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COMPTROLLER GENERAL OF THE UNITED STATES
WASHINGTON. C.C. 20348

LN

B~197161

The Honorable Ernest ¥. Hollings

Chairman, Subcommittee on State,
Justice, Commerce, the Judiciary,
and Related Agencies

Committee on Appropriations

United States Senate

Dear Mr. Chairman:

This report, prepared as a result of your request in
June 1979, discusses'the uses made of funds provided by
‘the Juvenile Justice and Delinguency Prevention Act in
seven States. It also contains .our comments on each of
the 80 projects we visited during our review.

We are sending copies of this report to the Director,
Office of Management and Budget, and the Attorney %}neral.

Si Ay yowrs/, /w
Yy &/772 [

' ,

Comptroller General
of the United States

(v 4
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COMPTROLLER GENERAL'S REPORT STATES ARE FUNDING

TO SUBCOMMITTEE ON STATE, JUVENLLE JUSTICE
JUSTICE, COMMERCE, THE JUDICIARY PROJECTS THAT CONFORM
AND RELATED AGENCIES, TO LEGISLATIVE
COMMITTEE ON APPROPRIATIONS, OBJECTIVES

UNITED S'WATES SENATE

The Office of Juvenile Justice and Delinguency
; Prevention, Law Enforcement Assistance
' Administration, has provided formula grants
to the States to plan for and fund projects
in the juvenile justice and delinguency
prevention arzas. The Chairman, Subcommittee
on State, Justice, Commerce, the Judiciary
and Related Agencies, Senate Committee on
Appropriations, asked GAQ to determine how the
funds were used.

GAO reviewed the use of funds provided under
formula grant progeams 1in the States of
California, Flof&da, Idaho, Michigan, Min-
nesota, Ohio, and Texas. These seven States
had granted 64 percent, and had firm plans
or commitments to grant an additional

27 percent, of tneir awards for fiscal

years 1977, 1,78, and 1979. Except for
Texas, which had not spent about $600,000

of fiscal year 1975 and 1976 awards, the
States had returned only minimal amounts

of unspent funds to the Law Enforcement
Assistance Administration.

, To ex; _ain a cut in its fiscal year 1980

' appropriations request, the Department of
Justice provided information on the estimated
amount of prior year appropriations that had
nct been spent. ' However, to give a clearer
picture of the status of unspent funds, it
also should have provided cther information,
such as amounts granted and committed to pro-
jects by the States. (See pp. 6 to 11.)

The Attorney General should direct the
Administrator, Law Enforcement Assistance
Administration, to provide more comprehensive
information on the status of juvenile justice
r funds when recommending future funding levelr.

’ Tear Sheet Upon removal, the report i GGD-80-40
| ! cever date should be noted heregn
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HOW STATES USED THE FUNDS

The seven States had furnded programs that
were in accordance with the goals and
objectives of the Juvenile Justice and
Delinquency Prevention Act. Many of these
programs were to 1rovide services to status
offcnders--juveniles who have been charged
with «r have committed offenses that would
not be criminal if committed by an adult--
so they would not be placed in detencion or
correctional facilities. Other programs
included celinguency prevention, alternative
education, and programs to divert juveniles
from the formal juvenile justice system.

The seven States funded 488 projects with
juvenile justice formula grant funds, of

which 303 were operating at the time of GAO's
review. GAO visited 80 of these projects in
both rural and metropolitan areas. Sixty
percent of the projects were started with @
formula grant funds and most provided services
directly to children. (See pp. 15 to 17.) Of
the 80 projects visited, all but 3 appeared

to be operatina generally as described in

the grant applications. (See pp. 17 to 19.)

All but 2 of the 80 prcjects had properly
accounted for grant funds and used them for
approved purposes. Although GAO did not con-
duct a complete:financial audit, it found that,
with two exceptions, projects were able to
support the expenditures as being made for
approved purposes.

None of the States maintained excessive cash
balances at the State level, nor was this a
major problem at the regional or project level.
However, GAO noted cash balances in excess of
anticipated needs at five proiects and

regional planning units in Ohio anc Texas.

(Cee pp. 20 and 21.)

Each of the 80 projects GAO visited is
described in appendix I. (See p. 24.)
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! AGENCY COMMENTS
| The Department of Justice concurred with the
- report's findings dnd recommendations and
| | outlined corrective actions being taken.
| : its comments are included as appendix II
: and are summarized on page 2Z.
| i
\
|
\
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CHAPTER 1

INTRODUCTION

By letter dated June 13, 1979, the Chairman, Subcomnittee
on State, Justice, Commerce, the Judiciary and Related
Agencies, Senate Committe~ on Appropriations, asked us to
determine how funds awarded to the States under the Juwvenile
Justice and Delinquéncy Prevention Act were being used, and
to assess the etfectiveness of the programs that were funded
In a subsequent meeting with Subcommittee staff, it was agreed )
that we would limit our scope to determining the uses made of
the funds and whether such uses were consistent with the
objectives of the act.

The request resulted because of a controversy over the
amount of unspent funds from prior year appropriations. The
Department of Justice, in its fiscal year 1980 appropriation
request, estimated that about $163 million of funds were unspent
from prior year appropriations and requested $50 million for
i the juvenile justice program, a reduction of 50 ‘'percent from
fiscal year 1979. 1/ Several States and organizations,
however, considered the Department's statement regarding the
availabiiity of prior year funds to be erroneous. They
stated that prior year funds had been committed and thus

were not available for subgranting in fiscal year 1980.
5

Because of the conflicting information, the Chairman of
the Senate Committee on Appropriations directed its investi-
gations staff to conduct an inquiry in March 1979. The
1nvestlgat10ns staff reviewed State criminal justice planning
agencies in Alabama, California, Florida, Illinois, Michigan,
New York, Ohio, Pennsylvania, and Texas and interviewed
officials of other agencies. The investigations staff's
June 1979 report to the Chairman stated that the juvenile
justice and delinquency prevention program had laudable
objectives and that the nine States contacted appeared to
have implemerted systematic and meaningful programs aimed
at achieving the objectives of the act. The report also
noted that the proposed reduction in program funding would
severely damage the program, have a significant adverse
effect on local jurisdictions' perception of the program,
and possibly undermine effcrts made to encourage local
participation in the program.

1/States generally have two fiscal years to obligate funds
following the fiscal year in which the Law Enforcement
Assistance Administration (LEAA) made the award.




Accord1ng to the investigations staff, the Department
of Justice had not made a convincing case for 1mposing the
proposed funding cut. “The staff noted that in proposing
the funding reduction, the Department apparently did not give
adequate consideration to the newness of the Juvenile Justice
and Delinguency Prevention Act in comparison to other Justice
and Law Enforcement A851stance Administration programs or té
the binding nature of commitments which the States had made
to spend program funds in the future. .

his June 1979 letter to us, the aubbommlttee Chairman

I
.” noted’ ?hat time had allowed only a quick survey, at the State

level and that an analysis below the State level was required
to better understand the program. He requested that our
study be completed in time for it to be used during delibera-

_tions on the fiscal year 1981 appropriation for the Office

of Juvenlle Justice and Delinquency Prevention.

* z .
& -

OBJECTIVES OF JUVENILE JUSTICE

AND DELINQUENCY PREVENTION ACT

The Juvenile .Justice and Delinquency Prevention Act
(42 U.S.C. 5601 et seq. ) was enacted to provide the necessary

resources, leadership, and coordination to

--develop and implement effective methods
of preventing and reducing juvenile
delinquency;

--develop and conduct effective programs to
prevent delinquency, divert juveniles from
the traditional juvenile justice system, and
provide critically needed alternatives to
institutionalization;

-

--improve the quality of juvenile justice in

the United States; and

--increase the capacity of State and local
governments and public and private:agencies
to conduct effective juvenile justice and
delinquency prevention and rehabilitation pro-
grams and to provide research, evaluation, ang
training services in the field of juvenile
delinquency prevention.

-
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Part B of the act authorizes adsistance for State and
local programs through formula and special emphasis grants. 1/
Formula grants are awarded to States (and territories) either
.to a551st them in.planning, establishing, operating, coordi-
nating, and evaluating projects or to prov1de subgrants and
contracts to public and private agencies. ' These subgrants are
for developing more effective education, training, research,
prevent1on, diversion, treatmeinit, and rehabilitation programs
in the juvenile area and for prcgrams to improve the juvenile
justice system. LEAA allocates grants annually to the States
on the basis of relative population under age 18, but no
State may receive less than $225,000 and no terrltory less
than $56,250. ,

Requirements for participation

To teceive a formula grant, the State must submit a
comprehensive plan to LEAA for approval. In addition to
being con51stéht with certain provisions of the Omnibus Crimé
Control and Safe Streets A¢t, the plan must address 21 items
enumerated in the Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention
Act. Many of these items deal with administrative and fiscal
matters, such as the authority of the State planningnagency 2/
to implement -the plan, the appointment of an advisory group,
and the participation of local governments and private agencies °
in deveioping the plan. Other items are of a programmatic
nature such as including in the plan

~--a study of State needs for comprehensive
approaghes to juvenile delinquency prevention
- and trfeatment;

1/Twenty-five percent of the@funds appropriated for Part B
must be used for special emphasis prevention and treat-
ment grants and contracts. This program is administered
directly by the Office of Juvenile Justice and Delinquenc’
Prevention and was not included in this review.

2/A State planning agency is an organization established
by each State to administer the applicable prosisions of
the Omnibus Crime Control and Safe Streets#ct
(42 U.S5.C. 3701 et seq.). The Justice System Improvement
Act of 1979 (Public Law 96-157, 93 Stat. 1167) amended
the Omnibus Crime Control and Safe Streets Act and mandates
the establishment of State criminal justice councils to
pe-form functions similar to, those previously per formed
by State planning agencies.’
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--assurances that juveniles alleged to be
or found to be delinquent. juveniles
charged with or who have committed offenses
that would not be criminal if committed by
an adult (status offenders), and dependent
or neglected children not be detained or
confined in anv institution in which they
have regular contact with incarcerated
adults; and

--assurances that status offenders, or such
nonoffenders as dependent or neglected
children, not be placed in juvenile,
detention or correctional facilities.

Qf the 56 States and territories eligible to receive
formula grants under the act, the number actually partjci-
pating in the program increased from 39 in fiscal year
1975 to 51 in fiscal years 1979 and 1980.

Funding history of the act

Since passage in September 1974, $449 million has been
appropriated to carry out the various aspects of the act, of
which $278.5 million was for formula grants. The amounts
authorized, requested, appropriated, and available for formula
grants for each fiscal year are shown on the following page.

.
i




Amount

available
for

) Fiscal Amount Amount Amount formula

year authorized requested .appropriated grants
------------- (Millions) = = = = = = = = = = - =
1975 $ 75.0 $ 0 $ 25.0 $ 10.600
1976 125.0 9.7 - a/49.0 29,050
1977 150.0 10.0 - g 75.0 47.625
1978 150.0 75.0 100.0 b/63.750
1979 175.0 ‘ 100.0 '100.0 63.750
1980 200.0 50.0 100.0 c/63.750
$875.0 $244.7 $449.0 $278.525

a/Includes transition quarter.

b/Does not include $10,133,000 of special emphasis funds made
available to participating States as a supplemental award.

c/As of November 13, 1979, $23,192,500 of the fiscal year
" 1980 formula grant money had been awarded to the States.
" The remainder will be awarded as 1980 plans are approved.




CHAPTLR 2

HOW HAVE IHE STATES USED FUNDS PKOVIDED
BY THE_JUVENILE JUSTICE AND DELINQUENCY
PREVENTION ACT?

Our review in seven States--California, Florida, Idzho,
Michigan, Minnesota, Ohio, and Texas--and at 80 projects
funded with formula cant funds by these States showed that

--the Stdtes generally used funds received or
had firm plans or commitments for their use;

--the States funded programs in accordance
with the goals and objectives of the act;

--projects generally operated as described in
‘the grant applications, had properly accounted
for and used grant funds as budgeted in most
instances, and generally did not maintain

excessive cash balances.

Our observations are discussed in greater detail below.

STATE. GENERALLY USED_FUNDS
RECEIVED_OR_HAVE FIRM _PLANS
OR_COMMITMENTS FOR THEIR USE

The ceven States had subgranted or had firm plans or com-
mitments for all but 9 percent of their fiscal year 1977,
1978, and 1979 funds. 1/ Except for Texas, which had not
spent about §600,000 of fiscal year 1975 and 1976 aw.rds,
the States had returned only minimal amounts of funds to
LEAA. .

Amount of Eoverted funds has been minimal

Fiscal yee¢r 1975 and 1976 funds which had not yet
been spent generally were not available for subgrant or
expenditure. LEAA guidelines allow the State planning
agencies and subgrantees 2 fiscal years to obligate funds
following the fisca. year in which LEAA makes an award.
Fiscal year 1977 funds, for example,. would be available for
f obligation until the end of fiscal year 1979. Tle sub-
grantees are allowed an additional %0 days to spend the

————— e \

l/This analysis excludes formula grant awards for the
= fiscal year 1980 appropriatdion, as our field work was
performed prior to this award. .

~

. 6 o~




obligated funds. LEAA extended this period in some years
for some of the States we reviewed. However, with the
excepticn of Texas, which haid received an extension through
December 31, 1979, for $28,000 of fiscal year 1976 funds,
none of the fiscal year 1975 or 1976 funds were still
available at the time of our review. The amount of fiscal
year 1975 and 1976 funds awarded, expended, and rev=zrted

to LEAA for the seven States is shown on page 8.

Funds still available for subgrant
awards were generally committed

The fiscal year 1977, 1978, and 1979 funds not sub-
granted or expended were still available for award at the
time of our visits to the State planning agencies. The
status of rfunds at the time of our visits is pvesented in
the table on page 9.




. T

California Florida Idaho Michigan Minnesota Ohio Te .as

Amounts of
formula

grant
awards
(FY 75 and .
76) $3,;133,000 $995,000 $450,0n9C $1,533,000 $710,000 51,763,000 51,886,000

Less:
Amount
expended 3,099,639 947,333 442,374 1,481,499 633,600 1,735,514 1,263,475
Amount
reverted
(note a) 30,361 47,667 7,626 51,501 76,400 b/27,486 c/622,525

as/Some of these funds had not been formally reverted, but, according to an LEAA
official, are not available for obligation or expenditure unless extended by LEAA.

b/Atter our audit, Ohio found accounting errors that, when corrected, showed that
$4,501 of this had been cpent.

c/LEAA extended $28,000 of this amount until December 31, 1979.

-

Q ] = U 1_;)

Total

$10,467,000

9,603,434

863,566

Percent

100

92




Michigan Texas
California (note a) Minnesota (note b) percent

Amount of formula
grant awardags
(FY 77 to 79,
tncluding «7 1978

supplemertal) $17,232,000 56,100,000 $765,000 S8,173,000 $3,457,000 $9,263,006 $10,801,00C 55%,611,u00

Less:
Amount Suc
granted (1n-
cluding planning
ang adminiutraAa-

tion) 11,375,044 3,86b,365. - 749,981 $,228,484 2,384,600 3,917,103 7,075,230 35,596,007

Amount availlatle
for subgranting 5,856,956 2,233,635 15,019 1,944,516 1,072,400 5,365,897 3,72:,070 20,214,191

Less:
Amount for which
State has firm
pians or commit-

" ments (note c) 4,169,653 2,233,635 15,019 1,944,516 10,000 5,365,447 1,327,024 15,069,750

Amount for waich
State has no 11rm

plans 1,687,291/ 0 0 U 1,062,400 0 2,396,746 5,148,443

a/Michigan subgranted $28,399 more FY 1977 tunds than LEAA ~warded. In addition, 1t committed
§491,264 more FY 1978 tunds than LSAA awarded and has not crmnmitted $224,275 of FY 1479
tunds. The net result 1s an overcommitment o0t $95,388 which will be made up with State funds if
necessary. Thls was done:tu insure the State uses all LEAA funds. Experience has shown that
projects did not use all funds subgranted.

b/Texas subgranted $201,120 more funds than available 1n FY 1977 s0 that the total Y 1977 tunds would
be spent. The State expects this amount to be zerc after tY 1977 1s closed cut becau-e projects have generally
not spent their entire subgrant awards.

€/This 1ncludes amounts i1dentified and/or apptoved for specific piojects but rnot awarded as ot the
dates Ot our close-out visits to the State planning agencles.

'
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As shown on the previous page, the seven States had
subgranted 64 percent of available funds and firmly committed
an additional 27 percent of their juvenile jwstice funds.

We included amounts not ye: subgranted but firmly committed,
'because the funds had either been approved for award by

the State supervisory body or set aside for specific ongoing
or new projects. The States did not consider these funds
available for other projects and generally planned to subgrant
and spend them before their LEAA award perieds ran out.
Further comments from each State are shown below.

--California: The entire FY 1979 award was
not available until May 1979. 1In addition,
the 7Y 1978 supplemental award had purposely
not beer committed pending negotiation
between the State planning agency and LEAA
over use of funds. 1/ Some of the funds
had been approved for projects by the regional
planning units but had not yet bcen prncessed
by the State planning agency.

--Florida: All funds were committed to approved
grant proposals included in the annual compre-
hensive plan. Funds not subgranted were for
projects that were planned, but not yet
started.

--Idaho: The State planned to use its unawarded
fiscal year 1978 and 1979 funds for two con-
tinuation projects. The currentv funding period
for these projects had not yet erded. The funds
will insure the continuation of che projects”
until fiscal year 1980 funds become available.

J/At the time of our review, Callfornla and LEAA were
locked in a dispute over California separation prac-
tices. LEAA wanted California to separate all youths
under 18 from those 18 and over, but California did
not separate all juvenile court commitments under 18
from "youthful criminal offenders" aged 18 through 26.
On December 27, 1979, the Administrator of LEAA fnhotified
Californ«a that funding under the approved fiscal year
1979 formula grant plan would be terminated unless
California requested a hearing before an administrative
law judge. On January 2, 1980, California requested a
formal compliance hearing. Funding will continue until
final resolution of this matter.




--Michigan: The State approves funding for the
entire project period when first year funding
is approved. This assures that projects needing
2- or 3-year funding to accomplish their goals
will be completed before Federal funds are
depleted. Thus, if Federal funds are reduced in
future years, ongoing projects can still be com-
pleted. These committed funds are subgranted for
12-month periods.

--Minnesota: The State recently changed its award
process so that all awards will be made on January 1
each year. It expected to sub-rant the remainder
of its available funds, plus some fiscal year 1980
funds, on January 1, 1980, but it had not approved
specific projects at the time of our review.

--Ohio: The State had approved project awards for all
remaining funds, but, because of the State's award
procedures and the projects' award period starting
dates, the actual awards were to be issued over the
next several months.

--Texas: The State concentrated its fiscal year
1978 and 1979 funds on projects to deinstitu-
tionalize status offenders and there were not

- enough projects in this area to commit all the
funds. State planning agency officials could
not convince some local officials to accept the
Philosophy of kandling juvenile problems at the
local level instead of through State-operated
institutions or programs. 1In addition, the State
did not accept its fiscal year 1978 supplemental
awara of $620,000 until September 1979. The State
rlanning agency is currently planning projects
in new program areas and expects to use all uncom-
mitted funds.

In the fiscal year 1980 appropriation request, the Depart-
ment of Justice provided information on the estimated amount
of prior -ar appropriations that had not been spent.
However, to give a clearer picture of the status of unspent
funds, it also shovld have provided other information, such
asz amounts subgranted and committed to projects by the States.
As indicated above, the seven States had firm plans or com-
mitments for most of the funds and planned to subgrant and
sperd them before their LEAA award periods expired.

11
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PROGRAMS FUNDED WERE_IN

ACCORDANCE WiTH_THE GOALS
AND_OBJECTIVES OF THE *CT

The srven States included in our review had funded pro-
grams that were in accordance with the goals and objectives
of the Juvenile Justice and Delinguency Prevention Act.
Because the act reguired (as a condition of receiving a for-
mula grant) that within 3 years 1/ status offenders and non-
of fenders would not be placed in juvenile detention or
correctional facilities, many programs were funded to provide
services to status offenders. Other funding areas included
prevention, alternative education, and diversion programs.
Each State's priorities are discussed below.

--California: Initially, California's major objec-
¥ive for using formula grant funds was for programs
related to the deinstitutionalizaticn of status
of fenders. In 1978, however, the emphasis
for new programs changed to reducing the number

L  of erime-related offenses committed by juveniles.

- The Director of the State planning agency stated

that although deinstitutionalization was still

an objective, the emphasis was changed because the

ctate had reported that it had already achieved a

deinstitutionalization rate of 85 percent.

--Florida: The fiscal year 1975 plan stated that

Florida intended to utilize formula grant funds ex-
clusively in the prevention and diversion areas.
Florida has subsequently established 13 program
categories under which formula grant projects are
funded:

—-Education and in-school vocational training.

-—-Employment opportunities and out-of-school
vocational training.

~ --Service delivery coordination.

1/The act as passed in 1974 stated "within two years,” but
the 1977 amendments to the act changed the requirements to
"within three vears" and allowed the State up to two addi-
tional vears if it was determined to be in substantial
compliance (achieved deinstitutionalization of not less
than 75 percent).

12
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--Substance abuse prevention and/or treatment
programs.

--Screening and evalvations.

and adjudicated dependents.

47:3

--rlanning, research, arn”® evaluation.
-~-Staff development and training.
--Voluntears.

--Prevention.

--Idaho: 1Idaho's plans for formula grant funds

from 1975 through 1979 had many gcals and ob-

jectives, all of which were in accordance with

the mandates of the Juvenile Justice and Delinquency

Prevention Act. Numerous projects were funded

but specific goals or objectives were not emphasized

until fiscal year 1979. At that time, deinstitu-

tioraiization of status offenders became the priority
= and these types of projects received the majority

of tthe funding. Deinstitutionalization will also

be the priority for fiscal year 1980.

|
|
--Diversion.
--Services for juveniles, delinquents,
!

--Michigan: Michigan's programs were in the areas
of deinstitutionalization of status offenders,
juvenile justi.e planning, juvenile correctional
prcgrams, juvenile pretrial processing, and
reduction of juvenile crime potential. Most of
the funds went to the latter two categori:s.

--Minnesota: Officials of the State planning agency
to identify and prevent juvenile delinquency and
that instituticnal programs for status offenders
are inappropriate. A!so. since 1978, institutiorali-
zation of status offenders has been prohibited by
Minnesota law. Accordingly, funding prioritv has
been given to projects which provide community-
based alternatives to the detention of youth and
institutional correctional programs. The projects
are often shelter and foster care homes with
objectives of lowering the number of youth,
particularly status offenders, keot in secure deten-
tion. They also emphasize the preventiosn of

13
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unnecessary out-of-home placements of adjudicated
juveniles.

--Ohio: Ohio used its fiscal year 1975 funds
for deinstitutionalization of status of fenders.
Since then, the State planning agency developed
other program areas with objectives such as

--improving the quality of service delivery
to youth througn the utilization of planning/
coordination agencies and training programs;

--enhancing capabilities of providing direct
services, on a volunteer basis, to the youth
and the youth's famiiy;

--facilitating deinstitutionalization of juvenile
offenders and nonoffenders through the use
of community-based residential facilities
and/or treatment programs;

--enhancing the ability of currectional institu-
tions to rehabilitate confined youths; and

--facilitating family cohesiveness.

--Texas: Almost all subgrants awarded by the State
planning agency were used for projects relating
to the deinstitutionalization of status offendars.
State planning agency officials said they considered
using some of the uncommitted@ funds fcr drug abuse
and alternative school projects. They believed
that, because the State had met the deinstitution-
alization mandate of the act, it should consider
projects that benefit other juvenile offenders
as well as status offenders.




Projects provided various services

Of the 488 projects 1/ the seven States funded with juve-
nile justice formula grant funds, 303 were still operating at
the time of our review. We visited 80 projects in the seven
States as follows:

Number operating Number

Number of projects at time of GAO visited.
funded review by GAO

California 113 44 9
Florida 105 70 10
Idaho 30 17 14
Michigan 47 29 . 11
Minnesota 33 23 8
ohio 78 63 12

Texas _82 _51 e
Total 488 - 303 80

~_The projects we visited were from both rural and
. —metropolitan areas and 60 percent were initiated with
formula grant funds.

Most projects provided services directly to delinguents,
status offenders, and nonoffenders, including counseling,
housing, education, employment assistance, and recreation.
Residential services, provided by 45 percent of the projects
visited, included long-term housing and short-term emergency
shelter care facilities. Other project purposes included
coordinating youth services, plarning and research, and
training.

1/This figure excludes grant awards to the State planning
agency and units of general local government or combinations
therecf for planning and administration of the formula
program. The act permits up to 15 percent of the formula
grant award to the State to be used for sucii purposes.
Effective October 1, 1978, the amount allcwable for such
purposes was reduced to 7-1/2 percent of tne State's annual
allotment. Also effective October 1, 1978, any amount
expended or obligated for such purposes must be matched
by an equal amount of State or local funds. Also excluded
are amounts provided the State advisory group established
by the act. Five percent of the States' annual allotment
is to be made available to tnis group.
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A profile cf projects we visited is presented below.
A discussion of each project is presented in appendix I.

--California: The projects were generally aimed at
providing or toordinating services to meet the
specific needs of youth while diverting them from
the juvenile justice system and/cr reuniting them
with their parents. One exception was a project
to reduce school truancy and thereby reduce daytime
burglaries. > )

—--Florida: The 10 selected projects were aimed at
Relping children before and after they entered
the juvenile justice system. Seven projects
provided services directly to children while
the othe-s coordinated needed services. The
services included counseling, education,
substitute parents, mental health analysis, and
housing. The coordiration projects, which
generally encouraged the use of youth service
agencies, referred youths to these agencies
when needed.

--Idaho: Seven projects reviewed provided short-
term residential facilities, three emphasized
education, and four dealt with alcohol and drug
abuse, care for children of working or neglecting
parents, placement of police officers in schools
to improve relationiships between them and the
students, and coordination of a youth service
delivery system. The projects' goals included
preventing juvenile delinquency and school drop-
outs, reducing crime, and providing altzrnatives
to the detention and institutionalization of children.

-~Michigan: Nine ot the 1l projects reviewed provided
dIrect services to youth and the others provided
technical services for the overall Michigan juvenile
justice and delinguency prevention program. All nine
projezts serving youth provided counseling, five )
prcvided temporary housiung, two provided educational
‘services, and two provided recreational and cultural
sarvices. Most of the direct service projects were
targeted toward youth in trouble with the law or in

need of a place to live.

--Minnesota: Six of the eight projects reviewed
emphasized alternatives to institutionalization
and preventing unnecessary out~of-home placement
of adjudicated and nonadjudicated juveniles. Three
of these projects provided short-term emergency

4
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shelter, mostly to runaways. Three others
provided, services to delinquents needing
treatment but not incarceration. These
services included counseling and education
programs. One project provided legal
assistance to children in a statewide

effort t- ensure due process in juvenile
matters. Another project provided intensive
services to serious juvenile offenders.

--Ohio: The 12 vrojects reviewed generally
provided or coordinated services to divert
children from the juvenile justice system
and keep them out of secure facilities.
Sefvices included counseling, recreation,
hocusing, and education.

--Texas: Twelve of the 16 projects reviewed
attempted to divert juveniles from the
formal justice system or from secure detention;
3 provided alternative education to students
who were unable or unwilling to comply with
traditional methods; and the remaining project
trained law enforcement ‘officers, school
personnel, and private citizens by offering
juvenile delinquency-related courses and
developed a juvenile justice library. All
except the training project provided services
to children, either directly or through
codtract. These services included counseling,
education, housing, psychiatric testing,
recreation, u«nd employment.

Projects were generally.
operating as planned

Of the 80 projects visited, we considered all but 3 to
be operating generally as described in the grant applica-
tion. The projects not providing the services planned are
discussed below.

--Florida Network of You-h and Family Services,
Tampa: This project intended to develop a
statewide network for coordinating youth run-
away centers. We could not determine, however,
the uses made of the subgrant funds because the
available records were incomplete and disorganized,
and no one knowledgeable of the subgrants' fiscal
aspects was available. Also, an October 1979
State planning agency audit report stated that
no cash receipts journal existed during the first

17




15 months of the project; the method for
applying project expenditures to the juvenile
justice funds or other fund sources could

not be determined; and because much of the
supporting documentation for expenditures

was kept unorganized in a box, documentation
for some expenditures could not be fc.und.
According to the acting State planning

agency chief, the project had not met its
objectives. The acting chief rejected further
funding of the project because of management
instability and negative project evaluations.
Anothe:r State official said that the project
had been the State's most poorly managed
juvenile justice project. That official also
said that the State planning agency would
attempt to recover any of the project's assets
related to Federal grants. (See p. 47.)

--Deinstitutionalization of Status Offenders,
Young County, Texas: This project was to F ]
divert status offenders from the cointy jail
by providing short-term emergeacy shelter in
foster homes and by providing psychological
testing for status offenders. At the time of
our visit in October 1979, foster homes did
not exist and the la3t youth had been served
in November 1978, Only four youths had been
placed>in foster homeX and two of “these were
for long-term residential care instead 6f
the short-term emergency shelta2r provided -
for in the grant application. In addition,
only 9 children had been given psychological
testing instead of a projected 99. (See p. 108.)

--Diversion Impact Project, Harris County,
Texas:. Although this project gererally
provided the intended services, it was not
operating & residential group home as
originally budgeted. “This home had operated
during the first two pProject years, but
the organization that had operated the home
during these years decided not to seek &
contract tor. the third year because of past
difficulties in receiving timely approval
of contracts and reimbursement. (See p. 112.)

projectd that had encountered probliems which, in our opinion,

In addition titthe abcve three projects, we noted two
n
had affected .project results:

18
9;..
-




--Girls Youth Home, Emmett,. YIdaho: The

facility was in terrible condit‘on. Tie
stairway and second floor were littered

with debris. Electrical wiring protruded
from the ceiling of one room as a result

of recent rewiring. The kitchen and utility
rocms were dirty and also cluttered with :
debris. In the backyard, which was suppo sed
to be ¢ recreation area, trees were infested
with caterpillars and the yard contained so
much dog defecation that it was difficult

to walk without stepping in it.

At the time of our visit, no girls were

living at the home. Ava.lable reports
indicated that 47 girls had stayed at the

home cetween October 1977 and June 30, 1979.

A project official apologized for the condition
of the home at the time of our visit. Another
.official stated that the condition of thsz

home had improved since our visit, but sub-
sequently attributed some of the problems

to remodeling. We did not note any evidence
that extensive remodeling was underway.

(See p. 62.)

--Fort Hall Youth Home, Fort Hall, Idaho:
This project is a residential facility for
Indians. On the basis of available documents,
it appeared to have provided an alternative
method of dealing with delinquent or potential
delinquert youth while operating. However,
at the time of our visit in October 1979,
the facility was closed because of internal
proklems. The tribal court judge told us
that, for want of alternatives, juveniles
are now committed to jails. (See p. 52.)

Grant funds generally used for approved
purposes and excessive cash balances
not maintained

-

“ All buf two of the projects reviewed had properly
accounted for grant funds and used them for approved
purposes. This does not imply that we conducted a complete
audit of the projects' financial records, but the projects,
with the two exceptions discussed below, were able to support
expeﬁditures as being made for approved purposes. We found
accounting errors at several projects, but these were
generally small bookkeeping type errors that were corrected

-
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or properly explained when we pointed them out. The
exceptions were the (1) Florida Network of Youth and Family
Se:vices, for which we could not determine what uses were
made of the funds because of the insufficient documentaiion
previously mer-ioned and (2):the Deinstitutionalization

of Status Offe.ders and Unr_ly Treatment Project in Ohio,
because the project's bookkeeping and monthly financial
reports contained e:roneous data that prevented us from
determining uses made of funds.

None of the seven States maiitained excessive cash
balances at the State level. nor was this a major problem
at the regional planning unit or project level. Cash balances
exceeded anticipated needs, however, at five projects
(including regional planning units) in Ohio and Texas. The

excess balances at each of these projects are explained below.

--Family Crisis Center, Summit County, Ohio:
Although this project did not maintain excess
cash balances at the project, the regional
planning unit, through which project funds flow,

“ held excess c..sh in interest-bearing accounts.
We could not determine the amount of formula funds
in this account because they were intermingled with
other LEAA funds. However, we were told that more
than $30,000 in interest has been earned over a 5-year
period. This interest has been used to buy U.S.
Treasury notes and as match money for grants.
(See p. 92.)

--Diversion and Prevention Through Community
Action, Cuyahoga County, Ohio: This project
maintained excess cash balances at the regional
planning unit and county levels in recent months.
The regional planning unit maintained net balances
for its juvenile justice projects of $20,345 and
$39,152 at the end of June and July 1979,
respectively. The county had net month-end
balances of $100,180, $78,998, $60,354, and
$36,577 for the months of April through July, 1979,
respectively. Prior to these months, the balances
at the regional planning unit and county were low
or they had spent more than the State had given -
them. (See p. 91.)

--Diversion Impact, Harris County, Texas: This

pr.,ect had excessive gcant funds on hand at
various times. For example, about $100,000 was
on hand at the end of January 1979, and about
$86,000 at the end of February 1979, even tr 3h
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the average monchly expenditures were only
$18,458 during the second grant year.
(S2e p. 112.)

~=-Juvenile Diversion and Delinquency Prevention
Services, Bowie County, Texas: This project
maintained an average cash balance of $2,107
during its first grant year which ended January 31,
1979. The average -monthly expenditure during
this period was $429. At the end of the project
year, the project had to retfund $1,114 to the
State, (See p. 106.)

( --Center for Juvenile Delinquency Prevention,
Southwest Texas State University: This project
had a balance of over $57,000 for which the
project had no planned use. This apparently
resulted from overestimating the number of
persons to be trained by the project in the
first year. We pointed this out to State
officials who subsequently recovered all the
funds. (See p. 117.)

CONCLUSIONS

The seven States have generally used the funds
received or have firm plans or commitments for their use.
Further, the programs that the States had funded were
in accordance with the goals and objectives orf the act.
Although some projects had experienced problems, the projects
generally were operating as described in the grant agplica-
tions, properly accounted for grant funds, used t .. .ads
for approved budget items, and were not maintain: « essive
cash balances.

The level of funding necessary to carry out the
-cbjectives and mandates of the Juvenile Justice and
Delinyuency Prevention Act is a matter for determination
by the Administration and the Congress. However, we believe
LEAA needs to provide more comprehensive information on the
status of juvernile justice funds, such as the amounts granted
and committed to projects by the States, when recommending
future funding levels.
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RECOMMENDAT IONS

We recommend that the Attorney General direct the
Administrator, LEAA, to

--provide more comprehensive information on the
status of juvenile justice funds when recom-
mending future funding levels for the
program, and

--follow up on the States efforts to correct
the problems we noted during our project visits.

AGENCY COMMENTS

In its letter of February 27, 1980 (see app. II), the
Department of Justice expressed agreement with the report's
findings and recommendations and outlined steps being taken

- to address the problems.,

Regarding actions taken, the Department noted that the
Office of Juvenile Justice and Delingquency Prevention

--has requested a verbal report from the States
covering obligations, expenditures, and commit-
ments because LEAA has not been able to mandate
a formal reporting system;

--has entered into negotiations with the National
Criminal Justice Association to promulgate
directives to the States, stressing the need for
more comprehensive and timely data on the
status of formula grant funds; and

--would begin negotiations with the Office of
Justice Assistance, Research, and Statistics
for the design of a system which captures
obligations, expenditures, and commitments
of formula grant awards.

With respect to the problems cited at the projects
visited, the Department noted that the Office of Juvenile
Justice and Delinquency Prevention will request the appro-
priate individual projects and States to review their cash
positions and document corrective action taken. The Depart-
ment also noted that formula grant personnel would make
onsite project visits to ensure that rewmedial action 1is
taken.,




CHAPTER 3

SCOPE OF REVIEW

We corducted our review from August 1979 to November 1979
at LEAA headquarters in Washington, D.C., in seven States--
California, Florida, Idaho, Michigan, Minnesota, Ohio, and
Texas--and at 80 projects in these States. These States were
selected in collaboration with the Subcommittee staff and
had participated in the program since its inception. Through
fiscal year 1979, the States had been awarded $63,087,000
of juv ~ile justice formula grants, or 29 percent of the
total formula grants awarded by LEAA. This does not include
$3,191,000 of special emphasis funds awarded to the seven
States as a supplemental 1978 award.

Because of completion deadline constraints, we could
not perform an indepth analysis of the States' administration
of the formula grant program, or of the projects visited. Our
review was limited to determining whether the projects were
operating as specified in the grant applications and could
properly account for the uses made of grant funds. We could
not assess the merits of each project or of the State
planning agencies' process to determine which projects to
fund. We believe, however, that our review was of suffi-
cient scope and depth to provide the Subcommittee with an
overview of the program and the types of projects being
funded.
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CALIFORNIA

PROJECT TITLE: Comprehensive Juvenile Justice Program,
San Diego

SOURCES AND USES OF FUNDS:

This project, in its second grant period, started with
: LEAA Parts C and E 1/ funds and had received a subsequent
formula grant aiong with subsequent Parts C and E grants.
Formula funds were used for part of the project's overall
. administrative costs and for a service center. Budgeted
funds for the second grant period are shown in the following
table.

Award period
(10/78 thru 3/80)

Formula $ 286,756 '3
parts L and E 775,510 e
LEAA Part C (FY 1977) 576,790
State and local 174,340

Total $1,743,396

PROJECT OBJECTIVES:

This project delivered social services to youth who were
previously status offenders and their families to help divert
the youth from the juvenile justice system. The project ad-
dressed the problems of inadequate residential facilities,
recreation, and prevention efforts in the community. These
problems were addressed through nine service centers and two
residential centers. The centers provided such services as
individual and family counseling, community education, and
recreation.

P.SULTS AND OBSERVATIONS:

Two centers we visited provided the intended services. i
These two centers had serveld 2,403 clients as of August 1979.
The centers could not show us, however, how many youths have

1/The Omnibus Crime Control and Safe Streets Act of 1968, as
amended through 1976, provided grants to the States to
improve and strengthen law enforcement and criminal justice
under Part C and to upgrade correctional programs and
facilities under Part E.

]




APPENDIX I

APPENDIX I

been diverted from the juvenile justice system. 1In a
November 1978 evaluation report, the contractor concluded
that administration and management of the project was
ineffective. The Director, Department of Human Services,
disagreed with the evaluation research methods and data
collection devices, but he agreed to take corrective action.
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CALIFORNIA

PROJECT TITLE: Status Offender Diversion Project--
Turning Point, R'verside

SOURCES AND USES OF FUNDS:

This project, wnich was in its first year of operation,
started with formula funds and had received one grant.
After October 1, 1979, the project was expected to be funded
entirely with State funds. Formula funds were used for
personnel and for home operating expeanses. The project's
funding history is shown in the following table.

Award period
(7/78 thru 9/79)

Formula $130,518
Lcral _lﬁigéé
Total $145,451

PROJECT OBJECTIVES:

The project operated a six-bed crisis resolution home
which provided individual and family counseling and long-term
housing. The project wat to divert status offeiders from the
juvenile jusiice system into a community-based service agency.
The agency provided services to reduce the number of status
offenders referred to the Probation Officer.

RESULTS AND OBSERVATIONS:

The project appeared to be providing the essential
services and to have a good working relationship with the
schools, public, and private agencies. Project officials
could not provide us with quantitative data showing the extent
youth have been diverted from the juvenile justice system;
however, our review of clients served for 3 months showed
that none had entered the formal system after receiving
assistance.

e
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CALIFORNIA

PROJECT TITLE: Project Heavy--West L.A., Los Angeles

SOURCES AND USES OF FUNDS:

This project, which vas in its third grant period,
started .'ith LEAA Part C funds in the first two grant periods
and had received one formula grant and two LEAA Part C grants
in the _hird period. Formula funds were budgeted for person-
nel services, consultant services, and operating expences.
Budgefed funding for the third grant period is shown in
the following table.

Award period
(3/79 thru 3/80)

{note a)

Formu{a $268,951
LEAA Part C b/359,049
State and local 39,894
Total £667,894

S ——

a/CETA funds of $629,972 were provided for the period 12/77
through 9/80.

b/Inrciuces one FY 1978 and one FY 1979 grant for the same
period.

PROJCCT OBJECTIVES:

This project was designed to keep delinocuent and prede-
linquent youth out of the formal criminal justice syctem.
It purchased services for youth, such as mertal health and
job counseling and educxtional and other services, tc amcet
the specific needs of each youth. One residential center
was also provided.

RESULTS AND OBSERVATIONS:

According to a regional planning unit official, major
startup problems occurred in the first 2 vears beforz formula
funds were awarded. 1In the third year, the project haa
addressed the startup problems and was making proyress towards
meeting its goals and objectives. We determined that over
1,200 children had been served as of September 1979. 1In
addition, a December 1978 monitoring report showed that che
service agencies were functioning as they were supposed to.
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At the time of our visit, the project had 18 contracts to
provide these services and was in the process of contracting
with 6 other service agencies. We visited one agency and it
appeared to be functioning as intended.
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CALIFORNIA

PROJECT TITLE: Reflection Point Runaway Service

Center, Sacramento

SOURCES AND USES OF FUNDS:

This project, which was in its second grant period,
started with LEAA Part C funds and was awarded a subscequent
Fart C grant. The last Part C grant was cancelled and re-
placed with a formula grant during the second grant period.
Formula funds were used for salaries, consulting services, ;
and operating expenses. Budgeted funds for the second grant -
period are shown in the following table.

Award period
(10/78 thru 12/79)

Formula $144,646
Part C 85,086
State and local 25,506

Total $255,238

PROJECT OBJECTIVE.:

This project was a runaway center vwhickh attempted to
exclude runaway youth from the juvenile justice system by
providing crisis intervention counseling, temporary shelter,
referrals to community service agencies, and followup coun-
seling.

RESULTS AND OBSERVATIONC:

An evaluation report for the first year (funded with an
LEAA Part C grant) showed that 492 runaways received crisis
intervention counseling, 46 clients received followup coun-
seling, and 351 runaways were returned home. The center
we visited appeared to provide the intended services.

"N
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CALIFORNIA

PROJECT TITLE: School Delinquency Prevention Project, Gilroy

SOURCES AND USES OF FUNDS:

This project, which was in 1ts first year .of operation,
started with formula funds and had received one corant.
Formula funds were used for personnel, consulting services,
and related expenses. The project's funding history is shown
in the following table.

Award period
(12/78 thru 1/80)

Formula $56,000
Logal match 6,222
Total - $62,222

PROJECT™ 3JECTIVES:

By reducing truancy at a city high school, the project
was intended to reduce daytime burglaries and other crimes and
to reduce delinquency at the high school. The project was
expected to develop reliable data orn the extent of truancy
at the high school, find a way to return truants directly
to the school, provide counseling for those truants, and
provide education about the legal system to high school
students. )

N ' 'e

RESULTS AND OBSERVATIONS:

The project provided services as Jntended. It was
not yet known what effect the project had had on either
truancy or delinquency in the area. Although the grant period
started on December 1, 1978, the project itself did not
start until February 1979 because the State did nq‘ approve
the project until that time.

’) by
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CALIFCRNIA

PROJECT TITLE: Coordinated Youth Services, Oakland

SOURCES AND USES_OF FUNDS: L )

This project, which was in its second grant period,
started with LEAA Part C, State, and local funds and had
received subsequent formula and Part C grants. Formula funds
were used for personnel, ¢onsulting services, and related
expenses. Budgeted funds for the second grant period are
shown in the following table.

Awarg period
(10/78 thru 12/79)

Formula $193,316
LEAA Part C 218,265
State and local _45,787

Total (note a) $457,368

———

a/In addition, private, revenue sharing, and CETA funds were
used for project services.

PROJECT OBJECTIVES:

The purpose of this project was to coordinate, through
area service centers, existing services and fill service gaps
of private and public agencies to reduce the frequency and
seriousness of juvenile crime. The services provided included
recreation, education, work experience, counseling, and
employment programs.

RESULTS AND OBSERVATIONS:

Prior to September 1979, one of the project's centers had
placed 125 youths in employment and tutored 68. Project of-
ficials estimated that 200 to 400 youths world be tutored in
September and October after the school year began. The center
director said that of the 75 referrals the center received
from the city youth department, only 2 were returned to
the probation department or had warrants for their rearrest.

‘We could not observe any of the centers' activities because

the summer program was closed and the school year had just
begun. A September 1979 independent evaluation report stated
that the centers were as well situated to deal with the East
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Oaklang delinquency problem as, was generally possible. It
stated that the projeet was composed of a group of highly
dedicated workers and that youth and parents who had

received services were satisfied with those services. It
stated, however, that significant management problems existed
at one of the centzrs and that high staff turnover was exper-
ienced at the centers. e
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CALIFORNIA

PROJECT TiTLF: Community-Based Services in Response to

AB3121, Orange County

SOURCES AND USES OF FUNDS:

This project, which was in its first grant period,
gstarted with formula funds and had received one ggant,
Formula funds were used for contracted services, which
included personnel and related expenses. The project's
funding history is shown in the following table.

Award period’
(7/77 thru 9/79)

iy

Formula $266,000
Other (note a) . 38,004
Total $304,004

[ 4
a/Includes $29,556 from the county.

PROJECT OBJECTIVES:

According to the grant application, the purpose of this
project was to reunite children with their families. The
Orange County Depsrtment of Social Services was to contract
with community-based groups to establish and operate three
group homes which would provide services to status offenders.

Grant funds were provided to four group home projects--
two new private nonprofit orjanizations and two ongoing
Orange County projects funded with LEAA Part C money.

We reviewed one of the new nonprofit projects. The stated
goals were to meet the emotional, educational, and recrea-
tional needs of the youth in the community. 1In .addition
to providing a short-term residence, individual, group,
and family counseling was provided tu the youth.

RESULTS AND OBSERVATIONS:

The project we reviewed served 34 youths from January
through September 1979. Ten of the 34 returned to their
homes and 4 were still in the project home. The project
provideda most of the services described in the grant
with minor modifications. According to the only monitoring

4
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report completed and our observations, most of the case files
did not contain ind;- itdual treatment plans for the clients,
as required in the project contract. The project alsu
experienced startup problems due to ditficulty in finding

a home and obtaining a Sta.e license.

The county also experienced delays in administering
the overall grant, due in part to a change in the agencies
which refer youth to the projects. The first Jquarterly
progress report was not completed until October 31, 1978,
for the period July 1977 to October 1978. The State planning
agency was notified of prooviems in preparing the progress
reports in December 1978.
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CALIFORNIA

PROJECT TITLE: East Palo Alto Youth Services Program,
San Mateo County

SOURCES AND USES OF FUNDS:

This project, which was in its third grant period,
received LEAA Part C funds in its first two periods and
a subsequent formula and an LEAA Part C grant for the tuird
period. Formula funds were budgeted for pzrsonnel , consult-
ant services, and related expenses. Budgeted funding sources
for the third grant period are shown in the following table.

Award period
(1/79 thru 12/79)

Formula S 98,843
LEAA Part C ° 16,037
State and local (note 13) 162,000
CETA 130,000
Private 125,200

Total $532,080

a/Either in-kind contributions or cash paid directly to
service providers.

PROCECT OBJECTIVES:

This project cocrdinated youth services among public and
private agencies, in ‘uding career development, job placement,
counseling, and community activities. 1Its main components
were employment training, diversion, recreation, and cultural
arts. Its stated objectives were to p. event and reduce juvenile
crime, establish a coordinating body of youth serving agencies,
provide services where needed, establish a youth coordinating
council, and implement a public awareness program.

RESULTS AND OBSEPVATIONS:

According to t.e second 1979 quarterly progress report,
12 children were placed in educational classes, 107 participated
1n the project's summer youth employment program, 158 were in
another employment and training program, 191 participated
in the cultural arts comporert, 156 were in the recreation
program, and 33 were refer.ed to the diversion component
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which provided 120 hours of direct counseling. Some children
may have participated in more than one comporent. The project
reported that area burglaries were down 14 percent in the
first quarter of 1979 and 30 percent in the second quarter

in relation to the base line period. Also, the coordinating
body of youth service agencies had been established. In
addition to our observations of several children receiving
services, our review of project records showed that over

200 children had been served durirg 1978 and 1979.

1.
\ ¥4
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CALIFORNIA

PROJECT TITLE: FKafiki Masaada, San Francisco

SOURCES_AND_USES_OF FUNDS:

This project, which was in its third year of operation,
received formula funds in years one and three. Second year
funding came from the city and county of San Francisco,
Department of Social Services. Formula funds were used for
Personnel, consulting services, and related expenses. Budgeted
funding for years one and three are shown in the following
table.

Award period
(1/77 _thru 12/77) (2/79 thru 1/80) Total

Formula $103,000 $117,661 $220, 661
State and local _lliﬁﬁi _§2 979 _ggiggg
Total 5114,444 5200,640  $315,084

PROJELT OBJECTIVES:

“he project's purpose was to provide residential place-
ment and supportive services for status offenders to reunite
youth with their families. Services included individual and
family counseling, youth advocacy, a home for eight children,
and twc foster homes (only one at the time of our review).

RESUISS_AND OBSERVATIONS:

Th¢ project served 41 clients between February 1, 1379,
and August 31, 1979. Our review of client records showed
that 35 vercent of these clients were reunited with their
tamilies. A monitoring report showed that the project
»4S meeting 1ts objectives except that it was housing an
averagye 5.2 clients, or 65 percent, of capacity instead of
its stated objectiv : of 85 percent. The reason for the
reduced number of clients seemed to be decreasing referrals
from the Juvenile Probation Department. A component of this
department provided similar services and competed with the
project for referrals. According to the Supervisory Probation
Office of the Juvenile Probation Department, referrals have
decreased because juveniles coming into the department
sirce February 1979 have not been suitad for the project.
The project also had monetary startup problems. Even though
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grant money was not received until June 20, 1979.

monetary problems were caused by city and county
trative delays. A city official said that these

agency administrative requirements.
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the last award period started February 1, 1979, the first

As a

result, the project had to obtain a loan of $37,000. These

adminis-
delays were

typical of all LEAA grants because of excessive State planning
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FLORIDA

PROJECT TITLE: The Alternative School and Life
Style Center, Inrerness

SOURCES _AND USES OF FUNDS:

The project started in 1977 with formula funds and had
received two formula grants. All formula funds were used for
the salaries of a teacher and teacher's aide. The project's
funding history is shown below.

: Award period —
(11/77 thru 9/78) (9/78 thru 8/79) Total

Formula $8,857 $16,673 $25,530
Local 984 0 .}
Total $9,841 $16,673 $26,514

PROJECT OBJECTIVES:

The overall objective of the program was to reduce the
incidence of suspensions and expulsions from the school
system. The students involved in the program were those who
had displayed behavior problems and faced suspension.
Students attending the alternative school usually brought
their assignments and books from fhe reqular school and
returned completed work tc their regular school. The
project’'s teacher determined when a student could return
to regular school. The staff's responsibilities included
coordinating the program, developing curriculum design,
and counseling to increase each student's personal growth,
sel f-understanding, and maturity.

RESULTS AND OBSERVATIONS:

*

At the time of our review, the project was operating
as planned in the grant application. During the first grant
period, six students attendec the project, four of which
were referred to the Division of Youth Services and two
remained in the program. During the second grant period,

45 students attended. Of these, 34 successfully completed
the program, 6 attended schools in other districts, 4 dropped
our, and 1 was referred to a law enforcement agency. The
grant application stated that program results would be
measured from statistical reports on the number of suspen-
sions, dropouts, expulsions, referrals from juvenile author-
ities, and other student reports. None of these reports
was maintained. Little or no supporting documentation to
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indicate project results was available. We used the otate's
Statistical Report to obtain 1976-77 suspensions and developed
our own statistics for 1977-78 suspensions. We found the
number of suspensions had increased from 217 in the 1976-77
school year to 462 for the subsequent school year. However,
since the project started, the number of expulsions was
reduced from 4 during the 1976-77 school year to zero during
the 2 subsequent school years.

v
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FLORIDA

PROJECT TITLE: Mental Health Juvenile Court Consultation
Project, Winter Haven

SOURCES AND USES OF FUNDS:

The project started in April 1978 and operated with local
funds until its formula grant was awarded in November 1978.
The project had received only one formula grant. Project
funds were used for a consultant's salary and travel expenses.
The project's funding history is shown below.

Award period
(10/78 thru 9/79)

Formula $16,831
Local funds 284
Total $17,115
PROJECT OBJECTIVES: .

The project's primary purpose was to enable a mental
health consultant to advise a juvenile judge on disposition
of cases. Project goals were to provide mental health
information to the court, provide referrals toc a mental
health center, and educate the court's staff in matters
of huran bechavior and mental health.

The mental health consultant also advised other State
and local agencies dealing with the juvenile court, such
as the State Attorney's office and the Public Defender's
office. The consultant, who was the only project employee,
also counseled juveniles in the juvenile justice system.

RESULTS AND OBSERVATIONS:

fThe project provided services as intended. Programs
developed by the project served youth, their femilies, and -
court and social service agency personnel. The consultant's
time was spent in juvenile court, counseling, and other
activities directly related to the project.
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FLORIDA

PROJECT TITLE: Youth Advocacy Service, Cocoa

SOURCES_AND USES_OF FUNDS:

The project began in Gctober 1977 with formula funds
and had received two formula grants. Formula funds were
spent for personnel, travel, office equipment, and operating
expenses. The project's funding history is shown below.

Award period
(10/77 thru 10/78) (11/78 thr= 10/79) Total

— e g st

Formula $12,983 $12,983 $25,966
Local matca 1,443 1,443 2,886
Total $14,426 $14,426 $28,852

_——e=

PROJECT OBJECTIVES:

Project objectives included referriny youth who had
problems with traditional service age.c.2~ to facilities
offering the rehabilitative services needed and id.atifying
ard remedying the problems which prevented such services
from being provided.

RESULTS_AND OBSERVATIONS:

Case files of 50 youths who had been served by the
project showed that 33 were with their families or receiving
treatment for,_their problems, 10 were either not receiving
treatment or were awaiting release from a State training
facility so that they could receive treatment, and 7 had
been referred to the project but project personnel had
been unable to contact the youth. The project provided
services as intended in its grant application. 1In the first
award period, the project's caseworker provided direct
services to youth, but at }he time of our visit the case-
worker lccated and referred the youth to agencies that were
to provide needed services.
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FLORIDA

PROJECT TITLE: The Chord, Inc., Fort Laudercale

SOURCES_AND_USES_OF FUNDS:

The project had been operating for 4 years and had
received LEAA Fart C funds since it started. In the
fourth year the project received a formula grant for peraonnbl
and other operating expenses. Budgeted funding sources for
the fourth year are shown below.

Award period
(5/79 thru 12/79)

Formula (notes a) $ 22,922
Private (including interest) 42,359
LEAA Part C 37,451
CETA - 14,015
School lunch program 1,406
Parent's support 6,040

Total $124,193

a/Formulu)funds are for the period shown, other funds are for
the year ended June 30, 1979.

PROJECT OBJECTIVES:

The overall goal of this r . was to help its female
predelinquent and delinquent re~...uts return to their homes,
foster homes, or independept living as productive members of
the community. Specifically, the project attempted to serve
12 to 16 girls a year, prevent them from committing delinquent
acts or status offenses, and help them with school-related
problems. The project maintained followup contact with
each girl for 2 years after discharge. While in residence,
all girls attended study hall and remedial classes at night
and local school during the day. They also had to attend
group and family therapy sessions.

RESULTS_AND_OBSERVATIONS:

The project had served 62 girls during its 4-year life.
According to a project brnchure, 82 percent oﬁ its former
residents had been succescsful in the communlty, their homeY,
and their lives. Our review of behavioral files for 33 of -

54 former residents showed this statement to be accurate for
those reviewed. In fact, only two of those reviewed had to be
transferred to the State Training School.
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FLORIDA

PROJECT TITLE: Child Advocacy Board, West Palm Beach

SOURCES AND USES OF FUNDS:

The project was initiated with formula funds and had
received one formula grant. Project funds were used for
personnel, professioral services, and related expenses.
The  project's funding .istory is shown below._

Awvard period
(8/78 thru 9/79)

Formula \$30,000
Local 3,333
Total $33,333

PROJECT OBJECTIVES:

This project consisted of a board of 23 members appointed
by the Board of County Commissioners to promote the positive
growth of c¢hildren, identify advocacy needs, and take
action to satisfy these needs. THe project board worked
with elected officials and youth service agencies to stimulate
institutional changes in juvenile policies and projects.

The board was to also address deficiencies in the system
and foster cooperation and coordination among units of
government and private agencies in the county.

RESULTS AND OBSERVATIONS:

4

The project coordinator was hired in November 1978 and
the board was established in March 1979. So far, the project
has been devoted almost entirely to determining the needs
of the county. The project operated as described in the
grant application, w.th efforts undertaken in areas such
as diversion, health care, prevention, and education.

€
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iz}and
SOURCES AND USES ©F FUNDS:

The project started in September 1976 with HEW and CETA
funds and received two formula grants over the last 2 years.
Formula funds were spent- for personnel, food, and related ex-
penses. Funding sources for the last 2 years are shown below.

Award period
(I0777 theu 9/78) (10/78 thru 9779)  Total

Formula $ 13,537 $ 13,537 $ 27,074
State and local
(note a) 4,747 3,471 8,218
LEAA Part C (note a) 8,500 0 8,500
HEW (note a) 65,000 116,787 181,787
CETA (note a) 50,444 40,411 90,855
Total $142,228 $174,206 $316,434

a/Funding for year ended June 30, 1978, and June 30, 1979
regspectively.

FLORIDA
PROJECT TITLE: Crosswinds, Runaway Center, Inc., Merritt
PROJECT OBJECTIVES:

This project provided short-term housing for runaways,
abused, and dependent youth. The cbjectives were to provide
temporary shelter, individual and familv counseling, and
referral services to youth. It acted as an alternative to
detention and the juvenile justice system.

RESULTS AND OBSERVATIONS:

Overall, the project met its objectives of counseling
.the children and provided an alternative to detention.
Twenty randomly selected files of 843 total client files
showed that eight had returned home, three were living with
friends, one had returned to school, three were receiving some
type of residential service, and five had run away again.

The project, a private nonprofit, had to borrow funds
from a bank once and from other project funds once because
of late receipt of grant funds. It took from 31 to 45 days
for the project tg receive funds after the request date.

Part of the reasd%‘for these delays seemed to be that the
State would not release funds to a project if any project
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in the county was delinquent ir their reporting requirements.
Thus, this project's request may have been delayed because
another project was delinquent. The project's executive
director was considering obtaining permission to make
drawdowns directly from the “tate planning agency.

oy
<D
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FLORIDA

PROJECT TITLE: Florida Network of Youth and Family
Services, Tampa

SOURCES AND USES OF FUNDS: .

The project began in 1976 with an LEAA Crime Control Act
grant and had receiveu three suhsequent formula grants. Ac-
cording to the subgrant applications, formula funds were
to be used for personnel, professional/contractual scrvices,
and other related costs. However, we could not determine the
actual uses made of formula funds because the available
records were incomplete and disorganized, and no one know-
ledgeable of the subgrant's fiscal aspects was available for
iiterview. An October 1979 State planning agency audit report
stated that the subgrantee did not maintain a formal systep
for recording receipts until September 1, 1978, when a cash
receipts journal was established and that State auditcrs
were unable to determine the exact method or procedure used
in applying expenditures to the formula grants or to other
sources of funding. Other funding sources included the
National Institute on Alcohol Abuse and Alcoholism and private
sources. The FY 1979 grant was awarded for project close-out
purposes only. The project's funding history since June
1977 follows.

Award per iod "

(6/17 thru 5/78) (6/78 thru 5/79) 9 thru 9/79) Total

Formula $23,333 $50,000 $11,042 $84,375

Private 2,592 5,556 0 8,148

Total §25,925 $55,556 $11,042 $92,523
PROJECT OBJECTIVES: . &
o . A
The intent of the Florida Network was to facilitate d

statewide coordination of runaway center programming. The
goals of the project were to be achieved by assisting in
implementing runaway center standards, developing effective
youth programming systems, developing internal resources

among runaway centers to identify-specific skills and services,
developing leadership at the local and statewide level

to effectively address the runaway issue in Florida, ard
developing a training program for the runaway centers.
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RESULTS_AND_ OBSERVATIONS:

Whi'e the State planning agency was 1n the process
ot terminating the grant, we tound that:

--Source documentation 1n support of expenditures was
classitied and maintained by object (1.e. rent, travel,
consultant, etc.) 1n the corporate general ledger;
however, 1t was ditticult to match the costs with the
var ious activities or tunding sources.

--Much ot the supporting documentation tor expenditures
wac mailntained 1nh a box wlith no semblance Ot order.

--according to the acting chiet ot the State planning
agency, the project had not satistactorily met 1ts
grant objectives during the 3 years ot LEAA funding.

--Numerous memos and .larterly progress reports indicated
the project had many opportunities to coirect .
administrative and programmatic Problems Buc had tailed
to do so.

--The project had exper:ienced ditticulty :'n 1ts t1iscal
management , whilch resulted 1n penalties of $5,000 belng
assessed by the IRS.

on July 26, 1979, the acting chiet ot the ‘tate planning
agency rejected the Network's 1979 subgrant application on
the basls Ot the project’'s present status,.existing management
lnstability, State evaluations, and the unreasonableness
ot assumlng that contlnued tunding would meet wl*h tuture
success. The PDirector ot the Department ot Public Planning
and Assistance advised us that the project had been the worst-
managed tormula grant project 1in the State. He turther stated
that the State planning agency would attempt to recover
any assets related to F.ieral grants. According to an audit
report, the project had guestionable expendituies ot $48,878
which had to be resolved to the State planning agency's
satlstaction or the tunds would be returned to LEAA.

{:"‘
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FLCRIDA

PROJECT TITLE: Big Brothers/Big Sisters of Greater
Gainesville, Gainesville

SOURCES_AND_USES_OF_FUNDS:

The proiect began in September 1975 with United Way and
other private sources. The project had received three formula
grants over a 2-year period. Formula funds were used Ior
salaries and employee benefits, travel, supplies, and other
operating expenses. Project funding for the last three grant
periods follows.

Award period

(12/77 thru 9/78) (10/78 thru 11/78) (12/78 thru'10/79) Total

Formula $18,970 $3,437 $16,835 $39,242
Private a/$19,025 /20,061 39,086
Total $41,432 §36,896 $78,328

a/Actual cxpenses.
b/Actual expenses, January 1979 thru October 1979.

PROJECT OBJECTIVES:

The project's primary goal was to match single-parent
children with volunteer adults who were to provide companion-
ship, support, concern, ¢ad an adult role model for the child.
Some of these children were considered to be at a high risk
of becoming delinquent. The project evaluated a child's needs,
referred the child to other service agencies when necessary,
and counseled and supervised the adult/child pairs. The proj-
ect attempted to reduce delinquency by providing a positive
adult role model to improve the child c self-concept and
attitude toward authority figures.

RESULTS AND OBSERVATIONS:

From the beginning of the initial grant through July 12,
1979, the pgoject had processed 53 referrals and had matched
23 children with volunteers. Volunteers had been recruited,
oriented, and trained. On the basis of our observations, the
project appeared to provide the recguired services.
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FLORIDA

PROJECT TITLE: Individual Assistance Program, Tampa

SOURCES AND USES OF FUNDS:

The project was operated by the Boy's Club of Greater
Tampa. Although the Boy's Club provided services similar to
the project before receiving the two formula grants, those
funds made it possible for an employee to operate the project
on a full-time basis. Formula funds were used for personnel,
travel, equipment, and operating expenses. Budgeted funding
for the two grant periods are shown below.

Award period
(2/78 thru 1/79) (2/79 thru 1/80) Total

Formula $14,785 $11,828 $26,613
Private 1,643 ¢ 1,643
Total $16,428 $11,828 $28,256

PROJECT OBJECTIVES:

This project was designed to provide a diversion altzrna-
tive to the juvenile justice system. Children who had com-
mitted an offense were to be diverted to the project before
adjudication. The objective was to help the boys deal with
their problems before they committed additional offenses. The
project provided individual and group counseling and attempted
to integrate the boys into the regular BRoy's Club activities.
These activities included recreational, educational, voca-
tional, and cultural activities and a full range of sports
activities.

RESULTS AND OBSERVATIONS:

The facilities at the three branches of the project
visited were in excellei.t shape and capable of providing
the required services. At the time of cur visit, 127 boys
had bee- accepted in the program, of whom 125 were integrated
into the regular club activities. Of these, 10 were referred
to the Florida Department of Health and Rehabilitative Service
for subsequent behavior problems.

s g
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FLORIDA

PROJECT TITLE: Youth Resources Bureau, Jacksonville

SOURCES AND USES OF FUNDS:

The project began in 1974 with LEAA Crime Control Act
funds. It received two subsequent formula grants. Formula
funds were used for salaries, travel, professional services,
and other operating expenses. The project's funding sources
for the two grant periods are shown below.

Award period
(6/77 thru 8/77) (2/79 thru 11/79) Total

Formula $24,882 $68,245 $ 93,128
Local 2,765 29,248 32,013
Total $27,648 $97,493 $125,141

PROJECT OBJECTIVES:

The project's goals were to help youth become more self-
reliant through problem-solving and keeping them out of the
juvenile justice system. The project served as a coordinated,
comprehensive mechanism by which dysfunctional youth, who
had not been, but were inclined to be referred to the formal
juvenile justice system, were identified and provided pre-
scriptive service(s). A dysfunctional youth was defined
as a youth who was referred to intake staff of the Division
of Youth Services but on whom no petition was filed or a
youth who had not been referred to the juvenile justice
system but who may be if intervention/prevention measures
were not taken.

Prescriptive services were provided by augmenting exist-
ing community resources and developing additional programs.
Professional services, such as medical, psychological, and
long-term counseling were available through competitive and
noncompetitive contracts.

RESULTS AND OBSERVATIONS:

The project operated as stated in the grant application
and all expenditures were for approved purposes. The fiscal
and programmatic management control systems seemed adequate.
The project was the only agency in Jacksonville that served
youth prior to adjudication. At the tiuwe of our visit,
this project was in its fifth year of funding with no firm
commitment from the city for continued operation.
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IDAHO
PROJECT TITLE: Fort Hall Youth Home, Fort Hall

SOURCES AND USES OF FUNDS:

The project began with formula funds in 1977 and received
two formula grants. Project funds were used for personnel,
facilities, and related expenses. The project's fu..ling
nistory is shown below.

Award period

(5777 thru 6/78) (6/78 thru 9/79) Total
Formula $73,437 $57,143 $13¢,580
Tribal Council o 37,393 37,393
Total $73,437 $94,536 $167,973

PROJECT OBJECTIVES:

This was a diversion project to embody new methods and
techniques compatible with the traditional ways of Indian
people. Its goals were to divert delinquents or potential
delinquents from engaging in illegal behavior, involve more
Native Americans in tribal youth programs, focus on the
family when intervention was necessary, and train parents
to become more involved in their children's lives. The proj-
ect was to provide various services, including psychological
testing; residential care; family, individual, and group
counseling; and academ® * tutoring.

RESIULTS AND OBSERVATIONS:

After discussing this oroject with State planning agency
officials, we expected it t¢ be operating when we visited
it in October 1979. Upon our arrival, however, a member
of the tribal council told us the project home was closed
on September 28, 1979, when it ran out of money. Local
officials said the project director was fired a month earlier
because of questionable overtime payments, internal problems,
and late progress reports. The tribal court judge said
juveniles are now committed to jail for lack of alternatives.
A project document showed that 101 children were served
at the home in calendar year 1978. In addition, the staff
worked with 64 youths on an outpatient basis. Because of
the project director's dismissal, results for 1979 were
not available.
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IDAHO

PROJECT TITLE: Juvenile Delinquency Prevention, Pocatello

SOURCES_AND_USES_OF FUNDS:

The project began in 1977 with formula funds and was
funded in 1ts second year with an LEAA Part C grant. Formula
funds were again used for the project's third year of operation,
to pay for personnel, supplies, and related expenses. Project
funding for the first and third grant periods 1s shown below.

Award period

(3/77_thru_6/78) (7/79 _thru 6/80) Total

Formula $22,079 $11,163 $33,242
Local _6.516 22.831 29,407
Total 528,655 $33,994 562,64

PROJECT OBJECTIVES:

Project goals were to establish a Youth Services Bureau
in the police department and to develop a coordinated vouth
service delivery system by using the available services and
ayencies in the community., The project tried to fill service
gaps within the community delinquency prevention and control
program. The youth service specialist provided such services
as coordinating educational, recreational, social, and legal
agencies in delinquency prevention efforts; assisting in a
program of uniformed officers in elementary schools; becoming
involved in screening and diverting juvenile offenders; acting
as a liaison between the city, other units of government,
and social agencies; and assisting other agencies in drawing ,
proposals and writing grant applications.

RESULTS_AND_OBSERVATIONS :

The project appeared to have accomplished its objectives.
The youth service specialist helped establish several juvenil-~
services in the community and diverted 203 of 443 youth chargad -
with misdemeanors or status offenses. The specialist recently
initiated action to secure a grant that would provide shezlucr,
counseling, and after~care to runaways and homeless youth.
A State planning agency official, describing the project as
excellent, said the detention of status offenders had been
reduced.
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IDAHO

PROJECT TITLE: Creaggng Dropout Alternatives, Coeur d'Alene

SOURCES AND USES OF FUNDS:

This pioject started with a l-month formula grant and
received two subsequent grants. Formula funds were used
for personnel, consultants' fees, evaluation tests, and
related expenses. The project's funding history is shown
below.

Award peri d i
{6/78 thru 7/78) {1/78 thru 6/79) (1/79 thru 6/6v) Total
Formula §11,132 . $29,354 $36,000 $ 76,486
State liguor tax 0 7 10,259 4,000 14,259
Local 0 / 9,750 20,000 29,750
Total $11,132 $49,363 S€0,000 $120,495

f==

PROJECT OBJECTIVES:

The project's basic goals were to prevent delinquency and
prevent students from dropping out of high school. The
project provided a special school program for potential drop-
ocuts. For one-half of the day the youth attended classes,
and f.r the other half they were employed by local businesses
in career-type positions. The project was staffed with a
director and two teachers. The school curriculum was
specialized for each individual and aimed at increasing
participants' basic skills to an appropriate level.

RESULTS AND OBSERVATIONS:

The project served 58 juveniles in its first year and 48
juveniles participated in the project at the time of our visit.
A State monitoring report stated that twice as many students
were in the program as originally anticipated and that no
deficiencies were found. Of the first year participants, 10
graduated, 31 were participating in the project, 5 had
returned to high school, 1 went half day to high school and
half day in the project, 4 dropped out of the program, and
7 had moved from the area.
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IDAHO

PROJECT TITLE: Remedial Education and Adjustment for
Delinquent Youth, Lewiston

-

SOURCES AND USES OF FUNDS:

This project, which was in its third year of operation,
was started with private funds. It received a formula grant
for the second year and an LEAA Part C grant for the third
year. Tne formula funds were used for personnel, consultants,
and related expenses. Funding sources for the second year are
shown below.

Award period
(9/77 thru 12/78)

Formula $43,274
Local 10,000
Total $53,274

PROJECT OBJECTIVES:

The project was an alternative educaticn program to aid
delinquent youth. It operated on a State college campus in
a facility which had four classrooms and an administrative
office. The project's objectives were to treat delinquent
youths' educational and behavioral disabilities, show that
delinquent youth make significant educational gains when
given proper attention, and eventually return delinquent
youth to their community schools. The project was staffed
with 12 people which included 4 teachers and 4 teachers'
aides.

RESULTS AND OBSERVATIONS:

Fifty-seven students had participated in the project
since Federal funding began (September 1977). Twenty of the
57 students failed the program and were referred to other
youth service facilities. Of the students who completed the
program, 53 percent returned to a public school for at least
one semester, 30 percent were employed, 14 perc~nt were
in a vocational program, and 3 percent had an unknown status.

This project had been visited by various people and
groups interested in its program, including a State commission
on mental health. The State planning agency recommended the
project for "exemplary project" status, and it had been recom-
mended that the State agency finance the training of other
State teachers by the project's staff.
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IDAHO

PROJECT TITLE: Foster Care Program Coordinator, Ada County

SOURCES_AND_USES_OF_FUNDS:

This project was started with formula funds in order to
better administer a special emphasis grant for payments to
foster parents. The formula funds were budgeted for person-
nel, a vehicle, and related expenses. The project's funding
history is shown below.

Award period
(13128 thru 11/79)

Formula $22,338
State ligquor tax

Total

PROJECT_OBJECTIVES:

Project objectives were to coordinate foster care services
for status offenders in the county and to reduce the number
of status offenders presently housed in detention facilities.
The coordinator, who was the project's only employee, recruited
foster care families and made sure their gualifications met
standaréds for proper licensing through the State Department
of Health and Welfare. The coordinator also authorized payments
to foster parents.

PESULTS AND OBSERVATIONS:

From December 1978 through May 1979, the project was unsuc-
cessful in that few foster homes haa been licensed. 1In March
1979, only three foster homes were licensed. Status offenders
were detained in a county facility, possibly due to the ‘
lack of foster care facilities. On May 9, 1979, it was decided
that a new implementing agency should take control of the
project. Since the change occurred in June 1979, a new
coordinator had been hired, 10 foster homes had been licensed,
ard status offenders were being diverted from detenticn
facilities.
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IDAHO

PROJECT TITLE: Quad County Youth Shelter Home, Payette

SOURCFS AND USES OF FUNDS:

This project was financed in its first year with an
LEAA Crime Control Act grant, followed by 2 years of partiai
funding with formula grants. It was subsequently funded by the
four counties whose area it served. Formula funds were used
for persennel, consultant fees, facilities, and related
expenses. Budgeted funding sources for years two and three
are shown in the following table.

Award period

(1/77 thru 12/i7) (1/78 thru 12/78) Total
Formula $12,000 $ 6,000 $1€,000
Local match 12,000 18,489 30,489
Project income 10,544 10,055 20,599
Total . $34,544 v34,544 $69,088

PROJECT OBJECTIVES:

The project's goals were to reduce the number of days
spent in jail by youths reduce the recidivism rate for boys
in a four-county area, and reduce the number of youth
placed in facilities cutside the area. Services provided
by the project were short-term residential care, partial care
(less than 24 hours) for assessment and treatment of problems,
and the establishment of community-based programs to develop
shelter care homes, halfway houses, and other services.
The project was staffed with full timc and part time house-
parents.

RESULTS AND OBSERVATIONS:

The home's condition and living environment was very
good. The shelter home provided live-in facilities for six
boys, and two were in residence during our visit. During
calendar year 1978, 36 males were placed in the facility.

The 36 included nonoffenders, status ofienders, and
delinguents. The project was providing the intended services.

A
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IDAHO

PROJECT TITLE: Psychological Services of Idaho, Inc., Boise

SOURCES AND USES OF FUNDS:

This project was started in March 1976 with private
funds and received LEAA Crime Control Act funds in 1977,
Formula funds were received for the second federally funded
year in October 1978. Formula funds were used for personnel,
facilities, and related expenses. Budgeted funding sources
for the second year are shown below.

Award period
(10/78 thru 9/79)

Formula $34,113

Local match 11,665

Program income 44,119 N
Total $89,897

PROJECT OBJECTIVES:

The project leased two homes, one which housed eight
girls and the other six boys. It provided meals, personal
and vocational counseling, medical care, and other services
to youth. The project's ubjective was to provide short-term
residential care and counseling to status offenders. The
project was staffed by an overall manager, two house managers,
and two assistant house managers.

RESULTS AND OBSERVATIONS:

From July 1978 through June 1979, 166 youths were placed
in the 2 homes. Five boys and six girls were at the homes
during our visit. Our observation of the facilities and
juveniles indicated shelter care and related social services
were being provided.
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PROJECT TITLE: Emergency Shelter Home and Referral
Program, Kootenai Clounty

SOURCES AND USES OF FUNDS:

This project was started with formula funds and was
subsequently funded with an LEAA Part C grant. Formula funds
were used for personnel and related expenses. Budgeted
funding sources for the first year are shown below.

Award period
(4/78 thru 3/79)

Formula $19,412
Private £,775
Total $25,187

PROJECT OBJECTIVES:

The project's objectives were to (1) secure six to eight
emergency shelter care facilities and (2) provide short-term
care and supervision, long-term counseling, and refer youth
to other service agencies. Prior to the project, there were
few formal juvenile delinquency programs and no systematic
alternative to detention of status offenders in the county.

RESULTS AND OBSERVATIONS:

Our review indicated that all the above services were
offered by the project. The final progress report showed
that 23 juveniles were placed in-emergency foster homes and
38 participated in the long-term counseling program between
July 1978 and April 1979. However, the number of juveniles
participating in the project was less than anticipated. Pr~ject
and State officials stated that more juveniles could have
been placed in foster homes if juvenile magistrates would
have referred <tatus offenders to the project. The magistrates
had been sending status offenders to secure detention.
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PROJECT TITLE: School Resource Officers, Lewiston

SOURCES AND USES OF FUNDS:

The first School Resource Officer program was developed
by the police department in 1972. The current project, which
received LEAA Part C and local funds in its first 2 years,
received a formula grant for the third yeaf. The city of
Lewiston had totaliy funded the proiect since completion
(December 1977) of the formula grant. Formula funds were used

-to pay the officers' salaries. Budgeted funding sources for
the third project ear are shown below.

Award period
(1/77 thru 12/77)

Formula $ 6,555
Local 19,665 {
Total $g§,220

PROJECT OBJECTIVES:

The project was to place trained police officers in the
city school system. Project officials anticipated that doing
so would create better understanding and relationships between
police and juveniles ani would eventually reduce juvenile
crime. The police offi:ers were to work in the city's junior
high and elementary schools and conduct group discussions,
provide safety information anl information about the juvenile
justice system, and aid and counsel youth and their families.

RESULTS AND OBSERVATIONS:

During the grant period, the officers contacted juvyeniles
at seven elementary and two junior high schools in the city.
All the students from each school were served, and services
as described in the grant award were provided. The police
department attributed the 33 percent drop in juvenile arrests
between 1975 and 1977 to the project.
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PROJECT TITLE: Prospect House, Lewiston

SOURCES AND USES OF FUNDS:

This project, which started with an LEAA Part C grant,
received a formula grant for its second year and was sub-
sequently funded by.the States of. Idahc and Washington and
private sources. Formula funds were used for personnel and
related expenses. Budgeted tunding sources for the second
year are shown below. » .

Award period
(9/77 thru 8/78)

Formula ' . $17,163
Local match 1,908
Pioject income 36,945

Total . $56,016

PROJECT OBJECTIVES:

The project's objective was to help girls solve their
problems and re-enter their communities, whether they lived
in a foster home, their parents' home, or had reached the age
of emancipation. The project provided residential services
for a maximum Of =ix girls at one time. Social and educational
services were also provided. The project was staffed by a
program coordinator and three counselors.

RESULTS AND OBSERVATIONS:

The project received 17 referrals since it began. Of
the 17, 4 were still in the home, 2 were evicted from
the home, 1 had reached the age cf emancipation, and the
others seemed to have been successfully placed. The projecc
provided services as intended.
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PROJECT TiTLE: Cirl's Youth Home, Emmett

SOURCES_AND USES_OF FUNDS:

The project started with State and local government and
private cources approximately 5-1/2 years ago. Since then,
the project received one LEAA Part C grant and then two
formula grants for the past 2 years. Formula funds
were used for personnel, equipment, and related expenses.
The project's funding for the last 2 years follows.

Award period

(10/77 thru 9/78) (10/76 thru 9/79} Total
Formula $11,144 $ 9,311 $20,455
Project income 7,500 7,500 15,000
Donations 3,764 2,690 6,454
Local _0 _6,049 _6,043
Total $22,408 $25,550 $47,958

PROJECT OBJECTIVES:

This project's purpose was to provide an alternative to
. 'carceration of female juveniles. The prcject provided
shelter, residential care, and staff to help the girls to
improve their behavior and home life. Emphasis was placed
on making the girls responsible and independent. The court
approved the project home as an acceptable alternative to
jail.

RESULTS AND OBSERVATIONS:

At the time of our visit, th- home, backyard, and sued
were in horrible condition. The stairway and entire second
floor were littered with debris. One bedroom contained several
dirty mattresses piled vw., 1In another room, electrical wiring
protruded from the ceiling as a result of recent rewiring.
7he kitchen and utility rooms were dirty and cluttered with
debris, At the time of our visit, no girls were living at
.ne home,

The backyard was supposedly a recreation area. We
noticed that large trees were infested with catepillars and
that the yard contained so much dog defecation that it was
difficult to walk without stepping in it. The shed was
supposedly used as a ceramic workshop. 1In it were a kiln and
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pottery-forming machinery that had not been used. Also,
several of the h.useparent's personal 1tems cluttered

the entire shed. The facility's condition was not conducive
to gocd living environment or for carrying out the project
objectives successfully,

Available reports show that 47 girls had used the home
between Cctober 1977 and June\ 30, 1979. A project cfficial
said it was difficuit to detelmine what happened to them after
t.ey left and that no statistfcs were available on this.

A project official said that the information in our
summary was correct and apologized for the condition of the
home at the time of our vi.it. Another project official
only stated that the condition of the home had improved
since our visit but, about 3 months later, we received
correspondence from this individual indicatirg that many
of the problems we noted in the upstairs and kitchen areas
were due to remodeling,

At the time of our visit, we did not note any evidence
that extensive remodeling was underway. Moreover, a progress
report prepared for the State plannirg agency over a month
prior to our visit stated that many of the improvements citecd
by the official as being underway had already been completed.
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PROJECT_TITLE: National Youth Project Using Minibikes,
Coeur d'Alene

SOURCES_AND_USES_OF_FUNDS:

The project began with formula funds in 1977. It had
received two formula grants which were vsed for per sonnel,
facilities, and related expenses. Minibikes used in the proj-
ect were donated, but maintenance and insurance for the
minibikes were paid for with formula tunds. The project's
fundina history follows.

. Award period
(3777 thru 2z/78) (11/78 thru 11/79) Total

Formula $10,477 $ 7,000 $17,477
Private 3,492 7,000 10,492
Total $13,969 $14,000 $27,969

PROJECT OBJECTIVES:

This project used minibikes to hold the attention of
delinquent or delinquently prone youth while services were
provided. The objectives included diverting youth from the
juvenile justice system, reducing recidivism, improving cchool
per formance, and increasing community involvement. The proj-
ect consisted of discussing the participants’ behavioral
problems, teaching them to ride minibikes, counseling, and
developing a program for their special 1r’ rests.

RESULTS AND OBSERVATIONS:

Project officials said the nroject had had continued
staff turnover and transportation problems since inception,
resulting in program inconsistency and the inability to meex
project cbjectives. During the first year, 47 children were
served. No other results were available for that year except
that no participants were arrested during the grant period.
Durirj the second year, 16 youths participated; however, the
project had three different directors, and three of four
volunteer tutors quit. Also, aa evaluation showed that
the project was not getting referrals .rom local law enforce-
ment agencies and transportation was .eeded for youth
in outlying areas. An evaluation of the participants also
showed that school performance had not improved. Additionally,
the project hai not been well received by the community.

64




0}

APPENDIX I APPENDIX I

IDAHO

PROJECT TITLE: Summer Youth Alternative Project, Pocatello

SOURCES AND USES OF FUNDS:

The project was funded from private sources during its
first year. It received two formula grants during years
two and three. Formula funds were for personnel, transpor-
tation, and related expenses. The project's funding history
for its second and third year follows.

Award period

(>/78 thru 8/78) (3/79 tnru 9/79) Total
Formula $ 5,626 $ 5,086 $ 10,712
Tuition 43,200 43,200 86,400
U.S. Dept. of
Agriculture 19,186 19,186 38,372
Private and match 2,357 3,266 5,623

Total $70,369 70,738 $141,107

PROJECT OBJECTIVES:

This prcject provided care during the summer months to
children of working or neglectful parents. 1Its goals and
objectives included decreasing the number of -omplaints made
against the o- to l2-year age group while they were unattended,
providing alternatives to parental neglect and delinquent
behavior, providing followup social services to the families
of delinquency prone children, and using delinquent teenagers
as aides. In addition to daily care and housing, the project
provided field trips to help the children become active parti-
cipants in community activities. The children also participated
in games and creative activities.

RESULTS AND OBSERVATIONS:

Although the summer program was completed before our visit,
we were shown slides of the prcvious summer's activities.
A total of 426 children participated in the 1978 and 1979
programs. The State Department of Health and Welfare referred
87 of these juveniles during tte first year and an estimated
90 during the second year. The referred juveniles were judged
to be in the "high risk juvenile delirnquency" cacegory.

Ds'\
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PROJECT TITLE: Drug Prevention, Diversion, and Development
for Juveniles, Idaho Falls

SOURCES AND USES OF FUNDS:

The project was initially funded with an LEAA Part C
grant. It received a formula grant for its second year of
operation, and for its third year it was again funded by an
LEAA Part C grant. Project funds were used for personnel,
consultants, facilities, and related expenses. The amount
oi formula and local funds for the second year of the project
are shown below.

Award period
(7/78 thru 6/79)

Formula $25,655
Local funds 25,655
Total $51,310

PROJECT OBJECTIVES:

This project added a drug and alcohol prevention program
to a consortium of agencies which already provided similar
services to adults. The primary goal was to reduce the number
of alcohol and drug related offenses committed by juveniles.
mhe project provided the following services: drug and alcohol
education; group therapy; individualized tutoring; learning
disability diagnosis; individual treatment plans; and voca-
tional guidance, training, and job placement.

RESULTS AND OBSERVATIONS:

Our review of agency records and interviews with ajency
and public officials revealed mixed opinions about the proj-
ect. A project oifficial said activities were being carried
out as described in the grant award and objectives were being
met. Others, however, said that some of the services provided
neceded to be strengthened. For example, we were told that the
counseling and diversion program was somewhat successful,
but the prevention program of alcohol and drug education in
the schools had had little effect. A 1978 summer youth pro-
gram, where high-risk juveniles were taught basic life skilils,
appeared to be successful. However, this program was not
continued in 1979 because its costs were nigh, only a few
juveniles could participate, and it was "an administrative
nightmare."
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Pre- and posttreatment behavior was studied for 60
youths by measuring drug use, legal involvement, and school
attendance. The results showed (1) an increase in both
alcohol and drug use alone, but a decrease in the combined
use of both substances, (2) a substantial decrease in
the dropout rate and in the number of youth reported as
having poor grades and/or behavior problems at school,
and (3) a significant number of participants having no further
involvement with the criminal justice system.
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PROJECT TITLE: Intensive Foster Care, Alpena

SOURCES_AND USES_OF FUNDS:

The project began in October 1977 with formula funds
and had received two formula grants. Project funds were
used for personnel, suppliec; and related expenses. The proj-
ect's funding hist.ry follows.

Award period Total
(10/77 thru 9/78) (10/78 thru 9/79) (note a)

Formula $ 9,192 $23,574 $32,766
Local _nggl 0 _1,021

Total $10,213 $23,574 933,787

a/Includes program funds only. $115,028 of funds needed to
operate the foster homes were provided by courts or depart-
ments of social services.

PROJECT OBJECTIVES:

The primary service provided as a result of this project
was placement of teenage youth wi<h foster families to reduce
the need for further court action or institutionaiization.
Project personnel recruited and trained foster home parents
ana provided a family counseling program to the youth's
parents.

»

RESULTS AND OBSERVATIONS:

The project provided 19 foster homes, which had served
as alternatives to institutionalization for 31 youths.
The length of foster care for each youth ranged from about
a month to over a y:ar. The formula grants provided the
startup funds needed for the project to become operational
and self-sufficien'. Other funding sources had been identified
to continue the project.
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PROJECT TITLE: <County Shelter Home, Luce County

SOURCES AND USES OF FUNDS:

The project began in Octorer 1977 with formula funds
and had received two formula grants. Funds were used to pro-
vide child care services and were budgeted for contractual/pro-
tessional services, travel, supplies, and operating expenses.
The project's funding history follows.

Award period .
(Y0777 thru 9/78) (1Q/78 thru 9/79) Total

Formula $2,572 $1¢,091 $12,663
Local 286 0 286
Total . $2,858 $10,091 $12,949

PROJECT OBJECTIVES:

The primary service provided by the project was short-
term shelter care for youth. The project provided a nonsecure
shelter home for two youths for a maximum of 21 days. These
youth were waiting for a more permanent placement by the
prgbate court. The project director told us that the only
alterrative to the shelter home for three northern Michigan
counties were their homes, foster homes, or jail.

RESULTS AND OBSERVATIONS:

~ The project had served 30 youths during the first 2 years
in 4 different shelter homes. The project supervisor
said the turnover in homes was high betause the shelter home
parents could not nandle the strain. The 30 youths appeared
to need the service provided. However, youth could no* be
served during the times between the closing of one home and
the opening of the next.
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PROJECT TITLE: Diversion Unit, Delta County

SOURCES AND USES OF FUNDS:

The project began in October 1977 with formula funds and
had received two formula grants. Project funds were used
to pay the salaries of a full-time counselor and a part-time
caseworker and for supplies and related expenses. The proj-
ect's funding bistory follows.

Award period
(10/77 _thru_9/78) (10/78 thru 9/79) Total

Formula $24,871 $32,517 $57,388
Local 2,764 ___ 0 _gizgﬁ
Total $27,635 $32,517 $60,152

PROJECT OBJECTIVES:

The primary service provided was counseling teenage youth
to divert them from probate court or to prevent them from
further involvement with the probate court.

RESULTS AND OBSERVATIONS: .

During the first 2 project years, 262 youths received
counseling while being diverted from probate court. Based
on the number of youth served, there appeared to be a need
for the services provided by the project. The project director
expected to receive an additional formula grant onlyv for
the period October 1979 through March 1980. He said that
the project would be continued at about 5C percent of its
current level after March 1980 Lecause of a shortage of
local funding. He said that after the formula funds were
stopped, there would probably be youth neecing help who
would not receive it.
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PROJECT TITLE: .Status Diversion Group Home, Kalamazoo County

SOURCES AND USES OF FUNDS:

The project started with formula funds in 1977 using
facilities that had been operated previously as a drug/alcohol
abuse center. Formula funds were used for personnel,
consultants, and related expenses. The project's funding
history is shown below.

Award period .
(4/77 thru 9/78) (10/78 thru 9/79) Total

Formula $71,707 $92,484 $164,191
Local match 7,968 ) 0 7,968
Total $79,675 $92,484 $172,159

PROJECT OBJECTIVES:

The goals of this project were to reduce female incar-
ceration and return juveniles to their homes and communities,
3 needs assessment found thac female status offenders lacked
shelter and counseling services in the county. According
to 1975 baseline data, 111 females were incarcerated and
the probate court docket was bottlenecked due to the large
numbers of status offenders. The project provided shelter
and counseling services to female status offenders on a
short-term basis. Eight girls and two liouseparents lived
in a large house, while two caseworkers and the project
director provided therapy and counseling.

RESULTS AND OBSERVATIONS:

The project had served 226 female status offenders.
Secure detention of status offenders in the couuty had been
reduced by 78.4 percent; however, some of tne reduction
was attributed to a residential center for male status
offenders and foster homes.

The project was delayed for 5 months after its award
date. Despite this, the project had provided the intended
services and met its goals. Formula funds ended on September
30, 1979; however, the project was continuing, using funds
from two private, nonprofit foundations.

£
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PROJECT TITLE: Status Offender Data Project, statewide

SOURCES AND USES OF FUNDS:

The project was funded in January 1978 with its first
formula grant and had received a second formula grant. Proj-
ect funds were spent for contractual services (mostly
‘personnel and benefits), supplies, and related expenses.

The project's funding history follows.

Award period ‘
(1/78 thru 12/78) (4/79 thru 12/79) Tctal

Formula $68,087 $58,132 $126,219
Local 7,566 0 7,566
Total $75,653 $58,132 $§133,785

PROJECT OBJECTIVES:

The objective of this project was to determine, using
1975 data and 1978 criteria, how many juvenile status
offenders were held in secure detention in Michigan. The
project was initiated to determine if Michigan was in compli-
ance' with the requirement that 75 percent of all status
offenders be deinstitutionalized. To obtain the required
baseline data as well as supporting documentation, site
visits were made to 240 juvenile facilities. These facilities
represented almost every juvenile-serving facility in Michigan.
After the data was collected, it would be analyzed, coded,
and computerized. A final report would then be pr:pared.
The second grant was to develop a prototype system fcr col-
lecting and processing uniform information on juveniles.

RESULTS AND OBSERVATIONS:

The formula funds were used to meet the project objec-
tives. The data had been accumulated and verified. Project
officials were in the process of entering data into the com-
puter and analyzing that data. Work had also begun for the
second grant.
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PROJECT TITLE: Alternative Education. Coopersville

SOURCES AND USES OF FUNDS:

The project began in 1976 when the Coopersville School
District received a State grant of $5,000 for plannirg pur-
poses. The project had received two subsequent formula
grants. Project funis were used for personnel, equipment, and
supplies. The project's funding history for the formula grant
periods follows.

Award period
(7/77 thru 9/78) (10/78 thru 12/79) Total

Formula $35,271 $46,375 g/$§52§4§

a/Project costs do not include two staff positions funded
with CETA funds.

PROJECT OBJECTIVES:

The basic thrust of the project was to keep students in
school, thereby belping to keep them out of trouble. Because
many area students had unstable life situations, the project
emphasized improving student attictudes toward authority and
responsibility. Prior to the formula funding, virtually all
students in the alternative program were involved in juvenile
offenses. This prxject expanded the alternative education
program to a full year school program that served students who
had alceady dropped out of school or who were identified as
potential dropouts. In this project, students received
individualized instruction and assistance from two teachers in
areas such as reading and math. They also worked on increasing
attendance, increa-ing self-concept, and establishing bonds
bt sveen the individual students and the agencies in their
“ives, such as schools and employers. The instructors
also provided counseling services whenever students sought it.

RESULTS AND OBSERVATIONS:

This project provided the intended services and was
meeting its goals. It had served 112 students since 1976, 11
of whom graduated from high school. Several factors indicated
the project's success--a reduction in project students held i-
jail or detention, a reduction of project students involved
with local police, and a reduction in the school district's
dropout rate from 5.3 percent in 1976 to 1.97 percent 1n 1979.
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PROJECT TITLE: Culture and Recreation, Detroit

SOURCES AND USES OF FUNDS:

The project was funded as part of the Comprehensive Youth
Training and Community Involvemert Program (see p. 76)
until it received its own formula grant. Project funds
were budgeted for contractual services, personnel, supplies,
and related expenses. Funds were spent.for hourly wages
of instructors and coaches, recreational equipment, and field
trips to cultural and sports events. The amount of the proj-
ect's only formula grant is shown below. . ‘

Award period
(4/79 thru 12/79)

Formula $200,000

PROJECT OBJECTIVES:

The project's services and programs were designed for
youth and their parents. The project attempted to recch low-
income families, unemployed youth, and school dropouts by
sponsoring activities that deter youth from delinquent
and criminal behavior. *

RESULTS AND OBSERVATIONS:

As of August 1979, the project had expended only $41,000
of the $200,000 grant. Because the grant period ran from
April 1, 1979, through December 31, 1979, the State Office of
Aministrative Services had recommended that some of the
$200,000 be deobligated.

nue project provided the intended services. A visit
,to two of the agencies providing services under the grant
showed that the agencies provided a variety of services
to youth, including sports (boxing, baseball, basketball,
an¢ others) and cul* ‘rai activities (arts and crafts,
music, and dance.)
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PROJECT TITLE: Community Care, Marquette County

SOURCES AND USES OF FUNDS:
<

The_project began with formula funds and had received
one formula grant. Formula funds were used for the project
coordinator's salary and fringe benefits, -upplies, a ~rontract
for program evaluation, and related expenses. The amount% of
the formula grant is shown below.

Award period
(10/78 thru 9/79)

Formula a/$20,503

E/These funds were to coordirate a foster care program. State
and local funds of $16,785 were used for the foster homes
themselves but not as part of this project.

PROJECT OBJECTIVES:

This project was to provide a project coordinator to
locate and recruit foster homes and train foster parents who
would accept youth with emotional, family, or legal problems.
Because it was difficult to find foster homes that would ac-
cept these types of youth prior to the project, the Probate
Court Judge often had only two alternatives: send the youth
back to his own troubled home or institutionalize the youth.

RESULTS AND OBSERVATIONS:

"Two independent evaluations comparing the quantitative
goals and objectives in the grant application with actual per-
formance were conducted. The resulting reports indicated that
the project generally met its goals and objectives.

we found that the project had operated as described in
the grant application. The project was 1-1/2 months late
in starting because the project coordinator did not start
working until that time. During the remaining time, the
project established 9 foster homes, trained 1l coordinator,
and trained parents in 10 foster homes.
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PROJECT TITLE. Comprehensive Youth Trainirng and
Community Involvement Program, Detroit

SOQURCES_AND_USES_OF FUNDS:

So- e project services were provided before the sub-
grantee received fo-mula funds. The project had received two
formulz grants. Project funds were used mostly for per-
sonnel, with smaller amounts budgeted for contractual services,
supplies, and related expenses. The project's pudgeted funding
sources, during the time of its two formula graats, foilow.

Award period

3/78 thru _3/79) (/79 _t thru 3/80) Total

Formul a a/$224,190 $272,418 S 496,608
HEW Title XX 194,665 280,000 474,665
CETA 221,857 400,000 621,857
State 7.120 0 7,120
Private 106,360 0 __106,360
Total $754,192 $952,418 $l 706,610

a/$2,226 of this amcunt was deobligated 1in July 1979.

PROJECT OBJECTIVES:

The project funded eight community-based organizations and
three "d.op-in center-" for teens. These facilities offeread
programs that provided counseling, education, cultural and
recreatinnal activities, advice about parental relationships,
ana voc .ional guidance. The project's goals were to prevent
and reduce juvenile delingueucy and to provide alternate acti-
vities for youth who were oifenders or potential offenders.
The project‘s specific goals included preventing and reducing
juvenile delinguency in the city by 25 percent during 1979
and providinrg vocational counseling to 1,000 youths.

RESULTS_AND_ORCERVATIONS:

The project had difficulty hiring and retaining coun-
selors because of low salaries. Decpite this problem, 2,440
youths were counseled over a '‘-year period, and the project
provided the services called for in the grant contract.

Due to poor recordkeeping by p.ooject officials, nowever,
it was difficult to determine 1f specific project goals
were met.
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PROJECT ITLE: Diversion Services Program, State
Department of Social Services

SOURCES AND USES OF FUNDS:

The project started in 1978 with formula funds and had
received one formula g.ant. The Department of Social Ser-
vices, the subgrantee, awarded two cJontracts in June 1979 to
accemplish proiect objectives. One contract was for coordina-
tion and a needs assessment and the other was to provide tech-
nical assistance to local agencies. The amount of the proj-
ect's formula grant and State match are shown below.

Award period
(7/78 thru 9/79)

Formula $69,410
State 7,712
Total $77,122

PROJECT OBJECTIVES:

Prior to awarding this grant, the Slate planning agency
determined that the State needed an organization and plan to
assist juvenile diversion programs with either technical
assistance or coordination cf services. “he Department of
Social Services was selected to receive this grant because it
was experienced in operating shelter homes, proarams to remove
status offenders from the jurisdiction of juven._le courts, and
ovrograms to deinstitutionalize status offenders.

The ccnrdination eds assessmenrt contractor was to de-
velop a State diversi . plan by identifsing existing services
and numbe: of clients, assessing these services, and determining
the curreat need. The technical assistance contract agency was
to develop short- and 'ong-term snlutions to problems of other
service agencies.

KESULTS AND OBSERVATIONS:

Grant adjustments and sctartup delays caused a reduction
of alnost $36,000 from the original budget. However, the
coordination and needs assessment contractor was develoepiny
tha State divecsion plan at the time of our visit. The
te.nnical assistance contractor had assisted 11 agencies by
obtaining CETA funds, solving administrative problems, and
addressing pelitical rroblems.

(r
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PROJECI TITLE: Alt rnatives to Secure Detention,
Ottawa Countv

SO "CES AND USES OF FUNDS:

The project began in January 1979 with a formula grant.
Project funds were used for salaries, operation of a foster
home, ard related expenses. The grant amount and award riod
are shown below,

Award period
(1/79 thru 12/79)

Formula $103,038

PROJECT OBJECTIVES:

To =2duce the secure detention of status offenders, \
Ottawa Cuunty was awarded a grant through the State
Department cf Sccial Services to provide counseling services
to juveniles and their families, recruit and license foster
homes, provide trainirg to foster parents, and provide infor-
mation and referral services to youth. Prior to the project,
Ottewa County aad no alternative to secure detention of status
offenders. A program coordinator, two caseworkers, and a
cle"k ty.1st were hired with project funds.

RESULTS A.ID OBSERVATIONS:

As of August 1979, 665 youths had been referred to the
project, 446 of whom needed and were provided counseling,
Counseling consisted of 3 hours for the client, 3 hours for the
parent. and 3 hours of comhined counseling. In additicn, 29
of the youths were placed in a foster home established by the
project for shelter care. The foster home appeared to be
neat, cl:an, nd well organized.
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MINNESOTA

PROJECT TITLE: Emergency Foster Homes, Lake anc -cook County

SOURCES AND USES OF FUNDS:

This project, which was in its second year of operation,
ctarted with formula funds and had received two g.ants. For-
mula funds were budgeted for personnel, per diem to foster
parents, and related expenses. Budgeted funds for the 2
years are shown in the following table.

Award period .
(T0/77 thru 12/78) (1/7% thru 12/79) Total

Formula $26,382 $30,755 $57,137
Total $29,313 $34,172 $63,485

PROJECT OBJECTIVES:

This project was to provide emergency sheiter and serv-
ices to status offenders as an alternative to secure deten-
tion. The services were to include food, clothing, medical
attention, and limited counseling if requested. Its objec-
tives were to establish nine foster homes, train foster
parents, and alert the public to the program.

RESULTS AND OBSERVATIONS:

According to the project coordinator, nine foster homes
had been established and two more were being licensed.
In addition, procedures were established and information
provided to local authorities on the program. As of
Septemher 1979, 40 youtns nad been pleced in foster hemes cince
the program began.

After 1980, the project will not be eligible for for-
mula furds. T.e project coordinator said she 2xpected the
project to continue, even though her position would be
abolished.
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MINNESOTA

PROJECT TITLE: Serious Juvenile Offenders, statewide

SOURCES AND USES OF FUNDS:

This project, which was in its second year, started
with formula funds and had received two grants. Formula
funds were used for personnel, contracted services, and re-
lated expenses. Budgeted funds for the 2 years are shown in
the following table.

Award period
(12/77 thru 12/78) (7/79 thru 6/80) Total

Formula $ 73,116 $130,000 $203,116
State 38,130 70,000 103,130
Total $111,246 $200,000 $311,246

PROJECT OBJECTIVES:

This project was an experiment by the Minnesota Depart-
ment of Corrections attempting to deal with the serious juve-
nile offender through the juvenile justice system. The
alternatjve for these offenders was cectification to stand
trial as an adult. Crimes committed included murder, burgla-
ry, kidnapping, and robbery. The project was to determine
whether-treatment methods known to help less serious cffend-
ers could be applied to serious criminal offenders without
jeopardizing public safety. The project goals were to reduce.
the frequency and seriousness of offenses, develop and
coordidate a treatment program through existing programs, and
provide an alternative to a separate maximum security
fdcility for these youth. Youth participated from 14 months
to 18 months.

The youth underwent a 14- to 30-day orientation phase
in a secure section of the juvenile correctional facility
where a contract was develcped that the youth had to follow.
The contract included vocational, educational, and work goals
to b~ completed in the following residential restraint phase.
During the residential restraint phase, which took 4 to 6
months, another contract was negotiated between the youth and
his community. This contract had to include restitution for
the crime comfmitted. Thée final community surveillance phase,
requiring 6 months or more, usually took place in the youth's
community and included intensive supervision from community
liaison workers. The project could also contract for other
services for the youth.
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RESULTS_AND_OBSERVATIONS:

.Ac of September 197¢, 55 of about 300 youths referred
from the Courts and Department of -Corrections had been accepted
into the project. Three of the 55 were later removed by the
court. Of the 52 remaining, 42 were still in the program,
4 ran eway, 3 were pending certification as an adult, 2 were
in jail on a new offense, and 1 ‘had completed the program.
The first of these participants was not accepted until March
1978 and, because most participants were still in the program
at the time of our audit, it was too early to determine the

projec s effectiveness.
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MINNESOTA

PROJECT TITLE: Community Youth Program, Duluth

SOURCES AND USES OF FUNDS:

This project, which was in its fourth year of operation,
started in an established juvenile center, received LEAA Part C
funds in its second year, and had received formula grants for
years three and four. Formula funds were used for personnel,
supplies, and r.1ated expenses. Budgeted funds for years three
and four are shown in the following table.

Award period
(1/78 thru 12/78) (1/79 thri 12/79) Total

Formula $51,762 $73,600 $135,562
Local 6,803 0 5 6,863
Total $68,625 $73,800 $142,425

PROJECT OBGECTIVES:

This project was a nonsecure community-based day treat-
ment program used ac an alternative to institutionalization
for criminal juvenile offenders. The primary goal was to avoid
institutionalization for 80 percent of the participants.
Serviﬁgs provided included individual, group, and family coun-
seling, referrals to other programs, recreation, and school
performance monitoring. Restitution was included in the
youths' contracts with the project staff.

RESULTS AND OBSERVATIONS:

As of August 30, 1979, 137 youths had been referred to
the program since it began in 1977. Sixteen were currently
enrolled, 90 had successfully completed the program, and 31
were terminated before completion. Since July 1578, nnly 7 of
39 participants had been institutionalized within 6 months of
successtully completing the program. The project was not
eligible for LEAA funds after December 1979 and future funding
was unclear. The local sponsoring agency agreed to fund
it for 6 additional months. After that, the project may be
incorporated into a new program.
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MINNESOTA

PROJECT TITLE: Katahdin. A Workshop for Youth, Minneapolis

SOURCES AND USES OF FUNDS:

This project, which conducted research and planning for
1-1/2 years with private funds, had received formula
funds for 2 years. Formule funds were used for personnel,
transportation, and supplies. Budgeted funds for the grant
years are shcwn in the following table.

_Award period
(2778 thry 12/78) (1/79 thru 12/79) Total

Formul 2 s 94,580 4 §118,334 $212,914
Private 10,500 5,000 15,500
Total $105,080 $123,334 $228,414

PROJECT OBJECTIVES:

This project provided nonresidential day treatment to
youth who had been adjudicated on at least three nonstatus
offenses or failed 1n one residential placement. According
to its Director, for many it was the final alternative to an
institution. The project's overall objectives were to divert
70 percent of its clients from the justice system, upgrade
the client's educational level, and improve the client's
basic survival skills. The project was designed to provide
6 to 9 months of individualized, goal-orienter treatment to
about 20 to 30 youths a year.

RESULTS AND OBSERVATIONS:

Between May 1978 and September 1979, the project accepted
3] of 107 youths referred. Of the youth accepted, ifour
successfully completed the program, nine voluntarily left,
three ncore removed by tie couict, and thrge were terminated
by the prcgram. Six of the 12 *hat were currently enrolled
were to complete the program shortly after our visit.
Acccrding to case files, 87 percent of the youth nad
been diverted from the justice system. Only two youths
who had been in the program for at lewst 3 months, had
petitions filed against them in juvenile court after leaving
the project. 1In the 1979 spring semester, 8 students
completed 46 academic credits, and in the 1979 summer
~emester, 11 students completed 52 credits.
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Coalition for the Protection of Youth
Rights, statewide

This project was in its first operating year and was
started with formula and private funds. Formula funds were
budgeted for the personnel costs of attorne;s and other law
firm employees and related e penses. Budgeted funding sources
are shown 1n the following table.

Award period
(10778 "thru 9/7.) <(10/78 thru 9/79) Total

Formula $101,947 $176,350 $2178,297
Private 63,030

Total $341,327 $341,327

PROGJECT OBJECTIVES:

This project was a coordinated effort by five nonprofit,
legal assistance organizations to establish a children's
advocacy program in Minnesota. Its services included free
legal defense or representation on an individual or class
basis in both civil and criminal matters. Project objectives
were to provide quality legal assistance to children, partici-
pate in major juvenile impact cases, establish a clearinghouse
for statewide dissemination of juvenile rights information,
and establish an educational program for children's rights.

RESULTS _AND OBSERVATIONS:

Project records showed that over 500 juveniles were repre-
sented between October 1978 and September 1979. 1In addition,
project attorneys had been involved in seven cases involving
significant legal issues of juvenile rights. The project
took the lead role in implementing the State Indian Child
Welfare Act, established a community education program, and
developed a clearinghouse for distributing information. The
project's financial reports on file at the State planning
agency were not accurate. Indications were that expenses
had been urnderstated. This occurred because the project
did not recruit an administrator for over 4 months and failed
to design a system for uniform accounting and reporting of
costs. The administrator instituted a uniform reporting
format and, at the time of our visit, was reconstructing
and correcting outlay reports to the State planning agency.

€} 1
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MINNESOTA
PROJECT TITLE: The Evergceen House, Bemidji

SOURCES AND USEE OF FUNDS:

This project, which was in its third year of operation,
started witn an LEAA Part C grant and received two subse-
quent formula grants for years two and three. Formula funds
were used for perscnnel, supplies, and related costs. Budgeted
funding sources for years two and three are shown in the
following table.

Award period
(I778 thru 12/78) (1/79 thru 12/79) Total

Formula $41,606 $48,762 $ 90,368
Local 4,623 0 4,623
project Income 0 15,000 15,000

Total (note a) $46,229 $63,762 $109,991

-
3

a/CETA has provided ~ver $25,000 for calaries since caleadar
year 1977.

PROJECT OBJECTIV™S:

The project was a honsecure, community-based house which
provided shelter care and individual and family counseling to
status offenders and dependent and neglected children in four
counties and three Indian reservations. It was established
to provide an alternative to secure detention. The overall
objectives we > to eliminate further contact with the juvenile
justice system for half its clients, reduce secure detention
of status offenders, and provide shelter service to children,
In addicion to shelter and counseling, the project was to act
as a neutral advocate between youth and famjly and make
referralz to other community services.

RESULTS AND OBSERVATIONS:

Since July 1977, 759 children had used the project.
According to project files, only 13.7 percent had further con-
tact with the juvenile justice system 6 months after
leavina. The local judge and chief of police said that this
project was the only alternative to secure detention in the
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area. A probation officer and welfare official said the prc-
gram was effective, flexible, helpful, and staffed with excel-
lent people. The formula funds were expected to stop this year.
The project received $28,000 in private contributions,
neaotiated a $25,000 service contract with one county, and
expected to raise its per diem charge to compensate for lost
formula funds. However, continued operations appeared

to hinge on negotiating contracts with other counties.

-
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APPENDIX I APPENDIX I

MINNESOTA
PROJECT TITLE: Juvenile Residential Treatment Center,
St. Peter’

SOURCES AND USES OF FUNDS:

This project was in its first operating year and started
with formula funds. Formula funds were used for personnel,
remodeling, and related expenses. Budgeted funding for the
first year is shown below.

Award period
(11/78 thru 12/79)

Formula (note a) $119,205

a/sponsoring counties had to absorb some costs not provided
for in the grant.

PROJECT OBJECTIVES:

The project was a nonsecure, community-based residential
treatment center. It was an alternative to institutionali-
zation for adjudicated male offenders. In 1980, the project
planned to accept females and unadjudicated youth, including
status offenders. The pjoject provided food, shelter, recre-
ation,,and -individual, group, and family counseling. The
project was created to reduce the number of youth placed in
faraway, costly State institutions and to increase community
involvement in the treatment process. According to a county
official, the State planning agency was reluctant to provide
funds because the project was residential. As a result, the
project nad to agree not to seek continued funding. Project

center.

RESULTS AND OBSERVATIONS:

The center had been established and was operating. Proj-
c~+ officials accepted their first referral in September 1979
even though the award period started in November 1978. Three
more had been added at the time of our visit. The delayed
startup was caused by community resistance and unexpected

remodeling problems.
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MINNESOTA

PROJECT TITLE: Prairie Home Youth Shelter, Braham

SOURCES AND USES OF FUNDS:

This project, which was in its third year of operation,
was started with both formula and LEAA Part C grants. Two
subsequent formula grants were received. For~ula funds
were used for personnel, supplies, and relateu expenses.
Budgeted funding sources are shown in the following table.

Award pericd
(1/77 theu 1/78) (1/78 thru 12/78) (1/79 thru 12/79) Total
Formula $39,978 $51,613 $64,156 $155,747
LEAA Part C 39,600 0 0 39,600
Local 8,842 5,735 0 14,577
Total $88,420 $57,348 $64,156 $209,924
{note a) —

a/Project also had income of $1,150 in calendar year 1978.

PROJECT OBJECTIVES:

This project was a nonsecure, community-based shelter
home for status offenders and dependent and neglected
children. 1Its objectives included establishing an emergency
shelter program, eliminating the detention of status offenders
in five county jails, and assisting county courts and agencies
in placing youth. It provided emergency food, shelter, super -
vision, and medical attention. 1In addition, the local school
district provided a teach2r for tutoring at no cost to the
project. Funds were used for personnal, supplies, and related
expenses.

RESULTS AND OBSERVATIONS:

’

The project had served 294 children through September 30,
1979. Only 25 of these had run away from the home, 3 of whom
feturned un tuell own accord. According to ptoject pLogress
reports and discussions with law enforcement authorities,
status offenders were placed in shelters rather than jails.
The project did not start until June 1977 because of community
resistance. In 1980, the project expected to become self-
sufficient because formula funds would stop. Three of the five
participating counties were expected to continue the project
through per diem payments, a fourth was undecided, and the
fifth will withdraw.

(‘..
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PROJECT TITLS: Youth Diversion Prciect, Cincinnati

SOURCES AND USES OF FUNDS:

This project began with formula funds, receivin~ two =
grants. Formula funds were used for personnel, renovation,
supplies, -and related expenses. The project's funding
history is shown in the following table. )

Award period
(7/77 thru 6/78) (7/78 thru 6/79) Total

Formula $16,200 $ 30,000 $ 46,200
Private 11,000 12,065 23,065
CETA 34,165 34,270 68,535
LEAA discretionary 0 26,000 50,000

Total $61,365 $126,47F $187,800

PROJECT OBJECTIVES:

‘ The project was a residential facility which also pro-
vided individual and family counseling and educatianal
services to status offenders. It was a comunity-based
alternative to court-administered social services which
attempted to reduce the number of status offenders held in
group homec and similar facilities.

. RESULTS AND OBSERVATIONS:

The project officially began in July 1977 after formula
funds were awarded; but due to problems witi finding a suit-
able facility, juveniles were not served until January
1978, and the facility did not become residential until
July 1979. Problems in finding a facility included community
opposition and lack of suitable facilities in general.
Problems in hiring staff also occurred.

The project was operating a five-day-a-week residential
facility. As of June 30, 1979, 128 youths had been provided
nonresidential services. Most ot these were repeat status
offenders who were facing the possibility of entering a secure
facility.

Q .
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PROJECT TITLE: Project Intercept, Canton

SOURCES AND USES OF FUNDS:

This project was started with formula funds and
received three grants. Formula funds were useu for personnel,
equipment, and supplies. Budgeted funding sources are shown
in the following table.

Award Period
(7/77 thru 6/78) (7/78 thru 6/79) Total

Tormula $30,000 $31,884 $61,884
Local 11,000 11,690 22,690
Total $41,000 $43,574 $84,574

PROJECT OBJECTIVES:

The project's basic goal was to provide community-based
alternatives to placing status offenders and delinquents
in itnstitutions. Specific project objectives were to divert
youth from the juvenile justice system and detention eénd to
reduce student truancy and dropouts. It provided individual
counseling to the child and parents, shelter care, and an
employment program.

KESULTS AND OBSERVATIONS:

All project activities had been terminated at the time
of our visit because the State planning agency did not approve
additional funding. Tie project was discontinued because
it duplicated services provided by a project that served
the city as well as the county. Intercept competed with the
countywide project for participants. As a result, the project
served only 78 children iistead of an anticipated 726.

The former project director said that the project had
(1) devised a special class on parenting skills, (2) led to
a court order which forbids jailing status offenders, and (3)
created a consistent citywide truancy policy. He said the
countywide project currently used these accomplisnments
in some fashiou.
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PROJECT TITLE: Diversion and Prevention Through
Commun:ity Acticn, Cuyahoga County

SOURCES AND USES OF FUNDS:

This project, which started with LEAA Part C and local
funds, received tnree formula grants for the following lé6-month
period. rormula funds were budgeted for personnel, consultants,
and related expenses and for contracts with community-based
agencles. Other funding was received during the l16-mcnth grant
period but was not included 1n the grant budget. The budgeted
funding sources 1n the grant appiication are shown below.

Award period
(6/78 thru 9/79)

Formula $353,432
Local 39,270
Total $392,702

OBJECTIVES AND USES OF FUNDS:

The project providea a variety of nonresidential services
to youth 1n 12 planning areas 1n the ccunty. Cuyahoga County
contracted with community-based agencies 1in the 12 planning
areas to provide these services. Examples of services provided
included a movie/lecture/discussion session, programs which
provided counseling and referred youth to other agencies
for assistance, and an alternative school for studeats who
had not succeeded in a traditional school.

RESULTS_AND OBSERVATIONS:

Large cash balances of formula and Part C tunds were kept
by both the regional planning unit and the county at the time
of the audit. Tne regional planning unit maintained balances
of $20,345 and $39,152 at the end of June and July 1979, re-
spectively. The county had net monthend talances of $100,180,
$78,998, $60,354, and $36,577 for tne months of April through
July 1979, respective.y. Prior to these months, the monthend
ialances were low or more had beern spent than reimbursed to
the county and regional planning unit. Programs in 2
planning areas visited provided the 1intended scrvices. A
total of 18,461 youths were servec by the overall project 1n
1ts tirst 12 months of operation.
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PROJECT TITLE: Family Crisis Center Project, Summit County

SOURCES AND USES OF FUNDS:

This project started with formula funds and received
three grants. Formula funds were used for personnel, shelter
care, consultant fees, and equipment. Funding sources for the
grant period are shown below.

Award period
(4/78 thru 2/10/80)

Formula $120,336
Local 13,371
Total $133,707

PROJECT OBJECTIVES:

Project objectives were to disert status offenders from
the juvenile court and to> keep children from being placed in
residential shelter care. The project provided ~ounseling
co ~lients and family members and occasionally arrangad
residential care with a shelter home when needed to prevent
a child from being placed ir detention.

RESULTS AND OBSERVATIONS:

The project served 1,275 children during its first year
and apparently provided the intended services. Two holding
-_.oms observed at the project used to hold unruly children
were small and made of cinder blocks with a ccncrete bench.
There were uo doo. handles or other means of opening the doo:s
from the rcoms' interior and locks were installed on the out-
side doors. The project director said these rooms had been
used only two or three times and that no locks were on the
doors when us=2d.

Although cash _balances were not maintained at the project,
the regional planning™unjt held cash in an interest-bearing
savings account. We couvld not determine the amount of Yormula
funds in this account becawse they were inte.mingled with other
LEAA funds. However, a regf{cnal planning unit officia. said
that more than $30,000 in interest has been earned over a 5-
year period. This interest h d been used to buy U.S. Treasury
notes and as match moncy for grants.

\
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FROJECT TITLLE: Deinstitutionalization of Status Offencers
and Unruly Treatment Prouject, Allen County

This procject, which operated with local funaing from
September 1975 through May 1978, received three formula grants
for an 18-month period. Formula funds Jere budgeted for per-
sonnel, consultants, supplies, and related expenses. Budgeted |
funding sources for the grant peri1od are shown below.

Award period
(6/78 thru 11/79)

Formula $100,000
Local J1l,111
Total S111,111

PROJECT OBJZCTIVES:

The prosect provided 1individual and family counseling,
drug therapy, and educational services to youths, Pre- and
postadjudicated status offend2rs, nonoffenders, and “walk-
1ns" were cerved by the project. Project goels were to dein-
stitutionalize status offenders and to reduce proration
officers' caseloads so thev would have more time to spend with
delinguent youth.

The project served 161 youths from Jure 1978 torough May
1979 and provided services as intended in the grant pplica-
tion. {rrors occurred (n the project's vookkeeping-- onthly
tinancia. reports contained erroneous data, and there was
a difference of $664 between the project's records and the
county's records. Because of these errors, we vere pnable
to verity the uses made of project funds.
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PROJECT TITLE: Habilitation Facilitator Project,
Tuscarawas County

SOQURCES AND USES OF {JNDS:

This project started with formula funds and received
three grants covering a 17-month period. Formula funds were
budgeted for personnel . concultants' fees, travel, and sup-
plies. The preject's tunding history is shown in the following
table.

Award period
(/78 thru 12/79)

Formula 25,812
Local 2,868
To*:al 528,680

PROJECT OBSERVATIONS:

The project =24 one employee--the fecilitator--who served
as the link between the youth, the court, the school, the
community, and social service agencies which mai welp the
status offender or delinquent. The goals were o coordinate
and strengthen existing social and youth services and to develop
new services. Other objectives were to reduce the rate of
cecidivism among status offenders and to reduce the number
of institutionalized status offenders.

RESULTS AND OBSERVATIONS:

According to a June 1979 evaluation report, the project
helped reduce the rates of recidivism for both status of fenders
and delinguents in the county by 27 percent and reduced the
number of status offenders in secure detention in the county
from 26 to 17. The project was expected to end at the close
of the grant period (December 31, 197)). Because c¢f an over-
si1ght, project officials did not apply for continued funding
and the county did not have furds avail:hle for the project.
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PROJECT TITLE: Youth Extension Services, Preble County

SOURCES_AND_USES_OF EUNDS:

This project was started with formula funds and was 1n
1ts f.rst 18-month period of operation. Formula funds were
used for personnel, foster care, and related expenses.

The project's funding history 1s shown below.

Award period
(6,78 thru 11/79)

Formula $5,00¢0
Loccal 556
Total $5,556

PROJECT OBJECTIVES:

The project funded two types of volunteer programs :in
Preble “ounty. The first type of program included crisis in-
tervention and short~term foster care. Under this program,
» the project paid volunteers $4.00 per r.ight to take care of
youth while they were going through the judicial process.
The second type of progrum was a nonresidential program which
metched youth and adults on a one-to-one basis. These youth/
adult pairs varticipated 1n project-spongored activities (for
example, lunches and short trips) and were free to meet at
other times on their own. The project gyoals were to divert
youth from the juvenile justice system and to nrevent
del1nquency.

RESULTS_AND_OBSERVATIONS:

At the time of our visit, the project had served 28
youths, 10 of whom had received emergency foster care service,
Some of those 10 had participated 1n the other programs as
well. The project anticipated serving mere youth, but the
first project director, who was also a full-time probation
otf.icer, resigned before any volunteers or youtn entered the
proaram. The second project director, also a full-time proba-
tion officer, was unable at first, to devote much of her time
to the project because of the need to learn her {ull-time
duties.

ll}v
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A judge from the Preble County Court of Common Pleas,
Juvenile Division, said that the program rartially f1lls a
very badly felt need. He also said that the emergency carc
funded by the project was very valuable and that the second
project director felt the other services provided werc very
beneficial to the children.
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PROJECT TITLEZ: Project Home, Cincinnati

SOURCES AKD USES OF [*'NDS:

This proiect had operated. within a limited scope, with
private and local government funds prior to receiving formula
funds. Formula funds were budgeted for personnel expens=2s.

Budgeted funding sources for the gran* period are shown in
the following table.

Award period
(4/78 thru 9/79)

Formula $50,000
HEW Title XX 1,500
Agency sources 43,800

Total $95,300

— e

PROJECT OBJECTIVES:

The project's objective was to divert status offenders
and delinguents from residential facilities by offering youth-
and family counseling, educational and psychological services,
and recreational activities. Children who had been referred
to the implementing agency for residential care, but for whom
there was no available space, were provided these services.

It was hoped that the services would enable these children
to remain 1in their homes or sub®itute homes. 7 .

RESULTS AND OBSERVATIONS:

The status of 27 youths served from April 1978 to April
1979 showed that 9 were placed in residential care, 3 suc-
cessfully completed the projecf and had no further need

fcr the project's services, and 15 were still receiving the
prolect's services,
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PROJECT TITLE: Stay Centers Project, Hamilton County

SOURCES AND USES OF FUNDS:

This project was started 1n 1976 with privately donated
money and had received two subsequent formula and one special
emphasis grant. Formula and special emphasis funds were spent
for personnel and eguipment. Budgeted funding sources for the
grant period 1s shown below.

Award period
(§178*Ehru.§/78) (4/78 thru 9/79) Total

Formula $13,300 $ 75,518 S 89,318
Local 1,533 8,391 9,924
Special Emphasis 0 : 100,000 100,000
(note a)
Total (note b) $15,333 $183,909 $;99,242

a/Awarded for the period 10/77 thru 9/79.

b/Placement agencies and the subgranté% also committed
$314,5€7 to the project.

PROJECT_ OBJECTIVES:

This project provided separate, temporary residential
facilities for male and female status offenders and delin-
quents who were awaliting residential placement or investiga-
tion by the court. 1In addition, the project provided formal
and i1nformal education and counseling.

RESULTS_AND_UBSERVATIONS:

The project provided the intended services to children,
and according to a project evaluation report, gererally
operated above capacity. The project director indicated that
the formula funds provided money for nersonnel costs which
were not obtalnable from private sources.
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OHIO

PROJECT TITLEL: Community Residential Alternatives Project
for Status Offenders, statewide

SOURCES_AND_USES_OF FUNDS :

This prcject was started with formula funds and received
two grants, combined for an 18-month period. Formula funds
were used for per diem payments to State-contrac:ed group and
roster homes throughout Ohio. The per diem payments covered
the cost of a juven:le's food, shelter, counseling, and re-
creation. Costs for dental and medical care were paid with
State funds. The project director said the State will assume
all project costs when the grant period ends because of Ohio's
deinstitutionalization needs and the success of this vroject.

Award period

Formula $295,920
State match 32,880
Total $328,800

This project was created to serve status offenders com-
micted to the Ohio Youtn Commission by county juvenile court
Judges. These status offenders were considered delirnguent by
Ohio State law because they viclated the probation they
received as a result ¢f a status offensc. The objective of
this project was to deinstitutionalize these status offenders
by providing them foster. homes, group homes, and social ser-
vices. The services included. problem-orientad counseling,
cducational assistance, Job-preparation counseling, and
employment asd#istance.

RESULTS_AND_OBSERVATIONS:

o
As of June 30, 1979, 96 youths had been served by the
project. Two of the group homes serving 12 youtns appeared
1n good condition and su1cab1e/ior project services.

|
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OHIO

PROJECT TITLE: Child-Family Intervention Program,
Ross County

This project was operated with Federal, State, local, and
private funds by a mental health center prior to formula fund-
1ng. Three formula grants were made to expand the project.
Formula funds were budgeted for personnel, consultants, and
related expenses. Budgeted funding for the expanded portion
of the project, during the grant period, are shown below.

Aaward period
(6,78 _thru 11/79)

Formuia $72,010
Agencv match - 9,307
Total $§i'317

PROJECT_OBJECTIVES:

The project's goal was to provide an alternative to
formal juvenile action 1in a five-county area by providing
individual, familiy, and crisis intervention counseling. The
project was intended to reduce status offenses by 15 percent.
Any youth »r parent was eligible for the services. The formulea
funds were used to increase the number of counselurs from three
to five so that full-time services cculd be provided to each
county. In addition, a part-time secretary and child psychia-
trist (consultant) were to be prow-ided.

RESULTS_AND_OBSERVATIONS:

The objective of reducing status offenses by 15 percent
in the five county area was exceeded. A total of 748 clients
were counseled during the first year of operation. In addai-
tion, 126 parents were provided education classes. Most
officials we interviewed said the parent education classes
were effective and beneficial. A gualified child psychiatrist
could not be located, however, who would work in the rural
areas of the five counties.
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PROJEC? TITLE: Interpersonal Process Recall, Franklin County

e - ——— e ———— ———— .~ — —

This project was started with formula funds in a private,
nonprofit organization that had provided services to needy
women since 1865. It received two formula grants for an 18-
morith period. Formula funds were used for personnel, equip-

ment, and related costs. PBudgeted funding sources are shown
below.

Award per1iod
(4/78_thru 9/79)

Formul a $73 763
Local share _8,lg§
Total $81,959

PROJECT_UBJECTIVES:

The project was to establish a 9-month exper imental
session for treatment of 32 youths, of whom half were in an
experimental group and the others were in a control group.
The control group received individual and group counseling,
referral services, and attended classes at an alternative
school. The experimental group received th& same services
as did the control group. In additicn, youSiién the exper-
1mental group and their families used a videq e to recorda
a~.d play back family counseling sessions. OFhég referrals
to the implementing agency received counseling services but
were not part of the experimental session. The goals of the
project ircluded reducing the school failure rate of juveniles
and eventucliy sending the youth back to public schools.

RESULTS_AND_OBSERVATIONS :

Due to a delay in hiring staff and acquiring eguipment,
the first experimental and control groups received only partial
tr atment. At the time of our review, the project had served
85 youths and/or their families. The first groups receiving
full treatment left the project during June and July 1979.
Whethe: these children wilil be successful in future school
work could not yet be determined. Early indications were that
most of them will. The process of ucing videotape in the
counseling process was supported by preject otficials who
said 1t helped both the children and family realize their
problems and fcrced them to be consistent in their comments.
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TEXAS

PROJECT TITLF: Wilderress Challenge, Crockett State School

This project, which was 1n 1ts second year of operation,
started with L7 A Part C funds and had received one subsequent
formula grant. Formula funds wvere used praimaraily for
personnel costs and supplies. pudgeted funds for the second
year are as follows.

Award period
(12/78_thru 11/79)

Formul a a/$204,050

a/The project's total operating cost was unknown because the
Crockett School provided such assistance as administrataive
support, building space, two vehicles, and mechanic support
that had not been guantified.

PROJECT_OBJECTIVES:

Wilderness Challenge was an adventure-based educational/
therapeutic program which consisted of a 26~-day program 1n-
volving a structured expedition in a remote wliderness area.
The project attempted to divert new Texas Youth Council
male wards, who were committed to State cere for nonviolent
crimes, from long=-term institutionalization. The project
operated one exped1ition each month except for December when
the staff was on leave. The expeditions consisted of 3
staff accompanying 10 to 12 studerts on a 100~ to 120-mile
hike 1n 1 of 3 locations--Big Bend Naticnal Park 1n
West Texas, Gi a Wilderness 1n Southern New Mexico, and San
Juan Mountains 1in Southern Colorado. During the expedition,
problem folving skills were integrated with the dramatic
experience of physical and peychological survaival. The ul-
timate objective was to reorganize the meaning and direction
of the juvenile's life.

RESULTS_AND_OBSERVATIONS:

Even though the project was included .n the "Deinstitu-
tionali1zation of Stat"s Offenders" portion of the State plan,
only 5 percent o1 1ts students were status offenders. During
the first 2 years, through July 1979, 166 students participa-
ted 1n the frogram, with 154 graduating. Ninety-four percent
of the graJuates were successfully placed back 1n their
communities.
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Only 5 percent of the graduates had any contact with author-
1ties during the first year after graduation. An evaluatior
report on the firsc project year stated trat "Wilderness
Chalienge's performance after one full year of operation
must be considered exemplary."

State officials beiieved that this rroject was the
shortest and most eccnomical program available for juveniles
committed to State care. However, only those nonserious
delinguent offenders with a home to return to were gccepted,
and the project's overall lmpact on participants was unknown.

Potential criticisms are (1) the short duration of the program

and (2) limited followup efforts. A Texas Youth Council
off:cial stated that research has shown that similar p-ograms
have considerably lowered recidivism 1 Year after participa-
tion but have no effect on recidivism § Years afterwards.,
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TEXAS

PROJECT TITLE: Metropolitan vouth agencv, Bexar County

This project, which was :n 1ts fourth year of operation,
started with formula funds end received s1x grants. At the
time of our visit, the pruject used about 25 percer.t of the
formula funds for personnel and 75 percent for emergency

chelter and residential services. dudgeted funds since
project 1nception are chown in the followin« table. -
_ Award period
(7776 thru 47777 (5717 thru 4/78} (5/78 thru 4/79) 15/79 thu 9/79) Total
Formula $273,848 a/$512,142 $398,840 a/s 60,86°8  $1, 5,648
State 61,598 61,087 0 u 122,685
Local 0 0 45,530 91,226 136,756
Total $335,446 $573,229 $444,3/0 $152,044  $1,505,089
a/Two grants,

PROJECT OBJECTIVES:

This project was tc¢ plan, coordinate, and contract for
youth services rendered by various city and county organiza-
tions. The objectives wer= to divert status offenders
from detention and provide help to troubled youth. Tne
project personnel conducted studies to determine youth
service needs and developed a plan to meet those needs.

With this knowledge and plan, they purchased and monitored
*he reguired services. The types nf services purchased
included an emergeicy shelter care project, seven resi-
dent.al care projects, and three educational programs such

as tutoring.

The project served several hundred children with the
purchased services, but rost contract services were curtailed
Lecause of decreased formula funding support. The residential
and emergency shelter care programs, which averaged about 45
and 47 youths per day, respectively, in the foucth year,
appeared to be successful in diverting youths from detention.
The educational intervention program, however, failed to
successfully return any of the juveniles to the public school
system, absenteeism was high, and grade level increases were
low. Of the seven residential emergency shelter care
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facilities visited, all but three were 1n tair or excellent
condition. The other three needed 1mprovements to the
facilities.

At the time of our visit, the project's future was 1n a
state of limbo. Project officials had been unable to obtain
the required 60 percent match for the full fourth year's
funding and had accepted two grants covering 5 months only.
These grants ended on SeptemLer 30, 1979. Shortly after
these grants expired, however, the project obtained the re-
guired match for the remainder of the fo.rth year and the
first 5 months of the fifth and final year of formula funding.
With the termination of formula funding in 1980, the services
provided by the project were expected to be curtailed or
eliminated all together. The project had not 1i1dentified
.unds to continue purchasing services at the time of our
visit. As a result, the youth that would be prowvided
resident:al carz may suffer.

Q 109’3—-
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PROJECT 1ITLE: Juveniie Lilversion and Dellnauency Prevention
Services, Bowie County

SOUKCLS_AND_USLS_Ob _FUNDS:

This project, which was 1n tts second year of operation,
ctarted with formula funds and had received three grante,
Forwuls runds were uacd for personnel, contracts, travel,
and relatad expences. The project's fundina history is
“nown in the lollowinu table.

o _______Award pcriod __________
L, 17 thru 1/79) (2/79_thru 1,80} Total
Formula $13,584 §/$28,314 $41,898
Local 1,513 3,673 5,188
Tt 515,097 531,947 547,034

a/Two arante.

PROJECT OBJLCTIVES:

This project was to divert status offenders and non-
o1 fenders frum detention while providing vari1ous services
to prevent them from becoming delinquent. These services
included foster home care, psychiatric evaluations, private
Institutional care, and medical treatmerts. The objectives
included 1ncreasing contacts with client referral agencies,
estanlishing citizen volunteer guidance and counseling services,
and reducing recidivism. This project essentially used one
staff member, a probation officer, to provide project services.

RESULTS_AND_OBSERVATIONS.
puring the tirst 6 months of the current probation vyear,
158 status offenders were referred to the project. O0f those
158, 96 were released without being placed 1n detention
and 20 were detained over 48 hours. A project staif member
reported conciderable progress toward davelopinog the volunteer
program ~nd reasonable progress towatd establishing foster
homes, developling public awareness of services available,
develoring a regional emergency shelter, and establishing
status offender files. The project only expended §5,150
during che first year fcr an average of $429 per month. The
average monthly cash balance during this period was $2,107.
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PROJECT TITLE: Project Intercept, Lubbock County

SOURCES AND USES GF FUNDS:

This preject, which in 1ts third operational year, began
with formula funds and received three grants. Most (over
90 percent) of the formula funds used were fcr personnel
costs. The project's budgete for each year are shown below.

_ Award period
{8777 thru 7/76) (B/78 thru 7/19) (8/19 thru 7/30) Total

Formula S 81,779 $66,834 $50,000 ~ $198,613
Loca. 19,014 30291 47,219 _96.524
Total $100,793 $97,125 597,219 295,137

PROJECT OBJECTIVES:

This project was an alternative school where youth were
placed who were too disruptive for normal classrooms. It
was designed as a short-term program where scudents ncrmaily
particirate 7 or 8 weeks and are then returned to the normal
classrcom. The ‘hildren were provided individualized assist-
ance in 6 class periods, 1includiny 5 basic subjects and phyc-
ical education.

RESULTS AND OBSERVATIONS:

County officials believed the project was highly suc-
cessful at providing an alternative to expelling youth from
school. During the first 2 years, 209 students participated
in the project. The number returned to normal school was
unk¥rown for -he first year, but 102 of 109 were returned
1r .ne second year with only 5 suspensions from the prc ect.
This project, in conjunction with a study hall project for
lezs disruptive students, was credited with reducing school
suspersions by 98 perc=ant over the first 2 vears.

107 ”{
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FROJETT_TITLE: Deinstitutionalization ot Status
Ottenders, Young County

SOURCES_AND_USES_OF FUNDS:

Th1s project, now 1n 1ts third year, began with tormuia
tunds and received three grants. Formula tunds were used
tor toster hcme placemert and psychological testing tees.
The project's budgets tor each year are shown 1in the tollowing
table.

Award period .
(5777 to_47/78) (5/78_thru_4/79) (5/79_thru 4/80) Total

Formula 514,992 $2, 400 $3,600 $20,992
Local -1,680 500 + 1,800 4,080
Total $16,672 $3,000 $5,400 $25,072

The project was developed to divert status ottenders
trom the county jall while thev awalt turther disposition.
The project director, a juvenile probation otticer, was to
tind toster homes to provide emergency shelter tor status
ottenders. The project was also to provide psyctological
testing tor the status ottenders 1n hopes ot diaganosing
and resolving the youth's problems. A psychologist +as to
administer the tests, evaluate the youth's I.Q. and Character
makeup, and provide a synopsis ot the vouth's physical and
psychological tiaws.

RESULTS_AND_OBSERVATIONS:

Although the grant was awarded 1n May 137/, the tirst
youth was placed 1n a toster home 1N August 1977 and the
tirst psychological tests were aaministered 1n January 1978.
At the time ot our visit 1n October 1979, the project nhad
l1tt.e resemblance to 1ts goals and objectives. Foster homes
did not exist and the last youth served lett che program
anout a year batore 1n November L973. Additionally, when
nomres were used, they otten provided long-term residential
care 1nstead ot short—-term emergency shelter. VFtor example,
twe ot the tour youths placed 1n toster homes remained 1in
thelr respective homes tcr / monihs and more. Only 9 youths
ot a projected 99 were glven psychological testing, partially
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because the psychologist who administered the tests would
travel to the project only 1f two or more yd»uth were to
be tested.

During the past year, 74 yo._tis came 1nto contact with
the county probation office. None of them was provided
emergency foster home shelter. They were either released
o1 detained at the county jail to awaic further disposition.
The district judge said juveniles can pe held for up to 10
days before they have a hcaring. At that time they are
released, placed elsewhere, or detained 10 more days for
another hearing. The probation officer rfaid those detained
last year were probably not suited for foster homes because
of behavior problems. At the timc of our visit, two youths
were 1n jail; one had been there a week and the other for
3 weeks. County officials said these two youths were probably
not suitable for foster homes.

199l 1
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PROJECT TITLE: Status/Juvenile Offencer Diversionary
Program, Ector County

SOURCES_AND_USES_OF_FUNDS:
This project, which was 1n its second year of operation,
started with formula funds and received two 4grants.
The 1mplementing agency started in January 1975 with a grant
from the Criminal Justice Division of the Governor's JOffice.
Formula funds were used to pay for 20 months resideatial care
by reserving four beds for jtuveniles 1n a home operated
by a nonprofit organization. The amended budgeted funds
for the 2 years are shown in the following table.
SN
_ Award period (note Ql
(10/77 thru 9/78) (10/78 tHrg_g/79) Total

Formula $13,068 $17,520 $30,588
Local _1.,452 _4,380 _5.832
Total $14,520 $21,900 $36,420

a/Final amendment changed award period and total budget.
Original budget was for $52,594 and award jeriod was 3
months earlier.

PROJECT OBJECTIVES:

The project was developed to provide status offenders an
alternacive to detention because no other residential facility
exi1sted in Ector County. To fill this j4ap in available services,
a nonprofit organization agreed to open an eight-bed group home,
provided that payment for half the bed space be guaranteed by
Ector County Child Welfare and half by the Ector County Juvenile
Probation Department. Both agencies agreed and the State
planning agency received LEAA approval to pay for reserved
bed space whether or not actually used.

Only 14 children were served over the 20 month project
period for an average of 2.69 beds per day i1nstead of the
4 reserved. As a result of this underutilization, the proj-
ect expended about §$11,925 for services nct received. Project
officials pointed out, however, that the prcject did make

1!
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availlable an alternative to Juvenile detention--an alternative
that di1d not exist at the time of our visit. Even though

the project was to continue with county funds after September

30, 1979, according to prcject officials, 1t was discontinuerd

because of political circumstances. [In addition, because the

county decided not to seek any other Federal/State grants

at that time, the project could not continue with these

funds.
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PROJECT TITLE: Diversicn Impact Project, Harris County

SOURCES AND USES OF FUNDS:

This project, in its third y=ar of operation, started
with formula funds and received three grants. Formula
funds were used for professional and contract scrvices,
supplies, and equipment. The project's funding history is
shown in the following table.

Award period
(3777 thru _8718) (3/78_thru 87737 (9,79 thru B/80) Total

Formula $292,909 $303,321 $180,513 $ 776,743
Local 164,734 a/_74.811 120,484 __360,029
Total 5457,643 5318,132 $300,997  $1,136,772

asIncludes $37,505 in-kind contribution.

PROJECT OBJECTIVES:

originally, the project's goal was to divert status of-
fenders from unanecessary entrance into or continuation in the
juvenile justice system. At the time of our visit, the goal
was to provide continuing professional help and alternative
support services to status offenders and their families.
puring the first 2 grant years, the project was organized to
provide family-oriented ctherapeutic intervention, telephone
and mobile crisis counselilg, temporary residential placement,
training seminars and confereuces, and mental health assess-
ments.

The mobile crisis counseling and mental health components

were not provided in the third year. Services were provided
mainiy through subcontracts with nonprofic organizations.

RESULTS AND OBQFRVATIONS:
[

The r-ojefft's residential group home was not operated
during the third year grant althounh it was originally budg-
eted. At the time of the grant application, it was envisioned
that this function would be provided by contract wita the
same nonprofit organization that provided this service
in the first 2 years. However, because of past difficulties
in receiving timely approval of contracts and reimbursement,
the organization decided rot to seek a contract for the
third year. The other services were provided.

ne L1
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The therapeutic 1ntervention program provided counseling
to parents and juveniles 1n an attempt to change behavior of
adolescents. According to progress reports, 739 status of-
fenders were diverted through the family services and 1,799
crisis ~alls were received during the first project year.

The project had excessive grant funds on hand at various
times. For example, about $109,000 of grant monies were
on hand at the enu of January 1979, and about $86,000

at the end o  February 1979, while the average monthly
expenditures were only $18,458 over the second grant year.

1131«"
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PROJECT TITLE: Status Offender Center, Dallas Couaty

SOURCES _AND_USES_OF FUNDS:

This project, which was 1n 1ts third year ol operation,
started with formula funds and received f1ive grants,
Formula funds were used for salaries and purchase of services.
The project's funding history 1s shown 1n the following table.

Award reriod
(3777 thru 97787 (10778 tnru 37797 (10/7% thru §/80) Tr tal

Formula $666,944 $553,789 $452,436 $1,673,169
Matching funds 0 90,876 301,218 392,094
Total 5666,944 564,665 5153654 $2,065,263

FROJECT_OBJECTIVES:

This project provided several services, with primary
emphas1s on emergency shelter and an alternative education
program. Other services included a subcontracted counseling
program and a therapeutic camping program. The emergency
shalter did not operate until the second year.

RESULTS_AND_OBSERVATIONS:

We coul’d not determine the total number of children
served because some were just counseled and sent home, with
no records kept. However, the projact had provided special-
1zed services to 709 ycuths--52 percent of these received
emergency shelter and 26 percent pa'ticipated in the
alternative education program. While many juveniles were
diverted from the judicial system, overall success of the
project was not known because 1t had not operated long enough
to fully determine 1ts 1mpact on the community.

The project, which was initially awarded grants for 3
vars of operation, did rot use $379,475 (57 percent) of

“*he first grant, primarily because the emergency residential

shelter di1d not materialize until the =acond year. When
the shelter opened, however, a separate grant was obtained
for 1ts operations. Consequently, the project operated with

114,
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two concurrent grants and the combined grant award for
emergency resident al services was 1n excess of reguirements
for years two and three by $96,000 and $97,000, respectively.
Cash balances of $28,000 for the first grant and cver
$§140,000 for (i:e second grant peri1od were malntained

at the county level because the Dallas Independent School
District's billing procedures had not been timely.

'
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PROJECT TITLE: Career Opportunities Program (Career
"Planring Academy), Tarrant County

SOURCES_AND_USES_OF FUNDS:

This project, ir its third year of operation, started
with formula furds and received three grants. Formula
funds were used for personr 21, professional and contract
services, and related expenses. The project's funding history
1s shown in the following table.

Award pe.lod {(school year
( - 137 - 19 - _1580) Total

formula $192,134 $189,257 $183,443 $564,834

Local _29,858 15,2117 118,729 223,804

Total $221,992 $264,474 $302,172 $788,638
PROJECT OBJECTLIVES: ¥

The objective of the project was to provide an alternative
education to youth who were unable or unwilling to comply
with traditional methods. The school's program included
academic studies, career guidance, and career development.

RESULTS_AND _OBSERVATLONS:

A study made by the psychology department of a university
concluded that participation in this project resulted in
significantly fewer recorded juvenile offenses and in signi-
ficantly better school attendance. The project served 470
students during its first 2 years. Local officials, educators,
and students overwhelmingly supported the pro>ject.
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PROJECT _TITLE: Center for Juvenile Delinguency Pievention,
Scuthwest Texas State University

SOURCES_AND_USES_OF FUNDS:

This project, i1n 1ts second year of funding, started with
formula funds and received two grants. Formula furds
were used for salaries, professional services, and relatéd
expenses. The project's funding history 1s shown 1in the
following table.

NS A —— —— e e s

(S7ECERRLTAITS) (5/99TRCITAZ80)  Toral
Formula $227,937 $195,316 $423,253
Subgrantee _25,834 25,796 _51,630

Total $253,771 $221,112 $474,883

PROJECT_OBJECTIVES:

Project objectives were to train law enforcement officers,
school personnel, and private citizens in juvenile delinguency-
related courses ard to develop a juvenile justice library.

For training, the project relied heavily on lecturers, consul-
tants, and research analysts as well as prosect staff

RESULTS_AND_OBSERVATIONS:

The entire first year grant award wa~ . -Hursed to the
project, but only $147,502 was spent and, - of July 31, 1979,
only $15,698 was encumbered. This left & ..sh balance of
over $57,000 for which the project had no planned use. We
pointed this out to State officials who subsequently recovered
all the funds. Most of the balance resulted apparently from
overestimating the number of persons to be trained in
the first year. Over 500 persons were expected for the first
year, but only about 250 attended. For the second year, proj-
ect officials said, people were turned away because the summer
coirses were full. The officials said they expect to exceed
*ne enrollmenc goals in the second year.

At the time of our review, the library included books
and materials used for classroom instruction. In addition,
four juvenile delinauency-related booklets were developed
and ei1ght public service announcements dealing with school
¢ 1me and status offenders were being produced.

117 1,
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PROJECT TITLE: Status Offender Shelter Homes, El Paso County

This project, which ceased operations in September 1979,
was started with formula funds and received three grants.
Formula funds were used for salaries, professional and contract
services, and travel. Tt~ project's funding history 1s shown
in the following table.

Award period

(Y0/7€ thru 5777y (13/77 thru 9/78) (11/78 thru 9/79) Total
Formula a/$40,715 $39,870 $38,301 $118,885
Local 0 _7,404 10,604 18,008
Total 540,715 547,274 548,905 516,894

a/0nly $13,032 was spent.

PROJECT_OBJECTIVES:

This project was comprised of a system of foster homes
which provided up to 1 year of care for status offenders.
Dur ing the placement period, caseworkers counseled both
the youth and family, attempting to restore family ties.
Project officials screened families who volunteered to become
foster families and conducted unannounced safety and san_tary
inspections. Foster parents were trained in parencal skills,
first aid, and emergency treatment.

RESULTS_AND_OBSERVATIONS:
The project ended in September 1979 because the county
di1d not take over funding. Project officials said the range
of their public and private juvenile programs in the area met
local reeds. During the first year, foster parents were
recruited and trained, resulting 1in 13 homes ready for place-
ment, of which 10 were in operation. Statistics for the
second year showed that 31 children were served for an average
stay of 112 days. Of 16 youths discharged during the year,
only 1 had since been 1nstitutionalized. Statistics were
not available for the third and final year. Project officials
said that all the children were dic.narged to their homes
or another program.

Q 1181’)~
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PROJECT TITLE: Bryant House, Travis County

SOURCES AND US&FS CF FUNDS:

This project, which was 1n its fourth year of operation,
started with LEAA Part C funds and had received three subse-
guent formula grants. Formula funds were used exclusively for

personnel costs the past 2 years.

Budgeted funds for years

two, three, and four are shown in the following table.

Award period

(11776 thru 167777

(17777 thru 107783 ‘EEZ?E,EE?U—TEZVg) Total

Formula $ 98,984 $ 82,162 $ 54,774 $235,920

State/Local N

{note a) 32,400 51,479 82,220 166,099
Total $131,384 $133,641 $136,994 $402,019

a/Piimarily placement fees from Probation Court or Texas Youth
Council, the State agency responsible for youth committed to
State care.

PROJECT OBJECTIVES:

The project was a halfway house whose primary objective
was to provide residential services for male status and
delinquent offenders. While in residence, each boy was offered
an individualized treatment plan consisting of counseling
and problem-solving skills and educational and vocational
alternatives. The residents wzrce usually diverted from
a State institution or prepared for community living after
being in an institution. They were required to attend public
schcol, obtain vocational training, or be employ=d.

RESULTS AND OBSERVATIONS:

The project served approximately 85 children, through the
end of August 1979. ™he normal length of stay was 4 to 6
months. During the first 3 years, 56 peircent of those leaving
the project were placed with family or in individual living,
34 percent went elsewhere (normally the Texas Youth Council),
and 10 percent ran away. According to the project director,
50 to 60 percent of those leaving had no further contact
with law enforcement officials within 6 months following
discharge.
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The project house was a leased building 1n one of the
hignest crime areas 1n the city. The building appeared o:d
and rundown. The project director sald that a better buiiding
had to be found 1f the project continued. Future funding was
uncertailn because formula grants will end 1n October 1980.
After that, the project will have to rely on private donat:ons
or county support, neither of which was certain, to supplement
rlacement fees. Project officials said 1t takes 2 or 3
vears to start a halfway house ana the State continuation
policy caused hardships because project funding 1s phased
out after 5 years. This caused pro)ect staff to be split
between project purposes and fund-raising.
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TEXAS

PROJECT TITLE: Status Offender Family Counseiing and
Crisis Intervention, Nueces County

———— e - —

This project, which was in its second year of opcration,
started w.th LEAA Part C funds and received one subsequent
tormula grant. Formula funds were used for personnel costs.
Budgeted costs for the second year are shown in the following
table.

Award period

. e . O o st oot S e

For. ula $39,357
Local ,gigég
Total a/%49,196

a/This represents one-third of the implementing agency's total
operating budget. Unitecd Way supplied 43 percent of the
funding and counseling fees charged clients provided 18 per-
cent.

PROJECT OBJECTIVES:

The project's purpose was to divert youths from the court
syctem by counseling prestatus and status offenders and
their families. This counseling was provided by a private
United Way agency. Focusing on the family unit as a whole,
the project tried to establish better communication and
listening skills among family members to enhance the juvenile's
abi1lity to cope with problems in his/her own environment.
The program was structured to last 10 sessions with each
session lasting about 1 hour.

—_——— . ———— ——— .

Since the project's inception 1n March 19738, 212 youths
and their families had entered the program. However, the
project's success in diverting youth from the justice system
was unknown. Many youth/families dropped out of the program
after the 1nitial session. As of September 1979, 173 cases
were closed and 39 cases 7ere active. The clients in over
half of (he closed cases had attended five sessions or less.
Most clients were charged for the counseling services
unbeknownst to State officials until our review. These
officials subsequently stated that an onsite monitoring and
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technical assistance vislt would be scheduled to review fees
charged and their effect on participation in the counseling
services,

I‘:‘-)ll
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TEXAS

PROJECT TITLE: Juvenile Group Home, Grayson County

This project, scheduled to begin serving youth in
November 1979, was to initiate operations with formula funds.
The project had strong local support which had already
funded the purchase and renovation of a two-story brick
Structure. Once operating, additional funds would come
from a $20 per day per youth placement fee paid by
referring agencies. The project's projected first-year
budget is shown in the following table. Formula funds
were to be primarily used for personnel costs.

Award period
(6/79_thru 5/80)

Formula $65,000
Matching funds _1,726
Total $72,736

PROJECT_OBJECTIVES:
This project was a 13-bed emergency shelter facility

trat expected to begin operation in November 1979 (after

our visit). It would be the first facility of its kind

in Grayson County and would provide boys and girls an

alternative to jail or going back to undesirable home

eavironments. A youth's maximum stay in the shelter would

be 30 days but an average stay of 5 to 6 days was anticipated.

In addition to short-term living gqua:iters, family counseling

and medical/psychological evaluations were to be provided.

RESULTS AND_OBSERVATIONS:

At tne time of our visit, the home appeared to be
ready to serve children in the near future. “he only
problem noted was that project officials were confrzed
about grant requirements die to a lack of communication
with State officials. A State planning agency 2fficial
sa1d that technical assistance would be provided.

154
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TEXAS

PROJECT TITLE: Alternative High School for Juveniles,
Marshall County

This project was started in 1976.under the Texas Center
for Volunteer Action and received two formula grants
beginning in August 1978. Formula funds were used for
salaries, travel, supplies, and equipment. Budgeted funding

- for the grant perivds is shown in the following table.

Award period __ _____
(8778_thru_§/79) (B/79_thru 6/80)  Tctal

Formul a $47,056 $49, 755 . $ 96,811
Local school

district 12,322 12,270 24,592

Total $59,378 $62,02 $l§1,403

* PROJECT_OBJECYIVES:

This project served students who could not function in a
regular classroom. The goals included instruction in math,
reading, and communication; preparation for entry into the job
market »r re-entry into high school; and improving peer rela-
tionships, positive self-concept, and motiva*ion to become
productive citizens. Students attended class for 3-1/2 hours
a day in the morning and held jobs 1n the afternoon.
Unemployed students returned in the afternoon to continue
studies. After testing, the teachers designed an individ-
ualized course of study for each student. Project staff
consisted of a principal, two teachers, an aide, and a
counselor.

RESULTS_AND_OBSERVATIONS:

- ———— - —

During the 1978-79 school year, 41 students attended.
At the beginning of the year, only 13 percent scored on or
above their desired ability levels in ar achigvement test.
At the end of the year, 63 percent scored onfor above their
desired levels. In addition to academic progress, school
officials monitored and documented studen: behavior patteins.
Our review of these documents showed that nearly every
student's behavior improved. Probably the most noteworthy
project achievement was the graduaticn of 16 of 17 students
who took the General Educational Development exam.

~ 124 -,
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Funds were reimbursed to the project through the Texas
Youth Council (TYC), a State agency. As of September 30,
1979, the projec’. had submitted claims for $42,836 in
expenditures but received only $29,397. We pursued this
further and developed the following timetable.

Funds_disbursed _to_T¥YC Funds received by project
Date Amount Date Amount

4/12/79 $29,900 6/20/79 $29,397

6/18/79 14,500
Total $44,400 $29,397

— et s e e

TYC officials said an internal communications breakdown had
occurred between the TYC project coordinator and their internal
audit group and assured us the funds would be released as soon
as an expected positive audit report was received.

The success of this project resulted in the State
changing 1ts policy so that school districts can become
subgrantees for alternate school projects. The State planning

agency plans to use some of 1ts uncommitted formula funds for
these type projects.
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TEXAS

PROJECT TITLE: Youth Diversion Program, Hidalgo County

SOURCES_AND_USES_OF FUNDS:

Portions of this project were initiated with formula
funds, and four grants were received. The implementing agency
had been providing services through youth centers for the
past 10 years. Over 90 percent of the formula funds were used
for personnel-related costs. The project's budgets relating to
these funds are shown in the following table. Additional funds,
amounting to about $697,682 from other Federal agencies, revenue
sharing, State and local agencies, and private donations were
received by the implementing .agency from January 1975 through
September 1979.

Award period

(5777 thru 4778) (5718 thru 4/79) (5719 _thru 4/80) Total
Formula $55,706 $55,771 $115,412 $226,889
¥  -1rg funds 6,194 6,971 20,914 34,079

Total 961,900 $62,742 $136,226 $260,968

PROJECT OBJECTIVES:

This project essentially provided financial assistance to
continue services that have been provided in youth centers
throughout Hidalgo County for years. These services included
counseling, recreation, employment placement assistance,
career help, and tutoring. These services did not change
whan the formula grant was awarded, but two services were
added--(1) foster care services and (2) an employment and
referral program to provide youth jobs when they could not
qualify for CETA employment.

RESULTS AND OBSERVATIONS:

During the 2-1/4 years of project funding, the s
implementing agency had accepted 870 referrals ard provided
them various services. For example, 45 youth were placed
in foster homes and 19 youths had received johs under the
employment and referral program.

R
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At the time of our visit, there was little activity at
most of the eight youth centers. Facilities ranged from poor
to excellent condition, and some centers had a good supply
of recreation equipment while others had none. Additionally,
the project's financial management and formula fund accounta-
bility was complex, and the county did not account for
match requirements. The various project resources were
juggled among 14 different bank accounts.

o
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Addiase Reply w the

Ihvison Indwcstod o ~ (o]
end Refor to Tritnakt and Number FEB ¢/ 1580

Mr. Allen R. Voss

Director

General Accounting Office

United States General Accounting Office
Washington, D.C. 20548

Dear Mr. Voss:

This is in response to your reguest to the Attorney
General for the comments of the Department of Justice
{Department) on your draft report entitled "States Use
Federal Juvenile Justice Funds In Accordance With Established

Purposes.”
i We are in general agreement with the draft report's
/ findings and recommendations. The report does point out
/ several problems that are of concern to us, and the comments

which follow address these problems,

The report recommends that the Law Enforcement
Assistance Administration (LEAA} “. . . provide worc compre-
hensive information on the status of juvenile justice funds
in the States when rccommending future funding levels for the
program. . . ." At the present time, the LEAA financial
reporting system only requires that :tates supply information
to LEAA on the amounts of obligations and expcnditures of
formula grant funds.

The Office of Juvenile Justice and Delinquency
Prevention (OJJIDP) has been acutely aware that the financial
information provided under the precent system is inadequate

¢ and has taker several steps to collect more current and
pertinent information on the status of funds. The Formula
Crant Staff of OJJDP has requested a verbal report from the
states covering obligations, expenditures, and commitments.
Information is being obtained in this manner because LEAA has
not been able to mandate a formal reporting system. In
addition to the above, OJJIDP has entcred into negotiations
with the National Criminal Justice Association to pronmulgate
directives to the states, stressing the need for and timely
development of more comprehensive management data on the
status of formula grant funds. Finally, in an effort to
establish a more formal reporting system, OJJDP will begin
regotiations with the Office of Justice Assistance Research

ERIC
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and Statistics for the design of a system which captures
obligations, expenditures, and commitments of formula grant
awards to the states.

The GAO states that they made onsite visits to 80
projects. Of the 80 projects, all tut three appeared to be
operating generally as described in the grant application.
Ail but two of the 80 projects had properly accounted for
grant funds and used them for approved purposes. Although
excessive cash balances werc not maintained at the state
level, and it was not generally a major problem at the
regional or project level, GAO did note excessive cash bal-
ances at five projects and regional planning units 1in Ohio
and Texas.

The 0JJIDP will institute immediate corrective action to
resolve these problems. The individual projects and states
cited in the report will be contacted and requested to review
their cash positions, make necessary adjustments, and provide
written documentation to this of{ice attesting that specific
corrective action has been taken, In addition to the abuve,
and as a part of their ongoing responsibility, tine appropri-

3 ate Formula Grant Staff person will make onsite visits to
ensure that the specific projects have taken appropriate
remedial action.

We appreciate the opportunity to comment on the report.
Should you desire any additional information, please feel
free to contact us.

Sincerely,

vin D, Roon y
Assistant Attorney Generd
for Administration

(18 5940) ’ B 0.5, JOVERNM:NT PRINTING UFFICF . 1980 O=b 0=
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