t i n g  i n  t h e  S t a t e s ;  

• t h e  S t a t e s ,  appea~ t o  be u s i n g  c o n t i n u i n g  fm~lJ~g under  
t h e  S o c i a l  S e c u r i t y  A c t - - p a r t i c u l a r l y  T i t l e  X~( end 
T i t l e  I V  P a r t  A t o  e ~ t  o p e r a t i n g  expenses  o f  s e r -  
v i c e s  t o  c h i l d r e n ,  some o f  whom a r e  d e £ n s t i t u t i o n a l i z e d  
s t a t u s  o f f e n d e r s ;  

a S t a t e s  aze  u s i h g  more s p e c i a l i z e d  c a t e g o r i c a l  g r a n t s  t o  
fund strategic programs to help effect the process of 
delnstitutionallzation. Where experience is mature 
enough, it suggests that these p~xjr~s are being picked 
up wlth local end State ftmdB, (i.e~, these Federal 
funds are acting us seed money for local initiative). 

• most of those systems are receiving som e Federal support 
which the S~ates a c c e s s  through strategies chat vary 
from State to State; 

• because the service syst~ns are relatively many end 
relatively l a z g e  i n  contrast to the potential populatlco 
of deinstltutionalIzed status offenders, massive gape 
in Service requiring ma~or Federal funding Initiatives 
do n o t  appear; 

• nmnbers of status OEfendere as potential clients appear 
to go do~na anlnray, suggesting a decreasing client popu- 
latlco rather then a constant or increasing demand. 

The conclusions suggest en alert, but relatively passive ~ 
Federal s t a n c e  i n  t e r m s  of new programs or new funds for status 
offenders. Appropriate Federal actic~s include: 

• m o n i t a r i n g  t h e  progress of deL~stltut/onallzatlun tO 
identify any changes in these trends which would Warrant 
a change in Federal posture; 
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• m o n i t o r i n g  significant Federal ~ems--Title ~ and 
~-A--to f l a g  ~y Federal o r  sate regulatlc~a o r  
p o l i c i e s  wh ich  w i l l  £ n h 4 ~ l t  s t a t u s  o f f e n d e r  a c c e s s  t o  

s@zvices J 

• c~firm/ng status offenders as a legitimate cl£e~t group 

f o z  t h e s e  programs. 

) 

44 ̧  



519 

V .  " I S s u e s  

.Dur ing  t he  f i e ld~wozk  f o r  the  t e n  case  s tmdies#  a number Of i s s u e s  
s u r f a c e d  which were o f  concern  t o  key p u b l i c  o f f i c i a l s  i n  t he  j u v e n i l e  
~us~tce  sys tem i n  t h e s e  S t a t e s .  S o ~  o f  t h e s e  were ~ l a t l v e l y  minor  o r  

rela~---~l o n l y  t o  an i n d i v i d u a l  S ~ b e ' s  p o l i t i c a l  d i s p u t e s  o r  i n t e r a g e n c y  
o r  i n ~ a - a g e n c y  d i s a~zeemen t s .  However, o t h a r s  ' a rose  wherever  we went 
and p r o v i d e  a n - u n d e r s t a n d i n g  o f  the  problems which s t i l l  ~ u s t  b e  add re s sed  ° 
i f  we a re  t o  a d e q u a t e l y  s e r v e  s t a t u s  o f f e n d e r s  i n  n o n - i n s t i t u t i o n a l  s e t t i n g s .  

Zn this section, we present a brief discussion of the arglm~nts , 
bath pro and c~I, surroun~/~ t h e s e  major issues, and our analysis of t h e  

ii~portance and likely i~ac~ 0f the Issue. 

A. Public and officlal Attitudes 

~fle-te~m "status offender", to the general pu~llo, requires ex- 
plana~tion; the issue of what to do with status offenders has very 
!ow visibility. Contrary "to o0nenrns With crime, drug abuse, high 
taxes, or other outrages against'the public morality, Juvenile of- • 
fenders who have not committed crimes are not often in the public 
spotlight. Although the idea of not incarceratlng a Child who has 
qgmmlttad no wrong is Initla!ly and Instantly attractive,, the~move 
to deinstitutlonallze is usually advocated by a relatively small 
hUmOr Of v o c a l  p r o p o n e n t s .  

However, the public is also made up.of parents, teachers, POlice- 
~en, Judges, end nelghbors who are concerned about children who are 
unruly, who r~n away, who do sot attend sch0ol, who dress and talk 
and behave in a mannerwhlc h incurs adult disapprova !. ~ildren - 
who are rebellious, who.talk beck, who.won't.obey a parent, wh0 
Stay out late, who are sexually promls6Uous, or who dislike school, 
are considered problems. When #arents or teachers or neighbors rC~-- 
sot deal with the problems themselves, they turn, in many oases, to 
"the Police and the courts~ A belief that the court can straighten 
the child out, that the training school.will h e l p  him, or tha t a few 
days in Jail wiil teach him'a lesson, seems to be widespread. While 
most children who do net commit cr~mes do not. require such nelut'iorm, 
sc~e do, ~qe.~s the argument- And when a child whO is troublesome 
con'fronts a~d repeatedly rejects adult~ authority and rules, something 
must  be  done.  

T h e r e f o r e ,  w i t h o u t  n e e d i n g  t o  make t he  i s s u e  more e x p l i c i t ,  p a r e n t s ,  
s c h o o l  a d m i n i s t r a t o r s ,  p o l i c e  o f f i c i a l s ,  and j u d g e s  a l l  t e n d  t o  p a r -  
calve general public Support for the right to detain chil~ren (for 
.their own good) and to PlaCe them in ~uvenile detention and correction- 
al institutlons when they are perceived to exh~it behaviorai diE- 
fie~Ities, Most will agree that such youth should not be mixed with 
hard-core criminal youth; but: help should be provided, even (perhaps 
especially) if they d o n ' t  want it. 
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These same "publics" agree that, in principle, a child who has 
committed a single, non-crlmlnal act chould not be incarcerated, 
but repeated offenses may require different action. 

Further, even Where trea~,ent or help is ~m~niably required, 
the detent~n" Center or the training school may be seen as the logical 
source of help for a number of reasons. First, there z~ay be very 
little in the way of youth services in the c o ~ m m i t y .  Second, the 
State or county may o n i y  be able to pay upon L~rt order and the 
parent'S may be uru~le or unwilling to pay. ~nird, the child may not 
want help and coerc ion  may he necessary to make sure he will accept 
it. Foui'th, leaving him in c~mmlty,based services may require 
family cooperatlun, support or discipline, none of which may be 
present. Fifth, a variety of  l o c a l  resources may have been tried 
to no avail, and commi~unent is seen as a feet"resort. Sixth, it 
may he Perceived that the behavior is so self-destructlve or dangerous 
to the co~nunity that incarceration, at least brieflyt is necessary, 
.as with a chro~ic runaway or Violent or pz~miscuoun youth. 

More spec/fically, the  Juvenile judges .tend t o  feel a respG~slbility 
to provide help, and to utilize a secure placement, if that is neces- 
sat y. In some cases, the parents are so ineffective, the family so 
helpless, that some alternative residence is required to allow a set 
of problems to he addressed. The balence*of Judicial experience 
with such cases in the past may dictate a cooling-off Period in de- 
tention, or the structure of & training school. In still Other cases, 
the Judge is faced with a runaway from another State and will bold 
him until his parents or responsible parties can pie-~ him up. \ 

Thus, the Judges tend t o  feel that, While delnstitutionalizatlon 
for m~st States offenders is fine, institutional placeEent should be 
retalned as an "option. ~ childzen, such as are ~antioned above, 
require ten%~rary detention. The Judicial attitude is particularly 
important for a number 0f reasons. 

• Judges will likely both influence and reflect the attitudes 
of the establishment in their ~,nunities. 

• Judges will influence 'proposed State legl.slatles, as well 
as the degree to which standards end procedures for Juvenile 

intake and detention are accepted. 

• Since mlny Status offenders have also been involved in crim- 
inal-type behavior for which they might he adjudicated, 
Judges may well opt for the more serious Petition if i t  
Offers them broader dispos~tional options - inclua'isg i n s t i -  
tut ions. • Hence, restrictions upon dispositions permitted 
for status offenses may not prevent judges frc~ incarcerating 
youth they feel need such treatment. The resulting criminal 
stigma may become, during a child's lifetime, more damaging 
than would the institutional c o n f i n e m e n t  alone. 
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a F i n a l l y ,  t h e  ~udgee d e a l  w i t h  ca ses  i n d i v i d u a l l y  and must  
• a c t ;  t hey  have  n o t  t he  l u x u r y  o f  making p o l i c y  f o r  o t h e r s  

t o  /~pleme~t; t h e i r  views ~ founded m~ bo th  t h e i r  sense~ 
o f  e x p e r i e n c e  and r e s p o n s i b i l i t y .  

Mcet J u ~ e s  would be happy t o  cease  d e t a i n i n g  any and a l l  s t a t u s  
offenders If alternatives can be pt~vlded Which fill the bill, in- 
cluding a pr~Tam that would keep the runaway fz~ rm~n~ng. .But 
many see the de. i~stitutlonallzatic~ issue as one ~ o ~ d  by "do-~rs" 
who will soon move on to another, neweE issue, leaving the courts 
to carry one, perhaps with fewer options than before. 

With ~speqt to schools, attitude s seem to be in a state of flux. 
On the ~e hand, s~ school systems have made significant efforts 
toward developing alternative schools and special programs, on on- 
suEing the rights of students to be heard, and c~ cooperating~wlth 
s o n i a l  s e r v i c e  a g e n c i e s .  O the r s  seem t o  focus  ma in ly  on s e r v i n g  
t h e i r  s t u d e n t s  who keep u p ,  n o t  t h o s e  who f a l l  beh ind  o r  need s p e c i a l  
help. The truant may also be a discipline problem, a belch-average 
stt~nt, and have a difficult family situation. School personnel 

• don~t.know what to de, 80 they do li'ttle or nothing. .The opt/on " 
of having t ruan ts  sent to a tralning school may not be their cho ice  
(and zelat/vely few youths are sent to institutions pE£marily for 
truancy), but neitheE do many schools ancept them as their respon, 
slbillty. 

B.- Status Offense Juzlsdictlon 

Another" issue generating considerable debate is whether status 
Offenses should be removed from the Jurlsdlq~ion of the Juvenile 
court. Indeed two of 'the case study States -- Florida and utah -- 
have taken stops in that direction. Flor ida  redefined i t s  CINS as 
dependent childrem and slmultaneo~ly r e o r g a n i z e d  the State youth  
services structure. ' In  the process, the court lost a caseload, at 
intake, of about i8,000 oases. Florlda fete/ned, for a child who is 
adjudicated ,ue~vernable" a second time, the option to treat him as 
a delinquent. Iowa has similar legislation pending and l i k e l y  to  
pass. 

"Utah removed o r i g i n a l  and exc lus ive  ~ u r i s d i c t i o n  o f  the Juven/ le  
Court for ungovernables end runaways, glving it instead to the 
Div~slon of Family Services. Again, however, if DFS cannot, after 
"earnest and persistent" efforts, effect appropriate progress, such 
ch~ ld ran  may r e - e n t e r  t he  c o u r t ' s  ~ u r i s d l c t i o n .  

In essence the case for removal of Jurisdiction is that Juveniles 
exhibiting such behavior do net belong in the Juvenile Justice sys- 
~_m hut rather in the social services or child welfare system. A 
nun~er of standards and aclvocacy grou~s have recommended elimination 
o£ status offense jurisdi~tlon. ~ne Standards and Goals Task Force 
for Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention wan a notable 
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e x c o p t i ~ ,  r e j e c t i n g  an e i t h u r / u r  Choice  b e ~ e n n  a c c e p t i n g  ~ u ~ m t  
p r a c t i ~ e  or  e l i m i n a t i n g  J u r i s d i c t i n ~ .  Our purpoee he re  i s  no t  t o  
review in any d e t a i l  the  ~ t s  pro and con, but to report that 
the issue is not at all dead in the States visited. 

Beyond Florida and Utah, interviewees in most States were willing 
te assert the more extreme sides of the issue. Not surprisingly, 

E~ Juvenile court Jed~es felt strongly that Juzlsdictlon should be - 
r a i ned .  Other  officials argued  that, ultimately, court Jurisdiction 
should be e l i m i n a t e d ,  a l t h o u ~  t h a t  v iew tended t o  be strongest 
ammlg o u t s i d e  advocacy groups and o t h e r  o b s e r v e r s  o f  the  sys t em.  

most prevalent view of Judges, service providers and youth ser- 
vice funding OE p l a n n i n g  bodies was that the syste~ neede~ attentlon 
to cure abuses, but that removal of JuriSdiction Was too severe e 
step. Sound youth services systems, balanced and mature probation 
and intake workers, family service and crisis intervention networks, 
experienced Juvenile Judges, adequate procedural safeguards and .llm- 
Itetlons on dispositions would go a long way toward defusing the 
Jurlsdictlen issue. 

~Scme Judges a re  undoubtedly z e a l ~ s  advoca tes  o f  the p a r e ~  
philosophy, intervening in some situations where leaving 

well enough alone may be preferable. Some critics are undoubtedly 
so blind to the possibility of situations where a child needs help 
or so skeptical of present systems to provide it, that they seize 
any word, any opinion, any action as evidence of malicious intent 
or .incompetence. Most participants in the system are more reasonable 
and calm, accepting the inevitability of occasional mistakes; uneven 
px~xjress, and preferring to f u r t h e r  modify existing systems and pro- 
grams, rather than betting on grand and sweeping reforms. 

Ultimately, each Stete¶e political- system wi!l dec ide  whether 
to z~hrash through the Jurisdictional issue, such a process will be 
painful and confusing, raising questions about the usefulness and 
validit~ of such concepts as "pre-delinquency", "prevention", "treat- 
ment", "transitional deviance", "labeling", as well as the prope r  
roles of "the" cour t  and other youth service systems. Based on our 
observa t ions  i n  these States, that issue does n o t s e e m  t o  be likely 
to yield major leqisiatlve~ change soon. Its import is that removal 
of Jurisdiction is only one way to deinstitutlonal'ize, and States 
i i k e  Florida and Utah have h a d  only very early and somewhat uncertain 
results with attempte to do so. 

While utah has removed most status o f f e n d e r s  from t r a i n i n g  schocle, 
the impact on detention is still unclear, in Florida, the apparent 
disappearance of some 18,000 cases from the court has yet to be 
followed by apparent significant increases in the child welfare sys- 
tem. In neither State is the exten~ of the relabeling {from s ta tue  
offender to delinquent), to retain Jurisdiction, clear, preliminary 
observation suggests that sc~e youth will simply drop fr~n any inter- 

vention sys tem.  
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C. Frac~nentatJ.c~ o f  l~ , les  and Ft~i~s 

The" S t a t e s  we v i s i t e d  v a r i e d  ~ r e a t l y  i n  t h e  ways t h a t  t h e y  were 
o r g a n i z e d  t o  r e s p ~ d  t o  t . t~ub led  y o u t h .  I n  a t  l e a s t  two S t a t e s ,  
C o n n e c t i c u t  and Utah ,  t h e  ~ u v e n i l e  c o u r t  was a c t u a l l y  a S t a t e  agency.  
I n  the o thers ,  the cour t  was pa r t  o f  l oca l  ~ e r m n e n t ,  s~.- t tmes 
e s s e n t t a l l y  independent and o ther  t imes, pa r t  o f  a more u n i f i e d  
Statewide cour t  system. Some States made extens ive use o f  Juveni le  
referees: o t h e r s  r e l i e d  o n l y  on f u l l - f i n E  J u v e n i l e  c o u r t  Judges .  
Similarly, the agencies with responsJ~lllty for youth services varied 
in size, organization, and varinty of ~ ;  Some youth-servlng 
agencies at the Stats level provided-relatively c~qgrehenslve services 
and d e a l t  w i t h  youth  i n  a v a r i e t y  o f  s e t t i n g s ,  i n c l u d i n g  a s u b s t a n -  
t i a l  number o f  S t a t s -owned  and o p e r a t e d  r e s i d e n t i a l  s e t t i n q ~ .  Others  
r e l i e d  more h e a v i l y  en c o n t r a c t e d  o r  p u r c h a s e - o f - s e r v i c e  r b s i d e n t i a  ! 
settings. In still others, primary service delivery was at the local 
l e v e l ,  w i th  the Sta te  r o l e  being one o f  moni tor ing and perhaps o f  
s u b s i d i z t n . g  pro~rre~n deve lopment .  

Fa r  more  t m p o r t a n t  t h a n  t h e  mode o f  o r g a n i z a t i o n  chosen was t h e  
£ r a g ~ n t a t i o n  o f  r e s p o n s i b i L t t y  a t  bo th  t he  S t a t e  and t he  l o c a l  
l e v e l s  a s  w e l l  as  between t h o s e  two l e v e l s .  A n n a l ~ t u d e  o f  a g e n c i e s  
at the State level are likely to be concerned with the status offender, 
including a youth services agency, s court, a Stats probation d e p a r t -  
merit, a youth correcti~s agency, de~ts o f  social services, 
education, labor or employment, mental health, drug and alcohol i 
abuse ,  or" pe rhaps  a depa r tmen t  o f  menta l  r e t a r d a t i n n ,  a n d  t h e  S t a t e  
Planning Agency. Similarly, at the local level, a multitude o f  
agencles are responsible, including the counterparts of most of those 
above, but more speclflcally including the po l i ce ,  the court., the 
court vozke re  o r  probation staff, a youth s e r v i c e s  bureau, youth- 
serv ing agencies (whether a ccmprehenslve services brokering agency 
o r  individual gz~up homes and foster care supervision agencies), t h e  
schools, and the traditional youth service agencies such as the YMCA, 
the YWCA, the 2oF and Girl Scouts, etc. It is the exception rather 
than the rule that these agencies plan together to define their res- 
pecT.Lye functions on their own and for each o t h e r ' s  capabilities. 
It is also uncommon that they should coordinate in any systematic 
fashion around handling individual cases in  the community. The 
pattern is that coordination takes place on a n  ad hoc, i n d i v i d u a l  
basis at the 'ins~g-~tion of frustrated case workers in one or another 
of these agsncles. An occasional modification to this rule sees ~e 
ex is tence of some coordinating mechanisms OE ongoing committees that 
c r e s t s  p o l i c i e s  f o r  you th  s e r v i c e  d e l i v e r y .  Examples would i n c l u d e  
youth review boards, interagency diagnostic cc~nittses, diagnostic 
r e v i e w  boards, and youth serv ice com~ttses osnvened by mayors,  school 
a~ninistratore, youth zer~ice bureaus or by :juvenile court :Judges. 

! 
Despite Use atts~pts at coordination, the system remains frag- 

mented, 'with each component o£ the system regarding its set of set- 
• vices as its primary responsibillty end no one taking slgn~flcant 
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r e s p o n s i b i l i t y  f o r  c o o r d i n a t i n g  a u n i f i e d  connmmity r e s p o n s e .  The 
problems w i t h  t h i s  approach a r e  e v i d e n t  and t h e  s e r v i c e  c o n s e q u e n c e s  
Lre discussed previously. ~ne cow,unity, unless it plans together, 
does not know what its comprehenslve capabilities axe. Gaps in 
servlces are raralF evident to single ObServers. Individual service 
providers att~t to deal with children whom they are ill-equlpped 
to serve, as ~ell as the ones with whom they know how to deal. Re- 
ferrals are often made without follow-up or eupervislon. I~ie children 
with wh-,- it is most difficult to deal tend to be shunted a round  
from one possible resource to another. The capabilities that a r e  
developed axe ~hose for  which t h e  financial support is easiest to 
obtain. ~ resourres may get overdeveloped, such as foster care 
beds  or emergency s h e l t e r  b e d s .  O t h e r s  a r e  s c a r c e l y  d e v e l o p e  d o r  
a cces sed  a t  a l l ,  such as  day t r e a t m e n t  ~ s e r v i c e s .  Group homes o r  
minl-institutions may be faeQred because, with a s i n g l e  ictus, it iS 
easier to deliver services to clusters of children rather than having 
to provide a wide variety of outreach serViCes. 

TWo approaches taken in ecae of the States we have v£sited hold 
pEomise. These are the development of youth services master plans, 
and the fostering of collaborative totality planning: While neither 
is particularly innovative as a concept, the fact that the concepts 
are being acted upon is encouraging. More often than not, since 
coordination is hard wo---rk requiring continuing attention, it tende 
to remain a concept receiving far mare llp service than action. 
Coordination, Joint planning, Joint service delivery definition, 
filling ga~s in services so that they can be comprehensive, and even 
Joint cane management in difficult situations, are all t ime conswnlng. 
Yet without then, the fragmentation that Occurs means that some 
children who need help never get it, others get ineffective help, 
end others are "helped" who shouldn't be in the 6yetem at all. In 
addiction, the system tends to d e f i n e  itself in.terms o f  the ~neede 
of ~ e  staff rather than t h e  needs of t h e  c~ients. 

"The m a s t e r  p l a n n i n g  p r o c e s s  ha s  t he  a d v a n t a g e  o f  b e i n g  a b l e  t o  
l a y  o u t  p r i o r i t i e s  and d i r e c t i o n  f o r  S t a t e  a g e n c i e s  a s  w e l l  a s  f o r  
localities~ It ~ may choose to redefine existing roles, or to define 
now ones. The participants may decide to identify a set Of core 
servlces intended 60 be present i n all ca~runltiee in t h e  Stats. 
They may further sort out when a client is mare appropriate for one 
service sys tem t h e n  another, as well as sueuest or create coordinative 
machanis~s that z~spond to current problems. The process o f  develop- 
ing a master plan will frequently include the examination of~ the ade- 
quacy end allocation of resources, both financial and manpower, for 

e~ State and local agencies. We have Chserved several instances of - 
thing like a master planning process in these ten States. While far 
from perfe~d~ ~, such efforts do have the virtue of spelling out objec- 
tives end Setting p~£orities so that the public, the service agencies, 
State and local actors, end legislators can respond. Furth~er, if the 
goal is not just a plan, but an ongoing process of implementation, 
the plan can serve as a useful road map providing guidance as to 
overall, policy direction as well as the quantity and quality of 
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s e z ' v i o e o  d e s i r e d .  

The p r o c e s s  o f  c o l l a b o r a t i v e  c o . u n i t y  p l a n n i n g  i s  i n  some ways 
l ~ a r a l l a l  t o  a m a s t e r  p l a n n i n g  p r o c e s s ,  b u t  a t  t h e  c=mmmity  l e v e l .  
I t  can  b e  d e v e l o p e d  w i t h i n  t h e  c ~ t e x t  o f  a master p l a n ,  o r  it may 
be  g~me ' a s  a s t ~ s t i t u t e  f o r  t h a t  p r o c e s s .  I t  i s  u n l i k e l y  t h a t  i t  
will happen spontaneously, ~nd therefore requires the active and 
probably persistent s u p p o r t  of scae set of actors. Sometimes it 
can develop as a result of focus on a partlculaz issue, such as child 
abuse or services for S t a t a s  offenders who can no longer.be institution- 
allzed. Sometimes the most likely initiators o f  the process are the 
heads of the local youth service bureaus. O~ca again, the idea is t O  
d e f i n e  t h e  s e r v i c e s  needed  i n  the toe,unity, t o  identify the clients 
,who co~e to these services (and perhaps those who do n o t  but should) , 
and t o  identify the capabilities of each of the actors in the co==nm- 
Ity. Thls initial step allOwS identiflcatic~ o f  Which clients are 
more appropriate for which agency, what gaps in services need to be 
dealt with, and will probably highli~t particular future coordinative 
requirements. Such a collaborative conxmmity effort would prestunably 
c o n t i n u e  periodic, coordination and Joint plann/ng, "as w e l l  a s  devote 

~ to difficult case review. 

The significance of fragmentstion to the deisstittttionallzation 
effort is that it is an obstacle to providing app~oprlats services 
in the c~uslty to troubled youth. Once the status offender can 
.no longe~ he dealt with in a setting that allows detention or 
placement in an institution, the responsibility will Inc~aaslngly 
fall to co,unity agencies. Further, some of the traditional 
"case finders", such as the police and the pupil Porsonnel staff 
in the schools, and frustrated and baffied parents, will heccm~e 
loss likely to bring these children to the court, the traditional 
entzy point for services. Some children will no doubt drop out 
of any system and slmpl¥ grow out, of .their troublesomeness. 
Others will need services, and the attempt to provide a cohesive 
and integrated service ~ellvery network Will be essential to ade- 
quately S e r v e  ,this Population. 

D. Prevention versus Inter~ntlen 
! 

The initial question of Whet to do with status offenders who can 
no longer be detained or placed in institutions is an intervention 
question. That is, it is necessary to provide some range of services 
to allow removal of a particular populatlon fro~ inappropriate set- 
tings. F u r t h e r ,  those same services and perhaps others will be nec- 
essary to allow treatment of status offenders as an alternative to 
placing them in institutions oE in secure detent/on. A sign iflcant 
n~nber o f  such services are residential in character, with treatment, 
counseling, ~ob training, tutoring or diagnosis done in that roslden- 
tlal setting. ~ number of others, however, are provided in a day 
services setting while the child remains in his own home. 
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It is initially with these day services that the overlap between 
an L~terventlon and a prevention function occurs. Such services an 
youth servi¢e bureaus, ¢rlsi9 intervention centers, hotl/neso store- 
front counseling operatimm,. Job preparation or training projects, 
alternative schools, mental health centers, runaway houses, and family 
counseling services, all define their role at least in part as pre- 
vention. ' In terms of assessing the degree to which such preventive 
earvlses are part of the price tag for delnstitutlonallzat~ton, one 
encounters substantial analytic difficulty. Most such services are 
not  neces sa ry  to  removing c h i l d r e n  f r ~  d e t e n t i o n  and c o r r e ~ i o n a l  
i n s t i t u t i o n s ,  mmy,  h ~ e v e r ,  may be a p p ~ r i a t E  f o r  a s s u r i n g  t h a t  
such placement does not occur in the future. Thus, such preventive 
services become important elements in a community response to the 
statlls offender population. 

Their preventive role, however, is typically' one not. of primary 
prevention, which probably remains the role of the traditional Insti- 
tetlons, such as the family, the school, and a community environment 
that allows gradual assignment and acceptance o f  respor~sibility as 
maturing takes place. Rather~ such aqencies as t~ose above are prob- 
ably early intervention models, and hence, secondary prevention ac- 
tivities. Their task is to provide a non-punitlve and helping setting 
in which problems can be tagged early and appropriate responses de- 
veloped. They are neither a substitute for traditional responses nor 
a subetltute for alternative r e s i d e n t i a l  placement. 

This ~iddin 9rotmd is norm too well defined, and consists .paz ' t ly  
of being there to be asked for help, partly of advocacy, partly of 
issue resolution, partly of crisis response. A large number of State 
and local interviews, however, indicated that some such preventive 
role was among their highest priority gaps in services. Still others 
who a re  in  the  s e ~ i c e  b r o k e r i n g  and program devel6pmen~ b u s i n e s s  
saw prevention as their eventual role. 

E. Difficulties with'Definitions 

The Juvenile Justice and Delinquency prevention Aot of i974, with 
its mandate for deinstltutionaliza~on of status offenders started, 
in many StatEs, a new dialogue about the appropriate treatment of 
this population. T~e OJJDP definitions of Juvenile detention and 
correctional facilities, however, brought this dialocj11e to a SpeciflCr 
fOCUS that. was absent u s t i l  t h a t  time. The deflnittons rest on four 
eritsri a by which institutions would he Judged to he detention or 
correctional Institutlons. According to guidelines issued :in May 
of 1977, a Juvenile detention or correctional facility is: 

i. any secure publlc or private facility used for the lawful 
custody of Juveniles who are accused or adjudicated Juven- 
ile of fende r s ;  o r  

2. any public or private facility used primarily (more than 
50 percent of the facility's population) for the lawful 
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cus tody  o f  J u v a n l i s s  who a r e  accused  Of o r  a d j u d i c a t e d  f o r  
~ : l t t ~ t n g  c z l m l n a l - t T P e  o f f e n s e s  even I f  t h e  f a c i l i t y  i s  
Do~-eecuz~; Or 

3. any p u b l i c  o r  p r i v a t e  f a c i l i t y  t h a t  has  t he  b e d  c a p a c i t y  
t o  house t v e n t y  o r  more accused  o r  a d j u d i c a t e d  JuvonLte  
o f f e n d e r s ,  even i f  t h e  f a c i l i t y  i s  n o n - s e c u r e ,  u n l e s s  used  
e x c l u s i v e l y  f o r  the lawful custody o f  s t a t u s  o f f e n d e r S ,  o r  
is  c~umuslty-be~ed~ or 

4. any p u b l i c  o :  p r i v a t e  f a c i l i t y  which i s  used  f o r  t he  law-  
f u l  p lacement  o f  ~ o r  c o n v i c t e d  c r i m i n a l  o f f e n d e r s ,  e 

By  and. l a r g e ,  n e i t h e r  t he  s e c u ~  f a c i l i t i e s  c r i t e r i o n  nor  t he  
c r i t e r i o n  d e ~ l i n g  w i t h  h o u s i n g  s t a t u s  o f f e n d e r s  w i t h  a d u l t  o f f e n d e r s  
i s  a p z ~ b i e : .  A number o f  S t a t e s  a re  h a v i n g  v a r i o u s  d t f f l o n l t t e s  
w i t h  ' t h e  commingl ing  and s i z e  c r i t e r i a .  

The commingl ing  c r i t e r i o n  d e f i n e s  a f a c i l i t y  as  a d e t e n t i o n  o r  
c o r r e c t i o n a l  i n s t i t u t i o n  i f  t h e  p r e p o n d e r a n c e  o f  t h e  p o p u l a t i o n  
(50 ,  o r  more) i s  o f  c r i m i n a l - t T p e  o f f e n d e r s  f o r  a 30-day,  c o n s e c u t i v e  
p e r i o d  Or l o n g e r .  ~ S t a t e s  have  v a r i o u s  t y p e s  o f  r e s i d e n t i a l  
f a c i l i t i e s  i n  Which t h e  ~ p o p u l a t i 0 n  i s  p r e d o m i n a n t l y  c r t ~ L n a l - t ~ p e  
J u v e n i l e  o f f e n d e r s .  V i r t u a l l y  w ichou t  exceI~Lon,  S t a t e  and l o c a l  
' o f f i c i a l s  t o  whom we t a l k e d  s u g g e s t e d '  t he  thadequacy,  i n a c c u r a c y ,  
and a c c i d e n t ~ l  q u a l i t y  o f  t he  " s t e t u s  o f f e n d e r "  v e r s u s  t h e  " d ? l l n -  
quanta" l a b e l .  T~ey e x p r e s s e d  t h e  v iew t h a t  i t  I s  t he  needs o f  t he  
c h i l d  which a r e  l ~ p o r t a n t ,  n o t  h i s  l e g a l  l a b e l .  Those ~ i n t e r -  

v i e w e d  f e l t  t h a t  t he  c o ~ n i n g l i n g  c r i t e r i o n  assumes a c l e a r  d i s t i n c -  
t / o n  between s t a t u s  o f fenders"  and c r i m i n a l - t y p e  o f f e n d e r s °  a d i s t i n c -  
t i o n  more s e m a n t i c  t h a n  r e a l .  And even where t h e  two type  s o f  c h i l d r e n  
are i n t r i n s i c a l l y  d l e t t n c t ,  the prOCeSs by which tJ~ey rece ive those 
l e g a l  l abe l s  I s  ha rd l y  s t a n ~ z e d  f rom one Juris~Lc~r.ion o r  court .  
t o  ano the r .  Such S t a t e s  are l~.kely t o  f i n d  i ~  d i f f i c u l t  t o  respond 
i n  any  l o q i c a l  f a s h i o n  t o  t he  a p p l i c a t i o n  o f  such a coz~Lng l ing  
c r~ t t e r ton  t o  t h e i r  ne tworks  o f  group homes, f o r  example.  ~ n e i r  
a l t e r m a t ,  t v e s  seem t o  be  t o  a s s i g n  you ths  t o  group h o e s  by l a b e l , .  " 
So t h a t  a ~ c u l a c  s e t  o f  group homes becomes p x ~ l c ~ L n a n t i y  s t a t u s  
o f f e n d e r  g roup  homes,  and t he  o t h e r s  p r i m a r i l y  d e l i n q u e n t  group 
ho=es. Yet, they see this as attaching stigmatizing labels even more 
firmly tllan currently done. Another  alternative woul d be t o  establish 
two entirely separate networks of group homes which slm~ly drlves 
home the labeling phenomenon further. Finally, if, as many assert, 
t h e  s t e t u s  o f f e n d e r  iS  a p a r t i c u l a r l y  t r o u b l e d  and t roub le some  c h i l d ,  
t h i s  would r e s u l t  i n  a s e r v i c e  d e l i v e r y  sys tem t h a t  d e a l t  p r i m a r i l y  
with the  most difficult clients. Not unl¥ will t h i s  create some 
r e s i s t a n c e  on t h e  p a r t  of service providers, but It:  removes whatever 

tI2gAA C~lange, S~b~ect, State Planning Agency Grants, M4100.1F Change i, 
I~y 20, 1977, Par. K(2).  
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l e aven ing  and n o z ~ a l ~ l n g  p e e r  t n f l u a n c e  t h e r e  may be f r ~ n  a p o r t i o n  
o f  the  p ~ m l a t t e s  t h a t  i s  l e s s  t r o u b l e d  and l e s s  t r o u b l e s ~ e ,  d e s p i t e  

t h e i r  ~ l a b e l s .  

~ne second a rea  of  d i f f i c u l t y  i s  the  s i z e  o f  t he  i n s t i t u t i o n .  
The l i m i t  esT~bllshedlbY OJJDP on commingled popu la t ions  i s  20 b e d s ,  
u n l e s s  the  :Lne~Lte ~c-lon i s  con~un i ty -based .  This  a f f e c t s  s c a e  p u b l i c  
i i n s t i t u t i o n s ,  i l l o g i c a l l y ,  in  t he  view o f  the  S t a t e  o f f i c i a l s  i n -  
vo lved .  But i t s  much mo~e p r e v a l e n t  impact  i s  on p r i v a t e  c h i l d -  
c a s i n g  i n s t i t u t i o n s  which may inc lude  among t h e i r  p e p u l a t i o n  c o u r t -  
r e f e r r e d  s t a t u s  o f fenders . :  Many o f  t h e s e  i n s t i t u t l Q n s  a r e  l a ~ e e  
many are i~ nc~-c~mnmlty settings. ~e idea that delnstltution- 
alisatlen would apply to placement is private institutions came as 
a genulne suxl~ise to so~e Stetes. k number Of States rely heavily 
on such private factlitie~ for a significant part of their reslden- 

se~ces. %~ey object to the criterion on several grounds, in- 
¢ludLtn 9 the gact t h a t  such i n s t i t u t i o n s  are no t  b a s i c a l l y  c o r r e c ~ / o n -  
a l  i n s t i t u t i o n s  bu t  c h i l d - c a s i n g  i n s t i t u t i o n s ,  t h a t  they p r o v i d e  
a va luab l e  r e s o u r c a  whi.ch may d i s a p p e e r  i f  the  S t e t e  i s  f o r c e d  t o  
take StatUS offenders out, or altarnatlvely, that the institutions 
--~t cease tak ing  c~Iminal-type offenders to be in c ( ~ p l i a n c e .  • 
Since there frequently has been considerable effort exerted to con- 
vines such Enstltutlons to take delinquente in the first place, this 

is viewed by ~ as a setback. 

The ~ theme of these and other objections to the LEAA de- 
flnltions is that they fly in the face of carefully considered and 
defined State proqra~. The largest difficulty is probably those 
criteria as they affect private institutions. While the primary 
problem there is that they ~ to be above the maximum size allowed, 
(and the population is not solely a status offense or non-offense 
pepu la t i as ,  no~ are U~y  c o = ~ n t t ~ - b a s a d ) , t h e r e  ere a l s o  i n s t a n c e s  
in which private instltetions may be secure. It seems to some that 
OJJDP has gone too" far in defining detention and correctional faeil- 
Ities, substituting its Judgement for what iS fore properly a State 
prerogative. The ob~ectlng states assert that they, wi~_hln their 
own State, are probably better able to determine whether a network 
of 9To~9 homes, or s set of private facilities, are institutional , 

in nature than is OJ~DP. 

F. Moni tor in~  

Finally, in each of the States we visited, the cluestion of an 
adequate system~ for monitoring appropriate placements for status 
off,triers (and other youth, for" that matter) has yet to be resolved. 
That ~ is, each of the States has produced a report (as of the end of 
1976) assessing the degTee to which status offenders have been moved 
out  o f  detention and correctional facilities, and the degree to w~ch 
separation of adult and ~uvenile Offenders has been achieved. Such 
reports were mo~t frequently the result of either a one-time survey 
Of the Jails and detention and correctional institutions in the 
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S t a t e ,  o~ ~ p r e - e x i s ~ n g  r e p o r t i n g  sys tem o r  sys tems .  

q~e d i f f i c u l t y  wi¢J~ a o~e- t ime  su rvey  i s  t w o - f o l d .  F i r s t ,  such 
a su rvey  must r e l y  on "the r eco rds  Or the  m e r r y  o f  t he  s t a f f  o f  t he  
institotion beisg surveyed. If those sourses ere net accurate, then 
n e i t h e r  i s  t he  s u r v e y .  The second d i f f i c u l t y  i s  t h a t  i f  i n a p p r o p r i a t e  
admissions are discovered, i t  ,is very likely they will be discovered 
only well after the fact. Presumably, the purpose of a monitoring 
sys tem i s  no t  s i m p l y  t o  r e p o r t  a degree, o f  compl iance ,  b u t  t o  pz~vide  - 
a u s e f u l  neans  by which s t a t e  authorities can e f f e ~ . i v e l y  implement 
a poLl.el  o f  , ~ , , , , i n s t i t u t i o n a l i z a t i n e  o f  s t a t u s  o f f e n d e r s  and s e p a r a t i o n  
o f  a d u l t  and j u v e n i l e  p o p u l a t i o n s .  Even i f  t h e  purpose  o f  m o n i t o r i n q  
i s  l e s s  a m b i t i o u s ,  f o r  example ,  t o  repoz~ a c c u r a t e l y  on c o n d i t i o n s  
f o r  t he  t ime  p e r i o d  b e i s q  m o n i t o r e d ,  a o n e - t i m e  su rvey  would seem 
t o  be less than adequate.-  

Difficulties with obtaining and Interprsting date about treatment 
of status offenders is each'of the States we visited suggeste that 
existing systems, having not been des£qned fox that purpose, are 
seldom very useful with respect to the information they yield on 
status offenders. ~he label is a somewhat elusive one, particularly 
at the time o f  detention. I f  a child i s  brought into court and to a 
detention canter, with charges that i n c l u d e  r u n n i n g  ~ay, ungovern- 
ability and stealing a ear, he might be t r e a t e  d as  either a status 
offender oE a c~Im4~ml-type Offender. The decision at that point is 
probably that of the intake officer, a~though in so~ States a Judge 
may be c o n s u l t e d  at that point. A further decision may be made about 
whether detention is necessary as well as about whether a petition 
will be filed and, if so, what offense it will allege, once again,' 
a px~bation official, perhaps a presenter, and perhaps an attorney 
representing the child will participate in whether the alleged label 
is that of status or  cr iminal - type offender. It may not be the 
same as the label applled at the time of initial detention. Finally, 
if the petition is heard, once again, t h e  Judicial deeisine will 
determine what facts have been established and hence, which is the 
appropriate label, once again the label may or may net be the same 
as that applied at the initial detention decision. ~is is not to 
suggest that a consistent reporting pattern could not be defined; it 
could. However, as th~ngs now stand, there ere .multiple participants 
is this set of decisions, and they vary from State to Stats, among 
counties and other Jurisdictions within States, and perhaps from 
one official to ano the r  within the same Jurisdiction. 

These difficulties make one-time surveys and most existing re- 
porting systems inadequate to the monitoring task. One option ~e 
to develop a specific monitoring procedure, with i t s  own set of forms, 
for these puxl0oses. 'SUch. a diEec~ion is being taken by OJJDP in its 
monitoring instructions and guidance to the States~ Each State, how- 
e v e r ,  w i l l  need t o  decide how tO implement  t h o s e  p rocedures  and 
utilize those fozms within the State. It may ~e appropriate to 
train the staff of the institutions to be monitored so that there 
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is a conmon and consistent understanding of terms and procedures to 
be used in reportlnq. It may be that the State will choose to train 
its own staff, or reglonal or county staff, to monitor through 
special visits to the Enstitutlons. Alternatively, I t  may be that 
staff stationed at the detention center level can monitor and provide 
assistance Ou regular admissions reporting. 

Creating and implementing an adequate monitoring system will 
neither be quick nor inexpensive. Initially, Judgements will be 
needed aoncerning the adequacy o f  e x i s t i n g  in£ormat lou.  I f  the  ten  
States we v i s i t e d  are an adequate sample, present  data systems s imply 
w i l l  no t  serve. Therefore,  the s ta tes  w i l l  have t o  determine how t o  
nod i f y  e x i s t i n g  systems o r  c reate  new systems t o  acco=p i lsh  the 
necessary results. Each step will take time; conducting analysis 
and making decisions! defining new procedures, new forms, and an 
effective way Of communica t ing  with the staff that must provide 
information[ puttlng the system in places providing quality control, 
d e - b u g g i n g  it, and a~3regatlng t h e  information. Our estimate is 
that this p~ess will t a ~ a ~  og six months, a~d perhaps 

as roach as a year. 

I t  i s  c l e a r l y  p ~ s i b l e ,  a l t h o u g h  t i m ~ c o n s u m i n g  and  somewhat  
e x p a n s i v e ,  t o  i n s t a l i  an  a d e q u a t e  m o n i t o r i n g  s y s t e m .  AS a c c u r a t e  

• d a t a  i s  a v a i l a b l e ,  I t  w i l l  be  p o s s i b l e  t o  m o n i t o r  t h e  e f f e c t i v e n e s s  
with which a deinst£tutionalisatlon and separation policy is being 
castled OUt. Even With a functioning monitoring system, however, 
measuring progress from some baseline is mare difficult, since the 
data available for that baseline period is almost certainly inade- 
quate. Thus, measuring substantial compliance (75~ reduction from 

baseline} will continue to be more intuitive and Judg~me~tai 

than mathematicel • 
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V I ,  Conc lus i ons  

Based on t h i s  resmu:ch'  i n  t e n  S t a t e s  end t h e  f o r e g o i n g  c o m p a r a t i v e  
analysis, we have drawn a number of concluslons with regard to= 

• current progress toward deinstltutionalizatlon! 

• service needs and 9aps; 

• cost impacts and funding iu~ilcations! and 

• c~-~ent;  critical issues. 

We s t a t e  these:  c o n c l u s i o n s  b e l o w ,  and f o l l o w  them w i t h  o u r  r e ~ -  
t i o n s  f o r  F e d e r a l  a c t i o n .  

c u r r e n t  P roc j~  ss 

i. Tne States examined are at different stages in the process of 
deinstltutlonallzation, but all have made clear progress. Progress 
has been greater on removing s~tus offenders fr~n correctional 
instltut~Lons than on removing thegn from detention. 

2. State strategies have varied, with major clusters of actions 
aimed at, a) removal Or limlta~Lon of the court's original juris- 
d/ction Over status offendsrs~ b) limitations on possible disPosi- 
tions for status offenders;, and c) development of coz~unity-based 
youth services. Such strategies are not ~utually exclusive; some 
States pursue mare than one. Further, the specific focus on each 
strategy varies among the States. 

3. ~he major unresolved 'issue is pre-adJudlcative dstentlon, not 
longer-term commitments to State institutions following adjudica- 
tlon. q~le States stud/ed are simply not sending large numbers of 
s t a t n s  offenders to correctional isstltut/ons. 

4. Aside from" State instituILions, the next-most-lm1~ortant issue 
is long-term residence in private institutions. 

5. The mandate of the. Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prov-ention 
A c t  Of 1974 hasw in large measure, shaped the dialogue in the 
state 8 about existing and appropriate treatment of the status 
offender population. As covered under the issues section of these 
conclusions, there is something less than philosophical t~lani~ity 
regar~ng dsinstlt utionali zatlon. 
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6 . '  The a v a i l a b l e  da ta  abou t  d i s p o s i t i o n s  and .p l acemen t s  l e a v e s  
much t o  be d e s i r e d  in  terms o f  consistency, quality control, 
c o m p a r a b i l £ t ~  (even w £ t h i n  t h e  same S t a t e ) ,  and a c c e s e i b i l i t y ~  
H o ~ v e ~ ,  i t  seems to  be lmp=,~ving as  S t a t e s  t a k e  on t h e i r  s y s t e m  

m o n i t o r i n g  r e s p c m s i b i l i t l e s .  

Service Needs and Gaps 

I, qhere are virtually no status offender-speclflc needs. Rather, 
there ere youth needs. (The only eignlficant except/on to this is 
the  need f o r  r e s i d e n t i a l  a l t e r n a t - i v e s  t o  d e t e n t t o n . )  The s t a t u s  
o f f e n d e r  p o p u l a t i o n , o V e r l a P s  w i t h  J u v e n i l e  d e l i n q u e n t s ,  d e p e n d e n t  
and neglected children, as weil as emotionally dlstuzbed children. 
The label under ' ~ i c . h  an individual child is identified is a restilt 
of how he comes to public attention. Service needs are mostly 
unreiated to that label, end instead are a function of the individual 
situation. The spectrum of service needs for each of those ~ups 

is v~zy slmtlar. 

2. some status offenders may, however, have more difficult problems 
than any other  type of youth. Frequently, they have very poor family 
support and a history of resistance to repeated intervention from 
service agencies. Of course, some delinquent youth may have prob- 
lems i)ust as serious as these -- both in their family environment 
end in their history of involvement with social service agencies. 
But in t h e  case  Of the  delinquent, some clearly defined criminal 
behavior is involved, behavior which -~y make legal punishment some- 
what more usderstmndable to the young parson involved. The status 
offender may perceive hie own behavior as entirely rational and non- 
criminal. This may make c o u r t - o r d e r e d  sanctions difficult to con~re-  
~hend and may render  him more oncooperati .ve than even the s e r i o u s  

de l inquen t  of fends=  • 

3.  Some s t a t u s  o f f e n d e r s  a r e  a t  l e a s t  a s  w e l l  o f f  l e f t  a lone#  w i t h  
no public intervention, to mature ou t of theIE problemS. 

4. The most Significant service need and the first gap to be identl ~ 
fled by States is some alternative to de ten t i on ,  Emergency" and 
"structured" she l t e r  care,  foster care, group  homes, and runaway 
houses are currently utillzed to meet this need. In order for these 
alternatives tO be kceeptabie to law enforcement and Judicial officials, 
h(~ever, they must offer sufficient assurances o f  c h i l d  protection and 
court appearance, a difficult task in the case of some chronic run- 
aways. Structural shelter care pro~se s ~o be one approach to provide 

such assurances in difficult cases. 
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5. Services needed, but weakly represented In many states, are 
residential psychiatric care, family counseling, mental health serv- 
ices for adolescents, alternative education programs, Job development, 
and independent living arrangements. Highly stzucttuced, intensive 
day treatment pzogre~s are also lacking. Such programs provide supec- 
vision of education, recreation, drug and alcohol counsellng as well 
as i n d i v i d u a l  and family '  counsel ing,  wh i le  ,the ch i l d  resides a t  home. 

6. Nhatever serv ice needs e x i s t  i n  a given Sta te ,  they tend to  be 
scarcest i n  r u r a l  areas. R e l a t i v e l y  small  numbers o f  p o t e n t i a l  
c l i e n t s  sca t te red over ~ geographic areas tend to  make se rv i ce  
p rev is ion  d i f f i c u l t  and c o s t l y ,  S c a r c i t y  e f  services in  r u r a l  areas 
r~m a lso con t r i bu te  to  o v e r - u t i l i z a t i o n  o f  Jutcarceration f o r  Juven/~le 
offenders. 

7. Basic to the delivery :of adequate youth services is alleviating 
the fcagmentetion which characterizes delivery systems in every State. 
Approaches 'to minimize fr~ntatlon would incl~xlez 

• ~ r o v e  d e v a l u n t i o n  and s c r e e n i n g  r e s o u r c e s  t o  ensure  
adequa te  d£agnos£s  and p l acemen t  of~young peop le  i n  
already-exis~Lng: servlces l 

• better coordLi~ation among programs to avoid du~llcatlon 
of efforts, to plan for comprehensive Services, and to 
prevent~ young people from "falling ¢hzough the ¢xacks"; 
and 

e an i ~ g r e v e d  c a p a c i t y  t o  c o l l e c t  date and m on i to r  programs - 
so t h a t '  t h e  S t a t e s  can i d e n t i f y  f r a g m e n t a t i o n ,  and gaps  
in services. 

c o s t - ~ p a n t s  ana ~ ¢ t n ~  ~ l i c e t i o n s  .. 

i. be cost i~0acts of delnstitutional£zation of Status offenders 
are not predictable aco~rdlng ¢o an analytic, model. Whether or not 
there is a cost increment or savings realized by removing status 
offenders fro~ detention and cerrectlonal facilities depends on 
(a) the strategy a State a d o p t s j  (b) the. number of status offenders 
~involved! and {c) the natttre and scope of the existing youth service 
SyStem in the state. 

2. speakiagtentatlvely (because some cost impacts will on ly  be 
evident over time) , there is evidence that there are no signlficant 
net incremental costs associated with delnstltutionalization, and 
some evidence t h a t  there are possible cost savings over ~Ime. 

However, the non-transfe~abillty Of funds  rill cause additional.- 
costs at some levels, and limit savings. +In any event, our analysis 
~dicates that the total net increase would not be prohibitive for 
any State that wished to move toward deinstitutionzLILzatlon. 
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3. The first cost impact felt as a result o f  deinstitutionalIzation 
is likely to be a shift in who bears the costs. This question is 
czltlcal to t h e  implementatiOn of alternative programs, and  p r o v i d e s  
a major ratiOnale for the use of Federal funds as seed money. 

4. The primary sources of Federal funds are Title XX (Social 
Services) and Title IV-part A (AFDC-Poster Ca~e) of the Social 
Security Actj and Juvenile Justice and Crime Control dollars. Funds 
from HEW'a OCD, OE, and NI~B are less significant in serving status 
offenders. The importance o f  Federal funding varies frem State to 
State, as a function Of  state decisions and of the scope o f  t h e i r  

e x i s t i n g - y o u t h  s e r v i c e  p r o g r a m s .  

$. The Federal government should cot originate any major new pro- 
grams aimed at providing services specific to status offenders. 
Status offenders are a small populatiun, and pz~blems that have 
arisen in providing services to them are mainly problems that are 
l~herent in the youth service syste~ generally. 

• r~ sue_._...~s 

i. The treatment of status offenders is of relatively low public 
visibility. Further, t h e r e  i s  a strong feeling among the law 
enforcement and ~udicial publics that secure de%ention and the 
structure of institutional placement are appropriate for some youth. 
Thus, they see retaining such options, for limited use, as desirable. 

2. Most of the State officials to whom we talked felt that status 
offenses should remain under the Jurisdiction of the court. Two 
States - Utah and Florida - have taken legislative action to limit 
original Jurisdiction, and some observers in other States also 
believe such llmltation or removal of Jurisdiction to be appropriate. 

3. Many officials and service providers see a need for preventive 
serViCeS. This usually maazm early problem intervention as typified 
in the non-punitive, helping serf/rig of youth service bureauS, rather 
than through initial intervention by the court. 

4. A number Of States disagree with the OJJDP criteria for defining 
detention and correctional facilltles, feeling that slze of the insti- 
tution, the question of commingling of status and crlmlnal-type 
offenders, allowable detention times, and the applicability of the 
guidelines to the private sector, are issues less clearcut than the 
OJJDP criteria would sugge'st. Esssntlally, the State officials 
believe they are better Judges of how such criteria should be applied 

in their States than is OJJDP. 
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5.  ~9~n£toring sys t ems  a r e  n o t  y e t  i n  p l a c e  o When t h e y  a r e  t h e y  
w i l l  be  more u s e f u l  f o r  a s s e s s i n g  t h e  c u r r e n t  s i t u a t i o n  t h a n  p r o g -  
r e s s  f ~  t h e  u n c e r t a i n  and i n a c c u r a t e  b a s e l i n e s  o f  t w o  y e a r s  a g o .  

Reco~nenda t lons  

1 .  N e i t h e r  OJJDP nor  HEW need  c o n s i d e r  any majo r new p r o q r ~ s  
d i r e c t e d  s p e c i f i c a l l y  toward  s t a t u s  o f f e n d e r s .  S e r v i c e s  a r e  p r e s -  
e n t l y  a v a i l a b l e  o r  a r e  b e i n g  d e v e l o p e d  a d e q u a t e  t o  t h e  dems~de c r e a t e d  
for them by delnstltuti0nalizatlun. New programs ~9'e ted on status 
offenders as a special population would primarily 'serve to exacerbate 
the current fragmentation which characterizes youth services syste~ 
in all the States. 

2. While there are individual instances where additional funding is 
needed, there is no systematic .pattern that suggests major infusions 
of Federal dollars would fill major service gaps for status offenders. 
The primary Federal attention to ftu~Ing should be to assure the 
continued availability of the Juvenile Justice and Crime Control funds 
d e v o t e d  t o  you th  qervlces, whatever (Federal level) organizational 
du~ges ~ay occuE. 

Additionally, continued, availability of runaway house funds and 
a stress on the legitimacy of ~ status offenders as clients for Title 
XX progr~uns, foster care, and mental health programs, would be useful. 

3. OJJDp s h o u l d  consider allowing negotiation regarding the applica- 
tion of its guidelines defining detentic~ and correctional facilities 
in those unusual instances where States can show ~ substantial conform- 
ance, but are still technically at ,variance. While  definitions are 
clearly necessary, some flexibility would acknowledge the ambiguities 
and special eases which demonstrably exist in the States. Su~ 
openness to flexibility would encourage wlder participation and 
increase the chances of effecting change in a greater number of 
,states. Further, an inflexLble approach mlght only serye to 
escalate the debate to a level where a definition might be incor- 
perated into legislation, removing the administrative flexibility 
which OJJDP now enjoys. 

61 



7 
~Sq~zA [From the Westehester Community Service ~ouncil, Inc., 1976] 

TEGIES FOR GAINING COMMUNITY ACCEPTANCE OF RESIDENTIAL ALTERNATIVES 

(By Pa t r i c i a  Stickney) 

There  are  a number  of s t ra tegies  for  working effectively w i th  the  communi ty  
in the p l ann ing  and development of community-based res iden t ia l  faci l i t ies ,  and~ 
f~)r assur ing  the i r  integrat ion in to  the  communi ty . '  

In tegra t ion  of a community residence into a ne ighborhood h a s  t h e  p r i m a r y  
purpose t o  increase the access of people being served to a b road  s p ec t ru m of 
community opportuni t ies  wh ich  can fac i l i t a te  t he i r  op t imum development .  In  
many instances,  the  community residence can be a more  h u m a n e  a n d  more  
effective a l te rna t ive  than  large, segregated social env i ronments .  

An in te r re la ted  purpose of in tegra t ion  is to increase  the  publ ic ' s  fee l ing  of 
social responsibil i ty for  these handicapped Individuals,  by d imin i sh ing  t h e  
n e i g h b o r s  feel ing of distance and  es t r angement  f rom the  people being serv~,l 
in community residences. This  is  based on the  assumpt ion  t h a t  a c o m m u n i J  
has responsibil i ty for  its own members,  and efforts  should  be m a d e  to 
s t rengthen the community s abil i ty to accept  and  Serve i t s  c i t izens  w i t h  social, 
menta l  and physical  handicaps.  

Fo r  community  residences to  be es tabl ished and successful ly  i n t e g r a t e d  i n t o  
the i r  neighborhoods, a number of s t ra tegies  will have  to be employed  in work-  
n effectively wi th  the  community.  The purpose  of th i s  p a p e r  is  to out l ine 

i g . . . . . . . . . . . . .  n.~ s t ra tegies ,  including the  fo l lowing : selection 
some o~ mese  approacuc~ ~ u ~, . . . . . .  

d assessment  o£ a community,  low profile a n a  commun.zt-y p.Lunmng P-~- 
~nroeaches, community incentives, community  education,  a n a  s t r a t eg t e s  ~or r e ~ .  
lutinn of conflict. 

SELECTION AND ASSESSMENT OF COMMUlqITY 

Unde r s t and ing  the community and the  pa r t i cu la r  ne ighborhood  f o r  the  pro 
posed residence is the  prerequis i te  for  the  successful  p lann ing  n e e d e d  to d e  

lo an accepted community residence. Each  proposed s i te  and  communi ty  wil 
ve p . . . . . . . .  s to i ts  needs  and resources,  before  a p p r o p r i a t e  ~trategie  nave to oe evamateu  a - 
for  working wi th  the  community can be de termined.  

Select a neighborhood and  a facil i ty,  which is app rop r i a t e  to i t s  p l anne  
use and the  surrounding community.  A site should be chosen which  wi l l  me~ 
the needs of the  people being served and which will enable  t he i r  fu l l  develol 
ment  and in tegrat ion into the  community.  This  would mean  a se t t ing  whic  
is in close proximity  to adequate  communi ty  resources  a n d  which  p e r m i t s  
social in teract ion wi th  the neighbors  and o ther  communi ty  persons.  Transpor t :  
t ion should be available fo r  r e s iden t s  as well  ~ts vis i tors  and  s t a f f )  3 

Select a family  home, apar tment ,  or a res idence t h a t  h a s  t he  s ame  cha~'a 
ter, size and appearance as i ts  neighbors.  Fo r  example,  select  a floor or  ~J 
.wing in an apa r tmen t  house, one pa r t  of a two fami ly  house,  or  a house  wil 

• grounds tha t  is  in s imilar  size and cha rac te r  as  o ~ e ~ s  iitn the  : resident ial  col 
env i rons  should  n 

mnnity.  The appearance of the  pnyszcat s t ruc tue r  a 
be  set  apa r t  f rom i ts  neighbors, unless  by upg rad ing  and  ca re fu l  m a i n t e n a n  
the home becomes outs tanding as the  best  main ta ined  in t he  area.  

Capitalize on existing communi ty  suppor t  by selecting a s i te  in the  neig 
borhood where  ' the sponsoring group is  a l ready  providing a service  and  
accepted. A family counseling ~ent~er expanded  i ts  Services in var ious  o u t r ~  
programs,  such as, a ' ,crash pad for  t roubled youth, an a l t e rna t i ve  sc-,~ 
and then a group home for  chi ldren and youth.  Each  new ser$ tce  was  add 
out of demons t ra ted  need of the  neighborhood,  and w i t h  the  ful l  suppor t  a 
par t ic ipat ion of the  neighbors in i ts  development.  The communi ty  w a s  !nvolv 
in de termining need, set t ing goals, choosing a Site, a n d  h a v i n g  some i n p u t  

sitive to community resistance and strate~ 
1For a discussion of issues most sen . . . .  -~ ~lller Alden D "Neutralizat 

for neutralizing resistance, see t:ontes, ~over~ o.. ~uu ~, , ", 
of Communtty..Re.sistance. t °  G-r°~-uP-tHt°m~S.C ' i ~Y l t~h~k ' cBak~ '3~dP~l °~ -g84~°r rec t i °  
Ins t i tu t ions  ibexlngzon~ ~xassacuuset , - • in establishing 'a normalizing houstn~ ~tuation for pe,~ 

2For~de tailed g.uid~iv.eS . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  a see Erie County Rcstdenti.al Guidelines. Dec 
who might otherwise o e m S t~?u~-~ ,~ ' ,M,n ta l  Health Erie County umce t~nzmm~, 

~kt?~Str~e~e]3a~ff~t°'Y~uUe~P~°hr~r !~Ou~bie information on estabilshin~ n S gr~ZPo, ho 
Z For cn0osmg a . . . . . . . . . . .  ti~e Human Policy vres . . . .  

see Goodfeilow, Robert, 
127, University Station, Syracuse, New York 13210 
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i -rthe program development.  The program's  acceptance by the  community was 
assured. Another  s imilar  s i tuat ion is a rehabil i ta t ion agency tha t  decided to 

: develop a ha l fway house for  its cl ients.  Groups of clients, fo rmer  drug addicts,  
were t ra ined in the building t rades  as  they renovated an abandoned building 
for use as  a ha l fway  house. These young adul ts  learned a trade,  and the  com- 

-. : inani ty  gained a model residential  facility, which so many f rom the neighbor- 
". hood could point to with pride. Also, this  renovation spurred  o ther  urban re- 

~ewal efforts in the  area.  A fac tor  in the  program's  acceptance was  tha t  the  
rehabil i tat ion program of the sponsoring agency, which preceded the ha l fway 
house, was  a community service, firmly rooted in this  neighborhood. There  was  
no opposition to be overcome. 

Make sure  the s i te  is not  s i tuated too close to s imilar  programs,  such as  
group homes, ha l fway houses, family care homes, nurs ing homes, hostels, adul t  
p ropr ie ta ry  homes,  agency operated boarding homes and other  res ident ia l  fa- 
cilities. Through various governmental  regulatory bodies, such  as hea l th  and 
mental heal th  depar tments ,  board of social welfare  and insti tutions,  youth  
-~d correction depar tments ,  and the Veterans Administrat ion,  informat ion on 
the location of o ther  congregate care facil i t ies should be Secured, to avoid 
over-saturat ion of... community residences in any one area,  This will help 

. ma in ta in  and protect  the charac te r  and quali ty of  the residential  community 

. .for the benefit of a l l  Encourage the enac tment  of legislation and t h e  develop- 
ment of coordinat ion  mechanisms wh ich  will establ ish and operate densi ty 
and dispersion controls to prevent  overconcentrat ion of community residences 

• in a given geographic area. 
Care should be given to avoid giving reasons for  legi t imate complaints  about  

i "~e sui tabi l i ty  of the building or i ts  location. The planning group should re- 
' sea rch  all applicable regulations, ordinances,  zoning laws, l icenses,  public 
health and physical  plant  requirements  for  the pa r t i cu l a r  community.  As par t  
of the  planning group, i t  is helpful to have someone with a real es ta te  
background who can find homes m o r e  quickly, has  full  informat ion on zoning, 
can es t imate  cost of needed s t ructura l  changes, and can more effectively nego- 
t iate options and o t h e r  lease or  sale t ransact ions.  Assign one staff  memb er  to 
coordinate all contacts  wi th  regulatory and s t a n d a r d  set t ing offices, depart-  
ments  and agencies, in order  to reduce the t ime and faci l i ta te  the inspection 
T ~cess.-Delays in opening a residence and in actually delivering services are 
costly and can often provide unexpected opportuni t ies  for  organized resistance. 

I f  building or renovat ing a residential  facility, involve local firms and sup- 
pliers. In this  way a hostel secured t rade  and labor union support,  which was  
well utilized la ter  when the residence came before local planning and zoning 
boards. 

When choosing a home, give considerat ion to the  reputa t ion o f  the person 
from whom the  home would be rented. Exper ience  has shown tha t  the bet ter  
"he prospective landlord 's  reputation,  the  be t te r  chance of success. An example 
.: ~ suburban community was when the large home on top of the hill  was  
• :ented for  a group home for chi ldren f rom a very influential communi ty  
.eader. Not  only was  there  no opposition, but  this  landlord established for  the 
.hildren all sor ts  of l inkages in the community.  The community apparent ly  fel t  
hat  someone whose family had lived in the community for  several generat ions  
vould not  do anyth ing  to  c rea te  problems for  the rest  of the community. On 
he o the r  hand. a family care home in another  town ran into all sor ts  of 
~lfficulties with the  neighbors and municipal officials, because the family care 
perator  rented the house from someone who had  previously operated i t  poorly 

m adul t  propr ie tary  home. The landlord and his former  program had  a 
ad reputat ion,  and the effects spilled over to the new program. 
Be fo re  deciding on the appropr ia te  approach for  enter ing the community, a 

~orough assessment  of the community i s required. A community residence 
r e s t  match and be complementary to the social fabr ic  of the par t icular  site 
tea. To learn the social fabric,  in fo rmat ion  should be gathered on the  como 
Lunity and the ~ar t icu lar  neighborhood of t h e  proposed residence ( for  ex- 
~ple : ethnic-socio-economic make-up and other  demographic data ; t he  exist ing 
~sidential and rehabi l i ta t ive  services;  the way it organizes i tself  to serve the 
~.'~ ' e s t s  of its ci t izens ; the power structure,  including the elected and informal 
aders,  and how the local power is exercised).  Also, the sponsoring group should 
bjectively evaluate  i ts  own image in the  neighborhood and in the community 
be served. 
P lanners  should early ident i fy  possible sources of community support, such 
• par t icu lar  persons from the  local mental  hea l th  council, heal th  and welfare  
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agencies, inf luent ia l  neighbors, self-help groups,  pol i t ica l  a n d  civic  o rgan iza -  
tions, parents ,  church  groups and  i n t e r f a i t h  councils,  concerned  ci t izens,  o w n e r  
of the  prospect ive faci l i ty,  and  o the r s  who may  h a v e  a pos i t ive  i n t e r e s t  in  t he  
program.  P l a n n e r s  have  found i t  he lpfu l  a lso  to assess  poss ible  a r e a s  of op- 
position, to know the nature ,  e x t e n t  a n d  tac t ics  of any  conce r t ed  ne ighbor-  
hood act ion in possible site areas ,  to collect h i s to r i e s  of the  s t rugg les  a n d  
problems of o ther  communi ty  res idences  in  the  area ,  a n d  to k n o w  the  com- 
mun i ty ' s  view of the  social, phys ica l  and  m e n t a l  h a n d i c a p s  of the  r e s i d e n t s  l r  
t he  proposed facil i ty.  Analyze any  problem a r e a s  t h a t  h a v e  to be h a n d l e d  i f "  
the  communi ty  res idence is to be in th i s  ne ighborhood,  a n d  is to.  r e m a i n  a n  
accepted faci l i ty .  

I t  is  impor tan t ,  too, to iden t i fy  the  well~known .ne ighborhood pe r sons  (e.g., 
head  of local homeowners  or b lock  associat ion,  l eade r s  in  n e i g h b o r h o o d  im- 
p r o v e m e n t  groups,  religious leaders ,  in f luen t ia l  local  bus iness  pe r sons )  a n d  to 
l ea rn  whe re  the  locus of power  is among  the  elected l e a d e r s  a n d  i n f o r m a l  
leaders  of the  communi ty .  

I t  is he lpfu l  for  p lanners  to t a lk  w i t h  a few consumers ,  conce rned  c i t i z e n : -  
re l ig ious  a n d  o ther  in f luen t ia l  l eade r s  in  the  immed ia t e  n e i g h b o r h o o d  to ex- 
p l a i n  the  p rogram and  to solici t  t h e i r  t h ink ing  a n d  r eac t i on  t o  t h e  proposed  
residence. I n  th i s  way, p lanners  can  begin to d e t e r m i n e  w h a t  t h e  t h r e s h o l d  
of communi ty  acceptance will  be, how m a n y  a n d  which  p e r s o n s  shou ld  be 
appr ised  of the  program ini t ia l ly ,  and  which  of the  a l t e r n a t i v e  a p p r o a c h e s  
for  en te r ing  the  communi ty  would be mos t  app rop i r a t e  fo r  t h i s  site.  

Knowing the  poli t ical  processes of the  s t a t e  and  local c o m m u n i t y  is  t he  key  
to organiz ing the  resources. L e a r n  in de ta i l  t he  v a r i o u s  s teps  in  t he  a p p r o v a l  
process for  each regula tory  body, w i th  which  the  res idence  p l a n n e r  wil l  h a  ~ 
t o  be in contact .  For  example, r e sea rch  the  n a t u r e  a n d  schedu l ing  of t he  de: 
cis ion-making processes and the  key persons  involved ili t h e  local  c o m m u n i t y  
p l ann ing  board" Knowing the  sub-systems of t he  communi ty  a n d  how they  f u n c t i o n  w i l l  a id  
in the  p lann ing  and  t iming of the  nex t  Steps in  th i s  c o m m u n i t y  o rgan i za t i on  
effort, W i t h  t h e  assessment  of the  communi ty ,  f o r m a l  a n d  i n f o r m a l  systems~ 
communi ty  residence p lanners  a re  be t t e r  p r epa red  to d e t e r m i n e  w h i c h  of  the 
a l t e r na t i ve  modes of approach to the  communi ty  is the  b e s t  su i t ed  fo r  the 
pa r t i cu l a r  site. T he  pa r t i cu la r  way of e s t ab l i sh ing  the  p r o g r a m  a n d  t h e  init" 
approach  w i th  the  communi ty  evolve out  of the  communi ty  a s s e s s m e n t  process  

T h e r e  is no pa t  formula  fo r  in i t i a l  r e l a t ions  .with t h e  communi ty .  I f  res i  
den ts  a re  going to have  l i t t le  or  no  con tac t  w i t h  t h e i r  communi ty ,  i f  t h e r e  i: 
going to be l i t t le  or no do l l a r  Cost to  the  communi ty ,  a n d  i f  t he  res idence  ca] 
m a i n t a i n  i t s  anonymi ty  for  a per iod of t ime.  t h e r e  m a y  be l i t t l e  need  fo r  a~ 
ear ly  ac t ive  campaign  for pub l ic  suppor t  and  approval .  However ,  i f  t h e  resi  
den ts  seel~ social, recreat ional ,  educat ional ,  work  and  o t h e r  o p p o r t u n i t i e s  i~ 
the  communi ty ,  and  if there  a re  d i rec t  or  i nd i r ec t  costs  to  t he  t a x p a y e r s ,  t h  
goal should  be toward  a more  active,  ear ly  invo lvemen t  of t he  c o m m u n l t ~ .  

LOW PROFILE APPROACH 

In  some ins tances ,  i t  is possible fo r  the  communi ty  r e s idence  to loca te  i 
the  communi ty  anonymously,  the  same  as  any  f ami ly  w i t h o u t  f u r t h e r  iden t  
flcation. In  the  community  t h a t  is cha rac t e r i zed  as  he t e rogeneous  in  r ace  an 
age, as  being highly  mobile, a low profile app roach  m i g h t  be effective.  I f  t~ 
a rea  is a highly urban ized ,  t r a n s i t i o n a l  ne ighborhood  w i t h  l i t t l e  expe r i ence  ! 
Organizing to present  u collective response  to a n  i ssue  a n d  w i t h  a m i~  
stores, board ing  houses; a p a r t m e n t s ,  p r i va t e  homes,  t he  "mind-your-ow" 

would help  the res idence  in m a i n t a i n i l  bus iness"  a t t i t ude  of the ne ighborhood  
i t s  anonymity .  A residence in such  a ne ighborhood  w i th  a g r e a t  d ive r s i t y  w o u  
not  be Viewed as a t h rea t  to  ex i s t ing  social a r r a n g e m e n t s  as  t h e r e  a l rea~ 
exis t s  an  acceptance of d ive rgen t  l i festyles.  T h e  a d v a n t a g e  of m a i n t a i n i n g  
low profile, w h e r e  possible, is  t h a t  the  res idence  wi l l  be  j udged  on i t s  i n t e g r  
t ion in to  the  communi ty  and  how well  i t  is r u n  r a t h e r  t h a n  on the  b a s i s  
f e a r f u l  an t ic ipa t ion  prior to i t s  e s t ab l i shment .  

PLANNING WITH THE 'CO~f~rUNITY APPROACH 

I f  the  prospect ive site, however ,  is in a ne ighborhood  w h e r e  i t s  cittZ~ 
could easi ly organfze to make  a collective response,  or  is  in  a sma l l  t o w n  
in a well-established,  socially cohes ive  r e s iden t i a l  communi ty ,  t h e n  the 
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would have to be a good deal of community work pri~r to establ ishing a 
residence: Many communit ies  h a v e  a capacity to organize quicidy around an 
issue, event  or personali ty even though there  may seemingly be no formal  local 
organizational s tructure.  Oftentimes,  a block association, a t enan ts  group or 
a neighborhood association remains  dormant  until  spurred into activity. There- 

!~,fore, in many communites,  p lanners  will wan t  to involve f rom the  beginning 
others in the res idence ' s  development.  

In  some communities,  an approach would be to contact  a significant few 
ipuhlic officials, re l ig ious  leaders  and professionals  wi thout  announcing the 
program to the wider  community.  I t  is assumed tha t  these procedures are  
effective in localities where  municipal  officials and other  community leaders  
exercise a grea t  deal of influence and their  const i tuents  usually endorse the i r  
views. 

However, i n  many communit ies  it would be more effective t o  use the  com- 
bined approach, tha t  is, to communicate  w i t h  both the significant few a n d  
with the immediate  neighbors. The combined approach may be preferable  when 

~a community is comprised of politicallY sophist icated individuals who recog- 
nize the value of coUective power and do not  accept passively the decisions 
of community leaders. I t  is suggested tha t  an agency first contact  those people 
who live in the community who are most likely to support  i ts  program because 
of the i r  demonst ra ted  in teres ts  in human services. Some possibilities inc lude :  
the local civic associations, business groups, church groups, and individual 
citizens who have expressed a concern and i n t e r e s t  in the enhancement  of 
services to one o r  more vulnerable  populations, such as the  mental ly re tarded 
or juvenile  delinquents.  Form linkages with local mental  heal th  councils and 
~ocial welfare  and h e a l t h  planning boards. Whenever  possible, it  h a s  been 
£onnd helpful to have these early contacts  made by planners  and advocates 
who themselves reside in  the  area  or have a demonst ra ted  commitment  to t h e  
par t icular  neighborhood of the proposed residence. In p r epa r ing  a community 
to accept a residence, personal  visi ts  have more success than large meetings. 

After  the local heal th  and welfare  community and these sympathet ic  citizen 
groups and  leaders are  included in the ini t ial  planning and education effort, 
the i r  ass is tance should be secured for  the enl is tment  of support  (or  a t  least  
the avoidance of opposition) of~others, such as :  local government  representa-  
tives, religious leaders,  busines.~men, chief of police, the officers of local  home- 
owners associations, chamber  of commerce, neighborhood improvement  groups, 
civic clubs and other  groups of influence in the community. 

After  s tudying the  area,  the needs of the community and the in teres t  of the 
neighborhood, the p lanners  will have to decide on which of the a l ternat ive  
approaches to the community is most appropr ia te  for  the i r  residential  pro- 
gram. Research ires shown tha t  the community education and awareness  a ~  
pr0ach is more  effective than the low profile approach, and has  g rea te r  chance 
o f  success. '  Although it is more t ime-consuming to prepare  the community 
- ~ d  build gradual ly  the community support,  there  is grea ter  opportunity for  
~ne residence to be establ ished and to  be mainta ined harmoniously in the 
community.  

E A R L Y  C O N S I D E R A T I O N S  

Even with  a thorough assessment  of the community and a though t fu l  de- 
terminat ion on the best  approach of en te r ing  the community, there  can be 
o t h e r  intervening factors  and forces tha t  will cause community u n r e s t  about a 
proposed residence. The following suggestions are  offered to help planning 
r, voups to or ient  the community positively toward residences, or a t  least  to 
,~eutralize community res i s t ance  to res idences ,  

N ' E I G H B O R H 0 0 D  C I T I Z E N S  A D V I S O R Y  B O A R D  

Place program advisory responsibil i t ies in the hands  of a neighborhood based 
cit izens '  board. This  advisory board can be used to in terpret  the residence's 
program objecti~'es to the neighborhood and to t rans la te  the community 's  in- 
terests  and concerns into positive programs for  the residence. The board can 
.~.rve as a forum for  discussion,  criticism, a n d  improvement  of  the program and 
._~ operation. Local community planning boards, ca tchment  area  mental  heal th  

,Plaseek|, Joseph R., "Community Response to Residential Services for the Psycho- 
Socially Disabled Preliminary Results of a National Survey (Philadelphia Horizon 
House Institute, 1975. [mtmeo]) 
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councils, and  local  we l fa re  councils p lay  i m p o r t a n t  roles  in c o m m u n i t y  e d u c a t i o n  
a n d  in te rp re ta t ion ,  bu t  they do not  have  the  same capac i ty  of  be ing  a b r idge  
be tween  :a communi ty  and  a res idence  as  does a special  n e i g h b o r h o o d  a d v i s o r y  
board.  Involve  inf luent ia l  neighbors,  r ep re sen t a t i ve s  of c o n s u m e r  g r o u p s  a s  
well  as  key persons  f rom the wide r  c o m m u n i t y  of p rov ide r  agenc ies  a n d  c iv ic  
groups  on the  advisory  board  fo r  the  purpose  of developing a " c o m m u n i t y  of  
in t e res t "  a round  the  residence, f r o m  the  b i r t h  of the  idea to i t s  f u l l  i n t e g r a t i o n  
in to  the  community .  Pa r t i cu l a r ly  fo r  s t a t e  agencies  t ry ing  to deve lop  c o r n - -  
muni ty -based  res ident ia l  and r e h a b i l i t a t i v e  programs,  t h e  n e i g h b o r h o o d  ad-  
visory board  al lows for  cit izen pa r t i c ipa t i on  and  provides  t h e  needed  loca l  
power  base  upon which to d raw for  suppor t .  The  adv isory  b o a r d  can  se rve  a s  
t he  necessary  communi ty  l ink fo r  a v iable  accepted  p r o g r a m  in t he  ne ighbor -  
hood. 

The  ci t izens '  advisory  board  ha s  t he  add i t i ona l  i m p o r t a n t  f u n c t i o n  of pro-  
v id ing  the  exper t i se  needed in e s t ab l i sh ing  and  m a i n t a i n i n g  a n  accep ted  
residence. P l a n n e r s  should g a t h e r  on the  boa rd  Various  persons ,  such  as  a " 
l aw ye r ,  accountant ,  psychologist,  bus inessman ,  physic ian ,  r e a l  e s t a t e  b roker , - -  
a n d  social  worker,  whose knowledge  a n d  exper ience  can  c o n t r i b u t e  to  t h e  
deve lopment  and  smooth operat ion of t he  res idence .  

INCENTIVES TO THE COMMUNITY 

Offering incent ives  to the c o m m u n i t y  i s  a n o t h e r  m e a n s  of  f a c i l i t a t i n g  a 
res ldence 's  acceptance. These i nducemen t s  h a v e  the  dua l  pu rpose  of ea s ing  t he  
in i t i a l  en t ry  and  of promot ing long- te rm i n t e g r a t i o n  i n t o  t h e  c o m m u n i t y .  
Among the  suggested incent ives  a r e :  - 

Locate  the  residence where  the  communi ty  feels  the  p r o g r a m  need  e x i s t s  a n ~  
provide  a service to the  community .  

Give pr ior i ty  in the  residence to local  ~ o p l e .  T h i s  s t ems  f r o m  a c o m m u n i t y ' s  
n a t u r a l  desire  to se rve  i t s  own. Also, exper ience  h a s  shown t h a t  t h e r e  iS g r e a t  
to le rance  among  people with s im i l a r  backgrounds  a n d  e x p e r i e n c e ~  

Select as  s taff  for  the  res ident ia l  p r o g r a m  one or  more  qual i f ied  i n d i v i d u a l s  
who have  l ived in the  area,  and  a re  accepted members  of t he  c o m m u n i t y .  Also  
select  s taff  whose beliefs and  backgrounds  a re  c o n g r u e n t  w i t h  t h e i r  n e w  
ne ighbors  as  well  as  wi th  the p r o g r a m ' s  Objectives. 

OF~N~-I~L CONSXD~aTIONS 

These  in i t i a l  approaches  of f a c i l i t a t i ng  accep tance  need  to be  fo l lowed by 
such cons ide ra t ions  a s :  

Upgrade  and  m a i n t a i n  the fac i l i ty  and  i t s  grounds .  The  n e i g h b o r s  w i l l  Judge  
the  communi ty  residence by i ts  o u t w a r d  appearance ,  and,  t h e r e f o r e ,  p a r t i c u l a r  
a t t e n t i o n  should  be given to avoid  any  l e g i t i m a t e c o m p l a l n t s  a b o u t  t h e  phys i ca l  
s t r uc tu r e  and  i t s  main tenance .  

Avoid pu t t i ng  a sign o r  label  on the  residence,  so t h a t  t h e  f ac i l i t y  wil l  l oo  
the  same as  i t s  neighbors.  Also, in  descr ib ing  the  r e s iden t i a l  p r o g r a m ,  r ea l i ze  
t h a t  the  use of such abs t r ac t  concepts  as  "hostel ,"  " h a l f w a y  house ,"  o r  "non-  
secure  de tent ion  facil i ty,"  may have  nega t ive  conno ta t ions  fo r  some people,  
and  may  ra i se  unexpectedly the  anx ie t i e s  a m o n g  t h e  ne ighbors .  The re fo re ,  use  
the  more n e u t r a l  t e rm "communi ty  res idence" .  

I~rovide needed non-res ident ia l  services  to the  c o m m u n i t y  (e.g,, s u p e r v i s e d  
recreat ion,  af ter-school  p rogram) ,  a n d  sha re  w i th  ne ighbo r s  t he  use  of resi-  
dence 's  faci l i t ies  (e.g., use of r ec rea t ion  room fo r  block a s soc ia t ion  mee t ings .  
use of ga rden  for  neighborhood par tY) .  F o r  example,  a hos te l  e n c o u r a g e d  tL .  
use of i t s  lounge and  dining fac i l i t ies  as a day  cen te r  f o r  e lder ly  ne ighbors ,  
whi le  the  r e s iden t s  were in day  p rog rams  outs ide  the  home.  A g roup  h o m e  f o r  
adolescent  you ths  has  organized and  superv ises  ne ighborhood  b a s k e t b a l l  t eams ,  
which  a re  now playing in yea r - round  t o u r n a m e n t s  t h r o u g h o u t  t h e  c o m m u n i t y .  

Fi l l  t he  res idence gradual ly ,  a n d  in t roduce  re s iden t s  one by  one  to loca l  
services. Th i s  gives res idents  a n d  s taff  a be t t e r  oppo r tun i t y  to  k n o w  one 
a n o t h e r  and  t h e i r  new community .  Also the  ne ighborhood  does n o t  fee l  over-  
wheimed by h a v i n g  to re la te  to a sudden inf lux of new ne ighbors .  F o r  m a n y  
newly es tab l i shed  residences, f inancia l  c o n s t r a i n t s  may  p rec lude  t he  use  of th_~ 
option. However ,  when  possible t h e  g r a d u a l  i n t e r ac t i on  f r o m  l iv ing  side-by- 
side in the  neighborhood t ends  to r ea s su re  ne ighbors  t h a t  m a y  h a v e  been 
pre judiced aga ins t  the  prospect ive r e s i d e n t .  
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Always  t ry  to keep the  public in fo rmed  of the  planning, g roup ' s  purposes  a nd  
program,  and  do not  su rp r i s e  the  neighbors .  The  unexpec ted  gene ra te s  anxie t ies  

, and  fea r s ,  t h a t  ma y  not  easi ly be overcome. 

!NT~GaATION L~ THE co~vNrrY 

Direct  exper ience wi th  the  ind iv idua l  r e s iden t s  seems to help fo s t e r  ac- 
• " ceptance in mos t  ins tances .  

Some sugges ted  possibili t ies,  which s h o u l d  be p lanned wi th  t he  recom- 
mended neighborhood adv isory  board, a r e :  

Encourage  one-to-one sponsorsh ip  o f  a res ident  by a communi ty  volunteer .  
Volunteers  provide a n  ongoing c o m m u n i t y  contac t  and  serve as  an  in fo rmal  
c o m m u n i c a t i o n s  ne twork  w i t h  the  l a rge r  communi ty .  Volunteers  tell o thers  of 
the i r  work wi th  the  r e s iden t s ,  a sound public educat ion technique; 

Es tab l i sh  a p rog ram for  the  res iden ts  themse lves  to serve  as  vo lunteers  in 
the  communi ty ,  pa r t i cu la r ly  in those  ac t iv i t ies  whic h will improve a nd  main-  
t a in  the  des i rab le  res ident ia l  cha rac t e r  of the  neighborhood.  In  th is  way, the  

: ne ighbors '  concern for  proper ty  va lues  can be addressed,  and  addi t ional  op- 
: po r tun i t i e s  can be c rea ted  for the  res iden t s  to ta lk  about  themse lves  and  the i r  

p rogram,  if asked.  
Encourage  neighbors '  support ,  not  only as  vo lun teers  ~in some aspec t  of 

the  program,  bu t  as  donors  of i tems for  the  home and  i ts  res idents .  In  th i s  way  
people in the  c ommun i ty  have  a feel ing of i nves tmen t  in the  communi ty  

I residence.  
• Develop oppor tuni t ies  for  r e s iden t s  to take  such paid jobs a s  babysi t t ing,  

"lawn cut t ing,  and  snow shoveling,  when  appropr ia te .  Th i s  Can be accomplished 
e i the r  on an  ind iv idua l  or  group basis.  Us ing  th i s  technique,  a res ident ia l  
p rog ram ass i s ted  a block associa t ion in rec la iming  and  renovat ing  a deteri-  
o ra ted  a p a r t m e n t  house.  The  res ident ia l  p rog ram now ren t s  a p a r t m e n t s  in the  
bui ld ing  for  i t s  members .  The  a p a r t m e n t  owner  and  supe r in t enden t  play an  
act ive  role in the  program,  which,  in turn.  convinced some of the  local politi- 
c ians  about  the  soundness  of the  p rogram when fo rma l  c o m m u n i t y  approvals  

• were  subsequent ly  needed. 
Create  oppor tuni t ies  for  the  ind iv idua l  res idents  to meet  on social occasions 

, v i t h  the i r  new neighbors.  For  example,  a local associa t ion  for  re ta rded  chil- 
d ren  fo rmed  a choral  group for the i r  clients,  and  ha d  them per fo rm in the  
communi ty  on a n u m b e r  of social occasions before the  opening O f i ts  f irst  group 
home- in  the  area.  

Encourage  and  a r r a n g e  the  par t ic ipa t ion  of res iden ts  in r egu la r  func t ions  in 
t he  commun i ty  in order  to meet~ the i r  neighbors,  r a t he r  than  only ask ing  o the rs  
to  visi t  the  residence. Effor ts  should  be made  to include res idents  to t he  ex- 
t en t  possible in the  m a i n s t r e a m  of local recreat ional ,  cul tura l ,  social, rel igious 
and  eclucational p r o g r a m s  of the  communi ty ,  when appropr ia te  and  ava i lab le ,  
. a t he r  t h a n  resor t ing  only to segrega ted  p rog ra ms  for  persons  w i t h  special  
needs.  

Cont rac t  wi th  local t r a d e s m e n  for  necessa ry  services and  supplies  on a 
r egu la r  basis ,  and  thus  secure  the  in te res t  and  suppor t  of local businesses .  

S t a r t  a food cooperative,  or pa r t i cpa te  wi th  an ex is t ing  neighborhood food 
cooperative.  Be t t e r  yet, in i t i a te  a c o m m u n i t y  garden, and  invi te  t h e  ne ighbors  
to par t ic ipate .  Activi t ies such as  these  emphas ize  the  common in te res t s  a nd  
needs  of pe r sons  l iving in the  neighborhood.  

Provide adequa te  supervis ion  of residents ,  and ma ke  sure  i t  is visible to the  
_est of the communi ty .  The  public f e a r s  t h a t  persons  wi th  me n t a l  disabi l i t ies  
are  unpredictable ,  and when  unsuperv ised ,  may  a c t  out  a ga in s t  themselves[ or  
others• Provid ing  adequa te  superv is ion  Will help a l lay  th i s  fear .  

coMMurrrrY EDUCATXO~ 

In  order  to crea te  opt imal  condi t ions  for  the  residence, there  is need to 
i n fo rm the public in genera l  and  the  local  power  groups  in pa r t i cu la r  (bus iness  
and  profess ional  leaders,  opinion makers ,  munic ipa l  officials and  service g roups )  
ff~out the populat ion t o  be served and  the special approach of the res ident ia l  
p rogram for  the  pa r t i cu la r  populat ion.  Th i s  should be done sys temat ica l ly  a t  
every oppor tuni ty  avai lable  (e.g., ne ighbor  to neighbor  ca sua l  meetings,  speak- 
ing engagements ,  in formal  conferences,  public hear ings ,  showings  of films 
followed by panel  discussions ,  etc.) .  Ignorance  and  f e a r  a t  all levels of the  
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com~hunity will  need to be overcome, and th is  will  take  a con t inu ing  dia logue 
a t  meeting a f t e r  meeting, day a f t e r  day. 

Specifically, among the community educat ion s t ra tegies  a re  the  fo l lowing :  
Make personal  visi ts  to the neighbors  in the i r  own homes,  o r  in cases  of 

local shop owners,  in the i r  stores. Encourage  an open discussion of t he  p r o g r a m  
and the people served, so that  the i r  f ea r s  and anxie t ies  migh t  be a d d r e s s e d .  

Meet individual ly with religious, civic and polit ical l eade r s  to exp la in  in 
detai l  the objectives, program, who the  res idents  ,are, and possible  r isk  areas ,  
thereby answer ing  any questions about  the  p lanning group!s competency  to run 
programs.  

Build all iances wi th  other individuals  and groups tO suppor t  the  purposes  
and programs of community res idences  i n  general  and he lp  to resolve any  
issues which might  arise. Success depends often on posi t ive p a s t  exper iences  of  
exis t ing programs.  Therefore,  communi ty  res idences  and  t h e i r  sponsor ing  
groups should build good public" relations,  both fo r  the i r  own s a k e  a n d  f o r  
t h e p r o g r a m s  to follow. 

Contact  influential  persons 'in t he  neighborhood,  and  wi th  t h e i r  he lp  interpret"  
the  program. A parent  advocate can be a powerful  ally in th i s  i n t e rp re t a t i on .  

,Seek advice and consultat ion of the r e s i d e n t s  themselves,  so  t h a t  t he i r  .maxi- 
mum input  can  be utilized in collaborat ion wi th  o thers  in  any  act ion on  
behalf  of t h e  residence. When appropria te ,  have the  res idents  tel l  t h e i r  own 
stories of l iving in a home a f t e r  the i r  exper iences  in segrega ted  l iving in  in- 
st i tut ions.  Also, involve the program staff  and res idents  in local  communi ty  
meet ings  (e.g., block or neighborhood associat ion meet ings  and  events ,  com- 
munity planning board sessions) before and quest ions may a r i se  r ega rd ing  the  - 
residence. 

Be prepared  to explain the p rogram clearly, including the  p r o g r a m ' s  objec- 
tives, screening and selection cr i ter ia ,  degree  and type of supervis ion,  and  
procedures  to be followed in a Critical s i tuat ion.  A deve lopmenta l  cen te r  used 
a one page fac t  Sheet to answer  typical  ques t ions  as well as  to a n s w e r  those  
questions "nice people" find difficult to ask. (See fac t  sheets ,  pages  34-351) 

Be able to demons t ra te  the p lanning group's  exper t i se  w i th  th is  type  of  pro-  
gram. In  some instances,  this may take the fo rm of encouraging v i s i t s  to Other 
res ident ia l  programs,  sponsored bY the  p lanning  group. Show how a s imi la r  
type program is well run, not j u s t  tell them. Although t h e r e  ap p ea r s  to be 
no formal  studies to evaluate th is  issue, experience has  shown t h a t  local 
p rov ider  agencies wi th  quality programs and  extensive  back-ups services  a r e  
received more readily by communit ies .  

STRATEGIES FOR RESOLUTION OF CONFLICT 

Even wi th  a thorough assessment  of the  communi ty  and  a t hough t fu l  de ter -  
ruinat ion and use Of appropr ia te  s t ra teg ies  a t  every s tage  of the  res idence ' s  
development,  o ther  intervening fac to rs  can cause communi ty  r e s i s t ance  to  ~ 
residence. Keep a constant  finger on the pulse  of the communi ty  in o r d e r  to 
remain an accepted  facility, Never  assume good communi ty  r e l a t ions ,  fo r  con- 
flict can come at  any time---even a f t e r  the  residence i s  es tabl ished.  Also, oI~ 
position to a residence can take many  forms,  and wi t  h ce r t a in  neigl ibors  may  
not  be easi ly overcome. 

Among the considerations for  h an d l i n g  s t ress fu l  s i tua t ions  a r e :  
Respond on a one-to-one personal  basis immediate ly  a n d  sens i t ive ly  to any  

kind of cri t icism or feeling tha t  the  community  might  have  r ega rd ing  th~ 
residents,  the physical  facili ty,  or i ts  environs.  One-to-One con tac t  w i t h  p e ~  
ple in resolving issues is preferable,  for  s o m e t i m e s  in group  mee t ings  the  con- 
cerns and emotions of a few can sway and reinforce the v iews of many.  

Try to neutra l ize  resistance by being open and honest ,  and  by giving a con- 
s iderate  response. Provide adequate  informat ion  at  all  s tages  of t he  res idenee ' s  
development and operation, a n d  be responsive to the  c o m m u n i t y ' s  need  and  
r ight  to know. 

P r e p a r e d  mimeographed and pr in ted  mater ia ls ,  to hand  out  a t  local meet ings .  
and give the telephone number  of someone to call a t  any t ime  With quest ions .  

Try to minimize the public's f ea r s  and  do not  make unrea l i s t i c  promise~, 
Incidents  might  happen,  so make provisions for  procedures  to be fo l lowing in 
emergencies. Let the community know abou t  the avai labi l i ty  of back-up  serv- 
ices and facil i t ies in the  community.  

. °  
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Try to avoid direct  conf ron ta t ion  by negotiat ing and suggesting trade-offs 
with the community.  Use small  meet ings  and educa t iona l  campaigns to focus 
and resolve conflict. All-out conflict will usually work against  the in teres ts  of 
the sponsoring group and the people to be  served in the residence. Therefore,  
in negot ia t ing,  make available face-saving devices, such as tabling some aspect 
of the  program until  the  p lanners  can conduct a public informat ion effort. 

Allow the community to have input  in decision-making and permi t  citizen 
• part icipat ion in planning. Opposition c a n  grow through lack of unders tanding 
and involvement in the concerns of the res ident ia l  program. Neighbors may . 
have the feeling tha t  something is being done to them wi thout  the i r  consent 
and without  any opportuni ty  to redress  if problems come up. The suggested 
neighborhood advisory board for  the  residence is a way of t r ans l a t i ng  com- 
munity concerns into construct ive changes for  the residence and i ts  surrounding 
neighborhood. 

Ident i fy  the real  issues in any conflict s i tuat ion and encourage a f rank  dis- 
cussion of them by 'all concerned. Know the o ther  side, i ts  power  and i ts  
interests,  and  be clear on  the di f ference between the program's  interest  and 
those o f  the o ther  side. Document both the basis of opposition and the com- 
munity acceptance preparat ions.  Be prepared  to take a positive but a firm 
stance, and continue to.build a coalit ion of support.  

When all o ther  negot ia t ions  and educational  efforts do not succeed, as a 
last resort,  consider various legal  options, inclduing going to court. Avoid 
litigation if possible, as i t  is costly in time, money and energy and may per- 
petuate a hosti le a tmosphere .  But  if this  is the o n l y  recourse, know the fac ts  
and the legal precedents,  a n d  h a v e  your  support  mobil ized when you be ing . '  

~ By planning well and an t ic ipa t ing  the consequences, the  residence sponsor 
may be able to avoid many conflict si tuations.  Be satisfied with neu t ra l i ty  of 
the neighbors, full  unders tanding  and support  may come later.  

CONCLUSION 

In  summary,  there  is no expedient  solution ' to resolving all the  community 
relation issues of community-based res iden t ia l  faci l i t ies .  Employ a number  of 
s trategies go neutra l ize  res is tance to residences, and educate the community 
to take care of i t s  own cit izens within its own community,  whenever beneficial 
.o the individual. Build on the in teres t  and seek the  support  of others  to press 
for the development  of quali ty community care facil i t ies and to t rans la te  this  
concern into in tegra ted  s t ra tegies  to all such pregrams.  

2. T Y P E S  OF ALTERNATIVES TO SECURE CORRECTIONAL 
INSTITUTIONS AND DETENTION FACILITIES 

JUVENILE ~ORRECTIONS IN THE STATES I~ESIDENTIAL PROGRAMS AND 
D EIN STITUTIONALIZATION g 

(By Ro b e r t  D. Vinter,  George Down~ and John Hall)  

STATE-RELATED RESIDENTIAL CORRECTIONS 

Institutions, camps, and ranches 
In  the mid-sixties contradictory predictions were  frequent ly  h e a r d  in t h e  

corrections field about  the fu ture  of ins t i tu t ions  for  juvenile delinquents.  Some 
observers predicted tha t  wi thin  the next  decade these faci l i t ies  would expand 

• and would conta in  a t  least  100,000 young offenders a t  any given time. Others 
forecast  t h a t  within the same period inst i tut ions or " t ra in ing schools" would 
gradually d i sappear  from the scene a s  s ta tes  moved to community-based alter- 
natives. Nei ther  predict ion has proven correct.  

The number  of offenders i n  s ta te  camps and ranches  has  been relatively 
s t ab le  a t  slightly more than 2,500 over the past  five years, while the number 
~- s ta te  ins t i tu t ions  has  declined from a high of about  41,000 to about 25,500 
o~'er the  same period, During 1974 there  were signs tha t  the inst i tut ional  

I A Preliminary Report.. prepared by the National Assessment of Juvenile Corrections. 
Institute ~of Continuing ~ Legal Education, School of Social Work, The University of 
Michigan, Second Impression 1976. 
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population had leveled off, but  such facUlt ies  definitely cont inued  to be the  
' ove rwhe lming ly  dominant  choice for  incarcera t ing  Juvenile of fenders  in the  

care  and custody of the states. In  1974 the s ta tes  ass igned five t imes  as  many  
youth to ins t i tu t ions  as to community-based programs and f o u r  t imes  as  m a n y  
as were  placed in foster  homes. • 

While the juvenile Justice community  is fully aware  t h a t  i n s t i t u t i ons  con- 
t inue to handle  most l~djudicated offenders not placed on probat ion ,  i t  is  less  
aware  of the ext raordinary  var ia t ion  tha t  exis ts  in the r a t e s  of ins t i tu t ion-  . 
al ization across t h e  states. A f t e r  control l ing f o r  di f ferences  in  s t a t e  popula-  
tions, we  f ound  that  some s ta tes  ass igned about  t w e n t y  t imes  more  youtl~ to 
ins t i tu t ions  than others. To comprehend the  magni tude  of th i s  va r i a t ion  i t  Is 
useful to imagine how many offenders would be confined in i n s t i t u t i ons  i f  al l  
s t a tes  followed the lead of the  s t a t e  wi th  e i ther  the  h i g h es t  or  the  l o w e s t  
r a t e .  Following the lead of the s ta te  wi th  the  h ighes t  r a t e  would  resu l t  in 
83,922 youth being insti tutionalized,  a considerable  con t r a s t  w i th  the  4,267 
who would be assigned if  all fol lowed the  lead of the  s t a t e  w i t h  the  lowes t  
rate.  The first figure is almost three  t imes the na t iona l  ave rage  dai ly  ins t i tu -  
t ional population in 1974; the second is one-s ix th  of t h a t  t o t a l  Th i s  a m o u n t  
of variat ion is astonishing, especially in view of the f inding t h a t  t he  r a t e s  
bear  no significant relat ionship wi th  cr ime ra tes  and  the  like. 

The absorption of juvenile correct ional  funds  by it~stitutions, camps,  and  
ranches  is par t icular ly  dramatic.  The s ta tes  spent  $300 mil l ion fo r  the  opera-  
tion o f '  these  facil i t ies during fiscal 1974---ten t imes the  amo u n t  s p e n t  ~on 
community-based programs and over th i r ty  t imes the  a m o u n t  spen t  on fo s t e r  

• care. The average offender-year c o s t  of t h e s e  services was  $11,657, w i th  t h r e e  
s ta tes  spending less than  $5,000 and  four  spending over  $19,000. 

(7ommunity-based programs 
W h i l e  i t  is apparen t  that  the total  number  of group homes,  ha l£way houses ,  

etc., has  great ly  increased since the  la te  sixties,  communi ty-based  res iden t i a l  
facil i t ies are  no t - - i n  the overwhelming major i ty  of s t a t e s - - h a n d l i n g  juveni le  
offenders on a scale consistent  With e i ther  the rei~ommendations of severa l  
nat ional  commissions and advisory I~odies or the  opinions of s t a t e  correc-  
t ional  executives themselves. Our survey ident i f ied an aggrega te  ave rage  dai ly  
population of 5,663 in s ta te-related commlanity-based res ident ia l  p r o g r a m s  dur-  
ing 1974. This is about one-fifth the  number  of youth  ass igned  to ins t i tu t ion~,  
as  we have a l ready noted, 

The average daily populations ass igned to commtmity p r o g r a m s  r anged  f r o m  
0 in six s ta tes  and 3 in one s ta te ,  to a high o f  800. The  average  across  the  
s ta tes  was  110, c o m p a r e d  with 560 fo r  inst i tut ions,  camps, and  ranches .  I f  we 
repeat  the exercise of ext rapola t ing  hypothet ica l  na t ional  average  dai ly  popula-  
tion figures for  commnnity-based faci l i t ies  on the basis of s ta tes '  h ighes t  and  
lowest  rates,  the two figures we ar r ive  a t  a re  41,656 and  0. Once aga in  a re- 
ma rkab l e  variat ion.  

The for ty- three  reporting s ta tes  toge ther  spent  s l ightly less  t h a n  $30 mi l l io~ 
to operate  the i r  community p rograms  dur ing fiscal 1974 This  sum is about  
one-tenth tha t  spent  on inst i tut ions,  camps, and ranches,  and  c lear ly  shows  
tha t  these faci l i t ies  are  not receiving significant propor t ions  of s t a t e  Juvenile  
corrections budgets. One state spent  a lmost  $5 million, but  the  overal l  ave rage  
was $596,000, and half  the s ta tes  spent  less than  $300.000. Cons is ten t  w i t h  a 
basic a rgument  of those who advocate  wider  use of th is  a l t e rna t ive ,  the  
offender-year  cost averages less than ha l f  o f  t h a t  for  i n s t i t u t i o n s - - a p p r o x i -  
mately $5,500. This  comparison probably reflects t h e  magn i tude  of r e a l  co. ~ 
differences between the two types of res ident ia l  programs,  bu t  'we m u s t  realiz~ 
tha t  closed ins t i tu t ions  typically provide some services,  such as  educat ion.  
that~the o ther  p rograms  usually do not. 

Modes of  communi ty-based res iden t ia l  correct ions 
The repor t  emphasized the dis t inct ions  between t h e  two m a j o r  m e a n s  by 

which s ta tes  have undertaken communi ty -based  correct ional  se rv ices :  one in- 
volving direct  adminis t ra t ion a n d  operat ion of faci l i t ies  ; the  o the r  involvin~ 
purchase-of-service funding for  faci l i t ies  opera ted  unde r  o the r  a d m i n i s t r a t i w  
auspices. Considerable evidence was  presented  to es tabl ish  t h a t  u s e  o~ s ta r  
funded services f a r  outdis tanced use of s ta te - run  communi ty  faci l i t ies .  Thi, 
evidence can be quickly summarized.  ~Iost s t a t e s  using communi ty  correction: 
depended en t i re ly  or mainly on s ta te - funded  a r r an g emen t s ,  and  the  g rea  
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major i ty  of offenders assigned to these programs, were in s ta te-funded r a t h e r  
than s t a t e ' run  fac i l i t i es - -72% across all reperffng states. Fur ther ,  the  highest  
per  capita ra te  of ass ignments  for  the f o r m e r  was three and one-half t imes 
la rger  than  the ra te  for  s ta te-run programs (19.5 compared tO 5.4), This  ac- 
counts for  the preeminent  role tha t  s ta te  funding plays in deinsti tutionaHza- 
t ion:  the highest  level a t ta ined  by any s ta te  (87%) was exclusively through 
s ta te-funded services, a n d  s ta tes  employing th is  approach averaged a deinst i tu-  
t ionalization level almost  three t imes higher  than those relying on s ta te-run 
services. Nine of the ten most deinst i tut ional ized s ta tes  depended largely or  
exclusively on s ta te - funded  community-based programs; 

The offender-year cost advantages  generally associated wi th  s ta te-funded 
compared to s ta te-run community programs contr ibuted to our view tha t  s ta te  
funding offers the most promising approach to deinst i tut ionalizat ion.  While 
we have already examined the economies to be gained f rom shif t ing to Com- 
munity modes, the ma t t e r  of costs deserves fu r the r  a t tent ion and also needs 
to be placed in a perspective tha t  addresses  other  fea tures  of these two funding  
pat terns .  

Some of the cost cont ras t  may der ive  from differentials  in personnel  salar ies  : 
i t  is possible tha t  s taff  employed under  s ta te  civil service sys tems average 
higher  salar ies  than  those  in programs under  nonsta te  auspices. But  o ther  
fac tors  may also genera te  cost differences. Informat ion gained f rom many 
sources leads us to believe t h a t  i t  is probably more difficult to mainta in  popu- 
lat ions a t  full  capacity---or a t  the break-even level - - in  faci l i t ies  tha t  depend 
exclusively on a single s ta te  agency fo r  ass ignment  of offenders. The com- 
munity facil i ty offering services for  purchase is typically able to draw youth 

' "from several  ass ignment  sources thus faci l i ta t ing a break-even or optimal 
population level. Given t h e i r  size, even small  fluctuations i n  daily popula t ions  
have g r e a t e r  fiscal impor t  for  communi ty-based facil i t ies than  for  large in- 
s t i tut ions.  

Cost differentiais  may also derive f rom the allocation of s ta r t -up  and pro- 
g ram phase-in expenditures.  Star t -up cos t s - - those  ' requi red  for  building Con-" 
struction,  :acquisition or renovation, purchase of basic equipment ,  e tc . - -a ro  
largely capital  expendi tures  aud were excluded f rom our purview. Program 
phase-In costs are  t hose  required for" initial  planning, staffing, training,  de- 
• elopment Of cooperative a r rangements  with local schools and other  agencies~ 

and  gradual  buildup of the res ident ia l  population to  full  capacity. Both star~-u~ 
a n d  phase-in costs are current ly  impor tant  because so many correctional  p r~  
g rams  are of fa i r ly  r e c e n t  origin, and some proportion of the i r  h igher  initial 
costs  were  still  being averaged into the 1974 operat ing expendi tures  reported 
t o  us. Full cost accounting m i g h t  well show tha t  both types of cos ts  are  about  
t h e  same f o r  community-based facil i t ies regardless  of adminis t ra t ive  auspices. 
The state  agency, however,  can arbi t rar i ly  control per  diem charge levels for  
services to youth assigned by it, thus sometimes forcing the nonsta te  p ro g ram 

i apportion special init ial  costs against  Other sources. The s ta te  agency may 
obscure, but cannot deflect, full actual  costs for  its directly operated programs.  

For  both types of programs,  s ta te  agency  staff  must  select and assign de- 
l inquent  youth and m u s t  at  least  minimally monitor  the i r  individual s i tuat ions ,  
so these costs should be very similar.  Otherwise.  however ,  our impressionist ic  
evidence suggests  tha t  s ta te-funded programs make f e w e r  demands  on the 
s ta te  agency central  office and prot~aldy require fewer  supervisory personnel.  
Central  office tasks  associated with funding programs 1ruder other  auspices a r e  
those of recrui t ing or selecting purchase-of-service facil i ty resources, negotiat-  

.g contracts  and managing their  accounts and monitoring contract  per,  
fo rmance ;  these are less demanding than the tasks character is t ic  of directly 

o p e r a t i n g  programs ,  such as selectiug sites and construct ing or renovating 
buildings, t ra in ing and supervisi]lg operational  staff, and moni tor ing  ongoing 
services. I f  we are  correct,  s ta te-run programs require more numerous  and 
more-experienced or bet ter - t ra ined personnel  in the middle-management  ranks,  
thereby contr ibut ing fu r t h e r  to offender-year average costs. 

Even if we could demons t ra t e  the validity Of these views, the question of 
the qualit!l of I~oth types  of services would still remain. Presumably  in com- 
x...mity corrections as elsewhere,  one does not get more than  one pays f o r - -  
lint ne i ther  does one always g e t  all tha t  one pays for. This commonplace t ru th  
bus been a main a rgument  for  advocating community a l te rna t ives :  despite 
their  markedly higher  offender-year costs, ins t i tu t iona l  services cannot  be 
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demons t ra ted  to be of better qual i ty  than  communi ty-based services.  And  we 
have no evidence f rom this survey, f r o m  NAJC's  on-site s tud ies  of al l  types  of 
correct ional  programs, from the research  of others,  or f rom the  repor t s  of  s t a t e  
agency admin i s t ra to r s  indicating any general  qual i ty  differences be tween s ta te -  
run and s ta te-funded community services. 

Our extended a t tent ion to the fiscal mer i t s  of s t a te - funded  communi ty -based  
correct ions i s  not intended to overlook other  impor tan t  r easons  fo r  t he i r  de- 
velopment and use. Additional benefits appear  t o  be gained by the  s t a t e  agency 
f rom its l inking wi th  the resources and a s s i s t a n c e  of local gove rnmen t  and  
private-sector  agencies. At the  very least,  once such a col labora t ion  is under-  
taken, these o ther  agencies have an increased s take in s t a t e  juveni le  correc- 
t ions policy and can provide acliive suppor t  in the movement  away  f rom over- 
rel iance on cent ra l  insti tutions.  These  agencies t hus  become, a t  l e a s t  poten- 
tially, special- interest  advocates of communi ty  correct ions  and  de ins t i tu t ion-  
alization. 

Concrete benefits beyond resource Supplementat ion can also be rea l ized f r o m  
such cooperation, for  example, more economic d i spe rs ion  of local ized faci l i t lea  
and bufferlng for  the s ta te  agencY. T h e  s t a te  agency is re l ieved of much  of the  
task of reconnoitering across humerous  communit ies ,  and  iden t i fy ing  wi th in  
each desirable facil i t ies and program resources acceptable  to the  communi ty  
and the par t icu lar  neighborhood. We have noted the  special " s u n k  costs"  when  
the s ta te  agency proceeds on i ts  own to invest  considerable  s taff  effor t  f a r  
f rom its  central  ofilces in locating, acquiring,  and l aunch ing  a communi ty  
facility. And it must  the rea f t e r  cope alone wi th  the  f r equen t  s t r e s s fu l  exigen- 
cies and neighborhood opposition tha t  accompany communi ty  p r o g r a m m i n g  in 
a lmost  all the human services. Nevertheless,  the capabi l i t ies  mus t  be deve loped  
the resources allocated, and the r isks  endured across the  cnt i rc  s t a t e  if  the  
essent ia l  objectives o f  deins t i tu t lonal iza t ion a re  to be rea l i zed :  n u mero u s  
smaller,  scat tered facilit ies t h a t  can handle  young offenders  c loser  to home. 

These g rea te r  investments  and cont inuing r isks are  reduced  when  the  s t a t e  
agency collaborates on a case-by-case purchased-service  bas is  wi th  a s ep a ra t e  
operat ing agency that---even if  n o t  indigenous to the  communi ty  or the  neigh- 
bo rhood- -mus t  develop and handle  these local r e la t ions  fo r  i ts  own survival .  
Under  t h e s e f u n d i n g  a r rangements  the  s ta te  agency is buffered f r o m  cr i t ica l  
pressures  tO a degree markedly  d i f fe ren t  than  when  it d i rec t ly  a d m i n i s t e r s  th  
operat ing facility. 

I t  must  also be noted t h a t  when a s ta te  under takes  a policy of de ins t i tu t ion ,  
al ization it encounters  special problems in redeploying i t s  ca ree r  personnel  
to handle  these tasks away f rom the cen t ra l  ofltce and f rom the  c e n t r a l  inst i -  
tutions, Exis t ing  staff are of ten  il l-suited to per form these  t a sks  because  they 
call fo r  different  competencies than  do ins t i tu t ional  duties,  a s  well  as  d i f fe ren t  
or ienta t ions  and commitments,  and also because they cus tomar i ly  requ i re  
relocation of home residences. Our in terv iews wi th  s ta te  a d m i n i s t r a t o r s  devel- 
oping s ta te-run community p rograms  clearly revealed the i r  diff icult ies:  s e l e c .  
ing and prepar ing existing agency personnel  to under t ake  the i r  new responsi-  
bilities, and continuing to car ry  less-qualif ied or less-wil l ing s taf f  on t h e i r  
ros ters  unti l  normal  a t t r i t ion would bring ins t i tu t ional  payrol l s  in l ine w i th  
lower  offender popula t ions - -meanwhi le  recruit ing,  t ra ining,  supervis ing ,  and  
backstopping new s ta f f  to launch community-based programs.  

Although we believe there is compelling evidence tha t  de ins t i tu t iona l i za t inn  
is unlikely to be a t ta ined at  s ignificant  levels pr imar i ly  th rough  deve lopment  
of s ta te- run community facilitieS, none of our  analys is  argyles fo r  exclus ive  ro- 
l tance on s ta te  funding of these  programs.  Ins tead  our f indings and  the  expex. 
ences of several  s ta tes  lead us to suggest  special roles t h a t  a : l imited n u mb er  
of  s ta te-run programs might per form wi th in  a policy of de ins t i tu t iona l l za t ion  
largely implemented through s ta te  funding.  (1) Except  p e rh ap s  in the  cost  
area,  a few s ta te-run programs can serve to set  S tandards  or  as models  fo r  
s ta te-funded facilities. (2) They can be used as s taff  t r a in ing  cen te rs  and  for  
demons t ra t ion  or innovation of special  p rogram methods  less l ike ly  in t roduced  
by s t a te - funded  programs, (3) They can offer special ized services,  o the rwise  
impract ical  or unfeasible, fo r  cer ta in  ldnds  of del inquent  youth.  (4) They  cp,~ 
be  developed in selected communi t ies  or geographic a reas  where  i t  a p p e a . ,  
impossible to s t imulate  acceptable s ta te- funded services. Final ly .  (5) Stat~rur .  
programs can be  mainta ined a t  a modest  level to serve as  a protect ion againsi  
the poteritial r i sk  of nonstate  agencies developing a monopoly power fu l  enougl: 
to counterbalance the state role in policy, s tandards ,  and the  like. 



/ 

547 

Deinst i tu t ional izat ion 
Advocates of community-based corrections,  including the Pres ident ' s  Com- 

mission on Law Enforcement  and Adminis t ra t ion of  Justice,  have focused on 
its use as a major  a l ternat ive  to, and subst i tu te  for, inst i tut ional  incarceration.  
To explore  the rclat ivc emphasis  s ta tes  place on these two types of programs,  
we found it useful to calculate the percentage of the total  average daily popu- 
lat ion in s tate-related residential  programs tha t  w e r e  assigned to community- 
based facilit ies.  We termed this  figure the "deinst i tut ionalizat ion ra te"  be- 
cause i t  provided a comparable measure  of s ta tes '  priorities.  Because i t  was 
based on a ratio~ this  measure possessed the advantage of being sens i t ive  to 

low ra te  o f lns t i tu t iona i i za t ioh  as well as a high ~leveI of community program 
development.  

Deinst i tut ional izat ion ra tes  for  the forty-eight  report ing s ta tes  indicated 
tha t  only four  s ta tes  assigned as many youth to community as to inst i tut ional  
sett ings,  tha t  thir ty-six s ta tes  had ra tes  of less than 25%, and tha t  the average 
nat ional  ra te  was only 17.7%. Despite substant ial  deinst i tut i0nalizat ion 

- ach ieved  by s ta tes  as varied as Massachuset ts ,  South Dakota, Oregon, Mary- 
land, and Utah, the major i ty  h a v e  not embraced such a policy. 

During the survey we unexpectedly discovered tha t  numerous s ta tes  were 
also placing adjudicated del inqneuts  in foster  home care at  levels tha t  often 
matched Or exceeded tlieir use of community-based facil i t ies.  Inclusion Of fos ter  
care in our measures  increased the number  of s tates with a deinst i tut ionaliza-  
tion ra te  50% or higher  f rom four  tO ten, wi th  four  s ta tes  ins tead of .one 
a t ta in ing  a ra te  of 70% or above. Other  s ta tes  joined the l ist  of those assigning 
significant percentages of their  young offenders to correctional services other  
than  ins t i tu t ions :  Alaska, Idaho, Kansas.  West  Virginia, and Wyoming. Ancl, 
since offender-year costs for  fos ter  home placements averaged less than  $2.500, 
th is  was clearly the least  expensive s ta te  residential  service for  juvenUe 
offenders. 

We are re luctant  to identify fos ter  care as a pa r t  o3 s tates '  deliberate deln- 
s t i tut ional izat iou policies for  several reasous. Use o f  fos ter  homes for  delin- 
quents  geuerally sprang from t radi t ional  social welfare  provis ions- -not  the 
juvenile just ice sector. These services are  typically adminis tered and funded 
through s ta te  depar tments  of socilil services, and juvenile corrections agencies 
seldom have direct  information about  these practices or exercise any monitoring 
responsibilities.  Fur ther .  le~-els of foster  ihome placements appear  relatively 
stable and have not increased while s ta tes  have been expanding their  com- 
munity-based services:  

The wide variat ion in the character is t ics  of s ta tes  tha t  have deinst i tut ion- 
aiized to a significant extent  is indicative of lack of any cvidcncc tha t  rates  o f  
deinst i tut io |mlizat iou are  severely l imited b y  basic socioeconomic conditions or 
other  insurmountalble circumstances.  The redirection of correctional priori t ies  
tha t  deinst i tut ional izat ion represents  is not related to factors  demons t ra t ed  
to have  powerful  b~fiuence on program development in other  areas  of public 
pol icy:  per Capita income, s ta te  revenues, industrial ization,  or urbanization.  
Because the s ta tes  with well-dew, eloped systems of community-based programs 
are f a r  from I~eing tmiformly weal thy or urbanized, we are skeptical of argu- 
ments  th~/t a par t icu lar  s ta te  i~ incapable of de~-elopiug such services due to 
lack of funds  or  supportive:economic conditions. 

Nor have  we discovered any evidence tha t  deinst i tut ionalizat ion is l imited by 
a s ta tes '  cr ime rate  or by the types of juvenile offenders committed to its care 
and custody. We have already cited the absence of any association between 
s t a t e s '  crime s ta t is t ics  and ra tes  of  deinst i tut ionalization,  and NAJC's nat ional  
s tudy of operat ing correctional programs will show tht~t community corrections 
is current ly  serving youtli adjudica ted  for  serious as well as s ta tus  offenses. 
Fur ther .  we found li t t le evidence thac s ta te  agencies were systematically chan- 
neling different types of del inquents  into the several kinds of correctional 
programs they adminis tered or funded. Although youth w h o  had committed 
especially r io lent  crimes were typ ica l ly - -but  not a lways - - sen t  to inst i tut ions.  
s o m e  s ta tes  used community services as "ha l fway  out" ass ignments  for  all 
types  of offenders being released f rom insti tutions.  While we are n o t  arguing 
that  every young offender should be placed in  a community-based program, we 
do contend t h a t  wi th  the possible exception of California, ~ no s ta te  has such a 

~-There is reason to believe that the California Youth Authority. with its extensive 
system of "probation" subsidies to local governments, handles a greater proportion 
of serious offenders than do most state agencies. 
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preponderance of serious offenders t h a t  it  cannot  achieve subs t an t i a l  de ins t i -  
tutionalization.  Most s ta te  agency admin i s t r a to r s  share  th is  v i ew:  78% agreed  
tha t  "most  ad judica ted  del inquents  don,t  belong in an ins t i tu t ion  a t  all ," and  
54% agreed tha t  "community-based programs are in t r ins ical ly  be t t e r  than  even 
the most  effective inst i tut ions."  

Costs of residential corrections 
Many findings demonstra te  t h a t  the  g rea t  different ia ls  in s t a t e s '  levels  of  

development, ra tes  of use, and expendi tu res  f o r  the ma jo r  types  of r e s iden t i a l  
corrections are  not clearly connected wi th  levels of s ta tes '  resources  and  con- 
s lderat ions  of cos t  savings or economizing. Sta te  per capi tal  income or  revenue  
level is an unreliable p red ic tor  of expendi tu res  for  d i f f e r e n t ' p r o g r a m  types.  
And increased expendi tures  did not  have the same consequences  across  P rogram 
types. The survey findings indicated tha t  s t a te ' s  h igher  per  cap i ta  expend i tu r e s  
tended to ' be  reflected in grea ter  spending per  youth in ins t i tu t ions ,  bu t  were  
more closely t ied to the handl ing of more youth in communi ty  services.  

Because only a few states  had implemented-de ins t i tu t lona l i za t ion  policies to 
an appreciable 'extent ,  the  ~full cost-saving potent ia l  o f  c o m m u n i t y - b a s e d  pro- 
g rams  was not generally realized across  the nation.  We p re sen t ed  evidence  
document ing the economies achieved by some states ,  but we also found  t h a t  cost  
differentials  between the  two modes could not account  fo r  cu r r en t  l ev e l s  of 
deinst i tut ionalizat ton.  Nor did s ta tes '  weal th,  or lack of it, ap p ea r  to s t imu la t e  
use of community facilities, s ince there  was no connection be tween  per  cap i ta  
income and ei ther  community p rogram development  or de ins t i tu t iona l i za t ion .  
Many deinst i tut i0nal lzed states did not  reduce the i r  use of i n s t i t u t i ons  com- 
mensura te  with their  development of community  facil i t ies.  They did achieve  
substant ia l  savings over the costs  they would have  accrued w i t h o u t  any com- 
munity services, but continuing reliance on expensive in s t i t u t i ons  cancel led 
out  most of the significant economies tha t  could other~vise have  been a t t a ined .  
(Use of relatively more costly s ta te - ru~  community-based p r o g r a m s  also in- 
creased expendi tures  i n  some of these  s tates .)  Clearly the  economies  of com- 
munity services are  largely for fe i ted  when they supp lement  r a t h e r  t h a n  sub- 
s t i tu te  for  ins t i tu t ional  corrections. 

We es t imated the economies t ha t  could have  been rea l ized i f  s t a t e s  h a d  
implemented delnst i tut lonal izat ion a t  the  level of 50% by 1974--as  f o u r  h a d  
actually done---but wi thout  a l te r ing  the i r  cur ren t  ra tes  of a s s i g n m e n t  to the  
combined services. This  projection yielded a ne t  aggrega te  saving  of abou t  
$50,520,000 for  the 41 s ta tes  t ha t  had not  a t t a ined  the 50% level ( and  about  
which we had comparable d a t a ) ,  wi th  an average  savings  of $1,232,000. The  
a rgument  t ha t  community-based p rograms  are  snbs tan t ia l ly  less cost ly has  
been decisively confirmed, yet this  experience does not  appea r  to have  affected 
major  policy changes among most  s tates .  

Community corrections and sys tem e~pansion 
A number  of i n t e r e s t ed  observers  have exPressed concern t h a t  the  develop- 

ment  of communi ty  programs will  tend to supplement  r a t h e r  than  replace 
inst i tut ions,  thus  producing an increase in the tota l  number  of youth  in con- 
trolled resident ial  sett ings.  I f  we merely compare  the  total  one-day popula t ions  
in s ta te  inst i tut ions,  camps, and ranches  in 1969 wi th  the  combined average  
populations in both s tate-related ins t i tu t ions  and commuui ty-based  p r o g r a m s  
in 1974, such a concern would appear  to be unfounded.  The figures a r e  43,447 
for  1969 and 33,664 for  1974--a decrease  of a lmost  10,000 youth.  However ,  such 
figures can be deceptive. The ea r l i e r  populatiozt total  probaldy inc luded  a 
higher  proport ion o f  C H I N S / P I N S  cases who are  less likely to be i nca rce ra t ed  
with adjudicated delinquents in numerous  states,  a l though they may  st i l l  be 
under  the care and custody of the state.  This  is not  to say, of course, t h a t  
the  practice of inst i tut ionalizing such youth has  been e l iminated ,  only t h a t  i t  
is somewhat  less common. More significantly,  we have  seen t h a t  many  s t a t e s  
have bare ly  in i t ia ted  community programming,  so these aggrega te  figures pro- 
v ide ' a  f ragi le  basis on which to judge w h e t h e r  communi ty  p r o g r a m s - - w h e r e  
they are  being u 'sed--are  SUpl)lementing or supplant ing  inst i t .ut iona!ization.  

To address  th is  question proper ly  it would he necessary  to have  long i tud ina l  
data  on the n u m b e r s  of youth ass igned to b o t h  types  of faci l i t ies ,  as w e l l  as  
on the numbers  of youth now being handled  separa te ly  f rom de l inquents  or 
t rans fe r red  out  of the system entirely.  Unfor tuna te ly  these  k inds  o f  d a t a  are  
unavailable in  the i r  entirety.  However, in our  survey  i t  was  possible to come 
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a t  the issue by invest igat ing how the use of community-based programs is 
re la ted to the use o f  ins t i tu t ions  in each state.  Do  s t a t e s  wi th  more offenders 
in community-based facil i t ies t h a n  the national  average (controlling for  s ta te  
population size) have tha t  m a n y  fewer  in their  inst i tut ions? Or do the s ta tes  
with higher- than-average ra tes  fo r  community programs have inst i tut ionaliza-  
tion ra tes  not sumciently below the  average to offset the grea ter  number  of 
Offenders in the i r  community facili t ies? The first question focuses on commun- 
ity programs as  subst i tutes  for inst i tut ions; ,  the second focuses on them a s  
supplements  to inst i tut ionalizat ion.  Such informat ion addresses  the  concern 
of t h o s e  who fea r  t ha t  development of community corrections will merely 
expand the sys tem through the "side door," 

Overall there  is no correlat ion between s tates '  per  capita average daily 
populat ions in ins t i tu t ions  and those in community-based programs. This lack .  
of relat ionship indicates  tha t  the increased use of community services is .not 
accompanied by lower-than-average use of institutions• Natural ly  there  are  
several  exceptions, but generally as the number  Of offenders in community- 
based facil i t ies increases,  the total number in all programs also increases .  

A s ta te  can ar r ive  a t  a high level of deinst i tut ional lzat ion e i ther  by adding 
to the number  of Offenders in community sett ings,  or by reducing i ts  insti tu- 
tional population. Our findings suggest  tha t  deinst i tut ional izat ion is more o f t en  
achieved through the f i r s t  approach . .The  t rn th  o f  this supposition is demon- 
s ta ted by the experience of the ten most deinst i tut ional ized states.  I t  was  
shown tha t  al though their  average r a t e  of  ihst i tut ional izat ion was  somewhat  
less than  the  fif ty-state average (13.3 compared to 17.8), their  ass ignment  o f  
"offenders to c o m m u n i t y - b a s e d p r o g r a m s  was  sufficiently high to result  in a 
higher- than-average combined rate  of ass ignment  to both types  of facil i t ies 
(25.6 compared to 22.5). Thus the concerns of those who f ea r  tha t  develop- 
ment  of community corrections can lead to expansion of the system appear s  
to be  justified On several  grounds. 
• Fur thermore ,  if the average length of "stay is shor te r  for  youth in com- 
mun.ity p r o g r a m s  than for those in inst i tut ions,  as  indicated by LEAA/Census  
reports  and other  studies, then both the average daily and one-day-only popu- 
lation figures underes t imate  the unduplicated total  numbers  of delinquents 
to a g rea te r  ex tent  i n  the former  than in ttie l a t t e r  facilities. This  pa t t e rn ,  
too. could contr ibute to system expansion. 

Examinat ion  of foster  home placements  ac ross  the s ta tes  provided unexpected 
evidence suggesting tha t  purchase-of-service a r rangements  can inadver tent ly  
faci l i ta te  enlargement  of res ident ia l  services for del inquents  while ai(iiilg in 
deinst i tut ional izat ion.  Thus, despite the typical adminis t ra t ive  separat ion be-  
tween fos ter  care and other  s ta te  correctional programs,  a s t rong connection. 
existed hetween the level of these p lacements  and the use o f  community-based 
facil i t ies in 1974, Even more impressive was  the  finding tha t  there  is  a lmost  
a one-to-one associat ion between the s tates '  propor t ionate  uses of fos ter  care, 
on the one hand, and the i r  total services for  delinquents,  on the other  hand.  
These findings led us to argue t h a t  fos ter  care  practices tended to reflect a 
supplementat ion of o ther  correctional  programs ra ther  than a subst i tut ion fo r  
institutionalization.:  

Implications For ~olicy and program devclopmo~t 
We began this report  with observat ions on the general  lack of reliable, com- 

prehensive and comparable information about juvenile Justice and corrections 
practices across the nation, and cited the handicaps  this intelligence deficit 
posed for  policymaking and program development and adminis t ra t ion.  In the 
body of the report  we have presented variet ies of informat ion and analyses 
about  s ta te  resident ial  corrections for  juveniles during 1974, only small par t s  
of which have been previously obtained and repor ted .  We asser ted tha t  the 
absence  of such basic informat ion in this field has meant  tha t  policy options 
coulcl not  be  clearly identified in the practices and experiences of other  states,  
while  the cos t s  and consequences of Choosing one or another  direction of pro- 
gram development have been equally obscured. 

The study findings should have value in permit t ing s ta tes  to locate them- 
selves in relation to others  they use for comparison purposes, and in offering 
new insights into their  own practices. And the cost information we have p r e -  
sented should have uti l i ty for s ta tes  iu projecting expendi tures  likely to  be 
incurred with a l ternat ive  directions and  levels o f  correctional services. Pointo 
ing to such utilities, however, posits  a direct  connection between informat ion 
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and policymaking, and assumes the  exercise of ra t ional i ty  in poUcymaking 
for  this  area  of governmental  act ivi ty.  I f  such assumpt ions  are  valid, our  
finding of no insurmountable  ba r r i e r s  to s ta tes '  adoption of de ins t i tu t iona l iza -  
tion policies should be salutary.  I t  argues  tha t  when and if s t a t e s  wish  to 
pursue this  direct ion of juvenile correct ions re form they a re  able to do so 
wi thout  possess ing special resources but wi th  confidence t h a t  i m p o r t a n t  cost  
savings are  possible. 

However,  some of the survey's o ther  key findings must  g rea t ly  t emp e r  our  
notions about the actual  bases under lying juvenile  correct ions  policies in many  
states.  The wide dispari t ies  we noted in all major  a reas  of res iden t ia l  pro- 
g ramming  are perplexing, and especially the double-digit  d i f ferences  t n  s ta tes '  
p e r  capi ta  ra tes  of ass ignment  to ins t i tu t ions  and the  var ious  types  of com- 
munity services. Although these differences mi r ro r  broad va r ia t ions  i n  s t i l l  
o ther  juvenile  just ice policies and practices,  we a re  par t i cu la r ly  concerned  
tha t  they cannot  be adequately accounted fo r  in t e rms  of s ta tes '  basic  char-  
acter is t ics  or even the i r  differing cr ime rates.  

Nothing we learned in this s tudy .challenges the cr i t ic isms leveled aga ins t  
t radi t ional  ins t i tu t ions  fo r  the handl ing  of Juvenile offenders  or  the  a r g u m e n t  
t ha t  community-based corrections are  more  economical and  probably a t  l eas t  
as effective. At the same time we a re  surpr i sed  tha t  the  economies of com- 
munity correct ions have apparent ly  provided so l i t t le  s t imulus  to s t a t e s  in 
implementing detnst i tut ional lzat ion policies. And we are t roubled  w i t h  the  
evidence tha t  community modes of correct ions  can so readi ly resu l t  in expan-  
sion of the sys tem ra the r  than serving pr imar i ly  as subs t i tu tes  fo r  ins t i tu t ions .  

The radical  differences in ra tes  of correct ional  p rogramming ,  the  lack of 
s t rong associat ions with basic s ta te  character is t ics ,  the  ambigui ty  of emp h as i s  
on cost economies in policymaking, and recent  repor t s  f rom some  s t a t e s  of 
renewed p re s su re s  toward inst i tut ional iz ing de l inquen ts -~ taken  toge the r  these  
pose ques t ions  about whether  there  are  any "na tu ra l "  or ser ious  b a r r i e r s  to a 
dramat ic  expansion of the nat ion 's  juveni le  correct ions  sys tems,  and  to the i r  
handl ing ever-increasing number s  of youth.  Such issues provide  i m p o r t a n t  
guides as we continue t h e  analysis  of the  informat ion  we obta ined th rough  
this  survey across the states. In o ther  publ icat ions we will  a t t empt ,  i n  par t ic -  
ular. to ascer ta in  the roles played by o ther  pa r t s  of s ta te  government ,  and  by 
special in te res t  groups, in formulat ing progressive juveni le  cor rec t ions  policies 
and program priori t ies.  And we will give a t ten t ion  to cha rac te r i s t i c s  of s t a t e  
juvenile corrections agencies, as well as  of t h e i r  executives,  t h a t  may  be asso- 
ciated wi th  innovation in this general  area.  

Finally,  we wish to emphasize t ha t  much g rea t e r  u n d e r s t a n d i n g  o f  the  
sources of juvenile just ice poltcymaking could b e  a t t a ined  if  the  k ind  of infor-  
ma t ion  we have presented h e r e  were  rout inely available. As w e  have  noted,  
only small  port ions of the basic da ta  have  been periodically collected. I t  is  im- 
possible to  t race  the course of developments  and to examine  the  main  d i rec t ions  
of program development across the nat ion wi thout  more adenua te  and  syste-  
matic  longitudinal  data.  As wi th  cer ta in  o ther  phases  of NA.TC research ,  th i s  
survey was  intended to b e  prototypicai  in explor ing the feas ib i l i ty  and  u t i l i ty  
of regularized collection and analys is  of these kinds of in format ion .  I f  the  
results  we have p resen ted  in t h i s . r e p o r t  a re  posit ively judged,  repl icat ion and 
cont inuat ion Of th is  work becomes an obvious responsibi l i ty  of the new Ins t i :  
tute  o f  ffuvenile .Tustice in the Law E n f o r c e m e n t  Assis tance Admin i s t r a t ion .  

l[From urnal f the National Association of Social Workers, vol. 17. No. 5, 
~." September 1972] 

T~/ATING I)ELII~QUENTS IN TRADITIONAL AOEI~CIES 

i (By Ronald A. Feldman,  John S. ~Vodarski, Norman Flax,  and Mo r t i me r  
Goodman) 

A m~del 1or trcating delinquents ~s p~'op6se~ in which traditional community 
agencies wo~dd intcgratc small n~tmbcrs of delinquents into groups of prosocial 
chil#Ircn. This inl~ovation would reduce thc adverse cffccts of labelling and peer- 
gro~tp composition, among others, without interfering significantly with thc 
agencies' operations. 
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This art icle reexamines  the  efficacy of t radi t ional  helping insti tutions.  Part icu-  
la r  emphasis  is placed on one major  social p roblem-- juveni le  delinquency. The 
discussion is not  meant  to serve as an apology, for  t radi t ional  social work 
agencies. On the contrary,  i ts  main focus  will be on a redefinition of their  serv- 
ices. Moreover, no claim is made tha t  the rat ionales  s e t f o r t h  apply to areas  
other  than juvenile delinquency. 

Among the general  postulates to be set  fo r th  are the  following : ( ! )  Few insti- 
tu t ional  s tructures,  other  than t radi t ional  ones, a re  available and effective for  
rehabi l i ta t ion efforts directed toward  children wi th  behavioral  problems. (2) 
Virtually all m a j o r  theories of delinquency can be re in terpre ted  to support  the  
use of t radi t ional  resources. (3) The effective use of t radi t ional  resources de- 
pends on a major  redefinition of where  t r ea tmen t  takes place, but only minor 
a l tera t ions  in organizat ional  oporations. . 

In  this  ar t ic le  the t e r m  " t radi t ional  social work inst i tut ions"  will be used to 
r e f e r  to community-oriented agencies, such as Ys, Jewish  community centers,  
and se t t lement  houses, tha t  do not  view their  pr imary function as rehabil i tat ion 
or t reatment .  Such inst i tut ions pr imari ly  provide recreation, educational, cul- 
tural,  or leisure-t ime services to prosoeial clientele---those persons who rarely, if  
ever, engage in illegal or deviant  behavior. Although many such agencies serve 
middle-class populations, the socioeconomic s ta tus  of the agency,s clientele can- 
not be considered a de te rminan t  of whether, th~ agency is t radi t ional  or nontra-  
ditional. I f  any a t t r ibu te  can be considered significant, i t  is the clientele's pro- 
social behavior, regardless  of socioeconomic status.  This may be contrasted w i t h  
the s i tuat ion in correctional ins t i tu t ions  in which almost  the ent i re  client popu- 
lat ion has been incarcerated for  antlsocial  behavior of one type:or anothe r. 

The most basic cr i ter ion fo r  the definition of t radi t ional  insti tutions,  then, is 
the services they provide. These services are  predominantly,  i f  not  totally, 
geared toward recreational,  educational,  cultural,  or leisure-time objectives. 
Such agencies have two key advantages  seldom found in juvenile correctional  
ins t i tu t ions :  location in the open community and a plent iful  supply of prosocial 
peers. 

CLOSED I N S T I T U T I O N S  

Until  the 1950s 'most efforts "to rehabi l i t a te  juvenile delinquents took place in 
closed correctionai  inst i tut ions.  During the pas t  two decades, however, there  has  
been a marked tendency toward  providing t rea tment  programs in inst i tut ions 
tha t  increasingly approach the f reedom and appearance of the open community.  
The ul t imate  s tep in this  progression has been an emphasis  on t rea tment  pro- 
grams conducted entirely in the open community.  Unfortunately,  the available 
data  concerning rehabil i ta t ion p ro g rams  for delinquents,  regardless of the i r  
social contexts,  have shown mixed resul ts  a t  best: 1 

Perhaps  the lowest success ra tes  have been found in rehabil i tat ion programs 
in closed correctional inst i tut ions.  The reasons set  for th  for such fai lures  have 
been numerous. Often such inst i tut ions develop mult iple goals t h a t  contr ibute  to 
in t raorganiza t ional  conflicts between custodial  and therapeut ic  objectives and 
practices.  Even in ins t i tu t ions  where  t r ea tment  goals are  dominant,  the interac- 
t ion  of various professional  disciplines sometimes leads to staff conflict an d /o r  
incons i s ten t  treatment,-" In ei ther  case such conflicts t e n d  to diminish an d /o r  
neutral ize  gains. 

Over.population is ano ther  problem tha t  has  plagued rehabil i tat ion efforts in 
correct ional  ins t i tu t ions .  For  example, in eleven s ta tes  wi th  programs housing 
9,165 Children, the average daily inmate  population was 10 percent or more above 
the respective systems '  capacities, s Overpopulation leads not only to f ragmenta-  

See, for example, Lamar Empey, ~tudies in Delinquencrt: Alternatives io h~carcera- 
lion, Publication No. 9001 (Washingtoff, D.C. : Office of Juvenile Delinquency and 
Youth Development, U,S. Department of Health. Education & Welfare. 1967); and 
Paul Lei'man, "Evaluation Studies of Institutions for Delinquents: Implications for Re- 
search and Social Policy." Social Work, Vol. 13, No. 3 (July 1968), PP. 55-64. 

Se6, for example, David Street. Robert D. ~'lnter, and Chhrles B. Perrow, Organiza- 
tion ]or Treatment: A Uomparative Study o] Institutions ]or Delinquents (New York : 
Free Press 1966) ; and. ,~Iayer N. Zald, ',Power Balance and, Staff, Conflict in Correctional196 ° 
Institutions," Adminlstrattve Science Quarterly, Vol. 6. ~No. 1 (January -),  PP. 
22-49. ~National Council on Crime and Delinquency, Task Force. Report: Corrections, pre- 
pared for the Task Force on Corrections. President's Commission on" Law Enforce- 
ment and the Administration of ~ustice (Washington, D.C. : U.S. Government Print- 
ilng Office, 1967), Appendix A. 
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tion of rehabiltation endeavors, but to problems of organizational control that 
often are resolved at the expense of treatment goals. Many observers have re- 
ported, for instance, that custodial staffs frequently bargain with inmate leaders 
to retain control of the total inmate population. In essence, the staffs delegate. 
power to highly antisocial inmates to protect their own occupational positions, 
thus legitimating and reinforcing deviance in the inmates. ~ 

Overcrowding also may lead to the aggregation of a select inmate population 
consisting of the most incorrigible delinquents, thus making it even more difficult 
to bring about therapeutic change. Furthermore, first offenders may be refused 
admission and/or treatment because of overcrowding, which contributes to the 
maintenance of deviant behavioral patterns that may be more difficult to treat at 
later stages of a delinquent's career. 

Conditions such as these are closely related to what may be the most pervasive 
and debilitating factor associated with the high failure rate in correctional insti- 
tutions, namely, the deviant peer composition of the treatment environment. 
Whether treatment is at the individual or group level, the majority of role mod- 
els in the inmate's social environment are antisocial. The inmate's peers exhibit 
serious antisocial behavior, reinforce and reciprocate such behavior, and, to 
some extent, demonstrate an inability to function within acceptable limits in the 
open community. Such factors necessarily deter efforts to rehabilitate inmates 
and prepare them for effective prosocial functioning in the open community. 
Moreover, they may foster more frequent and/or serious deviant behavior pat- 
terns among inmates who might have been relatively prosocial before they were 
incarcerated. 

Despite the many factors militating against effective treatment, some correc- 
tional institutions have experienced limited success in rehabilitating antisocial 
inmates. Nevertheless, because the correctional institution and open community 

• are so dissimilar, prosocial behavior in the former setting may not be transfer- 
able or sustainable in the latter. And, of course, behavioral change in the cor- 
rectional institution is of little consequence unless it can be transferred to and 
stabilized in the larger society. The marked differences between inpatient and 
outpatient environments and the differing skills necessary for successful func- 
tioning in each emphasize the low transferability oi~ behavioral changes learned 
in the correctional environment. 

Thus an overwhelming number of factors militates against effective rehabilita- 
tion in correctional institutons. These factors include multiple and conflicting 
organizational goals, overcrowding, deviant peer-group composition (with con- 
comitant peer-group reward and punishment systems), low transferability of 
changed behavior to the open community, labeling of former inmates, and high 
cost. 

OPEI~ COMMUNITY 

TO avoid  m a n y  of the  p rob lems  a s soc i a t ed  w i t h  r e s iden t i a l  t r e a t m e n t ,  a v a r i e t y  
of  r ehab i l i t a t i on  p r o g r a m s  h a v e  been develope d in t h e  open  c o m m u n i t y .  
These  include t h e a s s i g n m e n t  of  de t ached  w o r k e r s  to Juveni le  ga ngs ,  o u t p a t i e n t  
t r e a t m e n t  p r o g r a m s  based  on t e c h n i q u e s  such  as  gu ided  g r o u p  i n t e r a c t i o n ,  a n d  
com prehens i ve  p r o g r a m s  tha t  offer  a v a r i e t y  of se rv ices  to d e l i n q u e n t  ch i ld r en .  
inc luding  casework ,  g r o u p  work,  a n d  gu idance  counsel ing .  A l t h o u g h  s o m e  of  
these  p r o g r a m s  have  exper ienced l imi ted  success ,  a gene ra l  o v e r v i e w  i n d i c a t e s  
t h a t  t h e  r e su l t s  h a v e  been mixed a t  b e s t ?  

T r e a t m e n t  in the open c o m m u n i t y  h a s  ce r t a in  a d v a n t a g e s  o v e r  r e s i d e n t i a l  
t r e a t m e n t  : cos ts  a r e  lower,  ove rpopu la t ion  becomes  a s o m e w h a t  i r r e l e v a n t  i s sue .  
the  s t r a i n s  be tween  custodia l  a n d  t r e a t m e n t  g o a l s  a r e  d imin i shed ,  a n d  p r o b l e m s  
concern ing  the  t r ans f e r ab i l i t y  of  b e h a v i o r a l  c ha nges  a r e  negl igible .  T w o  of  t h e  
r e m a i n i n g  f a c t o r s  assoc ia ted  w i t h  r e s iden t i a l  p r o g r a m s ,  then,  a r e  of  p a r a m o u n t  
i m p o r t a n c e  : l abe l ing  and  dev ian t  pee r  g roups .  

A l though  c o m m u n i t y  t r e a t m e n t  p r o g r a m s  m a y  en ta i l  less  s t i g m a t i z a t i o n  t h a n  
re s iden t i a l  p r o g r a m s ,  i t  is clear  t h a t  cons ide rab le  s t i g m a  a t t e n d s  t r e a t m e n t  in 

• Edward Rolde. John Mack. Donald Scherl, and Lee Macht, "The ~Iaximum Security 
Institution as a Treatment Facility for Juveniles." in .Tames E. Teele. ed., J~4venilc 
Del inquency:  A Reader  (Itaseu, Ill. : Peacock Publishers, 1970). pp. 437-444; and C. R. 
Tittle. "Inmat Organization: Sex Differentiation and the Influence Of Criminal Sub- 
cultures." A m e r i c a n  Sociological Rev i ew ,  Vol. 34. No. 4 (August 1969), pp. 492-505. 

8gee Marguerite Q. Warren. "CorreCtional Treatment in Community Sett ings:  A Re- 
port of Current  Research." Paper presented at the Sixth International  Congress on 
Criminology, Madrid, Spain, September 1970. 
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e i ther  milieu. J u s t  as mereprocess ing  bY the police]nay label a juvenile  adverse-  
ly, a child may be s t igmatized through association wi th  relatively innocuous 
rehabil i ta t ion agents, such as the juvenile court  or a special public school class, e 
To minimize the labeling associated with rehabili tation, i t  is necessary to place 
such programs in inst i tut ions tha t  a re  not  viewed pr imari ly  as t rea tment  agen-  
cies and, consequently, where  s t igmatizat ion i s  not t ransmi t ted  from inst i tut ion 
to child. 

I t  is impor tant  to note, however, tha t  s t igmatizat ion does not occur solely be- 
cause of one's  association with the t rea tment  agency. A child m a y  also be stig- 
matized because he is being t rea ted  with peers who are  labeled del inquent  Or 
antisocial.  Were  rehabi l i ta t ion efforts to take place among peers who were not  
so labeled, the consequent s t igmatizat ion would be proport ionately less. In  one 
sense, then, the deviant  peer composition of the t r e a t m e n t  group presents  an 
obstacle to rehabi l i ta t ion regardless of the peers '  d i rect  influence on one  another;  

Peer-group composition poses even more serious difficulties for  rehabi l i ta t ion 
than does labeling. To the authors '  knowledge, virtually every community pro- 
gram tha t  utilizes group t rea tment  has deal t  with antisocial  or delinquent chil- 
dren along with and ill the context  .of o ther  antisocial  or delinquent children. 
This  is the basic . factor  common to both resident ial  and community t r ea tment  
programs and, it is posited, the basic deficiency of both. 

I f  t r ea tmen t  groups are  composed solely of antisocial  children the grouP con- 
tinues to present  the basic Conditions mil i tat ing agains t  sus ta ined behavioral  
change;  including devian t  role models and deviant  systems of reward  and punish- 
ment .  Indeed, the  first  members  of such groups to move toward prosoctal be- 

- .  havior  may place themselves in considerable jeopardy. Consequently, the peer  
• "" composition o f  vir tual ly  a l l  t rea tment  groups, including those in the open com- 

muni ty ,  r e ta rds  r ehab i l i t a t ion  efforts among antisocial  youths. This leads to the 
foUowing Conclusions: (1) To increase the potential  fo r  rehabil i tat ion,  t h e  anti- 
social composition of t r ea tmen t  groups must  be minimized. (2) I t  follows tha t  
the most effective rehabi l i ta t ion is likely to occur in groups in which all but ~ the 
child to be rehabi l i ta ted a r e  prosocial. 

Tbese conclusions suggest  the efficacy of placing rehabiHtaton programs in 
t radi t ional  soc ia l  work agencies, which would be a marked depar ture  f rom the 
usual objectives of such ins t i tu t ions ,  i t  is suggested tha t  such changes would 
minimize the s t igmatizat ion associated with t reatment ,  would vi t ia te  m a n y  of 
the difl~cuities associated with d e v i a n t  peer-group composition, and wo~fld en~ 
hance the ease wi th  which changes learned in t r ea tment  could be t rans fe r red  to 
and susta ined in the  community,  

' Fu r the r  analysis  of these proposals should focus on  a t  l eas t  two addi t ional  
considerat ions:  (1) the Systematic examinat ion o f  theoretical  rat ionales for  such 
changes; especially wi th  reference to contemporary theories of juveni le  de- 
linquency, 7 and (2) the assessment  of operat ional  implications for  t radi t ional  
agencies. 

OPERATING IMPLICATIONS 

The forego!ng analysis  points to a unique, b u t  circumspect, redefinition of 
service objectives for  t radi t ional  social work agencies. In the context  of t h e i r  
present  services such agencies might  try to in tegra te  limited numbers  of ch i ld ren  
with belmvioral problems into ongoing recreational,  educational, cultural,  or 
leisure-t ime groups. To (1) enhance tlle therapoutic  potent ia l  of agency groups, 
(2) reduce possible dysfunct ional  consequences for regular group members, (3) 
decrease the visibility o f  the deviant  chi ldren,  (4) minimize the possibility tha t  

6 ~ee fo r  examule  I r v i n g  P t l i a v i n  a n d  Sco t t  B r i a r ,  "Po l i ce  E n c o u n t e r s  w i t h  Juven i l e s . "  
Amer~on J o u r n a ~  0] 80ctologu, Vol. 70, No. 2 (Sep tember  1964) ,  pp. 2 0 6 - 2 1 4  ; A a r o n - V .  
Ciegurel ,  The Social Orgn~iization o] Jit~enile dastics (New Y o r k :  J o h n  Wiley & Sons,  
1967)  ' A n t h o n ~  .~I P l a t t  The Child ,~avers: The Invention o] Delinql~sncy ( C h i c a g o :  
U n i v e r s i t y  of  Ch icago  P r e s s  1969) Car l  "Wer thman  " T h e  F u n c t i o n  of .  Social  Defini- 
t ions  in the Development of Delinquent Careers;" in t-reslnent's ~ol~nllsslon on /~aw 
Enforcement and the Administration of Justice, Task Force Report:  Juve~i le  Del inqaency 
and Y o u t h  Crime (Washington, D.C. : U.S. Government Printing Office 1967). pp. 155- 
170: and W. E. Sehafer. "Deviance In the Public School: An Interactional Views" in 
Edvrin 5. ~rhomas, ed., Bcha~toral Science ]or Socio~ Workers  (New York Free Press, 
1967), pp. 51-58 .  7 For such an examination see Ronald A. Feldman. John WodarskL NoPman Flax, and 
Mortimer Goodman. "Delin~uency Theories. Group Composition. Treatment Locus. and 
a Service-Research .~Iodel for 'Traditional' Agencies~" Unpublished manuscript, St. Louis. 
l~fo., 1971. 
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t h e  a g e n c y  wi l t  b e ' d e f i n e ]  a s  a t r e a t m e n t  i n s t i t u t i o n ,  a n d  (5) m a i n t a i n  c o n t i n u e d  
s u p p o r t  f r o m  t h o s e  w h o  u s e  the  a g e n c y ' s  r e g u l a r  s e rv i ce s ,  no  m o r e  t h a n  o n e  o r  
two  s u c h  c h i l d r e n  s h o u l d  be  e n r o l l e d  in  e a c h  g roup .  A g e n c y  s t a f f  m e m b e r s  s h o u l d  
rece ive  sufl~cient  s u p p l e m e n t a r y  i n - s e r v i c e  t r a i n i n g  to  e n h a n c e  t h e i r  a b i l i t y  to  
a s s e s s  t h e  c h i l d r e n ' s  b e h a v i o r a l  p r o b l e m s ,  p l a n  r e h a b i l i t a t i o n  goa l s ,  a n d  i m p l e -  
m e n t  i n t e r v e n t i o n s .  Moreover ,  to  m i n i m i z e  t h e  p o s s i b i l i t y  o f  u n d u e  s t i g m a t i z a -  
t ion,  i t  w o u l d  be  d e s i r a b l e  for  t h e s e  c h i l d r e n  to  l o i n  g r o u p s  a t  t h e  s a m e  t i m e  a s  
t h e  o t h e r  m e m b e r s .  

E v e r y  e f fo r t  s h o u l d  be m a d e  to o p e r a t e  t h e  a g e n c y  i n  t h e  u s u a l  m a n n e r .  I n  
f ac t ,  to do  o t h e r w i s e  m i g h t  j e o p a r d i z e  t h e  p a r t i c u l a r  s t r e n g t h s  o f  s u c h  a g e n c i e s  
a s  p l ace s  f o r  r e h a b i l i t a t i o n  p r o g r a m  s . M e m b e r s h i p  p r o c e d u r e s ,  p r i v i l e g e s ,  a n d  
o b l i g a t i o n s ;  s t a f f  s u p e r v i s o r y  p r a c t i c e s ;  p r o g r a m  p l a n n i n g ;  a n d  so  f o r t h  s h o u l d  
be  a l t e r e d  m i n i m a l l y ,  i f  a t  all. T h u s  a l t h o u g h  t h e  p o s i t e d  a l t e r a t i o n s  ca l l  f o r  t h e  
p a r t i a l  r ede f in i t i on  o f  agency  s e rv i ce s ,  t h e i r  o p e r a t i o n a l  i m p l i c a t i o n s  m a y  be  
negl ig ib le .  

W h a t  a b o u t  poss ib l e  i n c r e a s e s  in  s t a f f  w o r k l o a d  o r  t h e  p o t e n t i a l  n e g a t i v e  con-  
s e q u e n c e s  fo r  t h e  a g e n c y ' s  r e g u l a r  c l i en te le ,  w h o  m i g h t  c o n c e i v a b l y  b e c o m e  
a n t i s o c i a l  o r  d e l i n q u e n t  or  deve lop  b e h a v i o r a l  d i s o r d e r s  t h e m s e l v e s ?  C o n s i d e r -  
ab le  d a t a  c h a l l e n g e  t h e  va l i d i t y  o f  s u c h  c o n c e r n s .  M u c h  e m p i r i c a l  r e s e a r c h  i nd i -  
ca t e s ,  f o r  e x a m p l e ,  t h a t  a m i n o r i t y  of  one  is  l ike ly  to  c o n f o r m  to  b e h a v i o r a l  
n o r m s  e x p r e s s e d  by t h e  m a j o r i t y 2  S i m i l a r l y ,  d e m o g r a p h i c  s t u d i e s  o f  j u v e n i l e  
d e l i n q u e n c y  r e p o r t  t h a t  boys f r o m  b l u e - c o l l a r  b a c k g r o u n d s  i n  p r e d o m i n a n t l y  
w h i t e - c o l l a r  a r e a s  w i t h  a low r a t e  o f  d e l i n q u e n c y  h a v e  a l m o s t  no  c h a n c e  o f  
be i ng  c lass i f i ed  a s  a j u v e n i l e  d e l i n q u e n t 2  T h u s  i f  on ly  o n e  o r  t w o  d e l i n q u e n t  
c h i l d r e n  a r e  i n c o r p o r a t e d  in to  t h e  g r o u p ,  t h e  pos s ib i l i t i e s  f o r  d e v i a n t  b e h a v i o r  
a p p e a r  t o  be  m i n i m a l .  

Moreove r ,  s u p e r v i s i o n  a n d  a s s i s t a n c e  f r o m  a g e n c y  s taf f ,  e v e n  t h o s e  w h o  h a v e  
r ece ived  Ht t l e  t r a i n i n g ,  s h o u l d  a s s u r e  s t a b l e  b e h a v i o r s  w i t h i n  u s u a l  l i m i t s  f o r  
t h e  p o p u l a t i o n  u n d e r  c o n s i d e r a t i o n .  I n  f ac t ,  a n  i m p r e s s i v e  b o d y  of  r e s e a r c h  i nd i -  
c a t e s  t h a t  s u b p r o f e s s i o n a l s  w i t h  a m i n i m u m  of  s u p p l e m e n t a r y  t r a i n i n g  c a n  be  
e f f ec t ive?  ° 

A g r o w i n g  body  of  l i t e r a t u r e  a l so  r e v e a l s  t h a t  t r a d i t i o n a l  soc i a l  w o r k  a g e n c i e s  
a r e  e x p a n d i n g  t h e i r  se rv ices  to c e r t a i n  " h i g h - r i s k "  c l i e n t s ,  s u c h  a s  e d u c a b l e  
m e n t a l  r e t a r d a t e s ,  w i t h  f e w  of  t h e  p o s s i b l e  d y s f u n c t i o n s  s u g g e s t e d  p r e v i o u s l y .  
E v e n  t h o u g h  s u c  h c l i e n t s  f r e q u e n t l y  e x h i b i t  s e v e r e  b e h a v i o r a l  d i s t u r b a n c e s ,  i t  
h a s  p r o v e d  poss ib l e  to i n t e g r a t e  t h e m  i n t o  r e g u l a r  a g e n c y  g r o u p s  w i t h  a m i n i -  
m u m  of  s t a f f  ove r load ,  n o s i g n i f i c a n t  n e g a t i v e  o u t c o m e s  fo r  r e g u l a r  a g e n c y  m e m -  
bers ,  a n d  c o n s i d e r a b l e  benef i ts  to t h e  c l i en t s .~  

I n  a d d i t i o n ,  t h e  a u t h o r s '  e x p e r i e n c e s  d u r i n g  t h e  p r e t e s t  y e a r  o f  a f o u r - y e a r  
s e r v i c e - r e s e a r c h  p r o g r a m  s t r o n g l y  s u p p o r t  t h e s e  f o r m u l a t i o n s .  A s  o n e  c o m p o n e n t  
o f  a l a r g e r  s t udY,  f o u r t e e n  a n t i s o c i a l  c h i l d r e n  w e r e  e a c h  i n t e g r a t e d  i n t o  o n e  o f  
f o u r t e e n  g r o u p s  c o m p o s e d  of p r o s o c i a l  c h i l d r e n .  R e v i e w  of  p r e l i m i n a r y  d a t a  ind i -  
c a t e s  no  a p p r e c i a b l e  s t a f f  o v e r l o a d  a s  a r e s u l t  of  t h i s  i n n o v a t i o n .  I n  f a c t ,  s k i l l s  
d e r i v e d  f r o m  a b r i e f  in-ser~:ice t r a i n i n g  p r o g r a m  w e r e  t r a n s f e r r e d  e f f e c t i v e l y  to  

SSee, for example. Solnmon Asch. Social Psycl~ologu (Englewood Cliffs, N.~I. : Prentice-  
Hall, 1952);  Carl W. Beckman, Paul  F. Secord, and Serry R. Pelrce, "Res is tance  to 
Change in the Self-Concept as a Func t ion  of Consensus Among Significant Others ,"  in 
Beckman and Sec0rd. eds.. Problems in 8ocial Psychology (New York:  ~[cGraw-Hill 
Rook Co., 1966). pp. 462-467 ; and Ronald A. Feldman. "Determinants  and Objectives of 
Social Group Work Intervention," Sacial Work Pi'aetice, 1967 (New York:  Columbia, 
University Press, 1967), pp. 34=57. 

: See, for example. A . . L  Retss. Jr., and A. L. Rhodes,  "The Dis t r ibut ion of Juveni le  
Delinquency in the Social Class Structure,"  American 8ociological Revlew,  Vol. 26, No. 
5 (October 1961). pp. 720-732 . . . .  

10 See Charles Grossel', William E. Henry, and James  G. Kelly, eds.. Nonpro]essio~}a~s 
in t l le H,ma~  Services {San Francisco J0ssey-Bass, 1969) ; E. G: Poser. "The Effects 
o f  Therapis ts '  Tra ining on Group Therapeutic  Outcome." Jour~lal of Consulting Psychol- 
ogy, VoL 30 No. 4 (August  1966), pp. 2S3-289; and H~ R. S igurdson , . "Expand ing  the  
Role o f  the Nonprofessional, Grime and Delinquen'cy, ~ol. 15, No. 3 (July  1969), pp. 
420-429. 

~ Celia, S. Deschin and Marygold V. Nasa. .Chi ldren Together: TOe Erie.or 0]~ Int.egrated 
(~roup E~periences oi~ Orthopedieatly Hand~capped Ch;Idren (New xorK:  ~ervlces or~ 
the Handicapped. 1971) ; Norman  Flax and E. N. Peters. "'Retarded ChUdren a t  Camp 
with Normal Child,'ca." Children, V01. 16. No: 6 (November-December. 1969). pp. 232- 
037" Muriel W. Pumphrey.  M0rtimei" Go0dman. and Flax " In tegra t ing  Individuals  With 
Impaired Adapttve Beha'vior in a Group Work Agency." Rbcial Work Practice, 1969 
(New York: Columbia University Press.  1969), pp. 146-160: .and Will iam Schwartz.  
"NeighbOrhood Centers and Group Work." in Henry S. Maas. ed.. Research in the Social 
Sciences: R Five-Year Review (New_ York: National Association of Soc ia l  Wo'rkers, 
1971), pp. 130-191. 
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other agency programs.  Moreover,  the  chi ldren ' s  prosocial behaviors  apparen t ly  
increased subs tan t ia l ly ,  whe reas  there  w e r e n o  signif icant  nega t ive  consequences  
for the  regu la r  group members .  ~ Indeed, it  is p lus ib le  t ha t  f u r t he r  ana lys i s  of 
da ta  will reveal s igni f icant  a d v a n t a g e s  for  the r egu la r  members .  Follow-up data ,  
compara t ive  da ta  f rom prosocial  and  ant isocia l  control  groups,  and  da t a  con- 
cerning the  effects of severa l  types of t r e a t m e n t  modal i t ies  also will be ex- 
amined to afford more  r igorous a s s e s s m e n t  of the basic hypotheses  s t a ted  in th is  
~rticle.  Regard less  of the  an t ic ipa ted  a n d / o r  ac tua l  empir ical  findings, however,  
the cons idera t ions  set  for th  here  m i g h t  serve  as  key i ssues  for  d iscuss ion a mong  
soc ia l  workers  w h o  t rea t  de l inquent  or  dev ian t  populat ions  and,  moreover,  for 
those a t t emp t ing  to provide effective services  w i t h i n  the open communi ty .  

[/ . . . . . .  [From Psychology froday, June 1973] - - 7  ~ ~ f  ~'w~)  
/ 

i ACHIEVEMENT PLACE~BEHAVlOR SHAPING WORKS FOR DELINQUENTS. 

( (By Elery L. Phill ips.  E l a ine  A. Phil l ips,  Dean  L. Fixsen,  a nd  
Montrose M. Wolf) 

Six years ago concerned citizens in LawrenCe, Kansas, Set up Achievement 
Place, a community-based, family-style treatment home for delinquent youths. 
The goal was to teach the youth the basic sl~ills--social, academic, self-help and 
prevocational--that would help keep them out of trouble with their families, 
their  t eachers  and the law, 

Wi th  the  approval  of the  Board  o f  Direc tors  of Achievement  Place and  the  
ass l s t ance  of a r research  g r a n t  f rom the NIMH Center  for  Studies  of Crime a nd  
Delinquency. we began conduct ing research  to develop a model t r e a t m e n t  pro- 
gram. We encountered  many  problems, but  a f t e r  three  years  of t r ia l  and  er ror  
and carefu l  eva lua t ion  we had developed w h a t  we considered to be a successfu l  
home. We had  worked out  a behaviora l  t r e a t m e n t  p rogram t h a t  produced sig- 
nificant changes  in the  skil ls  of the six to eight  boys who lived in the  home 
with two profess ional  teaching-parents .  We were convinced, on the  bas is  of 
several  controlled s tudies ,  t ha t  we ha d  found a usable  model for  a lmos t  any  

mmuni ty ,  one t h a t  would help make  potent ia l  c r imina ls  into product ive  
citizens. 

We  ran  into trouble, however,  in our  first a t t e mp t  to replicate the  model in 
ano the r  communi ty .  The  p rogram was  based on a token-economy sys t em of 
re inforcement .  In this  system,  the  boys receive points  each t ime  they complete  
a t a sk  and.  a t  a l a te r  time, can exchange  the  points  for  de s i r ab l e  objects or for  
pL'ivileges. The  token economy had  been our  chief  object of s tudy  in the  ear ly  
years, but  u~e came to realize t ha t  it  u ' as  not  the  he a r t  of the  p rog ra m.  

The  h e a r t  of the  p rogram was  the  teaching,  social- interact ion component.  I t  
-: u n f o r t n n a t e l y  t rue  tha t  a t o k e n  sy s t e m by i tse l f  doesn ' t  teach the  mos t  i m -  
~ r t a n t  social skills. Teach ing  involves an  act ive  give-and-take p roces smins t ruc -  
:ion, demons t ra t ion ,  practice,  feedback. Th i s  process was  the  secret  be h ind  
"be success  of the  first Achievement  Place. However,  it  was  only th rough  our 
~riginal fa i lu re  to replicate the  model t h a t  we discovered i ts  importance.  

Achievement  Place is pa r t  o f  a growing t rend to find a l t e rna t ives  to t h e  
n h u m a n e  and debi l i ta t ing condi t ions  of t rad i t iona l  ins t i tu t iona i  t r e a t m e n t  pro- 
: rams for children.  Ins t i tu t iona l  life ha s  l i t t le relat ion to the  outs ide  worR1; 
t usua l ly  confines the  ch i ldren ' s  contac ts  to members  of the i r  own sex. t e a c h e s  
. .m dependency on a hospital-lil¢e routine,  gives them few work skil ls  they  
an use outs ide the  i~st i tut ion,  and teaches  them to live on a "welfare  sys- 
era" r a t he r  t han  to be an responsible as  possible for  t h e i r  own needs. 

Bu t  modern behavior  theory, on which  w e  have  based our  p rogram,  sugges t s  
behavi0r-deficiency model :  if chi ldreu: .have behavior  problems it  is because 

;~ey lack essent ia l  sk i l l s ;  they have  inadequa te  his tor ies  of re inforcement  a n d  
~struction r a the r  than  an i l lness  caused lay some hypothet ica l  psychopathology.  
'he goal of behavior  t r e a t m e n t  p rog rams  like Achievement  Place is  to estab-  
sly. th rough ins t ruct ion,  the  impor t an t  behaviora l  compe.tencies tha t  the  ch i ld  
. .  not  learned.  I f  these  p rog rams  are  successful ,  then the  pa ren t s  ma y  be able  

See Ronald A. Feldman et al.. "Group IntegTation and Behavioral Change: Pro- ,cial and Anti,Social Children at Stammer Camps." Paver presented at the National 
,nfcrence on Social Welfare, Chicago, Illinois, May 31, 1972. 
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to learn to maintain the  appropr ia te  behavior  even though they  were  no t  able 
to establish it  originally. 

W e  developed Achievement Place to serve as  a moclel fo r  such communi ty -  
based programs.  The youths who come to the home usually a re  sen t  by a Judge 
a f te r  ge t t i ng  In trouble w i th  the  law. They are  f rom 12 to 16 yea r s  old, in 
Junior high school, and about three  to four  years  behind academical ly .  

When a boy enters  Achievement Place, we introduce h im to the  o the r  you ths  
and give him a tour  of the home, which is located in a qu ie t  res iden t ia l  sectioL 
o f  Lawrence.  Then we introduce him to the point  sys tem ( token economy) ,  
which we devised to help mot ivate  the  youths  to learn  new, more  a p p r o p r i a t e  
behavior. Each youth uses a point  card  to record his  behav ior  and  the  ,num- 
ber of pointS he earns  and loses. 

TEACHERS PROVIDE SYSTEMATIC FEEDBACK FOR EACH YOUTH BY F I L L I N G  
OUT A REPORT CARD EACH DAY 

Points for privileges 
At first  the new you th  exchanges  his  points  fo r  privi leges each day  ; la ter ,  

a f t e r  he learns  the connection between earn ing  points  and  e a r n i n g  privi leges,  
he goes on a weekly exchange basis. As soon as  possible, we p h a s e  out  the  
point system and he goes on a mer i t  System in which no poin ts  a re  given or 
taken away and all privileges are  free. The mer i t  sys tem is the  l a s t  s tep  each 
boy must  progress through before re turn ing  to his  own home. When  a youth  
does re turn  home he is on a homeward-bound system. I f  the  you th  begins  to 
have problems with his parents  or teachers,  the t each ing-pa ren t s  can  in tens i fy  
the i r  follow-up with the  youth and  his fami ly  or, for  more  severe  problem_ 
they can ask the youth to come back into the  program fo r  a f ew  days  or  week~ 
to work out the problem. 

Privi leges come in seven var ie t ies  : 1) basics, including use  of the  te lephone  
tools, radio, record player, and recreat ion room;  2) snacks  a f t e r  school an~ 
before bedt ime;  3) television t ime ;  4) home tim~, which p e rmi t s  t h e  you ths  "to 
go home on weekends or to go down town ;  5) a l lowances  of f rom one to three 
dollars a week ; 6) bonds, which the youths  can accumula te  to buy c lo thes  o] 
other  i tems they need;  and 7) special privileges, which inc lude  a n y  o t h ~  
privileges the youths may want .  The first  four  privileges are  na tu r a l l y  a v a . .  
able in the home and add noth ing  to the  cost  of the program.  

Since Achievement Place is a community-based facil i ty,  the  boys con t inue  t, 
a t t end  the same schools in which they had problems before  en te r ing  the  h o m e  
This  a r r angement  permits the t each ing ,paren t s  to work closely w i th  t he  school 
teachers  and adminis t ra tors  to solve the boys' school problems.  Teache r s  prc 
vide systematic  feedback for  each youth by filling out a r epo r t  ca rd  each  da~ 
The teacher  can quickly answer  a series of quest ions about  the  y o u t h ' s  be 
h/tvior (Did he follow the teacher ' s  rules today? Did he make  good use of ~ 
class time? Did he complete h is  ass ignment  a t  an acceptable  level of accurac~ .  
by checking "yes" or "no" on his card. The  youth then e a r n s  or  loses point  
a t  Achievement Place depending on t h e  t eacher ' s  j u d g m e n t  about  h i s  pe3 
formance.  

Family conference 
~)uring or Just  a f t e r  dinner the  teaching-parents  ahd the  youths  hold a fami l  

conference, wh ich  is Dart of the  home's  semi-sel f -government  sys tem.  ~n  
teaching-parents  and t h e ' y o u t h s  discuss the day ' s  event,  eva lua te  the  m ~  
ager 's  pe r fo rmance- -one  of the  boys who is elected to the  job---es tabl ish  
modify rules, and decide on conseNuences for any rule violations that we~ 
reported to the teaching-parents. Self-government behaviors are taught sp, 
cifically to the youths, and they are encouraged to participate in discussio~ 
about any aspect of the program. 

After  the family  conference, the boys and the t each ing-paren t s  usua l ly  e: 
gage in family activit ies such .as wa tch ing  TV. l i s tening to records,  or di 
cussing the events  of the day. Before  going to bed a t  about  10:30. the  bo: 
figure up their  point  cards for  the day. 

Although we have evaluated many of the  specific procedures  developed by ~, 
teaching-parents  to teach appropri~ite behaviors,  i t  was  no t  u n t i l  recent ly  th: 
we began to evaluate the overal l  effectiveness of Achievement  Place.  Our  da  
include measures  of police and court  contacts ,  recidivism, and  grades  a n d  t 
tendance a t  school. We have taken these measures  for  16 youths  who were  co] 
m i t t ed  to Achievement Place, 15 youths  who Were commi t ted  to the  H a n s  
Boys SChool (an inst i tut ion fo r  some 250 de l inquents ) ,  and  13 youths  who  we 



557 

placed on formal  probation. All 44 youths  had  been released f rom t rea tment  for  
at  least  a year  a t  the t ime we collected the  data,  all had been adjudicated.  
originally by the Douglas County Juvenile  Court in Lawrence, and a!l were 
potential candidates  for Achievement Place when they were adjudicated.  We 
should point out tha t  these youths  were  not  randomly assigned to each of 
three groups, so these  da ta  are  only pre l iminary results.  However, we have be- 
gun randomly selecting youths fo r  Achievement  Place to provide an experi- 
mentally valid evaluat ion of the long-term effects of the program. 

~ol ioe  and  cour t  con tac t s  
•The Achievement  Place and the Boys School youths  were s imilar  in the i r  con- 

tacts wi th  the  law before  and during t rea tment ,  but they were quite different  
a f te r  t reatment .  The Boys School youths re turned tO a fair ly high number of 
police and court  contacts,  while the Achievement  Place youths had few contacts. 
The boys on probation had fewer  pol ice  or court  contacts  than the Achievement 
Place youths before t rea tment ,  but a f t e r  t r ea tmen t  they had more. 

I t  is in terest ing to note t ha t  one a rgument  against  community-based group 
omes is tha t  they expose the community to the continuing l awvio la t ions  of the 

del inquent  youths  placed there. However,  we found t h a t  during t rea tment  t h e  
YOUths placed in the  inst i tut ion 30 miles f rom Lawrence  h a d  as many contacts  
with the police and court  in Lawrence  as did the Achievement Place youths.  
Apparently, Achievement Place offered as much "protect ion" to t h e  communi ty  
as t h e  ins t i tu t ion  did. 
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'os treleaso I n s t i t u t i o n a l i z a t i o n  
~wo years  a f t e r  t reatment ,  53 percent of the Boys School youths and 54 percent 

t the probation youths  had commit ted a de l inquent .ac t  that  resnlted in their  
eing readjudiea ted  by tlle court  and placed in a s ta te  insti tution. But only 19 
~rCent of the Achievement Place youths  were inst i tut ionalized ei ther  during or 
~ter t reatment .  

T H E  BOYS ARE PASSING T H E I R  CLASSES.AND PROGRESSI~O TOWARD GRADUATIO N 
REQUIREMENTS FOR J U N I O R  H I G H  AND H I G H  SCHOOL 

oo~tts 
By the third  semester  a f te r  t reatment ,  90 percent  of the Achievement Place 
,uths were a t tending public school, while only nine  percent of the BOys School 
,uths and 37 percent of the probation youths were still in school. This measure 
eluded only those youths who had not been inst i tut ionalized a f te r  t reatment .  
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School grades 
Among the youths who attended school after treatment, about 40 percent to 50 

percent of the Boys School and probation youths earned grades of D minus or 
better while about 90 percent of the Achievement Place youths were passing 
their classes with a D minus or better. The overall grade point average after 
treatment for Boys School youths was about a D minus, the average for proba- 
tion youths was about a D plus, and the average for Achievement Place youths 
was about a C minus~ 
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Although a C-minus average probably is not  high enough to arouse the ad- 
miration of most middle-class parents, i t  does show t h a t  the boys are passing 
their classes and progressing toward graduat ion requirements for junior  high 
and h igh  school  All in all, these police, court  and school da ta  indicate tha t  the 
Achievement Place youths are doing much better  than thei r  peers who were 
Sent to Boys School or placed on probation. The  cost  per bed to Purchase, reno- 
vate and furnish Achievement  P lace  was about one four th  the cost of building 
an insti tution in our state. And operating costs per youth  a t  Achievement Place 
are l e s s than  half  the operat ing costs for the Boys School in Kansas. To build an 
institution :for 250 youths and to operate i t  for  a year  would cost $8 million, 
while start-up and one-year's operating costs  for  Achievement-Place-type homes 
for 250 youths would be about  $2.5 million. 

Passing Grades 
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WE FOUND T H A T  M A N Y  INTERACTIONS AT T H E  SECOND H O M E  WERE Q U I T E  STERN,  T H E  
I ~ N D  OF INTERACTING THAT~ GOES ON EVERY DA~J[" I N  S O M E  F A M I L I E S  

When  we began t ra in ing a new se t  of teaching paren t s  to se t  up a second home 
in a new community,  we were not  sure  w h a t  to teach them o t h e r  t h a n  the  token- 
economy technology. We had the  couple observe ~ the social  i n t e r ac t ions  a t  
Aeliievement P lace ,  but  we  did not  give them specific ins t ruc t ions  since we wer~ 
n o t : c e r t a i n  ourselves which in te rac t ions  were  impor tan t .  We d iscovered  the 
criti~nl asPects of the program only a f t e r  the  couple se t  up  a home, when  we 
wer~~b le  tO compare  the  successful and unsuccessful  teaching styles.  

Technical ly the new home was  the  same in near ly every way  as the  o lder  
one, and the  token-economy sys tem was  adequate ly  adminis te red .  B u t  the  home 
Just  did not  click. This  failure forced us to reexamine  our  model  and  to s tudy  
careful ly over the next  year  the  differences between the t e a c h i n g  s ty les  of the  
successful  and the unsuccessful teaching-parents .  

We found tha t  m a n y  interact ions a t  the second home w e r e  qui te  s te rn ,  t~ 
kind of in terac t ing  tha t  goes. on eye ryday  in some famil ies .  F o r  example ,  the 
teaching-parent  would tell a boy, "OK, you clean tha t  table."  The  boy would 
begin cleaning i t  and before long would say, "OK, I 'm th rough  now,"  The  teach- 
i ng -pa ren t  would look a t  it, find a few spots, and  Say, " T h a t ' s  no t  very good. 
You'd be t te r  do t h a t  again." 

When we examined this type of interact ion,  we real ized t h a t  the  task  wa. ~ 
not assigned in a positive way, and when the boy said he  was  f inished he wa: 
given no encouragement  at all, even though he had  done a t  l ea s t  p a r t  of the  t a s k  
,Then too, the teaching-parent  fa i led to point  out t he  you th ' s  specific failures~ 
the spots he had missed, for  instance.  And when the  boy finally comple ted  th, 
t a s k  sat isfactori ly,  he  got his points  but  no pra i se  a t  all. 

At  Achievement  Place, by contras t ,  the  teaching-paren ts  begin giving expllci 
ins t ruct ions  to a boy as soon as he arr ives:  "At first, the ins t ruc t ions  a re  s impl 
and easy to fol low: "Johnny,  would you come here,  .please? I w a n t  you to corn 
into the otflce and look at  s o m e t h i n g w i t h  me," or, "Would you come to the  bac~ 
door? I w a n t  to show you how to lock i t  in case you need to," or, "Would  you g 
wi th  J immy and sweep the  patio?" Gradual ly  the t each ing-pa ren t s  ex t en d  t~ 
length o f  t ime i t  t akes  to car ry  out an ins t ruct ion,  ass ign ing  more  and  ms .  
arduous  tasks. They give hundreds  of low.level ins t ruct ions ,  w i th  i nc reas in  
probes into more dit~cult ones. 

The ~atio looks great 
At the same time, they hand  out social as well  as token  re in fo rcements .  ' 

sure  apprecia te  your bringing me that ,"  they say, or, "The  p a t i o  looks grea 
guys, give yourselves 3,000 points  each !" 

A f t e r  a y o u t h  has been in the  p rogram a few days, they begin in t roduci ,  
• negat ive feedback:  "Gee, you d idn ' t  do tha t  task  when you were  supposed 
Tha t ' s  going to cost you 200 points.  Now remember ,  I am going to fine you  ¢ 
casionally. Tha t  doesn ' t  mean I am mad at  you and you shou ldn ' t  be m a d  at  m 
Af te r  all, these are  only points and you can earn  them back." 

Then they gradual ly  increase the number  of t imes the  .youth ge ts  negati" 
feedback and fines. Bu t  at  the  same t ime they ins t ruc t  h im in  how to reac t  
c r i t ic i sm:  "Tha t  was nice. You 'looked me in the eye. You d idn ' t  mumble  av 
thing u n d e r  your brea th  when I gave you the  fine and you said t h a t  you w0u 
take i t  off your card and We would discuss  i t  a t  the f a m i l y  conference  tonl~ ~- 
T h a t  is perfect.  Tha t  is exactly the  way to do it." 

In  brief,  there  were three essent ia l  differences between the  successful  and  r 
successful  teaching-parents.  One was  in the social- teaching component----the w 

. they gave ins t ruct ions  and feedback.  SUccessful t each ing-paren t s  teach in a n, 
~ confronting,  s t ra ight forward ,  en thus i a s t i c  way tha t  gives a posi t ive  atmosph~ 

to the whole house. 
~ h e  second difference was  in the  social-skil l- training c o m p o n e n t ~ t h e  teachi  

o f  social skills tha t  make the youths  more  re inforcing and less  avers ive  in i n t  
personal  relat ionships.  The  th i rd  Was the  se l f -government  Componen t - t e a c - ~  
the youths  how to negotiate and  cri t icize const ruct ively  and  a lways  ineluu. 
the youths  in any  decisions about  the program. 

ONE OF T H E  M O S T  DIbasIC ~ 'LT T H I N G S  FOR ALL OF US  TO L E A R N  I S  H O W  TO 
ACC~r c~TICIS~ 'ANb. NEGATIVE FEEDnACK 

I t  seems clear  to  u s n o w  tha t  when  token sys tems  have  fa i l ed  i n  ins t i tu t io  
or home se t t i ngs - - and  certainly in the  f i rs t  repUcatton of ~ Ach ievement  P lac  
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)he reason was because the social-teaching component was  missing. When a child 
loes something wrong,  he should not  be subjected to offensive criticism. Every 
mistake he makes represents  an opportuni ty  to teach him exactly wha t  to do. 
~iven specific instructions,  most  children, even potential  criminals,  will learn 
~ow to negotiate, how to take criticism, how to respond to negative feedback in 
ways tha t  are  likely to be successful f rom thei r  own standpoints.  

In the self-government  component,  the  teaching-parents  ins t ruct  the youths  in 
"elf-government. The teaching-parents  are careful  to include the youths  in all 
lecisioas tha t  involve them. Changes in the rules or in the token economy or a 
potentially large fine for  some youth are  a lways brought  up in .the family con- 
~erence. The teaching-parents  a lways give a reason, prompt  a discussion by t h e  
youths about the  fa i rness  o f  the change or fine, have the  youths vo te  on the 
s s u e a n d  compromise unti l  a consensus is reached. Since the youths share  in the 
lecisionmaking process, they consider  the program thei r  own. 

~linicians can be right 
Earl ier  token-economy exper iments  did not explore the  s0cial-teaching, social- 

~Kill training,  and self-government  components,  mainly for  technical reasons. 
~iany clinical colleagues have told us all along tha t  the "rela t ionship"  is an es- 
~entlal component of any therapy.  We are now convinced tha t  they are  right,  
E[owever, we are  finding tha t  the  "rela t ionship"  can be broken into measurable  
lnd teachable behavioral  t e rms .  As a result,  we have been able to show new 
:caching-parents---about a dozen couples so f a r - - h o w  to in terac t  effectively. 

We have found tha t  ano ther  impor tan t  component of our  program's  success is 
:he e s t a b l i s h m e n t  of communicat ion between the teaching-parents  and their  
• toe ' s  board of directors,  and wi th  other  community agencies, as well as wi th  
~e boys. I t  was  only a f t e r  our  f irst  new couple ran into trouble tha t  we realized 
:he importance of teaching community- interact ion skills. The couple, faced with 
nultiple problems at  home, had failed to keep communication going with the 
tgencies they were  serving. This  s i tuat ion showed u p  c.learly when we made our  
irst evaluation of t h e  home. The da ta  showed tha t  court, social-welfare and 
!chool officials were  n o t  satisfied wi th  the couple's performance.  

The teaching-paren ts  came back into our  program for retraining,  and wi th  
vhat we h a d  learned f rom our mutual  fai lure  we were able to work out ways 
_ teaching community- interact ion skills. We have incorporated these tech- 
dques, along with the techniques of running a token system and interact ing with 
le boys, into a handbook, and couples in  t ra in ing to become teaching-parents  
ow learn all of these skills: 
Unfortunately,  most  social programs are set  up wi thout  the prel iminary trial-  

hal-error exper imentat ion tha t  was  a vital  pa r t  of the development of the 
chievement P lace  model. An agency puts  an un te s t ed  idea into operation, 
~metimes on a very large scale, and when it fails in some way the whole pro- 
• -m  is discredited. Dona ld  Campbell, a socia 1 psychologist a t  Nor thwes tern  

mver s i ty ,  has  suggested a f a r  be t te r  way to do things. He advocates an "ex- 
:rimenting society" in which new social p r o g r a m s  would becons ide red  experi- 
ental, with a built-in t r ia l -and-error  and evaluation period preceding the adop- 
m Of any par t icu lar  model. The importance of replication and disseminat ion 
prototypic programsAs also being acknowledged by some Federal  agencies. For  

ample,  Saleem Shah, Chief of the Center  for  Studies of Grime and Delinquen- 
in NIMH, recently pointed out the importance of replication to the develop- 

mt  of disseminable t r ea tment  programs [see "The Sell Game: New Thinking 
"~.esearch Use," Bchavior Today, Volume 3, Number 4]. 

'rhe tri~il-and-error period,  of course, can  be a trying t ime for  everyone con- 
.'ned. But  the final outcome can prove rewarding.  Our first couple, with whom 
had made so many mistakes,  have since learned all the things we neglected 

teach them originally and are  now running one of the most  successful repli- 
:ions of Achievement Place. 

~- [From Corrections ~Iagazine, November/December, 1975] 

.-, i THE COMMUNITY ADVANCEMENT PROGRA,M " ~  f ~ $ / 

.... SUPERVISINO DELINQUENTS IN THEIR OWI~ HOMES 

oey is twelve years  old. He is a thin, frail:looking youngster,  well under five 
; tall. He is very shy and doesn ' t  t a l k  much. 

f-" 
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Joey lives in the  Great  Brook Valley public housing project ,  a sp rawl ing  col- 
lection of  one-story cinder block buildings in the nor th  end of Worches te r ,  
l~Iassachusetts. He has twenty-one bro thers  and sisters,  though only s ix of them 
are  still in the project.  Joey's  mothe r  is a nervous, emacia ted  w o m a n  no t  much 
bigger than he is. She is a conscient ious mother ,  r is ing ear ly  every day to wash ,  
clean, and cook. But  she has of ten found  i t  difficult to control  he r  chi ldren,  mos t  of 
whom are n o w i n  foster  homes. 

When he  was ten, Joey, more  for en t e r t a inmen t  than  persona l  gain,  bega'  
s teal ing cars, H e  and his f r i ends  f rom the pro jec t  repor tedly  stole t w e n t y  t o  
twenty-five cars  in the coarse of two years,  specializing in Lincoln Cont inenta ls .  
Once they t r ied to steal  an airplane.  

Joey was  caught  several t imes  and placed on probation,  b u t  i t  d i d  no good, and 
an exaspera ted  Judge finally commit ted  h im t o  the  s ta te  D e p a r t m e n t  of Youth 
Services (DYS).  Five years ago, commitment  would have  m e a n t  a s tay  a t t h ~  
s ta te  t ra in ing  school a t  0akdale ,  or pe rhaps  the Lyman School for  Boys. Bu 
those ins t i tu t ions  are  closed now, and DYS h a s  had to find more innova t ive  way: 
of dealing wi th  delinquents like Joey. The guiding principle has  been to do ever.  
thing possible to keep them in the i r  own homes, especial ly those  as  y o u n g  a: 

Joey. Last  summer  Joey was  placed in the care of the  Communi ty  Advancemen t  Pro  
g r a m  (CAP) ,  Massachuset ts '  la rges t  and, some say, most  effective non-res ident ia  
t r ea tmen t  and supervision program. As a result ,  Joey never  had  to  l e a v e  hom~ 
He has been in no serious t rouble since CAP took over his case. 

CAP was s ta r ted  four years  ago by two young b r o t h e r s - - B i l l  and Scot t  Wolf~ 
They used a few thousand dol lars  of borrowed money. Now CAP receives over $ 
million annually from various government  agencies, and  hand les  b e t w een  re. 
and five hundred  delinquent youths  a year  f rom about eighty-five Massachuse t i  

towns and cities. 
CAP's  president,  twenty-three-year-old Bill Wolfe, says  t h a t  h is  o rgan iza t ion  

success is the best  proof t h a t  seriously del inquent  youth can be dea l t  w i th  "ram 
cheaply, more liumanely, and more effectively in their  own homes t h a n  they  ev~ 
could in the s ta te  t raining schools. Largely  because of CAP's  example,  DYS no 
handles  in  non-residential  p rograms more  than  ha l f  of the youth  commi t t ed  

i ts  care. The idea behind CAP is not  a new one. I t  was  f i rs t  implemen ted  in MassacL 
set ts  i n  1841 by a social r e fo rmer  named John  Augustus.  He  called it prnbat io  
His  idea was to provide intensive,  one-on-one, daily supervis ion  for  del lnque 
youngsters  instead of Sending them to jai ls  and prisons.  I t  is a lmos t  a clici 
among probation workers t h a t  Augustus '  idea never  worked because i t  was  nev 
really tried. Probat ion case loads have a lways  been too large,  s taff  too few, a] 
money too short  for the kind of intensive supervision he  advocated.  

CAP takes youngsters who have fai led in  the  modern  vers ion o f  p roba t ion  a 
a t tempts  to apply Augustus '  or iginal  concept. They a re  placed in the  care  
counselors with case loads of no more than  five. and some t imes  as  f e w  as  t~ 
The counselors '  most impor tan t  responsibi l i ty  is to know where  the  you ths  
and wha t  they are  doing twen ty- four  hours  a day, seven days  a week. They m~ 
see each of their  charges four  or more t imes a week. They are  responsib le  1 
keep ing  them employed or in school, for  the i r  recreat ion,  fo r  vocat ional  and  e~ 
cat ional  counseling, for  seeing tha t  they get proper  medical  and den ta l  care.  
a youth gets in new trouble wi th  the law, the  counselors  i n t e rvene  on h i s .beh  
wi th  the  police and courts. I f  he has  problems at  school, the  counse lor  t r ies  
work it out with the teacher. He is expected to make f r eq u en t  vis i ts  to the  y o u  
home and talk about his progress  wi th  his  parents .  H e o f t e n  ends u p b e i n g  co~ 
selor not only to the child, b u t  also to ihis parents ,  brothers ,  s i s ters ,  and fr ien 

CAP's t rea tment  program has th ree  components  : " t racking ,"  r e g u l a r  or .c  
reach" snpervision, and fos te r  care. Joey. becau.~e he had  to be wa tched  a lmost  
the  t ime to keep him out of trouble,  was  assigned ire t racking.  

"Tracking was inst i tuted because DYS said the price o f  res ident ia l  care  x 
too high?'  says Bill Wolfe. "They said they would r a t h e r  keep a [ser iously  
l tnquent]  kid in a non-residential  sett ing,  a t  his own home. if we could guara1: 
tha t  we would know what  the  kid was doing. So I wrote  u p a  proposal  for  tl 
ing. And tha t ' s  what  we do. We t rack kids. We shadow kids. We ' r e  on tl 
'backs. we ' re  in t h e i r  hair. We know where  they are and w h a t  they ' r e  doing 
the time. A Counselor never has  more than  two or three  t r ack ing  kids."  
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CAP's contract  with DYS guarantees  tha t  each tracking youth will have at  
least five hours of supervision a day, seven days  a week, and tha t  his counselor 
or o t h e r  staff members  will be on call twenty-four  hours a d a y  for crisis inter- 
vention. F o r  this  service,  DYS pays CAP $97 a week per ch i ld - -about  ha l f  what  
it would cost to hold him in a group home, or in one of the old inst i tut ions.  

Youngsters in the regular  program get a minimum of fifteen hours a week 
superv i s ion ,  a t  a cost to DYS of $63 a week. 

On any given day there  are  about 200 del inquent  youths under CAP's super- 
vision in six different  programs : 75 in the  t rack ing  program, 75 in the regular  
program, and abou t  50 in fos ter  care. Fos ter  care is an entirely separa te  program, 
though some of the youngsters  in fos ter  homes are  a l so  on the case loads of 
CAP counselors. DYS pays CAP $40 a week for  each child i t  places in foster  
homes. 

Youngsters in the  t racking and regular  programs stay in CAP for  six m o n t h s - -  
the t ime  period s t ipulated by CAP's  contract  with DYS. CAP workers  frequently 
complain tha t  this is not enough t ime to s t ra ighten  out the tangled lives of some 
.f  the youngsters,  and that  the period of supervision should be at  CAP's dis- 
cretion. The t i m e  cutoff, however,  is consis tent  with DYS's philosophy o f  short-  
term care, and is necessary to open up "slots'-' for  new commitments.  

CAP counselors ca r ry '  both regular  and t racking kids m their  case loads. 
Youngsters in the regular  program w h o  become difficult to manage can be moved 
into the t racking p r o g r a m - - w i t h  DYS app rova l - - and  those in t racking can be 
moved down into the regular  program. 

Youths in both programs are encouraged, but  not required, to spend some of 
..their f ree t ime in CAP's  s t0 re f ron t  drop-in centers, which are the base.of opera° 
.,ons for  each of the six CAP programs around t h e s t a t e .  The s torefronts ,  located 
in Worcester,  Fitchburg,  Lowell, Lawrence,  Somerville, and Holyoke, serve as  
social centers  for both CAP youngsters  and for their  fr iends.  "There 's  no way to 
run  a s t o r e f r o n t f o r  DYS kids unless you've got o ther  kids in there,"  Wolfe says. 
"We don' t  wan t  to segregate DYS kids from everybody else." CAP workers have 
had to clamp down, however, on some outsiders  w h o  were suspected of bringing 
drugs into the centers. The s to re f ron ts - -equipped  with pool, table tennis, and 
small l i b ra r i e s - - a re  used as offices and meeting rooms for staff  members, for  
-~creation, and Yor informal  " rap  sessions" between youth and staff. 

Joey's  counselor is Pe te r  Hulett ,  a twenty-five-year old former  stereo salesman 
who was born and raised in Worcester .  a declining industr ia l  city o f  about 200,- 
O00. When Hulet t  went  to work f o r  CAP in July and Joey was placed in his case 
load, h i s  most impor tant  immediate  goal was  to keep Joey away from some of 
h i s  fxiends who were incorrigible car  thieves. 

Stealing cars is the pr incipal  recreat ion for  most of Worcester 's  delinquent 
youth, Hule t t  says. They will steal anything on wheels. (Massachusetts ,  accord- 
ing to s ta te  officials, has the highest  ra te  of car  thef t  in the nation.) Hulet t ' s  
• ~utine l a s t  summer  was to pick Joey up at  t h e  project  each morning and ei ther  

- <Lrop him a t  the Worcester  s toref ront  or  take  the boy. w i t h  h i m  on his visits to 
the other  four  youths in his case load. 

Hule t t  says his relat ionship w i t h  Joey  is "a big brother  thing, a t r u s t  th ing/ '  
Joey's  p a r e n t s  have h a d  difficulty controlling him, Hulet t  says, and have now 
given much responsibi l i ty  for imposing controls to Hulett .  The counselor says, 
"I don ' t  have much over him except the $5 allowance," which all CAP youth 
receive every week for cooperat ing with their  counselors. He must  therefore  rely 
o n a  sor t  of na tura l  rappor t  with the boy. 

In  September, when J o ey - - a  chronic t r u a n t - - r e t u r n e d  to school. Hulet t  drop- 
ped him off in the morning and picked him up at  night  for the first f e w  weeks. 
After negotiat ing with t h e  school administrat ion,  he got him placed in a special 
educat ion class. As of October, he was doing well in School. Hulet t  reports,  and 
md not  been in any kind of trouble for  o v e r s i x  months.  Whe the r  Hule t t ' s  super- 
:ision and counseling will have any last ing impact Will not be known until De- 
'ember, when Joey will have been in CAP six months ,  and must  be discharged. 

In addit ion to its t r ea tment  programs, CAP also operates an employment pro- 
-ram in Lawrence,  two businesses  run by you ths - - a  pizza parlor and an ice 

:am p a r l o r - - a n d  an "intake" center  in Worcester  for  Region II, which covers 
Vorces te r  and about s ixty towns surrounding it. 

The  in take program is CAP's newest. Star ted in June, it  handled about 165 
"oungsters in the month of July, and Wolfe projects  t ha t  over 1,700 youngsters 
rill go through the  center  every year. 

/ 
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W h e n  a youngs te r  is a r res ted  a n y w h e r e  in  Reg ion  I I ,  Wol fe  expla ins ,  t he  
a r r e s t i n g  officers t r a n s p o r t  h im to CAP's  i n t ake  office, a d j a c e n t  to t he  W o r c e s t e r  
s ta re f ron t .  The  comfortably fu rn i shed ,  bu t  locked office is s ta f fed  t w e n t y - f o u r  
hours  a day by, CAP workers  who screen each a r r e s t ed  you th  to d e t e r m i n e  the  
app rop r i a t e  k ind  of detention.  " I f  he ' s  commit ted  a ser ious  c r ime  or  h a s  a long 
his tory ,"  Wolfe says, "he  will go to the  [Worces te r ]  de t en t i on  center ,  a h igh ly  
secure faci l i ty  which serves a l l  of cen t r a l  Massachuse t t s .  I f  he  needs  a secure_ 
sett ing,  bu t  no t  the  detent ion center , "  Wolfe  cont inues ,  "he  can  go to the  Y [ M C A .  ~ 
she l te r  care," where  the  ent i re  fifth floor h a s  been leased by DYS for  d e t e n t i o n  
purposes.  I f  h is  cr ime is not serious,  or he  is s imply a r u n a w a y ,  he  can  be tem- 
pora r i ly  placed in a fos te r  home, or s imply sen t  home,  u n d e r  t he  s u p e r v i s i o n  of 
CAP caseworkers ,  un t i l  he  goes to  court .  

I n  add i t ion  to these  activi t ies,  CAP wil l  soon s t a r t  t he  n a t i o n ' s  f i rs t  "sup-  
por ted  work"  p rogram fo r  Juveniles. The  p rog ram is p a r t  of a n a t i o n a l  s u p p o r t e d -  
work  project  funded  jo in t ly  by var ious  f ede ra l  agenc ies  and  t h e  F o r d  F o u n d a t i o n .  
I t s  purpose i s  to ,provide Jobs and  teach  good work h a b i t s  to t h o u s a n d s  of  peoP]o. 
now considered ' ,unemployable,"  inc lud ing  alcoholics,  d r u g  addic t s ,  we l fa l~"  
cases, and  ex-offenders. 

As i t s  p a r t  o f  the  program,  CAP h a s  founded  a non-prof i t  recyc l ing  corpora-  
t ion, which  wil l  employ twelve t eenagers  in  the  collection, c rush ing ,  a n d  sa le  of  
was te  glass. Wolfe has  a l ready  s igned con t r ac t s  wi th  s e v e n t e e n  B o s t o n - a r e a  
colleges, twen ty  shopping centers,  and  numerous  p la t e  g lass  m a n u f a c t u r e r s  a n d  
re ta i l e r s  to collect the i r  d lsearded glass  con ta ine r s  and  o t h e r  g lass  was te .  

T h e  Communi ty  Advancement  P r o g r a m  was a p roduc t  of the  a d m i n i s t r a t i o n  
of f o r m e r  D Y S Commissioner  J e r o m e  Miller.  I t  was  also a l m o s t  a v i c t i m  of  ~ 
fiscal problems t h a t  plagued Miller;  

I t  began in the  summer  of 1970. Bi l l  Wolfe  and  h i s  b r o t h e r  Sco t t  ( w h o  i s  no  
longer  associa ted wi th  CAP) h a d  been work ing  as  vo lun tee r s  i n . i n s t i t u t i o n s  
and  Mil ler  suggested they  s t a r t  a s u m m e r  p rog ram for  y o u t h s  a t  t h e  R o s l l n d a l e  
de tent ion  and  reception center  in  Boston.  Bi l l  was  an  eighteen-year-olcl  sopho- 
more a t  C la rk  U n i v e r s i t y  a t  t he  t ime,  a n d  Scot t  a n ineteen-year-01d j u n i o r  a t  
H a r v a r &  

F i f t een  de l inquents  f~om Cambr idge  and  Somervi l le  we re  s en t  h o m e  f rom 
Rosi indale  to pa r t i c ipa t e  in t h e  program.  They  t rave led  eve ry  day  t o t h e  Phi l l i ,  - 
Brooks  House  in H a r v a r d  Square,  the  communi ty  service c e n t e r  for  H a r v a r u ,  
where  work-s tudy s tudents  f r o m  H a r v a r d  and  Radcliffe  p rov ided  t h e m  wi th  
t u to r ing  and  recreat ion.  The y o u t h s  were  pa id  a do l la r  a day  fo r  a t t e n d i n g  t h e  
program.  W h e n  t h e  summer  ended, only  one had  got ten  i n t o  new t r o u b l e  w i th  
the  law. 

T he  Wolfe b ro the r s  pa id  for  t he  p rogram out  of t he i r  own  pockets ,  spendin~ 
$151000 they  had  saved up for  school. Mil ler  h a d  promised  to r e i m b u r s e  t h e ~  
in September,  bu t  wasn ' t  able  to un t i l  much  la ter .  Nonethe less ,  he  p e r s u a d e (  
the  Wolfes  to cont inue r u n n i n g  p r o g r a m s - - M i l l e r  was  a v e r y  p e r s u a s i v e  mr " 
says  Bil l  Wolfe---af ter  school began  in September .  

Again  they used the i r  own money ( t h e i r  f a the r ,  who  owns  a c h a i n  of men,: 
c lothing s t o r e s l n  Providence,  Rhode  Is land,  advanced  t hem the  money  for  school:  
to set  up s to re f ron t  centers  in  the  Roxbury ,  South  Boston,  a n d  D o r c h e s t e r  sec  
t ions  of Boston.  They incorpora ted  the  p rog ram as CAP, t h o u g h  n e i t h e r  of  then  
was  old enough to sign the incorPora t ion  papers .  

The  South Boston and  Dorches t e r  opera t ions  l a t e r  sp l i t  off f r om the  mai :  
o rgan iza t ion  a f t e r  an  i n t e r n a l  feud, a n d  a re  s t i l l  in  ope ra t ion  as  a s e p a r a t e  col 
pora t ion  called CAP Special Educa t ion  Projects .  

In  J a n u a r y ,  1971, Miller told  the  b ro the r s  of h i s  p lans  to  close the  r e m a i n i n  
t r a i n i n g  schools and  asked t h e m  to expand  the i r  o p e r a t i o n - - t h o u g h  h e  s t i l l  h a  
not  re imbursed  them for  any  of t h e i r  costs. Again  they t r u s t e d  h im,  a n d  se t  u 
a new s to re f ron t  i n  Worcester ,  wh ich  was  soon h a n d l i n g  sixty-five youngste~ 
f rom the  t r a i n i n g  schools. 
k The  Wolfe b ro the r s  received no  money for  t he i r  p rog rams  f r o m  the  D e p a r t m e r  
of Youth Services un t i l  J a n u a r y  17, 1972. DYS. to th i s  d a y  says  Bi l l  Wolfe,  ow~ 
the  p rogram more  t h a n  $100,000 for  expenses  d a t i n g  back  to 1970. 

CAP's  original,  verba l  con t r ac t  w i th  Mil ler  cal led for  the  p r o g r a m  to  rece 
$25 per  week per  youth.  This  t u r n e d  out  to be an  un rea l i s t i ca l ly  low figure. Ev~ 
a t  today ' s  much h igher  rates  the  p rog ram is able  to  su rv ive  only by p a y i n g  i ~ 
eighty-five s t a f f  members  a r o u n d  the  s t a t e  very  low sa lar ies .  C o u n s e l o r s  sta '  
a t  $115 to $140 a week, and can .go  as  h igh  a s  $235. They  a re  r e q u i r e d  to w o r k  
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fifty to fifty-five hour  week, and many, Wolfe says, w o r k  as many as seventy- 
five---for no ex t ra  pay. Nonetheless,  Wolfe says he has never  h a d  any trouble 
finding college-educated staff, though most  of them are young and have had little 
experience in handl ing del inquent  kids before they joined CAP. 

The inexperienced staff, and the low pay, has  caused CAP some problems. The 
DYS Evaluat ion Team, which periodically examines the operation of a l l  pr ivate  
programs tha t  cont rac t  wi th  the depar tment ,  severely criticized CAP's Lawrence 

• ",rogram last  year.  T h e  evaluators  contended tha t  the staff, who were grumbl ing  
,oou t  the low pay, were  providing ineffective and lackadaisical  supervision, and 
tha t  there  was  poor communicat ion between the mainly white staff  and the mainly 
black and P u e r t o  Rlcan youngsters.  They cited a high rear res t  ra te  among t h e  
youth as the  main consequence of these problems. 

Evaluat ions  Of three  other  CAP programs, however, were highly complimen- 
tary, prais ing staff  members '  enthusiasm for their  work and the cohesiveness of 
their  t r ea tment  and  supervision. Th e evaluators  said tha t  police and other  com- 
muni ty  agencies had a high degree of confidence in the programs'  abil i ty to keep 
"'~e youths  out,of trouble. 

Bill  Wolfe cited ano ther  s tudy as proof of his content ion tha t  his  program,  
and non-residential  services generally, are  the best a l te rnat ive  to t ra ining schools. 
The . l a t e s t  repor t  o f  an ongoing seven-year s tudy o f  DYS by t h e  Harva rd  Center 

. f o r  Cr imina l  Just ice,  Wolfe says, shows tha t  t h e  only region in the s ta te  where 
recidivism has  d ropped  significantly Since the ins t i tu t ions  were closed is Region 
I I - - t h e  Worces ter  r eg ion - -whe re  CAP h n s i t s  largest  p rogram.  
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NEON YORK STATE EXECUTIVE DEPARTMENT 
D I V I S I O N  F O R  Y O U T H  

84 HOLLAND AVENUE 
ALBANY, NEWYORK 12208 

PETER S EDELMAN "~ 
DIRECTOR - 

December 22, 1977 

Honorable  John  C. Culver  
U n i t e d  S t a t e s  Sena te  
Rm. 3h~ R u s s e l l  S e n a t e  O f f i c e  Bldg .  . ' ;  
Washington, D.C. 20510 

Dear Senator Culver: 

In response to your request for more information concerning the 
Independent Livin6 Project of the New York State Division for 
Youth, I am happy to provide you with the following information. 

In July of 1976, the New York State Division for Youth began the .-, 
Independent Living Pro~ect, an experimental project designed to 
add to its System of community-based alternatives to incarceration. 
The LFJ~-funded program started with 90 delinquent or pre-delinquent 
Juveniles and a new idea: independent living combined with super- 

vision and support services. 

The Independent Living ProjeCt fills a service delivery gap for 
certain youngsters between the ages of 15 and 20. The following 
criteria are utilized to deteznnine eligibility for the program: 

i. A desire to enter the program and a willingness 
to structure their personal life and relationships 
to ms/ntain non-delinquent behavior and achieve 

self-sufficiency- 

2. Ability to care for personal hygiene. 

3. Ability to ~alntain self-dlscipline in such ~tters 
as punctuality in meeting bbligatione and accomplishing 

basic tasks. 

h. Evidence of reasonable potential of functioning 
independentl~ in the community within six months of 
entering.~he program. 

/ 
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Honorable John C. Culver 
December 22, 1977 
Page Two 

J u v e n i l e s  r e f e r r e d  ' t o  t h e  program a r e  from v a r y i n g  backgrounds  and 
d i f f e r  i n  age and s t a t u s .  However, t h e  program has  p roved  p a r t i c -  
u l a r l y  s u c c e s s f u l  w i t  h t h e  f o l l o v i n g  c a t e g o r i e s  o f  J u v e n i l e s :  

i. Juveniles who can not be placed in foster care or 
a residential program because of age or some other 
reason but who have managed successfully in a group 

. home setting. 

2. Juveniles who have fared poorly in a foster or group 
home setting but Who have not engaged in further de- 
linquent conduct. 

3. Juveniles who the court has reeczm:ended he placed 
in a program with minimal supervision because of 
their maturity. 

The Independent Living Project provides its youths with a $350.00 
monthly Subsidy intended to cover expenses they incur as they 
learn to live on their own. Due to the minimal cost of its 
residential component, the per capita cost of the Independent 
Living Project With all support services is still almost half 
of New York's least expensive residential programs except for 
foster care. 

Receipt Of a subsid~ is conditioned upon the acceptance of certain 
requirements and the achievement of certain goals. Together 
caseworkers and the Juvenile draw up a written contract upon the 
Juvenile's entry into the program. The contract includes a 
monthly budget delineating how the money is to be spent and how 
additional sources of income, if any, are to be applied. It also 
includes a service plan which states the behavioral, educational 
and vocational goals by which the Juvenile's performance in the 
program is measured. Behavioral goals might include restrictions 
upon contact With certain friends or adhering to a self-imposed 
curfewJ The individual educational goal set for each youth might 
be achieved through remedial help while attending a traditional 
high school, attendance at an alternative Divisionf~r Yout~h high 
school, or high school equivalency preparation. Vocational goals 
reflect the expectation that all program participants develop or 
maintain occupational skills and the personal discipline required 
for productive employment. In cases where full or part-time 
employment conflicts with educational goals or additional respon- 
sibiiities, non-profit human service work may be expected. 
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Honorable John C. Culver 
December 22, 1977 
Page Three 

within these basic outlines, the program strategy is flexible. 
Indeed, the option which the program allows for fitting services 
to the particular needs of the youngsters is one of its major 
advantages. A youngster can avail himself of various day programs 
which have been developed by the Division for Youth to address the 

special needs of different youths. 

The program matches freedom with responsibility. Accountability is 
built in through weekly meetings of the caseworker at which the 
youth turns over to the caseWor ker his or her receipts: for money 
spent during the previous week and receives his or her weekly 
subsidy. A monthly visit by the caseworker to the youngster's 
place of residence and educational or vocational site is required. 
The subsidy may be withdrawn in part or in whole if the youth is 
not meeting the stated goals. Comprehensive evaluation occurs 
every three months when the contract must be renewed. Six months 
is considered to be the average appropriate length of an inde- 

pendent living project. 

Adolescents admitted to the Independent Living Project are confronted 
directly with the issue of independence, self-sufficiency and ap- 
propriate behavior. Although full evaluation is not yet completed, 
the success of the program is indicated bY a very low recidivism 
rate of program participants. ,Those youth who have been terminated 
from the program are not necessarily viewed as program failures 
because" the experience of Independent Living Project may help a 
troubled youth res~ize his or her own limitations and lead to a 
successful adaptation to a more structured living situation. 

At present 90 adolescents are participating in the program. At 
least i00 more adolescents could be appropriately served at this 

point if the program were to expand. 

The Division for Youth considers the Independent Living Program an 
important component in New York's youth service system. 

Sincerely ~ 

Ede~nan 
Director 

•/i 
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J Y . O . U .  I n c .  - I n t e n s i v e  P r o b a t i o n  P r o g r a m  

A ~ o - Y e e r  Report  
L.~ 1971-1973 

Z.  I n t r o d u c t i o n  
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\ \  

A .  Setti._S 
Youth O p p o r t u n i t i e s  Upheld, Znc. (Y.O.'U.) I n t e n s i v e  P roba t i on  

Program, Worcester ,  Haas. ,  was i n i t i a t e d  In  3une,  1971 to  serve 

a s  a c O m m u n l t y - b a s e d  a l t e r n a t i v e  t o  l n s t l t u t t o n a l l z a t l o n l f o r  

y o u t h  who a r e  I n  d i f f i c u l t y  w l t h  t h e  J u v e n i l e  J u s t i c e  S y s t e m .  

The  p r o g r a m  I s  s u p p o r t e d  by  t h e  N a s s a c h u s e t t s  C o m m i t t e e  on Law 

E n f o r c e m e n t  a n d  A d n t t n l s t r a t l o n  o f  C r l m l n a l  3 u s t l c e  a s  a n a c t t o n  

~ r a n t  u n d e r  T i t l e  Z,  P a r t  C ,  o f  t h e  Omnibus  C r l m e  C o n t r o l  a n d  

S a f e  S t r e e t s  A c t  o f  1 9 6 8 .  

B. P ro j ec t  Ooals 

The proRreunwas addressed to  two ove r -a r ch l n~  sets  o f  

o b j e c t i v e s :  (1) to  r e h a b i l i t a t e  and r e d l r e c t  a ~roup o~ Juven l i e  

o~ fenders ,  and thus to  Rain Improved k n ~ l e d K e  o f  deI ln~uency 

p reven t i on  and (2) to  a c t i y a t e  community Involvement  In  the 

de l inquency problem. More s p e c i f i c a l l y ,  these goals can be 

s t a t e d :  

1. The p r o g r a m  h e l p s  y o u n g s t e r s  c o m i n g b e f o r e  t h e  
W o r c e s t e r  J u v e n i l e  C o u r t ,  f a n , i n K  t n  aKe f r o m  
1 3 - 1 6 ,  w h ~ l e  t h e y  r e m a l  n ~n t h e i r  homes w h e r e  
t h e  b a s i c  p r o b l e m  e x l s t s .  W i t h  r e h a b i l i t a t i o n ,  
r ~ d l r e o t i o n  a n d  p r e y e n t l o n  o h J e c t l v e s  i n  m i n d ,  
t h e  o r o R r a m  v i e w s  t h e  c h i l d  w i t h i n  t h e  c o n t e x t  o f  
h is  whole w o r l d - -  h is  f a m i l y ,  h i s  Deer 1Rroup, 
h is  schoo l tn~ ,  and h ls  re ]a t l onnhJ~s  In  the com- 
muni ty .  The u l t i m a t e  e f f e c t  o f  t h t s  d l r e c t  se rv l ce  
is  to  reduce cr~me by reductn~ r e c i d i v i s m  amon~ 
demonstrated r e c l d l v l s t s .  
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2. The program l h  C o o p e r a t i o n  wi th  s e v e r a l  u n i v e r -  
s i t i e s  and c o l l e g e s ,  p r o v i d e s  supe rv i sed  f i e l d  
p r a c t i c e  and research  o p p o r t u n i t i e s  f o r  Kraduate  
and u n d e r g r a d u a t e  s t u d e n t s  i n  ~ u i d a n c e  and p s y -  
choloKy,  s o c i a l  r e h a b i l i t a t i o n ,  and s o c i a l  work ,  
t h e r e b y  c r e a t i n g  a p a n e l  o f  t r a i n e d  p r o f e s s i o n a l s  
t o  work w i t h  J u v e n i l e  d e l i n q u e n t s . .  

3. The p rog ram,  i n  c o o p e r a t i o n  w i t h  i t s  Board o f  D i r -  
e c t o r s 0  a c t s  as  an a d v o c a t e  on b e h a l f  o f  y o u t h  
t o  deve lop  a g r e a t e r  S o . u n i t y  a w a r e n e s s  o f  t h e  
p r o b l e ~  f a c i n g  y o u t h  and s e r v e s  t o  s t i m u l a t e  a 
m e a n i n g f u l  r e s p o n s e  t o  t h e i r  v a r i e d  n e e d s .  

C, Pro ec t  Po u l a t t o n  

The Y.O.U. youth were sent  to  p a r t i c i p a t e  i n  t h e  proKram as 

a c o n d i t i o n  o f  t h e i r  O b l l K a t l o n  t o  the c o u r t .  Boys and ~ l r18  

were to  be i n c l u d e d ,  rangtnK in  a~e from 1] t o  i 7 ,  f u n c t i o n i n g  

a t  a no~nal  l e v e l  o f  I n t e l l i g e n c e ,  and ~ e e  o f  p h ~ s i c a l l y  ad -  

d i c t i n g  dr~g8. G e n e r a l l y ,  the p r o j e c t  p a r t i c i p a n t s  were r e -  

p e a t e r s ~  b u t  t h e  c o u r t  cou ld  a s s i K n  0 r f e n d e r s  a t  i t s  d i s c r e t i o n .  

I n  no way cou l d  i t  be s a i d  t h a t  t h e  ¥ .O.U.  y o u t h  were  s e l f -  

s e l e c t e d  p a r t i c l p a s t s ;  m o t i v a t e d  by a d e s i r e  t o  s e e  t h e  Y.O.U.  

" p r o j e c t  s u c c e e d .  

D. p r o s r a m  R a t i o n a l e  and Pro~rm~ C o m p o n e n t s  

The b a s i c  p rog ra~  de s iKn  r e f l e c t s  a h o l i s t i c  v iew o f  man.  

Too o f t e n ,  I n t e r v e n t i o n  s t r a t e g i e s  e s t a b l i s h  and  l d e n t t f ~  a 

J u v e n i l e  o f f e n d e r  by s e ~ n e n t i n g  him i n t o  b i o l o g i c a l ,  p s y c h o -  

l o g i c a l ,  and s o c i o l o g i c a l  components  i n  o r d e r  t o  t e s t  c a u s a l  

r e l a t i o n s h i p s .  The ~ y . o . U ,  a p p r o a c h  ho l d s  t h a t ,  i t  i 8  u n r ~ w a r d -  

l n g  t o  eeKment t h e  y o u t h f u l  o f f e n d e r .  R e h a b i l i t a t i o n  and  p r e -  

v e n t i o n  e f f o r t s  have t r a d i t i o n a l l y  been  d i r e c t e d  t o  s l n K i e ,  

i s o l a t e d  a s p e c t s  of  t h e  P r o ~  lem such  as  i n d i v i d u a l  c o n f l i c t s ,  

peer  r e l a t i o n s h i p S :  fam l l y  l n t e r a o t t o n s ~  and socto-economtC s t r e s s  
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Whi le i ~ l o r t n K  the f a c t  t h a t  i t  i s  the  i n t e r a c t i o n  o f  these  d i -  

"menslons t h a t  p roduce the complex problem o f  d e l i n q u e n t  b e h a v i o r  

as  a form o f  c o p i n g .  

I s o l a t i n g  c o n c e p t u a l l y  p a r t i c u l a r  comT~onents o f  d e l i n q u e n c y  

phenomena may be u s e f u l  f o r  e m p i r i c a l  s t udy ,  bu t  In  d e a l l n ~  w i t h  

d a y - t o - d a y  r e h a b $ 1 1 t a t i v e  s e r v i c e ,  a comprehensive h o l l s t l c  p r o -  

cess i s  the most p rom is i ng  f o r  ach lev tn~  d e s i r e d  chan~es In  

b e h a v i o r .  

P a r t i c i p a n t s  i n  the  prod-ram are o b l i g a t e d  by the  Cour t ,  as 

conditio n o fprobat lon,  to attend the program for:a minimum of 

a t w e l v e - w e e k  p e r i o d  on a d a i l y  b a s i s  a f t e r  s c h o o l ,  Nonday 

t h r o u g h  F r i d a y ,  an  a d d i t i o n a l  t w e l v e - w e e k  p e r i o d  on a w e e k l y  

b a s i s ,  and a f i n a l  t w e l v e - w e e k  p e r i o d  d u r i n g  wh ich  t h e r e  lS  a 

t e r m i n a t i o n  l n t e n v i e w  and e v a l u a t i o n .  

Dur ing  the p rog ram 's  f l r e t  y e a r  o f  o p e r a t i o n ,  e i g h t  ma jo r  

e x p e r i e n c e s  Were p r o v i d e d  f o r ~ e e c h  y o u t h  conmr l t ed  t o  t h e  p r o g r a m .  

T h e s e  i n c l u d e d :  week ly  c o u n s e l i n g ;  f a m i l y  t h e r a p y  s e s s i o n s  

a n d p a r e n t  g r o u p s  e v e r y  o t h e r  week;  l n d l v i d a u l  m e d i c a l  and 

d e n t a l  e x a m i n a t i o n s ;  b l - w e e k l y  (Honday and W e d n e S d a y )  g roup  

r a p s  f o r  t h e  y o u t h s ;  h i - w e e k l y  (Tuesday  and T h u r s d a y )  e d u c a -  

t i o n . v o c a t i o n  a s s i s t a n c e ;  and a week ly  ( ~ r t d ~ )  r e c r e a t i o n  

program.  These components w i l l  be b r ~ e f ! y  d e s c r i b e d .  

1, Counse l ln~  
" Each y o u n g s t e r  In  the  p rogram was seen on a 

week ly  bas is  f o r  i n d i v i d u a l  c o u n s e l i n g .  The coun- 
s e l i n g  p rocess  u t i l i z e d  i n  the program was i n  the 
C l a s s i c a l  t r a d i t i o n ,  t h a t  i s ,  I t  r e l i e d  q u i t e  
h e a v i l y  on the development o f  a t r u s t i n g ,  h e l p f u i  
r e l a t i o n s h i p  as t he  ma jo r  means towards a t t a i n i n g  
i n s i g h t .  The s t a n d a r d  t e c h n i q u e s ,  n a m e l y ,  v e n t i -  
l a t i o n ,  : s u p p o r t ,  i n s i g h t ,  and c o n f r o n t a t i o n  
e m p l o y e d .  :However, s p e c i a l  e f f o r t  was made ~ : r e  

' a s s i s t  t h e  ~younR o f f e n d e r  t o  r e co f f~ l ze  r e a l i t y ,  t o  

3 ̧  
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accept i t s  l i m i t a t i o n s ,  and t o  f e e l  t h a t  he had 
- the power to  exe rc l se  f~ee choice In  the s i t u a t i o n s  
"which shape onees l l f e .  Then, each youngster  wan 
made aware of  h i s  op t ions  and was helped t o  f e e l  
t h a t  he could make t~ee choices among a l t e r n a t i v e s  
so long as he was ready and able t o  accept the  con- 
sequences of  h is  cho lce.  These a l t e r n a t i v e s  ranked 
lh-om the poss ib le  ways o f  hand l ing  persona l  f e e l t n K s ,  
to  fee l tnK  ~ e e  t o  make chanKes I n  Chats e n v i r o n -  
ment (through f o s t e r  homes or  r e s i d e n t i a l  p lacemant 
i f  war ran ted) .  

2. M e d l c a l  Exams 
Each .youngster was exanttned by hls/her family 

d o c t o r  o r  by a p h y s i c i a n  who v o l u n t e e r e d  h i s  _ s e r -  
v i c e s .  The p u r p o s e  o f  t h i s  p h y s i c a l  was t o  d i s K - -  
n o s e  and t r e a t  e . x i s t i n K  a b n o r m a l i t i e s  o f  a m e d i c a l  
o r  d e n t a l  n a t u r e  w h i c h  may be h a m p e r i n g  t h e  i n d i -  
v i d u a l ' s  a b i l i t y '  t o  Cope w i t h  h i s  l i f e  s i t u a t i o n ,  

3. Or~up Rap 
F o r  one h o u r  on Mondays  and Wednes days  ~ t h e  

y o u n g s t e r s  were  d i v i d e d  i n t o  s m a l l ,  c o - e d u c a t i o n a l  
Kroupsp $n recoKn i t ton  o f  the s i g n i f i c a n c e  o f  peer  
r e l a t i o n s h i p s  a t  t h i s  p a r t i c u l a r  stage i n  the  deve l -  
opmental process. The purpose o f  these sma l l  groups 
was to  enhance the younKster ' s  se l f - Image  and self- 
confidence In coplng wlth a social situation, 
Through the KrouP orocess,  a t t i t u d e s  about themse lves ,  
t h e i r  f a m i l i e s ,  t h e i r  netshborhoods,  t h e i r  schoo l s ,  
the p o l i c e ,  and  t h e i r  community wou~d be post tSve. ly  
a f f e c t e d .  I n  a c c o r d a n c e  w i t h  t h e  s ~ a ~ e o  g o a ~ s ,  ~ne 
"group rap sess ions"  inc luded, both a ~ereonal  ga-owth 
emphasis as w e l l  as s p e c i f i e d  content  m a t t e r .  

• Hence, the ~-oup leadez~s'assl~ned t o  the  i n d i -  
v idua l  RTOUpS at tempted to  c rea te  a n ~ l t e u  tn  which 
group d iscuss ion i n c l u d e d  the f r ee  f low oe exp res -  
s ion o f  fee l ings  focused around "here and now m con- 
t e n t  $ssues such .as school  problems, peer  r ~ l a t l o n -  
sh ips ,  drugs,  and p a r e n t a l  con l " l l c t s .  

~. Edueat l ona l /Voca t  t ona l  Program 
On Tuesdays and T h u r s d ~ v s ,  the p a ~ t i c ! p a n t s  

took pa r t  In an e d u c a t i o n a l / v o c a t i o n a l  program 
which emphasized maximum p a r t i c i p a t i o n  by the younK- 
s ter~ themselves In  the l ea rn ing  process ,  t n  es-  
sence, t h i s  aspec t  o~ the p r o g r a :  helps . the young- 
steers t o  know h i s / h e r  a b i l i t i e s ,  t a l e n t s ,  s k i l l s ,  and 
ln~eres ta  by g i v i n~  h im/her  t he  o p p o r t u n i t y  t o  be sue- 
cess tu l ,  to develop s e l f - c o n f i d e n c e  and unders tand ing 
o f  h imse l f  oZ" h e r s e l f ,  and t o  g ive h im/her  lnfoa~nat lon 
about educa t iona l  and. v o c a t i o n a l  o p p o ~ u n t t i e s .  T h i s  
was a c c o m p l i s h e d  ~by d i r e c t  c o n t a c t  and  i n v o l v e m e n t  
w i t h  W o r c e s t e r  ( N a s a . ) .  b u s i n e s s ,  l n d u s t ~ e s ,  s c h o o l s  
and eo ! l eges .  Tht0r~nE was a l s o  p~ovtded t o  help 
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the student improve hls/heR skills and abilities In any 
scholastic area in which he/she expressed a need. 

Despite the fact that opportunities for major 
improvements In academic and basic skills are built 
Into tnls program, the primary educatlonal/vocatlonal 
emphasls reflected an attempt to effect chan~e In 
the student's unders~andlnR, attitudes, values, and 
Informatlon, rather than In specific academic achieve- 
ment. The basic premise was that no one but the 
young person h i m s e l f / h e r s e l f  can provlde sufficient 
motivation for hlm/her to learn, or to glve hlm/her the 
confidence needed to plan his future. Therefore, the 
:learnln~ experlences were deslgned as a series of situa- 
tions in which the younKster could be~In to find himself/ 
herself and to Rain a self-appreclatlon and hlgher 
s e l f - e s t e e m .  

Physical Education Program 
On Frldays, a physical educatlon program was 

scheduled. Conslatent Wlth the milieu therapy 
orientation at Y.O.U., Inc. the primary ~oals are 
to help the youn~ person to learn to "play by the 
rules"; to make changes in attitudes towards au- 
thority; and to develop a more positive self-lmaKe 
and new conf idences in  h is  a b i l i t y  t o  accompl ish 
t a s k s .  The s e c o n d a r y  g o a l s  e r e  t o  h e l p  y o u t h  t o  
develop s k i l l  i n  a v a r i e t y  o f  ~ t h l e t l c  a c t i v i t i e s ;  
t o  u t i l i z e  c r e a t i v e l y ,  r ~ c r e a t ~ o n a l  t i m e ;  and to  
de@elop and m a i n t a i n  h e a l t h y  bodies..  

Fam11~ Therapy 
Since the program was designed to  i nc l ude  not  

only the young norm ̀  v i o l a t o r  but a lso h i s / h e r  f a m i l y ,  
each worker asslgned to an individual" youth met on 
a regular basis wit h the client and hls/her imme- 
diate family. Here again, the direction taken Is 
quasi,therapeutic. The worker sometimes took the 
role of therapist, and at other times the role of 
advocate. As therapist, the worker met with the 
f a m i l y  a t  l e a s t  e v e r y  o t h e r  week ;  t h e  h y p o t h e s i s  was 
t h a t  by m e e t i n g  with t h e  whole f a m i l y ,  t h e  f a m i l y  
l e a r n s  t o  cope mope a d e q u a t e l y  w i t h  t h e  d a y - t o - d a y  
p r o b l e m s  w i t h  which  t h e y  a r e  f a c e d ;  t h e y  l e a r n  t o  
work t o g e t h e r  and p u l l  t o K e t h e r  I n  t i m e s  o f  c r i s i s ;  
they learn to give support to each other based on a 
sound, r e a l i s t i c  understanding, of one ano the r ' s  needs 
and f e e l i n g s .  The worker  he~ped c l a r i f y  problems 
in communication and interaction within t h e  family. 
As a d v o c a t e ,  he o r  she  h e l p e d  t h e  f a m i l y  maneuver  
t h e i r  way t h r o u g h  t h e  many c o m p l i c a t e d  s o c i a l  s y s t e m s  
which t h e y  a r e  r e q u i r e d  t o  n e g o t i a t e  on a d a i l y  b a s i s  
(for example, t h e  school system , t h  e Judicial system, 
the welfare system). This advocacy role helped 
families galn a sense of power and gain facility in 
makln~ realistic choices amon~ the available alterna-" 
tlves. 
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P a r e n t  Grouv M e e t i n g s  
P a r e n t  ~ roups  were h e l d  e v e r y  o t h e r  week.  

P a r e n t s  were s t r o n g l y  e n c o u r a g e d  ( b u t  n o t  l e g a l l y  
r e q u i r e d )  to  a t t e n d  t h e s e  s e s s i o n s  where  t h e y  were  
g i v e n  t h e  o p p o r t u n i t y  t o  d i s c u s s  t h e i r  c o n c e r n s  
and I n t e r e s t s  In  a n o n - t h r e a t e n i n ~  a t m o s p h e r e  and 
w i t h  a ~roup o f  t h e i r  p e e r s .  The ~roup had c h a n ~ -  
l n g  membership as  w e l l  as  a v a r i e d  l e a d e r s h i p  w h i c h  
r educed  the  p o s s i b i l i t i e s  o f  c o n t i n u i t y  f rom s e s s i o n  
t o  sess i on  t b u t  emPhaSized t he  h e r e - a n d - n o w  a s p e c t  
o f  t he  e x p e r i e n c e .  

B e h a v i o r  M o d i f i c a t i o n  
On- the  b a s l s  o f - - f i n d i n g s  t n  t h e  f i r s t  y e a r ' s  

e v a l u a t i o n ,  a p rog ram o f  p o s i t i v e  r e i n f o r c e m e n t  
t e c h n i q u e s  and a t o k e n  s y s t e m  were i n t r o d u c e d  and 
t e s t e d  du r ln~  t h e  1972 SUeu~er S e s s i o n  w i t h  t h e  p a r -  
t i c u l a r  a im o f  r e a c h i n g  t h o s e  y o u t h  whom t h e  p r e -  
v i o u s  y e a r ' s  p rog ram a p p e a r e d  no t  t o  have  a f f e c t e d  v e r y  

• c a u s i n g  t h e  most  c o n c e r ~  I n  ~ s  r e s p e c t  much. The R~o u ' " 
cou ld  be descrtU~ed as p a s s i v e - a n t i s o c i a l  • 
p a s s i v e  a n t i s o c i a l  i s  t h a t  y o u n K s t e r  w h o d e m o n s t r a t e s  
r e l a t i v e l y  l i t t l e  a f f e c t .  B e h a v i o r a l l y ,  he o r  s h e  
, Is w t t h d r a s n  and does  no t  a c t i v e l y  become i n v o l v e d  
In  t he  t h e r a p e u t i c  ~ r o c e s s .  I t  was t h o u g h t  t h a t  
p o s i t i v e  e e t n f o r c e m e n t  t e c h n i q u e s  would i n d u c e  a 
sen~e o f  r e s p o n s i b i l i t y  f o r s e l f - a o t l v a t t n g  c h a n ~ e s  
In  b e h a v i o r .  

The r a t i o n a l e  f o r  t h i s  app roach  s t e m s  from J u -  
v e n i l e  r e s e a r c h  s t u d i e s  t h a t  s u g g e s t  t h a t  y o u t h f u l  
o f f e n d e r s  a r e  o f t e n  c a u g h t  i n  what  has  been  c a l l e d  
t h e  " l e a r n e d  h e l p l e s s n e s s  syndrome" ,  A l i f e t i m e  o f  
i n c o n s i s t e n t  r e w a r d s  and p u n i s h m e n t s  t e a c h  t h e s e  
c h i l d r e n  t h a t  no t h l nK  t h e y  do o r  say  h a s  any e f f e c t  
on Whether t h e y  r e c e i v e  p r a i s e  o r  p u n i s h m e n t .  The 
same a c t  t h a t  e l i c i t s  p u n i s h m e n t  on one o c c a s i o n  
may e l i c i t  p a s s i v e  a c c e p t a n c e  o r  be  IKnored  on a n -  

0 t h e r  o c c a s i o n .  E v e n t u a l l y ,  i n c e n t i v e  t o  t a k e  r i s k s  
t h a t  n ~ h t  m e r i t  p r a i s e  f a d e s  away,  t o ~ e t h e r  w i t h  
t h e  g~owlng l o s s  o f  t h e  f e e l i n g  of  c o n t r o l  and p u r -  
p o s e .  I m p u l s i v e ,  a c t i n g - o u t  b e h a v i o r  i s  a f r e q u e  n t  
m a n i f e s t a t i o n  o f  a t t e m p t s  t o  ward o f f  t h e  a n x i e t y  

.and d i m i n i s h  t h e  d i s c o m f o r t  r e s u l t l n ~  from t h e  moun t -  
l n g  s e n s e  o f  h e l p l e s s n e s s  and l o s s  o f  c o n t r o l ~  

~n o r d e r  t o  r e d e v e l o p  i n c e n t i v e  f o r  c o n s t r u c -  
t i v e  b e h a v i o r ,  a b e h a v i o r  s h a p l n ~  s y s t e m  u s l n ~  o n l y  
p o s i t i v e  r e i n f o r c e m e n t  was d e s i g n e d  and I m p l e m e n t e d .  

Tokens were e a r n e d  f o r  (1)  c o n t r o l l e d  b e h a ~ t o r .  
i . e . ,  b e i n g  i n  t h e  a p p r o p r i a t e  p l a c e  and n o t  b e i n 8  
d i s r u p t i v e  and (,2) g rowth  c h a n g e s ,  i . e . ,  a c t i v e  p a l ' -  
t l c l p a t i o n  In  a s c h e d u l e d  a c t i v i t y .  Tokens  a r e  
c o n s i d e r e d  c o n c r e t e  i n d i c a t o r s  o f  r e l n f o r c e m e n t ~  
c o n s i d e r e d  as  ~.O.U. money t h a t  can be e x c h a n g e d  f o r  
food i n  a Y.O.U, r S t O ~ "  

P o i n t s  we re  accumu la ted  a l s o  i n  r e l a t i o n  t o  t h e  
number of t o k e n s  e a r n e d  each  day .  The p u r c h a s l n K  

3 
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power  o f  p o i n t s  i s  c o n s i d e r e d  t o  be more v a l u a b l e  
s i n c e  t h e y  can be e x c h a n g e d  f o r  a v a r i e t y  o f  Roods,  
e . K .  r e c o r d s ,  movie  t i c k e t s ,  c l o t h e s ,  s p o r t i n g  Roods ,  
e t c .  P o i n t s  a r e  c o n n e c t e d  t o  lonR t e r m  ~ o a l s ,  
w h e r e a s  t o k e n s  f u n c t i o n  as  more i m m e d i a t e  r e i n f o r c e r s .  

The u l t i m a t e  a im o f  a b e h a v i o r  m o d i f i c a t i o n  p r o -  
~ram i s  t o  move t h e  i n d i v i d u a l  from l o w - l e v e l  r e i n -  
f o r c e r s  t o  h t R h e r - l e v e l  ones  t h a t  i n v o l v e  s o c i a l  r ~ -  
wards  such  as  p e e r  group  r e s p e c t ,  a c c e p t a n c e  by o t h e r s ,  
e t c .  I n  t h l s  proRram i t  i s  the s o c i a l  i n t e r a c t i o n  
between the youth and the a u t h o r i t y  f i g u r e  admtnt-  
s t e r i n K  t h e  p o s i t i v e  r e 2 n f o r c e m e n t  t h a t  i s  s e e n  t o  
be t h e  most  p o w e r f u l  d e t e r m i n a t o r  o f  c h a n g e .  

II. Evaluation DeslEn 

A. G e n e r a l  O u t d e l t n e s  

The b r o a d  a lms  o f  t h e  e v a l u a t i o n  proKram a r e  t o  (1)  p r o v i d e  

a c c o u n t a b ! l t t y . d a t a  t o  t h e  W o r c e s t e r  community and t h e  f e d e r a l  

s u p p o r t i n g  a g e n c i e s  on t h e  e f f e c t s  o f  t h e  I n t e n s i v e  P r o b a t i o n  

Program and (2 )  t o  add t o  t h e  g e n e r a l  u n d e r s t a n d i n g  o f  e f f e c t i v e  

t r e a t m e n t  m 0 d a l l t l e s  f o r  d e l i n q u e n t  you th .~  

I t  must  be e m p h a s i z e d  t h a t  t h e  r t R o r o u s - c o n t r o l s  n e c e s s a r y  ~ 

f o r  s o l i d  t h e o r e t i c a l  a d v a n c e s  r e R a r d l n R  d e l i n q u q n c y  Were n o t  

p o s s i b l e  i n  t h e  p r e s e n t  e v a l u a t i o n .  I n d e e d ,  t h e  e v a l u a t i o n  c o u l d  

be d e s c r i b e d  a s  s e a r c h i n E  ou t  r e g u l a r i t i e s  and r e l a t i o n s h i p s  i n  

t h e  d a t a  K a t h e r e d  as  e v i d e n c e d  by t r e n d s  as  w e l l  as  more e m p i r i -  

c a l l y  C o n c l u s i v e . f i n d i n g s .  

The o b j e c t i v e s  o f  t h e  e v a l u a t i o n  a re : :  (1)  t o  s t u d y  t h e  

r e l a t i v e  e f f e c t s  o f  t h e  I n t e n s i v e  P r o b a t i o n  Program on s e l e c t e d  

v a r i a b l e s  as  compared t o  two o t h e r  p r o b a t i o n  proRrams c o n d u c t e d  

by t h e  C o u r t ,  ( a )  t h e  ReRu l a r  ( i n d i v i d u a l )  p r o b a t l 0 n ,  and (b)  

t he  Group p r o b a t i o n ;  and (2)  t o  s e a r c h  ou t  l e a d s  as  t o  t h e  t y p e s  

o f  y o u t h f u l  o f f e n d e r ,  who a p p e a r  t o  b e n e f i t  t ~ e  most  and l e a s t  

from the I n t e n s i v e  Probat ion  Program. 

r 
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The euzJor, lntended outcomes a re  t o  secure l n fo r~na t l on  t h a t  

w l l l  permi t  b e t t e r  program dec is ion-mak ing:  

" 1. By Improving the e f f e c t i v e n e s s  o f  the I n t e n s i v e  Pr. ba- 
t l a n  P't,.ogram through more &ppropr la te  match ln~ o f  
p robat ioners  to  the program, and 

2. By l d e h t l r y l n g  those p roba t ion  youth who would p r o f l t  
t~om other  tFeatment altex~natives-. 

B. E v a l u a t i o n  Schema 

The Kenera l  schema o f  e v a l u a t i o n  f o r  bo th  the  1971-1972 and 

1972-1973 programs i s  represented In  l~lgure 1. 

Y.OjU. Oroups . Y.O.U. Outcomes 
P r o ~ a m  

P r e - P o s t  S e l e o t e d  
Mea su r e s  

Comparison O~oups Regu la r  
( I n d i v i d u a l )  Intez-vlews 

P r o b a t i o n  
R e c i d i v i s m  

Group 
Probat ion 

P lgu r e  I 
Geneeal E v a l u a t i o n  Schema 

The Y.O.U. groups were d lv lded  I n t o  t h r e e  sub-p: roups  f o r  

t he  pu rpose  o f  the  e v a l u a t i o n  s tud 'y ,  the  D l r s t  y e a r  1971-72p 

s u i t o r ,  1972, and the second year  1972-73. The Comparison 

groups  were a l s o  s t ud i ed  as  t h r e e  S e p a r a t e  g r o u p s ,  t h e  f l r s t  

y e a r ;  1971-72 ( . r e su la r  p r o b a t i o n )  and two groups  f u n c t i o n i n g  I n  

1972-73~ aEaln the  r e g u l a r  p r o b a t i o n  and a n o t h e r  l n v o l v e d  ,in" 

group t r e a t m e n t .  Group t r e a t m e n t  a t  the  ,Tuvenlle Cour t  began 

as a d i r e c t  r e s u l t  o f  t he  e f f o r t s  o f  three~ p r o b a t i o n  o f f i c e r s  who 

were apply ing group ~oda l l t y  / teehnloues.  

.-,) 
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The m a j o r  e v a l u a t i o n  c o m p a r i s o n s  t o  be  r e p o r t e d  w i l l  be  

baaed  on t h e  Y.O.Uo y o u t h  p a ~ t l c l p a t i n ~ . l n  t h e  S u ~ e r ,  1972 

and 1972-73  p r o g r a m  and t h e  r ~ R u l a r  p r o b a t i o n  ~roup f o r  1972-  

73. There were so few a i R n t f l c a n t  d i f f e rences  noted e i t h e r  

among the th ree  ¥oO.U. g~oups a~nd among the th ree  p r o b a t i o n  

groups and between pa i r ed  Y.O.U. and p r o b a t i o n  Rroups f o r  e i t h e r  

y e a r  t h a t  I t  s e e ~ e d  J u s t i f i e d  t o  draw c o n c l u s i o n s  f rom t h e  

s e c o n d  y e a r  d a t a  p r i m a r i l y .  I t  s h o u l d  be m e n t i o n e d  a l s o  t h a t  

o n l y  In  t h e  s e c o n d  y e a r .  was i t  p o s s S b l e  t o  o b t a i n  KrOup 

p r e - p o s t  m e a s u r e s  on b o t h  Compar i son  ~ r e u p s .  

O l f f e ~ e n c e s  n o t e d  b e t w e e n  Y.O.U. and P r o b a t i o n  y o u t h  ~f0r 

.1971-72 and f o r  1972-73  w i l l  be  r e p o r t e d  s i n c e  I t  was n o t  p o s -  

s i b l e  t o  s e l e c t  w e l ! - c o n t r o l l e d  ma tched  g r o u p s  on: a i l  s a ~ l e n t  

v a r i a b l e s .  I t  m u s t  be  r emembered  t h a t  b e c a u s e  t h e  c o u r t  a s -  

s i g n e d  J u v e n i l e  o ~ f e n d e r s  t o  a l l  R r o u p s t  r l R o r o u s  s a m p l i n g  

t e c h n i q u e s  y i e l d i n g  m a t c h e d  Compar i son  c r o u p s  c o u l d  n o t  be  

. a p p l i e d .  

C. The E v a l u a t i o n  S tudy  0 r o u p s  

The breakdown In  numbers  ~ o r  t h e  v a r i o u s  ~ roups  I s  r ~ p o r t -  

ed In Table 1. 

Tab le  1 
The Nes o f  t h e E v a l u a t l o n  Oroups 

¥ .O .U.  Compar i son  

F i r s t  Yean 1971-72 62 F i r s t  Year  1971-72  
R e K u l a r P r o b a t l o n  41 t 

S u ~ e r  1972 21 
Second'¥ea~ 1972-73 

Second YeKr 1972173 49 "Group Proba t ion"  18 
Regular Probat ion  33 
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1. 

2. 

1971-72 0roups  
In  m a t c h l n g  Y.O.U. t o - t h e  P r o b a t i o n  g r o u p ,  I t  was 

d i s c o v e r e d  t h a t - w h i l e  t h e  F3"oups were c a r e f u l l y  con-  
t r o l l e d  on c e r t a i n  e s s e n t i a l  c r i t e r i a  o f  a ~ e ,  s e x ,  and 
mean number of  o f f e n s e s p  t h e  t e n d e n c y  o f  t h e  Y.O,U. 
you th  toward o f f e n s e s  a g a i n s t  s e l f  and o t h e r  p e r e o n ~  
and t he  f a c t o r  o f  c o u r t  d i s p o s i t i o n  c l e a r l y  i m p l i e d  
t h a t  t he  ¥.O.U. group i n c l u d e d  more s e r i o u s  and d i f -  
f i c u l t  d e l i n q u e n t s .  A s i g n i f i c a n t l y  h l v . he r  p e r c e n t -  
age of  ¥.O.U. y o u t h  was p l a c e d  on p r o b a t i o n  and D.Y'.S. 
commitment ( s u s p e n d e d  s e n t e n c e )  a t  p o i n t  o f  e n t r y  i n t o  
t h e  p r o g l ' a ~ ,  t h u s  i n d i c a t i n g  a group  at~ g r e a t e r  r i s k .  

• Purthermore, the ¥.O.U. group p ~ s e n t e d  a more 
negat ive p r o f i l e  on f a m i l y ,  socto-economle,  and res idence 
f a c t o r ~ .  In  p a r t i c u l a r ,  Y.O.U. y o u t h  came f'rom more 
t roub led  f a m i l i e s ,  d is rup ted  homeS, female-based house- 
ho lds,  l a rge r  ~ami l ie8 ,  and were t i l t e d  to  the  1owe r 
socio-economlc l e v e l s .  Residency o f  the Y.O.U. group 
was more heav i l y  conf ined to  the Model C i t i e s  a rea ,  a 
l a rks  pub l ic  housing p r o j e c t ,  and neighborhoods undex~- 
going e thn i c ,  economic, and s o c i a l  d is loea t iOn8o The 
school p r o f i l e  s l m t i a r l y  r e f l e c t e d  an unhappy and more 
prob lemat ic  p i c t u r e ,  a l though the school  d l l ' f t c u l t i e e  
cha rac te r i se  both the Y.O.U. and the Regular  p r o b a t i o n  
grOUp 8. 

Combined 0roups (1971-72 and 1972-73 
The 1972-73 ¥.O.U. groups and t~he comparison 

K~'oups (Regular Probat ion and Oroup P roba t i on )  
did not d i f f e r  s u b s t a n t i a l l y  on s a l i e n t  v a r i a b l e s  o f  
background  and d e m o g r a p h i c  f a c t o r s .  

However, when b o t h  y e a r s '  y .O.U,  g r o u p s  a r ~  
Combined and compajred a g a i n s t  t h e  t o t a l  c o m p a r i s o n  
~ o u p 8  of  t h e . t w o  y e a r s t  a number of  s i g n i f i c a n t  
di~'i'erences o c c u r ,  The re  a r e :  

a) Age. The Y.O.U. group Is  youn~er, abou t  1~-1/2 on 
a v e r a g e ,  w i t h  t h e  c o m p a r i s o n  g r o u p s  averaRln¢~ 

o u t  a t  somewhat  o v e r  15 y e a r S .  

b) ~ e  o f  O f f e n c e .  The f i r s t  o f f e n s e  f o r  a ¥ .O.U.  
youth  18 more l i k e l y  t o  be a runaway  o r  s t u b b o r n  
c h i l d  c h a r g e  w i t h  b ~ e a k t n ~  and e n t e r i n ¢ ¢  o r  l a r c e n y  
a more t y p i c a l  c h a r g e  ~or t h e  Re~.ular  P r o b a t i o n  
group.  By t h e  t h i r d  o f f e n s e  an 2 h c r e a s e  i n  t r u a n t -  
i n k  and s ex  o f f e n s e s  shows up among ¥ .O.U.  members 
w i t h  t h e  R e g u l a r  P r o b a t i o n e r s  eonftrmnSng a p a t t e r n  
Of one and a h a l f  t i m e s  t h e  number o f  o f f e n s e s  a -  
~ a i n s t  p r o p e r t y  as  conTpared t o  o t h e r  o f f e n s e s .  
Even w i t h  r e s p e c t  t o  o f f e n s e s  c a t e g o r i z e d  as  a g a i n s t  
S e l f ,  t h e  p r o b a t i o n  group 18 more a p t  t o  d i s t u r b  
t h e  p e a c e  r a t h e r  t h a n  e n g a g e  i n  o t h e r  more p e r s o n -  
a l l y  o r i e n t e d  d e l t n o u e n t  a c t s  such  a s  r u n a w a y ,  s t u b -  
born c h i l d ,  d rugs ,  e t c .  These f l n d i n R s  suggest the 

l 0  
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d e l i n q u e n t  a c t  o f  t he  Y.O.U. you th  may be r e l a t e d  
t o  a somewhat d i f f e r e n t  s e t  o f  f a c t o r s  fPcm t h o s e  
r e s p o n s i b l e  f o r  t h e  d e l i n q u e n t  b e h a v i o r  o f  t h e p r o -  
ba t$on  Kroup. 

c) Most Recent  D i s p o s i t i o n  on entr,y i n t o  p rog ram.  
Y.O.U. you th  r ~ f l e c t  a s i g n i f i c a n t l y  h i g h e r  p e r c e n -  
t a g e  o f  p r o b a t i o n  d t s D o s i t i o n s ,  w i t h  t he  compar i son  
g roups  showing  a h i g h e r  p e r c e n t a g e  o f  c o n t i n u a n c e  
d i s p o s i t i o n s .  

d) Number o f  Mar r i a~es  s i n c e  the  b i r t h  o f  you th  and 
Number o f  P a r e n t s  I n  t he  Home. Y.O.U. you th  tend  
t o ' h a v e  more re -mar r la~ .e  i n  t h e i r  f a m i l i e s  and t o  
l i v e  w i t h  a n a t u r a l  mother  a lone  o r  w i t h  mother  and 
a n o t h e r  p e r s o n ,  no t  t he  n a t u r a l  f a t h e r .  

e)  Res idence°  Based on c ensus  t r a c t  d a t a  Y.O.U. you th  
a p p e a r ~ - o  come from somewhat m0r~ h a r d - p r e s s e d p o c k e t s  
o f  t h e  c i t y ,  a l a r g e  p u b l i c  h o u s ! n g  p r o j e c t ,  Model 
C i t i e s  a r e a ,  and a ne ighborhood  t h a t  i s  u n d e r g o i n g  
e t h n i c ,  economic and s o c i a l  d i s l o c a t i o n s .  The com- 
p a r i s o n  group i s  much m o r e w i d e l y  s p r e a d  t h r o u g h o u t  
t he  31 c e n s u s  t r a c t s .  

On o t h e r  v a r i a b l e s  such  as In  and Out o f  $choo l~  t h e r e  was no 

s i g n i f i c a n t  d i f f e ~ e n c e  between the  two g r o u p s  w i th  a 35~ ou~ o~ 

s c h o o l  r a t e  r e p o r t e d  f o r  b o t h  g r oups  ~. 

While number o f  s i b l i n g s  d i d  n o t  d l f f e r e n t i a t o  t h e  two 

g r o u p s ,  t h e r e  was a t endency  f o r  t h e  Y.O.U. r a m t l f e s  t o  be some- 

what  l a r g e r  (Y.O.U. ,  Q.28 vs .  P r o b a t i o n ,  3 . 7 6 ) .  No d i f f e r e n c e  

Jn b o y - g i r l  c o m p o s i t i o n  were no ted  w i th  more than  twice  the  num- 

b e r  o f  boys ove r  g i r l s  r e p r e s e n t e d  I n  each  ~roup.  ~or did num- 

b e r  o f  o f f e n s e s  up to  e n t r y  i n t o  t h e  program d i s t i n ~ u i s h  t h e  

t w o ' g r o u p s ,  bo th  a v e r a g i n g  between two and t h r e e  o f f e n s e s .  A 

low s o c i o - e c o n o m l c  s t a t u s  c h a r a c t e r i z e s  bo th  the  Y.O.U. and 

, o m p a r t s o n  f a m i l i e s  w i t h  t he  m a j o r i t y  f a l l i n g  i n  t he  two l owe s t  

c l a s s e s  on t h e  H o l l i n g s h e a d  Two-Fac to r  Index o f  S o c i a l  P o s i t i o n  

- -Oocupa t$on  and E d u c a t i o n .  
1 

To sum up,  t he  o v e r a l l  compar i son  o f  t he  two y e a r  combined 

1 Tab les  I-XVI Appendix A r e p o r t  t he  f u l l  a r r a y  o f  demographic,  
back~r0und d a t a  on the  combined ~roups  (1971-72 and 1972-7 ] )  

11 
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g ~ u p s  c l o s e l y  resembles  l a s t  y e a r e s  ptctur~P, c o n t r a s t i n g  t h e  

1971-72 Y.O.U. and P r o b a t i o n  y o u t h .  While b o t h  ~ r o u p s  e x h i b i t  

t y p l c a l  c h a ~ a c t e r i s t l c s  o f  the  l a r k s  i n d u s t r i a l  c i t y  y o u t h f u l  

ofg'ender0 i t  I s  the  Y.0.U. you th  t h a t  r e f l e c t  more t r o u b l e d  

background and c i r c u m s t a n t i a l  f a c t o r ~ .  He tends ,  t o  be youn~er  

w i th  between f o u r  t o  f i ve  s i b l i n g s ,  l i v i n g  w i t h i n  t h e  l t 'm l t ed  

• r e s o u r c e s  o f  a f ami ly  t h a t  Of ten  18 cared  f o r  by a m o t h e r  a l o n e  

o r  by a r e d e d  mother ,  and r e s i d i n g  i n  a d e p r e s s e d  a r e a  o f  

t he  c i t y .  The d i f f i c u l t i e s  engendered  by t h e  p r e s s  o f  t h e s e  

ciFcuemtance8 e re  m a n i f e s t e d  I n  b e h a v i o r  t h a t  ~ e n e r a t e s  c o n f l i c t  

wSth s o c i e t y  and e v e n t u a l  c o n t a c t s  w i t h  t he  c o u r t , "  The t y p e s  

o f  o f f e n s e s  connLttted appe a r  p r i m a r i l y  t o  be reseape e i t h e P ,  ~ o m  

l i f e  s t r e s s e s  by intoning swaT,  dr~g use,  t r u a n t i n g ,  d r i n k i n g ,  o r  

p r o t e s t  a g a l n s t  o t he rs  t h reu~b  a s s a u l t  on t h e i r  p r o p e r t y  o r  

p e r s o n s .  I t  i s  p o s s i b l e  t h a t  bo th  e sc ape  and p r e t e s t  a r e  l i n k e d  

t o  bas i c  f e e l i n g s  of' power l essness .  By t he  t ime  t h e  Y .O .U .  o f -  

f e n d e r  I s  en te red  I n  the  prep-am he has a l ~ .  ady had a c o u r t  i n -  + 

v o l v e m n t  s u f f i c i e n t l y  s e r i o u s  i n  n a t u r e  t o  have w a r r a n t e d  a 

d i s p o s i t i o n  o f  p r o b a t i o n  r a t h e r  t h a n  c o n t i n u a n c e .  

The e v a l u a t i o n  des ign  a t t e m p t s  to" t a p  two  majo r  s o u r c e s  o ~  

d a t a  t h a t  would i l . lumina te  some c o n h e c t i o n s  be tween i n t e r v e n -  

t i o n s  and e f f e c t s :  (1) t e s t s ,  r a t i n g s  and c o u r t  r e c o r d s ,  and (2)  

i n t e r v i e w s  o f  the  Y.0.U. p a r t i c i p a n t s .  C l e a r l y ,  t h e  number  o f  

i n p u t  p r e p a r e  v a r i a b l e s  i 8  beyond the  l i m i t s  o f  t h e  p r e s e n t  

e v a l u a t i o n t o  i s o l a t e  s p e c i f i c  e f f e c t s .  Outcomes a r e  viewed i n  

t e rms  o f  b r o a d  e f f e c t s  ~s they  a r e  r e f l e c t e d  In  t h e  two m a j o r  

compar ison ~Toups. 

1"2 
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I I I .  E v a l u a t i o n  R e s u l t s  

The r e s u l t s  o f  e v a l u a t i o n  w i l l  be p r e s e n t e d  I n  two majo r  s e c -  

t$ons:  A. Measured ~ f f e c t 8  and Rat ings and B. The I n t e r v i e w  Study .  

Par t  A w i l l  r e p o r t  on a number o f  ma jo r  r e l a t i o n s h i p s  s t u d i e d  

l n t h e  d a t a  g a t h e r e d  t h r o u g h  a v a r i e t y  o f  a s s e s s m e n t  p r o c e d u r e s .  These 

alND: 

1. Comparison o f  g roup  r e s u l t s  on the  J e s n e s s  I n v e n t o r y  
and Semant ic  D i f f e r e n t i a l :  Y~O.U. 9ombined vs .  
P r o b a t i o n  g roups  combined two y e a r s .  

2. Comparison o f  Y.O.U. v s .  P r o b a t i o n  r e c i d i v i s m .  

3. R e l a t l o  ~ o f  b e h a v i o r  m o d i f i c a t i o n  r e s u l t s  t o  r e c i d i v i s m .  

4. Y.O.U. s t a f f  r a t i n g s  o f  p r o g r e s s  n o t e d .  

5. R e l a t i o n  o f  t y p o l o g y  t o  s e l e c t e d  measured Outcomes.  

P a r t  B, t h e  I n t e r v i e w  s t u d y ,  i s  based  on an e x t e n s i v e  I n - d e p t h  

p e r 8 o n - t o - p e r s o n  i n t e r v i e w ,  ~ x p l o r e d  Y.O.U, y o u t h  wi~h r e s p e c t  t o  

t h e i r  p e r c e p t i o n s  o~ t h e  p rogram a c t i v i t i e s ,  t h e  c o u n s e l o r s ,  e x p e c t a -  

t i o n s  met and unmet ,  and t h e i r  view o f  t h e i r  p a r e n t ' s  p e r c e p t i o n  

o f  t h e  p rog ram,  and t h e i r  e x p e r i e n c e s  w i t h  s c h o o l .  

1. Measured E f f e c t s  

1. Tes t ed  E f f e c t s :  R e s u l t s  o f  t h e  J e s n e s s  and Semant ic  

D i f f e r e n t i a l  measur.es are found in  Appendix A. 

Turn ing now to  the t e s t  r e s u l t  8, a b r i e f  rev iew o f  the f i r s t  

year  e v a l u a t i o n  w i l l  be presented to  be fo l l owed  by the 1972-73 data 

l c t u r e ,  

The f i r s t  y e a r  Y.O.U. y o u t h  on the  3 e s n e s s  showed a p r o f i l e  

on t h e  S o c i a l  Ma lad ju s tme n t ,  Value O r i e n t a t i o n ,  and Immatu r i t y  

S c a l e s  s i m i l a r  to  t h a t  o f  l ~ o y e a r - o l d  i n c a r c e r a t e d  d e l l n q u e n t s  

r e p o r t e d  In  the  J e s n e s s  manual .  Y.O.U. p a r t i c i p a n t s ,  however ,  

j 
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a p p e a r e d  t o  be more a l i e n a t e d ,  l e e e  w i t h d r a w n ,  l e e s  a n x i o u s  

s o c i a l l y ,  and tsndl~lg less toward d e n i a l  and r e p r e e e l o n  than the  

repo r ted  d e l i n q u e n t  group. 

The A - S o c i a l  Index  which  18 moet c l o e e l y  r e l a t e d  t o ,  and 

most  p r e d i c t i v e  o f ,  d e l i n q u e n t  b e h a v i o r  i n d i c a t e d  t h a t  t h e  YOU 

d e l i n q u e n t  i s  comparable  t o  t h e  mino r  o f f e n d e r s .  The YOU 

p ~ f l l e  d e p i c t e d  you t h  h a v i n g  t r o u b l e  m e e t i n g  t h e  demands  o f  

l i v i n g  i n  s o c i a l l y  approved  ways t h a t  i n  t h e m s e l v e s  may n o t  be  

c o n s i s t e n t  w i t h  t h e  themes  o f  t h e i r  own c u l t u r a l  l i f e .  A l t h o u g h  

f e e l i n g s  o f  d i e t r ~ e t  and e s t r a n g e m e n t  i n  r e l a t i o n s h l p e  w i t h  

o t h e r o  seemed 8 t r o n K ,  t h e r e  wae s t i l l  an o p e n n e s s  o f  r e s p o n s e  

and e e n e t t £ v i t y  to  exper ience  and peop le  imp l i ed  i n  the  somewhat 

lower  s c o r e s  on w i t h d r a w a l ,  s o c i a l  a n x i e t y ,  r e p r e e e l o n ,  and d e n i a l .  

One s p e c u l a r ! o n  t h a t  was proposed t o  account  f o r  t hose  

f i n d i n g s  was t h a t  the g r e a t e r  s i m i l a r i t y  o f  YOU you th  t o  the  m i n o r  

o f t e n d e ~ s  r a t h e r  t h a n  t o  i n c a r c e r a t e d  d e l i n q u e n t s  on t h e  A S o c i a l  

I n d e x ,  even  t h o u g h  t h e r e  I e a l m o s t  ~ d e n t l c a l  s t a n d i n g  on t h e  

S o c i a l  M a l a d J u s t m s n t e c a l e  o f  yOU members w i t h  c o m m i t t e d  d e l i n q u e n t s  

wee a t t r i b u t a b l e  t o  t h e  f a c t  t h a t  YOU y o u t h  were g i v e n  a c o m m u n i t y -  

b a s e d  a l t e r n a t i V e  and had  n o t  y e t  e x p e r i e n c e d  t h e  dehuman '2z ing  

p r o c e e k  o f  i n s t i t u t i o n a l i z a t i o n -  

D i r e c t i o n a l  t r e n d s  a p p e a r i n K  i n  t h e  J e e n s e s  p r e - p o e t  s h i f t  

s c o r e  and r e l a t e d  t0 a f o u r  c a t ego rY  p e r s o n a l i t y  t y p o l o g y  

( n e u r o t i c ,  a n t l - e o c i a l  p a s s i v e ,  a n t i - s o c i a l  a c t i v e ,  and p e y c h o t i c ) ,  

and tO r e c i d i v i s m  i n d i c a t e d  t h a t  t h e  YOU program was more s u c c e s s f U l  

• w i t h  t h e  i n t e r n a l l y  c o n f l i c t e d  y o u t h f u l  o f f e n d e r  t h a n  w i t h  t h e  

a n t i - e o c i a l  d e l i n q u e n t  o r  t h e  s o c i a l i z e d  n o r ~ - v l o l a t o r .  
. . .  . . . . .  . . .  

C one t de r l nK  nex t  t h e  s econd  y e a r  e v a l u a t i o n  r e s u l t S ,  i t  IS 

n o t e d  t h a t  o n l y  She Uesneee  S c a l e - a n d  t h e  Semant l 'c  i D l f f e r e n t l a i  

measure were used to appraise chanRe In attitude and perceptions. 

1 Jl 
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The R o t t e r  measure o f  e x t e r n a l / I n t e r n a l  c o n t r o l  presented so much 

r e a d i n g  d i f f i c u l t y  t h a t  i t  was no t  c o n s i d e r e d  v a l i d  for, the  

p a r t i c i p a t i n g  groups. These data  present  the a n a l y s i s  o f  

va r iance  r e s u l t s  perforraed on the p r e - t o - p o s t  d i f f e r e n c e  scores 

obta ined on the two major  e v a l u a t i o n  study groups2 cons le t lnR o f  

t he  1972-73 p a r t i c i p a n t s .  Pew d i f f e r e n c e s  were noted between the 

groups In  terms o f  the amount o f  change r e a l i z e d  on e i t h e r  o f  the 

two measures, Three out o f  11 d i f f e r e n c e s  were s i K n l f l c a n t  on the  

Jesness: Value O r i e n t a t i o n ,  Aut ism,  and Den ia l ,  TWo o f  these 

r e g i s t e r e d  a s h i f t  I n  t h e  p o s i t i v e  d i r e c t i o n  f o r  t he  Comparison 

g roups  (Value  O r $ e n t a t l o n  and Au t i sm)  and one p o s i t i v e  change f o r  

t h e  YOU group  ( D e n i a l ) .  On t h e  Semant ic  D i f f e r e n t i a l  t h r e e  

d i f f e r e n c e s  were s i g n i f i c a n t .  Two o f  t h e s e  f avo red  the  Comparison 

Groups (Bo~s who d o n ' t  ~et  I n t o  t r o u b l e  and Adult.____~s) and one 

d i f f e r e n c e  r e f l e c t e d  p o s i t i v e  charier f o r  the  YOU group  ( ~  

~e t  I n t o  t r o u b l e ) .  C l e a r l y ,  t he  J e s n e s s  and Semant ic  D i f f e r e n t i a l  

f a i l  t o  y i e l d  a d i f f e r e n t i a l  p i c t u r e  between t h e  YOU and  p r o b a t i o n  

y o u t h ,  The t r e n d s  no t ed  In  t h e  f i r s t  y e a r  r e s u l t s  s u g g e s t i n g  t h a t  

n e g a t i v e  f e e l i n g s  might  be more f r e e l y  e x p r e s s e d  in  the  more 

s e c u r e  m l l l e u  o f  t he  YOU p r o g r a m  were no t  f u r t h e r  c o n f i r m e d .  On 

a compara t$ve  b a s i s ,  n e i t h e r  g roup  r e v e a l e d  s i g n i f i c a n t  chan~es on 

the  J e s n e s s  o r  Semant$c D i f f e r e n t i a l  measures  l e a d i n g  t o  p l a u s i b l e  

I n t e r p r e t a t i o n s  o f  program e f f e c t s .  

2. Rec id iv ism 

YOU, I n c . ' s  r e c l d l v l s m d a t a  f o r  t he  t o t a l  two y e a r  

groups (1971-73) lndlcate that 615 of'these adolescents dld not 

r e c t d l v l s e  a f t e r  the program I n t e r v e n t i o n ,  37~'dld r e c l d l v t s e ,  and 

2Tables X V I I - X I X  Appendix A 
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20Swats  coe~uttted to  the Department o f  Youth Serv ices .  .The 

s l g n $ f l c a n t  f i n d i n g  a=ong.these s t a t i s t i c s  Is  t h a t  805 o f  the 

t roub led  youth serv iced by the program were t r e a t e d  wh i l e  the 

y o u t h l l v e d  a t  home and remained in  h is  nei~hborhoodl  In  h is  

s c h o o l ,  and In  t h e  community a t  l a r g e  w i t h o u t  f u n t h e r  t h r e a t  ' t o  

s o c i e t y .  3 

Rec id iViSm d a t a  were b r o u g h t  up t o  d a t e  on t h e  19~1 -72  

yOU and R e g u l a r  P r o b a t i o n  g r o u p s ,  c o v e r t n K  t h e  p e r i o d  1971 th rouKh 

the  sunu~er o f  1973. In  t h e  f i r s t  y e a r  e v a l u a t i o n  t h e  c o m p a r a t i v e  

r e c i d i v i s m  f i gu res  were n0t ~ meanlnRful s ince i t  was n o t ' p o s s i b l e  

t o  ob ta ln  matches to  the YOU youth  from the a c t i v e  Regular  

P r o b a t i o n  p o o l  t h r o u g h o u t  t h e  e n t i r e  y e a r .  The YOU s t a t i s t i c s :  

t h e r e f o r e ,  r e f l e c t e d  m0re o p p o r t u n i t y  t o  r e c l d t v i s e  b e c a u s e  o f  t h e  

l o n g e r  p e r i o d  o f  t i m e  they  were  u n d e r  d l r e c t  s t u d y .  The u p - d a t e d  

1971-72 g roups  d i d  n o t  show s t a t i s t i c a l l y  s i g n i f i c a n t  d i f f e r e n c e s  

be tween  t h e  YOU and R e g u l a r  P r o b a t i o n  o f f e n d e r s .  

I n  c o n t r a s t ~  t h e  number o f  o f f e n s e s  con~ul t ted  by l - e c l d l -  

v i s t a  i n  t h e  two groups  do r e v e a l  an l n t e r e s t l n K  d i f f e r e n c e .  A h i g h e r  

p e r c e n t a g e  o f  r e g u l a r  P r o b a t i o n  O f f e n d e r s  commit two o r  m o r e  

o f f e n s e s  (62~) as  compared t o  t h e i r  c o u n t e r P a r t s  i n  YOU ( 5 0 ~ ) .  

Whether  t h e  YOU program h a s  had a f o r e s t a l l l n K  e f f e c t  on t h e  g r o w t h  

o f  o f # e n s e  b e h a v l o r  i s  a p o i n t  t h a t  would be wor th  p u r s u l n K  I n  

l a t e r  f o l l o w - u p  s t u d i e s .  5 

The commitment s t a t i s t i c  I s  a n o t h e r  s u ~ e s t i v e  f t n d i n K .  

Twenty p e r c e n t ,  o f  t h e  1972-73 YOU y o u t h  were  commi t t ed  t o  t h e  

Depar tment  o f  Youth S e r v i c e s  w h i l e  no R e g u l a r  p r o b a t i o n  o f f e n d e r s  

were  commlt ted~ T h i s  20~ r e p r e s e n t s  12 y o u t h  ou t  o f  a t o t a l ,  o f  

~Tab le  XX Append$x A 
_Table  XXI Appendix A 
~Table  XXII and T a b l e  XXIII Appendlx A 
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61 s e r v i c e d  by the program 2n 1972-73. Upon c l o s e r  examina t ion ,  

we f i n d  t h a t  t h e s e  o f f e n d e r s  #c coun t  f o r  a s u b s t a n t l a l  number o f  

new c o m p l a i n t s  b e f o r e  t he  W o r c e s t e r  J u v e n i l e  Cou r t .  The v a s t  - 

m a j o r i t y  o f  t h e s e  c 0 m p l a t n t s  r e s u l t e d  from c r imes  no t  .aKatns t  

s e l f ,  such  as  t r u a n c y ,  runaway ,  o r  s t u b b o r n  c h i l d ,  bu t  r a t h e r  

c r imes  a g a i n s t  p r o p e r t y  and people, s u c h  as  b r e a k i n g  and ' e n t e r i n g ,  

a s s a u l t ,  and s t o l e n  ca~s~ 6 

I t  s eems  c l e a r  t h a t  a s m a l l  y e t  s ! R n l f i c a n t  g roup  o f  

a d o l e s c e n t s  do n o t  b e n e f i t  f rom t h e  s p e c t r u m  o f  communi ty-based  

a l t e r n a t i v e s ,  and impose  a s e r l o u s  t h r e a t  t o  t h e m s e l v e s  and the  

c0mmunlty.  R a t h e r  t han  s e e i n g  t h e s e  a d o l e s c e n t s  h u r t  t h e m s e l v e s  

o r  o t h e r s ,  o r  be bound o v e r  t o  t h e  a d u l t  c r i m i n a l  J u s t $ c e  s y s t e m ,  

the  community might  w e l l  c o n s i d e r  t he  deve lopment  o~ a more s t r u c t u r e d ,  

s e c u r e  s e t t l n K  f o r  t h i s  s m a l l  number o f  y o u t h f u l  o r f e n d e r ~ .  

3. B eha v io r  M o d i f i c a t i o n :  R e l a t i o n s h i p  w i th  R e c i d i v i s m  

DurlnK t h e  s e cond  y e a r  o f  t h e  YOU proKram a b e h a v i o r  

modl~f icat ton s y s t e m  was I n t r o d u c e d ,  based  On a p rogram o f  p o s i t i v e  

r e i n f o r c e m e n t  t e c h n i q u e s  and a t oken  s y s t e m .  As an e x p l o r a t o r y  

s t e p  In  e v a l u a t i n g  t h e  e f f e c t s  o r  t h i s  t y p e  o f  p rogram I n t e r v e n -  

t i o n ,  t he  r e l a t l o n a h t p  be tween the  number o f  p o ! n t s  ea rned  by the  

~ e c l d l v l s m  and t h e  n o n - r e c l d t v t s i n g  YOU p a r t i c i p a n t s  f o r  t h a t  

p e r i o d  was s t u d i e d .  7 

As can be no ted ,  a t rend  Is C l e a r l y  ev iden t  t ha t  points,  

tO t h e  p o s L t l v e  r e l a t i o n s h i p  be tween  poLnts  earned  and the  r a t e  o f  

n o n - r e c t d l v l s m .  H o n - r e c i d l v f s t s  (80£) e a r ne d  between 81-100g o f  

poss ib l e  po in t s  compared to  20~ o f  the r e c l d l v l s t s .  For 61-80~ ~" 

of  p o s s i b l e  p o i n t s  e a r n e d ,  t h e  f lKuees  were 675 f o r  n o n - r e c l d t v l s t s  

as a g a l n s ~  33g f o r  r e c l d l v i s t s .  A s i m i l a r  p r o p o r t i o n a l  s p l i t  

oe tween the  two Kroups can be  Seen In  the  lower  ranKes o f  

6Table XXIV Appendlx A 
7Table !XXV Appendix A 17 
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percent,aBe o f  po2nts earned as w e l l  as i n  the o v e r a l l  compar isons 

between the 12 weel¢ t rea tment  per2od and a f t e r  the 12 week t r e a t m e n t  

per2od.  

Wit,hour, cla2:ming too  much f o r  the  e f f e c t  o f  behav2or  

mod2t2cat2on in  the absence ol" s tandard  c o n t r o l  Kroup8• neve r t , he l ees  

the poslt,~Lve e~fec t8  o f  b e h a v i o r  mod i f t ca t2on  can be 8a2d t o  be 

s t r o n g l y  suggested in  these da ta .  

~. St, a f t  Rat,in~8 o f  FroKress 

S t a f f  ra t$ngs o f  p rog ress  were examined by obt,a2ning 

2 n d i v t d u a l  s t a f f  rat, lngs on' two groups  o f  YOU paZ~;2c2pant,s: the  

1971o72 and the 1972-7]  g roups-  8 S t S r f  members are d e s l ~ a t e d  by 

number• IPl and #2 be2ng t he  f u l l - t , i m e  sen2or  s t , a l l  and #t{ and J5 

be ing  par t , - t ime s t a f f  pe rso rme l .  S t a f f  member #3 who was a l s o  

p a r t - t i m e  d2d not, p a r t l c i p a t , e  i n  t,he ra t , Ings .  

Simply l ook ing  a t  the mean ra t , inas can be m l s l e a d i n 8  

- ' ince obv$ous ly  means wlt ,hout a measure o l  ~ jspread cannot, t e l l  a n  

adequat,e s t o r y .  Wi.th the e x c e p t i o n  o f  Ra te r :  #5 • t h e  mean ra tSngs  

o1" t,he o t h e r  th ree  s t , a l l  desc r i be  a l l t t , l e  bi t ;  be t t ,e r  t,han a no 

chang? s t a t u s ,  l lowever, I n s p e c t i n g  the range o f  rat , lngS sheds 

more l igh t ,  on the percePt ' ions o f  st,al l"  r e ~ a r d l n ~  p roKreSs .  

Cons ide r ing  Raters #1 and #2, a somewhat more d e f i n i t i v e  p i c t ' u re  

emert;es. Let  the = fo l lowlng d i s t r i b u t i o n  s u f f $ c e  as  an example.  

8Tabie ,XXVI Appendix A 
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Rater H1 

1-neKat lve  
w 

2 ~ 

4-no chanKe 

5 

6 

7 -pbat t~ tve  

For Rater  e l ,  s l x  youth 

1972~73 

Prequbnc~ 

2 

3 

1 

12 

16 ". 

2 

• ' 0 

k 

were seen as 

- R a t e r  R2 

1-neRat lve 

2 

3 

4-no chanKe 

5 

7 - p o s i t i v e  

Frequencx 

0 

• ' 0  

- ~ 3  

" ' 1 7  

16 

1 

0 

maklng ne'gatlve" change ' sw i th  

t h ree  the c o , a r a b l e  number f o r  Rater  H2. EIKhteen ~ d  seventeen 
. .  • . . 

r e s p e c t i v e l y  f o r  the two r a t e r s a r e  the numbers represent inK pos t -  

t i r e  Change. The no change repo r t s  out  at  twe lve  ~for Rater  HI 

and seventeen f o r  Rater  HZ. C l e a r l y  there  are YOU youth movin~ ' 

In p o s ' i t i v e  and nega t i ve  d i r e c t i o n s  as w e l l  as ma in ta in ing  a : 

ho ld i ng  p a t t e r n  w i th  the m a j o r i t y  o f  chanRers tend ing  toward 

p o s i t i v e  d i r e c t i o n .  

It wlll be remembered that the YOU program from the first • 

year evaluation was noted as havinK dlfferent impact on different 

kinds of offenders. An attempt was made at that tlme to relate 

these dlfferentlal effects to a typology of delinquency. Relation- 

ships between typology and staff ratlnEs as well as other v~rlabiea 

w i l l  be d e a l t  w i t h : I n  a l a t e r  s e c t i o n .  

One a d d i t l 0 n a l  r e l a t i o n s h S p  with s t a f f  ra t lnKs  was explored  

t h a t  invo lved  c o r r e l a t l n K  i n d i v i d u a l  s t a f f  r a t i n g s  with p r e - p o s t  

change sco re s  on the  J e s n e s s .  9 No s t a t i s t i c a l l y  s l K n i f i c a n t  

9Table XXVII Appendix A 
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c o r r e l a t i o n s  were y i e l ded  in  t h i s  a n a l y s i s .  Moreover ,  no n o t e w o r t h y  

t rends were in  evidencs. Of the e i g h t  c o r r e l a t i o n s ,  f o u r  were 

p o s i t i v e  and tou r  were negat ive  a l though i t  i s  I n t e r e s t i n g  t o  note  

t ha t  th ree o t  the t ou r  pos l tSve c o r r e l a t i o n s  appeared i n  the 1972-73 

prOSx-~un. The most t ha t  can be sa id  w i t h  reKard to  the 3esnesa- 

S t a f f  r a t i n g  r e l a t i o n s h i p  18 t h a t  the 188ue o f  what c o n s t i t u t e s  a 

v a l i d  c r i t e r i o n  measure 18 8t111 u n s e t t l e d .  

5. R e l a t i o n  o f  T~polo~Y t o  S e l e c t e d  V a r i a b l e s  

The YOU program I s  denlKned t o  p r o v i d e  a m u l t i - f a c e t e d  

az~ay o f  s e r v i c e s  and i n t e r v e n t i o n s .  The e x p e r i e n c e  o f  t h e  L~lrst ~ 

y e a r  showed t h a t  c e r t a i n  g r oups  o f  y o u n g s t e r s  seemed t o  be a b l e  

t o  use YOU resources much more e f f e c t i V e l Y  than o t h e r s .  The 

a n t i s o c i a l  p a s s i v e  p e r s o n a l i t y  d e s c r i b i n g  the  y o u n g s t e r  who i s  

v l t h d r a v n ,  . v e r b a l i z e s  i n f r e q u e n t l y :  remained u n i n v o l v e d  I n  t h e  

t h e r a p e u t i c  p r o c e s s  was d i f f i c u l t  t o  r e a c h .  Doc i le  and c o m p l i a n t .  

they  appear  to  be e x p r e s s i n g  f e e l $ n g s  throuKh pa s sS ve  r e s i s t a n c e .  

The UtYPeW Of y o u n g s t e r  t h a t  seemed t o  r e spond  most p o s i t i v e l y  

t o  the  program was the one d e s c r i b e d  as  neu ro t iC , .  I n , p l y ' t r i g ' t h a t  

the  d e l i n q u e n t  b e h a v i o r  l s  b a s i c a l l y  r oo t ed  in  an I n t e r n a l i z e d  

mode o t  c o n f l i c t  r e s o l u t i o n .  Moreover ,  some m o t l v a t i o n  1.or ~ . o v t h  

and change was u s u a l l y  e v i d e n t .  

One m a j o r  a rea  ol" i n t e r e s t  i n  t he  p r e s e n t  e v a l u a t i o n  was 

to  g'ol lov up on the susgest lons noted i n  the prev ious year *s  

1"1ndlngs v i t h  ~respect t o  t y p o l o ~  and program e l l "ac ts .  The 1"1rat 

t a s k  was t o  de te rmine  whe the r  t h e r e  was adequa te  r e l i a b i l i t y  i n  

the  c l a s s i f i c a t i o n  Of the  YOU you th  in  tez~us o f  t h e  ~our  t y p o l o ~ l e s  

hypo thes i zed  tO be o p s r a t t v e :  n e u r o t . i c ,  a n t i - s o c i a l  a c t i v e ,  

a n t i - s o c i a l  pas s ive . ,  and p s y c h o t i c  " ( p a t h o l o g i c a l ) .  

/ 
/ 
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The t o u r  - t y p e s ,  c o n c e p t u a l i z e d  f o r  t h e p r e s e n t  r e p o r t  

a re  d e s c r i b e d  b e i o w .  

N e u r o t i c :  Youngs te r  d e m o n s t r a t e s  a pp rop r$a t e  a f f e c t .  

Anxle ty  and g u i l t  a re  m a n i f e s t e d  as  symptoms oF t h e l r  

I n t e r n a l i z e d  c o n F I $ c t s .  B e h a v i o r a l l y ,  the  y o u n g s t e r  

a c t l v e l y  s e e ks  app rova l  from both pe e r s  and s t a f f .  

U s u a l l y ,  h e / s h e  I s  mo t iva t ed  f o r  Krowth and r e s o l u t i o n  

o f  c o n f l i c t .  

A n t i - S o c i a l  P a s s i v e :  Y o u n g s t e r  d e m o n s t r a t e s  l l t t l e ,  i f  

any ,  a p p r o p r i a t e  a f f e c t .  B e h a v ! o r a l l y ,  the  y o u n g s t e r  l s  

• @lthdrawn, v e r b a l i z e s  I n f r e q u e n t l y  ~and does no t  a c t i v e l y  

l n v o l v e  h i m s e l f / h e r s e l f  in  therapeut$© p r o c e s s .  Doc l l s  

and compl l an t  wl th  s t a f f  and a f o l l o w e r  wi th  p e e r s ,  h e / s h e  

e x p r e s s e s  r eQl lngs  th rough  p a s s i v e  r e s i s t a n c e .  

A n t i - S o c i a l  Ac t lve :  Youngs te r  d e m o n s t r a t e s  l l t t l e ,  I f  

any ,  a pp rop r$a t e  a f f e c t °  B e h a v i o r a l l y ,  y o u n g s t e r  I s  

a g g r e s s i v e ,  v e r b a l ,  and a c t l v e l y  engages  b o t h  s t a f f  and 

p e e r s .  T y p i c a l l y  the  a d o l e s c e n t  l s  the  "con  a r t l s t " .  

When h e / s h e  f a l l s  to  ma n ipu l a t e  h l s / h e r  envi ronment  to  

r e a c h  h l s / h e r  e n d s ,  h e / s h e  becomes v e r b a l l y  and p h y s i c a l l y  

assaultive. 

• Pre & Psychotlc: Youngster has a tenuous hold on 'realltyo 

Typically ls lmpulse rldden andFreely expresses Feellngs 

I n a p p r o p r i a t e l y .  B e h a v i o r a l l y  he/she Is overdependent 

upon s t a f f  a pp rova l .  He/she I s  seen  by Peers  as "d iFFeren t "  

8Rd u s u a l l y  I s  an I s o l a t e  from the  group.  The y o u n K s t e r  

f r e q u e n t l y  becomes t h e  " s c a pe goa t "  o f  h i s  p e e r s .  

21 
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Prom t h e  r e s u l t s  o f  I n t e r - r a t e r  t e l ' l a b i l i t y ,  10 I t  c a n b e  

seen  t h a t  t h e  two r a t e r s ,  who were f u l l , t i m e  and s e n i o r ,  v a r l e d  

In  t h e i r  d e g r e e  o f  agreement  o v e r  t h e  f o u r  c a t e g o r i e s .  T h e i r  

h i g h e s t  p e r c e n t a g e  o f  a~reement  was ~ln d e s c r i b i n g  a youth ,  as  

neuro t i c  (60~) or  psychot ic (665); the lowest percentage o f  

agreement was In $den t l f y lng  the a n t i . s o c i a l  passive youth ( ~ ) .  

The o v e r a l l  d i s a s r e e m e n t s  a p p e a r  t o  be c o n c e n t r a t e d  i n  d t s t t n K u l s h l n g  

be tween  n e u r o t i c s  and the  two a n t i - s o c i a l  g r o u p s ,  and i n  d i f f e r e n t i a t -  

I ng  t h e  two a n t i - s o c i a l  Kroups t h e m s e l v e s .  

. L o o k i n g  a t  a l l  f i v e  s t a f f " m e m b e r s ,  t h e r e  i s  e v e n  more 

d i s a g r e e m e n t ,  r a n g i n g  from 6 .3~  o f  a g r e e m e n t  i n  1972 -73  t o  38.5S 

In  t he  summer 72 p r o g r a m .  The f u l l - t i m e ,  I n t e n s i v e  n a t u r e  o f  t h e  

sun=net p rogram p e r h a p s  made i t  p o s s i b l e  f o r  a l l  t h e  s t a f f  t o  g e t  

t o  know t h e  young peop le  b e t t e r .  Of c o u r s e ,  s e e k i n g  r a t e r  r e l i a b i l i t y  .-~ 

among 5 r a t e r s  I s  a s t r i n g e n t  t e s t  o f  t h e  typoio~.Y. 

"Although t h e  p e r c e n t a g e  o f  a g r e e m e n t  was n o t  a s  h i g h  a s  

w a s  deeme~ d e s i r a b l e ,  ~ t  was t h o u g h t  w o r t h w h i l e  to  p u r s u e  some o f  

t h e  r e l e v e n t  r e l a t i o n s h i p s  o f  m a j o r  v a r i a b l e s  t o  t y p o l o g y  a s  a. 

s o u r c e  o f  i n t e r e s t i n g  l e a d s  on d e t e r m i n i n g  program e f f e c  r ts-  

A t h r e e  way r e l a t i o n s h i p  was s t u d i e d :  The s h i f t  I n  t h e  

p o s i t i v e  0 r  n e g a t i v e  d i r e c t i o n  on t h e  J e s n e s s  A - S o c i a l  I n d e x  t h a t  

p u r p o r t s  t o  measure  t he  e x t e n t  t o  which  a t e n d e n c y  t o  n o n - c o n f o r m l ' t y  

,with p r e v a i l l n K  s o c i a l  norms i s  e x h i b i t e d ;  t h e  c l a s s i f i c a t i o n  a s  

a n o n . r e c i d i v i s t ,  r e c i d i v i s t ,  o r  r e c i d i v i s t - c o m m i t t e d ;  and t h e  

t y p o l o g y  of  n e u r o t i c ,  A n t l - S o t c a l  P a s s i v e ,  A n t i - S o c i a l  A c t i v e ,  o r  

P s y c h o t i c .  

lOTables xxvIII, xX IX, XXX. Appendix A 
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Presen ted  below, I s  t he  compu ta t i on  o f  the. number i n  t h i s  

t h r e e . w a y  c l a s s i f i c a t i o n  f o r  two Rroups o f  YOU y o u t h  (A)before 

the introduction of Behavlor Modlflcatlon and (B) after Behavior 

• ~ Modification. 

Non- • 
R e c i ~ I v l s t s  R e c l d l v l s t s  R e c l d ! v i s t s / C o m m l t t e d  

Directional 
Change 
Jesness + - + - + 

N e u r o t i c  6 3 ~ 2 0 O 

Pass lve  2 7 6 2 0 6 

A c t i v e  1 0 2 1 2 1 

Psychotic O' 0 b 0 I 0 

: -) 9 tO 12 5 3 7 " 

15 

23 

7 

1 

The r e s u l t s  o f  t h e  f i r s t  y e a r  a p p e a r  t o  be c o n f i r m e d .  

The i 9 7 2 - 7 3  a n a l y s i s  shows t h a t  A n t i - S o c i a l  A c t l v e s  and P a s s i v e s  

show a h i g h e r  p e r c e n t a g e  o f  o v e r a l l  r e c i d i v i s m  t h a n  t h e  N e u r o t i c s  

(14 ou t  o f  23 A n t i - S o c i a l  P a s s i v e s ,  6 ou t  o f  7 A n t i - S o c i a l  A c t l v e s ,  

and 6 ou t  Of 15 N e u r o t i c s ) .  The commlttmen~ d a t a  I s  e v e n  more 

s t r i k i n g  i n  t h a t  6 OUt o f  t h e  10 DYS commitments  w e r e  c l a s s i f i e d  

as  P a s s i v e - A g g r e s s i v e .  

LooklnR at shifts on the Jesness it can be seen that 

-the Passives tend to move In negative directions more often than 

t h e  o t h e r  t y p e s .  

It would seem then that the antl-soclal passive offender 

is the most difficult to reach and to assist through the range 

of services offered by the YOU program. It Is possible that 

these youngsters represent a complex mlx~ of learned maladaptlve 

23 
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behav2or8 o f  ~ lSght .  Th28 syndrome o f  behaViOr see:us t o  e lude 

d$~-tot ~n ta rven t lon  8 t ra te$  te8 ,  e s p e c i a l l y  In  an open c o ~ u n 2 t y -  

based 8 e t t l n 8  vbere escape 2s more poss2ble.  

I/ 
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B. liow t h e  D e l S n q u e n t s  Viewed t h e  Program 

To a s c e r t a i n  t h e  impac t o f  t h e  i n t e n s i v e  p r o b a t i o n  p rog ram 

t h e  d e l i n q u e n t s  t h e m s e l v e s  were  i n t e r v i e w e d  p r e  and p o s t  t r e a t -  

m e n t  t o g e t h e r  w i t h  t h e i r  c o u n t e r p a r t s  i n  i the r e g u l a r  p r o b a t i o n  

p r o g r a m  and w i t h  a s m a l l  p r o b a t i o n  sample r e c e t v t n ~  s p e c i a l  

group t . reatment .  Due to  .~he s taggered  e n t r e e  I n t o  the program 

and t h e  i r r e g u l a r  e x i t ,  t h e  number o f  r e s p o n d e n t s  v a r i e s .  The 

number o f  d e l i n q u e n t s  found  i n  e a c h  o f  t h e s e  c a t e g o r i e s  ~ o l l o w s :  

Y.O.U.  (1972-73) ~o 

Regular Probation .33 

Group ( s p e c i a l )  P r o b a t i o n  18 

The i n t e r v i e w  g u i d e  was a r e v i s e d  and r ~ r i n e ~  form o f  t h e  o r i g i n a l  

t n s t r ~ e n t  employed  I n  t h e  f l r s t - y e a r  ¥ .O.U.  e v a l u a t i o n  ( s e e  

Appendix  B).  I t  c o v e r e d  such  a r e a s  a s  t h e  d e l i n q u e n t ' s  p e r c e p t i o n  

o f  why he was In  c o u r t  and h t s e x p e c t a t i o n s  i n  t h e  ~.O.U. P rogram.  

The I n t e r v i e w  p robed  t h e  d e l i n q u e n t ' s  e v a l u a t i o n  o f  t h e  e f r e c t =  

l veness  o f  the program, what he t l k e d  and what he lped him the 

m o s t .  At t h e  same t i m e  he was a s k e d  t o  r a t e  h l s  c o u n s e l o r  and 

t o  I n d i c a t e  h i s  p a r e n t s  r e a c t i o n s  t o  t h e  p r o g r a m .  In  v iew o f  t h e  

Impor tance o f  schoo l  In  the p r e s e n t  and f u t u r e  l i f e  o f  the d e l i n -  

quent  a s e r i e s  o f  ques t i ons  concern in~  h l s  p e r c e p t i o n s  and f e e l i n g s  

a round  scho01  and s c h o o l  ~ e r s o n n e l  were  emp loyed .  

I n  t h e  s t u d y  and a n a l y s ~ s  o f  t h e  r e s p o n s e s ,  a t t e n t i o n  was  

d i r e c t e d  t o  any s h i f t s  v i s i b l e  i n  t h e  p r e  and p o s t  t n t e r v l e w i n ~  

w i t h i n  t h e  t h r e e  g r o u p s  and a l s o  t o  any v i s i b l e  d i f f e r e n c e s  

b e t w e e n  t h e  t h r e e  t r e a t m e n t  ~ roups  t h a t  were  i n t e r v i e w e d .  

B e c a u s e  o f  the  s m a l l  s ample  and l i m i t e d  r e s p o n s e s ,  o n l y  t h e  raw 

d a t a  a r e  p r e s e n t e d  and t r e n d s  a r e  I n d i c a t e d  w i t h o u t  a t t e m D t l n ~  

2~ 
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t o  apply s t a t i s t i c a l  t e s t s  o f  s t ~ n t f l c a n c e .  I n  r e v l e w l n ~  t h e  

i n t e r v i e w  da ta  t h r e e  q u e s t i o n s  w i l l  be r a i s e d :  

1.  How much p r e - p o s t  ohan~e i s  v i s i b l e  amon~ the d e l i n q u e n t s  

i n  each o f  the  th ree  groups:  ~ . O . U . ,  Regu la r  P r o b a t i o n ,  

and Spec ia l  P r o b a t i o n  ~roup? 

2. What dt~fference s a r e  v i s i b l e  between t h e  ¥.O.U. t r e a t e d  

d e l i n q u e n t s  and t h o s e  In  the  Regu la r  P r o b a t i o n  and 

Spec i a l  ~ roba t ion  Nroup Programs? 

3. How do t h e s e  f i n d i n g s  compare  w i th  the  r e s u l t s  i n  t he  

f i r s t - y e a r  eva lua t t onT  

Before  answer ing  t h i s  s e t  o f  q u e s t i o n s  f o r  the  s e c o n d  y e a r  o f  

the  ¥.O.U. i n t e r v e n t i o n ,  I t  would be h e l p f u l  f o r  o r i e n t a t i o n  
1 

t 6  review the  f i n d i n g s  o f  t he  f i r s t  yea r :  

Via an extended p e r s o n a l  i n t e r v i e w ,  the  consumers  - - -  t h e  
d e l i n q u e n t s  themselves  - - -  were tapped as a b a s i c  cource  
of  da t a  conce rn ing  the  e ~ f e c t l v e n e s s  o f  t h e i r  y .O.U,  e x p e r i e n c e s .  
Most~ of  the  d e l i n q u e n t s  t r e a t e d  l n t h e  program p e r c e i v e  t h e i r  
e x p e r i e n c e s  in p o s i t i v e  and c o n s t r u c t i v e  t e  rms .~  They reDor~ 
t h e i r  p a r t i c i p a t i o n  in  a wide v a r i e t y  o f  a c t i v i t i e s  w i t h  rap  
s e s s i o n s  and s p o r t s  he ad ing  the  l i s t .  i S p o r t s  and r e c r e a t i o n  
a c t i v ~ t i e s  are  l iked b e s t .  Although rap  i s  c o n s i d e r e d  t o  be 
hard to  t a k e ,  many y o u n g s t e r s  r e p o r t  i t  t o  be one o f  t he  more 
h e l p f u l  e x p e r i e n c e s .  I n  g e n e r a l ,  the  d e l i n q u e n t s  s ee  m t o  
a p p r e c i a t e  the d i f f e r e n c e  between a c t i v i t i e s  which a l e  
p l e a s a n t ,  which t h e y  l l k e  b e s t ,  and t h o s e  which a r e  h e l p f u l  
and have a t h e r a p e u t i c  e f f e c t .  In t h e i r  c o n t a c t s  w i t h  a s t a f f ,  
they  r e p o r t  Close and p o s i t i v e  a n d p r o d u c t i v e  r e l a t i o n s h i p s  
w i t h  ve ry  few e x c e p t i o n s .  However they  tend t o  v i ew  t h e i r  
p e e r - d e l i n q u e n t s  in  the program as no t  h e l p f u l .  ?he s t a f f  
has had c lo se  con t ac t  w i t h  the  p a r e n t s  v i a  fami ly  t h e r a p y  
and c0hnse l in~  a t  the  y.O.U, c e n t e r  and t h r ough  home v i s i t a -  
t i o n s .  These c o n t a c t s  a re  viewed a s  h e l p f u l  and r e w a r d i n ~  by 
t w o - t h i r d s  o f  the  y o u n g s t e r s  i n  the  program.  From the  
r e a c t i o n s  o f  most c l i e n t s  bo th  the  rap  s e s s i o n s  and ~he 
family  t h e r a p y ,  c o u n s e l i n g ,  and home v i s i t a t ~ 0  ns emerge as  
h i g h l y  b e n e f i c l a ~  t o  t he  c l i e n  t and h i s  p a r e n t s .  

I_. - ~- - Did Y 0 U Hel- You? Bolsvert, Maurlce e t  al. 
ne You .~ace :  • • • ~ • ~ s t  y e a r  r e p o r t  o f  t h e  t n t e n s t v e  p r o b a t l o n  program of  iS"he~ 

Worces te r  J u v e n i l e  Court ,  1972 - 
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L e t  u s  now I n s p e c t  t h e  cons•umer r e s p o n s e s  t o  a s 1 ~ l l a r  

i n q u i r y  w i t h  t h e  t h r e e  g~oups .  I t  w i l l  be n o t e d  t h a t  t h e  s econd  

y e a r  r e s u l t s  p a ~ r a l l e l  t h e  ~ l n d l n R s  sun~nar tzed a b o v e .  

" P e r c e p t i o n s  o f  c o u r t  

On ent~-y I n t o  t h e  Y.O.U.  p rog ram 16 y o u n g s t e r s  s t a t e d  2 t h a t  

t hey  were ~aken to  c o u r t  " f o r  he lp "  or  " t o  be  s t r a i g h t e n e d  cu te .  

A f t e r  t rea tment  e l e v e n ' x o u n g s t e ~  gave t~ese responses.  "Po t  

punishment"  i s  a rsason g iven by -on l y  two younKsters  a t  t h e  " 

beg inn ing  oF the program; a t  ~ the. end Of the p r o . % ~  th ree  

a d d i t i o n a l  :r~sPons~s are added to  t h i s  ca tego rT .  I n i t i a l l Y ,  

th ree  cases i n d i c a t e d  they  d id  not  know why they were l n " cou r~ ;  

no one In  the group i n d i c a t e d  ignorance a f t e r  t r ea tmen t .  The 
i - 

• ' s h i r t  towal-d p e r c e p t i o n  o f  th e c o u r t - t r e a t m e n t  aspuntshment  

: t s  somewhat  i n  c o n t r a s t  w i t h i n  t h e  t w o p r o b a t l o n  C o n t r o l  g r o u p s  

who c o n s i d e r  i t  l e s s  s o .  

The megular contn-01 ~roup s t a r t  o f f  w i th  n ine  youngsters .  

p e r c e i v i n g  t h e  c o u r t  t r e a t m e n t  v i a  p r o b a t i o n  I n  p u n i t i v e  t e ~ s  

bu t  s e v e n  o f  t h e s e  s h i f t  t o  a more p o s l t i v e  s t a n c e  and v iew t h e  

c o u r t  a s  a s o u r c e  oF h e l p  a f t e r  c l o s e  c o n t a c t  v i a  p r o b a t i o n .  

The s p e c i a l l y  t r e a t e d  p r o b a t i o n  Kroup i n  b o t h  l n t e n v l e w s  r e m a i n  

s u b s t a n t i a l l y  t h e  s a m e - - p e r c e t ~ l n R  t h e  c o u r t  a~  a ~ s o u r c e  o f  h e l p  

an~ a p l a c e  o f  r e h a b i l i t a t i o n .  

E x p e c t a t i o n s  o f  t h e  a s s i g n e d  d e l i n q u e n t s  

A l l  t h e  y o u n g s t e r s  were  a s k e d  ~ wha t  t h e y  had e x p e c t e d  t o  f i n d  

o r  g e t  f~rom t h e  y , o . u ,  p rogr jun .  S I R n t f l c a n t l y p  n i n e  y o u n g s t e r s  

r e s p o n d e d  " n o t h i n g "  and f i v e  s t a t e d  t h a t  t h e y  h a d  "no i d e a "  wha t  

t o  e x p e c t .  I n  c o n t r a s t ,  f r e q u e n t  r ~ s p 0 n s e s w e r e  on t h e  more 

2:See AppendIx B ? a b l e  I ~ ' . 
.3 See Appendix B. Table I I  
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pos i t2ve  s lde Inc lud ing  such i tems as " h e l p " p  " t o  change",  

" t o  s tay out o f  t r o u b l e " .  Gene ra l l y ,  there  1c an even s p l i t  

among p o s i t i v e : a n d  nega t i ve  a n t i c i p a t i o n s  on the p a r t  o f  those 

de l inquents  who had been assigned to  the Y.OoU. o p e r a t i o n .  

What m~e~ you ~et i n t o  t roub le?  

When asked 4 to  exp la /n  how they got  I n t o  t r o u b l e ,  a l l  t h ree  

8z'oups o f f e r e d  a wide v a r i e t y  Of r e a s o n s ,  rang ing f rom " f r i e n d s " ,  

" k i c k s " ,  "moneyS, "b0redomnp "home". The Y.O.U. de l i nquen ts  

i n i t i a l l y  s t ress  money whereas the r e g u l a r  cour t  c o n t r o l s  tend 

to  b l u e  ~he l r  f r i e n d s .  The range o f  responses show the s i m i l a r  

spread and only mtnor s h i f t s  In ~ s p o n s e  w i t h i n  groups and 

be tween  g r o u p s ,  t n  s p i t e  o f  t h e n e g a t t v e  a t t i t u d e s  and e x p e r i e n c e s  

shax~d  by a l m o s t  a l l  d e l i n q u e n t s  i n  s c h o o l s  on ly  one y o u n g s t e F  

b lamed t h e  s c h o o l s  foF h i s  c o u r t - r e l a t e d  p r o b l e m s .  

OolnK s t r a i g h t  
The de l l nquen t s  were asked ~ to  p r e d i c t  the l i k e l i h o o d  o f  

" f u t u r e  m i s b e h a v i o r ,  p a r t i c u l a r l y  a s  r e l a t e d  t o  " s t a y t n ~  ou t  Of 

t r o u b l e " .  Three  f o u r t n s o f  t h e  d e l i n q u e n t s  s t a t e  t h a t  t h e y  

b e l i e v e  t h e y  w i l l  be a b l e  t o  s t a y  o u t  o f  t r o u b l e  b e f o r e  and 

a f t e r  t reatment ,  A four th  o f  the youngsters I n  the ¥°O.U. 

group show a dubious " c a n ' t  t e l l "  or  nnfaybe" response. 

A s i m 2 1 a r  t r e n d  i s  v i s i b l e  i n  t h e  r e g u l a r  c o n t r o l s  w i t h  a s h a r p  

i n c r e a s e  o f  t h e  "no t  s u r e "  c a t e g o r ~  a f t e r  t r e a t m e n t  I n  t h e  

spec ia l  p roba t ion  Kroup. 

R a t i n  E o f  ¥ .O.U.  c o u n s e l o r s  

Each p a r t i c i p a n t  I n  t h e ' Y . 0  `U* p~oRram was a s k e d  t o  r a t e  6 

See Appendix  B Table  I I I  
5 See Appendix B ~ a b l e  IV 
6 See Appendix B Table 
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h i s  c o u n s e l o r  on a seven  p o i n t  s c a l e  (1 b e i n g  the  p o o r e s t  

r a t i n g  t o  7 t h e  h i g h e s t ) .  Tab le  V r e p o r t s  t he  a v e r a g e  r a t i n g s  

o r  16 o f  the  p a r t i c i p a n t s  In  the  Summer s e s s $ o n s  and 27 o r  t h e  

p a r t i c i p a n t s  In  t he  y e a r - r o u n d  a c t i v i t i e s .  

The younK c l i e n t s  show a very  h igh  l e v e l  o~ e s t ee m f ~ r  

t h e i r  c o u n s e l o r s .  Most o f  t he  r a t i n g s  f a l l  a t  t he  5 and 6 

l e v e l s .  The d e l i n q u e n t s  see  t h e i r  c o u n s e l o r s  a s h 0 n e s t ,  open and 

d i r e c t ;  they  r e p o r t  t h e i r  c o u n s e l o r s  as  s i n c e r e  l i s t e n e r s ,  as  
J 

". e a r i n g j  and as u n d e r s t a n d i n g  p e r s o n s .  ~he two l o w e s t  ave r a ge  

r a t i n g s  concerned  the  e r ~ h a s i 8  on , h e l p i n g  me i n d e c i s i o n -  

making" and " h e l p i n g  nm look a t  my b e h a v i o r "  bu t  eyen h e r e  t h e  

r a t i n g s  were w e l l  above  the  f o u r  l e v e l  on the  s e v e n - p o i n t  s c a l e .  

; There  t s  a s t r o n g  and c o n s l s t e n t l  ~ h igh  p o s i t ! v e  l e v e l o f  

/ ' ~  r e l a t i o n s h i p  between c i l e n t  and Y.O.U. c o u n s e i o r  r e p o r t e d  / 

t h r o u g h o u t  t h e e v a l u a t l 0 n  based  on the  p e r c e p t i o n s  o f  t he  
• o 

consumers  e n r o l l e d  in  b o t h  su~u~er and y e a r - r o u n d  Drograms.  

R a t i n g s  and p r e f e r e n c e s  o~ program a c t i v i t i e s  

Al l  t he  d e l i n q u e n t s  were askedTto  l n d l c a t e  wha t  a c t l v ~ t i e s  

• they  n l l ked"  and wh ich  a c t i v i t i e s  "he lped  them t h e  m o s t " .  

Table  VZ i n d i c a t e s  th  e group concensus  as  t o  what  s ~ e c l f $ c  

a c t i v i t i e s  were en joyed  the  most  and  t h e  group r a t l n ~  o f  what 

" h e l p e d "  the  mos t .  The t o t a l  group i n d i c a t e d  they  l i k e d  " b e i n g  

wi th  o the r  k l d s " ~  they l i k e d - t h e  r e c r e a t i o n  an~ spor ts  p~ogra~,  

the  ~ l e l d  t r i p s  and the a r t s  and e r a ~ t s ' s e ~ e n t s .  

Rated lower  by the t o t a l  ~roup were the eounsel tn~ sess ions ,  

m e t l n K s  w i th  the ~aml ly ,  t u t o r i n g  and rap sess ions.  

7 See Appendix  B Table VI 
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When t he  a c t i v i t i e s  most  l i k e d  were compared w i t h  t h e  a c t i v i t i e s  

which were considered most h e l p f u l ,  an Impor tant  r e v e r s a l  process 

takes p lace .  A c t i v i t i e s  l nc lUd in~  the i n d i v i d u a l  counse l ing  

sess ions,  the t u t o r l n E ,  the sessions w i th  the fami ly  and the 

rap sessions are up-graded as being, more h e l p f u l - - I n  s p i t e  o f  

the f ac t  t ha t  they f a l l  low on what i s  l i k e d  bes t .  The d e l i n q u e n t s ,  

as  i n  t h e  f i r s t - y e a r  s t u d y ,  a p p r e c i a t e  t h e  t h e r a p e u t i c  v a l u e s  

o f  c e r t a i n  a c t i v i t i e s  a l b e i t  t h e y  admi t  t o  f i n d i n ~  t h e s e  

a c t i v i t i e s  somewhat p a i n C u l .  

AS a f u r t h e r  a n a l y s i s ,  cd r  r ~ a t i ° n s  were  run  b e t w e e n  t h e  

p r e f e r e n c e  f o r  t h e  a c t i V i t y  and t h e  d e g r e e  t o  wh ich  i t  was 

ad j udged  to  be  h e l p f u l  by e a c h  ~ e s p o n d e n t .  A g a i n ,  t h e  d a t a  

(Tab le  VII)  t e s t i f l  es8  t o  t h e  d e l i n q u e  n t s t  p e r c e p t i o n s  t h a t  

meeting w i th  the family~ "rap"m an& t u t o r l n l  helped them the 

most. But more lmpor tan t  (except  f o r  " t r i p S "  w i th  the summer 

"~oup)  a l l  components o f  t h e  Y.O.U. program emerge as p o s i t i v e l y "  

co r re l a ted  t o  a marked degree w i th  the  concept o f  "be in~  

helped" • 

What the parents sa~ 
-- The youngsters were quer le  d9 as to  what t h e i r  Pa:'en t s  said- 

about  the program and Whether they perce ived  the program as a 

"good one to  be i n " .  Twenty_f ive  youngsters ( 6 ~ )  responded i n  

p o s i t i v e  terms. S i x ' y o u n K s t e r s  i n d i c a t e d  t h a t  t h e y  " d t d n  t t  

know" and f o u r  i n d i c a t e d  t h a t  t h e y  " d i  d n t t  t a l k  a b o u t  i t " .  

How the program helped the paeents 

To exploee the e f fec ts  o f  ~amily con tac ts ,  the de l l nquen ts  

were f u r t h e r  asked I0 3ust how the program was he lpCul  tO t h e i r  

See Appendix B Table  VII 
~ e e  Appendix B Table VIII 

See Appendix B Table ZX 
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p a r e n t s .  T h i r t y  y o u n g s t e r s  r e p o r t e d  tha t .  t he  , r o g r a m  he l~ed  

t h e i r  p a r e n t s  and f i f t e e n  s t a t e d  t h a t  t h e  p rogram proved  no t  

h e l p f u l .  Three sa ld  " they  d i d n ' t  know". An a n a l y s t s  o f  the 

r e s p o n s e s  in  Table  ~X i n d i c a t e s  t h a t  . f ive  c l i e n t s  t h o u g h t  t he  

program he lped t h e i r  pa ren t s  d i r e c t l y  by "maklnR mother  more 

i n d e p e n d e n t " ,  by "he lp lnK , a r ~ n t s  u n d e r s t a n d  me", and "by 

r e l a x i n g "  t h e p a r e n t .  N ine teen  r ~ s p o n d e n t s  t h o u g h t  I t  he lped  

p a r e n t s  I n d i r e c t l y  by chan~es t h a t  t hey  t h e m s e l v e s  undemcent ,  

l~ .e . ,  " I ' v e  changed" ,  " I  ~o: t o  s c h o o l  now", "kep t  me ou t  o f  

t r o u b l e " ,  pou r  d e l i n q u e n t s  ment ioned  s p e c i f i c  a s p e c t s ' O f  t h e  

proKram such  a s ~ f m u l l y  s e s s i o n s ,  c o u n s e l o r ,  p a r e n t  &roup, as  

" h e l p s "  . 

In  view o f  the  d i f ~ l c u i t  homes ~rom which most  o f  t he  

d e l i n q u e n t s  came and r e t u r n e d ,  t he  r e s p o n s e s  suF~es t ed  tha t .  t he  

p a r e n t  component, o f  t heY. .O .U,  p r o K r a m w a s  hav ing  a marked 

re~fect  on a lmos t  ~ t w o - t h i r d s  o f  t h e  f a m i l i e s  in  s ~ l t e  o f  the  

u n p r o m t s t n ~  n a t u r e  o f  t he  home b a c k g r o u n d s .  

A t t i t u d e s  toward s c h o o l  

As may 'be e x p e c t e d ,  a l l  t h r e e  g roups  i n i t i a l l y  r e p o r t  11 a 

s t r o n g  d i s l i k e  f o r  s c h o o l .  (Tab le  X) Only a s m a l l  m i n o r i t y  

r e p o r t e d  they  " l i k e  ! t " o r  " i t , s  a l l  r t R h t  m. P o s t - t r e a t m e n t  

shows some s l i g h t  Improvements  in  a t t i t u d e .  ¥.O.U~ d e l i n q u e n t s  

beg in  t o  look upon s c h o o l  i n a more f a v o r a b l e  ! l ~ h t  as  does the  

r e g u l a r  c o u r t  c o n t r o l  g r oup .  The s p e c i a l  Cour t  C o n t r o l s  remain  

about,  t h e  same.  ~s o t h e r  School  d a t a  w i l l  r e a ~ f ! r m ,  schoo lSn~  

remains  one o f  t he  ma jo r  p o i n t s  o f  s t r e s s  an~ d i s c o m f o r t  f o r  

most y o u n g s t e r s  who come i n  c o n t a c t  w i th  t he  c o u r t s .  

11 See Appendix B Table  X 
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L ike  most about schoo l  

A l l  groups rePOrt  12 a wide range o f  " l i k e s "  i n  s c h o o l :  

f ~ e n d s ,  a c l ass ,  artm woodwork ing.  Moot younss te ro  r e p o r t  

something they l i k e  about schoo l  even though I t  may no t  p rove  

a c a d e m i c .  The s c h o o l  and t h e  o u t s i d e  a g e n c i e s  do h a v e  a s m a l l  

s t e p  on which  to  b u i l d .  However .  a s m a l l  n u c l e u s  o f  s t u d e n t s  

I n  a l l  t h r e e  g roups  q u e r i e d  r e p o r t  Kr lmly  t h a t  t h e y  l l k e  n o t h l n ~  

I n  s c h o o l .  P re  and p o s t  i n t e r v i e w s  showed l i t t l e  e f f e c t  o r  

s h i f t s  i n  these nega t i ve  a t t i t u d e s  toward schoo l .  

L i k e  l e a s t  about the schoo l  

The i n t e r v i e w e r s  e x p l o r e  d13 what t he  d e l i n q u e n t s  Wltked the  

l e a s t  • about schoo l .  A l l  t h r e e  ~t-oup8 i n d i c a t e d  t h a t  what :went  

on " i n  the c lasses "  i s  what they l i k e d  the l e a s t .  Th is  response 

r a i s e s  se r i ous  ques t ions  concern ing  the nature) o f  the  o b j e c t i v e s ,  

mateF ia lsmand methods used i n  gu id ing  the l e a r n i n g  a c t i v i t i e s  

i n  s c h o o l .  The compulsory na tu re  o~ s c h o o l i n g  Comes ou t  i n  the  

Uhavtng t o  go" co~p la l n t  f o r  a s m a l l  number. The r e s u l t s  f o r  

a l l  t h ree  t r e a t e d  groups f o l l o w  a s i m i l a r  p a t t e r n .  

ChanfflnH the schoo l  

Xn view o f  the nega t i ve  schoo l  a t t i t u d e s  and e x p e r i e n c e s  

r~por ted  by the del lnquentsm a l l  t h r e e  were asked lq  (Tab le  X I I l )  

how schoo l  cou ld  he d l f f e r e n ~  so t h a t  I t  might  be more ~ n t e r e s t t n 8 .  

)In t h e  p r e . t r e a t m e n t  i n t e r v i e w s ,  mos t  y o u n g s t e r s  r e p l i e d  t h a t  

m n o t h i n g ,  cou ld  be d o n e .  A f t e r  t r e a t m e n t  a number  o f  i n t e r e s t i n g  

s h i f t s  were ~ l s l b l e .  Y.O.U. t r e a t e d  d e l i n q u e n t s  s u g g e s t e d  

12 See Appendix B Table  XI 
~ see Appendix ~ Tahle X I I  

See Appendix B Table  X I I I  
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minors and d i f f e r e n t  s u b j e c t s "  would  h e l p ;  t h e  r~v, u l a r  c o u r t  

c o n t r a s t s  suggested "more ~eedom and less s t r i c t  r ~ l e s " .  

The wide s c a t t e r  o3 responses and the p 0 s t - t r e a t m e n t  s h i f t s  

euff~est t h a t  many o f  the de l inquen ts  who do not  savor  schoo l ,  on 

r ~ t l e e t l o n  and over  t ime ,  can come up w i t h  a v a r i e t y  o f  sugges- 

t i o n s  t h a t  might make school  more p a l a t a b l e .  The T.O.U. expe~lence 

i n d i c a t e s  t h a t  youngsters  - many o f  whom are i n  t r o u b l e  I n  

schoo l  and comnuullty - can be tapped r o t  suggested s o l u t i o n s  t o  

t h e i r  p e r s o n a l - s o c i a l  p rob lems;  

How school  people f e e l  about you 

A1:1 de l i nquen ts  were quer ied  15 conce~nin~ t h e i r  pe rcep t i ons  

o f  the s0hoo l t~  a t t i t u d e s  toward them. The leanes t  number 

¢ ~ e d i t e d  t h e  s c h o o l  as  showi ng  a g e n e r a l l y  good o r  OK a t t i t u d e .  

Only a few y o u n g s t e r s  c o m p l a i n e d  t h a t  " t h e y  donWt c a r e "  o r  t h a t  

" t hey  donor know me". In  view ot" the de l i n suen t * s  hard school  

m e a l i t y ,  i t  i s  s u r p r i s i n g  t o  note how many youngs te rs '  pex, cept lons  

remain on the p o s i t i v e  o r  n e u t r a l  s tde as they view school  

• pez, sonne l ;  Et  the same t ime these responses r e f l e c t  on the school  

agency as a p o s i t i v e  p lace ~or a t  l e a s t  hal~" the de l i nquen ts .  

Whom ~ou t a l k  t o  in  school  

0uldance counselors  and school  p r i n c i p a l s  are mentioned 16 as 

t he  most f requen t  con tac ts  In  schoo l  by a l l  groups.  Other  

s p e c i a l i z e d  personne l  l i k e  at tendance o f f i c e r s ,  psycho log i s t s  are 

mentioned l n t ~ e q u e n t l y  by a l l  t h ree  groups. More 8 i K n l l " l o a n t l y ,  

a ha~d core emerge through the th ree  samples ~ln which the 

15 See Appendix B Table Xzv 
36 See Appendix B Tab1 e XV 
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r e s p o n s e  "nobody" l s  heard loud and c l e a r .  A s l i g h t  d i m i n t s h i n ~ "  

of  t h i s  r e s p o n s e  i s  n0 te6  i n  t he  p r o b a t i o n  c o n t r o l s  i n  c o n t r a s t  

t o  a s l i g h t  i n c r e a  se  pos t  t r e a t m e n t  i n  t h e  Y.O°U. ~roup.  

Who he lped  ~ou in  schoo l  

- -  In  c o n t i n u i n E  to  s ea rch  o u t  s c h o o l  h e l p e r  s or  a d v o c a t e s ,  a 

l a r g e  m a j o r i t y  o f  a l l  d e l i n q u e n t s  ' i n  t h e  t h r e e  ~roupS s t a t e  17 

b l u n t l y  t h a t  "no one h e l p e d " .  Here  a~a in  t h e  ~uidanoe  c o u n s e l o r  

and the  p r i n c i p a l s  show up b u t . w i t h  low f r equency  as " h e l p e r s "  
• • ° . 

i n  all"  t h r e e . ~ r o u p s .  No s i g n i f i c a n t  t r e n d s  or  s h i f t s  a r e  v i s i b l e  

in  t he  t h r e e  s e t s . o f  da ta  be tween t h e  p r e  and p o s t  i n t e r v i e w s -  

St in  in  s c h o o l  

For  most d e l i n q  uen te l8  s c h o o l s  appear  t o  be p l a c e s  o f  - . .  

c o n f i n e m e n t  envenomed w i t h  a l l  k inds  o f  s u b j e c t  m a t t e r .  Of 

t he  d e l i n q u e n t s  i n t e r v i e w e d  in  t h e  y .O.U,  and c o n t r a s t i n ~  c o u r t  

samples~ h a l f  i n d i c a t e d  t h a t  they  i n t e n d e d  tO s t a y  i n  s c h o o l .  

Of s p e c i a l  i n t e r e s t  i s  an a m b i v a l e n t  Eroup who a r e  u n d e c i d e d .  

The p o t e n t i a l  e f f e c t  Of s t a f f  on  the  undec ided  ~roup c a n . h e  ..~ 

c o n s i d e r a b l e  wi t  b in  the  Court  p rogram,  There  i s  ve ry  l i t t l e  

t r e n d  d a t a  t h a t  would imply t h a t  t he  ~prO~ram t e n d s  t o  keep t h e  

d e l i n q u e n t  w i t h i n  the s c h o o l  p rograms .  

V o c a t i o n a l  a s p i r a t i o n s  - i d e a l  and r e a l  

YounKsters were asked what they  would l i k e  ~to become - " i f  -~" 

you c o u l d  be anythinK y o u . w a n t e d " ,  The l e v e l  ~ f  a s p i r a t i o n  " i n  . 

t he  b e s t  o f  a l l  p0ss i b l e  w ° r ! d s "  r o t  a l l  ~roup r ema ins  s u b s ~ a n t i a l l ~  

19 • , r e a l i s t i C .  Most y o u n g s t e r s  : i n d i c a t e  Jobs  and o c c u p a t i o n s  t h a t  

17 See Appendix B Table XV~[ 
18 See Appendix B Table XVII . 
19 See Appendix B Table XVI-II 
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f a i l  i n  the m a n u a l - s k i l l e d  ar~a or  the s e m i - s k i l l e d  f i e l d .  A 

smal l  Ka'oup reach f o r  a 11re Sn t h e a r t s  o r  s p o r t s .  Very few 

asp i re  to  the p r o f e s s i o n s .  The r e p e t o t r e  o f  responses shows few 

f ] . tgh t8  o r  f an tasy ,  Most youngsters seem to  have t h e i r  a s p i r a -  

t i o n  embedded i n  t h e i r  r e a l i t y  and do no t  reach ~or the s t a r s .  

When the  v o c a t i o n a l  q u e s t i o n  18 r a i s e d  i n  t e rms  o t  t h e  " r e a l  

f u t u r e s  e x p e c t a t i o n s ,  20 y o u n g s t e r s  r e t a i n  abou t  t he  same 

expec ta t i ons  w i th  s k i l l e d  and s e m i - s k i l l e d  be ing t h e  most 

f r e q u e n t l y  r e p o r t e d  Job f i e l d s .  When look lnR a t  the r e a l  w o r l d ,  

many youngster~ answer hones t l y  " l  d o n ' t  know" or  " any th tn~ " .  

A few aim a t  the s p o r t s - a r t s  f i e l d ,  one o r  two c o n s i d e r  t h e i r  

f u t u r e  l i k e l y  t o  be i n  the p r o f e s s i o n a l  Qr s e m i - p r o f e s s i o n a l  

f i e l d s ,  but  these a r e  r a r e .  

B a s i c a l l y ,  a l l  th ree  Rl"oups or  younKsterS show l i m i t e d  ~oals .  

The i r  l e ve l s  o£ a s p i r a t i o n  - r e a l  and I dea l  - tend to  co inc ide  

and the c e t l l n K  I s  g e n e r a l l y  a t  the s k i l l e d ,  s e m i - s k i l l e d  l e v e l .  

Pa8slng your  t i m e  

when asked "How do you spend your  t i m e ? " ,  t h e  most  p o p u l a r  

21 answer  in  a l l  r three g roups  q u e s t i o n e d  was "hangtnK a r ound" .  

When asked the  same q u e s t i o n ,  p o s t - t r e a t m e n t ,  t h i s  answer  

d i m i n i s h e s  c o n s i d e r a b l y  f o r  a l l  ~ ' o u p s ,  p a r t i c u l a r l y  w i t h i n  t h e  

c o n t r o l s .  The c o u r t  Kroups show marked s h i r t s  toward h o b b i e s ,  

s p o r t s  and toward work.  The p o s t - t r e a t m e n t  Y.O.U. Kroup shows 

more y o u n K s t e r s  i n d i c a t i n g  t h a t  they  spend t h e i r  t ime " a t  home",  

r e f l e c t i n g  t h e h e a v y  emphas i s  on fami ly  t h e r a p y  and t r e a t m e n t  

pursued In  t he  I n t e n s i v e  Probat ion  program. S u r p r l s i n K l y  few 

20 See Appendix B Table X~X 
21 See Appendix B Table XX , 
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d e l i n q u e n t s  i n  t he  ~hree  groups  i n d i c a t e  t h a t  t h e y  spend  t i m e  

" d a t i n g "  or. w i t h  "boy or f f l n l  ' f ~ iends" .  

Rat inK o f  the Y.O.U. p ro~am an a whole ~ 

Youngsters . in both" the sunder  p~ogram and the  FeKula~ 

yea r - round  p r o d ,  am wer~ asked 22 t o  r a t e  t h e  o v e r a l l  p r o d - a m  on 

a seven p o i n t  s c a l e .  Except  : f o r  one r e s p o n d e n t ,  t h e  r a t i n ~  f o r  

the sun=net proKz'am ranged i n  the  t o p  t h r e e  l e v e l s  ( 5 - 7 ) .  The 

r e g u l a r  prop,.am was a lso skewed toward the  h igh  p o s i t i v e  s i d e  . ~ 

ave rag ing  c !ose  to  a 6. However, t h e  range  o f  r a t l n ~ 8  wan . 

g r e a t e r  fo~ the year-Wound program. I t  i s  s i g n i f i c a n t  t h a t  

more than h a l f  the younsster8 In  bo th  p~o~rae~5 r a t e d  them i n  

s u p e r l a t i v e  t e r~s .  

22 See Appendix B Table  XXI 
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V. SOME CONCLUSIONS ON COMMUNITY-BASED CARE 

What do t he  r e s e a r c h ,  o b s e r v a t i o n  and I n t e r v i e w  d a t a  

t e l l  us? Perhaps the most s lF~nt f lcant  f i n d i n g  i s  t h a t  

eonnuunl ty-based day ca re  s e r v i c e s  can p r o v i d e  a mean ing fu l  

v i a b l e  a l t e r n a t i v e  to  , I n s t i t u t i o n a l i z a t i o n  f o r  many y o u t h f u l  

o f f e n d e r s .  YOU, I n c . ' s  I n t e n s i v e  J u v e n i l e  P r o b a t i o n  Program 

w i t h  l t 8  Comprehensive  package  o f  p e r s o n a l  and s o c i a l  

s e r v l c e s  t o  the  a d o l e s c e n t  and h l s  ~famlly i s  no t  a c u r e - a l l  

y e t  appea r s  t o  b e  mee t i ng  the  needs  o f  a v a r i e t y  o f  

tr~)ubled y o u t h ,  I n c l u d i n g  the  "touKh" o f f e n d e r .  

The d a t a  r e v e a l  t h a t  the  YOU, I n c .  Program I s  

work lng  wi th  o f f e n d e r s  who p r e s e n t  a v e r y  n e g a t i v e  p r o f i l e  

and p r o m i s e .  In  p a r t l c u l a r ~  YOU, I n c .  you th  come from 

ve t7  t r o u b l e d  f a m i l i e s ,  d i s r u p t e d  homes,  f e m a l e - b a s e d  

h o u s e h o l d s ,  l a r g e r  f a m i l i e s ,  and were t i l t e d  t o  t he  lower  

s o c i a l  l e v e l s .  Res idency  o f  t h e  YOU group was more h e a v i l y  

6on f lned  to  the  Model C l t l e s  a r e a ,  a l a r g e  p u b l i c  hous tn~  

p r o j e c t  m and neighborhoods undergotn~ e t h n i c ,  economic, and 

s o c i a l  d i s l o c a t i o n s .  S i g n i f i c a n t l y ,  a hlRh p e r c e n t a g e  o f  

YOU you th  had been p l ac ed  on p r o b a t i o n  and c o ~ n t t t e d  to  

t he  Depar tment  o f  Youth S e r v i c e s  ( suspended  s e n t e n c e )  a t  

p o l n t  o f  e n t r y  i n t o  the  p r o g r a m ,  t h u s  suRges t lnR  a Rroup a t  

g r e a t e r  r i s k .  

Desp i t e  t h e  s e v e r e  p rob lems  t h e s e  y o u n g s t e r s  p r e s e n t ,  

t h e  r e c i d i v i s m  da~a c l e a r l y  I n d i c a t e  a f o r e s t a l l i n g  e f f e c t  

and a reduc t i on  I n  f u r t h e r  t l l e ~ a i  a c t i v i t i e s .  S i x t y -one  
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p e r c e n t  o f  the  a d o l e s c e n t s  t r e a t e d  i n  t h e  Z n t e n s l v e  P r o b a t i o n  

ProRram appear  to  ho ld  t h e l r  own I n  the  co~Juunl ty ,  t h i r t y -  

n i ne  p e r c e n t , r e t u r n  to  the  c o u r t ,  and t w e n t y  p e r c e n t  a r e  

r e - commi t t ed  t o  the Depar tment  o f  Youth  S e r v i c e s .  

S t K n l f l c a n t l y ,  i n s t e a d  o f  b e l n g  s e n t  " o u t  o f  s l K h t  and  

o u t  o f  mind"  e i g h t y  p e r q e n t  o f  t h e  y o u t h  s e r v i c e d  by t h e  

p r o g r a m  were  e f f e c t i v e l y  t r e a t e d  w h i l e  t h e  y o u n g s t e r  l i v e d  

a t  ho~e and  r e m a i n e d  :in h i s  n e l R h b o r h o o d ,  i n  h l s  s c h o o l ,  "and 

i n  t h e  con~uunt ty  a t  l a rRe  l e a r n t n ~  t o  cope  w i t h i n  . h i s  n a t i v e  7 

h a b i t a t  w i t h o u t  any  f u r t h e r  g h r e a t  t o  S o c i e t y .  

I n  an  e f f o r t  t o  a s s e s s  t h e  i n d i v ~ d u a l  and  d i f f e r e n t i a l  

i m p a c t  o f  t h e  p r o g r a n ,  a f u n c t i o n a l  t y p o l o R y  was d e v e l o p e d .  

The r e s u l t s  i n d i c a t e  s htRh deRree o f  success  w t t h  t he  

n e u r o t i c a l l y  c o n f l i c t e d  and  more  s e v e r e l y  d i s t u r b e d  y o u n E s t e x ~ s  ~ 

p a r t l c l p a t i n ~  i n  t h e  p ro~ ramo  As o t h e r  r e s e a r c h  h a s  I n d i c a t e d  

w t t h  s l n L l t a r  p r o g r a m s ,  Z n t e n s i v e  P r o b a t i o n  f o u n d  t h e  a n t i -  

s o c i a l  p a s s i v e  and  ~ t i - s o c l a l  a g g r e s s i v e  . c h i l d  t o  be  more  

d t ~ f £ c u l t  t o  r e - s o c i a l i z e .  I t oweve r ,  t h e  p r o g r a m  was  m u c h  

more s u c c e s s f u l  w i t h  a c t i v e  aKRress tve  o f f e n d e r s  as opposed ~) 

t o  p a s s i v e  a g R r e s s t v e .  Our  d a t a  s u R R e s t  t h a t  t h e  a n t i - s o c i a l  

p a s s i v e  o f f e n d e r  i s  t h e  m o s t  d i f f i c u l t  t o  r e a c h  and  a s s i s t  

t h r o u g h  t h e  r anKe  o f  s e r v i c e s  o ~ f e r e d  by YO U , I n c . ~ s  p r o g r a m .  

I t  I s  p o s s i b l e  t h a t  t h e s e  y o u n g s t e r ~  r e p r e s e n t  a c o m p l e x  

mix o f  l e a r n e d  m a l - a d a p t i v e  b e h a v i o r s  o f  t l S g h t .  T h i s  synd rome  J 

o f  b e h a v i o r  seems to  e l u d e  d i r e c t  , i n t e r v e n t i o n  8 t r a t e R t e s  

e s p e c i a l l y  I n  an open con~nunl ty -based s e t t i n g  where escape  

I s  more p o s s i b l e .  S p e c i a l  e f f o r t s  a re  c u r r e n t l y  b e i n R  

d e s i g n e d  t o  r e a c h  t h i s  t y p e  o f  o f f e n d e r .  

'The c o n s u m e r s  t h e m s e l v e s  t e n d e d  t o  v iew t h e  p r o K r a m  

.In v e r y  p o s i t i v e  and c o n s t r u c t i v e  t e r m s . '  I n  a s o m e w h a t  
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s u r p r l s l n E  f i n d i n g ,  ado lescen t  p a r t i c i p a n t s  d i f f e r e n t i a t e d  

between those  t h i n g s  t h a t  Were fun ( I , e . ,  r e c r e a t i o n ,  f i e l d  

t l r p s ,  a r t s  and c r a f t s ,  e t c . )  and those t h i n g s  which were 

h e l p f u l  a n d / o r  t h e r a p e u t i c  ( i . e . ,  group r a p ,  f a m i l y  t h e r a p y ,  

and i n d i v i d u a l  t h e r a p y ) .  I t  would seem,  t h e r e f o r e ,  t h a t  

i n t e n s i v e  t h e r a p e u t i c  s e r v i c e s  are more h e l p f u l  t o  the 

s e r i o u s  o f f e n d e r  t han  r e c r e a t i o n a l  programs,  y e t  pas t  

e x p e r i e n c e  has i n d i c a t e d  t h a t  one s e r v i c e  i s o l a t e d  from the 

o t h e r  tends t o  b e n o n - p r o d u c t l v e .  T h e r e f o r e ,  r e c r e a t i o n a l  

p rograms by themselves p r o v i d e  bo th  r e l i e f  and fun 

b u t  s e l d o m s  s e r v e  t o  re-d l rect  t h e  y o u t h f u l  o f f e n d e r .  - 

T h e r a p e u t i c  s e r v i c e s  by t h e m s e l v e s  a r e  h e l p f u l  b u t  do  no t  

p r o v i d e  t h e  v e h i c l e  t o  s u c c e s s f u l l y  enKage t h e  y o u t h f u l  

o f f e n d e r  i n  t r e a t m e n t  when h e / s h e  i s  F r e q u e n t l y  u n m o t i v a t e d  

o r  p ressed  f o r  Change. 

YOU, I n c . ' s  I n t e n s i v e  3 u v e n t l e P r o b a t i o n  

Progarm has  met w i t h  a f a i r . s h a r e  o f  s u c c e s s  i n  

r e d u c i n g  r e c i d i v i s m  among r e p e a t e d  o f f e n d e r s  bY k e e p i n g  them 

c l o s e  t o  home and s c h o o l .  I t  a p p e a r s  t h a t  t h e  h o l i s t i c  

c o n c e p t u a l  b a s e  o f  t h e  p rog ram mee t s  t h e  needs  Of a c r o s s -  

s e c t i o n  o f  many t r o u b l e d  y o u t h .  F u r t h e r  e f f o r t s ,  h o w e v e r ,  

have  t o  be made i n  h e l p i n g  t h e  p a s s i v e  a ~ g r e s s l v e  a d o l e s c e n t  

o f f e n d e r ,  The d a t a  a l s o  r e a f f i r m s  c l e a r l y  t h a t  t h e  p rog ram 

i s  o n l y  a p a r t i a l  s o l u t i o n  w i t h i n  t h e  s y s t e m  o f  p e r s o n a l  and 

s o c i a l  s e r v i c e s  t o  t h e  i d e n t i f i e d ,  y o u t h f u l  o f f e n d e r .  

I t  s h o u l d  be e m p h a s i z e d ' t h a t  t h e  d a t a  seem t o  

i n d i c a t e  t h e  need f o r  i n t e n s i v e ,  s e c u r e  t r e a t m e n t  F a c i l i t i e s  

f o r  a s m a l l  y e t  s i g n i f i c a n t  number o f  a d o l e s c e n t s  Who e l u d e  

and e s c a p e  t h e  i m p a c t  o f  c o m m u n i t y - b a s e d  p r o g r a m s .  T h e i r  

r e p e a t e d  a n t i - s o c i a l  b e h a v i o r s  a r e  F r e q u e n t l y  n o t ' o n l y  
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d e s t r u c t i v e  t o  t h e m s e l v e s  b u t  a l s o  t o  o t h e r s . .  

I n  summary: it~ would  a p p e a r  t h a t  d i v e r s i o n a r y  

co e ~ u n t t y - b a s e d  a l t e r n a t S v e s  a t  v a r i o u s  p o i n t s  w i t h i n  t h e  

c r t n t t n a l  J u s t l c e  s y s t e m  can f r e q u e n t l y  s u s t a i n  a good 

• p e r c e n t a g e  o f  t r o u b l e d  y o u t h  i n  t h e t r  home,  s c h o o l  and 

c o n ~ u n S t y ,  a t  t h e  same t i m e  k e e p i n g  t h e  number  o f  y o u t h s  

r e q u i r i n g  l n s t i t u t i o n a ! t z a t l o  n and s e c u r i t y  t o  t h e  s m a l l e s t  

d e n o m l n a t o F .  
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I NATIONAL EVALUATION PaOGSAM P H A S E  I SUMMARY REPORT--SECURE 
I DETENTION OF JUVENILES AND ALTERNATIVES TO ITS USE 1 
L 

(By  T h o m a s  M. Young and  Donnel l  M. Pappenfor t )  

INTRODUCTION 

Thi s  is an  execut ive  s u m m a r y  of the  f indings and  conclusions  of a na t iona l  
s tudy  of the  u s e  of secure  de ten t ion  f o r  juveni les  and  of a l t e rna t ive s  to i t s  
use.  The  s tudy  w a s  funded  by the  U.S. D e p a r t m e n t  of  Just ice ,  La w  Enforce-  
m e n t  Ass i s t ance  Admin i s t r a t ion ,  Nat iona l  I n s t i t u t e  of La w  E n f o r c e m e n t  a nd  
Cr imina l  Jus t ice ,  unde r  P h a s e  I of i t s  Nat iona l  E v a l u a t i o n  P rogram.  T h e  re- 
search  was  car r ied  out  du r ing  fiscal ye a r  1976. 

The  purpose  o f  the  s tudy  w a s  to provide in fo rma t ion  on the  use  of a l t e rna-  
f ives to secure  de tent ion  which  could a s s i s t  thos  e ind iv idua l s  and  organ iza t ions  
seek ing  to implemen t  ce r ta in  provis ions  of the  1974 Juven i le  Jus t i ce  and  De- 
l inquency Preven t ion  Act (Publ ic  La w  93--415). T h a t  Act se ts  fo r th  as  two of 

. i t s  m a j 0 r  goals  a r e duc t i on  in the  use  of secure  detent ion ( incarcera t ion)  and  
the  provis ion of a l t e rna t ive s  to de ten t ion  fo r  you th s  involved  in the  juveni le  
jUstice process (cf. Sec. 102(b) and  Sec. 223(a) ,  10H).  I t  f u r t h e r  r e q u i r e s - -  
fo r  s t a t e s  seeking f u n d s  au thor ized  by the  Act---the e l imina t ion  (wi th in  two 
yea r s  fol lowing submiss ion  of a s t a t e  plan)  of t he  use  of de tent ion  for  Juv- 
eniles charged  wi th  offenses t h a t  would no t  be c r imina l  if commit ted  by an  
adu l t  (Sec. 223(a ) ,  12). Because  of these  provis ions  the  s tudy  repor ted on here  
proceeded on the  a s s u m p t i o n  t h a t  one m u s t  u n d e r s t a n d  the  use  of secure  de- 
ten t ion  in a Jur isdic t ion  in order  to  comprehend  the u se  of a l te rna t ives .  This ,  

. - in  turn ,  r equ i r e s  knowledge about  t he  juveni le  Just ice processes  t ha t  a re  the  
con tex t  fo r  both the  use  of secure  de tent ion  and  of a l te rna t ives .  These  a s s u m p -  
t ions  led to an  ana lys i s  of the  s ignif icant  aspects  of the  na t ion ' s  exper ience 
wi th  de tent ion  and  a l t e rna t ives  to da te  which,  when  joined wi th  the  provis ions  
of the  Act, c a n  help shape  real is t ic  p lans  and  s t ra teg ies  for  implemen ta t ion  a nd  
eva lua t ion  of federa l  policy in th i s  a rea  in the  fu ture .  

The  ma in  componen ts  of- the s tudy  involved (1) a review of l i t e r a tu re  pub- 
l i shed since 1967 on the  use  of secure  de tent ion  and  of a l te rna t ives ,  (2) the  
p rePara t ion  of an  I s sue s  PaPer  which si~mmarized the  l i t e r a tu re  reviewed and  
s e t  fo r th  the  sa l ien t  i s sues  to be s tudied  in our  field research,  (3) the  compila:  
t o n  o f  a l i s t  of ex i s t ing  a l t e rna t ive  p r o g r a m s  in the  Uni ted  S ta tes ,  (4) selec- 
t ion of and  vis i t  to four teen  juven i le  cour t  ju r i sd ic t ions  w i t h  a l t e rna t ive  p ro -  
g rams ,  (5) p repa ra t ion  of ind iv idua l  repor t s  descr ibing each jur i sd ic t ion  in- 
c lud!ng a deta i led  descr ipt ion of i t s  a l t e rna t ive  p rog ram and (6) submiss ion  of 
a final repor t  based upon both t h e  l i t e r a tu re  review and  the field research .  

T h i s  s u m m a r y  repor ts  the  resu l t s  of the  s t udy  in the  fo l lowing manne r .  
Fi rs t ;  we p resen t  the  i s sues  for  s tudy  based on the  l i t e r a tu re  review and  the  
f r a m e w o r k  we chose to organize  the  in fo rma t ion  obtained f rom the  l i t e r a tu re  
• eview and  the  si te  visits .  Second, we s u m m a r i z e  t h a t  i n fo rma t ion  wi th  a 

rocus on how y o u t h s  a r e  selected (or  not)  for  admiss ion  to secure  de ten t ion  
or p lacement  in an  a l t e rna t ive  program.  Third ,  we describe how jur i sd ic t ions  
were selected for  s i te  visits ,  t he  t axonomy or  c lass i f icatory schema we used  to 
g roup  a l t e rna t ive  p r o g r a m s  for  a n a l y s i s  and  compar ison  and  w h a t  the  pro- 
g r a m s  were like. Four th ,  we d i scuss  all four teen  a l t e rna t ive  p rog ra ms  in t e r m s  
of the i r  keeping you th s  t rouble  f ree  and  avai lable  to cour t  and  in t e rms  of 
o ther  goals which  var ied  a m o n g  the  p rog ra ms  visited. Finally,  we l~resent our  
conclus ions  and  r ecommenda t ions  to juveni le  cour ts  cons ider ing  the  introdue-  
"'on of an  a l t e rna t ive  program.  

THE ISSUES FOR STUDY AND A FRA~.CEWORK FOR ASSESSMENT 

Our  review of the  l i t e r a tu re  on the  use  of secure detent ion fo r  juveni les  con- 
f irmed t ha t  the  ma in  i ssue  now is w ha t  it a lways  ha s  b e e n :  secure  de tent ion  
is misused  for  l a r g e  n u m b e r s  of you ths  awa i t ing  hea r ing  before the  na t ion ' s  
juveni le  courts .  Th i s  s t a t e m e n t  is suppor ted  by recent  reports  sen t  to us  f r om 
twenty- two s t a t e s  and  the  Dis t r i c t  of Columbia. m a n y  of which contained 
r~?t is t ics  on y o u t h s  de ta ined  by age, race /e thnic i ty ,  sex, type  of offense a nd  

Z Prepared by the National Institute of Law Enforcement and Criminal Justice Law 
Enforcement Assistance Administration United States Department of Justice, August 
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average  length  of stay. S imi lar  r epor t s  f rom a few s t a t e s  in add i t i on  to t h o s e  -~ 
we received ma te r i a l  f rom are s u m m a r i z e d  in the  repor t s  of o t h e r  s t ud i e s  
(Sar r i ,  December,  1974; Fers ter ,  et  aL, 1969). The  types  of misuse  of secure  
de ten t ion  revealed in th i s  l i t e ra tu re  a r e  : 

(1) County ja i l s  a re  st i l l  used for  t empora ry  de ten t ion  of juven i les ,  pa r t i c -  
u la r ly  in less populous states.  Even  in some more  heavi ly  popu la t ed  ju r i sd ic -  
tions, however,  j a i l s  a re  used for  some j u v e n i l e s  despi te  t he  ex i s t ence  a , d  
ava i lab i l i ty  of a juveni le  detent ion faci l i ty .  In  m a n y  s t a t e s  seeking  to r educe  
the  use of ja i l s  for  the  detent ion of juveni les ,  t h e  d o m i n a n t  a l t e r n a t i v e  is seen ~ 
as  the  cons t ruc t ion  of a detent ion faci l i ty .  

(2) Use of secure de tent ion  for  d e p e n d e n t  and  neglected ch i l d r en  a p p e a r s  to 
be on the  decl ine as  more ju r i sd ic t ions  develop e i t h e r  she l te r ,  ca re  fac i l i t i e s  or  
shor t - t e rm fos te r  h o m e  programs.  Some jur i sd ic t ions ,  however ,  a r e  k n o w n  to 
misclass i fy  dependen t  and  neglected  ch i ld ren  as  you ths  in n e e d  of supe rv i s ion  
who then  a re  placed in secure de tent ion .  The  e x t e n t  of the  l a t t e r  p r ac t i c e  i s  
unknown.  

(3) Many  ju r i sd ic t ions  Still exceed the  NCCD recommended  m a x i m u m  de- 
ten t ion  r a t e  of 10 percent  of a l l  juven i les  a p p r e h e n d e d ;  the  p ropor t i on  of ~, 
Juveni les  de ta ined  less t h a n  48 h o u r s  con t inues  to hove r  a r o u n d  50  pereent~ 
These  p a t t e r n s  a re  f requent ly  ci ted as  evidence of t he  i n a p p r o p r i a t e  u se  of 
detent ion.  

(4) Many  j u r i s d i c t i o n s - a r e  unab le  to mobi l ize  the  resources  n e c e s s a r y  to 
a t t e n d  to chi ldren  w i t h  special (neu ro log ica l  and  p s y c h i a t r i c )  needs,  T h e s e  
ch i ld ren  a re  then  often detained,  semet fmes  fo r  excess l eng ths  of t ime.  

(5) S t a tu s  offenders tend to be de ta ined  a t  a h ighe r  r a t e  t h a n  y o u t h s  appre -  
hended for  adul t - type  cr iminal  offenses and  also tend  to be he ld  longer.  

(6) Youths  of rac ia l  and  e thn ic  minor i t i e s  tend to be d e t a i n e d  a t  h i g h e r - ~  
r a t e s  and  fo r  longer per iods than  o the r s  ; f emales  a re  de t a ined  a t  a h i g h e r  r a t e  

longer  t h a n  males.  
an~7) Extr.a-iegal fac to rs  are more  strongly'  n s soc ia t ed  w i t h  t h e  dec is ion  to 
de ta in  (versus  re lease)  t han  legal  f ac to r s  ( those  specified by  j uven i l e  codes) .  
Time of apprehens ion  (evenings and  weekends ) ,  p rox imi ty  of a d e t e n t i o n  
faci l i ty  and  degree  of  a d m i n i s t r a t i v e  cont ro l  over  i n t a k e  p rocedures  h a v e  a l l  
been found  to be assoc ia ted  w i th  the  decision to de t a in  in  a d d i t i o n  to those  
fac to rs  con ta ined  in i t emsf ive  a n d  six above. 

T he  ac tua l  e x t e n t  to which these  p a t t e r n s  of misuse  ex i s t  e i t h e r  w i t h i n  ol 
be tween s i tes  ~is unknown.  ~[any s t a t e s - - a n d  ju r i sd i c t ions  w i t h i n  s t a t e s m s t i l l  
do  not  collect s ta t i s t i cs  a t  regular  i n t e rva l s  on t he  use  of secure  de ten t ion .  

The  reasons  given in the  l i t e r a t u r e  fo r  why  such misuses  occur  a r e  severa l .  
We h a v e  l is ted them in summary  fo rm as ' fo l lows  : 

(1) De ten t ion  fac i l i t i e s  receive a flood of i n a p p r o p r i a t e  r e f e r r a l s  f r o m  police, 
pa ren t s  and  o ther  adul ts .  

(2) Some cour ts  have  no de tent ion  c r i t e r i a  a t  all, mere ly  accep t ing  t he  cases  
r e fe r red  by police. 

(3) Othe r  cour t s  have  verbal  s t a n d a r d s  bu t  leave  i n t a k e  decis ions  to em ; 
ployees who may ~ntroduce add i t i ona l  c r i t e r ia ,  which  m a y  no t  be  t he  same~ 
f rom employee to employee. 

(4) De ten t ion  officials in many  a r e a s  yield to the  d e m a n d s  of police, p a r e n t s  
and  social agencies  for  detent ion,  even if  c r i t e r i a  a re  viola ted.  

(5) Even  when  cour t  officials screen r e f e r r a l s  conscient ious ly ,  y o u t h s  re- 
f e r r ed  for  s t a tu s  offense b e h a v i o r  a re  of ten de ta ined  securely  a n d  r e t a i n e d  

f o r  ex tended pe r iods  because app rop r i a t e  se rv ices  and  a l t e r n a t i v e  p l a c e m e n t s  in  
the  communi ty  a re  not  avai lable.  T h e r e  a r e  cour t  officials who  p re fe r  doin~ 
n o t h i n g . r a t h e r  t han  de ta in ing  s t a t u s  offenders  bu t  they a p p e a r  to be in  t h  j 
minor i ty .  

(6) Decis ions  are  too in f requen t ly  moni tored ,  so judges  and  cour t  p e r s o n n e l  
of ten do not  know w h a t  is going on. 

(7) De ten t ion  prac t ice  has  low visibi l i ty ,  except  d u r i n g  m o m e n t s  of pub-  
Ucized scandals .  I n  general,  t he re  is l i t t l e  ev idence  of publ ic  i n t e r e s t  in  de- 
tent ion,  except for  t h e  efforts of a few ad hoc organ i za t i ons  conce rned  w i t h  
services to ch i ld ren  and  youth. 

The  l i t e ra tUre  on a l t e rna t ives  to the  use of s e c u r e  de t en t ion  f o r  j u v e n i l e s  t~ 
sparse.  Very l i t t l e  has  been pub l i shed  abou t  such programs.  ~Iost  Of t he  p i ~ ,  
g r a m  eva lua t ions  a r e  no t  readi ly  a v a i l a b l e :  typica l ly  they  a re  in-house  m a n u -  
scr ipts  o b t a i n e d  by request  f r om the  j u r i s d i c t i o n s  in  wh ich  t h e  p r o g r a m s  a re  
located. 

3 



611 

Our review of this l i te ra ture  was encouraging at  first. ~It appea red  tha t  some 
jur isdict ions had establ ished one or more of the following types of alterna' t ives 
to the use of secure detention. 

(1) Improved intake procedures--including the use of wri t ten  cr i ter ia  gov- 
erning the decision to deta in  or not, official recording of the reason(s )  for  the 
decision actually made, a daily or weekly adminis t ra t ive  review of all decisions 
and early detent ion hear ings  for all  youth securely detained. (Whit latch,  1973; 
Kehoe and Mead, 1975; Hunstad,  1975.) 

The a l te rna t ive  in question is the youth 's  own home. I t  is not a p u r e  type. 
I t  is, more properly, the result of improved intake procedures and not  a pro- 
grammtic  subst i tu te  f o r  placement  in secure detention. I t  does, however, ad- 
dress many of the reasons given for the misuse of secure detention. We in- 
clude it here  even though we did not  visi t  any jur isdict ion for  the sole pur- 
pose of s tudying th is  type. 

(9) Non-residential alternatives--programs organized around use of the 
youth ' s  Own h o m e  as a place of res idence while awai t ing court  'hearing. 
(Buchwalter ,  1974; Cannon,  1975; Drummond,  1975; General Research C0r- 
portion, 1975; Keve and Zantek, !972.) 

These programs follow the "home  detent ion" format  first begun i n  St. 
Louis, MissOuri. Youths are  re turned to their  parents '  recognizance to a w a i t  
their  court  hear ings  and are  assigned to t h e  caseload of a youth worker  who 
is usually supervised by a member  of the probation depar tment .  

t3) Residential altcrnativcs--:programs'organized around use of a subst i tute  
residence for  the youth (other  than secure detent ion)  while aw a i t i n g  court 
hearings.  (Cronin and Abram, 1975; Kaersvang,  1972; Long  and Tumelson, 
1975,) 

These programs usually rely on  e i ther  fos ter  homes or one or more  group 
homes i~ lieu of p lacement  in secure detention. In some jurisdict ions the group 
home format  h a s  been named "Attent ion Home" to differentiate it  and wha t  
i t  offers from detention.  Other  than  having t h e g r o u p  format  in comrbon, how- 
ever, these programs differ considerably f rom one another.  

Although our review of the available l i te ra ture  on al ternat ives  to detent ion 
was encouraging, as we have said. n closer reading suggested tha t  establ ishing 
an  a l te rna t ive  program could have unintended consequences. One was tha t  the 
a l ternat ive  might  be used for  youths  who would simply have been sent  home 
to awai t  hearings,  if the a l t e rna t ive 'p rogram had not been available. (Keve and 
Zantek.  1972; Drummond,  1975.) Another  was tha t  youths placed in some al- 
ternat ive programs appeared to wai t  :longer for  adjudicat ion than those placed 
in secure detent ion (Cannon, 1975; Cronin and Abram, 1975). I t  seemed pos- 
sible tha t  a l te rnat ive  programs could be used in lieu of child welfare  or  other  
services (not  o therwise  available) ra ther  than  in lieu of detention. This  could 
subtract  f rom thei r pr imary g o a l - - t h a t  of providing an al ternat ive for  youths 
#ho would otherwise be placed in secure detention.  

These considerat ions led us to adopt  a process-flow model for  assessment.  
That  is, we chose to think of a jur isdict ion wi th  an a l te rn t ive  program as a 
series of decision points  through w h i c h  a flow of cases passed. En t rance  to, 
exit  f rom and  cont inuat ion in the juvenile justice process could be understood 
in terms of a sequence of decision m a k i n g R a s  could admission to secure de- 
tention, placement  in an a l ternat ive  and release to parents '  recognizance pending 
court  hearing. 

Our  research approach to individual  jurisdict ion was to diagram the struc- 
-~ure of the decision points  in use, determine the options available a t  each 
such point, invest igate the cr i ter ia  applied in selecting among the options and 
where  possible de termine  the number  and character is t ics  (inclnding offenses 
and past  record) of youths  routed in various directions. In this way we at- 
tempted to unders tand why certain juveniles and not others ended up in secure 
detention, a l te rnat ive  programs,  wai t ing at  home without  supervision or dis- 
missed f rom court  jurisdiction.  

The nmdel of a s t ruc ture  of decision points has had more general importance  
• -~ our  efforts than its detai led use during site visits. A view of the juvenile 
jas t iee  system from the perspective of the model has gnfided the entire effort 
to summarize  exist ing research and other  l i te ra ture  and integrate  i t  wi th  
informat ion obtained dur ing si te visits. I t  also influences the s t ructure  of th is  
summary.  
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F o r  the reasons ju s t  ment ioned we present  here  a generalized Process Flow 
D i a g r a m  showing seven decision points .  (See Figure  1.) Decision points are  
symbolized by diamond-shaped outl ines numbered D1 through D7 tha t  deter-  
mine movement  wi thin  the flow. They are  presented here  wi thout  reference 
to the options tha t  may be used, the cr i ter ia  employed and the selectivity tha t  
may resul t  f rom thei r  application, because those character is t ics  vary by juris-  
diction. Still, the diagram does clarify the s t ruc ture  of decisionmaking as 
Juveniles en te r  (or avoid) the flow of cases, usually a t  the point  of an en- 
counter  with.  a policeman during which a decision is made  (D1), some to be 
taken to a police s ta t ion for  a second decision (D2) which can po in t  the  
youths  toward  decisions concerning court  intake (D3) and detent ion in take 
(D4).  (Also not on Figure  1 the  competing entry point through citizen refer-  
ra l  to court  intake.) I t  is usually during the in ter re la ted  processes of court  
intake and detent ion intake tha t  decisions are  made to place juveniles in 
secure de ten t ion:  decisions to use an a l ternat ive  program instead may be 
made e i t h e r a t  tha t  same Juncture or a t  a l a te r  detent ion hear ing (DS). We will 
not  focus on the adjudicatory  hear ing (D6) in full  detail,  but  We have a 
special in teres t  i n  w h a t  happens to juveniles  beginning wi th  decision points  
D3 and  D4 ending wi th  decision point  D6. W h a t  happens  to juveniles a t  dispo- 
s i t ion  (D7),  i f  they get t ha t  far ,  is not  unrela ted to wha t  occurred earlier.  
We are dealing here  with a s t ruc ture  of contingencies creat ing flows of cases 
in various direct ions toward  different  probabil i t ies of la ter  decisions. We will 
not  be able to assign numbers  to all the possibili t ies but we  believe sufficient 
d a t a  are  available t o  ant ic ipate  wha t  a s y s t e m a t i c q u a n t i t a t i v e  research effort 

. .might find. 

V A R I A T I O N S  I N  D E C I S I O N  ~ [ A K I N O  A T  T H E  C O M P L A I N T  A N D  I N T A K E  P H A S E S  

The complaint  phase of the  juvenile just ice process refers  to those decisions 
made by police and Others tha t  l ead  to a refer ra l  to juvenile court  (sometimes 
including detent ion)  or to some other  op t ion tns t ead .  The intake phase includes 
both detent ion intake and court  i n t ak e  and refers  to those decisions made by 
detent ion and court  officials as to whe the r  to detain or not (and how) and 
whether  top roceed  formally,  informally or  not  a t  all. 

Most cases of juvenile misconduct are  brought  to the a t tent ion of the police 
by pr ivate  citizens. Only a very small n u m b e r  of juvenile law violations are  
observed directly by police on patrol  (Pepinsky, 1972). Thus, what  a police 
officer decides to do Upon receiving a complaint  const i tutes  the first c r i t i ca l  
decision of the complaint  phase. These decisions involve the exercise of con- 
s iderable discret ion and are  generally not  bound by t h e  s ta tu tory  const ra ints  
applied to the  handl ing of adu l t  offenders (K. Davis, 1975; S.  Davis, 1971; 
Fe r s t e r  and Courtless, 1969). 

Police officers in general  have at  least  eight  a l te rnat ive  courses of action 
Then dealing wi th  a youth :  (1) re lease;  (2) release wi th  a "field interroga- 

tion" or an official repor t  describing the encounter  ; (3) an official " repr imand"  
with release to paren t  or gua rd ian ;  (4) referral ,  sometimes considered diver- 
sion,  to o ther  agencies;  (5) release following voluntary set t lement  of prop- 
er ty damage ;  (6) '~voluntary" police supervis ion;  (7) summons to cour t  and 
(8) r e f e r r a l  to court  fo r  the possibility of d e t e n t i o n  (Fe r s t e r  and Courtless, 
1969). In practice, a single police depar tment  may use many fewer  options, but  
the possible combinations are  numerous  and may vary considerably among 
several police depar tments  all relat ing to a single Juvenile court  Jurisdiction. 

he p resence  of ju~'enile officers in a given jur isdict ion does not appear  to 
change the range of options in any appreciable manner .  

The broad discretion involved in police decision making can combine wi th  
different  sets of available options to produce varying ra tes  of referra l  to the  
nat ion 's  juvenile courts. 

In the juvenile court  Jurisdictions t ha t  we visi ted and which related to two 
or more police depar tments  we often were told tha t  there  was considerable 
variat ion in the proport ion of police-juvenile encounters  tha t  resulted in re- 
f e r m i  to court. Although this  was n o t  the central  focns of  our site visits, one 
. .risdiction was  able to provide us wi th  refer ra l  s ta t is t ics  by police depart-  
ment  jurisdiction. Refer ra l s  varied f rom 13.2 per one thousand youth 18 years  
of age and under  to 168.2. Variat ion in the ra te  of  referra l  between cities exis ts  
also and is repor ted  in  t he  l i te ra ture  (Fe r s t e r  and Courtless, 1969). 

/ 
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In  addit ion to the effect of police decision making  on numbers ,  t he re  may  be 
an effect on the  character is t ics  of youths  re fe r red  to court .  The  re su l t s  of 
police decision making for  cer ta in  groups of in te res t  (minor i t ies ,  females ,  
s ta tus  offenders) have not been fully documented in the  l i t e ra tu re .  A notable  
exception can be found in Thornber ry ' s  analys is  of the Ph i l ade lph i a  b i r th  
cohort  da ta  (Thornberry,  1973 ; Woifgang,  et  al., 1972). The d a t a  revea led  t h a t  
police decisions augmented the  probabi l i ty  t h a t  black :males would be r e f e r r e d  
to court  (even when controlling for  ser iousness  of offense  and  p r io r  r eco rd ) .  -. 
Similar  b iases  may occur for  females  and s t a tus  offenders,  Al though  th i s  w a s  ) 
asser ted  by some officials interviewed dur ing our si te visits,  we found  no em- 
plrical evidence reported in the l i tera ture .  

Our point is tha t  police decisions a t  the  complain t  phase  p e r f o r m  a "ga te  
keeping" (Sundeen,  1974) function for  the  juvenile  jus t ice  process.  Collectively, 
these decisions determine  the numbers  and  pe rhaps  the cha rac t e r i s t i c s  o f  
you ths  who may la ter  be admit ted  to secure de tent ion  or an a l t e rna t i ve  p r ~  

gram. as  
Not all chi ldren reach a juvenile cour t  via police actions.  Adults ,  s u c h  

paren t s  or guardians,  employees of  boards  of  education,  r ep r e s en t a t i v e s  of  ~ 
public and p r i v a t e  agencies and ord inary  ci t izens may complain to cour t  per-  
sonnel about  cer ta in  Children and youths.  Court  procedures  in hand l ing  such 
complaints  apparent ly  vary widely. Unfor tunate ly ,  the  l i t e r a tu re  on how such 
complaints  are  processed is very inadequate .  We are  aware  of ju r i sd ic t ions  t h a t  
require all complaints  be made through police officers. We know o f  o the r s  t h a t  
simply accept most  such complaints  routinely,  wi thou t  much inves t iga t ion .  

The main s tudy available on this  issue was  carr ied  out  in 1972 in New 
York and Rockland counties in the  s ta te  of New York and  w a s  r e s t r i c t ed  tc-~ 
"persons in need of supervision" ( P I N S ) .  (Andrews  and Cohn,..1974.) In  those  ) 
jur isdic t ions  paren t s  or pa ren ta l  sur roga tes  had  brought  59 pe rcen t  of the  
PINS .petitions. In  several  of the  jur i sd ic t ions  we  visi ted in take  personne l  to ld  
us t ha t  youths  brought  by their  pa ren t s  f o r  s ta tus  offense behav ior  were  diffi- 
cul t  cases to decide. The youth whose  pa ren t s  will  no t  accept  his  r e t u rn  home, 
we were told repeatedly, is a youth who usually will  not  r e t u rn  home. The 
di lemma seen by , intake personnel is the choice between use o f  secure de ten t ion  
for  such cases or some other  a l ternat ive ,  if  one is  avai lable .  Th i s  b r ings  us  to 
the in take phase of the process. 

The decisions we have just  described and the  differing p a t t e r n s  of case  flow ") 
they imply do not  occur in isolation. They in te rac t  wi th  a n o t h e r  s e t  of de- 
cisions a t  the point of court and detent ion intake.  Cour t  in t ake  processes  in- 
volve decisions as to whether  the re  is  probable cause to believe a youth  h a s  
commit ted a s ta tu tor i ly  illegal act  and. if  so, whe the r  the cour t  should  a s sume  
jur isdic t ion formal ly  or process the case informally,  (We will  r e t u r n  to t he  
l a t t e r  distinction.) During the process of cour t  in take a compla in t  i s  h e a r d  
and a peti t ion may be drawn and l a t e r  affirmed or denied, p e rh ap s  a t  an  in take  

hearing. 
Detent ion in take involves decisions about  w h e t h e r  the youth  is  to be he l a  

pending a cou r t  hear ing and, if so, where  and wi th  whom. A de ten t ion  in t ake  
hear ing may or may not be held. The detent ion and cour t  in t ake  processes  
may be so merged tha t  they can hard ly  be seen, in practice,  as  separa te .  

I t  is  a t  in take tha t  the court th rough  i ts  own resources can take an o r g a n i z e d  
view of the cases presented .for decisions. Those cases may  r e f e c t  the  chaos  
of perhaps  numerous police depa r tmen t s  present ing  f o r  cour t  cons idera t ion  f a r  
too many you ths  t ha t  good pract ice  ind ica tes  should have been hand led  wi th-  
out referral .  I f  so, the court can organize procedures  to apply clear,  w r i t t  ) 
rules to decisions. In this way the court  Can s t and  as  an  absolute  b a r r i e r  
agains t  improper  referrals .  On the  o ther  hand,  the  court  i t se l f  can a u g m e n t  

the chaos. 
Our ini t ia l  comment  regarding the l i t e ra tu re  on the i n t a k e  phase  of the  

juvenile Justice process must  be t ha t  i t  is r a t h e r  in te res t ing  bu t  mor t a l ly  de- 
ficient. The basic descriptive s tudies  Of the  decision m a k i n g  processes  h a v e  
not been done. One notable exception is Helen Sumner ' s  s tudy  of in i t ia l  de ten-  
tion decisions in selected Cal i fornia  counties. She repor ted  t h a t  t h e  decis ion 
to detain was more strongly associated wi th  non-legal f ac to r s  t han  legal  f )- 
tors, (Sumner.  i971.) Some sonrces urge juvenile cour ts  to make  r egu la r  use 
of wr i t t en  cr i ter ia  for both court  and detent ion in take decis ions  and  to ope ra t e  
court  intake on a 24-hour basis. (Saleebey. 1975; John H o w a r d  Assoc ia t ion ,  
1973.) ,The American  Bar  Associat ion notes tha t  "more  than  ,half  of all  jU- "all " ventle cases present ly  referred  to court  a re  being handled  non-judicl  y and  

/ 
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est imates  tha t  "improved intake services could substant ia l ly  reduce the number 
of cases referred  for  adjudicat ion."  (American Bar  Association, 1974: 93.) 

Our visi ts  to 14 jur isdict ions provide l imited informat ion about the organiza- 
t ional Context of the decision to detain juveniles prior  to adjudication.  The 
findings cannot  be general ized widely, but they do i l lus t ra te  differences in 
practices referred  to in some l i terature.  

In four  jur isdict ions admission to detention was  automatic.  In  o ther  words, 
' a  request  for  detent ion resulted in admission to detention. Thus, the intake 

decision may be in terpre ted  as e i ther  having been delegated, a t  least  initially, 
to the referr ing agency or, as having been postponed f o r  la ter  determinat ion.  
In  the ten o ther  jur isdic t ions  court  (or detention) personnel made the init ial  
intake decision. In  five of these, four  options were avai lable:  (a) Release to 
paren t s  and f rom the court ' s  jur isdict ion en t i r e ly ,  (b) release to p a r e n t s  wi th  
youth placed on informal  probation, (c) release to paren t s  wi th  adjudicatory 
hear ing to follow (i.e., petit ion filed) and (d) admission to secure detention 
wi th  ad jud i ca to ryhea r ing  to follow. : 

The reader  should no te  tha t  a t  this  point  the court  in take decision has been 
joined with the detent ion intake decision. Option (b) is a decision to 'proceed 

• informally.  Options (c) and (d) r e s t . o n  acceptance  of the  case for  formal  
processing. 

Three of the remaining five jur isdict ions did not  have informal  probation 
as  an option but did h a v e  (in addit ion to the o ther  th ree  l isted above) the  
option of placing the  youth in a program used as an a l ternat ive  to secure 
detention. The options a t  detent ion intake in the two other  jur isdict ions con- 
sisted only of release f rom jurisdiction,  release to paren t s  wi th  adjudicatory 
hear ing to follow or admiss ion  to secure detention pending a de ten t ion /  
a r r a ignmen t  hear ing.  

Another  view of the informat ion jus t  presented is to note tha t  a t  the  point 
of initial  contact  with the  court  or secure detention facility, seven of the four- 
teen jur isdic t ions  did not  provide the possibility of placing juveniles in a pro- 
gram designed as an a l te rna t ive  to secure detention. This  may seem puzzling 
since each  jurisdict ion was selected for  a visi t  because i t  used such al ternat ive 
programs. I t  is explained by the fact  t h a t  seven jur isdict ions select youths  for  
~lternative programs f rom those already placed in secure detention. 

For  present  purposes, the points  to be noted a re :  the  intake phase is 
analogous to the complaint  phase in combing broad discretion with a var ie ty  
of opt ions;  the interaction of the two phases  results  in several  pa ths  of exi t  
f rom or continuation in the process: We do not suggest tha t  this  is  inherent ly  
bad---or good--pract ice.  We can state,  however, tha t  no jurisdict ion we visited 
mainta ined an in fo rma t ion  system tha t  .regularly produced da ta  on the num- 
bers and selected character is t ics  of youths taking various paths.  Fo r  example, 
we notified each jurisdict ion of our desire to ga ther  data  on the age, sex, r a c e /  
"thnicitY, offense, prior  record and terminat ion s ta tus  f o r  small samples (30) 
of youths awai t ing  cour t  hear ings  in secure detention, in an a l ternat ive pro- 
gram or at  home with the i r  parents .  (See options following D4 on Process  
Flow Diagram.) In some jur isdic t ions  this informat ion was s imply  not avail- 
able in one location. In  others  our  staff  had to retr ieve i t  f rom file card sys- 
tems and case r eco rds - - a  t ime consuming process. Court adminis t ra tors  should 
receive this type of informat ion on a regular  basis. Without  it, one can only 
guess at  the effects of ins t i tu t ing new programs like a l ternat ives  to detention. 

To some degree, s imilar  observat ions can be made about detention hearings.  
gee D5 of Process  Flow Diagram.) Twelve o f  the jurisdict ions we visited 

held detention hear ings  presided over by ei ther  a judge or a court referee. In  
most of the ju r i sd ic t ions  the hear ings  produced decisions t ha t  often resu l ted  
in the removal of significant n u mb er s  of youths f rom secure  detention. In  
some jurisdictions,  however,  the detent ion hear ing served mainly as a con- 
firmation of the init ial  detention decision wi th  relatively f e w  reversals.  In  
eleven jur isdict ions the  detent ion hearing decis!on could r e su l t  in a youth 
being placed in an a l te rna t ive  program as well. Regnla r iy  tabulated stat is t ics  
describing the results  o f  this point  i n  the process were  t h e  exception r a the r  

_an the rule~ 
" We have repeatedly s t ressed tha t  the s t ruc ture  of decision making in the 
complaint  and intake phases  of the juvenile justice process influences both 
the nnmbers  and character is t ics  o f  youths who are placed in secure detention, 
an a l te rna t ive  program or simply re turned home to awai t  court action. We 
have implied tha t  the process 'can affect how secure detention and al ternat ive 
programs are u s e d - - a ' c e n t r a l  focus of our study. We h a v e  noted tha t  these 
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decision making processes are complex and t h a t  the  q u a n t i t a t i v e  s tud ies  
needed to comprehend them are few. One legi t imate  ques t ion is w h e t h e r  a 
more  thorough Undertanding of - the  processes is really necessary .  At  th is  p o i n t  
we can only respond with the findings of a recent  s tudy in Massachuse t t s .  
(Coats, Miller and Ohlin, 1975.) The findings in th is  s tudy a re  t h a t  "For ty -  
seven percent  of the youths  detained in custodial  se t t ings  were  ( subsequent ly )  
placed in secure programs compared to 18 percent  of the you ths  de t a ined  in  -) 
t r e a tmen t  facil i t ies and nine percent  de ta ined  in she l te r  ca re  uni ts ,"  Th is  
might  not be par t icular ly  surpris ing except  fo r  the fact  t h a t  the  s tudy  d a t a  
also lnciicated: (1) tha t  age (younger  youths)  and prox imi ty  of a de ten t ion  
faci l i ty were  the variables most  s t rongly r e l a t ed  to the decision to de ta in  
,(versus release) in the first place.; and (2) t ha t  decisions to de ta in  in cus -  
todial, t r ea tmen t  or shel ter  care were  most  s t rongly  re la ted to the  ava i lab i l i ty  
of a l te rna t ives  to secure detention and to the  youths '  r u n a w a y  histo~'ies. 

This  is a large and complex study. I t  is s t i l l  in process  and  involves a 
relatively unique env i ronmen t - - the  Massachuse t t s  D e p a r t m e n t  of Youth  
Serv ices- - in  only one state.  Although it is qui te  carefuUy done ,  genera l i za t ion  "- 
of the findings to o ther  sett ings may not  be war ran ted .  Never the less ,  i t  does 
provide us with some good data on a phenomenon t h a t  many .people concerned  
with the application o f  juvenile jus t ice  worry  about. I t  ra i ses  the  spec t re  of a 
"sys tem" so inconsis tent  that  it  d i f ferent ia l ly  handles  a group  of you ths  f o r  
the most  par t  more s imilar  than not. Moreover, the ini t ial  d i f ferences  in w h e r e  
a youth is deta ined generate more ser ious disposi t ions  l a t e r  on a t  the  h a n d s  
of the same system. 

. )  
SITE SELECTION .AND VISIT METHODOLOGY 

In  the au tumn of 1975, we in i t i a ted  a search for  formal ly  des igna ted  pro-  
g rams  used as a l te rna t ives  to secure detent ion for  youths  aw a i t i n g  ad jud ica-  
t ion  and f rom which most, if not  all, youths  r e t u r n  to cour t  f o r  ad jud i ca to ry  
hearings.  With  the generous he lp  of s taff  of S ta te  P lann ing  Agencies of the: 
L a w  Enforcement  Assistance Admin i s t r a t ion  in all fifty s t a t e s  and us ing  a 
computer  pr in tout  of brief descr ip t ions  of projects  funded  th rough  L E A A  
gran t s (  both block and non-block), we assembled a l is t  of about  200 p rograms .  1 
Four teen  programs were to be selected for  visits.  

The selection of sites was purposeful  and not  random. We w an t ed  to v is i t  
p rograms f rom ~i.hieh we could learn  something.  We t r ied to include p ro g rams  
in large, middlesize and small c i t ies ;  p rograms  des ignated  fo r  s t a t u s  of fenders  
or alleged del inquents  or both ; res ident ia l  and  n0n-res~-dential p rograms .  We 
a lso  t r ied to achieve Some geographic spread  across the  country.  

The fourteen programs visited in J a n u a r y  and February ,  1976, and  r ep o r t ed  
on here  are  l isted below alphabetically by city. 

Discovery House, Inc., Anaconda, Montana~ ) 
Community  Detention, Bal t imore,  Maryland.  
Holmes-Hargadtne  Attention Home, Boulder,  Colorado. 
At tent ion Home, Helena, Montana.  
Trans ien t  Youth Center, Jacksonville,  F lo r ida .  
Proc tor  Program, New Bedford, Massachuse t t s .  
Outreach Detent ion Program, Newpor t  News, Virginia.  
N0n-Secure Detention Program, P a n a m a  City, Florida.  
Amicus House, Pi t tsburgh,  Pennsylvania .  
Home Detention. St. Joseph /Ben ton  Harbor ,  Michigan. ) 
Home Detent ion Program, St. Louis. Missouri.  
Community Release Program. San Jose. California.  
Center  for  the Study of Ins t i tu t ional  Al ternat ives ,  Springfield, Massachuse t t s .  
Home Detention Program, Washington,  D.C. 
Readers  should note that  there  is no basis  for  consider ing these  fo u r t een  

programs as representat ive of  all  a l t e rna t ive  programs now opera t ing  in t he  
Uni ted States.  The list  does include seven p rograms  based u p o n  the  H o m e  
Detent ion model which has been  adopted by jur i sd ic t ions  in severa l  a r eas  of  
the  country. I t  also includes th ree  At tent ion  Homes which have  been a d o p t e ~  
by jur isdic t ions  in a few western a n d  mounta in  states.  Bu t  the  p ro g rams  listeu" 
Were selected more for  ant ic ipated learn ing  value than  fo r  r ep resen ta t iveness .  
While  they may not be representa t ive  o f  all such programs,  we found  v is i t ing  
them an informat ive  experience and we th ink a lmost  any Juvenile cour t  jur i s -  
diction will find the descript ions here  useful  in p lanning an a l t e r n a t i v e  to 
secure detention.  '" 
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Site  visi ts  were  conducted over a t w o - o r  three-day period dur ing  which 
court and other  off]dais were  interviewed and stat is t ical  da ta  were assembled. 
Af te r  our reports  were wr i t ten  informants  in each jurisdict ion were  given an 
Opportunity to read them and comment  on the accuracy of our a s s e r t i o n s  of 
fact. They were indeed helpful.  T h e  conclusions and  judgments  given here, of 
course, a re  our own. 

Eight  of the a l te rna t ive  programs a re  adminis tered by public agencies and  
six by pr ivate  organizations.  Seven of them were non-residential  in the sense 
tha t  the  juveniles  remained in the i r  own houses (in some a few w e r e  placed 
in surrogate  homes) .  F i v e  of the resident ial  programs used group homes ;  the 
o ther  two placed the youths  in fos ter  homes. 

The programs are described in the following order. An init ial  section con, 
s iders  seven public, non-residential  p ro g rams  based on the Home Detent ion 
model  as originally conceived for  and carr ied out in St. Louis, Missouri.  They 
are  surf]clearly s imilar  to discuss as a group. The second section takes  up, one 
a t  a time, three  Attent ion Homes, including the original one in Boulder, Colo- 
rado, and two o t h e r s  modeled a f t e r  it. Each of the three had i ts  own features,  
so they  a re  described separately~ The t h i r d  Section presents  informat ion on 
two programs for  runaways.  One of them is in a s ta te  with a climate to which 
juveniles run.  T h e  other, is in an area  where  r u n a w a y s  are  mainly local. The 
four th  section contains descript ions of two fos ter  home programs under  prival~e 
auspices. The first is for  g i r l s  only. The second receives a lmos t  a l l  .cases await-  
ing adjudicat ion in the  region i t  serves. 

• r0~rE DETE~TT0~ e R 0 e ~ s  

The seven Home Detent ion Programs  are  s imilar  in fo rmat  and can be 
• thought  of as a family of programs..~11 of them are adminis tered by juvenile 
court  probation depar tments .  For  the  most  par t  their  staffs were 'made up of 

pa rap ro fes s iona l  personnel  variously referred  t o  as outreach workers,  com- 
munity youth leaders or communi ty  release counselors. Usually a youth worker  
supervised five youths at  any one time. In, all programs youth workers  were  
expected to keep the  juveniles  ass igned  to them trouble f ree  and available to 
court.  They achieved the essent ia l  surveillance through a m i n i m u m  of one 
in,person contact  with each youth per day and through daily telephone or 
personal  contacts  wi th  the youths '  school teachers,  employers and parents .  
Youth workers  worked out of t h e i r  automobiles and homes ra ther  than  offices. 
Paperwork  was kept tO the minimum of travel Vouchers and daily hand- 
wri t ten  logs .  In some programs the youth workers collaborate d so tha t  one 
could take over responsibil i ty for  the o ther  when necessarY. All Programs 
author ized the worker s  to send a youth direct ly to secure detention when he 

• or she did not fulfill program r e q u i r e m e n t s - - f o r  example, daily con tac t  wi th  
worker  or school or Job' a t tendance.  Typically, youths  selected for the programs 
would have  the  rules of p rog ram part ic ipat ion explained to them in their  
~arents'  presence. These rules general ly included a t tending school;  observance 

"of a specified cur few;  notification of parents  or worker  as  to whereabouts  a t  
all  t imes when not a t  home. school or job;  no use of drugs and avoidance of 
companions or places tha t  might  lead to trouble. Most  of the  programs allowed 
for  the Sett ing of addit ional  rules ar is ing out of discussions between the youth, 
the  parents  and the worker.  Frequently,  all o f  the rules would be wr i t ten  Into 
a contract  which all three  part ies  would sign. 

One key operat ing assumption of all, of these  programs i s  tha t  the k i n d  of 
supervision .~ust described wi l l  generally keep juveniles trouble free and avail- 

ble to the court. Six o f  the seven programs rest  on a second operat ing assump- 
tion as  well. This  assumption is tha t  youths and the i r  famil ies need counseling 
or concrete services or both and tha t  the worker  can increase the probabili ty 
tha t  a juvenile will  be successful in the program by making available the  serv- 
ices of the court. The degree of emphasis  on counseling and services varied. 
In some programs workers  provide  or refer  to services only when requested. 
In others,  the workers  a lways  t ry  to achieve a type of "big brother"  counsel- 
ing relationship,  sometimes combined with advOCaCy for  the youths a t  school 
and counseling or refer ra l  Of the youths '  parents .  In three programs workers  

:gnnize weekly recreat ional  or cul tural  activit ies for  all juveniles on t h e i r  
caseloads. 

Four  of the progr,~ms in this  category were said to have been s ta r ted  to 
re l ieve  the overcrowding 0~ a secure detention facility. T w o  began with ex- 
plicit  concern about t h e  possibly harmfu l  effects of secure detention. One be -~ 
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g a n  as an  e x p e r i m e n t  to  t es t  t h e  v a l u e  o f  t h e  p r o g r a m  as- a n  a l t e r n a t i v e  t o  - 
s e c u r e  d e t e n t i o n  f o r  s t a t u s  o f f e n d e r s ;  h o w e v e r ,  i n t a k e  w a s  n o t  r e s t r i c t e d  t o  

s t a t u s  o f f e n d e r s .  

You ths  served 
Only two of the seven programs had  been designed for  al leged de l inquen t s  

only. The others  accepted both alleged del inquents  and s t a tu s  offenders .  No 
program was used exclusively for  the  s t a tus  offender. All but  two were  rela- 
tively small in absolute number of juveni les  s e rved - -be tween  200 and  300 per  
year.  The o ther  two had accepted ju s t  over  1,000 youths  each du r ing  the  l a s t  -~ 

fiscal year.  
Of the non-status  offenses, burglary  is the  del inquency al leged mos t  o f ten  

in each of the programs for  which i n fo rma t ion  was  available.  In  general ,  the  
alleged delinquencies of program par t i c ipan t s  do not  differ  ma rk ed l y  f r o m  
those encountered on the  rosters  of secure detention,  w i t h  t he  except ions  o£ 
homicide, aggra~-ated assaul t  and  rape which are  few in n u m b e r  and  ra re ly  
released: The delinquency charges t ha t  p redomina te  In n u m b e r s  a r e  i n  the  
middle range of seriousness.  

Rates  of success or ~ailure 
All  of the  programs in this group themselves  classify you ths  as p r o g r a m  

fa i lures  when they e i ther  run away and so do not  appear  fo r  a d j u d i c a t i o n  or  
when they are  ar res ted  for  a new offense while par t i c ipa t ing  in the  p rograms .  
We have obtained da ta  on youths by type o£ te rminat ion  fo r  s ix of the  seven 
programs visited: I t  is presented along wi th  o ther  pe r t inen t  i n fo rma t ion  abou t  
each program in Table 1. The t abu la r  presenta t ion  r isks implying a compar i son  
between programs t h a t  is not  t ru ly  possible. T h e  da ta  p re sen ted  have  not  . 
been gathered as pa r t  of a comprehensive  evaluat ion r e sea rch  design.  O the r  
variables  of Importance, such as selectivi ty in r e fe r ra l  to court ,  social  char-  
aeteris t ies  of juveniles and the i r  famil ies ,  type of offense and length  of p r io r  
record have not been controlled. The  t abu la r  presenta t ion,  however ,  d o e s  h a v e  
the advantage" of faci l i ta t ing a discussion of success and f a i l u r  e fo r  the  pro- 
grams in this  category and it i s  fo r  this  purpose tha t  we p r e s en t  i t  here .  

I f  one combines w h a t  each of: the programs views as p rog ram fa i lures ,  i t  
may be seen in Table 1, column (3), t ha t  the  range of such fai lure~ Is f r o m  2;4 
percent  to 12:8 percent  of all t e rmina ted  juveniles.  The combined f a i l u re  r a t e  
fo r  four  programs fal ls  between 2.4 percent  and 7.5 percent ,  whi le  the  r a t t .  
for  one o ther  is 10.1, a percentage t l i a t  may not include r tmaways .  

Reciprocally, column (6) presen ts  the percentages  of juveni les  w h o  b a d  been 
kept  trouble f ree  and available to the  c o u r t s - - t h a t  is, had no t  been accused of 
commit t ing a new offense and had  not  fled .hzrisdiction. The  smal les t  pe rcen tage  
was 87.2 for  program B. The la rges t  was  97.5, a t  progrnm C. 

In  the remaining programs, the  pe rcen tages  were  95.7, 94.8, 89.8 and  92.5. 
I t  is tempting to declare these "percentages  of success." Bu t  a re  they?  

TABLE L--PERCENTAGES OF YOUTHS, BY TYPE OF TERMINATION FROM 6 HOME DETENTION PROGRAM~ ' 

Program 

Percent 

(D (2) (3) (4) (5) (8) (7) 

Run- Com~ Trouble- 
eways Returned Dieted free and Total I 

New Running plus new tosecure Without available (3) end 
offenses away offenses detention incident to cou(t (6) 

A: H=200 delinquents only . . . . . . . . . . .  4.5 3.0 7.5 12.0 80.5 
B! N=274; demquents and status 4.4 8.4 12.8 16.4 70.8 

offenders . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
C: Nffi246; delinquents and status 2.4 0 2.4 8.1 89.4 

offenders . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
D: N=252; delinquents and status 5.2 0 5.2 2L0 73.8 

offenders . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
E: H=206; delinquents and status 

offenders . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  2:4 1.9 4. 3 24. 8 70.9 
F: N=276; delinquents ofily . . . . . . . . . . . .  (3) (2) = lO.l 13. 3 76.4 

92. 5 100.0 

87.2 100. 0 

94. 5 99; 9 

94. 8 100. 0 

95. 7 100.0 
89.8 99.9 

z Tote s may not add to 100.0 because of rounding. 
Informatiotl obtained from interview end may not include runaways 

/ .  

9 
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Anothe r  view of the  da t a  a t  ha nd  ma y  be seen in a compar i son  of co lumns  
(1) and  (2),  where  fo r  five p rog ra ms  s ta t i s t i cs  are g iven separa te ly  for  n e w  
offenses and  r u n n i n g  away.  T h e  da t a  a re  not  ve ry  enl ightening,  except  to 
note t h a t  alleged new offenses exceeded r u n n i n g  away  in every ins tance  ex- 
cept one (p rogram B) .  We have  no in fo rma t ion  t h a t  expla ins  why  no you th s  
ran away  f rom p rog ra ms  C and  D. 

A complicat ion is the  use  of secure  de ten t ion  for  cer ta in  p rogram par-  
t icipants.  We have  a l ready reported t h a t  all  of t h e s e  p rog ra ms  au thor ized  
" e i r  you th  workers ,  f o r  cause,  to r e tu rn  juveni les  to secure detention.  In  all  
p rograms  they  d id  so, as  ma y  be seen in column (4) of Table 1. Fur the r ,  the  
percentages~so r e tu rned  in every ins t ance  exceeded t h e  percentage  of juveni les  
in the  s ame  p rog ram who had  commi t t ed  a new offense or who had  run  a w a y  
while being supervised .  

~s use  of secure  de tent ion  to be considered a p rog ram fa i lu re  in th is  con- 
text?  The  you ths  for  whom it was  used did appear  in court.  I f  they  are  to 
be considered someth ing  less t ha n  success fu l  in the  p rog rams  then the s ta t i s t i cs  
in co lumn ( 5 ) - - p e r c e n t a g e s  of you ths  complet ing the p r o g r a m s  wi thou t  in-  
¢ " lent - -should  be considered.  The  sma l l e s t  was  70.8 percent ;  the  la rges t  was  
89.4 percent.  Still, i t  seems a hi t  u n f a i r  to consider  use  of a preventa t ive  pro- 
cedure p lanned f rom the s t a r t  a s  a p r o g r a m - w e a k n e s s :  the  you ths  did go to 

• court,  

Concluslon8 
T h e  Home Deten t ion  P r o g r a m s  appea r  to work well fo r  the  middle  r ange  

, of se r ious  de l inquen t s  who a re  of ten de ta ined  securely.  S t a tu s  offenders, 
h o w e v e r ,  a re  of ten difficult to deal  wi th  in th i s  type of p rogram unless  sub- 

a"~ute l iv ing a r r a n g e m e n t s  a r e  ma de  avai lable  for  juveni les  who h a v e  run  
away repeatedly  or who have  been presented  to t h e  cour t  a s  incorrigible (or  
uncontrol lable)  by thei r  pa ren t s  or  d e p a r t m e n t s  of child welfare.  Both  cate- 
gor ies  of you ths  are  seen as  by-products  of a b r eakdown  in genera l  f ami ly  
s tabi l ty  a n d  specifically in pa ren ta l  funct ioning.  A n  a l ready f r ac tu red  h o m e  
s i t u a t i o n  is, a f t e r  all, a difficult b a s e  upon which to predica te  "home detent ion."  
T h i s  ha s  led p r o g r a m s  of th i s  kind to add subs t i t u t e  care  components  such  
• as fos ter  homes,  g roup  homes,  a non-secure  shel ter  or even specialized f ac i l i t i e s  
such a s a  "you th  in cr is is"  group home for  out-of-s ta te  runaways .  

.'he problems t ha t  cer ta in  Home Deten t ion  P r o g r a m s  have  experienced such 
as excessive proport ions  of you ths  r u n n i n g  away or c o m m i t t i n g  new offenses 
while awa i t ing  cour t  he a r i ng  appea r  to be re la ted  not  to deficiencies in the  
design of the p rograms  pcr se but,  r a ther ,  to t he r  misuse  or m a l a d m i n i s t r a t i o n  
by judges  and  cour t  officials. I t  mush  be remembered  t h a t  all  of these home  
detention p r o g r a m s  are operated by juveni le  cour t  probat ion depar tmen t s .  
Excessive de lays  in adjudica t ion ,  caused  e i ther  by crowded cour t  dockets  or 
9y del ibera te  t~se of home de tent ion  to " tes t  out" how y o u t h s  migh t  behave  
:)v ,)robation,~is associa ted  wi th  a u g m e n t e d  ra tes  of fa i lure .  

A T T E N T I O N  H O h t ' E S  

The  At ten t ion  H ome  concept or ig ina ted  in Boulder,  Colorado. 
• " T h e  t e rm  a t t en t ion  a s  d i s t inc t  f rom detention,  signifies an env i ronmen t  
'vhich a c c e n t u a t e s  the  posi t ive aspects  of c ommun i ty  in te rac t ion  wi th  y o u n g  
iffenders. T h e  homes  a re  s t r uc tu r e d  enough  for  necessary  control of juveni les ,  
~ut f a r  less res t r ic t ive  and  less pun i sh ing  t ha n  jail .  In  fact,  the a tmosphere  
.~ made  as  homel ike  as  possible-~to give youngs t e r s  exact ly  w h a t  t h e  t e rm 
e .  ~ribes=-at tention."  (Kae r svang .  1972:3.) 

Th i s  quota t ion  ref lec ts  the  phi losophy guiding the  operat ion not  only of 
he home we v i s i t ed  in Boulder  but  of the  At ten t ion  Homes  vis i ted in Helena  
nd Anaconda,  Montana ,  as  well. We had  expecte~l to t r ea t  the  three  homes  
s a f ami ly  of programs,  However .  each had  adapted  i t se l f  to unique  circum- 
fauces  in such a way t h a t  genera l iza t ions  tended to obscure impor t a n t  differ- 
nces. The  At ten t ion  Home i n  Boulder  is closely a t t ached  to c o u r t  process 
ud func t ions  a lmos t  exclusively as  an  a l t e rna t ive  to secure  detention.  Other  
.tt~ntion Homes  have  been developed in t ha t  jur i sd ic t ion  to ass i s t  wi th  pro- 
l t .6n  and  o ther  post  dlsposi t ional  problems.  
The  At ten t ion  Home in Helena  is mul t i - funct ion.  I t  serves  a m i x t u r e  of 

~urt cases  and  o the r  k inds  of agency re fe r ra l s  as  well. I t  in fac t  f unc t ions  

2~ 07 0 ° 79 - 40 
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as a resource for  o the r  agencies as  wel l  n s - a  resource  fo r  j u v e n i l e s  in  pre'- 
ad jud ica to ry  s ta tus .  

The  At t en t ion  Home in Anaconda ,  as  in  Boulder ,  is  t i ed  closely to c o u r t  
process. However ,  i t  places a g r ea t  emphas i s  on t r e a t m e n t  t h r o u g h  p u r c h a s e  
of services  and  ha s  taken on a n  i m p o r t a n t  d ive r s iona ry  func t ion .  F o r  these  
and  o ther  reasons  the  p rograms  have  been descr ibed sepa ra t e ly .  W e  wi l l  re- 
t u r n  to the i r  s imi la r i t i e s  and dif ferences  l a t e r  i n a  b r i e f  s u m m a r y .  

Boulder, Colo. 
The Holmes-Hargad ine  A t t e n t i o n  Home,  the  f i rs t  of i t s  k ind ,  opened  tn 

Boulder  in 1966 as  a n  a l t e rna t ive  to ja i l .  I n  1975, a p p r o x i m a t e l y  150 youth~ 
were  a d m i t t e d ,  two-thi rds  of t h e m  boys. About  t h r e e - f o u r t h s  we re  al leged 
de l inquen t s ;  the  res t  were r e f e r r ed  fo r  s t a t u s  offenses. Mos t  y o u t h s  cha rge~  
w i th  more  ser ious  offenses a re  no t  r e f e r r ed  to the  h o m e  but ,  r a t h e r ,  arc 
t r a n s f e r r e d  to a reg iona l  de t en t i on  cen te r  opened since t he  A t t e n t i o n  Hom~ 
was  establ ished.  

The  in take  u n i t  of the Bou lde r  J u v e n i l e  Cour t  r e fe r s  y o u t h s  to t h e  home  
The  housepa ren t s  m a k e  t he  a d m i s s i o n  decisions,  b u t  t hey  se ldom r e j e c t  '~ 
fe r ra ls .  They t ry  to  c rea te  a s  homel ike  an  a t m o s p h e r e  as  they  can,  spendin~ 
t ime  and  t a lk ing  wi th  each of t he  youths.  Some y o u t h s  con t inue  to at tenc 
the i r  schools, bu t  mos t  work in a county  sponsored  p r o g r a m  wh ich  pays  t w ,  
do l la rs  an  hour.  I n  the  af ternoons ,  even ings  and  weekends  v o l u n t e e r s  ( s t u d e n t  
f rom a nea rby  un ivers i ty )  o rgan ize  ac t iv i t i es  bo th  in t he  h o m e  a n d  e lsewhere  

Sys temat ic  s ta t i s t ics  were not  avai lable ,  bu t  we es t imate ,  ba sed  on  w h a t  w 
were told, t h a t  the  r a t e  of those  who r an  away  and  those  r e t u r n e d  to secur  
de ten t ion  was  2.6 percent  each  ( t h e r e  we re  no new of fenses ) ,  p r o d u c i n g ~  
success r a t e  of 94.8 or up  to 97.4 percen t  depend ing  upon  h o w  one  beHL. ~. 
r e t u r n s  to secure  detent ion should  be in te rp re ted .  T h e r e  is no  u n u s u a i  aspen' 
to the  opera t ion of the  A t t e n t i o n  Home wi th  which  r a t e s  of suceess  c a n  
l inked,  unless  i t  is ~a fe l t  "qua l i t y "  t h a t  is difficult t o  define. I t  i s  n o t  
fancy program,  bu t  i t  is a p r o g r a m  to which  the  judge,  t h e  p r o b a t i o n  d e p a r  
m e n t a n d  the  housepa ren t s  a re  deeply commit ted .  

HeZena, Mont. 
~ h e  res iden t i a l  p rogram of the  He lena  A t t en t i on  H o m e  is  m u c h  Hke t l  

one in  Boulder.  I t  differs, however ,  in  the  type  o£ you ths  f o r  w h o m  i t  iS ...~ 
and  in the  k inds  of agencies u s i n g  it. 

'" rl~ne home was  a response to the  needs  of f ou r  you th - se rv ing  agenc ies  
the  City: the  P roba t i on  D e p a r t m e n t  of the  J u v e n i l e  C o u r t ;  t he  S t a t e  Depa~ 
m e n t  of Ins t i tu t ions ,  Af te rca re  Divis ion  ( respons ib le  f o r  y o u t h s  d i scharg ,  
f rom m e n t a l  hosp i t a l s  and  for  you ths  re leased  on paro le  f r o m  j u v e n i l e  cc 
rec t lona l  i n s t i t u t i o n s ) ;  t he  S t a t e  D e p a r t m e n t  of Social  a n d  Rehab i l [ t a t i ,  
Services (wel fa re )  and  t he  Casey F a m i l y  F o u n d a t i o n  ( a  p r i v a t e  socia l  wo 
agency provid ing  special ized fos te r  ca re  homes  and  a n  i n d e p e n d e n t  li~.: 
p rogram for  you ths  re fe r red  f rom the  t h r ee  o t h e r  agencies,  as  wel l  as  t .A 
sources) .  All of these agencies  h a d  identif ied in t h e i r  case loads  t roub l  
you ths  who e i the r  were r u n n i n g  away  f rom or  were  unwe lcome  in  t h e i r  o~ 
homes  or fos te r  homes. F r e q u e n t l y  they ended  up  in H e l e n a ' s  coun ty  jai l ,  as  
many  o ther  youths.  

Thus,  juveni les  awai t ing  a d j u d i c a t o r y  h e a r i n g s  a t  t h e  home  a r e  a minor~ 
of the  residents ,  bu t  i t  is the  only non-secure  p rogram f o r  t h e m  in t he  jur tsdict i~ 

I t  is difficult to say w h a t  measu re s  of success or f a i l u r e  shou ld  be  appli  
to th i s  program.  Only r a r e ly  do y o u t h s  r u n  away  f r o m  it, we were  +o 
Even  when  they do, they usua l ly  r e t u r n  on t h e i r  own w i t h i n  t w e n t y - , t  
hou r s ,  And only twice in 1975 did  a you th  h a v e  to be  t r a n s f e r r e d  f r o m  1 

home to jai l .  

Anaconda, Mont. 
The A t t e n t i o n  Home in Anaconda  i s  also a n  a l t e r n a t i v e  to Jail. Mos t  

f e r r a l s  t o  Discovery House. as  i t  is  called, a re  f r o m  the  c o u r t  p roba t~  
depar tmen t .  Youths  excluded f rom r e f e r r a l  a r e  those  c h a r g e d  w i t h  se rb  
offenses a g a i n s t  persons or  those w h o  have  fa i l ed  p rev ious ly  a t  t he  h~ 
due  to aggress ive behavior .  Two~thi rds  of the  admiss ions  (47 in  a l l )  i n - ~  
were al leged s t a tu s  offenders. 
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• Discovery House  receives juveni les  who differ grea t ly  in the  problems they 
' present.  A t  one ex t reme  are  you ths  who s tay for  s h o r t  periods, an  average  

of 3 3  days  and  no more  t han  two Weeks. At  the o ther  a re  a smal l  n u m b e r  
Of you ths  w i th  complicated personal  problems for  which  i t  is difficult to find 
solutions. These  adolescents  may remain  in residence for  long pe r iods - - two  to 
five m o n t h s .  

~eeause  of the  ser iousness  of t h e  problems of ce r t a in  youths  and  because 
o~ the  commi tmen t  Of the  d i rec tor  of Discovery H o u s e  to provide t r ea tment ,  
when needed, the  p rogram inves ts  heavi ly  in professional,  services,  They are  
purchased  wi th  con t r ac tua l  monies ;  there  a re  no profess ional  personnel  on 
the p rogram ' s  staff .  

The  court ,  in view of the  t r e a t m e n t  services provided by Discovery House, 
quashes t he  pe t i t i ons  on abou t  t h ree -qua r t e r s  Of the  youths  whi le  they ~are 
in the  program.  Thus,  m a n y  of the  juveni les  re fe r red  to the  p rogram a s  an ,  
a l t e rna t ive  to ja i l  end  by being d ive r t ed  f rom court  Jurisdict ion.  

")nly ra re ly  a re  youths  asked to leave Discovery House or  r e tu rned  to 
Jad. Those who run  away f r o m  the  p rogram g e n e r a l l y  r e t u r n  on the i r  own, 
The home 's  policy is to take  them back, 

• Conclusions 
T h e  At ten t ion  Home format ,  based  on the  l imi t ed  da t a  avai lable ,  a p p e a r s  

to be successful  for  popula t ions  of alleged de l inquents  a n d  s t a tu s  offenders 
as well. S ta tus  offenders, we were  told a t  a l l  f o u r t e e n  sites, a re  difficult to 
manage  in bo th  secure  detent ion and  in a l t e rna t i ve  p rograms .  E i t h e r  t he i r  
o~--t behav io r  or t h e i r  home env i ronmen t s  (or  bo th)  f requent ly  de fea t  in ,  
d ividuai  techniques  or  p rogram approaches  t h a t  work r e a s o n a b l y  well  w i th  
many alleged del inquents .  

T he  At t en t ion  Home also is adap t ab l e  to the  va ry ing  needs  of smal l  corn, 
munities. (We have  no in fo rma t ion  abou t  t he i r  use  in large  cit ies.)  I t s  
potent ia l  for  mixed use may make  them the  prac t ica l  choice f o r  smal l  
iurisdict ions where  a var ie ty  of a l t e rna t ive  p rograms  is not  feasible.  

* PROGRA'M'S FOR R U N A W A Y S  

T ,¢e selected fo r  "vis i ts  two p rograms  designed f o r  runaways ,  a category 
~f s t a tus  offenders considered very t roublesome to devil with.  One p rogram 
nalaly hand led  juveni les  r unn ing  a w a y  locally. The  o ther  had  been s t a r t ed  
o r e t u r n  out -of-s ta te  r u n a w a y s  to t he i r  homes.  

~ittsburgh, Pa. 
Amicus  House  h a d  been in opera t ion since 1970. Only recent ly h a s  i t  begun 

o accept  r e fe r ra l s  f rom the  Allegheny County Juven i l e  Court• F rom the  
~¢'~uning the  p rogram provided a residence fo r  r u n a w a y  youths,  using in- 
i~.duai  counseling, group t r e a t m e n t  and  fami ly  casework in an  a t t e m p t  
D .reconcile y o u t h s  wi th  t h e i r  parents .  The  t a rge t  popula t ion has  a lways  
sen r u n a w a y s  f rom the  local area,  and  i t  is th i s  grouP of youths  t h a t  is 
ow sent  to Amicus House fol lowing de tent ion  hear ings .  

The  p rogram ' s  ope ra t ing  assumpt ions  a r e  t h a t  the  runaway  youths  re fe r red  
) them are  exper iencing fa i r ly  ser ious emot ional  or family  problems. In-  
ms ive  t r e a t m e n t  in te rven t ions  of a problem-solving n a t u r e  are  requi red  for  
ie youth  and  the  paren t s  if the  f~imily s i tua t ion  is to be stabil ized.  The  
,~r'-?y does n o t  t ry to provide long-term t r e a t m e n t .  I t s  goa l  is to make  a 
iccessful r e f e r r a l  i f  snch help is needed .  I t s  staff  includes the  p r o g r a m ' s  
• rector,  an  a d m i n i s t r a t i o n  ass is tant ,  ten  counselors,  a cook and  two :program 
,ordinators  who also Supervise the  counselors.  Counselors a re  responsible  for  
a in t a in ing  the  house in addi t ion  to Working wi th  the  juveni les  and  the i r  
,rents.  
A youth  is res t r ic ted  to the  house w i thou t  te lephone  pr iv i leges  f o r  48 

mrs  a f t e r  a r r i v a l .  He is told t h a t  he  is the re  to t h i n k :  to ident i fy  and  be- 
n working on w h a t e v e r  problems led to his  r u n n i n g  away. The  juveni le ' s  
.r ual" pa r t i c ipa t ion  in the  process is w h a t  i s  emphasized,  the  counrselors 
ing ava i l ab le  to help him. I f  a f t e r  48 hours  he is working to define his  
oblem, a counselor  may con tac t  h is  pa ren t s  and  set  an  evening appo in tment  
r a fami ly  session. These  may l a s t  two and  one-ha l f  hours  and  a re  repeated 
~ l a r i y  wh i l e  the  you th  is in  the  program.  D a i l y  group meet ings  of al l  
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youtlis in res idence a re  held a f t e r  d i n n e r  in  the  even ings  w i t h  gu ided  g r o u p  
in te rac t ion  techniques  used t o  encourage  and  suppor t  p rob lem-so lv ing  efforts .  
P r o g r a m m i n g  t h a t  migh t  d i s t r ac t  juveni les  f rom t h e i r  p rob lem is  avoided.  

If ,  as  somet imes  happens,  a you th ' s  p a r e n t s  refuse  to coopera te ,  Amleus  
House pet i t ions  the  cour t  fo r  custody of the  youth  and  a u t h o r i z a t i o n  to pro- 
vide counseling.  T he  pet i t ions a lmos t  a lways  a re  g ran ted .  Mos t  p a r e n t s  t h e n  
decide to cooperate,  bu t  if they do not  Amicus  House  a p p r o a c h e s  the  c o u r t  
to pe t i t ion  t h a t  the  youth be dec l a red  "depr ived"  and  t h u s  el igible  fo r  los t ,  
placement .  The  pract ice  of b r ing ing  pe t i t ions  to cour t  on b e h a l f  of you ths  
whose pa r en t s  a re  re luc tan t  or  unwi l l ing  to p a r t i c i p a t e  in  the  p r o g r a m  is a n  
i m p o r t a n t  one to note. Too of ten  juven i l e  cour ts  h a v e  a l lowed t h e m s e l v e s  
to become disc ipl inary  agents  for  ang ry  p a r e n t s  r a t h e r  t h a n  u s ing  c o u r t  a u t h o r ,  
l ty to ch~/nge tiie behavior  of pa ren t s .  

Fo r  youths  re fe r red  from court ;  the  ave r age  l eng th  of s t ay  is two  to t h r e e  
weeks, v a r y i n g  wi th  how rap id ly  t he  cour t  docket  is moving.  Mos t  of t he  
youths  t e r m i n a t e  f rom the p rog ram by r e t u r n i n g  h o m e ;  p r o g r a m  officials re- 
por ted  t h a t  8 p e r c e n t ' o f  :the y o u t h s  a d m i t t e d  s i n c e  July ,  1975, r a n  a w a y  f r ~  
the  program,  but  the  s ta t i s t ics  were  n o t  specific to  c o u r t  r e f e r r a l s  only. On 
occasion d i s rup t ive  youths .are asked to leave-- -but  t h i s  is r a re .  The  s ta f f ' s  
pr inciple  response  to d i s rup t ive  b e h a v i o r  is to encourage  v e n t i l a t i o n  o~ feel ings .  

Jacksonville, Fla. 
T h e  T r a n s i e n t  Youth Center  was  des igned for  0u t -of -s ta te  r u n a w a y  youths .  

T he  Child Services Division of Jacksonv i l l e ' s  H u m a n  Resou. rces  D e p a r t m e n t  
opera tes  the  Cente r  which h a s  r e s i d e n t i a l  capac i ty  for  12 y o u t h s  (bo th  bo~s 
and  gir ls)  and  accepted 560 you ths  in i t s  f irst  ten m o n t h s  of opera t ion .  

Local  law enforcement  agencies  and  cour t  i n t ake  officials ag reed  to b r ing  
r u n a w a y s  di rect ly  f rom the  police Stat ion or cou r t  i n t a k e  to the  center ,  thu.' 
avoiding secure  detent ion a l toge ther .  

Tl ie  p r inc ipa l  objective for  ou t -of - s ta te  juven i les  is t o  r e t u r n  t h e m  to the i l  
fami l ies .  T h e  opera t ing  a s s u m p t i o n  is t h a t  provis ion of food, s h e l t e r  an(  
posi t ive h u m a n  contac t  of a c r i s i s  inter~-entioh l~ind wi l l  he lp  y o u t h s  decid, 
to contac t  t h e i r  p a r e n t s  and r e t u r n  home. To ca r ry  out  t h i s  p rog ram,  counse lo r  
a re  ava i l ab le  24 hours  a day.  A youth  a r r i v i n g  a t  the  c e n t e r  is fed, a s s i g ~  
a bed and  g iven  an  oppor tuni ty  to t a l k  w i th  a cmmselor .  Da i ly  staffL-~ 
assess the  youth ' s  wil l ingness t o  work out  the  de ta i l s  of c o n t a c t i n g  h i s  p a r e n t  
and  r e t u r n i n g  home. For  mo~t out-of-s ta te  you ths  th i s  process  t akes  one t 
t h ree  days. T h e  center ' s  close work ing  re l a t ionsh ip  w i th  T r a v e l e r ' s  Aid a p p e a r  
to be a m a j o r  f ac to r  in  expedi t ing r e tu rn .  

Al though t h e  T rans i en t  'Youth  Cen te r  was  des igned fo r  j u v e n i l e s  r u n n i n  
away  to Flor ida ,  40 percent  of i t s  c l ientele  is now f r o m  J a c k s o n v i l l e  an  
Other pa r t s  of F lo r ida .  The  local  you ths  h a v e  p resen ted  needs  a n d  problev~ 
di f ferent  f rom youths  from o the r  s ta tes .  They  need concre te  s e rv i ce s  and  
oppor tun i ty  to talk,  but  of ten  they p re sen t  ser ious  .personal  a n d  f a m i l y  p~J] 
lems as  well. T h e  staff a t t e m p t s  to engage such y o u t h s  a n d  t h e i r  familii~ 
wi th  the  local social agene~ies for  longer - te rm services.  On t he  average ,  Flor id  
youths  s tay a t  the T r a n s i e n t  Youth Cen te r  a f ew ~iays longer  t h a n  do tho.' 

f r o m  out-of-state.  

Conclusion~ 
F o r  ju r i sd ic t ions  consider ing w h a t  to do a b o u t  r u n a w a y s ,  we t h i n k  the: 

is much  to be l ea rned  f rom both  programs.  The  s t r i k ing  f ac t s  a re  t h a t  ~e 
of the r u n a w a y s  admi t ted  to Amieus  House  (7.8 pe rcen t )  a n d  to  t he  Tran~_~". 
Youth C e n t e r  (4.1 percent)  r u n  f rom them.  These  a r e  ~ m a r k a b l e  aceo] 
p l i shment s ,  given the  reputed difficulties of cont ro l l ing  r u n a w a y s .  

PRIVATE RESIDENTIAL FOSTER HOME PROORA~fS 

T he  two r ivate ,  res ident ia l  fos t e r  home  p r o g r a m s  h a v e  l i t t l e  in  c o m m  
excep t  t h a t  pboth  a re  located geograph ica l ly  m the  s t a t e  of M a s s a c h u s e t  
T h i s  may  n o t  be a Coincidence. 

I n  Massachuse t t s ,  the D e p a r t m e n t  of Youth Services  (DYS)  is the  . / ,  
agency  responsible  for juven i l e  correct ions,  i n  t h a t  s t a t e  th i s  responsibil:.  
i nc ludes  the  opera t ion and  provis ion Of p re - t r i a l  de t en t ion  fac i l i t i e s  a n d  s e  
ices for  juveniles .  Dur ing  the  e a r l y  1970s bo th  t h e  s t r u c t u r e  a n d  0rganizat~ 
of DYS was  a l te red  d r a m a t i c a l l y  Under the  a d m i n i s t r a t i o n  Of i t s  Commiss ion  
Dr.  J e r o m e  G. Miller.  He closecl mos t  of t h e  s t a t e ' s  j u v e n i l e  t r a i n i n g  scho 
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and encouraged community based programs to take their  places. He organiza- 
tionally divided DYS into seven semi-aut0nomous adminis t ra t ive  regions and 
encouraged each region to develop non-secure community-based a l te rna t ives  
to incarcerat ion for  youths in their  care.  This, of course, included a l ternat ives  
to detent ion fo r  juvenile awai t ing court.  

N e w  BedTord~ Mass .  '~ 
The New Bedford Child and Family  Service, a pr ivate  social work agency, 

~erates  the Proctor  Program under  contract  wi th  DYS Region 7. Region 7 
has no secure detent ion for  girls. Girls remanded by courts to DYS Region 7 
£or detent ion are  placed~ i n  e i ther  the Proc tor  P r o g r a m  o r  in' shelters,  group 
homes or other  fos ter  homes. 

f rhe  New Bedford  Child and Family  Service (NBCFS)  Proctor  Program 
assigns g i r l s  received f rom DYS to a "proctor" who provides 24-hour care 
and supervision for  the girl and works wi th  the  NBCFS professional staff to 
develop a t r ea tmen t  plan for  rehabil i ta t ion.  Twelve proctors are  paid about  
$9,600 each per  year  f o r  32 child-care weeks. Each makes her  own home or 
L a r tmen t  available to one •girl a t  a time. The proctors a re  single women 
betwcen the ages of 20 and 30 who live alone and a r e  willing to devote 
all their  t ime to the gir ls  assigned to them. 

The  idea for  this program grew out of NBCFS's  previous experience wi th  
female juvenile of fenders  and the i r  families. The agency had  observed tha t  
foster home care and other  subs t i tu te  care a r rangements  often seemed to 
make  troublesome girls '  bebavi~)rs worse but  tha t  a positive one-to-one re- 
ls t iouship wi th  a female caseworker  seemed to cause ~improvement. The Proctor  
tProgram began wi th  the operat ing assumption tha t  many adolescent girls  
r~.erred to court  lacked a positive relat ionship while growing up and tha t  the  
one-t0-one Proctor  fo rma t  would provide such a re lat ionship.  This, in turn,  
would lead to shor t - term behavioral  s tabil i ty assuring appearance in court  
and the beginning ofl the rehabi l i ta t ive  work viewed as necessary for  growth 
and development in the longer  run. The immediate  objective is to see tha t  
the girl appears  in court  a t  t h e  appointed time. T h e  long-term goal is to 
help the girl begin a course of rehabilita.tion by providing a type of care tha t  
will eventually improve her  re la t ionsh ip  with her  parents.  To accomplish these 
goals, the  counseling and other  resources of NBCFS are brought  to bear  i n  
~t~,~ition to the personal  help of  the proctor. 

One hundred  and s ixteen girls were placed with proctors  during 1975, 
About three-four ths  were s ta tus  Offenders, peti t ioned fo r  incorrigibili ty or 
• unning away.  About 10 percent  ran away wldilein the program. 

The Proctor  Program can n o t  be compared wi th  any of the other  programs 
~istted. I t  is a specialized program f o r  a par t icu lar  (and part icular ly difficult) 
)opulatl0n o f  youths who often are  refer red  to juvenile court  when all other  
• esources have failed. In many other  jur isdict ions they are  admit ted to  secure 

• le' ution even though intake and cour t  officials know tha t  the court 's  re- 
iou÷ces a re  not  adequate  to deal  with the  range of complex problems they 
present. The Proctor  Program mainta ins  close working relat ionships with both 
he Bristol  County Juveni le  Court  in  New Bedford and the regional office o£ 
)YS. I t  may be tha t  the Proctor  Program is one of the kinds of a l ternat ive  
,r0grams needed to provide effective care for  youths  who are most  inappro- 
.riateiy placed in secure detention,  

'pring]teld, Mass .  
'~'~e Center for the Study of Ins t i tu t ional  Alternat ives (CSIA) tS located in 

pi~ngfleld. Massachuset t s .  and serves the four  western counties tha t  make up 
• egion 1 of the State  Depar tment  Of Youth Services (DYS).  I t  is a private,  
on-profit corporation tha t  operates  two a l ternat ive  programs under  contract  
~ith Region 1. Each program accepts both boys and girls and together they 
rovide 95 percent  of all detention services in the region. DYS operates a 
!ne-bed regional sectire detention faci l i ty in Westfleid, Massachusetts .  
The in teusive  Detent ion Program ( IDP)  was designed for  juveniles charged 
itl~ more-ser ious  offenses or who. regardless  of charge, a r e  more difficult to 
a" "ge behaviorally.  I t  consists  of a Receiving Uni t  Home (four beds) ,  two 
rou'p Home units (five beds each) and two fos ter  homes (two beds each) .  
~us. space is available f o r  a maximum of 18 juveniles a t  any one time. The 
,ors and windows of the Receiving Home Uni t  can be locked with keys, but  
a t  is the maximum degree of mechanical  securi ty possible in this network. 

( 
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The Deta ined Youths Advocate P ro g ram (DYAP) consists  of seventeen  two~ 
bed fos ter  h o m e s  and was designed for  youths  charged  wi th  less  ser ious  
offenses or who, regardless of charge,  a re  behavioral ly  less  difficult to manage .  
The combined capacity of t h e s e  p rograms  a t  any one t ime is 52 youths ,  al- 
though i t  could expand by recrui t ing addi t ional  DYAP fos te r  homes.  

The operat ing assumptions of the CSIA ~ o g r a m s  are  t h a t  decent ,  h u m a n e  
care  provided by people who can develop re la t ionships  w i th  you ths  aw a i t i n g  
court  action will keep most such youths  f ree  of t rouble and  a s s u re  t h e i r  a ~  
pearances  in court  at  the appointed times. The I D P  is s taf fed  wi th  a dlrect~ , 
a receiving home unit  supervisor  and an ass is tant ,  two ful l - t ime and  two par t -  
t ime counselors a n d  three office personnel  who often double as  resource  per- 
sonnel. Group and fos ter  home pa ren t s  a re  carefully sc reened  and  selected. 
As the  main program thrus t  is re la t ionship  bui ld ing,  p rog ram staff  and  house- 
pa ren t s  work closely together in a t t empt ing  to match each you th  wi th  m 
adul t  (s taff  or housepareat)  t ha t  the  youth can relate to  and  t rus t .  This  p e r  
son, who tr ies  to he lp  the youth under s t and  the legal process  ahead  of h im 
is prepared to be an advocate on the  youth ' s  behalf  when  he  or  she appeg.r~ 
in court. Counselors frequentJy involve the  youths '  famil ies ,  schools a n d  ot~-~: 
concerned persons in planning fo r  the  future .  

The DYAP is less  labor in tens ive  and r e l i e s  fo r  the mos t  p a r t  on the  pro 
gram director  and the foster  parents ,  who a re  f requent ly  young couples, som, 
wi th  children of the i r  own. The  ope ra t ing  assumpt ions  a n d  p ro g ram act ivi t ie .  
a re  the same as those of the IDP.  

The two CSIA programs combined accepted 650 youths  du r ing  fiscal yea  
1975. Two-thirds  were males and al l  were  pet i t ioned e i the r  as  a l leged delia 
quents  or Children in Need of Services (CH IN S) .  Dur ing  the  f i rs t  s ix  month  
of tha t  year, 475 youths were  placed in the  CSIA programs,  of whom six ~,. 
percent)  committed new offenses while  in the p rogram and  32 (6.8 pe rcen t  
ran  away, fo r  a combined fa i lure  ra te  of 8 percent .  The res t  ap p ea red  in corn 
as  scheduled. Our own randomly selected sample of all  you ths  t e rmina t i n  
f rom a CSIA program between Ju ly  1 and December  31, 1975, showed t h a t  th 
average length of s tay for youths  in both ~urograms was  20 days.  

- In  relat ive terms, the CSIA ne twork  of group and fos t e r  homes  i s ' t h e  too: 
ex tens ive  we encountered. Dur ing  the  las t  six months  of 1975 the  nine-b~ 
detent ion faci l i ty in Westfleld had  been occuplied mostly by o lder  boys b~'~ 
bound over for t r ial  as adults .  Thus,  only a few beds were  ava i lab le  to 
Region for  secure detention of youths  awai t ing  hear ings  in juveni le  corn 
We know of no other  part  of the U n i t e d  Sta tes  in which is  located  a . c i t y  tl 
size of Springfield where so few youths  are  de ta ined  securely p r io r  to a 
Judication. 

P a O O ~  COMPARIS0NS 

Fa i r  evaluat ion of an a l t e rna t ive  p rogram requires  i n fo rma t ion  on outcom 
which can be related to p rogram goals. Comparat ive  eva lua t ion  of t w o  
more such programs requires the exis tence of comparable  p rog ram goal-~ ) 
well as comparable outcome measures.  The goals of the  fou r t een  progra]  
described above vary considerably as  we have  noted a t  severa l  points .  Sere]  
programs held in common two p r imary  g o a l s : k e e p i n g  the i r  youths  t r o u l  
free and available to the court.  Secondary goals ranged f rom provid ing  sh( 
term counseling and referral  services to you ths  and the i r  f ami l l es  to prov~ 
ing rehabi l i ta t ive  services over a longer period. O t h e r  p ro g rams  n a m e d  : 
habi l i ta t ive services as the i r  p r imary  goals. Somet imes  keeping you ths  truu! 
free and available to the court  were  named as secondary goals  b u t  n o t  alw~tl 
Thus. we do not  have comparable  goals for  all  p rograms.  Nor  do we -~ 
s ta t iscai  informat ion on the  effectiveness of counseling, r e f e r r a l  and  rehab: 
t a t i v e  efforts ; they are  seldom available. 

For  most  o f  the programs, however,  we do have in fo rma t ion  on the  p 
centages of youths running away or allegedly commit t ing  a new offense wh 
in the a l ternat ive  program awai t ing  adjudication.. Negat ive  i n f o r m a t i o n  
these kinds cannot  do just ice to program efforts and have  in themse lves  Pr  
lems of comparabili ty: Nevertheless ,  they do provide us wi th  an oppor tun  
to compare" programs collectively i n  a l imited way: and  to i l l u s t r a t e  "~ 
can be accomplished. 

Across the 12 programs for  which informat ion  was avai lable  the  pe rcen ta  
of par t ic ipants  running away  or allegedly commit t ing  new offenses wl 
awai t ing adjudicat ion ranged f rom 2.4 percent  to 12.8 pe rcen t  (see Table  

/ '  
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, I t  i s  of  i n t e r e s t  t h a t  bo th  o f  t h e  p r o g r a m s  r e p o r t i n g  the-~e p e r c e n t a g e s  h a d  
' t he  s a m e  f o r m a t  : t h e y  w e r e  H o m e  D e t e n t i o n  P r o g r a m s .  I n  o t h e r  words ,  s i m i l a r  
p r o g r a m s  c a n  p r o d u c e  d i f f e r e n t  r e s u l t s  w h e n  c a r r i e d  o u t  by  d i f f e r e n t  o r g a n i -  
z a t i o n s  in  d i f f e r e n t  j u r i s d i c t i o n s ,  pos s ib ly  w o r k i n g  w i t h  d i f f e r e n t  k i n d s  o f  
Juveni les .  "''~ 

The reader probably ,will focus first on the two extreme figures--among the 
:P"me Detention Programs--Program B and Program F. 

Program B was begun in order to reduce overcrowding in secure detention 
and in the hope. of avoiding the cost of constructing an additional wing to the 
secure facility. Judges and intake personnel began to misuse the new program 
by placing status offenders and allegedly delinquent youths--who would not 
otherwise have been placed in secure, detention--in it. The percentages of 
youf~hs w h o  r a n  a w a y  or  w e r e  a l l eged  to  h a v e  c o m m i t t e d  n e w  o f f e n s e s  w h i l e  
in t h e  p r o g r a m  rose  w i t h  t h i s  o r i g i n a l l y  u n i n t e n d e d  d e v e l o p m e n t .  W e  c a n n o t  
d e m o n s t r a t e  t h a t  f~he m i s u s e  causcd t h e  i n c r e a s e  in . f a i lu re  r a t e s  b u t  we  sus -  
p, *. i t  m a y  h a v e  been  a c o n t r i b u t i n g  f ac to r .  T h e  s e c u r e  d e t e n t i o n  f ac i l i t y  i n  
thzs j u r i s d i c t i o n  r e m a i n s  a t  o r  above  c a p a c i t y .  Officials  t h e r e  d id  n o t  h e s i t a t e  
to a_t tr ibute t h i s  c o n s e q u e n c e  to t h e  m i s u s e  o f  t h e  a l t e r n a t i v e p r o g r a m .  

'ABLE 2.--pERCENTAGES OF YOUTHS WHO RAN AWAY OR ALLEGEDLY COMMITTED NEW OFFENSES FOR 14 

ALTERNATIVE PROGRAMS 

Percent • 

• . Inter im Running 
yp,. J| program offenses away Total 

ome detention programs:. 
3.0 7.5 Program A . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  ~ . . . . . . . . . . .  ~ : . .  ~. 4. 5 & 4 12. 8 

Program B . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  : - - - -  4. 4 
Program C . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  -.. _ 2.4 0 2. 4 
Program D . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  5. 2 0 5 :2  
Program E . . . . . . . .  ~ . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  2. 4 1.9 4. 3 
Program F . . . .  . . . . . . .  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  - . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  "z210.1 (z~) i~ 10.1 
ProgramG . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  - , .  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  - 5.5 0.0 . 5 .5 

te " m  homes: 
~,aaconde . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  ; . . . . . . . .  - ~ . . . . .  - . . . . . .  ~ NA NA HA 
Boulder . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  ~ . . . . . .  ~ . . . . . . .  12. 6 z 2. 6 t 5 .2  
Helena . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  NA HA NA 

~irams for runaways: 
Jacksonvi l le. .__ . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  z ,~)3) 4.1 4.1 

¢7.8 ~7 8 Pi t tsbur ih_ . :  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
vote residential foster homes: 

New Bedford . . . . . . .  :. . . . . . . . . . .  ~ . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  0 10. 0 10. 0 
Springfield . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  ~ . . . . . . . . . . . .  . . . . . . . . . . .  I. 2 6. 8 8. 0 

I' -motion based on interview only. 
Ru,,aways may. not be included. 
Not applicable. 
Includes youths not w i th in  court  jur isdict ion. 

IA = I nformation not available. 

P r o g r a m .  F r e p o r t e d  n c o m b i n e d  " f a i l u r e  r a t e "  o f  10.1 pe rcen t .  I n  t h a t  j u r i s -  
--tion j u d g e s  we re  us ' :ng t he  a l t e r n a t i v e  p r o g r a m  a s  a m e a n s  ~ of  t e s t i n g  t h e  
i l i t y  o f  a l l e g e d l y  d e l i n q u e n t  y o u t h s  to r e m a i n  in  t h e  c o m m u n i t y  Under  
o l . - t ion- l ike  Superv i s ion .  P l a c e m e n t  in t h e  p r o g r a m  occu r s  p r i o r  to a d j u d i c a -  
,n: T h i s  m i s u s e  o f  t h e  p r o g r a m  a s  a p r e a d j u d i c a t o r y  t e s t i n g  g r o u n d  a p p a r -  
t ly  c o n t r i b u t e d  to d e l a y s  .in t h e  p r o g r a m ; '  t h e  a v e r a g e  l e n g t h  o f  s t a y  w a s  
d a y s .  W h e t h e r  i t  a l so  c o n t r i b u t e d  to t h e . h i g h e r  t h a n  a v e r a g e  f a i l u r e  r a t e  i s  
k n o w n .  I t  i s  c l ea r ,  howeve r ,  t h a t  s u c h  e x t e n d e d  • l eng ths  of  s t a y  a r e  bo th  
n e c e s s a r y  a n d  u n f a i r .  
In g e n e r a l  t h e  p r o g r a m  f a i l u r e  p e r c e n t a g e s  fo r  H o m e  D e t e n t i o n  P r o g r a m s  
xd to be i n t e r i m  n e w  o f f ense s  r a t h e r  t h a n  r u n a w a y s .  I n  on ly  one  i n s t a n c e  
r o g r a m  B)  does  t he  p e r c e n t a g e  r u n n i n g  a w a y  exceed  t h a t  f o r  a l l e g e d  n e w  
er ~.s. F u r t h e r m o r e ,  two  j u r i s d i c t i o n s  r e p o r t e d  no r u n a w a y s  d u r i n g  t h e i r  
*or(lag yea r .  Of  course ,  j u r i s d i c t i o n s  d i f fe r  in  t h e  w a y s  r u n a w a y s  a r e  clos-  
ed. S o m e  do no t  c o u n t  i n s t a n c e s  w h e r e  t h e  y o u t h s  w h o  r a n  a w a y  r e t u r n e d  
u n t a r i l y  o r  t h r o u g h  t h e  e f fo r t s  of  s t a f f  p r i o r  to a d j u d i c a t i o n ;  o t h e r s  do. 
en so, t h e  low p e r c e n t a g e s  o f  r u n n i n g  f r o m  t h e s e  p r o g r a m s  m a y  b e  of  
~rest .  
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The percentages  for  tile publicly and pr ivate ly  opera ted  res iden t i a l  groul  
home programs for  runaways  reflect the i r  purposes.  W h a t  they have  b e e n  abl~ 
to accomplish, wi th  local and in t e r s t a t e  runaways ,  should be of cons iderabb 
importance to the many jur isd ic t ions  t ha t  have found such youths  especiall :  
difficult to contain suitably. 

The Attent ion Homes in Boulder,  Anaconda and Helena  serve  d ive r se  grou~ 
of Juveniles wi th  considerable success. 

The two pr ivate  residential  fos te r  home programs a re  both  located in tl~ 
Sta te  of Massachuse t t s  and were  developed par t ly  in response  to the  progre:  
s i re  act  of t ha t  s ta te  in closing i ts  juvenile  correct ional  ins t i tu t ions .  The  Ne~ 
Bedford  program for  girls exper ienced  no al legat ions of new offenses dur in  
the report ing year, a l though 10 percent  ran away. The p ro g ram serves  man  
girls  re fer red  for  running a w a y  or incorrigibil i ty,  a l though i t  se rves  allege 
del inquents  as well. The Spr ingfe ld  s ta t i s t ics  may be of the  g rea t e s t  in 
portance of a n y  in Table 2. Almost  no juveniles  are  securely de ta ined  in t h  
jurisdict ion,  so juveniles who are difficult to supervise  as  well  as  eas ie r  t .~ 
are  refer red  to the program. The  8:0 percent  tota l  for  " fa i lu re"  is qui te  
achievement,  especially as it  includes few alleged new offenses. In  facL e: 
cluding programs only for runaways ,  the  1.2 percent  of i n t e r im  offenses is  tl 
smal les t  of any program. 

When these s ta t i s t ics  are viewed collectively for  the 12 p r o g r a m s  t h a t  p r  
vlded them, we can see tha t  the in ter im offense ra tes  ranged f rom 1.2 perce" 
to 10.1 percent  of all yoaths .p laced in the p rograms  dur ing  one year .  Similar]  
the runaway ra tes  ranged f rom 0.0 percent  to 10.0 percen t  and the  combin, 
totals  from 2.4 percent  to 12.8 percent.  The. small  sp read  on these  mea~..~ 
when combined with our knowledge of how different  t he  p ro g rams  are---bo 
in  te rms of wha t  they do and t h e  types of you ths  they receive---seems to sv 
port  a t  least  two conclusions. One is t h a t  p rograms  used as  a l t e r n a t i v e s  
secure detent ion can be used for  many youths  who would o the rwi se  be plac 
in secure detent ion and wi th  a relat ively small  r isk of fa i lure .  A second 
tha t  the type of program used does not  appear  as  cri t ical  as  how i t  is used  
the jurisdict ion.  These conclusions are  based on da ta  f r o m  only 12 progra:  
and so m u s t b e  considered tenat ive,  They do, never theless ,  p rovide  some 
couragement  for  jur isdict ions t h a t  a re  di'ssatisfied wi th  the  t r ad i t i ona l  u ~  
secure detention,  

Program costs 
Costs of the a l ternat ive  p rograms  are  in Table 3, toge ther  w i t h  the  co 

of secure detent ion in the same jur isdict ions.  
We have hes i ta ted  even to approach this  topiC. The usua l  compu ta t ion  

these costs is to divide some definitiou of expendi tu res  by the  n u m b e r  of d: 
of child care provided, thus  producing a cost per  youth  per  day: Adminis t  
t i re  expenses, when the  p rogram is Operated by a social agency car ry in .  ) 
addit ional  functions,  are not  a lways  al located to  p rogram costs  in t he  s~ 
way ; nor  are  expenses of rent ing  or pu rchas ing  office and  juveni le  residen" 
facilit ies.  

Fur thermore ,  the juxtaposi t ion of the two sets  of f igures r i sks  the  impl: 
tion tha t  a saving is taking place. T h a t  m a y  not be true.  Cer ta in  costs  
operat ing and maiata ining a secure facil i ty are  incurred  even i f  f e w e r  yor 
are  detai led .there. and the  cost per youth per  day may r ise a s  more  ym. 
are  removed :to au a l ternat ive  p r o g r a m .  An impor tan t  except ion may  be 
jurisdict iou where an a l te rna t ive  had been es tabl ished ii~ l ie~ of enlargk 
exist ing secure facility or bui lding a new one. Such savings  a re  not, expres 
in budgets  and are no t  often enough taken in to  account. 

The costs of a l ternat ive programs,  expressed in youth-care  days,  a re  infl~ 
by Underuse of many of them. Unlike many secure faci l i t ies ,  mos t  of 
a l te rna t ive  p r o g r a m s  we visi ted had never  opera ted  a t  m a x i m u m  capa, 
Actual operat ing capacity fo r  these programs general ly  fell  be tween 40 am 
percent  of nmxinmm, and costs p e r  .~:outh per  day vary  wi th  th is  f luctuat io 

Certaiu of the programs are used for  large numbers  of juveni les .  Others.  
for  very small numbers. Tlius. a small  p rogram tha t  appear s  e x p e n s i w  
case basis may represent  a very small  par t  of the expend i tu re  of  i ts  juri :  
tion f o r h o l d i n g  youths f o r  adjudicat ion.  

.Finally. cer tain progTams are  in ge0grapl~ical a reas  w b e r e  personne l  
Other Costs are  greater,  relat ive :to o ther  a r eas .  

.° 

J 
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,,.,BLE 3.--COSTS PER YOUTH PER DAY OF 14 ALTERNATIVE:PROGRAMS AND OF SECURE DETENTION FACILITIES 
IN THE SAME JURISDICTIONS 

Cost 

Alternative Secure 
Jurisd!ction program detention 

Home detention programs: 
• ' Program A . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  i $6.03 

Program B . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  : . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  z 11.42 
Pr0Rram C . . . . . . . . .  ; . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  - . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  - -  z ~24. 22 
Prollram D . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  = . . . . . . . . .  ; . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  ,__ z 4. 85 
Prolparn E . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  - ' . - .  ; -  ] 0 . 3 4  
Program F . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  ÷ . . . .  

, Program G . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  / " ~  
r Attention homes: 

Anaconda . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  15. 00 
Boulder: . . . . . . . . . .  ~ . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  13. 67 

,. Helena. . .  . . . . . .  .:~ . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  22.00 
,Prn~,rams for runaways: 
• • lacksonville . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  18. 00 

Pittsburgh . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  ~ . . . . . . . .  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  85, 00. 
Private residential foster homes: 
i New Bedford . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  , .  . . . .  63.87 

Springfield: 
Intensive detention program . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  32. 28 

, Detained youths advocate program..:.  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  14.30 

z $36. 25 
129:60 
! 3 5 .  69 
: 17. 54 

27.00 

l& O0 
35, 00 

(9 

, 1 Expressed in 1974 or 1975 dollars. 
~Includes costs of a contract for program evaluation of about:S3 per youth per day. 

] ~ Expressed In 1972 dollars. 
~ )t available. 

NO secure detention facility. 

H a v i n g  sa id  all  t h a t  .the costs  per day  p.er, you th  d isplayed in Table  3. 
should be t hough t  of only as  ind ica t ing  someth ing  about  the  range  of expenses  
that  m i g h t  be i n c u r r e d - - l i t t l e  else: 

CONCLUSIONS ABOUT ALTERNATIVE PROGRAMS 

-~ concluding t h i s  documen t  we set  fo r th  cer ta in  genera l iza t ions  about  pro° 
~rams cu r ren t ly  in use  as  a l t e rna t ives  to secure  detent ion for  you ths  awa i t ing  
zdjudtcation in juveni le  courts .  The  reader  should  r emember  t ha t  we vis i ted 
~nly 14 such p r o g r a m s  and  t h a t  select ion o f  p rog ra ms  in different  jur i sd ic t ions  
n i g h t  have  r e su l t ed  in o ther  general iza t ions .  Still, we will s u m m a r i z e  conclu- 
sions t h a t  we bel ieve  to be of immedia te  impor tance  to ind iv idua ls  and  organi- 
:ations t ha t  may  be cons ider ing  t h e  development  of a l t e rna t ives  in the i r  jur is-  
[ictions. 
' 1. The  var ious  p rog ra m f 0 r m a t s - - r e s i d e n t i a l  a n d  non - r e s iden t i a l - - appea r  

. o ~ about  equal  ill the i r  ahi l i ty  to keep those  you ths  for  whom the  p rog rams  
:e~'e designed tz:oulfle .free and available, to court.  T h a t  'is not  to say  t h a t  a n y  
roup o f  juveui les  nmy be placed successful ly  in a n y  type of program.  I t  refers,  
1stead, to t h e  fac t  tlzat in mos t  p rog ra ms  0nly a smal l  proport ion of juveni les  
ad  commit ted  n e w  offenses or run  away  while awa i t i ng  adjudicat ion.  
2. S imi la r  p rog ram f o r m a t s  can produce different  ra tes  of f a i l u r e - - m e a s u r e d  
t e rms  of you th s  r unn ing  a w a y  or commit t ing  new offenses~ The  h igher  ra tes  
f a i l u r e  appear  to be due  to fac tors  outs ide the  control o f  the  p rograms '  

np loyees- -e ,g . ,  excess ive  lengths  of s tay  due to slow processing o f  cour t  
)t .~ts or judic ia l  mi suse  of t h e  p rog rams  for p re -ad jud ica tory  tes t ing  of 
m t h s '  behav ior  u n d e r  supervis ion.  
3. Any p rogram los 'mat  can be adap ted  t o s o m e  degree to p rog ram goals in 
ldit ion tO those  of keep ing  you th s  t roubl  e f r e e  and  avai lable  to the c o u r t - -  
r example ,  t he .goa l s  of providing t r e a t m e n t  or concrete services.  Res iden t i a l  
• o g r a m s  seem the most  adap tab le  in t h a t  t he y  are able to s e rve  you ths  whose 
.rents  will no t  receive them or those  who will not  r e tu rn  home---often the 
me juveniles .  
4. Res iden t ia l  p r o g r a m s - - g r 0 u p  homes  and  fO s t e r  h o m e s - - a r e  being used 
ct ~ s fu l l y  both for  alleged de l i nque n t s  and  s t a t u s  offenders. 
5. H o m e  Detent ion  P r o g r a m s  a re  successfu l  with  de l inquents  and  wi th  some 
t tus offenders. However,  a res ident ia l  component  is r equ i red  for  cer ta in  
::eniles whose problems or conflicts are  wi th  the i r  own famil ies .  Subs t i tu te  
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care  in  fo s t e r  homes  and  group  homes  and  superv is ion  w i t h i n  a H o m e  D e t e n :  
t ion f o r m a t  have  been combined successfull .  

6. The  At ten t ion  Home f o r m a t  seems very  a d a p t a b l e  to  t he  needs  of  les~ 
popula ted  jur i sd ic t ions ,  where  s epa ra t e  p rog rams  f o r  s eve ra l  specia l  group~ 
may  no t  be feasible.  The A t t en t i on  Home f o r m a t  h a s  been used  f o r  youtl:  
popula t ions  made  up  of (a )  a l leged de l inquen ts  only, (b)  a l leged del inquent~ 
and  s t a t u s  offenders  and  (c) a l leged del inquents ,  s t a t u s  of fenders  a n d  Juveni le :  
wi th  o the r  k inds  of problems as  well. 

7. Though t fu l ly  conceived non-secure  r e s iden t i a l  p r o g r a m s  can  r e t a in ,  t, "~ 
perar i ly ,  you ths  who have  run  a w a y  f rom t h e i r  homes.  Longe r  t e r m  he lp  L 
believed to be essent ia l  for some runaways ,  so p r o g r a m s  used  as  a l t e r n a t i v e  
to de ten t ion  for  these  youths  requ i re  the  coopera t ion  of o t h e r  social  a g e n c l e  
to which  such Juveni les  can be re fer red .  

8, Cer ta in  courts  a r e  unnecessa r i ly  t imid  In def ining t h e  k i n d s  of you th  
(i.e., sever i ty  of alleged offense, pa s t  record)  they a r e  wi l l ing  to  r e f e r  t 
a l t e r na t i ve  programs.  Even w h e n  a l t e r n a t i v e  p r o g r a m s  a re  ava i lab le ,  man  
youths  a re  being held in Secure de ten t ion  (or  Jai l )  who  could be  k e p t  t roub]  
f ree  and  ava i l ab le  to cour t  in  a l t e r n a t i v e  p rograms ,  j u d g i n g  by t h e  exper ie"  : 
of Jur isdic t ions  t h a t  have  t r ied .  

9. Secure holding a r r a n g e m e n t s  a re  essen t i a l  fo r  a s m a l l  p r o p o r t i o n  
alleged de l inquents  who cons t i t u t e  a d a n g e r  to others .  

10. The  costs per  day per  you th  of a l t e r n a t i v e  p r o g r a m s  can  be  ve ry  mi  
leading. A l a rge r  cost can re su l t  f r om more  services  a n d  resources  be ing  mac 
ava i lab le  to p rogram par t ic ipants .  I t  also Can resu l t  f r o m  geog raph i ca l  va i  
a t ion  in. costs of. personnel  and  services,  differences in  w h a t  a d m i n i s t r a t i v e  az 
office or  res idence expenses a r e  inc luded  a n d  u n d e r u t i l i z a t i o n  of t h e  p rogra I  

11. A range  of types of a l t e r n a t i v e  p r o g r a m s  should  p robab ly  be  m a d e  a / 
able in Jur isdic t ions  o ther  t h a n  the  smal les t  ones. No one f o r m a t  i s  su i t ed  
every youth,  and  a var ie ty  of op t ions  among  which  to c h o o s e  p robab ly  w 
Increase  r a t e s  of success In each.  

12. Appropr i a t e  use  o~ bo th  secure  de ten t ion  and  of a l t e r n a t i v e  p r o g r m  
can  be jeopardized by poor  a d m i n i s t r a t i v e  pract ices .  I n t a k e  dec is ions  shon  
be guided by clear,  Writ ten c r i t e r i a . - J u d g e s  a n d  cour t  pe r sonne l  s h o u l d  mo] 
to r  t he  i n t a k e  decisions f r equen t ly  to be ce r t a in  they con fo rm to c r i t e r i a .  

13. Since overuse  of secure de t en t i on  con t inues  in  m a n y  p a r t s  o f  t he  count :  
the  ma in  a l t e r n a t i v e  to secure  de ten t ion  should  not  b e  a n o t h e r  progra]  
la rge  p roper t ion  of youths  should  s imply  'be r e l e a s e d  to t h e i r  p a r e n t s  o r  otl 
responsible  adu l t s  to a w a i t  cou r t  act ion.  

psm~qvxsr rEs  FOB ~ SUCCZSSFUL PROOZ~Z~X~O 

I n  p resen t ing  the  descr ip t ions  of t he  a l t e r n a t i v e  p r o g r a m s  we t r i e d  to su 
m a r i z e  descr ip t ive  findings as  succinct ly  as  possible, e m p h a s i z i n g  those  fac  
of p rog rams  t h a t  might  i n t e r e s t  those  w h o  may  be cons ide r ing  use  of a l ter :  
t i r e  p rog rams  In t he i r  own  jur i sd ic t ions .  W e  m e n t i o n e d  only br ief ly  sot  ) 
t h e  problems we s aw  in t he  way p r o g r a m s  were  used in  c e r t a i n  ju r i sd i c t i c  
T he  problems to w h i c h w e  r e fe r r ed  a r e  no t  un ique  to one j u r i s d i c t i o n  an~ 
would b e  mis lead ing  to discuss  t h e m  as  i f  they  were.  W e  n e v e r t h e l e s s  n, 
to discuss  them here  in a genera l  way ,  because  the  r e c o m m e n d a t i o n s  we m:  
he re  wil l  be unders tood orily if. the  p r o b l e m s  are  acknowledged.  

D u r i n g  each si te  visit  We asked  a b o u t  the  r easons  fo r  t he  use  of sec 
de ten t ion  and  specific a l t e r n a t i v e  p r o g r a m s  in  the  j u r i sd i c t i on .  W e  han.  
I n f o r m a n t s  a l i s t  of reasons we l iad found  in  t he  l i t e r a t u r e  a n d  a s k e d :  W1 
reasons  apply he re?  ~rhe responses  a re  combined in T a b l e  4. ) 

T h e  r ea s ons  given for  use  of secure  de t en t ion  w e r e  pred ic tab le .  I t  " 
be ing  used in a l l  ju r i sd ic t ions  (a )  to assure  a p p e a r a n c e  fo r  cou r t  adJud ica t i  
(b)  to  p r even t  youths  f rom commi t t i ng  a de l i nquen t  ac t  wh i l e  w a i t i n g  f o r  
ad jud ica to ry  hea r ing ;  (c)  to  p r e v e n t  you ths  f rom engag ing  in  i nco r r tg  
behav io r  whi le  awai t ing  a n  a d j u d i c a t o r y  h e a r i n g ;  (d)  to p ro t ec t  y o u t h s  aga  
t h e m s e l v e s - - t h a t  is, keep you ths  f r o m  i n j u r i n g  or  h a r m i n g  t h e m s e l v e s ;  
(e)  to protec t  t he i r  f a m i l i e s - - i n  t he  communi ty .  Les se r  n u m b e r s  r e p o  
t h a t  Juveni les  in  the i r  j u r i sd i c t ions  were  b e i n g  securely  d e t a i n e d  to pro  
t hem wi th  a place to s tay  whi l e  a w a i t i n g  a n  a d j u d i c a t o r y  hea r ing ,  b. 
the re  w a s  no o ther  a l te rna t ive .  

T h e  d i rec tors  of a l t e r n a t i v e  p rog rams  gave a n s w e r s  t h a t  pa r a l l e l  t h e  
Just  l isted. T h e i r  p rograms were  be ing  used for  those  reasons ,  too. 
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Use of secure detent ion and a l te rna t ive  programs differed in impor tan t  
ways, however.  Secure detent ion was  used in only .one jur isdict ion to reduce 
the likelihood tha t  youths  would commit  a del inquent  act  in the long r u n - - t h a t  
is, a f t e r  release by the  c o u r t  or  other  juvenile authori t ies.  In  no jur isdict ion 
was It  reported tha t  secure detent ion w a s  used  to reduce the l ikelihood of 
youths engaging in incorr igible  behavior  in the long run. Yet in all jur isdic t ions  

; except one, a l te rnat ive  programs were  used for  these reasons• 
~n only two jur isdic t ions  was  secure detent ion being used to make sure  

tha t  youths  were  a v a i l a b l e  for  ~interviewing, observat ion or test ing needed by 
the court  or court  employees. In  three  i t  was being used to give some youths 
a mild b u t  noticeable " jo l t"  so tha t  he or she would recognize the ser iousness  
of the,behavi0r.  Two jur isd ic t ions  repor ted  tha t  among the reasons f o r  placing 
you ths  in secure detent ion was to begin rehabi l i ta t ive  treatment~ Again, in 
all Jurisdict ions but one the a l te rna t ive  program was  being used to make' 
sure t h a t  youths were  avai lable for  interviewing,  observation• or  testing. In  
aP but  two it was  being used to give youths a mild "jolt ." The al ternat ive 
p ,¢gram in every Jurisdict ion b u t  one  also was  being used to begin rehabili-  
tatl0n. 

TABLE 4.--USES MADE OF'SECURE DETENTIO N ANp OF ALTERNATIVE PROGRAMs, AS REPORTED 
• ; BY OFFICIALS IN THE JURISDICTIONS 

• ' Secure Alternative 
.: - detention program 

. Reasons for use (N=:3) ( N f l l )  

I. Pl'otect tile youth against himself or herself--that is keep the youth from injuring or 
harmin i  hzmself . . . . . . . . . . . .  , . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  . . . . . . .  : . . . . . . . . . . . .  8 6 

' Provide the youth with a place tO stay wJdle await ing adjudicatory hearing because 
there is" no othei" altarnatlve except detention . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  6 10 

Pre~/ent the youth from committing a delinquent act while awaiting the adjudicatory 
hearin . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  .. . . . .  .. . . . . . .  ~. . . . . . .  . . . . :  . . . . . .  8 • I0  

• Prevent lhe youth from engaging in incorrigible behavior whde awadJng adjudicatory 
hearing . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  8 10 

• Reduce the likelihood that the youth will commit a delinquent act in the' long(er) r u n - -  
that is after release by the court or other juvenile authorities . . . . . .  , . . . . . . . . .  : . . . . . .  ! 10 

. '. :uce:the l ikelihood that the youth will engage in incorrigible behavior in the Iong(er) 
: run---that is. after release by the court or other juvenile authoi'ities . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  0 lO 
. .Assure appearance foi" courtadjodicat ion . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  8 lO 
• Make sure that the youth is.available for interviewing, observation or testing needed by 

the court or court employees . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  , _ . .  . . . . . . . . . .  2 10 
• 8ellin rehabilitative treatment . . . . .  = . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  • 2 lO 
• Give the youth a mild but noticeab e " io  t '° so that he/she wil recognize the seriousness 

of 'the behavior..-; . . . . . .  . . . . . . . . . .  . . . . , . . . ,  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  ~ . . . . . . . . . . . .  3 9 
Protect the youth from Others--perhaps other youths or adults and even his/her f a m i l y -  

; i n  thecommunity.~ . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  8 8 

'Thus  in eleven of the  jur isdic t ions  visited alter~natfve progran~s listed among 
eir funct ions adminis t ra t ive  eonvenience~ immediate  punishment,  long-run 
terrence and rehabil i tat ion.  The reader  will .recognize these "reasons" as 
e ones tha t  have Mstorically caused so much misuse of secure detent ion 
roughout the  United States.  
Interviews provided  addi t iona l  informat ion on uses  of a l t e rna t i ve  programs. 
,uths in c e r t a i n  programs would simply have been sent  home to awai t  

• ~a-"ngs, if the alter~lative program had not been available. Juveni les  in alter- 
Live p rograms  tend to wai t  longer for adjudicat ion ( i n  one city a program 
.s scornfully refer red  to as an "a l te rna t ive  to disposi t ion") .  B u t  most  of 

. ,  in addit ion to holding juveniles  who might  commit new offenses or run 
lay, a l te rnat ive  programs were l~eing used :as a t r ea tmen t  resource f o r  
zths who were  unlikely to do either.  In  jurisdict ion a f t e r  Jurisdiction we 
re told tha t  the program was  being used to provide needed t r ea tmen t  
vices, because such rserviees.were not otherwise available. 
~S a r e su l t  the symptoms of overreach through a l ternat ive  programs m~ty 
zI earing in certain jur isdict ions.  Juveni les  can be  accepted into the juveni le  
tie~ process who would  not have been previously,  jus t  because new pro- 
ms are  available. This  appears  in some instances to be accompanied by 
.~sfer of one of the abuses  of secure detent ion to the  newer  a l ternat ive  
grams. Historically,  secure detent ion has been utilized f o r  the cont ro l  of 
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juven i les  in need of child we l f a r e  s e rv i ces  t h a t  h a v e  n o t  been  ava i l ab le .  As  
a l t e r n a t i v e  p rograms  increas ingly  become resources  for  j u v e n i l e  cour t s  to use  
the re  is real  d a n g e r  t h a t  (1) the  p rog rams  will be t u r n e d  a w a y  f r o m  t h e i r  
ma in  task  of p ro tec t ing  communi t i e s  and  juven i les  in  the  per iod  p r io r  to 
ad jud ica t ion  and  t h a t  (2) an  inc reas ing  n u m b e r  of you ths  who  need  socia l  
services will  be label led alleged de l inquen t s  or  s t a t u s  offenders  in  o rde r  to 
receive them.  

Fo r  the  above reasons  we offer five r ecommenda t ions  to j u v e n i l e  cou r t s  th~.] 
may  be consider ing the  in t roduc t ion  of a l t e r n a t i v e  p rog rams  of w h a t e v e r  k ind .  

(1) Criteria 1or selecHng juveniles 1or secure detention, for alternative pro- 
grams and 1or ~'elease on the recognizance oi a parent or guardian while await- 
ing court adjudication shoulil be in writing. 

Comment s  : The  emphasis  h e r e  is  t h a t  Consistency in  decis ion m a k i n g  r e q u i r e s  
clearly wr i t t en  c r i t e r i a  by which  al l  i n t a k e  and  r e f e r r a l  decis ion m a k e r s  may  be 
guided. W e  do not  specify, w h a t  t h e  c r i t e r i a  should  be, b u t  we h a v e  inc luded  in 
the  b ib l iography  references to the  c r i t e r i a  publ i shed  by t h e  N a t i o n a l  Counci l  "n 
Crime and  Del inquency and t h e  r epo r t  p r epa red  by D a n i e l  J.  F reed ,  T i m o t h y  ~. 
Ter re l l  and  J.  Lttwrence Schu l t z  for  the  Amer i can  B a r  Assoc ia t ion ' s  ~Iuvenil( 
Jus t i ce  S t a n d a r d s  Project .  He re  w e  wish  to b r ing  a less ,veil  k n o w n  s t a t e m e n l  
to the  a t t en t ion  of the  readers.  

A recent  s tudy in Cal i fornia  asked i ts  s t a t ewtde  adv isory  c o m m i t t e e  to fo rmu.  
la te  c r i t e r i a  t h a t  would be c lear  and  unambiguous  for  use  in  t h a t  s ta te .  Mere 
hers  of the  advisory  commit tee  inc luded a c o m m a n d e r  f rom a police d e p a r t m e n  
juven i le  division, a deputy chief  of ano the r  police d e p a r t m e n t ,  f ou r  juveni l ,  
cour t  judges,  four  chief  p roba t ion  otficers, two juven i le  cou r t  r e f e rees  a n d  : ~' 
de ten t ion  center  super in tendent .  T h e i r  c r i t e r i a  a re  the  c l ea re s t  we h a v e  see: 
and  t hey  a re  appl icable  to any  ju r i sd ic t ion  i n  Other s ta tes .  F o r  t h e s e  r ea sons  w 
p resen t  he re  the  t h r ee  cr i te r ia  r e l e v a n t  to th i s  discussion.  

(a)  To g u a r a n t e e  minor ' s  a p p e a r a n c e :  NO minor  sha l l  be d e t a i n e d  to e n s u r  . 
h i s  cour t  appearance  unless h e  h a s  previous ly  f a i l ed  to appear ,  a n d  t h e r e  is  n 
paren t ,  g u a r d i a n  or  responsible  a d u l t  wi l l ing and  able to a s s u m e  respons ib i l i t  

for  t h e  minor ' s  presence. 
(b)  For: protect ion of o t h e r s :  P r e t r i a l  de t en t ion  of m i n o r s  whoso  d e t e n t i c  

is a m a t t e r  of immedia te  and  u r g e n t  necessi ty  fo r  the  p ro tec t ion  of t he  per :  
or proper ty  of ano t he r  shal l  be l imi ted  to those  cha rged  w i t h  a n  offense whi< 
could be a felony if  commit ted  by a n  adu l t  and  the  c i r c u m s t a n c e s  s u r r n u n d i l  
t h e  offense charged involved phys ica l  h a r m  or s u b s t a n t i a l  t h r e a t  of phys ic  

h a r m  to another .  
Exac t ly  ha l f  of the  commit tee  f o r m u l a t i n g  these  c r i t e r i a  f e l t  t h a t  a n  ad~ 

t lona l  category of youths  s h o u l d  be  eligible f o r  p r e t r i a l  d e t e n t i o n  on t he  ba .  • 
of , ,dangerousness,"  reflecting the  widesp read  d i s a g r e e m e n t  a b o u t  w h a t  i s  do 
gerous. These  commit tee  member s  f avo red  adopt ion  of t he  fo l lowing  c r i t e r i  
which  would be added to (b)  above  : % • • and  to those  c h a r g e d  w i t h  s u b s t a  :? 
damage  to, or t he f t  of, proper ty  w h e n  the  minor ' s  j uven i l e  c o u r t  r ecord  revea l  
a p a t t e r n  of behav io r  t h a t  h a d  re su l t ed  in  f r equen t  o r  s u b s t a n t i a l  d a m a g e  
or loss of, proper ty  and  whe re  p rev ious  cont ro l  measu re s  h a d  fa i led ."  (Sa leeb '  

1975: 59-63. ) I t  is possible t h a t  the  mere  presence  of w r i t t e n  c r i t e r i a  so c lea r ly  express  
would provide in take  officials w i t h  some suppor t  in  r e fus ing  to d e t a i n  y o u t h s  

• appropr ia te ly  b rough t  before t h e m .  
(~) The decision as to ~vhcthcr youths are to be placed in secure detention 

an alternative program should be guided, so ~ar as possible, by wri t ten c~, 
ments between the responsible administrative o~ciols. These agreements sho 
specify the criteria governing selection of youths for the programs: 

Comment s :  Some readers  wil l  find the  m a n n e r  in w h i c h  t h i s  r e c o m m e n d a t  
is worded  obscure. The  word ing  h a s  been ca re fu l ly  chosen so as  to be  a p p l i c a  
to t h e  use  of secure de ten t ion  u n d e r  va r ious  o rgan i za t i ona l  a r r a n g e m e n t s  : 
to the  use of a l t e rna t ive  p r o g r a m s  u n d e r  a va r i e ty  of o r g a n i z a t i o n a l  a r r a r  
merits. Fo r  example,  d i rectors  of secure  de ten t ion  fac i l i t i es  some t imes  do 
have  the  au thor i ty  to re fuse  admiss ion  even when  t he  fac i l i ty  i s  overerc-~ 

concern ing  and  underbudgeted.  ~Vritten ag reemen t s  n u m b e r s  a n d  c r i t e r i a  ,,~. 
provide such a director  w i th  levera~,e to p ro tec t  the  wel l -being of you ths  h e b  
his  care  and  also serve as  a check a g a i n s t  i n a p p r o p r i a t e  r e fe r ra l s .  Simil~ 
a l t e rna t ive  p rograms  t ha t  may  be  a d m i n i s t e r e d  by p r i v a t e  o r g a n i z a t i o n s  neeq 
know wi th  reasonab le  p red ic tab i l i ty  the  n u m b e r s  and  k i n d s  of y o u t h s  t hey  

/ 
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: ~ serve. Also, the  availabil i ty of public monies for  a l te rnat ive  programs may t e m p t  
certain agencies  to utilize t radi t ional  service technologies and "skim" refer ra ls  
most suited t o  them. Wri t ten  ag reemen t s  shduld keep a l ternat ive  programs 
available to the juveniles who need them. 

(3) The decision to use alternative programs should be made at initial intake 
• where  the options of re/using to accept the referral, release on the recognizance 
• O/ a parent or guardian to await  adjudication and use o/ secure detention arc 
: also available. I t  should not be necessary /or a youth to be detained securely 
: . ~itiaily before referral to an alternative program is made. 

Comments :  We have found tha t  in some jur isdic t ions  a l ternat ive  programs 
are not  considered as resources unti l  a f t e r  juveniles h a v e  been confined in Secure 
detention to awai t  detent ion hearings.  This is an unnecessary use of secure de- 
tention, as jur isdict ions tha t  have  organized themselves to make such decisions 
at the  t ime of ini t ial  re fe r ra l  have shown. The danger  of overreach is greates t  
at this  Initial  decision point, ano ther  reason for  consis tent  selection based on 
clearly wr i t t en  cri teria.  

f.~) An  information system should be created so that (a) use of  secure deten- 
t,~n, alternative programs and release on parents' recognizance can be cross- 
tabulated at least by type o /a l l eged  offense, prior record, age, sea, raee/ethnicity 

land fami ly  composition and (b) terminations by types o/ placements f rom 
secure  detention, alternative programs and release on parents ~ recognizance 
'status van be cross-tabulated wi th  variables such as type o/ new offense, length 
.o/ stay and disposition as well  as the variables l i s tedin  ( a ) above. " 

Comments : Court  and program records are  o f t e n  so dispersed, if not i n  [otal 
d isar ray ,  tha t  no one  can find out wha t  is going on. Facts  cannot be assembled 
f¢- simple reports.  Admin is t ra to r s  cannot  evaluate and control  operations with- 
out regular  access to the  kinds of informat ion listed. 

(5) C'ourts should adi~ldicate cases o/ youths.wait ing in alternative programs 
in the sama period o / t i m e  applicable to those in secure detention. 

Comments  : The pract ice of extending the  wai t ing period for  youths in.al terna-  
tive programs appears  to reflect a belief t h a t  those in a l ternat ive  programs are 
.icing under  less harsh  conditions. Even i f  tha t  i s  true; t h e  youths in al terna- 
:ice programs p r i o r  to adjudicat ion a re  experiencing the coercion of the court  
md should be rel ieved of it  by prompt  findings. 

aplementat ioa of the above recommendat ions  Should precede the  use of al ter .  
tative programs because the measures  to which they refer  a r e  prerequisi te  t o  
he proper  use of a l te rna t ives  and Of Secure detent ion a s  well. 

/" 

.J  
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PURPOSE AND USE OF THIS MANUAL 

" This manual is designed to serve as a 
.reference for criminal justice admioistra- 

" .tors who are interested in how one Home 
+ Detention Program worked during !he first 

two years+o| its operation. 
' It wasdeveloped on the besls ol the ex- 

pe/-ience in using Volunteers in the Home 
Deteniion Program begun by Hennepin 
C'ounty Oepa/lment of Court Services, 
Minneapolis, Minnesota, in March 1975• 

This manual 9~ves an overview of a 
Home Detention Program designed to [1| 
provide the Juvenile Court, the juvenile, 
the |am y, and the community with an 
alternative to secure detent on for juvenile 

• offenders; |21 maintain juveniles released 
from secure detention trouble free'in their 
Communities; [31 decrease the population 
at Hennepin County Juvenile Detention 
Center; and [41 demonstrate that it is both 
operaiionally and economically leasible to 
supervise youths successiully outside a 
secure detention facility using volunteers 
and paid staff. 

We "caut On you not to view the manual 
as a rigid statement ot how a Home Deten- 
tion Program should work, as your agency 
may well perceive its need (or volunteers 
somewhat dilh .ntly than Hennepin 

t~ol to be "used in developing, operating, acceptable alternative to secure detention 
for juveniles. Oui: purpose in publishing 

and evaluating a similar program to meet 
the specific needs'oiyour agency and its this manual is simply to oiler some "approaches and.guidelines that might be 

• clientele. Hennepin County certainly does not useful to others. We hope i! provides some 
have all the answers for providing an basis upon wh Ch tO build and improve. 

, ,~. ~ , ~  ~ , ~  ~ . . . . .  "~ ,L~'I!+.. ~ 
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The past two.decades have,~uitnessed a 
striking increase'inthe numbers and kinds 
of roles'that;volunteers periorm in court 
services. In.196], onl~ihree or four courts 
had established rvolunteer programs. To- 
day, over 2,500 courts and court services 
agencies are benefiting from volunteer p'fo- 
grams. Since beginning its work with 
volunteers in~1969i Hennepin County has 
continuously expanded the services and 
roles that unpaid staff (volunteers) per: 
form. Response: to the volunteer program 
has been positive; the courts, paid staff, 
clients and •their families, and volunteers 
themselves have indicated satisfaction 
with the qual!ty of theservices that have 
been provided. 

Within crimio/~ justice agencies, volun- 
leers provide, individual and collective 
benefitS• Thel client benefits from a con- 
cerned and carlng'voluntee T w.ho has the 
time to furnish intensified services. The 
volunteer derives personal satisfaction 
from providing meaningfu| ser,,~ce and 
gains new knowledge and experience. Paid 
staff, in most insiances, are freed to devote 
more time to direct supervision of cases;' 
by working with:volunteers, theY are able 
to hone their supervising, 'teaching, and 
consulting skills. The criminal justice 

:C, 
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CONCEPT OF UNPAID STAFF IN COURT SERVICES 

system itself benefits [ 1] internally from the 
insight, knowledge, and suggestions of 
vol/mteefs Whose perspectivecomes from 
outside the system and [2] externally from 
the increased understanding the com- 
munity has of the problems inherent in the 
system. The public benefits, too, because 
the criminal justice systemis able to deal 
more effectively u)itli its clients and 
because:vo|unteers provide unique com: 
munity input and |eedl~ack. 

In the late 1960's, the Court Services 
Department of Hermepin County' rE, COg; 
nized that the magnitude o| its task could 
not: be managed without the use of citizen 

e~ 
I Volunteers probably represent the 

only untapped resource still auail- 
able to i:orrections.- 
Dick.Hodgkins , Director. Volunteer S e ~ 5  

¢,olunteers. As a result, meaningful vo|un- 
leer roles. Were developed in probation, 
detention, residential treatment, family 

• counseling, and' otl~eK diagnostic and 
therapeutic services. The concept of 
"unpaid ,staff in Court Services" "empha- 
sizes ihat volunteers are not providing 

menial or suppiemental services. Fi0m the 
program's inception, it has been orga- 
nized io become a vital and integral part of 
the overall servi~e delivery system of.our 
agency, consistent with the agency's phi- 
Iosophies, goals, and objectives, Paid and 
unpaid staff have bec:ome a,se/vice deify. 
e~ team" withaccountability and respon- 
sibifity. Paid staff serve as consultants, 
teachers, and supervisors, while unpaid 
staff provide direct services. This ap- 
proach enables staff to maximize resour- 
ces in relation to clients. As an example, on 
any given day in ]976, over 600 volunteers 
were actually working in ]8 different staff 
roles in 6 operating court divisions. 

in eSSence, the combination of a sound 
philosophy of using unpaid staff in mean- 
ingful roles, proper management, and paid 
and unpaid staff working together toward a 
common goal has formed a partnership 
be{ween the court'and the~:ommunity that 

truly intensified both the quantity and 
qu~ity of services'to individuals and fami- 
lies referred to ihe court s~/stem. 

O'a 
¢,~ 
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DEVELOPMENT OF THE. HOME DETENTION PROGRAM 
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"It is n the community that unfortunate 
home, school, and street relationsh ps pro- 
duce (delinquent) behavior. With few 
exceptions it is in the community that" 
these relationships must be straightened 
ouL "t Because o! the wide variety of com- 
munity resources availabla in Hennepin 
County. hundreds of youths are diverted 
each year fromthe Juvenile Court system. 
Nevertheless, the numher.retained in the, 
system results in "overcrowdin9 at the 
Hennepin County Juvenile Detention 
Center. 

In 1974, the facility's 59-hed capacity wag 
fi.equently exceeded, at times being 35% 
over capacity; This overcrowding led to 
[1] decreased interaction between staff 
and juveniles on an individual basis; 
[2] feelings o f  loneliness, alienation, and 
increased acting-Out on the part of the 
detained youthS; [3) an increase in secu- 
rity rL.sks; [41 increased potential to gain 
knowledge of criminal activity resulting 
from' association with more sopl'~sticated 
offenders; 15] extended stays in detention; 
and [6] increased court hearings (deten- 
tion) On an afready ~crowded court:calan- 

iD~nqoency l~'eventlon Stat~-'ns ~ Na~iomd Ir, rd~ute m~ 
CflminaJ O~nqu~,~-'u; 1972 a~l |F;6, 

dar. The secure detention population also 
increased when |egis|ative guidelines re- 
stricted placementS in shelter facilities for 
juveniles commlttincj cHn~nal offenses. 

The Home Detention concept was a 
practical solution to the problem of over- 
crowdins. The use of community volun- 
teers, already proved effective in otJler 
phases of the juvenile justice system, 
would allow the program to be imple- 
mented without large increases' in paid 
stall. Furthermore, the concept of Home 
Detention was congn~ent with trends in 
correctional planning that emphasized 
community-based programming. 

By definition, secure detention institu- 
tions are short-term "hokiing" facilities" 
during a period of court processing. The 
negative effects o| secure detention, docu- 
mented by research, are particularly ger- 
mane for detention facilities that are not 
designed to provide treatment. Most 
studies on the incarceration of juvenile of- 
fenders have concluded that placementin 
detentinn facilities merely postpones the 
resolution of problems. Since the eventual 
goal Ior juvenile offenders is a return to the 

• community, detention hot  only isolates 
youth from positive "and supportive com- 
munity influences, such as home, school, 

church, Or empioyn~.nt, but precludes 
copi~ with those aspects of tbe~ !ires 
that contributed to the delinquent behav- 
ior. The President's Commission on Law 
Enforcement and the Administration of 
Justice examined the use of juvenile:de- 
tention as ~ of its study. It determined 
that m nor or first-offender youths arethe 
largest group "unwisely detained" and that 
youths "who have committed more serious 
offenses are detained when they coukl 
have been released under the close super- 
vision of a probatinn officer without dan. 
ger to the community. "2 

Given these considerations, Hennepin 
County Court Services designed its Home 
Detention program to utilize community 
volunteers :to provide intensive supervi- 
sion of juveniles released from secure 
detention; Paid staff supervisin9 a case: 
load of 5 juveniles each were hired to sup 
p|ement the volunteer staff. 

~ W. Window. Juum~ ~ ~ o Fr~ Soc~'v, 
5elm:tiom fiorn tl~ Pr e~id~t'i Commisdon on Law Enforce. 
menl mid the Ad~,~,r alloe d Jus~e. Dclum~n pub~JW~ 

O~ 
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ASSESSING THE NEED 
FOR HOME DETENTION 
Over~;rowdingof a secure detention facil: 
ity may trig..qer exploration of various at• 
te.rnatives: Home Detention is One such 
alternative, but it must be considered in 
light of an individual agency's needs and 
attitudes. Initial reaction to the idea of 
releasing juveniles from secure detention 
maybe negative. Many detention facilities 
Use.careful screening processes to etimi- 
hate many of the !ess serious and more un- 
sophisticated offenders from the deten- 
tion population. As a result, juveniles who 
are deta!ned represent the "more serious" 
offender populaiion. Staff may fear ihat 
these juveniles, if released on a Home 
Detention basis, would fail to:appear~ for 
subsequent court hearings, run away from 
home, or commit,new offenses. The com- 
munity may be opposed to the concept for 
the some reasons. If 'volunteers are to be 
used, there may be apprehension as to 
their ability- to hold these juveniles ac-' 
countab!e and doubt as to their willingness 
to report violatibns and return youths to 
the secure detention facility. Though these 
fears are not unrealistic Hennepin Coun- 
ty's experience With Home Detention has 
shown that such a program Can operate 

without undue risk to the i:ommunity. 
Over a two-year period, new offenses have 
been limited to approximately3% of ovar 
400 juveniles released On Home Deten- 
tion. With proper training and suppoi't 
from agency paid staff, volunteers have 
routinely returned juveniles Who have rio. 
lated the.conditior~i0f their release. 

On the positive side, Home Detention. 
can provide a variety 0f benefits to the 
agency. Particularly ithrough the use of 
vo!unteer staff, costs of:secure detention 
may be reduced. In'the first two years of 
the program's operation in Hennepin 

.County; Home Detention staff provided 
some 8,800 days of service' to juveniles 
released from secure, detention. Because 
one day in detention may cost upwards~of 
$50, this figure represents a considerable 
savings, even when staff salaries and pro- 
gram costs are subtracted. Reduction of 
the secure detention populatiog, if it can be 
achieved, is a concomitant benefit. Proba- 
tion officers, Who may be•meeting:a jure- 
nile for the first time, have the opportunity 
to observe the youth's behavior in a com- 
munity, setting. Volunteers, who are in 
daily contact with the youth, may provide 
the probation officer with additional in- 
sights. Long absences from school and 

~ ~ F ~  ; ~ ,: , ~  ~ 
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employment are avoided by Home De- 
tention. For the Juvenile Coul:t, Home 
Deiention provides a "middle ground" 
between straight release with n~o suPer" 
vision andextended stays in secure deten- 
ti0n. Parents often are more willing to have 
their child home it.they know they will be 
given assistance in monitoring his or her 
behavior. Daily contact with the volunteer 
also reassures family members that their 
case has not been forgotten and allows 
them io ask "what happens now?" at any 
stage ifi the judicial process. 

Hennepin County's experience has 
shown that Home Detention works best if 
the~folk)wing conditions are present: 
• Support [0r the program from th e Jure- 

nile Court udge and staff, which in- 
cludes awiilingness tO order release on 
Home Detention and the commit/nent 
to enforce that order. 

• CooPerat on from agency paid staff in 
rec0mmendin9 juveniles for release and 
supervising the volunteers working with 
the youths. 

= Provision for immediate return to the 
secure detention facility inthe event !the 
release order is violated. 

• Properly trained and supervised v °lun; 
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teers who are able to hold youths 
accountable and who are able tohandle 
the authority vested in their role ina lair 
and (~onstructive manner. 
Agency" resistance may be overcome 

through a plannlng and imPlementation 
process that invol,~es paid staff in develol~ 
ment o f  the" program. For Hennepin 
County, this meant that the Juvenile Court 
judge, probation staff and detention staff 
were consulted frequently in the in tia] 
stages of  the program. Their assistance 
was invaluable in designing the release 
order, establishing eligibility criteria for 
juveniles and screening criteria for volun- 
teers, and providing practical suggestions 
for integrating the prOgram into current 
agency operations. Although the Volun- 
"teer Program staff retained primary 
responsibility for development of the pro- 
gram, involvement of agency'staff was a 
high priority and resulted in their commit- 
• ment to the success of the program. Police 
departments a so were made aware of the 
program's ~ development, as they would 

• have a key role in its enforcement. An eval- 
Uative i'esearch desi9 n was included in the 
original program package. This provided 
mechanisms f0r immedi~,te feedback as to 
the program's effectiveness~ allowed for 

identification of problems by agency staff, 
and defined lomb-range objectives and 
standards. 



The Home Detention Program provides an 
alterriative to,secure detention for juve~ 
nileslawaiting court hearings or plat:ement 
in a specifically designated treatment 
program. The program is intended tO be 
short term and isnot used as part of long~ 
raoge treatment plans. Home Detention is 
administered by the Volunteer Division 
and the Juvenile Detention Center (secure 
defeniion), in coordination with the Juve- 
nile Court, Juvenile Probation, the County 
AttOrney's office, private attorneys; the 
Public Defender's office, and the Welfare 
Depart ment. 

The goals of the Home• Detention 
Program are: 
" I .T0 provide the Juvenile Court, the 

juveiiile, the family, and the communi- 
ty with an,acceptable alternative'to 
secure detention.. 

2. To maintain juveniles released from 
s e c u r e  detention on the Home Deten- 
tion Program trouble free in their 
communities; 

3. To decrease the population of the 
Juvenile Detention Center. 

ti.To demonstrate that it is boih 
0perationally and  economically feasi- 
ble .to supervise youths successfully 
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outside a secure detention facility 
using voluoteer and' paid staff. 

These goal s a~d the philosophy of the 
Home Detention Program are based on 
the following:assumptions: 
• Jncarceration has negative conse- 

qoences for juyeniles because they are. 
• removed from the social environment in 
wl~ich their problems beg,~n and must 
eventually be I resolved. 

• Additional negative consequences of" 
incarceration result~ from labeling 
youths "delinquent 'r and exposing the 
lessisophisticated and status offenclers 
to the more;sophisticated and violent 
offenders. These faci0rs tend t0 in- 
crease the potential for recidivism 
(continuation of delinquent/criminal 
activities). 

• Many juvenile offenders need not be 
incarcerated' if.they can be intensively 

. supervised in the.community. 
• Home Detention helps youths assume 

responsibility for their" own behavior a n d  
has a positive influence on juvenile ~ 
offenders by virtue of support from 
family, sch6ol, community, and the  
Home Detention worker• 

• " Reduction of the Juvenile Detention 

Ceq!er population through use of Home 
Detention will increase detention staff 
effectiveness With ju~)eniles in need of 
secure detention. 

ELIGIBIL ITY CRITERIA 
Juveniles are eligible for release under the 
Home Detention Prooj'am and assigne d tO 
a volunteer Home Detention worker.il they 
meet the following criteria: 

].The juvenile is charged with ah 
offense ol a non-aggravated,nature 
and is not viewed as a danger to the 
community, Or 
The iuvenile is awaiting residential 
pkacement,or 
The juvenile has violated conditions 
"of probation; and the additional 
supervision is deemed necessary 
pending a new disposition by the 
cour!. 

2. The juvenile and perent/guardian 
must agree to the conditions of the 
Home Delenti0n Program as out- 
lined in the Home Detention Order. 

3. There is an approved residence at 
which the juvenile will iive duriog the 

of Home Detention. period 
Juveniles a'feleligible for release under 

the Home Detention Program and "as- 
9 
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signed to a HomeDetention officer (paid 
stair) if they meet the.following criteria: 

1. The juvenile is charged with an 
offense of an aggravated nature 
and/or :is viewed as a sophisticated 
and st reet-wise offender. 

2. The juvenile and parent/guardian 
must agree to the conditions of the 
Home Detention Program as out: 
lined in the Home Detention Order. 

3. There is an approved residence at 
which the juvenile will live during the 

i period of Home Detention. 
4. There is space •available .on the 

p~.obbtion" officer's caseload (case- 
load is not to exceed 5 juveniles). 

ReferraLs to the Home Detention Pro- 
gram are made' by the Juvenile Court,: 
Juvenile Center staff, probation officers, 
social workers (Welfare'Department), and 
at torneys. Referrals are screened by Home 
Detention staff, and all releases.must be 
approved by the~Juvenile Court: Home 
Detention may be'recommended at any 
po!nt in the court process but discontinues 
at the time of final disposition or placement 
ina Ireatment facility. Juvenileson Home 
Detention continue on "detentionstatus," 
wit h a review required every eight daYS, as 

10 

specified by the Minnesota State Legisla- 
ture. Average time on Home Deteniion is 
approxr~tely three weeks, although 
invol0ement of the juvenile in trial proceed: 
ings or adult certification motions may 
extend this period. Hennepin County's 
experience seems to indicate that 'after 
thirty clays ihe Home Detention Program 
begins tO be less effective in maintaining 
juveniles ffouble free. For the Home 
Detention worker as well esthe juvenile 
and the family, the daily contacts become 
routine:and acting.out and resentment of 
the restrictions of Home Detention in- 
crease. When these extended Home. 
Detention situations arise, JuvenileCourt. 
approval is sought to lessen the need for 
daily contact and loosen certain restric- 
tions, of: the Home Detention Order. 

HOME DETENTION ORDER 
The Home Detention Order (see Appen- 
dix) is the working document for the period 
ol Home Detention. The Order, which 
contains rules for the period of Home 
Detention (curfew, school atteodance, 
restrictions On associates, etc.) is comp!et- 
ed at a conference attended by the 
juvenile, parent/guardian, probation offi- 
cer or social worker, and Home Detention 

staff. During this conference, the Home 
Detention Program is explained, expecta- 
tions are clarified, and the individualized 
order is developed~ The iuvenile and 
parents are informed that the conse- 
quence for violation of the order is a return 
to secure detention. Parents also are told 
that they must~report any uio]ation known 
to them orface possible contempt of c'c)urt 
charges. 

Most juveniles return to their own 
homes while on Home Detention, although 
arrangemL, nts can be made atthe home of 
a relative,:a shelter care facility, or another 
temporary placement. The ability-to 
provide adequate supervision is a maior 
factor in determining where a youth will 
reside. While juveniles must assume the 
major responsibility for following the order, 

Public, soJety has not been endan- 
gered bj~ this program. I] kids act up in 
any way, they ore brought back to the 
dUuehile Detention Center: imme- 
diately. Kids recognize that Home 
Detention is o credible program 
because it holds them accountoble lor , 
their actions. 

Juvenile Court Judge Lindsay G. Arthur 
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long periods without: resPOnsible adult 
supervision should be avoided. Super- 
vision is a particular problem for youths 

who do not attend school. In these cases, it 
may be poss~le to arrange for certain 
hours to be spent at a neighborhood center 
or other supervised setting. 

The Home Detention Order is pre- 

sented at a court I~earing; during which the 
conditions are.read into the court record 
and the jnvenile is recommended for 
release. The court may make changes or 
additions to the order and then add its sig- 
nature. At this point, the order becomes 
binding and cannot be altered without 
court approval. 

ASSIGNMENT PROCESS 
Following the court hearing, the juvenile 
waits in detention for the arrival o f  the 
Home Detention worker, who outlines the 
order ~ conditions once again before taking 
the juvenile home. Home Detention staff 
assume the responsibiliiy fbr assigning the 
case within twenty.four hours of the court 
hearing.- A t  the Juvenile Detention Cen- 
ter, the Home Detention worker receives 
copies of the order for him/hers•if, the 
juvenile, and the parents; pertinent infor- 
mation about the juvenile; the name of the 
probation officer or social worker; the dale 
of the next court appearance; and [orm$ 
for the daily Io9 and written summary (see 
Appendix). 

WORKER RESPONSIBILITY 
For the period of Home Detention, the 
worker monitors ihe Home Detention 

Order and provides limited counseling to 
the juvenile and family (primarily on a crisis 
intervention basis). Home Detention 
workers are not involved in long-range 
treatment, and do not "investigate" cases 
0z make. recommendations for. trealmem. 
Specifically, the Home Detention worker: 
• Makes'a daily farce-to-face contact with 

the juveni!e. 
• Makes a dailyrandom phone call to the 

juvenile. 
• Makes a daily contact with thejuveniie's 

school (if school is par! of the Home 
Detention Order) or otherwise checks 
on school attendance. 

• ' Completes the daily Iog.~ 
• Completes the writ~e n summary. 
• Is ava/lable to communlcate information 

as requested bY the probation officer or 
social worker. 

• Appears at subsequent court hearings 
or informs staff as to the youth's 
conduct during Home Detention. 
A copy of the Home Detention Order 

and the name and phone number of the 
Home Detention worker assigned are 
placed in the court record and Court 
Services file (held by the probation officer). 
The probation officer/social worker for the 
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juveniie and the Home Detention worker 
are expected lobe in contact during Home 
Detention, 'The Home Detention worker's 
written reports are available to the proba- 
tion officer/social worker and court. 

HomeDetantion workers are expected 
to use 8ood judgment in monitoring the 
order, The volunteer has the ophon tO 
allow one default on the conditions of 
the order• Given the sophistication o| 

Although we see the kids.euery day 
and sometimes become iheir friends, 
we hove tO shy away jrom being 
advocates/or them. And we hove to 
make it ~ clear that the contract with 
the court is the bottom line. 

Home Detention Volun|eer 
1 |  

clients on the Home Detention officer's 
caseload, more than one violation may be 
allowed. However, continued violations of 
the order or involvement in a new offense 
requires the: immediate return of the 
juvenile to secure detention. Home Deten. 
lion workers may wish to consult with the 
probation officer/social worker of Home 
Detention staff regarding violations and 
the need for return. When return to secure 
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detention is required but the juvenil e will 
noicooperate with the worker by return- 
incj voluntarily, the police are notified. If 
necessary, a warrant is issued for the 
juvenile's arrest. Home Detention workers 
are supervised by the probation officer/so* 
cial worker in a team relationship, each 
party havingindividual responsibilities in 
working With the youth. Juvenile Deten- 
tion Center staff are available twenty-four 
hours a day to assist with problem solving, 
and Home Detention staff function on an 
on-call basis for volunteers with questions 
or problems. 

Juven es who are returned to secure 
detention as/~ result of violating conditions 
o! the order but not involved in a new 
offense may be reconsidered for release on 
Home Detention. A court hearing is 
scheduled, at which time the  court is 
informed as to the violations that have 
occurred and the recommendation as to 
re.release on Home Detention.Hennepin 
County has found that some youths do not 
believe that the Home Detention Order will 
be strictly enlorced. I| given a second 
chance, most juveniles [uffi|l'the expecta. 
tions o| the order. 

t 
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Job duties of personnel assigned to the 
Home Detention Program depend on each 
agency,s budget and resources: In Hen- 
nepin CoiJnly, .5 paid staff and approxi- 
mately 50 unpaid staff currently comprise 
the Home Detention Program. Individual 
job:responsibilities havebeen delegated as 
follows~ 

The program administrator coordi. 
natas the Home,Detention Program with 
the policiesand procedures of the Juvenile 
Court as wel l  as with oiber agency 
divisions. The administrator assumes over~ 
all responsibility for the i'ecruitmenl, 
screening, training, and supervision o( 
v01unieer staff and provides direct super: 
vision for Home Detention officers (paid 
staff) and student interns• The administra- 
tot also directs the prog!'am's intake (inter- 
viewing youths and parents, developin 9 
release orders, makln9 recommendations 
to,lbe Juvenile Court) and assigns clier~ls 
to the appropriate worker. Collateral 
responsihi!!l!es include implementation of 
the program's evaluative research design 

• and development of ongoing training for 
volunteer and pal d staff~ 

The program secretary maintains 
program records and statistics, which are 
compiled on a monthly; qua~'lerly; and 

annual basis. The secFetary receives 
correspondence and telephone messages 
aild routes them to  staff :in the field, 
handles routine clerical tasks, andserves 
as tl~e'office manager. 

The H o m e  De ten t ion  of f icers  
(currently.3 p.~id staff in !his role) maintain 
a caseload of approximately 5 youths on a 
Home Detention basis. The Home Deten- 
lion officer provides intensive supervision 
through personal,and telephone contacts 
and works with ibe family, school, proba- 
tion officer, and olber community resour- 
ces in an effort to mainlain the youth 
tro'~tble ffee.ouiside the secure detention 
(aciliiy. Paid staff are assigned youths who 
ai'e Charged with aggravated offenses and 
whose behavior shows the m t o be s0Phis!i- 
caled and street~wise. Home Detention 
officers supervise their cases on a seven- 
days-a-week basis, and their working 
hours include evenings anti weekends. 
Home Detention oflicers,are.expeeted to 
develop a working knowledge of communi~ 
ty resources, such as recreational pro- 
gi'ams, neighborhood centers, and school 
and work opportunities, incorporating 
these supportive services into supervision 
ol the caseload. In additiod to attending 
court hearings of youths, on !heir case- 

STAFF ASSIGNMENTS 

load, Home De!ention officers~spend one 
day a week in the.office helping the admin- 
istrator interview referrals and maintaining 
continuity~with policies/and procedures. 

The Home De ten t ion  workers 
(volunteer staff) generally supervise one 
youth at a time on an intensive basis. 
Resp0nsibililies includ e daily face-to-face 
and telephone conlacls, school checks, 
and courl appearances. Ydulhs assigned 
to voluntee~ staff generally are charged 
wilh less serious offenses and are not 
viewed as sophisticated juvenile offenders. 
Since Home Detention workers also 
superyise !heir clients oti a seuen-days.a. 
week basis, cases are assigned according 
to geographic proximity i n  order to 
decrease travel time and mileage: After 
their initial training, Home Detention 
worker S commil themselves to sit months 
as active volunteers• Volunteers also 
attend monthly in-service training sessions 
on topic s pertinent to their work. 

Juvenile Detentio n Center and Juvenile 
Probation staff also provide assistance to 
the Home Delention Program. They 
supervise volunteer staff and answer their 
questions, refer youths for consideration 
for ~elease, and~altend v01unteer training 
sessions. 
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V 
RECRUITMENT AND. SCREENING OF VOLUNTEERS 

Recruitment and screening of citizen 
Volunteers are the keys to the sficcess o f  
the Home Detention Program. In Henne- 
pin County, Volunteers supervise two-thirds 
of the youths assigned to the: Home 
Detention. Program. Without a cadre of 
well.trained, capable volunteers, the pro- 
gram could not maintain the capacity 
necessary to meei the needs of the 
Juvenile Court. 

Recruitment can be accomplished in a 
variety of ways--speaking enfagements 
with community service groups, umver- 
sity ~ and college classes, radio and tele: 
vision announcements," and newspaper 
ads and announcements in company, 
community, and church newsletters. As ~ 
the program expands, active volunteers 
become an excellent resource for the 
recruitment o( new volunteers: 

The follow|n9 techniques are Useful in 
recruitment: 
• Emphasize the rehabilitative efforts of 

the agency and the program. 
• Demonstrate that the agency,/has some- 

thing !o offer the volunteer, stressing the 
imporiance of using individual skills. 

• Introduce crime and corrections as 
social problems and characterize the 

r,4 \ - .  ~.~ 

typical offender as a youth who' can 
benefii from a close interpersonal 
reletiot~ship. 

• Maximize the use of audiovisual n~at& 
rials--filmst rips, slide presentations, 
and brochures. 

• Keep lectures short and allow time for 
questions and answers. 

• Ensst current volunteers to help intbe 
presentation. 

• During the presentation, clarify base- 
line requirements for the Home Deten- 
tion Program--six-month commitment, 
attendaw:e at training sessions, daily 
personal contacts with the client, and 
need fora car. 
It .aLso is useful to distribute brochures 

with application materiaLs attached and 
provide phone numbers for later contacts. 
Some people choose to "think about it" bet 
fore,,deciding to become volunteers and 
send in their applications at a later.date. 

APPLICATIONS AND SCREENING 
Prospective volunteers are asked to 
complete an application fon'n that provides 
basic information about the volunteer and 
serves as an initial screen|n9 device. A 
~,cfeening interview is conducted :with all 

applicants to determine the feasibility of 
using the Volunteer in the Home Detention 
Program. The skills and intereSts of the 
potential volunteer must I~  matched wi't h 
the needs of theprOgram. The screening 
interview should be a mutual exchange of 
information as well as a personal intro- 
duct|on to the Volunteer Program. 

The program administ rator assesses the 
appropriateness oftbe applicant at the in- 
terview. A thorough discussion of the 
expectations of the volunteer in the role 
and an inventory of the skills and attitudes 
of the volunteer provide the basis for this 
decision:* Prospective Volunteers may 
screen themselves~out, feelio~] the program 
is not what they are seeking. The admiois- 
trator may suggest another volunteer role 
or program more appropriate for the 
volunteer's skills and interests. Whatever 
the outcome of the interview, the inter- 
viewer Should attempt to be as candid as 
possible,with the volunteer in the assess- 
ment of skills and interests. 

A n  applicant for the Home Detention 
Program should possess the following: 

OApplcalion and screenmej ~te=bls n~v be ~tain~l from 
He,,,,cp~C:,.",~,ty O..,',' ~ '~t:~'P='~7 " .^"~e'G°'~' 
rnent Ceres, M~,~neapole, M~nnesota 5548 . 
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• An ability to work within the 9uidelin~ 
of  the criminal justice system; 

• Maturity, self.confidence, and an ability 
to relate~lo youths and their families. 

• An ability to hold youths~accountable 
and use the authorityvestedin this role 
in a fair ~ and reasonable manner. 

• An acceptance of lhe limitat}ons of the 
role--short-term "monitor ing" as 
opposed tO long:term "ireatment:" 

• Sufficient time to devote to intensive 
supervision and claily contacts. 

• The means, preferably a car, for 
transport!n9 ,youths and making daily 
contacts• 

• A Willlnyness to make a :six.month 
commitment to the program. 
Applicants should be screened.out if: 

• The r personal philosophy differs drasti- 
ca!Iv from that Of the,criminal justice 
system. 

• They are perceived as being unable to 
hold clients accountable• 

• They appear to be overwhelmed by 
their own problems and have not found 
appropriate ways to handle !hem. 

• They do not have the time or flexibility 
to meet the baseline requirements• 

' , . . )  

• They cannot" make a six-month com- training sessions. A routine criminal record 
mitment to the proyram, check is made on all new volunteers before 
If the decision is made to  pursue any trainin9 beyins. Upon completion of 

volunteer involvement, ihe applicant is training, a follow-up interview may be 
9iven a copy of the trainin9 manual and required to clarify issues raised in the 
asked to study it before the upcomin9 trainin9 sessions or the initial interview. 

. . . . . .  . .  . : ? .  . . - .  ,~ ,, ~,~ ~ ~ ' 
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ORIENTATION AND TRAINING 

All prospective volunteers must attend the 
initial oriei'~!ation/trainin9 se ssions• Be- 
.sides 'combining individual participation 

wi ih  program information, the sessions 
should provide an opportunity for volun- 
teers l0 become familiar with the Criminal 

",justice system as it operates in t heii" locality 
, and t o meet paid and unpaid staff as well as 

other.new.volunteers. Experienced Home 
Detention workers, plobation officers, 
Juvenile Detention Center staff, and 
volunieer'stal'f attend the Irainin9 sessions 
to contribute their knowledge and share 
their e;<periences. The current training 
packa9e for Hennepin County's Home 
Detention Program involves twelve hours 
o[ work, usually divided into [our sessions 
of three hours' duration: 

Session I:~ 
Introduction of the training group 
Overview of Court:Services and the 

Volunteer Program 
Tour ol the Juvenile Detention Center 

(secure detention), with the opportunity 
to talk with staff and youths 

Session II: 
Descdption~of ,the:client process in lhe 

Juvenile Court system 
Significant co; : policies and.procedur ' 

Explanation oi the Home Detention 
Program, policies, procedures, and 
expeciations of volunteers 

Role-playing of case Situations 

Session II1: 
Presentation and discussion of Reality 

Therapy model [or use by volunteers in 
their workwith youths 

Role.playing o| case situations 

Session IV: 
W r ap,up question.and-answer session 
Explafiali6n of procedures for mileage, 

written reports, case substitutes, elc; 
Evaluation of training program. 

The training package must, Of course, be 
individualized to meet the needs of a 
particular,~geocy, While the sessions can- 
/'iot answer all questions or cover all 
potential problems or case situations, they 
should provide general guidelines and 
prepare volunteers [or the challenges 
ahead The f6 owing concepts should be 
included in:the training package: 
• The Home Detention Order, including 

the wayit is to be interpreted to youths 
and parents, should be exi~lained 
thoroughly. 

• :Discussion of the Home Detenlidn 
worker's role .~t"~uld :.itress the impor- 

tani:e o! i011owin9 through on daily 
coniaCiS and holding the.youlh accoun- 
lable tO lbe terms o| the court order. 
Without accountability; the program 
becomes useless to the court and mean- 
ingless to lhe'youlh and parents. 

• Volunteers/should be given specific 
guidelines for l~andling violatiofis and' 
provided With around-the:clock resour- ~1~ 
ces for questions and problems. ~'~ 

• The relationship between client and 
volunteer should be discussed in terms 
lhal stress its short-term nature, and the 
volunteer should be alerted to. the 
principles 'of case termination and 
conlrolled emotional involvement. 

• Relevant agency policies should be 
presented (confidentiality, use of physi- 
cal force, eic.), and volunteers should 
be advised against giving legal advice or  
mal~ing promises to clients regarding 
case outcome. 

• The court process should be explained 
so that volunteers can answer "what " 

• happens next?" questions from parents 
and youths. 

• The working relationship belween 
volunteerand probation ot[icer should 
be discussed in termsof individual rights 

• ...J ~J 
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and responsibilities. Volur, teers should 
be advised as to their conduct in court 
and given procedures lobe used should 
tl~ey ;disagree with a probation oiiicer's 
recommendation. Volunteers also 
should be advised against making snap 
judgments and reminded that a juvenile 
may noi be rehabilitated simply be- 
cause he o=: she has complied with the 
terms of the Home Detention Order for 
a given time period. 

,D Volunteers should be encouraged to. 
'discuss II~eir [eefings about returning a 
youth to secure detention. While it is 
natural to feel bad when this occurs, the 
individual juvenile rnust be resp0n~ible. 
for the success or failure of Home 
Detention. 

" I Keeping kids locked up jUSt makes 
them bitter• 

Parent o Juvenile on Hon~ Detention 
5~ 

Motives [or- becoming involved in the 
criminal justice system as a volunteer are 
many and varied. Most volunteers have a 
genuine concern for young people in 
trouble and are aware of the inequities of 
the criminal iu.~tice system. It is natural that 

~ j  
: )  
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volunteers should expect some kind of 
recognition for their efforts; !requently this 
takes the form of expecting somepositive 
response from Ihe youths themselves; 
Because such a response often is not forth- 
COming, 'the volunteer may have a sense of 
ineffectiveness and failure~ A discussion of 
this "issue should be included in the initial 
training session. 

IN:SERVICE TRAINING ' 
Oogoing training should be provided for all 
Home Detention staIl~ particularly for 
volunteers, whose contacts with Ibe 
program office may be relatively infre- 
queht. In-service training sessions provide 
a forum for discussion of problems 
encountered in the field, the opportunity to 
interact with stall and other volunteers, 
and the chance t0 develop knowledge and 
skills. Sessions for volunteers' have in. 
cluded tours of treatment |acifities and 
leciures on chemical dependency, learning 
disabilities, legal rights of youths, and 
trendsqn corrections philosophy. A com- 
miitee of Staff and volunteers coordinates 
the in-service training sessions on a 
monthly basis. 

17 
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VII 
EVALUATION 

Up to.this point, we have been discussing 
the Home.Detehtion.Program:in terms.of 
.what it is, how it began, and how itworks. 
The question that remains is, "How fuel| 
doesit worE?" The answer to this question 
requires systematic evaluation. 

This chapteh; describes our attempt to 
_evaluate~the Home Deiention Program. It 

is,divided into three parts:'the purpose of 
the evaluation el|oft, the'data collection 
plan,'and evaluation highlights from the 
first:two years of program operation. 

PURPOSE OF EVALUATION 
The purpose oI evaluating the Home 
Detentiori Pi'ogram:is iwo-fold::[1] to pro- 
vide Hennepin Couniv Court Services 
Department administrators with infor- 
marion i0.halp them determine whether 
the program warrants continued financial 
support and use as an alternative to secure 
detention for iuvenile offenders and 121 to 
provide program.staff with information to 
guide program change and development. 

D A T A  COLLECTION' PLAN 
The data collection plan was developed 
with the view in mind of determining 
whether the Home Detention Program is 
achieving its:stated 9oafs. The 9oals oI the 

18 ,... '~.... 

program and correspondiog im ensure- 
merit strategies are summa~izizd below: 
• To provide the Juvenile Court, the 

juvenile, the family, and the com- 
munlty w!th an acceptable alterna- 
tive to secure detention. 
Measurement Strategy: This goal 
statement Su99ested the need for 
assessing both the pattern o! program 
utilization by the JtJvenile Court and cli- 
ent and user satisfaction. 
With regard to the assessment of pro- 
gram utilization, program Stall have 
been responsible for coliectiog routine 
input data On the number of juveniles 
referred to the program, along with the 
age, sex,i'ace, most serious offense, and 
source i~f referral for each client• In addi, 
tion, st'aft have been responsible for col- 
lectiog routine output data regordin9 the 
total and everage number of child care 
days provided to juveniles referred to 
the program. 
With regard to the assessment of client 
satisfaction, interviews have been con- 
ducted with a cohort of 100 youths (and 
their parents) to determine theirper- 
ceptioh 0l  tbe program's helpfulness. 

• With t~egard'to the assessment of user 

satisfaction, interviews are currently be- 
ing conducted witha purposive sample 
o| 25 people (representing different 
referral Sources) regarding their saris. 
faction with the program and their per- 
cep#on of its impact on juveniles and the 
local juveniie;jestice system. 

• To maiotaln juvenilas released from 
secure detent ion on the Home 
Detention Procdram trouble free in 
their communlties. 
Measurement Strategy: This goal 
st/itement suggested the need Ior hav- 
ing a,measure of case outcome related 
tothe degree thai juvenile clients remain 
trouble free in the community. 
Program staff have been responsible for 
coliecting=rotitine outcome data regard- 
ing the foil0win9 four-point scale: 
1. Success/Reached Court Disposl- 

tion. Juvenile luliilled ~;ourt order, did 
not commit oew offense, and ap- 
peared for court hearing. ' 

2. Marginal Success/Returned to 
Detention. Juvenile retm'ned to 
Juvenile Detention Center for viola- 
tion of court order but did not become 
involved in new offense or fail to 
appear tor court hearing. 

O0 
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3, Failure/Abscond. Juvenile absent- 
ed self fro m residence and supervi- 
sion during period of Home Detention 
I~ut did not commit new offense. 

4. Eailure/New Offense. Juvenile was 
involved in further delinquent/crim-, 
inal activity during period of Home 
Detention. 

• To decrease the population of the 
Juveni le  Detention Center: 
Measurement Strategy: This goal 
suggested the need Io compare the per: 
centaga o f  the Detention Center's 
capacity utilized during the period of  
progra m operation with the percentage 
prior to program implementation. 
The necessary trend analysis on Jure, 
nile Detention Cente r  population 
counts has been done by the Court 
Services Department's research office. 
The source of data has been the depart- 
ment's on-line computer system, 

• To demonstrate:that it is'both oper- 
ationally and economically feasible 
to supervise youths successfully 
outside a secure detention facility 

• using volunteers and pa id  staff. 
Measurement Strategy: This goal 
suggested that, over and above the 

.J 

documentation of program utilization, it 
was necessary ~t~ assess thecost sav- 
ings re,~llzed through the program. The 
focus of measurement:was identified in 
terms of .per diem costs and .average 
length of 'stay in Home Detention vs. 
secure detention.. 
The~question of cost savings i s currently 
being studied by the department's 
research office, with the data on per 
diem cost and lengt h of staybein9 pro. 
vided by the program administrator~, ih 
the Home Detention Program andthe' 

. Juvenile Detention Center. 

EVALUATION HIGHLIGHTS 
The space available in this report does riot 
permit a complete account Of the evalu- 
~,tion findings on the Home D'e'tention Pro- 
gram. For this reason, the presentation be- 
low highlights only some aspeCtS of goal 
accomplishment~ = 

The time frame f0r assessment is the 
first two Calendar years of program opera- 

IA compJele ~cOUnl of Ihe ~,~uadion plan and findm~ ~- avail 
aide,in a recentlv comple[ed r ~ = c h  repoTI. Eua~uczf/on 
Repo. bn H e ~ i n  C.~nzv Co~r S,.,,~e~ ~ ~" e.~ion 
Program (blenne~n Count V Coup1 Serv~es Olfice ol Research 
and EvalL~dOn. 1977)i 

tion. In effect, this covers a twenty.two. 
month period, from the inception of the 
program in March 1975 throdgh Decem- 
ber 1976. 

providing an Acceptable Alterna- 
tive to Secure Detention. With regard to 
program utilization, a total of 402 juveniles 
• were referred to the program, 127 in 1975 
and 275 in ]976. By extrapolating .to a full 
twelve months of Service in 1975 (using a 
monthly average of 15 referrals during that 
period), one finds that theincrease in the 
total number of referrals was from 157 in 
the first calendar year to275 in the sec- 
ond, or a jump of 75%. 

The distribution of.the client population 
on the vaiiables of sex, age, and race was 
essentially the same for both calendar 
Years.? Of every 5 juveniles refei'red to the 
program, 4 were male (80%, or 323, males 
vs.:20%, or 79 females). The average age 
for program participants w,~s 15; the range 
in age was 7 years--from a low of 11 years 
tO a high of 18. Approximately two-thirds 

lThe cllenl p~OIL~ lOT .,l~Venlle Delention Cent el adr~ssJo~ is 
simkb~r Io th~ OI the Home Dct~don Pr ocj/am w ag,~ding t, ex. 
aSa. and r~e. OI the 5,451 juvenlk.~ edmhtcd 1o Ihe Juven~te 
Det em~ C~.nz eT dur ~.~9 | 975.76. TZib ~'r e malt and gS'~ w~e 
female. Th~ av¢~ age age wa~ I 5/rl~ br ea.~ck)~vt i l~,ac~ d~ 
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(62%, or 250) o! the juveniles were white, 
While blacks, Native Americans, and other 
racial minorities accounted (or 20% (81), 
17% (63), and 2% (8), respectively. 

The most noticeable change in the cli- 
ent prof e during he first two years oc- 
curred.on,the variable olmos sm:ous ob 
lense.'Table I presents.tl~e i:lislribulior~ o( 
clients by category o[ offense for 1975 and 
1976. It sho~s a dramatic decrease in the 
percentage of Statusoffenders and a con- 
comitant increase:in major person offend- 
ers. This change can be attributed prima, 
rily to two factors: I l l  a court policy 
estalSlishin9 more restrictive criteria for 
prgc:essing status ofienders throu9h ihe 
Juvenile Court and [2l Ihe employment of 
paid Home Detention offii:ers to handle 
more difficult or violence-prone youth: 

The pr!mary ouiput measure used in as- 
sessing program utilization is the number 

6~',.,vhile. 14'~.bbck. I¢~;N~llve kec~-q~can,and 3"bnlh '~ 'At 
he same n~  howcv~  the p lc luce~ lh ' rg ' *3a ld  to  rm+~  ~ :  
+'nw is shat ~lV dllteleat~ While Ihe PetccnlaS¢ uf $1alu$ o ' 

l e~dg  ddnt i l l¢~ to  the Juvc.,ntl¢ Detel~t;¢~n C enl ¢.~ dt  upped m 
976 hisnflensecaleg°rY sl~'ielrlehcnl¢~34:7"~.(fllh~l~t'~l 

ids comPmeB wilh 54,2",* in 1975). On  the o hel  ha= d lutpe , 
¢ n l+,~J¢ cJ z la.'~ pc sol~ ollcnde*'+ s}~,w¢~ on ly  a milumeJ in, 
cl  e,~se. Irom 7'Zh in 1975 io9  6% ill 1976. ngen¢ r~l. i h e o  let Is,¢ 
prol i les I¢~1 lhe Juveni le Delenl~on Center  and I I ~ ,  Detc~.  
t~ol t w~,~e mu th  m+~l e altke it I ~97S ih~ln in t970 
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TABLE 1 

OFFENSE C A T E G O R Y  

Offense Category 1975 1976 

status offense . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  ; . . . . . . . . . . . .  66 (52%) 62 (23%) 

Chemical abuse . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  ~-.;..: . . . . . . . .  5 (4%) 7 (. 3%) 
10 (8%) 26 (9%) 

Mino r  p rope r l y  .'~ . - . . . .  - • ,  . . . . . . . . . .  ; • " • • ~ • : ' " " 
25 (20%) 47 (17 °/0 ) 

Major property . . . .  • ; . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  ; . . . . .  
_ - -  17  ( 6 % )  

Minor person . . . . . . . . . .  : . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
12 ( ~ )  1 ] i (40',~o) 

Major person . . . .  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  : . . . . . . . . .  
9 ( 7 % )  - - 

O t h e r . . ;  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  ~ : ' " " "  . . . .  
- -  5 ( ~ )  Missing -- 

TOTAL: 127 (100%) 275 (I00%) 

ol  child care days provided by the Home 
Detention Program. The calculation is 
made by adding the days.on-program for 
atl juveniles relerred to the program in a 
9iven calendar year. The available data 
show that the total child care days num, 
bered L928"lor 1975 and 5,406 [or ]9?6. 

In collecting data on client satisfaction, 

paid interviewers asked juveniles and thelr 
parents several questions regarding the 
helpfulness and impact of the Home De- 
tenfion Program. For example, respon. 
dents were asked to judge the helpfulness 
of 'their Home Detention worker. Table 2 
shows that 57% of the juveniles and 75% of 
the parents answered "positively" (i.e., 
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very helpful or somewhat helpful) to this 
question. 

One 0(. the "impact" questions con- 
cerned .whether a 'juvenile's behavior at 
home was a lot better,.a little I~etter, a little 
worse, o r a  lot worse when the time on 
Home Detention was compared with the 
pez'iod immediately before it. Ta, ble 3 
shows thatlapproximately 57% of the juve- 
niles and 71% of the parents answered 
"positively" (i:e., a lot better or a little'bet- 
ter) to this question. 

The above findings clearly suggest that 
the Home Detention Program is providin 9 
an acceptable alternative to secure deten. 
tion. The data that P0int to an increasi'n9 
number of referrals to the program are par- 
ticularly meaningful in thisregard. Also im- 
portant are the data on c!!ent perceptions, 
Which indicate thai the program is seen as 
both helpful and having a positive impact 
on home behavior by a clear majority ofju- 
veniles and parents. 

Keeping Juveniles Trouble Free. 
Table 4 presents case outcome data for'tbe 
first tw o years of the Home Detention Pro. 
gram. It shows that only 3% of the juveniles 
werearrested for a new offense while on 
Home Detention. This figure compares 
favorably with the findings of a recent 

TABI F 2 

HELPFULNESS OF WORKER 

(N = 10z) 

Typ e o l  Respondent 

Response Categ0ry , Juvenile Parent 

Venj helpful . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  25 (24.5%) 56 . (54.9%) 

Somewhai' helpful . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  '33 (32.4%) 20 (19.6%) 
rof litlle help . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  8 (7.8%) 4 (3.9%) 

Not at all helpful . . . .  : . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  I I  (10.8%) 4 (3.9%) 
Don't know 25 (24.5%) 18 (17.6%) 

TOTAL: 102 (100.0~) 102 (100.0%) 

study of 6 home detention programs lo- 
cated 0utside Minnesota: 3 In the latter, the 
range of such failures was~2.4% to:5.2%, 
with an average of 3.8%. 

,Thom~ M, y~,a~d Donnd M: Pai~0<nlori, E,~u~,e 
S u ~ r v :  ~ o/5~c.~ Det~tlon/or Juue.-u/es and .=L/Jet r,a. 
fzz~es Co Its IJst~ (ChlcaEo: School o~ Social Se~*~ce A~K~dStza. 
,~on, Univ~'~!v or. c-'~a,~. A,~gust tg76t, pp. 15.]6: 

Table 4 also indicates that the Home De- 
tention Program has had an ouiright suc- 
cess rate of 61% and a conditional success 
rate of 85%.' The form~ identifies the per- 

'The a~or~nx-mion~d Itudy ~ home det~tlon p r e ~ a ~  ~ t -  
r.cle Mmnelol6 al~o a c ~ m e d  ~ c~Khtkmal succ~  ¢~te~.ln 
th~ f e'2~d, Ihe Herm~l~n county H o ~  net ~mio~ Pmg~am 
leu ~ the average ol g~.4%. The ~nmazv reason ~ the I:'~' 
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centege of program participants who 
"completed Without incident," while the 
latter accounts for both '.'success" and 
"marginal success" cases. 

The "outcome data suggest thai the 
Home Detention Program is keeping the 
great majority of juveniles trouble free and 
available to the court: Particularly telling in 
thisregard is'the small number of youths 
who have been returned to the Juvenile 
Detention Cent er (or 'committing a.new of, 
lense. This finding tends to support the no-" 

• tion that many Cletained juveniles can.act 
reSponsibly in the community when prop: 
erly supervised. 

Reducing the population of theDe- 
teotion Center. One of the primary rea- 
sons for implementing the Home Deten- 
tion Program was to relieve the problem of 
overcrowding at the Juvenile Detention 
Centerl To determine whether the pro- 
gram has reduced the secure detention 
population, the Court Services Depart- 
ment's research;office has  examined data 
regarding the "percent of capacity of the 

celttabe Ot runaways. The "f~e~c~-icr * C ~  in the Hen. 
nepm County priam totaled 1!%.;17 C ~ , ' t h e  Pro'" 
c enlage of f una'a~ys in the olhe~ prognzms ranged tram 1,9% to 
84% whh'an cymose ot 3°,5: 
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TABLE 3 

PROGRAM'IMPACT ON HOME BEHAVIOR 

(N = ]0Z) 

R e s p o n s e  C a t e g o r y  

Type of Respondent 

Juvelu~e Parent 

Lot better . . . .  : . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  ; . . . . .  34 (33.3%) 44 (43.1%) 

Little better . . . . . . . . . . . .  - . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  24 (23.5%) 28 (27.5%) 

Littie worse . . . . . . . . .  ; . . . .  ; . . . . . .  ~ . . . . . . . . . .  7 (6.9%) l (l~0%) 

Lo . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  . . . . . . . . . .  ( 2 . 9 % )  - -  - -  

Don't  know 34 (33.3%) 29 (28.4%) 

TOTAL: 102 (100.0%) 102 (100.0~) 

Juvenile Detention Center utilized '~ for cal- 
endar years i974, 1975, and 1976. The 
period in question covers the year before 
program implementation as well as the first 
t,vo~years of program.oparation. 

The:findings with regard to average per- 
cent of capacity are: ].974, 89.5%; t975, 
94.8%; and, 1976, 99.]%. 

The•obvious increase in the use ot Juve- 
nile Detention Center capacity indicates 
that the Home Detention Program has had 
little or no impact on the problem of over- 
crOwding. Yet, ol more concern is the tact 
that the use of Center capacity has 
increased during a time when the number 
of JuvenileDetention Center admissions 

' . . j  ~J  
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has decreased--from a total of 3,250 in 
1974 to a total of 2,273 in 1976, or a30% 
decline. 

In searching for a possible explanation, 
the research olfice has Iound that while 
adm ssions have gonei'down the average 
length of stay in the Juvenile'Detention 
Center has increased from approximately 
5 clays plus 12 hours in 1974 to 9 days plus 
18 houl's in 1976. The increase in length of 
stay appears to be associated with a Juve- 
nile Detention Center population that is 
characterized by a larger percentage of 
youths who are awaiting certification as 
adults and/or who have been allegedly 
• involved in more serious offenses. 

Cost Savings~ Given the diiference~in • 
the cosi-per-day-per-child, it would appear 
that some savings takes, place every time a 
juvenile is transferred from secure deien-, 
tion to the Home Detention'Program.,This 
logic leads to thefollowin9 formula for esti- 
mating cost savings: first'the total number 
of child care days provided by the H0me 
Detention Program ( 1,928 days in 1975 and 
5,406 in 1976)iis multiplied bytbe per diem 
of the Juvenile Detention Center ($51.24 in 
1975 and $54.22 in ,1976); then a:subtrac- 
tion is mode using the total obtained bY 
multiplying the s~me number of child care 

T A B L E 4  

C A S E  O U T C O M E  

Total 

Outcome Category 1975 1976 (Column 
• Percent) 

Success . . .  ; . . . . . . . . .  . . . . . . .  88 (69%) 157 (57%) 245 (61%) 

Marginal success . . . . . . .  ; . . . . .  20 (15%) 35 (2?%) 95 (24%) 
Failure/abscond . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  15 (12%) 31 (11%) 46 (!1%) 

Failure/new offense . . . . . . . . . . .  4 (4%) 7 (- 3%). 11 (3%) 
Missing -- - -  5 (3%) 5 (1%) 

TOTAL: 127 (100%) 275 (100%) 402 (100%) C~ 
¢j1 
¢,O 
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days by the per diem of the Home Deten- 
tion Program ($7.90 in 1975 and $5.97 in 
1976). In this way, the cost savings can be 
estimated at ,$83,557 for 1975 and $260,882 
for 1976. 

l~i knot~ if l mess up this time l'll be sent I 
ri~htntbra.Ck to the Juvenile Detention I 

Youth on Home Detemion ~ 

It should be noted, however, that this 
calculation is confounded by the following 
observations: 
• The average length of stay for juveniles 

in the Juvenile Detention Center (9 days 
plus 18 hours) appears to be shorter 
than that for Home Detention clients (20 
days). Then again, while the calculation 
of the Center's avera9e length of stay 
includes many short time periods (2 
days or less), the Home Detention Pro- 
gram accepts "screened" juveniles who 
are likely to require supervision for a 
longer period. 

• Juveniles who lail on Home Detention 
(i.e., do not appear for a court hearing 
and/or commit a new offense) repre- 

24 

sent costs to court, community, and 
child. 
Given these observations, the question 

of cost savings is still being investigated by 
the Court Services Department's research 
office. 
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VIII 
CONCLUSION 

The Home Detention Program io Henne- 
pin County began as an expeiiment inthe 
area at alternatives to secure detention: 
Using volunteer and paid staff, Home 
Detention has demonstrated itseflective: 
ness in this respect and has been inte- 
grated into the county's continuum of 
detention services. 

As the program research has shown, 
there have been I~i9 h rates of success with 
.the:H0me Detention Program, with car- 
respondihyly low rates o( running away 
-and committing new offenses. In regard to 
the program's goal of maintaining juvenile 
offenders trouble tree in the community, 
Home Detention has exceeded initial 
expectations. 

Operationally, theHome De!en3ionPro" 
gram'.has been ~ able to coordinate its pur- 
pose and functioning with the overall work • 
ings of the agency. The~original desi9 n has 
u~:lergone many changes in;response to 
various internal and external deveiop- 
ments:aileetio9 the Department of'Court 
Services. As a result, the Home Detention 
I~royram has become highly indiviclualized 
to its~parent agency. The'c!ose working 
relationship between program stall and 
other segments of the Department of 
Court Services has enabled the Home 

Detention concept' to become a viable 
component of:agency services, 

Costs for the Home Detention Program 
currently average $7.00 per. day for each 
youth onthe program. Since the approxi. 
mate cost for one daY in secure detention is 
$50.00, expenses for the Home Detention 
Program are considerably less. Although 
several interrelated factors may reduce 
this cost disparity (as noted in Chapter 
VII), Home Detention can be viewed as z~ 
cost.effectlve program. 

Reduction of the:secur£:detention pop- 
ulation is the one program goal that has not 
been ,~itained. The: large numbers of 
youths released on Home Deten'tion and 
the steadily increasing rate of t'eferrais to 
the program wou'zd'lead one to conc|ude 
that ti'~e population has indeed been 
reduced• That this is not the case is a mat- 
ter ol concern warranting further inquiry• 
Two possible reasons the secure deter~- 
tion population has risen, thereby offset: 
tio9 an'~ reduction provided by Home 

~ Detention, are that legislative guidelines 
have been changed in an attempt to sepa- 
rate.status and delinquent offenders and 
that juveniles are involved in lengthy court 
proceedings with increasing frequency•. I t  
is clear that the Juvenile Detention Center 

population would have increased even 
more had Home Detention not been 
available. 

Numbers alone do not present the whole 
picture. Just as important to the pro- 
gram's success are the attitudes o| the 
youths and parents involved. Individual 
interviews with both juveniles and parents 
indicate a high degree of satisfaction with 
the program's purpose and implementa- 
tion. As' one parent remarked, "Home 
Detention kept my son in line. Arid it gave 
him a chance to prove himself." 

Most youths cite "getting aural secure 
detention" as their primary reason for 
signing the Home Detention Order. Not 
surprisinyJy, once out of the secu~'e facility 
arid laced With the reality of the intensive 
supervision, a common complaint is that 
the rules are "too strict ." However, it is the 
strictness o( the program that results in the 
credibility of Home Detention with both 
the Juvenile Court and co~nmunity. Juve- 
niles are aware that they will be held 
accountable to the terms of ihe Home 
Deiention Order; Parents know thai they 
too will be held accountable for super- 
vising their child and that they can rely on 
the. Home Detention workerfor support 
and assistance; 

25 
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Program staff believe that the successor 
Home Detention rests on the combination 
of accountability and intensive supervi- 
sion. Acting as a =model and a mirror" of 
behavior, the Home Detention sta(f (rot. 
unteer and paid) are a major factor in the 
creation of an atmosphere that encour- 
ages compliance with the terms of the 
court order. 

In addition to the daily contacts, Home 
Detention staff routinely become involved 
in assistio9 with school problems, job 
huntio9, finding recreational outlets, and 
helping to resolve minor family crises. 
Being willing to expend the energy and 
whatever time it takes is a clear message to 
youths on Home Detention that "some- 
body cares." 

Home Detention is not a complete 
answer to the recurring problem o| over- 
crowded secure detention facilities; nor 
can it promise one hundred percent suc- 
cess in maintaining youth trouble free in 
their communities. What it does provide is 
a reasonable option to secure detention, 
one that can be exercised wlthout jeop- 
ardizing the safety of the community. A 
premise of the Home Detention concept is 
that youths are capable of conducting 
themselves responsibly and within the law. 

26 

Proojam research completed to date indi- 
cates that this is not a false premise. 
Although the program is not appropriate 

(or all youths in secure detention, Home 
Detention is an alternative that works for 
many. 
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APPENDIX 

HOME DETENTION ORDER 
I, , will obey the  rules, o! this Home Detention Order  that are 
checked below. [ |urther agree to obey the lav~ oJ this communiiy, keep appointlnents 0n time, and cooperate 
with my parent(s), Home Detention worker, and prol~tion o||leer dr social worker as part ol this order. I under. 
stand that breaking anyo~ tber~e rules could cause me to return to the Juvenile Detentioo Center. 

Residence 
1. I will remain atmy place o| residence at all times o| the day and night. 
2.'J will leave my residence only during school hours, to ~ .  and come directly home 

alter school. 
3. I will leavemy residence only during work hours, ~ to ~ ,  and come d.irectly home 

alter work. 
4. I will leave my residence only when my parent(s), Home Detention worker, or I~robation o!ficer is 

with me. 
5. I will leaue my residence only on weekends and 0nly with the permisdon of my parent(s) and Home 

Detention worker. 
6. ] Will leave my place of residence only with the permission o| mY parent(s) and Home Detention 

worker. 

Hours 
will obey the hours set for me on a daily basis by my parent(s) and Home Detention worker. ~i ~,, given the p ~ o  of my ~eot~s~ and"o.me Det~ntio, worker ,oleo~e m,*es id~e .~ '~  

return to my residence no later than the |oilovm~j curtew: 
Sunc~y through Thu~rsday 
Friday and Saturday 

School/Work " . • - 
9. I win attend school and aU mY classes every day. I will ,do my work and not mLshehave or ,nter~re 

~uith tl~e education of others wh e there. I will attend school every oay unless my parenttst no 
Home Detention worker ~ve me permission to remain at home because oiliness, 

10. I will have school slips signed daily and turn tbem in to my Home Detention worker, 
2"/ 
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! 1, I will he at work every day and not misbehave or inter(ere with other workers or customers whi!e 
there. I will be at work every day unless my parent(s) and Home Detention worker g'we me per- 
mission to remain at home because of;illness. 

Driving 
12. I will not drive a car or other motorized Vehicle. 
13. I will drive a car or other motorized vehicle only when my parent(s) or Home Detention worker is 

with me. 
t4. I W~I drive a car or other motorized vehicle only when 9iven per~m!s.sion by my parent(s) and Home 

Detention worker. 

Associates 
15. I will participate in activities with other parsons only if ~ven p~;i0r permission by my parent(s) and 

Home' Detention worker. 
16. ] will not associate with persons whom my parent(s) and HomeDelention worker prohibit me 

fromlseeing. 
]7. Specifically, l wig not associale with the Iollowin9 persons: 

Activit ies • 

18. I wgl not ingest mood.altering chemicals o! any type unless ordered by a physician. 
19,,As part ot Ihls order, I wig obey the (ollowin9 conditions: 

The order will be n e (ect irom through 

Place o( residence: 

Juvenile 

As the parent/guardian, I understand the conditions o[ 
this order and agree to cooperate ',~th the Home Deter. 
iion worker in its enforcement. I understand that if I lail 
to report any violation of this order known io me I may 
he,found in Conteml~t of courL 

Parent(s)/Guardlan 

Probation Oif~:er/SOCial Worker 

Home Detention Worker 

Jbdge/Reieree 

28 

The Home Detention worker assigned tO this!case is: 

NAME: 

PHONE: 
(home/work) 
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cHILD;S NAME: 

D,~te Contac! 

Personal 

$ci~ool phone 

Random phone 

P e r s o n a l  

School phone: 

Random phone 

Personal 

School phone 

Random phone 

Personal 

'School phone 

Random phone 

.Personal - 

School phone 

Random phone 

Persona[ 

School phone 

Random phone 

Personal 

School phone 

Random phone" 

- • 

DALLY CONTACT LOG 

HOME DETENTION 
WORKER'S NAME: 

Time Time 
Siar! Finish Comments 
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W O R K E R ' S  S U M M A R Y  

CHILD'S NAME: 

.DATES OF HOME DETENTION: FROM 

HOME DETEN TION 
wORKER'S NAME! 

TO 

Number of face.to-face (:ontacts: - 
Number of phone contacts: 
Comments: 

Average len~h::. 
Number of other contacts: 

Not 

Excellent Good I ~air 

Attitude 0f c]liid tO mother . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  ~ ~ 
child to f~ther . . . .  
child to siblinss. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  ~ 

Attitude of mother to child . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  ~ 
lather to child . . . . .  : . - . . - . .  
sibtinss to child . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  

Attitude toward Home Detention worker . . . . . .  
Comments: 

Poor Applicable 

Not 

Excellent Good Fair Poor Applicable 

"Attitude of cl~itd toward school . . . . .  ~ ~ - 
Behavior at schoo l . . .  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  ~ . . . .  
Attendance at school ~,.., . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
Comments: 

Fulfillment/violation of Home: Detention Order conditions: - -  

Over~i behavior: 

Eu~h,afion/reeommendafion: 

Date:of rePort: 

3O 
,,.,: 

Submilted:by: 

• ~ J  , ,J  
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MATERIALS AVAILABLE 

H E N N E P I N  C O U N T V  C O U R T  S E R V I C E S  
A.506 G O V E R N M E N T  CENTER 

MINNEAPOLIS,  M INNESOTA 55487 
(612) 348.79|9 

Hennepin County Court Services V0lunteer program Manual . : . .  ;.,,. , . .  . . . . .  .~, . . . . . . . .  ~ ~. , . .  : .$3.00 
For~ use in or!enta!ion of one.to.one Volunteers and paid stafL (loose:leaf, 37 pages) 

The Team Approach . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  $2.00 
Complete manual for~irainin9 volunteers to write predisposition reports in Juvenile Court.  (60.pages)' 

Use of Unpaid Sial| in Juuenile Services . . .  ; ,  ~ ~ . . ;  . . . . . . .  t .  - . .  ~; .. . . . . .  ~ .. - ::..:;. + - - . . . . . -  r . .  : - . . . . . ,  $3.00 
Paper descr)bing histdrY and Organi;~at'.K)nal structure'o( Hennepin County Juvenile Services .Voluntee.r 
Program(s). (53.. pages) 

Roles o| Unpaid Staff in Court Services. ; .  t,: . . . . . .  ; .  • . .  ; . . . . . .  ; .  ~ " .. • . . : . . .T:. . . i  . . . . .  , .  ~ Free 
'Description o f  t8 unpaid staff rolesin Hennepin County Court  Services. (5 pages) 

Court Volunteers . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  3 0 ¢  

Recruitrnent brochure describing major volunteer job functions in Hennepin County Court Services. 

Department of Court Services B rochure . . .  t ,  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  ; . . . . . .  . .  : .  50~ 
Description of Hennepin C o w r y  Court'Services. 

Filn~trips Brochure . . . . . . . .  ~... .  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  : . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  Free 
Recruiiment..training, and program administration. (Brochure contains description:and ordering details.) 

Research Material, . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  ; " m'. ' ' '  ~ , ; = '  . . . . . .  " "  ' ~ . . . . . . .  " " "~ . . . . . . .  ; " ; " " I ; ; ' ; ; . . . .  A t C ° s t  

Exploratory quantitative and qualitative cost data or=various programs o# Henhepin County 
Court Services. 
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. / J - - ~  [From the Federal Probation; voL 40, December 1976] 

'VOLUNTEER HOMES FOE STATUS OFFENDERS : AN ALTERNATIVE TO DETENTION 

(By  J a n e  C .  L a t i n a  and  Jeff rey  L. Schembera)  1 

Across  the  country ,  you th  officials bemoan the  pract ice of de ta in ing  s t a t u s  
offenders in secur i ty  facil i t ies,  ye:  the  lack of a l t e rna t ive  resources  leaves 
t h e m  no option. To many ,  the  s i tua t ion  seems  hopeless  and  inevitable. 

"~ Faced w i t h a  s imi l a r  challenge,  F lor ida ' s  Division of Youth Services h a s  
re fused  to knuckle  unde r  to the  " inevi tabi l i ty"  of locking up s t a t u s  offenders 
and  h a v e  been developing a l t e rna t ives .  F lor ida ' s  search  for  de tent ion  a l te rna-  
t ives began ear ly  in 1974; At  t h a t  t ime, de tent ion  condit ions in the  Sunsh ine  
Sta te  were about  as  bleak as  a n y w h e r e  else. DangerOus overcrowding, inade- 
quate  staffing, lack of the rapeu t i c  p r o g r a m m i n g  and  ind i sc r imina te  mix ing  of- 
s t a t u s  offenders wi th  de l inquents  w a s  common th roughou t  the  S ta te?  In  a 
1-day detent ion  su rvey  conducted in 1974, i t  was  found t h a t  22.8 percent  of an  

c h i l d r e n  de ta ined  in . secur i ty  faci l i t ies  were s t a t u s  offenders.  
Concerned wi th  the resu l t s  of th is  survey,  F lor ida  Youth Services officials 

began a de t e rmined  search  for  a l t e r n a t i v e . w a y s  of hous ing  the  h u n d r e d s  of 
s t a t u s  offenders who ha d  to be  t emporar i ly  removed f rom thei r  own homes  bu t  
did n o t  real ly require  secur i ty  fac i l i t ies .  The re  were few options. The  economic 
recession m e a n t  t h a t  new S t a t e  t ax  dol lars  for  any  a l t e rna t ive  de ten t ion  pro- 
g r a m s  were unlikely.  Final ly ,  ~in March  1975. Youth Services officials set t led 
on the  one option avai lable  to t he m th roughou t  the  s t a t e :  Volunteer Homes. 
This  innova t ive  approach  rejected the  t rad i t iona l  s t a n d  t h a t  volunteers  do n o t  

. replace paid services.  A na t iona l  consu l t an t  on v o l u t e e r i s m  doubted the  volun- 
teer  bed p rog ram would work effectively but  a dmin i s t r a t i on  ma de  the  deci- 
sion to ,go.,, 

The  decision to go  w i t h  the  vo lun teer  concePt w a s  not  pulled out  of the  air.  
I t  w a s  based on a h ighly  success fu l  pilot project  t ha t  ha d  been opera t ing  in 
the T a m p a  a rea  fo r  over a year.  

THE TAMPA EXPERIEIq'CE 

The Tampa Volunteer Detention Project was born in January of 1974 out 
an attempt by State Youth ServiCes officials to relieve overcrowding at the 

Hillsborough County Detention Center, one of the State's largest facilities. To 
avoid a potential crisis, State administrators resolved to place, on an emer- 
gency basis, 30 of the least dangerous detained youngsters with families in 
and around the Tampa area. 3 

Essentially, the structure of the Tampa volunteer program evolved over 
several months through trial and error. The Concept was to place in the volun- 
teer homes status offenders whose circumstances required a temporary stay 
and who were not Considered serious security risks. SinCe this was an emer- 
~...ncy measure, there was little opportunity to systematically plan the voluTi- 
teer. program. Only the barest of procedures were in Place when the first 
group of 30 volunteer ,families were recruited from the Tampa community, 
screened, trained, and certified to receive children. 

Surprisingly, there were few major problems and most of the children 
housed in the volunteer homes adjusted exceedingly well. Division officials 
were so pleased with the initial results of the project, that it was continued as 
a regular component of the Tampa detention program. Thus, a project initially 
begun as an emergency measure to relieve dangerous overcrowding in one of 
~..~ State's detention Centers, was maintained on a regular basis. 

THE BIG PUS]K 

T h i s  was  f a r  f rom the end of the story.  T h r o u g h o u t  1974 a n d  into ear ly 
1975, all of the  S ta te ' s  22 secure  detent ion centers  began to experience over- 

1Jane Latina is volunteer service Center coordinator, Florida Di~tslon of Youth 
Services, Tampa. Jeffrey Schembera iS community services planning coordinator, Florida 
]~ "artment of Health and Rehr.bllltatibn Services. 

~'Ou December 31. 1973, the Florida Division of Youth Services assumed complete 
responsibility for the funding and operation of all juvenile detention centers within the 
State. 

= Prior to January  1974, volunteers working in other capacities with the Division 
had demonstrated thetr dependability and ability to tackle tough Jobs. Consequently, 
there was little relu'ctance on the part of Division Administrators to try them as shelter 
parents. 
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crowding w i th  s t a t u s  offenders account ing  for  a l a rge  s h a r e  of  d e t a i n e d  chi l-  
dren.  Analys i s  of s t a t i s t i ca l  records  revealed  ~ t h a t  44.5 pe rcen t  of a l l  d e t e n t i o n  
admiss ions  h a d  been  s t a t u s  offenders. 

I n  March  of 1975, the  decision was  made  to expand  the  T a m p a  pi lot  p r o j e c t  
to a s t a tewide  program.  As a f irst  step, Divis ion of Youth  Serv ices  s ta f f  who  
had  worked wi th  the  Tampa  p rog ram were  a sked  to p r e p a r e  guidel inc~ w h i c h  
would d i rec t  the  s t a tewide  operat ion.  The  mos t  i m p o r t a n t  ideas  l e a r n e d  f r o m  
the  T a m p a  exper ience  were as fo l lows:  , J  

(1) Es t ab l i sh  a n u m b e r  of beds needed fo r  such a p r o g r a m  a n d  t h e n  t r i p l e  
t h a t  n u m b e r  so the re  a re  a lways enough beds ava i l ab le  w i t h o u t  u s i n g  a n y  too 
often. 

(2) P l a n  on 40 percent  t u r n o v e r  r a t e  pe r  yea r  of vo lun t ee r s  p a r t i c i p a t i n g  in  
the  program.  

(3) Recru i t  fami l ies  honestly.  Exp la in  the  posi t ive  and  n e g a t i v e  a spec t s  of  
the  program.  

(4) Es tab l i sh  a defini te  plan for  superv is ion  of the  f a m i l i e s  so t hey  h a v e  
t h e  secur i ty  of knowing  t ha t  someone is a lways  ava i l ab le  i f  p rob l ems  ar i se .  .'~ 

(5) Screen and  or ien t  chi ldren carefu l ly  who a r e  going in to  t he  p r o g r a m  so 
they know w h a t  the  program is  about .  

Min i s t e r s  of al l  denomina t ions  were  contacted.  E a c h  one was  a sked  to i d e n t i f y  
five fami l ies  in  t h e i r  congregat ion t h a t  m i g h t  pa r t i c ipa t e  in  t he  p r o g r a m .  M a n y  
of the  min i s t e r s  accompanied r ec ru i t e r s  and  i n t r o d u c e d  t h e m  to p rospec t ive  
vo lun tee r  famil ies .  Th i s  method of r ec ru i t i ng  ga ined  a n u m b e r  of v o l u n t e e r s  a n d  
provided exper ience  in rec ru i t ing  fami l ies  and  sel l ing the  p rogram.  O t h e r  volun-  
tee r  bed r ec r u i t m en t  techniques developed w e r e :  con tac t ing  c u r r e n t  v o l u n t e e r s  
w i th  the  agency, acquir ing l i s ts  of vo lun tee r s  f rom o the r  o r g a n i z a t i o n s  ( R e ( )  
Cross, Vo lun ta ry  Action Centers,  e tc . ) ,  con tac t ing  c o m m u n i t y  leaders ,  home-  
owners  associat ions,  a n d  firemen. T h e r e  was  suppor t  by t he  media .  R a d i o  spo ts  
were  done by newscas t e r  F r a n k  B l a i r  a n d  comedian  Jack ie  Gleason.  Spot  an-  
nouncements  were on television and  h u m a n  i n t e r e s t  s tor ies  a p p e a r e d  in  local  
n e w s p a p e r s  and  neighborhood shopping  guides.  • 

Pe r sona l  contac t  was  most  effect ive in r e c ru i tmen t .  P a r e n t s  of p roba t i one r s ,  
pas t  and  present ,  were  excellent  resources,  as  were  f r i ends  of staff.  Quickly,  
newly rec ru i t ed  volunteers  began  r e f e r r i n g  fami l ies  t h a t  we re  t n t e r e s t e d  in t he  
program.  Speeches to clubs or  sma l l  g roups  were  n o t  p a r t i c u l a r l y  effective,  b~..) 
contac t ing  inf luent ia l  persons in  clubs for  specific n a m e s  w o r k e d  well.  B e i n g  
able  t o  use t h a t  key person's  n a m e  in the  i n i t i a l  phase  c o n t a c t  o f t en  g e n e r a t e d  
in te res t  and  paved the  way fo r  a persona l  visit .  A p r i m a r y  goa l  of  the  r e c r u i t e r s  
was  to s i t  down i n  the  prospect ive vo lun tee r ' s  home  to exp l a in  a n d  d i scuss  t h e  
program.  At  th i s  point,  hones t  s a l e smansh ip  a n d  c o m m u n i t y  p r ide  sold t h e  
program.  

A p rog ram of th is  type  can  be  des t royed  i f  one vo lun t ee r  f a m i l y  is  abus ive ,  
physical ly  o r  sexually,  to a child.  Therefore .  m u c h  t ime  a n d  effor t  w e n t  i n tn  
screening the  homes  to a s su re  f i tness fo r  hous ing  chi ldren.  I n i t i a l  s c reen ing  wa~  ) 
done by a h o m e  Visit. The recru i te r ,  t h r o u g h  obse rva t ion  a n d  conve r sa t ion ,  
l e a r n e d  about  fami ly  in terac t ion ,  emot iona l  and  f inancia l  s t ab i l i ty ,  gene ra l  a t t i -  
tudes  and  values,  reasons  for  volunteer ing ,  f ami ly  m e m b e r s  i n  the  home,  phys i -  
cal  se t t ing ,  adequacy of space, h e a l t h  s t anda rds ,  and  san i t a t i on .  T h e  h o m e  v i s i t  
gave the  volunteer  family  a n  oppor tun i ty  to discuss  any  ques t i ons  they h a d  a n d  
resolve any rese rva t ions  about  becoming involved:  W h i l e  in  t h e  home.  ~the re- 
c ru i t e r  discussed the  type of chi ld the  f a m i l y  w a n t e d  to t ake  (age,  sex, race.  a n d  
any  add i t iona l  preferences) ,  t he  t imes  the  home  would be  ava i l ab l e  to be callp'~, 
(days,  n ights ,  weekends, a n y t i m e ) ,  how of ten  they  w a n t e d  to t ake  a ch i iu :  
w he t he r  or no t  they could provide  t r an spo r t a t i on ,  and  w h e t h e r  or  no t  they f e l t  
comfor tab le  in  hand l ing  some specific types of ch i ldren ,  i .c. ,  t he  chi ld  who  
smokes, is  a bed-wetter ,  requires  a special  d ie t  or  r egu l a r  medica t ion ,  or  is mi ld-  
ly re ta rded .  The recru i te r  also m a d e  sure  t h a t  each  f a m i l y  h a d  h o m e o w n e r ' s  
insurance ,  automobi le  insurance,  and  va l id  d r i ve~s  licenses.  

In  addi t ion  t o  th i s  onsite screening,  a police records  check was  m a d e  on each  
adu l t  in  the  home and  references  were  contac ted .  A decis ion was  tl~en m a d e  by 
the  r ec ru i t e r  to accept  or reJec£ t he  family .  I f  t he  f a m i l y  was  accepted  t ' i~ 
rec ru i t e r  s c h e d ~ e d  an  indiv idual  or  group o r i en t a t i on  session.  

T he  o r i en ta t ion  inc luded in fo rmat inn :  a b o u t  the  Div is ion  Of Youtli  Services~ 
de ta i l s  of how the  program ac tua l ly  operated,  w h a t  the  r e s p o n s i b i l i t i e s  of the  

y~ 



r • 

"665 

volunteer  famil ies  and the  Division were, how. to handle  emergencies, and dis- 
cussion of any other  per t inent  information.  Famil ies  had  an Opportunity to raise 
questions and discuss anything~that  might  not  have been covered. These sessions 
gave the recrui ter  and famil ies  an opportunity to become bet ter  acquainted and 
to finalize the i r  decision. 

Recrui tment ,  screening, and or ientat ion were in-depth processes, requiring 
approximately  8 hours  per family.  This expendi ture  of t ime was a valuable 
asse t  because the famil ies  were carefully selected and well-oriented to the  pro- 
g ram and to the children. 

Supervision of the home and length of the child 's  s tay had been troublesome 
aspects  of the pilot p ro jec t  in Tampa. In  order  to avoid these problems, respon- 
sibility for  supervision of volunteer homes was  assigned to line Youth Services 
staff. Staff Who had  init ial  contact  with a child having committed a s ta tus  
Offense and needing temporary  lodging were  responsible fo r  the  fol lowing:  (1) 
Placing the child in one of the  beds available, taking into considerat ion prefer-  
ences of the volunteer home with  regard to sex, age, and race ; (2) scheduling 

. . the detent ion hear ing  wi thin  48 hours  jus t  as if the  child were in secure 
de tent ion;  (3) providing for  contacts  with the volunteer home at least once a 
day  in order  to moni tor  the s i tuat ion while a child was in the h o m e ; a n d  (4) 
immediately beginning •work towards  re turning the  Child home or moving the  
child to a pe rmanen t  p lacement  wi thin  10 days. 

In order  to insure proper  supervision of the volunteer  ~home b y  Youth Services 
staff and supervision of the child by volunteer parents  the fol lowing te rms  
were agreed upon in a cont rac t  signed by staff  and volunteer housepa ren t s :  

(1) The maximum length of s tay for  the child named is to be . . . .  days. 
• ~The Division, though i ts  agent, will be responsible f o r  moving as quickly as 

possible to find a more pe rmanen t  placement  for the youth, or r e t u rn  him to 
his home as  appropriate .  

(2) The Division of Youth Services  personnel agree to provide a t  least  one 
contact  with the non-secure detent ion home parents  per day. 

( 3 )  Transpor ta t ion  to the home will be provid .ed if necessary by the-Divis ion 
through i t s  agent.  

(4) Emergency medical  care will be provided and paid for  upon approval  
by the Division it~ neces~rT.  
: (5)  The Division, through i ts  agent, an d / o r  the nonsecure detention home 
imrent  named herein, will provide wri t ten  notification of in ten t  to te rminate  
a t  least  1 week pr ior  to discontinuing part icipat ion in the program. 

I T  W O R K S  

Based on the Pilot  Project  in Tampa, the  probabili ty of success in the volunteer 
home program was high.  However,  staff was stil l  concerned about runaways  being 
placed in a s i tuat ion where  they could run a t  any time, the number  ofpeople  who 
would take these children into their  homes, and thef ts  by the s ta tus  offenders. 
• ~hese and other  fears  were alleviated by the results  of a study of  the volunteer 
p rogram o v e r a  41~-month period. 

TARLE 1 . - -Ava i lab i l i t y  of volu~teer  homes  ~ 

Study  I - - M a r c h  15--July 81, 1975 

Total beds available between March 15--July 31 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  852 738 
Beds available July 31 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  . . . . . .  

~rminations between March 15--July 31 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  " 113 
• 13 

Turnover ra te  (percent)  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  - . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
One volunteer home may provide several beds at a time. 

Analysis of the data  revealed a 13 percent  turnover  of volunteer  homes (table 
1), which was expected based on the pre<licted 40 percent turnover  rate  per  year  
or 3~33 percent  per month ; liowever, an interest ing side benefit was tha t  a num- 
ber of the homes te rminat ing  merely t ransfer red  to paid programs within the 
agency. In addition, other  families wi thdrew from the program to accept custody, 

• . /rough the court, of cldldren placed in their  home. Even though they are  n o  
longer volunteer homes, they continue to be involved. 
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TxBLZ 2.--Uttlization ot volunteer homes 

Study I - - M a r c h  15--July 31, 1975 

Number of children placed in volunteer  homes . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  1, 1S1 7, 506 
Number of days utilized . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  6. 4 
Average length of stay (days per  child)  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  

F lor ida  officials were surprised by the ex t en t  t ha t  volunteer  homes  were  uti- . ") 
lized ( table  2) and the savings incurred.  If,  for instance,  t i le  homes which pro- 
vided food, shelter,  and supervision for  1,181 cldldren over a per iod of 41/.~-months 
had been paid a minimum of $8 per  day, it  would have cost the  S ta te  $60,048 to 
operate  the program. When compared to the potent ia l  cost of holding these chil- 
dren in secure detent ion a t  $30 a day, the  cost  benefit in addi t ion  to the  posi t ive  
impact  on the children was significant. 

Few fan/ii ies had  any serious behavior  problems develop even though they 
were  prepared  for  th is  possibility. Acceptance by tile famil ies  made  the  ch i ldren  
responsive and eager to please. T h e r e  were  a few incidents w h e r e  the  chi ld caused  ..) 
damage t o t h e  home of the volunteer family.  However,  the m a j o r  f inancial  loss by 
famil ies  was  phone bills caused by chi ldren making long d i s tance  calls. In  mos t  
instances,  a r rangements  were made  for  t h e  child to repay the  family.  Severa l  
thef t s  occurred, but as the data indicate,  most  of these i tems were  re turned .  

The 5.6 percent  runaway rate ( table  3) is impossible to compare  since the re  a re  
no other  known comparable programs. However ,  since many of the  ch i ldren  placed 
in volunteer  beds are  chronic r u n aw ay s  (one girl  had  run away  15 t imes  before  
coming into the volunteer program),  indicat ions  seem to.be t h a t  5.6 pe rcen t  i s  a ) 
very low runaway rate. 

Par t ia l ly  based on the results of this  program, the  F lor ida  Leg i s l a tu re  recent ly  
passed legislation which removed the  category of s ta tus  offenders  f rom delin-  
quency status.  Housing s ta tus  offenders  in detent ion centers  was  made  i l legal on 
Jul3/1, 1975, thus  affirming the admin i s t r a t ive  decision which was  effected over  2 
months earlier.  

• TABLE 3.--Inappropriate behavior by children placed i~ ~olunteer homes 

Study I ~ M a r c h  15--July 31, 1975 ) 
67 Number  of children who ran away f rom volunteer  homes . . . . . . . . . . . . .  5. 6 

Runaway rate (percent) .......................................... 18 
Number of children who stole property from volunteer homes ......... 1.5 
Theft rate (percent) ............................................. 
Cost of thefts during period studies .................... - ............ $5,981. 87 
Amount returned ................... ..................... 4 ........ $4, 050. 85 

• . ~  " ." zvenile "ustice sys tems have  w r u n g  the i r  h a n d ' )  For  years  professmnals m jt ? . . . . .  
over wha t  to do with status offenders. Now, a vmble a l t e rna t ive  to housing s t a t u s  
offenders in jai ls  and detention centers  is ava i l ab l e - - t he  vo lun tee r  home. Th i s  
program seems to have proven successful  in the Sta te  of F lor ida ,  both for  the  
chi ldren involved and the taxpayers.  Volunteer  famil ies  p rov ide  the  food, shel ter ,  
and supervision so the child Can remain in the community  r a t h e r  t h a n  end up  in  
secure detention.  Famil ies  wlm vohmteer  for this p rogram a re  a c ross  sect ion of 
the community.  The one common denomina to r  is a concern for  today ' s  teen- 
agers  and a wil l ingness to"bec0me involved in improying the i r  s i tuat ion.  ) 

S U M M A R Y  

Analysis  of detent ion pa t te rns  revealed t h a t  approx ima te ly  44.5 percen t  of 
the children being admitted to detent ion in F lor ida  were  s t a tu s  offenders  n o t  
requir ing secure detention b u t  needing temporary  she l t e r  and  supervis ion.  
Continuing to house them in secure detent ion faci l i t ies  was  damaging  to the  
child and costly to the taxpayer .  Al te rna t ive  p lacements  needed to be de- 
vel0ped for  the s ta tus  offender. The solution to the problem was  to develop a 
volunteer, program tha t  would provide t emporary  (up to 2 weeks)  placeme" 
for  these childi'eu. 

/ 
~ J  



Initial staff and commUnity resistance had t'b be overcome through an honest 
and open educational process. As the program has proven its worth, its use 
has increased and the need for additional homes grows. Some of the homes 
have been lost to paid Programs and others have been given Custody of the 
children by the JuVenile Court. Thus it is necessary to constantly recruit new 
homes. 

Since the program began, status offenders have been phased out of secure 
detention entirely and it has been proven that these youngsters do not need 
to be locked, up. Children in volunteer homes have received good care and 
supervision and have • not presented any major problems Within the community. 
The runaway rate for 1,1S1 children placed in this program during a 41/o~month 
survey period was 5.6 percent. 

SinCe the program is strictly volunteer, families receive no money. They 
have nil extended themseh'es far beyond their original commitment to the 
agency and the children hax~e responded to the warmth and acceptance, usu- 
ally leaving the home with better self-images and a desire to improve their 
behavior. Children are able to avoid the stigma and exposure to hardened 
delinquents that result from placement in secure detention. Instead of learn- 
ing criminality, they learn there are adults who care enough to help them.. 
This bn~e'lessbn m~/y be the most importa|~t long-term effect that placement in 
a volunteer home has on a child. 

-J 
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-PROGRAM DEVELOPMENTS 

i The Proctor Program for Detention 
of Delinquent Girls 

JOHN E. McMANUS 

A detention program designed to help girls 
coming before the court is based on the use o f  
individual proctors who provide, in their own 

homes, day-to-day care for  the youngsters 
pending court appearance. 

3 

) 

The New Bedford Child and Family Service, established in 1842,- 
has had a long tradition of serving troubled youth and had, for some 
time, recognized the need to  decentralize state service to delin- 
quents. The agency wished to contribute to the efforts of the Mas- 
sachusetts Department of Youth Service to deinstitutionalize its 
program by encouraging the development of community-base ) 
programs through purchase-of-service mechanisms. 

in the course of a successful program to help paroled youth, the 
agency decided to try to help youthful female offenders, particu- 
larly, before they became seriously enmeshed in delinquency. The 
agency's experience with daughters of AFDC families who were in 
conflict with their parents led to a program to improve the initi 
contact with girls coming into the juvenile justice system and to a 
special kind of detention care program that: went beyond earlier 
small-scale, unsuccessful efforts in traditional foster homes, 

John E. McManus, M.S.W., is Executive Director, New Bedford Child and 
Family Service, New Bedford, Massachusetts~ 

_) 
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TheObjectlves 

CHILD WELFARE I Volume LV Number 5 May 1976 

.-~ The immediate objectives of the project are 
i) to. assure the appearance - of  the detained girl in court at the 

appointed time on the appointed day; 
2) to assure that the detained girl wou ldcause  noharm to herself  

or others dur ing the detention period; 
3) to avoid peer  contamination or community pressure resulting 

: in negative behavior; 
4) to enhance the youngster 's self-esteem and give her an oppor- 

tun i ty to  think through the problems confronting her;. 
51 to enable  the program staffand the  Massachusetts Department 

o f  Youth Service to develop,  with the youth's participation, such 
long-term .plans as .would reduce .recidivism. 

.4 The broad objectives are 
I) to strengthen family life through t he  establishment of  com- 

munication and improved relationships be tween  youths and par- 
ents; 

2) to enable  youths to achieve and maintain a level of self- 
sufficiency that could result in healthy adult, citizenship; 
-., 3) to prevent  or reduce institutional care :by deve lop ing  re- 
sources necessary to a community-based service. 

Teen-age girls coming before the court usually have a seriously 
troubled relationship with their parents. Many have had prior foster 

• home or other types of  substitute care. We were convinced that 
what was needed  was a type of  detention care that:maximized face- 
+o-face contact, to heighten and intensify a relationship potential 
that would  in itself be the security device. The system wo.uld not 
replicate the family pattern, which had so many unpleasant conno- 
tations for the girls, 

The Proctor's Role 
J 

The youngsters we are concerned with are del inquent  girls be- 
tween 12 and 17, too disruptive for traditional foster care, bu t  ~not 
homicidal or psychotic. We planned for an.average of six girls in the 
program at.any given time, based on an estimated-3- or 4-week stay; 
75 to 100 girls would be served annually. The program is based on 
tr~e use of  p roc to r s - -young  women who provide in their own 
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homes, on a contractual basis, the day-to-day care of youngsters 
being detained. The proctor's role is a combination of those tasks 
usually assigned to social workers and child care workers. On t he  -) 
other hand, the proctor represents the agency in the sense that she 
has a direct responsibility for the youth, and has the mitt imus in her  
possession. She keeps a variety of records and deals directly with 
other social agencies involved in further planning for the youth, 
She participates in staff conferences and meetings. She serves as 
advocate on behalf of  her youngsters. On the other hand,  she as- h 
sumes the day-to-day responsibilities of the child care worker in a 
residential program, but  unl ike the house parent or foster parent, 
has no responsibilities or assignments related to other youths. The  
proctor is concerned only with the individual, rather than the indi- 
vidual as part of  d group, or the group as a whole. 

Each proctor is an unattached woman between 20 and 30, living ) 
alone, and in good physical condition. She possesses a driver's 
license and car. She may b e  a college graduate, but  must at least 
have completed high school. In addition to the personality traits 
clesirable for working with young people, it is important for her  to 
be able to organize well and to have such skills as cooking, camp- 
ing, bike riding, swimming, sewing or hiking, ) 

Recruitment was selective and localized through referrals from 
youth-serving community agencies, to which the program was de- 
scribed. Prescreening of candidates spared the limited, agency s taf f  
from extensive interviewing. Each proctor was seen by three senior 
members of the agency. The first five proctors s igned contracts in 
June 1974. Four more came on in August. One of the original grouy-.) 
was replaced after a few months because she couldn ' t  accept the 
program structure. Each of the nine proctors functions as an inde- 
pendent ,  self-employed subcontractor whose task and remunera- 
tion are outlined in the agreement. T h e  proctor provides not only  
personal services but bedroom space, telephone,  transportation, 
food, and personal needs for the youth.  

The reimbursement schedule for t h e  proctors reflected two ele~ 
ments: For personal serv ice- - the  32 weeks of 7 days a week, 24 
hours a day- -payment  is roughly equivalent to the salary of a junior  
counselor in a regular position in the state training school program. 
Reimbursement for space, food and personal needs  accords with 
the usual board payment in Massachusetts to a foster parent carir ~. 
for a teen-age youih. (The ouerall cost of the  program falls withi~ 
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the same limits as a secure detention program of similar size oper-. 
ated ei ther directly by the Massachusetts Department of Youth Ser- 

• ": vice or privately through a purchase-of-service contract.) 

InServ/ce Training. 

Second in importance to initial selection is the inservice training 
for the proctors, which  is conducted for each newgroup  of proctors 
in a motel over 3 continuous days. The site serves to inl~ensif.v 
relationships and el iminate agency distractions. 

The training program was organized and coordinated by the 
agency staff and is given by outside consultants, Massachusetts. 
Department  of  Youth Service staff, and agency staff.. The subjects 
covered types of youth served; orientation to the agency and the 
proctor Program; the juvenile justice system; the program of the  
.Massachuset ts  D e p a r t m e n t  of  Youth Serv ice ;  psyehosoc ia l  
dynamics of  juveniles;  drug-related problems; health needs of 
young women; first aid; recreational resources; day-to-day man- 
agement  role playing; and record keeping. The tra.iningexperience 
transmitted information and also developed mutual confidence be- 
tween the agency staff and the proctors. 

• The Proctor Program offers a great deal of attention to help make 
up for past deprivation: a close relationship, elimination of compe- 
tition, and extensive face-to-face t ime- -e l emen t s  that meet the 
youngster 's most basic needs ,ye t  provide the foundation fora broad 
activity base. Exposure to acceptable life styles is important. This 
includes not only the common events  of living, such as regular 
l,ours, planned meals, and grooming, but also a variety of cultural, 
recreational and sports activities previously unknown to most of the 
girls. The. program also avoids problems associated with residential 
detention: stigma and visible labeling of institutionalization; and 
the extremely deleterious effects of deviant peer groups, including 
peer  pressure for elopement.  In addition, proctors can move with 
e. ,~e--residential  programs cannot, And the thrust of money outlay 
is all toward the needed  direct care and service to the  youth, cutting 
out almost all the overhead of the  residential program. 

As of August 1975, the Proctor Program had cared for 80 girls, 
now termed "proteens,"  as one youngster  suggested. Only six have 
.aot returned to court on time. The pOSitive attitudes of the girls has 
3t.en overwhelming. 

' i. 
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The 10 proctors hired range in age from 20 to 30, and  the average 
age is 23. One has a master's degree,  two are cert if ied teachers,  

are colic e graduates, and one is a high school graduate who 3 
eight !g . . . .  t_:l.~ . . . .  r ke r  Most  of  the  
has had considerable experience as a-cnttu ,~,~-- wo • 
proctors have had some previous exper ience in working w i t h y o u n g  
people  as teachers, volunteer probation officers and camp coun- 

selors. A number  of  girls were found to be  infected wi th  venerea l  dis,  
ease, two wi th  body !ice;.only one was enuretic, E igh teen  of  the--) 
girls were  tattooed. Amor~gthem there were  38 separate  tattoos;  t he  
most grotesque was that of a girl who  had the letters F-U-C-K across 

her  fingers. 

- - - - - - - - - ,  3 

.TABLE 1 
Proctor Program Statistical Overview 

80 
Number of detainees 11 
Age range 14.3 
Mean age of girls 
Median age of girls 15 250.9 
Total number Of weeks of care provided 3.5 
Average number of weeks' care per girl 
Average number of girls cared for by each proctor 7.8 

Number of Prior Placements 
0 1 2 3 or more 

Placements 

Proteens 

through 16 

) 

11 23 13 25 .~) 

J 

The statistical supplementprof i les  the girls. (See T a b l e  1.) Mos  
• Were age-15; almost a l l ;were white; most  had previous  substitut~ 

care and court experience. Beyond these common factors there  v~. 3 
wide  divergence in terms of  offenses, family background,  etc, 

Reques ts  and letters from girls to the director asking to come bac  

or to remain in the  program were  common: 
"Please  let me. I can  live with----.  S h e  could take me back  an: 

t ime." 
"I was thinking last night about  the program. I f  only it was lo',,~ 

• ' ' m  term, I would  stay here  tall I i8 and I wou ld  l ive  with .--- .  

,) 
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"I  really miss being in the Proctor Program. Most of  all I miss.  
living with . m  and doing the fun things we do." 

Girls who come from court angry and hostile return to the agency 
over t h e  weeks to relate in a warm, friendly and even  appreciative 
way  to agency staff. Improvements  in appearance- - tee th  repaired, 
tattoos ~ removed,  and more appropriate use of c o s m e t i c s n h a v e  
further under l ined these changes. 

Another unusual development  was the large number  of girls who 
asked to be considered as proctors when they were older. We had 

-never encountered youth in the past who so identified with their  
caretakers. A basic shift in the goals of  the girls was indicated by 
this ambition, and i t  is a reflection of the  positive identification 
established among proctor, proteen and  agency staff. 

Assessment of Goals and Objectives 

1) The vast majority of girls re turned  to coi~rt on time. Six. girls 
d id  not return on t i m e - - a  loss rate of approximately 7%. One o f  
these girls learned t ha t he r  detention was illegal and walked away; 
another was probably abducted by a boyf/iend; and four ran away. 

2) None of  the girls who ran away harmed anyone, although one 
.lid steal a car. 

3) The program frequently and dramatically shifted the girls' at- 
titudes toward adults., 

4) The girls' participation in the plans for their future was posi- 
tive in most instances. The agency was able to influence .the cour t  
with its recommendations,  and to influence other agencies involved 
,1 the long-term care planning. 

The goal of  strengthening family life was approached. Youngsters 
d id  develop better communications with their parents, and a sub- 
Stantial number  returned home and, to date, have remained with 
their  families. Identification with proctors seemed  to point to 
healthy goals for adulthood. Most  youngsters who :required substi- 
' ..te care en[ered such programs with a positive attitude that should 
reduce the period of institutionalization. 

It is too soon to assess the effects of  the Proctor Program on 
recidivism. Another year is needed.  The agency believes it is jus- 
tified in hoping that the Proctor Program has pioneered an approach 
that can begin the dissolution o f t h e c y c l e  ofdespairand,recidivism 
1~ _~t so marks the nation's juvenile  justice detention system. 

. . /  
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Areasof Concern in Proctor 

Proper preparation of the youngster coming into the program is 
vital. It. was soon decided to pick up the youngsters at court, rather .~) 
than following the original practice of having them del ivered to the 
agency. Many of the deliverers, though well-intentioned, did a poor 
job of interpreting the program. The  extra work of picking up the 
girls by staff has  been worthwhile. We are thus able to in terpre t  
uniformly and accurately to the proteen what the program is about, 
and what is expected of her, the agency and the proctor. -) 

The first week with the proctor has proved critical. If  a proteen is 
going to elope, it will be during this week. This bears out one of the 
original theses- - tha t  the relationship would be the major security 
device. After the first week, ties are formed that make e lopement  
difficult for the proteen. The first week is a week for solitary walks 
on deserted beaches. Crowds should be avoided, as should the )" 
girl's home territory, Two girls were lost in the first week when  two 
.new proctors met accidentally in the amusement  park with their  
proteens. The youths had met  earlier in lookup and, in a few min- 
utes, e luded the proctors in the crowd. Excitement, peer  contami- 
nation and support, plus the crowd, all contributed to this loss, b u t  
staff and proctors learned from such experiences. ) 

"The major area where problems continue to flourish is that re- 
lated to developing long-term plans for the proteens.  In genera l ,  
there is a surplus of planners and a shortage of workers.  Also, sur- 
prisingly~ many professionals seem to have low expectations of the 
proteens. Bureaucracy and failure to live up to promises plague the 
program. It  takes hours to obtain approval o f  dental  work fror,.) 
agencies, which often are uncertain about their responsibilit ies for 
the detained youth, Massachusetts' "CHINS" (Children In N e e d  
Of Service) law is a nightmare in this respect, dividing respon- 
sibilities between two state agencies and the courts. Our agency 
advocacy staff has had t o b e  increased. Only with great effort have 
we been able to get plans concluded within the agreed-upon time 

Conclusion 

The Juvenile Court, the  Department,  and  New Bedford 'Child 
and Family Service are p leased with the program. The  loss rate ,] 

.)L 
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low, and the atmosphere is a far cry from that of the damaging 
institutional detention program. All in the New Bedford agency 
agree that long-term development  of the proctor model is essential, 

• ~ n d  several potential models are being drawn up. 
The proctor project would not have succeeded, however, without 

the support and encouragement of countless people. Commissioner 
Joseph Leavey and both his central and Region VII office staffs 
share much of the credit. The director of the program, Mrs. Arlene 
McNamee, has a talent for working with young people, and pro- 
i d e d  much of the drive and day-to-day guidance necessary forsuch 

a demonstration project. The total staff of New Bedford Child 'and 
Family Service provided an office atmosphere in which proctors 
and proteens felt totally accepted. The officers and board of the 
New Bedford  Chi ld  and Family  Service demons t ra ted  their  
willingness to undertake and to help finance this demonstration. 
- h e y  have shown that detained youth are not only-a state respon- 
sibility, but a community responsibility. The Juvenile Court has 
accepted the program and has been extremely cooperative. The 
proctors have obviously been the mainstay of the service. Their 
dedication, flexibility, tolerance, good judgrnent and concernare the 
elements that have enabled it.to work. The proteens, too, contrib- 

r "ed through their interest and suggestions. Many of them have 
recognized the agency's intention of developing a better system of 
detention for them, and have responded to requests for criticisms 
and suggestions. 

The New Bedford Child and Family Service believes it has 
created a system that will  not fall prey to the problems of the old 
s" ~tem. It will not become bureaucratized and callous because it 
will  constantly be accepting new proctors, who will come with the 
enthusiasm of the first proctors. It will not expose,the youngster just 
entering the system to the long-time offender, with all the antisocial 
contagion that so marks traditional detention facilities, and lastly, it 
will continue to provide secure care in a wholesome atmosphere at 
.~r "ts no greater than those of the institutional programs. • 

t Address requests for a reprint to John E. McManus, Executive Director, 
New Bedford Child and Family Service, 141 Page St., New Bedford, Mass. 
92740.) 
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JD~TENILE DIVERSIO~ ~ THROUGH FAMILY COU~SELI~G~----A PROGRA~ FOB T H E  ")  
DIVERSION OF STATUS OFFENDERS.IN SACRAMENTO. COUNTY, q.JALIF. 

(By Roger B a r o n  and  F loyd  Feeney)  

CHAPTER I.  CONCEPTS AND ORGANIZATIO~ 

A. Pro}ect Background and Hiatory 

Vir tua l ly  every s t a t e  has  a s t a t u t e  defining some non-c r imina l  b e h a v i o r  as  ~) 
del inquent .  In Cal i forn ia  youths  beyond the  cont ro l  of t h e i r  pa ren t s ,  r u n a w a y s ,  
t r u a n t s  and  o thers  fa l l  wi thin Section 601 of the  We l f a r e  and  I n s t i t u t i o n s  Code 
and  are  known as "60 r s " .  In o the r  s t a t e s  t h i s  k ind  of case is k n o w n  as  P e r s o n s  
in Need Of Superv i s ion  ( P I N S ) ,  Chi ld ren  in Need of Supe rv i s ion  ( C H I N S ) ,  
Minors  in  Need of Supervision ( M I N S ) ,  s t ubbo rn  chi ld  or  some equal ly  reveal-  
ing name. 

Bo th  today and  in the  period pr io r  t o  the. beg inn ing  of the  S a c r a m e n t o  601 
Divers ion Project ,  cases  fal l ing wi th in  section 601 a re  among  t he  m o s t  f r e q u e n t ~  
in the  jur isdic t ion-of  the  juveni le  court .  I n  Cal i forn ia ,  for  example ,  in  1969, 601 .' 
cases  cons t i tu ted  about  30 pe r cen t  of al l  cases reach ing  i n t a k e  a n d  over  40 per-  
cent  of al l  juveni le  hal l  admissions,  g More de ta i led  d a t a  f o r  S a c r a m e n t o  County  
indica ted  t h a t  601 cases comprised over  32 pe rcen t  of the cas t s  h a n d l e d  a t  in t ake ,  
over  40 percent  of the  detent ion pe t i t ions  filed in juven i l e  cour t ,  over  30 pe r cen t  
of the  to ta l  pet i t ions  filed in juven i l e  court ,  over  35 pe rcen t  of t h e  cases h a n d l e d  
b y  proba t ion  supervis ion and  over  72 percen t  of all  p l a c e m e n t s  i nvo lv ing  
de l inquents .  

Even  more impor tan t ,  however,  t h a n  the  work load  involved  in h a n d l i n g  thes~-~ 
youths  were  the  d ismal  resul ts  of th is  a t t e m p t  to deal  wi th  de l inquency  t h r o u g h  ~ 
the  use  of the  j uven i l e  court. Recid iv ism figures i n d i c a t e d  t h a t  a h i g h  per-  
centage  of a l l  601 cases came back  into the  sys tem in a ve ry  s h o r t  t i m e  m a n y  
as  a resu l t  of h a v i n g  commit ted  ac t s  t h a t  a r e  v io la t ions  of t he  p e n a l  c o d e . '  
(These  a r e  b rough t  wi th in  the  ju r i sd ic t ion  of t h e  juven i le  cou r t  in  C a l i f o r n i a  by 
section 602 of the  Wel fa re  and  I n s t i t u t i o n s  Code.) In  S a c r a m e n t o  County  n e a r l y  
4 8  percent  of al l  601 juveni les  were  cha rged  w i th  a subsequen t  offense-- -e i ther  
601 or  602--~vithin seven m o n t h a  

In  1969 the  Sacramento  County P r o b a t i o n  D e p a r t m e n t  a n d  the  C e n t e r  ¢ .~ 
Admin i s t r a t i on  of Cr iminal  Jus t i ce ,  Un ive r s i ty  of Cal i forn ia ,  Davis ,  c o n d u c t e d  a 
demons t r a t ion  projec t  to examine  de ten t ion  decision m a k i n g  a t  bo th  the  i n t a k e  
and  cour t  levels. P a r t  of the pro jec t  en ta i l ed  ex tens ive  i n t e r v i e w i n g  of j uven i l e s  
de ta ined  on 601 offenses and the i r  paren ts .  I n t e r v i e w s  were  Conducted a f t e r  
i n t ake  proceedings, bu t  pr ior  t o  the  cour t  de ten t ion  hear ing .  Reasons  fo r  de ten-  
t ion were examined  along wi th  the  ex t en t  and  n a t u r e  o f  u n d e r l y i n g  problems.  

i n  s i tua t ions  in which pa ren t s  did not  w a n t  t he i r  chi ld re leased  to t h e i r  cus- 
tody or in  which the  juveni le  did  not  w a n t  to r e t u r n  home,  a l t e r n a t i v e  possibi l i -  
t ies  of places for  the juveni le  to  s tay  were  examined  w i t h  the  j u v e n i l e  and  I .) 
pa ren t s  pr ior  to the  detent ion hear ing .  I n  m a n y  of these  s i t ua t ions ,  a l t e r n a t i v e s  
were discovered t h a t  were sa t i s fac to ry  to bo th  the  m i n o r  and  h is  pa ren t s .  B a s e d  
on in fo rma t ion  to th i s  effect p resen ted  by the  p ro jec t  p e r s o n n e l  to t h e  cou r t  a t  
the  de tent ion  hear ing ,  minors  w e r e r e l e a s e d  to these  a i t e r n a t i v e  p l a c e m e n t s  

endin  the i r  jur isdict ioiml  and  ,disposi t ional  hear ings .  A fol low-up s tudy  indi-  
Pared ~hat these p lacements  p r o v e d  reasonab ly  successful ,  and  seve ra l  r e su l t ed  
in p e r m a n e n t  placements:  

I n  ana lyz ing  the  problem of how 'to p reven t  the  r ecu r r ence  of 601 cases,  t he  
s tudy suggested two major  f ac to r s  : ) 

The  t r ad i t i ona l  s t ruc tu re  of the  p roba t ion  d e p a r t m e n t  a l lows  too l i t t l e  t ime  
for effective h a n d l i n g  of 601 cases. 

Legal  hand l ing  is often a n  i n a p p r o p r i a t e  me thod  of dea l ing  w i t h  the  p rob lems  

involved. 1. Too little time for handling.--In S a c r a m e n t o  County  in 1969 upon  r e f e r r a l  
to the  probat ion depa r tmen t  a l l  cases o the r  t h a n  p ro jec t  cases  w e r e  h a n d l e d  by 
an  i n t a k e  unit .  This  uni t  m a d e  the  decision w h e t h e r  to file a t>etition and  

' "f n of Criminal "Justice University of C~iti Prepared by the Center on ~dministrat  o • " fornla a t  Dab;is for the Office of Technology Transfer, LEAA, U.S. Department o" 
~Iustlee. February 1976. 2California Bureau of Criminal Statistics, Crime and Delinquency In California, pp 
149-80 (1969). 
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whether  to detain. Dur ing  a sample pre-project  month eight intake officers 
handled approximately 650 cases. This rate  Of intake allowed the officer very 
li t t le time to resolve the underlying problems involved in 601 cases, as well as 
affording li t t le opportuni ty to seek a l ternat ive  placement wi th  relat ives or 
f r iends  where  the Parents  did not wan t  the minor re turned home or  the minor 
refused to go home. The tendency necessari ly was to detain these juveniles,  file 
peti t ions on them, and le t  the court  resolve ' the  problems. 

'. ~, Li t t le  more informat ion and t ime w a s  available to the ~uvenile court  a t  the 
Aetenti0n hearing,  however.  This  hear ing must  be held within 48 hours of the 
t ime  th e juvenile  is t aken  into custody, ~ and normally lasts  about  15 minutes.  As 
a :result many juveniles are  detained for  a jur isdict ional  hearing, which takes  
place within 15 judicial  days f rom the da te  of the court  detent ion order. '  A 
Court officer is assigned to the case and spends about two hours invest igat ing i t  
for the jur isdict ional  and disposi t ional  hearings.  Typically, the outcome of these 
601 cases is tha t  t he  juvenile is made a ward of the court  and re turned home or 
placed. A supervision officer is t h e n  assigned to the case and spends one-half to 

, '~e hour per  month visi t ing with the juvenile and his family to see wha t  
progress is being made. I f  indications are  tha t  the s i tuat ion is not improved, 
adclitional peti t ions are.filed and addi t ional  detention ordered in. the expectat ion 
tha t  detent ion and court  action Will h a v e  a deterr ing effect. The fact  tha t  over 
65 p e r c e n t o f  the cases in one sample period b a d  a p r io r  or subsequent  record for 
601 offenses, t h a t  59 percent  had a record of two or more other  such offenses, 
tha t  32 percent  had a record of t h r e e  or more o ther  such offenses ind ica tes  the 
general  lack of success of this  approach. 

2. Inappropriate~dss of legal handling.--Tbe second factor  tha t  s tands  out ,is 
"e inappropr ia teness  of handl ing these cases through the legal system. These  

cases usually involve family crisis s i tuat ions and a long his tory o f  lack of com- 
municat ion,and unders tanding  between family members, l~Iany probation officers 
feel uncomfortable  with the problems posed by 601 casesi and r igh t ly  feel that '  
this calls for family counseling or fami ly  crisfs in te rvent ion  ra ther  than  legal  
t rea tment .  

B. The Project 
The Sacramento 601 Diversion Project  was designed as an exper iment  in order  

~f test  an a l te rna t ive  method of handl ing Juveniles charged with 601-type of- 
fenses. The objective of this projec t  was to demonst ra te  the validity o f  the 
diversion concept of delinquency prevention by shorting tha t  : 

Runaway,  beyond control a n d  other  types of 601 cases c a n  be diverted f rom 
t h e  present: sys tem of juvenile  just ice and court adj.udication. 

Detent ion can he  avoided in most 601-type si tuations through counseling and 
a l ternat ive  placements  tha t  are both temporary and vohmtary.  

Those di~-erted have fewer  subsequent brushes with t he  law and a be t te r  
general  ad jus tment  to life than those not diverted. 

2his diversion can be accomplished within exist ing resources available fo r  
handling this kind of case. 

The intent  of the project  was  to keep the child out of the  juvenile :hall, 
keep the famiiy problem out of the court  and still  offer counseling and help to 
the family: 

This approach relies on the fol lowing fea tures  : 
Immediate,  inteusive~handling of cases ra ther  than piecemeal adjudication.  
Avo!dance of compar tmenta l ized  service by the creation of a prevent ion  and 

:liversion unit handl ing cases from beginning to end. 
.~.pending the major i ty  of staff time in the inil~ial stages of the case---when 

:t is in c r i s i s - - r a t h e r  than weeks o r  months later.  
The provision of special t ra in ing to probation staff involved. 
The  pr~)vision of on-going consultat ive services on a periodic bas i s  to enable 

:taft to continue to improve their  crisis handling skills. 
Avoidance entirely of formal  court  proceedings. 
Avoidance of juvenile hall t h rough  counseling and the use of a l te rna te  place- 

aents tha t  a re  both temporary  and voluntary. 
~Iaintenance of a 24-hour, seven-days-a-week telephone crisis  service. 
. , o s e r  ties with outside refer ra l  services. 

3 California Welfare a~/d Institutions Code § 631 (West Supp. 1971). 
'California Welfare and Institutions Code § 657 (West Supp. 1971). 
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In  addit ion to the extensive workload involved in hand l ing  601 cases,  a n d  
the possibili t ies of delinquency prevent ion through divers ion indica ted  by th e  
pre-project  study, the plan also sought  to take into account  the  growing  body 
Of evidence tha t  crisis counseling and shor t - te rm case work is one of the  mos t  
effective ways of dealing with problems ar is ing out of family  s i tua t ions .  

One recent study, for example, concluded tha t  : 
Planned,  shor t - term t rea tment  y ie lds  resul ts  a t  least  as  good as, and  pos -  

sibly bet ter  than,  open-ended t r e a t m e n t  of longer duration~ 
Improvement  associated wi th  shor t - te rm t r e a t m e n t  las ts  j u s t  as  long as  t h a i  ) 

produced by long-term services. 
Shor t - term t r ea tmen t  can be used Successfully under  mos t  condi t ions  if  i t s  

objectives a r e  appropriately l imited2 
The report  indicated that  " ex t ended  casework was  th ree  t imes  as  cost ly as  

short ,  term, with no bet ter  resul ts  to s h o w  for  it." In  expla in ing  these  r e su l t s  
the repor t  s ta ted tha t  the brevi ty of the service period may have  , 'mobilized. 
the caseworker ' s  energies and caused a more active, efficient and  focused ap- 
proach" while a t  the same t ime call ing fo r th  "an  ex t ra  effor t  f r o m  the  c l i e ~  

• m ~ '  producing a be t te r  outco e. 
In  1967 the Pres ident ' s  Commission on Law Enfo rcemen t  and  A d m i n i s t r a t i o n  

of Jus t ice  argued tha t  : 
The formal  sanctioning sys tem and pronouncement  of de l inquency should  be 

used only as a last  resort. I n  place of the  fo rmal  System, dispogi t i0nal  a l t e rna -  
t ives to adjudicat ion must be developed for  deal ing with juveni les  • • • Al te rna-  
t ives already available, such as  those re la ted to cour t  in take ,  should  be more  

fully exploited2 
The Sacramento  County 601 Diversion Pro jec t  sought  to develop a p r a c t i ~ l  

method for  implementing th is  concept and was  modeled in pa r t  on a p a p e r  uy 
Ted R u b i n  ent i t led "Law as an Agent  of Delinquency Prevent ion ,"  which wa., 
presented to the Cal i fornia  .Delinquency Prevent ion  S t ra tegy  Conference  i1~ 

February  1970, C. Projcct Operation 

The prOject began handling cases  on October 26, 1970. Dur ing  the  exper i  
mental  period, tim pl~)ject handled  cases on four  days of the  week wi th  th~ 
r egu la r  intake uni t  handling the  other  th ree  da.ys as a control  group.  D ~ :  
were rotated months, so  tha t  each d a y  Of the week would be included appr~.~i 
mutely the same number of t imes  for  both t h e  projec t  group and  the  contro  

group. On project  days when a r e fe r ra l  on a 601 ma t t e r  was  r e c e i v e d - - w h e t h e  
f rom the police, the schools, the  pa ren t s  or w h a t e v e r - - t h e  p ro jec t  a r r a n g e d  ' 
family session to discuss the problem. Every  effort  was  made  to insure  t h a t  thi 
session was held as soon as possible and most  were held wi th in  the  flr~ 
h o u r  or two a f t e r  referral .  Through the use of fami ly  counsel ing technique 
the  project  counselor sought to develop the  idea tha t  the  problem was  one ~'~v 
should be  addressed bY the  family  as a whole. Locking up the  youth  a~ J 
method of solving problems was  discouraged and a r e tu rn  home wi th  a commi 
ment  by all to t ry to work through the problem was  encouraged.  I f  the unde  
lying emotions were .too s t rong  to pe rmi t  t h e  youth ' s  r e t u r n  home immediatel :  
an~a t t empt  was nmde to locate an a l t e r n a t i v e  place fo r  the  youth  to s ts  
temporari ly.  This was a v0iuntary  procedure  which requi red  the consent  of  boi 

the parents  and the  youth. 
Famil ies  were encouraged to re turn  for  a second discussion wi th  the  cou 

selor and depending upon the na tu re  of: t h e  p r o b l e m  for  a third,  fou r t ' - ) ,  
fifth "session. Normally, the max i mu m number  o f  session was  five. Sessm: 
rare ly  laste<l, less than one h o u r - a n d  of ten went  as long as t w o  o r  two-and- 
hal f  hours. F i r s t  Sessi~)ns t o o k p l a c e  when the  problem arose.  

All sessions a f te r  the f r s t  session were  essent ia l ly  voluntary ,  and w h e t h  
the f ami ly  r e t u r n e d  (vas up to the fami ly  itself.  In  many  cases counselo  
were  in contact  with the family  by phone w h e t h e r  the re  was  a fo l l ow-up  vi: 
or not. All members  of the fami ly  were  encouraged to contact• the counsel 
in the  evel/t of a continuing p rob lem or some new addi t ional  problem. 

Department of Health. Education and Welfare. Social and Rehabilitation Servt 
,,.Sho~rt:term vs. Extended Casework." III ~Research Demonstration Sei'vtce NO. 
(August 15, 1969). Seealso W. Reid and A. Shyne, Brief and ~xtended Casew, 
(19fi~. 7President's Commission on Law Enforcement and Administration of Justice. q 
Challenge of Crime.in b. Free Society (1967), p: 81. 

j , •  



679 

In  November 1973 t h e  exper imenta l  phase ended and the project  techniques 
became the  s t andard  approach for  all runaway,  beyond control, incorrigible 
type cases  in the county. 

D. 8 t a ~  

The Sacramento County Probat ion Depar tment  is generally known as a 
progressive, well-run depar tment .  The minimum requirement  for  a deputy 
• ~robation officer is a college degree and increasingly, s t a f f  is encouraged to 
.~ke advanced training.  All deputy positions are  civil service. The overall  or- 
ganization of the depar tment  is shown in Char t  1-A. 

The diversion unit  staff ini t ia l ly consisted of a supervisor  and six coun- 
selors. The unit  supervisor had approximately  ten years  experience and his  
ass is tant  seven years  experience. The deputies ranged from no experience in 
a probation set t ing to approximately  four  years  Of experience. There were 
three male and three female deputies• The three deputies wi thout  probation 
experience all had some previous experience in a social service agency• Al l  
-*aft members  were volunteers  for  the project  and were c.hosen on the basis 
v1 interest  and aptitude• 

The intake staff which handled both the control group, and the exclusions 
consisted of eight senior deputy probation officers and a supervisor. This uni t  
had two supervisors  during the year,  each with more than ten years  probation 
experience. Other  members  of the unit  ranged in experience f rom two to 
seven years.  

E. ~ a m i l y  Crisis Counseling 

,The techniques of c r i s i s  intervent ion and family crisis  counseling are  crucial 
t~  the concept of the project• The central  ideas of family crisis counseling are  
two:  (1) tha t  problems should be deal t  wi th  immediately as they occur, a n d  (2) 
that  problems are best  deal t  With in the context  of the whole family ra ther  than 
in the context  of the indiviilnal person whose conduct is the immedia te  cause o f  
the •problem. The reasons for  dea l ing  wi th  the problem in the context  o f  the 
whole family are well set for th  by Langs!ey and Kaplan : 

The family is not only the source of s t ress  in many cases, but has  been a 
major  resource in the resolution of stress. The family is the one social u n i t  
t ~ -ough which the troubles of a l l  members  usually filter. Each person brings 
home his problems, and he hopes fo r  the unders tanding  and support  which will 
help him mas te r  life's struggles. The family is a potential  source of s t rength  
for ind iv idua l s  who are bruised in the course of everyday living. When the .  
family is funct ioning well as a s t ress  mediat ing system, i t  is a source of enor- 
mous comfort  and s t rength  to i t s  members•  When the family fails in this  func- 
tion, i t  of ten adds  to  the burdens  which individual  family members  are already 
experiencing. ~ 

The principles of intervent ion are  perhaps  .most  clearly s ta ted by Virginia 
S Jr: 

Those of us who  have studied family interact ion as i t  affects behavior :in 
children cannot help wondering why therapy professions have so long over- 
looked the family as the cri t ical  intervening variable between the society and 
the individual• 

The family system is the main learning context  for individual  behavior, 
thoughts, feelings• 

H ow parents  teach a child is jus t  as impor tan t  as wha t  they teach. 
Also, since two parents  are  teaching the child, we must  study family  interac- 

2 . .  if w e a r e  going to unders tand  wha t  the family learning context  is like2 
The a t t empt  of the project  is to get  the family to approach the si tuation not 

i s  a question of blame involving a child to be deal t  with by some external  
'tgeney; but ra ther  as a s i tua t ion  involving the whole f ami ly  and to which the 
vhole family must  seek to:respond.  The a t t empt  is to loosen the family com- 
nunication processes and to help the family achieve both the desire and the  
apabi l i ty  of dealing with the problem. 

iz. (Tases Handle~  

T~he project  does not handle all 601 cases• Out-of-county a n d  out-of-state cases, 
ases in which tl~m ju~:enile already has a case pending ifi court  or a war ran t  

D. Langsley and D. Kaplan. supra note 6. at 11. 
s ¥. Satir, Conjoint Family Therapy (revised ed. 1967), p. 27. 
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outstanding,  cases invo lv tngyou ths  who are  in court  p lacement  and  eases  involv- 
ing youths  who are  a l ready on probat ion  for  serious cr iminal  offenses were  ex- 
cluded f rom project  coverage because of admin i s t r a t ive  and o t h e r  problems In- 
volved in their  handling.  Cases involving re fe r ra l  by ci ta t ion or o the r  non-book 
refer ra ls  were  also excluded ini t ial ly a s  they are  not  de ta ined and  do no t  r equ i re  
handl ing as intensive as tha t  of the  project .  Cases fal l ing in these  ca tegor ies  a r e  
handled by the regular  intake staff. 

Cases which are  handled  by the  p ro jec t  are  : ~) 
All 601 cases reaching intake in which the  minor  is not  on probat ion .  
All 601 cases in which the minor  is on informal  probation• 
All 601 cases in which the minor  Is on fo rmal  probat ion fo r  a 601 offense. 
All 601 cases in which the minor  is on formal  probat ion  fo r  a minor  602 

offense• Minor  Offenses included pet ty  thef t ,  malicious mischief ,  cur few,  alcohol 
offenses and other  misdemeanors.  Offenses which are  not  cons idered  minor  in- 
clude drug offenses, robbery, burglarY, grand  the f t  au to  and  offehses involving 

violence or sexual  assault .  the ex er tmenta l  phase, all  repeat  601 behavior  cont inued to  be handle~-]  
During P . . . . .  -'- . . . . . .  se in which the  p ro jec t  filed a 601' 

by the project.  The one excepuon co L,,~ , , ~  ,~ ~ • 
petition. Any subsequent  601 behavior  for  th is  kind of  case was  h an d l ed  by r egu la r  
in take as diversion was  no longer possible. "Handl ing ,"  in the  sense  used  in t h i s  
section, refers  to uni t  responsibil i ty for  seeing the  case and  fo r  dea l ing  wi th  i t .  
For  s ta t is t ical  purposes and evaluat ion of uni t  effectiveness, a p ro jec t  case a l w a y s  
remained a project  responsibility, i r respect ive  of  w h e t h e r  i t  w a s  a t  some po in t  
operationally "handled" by some other  uni t  or not. 

Project  cases in which the child subsequent ly  became involved in 602 behav ior  

were  handled as follows : ~) 
Minor 602 behav ior - - remained  in project .  
Serious 602behav ior - -hand led  by regular  intake.  
During the first  nine months  vf  the projec t  the  total  n u m b e r  of project ,  con- 

t ro l  and exclusion eases was a s  indicate~l below. 

• T o t a l  601 I n t a k e  

[ F i r s t  9 Pro jec t  Months]  

Projec t  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  - . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  ~ ' - - - ,  . . . . .  - - - " _ -  . . . . . . .  _-- 58b~ 
Control . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  - - - - - - -  - . . . . . . .  " 
Exclusion . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  I,  077 

2, 438 
Total  intake . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  -- . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  

, 'Control cases ~' a re  those 601 cases  handled  by in take  which m e t  the  c r i t e r i a  se t  
out above for  pr0ject  cases. "Exclus ions"  are  all  601 cases which  did not  mee t  the  
cr i ter ia  for  project  and control cases. "Exclusions"  thus  includes  excluded cases 
on both-project and non-project days.  

A fur ther  breakdown of the  exclusion eases is given in t he  t a b l e  be low:  fl  

Delivered to cus tody of probat ion officer a t  Juvenile ha l l :  260 
Cases already'  i n  placement  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  279 
Out-o~-county or out-of~State . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  140 
Ward  f o r  .felony offense . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  52  
Cases pending court  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  - - -  24 
W a r r a n t  cases . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  - . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  1.7 
Pet i t ion filed a f t e r  project  inception . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  ;0 
Other  . . . . . .  ' . . . . . . .  - . . . . . . . . . . .  ' . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  - 

83~ 
Subtotal  p;oga~on-o]ice~ - ~ o ; ~  ~ - e - ~ - ~ e ~ n ~ -  --- - - -  ---- -- -- ~ ~ 24~ 

Cited or refer red  to 
1, 07~ 

~ota l  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  

Ct. 8 o m e  D i s c a r d e d  P l a n n i n g  O p t i o n s  

At the outset  of t h e p r o g r a m  serious considerat ion was  given to severa l  o p t  ~ ~)~. 
other  than  the  model of crisis counseling by the  probat ion d e p a r t m e n t  staff  mere 
bers  which was  finally chosen. The  pr incipal  a l t e rna t ives  cons idered  w e r e :  (a" 
heavier  reliance on referra ls  to exis t ing community  agencies,  (b) the creatio] 
of a youth services bureau as an independent  agency i n  the  c o m m u n i t y  fo 
carrying out this funct ion,  and (c) in t roduct ion of MSW's  or  o the r  new k inds  o 
staff to h a n d l e  this  function. These  a l te rna t ives  were  re jec ted  because the  p rc  
gram adopted was believed to the  mos t  effiCient, effective and  ecouomicai  wal 
to achieve the  desired diversion. _ ] 

JJ 
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A canvass of exist ing community agencies---family service agency, community 
mental  health services, welfare  protective services and others-~lndicated tha t  
they were  geared to  accept some addi t ional  refer ra ls  and to deal with par ts  of 
the problem. In general,  however, they  appeared to lack the around-the-clock and 

• immediate  response capabil i ty required to deal fully with the 601 problem. They 
were fe l t  to be  an impor tan t  part ,  but  not  the complete solution. 

"~[~ne creat ion of a fully staffed youth services bureau with an around-the-clock 
• ~capabiilty was, on the other  hand, seen a s  an acceptable method of accomplishing 

the  desired diversion. Establ ishing such an organization for  this  purpose was 
fe l t  to be significantly more expensive than  the proposal adopted, however, and 
was  in addit ion fel t  to lack t h e  self-sustaining aspec t s  tha t  the approach adopted 
would have a f t e r  i ts  init ial  phase. 

The use of exis t ing probation staff  r a the r  than  new types of staff was 
adopted because exist ing s t a f f  with addit ional  t ra in ing and professional as- 
s is tance was felt  to be fully capable of handling the JOb, and because the 

~employment.of MSW's  or o ther  s imilar  types of staff  would be more costly, 
h a r d e r  to accomplish and not demonst ra ted  to be any more effective. 

In  the f inal  analysis  the approach chosen was  felt  to be a t  least  as workable 
as any of the a l t e rna t ives  and tO have the potential  for being continued beyond 
the life o f  the- g ran t  funds .  T h e  fact  tha t  this i s  w h a t  has occurred does n o t  
prove tha t  the Judgments  made  with respect to this were  correct. The  prob- 
lems and the lack of s taying power exhibited by many other  programs at tempt-  
lng to work  in this area, however, do indicate the importance of the Con- 
s iderat ions involved. 

H. Sponsorship 

The project  was  a joint  effort  in~'olving the Sacramento County Probat ion 
Depar tment  and the Center  on Adminis t ra t ion  Of Criminal Justice,  a Universi ty 
of California, Davis, research group. T h e  Projec t  Director  was Warren 
Thornton,  then Chief Probat ion Officer, Sacramento County. The Projec t  Co- 
ord ina tor  was Roger Baron, Center  on Adminis t ra t ion of Criminal Justice,  
Universi ty  of California, Davis. The Pro jec t  Officer for the Sacramento County 
Probat ion Depar tment  was Ray Roskelley, Supervisor of In take  Services. 
LeRoy Downs was the Diversion Unit  Supervisor. 

I. Fund ing  

The project  was begun wi th  the assis tance of g ran t  funds  from the Cali- 
fornia Council on Criminal  Justice. T h e  first year  gran t  was $92,825~; the 
second..$120,715; and the third.  $17.689 as indicated below. These funds pro- 
vided for staff, t ra in ing and evaluation. Matching amounts  were supplied by 

• ~the County of, Sacramento and the Center  on Administrat ion of Criminal Justice,  
Universi ty of California. Davis, through the use of Ford  Foundat ion funds. A 
o r e  detai led budget is .shown in appendix B. 

l~acramentO 601 diversion project  
Year:  . Grant ]und~ 

1970 to 1971 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  $92, 825 
1971 to 1972 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  120, 715 
1972 to 1973 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  17, 689 

Since the  conclusion of grant  funding in November 1973, the project  has been 
ntinued through the use of county funds. The diversion unit  currently is re- 

sponsible for the  handling of all runaway,  beyond control  type cases within Sac-  
ramento  County. 

CHAPTER I I .  DOES THE PROGRAM WORK? 

The Sacramento 601 Diversion P~oject had four  basic goals. These were to : 
Reduce the number of cases going to cOurt. 
Decrease overnight  detentions.  
Reduce the number  of repeat  offenses. 
~cCompllsh these  goals a t  a cost no grea te r  than tha t  required for  regular  

processing of cases. 
Based on the project ' s  f irst  Year in which over 500 cases each were handled 

by the project  staff  and in a control group of regular  intake cases, t h e  evalua- 
tion indicated t h a t :  

The number  of court  peti t ions was reduced by over 80 percent.  
Overnight  detent ion was r e d u c e d m o r e  than 50 percent.  

- j ,  
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The  n u m b e r  of you ths  involved in r e p e a t  offenses of a n y  k i n d  was  r educed  
by m o r e  t h a n  14 p e r c e n t  

The  n u m b e r  o f  you ths  subsequent ly  becoming involved in  c r i m i n a l  b e h a v i o r  
was  reduced by 25 percent .  

The  cost of the  new techniques  was  less  t h a n  hal~ the  cost  o£ t he  p r ev ious  
procedures.  

T he  resu l t s  concerning recidivism a re  pa r t i cu l a r l y  impress ive .  The  whole  
del inquency l i t e r a t u r e  shows less t h a n  20 p ro jec t s  w i th  some p roven  recor(" ~) 
o£ accompl i shment  in recidivism reduct ion.  ~fost  p r o g r a m s  a r e  no t  e v a l u a t e d  
a t  all. 0 f  those  which  have been, by f a r  the  mos t  f r e q u e n t  f inding is t h a t  of  
no i m p r o v e m e n t  or  change. The  Sec ramen to  app roach  on t h e  o t h e r  h a n d  shows  
a c lear  record  of improvement  for  a l a rge  n u m b e r  of cases. 

A. ]~esults~Diversion from C o u r t ;  

The  f i rs t  object ive of the S a c r a m e n t o  601 Divers ion  P r o j e c t  was  to t e s t  t h e  
idea t h a t  601-PINS type  cases can  be  d ive r t ed  f r o m  the  j u v e n i l e  court .  Dat~ 
fo r  the  first  12 months  of t he  p ro jec t  ind ica te  c lear ly  t h a t  t h i s  ob jec t ive  w a b  
accomplished.  Dur ing  th is  per iod the  p ro jec t  h a n d l e d  977 r e f e r r a l s  to  the 
proba t ion  depar tment ,  involving oppor tun i t i e s  f o r  d ivers ion,  b u t  filed only  86 
pet i t ions .  Cour t  processing was  consequent ly  necessary  in  only  3.7 ~)ercent of  
these  r e fe r ra l s  as compared With 19.8 pe rcen t  fo r  those  h a n d l e d  in  the control 
group. Because  a youth  may be r e f e r r ed  to the  p roba t i on  d e p a r t m e n t  two,  
t h r ee  or  more  t imes  before a pe t i t ion  is filed or w i t h o u t  a pe t i t i on  be ing  filed, 
the n u m b e r  o f  r e fe r r a l s  exceeds the  n u m b e r  of i nd iv idua l s  hand led .  

REFERRALS AND PETITIONS "-') 

Humber of Humber of 
referrals petitions - Percent 

612 121 19. 8 
Control . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  977 36 3. 7 
Project . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  . ,  

This  tab le  is concerned wi th  pe t i t ions  filed whi le  t h e r e  is a n  o p p o r t u n i t y  f a t  ") 
d ivers ion f rom cour t  r a the r  t h a n  pe t i t ions  filed a s  a r e su l t  of rec id ivism.  Con- 
sequently,  if  a pe t i t i on  is f l ed  on a you th  hand led  by e i t h e r  t he  p ro j ec t  or  t he  
control  group wnd t h a t  person subsequent ly  r e t u r n s  on a n o t h e r  601 m a t t e r  a n d  
an  add i t iona l  pet i t ion is filed, the  add i t iona i  pe t i t ion  is no t  inc luded  in  these  
totals.  Similar ly ,  i~ a youth hand led  on a 601 m a t t e r  by e i t h e r  the  p ro j ec t  o r  
the  control  group subsequent ly r e t u r n s  for  s o m e  k ind  of 602 b e h a v i o r  a n d  a 602 
pet i t ion is filed, t h a t  pet i t ion is also not  included. 

I f  these  pet i t ions  were included,  as well  as those  r e s u l t i n g  f rom r e f e r r : )  
involving oppor tuni t ies  for diversion,  p ro jec t  d a t a  i n d i c a t e  t h a t  d u r i n g  a 
12-month follow-up per iod 41 p e r c e n t  of al l  Control g roup  y o u t h s  and  19 pe r cen t  
of a l l  p ro jec t  group youths  u l t ima te ly  wen t  to court .  T h e  t o t a l  n u m b e r  of pet i -  
t ions filed for  the  youths  handled  in the  control  g r 0 u p i n  t h e  f i r s t  y e a r  was  401, 

- -  whi le  t h e . t o t a l  f o r  the~project_group you ths  hand l ed  in the  f i rs t  y e a r  was  219. 
I n  Cal i fornia  a second entry po in t  fr(;m i n t a k e i n t 0  t h e  j uven i l e  j u s t i n - - sy s t em 

is t h r o u g h  in fo rmal  probation.  I n f o r m a l  p roba t ion  is p rov ided  fo r  by W e l f a r e  
and  In s t i t u t i ons  Code section 654 a n d  is a vo lun t a ry  p r o c e d u r e  en te red  in to  w h e n  
the  proba t ion  in take  officer bel ieves the  m a t t e r  can  be h a n d l e d  w i t h o u t  go" 
to cour t  b u t  requi res  some p roba t ion  superyis ion.  D u ~ n g  t he  f i rs t  12 m o n t h s  oi 
the p r o j e c t  a to ta l  of 117 control  cases were placed u n d e r  i n f o r m a l  superv i s ion  
as a resu l t  of in i t ia l  hand l ing  as  opposed to 22 p ro j ec t  cases. 

INFORMAL PROBATION 

Number of Informal 
referrals probations Percez 

_y 
612 117 19; 

Control . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  977 22 2. 
Project . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  ~ . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  

T a k i n g  b o t h  pet i t ions  and in fo rma l  supervis ion  together ,  t he  n u m b e r  Of case  
going f o r w a r d  in the  system from i n t a k e  were  38~9 pe rcen t  of the  con t ro l  case: 
but  only 6.0 percent  o f  the p ro jec t  cases. 

J 
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PETITIONS FILED AND INFORMAL PROBATION 

Number of Petitions and 
cases informals Percent 

Control . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  . . . . . . . . .  612 238 38. 9 
Project.; . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  . . . . .  . . . . . . . . . . . . .  977 58 6. 0 

B. Resut ts - -Detent io~ 

A second m a j o r  project  concern is  t h a t  of detent ion.  A g rea t  dea l  of evidence 
sugges t s  t h a t  de tent ion  is  t t se l f  a h a r m f u l  fac tor  which se rves  on the  one  h a n d  
as a school for  cr ime and  on the  o ther  a s  an  embi t t e r ing  fac tor  which makes  
f ami ly  r econc i l i a t i onsne c e s sa ry  to the  resolu t ion  of 601 eases  more d~fl~cnit. The  
table below compares  the  ex ten t  of  overn igh t  detent ion in juveni le  h a l l  as .  a 
resul t  of  in i t ia l  a r res t s .  

Unde r  Cal i forn ia  law all  c a ~ s  involving detent ion longer t ha n  48 h o u r s  (not  
~ncluding weekends  a n d  o ther  non-Judicial  days )  m u s t  be b rought  before the  
juveni le  c o u r t  Judge or referee  for  approval .  

OVERNIGHT DETENTION IN JUVENILE HALL AS A RESULT OF' INITIAL REFERRAL 

[Youths referred in Oct 26, 1970-Oct. 25, 1971l 

Control Proiect 
(percent) (percent) 

No overnight detsntion . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  ; . . . . . . . .  44. 5 86. l 
[ night. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  20. 7 9. 9 
2 to  4 nights . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  19. 2 3. 0 
5 to 39 nights . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  : . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  . . . . . . . .  14. 4 .7 
40 to 100 nlihts . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  : .  . . . .  L l .3 
Over 100 nights . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  . . . . . . . . . . .  0 0 

T h e s e  f igures indica te  t h a t  more  t h a n  55 percen t  of  al l  control group y o u t h s  
~aent a t  l eas t  one n igh t  in juveni le  ha l l  a s  compared  wi th  14 percent  for  you ths  
h a n d l e d  by the  project.  These  ini t ia l  differences tn the  a m o u n t  of detent ion are  
a lso reflected in the  ave rage  numbe r  of  n igh t s  each you th  spen t  in detent ion.  
Thus ,  while  project  group you th s  ha d  an  ave rage  o£ 0.5 n igh ts  in de ten t ion  as  
a r esu l t  of in i t ia l  handl ing ,  control  group you th s  spen t  a n  a~erage  of 4 . 6 n i g h t s  
in detent ion.  

I n  addi t ion  to spend ing  more  n igh t s  in de ten t ion  as  a r esu l t  of in i t i a l  referra l ,  
control  group y o u t h s  aLso spe n t  more  n igh t s  in detent ion over a 12-month follow. 
v ,~ p e r i o d .  

OVERNIGHT DETENTION IN JUVENILE HALL EITHER AS A RESULT OF INITIAL.ARREST OR:SUBSEQUENT" 
ARREST WITHIN 12 MO 

[Youths referred, in Oct: 26, 1970-OcL 25, 197l] 

' Control Project 
(percent) (percent) 

I~ vernight . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  ; . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  , 30.6 57.7 
1 night_ . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  . . . . . . .  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  14. 8 12; 9 
2 to 4 nights . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  17.1 12.5 
5 to 39 mghts . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  24.5 10. 4 
40 to 100 nights . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  IL 2 6.1 
Over |00 nights . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  L 7  .7 

These  figures indica te  t h a t  cons ider ing  both ini t ia l  a r r e s t  and  subsequen t  
case h i s to ry  more  t ha n  69 percent  of the  you th s  handled  bY control spent  a t  
[e" . t  one n igh t  in juveni le  hal l  a s  compared  wi th  42.3 percent  of the  project  
¢0uths.  The  average  n u m b e r  of n igh t s  spen t  for  project  you th s  w a s  6.7 per  
• .ase a s  compared  wi th  14.5 fo r  control  youths .  
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O. Results--Reoidtvism 

P e r h a p s  the  s ing le  most  impor t an t  t es t  of p ro jec t  r e su l t s  is t h a t  o f  r ec id iv i sm 
- - t h e  n u m b e r  of youths  becoming involved  In  r epea t  problems.  I n  o rde r  to t e s t  
the  effect of the  projec t  aU e a s e s - - p r o j e c t  and  c o n t r o l - - h a n d l e d  d u r i n g  t h e  
f irst  year  of the  project  were fol lowed for  a per iod of 12 m o n t h s  f r o m  t h e  
da te  of in i t i a l  handl ing.  The r a ~  fo r  bo th  g roups  of r epea t  b e h a v i o r  i nvo lv ing  
conflict wi th  the  law was  high. P ro j ec t  cases, however ,  d id  no t i ceab ly  b e t t e r  
t h a n  did control  cases. 

Thus  while  a~ the  end of t he  one-year  per iod  54,2 pe rcen t  Of t he  con t ro l  ~) 
group youths  had  been rebooked for  e i t h e r  a 601 offense or  f o r  a v io l a t ion  of  
the  penal  code (Section 602 of t he  Ca l i fo rn ia  We l f a r e  a n d  I n s t i t u t i o n s  Code) 
the  comparab le  figure for  the p ro jec t  group was  46.3 percent .  Ou t  of any  100 
youths  handled,  7.9 fewer  will r epea t  u n d e r  p ro jec t  h a n d l i n g  t h a n  wil l  r e p e a t  
Under control  handl ing.  In pe rcen tage  t e rms  th i s  r ep re sen t ed  a dec rease  i n  
repea t  cases of over 14 percent .  

I f  cons idera t ion  is l imited to fe lony and  602 d rug  cases, gene ra l l y  r e g a r d e d  
as the  more  serious cases, the i m p r o v e m e n t  is g r e a t e r  still,  T h e  p e r c e n t a g e  of 
projec t  you ths  hav ing  rebookings for  these  offenses was  13.1 a s  c o m p a r e d  w i t h  ~) 
22.1 percent  for  the  controls,  a decrease  of over  40 percent .  

These  a n d  o ther  figures suggest  t h a t  m o s t  of the  p ro jec t  i m p a c t  comes  e a r l y  
in the  process. Given the  projec t  e m p h a s i s  on p rov id ing  i m m e d i a t e  he lp  to  
youth  and  families,  th is  is not  too surpr is ing .  The  f a c t  t h a t  t he  d i f fe rence  in  
the  n u m b e r  of r e p e a t  bookings pers i s t s  over  a per iod as  long as  a y e a r  sugges t s  
in add i t ion  t h a t  the  improvement  is of re la t ive ly  l o n g d u r a t i o n  a n d  no t  s imp ly  
temporary .  I n  order  to provide addi t iona l  i n f o r m a t i o n  as  to t h e  i m p o r t a n t  i s sue  of  re- 
pea t  offenses, all  p ro jec t  cases h a n d l e d  du r ing  the  second y e a r  were  followe~, ) 
for  12 months  f rom the  d a t e  of i n i t i a l  hand l ing .  Avai lab le  f u n d s  d id  no t  per-  
mi t  a s imi la r  follow-up of control  cases bu t  the  second y e a r  p ro j ec t  fo l low-ups  
were  compared  wi th  bo th  control and  p r o j e c t  fo l low-ups  f r o m  the  f i r s t  year .  

T h i s  compar ison indicates  t h a t  the  p ro jec t  c a s e s  h a n d l e d  d u r i n g  t h e  second 
yea r  have  had  fewer  repeat  cases t h a n  those  handled= in t h e  f i rs t  year .  ~Vhile 
46.3 percen t  of the  f r s t  year  p ro jec t  fo l low-up h a d  some k i n d  of r e p e a t  cases  
du r ing  the  follow-up period, only 41.8 percen t  .of t h e  second y e a r  cases  h a d  

such a repea t  case. D. Worldoad and Diversion -) 

1. Costs.--From the beginning one i m p o r t a n t  objec t ive  o f  t h e  d i v e r s i o n  
projec t  h a s  been to demons t r a t e  no t  only t h a t  the  d ive rs ion  i d e a  w a s  s o u n d  
f rom a t r e a t m e n t  point  of view, bu t  also t h a t  th i s  k ind  of se rv ice  w a s  n o  m o r e  
costly and  pe rhaps  less costly t h a n  the  k ind  of service  more  r egu l a r l y  provided .  

P r i o r  to the  project  a detai led ana lys i s  of t he  t ime  and  work load  f a c t o r s  in-  
volved in the  regu la r  in take  a n d  cour t  process ing  p rocedures  was  made .  T h i s  
ana lys i s  was  based on extensive  obse rva t ion  of the  p rocedures  invo lved  as  wel l  
as  discussions wi th  officers engaged in the  process. -) 

Each  control  group youth consumed an  ave rage  of 17 h o u r s  in h a n d l i n ~  t i m e s  
as  compared  wi th  9.9 hours  fo r  each p r o j e c t  youLh. R e c o m p u t a t t o n  of t he se  
figures imsed on al l  cases r e f e r r e d  d u r i n g  the  first  yea r  o f  t he  p ro j ec t  a n d  
fol lowing these  for  a one-year per iod shows the  ave rage  t o t a l  h a n d l i n g  t i m e  

• for  e a c h - o f - t h e  674. p ro jec t -you ths  to. be 14.2 hours .  T h e _ c o m p a r a b l e  time_ fp r  
the  526 control  youths  was  23.7 hours .  

Based  on these figures the ave rage  cost  of h a n d l i n g  a s ingle  cont ro l  g roup  
youth  a t  in take,  in the  court  and  in proba t ion  superv i s ion  is cons ide rab ly  
h igher  t han  the  average  Cost of h a n d l i n g  a pro iee t  g roup  y o u t h  (Cos t s  a . 3  
figured a t  $g per  hour.  the ave rage  figure d u r i n g  the  p re -p ro iee t  Cost s tudy . )  
Costs a re  indica ted  ha th  for h a n d l i n g  a r i s ing  out  of the  i n i t i a l  offense ( " i n i t i a l  
hand l ing" )  and  for  "a l l  hand l ing"  which  inc ludes  h a n d l i n g  r e su l t i ng  f r o m  

repea t  offenses. 
AVERAGE HANDLING COST PER YOUTH 

Project COnUO[ 

$27.72 :~/4 -9~4 
I n t al handling . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  " 113.60 189.6( 
All handling (including repeats) . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  

.) 
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In  addit ion to these costs for  handl ing  there  a r e  substant ia l  costs involved 
for  juvenile  hall. These  also show higher  costs for. the control  group. Using the 
de ten t ion  figures above and an  average cost Of $14.75 per  n ight ,  the figures are  
as  fol lows:  

AVERAGE DETENTION COST PER YOUTH 

• Project Control 

Initial handl ing . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  $1.76 $77.96 
All handling(including repeats).~ . . . . . . . . . . . .  . . . ~ . . ~ _ ~ . ~ . ~ . . . - _ . . . . . :  . 98. 98 214.27 

A fu r the r  impor tan t  cost is tha t  involved in eases placed in fos ter  homes, boys  
ranch or other, out-of~home care. On the average these cases involve both a high 
monthly cos t  and a substant ia l  number  of months  per  case. The figures below 
are based on average month lyp lacement :cos t s  during the  pre~projeet period ($180 
~er mont  h ) .  

AVERAGE PLACEMENT COSTPER YOUTH 

Project Control 

Initial handling . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  None $69.00 
A handl ing ( inc luding repeats) . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  $61.43 157.76 

' I f  placement, detent ion and handl ing costs are  combined, the total  cost t o  the 
county for the first  year  of handl ing i s a s  follows : 

AVERAGE TOTAL COST PER YOUTH 

Project Control . 

Handling . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
n,~tention . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  

~cement . . . . . . . . . . . . .  . . . . . . . . . . . . .  ~ . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  ~ .~ . . .~ . . .~  . . . . . . . . . .  : _ ; .  

Total . . . .  .~ . . . . . .  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  

$113.60 $189.60 
98.98 214.27 
6 L 4 3  157.76 

274, 01 561.63 

T h e s e  figures do  not include the cost of t ra in ing the diversion Unit. P a r t  of 
this  cost i s a one-time expense. Par t ,  however, Should be regarded as an 
on-going cost. Amorit izing these expenses over a year 's  period, n reasonable 
es t imate  i s  $.5. per youth for  initial  t ra in ing  and. $5 for on-going t ra ining and 

nsultat ion.  I f  these f igures  are  included, the average cost for  complete  
handl ing of each project  youth would be $284.01 as  compared with $561.63 for  
each control youth. 

The cost to the probation d e p a r t m e n t  of  regular  intake care for  this type 
ease is thus nearly twice as expensive as t h e  cost 9f diversion. 

E, S u m m a r y  

In March  1974 the project  was selected as an Exemplary  Project  by the Na- 
' ' n a l  Ins t i tu te  of Law Enforcement  and Criminal Just iCe--one of the first  

• fl~;e programs to be so chosen. 
Af ter  two years  of the exper iment  the da t a  indicated tllat 601 cases could 

be diverted from court  using project  techniques. The number of court  petitions, 
the n u m b e r  of informal  probations,  the number  o f  days spent  in detention, 
and  the  cost of handl ing were all less for project  than for  control cases. Re -  
cidivism was  also less. 

Based on these  findings Sacramento  County adopted 'the program as i ts  
basic m e t h o d f o r  dealing with 601 cases  in ~o.rember 1972. 
~j  

EXODUS, INC., ATLAN~FA, GA., AI~ OVERVII~W 

Exodus,  Inc. is a non.profit corporation begun in 1972 wi th  a commitment  to 
finding solutions to the problems faced by At lanta ' s  urban residents.  Because 
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youth are a contro l l ing factor  in  a communi ty 's  na tu re  and dest iny,  Exodus has 
focused on developing innovat ive and more effective ways to p rov ide  inner -c i ty  
youth  wi th  bo th  the  people and  services  requi red  to meet  t h e i r  needs.  T h e  need  
fo r  more mean ingfu l  educat ional  oppor tun i t i e s  is ev idenced  by poor  academic  
performance ,  e r ra t i c  a t tendance ,  below grade  level r ead ing  sk i l l s  a n d  d i s r u p t i v e  
behavior .  Sur round ing  the  educa t iona l  p roblems  a r e  =~.eeds fo r  phys ica l  h e a l t h  
care, legal  services  and  s t ronger  pe r sona l  s u p p o r t  bo th  in  t he  h o m e  and  a t  
school. 

Most  of these  youth  lack the  capaci ty  for  a bel ief  in t hemse lves  t h a t  c an  m o t i - )  
va te  them to shape  the i r  lives now for  a sa t i s fy ing  fu tu re .  They,  the re fo re ,  find 
themse lves  vict ims of the i r  env i ronment ,  c a u g h t  in a sp i ra l l ing  se r ies  of n e g a t i v e  
c i rcumstances  leading nowhere.  T h e  re su l t ing  f r u s t r a t i o n  l eads  t h e m  to des t ruc -  
t ive  behav io r  wi th  r i s ing f inancial  and  social costs  for  al l  of A t l a n t a ' s  c i t izens.  

Exodus,  th rough  i ts  projects,  h a s  developed t h e  concept  o f  " p r o p i n q u i t y "  in  a n  
a t t em p t  to provide a s t imcture  t h a t  can  begin to solve these  problems.  P r o p i n q u i -  
ty means  % . . a nearness  in space, t ime  and  re la t ionsh ip . "  P r o g r a m m a t i c a l l y  
th i s  means  ass igning social service  profess iona ls  to work  as  a t e a m  or  famil -  ) 
w i th  t eacher s  a t  the  locai school or educa t iona l  site. 

T he  s t uden t s  in the  projects  a r e  on the  rolls  of an  A t l a n t a  Pub l i c  School or  i t s  
a r ea  l ea rn ing  center .  Each  day they i n t e r a c t  wi th  t eacher s  who  p rov ide  In s t ruc -  
t i o n  in the  basic  skil ls  (Reading,  Math ,  Engl ish ,  Social  S tud ies  a n d  Science)  a n d  
wi th  a social service staff  exper ienced  in the  a r ea s  of j u v e n i l e  jus t ice ,  spec ia l  
educat ion  counseling, cu l tu ra l  and  communi ty  awarenes s  a n d  ou tdoor  r ec rea t ion .  
Each  youth  ha s  ava i l ab le  to h im  a t  school a mul t i -d i sc ip l ined  s ta f f  w i t h  w h o m  
he  h a s  a personal ,  t rus t ing  r e l a t i onsh ip  and  w h o  possess t he  expe r t i s e  to be of  
tangible  help. The  design of these  pro jec t s  is un ique  in  t h a t :  ") 

1. Educa to r s  and  social serv ice  worke r s  fo rm a t e a m  to p rov ide  i n t e g r a t e d  
services and  curr icula .  

2. E a c h  team is responsible for  a specific s m a l l n u m b e r  of s tuden t s .  
8. T he  focus of the  services  is the  ne ighborhood  school Or a r e a  l~a ru lng  cen te r .  
4. I t  presupposes  t h a t  problems do no t  a r i se  in i so la t ion  b u t  t h a t  c h a n g e s  in  

any  a rea  of l i fe  cause  or effect change  in o the r  areas .  Pos i t ive  change ,  t h e r e f o r e .  
e a n ' r e s u l t  only f rom a r e in fo rcemen t  across  the  suppor t  sys t ems  of t he  ind iv idu-  
al. F o r  example,  i f  the  bui ld ing of self-esteem is va luab le  to  t he  i nd iv idua l ,  i t  
mus t  also be va luable  to the  family ,  peer  group,  school, i n s t i t u t i o n  a n d  co: _) 
muni ty  to which  t h a t  ind iv idua l  re la tes :  

Exodus  is cur ren t ly  o p e r a t i n g s e v e n  projec ts : in  A t l a n t a  : 
Area Learning Centers ( S t r e e t  Academies )  des igned to  s e rve  s t u d e n t s  w h o  

have  dropped out  of school. 
4. Smi th  High School Area L e a r n i n g  Cen te r  ( A t l a n t a  S t r e e t  A c a d e m y  A)  
2. A r c h e r / W e s t  Fu l ton  High  School Area  L e a r n i n g  C e n t e r  ( A t l a n t a  S t r e e t  

Academy B ) .  
3. Brown High School Area L e a r n i n g  Cen te r  ( A t l a n t a  S t r e e t  Academy  T ) .  
4. Area  I I I  Lea rn ing  Cente r  (St .  Luke, s S t ree t  A c a d e m y ) .  T h i s  cen te r  i s  

a l t e rna t ive  secondary learn ing  s i tua t ion  for  any  s t u d e n t  in  A r e a  I I I  who  is no t  
func t ion ing  well  in  the  t r ad i t i ona l  school set t ing.  

In,School "Projects designed to a u g m e n t  the  services  p rov ided  by the  school  f o r  
those  s tuden t s  :needing more ind iv idua l ized  a t t en t ion .  

5. Craddock E lementa ry  School  P rop inqu i t y  P ro j ec t  . . . . . . .  
6. Carve r  Comprehensive High  School  P rop inqu i t y  Pro jec t .  
7. Smi th  High School P rop inqu i ty  Projec t .  
These  projects  a re  a jo in t  effor t  o f  t he  A t l a n t a  Pub l i c  Schools  a n d  exist~,~ 

agencies  and  ins t i tu t ions  w i t h i n  the  Ci ty  and  the  Sta te .  T h e  A t l a n t a  PuL./ ,  
Schools provides teachers  and  suppl ies  fo r . t he  projects .  T h e  Georg ia  Depar tmen"  
of H u m a n  Resources,  the  S t a t e  Cr ime Commission,  the  Ci ty  of A t l an t a ,  Fu l to !  
County and  Uni ted  Way provide funds  fo r  social service personne l .  Monies  f rou  
p r iva t e  founda t ions  and  corpora t ions  h a v e  been a c r i t i ca l  f a c t o r  in  the  imple  
men ta t i on  and  day-to-day opera t ion  of, t he  pro jec t s  thus  f a r .  

I n  addi t ion  to t h e s e  projocts~ Exodus  opera tes  two a d d i t i o n a l  p ro j ec t s  : 
Thv Right-To-Read I~¢ading Academy which  provides  b a s i c r e a d i n g  i n s t r u c t i o  

t o  func t iona l ly  i l l i t e ra te  persons  in  the  me t ropo l i t an  A t l a n t a  a rea .  
The College and Job Placement Center which  provides  a s s i s t a n c e  to  s t u d e n t  

in  the  Exodus  pro jec t s  in ob ta in ing  employmen t  a n d / o r  h i g h e r  educat ion .  

. j  

) 
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The g0al  of  Exodus  is  to demonstrate,  through the operation of these projects  
that  the effect ive coordination of the world of' public e d u c a t i o n  and the world 
of social  services  meets  the needs o f  inner-city youth better than present 
separate  service arrangements• In  order for these  projects  to maintain opera. 
t ions and to be expanded and reproduced, they must  undergo further iust itu-  
t ionalizat!on.  This  can occur by : 

1. The  At lanta  Public  Schools  continuingLits part ic ipat ion by supplying teach- 
"~ers for the projects.  

2. Ex i s t ing  , institutions and agencies,  publ ic  and private,  ass igning personnel 
a n d  funds  to propinquity type service format ions  in conjunct ion with the 
At lanta  Public  Schools.  

Complete inst i tut ional izat ion o f  the propinquity concept means  that  the 
projects  cease  to be v iewed as Exodus  projects but become the vision and re- 
sponsibi l i ty  of ex i s t ing  inst i tut ions  in .Atlanta. Long range w e  see Exodus'  role 
as  prov id ing  faci l i tat ion,  training and other forms of  technical  ass istance to 
meaningful ly  enhance the replication of  the concept throughout the City and the 
State.  

E x o d u s / A t l a n t a  projects,  are now se r v i n g  approximate ly  ! ,000 youth a n d  their 
famil ies .  

For  addit ional  information,  please  contact  Shir ley  Harris ,  Vice Presidelit ,  
622-1056 or 622-1002. 

• 40 
dents 

O'RG,A~N | ZAT | ON CHART 
I Principal I 

I 
Project Director I 

J Grent A~tntstrator " [A~tnistrattve 

Honaqement Team" I 
[ 

Youth Coordinator 
Social Service 5pe¢teltst 

~]Program Specialist 
(~Supporttve Educator 

Secretary 

~ 4 0  %1 
Studen~%%,(~ I 

Teachers: 

*Pro~ect Director and3 Youth Coordinators 
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~ O U R C E :  U N I T E D  S T A T E S  L A W  E N F O R C E M E N T  A S S I S T A N C E  A D M I ~ I S T K A T I O N :  
A C O M P E N D I U M  OF SELECt 'E9 C ~ I M I N A L  ~UBTICE P E O J E C T S ,  W A S H I N G T O I q ,  D . C . ,  

1975. 

~ ' T R A C T  NUMBER: 0316 

PROJECT NAME: 
Gr~dy County Youth ~ervlca  Bureau 

NAME OF SUBGRANTEE" 

~ e ~ y ' C o ~ r ~  YOUth Sez~ices, I n c .  
P.O. ~o~ TTI 
C~£ckasha, Oklahoma 73018 

BASICDATA: 
~-FUNCTIONAL ENTITY: PROGRAM THRUST: 
~Con=uun~ty-Based I Treatment, Behab..  
L Sez~Ic~s . I and O?'l~r Serv" i c e s  

P ~ s i n g  Pro jec tS- -Juven i leS  

IDENTIFICATION SOURCE: SP& 

REGION: D~l tas 

STATE: Oklahoma 

SERVICE AREA: S inq le  Co,~nty 

GRANT NUMBER: 74-F02/09-10 

[ CLIENT GROUP: ~ CRIME ~DORES~EO: 
L~o S p e c i f i c  Crime Diver ted  3uvee l l~s  

) 

_) 

TYPE OF FUNDS: Block 
E PERIO0 OF PRIOR 

LEAA FUNOING: 8/72-?/" /4 

MAJOR OBJECTIVE: To expand the Youth Serv ice Bureau as an a l terna~Lve to  process£n~ J u r e -  J 
miles t.hz'oucJ h the  Juveni le  j us t i ce  system and a s  a means o f  c~rd l r~a t . t r~  the  r e h a b i l i t a t i v e  
and ~ r e a ~ n t  se rv ices  ava i l ab le  to  t r oub led  yo~_h. 

PROJECT DESCRIPTION: The youth Serv ice Sttraeu, w i t h  a p ro jec t :  o f  e i g h t ,  p rov ides  i n t a k e ,  
r e f e r r a l ,  and counsel£nq seFvices" f o r  Juven i les .  The c h i l d r e n  a~e ~efel ' ted t o  t h e  p r o j e c t  
by themselves, the D i s t r i C t  C ~ t ,  law enforcement agencies, 8ehoole, o r  paren t~ .  I n  cases 
where a c r imina l  o f f ense  i s  ~nvolved, the  p r o j e c t  i s  res~0eslJ~le f o r  p r o v i d i n g  the  co,art 
W~th p red lepos i t~ona l  he~rin~ repor t s  and r eco~enda t~ons  and wi th  poeCad~ud£catory ~ t ~ s  
r e p o r t s .  The p r o j e c t  p rov ides  l n d £ v l d ~ l  0ed f a ~ l y  counsel lnq; '  a c l~n£chl  p s y c ~ l c ~ l s ~  i s  
ava i l ab le  f o r  consu l ta t i on  ned t e s t i n g .  The p r o j e c t  Coord leat in~ Counci l  p rov ides  l i a i s o n  
w i t h  agencies which o~ fe r  s l ~ l a ~  cnunsel teq and soc ia l  se rv i ces  to  youths ~ l t h i n  the sz~e 
se rv i ce  area. Each youth re fe r red  t~o the Bureau i s  ln~erv£eved by • s t a f f  men~er, who h e l p s  
formulate t reatment  and r e f e r r a l  p lans.  Extens ive  fo l l cn f -up and one- to-one counsel ing are 
geared tov4rd  ~ e l i o r a t i n G  the ~ u t h ' s  problems and invo lvement  w~th the  Juven i le  j u s t i c e  

Sydt~mo 

IMPACT: Decrease in  n ~ e r  of  de l in~uen t  ~rou~hs coan~ttted. I n  1971, 32 o f  46 de l i nquen t  
youths were connnitted t o  s ta te  £nsti tut~Lons. In 1973, a f t e r  approxlmste ly  one y e a r  o f  pro -  
g r ~  Operat ions,  the rumber f e l l  to  2 cow~itments ou t  o f  50. Re fe r ra l s  t o  the ~ureau rose 
from 281 £n 19?3 to 520 in 1974. Be fo re  t h e  p r o j e c t ,  a l l  r e f e r r a l s  r e s u l t e d  i n  c o u r t  po t£°  
t~oea.  In 1974, ~ e r e  we're 520 r e f e r r a l s  to  the  Bureau, and only 7 . 1 ' p e r c e n t  r e s u l t e d  in .  
cour t  p e t i t i o n s ,  The number 0f a d j u d i c a t i o n s  in  r e l a t i o n  to  the  number o£ c o u r t  p e t i t i o n s  
£11ed had f a l l e n . b y  an  average of  5 pe rcen t  p e t  yea r .  

REFERENCES: 

Yr .  Ken iyoung, Pro j ec t  Di rec to r  
~ - 0 .  eom 3os 
Ch£ckasha, ~ l a h c ~ a  73018 
(405I 224-5315 

INFORMATION SOURCE: Grantee Report 

TYPE OF VERIFICATIONi 

Del inquency Prevent ion  P r o j e c t s - -  
YOUth Sere ' ice P ro j ec t s  

/ 
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ABSTRACT NUMBER: 0668 ~ s n l g - p r o ~ e c ~  ---~uve n 11 e s 

PROJECT NAME: IDENTIFICATION SOURCE: SPA 

B u t l e r  County Youth REGION: (~ i cego  
• Serv_lces Bureau 

' NAME OF SUBGRANTEE: STATE: Oh io  

• "~- , B u t l e r  County Co=miss ioners .SERVICE AREA: S lnq le  County 
House 

Hami l ton ,  Oh~o 45011 GRANT NUMBER: 4309-O3-C5-74 

BASIC DATA:  

Treatment ,  Rehab., INo S p e c i f i c  Crime Diver ted  J u v u n i l e 8  
I S e r v i c e e  ~ [ and Other ~ervLces 

FUNDING DATA;  

t 
PERIOD 0F OPERATION: ~ RECENT 8UDGET: $ 55~556 RECENT FUNDING PERI00: 5 /75-12 /75  

9/72-12/.75 [ RECENT LEAASHARE~ $ 50,000 TYPE OF FUNDS: Block 
STATUS: De~onstrati(~1 ~ pRIOR LEAASHAR5 ! PERIOD OF PRIOR 

_ ~ $216,000 LEAR FUNO;NG: ~9/72"4/75 

MAJOR OBJECTIVEi TO ~Llvert  ~uven l les  from the c r~n tna l  ~us~!ce system by e s t a b l i s h i n g  a 
' t o e . u n i t y  Youth S e r v i c e s  Bureau (YSS) which i nsu res  comprehensive t r e a t m e n t  s e r v i c e s .  

PROJECT DESCRI~r lON: By u t i l i s i n q  o : ~ u n i t y  l i a i s o n  vo lun tee rs  and s o c i a l  a c t i o n  qroups,  
the YSB i s  Sens i t iZed  t o  c u r r e n t  oommu~Lty n e ~ a .  The Bureau developed a STAY cen te r ,  On 
e~rqcncy  s h e l t e r  ca re  f a c i l ' i t y .  with ten  beds fo r  runaway o r  fami iy- re~ec ted  youngsters ;  
helped form the Ohio Youth Se rv i ce  Bureau Assoc ia t ion  to  coordina~e a c t i v i t i e s  of  YSBs a l l  
over the s t a t e ;  e s t a b l i s h e d  the summer youth develop~_nt program tO p lace  s t u d e n t  volun- 
t ee r s  with younger, "acting out" youths and c rea t ed  an £n~service t r a i n i n g  program for  a rea  
soc i a l  worke r s ,  

IMPACT: Increased d t v e r s i o h  bo th  be fo re  cou r t  and in  c o u r t l  Governor 's  Award rece ived ' .  
Surin9 i t s  f i r s t  18 months of  o p e r a t i o n ,  the YSB served 783 youths,  86 of  whom stayed a t  
the r e s i d e n t i a l  r e n t e r  fo r  an avare~e o f  18.4 days• i n  t h a t  t ime; 122 youths were r e f e r r e d  
by the c o u r t ;  £n ca lendar  1973,  '49 o f  195 (25%I " u n r u l y  c h i l d r e n "  cases were r e f e r r e d  by 
the  court~ The number of  yOuths i n i t i a l l y  being,  brouqht in to  cour t  dro~ped from 367 in 
i972 to  195 i n  1973 (47% d e c r e a s e ) .  P a r t  o f  t h i s  reduc t ion  mayl be dun t o  the  YSD. The " 
YSB has r 'eceiv~d a iGovernor 's  Award f o r  Co~uuni ty  .Serv ice•  

REFERENCES: INFORMATION SOURCE: P r o j e c t  Generated 
Report  

A rno ld  Sherman TYPE OF VERIFICATION: 
610 Dayton S~reet  [3 Phone Rsp0r¢ ~ ~psr R~ew 
, a m i l t o n ,  • Ohio 45011 
{513) 895-0144 Oelinquency Preventlon Pro~ects-- 

Youth Servlce~ Projects 
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ABSTRACT NUMBER: 0445 

PROJECT NAME: 
h i c h i g a n  y o u t h  S e r v i c e s  

NAME OF SUBGRANTEE: 
l o e c o  County  Board o f  C c m n l s s i o n e r s  
T a m  C i t y ,  14 ich igan  40"/631 

PlronuLs £ncj IPro j eFte--O~rveoilem 

I D E N T I F I C A T I O N  SOURCE: SPA 

REGION: ClLtca~o 

STATE: hiehi~an 

SERVICE AREA: malt~L-Cmmty 

ORANT NUMBER: 0321-0:3 

BASIC DATA: 1 ~ FUN(;TIUNAt. ENTITY: I PROGRAM THRUST: I DLIENT GROUP: I CRIME ADORESSEO: 

Co=nunlty-~Sased [Treatment, gehab., I NO S p e c J . f £ c  C~Ime 

FUNDING DATA: -'~ 
[PERIOO OF OPERATION: I RECENT 8UOGET: $ :63,900: RECENT FUNDING PERIOD: 11/73-12/74 
| l l /69-Present  ~ RECEIIT LEAASHARE:~ $ roO;0O0 • TYPE 0F FUN~$: Block 

I [STATUS . . . . . . . .  " " I PRIOR L E A A S H A R E :  PERIOD OF PRIOR ~_.  ~ . . . . .  ~ . . e .  ] . ~ , 0 0 0  L~AFUNOING: 4/./l-Z0/7~ 

MAJOR OBJECTiVE: To reduce an'ests,  ~Lt~ag abtase, school euspension~l and exp~la:Lons, and 
t o  d e v e l o p ,  v o c a t i o n a l  plans f o r  t r o u b l n d  y o u t h  by  establ ishing a suu=n~r r e s i d e n c e  camp 
vh4ch p r o v i d e s  courmelLr~ and r.ruLnLng. 

PROJECT DESCRIPTION: The K£chlqan Yeuth Services s~mm~ez camp accepts referrals (all 
v o l u n t a r y )  f r o ~  s c h o o l  c o u n s e l o r s ,  c o u l d ,  s o c i a l  s e r v i c e  a g e n c i e s ,  and  s c h o o l s .  C l 4 e n t e  
come fr~n 28 northern rural count4es 4n MichIQan, a~d each county has its own follow-up 
p r o ~ . m .  The s u n d e r  camp p r o v i d e s  L ~ d i v i d ~ l  and  g r o u p  c o u n s e l i n g ,  i n f o z ~ a l  d l s c u s s i o n o  
on drug-related prubl~s, vocatlonal motivation, and recreational aot4vlttes. & 
counselor remalm with his qz~up Of five campers at all tlc~s throughout the program. 
D ~ r l ~  t h e  w i n t e r ,  y o u t h  z ~ t u z n  ,fOr p ~ r i o d 4 c  weekeed  r e t c e a c s  t o  E e l n f o r c e  t h e  l ~ o ~ e c t ' s  

L ~ a c t .  

IMPACT: Troubled ~:mth attend. S:l~nce 1971, 900 youths lutve attended the c a p .  Based 
on an analysis o f  58q o f  tJ~Jn,"an outside evaluator found ~lat  f o r  those boys who had 
b e e n  a r r e s t e d  o n ce  b e f o r e  a t t e n d i n g  t h e  c a p  t h e  r e c i d i v i s =  r a t e  was  1 7 t  o v e r  a p e r i o d :  
o f  several :onths ¢tEtez cazrqp. The evaluator a l so  ]reported that fever boys became or 
r e m a i n e d  w a r d s  of  t h e  c o u r t ,  and t h a t  a r r e s t  r a t e s  d e c l i n e d  a f t e r  c amp .  I n  t h e  a b s e n c e  
o f  a c o n ~ c o l  d e s i g n ,  , t h e  v a l i d i t y  o f  t h e s e  f i n d i n g s  i s  u n c e r t a i n .  

REFERENCES: iNFORMATION SOURCE; Exte.-n~1 E v a l u a t i o n  
Ralx):t 

Lavrence Thompson TYPE O F VERIFICATION: 
Pose Off ice Box 44) O Pho~ Nmlm ~Pa~ R ~ m  
Oscoda, Michigan 40750 " 
(51"/) 739-2028 

I ) e l i n q u e n c y  p r e v e n t i o n  P r o ~ l e ( : t s - -  
A l ~ a t : L v e  SChOOlS f ° r  T r o u b l e d  Youth  

j 

) 
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*O~TqA~T NUMBER: 0918 

PROJECT NAME: 
l 3 ~ s ~  ~ t y  ~ I D ~  s I~  

, ~ NAME OF SUBGRANTEE: 

• C i t y  of  Jersey C i t y  
Depar~en t  o~ I~man Resources 
lse~ical Services ~ i l d i n g  
Jersey C~ty~ Bey Jersey 07302 

BASIC DATA: 

I Treatment, Rehab., 
i Service  s [ and dchsr Services  

Prc~LsLeg p ro j ec t s - - Juven i l es  

IDENTIFICATION SOURCE: ~ )  

REGION: Hey York 

STAT E. New Jersey 

SERVICE AREA: C i t y  

GRANT NUMBER: 75-ED-O2-0006, 

L CLIENT GROUP: I CRlU[ AOOR[S$[O: 

Juven i les  I No "Specif ic C~tme 

F~NDING DATA: 
'~PE~0O OF 0P[RATION: IRECENT BUOSE;: $192,000 RECENTFUN01NG PERI0O: 4/74-4/75 

| /73-4 /75  ~R(C[NTt(AASHARE: $i72.000 TYPE0~FUNOS' D isc re t ionar~  
eTA;us: Demonstration (To I PR;0.R LEAASHAR[: PER100 Of PRIOR 

~ *  ~ l n s t i t u t i o n a l l [ e d  5~7~} J $198,460 LEAAFUNQING' ?/73"3/74 

MAJOR OBJECTIVE: To.dlvez~ ar res ted  youths and youths fo rma l l y  charged v l t h  d e l l  .n~uency 
from the c r im ina l  ~ust l¢e system by  contL |u ing  to  d e l l v s c  basic educat ion ,  counsel%he and 
r e f e r r a l  serv ices  to  youths accepted i n t o  the pcc~ec~ from the Juven i le  and Domestic 
Relat ions  Court. 
PROJECT DESCRIPTION: The J~rgey C i t y  j u v e n i l e  D i v e r s i o n  P ro jec t  prov ides basic socLai 

- - ~ s c r v i c s s  for~ ~uvanl les ,  ~ncl'~dlng - hey In take  procedures i n  the county cour t ,  an a l~e rna - '  
" t i r e  school~ and a family co~nesllnq ~rogram. YOUthS are refer red  to  the pro~ect from 

the cou r t ,  usua l l y  a f t e r  a f i nd ing  o f  de l inquency.  The a l t e r n a t i v e  school i8  (x)mpletely 
accred i ted  and complies w i th  the educat ional  poI lc ies. ,and ~ i d e l l n e s  o f  the State Boar 4 
o f  Education. The model school i s  based on the concept tha t  p rov id ing  s meaningful". 
educat ional  experience is  an e f f e c t i v e  growth technique f o r  youths i l l - equ ipped  to cope ;  
v i t h  the usual ~unior h igh school cur r icu lum end the school may the re fo re  be a de te r ren t  
to  delinquent~bahsvior~ The ,youths spend th ree  to  s i x  months i n  the school and then 
reente@ t h e i r  prev ious pub l i c  school .  ~ le  pro~ect a lso  prov ides counsel ing serv ices t o  
youths not d i r u c t l y  i nvo l ved  In  the school proqran bu t  vho  a r e  r e f e r r e d  by the schools or  
po l i ce  department. The pro~rem t8; exceeded to serve the 8a~e c l i e n t  group dur ing the 
t u ~ e r  months as a ~ r  school t u t o r i a l  and r e c r ea t i ona l  program. The s t a f f  cons is ts  Of 
'16 members ~nclndtng teachers and ~ ro fess iona l  counsel ing s~af f .  There are 15 vo lun teers  
in  the prog~a~ f z ~  S t .  Peters and Jersey C i t y  Col lege vhs Are t ra ined  by the pro fess iona l  

s t a f f .  
IMPACT: Pro~ect re~or t s  decceases In  r e c l d i v i s m a n ~  ~o~ula t ion  o f  de ten t ion  centers .  
Since 2973, ~he p~o~ect has served 242 boys and g i r l s ,  16q Of.V hem have r e c i d i v a t e d .  
In  1974,  the rec id iv i sm~ra te  f o r  a l l  ~uvenl les was 46 t .  The number o f  youths de ta l rnd  
a t  the youth house has dropped f~oc~ 924 In  1973 to  571 I n  1974. a decrease o f  38t.  S ince 
~he pto)ec t  emy accept a selective qlroup of ~uven~les, comparisons with n general 

popu la t ion  are d i f f i c u l t  tO ~nte rp re t .  

REFERENCES: 
W~. ItayAmnack 
Jersey Ci ty  Depa~l~mlt o f  

• h'u~an Resoul-ces 
I l l  StOrmS Avenue 
Jersey City, Nev.Jezsey 0}302 

(201I 451-2870 

INFORMATION SOURCE: P~o~Ject Generated 
RepOrt 

TYpE OF VERIFICATION: 
Phone R ~ I  O Pluw Rev,m 

Delinque~ncy Prevent ion pro~ec ts - -  
Al t e rna t i ve  S c h o o l s , f o r . T r o ~ l e d  Youth 

28-407 O- 79- 45 



692 

ABSTRACT NUMBER: 127S 

PROJECT NAME: 
• Ind~u~q~olio P~b2Lo 8¢boole 

~klter~ativo School. PxocJ~mS 

NAME OF SUBGRANTEE: 
F~rl Ko I~alp; Supar io te r~en t  
Zrdlar~pslio i~d~lic Schools 
120 East ~aohln~ff-on Street 
Zedianapslle, Indiana 46204 

Prm~Lein9 p~o~ec~ - -3~veni les 

iDENTIFICATiON SOURCE: SP&. 

REGION: C~icago 

STATE: Zndlarm 

SERVICE AREA: Cl ,y  

GRANT NUMBER: & 73C-DO8-0S-120 

S222 408 L|AAFUN01NG" 7/'73-6/74 ._~ 

e~qht 'a~ prevent  ~uvenile covert r e f e r r a l  by establzoh~Lng an - -  - 
t~ation and t~reat~eat program. 

; ~ ' ~ ;~ ; ;  ~ o  d,opza~ d i m ~ l ~ e  haha~io, en o ~ r t o n * t y  to  r ~ - - * .  . . . .  h - 
ha dismissed or incarcerated in • detent ion center. ~le ]xr incipal  re fe rs  each c h i l d ' s  
case to the area coordinator, and the p~rento are inv i ted  tO enro l l  the ch i l d  in  the 
ol*ternstive ~roqrsn. The ~ro~ect s t a f f  consists of the d i rec to r  (the school ~r~ncipal) ' ,  
1.0 teachers, 6 social yorker, and a psychologist. Af ter  the i n i t i a l  in terv iew wlth 
parent(s),* ch i ld ,  p r inc ipa l ,  social  yorker# and/~r '  psycholoqist, each ch i ld  is  dia~nosed 
by the S t a f f  psychologist, end then pieced in the altez~ote school. The teachers,  a f t e r  
In-set-vice trauLnir~), ~z~v~de l~d iv idual ized le~rnin~ p ~ r a m a  fo r  each ch i ld  in a Vide 
range o f  Subject a r e a s .  Toe school provides iediv£dual, group ,  and fami ly  counseling 
in edd'ltion t0 parent-qroup meetings and encouraqes parents t o  become invo lved i n  the 
program and to york at the school. Stedents are ~eintngrated in to  the re~ l~ , r  school 
system after otandaz'dl~ed achievement testing; personal i ty  ~and a t t i t u d e  measures end ~" 

observation team reports.  

IMPACT: parents I n ~ n t s  qi~e ol*-*-'~ntL ve school hlc[h n~rkq. D~zrirW the 8ch0ol 
year, e igh t  of  the 68 students yore referz~S to the cour t ;  ~ .  o f  who= had been 
in the pz~Wram only two weeks when charged vLth an offense. By 3~me 1974, truancy 
had decreased, and 8 i ,  of the parents and 79, o f  the students f e l t  the school yes 
d e f i n i t e l y  benef ic io l .  In  • oa=ple of  32 parent ~ tez~ levs ,  89, f e i t  t h e i r  ch i ld  
benef i ted f rc~ the pz~c~ra=: 72, cons~ored the i r  ch i ld  to be happier:  80, thouqht the 
chi ld 's behavior had "improved: 73, f e l t  the chi ld had a better self-linage! 87, sold 
the ch i l d ' s  grades had improved: 82, f e l t  that  the schooi provided an'adequate 
8cade=ic chollenqe! and 79, thouqht parent me'etin~s had benefited them. 

~INFORMATIONSOURCE: Pro~ect Generoted 
REFERENCES: Repoz~c 

~ur. Paul Yolk, ~rL~clpal TYPEOF VERIFICATION: 
;choOl ~hmd~et S t ]  Ph0m Rw~*t ~ ~ R,,~,t,v 
20 Borth Cal i fo~ni8  s t ree t  
Iq~lazmpolL~, I n d ~  46202 Oelimlue~cy preventic~: Pro~ec~s-- 
(117) ~;6-4205 & l te~net ive  Schools fo r  ~ro~bled Youth 
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ABSTRACTNUMBE R: 1097 

PROJECT NAME: 
City  Trades Peogram 

, ~  NAME OF SUBGRANTEE: 
City of  auffaZo 
201 'Cit"/ Hel l  
B u f f a l o ,  He~ Ysrk 14202 

BASIC DATA: 
! FUR~TIONAL ENTITY: I PROGRAM THRUST: 

C~=munity-Based ~reat~ent ,  I~bab., 
Services and Other Services 

Service Pro~ecta--Juveni lee 

IDENTIFICATION SOURCE: SPA 

REGION: New Yo~k 

STATE: Sew York 

SERVICE AREA: S ing le  County 

GRANT NUMBER: C-7679-? 

CRIME ADO R ES,,~JE 0: 

S p e c i f i c  Crime 
I CLIENT GROUP: 

Diver ted  Juven i l a  s 

RECENT FUNDtNG PERIOD: 1 /74 -5 /75  PERIO0 OF OPERATION: ~ RECENT 8UOGET: $117,163 
1/~2-5/75 ~ RECENT LEAA SHARE: ~;103 ~ 37~ TYPE Of FUHOS: Block 

[STATUS: Demonstzstion ] PRIORLEAASHARE: PERIODOFPRt0R 

MAJOR OBJECTIVE: To d i ve r t  ~uven~las frem i n s t i t s t / m m  and reduce rec id iv ism through 
a c i t y  t r ades  program which provides  voca t i ona l  t r a i n i n g  and cotmsel lng s e r v i c e s . "  

PROJECT DESCRIPTION: Sentencing o f  se lected you th fu l  m t s ~ a n a n t a  I s  deferred, pending 
the l~  completion o f  the IS-week vocational and counsel in9 C i ty  Trades Ttalnlng P~ogtam, 

~n an effort to reduce Eseld1~sm among youths between the ages sf 15 and 20'. Youth, 
refezTed by courtS, prnba.t/om officers, and other cozTectlonal eqencles, are assigned 
tO a counselor who erranges s var lGty  o f  apt / rude,  psychological ,  and academic test-ing. 
The you th  I s  then placed a t  a Job which w i l l  providu maximum t ra in ing  in  the ~rade he 
has choses; Each youth may rnceln at a Job foe a mtni~L~ of 15 and a maximum sf 30 weeks. 
The werk week o~nslsts of 32 hours and the maximum pay rate is $2.50 per hour. &f~r 
15 weeks, the charge may be dismiss~d and the youth may v o l t m t a r i l y  r~mais in  the program 
15 edd l t iona l  weeks, o r  he may be ordered to  re turn to the p r o q r ~ ,  Or he may be returned 
to the ~u r i sd ie t i on  o f  the c o u r t  w i thou t  a recc~zendat/ss fez dismissal .  The s t a f f  o f  
fou~ ~ncl~es a direetor,'+.s ~ob sites deve lope r ,  a program secretary, and a counselor. 

IMPACT: Youths placed in  ~obs o r  ~ob t r a t n i n a  proqrams. In  1972 and 1973, the ~o jecC 
enrokled 75 youths. NIne (12,) were returned to the couzts,  22 weze placed in  p r i va te  
indus t ry ,  11 returned ~o school,  e igh t  entered Manpower0r the Job Corps, f i ve  ~olned 
the military, five were unemployed/ and 15 vere still enrolled at the end of, 1974.~ 
No ~gact data axe svailable from the proj~. 

REFERENCES: 
Gregory' K. H i l l ,  Program D i rec to r  
110 Pearl S t r e e t  
Buf fa lo ,  New 'fork 14202 
(716) 856-O570 

INFORMATION SOURCE: Hanagecent s t a t i s t i c s  

TYPE OF VERIFICATION: 
C] PhaeJ Report Gk Pep~ R t m  

Delinquency Prevention Pro jec ts - -  
Court-Based Juvenile Sentencing Al te rna t i ves  
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A~TRACT NUMBER: 0455 

PROJECT NAME: 
Three  R i v e r s  you th  O r i e n t a t i o n  

Residence f o r  Co~mmlt~-Sased 
Group Homes 

NAME OF SUBGRANTEE: 
Three  R/vsts Youth 
2039 Termon Avenue 
Pittsburgh, PennSylvanla + 15212 

Level 1 

p~m~sin~ pro ~ectS--Juv~nllee 

• IDENTIFICATION SOURCE: SPA 

REGION: Philadelphia 

STATE: P e n n s y l v a n i a  

SERVICE AREA: Mul t i -County 

GRANT NUMBER: ~s-74-c-C04-9488 

BASIC OATA: 
~CTIONAt ~NTi~: | pROGRAM THRUST; | 6LIENT GROUP: 
~c~nmunity-Based |Treatment, R~hab. ~ ~Juveniles 
S e r v i c e s  land Other  S e r v i c e s  

: G A • 
~ N T  BUOGET: 

7/73-6/75 I RECENT L~AA SHARE: ~37;192 TYPE 0F FUHOS: 
~ATUS: De~onstratio~ I PRIOR L£AA SHARE: PER100 OF PRIOR 

$183,028 LEAA FUN01NG: 

I 
C R I H E  A O O R E S S E D :  
~O Speci f ic  Crime ,~ 

7/73-6/74 

~AJOR OBJECTIVE: To develop e model c~unity-ba--s~l group h ~  tha t  w / l l  ~mprove and 
arovide s base of  support for a network of  group homes serving adolescents. 

PROJECT DESCRIPTION: The Orientation Group Home Project is  s|x)nso~ed by Three Rivers "~ 
youth (TRY}, e private, non- I~rof i t  social agency serving adolescents betweQn the ages Of 
13 tO i8 who are refert~ fro= eouzta, schools, welfare agencies, or other sources. TRY 
presently comprises five co==un~ty-based group homes, Includlng O~lentation House, which 
serve as alternatives to InetltUt/OnS. Youths go to Orlantation House, after Inltiai 
intake and evaluation, for a 30-day "get acquainted" period. During this tLme, staff 
perform a more c~m~lete ~rk,up of the youth's background, develop a ~reat=~nt plan, a~m~nls- 
ter additional or suppl(~entol educational and psychological tests to diagn0se the youth*e 
problems, an~ decide which g~oup home is the most appropriate for th~ youth; There, a 
youth receives In~vldualized counsellng and t_~eacment. Orientanlon ~louse else provides 
TRY with an alternative placid=set for adolescents who are not gett~W along in thei~ g~oul) 

home. 

IMPACT: Group home rates 73t o f  i t s  c l i e n ~  as tnprovin~ In a t t i tude  end behaviorr £1nds 
readln~ sk£11s ImprOve. F=om the program's beginning in June 1970 ~hrough' the end of 
1974, 103 adolescents have entered TRY; 52q on referr~l from Juvenile court, 45q from 
child welfare service~and 3% from mental health agencies. Slxty-slx of these have 
r e c e i v e d  s e r v i c e s  and been  , d i s cha rqe~z  59q r e t u r n e d  t o  t h e i ~  f a m i l i e s  o r  t o  i n d e p e n d e n t  
living, 20% returned to thelt retetral agencies, and one went to e correctional Institutlor 
Four (6q) have rml away. Follow-up data (including rearrests) are not yet available. 
Cognitive testing found gains of one year Is reading, two ~mths in spelling, and 3.5 

' months in math over a four to f ive month period, staff ratings of a t t i t ude  and behavior 
classlfled 73% of clients as improving. 

REFERENCES: INFORMATION SOURCE: Pro~ect Genera~l 
~ e ~ r t  

Mrs. Ruth G. RichardSon TYPE OF VERIFICATION: 
D i r e c t o r  , Three  RiverB Youth 0 PhomR.Do~ ~ p w R ~  
2039 Tezmon Avenue ' 
Pittsburgh, p(mr.sylva~in 15212 R e s i d e n t i a l  Facilities-- 
(412} 766-2215 Group Homes a n d  P u a s i d e ~ t L a l  Facilltie8 
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~ R A ~  NUffiBER: 0682 

PROJECT NAME: 
~m~nmlty Residential Care 

NAME OFSUBGRANTEE: 
Office of  Children and Youth Services  
~ r t ~ e n t  of  Soc ia l  Services  
C~erce Center Bui ld ing 
300 South Capitol &venue 
Lansing, Michigan 48926 

BASIC DATA: 
I FUNCTIONAL ENTITY: I PROGRAM THRUST: ~ CLIENT 6ROUI 
Coat, mite-Based I Treatment, Rehab., 1 3uvenl les  

IServ i  . . . .  I and Other Services 

prcx~si ng proJeCts~3uvenl les  
IDENTIFICATION SOURCE: S~ 

REGION: Chlcaq~ 

STATE: ~Lch:Lgen 

SERVICE AREA: S~atewide 

GRANT NUMBER: 11559-3A75 

ROUP: (:RIME AODRESSED: 

Level I 

NO $~e¢ificl C r ~ e  

~RECENTBUDGET: " $1,087,160 RECENTFUNOING~ 7/74-6/75 1 
RECENTLEAASBARE: $ 9891244 TYPSOFFUNOS: Block 

~ 1.8,ORLE~k~:6OO" .R,000,..,0R...,UN0,N~: i 
lqV1-1q?}% I I n s t i t u t i o n a l i z e d  -7/76) I {*~ma4no a~ net ~.~n fn~ 7~71.8/74 

MAJOR OBJECTIVE: To provide co~nunity-besed qroup Care for delinquent and pre-delinquent 
youths by supplyinq Community placements end ~reatJnent. 

po,~l=rT m=~RtPTtON' The,CQn~u~lty Res iden t i a l  Care p ro jec t  provides cont inual  s u p p o r t f o r  
25 res ident ia l  f a c i l i t i e s  - - 1 5  group homes, f i ve  shelter hoses, thr halfway houses, 

,~and. t~o;resident-qoverned gEoup L~Omes - -  as an alterr~t£ve, to lnst t tu t lenal iz~t£o9 of 
youth. Direct /on £s provided by a p ro j ec t  manager. & residence planner a s s i s t s  v i t h  
programdevelopmentw a n d p r o j e c t  d i r e c t o r s  monitor placement progress thr0uqh t he  nine 
reg iona l  o f f~ces  of the S ta te  Department o f  Social Services  (DSS). S t a f f  development 
se rv ices  ace provided through ongolnq t r s l n i r ~  programs. Each-of the 15 group homes i s  1 

s t a f f e d  by a res iden t  couple and one h e l l . t i m e  counselor.  Homes usual ly  accen~odate s i x  
chi ldren  for  s ix  to  ten ~ n t h s .  Each of  the f i ve  s h e l t e r  homes i s  s t a f f ed  by a~ r e s i d e n t  Couple 
and one quartezdtLme counselor end Provides shor~oterm residence for. youth pending cou r t  
Or DSS st"~y end disposftlon. ~ne three halfway houses are staffed by a director, one 
house manager, and f ive "youth counselors on a shi~t basis, with a capacity of Up to 12 beds. 
Each program has the followln~ treatment goal: ~o.secure educational, employment, 
recreatlonal, and ~reat~ent services, as ~I as provide religious edueatioh of the 

yOuth's choice. 

IMPACT: Reduced population of  t ra in ing schools. The existence of  the Con=sineW 
Resldentlal Caz~ program has made it possible ~ ciose the Lansing BOyS e Training 
School and reportedly to reduce ~he statewide population of  t ra in ing schools fro= 
1~500 to 600. During f i sca l  1974, only l0 arrests (2t) were made of  youths in the 
program. 

REFERENCES: 
Hr. R l c h a ~ d E t ~ l e y  
Director  o f  P i a c e m e n t S c ~ c e a  
C o h o r t s  Center Bui ld ing,  Seventh F10or 
30OSouth Capi to l  &venue 
Lansing, Michigan 48926 
(517) 373-2083 

INFORMATION SOURCE: S ul~lrantee Repoz"t, 

'TYPE OF VERIFICATION: 
E) mo~ n.po. P5 I~p~ n ~  

Resident ia l  F a c i l i t i e s - -  
Gro~p Ho~es and P~sidentLal F a c i l i ~ i e s  



696 

ABSTRACT NUMBER: 1278 

PROJECT NAME: 
~ n u n i ~  Jv~eni le 

Rehab i l i t a t i on  Services 

NAMEIOF SUBGRANTEE: 
La Por~e C i r c u i t  Court 
C o a r t  HOUSe 
l~a pozl~ Indiana 46350 

BASIC DATA: 
uNCTIONAL ENTITY: PROGRAM THRUST: 
oucaunity'B~sed ] Treatment, Rehab., 
e r v i c e s  L . ~ d  other Services 

Promising Pro~ectS--~uven~les 

IDENTI F ICATION SOURCE: 8FA 

REGION: Chicago 

STATE: Ind iana 

SERVICE AREA: Hul t l -CountF  

GRANT NUMBER: AT-rc-F06-01-OGO(2) 

J CLIENT GROUP: i CRIMI; AOORESSEO: 
J Ho S p e c i f i c  Crime 

J Juven i les  1 

ERT BUDGET: $154,444 RECENT F 
ENT LPAA SHARE: ~;]L39 f 000 Typ~ OF FUNOS: BlOCk 

[ PRIOR LEAASHARE: P~RIO0 0F PRIOR ] 

MAJOR OBJECTIVE: To prevent inearcera~Lco o f  you th fu l  o f fenders  vho s t i l l  requ i re  a form 
o f  detennlon by es tab l ish ing  i n t e r m e d i a t e  and communi ty -based  f o s t e r  homes .  

PROJECT DESCRIPTION: The p ro jec t  co=prises three in te r~ed ia te  homee and 11 f o s t e r  homes 
p r o v i d i n g  p l a c e m e n t  o f  y o u t h f u l  o f f e n d e r s  f o r  t h e  county.  C h i l d  Cour t .  The p r o g r a m  t h r u s t  
iS  t o  p r o v i d e  youth  w i t h  a h o m e - l i k e  e n v i r o n m e n t  i n  l i e u  o f  i n s t i t u t i o n a l i z a t i o n .  The 
ln~ermodiate homes are pr ivate residences and can house f r~n  one t o  s i x  ct~ i ldren.  These 
fami l ies  have cent~acted with ~ cour ts  to  house Or de ta in  you th fu l  o f fenders  f o r  a 
per iod o f  time determined by the cou r t .  The f o s t e r  hc~es have the same con t rac t  w i t h  the 
court and provide space f o r  from one te  three youthe,~ dependlng upon the availability of 
space in  the home. Bcl;h ~ntermediate and foster house parents rece ive  16 hours of tealnlng 
from the program. Each child Is provided e case~mEker who iS responsible for constant 
c o n t a c t ,  h o ~  v i a l t e  (once week ly ) ,  counseZ£nq, and cc==,micat lon w i t h  schools and o t h e r  
agencies. Thls caseworker ~alntalns t e l e p h o n e  contact and visits t h e  youth, even I f  ha  
Is released to h~s natural parents, for the period the cour~ has determined the Child 
should be in custody. Treatment plans are designed by this worker and s e l e c t i o n  of 
homes are made acco~"dinQ to the yOUtheS needs;, House parents applying to the proqram 
must have interviews, p rov ide  ~hree refezencee~ and "babyslt" t~o o r  t h r e e  times on a 

urlai basis for existing house, parents. 
iMPACT: Residentia I youth pro~ect estmbllshed. In 1974, 140 youths were a~mltted to the 
program on £ndefinlte sentences, of these, ~ (68%) were released during the Fear with 
no further police c o n t a c t .  Three reentered the cour t  system, for e recldlViSm~ratee°f 
4.3% per person-year of eXpOsUre, in qeneral, the pEO~ec~ estlmates that 30t oz un 
ch i ld ren  c o ~ t t e d  t o  it w i l l  never be returned to  their OWn homes. 

REFEI~ENCES: 
sandra Turner 
P.O. Box 461 
La Porte,  Ind iana  46350 
(219) 362-4596 ,~. 

INFORMATION SOURCE: I~nagemset S t a t i s t t c s  

TYPE OF VERIFICATION" 
(~ R,c.w'Rep0n In Pipw R~we 

R e e i d e n t £ a l  ¥ a c i l i t £ e s - -  
Wos te r  H o ~ e  
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ABSTRACT NUMBER: 0032 

PROJECT NAME: 

C l i n i c a l  Outreach Pro:)ect 

• NAME OF SUBGRANTEE: 
Ci t~  of ~ r i d e n  

' ~  Merlden Board of Education 
Meriden, Connect icut  06450 

Service Project, s--Juveni les 

IDENTIFICATION SOURCE: U~ . .  Heedquar tere 

REGION: Boston 

STATE: Connec~Lcut 

SERVICE AREA: C i ty  

GRANT NUMBER: &-74-80-236-4 

BASIC DATA: 

Services 

PROGRAM THRUST: CLIENT GROUP: I CRIME ADORE.T~EO: 
TTeat~ent , a n d  Other ServicesRehab", Diverted' Juveni les. No 'Specif ic '  Crime 

FUNDING DATA: 
PERIO0 OF OPERATION: I RECENT BUDGET: $37,151 RECENT FUNDING PERIOD: 9/?3-6/?4 
• 11/71-6/74 ] RECENTLEAASHARE: S29f250 TYPEOFFUNOSi Block 
$1ATUS: Demonet~rat ion I PRIOR LEAA$31,0505HARE: PERIOD OF PRIOR LEAA fUNOING: 11/?1-8/73 

t 

MAJOR OBJECTIVE: TO i d e n t i f y  pre-dol inquent .youth,  and provide c l i n i c a l  serv ices  t~ 
l oca l  drop- In  centers and schools by developing a youth servlces bureau using c l i n i c i a n s  
as outreach agents. 

PROJECT DESCRIPTION: Thls outreach pro-.eot links its staff with ~ area psychlatrie 
c l i n i c  and school system to  provide an exchange.of personnel, peEmltt ing t a i l o r i n g  
Of services to  i nd i v idua l  c l i e n t  needs. The program encourages ear ly  ln te rv 'en t ion  

"~nd r e f e r r a l ,  and provides treatment groups Inc lud ing peer  counsel ing for  del inquent 
h igh - r i sk  Juveni les.  The pro~ect a lso invo lve s fami l ies  and teachers in  tFaintng 

,programs geared toward understanding pre-dollnquent youth.  

/ 

IMPACT: Counselin~ services provided for  153 ~uveniles i n  almost two years. Although 
an outcome evaluat ion has not ~ been undertakone the p ro jec t  has maintained sc~e process 
data. During the period November 1, 1971 thzough September 30, 1g73, 153 ~youngsters 
r ece ived  c l i n i c a l  ~ecrvices from the p r o j e c t :  i n d i v i d u a l  counsel inq (42); .group 
counsel in~ (50); Ind iv idua l .and group Counseling (lg).s ind iv idua l  and fami ly  counselinq 
(28)I l n d i v i d u a l , , q r o u p ,  and family counse l inq  (13) .  On a =onthly ba s t s ,  an average 
Of ?3 ho~r s was spent ,i~'1 i nd iv idua l  counsel ing, 13 hours in  fami ly  c0unselieg ~ and 

-~;14 hours . in group counseling. 

REFERENCES: 

l~eder lck ,  w. Morrieon 
~]miniet~rattve Di rec to r  
179 Cook Rvenue 
Neriden. Connecticut 06450 
(203~ 238-0771 Ext.  278 

INFORMATION SOURCE: p~o:~ect' Generated 
Report 

TYPE OF VERIFICATION: 
0 Phonl Repro ~1 ~ Rmm 

Delinquency Prevent ion P r o j e c t s - -  
Youth Serv ice  P r o j e c ~  
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,~ . 'T~ACT NUMntE H" 03;.9 

e'~O ~'.~T NAME" 
TulB~. You~.;~ I~.-SC+..:.'.:CO P-+.;,~,*:'.+'I.I 

NA:.-~ OF SuBGRANTEE: 

"-'o'tt.h Services o f  Tu2Sa, , ~ 0 .  
$24 So~.h Bo~l,'er 
Tulsa-, Ok2aho:'~ 74103 

tOE; ;T iFICATIoN ~ o - ~  ~. SP:~ 

REr I~N: D~I las 

STATE: Okla~r~a 

SERVICE AREA: C~"y 

GRANT NUMBER: 731:O2/06-020 

B ~ N T  GROUp: CRIME AD ORE~SF.O: 

Ha Spec~fLc ¢ r ~ e  i 

MAJOR oBJECTIVE: TO Lmp~ove deBLvezy o f  aervi~:ea co tzou~led youth  and d i v e r t  tJ~e= fr~.o 
~ne :~uven£le :)usctce sysCe= by developLnq a ¢o==un£1:y-based youU1 ee rv£ces  bureau v~th • 
, ~ . t~a l  :Lnr~e and r e ~ e : r a l  s y s t ~  of  serv ices  fo]: ch:L l~en in need o f  S u l ~  v~eion. ( ( ~ : ~ ) .  

PROJECT DESCRIPTION: The Youth B~eau I s  ~ reg iona l  pla~nLng agency supported by ~ e  ~';~ 
Of Tulsa th~m;gh t h e ~  ' c ~ u ~ £ t y  deve2ol ~ e n t  dep~rt~en~. The b ~ e a u  ooo~d~eates al1 c ~  
~ni.*~- eqeac ie s  who are r e spons ib l e  f o r  vork£ng v£r.h " t r oub led  y o u ~ . "  Refe~raie are.~¢- 
ca lved f ~  court ,  s (42q), schooBs ( lBq) •  pazents ( l ? q ) ,  and o thers .  ~ o u ~ e  are 8creene~ 
ar ia"d i rects4 r~ appropr ia te  agencLee f o r  ~-.~eat.~ent; e , ~ . ,  eduC a~-2On, counsel ing,  health 
serv ices .  The s t a f f  o f  f£ve provLde counselLng on ;.~uancy, dL~uge, and ~-~nn/ng away (t.~.e 
2~rqeet  n ~ e r )  and .prov£de cs:£e|.e ~mtervenc£on az~" °:m=~'~.ty e~ca'cJ.on proqrazns. The 
b~rea~ p lans  to  make recO~emdac~one +~.o prope£ at;t. ' .~rzc£ee concernLnq gaps ~n serV.~.c~ 
e v ~ 2 ~ l o  ~.o ~luven~lms and. t,o esr.a~l£sh vorkaJ:le c~rLtatL~, f o r  def~nLn~ d(~l~n~en~'~ preve~.~c~t 

) 

1) 

IMPACT: youth Resources Bureau reduces ad jud i ca t i on  o f  CHINS. In  1971 and 1972, the 
two years ~ i o r  to  the p r o j e c t ' s  £ncep~on,  t h e  peccen~-e~ o f  "del£nquent youths Who 
were &d~udicated ve~re 19 .8 t  and 23 .8 t ,  respec~£veBy- Zn 1973 And 1974, the f i r s t  ye~r~ . ~) 
in  which ~he n~reah funct.J.oned, Ule percen~aqes dzopped back to ~8.7q and 26 .2 t .  Fo. 
c h i l d r e n  ~Ln need of euperv~s:Lon. The pe rcen t sgee  adl)udicated in the two p r i o r  
years were 31.3 ,  and 30.B, .  Dut£nq the f L r e t  two yeats  o f  pro~ect  opera_t£o~, ~hose :~e~  
dr0pped f ~ r s t  to  22 .1 t  and then co 21.0q.  The pro~ect  e e t ~ a t e e  ~h&t $49,000 w~s , , - v ~  
; n  L974 whi'ch ~x~ld have been ~he cos t  o f  i n c a r c e r a t i n g  o4 superv is ing  you ths  re~e= r~  
tO Ule pro~ect .  Refo~ra2s ~o t.~e ~uve.~L2e b ~ e a u  ve to  a~out 2 6 . 5 t  z.n 2974. The rebutter- . :  
~.n ed3ud~cati.on of  delinquon~: yout.h and (~qlNS s u ~ e e ~  a pro~ect" ~ c t  On tJle ~uven~le 
~usr~ce system. .ConfLdence In  t.h£s ~ p a c c  would b e  Lncreased by knov~q  t h a t  no ocher fo:c+~ 

were a t  ~ork ~n t~ne system. ~) 

REFERENCES: " INFORMATION SOURCE: $ u ~ r a n t e e  Re~ort 

Yvonne Grave TYPE OF VERIF!CATION: 
524 SO~lt.h ~ l d ~ r  ~ t~0~ R~o~t v~ P~8~ Re~,~w 
~2Ss ,  Ok~ahom~ 74103 
(g28) 582-006i Del inquency Prevent£on p r o ~ e c ~  

• *~ou~ S e r v i c e  p~o~ecu 

J 

3 
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ABSTRACT NUMBER: 0113 

PROJECT NAME: 
Clay County Youth Service C ~ n c l l e  

• NAME OF SUBGRANTEE: 

Clay County 
25 C e n t e r  s ~ r e e t  
Verml l l i nn ,  South Dakota 5?069 

BASIC DATA: 
FUNCTIONAL ENTITY: 
C o n ~ n l  t y -Based  
S e r v i c e s  

"J PROGRAM THRUST: 
~'~eat~ento l~eheb., 

l and Other services 

Service ProJects--3~venl les 

IDENTIFICATION SOURCE: SPA 

REGION: Denver 

STATE: .Sou th  Dakota 

SERVICE AREA: Single County 

GRANT NUMBER: 3-O3-01-201 

I CLIENT GROUP: J NO S,~E.'~ifI¢ Cr 4mA Di,./er~ed 3u~enlles ~ CRIME AODRESSEO: 

FUNDIN(~ PATA; ' '= 

[PERIOO OF OPERATION: I RECENT 9UOGET: $18,130 RECENT FUNOIRG PERfOO: 7 / ' / 4 -8 /T5  
I 3/73";8/7 S RECENT LEAA SNARE: $11,500 TYPE OF FUNOS: .Block  
JSTATUS: Demonst-,'at£on I PRIOR LEAASHARE: RERIO0 OF PRIOR 

I . $14 ,446  LEAA FUN01NG: 7~73.7/74 

MAJOR OBJECTIVE: To d i v e r t  Juveni les from t h e  ~uven i le  Jus t i ce  System by p r o v i d i n g  
• cent ra l  r e f e r r a l  po in t  f o r  the prov is ion o f  ee~£ces.-  

PROJECT DESCRIPTION: The center i s  desiqned to ass is t  80 t o  100 taenagers per year and is  
s t a f f e d  by a d i r e c t o r ,  a s choo l  l i a i s o n  pe r s on  and c o o r d i n a t o r  o f  v o l u n t e e r s .  An e x e c u t i v e  

• ~', board oversees a l l  p ro jec t  a c t i v i t i e s ,  Inc luding d i r ec t  serv ice . to  the +youth as wel l  as 
• coord inat ion o f  services v i t h  other agencies. The p r o j e c t  a t ten~ts  t o  prevent po l ice  ar res ts  

o f  problel, youths and to prevent t h e i r  suspension or  expuls ion f ro~ the schools through 
an open forum-type di£cussion of  problems faced b y  e r i ~ n a l  Just ice eqencies, schools, 
and p u b l i c  o r  p r i v a t e  s o c i a l  . a g e e c i e s .  V o l u n t e e r s  a t - t h q  c e n t e r . p r o v i ~ e  t u t o r i n g ;  
counseling, a Big Bro ther /S is te r  progren° a teen center ,  "Nire-A.Kld (work program), and 
p a r e n t  c o u n s e l i n g  done i n  c o n j u n c t i o n  wi th  'a l a c e 1  r e n t a l  h e a l t h  c l i n i c .  

IMPACT:' P r e - d e l l n q u e n t  you ths  s e r v e d  and r e f e r r e d •  P r o j e c t  o f f i c i a l s  r e p o r t  havLng 
s e r v e d  about  85 youth  on an i n d i v i d u a l  b a s i s  dur~n 9 t ~ e  y e ~  end ing  I n  Rpr£1 1974 and 
hav~nq r e f e r r e d  200 a d d i t i o n a l  you ths  t o  o t h e r  a g e n c i e s .  The d ! s p o s t t l o n  o f  t h e s e  
youths i n  the absence o f  the ~ ro jec t  I s  not  known. • 

J 

REFERENCES: 

susan Hagen 
P.O. Box 492 
Vermi l l ion ,  Sou~h Dakota 57069 
(605) 624-9303 

INFORMATION SOURCE: ~anagement S t a t i s t i c s  

TYPE OF VERIFICATION: 
R ~  RJp~1 O ~P~ Rr~m 

D411nquency P r e v e n t i o n  P r o j e c t s - -  
Youth S e r v i c e  P r o j e c t s  
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 B T.AC  MBER: " "   rvice 
• PROJECT NAMe: IOENTIFICATION SOURCE: SPA 

Hennepin Co~qty yo~ith., REGION; Chicaqo 
D~ver sion Prcq ram 

STATE: Rinnesota 
NAME OF SuBGRANTEE" 

Hennepin County SERVICE AREA; Single County 
Jtoom 1)6, Courthouse 
~tinneapolLs, ~Lnneaota 55415 GRANT NUMBER: 1 3 0 3 1  15314 

BASIC O A T A ~ ~  p~ ~Rt~ ~00~fsSfn:. 

MAJOR OBJECTIVE: To reduce s ign i f i can t l y  the number of school suspensions, expulsions, 
exclusions0 o f f i c i a l  arrestSf and fur ther involvements ~n the Juvenile Justice court 
process through a youth d ivers ion  program. 

PROJECT OESCRIP~ION: Begun in 1974, the HennepLn County Youth DiversiOn proqr8~ v88 
designed as a condu~t for youth t o  community ~o80urcee. qqle p r L ~ r y  target groups are 
youth lnvolvnd ~h the cr imi r~ l  Justice system frc~ the pol~ce throuqh the court ~evel 
and youth not ye t  Involved tn the er l= lnal  JUStiCe system but eepertencing d i f f i c u l t i e 0  
i n  school, and at hc~ne; The pro~ect consists of a central o f f i c e  s ta f f  of  three, a 
cc~nty-~ide ndvisory board of; 20 represents(ires o~ the ~uventle ~ustice system, and 
three-local diversion unite v~th a s ta f f  of f~ve e&ch. The central o f f i ce  p~ovides. to the local ~ntte,  which then 

, ~ . . t i f y  ,ndiv,~un~ . . ~ s . . ~ .  ~ropr,at .  co::ffa--:_:nd ~ i : . ' ;  , C t 
Referral relationships have been establ isheo ~;tn po~ ;e ,  . . - -  • 
cocz~n~ty agencies to provide services In the fol lowing areas! coaanunity treatment 
resources, vocational training and JOb placement~ t e n , d i a l  nducation, shel ter  care, 
codlcal and legal assistance, snd recreation. 

IMPACT: Increased rehabi l i ta t ive referrnlR. Stat ist icS1 date ~ L c a t o  that  police refetr~ 
onZy 6q of  a~11 JuvenlZe status offenders to rohabll l t~stivo a l ternat ives priOr to the proJt~". 
t~eresa  22t of  e l l  s t a tus ,o f fenders  were refer rnd  to  d ive r s iona ry  a i t e r n a t £ v e a  a f t e r  thb 
pro)act  was Lnple:ented. Durinq the £1rs t  s i x  months of  operat ion0 1.000 youths tmre treat.-'- 
by the proJectw of vhich 45t were from the criminal JustLce 8~ete~, and 25q were fro~ 
8choo18. k three-month follow-up was co~pZeted and found that  lees !than 5t Of those youth 
~ere 8 t i l l  involved in the crimLnel just ice system. 

REFERENCES: INFOR'MATtON SOURCE: P~mnaqement Statist~'~ 
t Kenneth Eel ( le t  

kssiotant proqram Director TYPEOF VERIFICATION: 
Hennepin County You~ Diversion Pz~qrm B Phone Ream O hp~ RJmew 
512 Flour Exchange Bulldi'nq 
)10 South 4th Avenue Deltnquency Prevention ProJects-- 
~Lnneapolis, Minnesota 5541S ~ Youth Service projects 
(6i2) 348-8544 ~) 

) 
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AE~TRACT NUM8~.~ 0762 

• PROJECT NAME: 
youth raud=l~e~ I~"o~am 

NAME OF SUBGRANTEE: . 
City of Charleston 
P.o. Box ~149 
Charleston; Vest vl~ginin )5330 
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Service proJecta  - - J u v a n l l e s  

iDENTIFICATION SOURCE: 8~A 

REGION: Ph i l ade lPh ia  ' 

STATE: Vest y~ i Ln l a  

SERVICE AREA: ~ l t l - C ~ n t y  

GRANT NUMBER: 7401-C04004-~ 

~ U~ I(:~' O~N~TL ~ ;N TI TY:coeenunity-,aaed Treatment. PROORAM THRUST: Roha~.. , CUENT GROQP: , CRiMI~ AOOR£.EO:. '1 

FUNOING OATA:" 
JPERIO0 OF OPERAT ON: J RECENT 8UOGET: $71,000 REC|RT ~UROlRn~P| RIO0: 10/74-~/?$ ] 
I e/v~-g/75 IREC~"TLE~aS"AR~: ~4,4~0 TV~ 0; ~UROS: . loch 
|STATUS: De=v=rust~rat~o~l i PRIOR LEAASIdAgE; PERIO0 OF PRIOR J 

~ so4,000 ~[*~FUNom~: O / ~ , - ~ 4  

MAJOR OBJECTIVE: To provide an a l ternat ive to detention by of fer ing counseling, tunporazy 
shelter. ~ ee~loyment eselstanco to pre-dollncp;ent and ad~),~aicetad youth. 

PROJECT OESCRIPTIONI The Youth' Enabling Program has • s ta f f  of  sin counseinzs and more 
than 90 active volunteers ~1~ o f fe r  L~divldual~ 9:sup, and family counseling; vocational 

t ,.,.~ t r a i n i n q j  ar~ aduc41tlo~ 1 OJ~d r ec r~ tLorua l  programs t o  fL r s t -o f f enae  Fouth8 who are referred 
' by  the juven i l e  cour t  and ~he p o l i c e  depaL~ment. Other Fouth ~ b  weferrad by the schools, 

the employment sec~rity o f f i c e ,  or by the~nselvea. ~monq the sorvlcas offered see 'seven 
~ t l y  education centers vhere famil ies emet Vith trained corn:unity .leaders every t ~  
to  th ree  ~eeks to  t r y  to /reprove t h e i r  h~ne e l tua t~on .  ~a another procjram. • p i c t o r i a l  
handbook ! along with videotape equipment and r o l e - p l a y i n g  techniques ,  i s  used in ~e 
s lx -hour ,  p re - Jo~  t raLning course ,  you~Jl~lrO place4  :In p a r t -  or  f u l l - t l m e  work. and " 
counselors  ca r ry  but  , three.- ,  "s ix- ,  and nine-month fo l iov-upe  of  these  y(mth~. There iS 
also a spatial counseling preqram for  e~mavay youth. 

iMPACT: Ycmths placed in ~o08| t u to r i a l  and drua l )~ r~n l l  taken over I~ schools in eJ, ty 
and co~_~_~. Du~;ng the f i r s t  yeLr of  Qperat~0n, 1,174 youths used t h e  f a c i l i t i e s !  419 
rece ived i n t ens ive  counse l ing ,  o f  wht~ 105 were school drop-outs  and 77 had Juvenile  
recordq.  The p ro j ec t  found some employment fo r  106 yo~Jm,  30, of  vho= stayed on t h e  ~ob. 
During tho second year. the project found e=ployment fOr 275 YOUthS. 63t Of vho~ grayed 
On the Jobs 26L rece ived  t u t o r i a l  a s s i s t a n c e  in  • progra= vhich vas subsequently take~,over 
by ~he eoh0ols. The woJect found 18 retail'tea who could house runavaye ttmporari ly, and 

,586 youths took p~r t  in the p r o j e c t ' s  l a y  enforcement and dr~q educat ion preqra=,  a proqra= 
.~khich hob been takqn over by the c i t y  a~d county. 

REFERENCES: INFORMATION SOURCE: Haneqe~ent Statist ics 
varren P. Thueton, Director 
Youth Enabling Program TYPEOF VERIFICATION: 
301 Tennessee Avenue m Fh~e Re~I O ~ Remw 
Charleston, West vlr91nla =$302 
~()04) 343-7501 Delinquency Prevehtion Projects-- 

Youth S e r v i c e  Projects 
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PR00RAM MONITORING AND SELE EVALUATION FOB RUNAWAY AND YOUTH SERVICE 
PROGRAMS z 

• FIGURE 1-3 

RUNAWAY/YOUTH SERVICE ACCOUNTABILITY 

AND EVALUATION MODEL 

The 
Runaway/Youth 

Service programs 

A. TARGET C. GOALS 
POPULATION AND 
UNNET NEEDS OBJECTIVES 

INPUTS 

AV I'AHL L__ 
RESOURCES ~ ' D. ACTIVITIES 

~E. TARGET 
POPULATION~ 
MET NEEDS 

OUTPUTS I 

~ F. UTILIZED 
RESOURCES 

EVALUATION FEEDBACK ~) 

WHY EVALUATE? 
Given the existing conditions of outside funding (whether federal, state, oz 

pr iva te  founda t ions ) ,  the message is becoming inc reas ing ly  c l e a r - - , P r o g r a m E  
t h a t  don ' t  eva lua te  may doom themse lves  to  ex t inc t ion ."  ~Iauy  a l t e r n a t i v e  
youth  and  fami ly  service providers  h e a r  s tor ies  of s i s t e r  agenc ies  involve~ 
With subs tance  abuse  p rog ramming  being " in  trouble"~ T h i s  is no t  t o t a l l y  du~ 
to a dying fad  in gove rnmen t  funding,  a s m a n y  officials con tend  t h a t  th~)~ 
programs have  s imp ly  no t  come up w i th  any  s u b s t a n t i v e  d a t a  s u p p o r t i n g  t h e n  
work. 

Looking a t  the  agencies in you r  own communi ty ,  you w i l l  f ind t h a t  thos~ 
t h a t  have  completed even superf icial  periodic e~a lua t ions  a re  o f t en  the  one. • 
t h a t  a re  respected and  sought  af ter .  They a re  the  ones to get  f u n d i n g  i I n  th~ 
eyes of the  Community and  t he  a u t h o r i z i n g  agencies  these  p r o g r a m s  ar ,  
"known to b e  good". 

'As an  a i ternat i 've  agency one needs  to eva lua te .  R u n a w a y  p rograms ,  yout i  
service bureaus ,  and  crisis i n t e rven t i on  centers  a r e  s t i l l  cons ide red  suspec t  ")~ 
many  of the  t r ad i t i ona l  h u m a n  services. They requi re  t h e  a l t e r n a t i v e  program~' 
to "p rove"  t h a t  they are '~ jus t  as  good and  emclent  as  t h e  o t h e r  establ ishe~ 

organiza t ions .  
F r o m  t h e  perspect ive  of the  cl ient ,  one needs to eva lua te .  I f  one is commttte~ 

to providing comprehensive  and  m e a n i n g f u l  services,  s / h e  needs  to b e  su re  t h a  
the  desired resu l t s  are  being obta ined.  I n  fact ,  the  process  of p r o g r a m  evaluati0~ 
often t imes improves  the services  to be rendered.  

Appropr ia te  fo rms  of eva lua t ion  al low the  agency to deve lop  a hiStOrical pel 
spective on the  types of c l ients  served  and  t h e i r  ever  c h a n g i n g  needs .  T h e  " 1  
g ram has  some m e a n s  to m a i n t a i n  a dynamica l ly  respons ive  pos tu re  a n d  a g e r  
cies Can iden t i fy  bench marks  for  service capaci ty  and  qua l i ty .  

:,Prepared by: Nat ional  Youth Alternatlves Project, Inc., Wash|ngton, D. C..  Jul 
1977. 
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Final ly,  for  the  sake of professional  growth, one needs to evaluate. The 
knowledge and skills we acquire through the process of evaluation are export- 
able to other  Job opportunit ies.  The integrated program evaluation process pro- 
vides a logical systemat ic  way to  solve problems. 

OZONE HOUSE 

Ozone House, a non-profit, volunteer  run organizat ion in Ann Arbor, Michigan, 
~vas created in 1970 to a s s i s t  runaways  and their  famil ies during intra-famil lal  
Crises. Since the outset  of its evaluat ion effort, Ozone has  emphasized program 
ou tcome  evaluation, specifically impact,  quality, and performance evaluation. 
Early efforts were concerned with collecting comprehensive demographic da ta  on 
clients served so tha t  the pr imari ly  volunteer staff workers  would have bet ter  
hldications of w h a t  generic services should be rendered.  Critical program objec- 
fives were  identified and measured for  compliance for u s e  by external  funding 
sources and  to enable the program to mainta in  and expand cer ta in  program com- 
ponents. Quality and impact evaluation was promoted out of the program's  con- 

~rn for the client.  
The demographic  and service profile da t a  was  obtained f rom intake forms, 

daily logs, a n d  reports  f rom foster  homes. Impac t  da ta  was gleaned from 
follow-up surveys, staff interviews, and staff evaluations. Since Ozone is pri- 
marily a volunteer  program it i s  difficult to de termine  the real cost  incurred.  
The program reported spending approximately $2,000 on the  effort. The da ta  
collection effort  has  helped Ozone improve its program. The client profile da ta  
serves as a basis  for continual fine tuning and ad jus tment  of client services. 
v a l i d a t e d  da ta  over a 2 to 3 year  period resul ted in the design of special pro- 
~, 'ams to reflect different  needs of female and male service recipients. The pro- 
gram was  able to ad jus t  t ra in ing needs based upon evaluation recommenda- 
tions. F011ow-up da ta  provides the  staff wi th  a meaningful  assessment  of how 
potent runaway  and other  related services to youth can be in the long run. 

Evaluat ion da ta  also provided the basis for  programat ic  change in context  of 
the service delivery modali ty and inters taff  relationships.  I t  also l a i d  the basis 
for wider  community support  of t he  program's  activities. 

BRIDGE-PROJECT PLACE 

In  addi t ion to evidencing program effectiveness, an impact  and effort  evalua- 
tion can catalyze . the development of a program component. Such was the ex- 
perience of Pro jec t  Place and Br idge  over Troubled Waters--- two programs 
which par t ic ipated in a Nat ional  Ins t i tu te  of Mental  Heal th  (NIMH) evaluation 
project  in Boston, Massachuset ts .  The cen t r a l  goal of the Boston project  was  to 
afford two separate ,  but  related,  programs for  runaway youth an opportunity to 
examine their  own operat ions in hopes of encouraging j o i n t  agency cooperation. 
.'Phe project promoted staff part icipat ion in defining the issues and questions to 

. be explored dur ing the  18 month evaluation. Follow-up work on former  p rog ram 
cheats  was  designated as the  most  impor tan t  topic for  invest igat ion by the two 
programs• Concern about the old concept of the terminat ion process, the com- 
munication pa t t e rns  between staff and client and the effects of the program on 
these  clients were  perceived as major  issues. 

The project ' s  first  phase tr ied to establish the type and frequency of contacts 
between clients who te rmina ted  f rom both programs. The second phase of the 
follow-up study, taking place in 1975, made contact  with a large sample of 
P mer  clients. Staff in terv iews and a follow,up interview schedule provided the 
data for  both phases.  

The research s tudy which was  pa r t  of a larger  year  long evaluation effort  as- 
sumed lit t le or no ext ra  cost beyond the $8.000 salary of a research person 
~hared by the two programs. The p ro jec t  y ie lded interest ing findings wh ich  in- 
•.reased a t tent ion accorded the terminat ion  process of the youth client. I t  also 
.ed to the development  of formal  procedures for  follow-up and af ter-care  serv- 
ces. Simultaneously it gave external  funding sources and the two part icipat ing 
)rograms concrete indices of program effectiveness. Differential  case t rea tment  
,. _,edures were  developed for shor t - te rm and long-term runaways  because da ta  
ndicated tha t  these two sub-groups had different  needs. Most notable about this  
~roject is tha t  given adequate and appropr ia te  assistance, program staff can and 
ri l l  conduct  meaningful  evaluative efforts and util ize the results. 
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• NoTl~ .mProgram Moni tor ing and  8el~ E v a l u a t i o n  ]or  R u n a w a l l  a n d  Y o u t h  8 e r v ~ o  
Programs ,  by Rober t  J. Luebke, Is in tended  to provide  youth  w o r k e r s  w i t h  an  under -  
s t and ing  of  how eva lua t ion  can  be made  useful.  Th e  m o n o g r a p h  i n t r o d u c e s  s e v e r a l  
models of  eva lua t ion  and  offers gu idance  for  select ing an d  i m p l e m e n t i n g  them.  (196 
pages,  $12.00).  

The  monograph  is one of a l imi ted  n u m b e r  of  m o n o g r a p h s  on v a r i o u s  a sp ec t s  of y o u t h  
services published by the Nat ional  Youth  A l t e r n a t i v e s  P ro j ec t  u n d e r  c o n t r a c t  w i t h  
H E W ' s  Office of Youth Development• "1'he price for  the m o n o g r a p h  covers  only the  cos t  
of  pr in t ing.  The  monographs  a r e  ava i l ab le  on a f irst-come f i r s t  s e rve  basis  a n d  mat~ be 
ordered f rom NYAP Publications,  Na t iona l  Youth  A l t e rna t i ve s  t ' r o j ec t ,  1346 Connec t  cu t  
Avenue,  NW. Washing ton ,  D.C. 20036. Other  t i t les  a r e  A l t e r n a t i v e  Y o u t h  Serv ices  t ' ~  
Y o u t h  and F a m i l y  Crisis  Centers:  A Br ie]  H i s t o r y ,  Y o u t h  and  F a m i l y  Cris i s  S e r v i e o ~ J  
Innova t i v e  Approaches  to Service De l i very  T o w a r d s  Social  Change  and  a ~ e w  Y o u t h  
Polioy,  and  Legal I s sues  A~ec t ing  the  Operat ion  ol  R u n a w a y  She l t e r s .  
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