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FUNDING YOUTH VIOLENCE PROGRAMS:
SHOULD THE STRINGS BE CUT?

TUESDAY, MARCH 12, 1996

U.S. SENATE,
SUBCOMMITTEE ON YOUTH VIOLENCE,
COMMITTEE ON THE JUDICIARY,
Washington, DC.

The subcommittee met, pursuant to notice, at 10:02 a.m., in room
SD-226, Dirksen Senate Office Building, Hon. Fred Thompson
(chairman of the subcommittee) presiding.

Also present: Senators Hatch, Simpson, Grassley (ex officio),
Biden, and Kohl.

STATEMENT OF HON. FRED THOMPSON, A U.S. SENATOR
FROM THE STATE OF TENNESSEE

Senator THOMPSON. Good morning, ladies and gentlemen. The
Subcommittee on Youth Violence today holds another in a series of
hearings on reauthorizing the Juvenile Justice and Delinquency
Prevention Act. We will consider the four primary mandates of the
act, some of which date from 1974: No. 1, the deinstitutionalization
of status offenders—status offenses are acts that are criminal if
committed by a child, but not if committed by an adult; No. 2, the
sight and sound separation of incarceration of youth and adults;
No. 3, removal of youths from adult jails and lockups; and, No. 4,
relducing the overrepresenation of minorities in secure juvenile fa-
cilities.

Many of these mandates date back to a time when youth violence
was not so prevalent or serious. The question arises as to whether
or not they are with us today with the same relevancy as they were
in the past, especially in light of the fact that 75 percent of the for-
mula grants are required to be spent on specific things that have
really nothing to do with incarceration and relatively little to do
with prevention.

It is time to take a new look at these mandates. Our witnesses
today will provide a variety of views on the worth of the mandates.
We will hear from Senator Grassley about the effect of the status
offender mandate on his State. We will also hear from State and
local officials concerning the advisability of some of these mandates
and whether a one-size-fits-all approach is sensible in rural areas,
for instance, and we will hear from defenders of the mandates in
their present form.

A large and expensive set of strings come with the mandates.
Wyoming has already concluded that it is simply not worth the
burdens to accept juvenile justice funding and has opted out the
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act. Wyoming’s localities can still receive funds, but only if they
comply with mandates. Other States are considering whether the
interests of their citizens are better served by opting out of the
mandates by not accepting the money. So we look forward to hear-
ing from our witnesses.

Senator Grassley, I believe, will be with us just a little bit later,
so we will ask our second panel to come—I am sorry. I am re-
minded I have overlooked my colleague.

Do you have an opening statement?

STATEMENT OF HON. JOSEPH R. BIDEN, JR., A U.S. SENATOR
FROM THE STATE OF DELAWARE

Senator BIDEN. I do and don’t feel badly. I am accustomed to
being overlooked in these days of minority status, but I appreciate
your consideration. [Laughter.]

This, as the chairman has pointed out, is the second in what
hopefully is going to be a series of hearings on this subject. Once
again, the subcommittee has, in my view, in a positive fashion, pro-
ceeded in a bipartisan manner, and I want to acknowledge that
chairman Thompson has accommodated our concerns as well.

We are seeing ever more violent crimes being committed by ever
younger offenders. As I and others have been pointing out for the
past year, demographic trends foretell a dramatic increase in the
number of teens in the next several decades. These two factors—
the rise in the level of violence and the rising number of teens—
mean that, I think, at least, we are on the edge of a huge problem.

These facts have understandably led to concerns that the existing
juvenile justice system is inadequate for the job. The quick re-
sponse by some policymakers has been to call for moving juveniles
wholesale into the adult correctional system. The concern about
youth violence, they point out, and I would agree, is well-founded,
but I am not sure the quick response that we are hearing about
is well-founded.

The juvenile justice system, I believe, is a necessary institution
because most juveniles should not be treated in the same manner
as adults. Most juveniles should not be treated, in my view, in the
same as adults. They are just not as rational as adults, so some
threats of punishment which work as deterrents for adults don’t
seem to work very well for teens.

As we have heard over and over at the subcommittee’s last hear-
ing, preventing juvenile crime is possible and the key to regaining
control, but despite the fact that we know prevention is best, it
won’t happen—I won’t say it won’t happen. It has not happened
very often without some Federal support, and my concern is if the
Federal Government doesn’t support this notion, I am wondering
who will and where will it come from.

Still, the juvenile justice system, at least in my view, does need
reform. it was not designed to handle the volume, nor the type of
violent teen that we now see. We must recognize that punishing
chronic, violent offenders has never, and should never be the pur-
pose of the juvenile justice system. Rather, the juvenile justice sys-
tem should be aimed at providing effective prevention and inter-
vention programs for at-risk youth and nonviolent juvenile offend-
ers.
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The purpose of today’s hearing is to examine four mandates in
the Juvenile Justice Act, four substantive mandates, as they are
often called. These are requirements that States must meet in
order to qualify for Federal juvenile justice funds. Three of the
mandates we are addressing today were created in recognition of
the special role juvenile courts play in our overall judicial system,
both at a State and at a Federal level, and particularly the State
level—mandates which require the separation of juveniles from
adults in prison; second, the separation of adult and juvenile jails;
and, third, a requirement that juveniles not be incarcerated for sta-
tus offenses.

The key importance of these mandates is that they seek to pre-
serve the prevention, intervention, and treatment roles of the juve-
nile justice system. They protect juveniles from dangerous and cor-
rupting exposure to hardened adult criminals, they ensure the pro-
vision of appropriate services for incarcerated juveniles, and they
protect noncriminal children from being unjustly incarcerated.

My support for the key principles which underline the mandates
does not, of course, indicate that I would reject efforts to fix certain
provisions that make it easier for States to comply with the goals
of the mandates without being unduly burdened.

There is another requirement which States must meet in order
to receive funds under the act which I would like to briefly address
as well, the requirement that 75 percent of the Federal dollars that
States receive must be spent on prevention programs and sanctions
other than detention in secure facilities. This is usually not consid-
ered as one of the mandates because it deals with how Federal dol-
lars are used, not how the States must spend their own money in
order to qualify for Federal funds.

I believe this requirement gets to the heart of what the juvenile
justice system should be about. It recognizes both the need to focus
our resources on preventing kids from becoming criminals and the
political pressures which States and local officials can face to fund
tough punishment rather than prevention. We all know which is
harder to convince a legislature to do.

This is not to knock State and local officials. I realize the pres-
sure they face in having to justify spending decisions they make.
I was a local official prior to this job. Particularly at a State and
local level, it is difficult to justify the need to spend significant
funds on programs which, if they work, would seem to have been
a waste of resources, for too many people falsely believe that the
good kid we see at the Boys and Girls Club would never have be-
come the bad kid we see on the nightly news being brought into
a police station charged with a horrible crime.

I think it is critical that the Federal Government continue to ad-
dress the growing national juvenile crime problem through such re-
quirements, in effect, guaranteeing that we will continue to have
States and localities developing programs which work in their com-
munities to prevent and address juvenile crime before kids are lost
to crime and drugs.

The fact is that we also have a number of programs that deal
with incarceration, a number of programs that deal with violent
youth, that we have addressed in the overall crime bill and crime
legislation. So I will be anxious to hear what the witnesses have
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to say, and my plea is that we not forget that there are a lot of
juveniles who are not violent, but who are on the edge.

Thank you.

Senator THOMPSON. Senator Kohl.

STATEMENT OF HON. HERBERT KOHL, A U.S. SENATOR FROM
THE STATE OF WISCONSIN

Senator KOHL. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman. It is good
to be here today as we talk about the Juvenile Justice Act and ask
ourselves whether the mandates in that act work for juveniles, for
law enforcement, and as importantly for public safety. In my opin-
ion, they generally do, though more flexibility is clearly warranted.

It is also a pleasure today to welcome a Wisconsin witness, Mr.
Ray Luick, from the Office of Justice Assistance. Mr. Luick brings
with him the kind of day-to-day experience with the act that is es-
sential to our reauthorization efforts. Also with us today are two
other key people involved in the juvenile justice system in Wiscon-
sin, Steven Sell and Kathy Arthur, and we welcome them.

As we begin a reexamination of the mandates, it is important to
recall how far we have come. In 1974, America put 160,000 chil-
dren in adult jails and lockups, placed another 85,000 juveniles in
jail with adults, and incarcerated over 170,000 status offenders.
Twenty years later, this situation has dramatically improved. The
total number of minors institutionalized under these circumstances
is less than 12,000 a year. But it is the mandates and the Juvenile
Justice Act that have given local communities the guidance, the
backbone, and the money to do a better job.

In the words of Mr. Luick, “Federal involvement in juvenile jus-
tice has had a significant impact on this system, how juveniles are
treated within that system, and perhaps in the lives and futures
of the youth who have been served.” He generally supports the
mandates, as do I.

Despite these successes, however, the changing nature of youth
violence clearly requires a fresh approach. We must eliminate the
redtape of the Juvenile Justice Act. Take, for example, the regula-
tions requiring the total separation of juveniles from adults. It is
a goal that we all share, of course, but taken to an extreme, it often
results in fewer services for juveniles and less safety for the public.

To address this problem, today I am introducing legislation that
loosens the act’s collocation requirement. It is my hope that this
measure, which offers greater flexibility while continuing to ensure
that juveniles are separated from adults, will set us on the right
path.

Under current law, a juvenile picked up for criminal activity can
only be held in a separate portion of an adult facility for up to 24
hours. After that, the juvenile must be transported, often across
hundreds of miles, to a separate juvenile detention facility, often-
times to be returned to the very same jail 2 or 3 days later for a
court date. This system often requires rural police to crisscross a
State with a single juvenile and results in massive costs for law en-
forcement with little benefit for the minor. .

Such a process does not serve anyone’s interests, so the bill that
I have introduced today would change this misguided approach by
extending from 24 to 72 hours the time during which rural law en-
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forcement may collocate juvenile offenders in an adult facility and
by relaxing the separate staff requirements for those brief periods
of collocation.

Hopefully, this will be just one example of the direction that we
should all be moving this year—toward a realistic assessment of
what works and what doesn’t work. That does not mean turning
the Federal Government into an automated teller machine with no
strings attached, but it does mean abandoning some needlessly
rigid rules. So, in my opinion, the answer to the question whether
the strings should be cut entirely is no, but they must be reexam-
ined and loosened where they are not working.

This hearing challenges the orthodox view of the mandates, and
challenging convention is usually a good beginning, but it is only
a beginning and not an end in itself.

Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Senator THOMPSON. Thank you very much, Senator Kohl. Would
our second panel take your seats, please—Mr. Carson, Mr.
Oedekoven, Mr. Luick, and Mr. Woodward.

Mr. Carson, welcome, from one of my favorite little towns in Ten-
nessee. It is a pleasure to have you with us, and we will just start
at that end and you may give your opening statement. Steve Car-
son, chief of police, LaFollette, TN.

PANEL CONSISTING OF STEVE A. CARSON, CHIEF OF POLICE,
LaFOLLETTE, TN; BYRON OEDEKOVEN, SHERIFF, CAMPBELL
COUNTY, WY; RAY LUICK, ADMINISTRATIVE OFFICER, WIS-
CONSIN OFFICE OF JUSTICE ASSISTANCE, MADISON, WI;
AND WILLIAM R. WOODWARD, DIRECTOR, COLORADO DIVI-
SION OF CRIMINAL JUSTICE, COLORADO DEPARTMENT OF
PUBLIC SAFETY, DENVER, CO

STATEMENT OF STEVE A. CARSON

Mr. CARSON. Ladies and gentlemen, I represent a small rural Ap-
palachian community in the State of Tennessee of approximately
38,000. It contains four cities, of which I am the chief of police of
the largest, LaFollette.

My force consists of 18 sworn officers, providing 24-hour full law
enforcement services. Any one of them could be here today telling
you problems concerning juvenile crime and violence. A constant
theme that would run through these stories is the restrictions they
face in dealing with the juvenile offender.

Though much fanfare and media attention goes to the problems
of our metropolitan areas and their juvenile problems, rural Amer-
ica feels as if they are forgotten as to their concerns or their needs.
In rural America, we are never very far from our juvenile problems
every day in a way many do not realize. My children, my officers’
children, children of family, friends, neighbors—we live, go to
school, shop, and recreate in the middle of our juvenile dilemma
every day. We do not live in another neighborhood or have an op-
portunity to send our kids to safer schools, movie theaters, swim-
ming pools, or shopping centers. So, please, we ask you not to un-
deé'estimate our ability to understand the juvenile problems we face
today.
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In the past 12 months, at a local school our department an-
swered calls—and these are three examples—of a student with a
gun, threatening assault on a teacher, and possession of drugs.
Given our sad recent history, you would probably not be surprised
at this problem in a high school today. The problem is, these inci-
dents occurred in our junior high with sixth, seventh, and eighth
graders, and this from a school that 5 years ago reported only tru-
ancy and an occasional suspicious vehicle in the parking lot. The
problem has come to rural America and it is growing.

Our battle to allow us to deal with our juvenile violence and
crime problems is fought on two fronts. First is the struggle to
meet requirements placed on us by the Government. Although un-
intentional at times, these requirements place a heavy and impos-
sible burden on us to comply. Second is our ability to obtain fund-
ing to meet requirements already in place or those that may come.
With 33 percent of our population living below the poverty level
and no stable industrial tax base, we are pressed to our limits just
to provide basic service.

As poverty is a breeding ground for juvenile violence and crime,
and with a depressed tax base that struggles to provide basic gov-
ernment service, we need two things from our Government—review
of the current regulations that are in place governing our response
to the juvenile problems, and including us in any studies and dis-
cussions before carefully enacting new ones. Next, assist us with
funding to meet these goals at least until a time that we are able
to assume the entire burden ourselves. By allowing us to establish
target-specific programs for our communities, I feel all those in-
volved will get the most for their efforts.

In conclusion, let me say that I am under no illusion that my
condition is unique. My conditioris exist in communities all across
the Nation and the time is rapidly approaching when, if we choose
not to deal with it, circumstances will overtake us. These events
then will force decisions on us whether we are agreeable or not.

On behalf of my city, county, and State, I would like to thank
the subcommittee for allowing us to express our views.

Thank you.

Senator THOMPSON. Thank you very much, Mr. Carson.

[The prepared statement of Mr. Carson follows:]

PREPARED STATEMENT OF STEVE A. CARSON

I would first like to describe the area I represent. I am the Chief of Police of the
largest of four cities in a county of 38,000 in rural eastern Tennessee. The charts
that follow will give you a picture of our socioeconomic conditions when we applied
for a federal grant in 1994. There has been periods of improvement but we are in
the same general circumstances.

Local funding for law enforcement in our community has always been difficult for
our community for several reasons. First, our community has not had a tax increase
in eight years. Second is the lack of stable industrial base. Third, our largest em-
ployer left in 1991; that, at its peak, employed 1200 persons. Fourth, our community
suffers from double digit unemployment that is 14.7 at present. Fifth, the last cen-
sus showed a loss of 1,006 in population. Sixth, we have increased dramatically in
the area of retail business. However, replacing lower wage retail jobs has not made
up for the loss of industrial wage employment Our average wage earners make
$17 239.00, while the state average is $29,546.00 and the federal is $55,225.00. Sev-
enth is the sluggish coal mining industry that has never recovered from the decline
in the 1970’s and 1980’s.
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Sales taxes are the city’s primary source of revenue accounting for 44.55 percent
of the 1992 revenues. This has realized three consecutive years of declining general
fund balance.

Our socioeconomic factors are below average. Resident wealth indicators, as meas-
ured by income and housing values. Additionally a considerable number of city resi-
dents have incomes below the poverty levels. Long term deterioration exacerbated
by the sluggish coal mining industry and the loss of our largest employer, Health-
Tex, has contributed to our trend of double digit unemployment. These factors have
placed 33.1 percent of our families living below the poverty level. (See attached
chart of funding for detailed breakdown of indicators.)

Chart of Funding
I. ECONOMIC FACTORS

Percent Change

Popu- Area .
Year lation (sq. mi.) Density City State gg{:g
Population—LaFollette City:
1980 ..ot s 8,198 4 2,050 18.8 16.9 114
1990 ... s 7192 4 1,716 -123 6.2 9.8
United
1990 State 1990 States
1990
Population and Housing Characteristics—LaFollette City:
Population:
MBAIAN BB ....oovvrererrrer e r st s st seses s aass e 36.2 336 32.9
Percent school age ....... 16.6 18.1 18.2
Percent working age ................uovun. 55.8 62.4 61.7
Percent over 65 years 20.0 12.7 12.6
No. persons/household 24 26 2.6
Income:
Median family inCOME ..........c..oveorver i eesesssseseasses s ne $17,239  $29,546  $35,225
Percent below poverty level 331 15.7 13.1
Per Capita INCOME .........ccc.covverioeiniriss s sersesessssssssesmmse s ssasssessseranssranss $7,694  $12255  $14.420
Housing:
Percent OWNEr OCCUPIEA ...........cvvvevrreieneerrrmsnisessr s snsssmssssssesssesesasesssns s 56.8 68.0 64.2
Percent built before 1939 .............. 154 10.2 184
Percent built since 1ast CENSUS ..........coovvvvrcmrrrene e essasrar s 9.7 24.2 20.7
Owner ocCupied MEian VAR .............o.cooseermeeririns e e sessessssarss s $33,000 $58400  $79,100
Median GroSS BNL .......coveevviriiveieer s sssssis rersrasassreasseee s $253 $357 $447
Occupied hOUSING UNIES ......oeveorvrerirne s ares s s ensmaserenes 2927 i s
Il. TAX DATA
Fiscal
Largest tax payers Business yeab‘,g”
($000)
Woodson's Cash Stores, InC. .......ccccocovvveverinerrnnirresrnnnn, ShOPPING Mal! ...t $2,825
Paine-Webber (Wal-Mart) ............ Shopping mall ... 2,430
Industrial Development Board ...........c..cooeevinirennnierienns Manufacturing ... 2,051
TRIBSCHIPPS covvvvevevvverrersrersr st s arasessms s s sserse et Cable tefevision 1,006
RLAYEIS & CO oo s assssrassseons Rea! estate ............ 947
Appalachian Development CO ............ccocoeerrrverrrvrrnnnnann, RELAI ....oooseeecrer e s s 799
First National Bank ................. R - 1.1 T 612
Hack Ayers Realty ..... ... Real estate 531
K-Mart Corporation ...............coccommmmreenerennernresvnssnarisins Retail ............. 492
Peoples National Bank ... BANKING ..o.oovvevr s ot s rsssane 366
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lll. LARGEST EMPLOYER

Emploer eor 1083
CAMEI MANUFBCRUFING ©vuvvveniviireiiennt et isssase s ss s sss e st sastanes s s s s aF4 SR RS E RS B0 488+t et 230
AMBCAN MBEAIS ..ottt bbb bs b ey b e bbb bva bbb s bS48 b bbb bbb eeb bbb a8t b e sbb b st b bt s e e 112
CONLINENLIAE CAMPELS ........cocevevveriirieeeieescsesee e s s ass s ssss o8 e b sS4 82852 88 R ARS8 0 B4 08442kt b0 95
BEMONE INAUSETIES ..oviviviriviit e s b s ebs b ses s b bbs bbb bbb 048 se bbb ek b bbb bk se b s b ar s s be babbne 65
IONSLONG ENEIANG ......oovoiiiee st s b b s b bbb bt s 50
KBY LIMBSTOME oottt e bbbt e b R e e bbb 25
Barco Industries . 23
LODBY BIOCK ..voooociiee et ieeiese i es s ves et b b AR ER 48 618 AR S S R0 21
QUAKTY MACKIINMING ..ovoiviieeeienet et s e ss st s bbbt bas 588 6o R e on s 1k bbbt 12
DIXIE COMCTBER .....ovvocieiveisiisssses e oo sesessseuses s s bsse s st s bbb sS40 5054541580088 1548t e 0 s bbb 6

IV. LABOR MARKET CHARACTERISTIC: CAMPBELL COUNTY

Labor Total em-
force ployment

12265 10,917 110 5.8 5.5
12,193 10,988 9.9 5.1 53
12,168 10,852 10.8 5.2 5.5
12,287 10,111 177 6.6 6.7
13323 11,366 147 6.4 74
13,733 11,721 147 1.0 78
12984 11,181 139 6.6 11

Conty ~ State  gried

Year

1 Base year of current benchmark, data for preceding years may not be consistent.
ZMonthly data not seasonally adjusted.

Based on the 1990 United States Census, the population of the City of LaFollette
is 7,192. This reflects a decrease of 12.3 percent.

UNEMPLOYMENT RATE

Unemployment rate for Campbell County compares with State and United States rates

Campbell  State of United
County  Tennessee States

The erosion of our ability to deal with juvenile violence and crime has slowly hap-
pened over approximately twenty years. This began two years after our city had just
opened a new detention facility for adult males, females and juvenile offenders. Our
structure had a separate juvenile wing that would hold six offenders. Our procedure
at that time was to bring the offender to the detention facility, do a standard record
keeping process, place the offender in secured detention, then contact the parents
or guardian. Once they arrived, the offender would be released to parents or guard-
ian with a court date for a juvenile court appearance for them both, if the facts war-
ranted. If the offense was of a very serious nature, the juvenile judge would be con-
tacted and if he so ordered the offender could be held until they could appear before
the juvenile judge. We felt this to be a very successful system for us; the reason
being it brought together law enforcement, the judicial system and parents together
immediately. This early intervention by these three groups gave us our greatest
chance of success in correcting the behavior.

But, as the years passed, requirements began to change as more strings were at-
tached to the way we would handle the juvenile offender. We had to receive permis-
sion from the juvenile judge before we could place the juvenile in secured detention.
In our community with only one juvenile judge, who is also the sessions court judge,
much time was beginning to be spent on waiting or finding the judge. During this
time many other smaller requirements were also enacted. Then came the require-
ment of sight and sound. This immediately rendered our facility obsolete. It also
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raised staffing requirements to a level we could not meet. We had a good, clean,
secure facility that today goes unused except as a storage area.

From this time forward we began to see a change, not only in the amount of time
it took to deal with juvenile problems, but the attitude of the juveniles we dealt
with. A change also began to come over the law enforcement officers in the way they
dealt with juvenile offenders. Officers became frustrated when it seemed that any
effort on their part to deal with juvenile problems were fruitless. They became re-
quired to stay in the presence of the juvenile until the matter was resolved and in
many instances drive them home. With a police force that struggles everyday to put
three police officers on the street, if two to four hours has to be spend holdinF a
juvenile; it became apparent to them that this was affecting not only juvenile law
enforcement, but law enforcement services provided to the entire community. At this
point you begin to find officers ignorin§l juvenile crime, as often as they can, until
it becomes a most serious matter. This has now changed a system that once worked
together at the early point to a series of uncoordinated responses at a point when
the chances of correcting the deviant behavior are much more difficult. By eliminat-
ing even short-term secure detention, you have to remove the early intervention cat-
alyst that brought together the forces that could provide earlier identification and
assistance.

At the same time this is happening, look at what changes are taking place in the
American society. We are struggling with redefining the family and what acceptable
family norms are. We have tie most intelligent generation that has ever existed
with access to more information than ever thought possible. In the midst of all this
we send the message there are no boundaries and no accountability for your actions.
These are some of the people we expect to take hold of the future for all of us?

So why are we surprised that the amount of juvenile violence and crime are on
the rise? In fact we need to realize that because of the messages we have sent by
our actions and non-actions, the number of offenders is even higher than are re-
Eorted. By widening the cracks in the system we will never know how many would

ave been helped, if we had only done our jobs better. Now, because our juvenile
justice system is in disarray, our immediate goals should be to stop trying to place

lame—there is enough for all to share in. We should be focusing first on making
our citizens, schools and communities safe—nothing good can come until this hap-
pens.

In my small rural city, in the past 12 months, we have responded to calls at a
local school, of a student with a gun, threatening assault on a teacher, and posses-
sion of drugs. Most people today would think this is a terrible thing but not highly
unusual in an American high school of today. The problem is all these incidents oc-
curred in our junior high—6th, 7th, and 8th graders. This is from a school that five
%s}alrs ago only called about an occasional truant or suspicious vehicle in the area.

at happened in these cases is not unusual. In all these cases the offenders were
released to their parents, suffering only school suspension and probation. Another
testament to the intelligence of today’s youth is in many cases when responding to
a call involving juvenile, the offender will quote to the officer exactly what the offi-
cer can and cannot do, along with saying “You can’t lock me up” and “All I'll get
is probation”. Without boundaries and early intervention we can expect the situation
to continue to grow. When the juvenile justice system provides a weak, slow re-
sponse to the problem, we enhance what many think is a growing weakness in the
American family structure.

For the past 100 years we have shifted through changing philosophies on how to
deal with the juvenile offender. That ride has left us with a juvenile justice system
that is a mix of programs and goals that are unsteady and unreliable. Before we
can even attempt to revise this system, we must establish some old but very basic
goals. First, we must provide a safe environment for everyone in the community.
Without a safe environment, youth offenders do not have a chance for rehabilitation,
nor will the quality of life in your community be what the citizens deserve. Second,
there must be an accountability for all: parents, adults, children, schools and gov-
ernment. Our nation was founded on the principal of the importance of the rights
of the individual and this is a very precious heritage. However, we must have the
ability to confront and deal with those that, by their actions, seek to rob others of
that right. We should not be required to sell our birthright to accomplish these
goals. Ours is a nation of laws whose purpose is to guarantee all life, liberty and
the pursuit of happiness; these things do not come without a price. The time has
come for use to pay the price—to do what is necessary to confront juvenile crime
and violence—before we rob our future generations of their chance at the dream.

In my small rural community the federal government can do several things to
work with us on the problem of juvenile violence and crime. First, give the same
focus and attention that you do the metropolitan areas of our country. Please re-

M BEST COPY AVAILABLE



10

member—we live and work in the middle of our problem in our community. We do
not go home to another part of town, our children do not go to another safer school,
we do not shop, recreate or go anywhere in our community to avoid this problem.
We don't have that luxury. We ask that you would carefully take our economic con-
ditions into consideration before any more requirements are implemented that ad-
versely effect our own ability to deal with the problem. Help us financially to meet
the standards you have already set forth. Support us until such a time will come
that we can assume the full burden.

By reviewing the information that has been included describing our socioeconomic
conditions, I hope it will give you a better understanding of our condition. I also
hope I have been clear in my explanation of our thoughts on this matter. I wish,
on behalf of my city and county, to thank you for this opportunity to participate in
the hearing. Thank You.

Senator THOMPSON. Mr. Oedekoven.

STATEMENT OF BYRON OEDEKOVEN

Mr. OEDEKOVEN. Thank you. I am Byron Oedekoven, the duly
elected sheriff of Campbell County, WY. Campbell County is lo-
cated in the northeast corner of the State. It is 60 miles to the west
of the Black Hills of South Dakota and 60 miles to the east of the
Big Horn Mountains of Wyoming. Our country is arid high plains
and considered rural. Roughly 33,000 people live in our county’s
5,000 square miles. Agriculture, coal mining activity, and gas ex-
ploration are the basis for our economy. We are considered by
many to be the energy capital of the Nation.

I have served as sheriff for 10 years. Prior to my election, I spent
12 years with the Gillette Police Department working in all areas
of the department. I am a graduate of Northwestern University
School of Staff and Command and the FBI National Academy, as
well as being selected one of Wyoming’s representatives to the
Rural States Crime Conference. Though I represent a rural sher-
iff's office located in Wyoming, the problems and issues being dis-
cussed today are not unique to my State. They are affecting depart-
ments throughout rural America.

The Campbell County Detention Center is primarily an adult jus-
tice facility composed of two blocks. Each block is broken down into
pods. Within each pod are individual housing units. Please see the
diagram. A central guard station is located in the center of both
blocks. Direct visual supervision by staff into the day room of each
pod occurs from the guard station. Floor-walkers provide additional
monitoring of pods and individual housing units.

Adult male housing is clustered in one pod, while male juveniles
and female inmates are housed in a separate pod. Internal move-
ment of inmates—i.e., from housing units, intake, visiting, medical
exams—occurs through central access corridors easily seen and
monitored by staff. Intake for all inmates occurs at one end of the
building completely removed from the housing units. The facility is
clean and not in disrepair. As was reported by Community Re-
search Associates staff during their 1991 review of the facility,
quote, “The Detention Center is meticulously well maintained.
There is effectively no signs of wear and tear and the spaces we
visited were extremely clean.”

Today, I am here to discuss with you the problems created for
rural law enforcement by the rules and regulations of the Office of
Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention (OJJDP), as author-
ized by the Juvenile Justice Delinquency Prevention Act (JJDPA),

: 1 :‘y .
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and how the strings attached to the rules and regulations forced
the State of Wyoming to withdraw from participation in the
JJDPA.

Wyoming’s history with the JJDPA is short. In 1990, Governor
Sullivan signed an agreement to accept Federal funds to develop
alternative juvenile programs to divert juveniles from incarceration
in adult facilities. The process to comply with the rules and regula-
tions of the OJJDP were started. A statewide task force was cre-
ated. Regional meetings throughout the State were conducted and
after careful review of the issues involved, the bureaucratic redtape
that existed in the program, and the limited allocation of Federal
funding designated for the State of Wyoming, it became readily ap-
parent that Wyoming would not be able to comply with the Federal
regulations established to enforce the act.

We are a very rural State. Approximately 480,000 people living
in our 97,000 square miles make up the population of our State.
More importantly, however, it became apparent that the problem
of juvenile incarceration in secured and/or adult facilities was not
a serious problem in Wyoming. Long distances exist between our
towns. Our winters are long and harsh. Weather is unpredictable.
Strong winds are commonplace and travel is often dangerous.

In our last reporting year, 1993, there were 2,069 juveniles held
in adult lockups for the entire State. Of those, 647 juveniles were
18 years old. At that time, the age of majority in Wyoming was 19.
That has since been changed to 18. If you subtract the 18-year-olds,
the total number of juveniles held in adult facilities on any given
day in Wyoming’s 23 counties was 4. Even though the 1,422 incar-
cerated juveniles may have been held safely, securely, and without
incident, each incarceration was a violation of the rules and regula-
tions of the OJJDP, jeopardizing the State’s OJJDP funding and
exposing every sheriff in the State to civil litigation. In Campbell
County, in 1993, I held 319 of those juveniles safely and securely,
however, certainly in violation.

Upon review of the statistics, it became apparent that Wyoming
could not afford the mandates set forth by the OJJDP. Separate se-
cured and nonsecured facilities and staff, emergency shelters, hold-
over facilities, runaway programs, group homes and regional trans-
portation programs were but a few of the alternatives needed to
comply with the Federal rules and regulations. With an allocation
of between $300,000 and $400,000, it became obvious that the pro-
gram was an underfunded mandate and the best course of action
was to withdraw from participation.

It also became apparent that it would be difficult for Wyoming
to pursue entirely separate facilities because of our very low num-
ber of kids. I do not disagree with the basic premise that kids
should not be held in adult facilities. However, in rural areas, the
cost of attaining that objective, while meeting our responsibility to
the public, is nearly impossible.

The reasons that it is not possible are numerous and varied. The
rules and regulations of the JJDPA are absolute and too restrictive.
Runaway-status offenders and juvenile delinquents, no matter how
out of control they might be, cannot be placed in a secure jail or
lockup. Separate staff must be provided when juveniles and adults
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are housed in the same facility and total sight and sound separa-
tion must exist. Haphazard contacts are not allowed.

The degree to which these rules and regulations impact jail oper-
ations may not be obvious. For example, an officer stationed in a
guard tower cannot flip a switch to open the cell door for an adult
inmate during the same shift in which he opens a door for a juve-
nile. A juvenile being escorted by 5 officers cannot see or hear an
adult, even if the only activity the adult inmate was engaged in is
studying for his GED final exam.

The JJDPA fails to recognize the issues that a street officer must
deal with on a daily basis. Rural areas have limited resources and
are being adversely impacted by the JJDPA. When an officer picks
up a kid on the street, he typically will become a babysitter. Kids
are frequently out of control, drunk, or on the run when the officer
first contacts them.

Since parents are often not home to take custody of their child,
the officer ends up watching the child for the remainder of their
shift. In rural communities, when shifts many times are made up
of two officers, the ability of that department to meet the needs of
the community is severely diminished. The irony that is created is
that while Congress is promoting more cops on the street, bureau-
cratic regulations are removing those officers from the street to
provide child care services.

Finally, the JJDPA is negatively impacting the judicial system.
Kids now know they can’t go to jail for their fifth minor under-the-
influence offense. Courts are running out of options to effectively
deal with these children. Home detention, work programs, fines,
counseling and transportation to facilities over 100 miles away are
no longer sufficient. With the removal of jail as an option, I, as well

‘as our local courts, would argue that the effectiveness of diversion-

ary programs is severely diminished. Incarceration is a valuable
and necessary tool for the court. Use of local facilities should be en-
couraged, not discouraged, by the JJDPA.

I am not here asking for more money. I am merely asking for
freedom from extreme Government oversight and regulation. Allow
local communities the ability to address juvenile delinquency with
all of the options, and jail must be one option. I believe that Con-
gress should reexamine the role of the OJJDP and rein in their
rulemaking authority. Exemptions for rural communities need to
be established.

Chief Pfau stated in his letter that the most troubling areas of
the rules and regulations are those that relate to strict sight and
sound and staffing requirements, and I agree. Congress needs to
create an exemption for rural areas that would allow them to ad-
dress at the local level how best to deal with juveniles in their com-
munity.

Finally, it is important to note that the problems created by the
OJJDP are not limited to rural areas in Wyoming. In preparation
for this meeting, Maj. Robert Bankes of the Ward County Sheriff’s
Department in Minot, ND, provided his comments. As you will
note, they too are struggling with the mandates of the JJDPA.

To sum up, I would like to quote a paragraph from correspond-
ence sent to me by Nancy Roberts, our juvenile probation office di-
rector. Quote, “The matter of incarcerating juveniles in local facili-
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ties is, as you well know, but another important piece for success
in changing adolescent criminal behavior. The advantage rural
States and their communities have over large metropolitan areas
is that incarceration can be incorporated in the complete treatment
design, not just the only choice. We still know our children, their
parents, teachers, therapists, coaches, friends, etc. To remove de-
tention would deter from the total concept and principles set forth
in our philosophy which in essence says, ‘Children, we love you, but
we will not tolerate your illegal and dangerous behavior.””

We do care about our kids and hate to see our young people in-
carcerated, and recognize that kids do not belong in jail. I ask for
freedom from oversight and regulation because jail still needs to be
an option.

Thank you.

Senator THOMPSON. Thank you very much.

[The prepared statement of Mr. Oedekoven follows:]

PREPARED STATEMENT OF BYRON OEDEKOVEN

I am Byron Oedekoven, the duly elected Sheriff of Campbell County, Wyoming.
Campbell County is located in the northeast corner of the State, sixty miles to the
west of the Black Hills in South Dakota and sixty miles to the east of the Big Horn
Mountains of Wyoming. Our county is aired high plains and considered rural.
Roughly 33,000 people live in our county’s 5,000 square miles. Agriculture, coal min-
ing, oil activity and gas exploration is the basis of our economy. We are considered
by many to be the energy capital of the nation.

I have served as Sheriff for ten years. Prior to my election, I spent 12 years with
the Gillette Police Department working in all areas of the Department. I am a grad-
uate of the Northwestern University School of Staff & Command and the FBI Na-
tional Academy, as well as being selected as one of Wyoming’s representatives at
the National Rural States Crime Conference. Though I represent a rural Sheriff’s
Office located in Wyoming, the problems and issues being discussed today are not
unique to my State. They are affecting departments throughout rural America.

The Campbell County Detention Center is primarily an adult justice facility com-
posed of two blocks. Each block is broken down into pods. Within each pod are indi-
vidual housing units. (See Exhibit A.) A central guard station is located in the cen-
ter of both blocks. Direct visual supervision by staff into the day room of each pod
occurs from the guard station. Floor walkers provide additional monitoring of the
pods and individual housing units.

Adult male housing is clustered in one pod, while male juveniles and female in-
mates are housed in a separate pod. Internal movement of inmates, i.e., from hous-
ing units, intake visiting, medical exams, occur through central access corridors eas-
ily seen and monitored by staff. Intake for all inmates occurs at one end of the
building completely removed from the housing units. The facility is clean and not
in disrepair. As was reported by the Community Research Associates staff during
their 1991 review of the facility: “The Detention Center is meticulously well main-
tained. There is effectively no signs of wear and tear and the spaces we visited were
extremely clean.” (See Exhibit B.)

Today, I am here to discuss with you the problems created for rural law enforce-
ment by the rules and regulations of the Office of Juvenile Justice and Delinquency
Prevention (OJJDP) as authorized by the Juvenile Justice Delinquency Prevention
Act (JJDPA) and how the strings attached to the rules and regulations forced the
State of Wyoming to withdraw from participation in the JJDPA.

Wyoming’s history with the JJDPA is short. In 1990, Governor Sullivan signed
an agreement to accept federal funds to develop alternative juvenile programs to di-
vert juveniles from incarceration in adult facilities. The process to comply with the
rules and regulations of the OJJDP was started, a statewide task force was created,
and regional meetings throughout the state were conducted. After careful review of
the issues involved, the bureaucratic red tape that existed in the program, and the
limited allocation of federal funding designated for the State of Wyoming, it became
readily apparent that Wyoming would not be able to comply with the federal regula-
tions established to enforce the act. We are a very rural state. Approximately
480,000 people, living throughout a 97,000 square mile area, make up the popu-
lation of our state.

1 8‘ BEST COPY AVAILABLE



14

More importantly, however, it became apparent that the problem, juvenile incar-
ceration in secured and/or adult facilities, was not a serious problem in Wyoming.
Long distances exist between our towns. Our winters are long and harsh. Weather
is unpredictable, strong winds are commonplace and travel is often dangerous.

In our last reporting year (1993), there were 2,069 juveniles held in adult jails
or lock ups for the entire state. Of those, 647 of the juveniles held were 18 year
olds. (At the time, the age of majority in Wyoming was 19. That has been changed
to 18.) If you subtract out the 18 year olds, the total number of juveniles held in
adult facilities on any given day in Wyoming’s 23 counties was four. Even though
the 1,422 incarcerated juveniles may have been held safely, securely and without
incident, each incarceration was a violation of the rules and regulations of the
OJJDP, jeopardized the State’s OJJDP funding, and exposed every Sheriff in the
state to civil litigation. In Campbell County (1993), I held 319 of those juveniles
safely and securely, however certainly in violation.

Upon review of the statistics, it became apparent that Wyoming could not afford
the mandates set forth by the OJJDP. Separate secured and non-secured facilities
and staff, emergency shelters, holdover facilities, runaway programs, group homes,
and regional transportation programs, were but a few of the many alternatives
needed to comply with the federal rules and regulations. With an allocation of be-
tween $300,000 and $400,000, it became obvious that the program was an under-
funded mandate and the best course of action to take was to withdraw from partici-
pation.

It also became apparent that it would be difficult for Wyoming to pursue entirely
separate facilities because of our very low numbers of kids. I do not disagree with
the basic premise that kids should not be held in adult facilities. However, in rural
areas, the cost of attaining that objective while meeting our respensibilities to the
public is nearly impossible.

The reasons this is not possible are numerous and varied. The rules and regula-
tions of the JJDPA are absolute and too restrictive. Runaways, status offenders, and
juvenile delinquents, no matter how out of control they might be, cannot be placed
in a secured jail lock up; separate staff must be provided when juveniles and adults
are housed in the same facility, and total sight and sound separation must exist.
Haphazard contacts are not allowed. The degree to which these rules and regula-
tions impact jail operations may not be obvious. For example, an officer stationed
in a guard tower cannot flip a switch to open a cell block door for an adult inmate
during the same shift in which he opened a door for a juvenile. A juvenile being
escorted by five officers cannot see or hear an adult even if the only activity the
adult inmate was engaged in was studying for his GED final exam.

The JJDPA fails to recognize the issues that a street officer must deal with on
a daily basis. Rural areas have limited resources and are being adversely impacted
by the JJDPA. (See Exhibit C: letter from Chief Pfau.) When an officer picks up
a kid on the street, he typically will become a babysitter. Kids are frequently out
of control, drunk, or on the run when officers first contact them.

Since parents are often not home to take custody of their child, the officer ends
up watching the child for the remainder of the shift. In rural communities, where
shifts many times are made up of two officers, the ability of that department to
meet the needs of its community is severely diminished. The irony this creates is
that while Congress is promoting more cops on the street, bureaucratic regulations
are removing those officers from the streets to provide child care services.

Finally, the JJDPA is negatively impacting the judicial system. Kids now know
that they can’t go to jail for their fifth minor under the influence offense. Courts
are running out of options for effectively dealing with these children. Home deten-
tion, work programs, fines, counseling and transport to facilities over 100 miles
away, are no longer sufficient. With the removal of jail time as an option, I, as well
as our local courts, would argue that the effectiveness of diversionary programs are
severely diminished (see exhibits D and E). Incarceration is a valuable and nec-
essary tool for the courts. Use of local facilities should be encouraged, not discour-
aged by the JJPDA.

I am not here asking for money. I am merely asking for freedom from extreme
government oversight and regulation. Allow local communities the ability to address
the problems of juvenile delinquency with all the options and jail must be one op-
tion.

I believe that Congress should re-examine the role of OJJDP and rein in their
rulemaking authority. Exemptions for rural communities need to be established.
Chief Pfau stated in his letter that the most troubling area of the rules and regula-
tions are those that relate to the strict sight and sound and staffing requirements.
I agree. Congress needs to create an exemption for rural areas that would allow
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them to address at the local level how best to deal with the juveniles in their com-
munity.

Finally, it is important to note that the problems created by the OJJDP are not
limited to the rural areas of Wyoming. In preparation for this meeting, Major Robert
Bankes of the Ward County Sheriff's Department in Minot, North Dakota, provided
his comments. (See Exhibit F.) As you will note, they too are struggling with the
mandates of the JJDPA.

To sum up, I would like to quote a paragraph from correspondence sent to me
by Nancy Roberts, our Juvenile Probation Office Director: “The matter of incarcerat-
ing juveniles in local facilities is, as you well know, but another important piece for
success in changing adolescent criminal behavior. The advantage rural states and
their communities have over large metiropolitan areas, is that incarceration can be
incorporated in the complete treatment design, not just the only choice. We still
know our children, their parents, teachers, therapist, coaches, friends, etc. To re-
move detention would deter from the total concepts and principles set forth in our
philosophy which in essence says, “Children, we love you, but we will not tolerate
your illegal and dangerous behavior.” (See Exhibit G.)

We do care about kids and hate to see our young people incarcerated and recog-
nize the kids do not belong in the jail. I am asking for freedom from oversight and
regulation because jail still needs to be an option. -
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[ExHIBIT B]

COMMUNITY RESEARCH ASSOCIATES,
Champaign, Illinois, November 1, 1991.

Subject: Juvenile Holding at the Campbell County Detention Center.

Lt. ROBERT MELVIN,
Campbell County Sheriff's Department,
Gillette, WY.

DEAR LT. MELVIN: The following information on the use of designated cellblocks
at the Campbell County Detention Center for the custody of juveniles has been pre-
pared in response to your request for technical assistance. At issue is the possibility
that juvenile holding at the facility may constitute a violation of Federal compliance
regulations. In addition, other matters such as the provision of services to juveniles
may be of concern. These and other issues are discussed in the following text.

OBSERVATIONS

The Campbell County Detention Center (CCDC), primarily an adult justice facil-
ity, is composed of individual housing units (or pods) of various sizes. These units
are grouped around central guard stations which permit direct visual supervision
by staff into the dayroom areas of each housing unit. Adult male housing is clus-
tered around one station, with male and female juveniles, adult female and work
release arranged around a second station. Internal circulation, i.e., from the housing
units to intake, visiting, etc., occurs through a central access corridor easily seen
from the staff station and the housing units. The housing units themselves have
glazed walls separating dayroom space from the access corridor to facilitate super-
vision.

Intake for all inmates occurs at one end of the building in an area completely sep-
arated from the housing units. Circulation from the intake area to all housing areas
occurs through a central corridor; inmates need not pass directly through or adja-
cent to individual housing units. Holding cells in the intake (or booking) area have
glass panels to permit observation of detainees.

The detention center is meticulously well maintained. There is effectively no sign
of wear and tear, and the spaces we visited were extremely clean. The facility de-
sign incorporates large dayroom areas and skylighting so that the units feel spa-
cious. Each housing unit has direct access to an outside recreation area. The juve-
nile units are located immediately adjacent to an indoor recreation/exercise room.
Separate program areas such as classrooms, craft areas, etc., are not available.

COMPLIANCE ISSUES

Federal regulations require that juveniles detained in adult jails be separated by
sight and sound from adult inmates at all times, i.e., during booking, while lodged,
during any daily activities wherever these occur, and while circulating within the
facility. Although inadvertent sound transmission of loud noises from an adult area
to a juvenile area is not considered problematic, regular transmission of noises and
any possible form of communication between juveniles and adults is expressly pro-
hibited. Visual contact is considered to be a serious problem, and juveniles should
have no such contact with adult inmates, including trustees.

Specific problems, then, at the CCDC include the fact that all juveniles and adults
are booked through the same area. Policy and .procedure may prevent juveniles and
adults from passing through the booking space at the same time, but either juve-
niles or adults may be temporarily detained in the holding cells and seen by other
offenders being processed through the booking area. This is not acceptable for pur-
poses of compliance. Visual contact is also possible if juveniles and adults are moved
through the central corridor at the same time. This problem, however, can be pre-
vented procedurally by forbidding juvenile and adult use of the corridor simulta-
neously.

The fact that adult females and adults in work release occupy housing units in
the same housing pod as juveniles is more problematic. Access through the internal
corridors in the housing pod can be readily detected by residents of the various
housing units, and visual communication between the units themselves is possible.
To eliminate these problems, unit assignments may have to be changed (with male
and female juveniles sharing the same duplex units and with adult females/work
release more detached from the juvenile spaces. Spatial dividers to prevent visual
contact might also be useful in this regard, i.e., to prevent visual contact between
units or to the corridors.
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If a separate entry could be arranged (and the plan suggests several possible al-
ternate entrees), juveniles might not have to move through the building at all (ex-
cept for visiting and interviews), and a more complete separation thus obtained.
With minimal spatial dividers, male and female juvenile units could be better sepa-
rated from adult units and from the internal pod corridor.

Although the aforementioned problems can conceivably be resolved through proce-
dural and physical means, other problems remain. I am specifically referring to the
fact that status offenders are detained and to the fact that many juveniles are de-
tained for more than six hours. Both are prohibited by the Juvenile Justice and De-
linquency Prevention Act and by compliance regulations issued pursuant to the Act.
Section 223(12)(A) of the Act provides that: “* * * juveniles who are charged with
or who have committed offenses that would not be criminal if committed by an adult
or offenses which do not constitute violations of valid court orders * * * shall not
be placed in secure detention or secure correctional facilities.”

OJJDP policy stipulates that even the most momentary holding or processing of
status offenders in a secure adult facility is a violation of compliance mandates. Sta-
tus offenders may, however, be held up to 24 hours in a separate but secure juvenile
facility.

With regard to the secure custody of delinquent or criminal-type offenders, policy
number 89-1401 (Jail Removal Exceptions) issued by OJJDP grants a six hour
grace period for holding juveniles in an adult facility. Although such custody is not
encouraged, delinquent juveniles held in an adult jail for up to six hours need not
be reported as a compliance violation provided all conditions of sight and sound sep-
aration are maintained.

If the county wishes to avoid a significant number of compliance violations in the
future, few options are available. At a minimum, a prohibition against detaining
status offenders in the CCDC would have to be implemented. At the same time, a
policy requiring stays of no more than six hours should be instituted, along with
procedural safeguards which would prevent contact between juveniles and adults
during booking and while moving juveniles within the building. I understand that,
while these things are possible to do, they would create certain other problems.
Many, if not most, juveniles admitted to the CCDC stay several days, and process-
ing and release of juveniles within six hours is considered impractical or even inap-
propriate. There are no other secure residential facilities available, and access to
programs for status offenders is equally difficult.

Local authorities have indicated that it is desirable to continue providing full-
service juvenile detention at the CCDC since it is the only option available to Camp-
bell and nearby counties. Continued use of the facility for this purpose is possible,
of course, but will result in compliance violations unless the county, in concert with
the state, declares the juvenile component a separate juvenile facility and has it ap-
proved as such by Federal authorities. The regulations governing this approach to
Juvenile custody have recently been clarified and are discussed below.

FEDERAL REGULATORY ISSUES

Federal regulations issued pursuant to the Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Pre-
vention Act specify that juveniles may only be detained in a facility which houses
adults if: (1) adult and juvenile areas are totally separated, i.e., no sight or sound
communication between adults and juveniles is possible, (2) juvenile and adult pro-
grams are completely independent, with no sharing of spaces at the same time, (3)
staff responsible for direct care and supervision of juveniles are not simultaneously
responsible for adult inmates, and (4) the portion of the facility housing juveniles
is licensed as a secure juvenile detention facility in accordance with all applicable
state detention standards.

Regarding the first item, sight and sound separation, this report has already dis-
cussed the means by which total separation can be achieved at the CCDC. This de-
gree of physical and visual separation is essential before further consideration is
warranted.

The second item, which requires independent juvenile and adult programs and no
simultaneous sharing of spaces, can be accomplished at the CCDC. Many juvenile
programs can be conducted in the housing areas, and sufficient outdoor and indoor
recreation space is easily accessible. Indoor exercise space and visiting rooms can
be time-shared with adults to avoid inappropriate contact. This is not to say that
the juvenile areas of the CCDC should be considered exemplary; good jail space is
not necessarily appropriate as an environment for juveniles. It is, rather, to suggest
that the present spaces are workable and can reasonably be used for expanded serv-
ices and activities.
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Skipping item three momentarily, the fourth and final requirement is that the fa-
cility be licensed as a juvenile facility in accordance with state standards. Since
there are no existing state standards for county juvenile detention facilities, the
CCDC would be in compliance with this requirement by default. Federal regulations
require no conformance with any other standard or licensing criteria.

ich brings us back to item number three, the requirement for separate direct
care staff. This riﬁulation recﬂt(ﬂres separate direct care and suf)ervision staff for ju-
venile residents. Although cooks, medical personnel, and possibly even program staff
(education, counseling, etc.) may provide services to both juveniles and adults so
long as they occur without contact between the separate s'roups, regulations do not
permit aduﬂ: corrections officers to supervise juveniles and adults at the same time
or at alternating times during the same shift. Since supervision from the guard sta-
tion in Pod B covers both juvenile and adult housing units, this would not be consid-
ered acceptable for purposes of receiving designation as a separate juvenile facility.
Similarly, the fact that corrections officers who do room checks cover both juvenile
and adult housing would be seen as inappropriate.

If the county wishes to pursue designation of the juvenile component as a sepa-
rate facility, it will ‘.Srobably be necessary to develop entirely separate supervision
staff or to direct adult corrections officers (who are trained to provide juvenile serv-
ices) to this gurpose. Had juveniles only been lodged occasionally, this second option
would have been a cost effective solution, with adult corrections officers diverted as
needed. However, juveniles are housed at most times, and independent staffing con-
stitutes the most practicable, albeit somewhat costly, solution.

OTHER ISSUES: CONDITIONS OF CONFINEMENT

As has been mentioned already, environmental quality in the juvenile units at the
CCDC is very good. Lighting, space available, access to both indoor and outdoor ex-
ercise, and sleeping/sanitary accommodations are all well conceived. Attention has
been paid to typical standards requirements. Although the units are, perhaps, more
security-oriented than is necessary for juvenile detention purposes, in general, the
existing arrangements are quite satisfactory.

These attributes, however, are not in themselves sufficient to delineate a good ju-
venile detention program. An ever increasing number of court cases point toward
the range of services to which juveniles are entitled. Among these services are in-
cluded education, recreation and counseling. In addition, access to privacy, social
services, counseling, mental and physical health services, and other items associated
with maintaining personal well-being are time and again identified by the courts as
essential elements of satisfactory juvenile detention programs. Even food services
are the object of much attention since nutritional requirements for young people are
substantially different from those for adults.

In any case, should local authorities wish to implement a juvenile detention pro-
gram at the CCDC which is recognized as separate from the adult operation for pur-
poses of compliance, some thought should be given to developing a more complete
range of services designed to be responsive to specific juvenile needs. Special atten-
tion should be given to educational programs and directed leisure time activities,
Though Federal regulations do not require such specificity, experience suggests that
long-term operational quality depends greatly on such daily programming. Local/
school boards are frequently willing to provide specialized educational services
based on demonstrated need, and school officials should be consulted regarding the
possibility of developing a responsive program. In addition to more typical edu-
cational activities, learning and social skills assessments might also be considered.
Special classes on life skills (job interviewing, social interaction, personal savings
and money issues, etc.) might also be provided along with seminars on issues of con-
cern (drug use, sexual responsibility, etc.). A full range of such programming and
expanded daily operational activities may justify the presence of a full-time coordi-
nator or program director depending on the scope of services envisioned. “

SUMMARY

The continued use of the CCDC as a secure juvenile detention facility will require
an expanded commitment by the county. To comply with Federal regulations, all
status offender jailings must be eliminated and length of stay for delinquents re-
duced to six hours or less. Alternatively, the juvenile areas could be designated as
a separate juvenile facility in which case separate staffing will be necessary. This
will represent a new cost to the county. Formula grant funds allocated to the State
of Wyoming may be used to pay for all or part of such staffing at the discretion of
the State Advisory Group. If the juvenile component is designated a separate facil-
ity, expanded services may be appropriate.
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I hope this information will be useful in evaluating the most appropriate course
of action to be taken with regard to juvenile detention at the CCDC. I appreciate
the time you spent with me, Joe Thome and John Moses in explaining daily oper-
ations and the use of the juvenile component. Please feel free to give me a call if
further clarification is needed or if you'd like to discuss various developmental op-
tions.

Sincerely,
MICHAEL J. MCMILLEN.

[ExH1BIT C]

CrTY OF GILLETTE POLICE DEPARTMENT,
Gillette, WY, March 7, 1996.

Re: Rural States Exemption to Juvenile Justice Act.

BYRON F. OEDEKOVEN,

Sheriff,

Campbell County Sheriff’s Office,
Gillette, WY.

DEAR SHERIFF: As you know, for a number of years the State of Wyoming was
exempt from portions of the Juvenile Justice Act, specifically detention facility
standards due to it’s rural makeup, relatively low crime rates and recognition by
Congress that the Federal rules promulgated did not reflect the needs of rural
states. Several years ago the exemption expired and was not renewed. In July of
1996, as I understand the situation, no juvenile offender may be placed in a deten-
tion facility unless they are charged as an adult offender. This is causing serious
problems in the State both at the local and State level and unless it is reinstated,
Wyoming and other rural areas will continue to struggle needlessly with growing
problems in dealing with juvenile offenders. Specifically:

There are no short term holding facilities in the State for pre-trial and post trial
juvenile detainee’s. The State has one long term holding facility which is crowded
to the point that they release one inmate to accept another and stays are very sel-
dom longer than 45 days (which in my opinion pgaces it in the category of a short
term facility).

Nearly every one of Wyoming's 23 county jails is capable of holding a juvenile in
a clean, safe and well maintained facility (many of which had juvenile facilities built
but cannot be used because they cannot meet Federal rules that require juvenile fa-
cilities to be sight, sound and staffed with personnel who do not also have contact
with adult offenders. It is as if the belief exists under Federal rules that a juvenile
will catch some kind of crime virus from seeing or hearing an adult offender or suf-
fer some kind of psychological breach because the jailer serving the adults dinner
also served the juveniles their dinner.

No County in the State of Wyoming is capable in anyway of paying for the
exhorbinant cost of constructing detention facilities to deal with the relatively small
number of offenders. Regional facilities are not viable due to the distance that sepa-
rates Wyoming communities. Nor does the State of Wyoming not have funds to con-
struct these facilities.

Here is what I see occurring throughout Wyoming and in many other parts of the
Country in dealing with juveniles who are committing a disturbingly high number
of property and violent crimes:

1. As a juvenile can no longer be placed in detention centers for so called status
offenses: Runaways are pickeg up and when transportation cannot be obtained and
they are placed in “Crisis Homes” which they run from. Cut it anyway you please,
a 14 or 15 year old is always better off in a detention center than Kving off the
street.

Minors consuming alcohol—A huge problem in Wyoming and nationwide with the
“less intoxicated” being cited and released and the drunker ones sent to the parents
if they can be located or placed in a Crisis Home if they are not disruptive (they
usually are) and so for lack of any better alternative they are released to some kind
of responsible party. Often, juveniles under the influence commit other crimes and
their situation is worsened.

2. Juveniles cannot be held in a detention center unless they are charged as an
adult. They are very much aware of this and aware of the lack of facilities to deal
with them. The ability of the justice system to affect their behavior has seriously
eroded and I believe has played a role in the escalation of juvenile crime in the
State and Country. We have created cracks in the system and kids are falling
through them at an alarming rate.
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3. Judges in Wyoming have very limited options for holding pre-trial detainee’s
and less for sentencing juveniles convicted of a crime. It is quite common to see a
youth sentenced to probation, violated probation, re-sentenced to probation, violate,
then sent to Boys School or Girls School (Wyoming’s 2 detention facilities for boys
and girls) for 30 days or so and then the cycle starts again.

Whatever else may be true in this world, maturing is the process of realizing the
consequences for ones actions. Juveniles presently are not experiencing this because
very little can be done with them or to them—they see no consequence and we have
made it so.

The intent of the Juvenile Justice Act was to protect juveniles from jail environ-
ments that were dangerous or detrimental to their interest considering their young
age. It is my understanding that the Juvenile Justice Act was spawned from trav-
esties that were occurring to youths in jail in which juveniles were being detained
along with serious adult offenders, preyed upon by inmates and untrained staff.
Certainly no law enforcement officer would support or condone this type of treat-
ment for any kid.

However, Wyoming did not have these kind of occurrences. While I have many
problems with the Juvenile Justice Act, the sight, sound and staff requirements is
government at it’s worst. There are facilities that are more than adequate to house
Juveniles, but cannot be used due to rules that were instituted to deal with problems
Wyoming did not have.

I think that I speak for all law enforcement in this State in saying that Wyoming
should have an exemption to the sight, sound, and staffing requirements under the
Juvenile Justice Act. It makes good use of existing facilities and more importantly,
I am certain that it will be in Wyoming youth’s best interests.

Sincerely,
JEFFREY M. Prau,
President, Wyoming Association of Sheriff's and Police Chiefs.

[ExHIBIT D}

CoUNTY COURT OF CAMPBELL COUNTY,
Gillette, WY, March 5, 1996.

Re: Testimony on Juvenile Justice Act.

BYRON OEDEKOVEN,
Campbell County Sheriff,
Gillette, WY.

DEAR SHERIFF OEDEKOVEN: This is sent pursuant to your request for written com-
ments to be presented with your testimony in support of a rural exemption to the
Jjuvenile detention requirements of the Juvenile Justice Act. We thank you and the
members of the judiciary subcommittee for the chance to submit this letter.

Our position is simple. We must have a rural exemption to the detention require-
ments of the Juvenile Justice Act. There are two secure juvenile facilities in Wyo-
ming and those two facilities strain to serve a population of more than 460,000. Qur
state is struggling with money and construction of correctional facilities is not a po-
litical or financial priority with our legislature. As you are aware, the legislature
has considered building a new prison for the past five years and the matter is still
stuck in debate. If we refuse to build prisons we will undoubtedly refuse to build
Jjuvenile facilities required under the provisions of the Juvenile Justice Act.

We agree that money and politics should not dictate the result in these situations
and we agree that detention of juveniles should be kept to a minimum. However,
there are times when detention is in the best interests of society and in the best
interests of the juvenile. Local authorities should have the flexibility to handle these
matters in their areas as the situations dictate. There should not be a “one size fits
all approach” in regard to juvenile detention and we support a rural exemption to
the Juvenile Justice Act.

Respectfully submitted,
TERRILL R. THARP.
WILLIAM S. EDWARDS.
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[ExHIBIT E]

THE STATE OF WYOMING,
SIXTH JUDICIAL DISTRICT,
Gillette, WY, March 7, 1996.

Re: OJJDP.

BYRON OEDEKOVEN,
Campbell County Sheriff,
Gillette, WY.

DEAR SHERIFF OEDEKOVEN: I am responding to your request for input secure fa-
cilities to house delinquent juveniles. Fifteen years on the district bench dealing
with delinquents has taught me several things, at least two of which are now indeli-
bly etched into my consciousness.

First, the option of a punitive sanction, available in the community (not 100 miles
away), is absolutely necessary if the system is to have credibility. Often a few days
in jail is an effective wake up call for wayward youth, one which gets their attention
and causes them to focus on their circumstances. Once reality dawns they become
much more attentive and compliant. Many of the rather sophisticated young crimi-
nals we see are impressed with nothing less. During the year when jail was not an
available option the juveniles quickly realized that the juvenile court was a paper
tiger. As you know males were the biggest problem. Since it was the only available
punitive sanction the Boys’ School was quickly overburdened with placements and,
consequently, unable to accomplish much with those committed there. We were
forced to live with that dubious legacy for too long. Since the legislature restored
jail as an option (in spite of the wailing of the shrill voices at OJJDP) the court
has regained the respect of juveniles and enjoys restored confidence in the commu-
nity.

Since, a secure facility is sometimes necessary for those awaiting trail or disposi-
tion. As much as we might hope otherwise, juveniles cannot always be sent home
after they have come into contact with the police, particularly if the allegations are
serious or the juveniles are recidivists. Likewise, a minimally restrictive environ-
ment does not always meet the community’s legitimate need for safety.

While it may not meet all the requirements promulgated by the OJJDP, the
Champbell County Detention Facility provides a secure and safe place for adju-
dicated juveniles and those waiting trail or disposition. Juveniles are less suscep-
tible to physical or sexual abuse or corrupting influences in the CCDC (even if they
were to have incidental contact with adult prisoners) than those committed to juve-
nile hall in any number of American cities. No matter how well intentioned, the
“one size fits all” mentality that has driven the process and dictated the “standards”
for juvenile facilities is obviously uninformed as it relates to rural areas such as
ours. As with so many regulatory efforts the legitimate goals of insuring safety for
the juveniles and security for the community is subsumed by the regulators need
to dictate and control, in exquisite detail, the results as well as all of the particulars
of the process. Reasonableness has been sacrificed on the zealot’s altar. I hope the
congress can muster the political courage and apply the common sense necessary
to curtail this regulatory excess and restore sanity to the juvenile system. Quite
frankly, I resent the implication that federal bureaucrats, with their advisors and
confederates, are morally superior to the rest of us or have a monopoly on concern
for juveniles or the communities in which they reside. I cannot accept the notion
that Washington D.C. is the fountainhead of informed discourse with respect to the
nettlesome issues of juvenile crime.

Thank you for the opportunity to comment. I wish I could be more optimistic
about the prospects of injecting reason into this debate.

Best personal regards.
TERRENCE L. O’BRIEN.

{ExXHIBIT F)

WARD COUNTY SHERIFF'S DEPARTMENT,
Minot, ND, March 6, 1996.
Sheriff BYRON OEDEKOVEN,
Champbell County Sheriff's Department,
Gillette, WY,

DEAR SHERIFF OEDEKOVEN: I am writing in response to your teletype dated March
1, 1996. It is my understanding that you will be attending a Senate Hearing con-
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cerning the Juvenile Justice Act and the regulations that have been passed since
1974.

Beginning in 1994, this department has been interested in establishing a Juvenile
Detention Center. Our current remedy is to transport juveniles to a state operated
Youth Correctional Center located 120 miles away. We are a county of 56,000 people
with the majority residing in the City of Minot. Our jail was built in 1984 and has
the capacity to house approximately 86 inmates. The jail is a “pod” design with a
lobby entrance, a sally port, and staff only entrances/exits on both the North and
South sides.

When we first envisioned a Juvenile Detention Center, our proposal was to co-
locate the juvenile facility inside the adult facility. The original plan was to dedicate
a “pod” located on the second floor of our three story facility to juveniles. This would
have allowed a separate entrance to the floor, through the sherriff's departments ad-
ministrative offices. We agreed, in accordance with OJJDP regulations, to supply
separate policy and procedures, a separate staff and to invest money to refurbish
the cell block. This refurbishing would include furniture, carpeting and acoustical
tiles.

We made contract with the North Dakota Division of Juvenile Services and pre-
sented our idea. They endorsed the plan but told us that the OJJDP frowned on
co-location. They recommended that a representative from OJJDP visit our facility.
In May of 1994, Mr. Jeff Allison from OJJDP visited our facility. Mr. Allison was
presented with our proposal and reviewed our data from January to December 1993.
During that time period, our facility housed 20 juveniles. Eight of those were
deemed in violation of the JJDP Act. Because of the rural exception, the violations
consisted of juveniles who were held more than 24 hours.

Mr. Allison would only agree to a co-located facility if spatial separation was
achieved by either dedicating an entire floor to juveniles or by building a wall be-
tween the adult cell block and the proposed juvenile cell block. However, when Mr.
Allison was shown the cell block currently used to house juvenile offenders on an
emergency basis he wrote, “The cell block itself was clearly sight and sound sepa-
rated from the adult cell blocks.” The block or pod that Mr. Allison refers to in his
statement is on the first floor of our facility. That pod is surrounded by three other
cell blocks. In contrast, the pod we proposed as a juvenile detention center has only
one other cell block on the same floor and the two are separated by a master control
room.

To date, our county has no Juvenile Detention Center. We were willing to provide
all the necessary components outlined in the JJDP Act if allowed to co-locate in the
adult facility. our current average jail population is 40 percent, leaving adequate
space for a pod dedicated to juvenile detention. We have even agreed to make a sep-
arate entrance into a first floor cellblock to accomplish this goal, but have been met
with resistance. '

There is no doubt that the policies set forth in the OJJDP Act are intended to
reduce adult/juvenile contact and collaboration. No doubt these stringent policies as
necessary in larger, metropolitan areas. However, in rural America, we do not carry
the same number of juvenile offenders. The needs for juvenile detention are still
very real but these same policies, developed for urban areas, are extremely restric-
tive to rural areas. The OJJDP policies prohibit rural areas from developing and im-
plementing appropriate detention alternatives to the juvenile problem.

In summary, like many other rural areas, we have a definite need for juvenile
detention centers. Similar jurisdictions have no resources available to house juvenile
offenders outside of already established adult facilities. The OJJDP, while acting in
good faith, has established policies which we believe restrict rural communities in
achieving their goals. Those goals are to function in both an enforcement and pre-
vention capacity, emphasizing neither role at the expense of the other. With com-
prehensive administrative policies that would provide guidance to individual officers
coupled with sight and sound segregation between juvenile and adult offenders, we
car‘;d find no reason why OJJDP policies could not be relaxed to accommeodate rural
needs.

Best of luck at the Senate Hearings on March 12, 1996. It is a large burden to
shoulder, trying to convince the Federal Government that their well-intended poli-
cies are actually hindering a large portion of America. If I can be of any assistance
in the future, please do not hesitate to call upon me.

Sincerely,
ROBERT BANKES,
Major, Chief Deputy Sheriff.
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[ExHIBIT G]

CAMPBELL COUNTY JUVENILE PROBATION,
Gillette, WY, March 7, 1996.

BYRON OEDEKOVEN,

Campbell County Sheriff,
Campbell County Detention Center,
Gillette, Wyoming.

DEAR SHERIFF OEDEKOVEN: Your up and coming presentation to the Senate Sub
Committee in Washington, D.C. on “Youth Violence” has given me pause to consider
the advantages we have here in Campbell County and Wyoming regarding our juve-
nile offenders and the successful system we have in place. Given that our juvenile
offenders’ recidivism is low, I thought perhaps you would appreciate some refresher
information that might assist you when you meet with those who have such a lim-
ited point of reference when discussing rural states and the local communities of
which they are comprised.

As in any successful system, we have established working principles among the
adults which speak to the needs of juvenile offenders. We have found that the fol-
’II?}vlving principles echo the values and ideals of Wyoming and Campbell County.

ey are:

l.yAccountability of the juvenile and their families for unlawful behavior and re-
sponsibility for that behavior.

2. Competency development of emotional maturity and skill building so that the
juvenile and his/her family may be restored as functioning members of society.

3. Community protection so that no citizen is placed at risk due to the policies
and procedures associated with principles 1 and 2.

4. Coordinated planning and programming collaborated among all peoples with
the intention of retaining juveniles at the most local level of intervention.

5. And most significantly, a commitment by the adult community to remain fo-
cused upon the juveniles’ unlawful behavior and needs, opposed to focusing upon in-
dividuaf territories and/or personal agendas.

In keeping with the above principles the centralization of all juvenile matters to
one programming location have proved most effective. In Campbell County, the
county owned juvenile probation office is so designated and it is from this hub all
other programming revolves. This established hub does not preclude the critical im-
portance of other programming and agencies, but rather enhances the areas of spe-
cialization that those specific programs offer i.e. mental health (Campbell County
Memorial Hospital), counseling (Wyoming Regional Counseling Center et al), child

rotection (Department of Family Services), schools/education (Campbell County
gchool District), crisis placement (YES House), parenting classes, drug and alcohol
evaluation/treatment, and detention to name a few. Localizing juvenile probation
assures accountability in keeping with the state statutes but eliminates cumbersome
bureaucratic time assuming mandates of the state and keeps the separation of “chil-
dren in need of protection” services and “protection from juvenile offender” services
separate. Although a juvenile may have protection concerns, their unlawful behavior
must be addressed first.

By utilizing a central program (Campbell County Juvenile Probation) as the hub,
it can further serve as an information gathering source which acts as a catalyst for
seeking specialized services from the surrounding agencies using the team approach
in making those decisions pertinent to each individual juvenile and his/her gamily.

The advantage to the courts are many, in that one report in the form of the social
summary presents as a detailed presentation of all issues relevant to the child and
family. This enables the court to separate the wheat from the chaff and gives them
a clear vision of the behaviors, and options available for the juvenile an individual-
ized basis. Matters of strict probationary concern i.e. supervision, community serv-
ice, and restitution are monitored at the probationary hub, allowing the specialized
skills of the supporting agencies time to focus upon the issues i.e. chemical depend-
ency, molestation, education, anger management, etc. In many communities the tail
wags the dog resulting in parents and juveniles who are skilled at jumping from
one agency to the next, splittin% professionals and programs, and in essence con-
tinuing the same dysfunctional behavior that have destroyed their family units in
the past and continue to do so.

The matter of incarcerating juveniles in local facilities is, as you well know, but
another important piece for success in changing adolescent criminal behavior. The
advantage rural states and their communities have over large metropolitan areas,
is that incarceration can be incorporated in the complete treatment design, not just
the only choice. We still know our children, their parents, teachers, therapist, coach-
es, friends, etc. To remove detention would deter from the total concepts and prin-

29 .



25

ciples set forth in our philosophy which in essence says, “Children, we love you, but
we will not tolerate your illegal and dangerous behavior.”

For those more violent and behaviorally out-of-control juveniles, how can we reach
them if they are allowed to continuously run loose endangering themselves and oth-
ers? In essence when a child’s behavior is out-of-control we may not be able to
change their behavior immediately, but we can change their environment so that
their safety is assured until we can implement change and assistance.

In summary, with localized programming relevant to juvenile offenders built
around a hub of centralized programming which constitute identification, evaluation
and planning within the confines of a teach approach, courts, parents, agencies, and
the community at large benefit from an overall awareness and understanding which
eliminate confusion and promote cooperation and success.

I wish you well with your endeavors in Washington and wish I could join you.
A word of advice, don’t let them know where we are. They will want to move here
too.

Best of luck.

Sincerely,
NANCY Q. ROBERTS,
Director, Campbell County Juvenile Probation Office.

Senator THOMPSON. Mr. Ray Luick, administrative officer, Wis-
consin Office of Justice Assistance.

STATEMENT OF RAY LUICK

Mr. Luick. Thank you, Mr. Chairman and members of the sub-
committee. Thank you for the opportunity to address the topic of
the Federal mandates, or as they are now called, the core require-
ments of the Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention Act.

My name is Ray Luick and, as you indicated, I am the adminis-
trative officer for the Wisconsin Office of Justice Assistance, the
State agency charged with the responsibility of administering the
JJDPA, as well as the Edward Byrne Law Enforcement Assistance
Program and now the Violence Against Women Act. We are also
the statistical analysis center for the criminal justice-related data
for the State.

We in Wisconsin feel uniquely qualified to address the issue of
program mandates, since we are currently in compliance with the
requirements of the act, in part, through the efforts of this sub-
committee, Senator Kohl, Representative Petri, and the entire Wis-
consin delegation. Your efforts have permitted an exemption to the
requirement that the staff of a secure detention facility be com-
pletely separate from the staff that supervises adult inmates. This
issue is closely related to the topic of collocation of juvenile deten-
tion facilities within the same building as an adult trail and the
sight and sound separation restrictions that are also a JJDPA core
requirement.

There are four specific areas that I would like to address today.
The first is the need for flexibility. The second is the importance
of continued Federal support for juvenile justice projects and pro-
gram activities. Third is support for Senator Kohl’s Juvenile Jail
Improvement Act, and the fourth is the importance of provisions
relating to collocation, shared staffing, and sight and sound separa-
tion.

Without flexibility in implementing the jail removal mandate,
Wisconsin would not, and perhaps could not be in compliance with
the act. Only the action described earlier created circumstances
that have allowed us back into the act.
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We have conducted a study of the 15 secure detention facilities
that are in operation within the State of Wisconsin today under the
exemption that has been permitted to the State of Wisconsin, and
we have concluded that there is no significant difference in terms
of the operational methods of outcomes between the five collocated,
shared staff facilities, the other five collocated facilities that employ
a separate staff, and the five facilities which are considered stand-
alone and employ separate staff.

We have confirmed from our review that at least one critical goal
of the Federal act can be addressed without requiring absolute ad-
herence to the mandate for complete physical separation of jails
from juvenile detention facilities or by requiring a specific employee
type. Without the flexibility to demonstrate the effectiveness of
these alternative methods, we would not be in compliance with the
program requirements, we would not be in the act, and Wisconsin
residents would not have access to the tax revenue that they pro-
vided to help demonstrate effective juvenile justice projects.

Mandates, program requirements, core requirements, or what-
ever you call them, are important in establishing the overall goals
and the objectives that you in this committee and that the Senate
and House agree with that we should undertake to improve certain
circumstances under which you are going to provide the funds to
work with the States and work in the development of making sig-
nificant changes. Yet, it makes sense to have local flexibility be-
cause not all of us operate the same way.

It makes sense to separate juveniles from adults and to provide
for sight and sound separation. Physical separation, however, can
be achieved through a variety of methods and need not be solely
defined by building location. The real goals go beyond these phys-
ical standards and State progress should be measured in light of
the broader goal, not only the most visible criteria. Mandates,
whether they are imposed on the States by the Federal Govern-
ment or by the States on unit of local government, always carry
with them negative connotations. Mandates should reflect program
goals and not be used to require specific methods, procedures, or
statutory language.

Federal involvement in juvenile justice has a significant impact
on how the juveniles are treated within that system and perhaps
in the lives and futures of the youth who have been served. Al-
though it has only been 3 years since Wisconsin has been able to
use these grant funds for more than jail removal, the funds made
available have been significant in moving in juvenile justice system
forward and into very positive actions. We encourage you not to
support efforts to mandate a specific percentage of these funds for
private nonprofit agencies or to go to any one particular area in
order to preserve that flexibility.

Senator Kohl, through introduction of the Juvenile Jail Improve-
ment Act, seeks to address another concern, which is that rural
areas are hampered to an extreme extent by the current 24-hour
exemption that allows them to use the jail facility for that 24-hour
period. The act, which has the support of both major sheriffs asso-
ciations in Wisconsin, is intended to recognize that the current 24-
hour exemption could easily mean a 72-hour period of time when
you take into account the weekend and holiday exemption. It is ex-
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pected that this provision could reduce the number of long-distance
transports to secure detention centers for extremely short-term
holds.

The final issue that I would like to address today is that of the
impact of potential interpretations concerning the requirements for
sight and sound separation, collocation, and shared staffing.

First, sight and sound separation has been established by the act
as the standard for the detention of juveniles. This standard can
be met through a variety of procedural and structural methods that
do not require the development of separate buildings. These alter-
native methods include time-phasing and should be recognized as
appropriate under the act.

Second, collocated facilities have been shown to be as effective as
separate facilities in serving the needs of juveniles in secure deten-
tion and should be permitted under the act. Collocated facilities
also permit the shared use of educational and recreational facilities
that otherwise would not be available to juveniles. Third, and fi-
nally, shared staffing has been shown to be an effective staffing
method and should be recognized as appropriate under the act.

Thank you again for this opportunity and I would be pleased to
respond to questions. Thank you.

Senator THOMPSON. Thank you very much, Mr. Luick.

[The prepared statement of Mr. Luick follows:]

PREPARED STATEMENT OF RAY LUICK

Good Morning Mr. Chairman and members of the Subcommittee. Thank you for
the (g)portum'ty to address the topic of the federal mandates, or as they are now
called, “core requirements,” of the Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention Act
(JJDPA). My name is Ray Luick and I am the Administrative Officer of the Wiscon-
sin Office of Justice Assistance, the state agency charged with the responsibility of
administering the JJDPA as well as the Edward Byrne Law Enforcement Assistance
Program and now the Violence Against Women Act. We also are the Statistical
Analysis Center for criminal justice related data for the state. The Executive Direc-
tor of the Office is Mr. Steven Sell who is an appointee of Governor Thompson. I
report directly to Mr. Sell. Together the federal programs we administer provide $11
million to support much needed criminal justice and juvenile justice programs of
which approximately $1.5 million are related to the JJDPA. Without these funds,
states would not be able to support development of the new and innovative projects
that are necessary to bring critically needed development and innovation into the
system.

My experience in this field reaches back to 1973 when I was a Criminal Justice
Planner under the Law Enforcement Assistance Administration. When the JJDPA
was first amended to include the “jail removal mandate” I can recall quite clearly
arguing the point that surely the federal government could not interpret that as
meaning that juveniles and adults could not be held in the same building. As I was
leaving the criminal justice field in 1984, I had been part of an effort to develop
a proposal that would have created an exemption to that requirement based on a
variety of conditions of confinement. As I entered a new position, the Executive Di-
rector of that Association and I met with officials of OJJDP to present this alter-
native, which was rejected and I lost touch with the program. It was really, there-
fore, quite amazing that when I returned to this ﬁefd in 1992 that not only was
this issue still alive but that the concept behind the alternative that I worked on
in 1984 was the basis for our participation in the program.

We in Wisconsin feel uniquely qualified to address the issue of program mandates
since we are currently in compliance with the requirements of the Act, in part,
through the efforts of this Subcommittee, Senator Kohl, Representative Petri and
the entire Wisconsin Delegation. Your éfforts have permitted an exemption to the
requirement that the staff of a secure juvenile detention facility be completely sepa-
rate from the staff that supervise adult inmates. This exemption allows the sharing
of jail/detention line staff between the adult and juvenile facilities under condition
that the staff members receive specialized juvenile detention training and where
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they not work with juveniles and adults during the same shift. This issue is closely
related to the topic of the “collocation” of juvenile detention facilities within the
same building as an adult jail and the “sight and sound separation” restrictions that
are also a JJDPA core requirement.

There are four specific areas that I would like to address today:

The need for flexibility in implementing the federal mandates or recognition that
the federal legislation establishes the goals for a program and that the states can
identify in their plans how they will measure success towards meeting those goals,

The importance of continued federal support for juvenile justice and criminal jus-
tice programs and the need to keep that funding free from mandated expenditure
levels to an sgeciﬁc tylge of a%plicant,

Support for Senator Koh!l’s “Juvenile Jail Improvement Act,” and,

The importance of Provisions relating to “collocation, shared staffing and sight
and sound separation.

FLEXIBILITY

Without flexibility in imglementing the jail removal mandate, Wisconsin would
not and perhaps could not be in compliance with the Act. Only the action described
earlier created circumstances that have allowed us back into the Act.

I am tI)leased to report that, consistent with a condition on this exemption, which
required OJJDP to submit a report to Congress (specifically, the Chairs of the
House Committee on Education and Labor and the Senate Ju({iciary Committee) at
the end of 1995, our agency conducted a review of these projects last summer. That
study of 15 secure detention facilities (provided to OJJDP fast fall) concludes that
there is no significant difference in terms of operational methods or outcomes be-
tween the five collocated “shared staff’ facilities, the other five collocated facilities
that employ separate staff, and the five facilities which are considered “stand alone”
and employ separate staff. We have confirmed from our review that at least one crit-
ical goal of the Federal Act can be addressed without requiring absolute adherence
to the mandate for complete physical separation or jails from juvenile detention fa-
cilities or by requiring a specific employee type.

The consequences of strict adherence to the removal mandate in our case would
have been the withdrawal of Wisconsin from J)articipation in the Act or the expendi-
ture of funds to support a mandate that did not necessarily advance the ultimate
goal of the Act. Our interpretation of that goal is that juveniles who require secure

etention should be held in a safe, clean and healthy environment and in an atmos-
phere where there are opportunities for positive influences on the youth—not to re-
move juveniles from buildings that house adults. Without the flexibility to dem-
onstrate the effectiveness of these alternative methods, we would not be in compli-
ance with the dprogram requirements, we would not be in the Act and Wisconsin
residents would not have access to the tax revenue that they provided to help dem-
onstrate effective juvenile justice projects.

It makes sense to separate juveniles from adults and provide for sight and sound
separation. Physical separation, however, can be achieved through a variety of
methods and need not be solely defined by building location. The real goals go be-

ond these physical standards and state progress should be measured in light of the

roader goal not only the most visible criteria. Mandates, whether they are imposed
on states by the federal government or by states on units of local government, al-
ways carry with them negative connotations. Mandates should reflect program goals
and not be used to require specific methods, procedures, or statutory language.

CONTINUED FEDERAL FUNDING

Federal involvement in juvenile justice has had a significant impact on the sys-
tem, how juveniles are treated within that system and perhaps in the lives and fu-
ture of the youth who have been served. Although it has only been three years since
Wisconsin has been able to use grant funds for more than jail removal, the period
before enforcement of the jail removal mandate and the period since the state was
found to be in compliance have provided funding for a variety of program activities
that have had a noticeable impact on the system as a whole. The funds available
through the JJDPA provide the only flexible funds that are available to local com-
munities. They have been Fut to good use and we hope that they will continue.

Since 1988, over 80% of the funds allocated to Wisconsin through the Act have
gone to local projects rather than to state agencies. A significant percentage of these
funds are awarded to private non-profit agencies either directly or indirectly
through contracts from local units of government. It is critically important for Wis-
consin that the current flexibility be maintained to recognize and preserve the role
of local government in the process and not support individual projects that may not
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have backing or support from the local unit of government. We encourage you not
to support efforts to mandate a specific percentage of these funds for private non
profit agencies.

JUVENILE JAIL IMPROVEMENT ACT

Senator Kohl has authored the Juvenile Jail Improvement Act in order to address
an operational problem facing counties in Wisconsin and I am sure many other
rural states. This Act, which we suﬁport, permits rural law enforcement agencies
to use a juvenile portion of a jail to hold juveniles for up to 72 hours under certain
conditions. This Act which has the support of both major Sheriff's Associations in
Wisconsin, is intended to recognize that the current 24 hour exemption for rural
areas excludes weekends and holidays—which could easily mean a 72 hour period
of time. It is expected that this provision could reduce the number of long distance
transports to secure detention centers for extremely short term holds.

COLLOCATION, SIGHT AND SOUND SEPARATION AND SHARED STAFFING

The final issue that I would like to address today is that of the impact of potential
interpretations concerning the requirements for “sight and sound separation, col-
location, and shared staffing.”

First, sight and sound separation has been established by the Act as the standard
for detention of juveniles. This standard can be met through a variety of procedural
and structural methods that do not require the development of separate buildings.
These alternative methods such as “time phasing” and should be recognized as ap-
propriate under the Act.

Second, collocated facilities have been shown to be as effective as separate facili-
ties in serving the needs of juveniles in secure detention and should ge permitted
under the Act. Collocated facilities also permit the shared use of educational and
recreational facilities that otherwise wouls not be available to juveniles.

Third, shared staffing has been shown to be an effective staffing method and
should be recognized as appropriate under the Act.

Thank you again for this opportunity and I would be pleased to respond to your
questions. ’

Senator THOMPSON. Mr. William Woodward, Division of Criminal
Justice, Colorado Department of Public Safety.

STATEMENT OF WILLIAM R. WOODWARD

Mr. WOODWARD. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I would like to intro-
duce in the audience the vice chair of our State advisory group, Mr.
Pence, who is the former special agent in charge of the Denver FBI
office and, as I say, vice chair of our local advisory group, and also
Mr. Joe Tomey, who is a member of my staff managing this pro-
gram in Colorado.

Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, I really wanted to
talk to you about this because I was asking myself this morning
Zvlllly am I here. What am I doing here coming to this and actu-

y——..

Senator BIDEN. We ask that question very often. [Laughter.]

Mr. WOODWARD. I am sure you do. I appreciate that.

Senator BIDEN. But not nearly as much as our constituents ask
it.

Mr. WoODWARD. This is $800,000 out of my $35 million budget
that I manage in my office. This is a very small part of my office,
so I was asking myself why did I bother coming here, and T really
think it has to do with my family. I mean, my daughter at one time
was arrested on a failure to appear warrant because she was a
babysitter and signed for somebody’s lost dog with a cop and didn’t
realize that when she signed that as a babysitter that she was
going to end up having a failure to appear citation 6 months later,
and when she ran a stop sign she got arrested and thrown in jail
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for 12 hours. Because I knew this act was in place at that time,
I knew that she was going be safe because they would not hold her,
and when she was going to be held, she would have to be held with
sight and sound separation.

So I am really here not to talk about the violent offenders in
many cases who will be direct-filed and placed in a jail—and this
act doesn’t apply to those violent offenders who direct-file—but I
am here to talk about people like myself and families like myself
across this country who will have kids held in jails. If these core
requirements don’t stay in place, they will have kids held in jail,
and if those core requirements aren’t there, there is a damn good
chance those kids could be brutalized in those jails. So, that is why
I am here. I finally figured it out.

I worked as a police officer for 12 years. I have been in riots, I
have been in bombings. I have seen people blown up by bombs, and
I know juveniles were involved in a lot of that. So I am not here
to talk about being soft on crime or something. I think it is hor-
rible. I have seen the victims of these crimes.

I previously owned my own business and basically the Federal
Government put me out of business, and they put me out of busi-
ness because of mandates, so I am not a great lover of mandates
or core requirements. This is not why I am here. I was trained in
the military as a police officer, so I want to be really clear that the
reasons I am here are three things. :

First, we have got to maintain these core requirements. The core-
requirements are the most important part of this. I think there
ought to be a good-faith exception to them because I agree with
some of the things that were said earlier. There are problems with
enforcement. There should be a good-faith exception to some of
them, but they have got to remain. They are almost like a vaccina-
tion. You know how you got your vaccination 20 years ago or 15
years ago; you don’t have to think about it anymore.

What is happening now is that there is a tendency, because we
haven’t had enough kids who have committed suicide in jails or
been brutalized in jails, to sort of forget about these core require-
ments. That is, I believe, the major reason you have not had those
suicides. We have had one in Colorado in 15 years. That is the rea-
son we haven’t had a hell of a lot more, but because it has been
so effective, everybody has forgotten about it, and so too with vac-
cinations. Because vaccinations were effective, people forgot about
them.

So I just want to talk about three things—maintaining the core
requirements, ensuring that the act allows for us to work on vio-
lence reduction, and ensuring that the act allows us to work on
prevention of violence. In Colorado, we had 6,000 kids held in jails
in 1981; last year, 68—6,000, down to 68. I think that is really im-
portant.

Now, with my yellow light, I will talk much faster. I see how that
works now. I am sorry. I didn’t quite understand that.

Senator THOMPSON. Nobody pays much attention to that any-
more. [Laughter.]

Mr. WoODWARD. All right, good. Thanks. :

It has been postulated that the States can sort of do this on our
own, and we had a law in effect on sight and sound separation and
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still have that law in effect right now, but we had an overcrowding
crisis show up about years ago. What was the first thing that peo-
ple went into the State legislature for to get rid of? Well, let’s get
rid of sight and sound because that is hurting us in terms of over-
crowding. Well, if the act hadn’t been in place, we would have got-
ten rid of sight and sound, and more kids, like maybe my daughter
or somebody else’s daughter or son might have been hurt in one of
those jails.

Some people say it is cost prohibitive. I spend like $100,000 out
of $800,000 a year to maintain those core requirements. I mean,
this is not cost prohibitive, in my opinion. I have heard others say
that we should just get it as sort of a block program, sort of a
freebie. I guess that is what that is. I think it would be nice to get
something for nothing. Gee, I would probably take it, I guess, if you
wanted to give it to me, but I want to make the point that I think
it is the right thing to do. If you don’t have those core requirements
in place, as I said earlier, then I think we are going to lose the op-
portunity to maintain something that has been very important to
us and had really kept us from going backwards.

I also believe that there should be good-faith exceptions to some
of these requirements. I would be willing to talk about that with
anyone on staff or other members of any of these panels because
I do believe that there should be ways for the administrator of this
act of say there was good-faith effort to maintain these and these
problems happened and there should be a good-faith exception.

The good things that have happened that have come out of this
act—I can’t believe it. This act helped pay for some pilot restitution
programs where some violent kids were involved in these restitu-
tion programs and other kids were involved. It was a pilot pro-
gram, and what happened? The State legislature turned around
and put another $1 million into it. After we paid a couple hundred
thousand to sort of get it going, the State legislature said, boy, this
is great, and turned around and put $1 million into these restitu-
tion programs.

So what I am saying to you is the core requirements should stay,
and the county sheriffs of Colorado—for example, in my testimony
you will see a position statement of the county sheriffs of Colorado
on sight and sound separation and on jail removal. The county
sheriffs of Colorado support this. The National Association of Coun-
ties supports these core requirements, I was told this morning.

In summary, I believe a balanced approach that includes the core
requirements, focusing on juvenile violence, trying to stop violence,
and focusing on prevention, which is another major program we got
started out of this money, is absolutely essential.

Thank you.

Senator THOMPSON. Thank you very much, Mr. Woodward.

[The prepared statement of Mr. Woodward follows:]

PREPARED STATEMENT OF WILLIAM R. WOODWARD

Mr. Chairman, members of the committee. Thank you for the opportunity to ad-
dress you concerning the reauthorization of the Juvenile Justice and Delinquency
Prevention Act. I believe that I am able to present you with a unique perspective
on the Act and its’ implementation. For the past 10 years, I have been the director
of Colorado’s Division of Criminal Justice in the Department of Public Safety, a 35
person agency responsible for working with communities to develop crime preven-
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tion and public safety programs. I worked as a police officer for 12 years. My experi-
ence included work as a street officer, detective, lieutenant and captain. During that
time I saw numerous bombings of buildings. I was in riot situations. I saw four
deaths by bombs. In most of these situations juveniles were a big part of the action.
Previously I owned my own business in the late 1960’s and lost my business because
of federal government regulations and mandates. I was trained in the armed forces
military police. So I am not here to tell you to be nice to juveniles. I am not here
to tell you how much I love federal mandates. I am not here to whine.

Violent crime is a major problem for this society and especially for it’s victims.
My office sees the victims of juvenile violence. We are the state agency responsible
for investigating complaints alleging violation of our state’s constitutional amend-
ment protecting victims. We also fund many programs which treat victims of vio-
lqulce perpetrated by juvenile offenders. We see the results of crimes caused by juve-
niles.

We also fund many police, sheriffs, and district attorneys law enforcement efforts
through our Edward Byrne Memorial Drug Control and System Improvement grant
program.

I only tell you about these programs in order to put my testimony into context.
I believe the Juvenile and Delinquency Prevention Act can co-exist and flourish with
other programs which emphasize holding juveniles accountable. In fact, I see the
Act as a major partner in getting control of the juvenile violence problem without
doing violence to juveniles. And this is the special purview of the Act. I think we
have a special responsibility to juveniles to avoid doing additional violence to them
as we hold them accountable for their actions. In fact I must say that the act has
done such a good job, that some even say that we don’t need it anymore.

As President of the National Criminal Justice Association, the current official po-
sition of the Association is to continue the act as it is currently in law. If this
changes, we will advise you. The rest of my comments are based on our own state’s
experience.

n general, we like the act. While it may be hard to implement and we may have
problems from time to time, I must say I believe that it has done its job. We have
one from 6000 juveniles held in adult jails in 1981 to 68 last year. In fact, the act
as done such a good job that I am greatly afraid that many take it for granted.
There is a sense in the following comments which I have heard that it is no longer
needed. We already take too many things for granted. We take for granted that our
water will be uncontaminated, that our children will be protectedg’;'rom major ill-
nesses, that the air will not kill us. But there are major systems in place to insure
that these things will not happen. They include health services, air monitoring sta-
tions and water treatment plants. Without these systems in place many would suf-
fer. So it is with this act. The act’s work has become infrastructure that some think
we can ignore. I will review these “ignore the act” comments below. I worry that
outx" Juvenile justice infrastructure will suffer if we allow this act to go “down the
tubes”.

Let me tell you what I have heard others say about the act and my response to
those allegations:

1. It has been postulated that state laws can handle the requirements of the act.

Response: In my state we have a law which parallels the sight and sound separa-
tion requirement of the act. Two years ago, in a time of an overcrowding crisis,
many wanted to do away with the sight and sound separation requirement of the
Colorado law.

If the federal statues and guidelines concerning sight and sound separation had
not been in force, that law would be gone today. And I believe many children would
have suffered. You must maintain the requirement for sight and sound separation.
I believe that having adults in proximity to juveniles only increases the risk of vio-
lence being done to the juvenile, increases the risk that the juvenile will commit sui-
cide, and exposes public safety and law enforcement officials to substantial liability.

2. It has been claimed that it is difficult to meet the requirements of the act and
compliance is cost-prohibitive.

Response. Our state has met the requirements of the act at minimum cost. I will
not say that this is easy, nor will I say that once met, it is easy to continue meeting
the requirements of the act. It is not always simple. We must be aware of changes
in personnel, policy and performance in every jail and lockup in the state most of
the time. This is a cost to us. But what is the benefit? As a former businessman,
I always look at the cost/benefit ratio. The benefit is that we have had very few ju-
veniles injured in Colorado in the past 10 years while in a jail or lockup. We have
had no juvenile suicides in jurisdictions which comport with state and Federal law
and have had only one suicide statewide since our participation in the act began
in 1978. In my opinion the suicide rate in Colorado would have been substantially
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worse if the Act and it’s core requirements did not exist. Law enfofcetneht officials
and jail administrators in Colorado overwhelmingly denounce the placement of juve-
niles in their facilities, and look to the Federal Act as part of the rationale needed
to sway local policy makers on this issue. The Colorado Sheriffs Association just de-
veloped a policy statement supporting the Act’s provisions on juvenile offenders in
adult facilities.

Also, the cost for the State to maintain a compliance and technical assistance
problem at less than $100,000 year is substantially cheaper than would be required
to settle one class action lawsuit in a community where a juvenile was injured by
an adult in the same facility.

Other benefits Colorado has seen include:

Enhanced training of line staff and supervisors regarding juvenile processing;

Responding to the separation and removal requirements of the Act was often
many communities’ first foray into community-based planning and system-wide
plan development;

My agency is seen as a technical assistance resource b communities, rather
than merely a regulatory enforcement agency, because ofy our interest in using
the core requirements as a mechanism for outreach; and

Responding to the core requirements, communities have developed many re-
lated improvements as a natural consequence of creating a graduated series of
sanctions for juvenile offenders and developing a cadre of alternative placement
options.

3. I have heard others say that it should be simply a block %rant program.

Response. It would be nice to get something for nothing. So I must say that we
would take your block grant program if you made it into one. It would be nice not
to have to timk about keeping juveniles safe from predators. It would be nice not
to have keep them separate. It would be easier to collocate them with adults. But
it wouldn’t be the right thing to do. There should be a quid pro quo for federal dol-
lars when the public good outweighs state’s rights. In this case the public good of
keeping juveniles safe when they are in our custody outweighs the need of the state
to have freedom to spend money however it sees fit. We must remember that most
kids will violate the gaw before they reach age 21. In fact, based on data from the
Center for the Study and Prevention of Violence, at the University of Colorado, Dr.
Del Elliott states that 30% of all males will commit at least one violent crime before
the age of 21. With almost one-third of our male children committing violent crimes,
there is an excellent chance that many of them will end up in a jail or lockup. With-
out the act, many of these may well be brutalized and hurt. This public interest to
keep our kids protected while in custody, outweighs the need for the state to exer-
cise it’s rights.

In essence, the JJDP Act Formula Grants program has become a block grant in
Colorado, but one which requires some standards of integrity attached to ensure the
original intent of the program continues to be pursued. After a decade of hard work,
State and local ofﬁciapl's have collaborated on a series of trainings, standards, state
laws, policy statements, and programs which ensure that localities have access to
a wider range of interventions for juveniles than merely adult jails. With compliance
in glace, the state has made itself responsible to ensure that problems do not arise,
and localities are able to use the formula grant dollars to pursue a wider variety
of juvenile justice and delinquency prevention programs—much like a block grant.

4. It has been hypothesized that states will continue to pursue the act’s vision if
the requirements are eliminated.

Response. I do not believe this. If there were not so much pressure within states
to do otherwise, then maybe. But f;:ﬁople have forgotten how kids got brutalized in
jails. The act has been so successful that people think there is no problem today.
It is like vaccinations. Many thought for a long time that there was no need to vac-
cinate our children anymore because no one was getting sick from diphtheria or tet-
anus or measles or polio. Now as the childhood diseases begin to reappear, most
schools now require shot records for children. The same aﬁplies here. People have
forgotten what happens to children in jails and lockups. The problem is that if we
make a mistake with a shot, perhaps a child gets sick. If we make a mistake with
sight and sound separation, children can be killed.

In any event, a state need not now take the money for the act and can avoid the
key requirements if they see fit. But if they wish to have the money, perhaps for
new and innovative purposes, then I believe they must live with the infrastructure
of the JJ System and protect these children from violence. I think the federal gov-
ernment serves as a valuable partner to the states when it can keep states from
making bad decisions in time of crisis and hurting children as a result.

Further, Federal litigation on behalf of youths whose rights were violated while
detained in an adult facility consistently sides with the plaintiffs class. However, the
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jurisdiction of these lawsuits is confined to the District in which the case was heard.
As such, there is no national/Federal case law precedence yet confirming the validity
of these requirements. The Act stands alone as the standard which we use in Colo-
rado to impress that there is a continuing National, state, and local interest in pur-
suing these requirements.

5. Many wish to redirect the money to violence intervention and prevention only.

Response. As I mentioned earlier, I have seen a lot of violence in my career. So
I understand this comment. And I agree that violence intervention and prevention
should be a new improved focus for the act. But I do not agree that in order to work
on violence intervention and prevention for offenders, that we should allow violence
to be visited upon these same offenders. Remember most of these offenders will not
be violent. Most will have committed a minor offense. So without the core require-
ments, we may well relegate them to being hurt or killed simply because we were
too busy looking for violent offenders to arrest or incarcerate. This is not the correct
way to operate the criminal justice system.

6. A myth exists that the focus of the Act is too narrow—that its design requires
focusing solely on the core requirements.

Response. In Colorado, compliance with the core requirements has allowed the
state planning agency and state to move into areas of public safety and offender ac-
countability. For example, from 1989 to 1992, the SAG and Division of Criminal
Justice developed four pilot restitution programs with outcome and process evalua-
tion. The legislature was impressed with the program design and appropriated one
million dollars to bring the initiative statewide. As a result, more than a half million
dollars in victim restitution and 67,000 hours of unpaid community service work
was provided with a 7 percent recidivism rate. .

Colorado has also piloted other successful grograms, such as school based delin-
uency prevention, intake screening units, and more. In 1991, the legislature passed
B94—Juvenile Service Bill, which was built in part on the foundation of the intake

screening initiative funding through the JJDP Act program. ,

In summary, we pursue a balanced approach to policy and program development
in all parts of the justice system in Colorado. We are moving to balance prevention,
intervention, and treatment in programming, and ensure that programming itself
balance offender accountability, treatment, and victim restitution. The JJDP Act has
served as a philosophical mode in that regard. We believe that the act as written
has many valuable and important requirements. All should be preserved in a form
which balances the needs of the state to go after violent offenders and prevent vio-
lent crime while at the same time insuring that we do not allow additional violence
in our system. Thank you.

Senator THOMPSON. Chairman Hatch has joined us. Do you have
any comment or statement to make, Mr. Chairman?

Senator HATCH. I am just glad to be here. I can’t stay very long,
so I want to apologize for that, but I want to compliment you, Mr.
Chairman, and your ranking member for the work that you are
doing in this area. This is one of the most important areas in our
country right now and in the Congress, and I just want to encour-
age you to keep it up and keep doing the good job you are doing.

Senator THOMPSON. Thank you.

Senator HATCH. Could I submit my formal remarks for the
record?

Senator THOMPSON. They will be made a part of the record.

Senator HATCH. Thank you.

[The prepared statement of Senator Hatch follows:]

PREPARED STATEMENT OF HON. ORRIN G. HATCH, CHAIRMAN OF THE SENATE
COMMITTEE ON THE JUDICIARY, A U.S. SENATOR FROM THE STATE OF UTAH

FUNDING YOUTH VIOLENCE PROGRAMS: SHOULD THE STRINGS BE CUT?

Mr. Chairman, I would like to join you in welcoming this outstanding slate of wit-
nesses assembled here today. It is a privilege to discuss juvenile justice issues with
people who are devoting their time and talents to working with our nation’s trou-
bled youth.

Today’s hearing is going to examine the problems related to the so-called man-
dates placed on the States in order to qualify for formula funding under the Juve-
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nile Justice and Delinquency Prevention Act. These mandates were develoged as a
result of a well-intended, but somewhat misguided philosophy that preaches that
children should be rehabilitated, not punished.

I agree, as I'm sure most of you do, that children should be rehabilitated when-
ever possible. But compassion is not synonymous with leniency. Our juvenile system
must be compassionate, but it must also dispense both Jjustice and learning. And,
part of any serious rehabilitative effort is fair punishment.,

Juveniles who commit violent acts must be held responsible for those acts. We do
our youths a disservice, in my opinion, if we give them no more than a slap on the
wrist when they commit a violent offense. In my view, this is false compassion.
What is the lesson learned?

To demonstrate the severity of the crisis we are facing, let me cite several disturb-
ing statistics provided by the FBI’'s most recent report of “Crime in the United
States” [November, 1995]: Over the past decade, the rate of homicide committed by
teenagers, ages 14~17, has more than doubled, increasing 172% from 1985 to 1994;
35% of all violent crime is committed by offenders younger than 20 years of age.

These statistics are deepli' troubling to me. It is my firm belief, and these statis-
tics bear it out, that juvenile crime is of a very different type than what we knew
previously.

Today’s juvenile criminal, for example, is far more likely to be a murderer than
was his counterpart 20 years ago. Drug use among teens, a significant factor in vio-
lent crime, is on the rise again, after nearly a decade of steady decreases. And gang
offenses, the scourge of many communities, have dramatically increased.

In my hometown of Salt Iljake City, Utah, for example, gang activity has become
more and more prevalent. In just one case, a 17-year old youth was tried and con-
victed of the gang-related beating and shooting death of another teenager. His vic-
tim's supposeﬁ offense? He happened to be wearing red, the color of a rival gang.
Before committing this brutal murder, the killer had racked up a record of five felo-
nies and 15 misdemeanors in juvenile court. [Salt Lake Tribune, 12/12/95.]

Our laws and programs have not kept pace with the changes in juvenile crime.
For instances, the Juvenile Justice Act requires that states look to alternatives to
incarceration, without regard to the offense committee by the juvenile.

I believe that we must also focus on the safety of those children who do not break
the law. We must not forget that our failure to adequately punish violent juveniles
leaves them free to prey upon other children.

After all, this is not just a juvenile justice problem we are facing—it is a violent
crime problem. Juveniles should be held responsible to society and to their victims
by the criminal justice system. Allowing violent offenders to be released simply be-
cause of their age is just not responsible.

In Utah, in response to the increase in youth and gang violence, we have changed
our youth corrections mission statement to specify that public safety must come
first. We are in desperate need of building new secure facilities to house violent of-
fenders. One of Utah’s secure facilities is Deker Lake. It is currently 40 percent over
capacity and is double bunking juvenile offenders.

Restrictions in the Juvenile Justice Act, however, restrict the number of beds al-
lowed in one facility, so expansion is not an option. An entirely new facility has to
be built and staffed to meet the requirements of the Act.

We must also do a better job separating the violent offenders from those juveniles
whom we can help. While the Juvenile Justice Act claims that its solution to the
problem of juvenile crime is prevention, intervention and treatment programs, 75
ercent of the funding must be used for compliance with mandates, leaving very
mited funds available for prevention programs.

Although Utah has been in compliance for 10 years and is therefore better able
to use its money for prevention programs, many States are not so fortunate. [Note:
Utah FY 95 received $603,000 for compliance, $80,000 for State Challenge Activi-
ties, and $124,000 for Title V programs])

There are four major mandates, and countless regulations attached to the formula
and incentive grant money. As Utahn Camille Anthony can testify, this money has
more strings than a symphony orchestra. Federal requirements dictate everything
from who must sit on the State Advisory Committee, like youth currently under the
supervision of the juvenile system, down to allowing juveniles in secure facilities to
“exercise reasonable freedom of choice as to personal matters such as hair length
and selection of friends.” These requirements create numerous burdensome hoops
ttl}:at States must jump through in order to receive the limited funds available under

e Act.

Many localities, and at least one State—Wyoming—have opted out of federal
funding and have instead chosen to rely on state, local and private contributions to
develop local solutions for non-violent youth offenders.
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Indeed, at the last Youth Violence hearing we heard from witnesses who had es-
tablished effective youth programs from state, local angufrivate funding sources, in-
cluding the PAL program in Delaware. A very successful work camp in Utah called
Genesis receives no federal funding except for a small vocational grant that will be
started this year. The center is for juveniles who have been found delinquent, but
non-violent, by the courts. The juveniles are required to perform community service
activities during their stay. This allows them to learn a practical skill while being
held in a detention center.

The government is not the sole font of wisdom for confronting this crisis. Indeed,
we must look beyond the government to rescue this generation from crime and vio-
lence. By removinf the mandates from the formula and incentive grants and distrib-
uting money by block grants to the states, the federal government encourages local
solutions to local problems.

If states need money to increase bed space for secure facilities, like Utah does,
then they should be able to use the money for that purpose. If states want the
money to develop more services for delinquent, but non-violent offenders, then they
should be free of the requirements imposed by the Juvenile Justice Act.

We must also look to our communities and our civic and religious organizations.
I am intrigued, for instance, by a recent report by the Heritage Foundation on the
impact of religion on social stability. In its research, Heritage found studies showin
a high degree of correlation between religious involvement during adolescence an
avoidance of criminal behavior. I think this comes as no surprise to those of us who
have raised children.

Government, rather than hindering the ability of its citizens to create an environ-
ment in which parents can share religious values with their children, should stay
out of the way.

I know that our witnesses will be addressing these issues. I want to say, Mr.
Chairman, that convening this hearing is just another indication of your extraor-
dinary work in the Senate and on the Judiciary Committee. I know we will take
back important information and perspectives on this issue. I look forward to the tes-
timony of the witnesses.

Senator THOMPSON. I would venture to guess that most of these
so-called mandates or requirements, in principle, are agreed to by
most people: the concept generally to deinstitutionalize status of-
fenders, the concept of sight and sound separation, the concept of
removal of juveniles from adult facilities.

I would be interested to have your response briefly as to whether
or not you think, if those specific black-letter law requirements
were lifted, whether or not States, in general, or your States spe-
cifically would not adhere to those concepts.

Mr. Oedekoven.

Mr. OeDEKOVEN. If I may, as you term it, the separation in the
mandates—Wyoming would still comply in general terms. It is the
interpretation of those requirements that presents the problem.
Most of the jails in the State of Wyoming are fairly new. Most of
the jails at the time they were built had a separate area for juve-
niles. The problem is that in the strict interpretation, that separate
area—if you walk down the hallway to get to that and you in any
way happen to be viewed by an adult inmate, you are no longer
sight- and sound-separate.

As I alluded to in my remarks, if we have a person in a separate
area that opens the door and they open the door for the adult, they
cannot then in the same shift open the door for the juvenile. It is
the strict interpretation of those requirements, not the basic philos-
ophy of the requirements, that we have a problem with.

Senator THOMPSON. Mr. Carson.

Mr. CARSON. I would say you would see our State do everything
they could to comply with that, but by the black letter of the law,
the same thing that the sheriff alluded to would happen to us. As
far as us holding status offenders, we would never want to do that.
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It is a problem now. Tennessee, as you know, has just come out
from under Federal regulations on the jails. We cite and release all
the adult offenders we can. There is no way we are trying to hold
status offenders, but we do need a place to put those offenders to
get them started in the system.

I think what we lose is the time of the act to the time that help
arrives, and I think what you have seen in police officers in the
last year—I don’t think you have the real numbers of what you are
dealing with because police officers will ignore juvenile crime until
it is so serious that they have to deal with it because they do not
want to become the babysitter. They have become so frustrated and
they feel their efforts are fruitless, they do not want to drive them
home and they do not want to hold them and try to find the par-
ents. I don’t think you have a very good number.

Most of the things, I think, we look at today—it is easy in the
news and the media. A good kid goes bad and commits a grave act,
but I think with 98 percent of the children, you see a series of acts
before he gets to the serious crime. If intervention comes early, we
stand a better chance, I think anyone would tell you, of correcting
the behavior, other than to ignore it until it gets to that point. I
think Tennessee would comply all they could, but they do need re-
lief from some of the sight and sound specifics to at least allow us
to get back in the business. We are essentially out of the business.

Senator THOMPSON. Mr. Luick.

Mr. LUick. I think in Wisconsin we have codified the jail removal
mandates in administrative rules based on the exemption that we
currently have that has allowed us to remain within the act. I don’t
see any short-term success in efforts to roll that back to the point
of using adult jails for housing juveniles, but it is because we have
had the exemption, we have had the practice put in place, and we
have had the ability to design the facilities and the programming,
the conditions of confinement, that have been so important within
the 15 detention centers that we have. I think what we really have
looked at as a State is saying that it is the conditions of confine-
ment that we need to put in place that we have enacted adminis-
trative rules governing and that we feel an obligation to maintain
those.

Senator THOMPSON. Before I get to Mr. Woodward, could I ask
you a little bit about that exemption? As I understand it, you got
an exemption which allowed you to have a facility that was within
an adult facility and tb use the same staff if that staff were prop-
erly trained to handle juveniles.

Mr. LUICK. Yes.

Senator THOMPSON. What exactly was that exemption? Have I
stated it correctly? That was the exemption you got?

Mr. LUICK. Yes.

Senator THOMPSON. And what did it take to get that exemption?

Mr. LuicK. What we needed to do was to design a curriculum for
providing additional training for correctional officers who would
work serving both juvenile and adult residents within a facility. It
was under the condition that an individual who was properly
trained not supervise adults and juveniles during the same shift.
So if you started out your day supervising adults, you could not be
moved in the juvenile section.
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Senator THOMPSON. Did you otherwise still have total sight and
sound separation?

Mr. Luick. We maintain sight and sound separation through pro-
cedural means. We will black out windows that lead into a gym-
nasium facility, for example. We will have corridors that will not
intersect and we will clear corridors when juveniles are going to be
moved from one portion of the building to the next.

Senator THOMPSON. Without the exemption, could you use the
same corridor even if physically the adults and juveniles never
were there at the same time?

Mr. Luick. The circumstances get so specific to a given facility
that I don’t want to give a real specific answer to that. The real
issue that we were trying to deal with over the years that led to
this exemption was the definition between what is a stand-alone fa-
cility, what is a separate facility, what is a collocated facility.

There was a point in time that the discussion went to that a sep-
arate facility was one that you could draw a line through, draw a
saw through, and it was separate. We didn’t think that that was
necessary. We didn’t think that was appropriate. We said we can
accomplish the same thing with the staff training, with policy de-
velopment, and the proper supervision of it.

S%nator THOMPSON. How long did it take you to get that exemp-
tion?

Mr. Luick. Well, from the time——

Senator THOMPSON. Of course, without Senator Kohl, I under-
stand it probably never would have happened.

Mr. LUICcK. And we certainly do appreciate that. It took approxi-
mately 4 years, I believe. There was a period of time when I was
involved in the early 1970’s in criminal justice planning just as the
mandates were coming about. In the early 1980’s, I got out of the
business for 12 years, got back into it, and we were still discussing
these same issues.

Senator THOMPSON. All right, thank you very much. Mr. Wood-
ward, back to my original question, or that one, or whatever else
you would like to comment on.

Mr. WOODWARD. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. We also have a collo-
cated facility with the same kind of problem. We needed an exemp-
tion from the OJJDP. We ended up getting that exemption in about
2 months and we had the same kinds of problems, but I would say
that they were very fast in providing that exemption to us once we
were able to show that kids could be held separate, could use dif-
ferent corridors. Literally, we had to show them how each corridor
would work.

I think that is very important because what we later discovered
was that the reason for that is not so much that a juvenile can’t
see an adult, you know, a block away outside the building. It is,
rather, than when that juvenile is in close proximity to an adult
where an adult could yell at them, you know, well, you look like
you would be good jail bait or meat, or whatever, or yell at them,
you know, what kind of a puke are you, or yell at them other kinds
of things, it is very demeaning to a kid in that kind of a situation.

So the reasons for keeping them separate, I think, are really
good reasons. Just a single comment like that—you can end up
with a kid committing suicide even when you have a suicide watch
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going every 15 minutes. It only takes a minute or two to commit
suicide, and you can look at that person every 10 minutes or 15
minutes on a shift and still get a suicide. So I believe that there
should be good-faith exceptions and it shouldn’t take 4 years to get
a waiver, but I also believe that that can be done.

Senator THOMPSON. What does the police officer in Wyoming do
late at night and he picks up a juvenile, either one who has been
a chronic runaway and troublemaker but has not violated any
crime yet, or one who maybe has violated the law? Regardless of
the nature of that individual or the nature of his activity or how
long it has been going on, there is no good-faith exception that he
can rely on there. He might take a chance and hope later on that
somebody might approve of it, but he is looking at a serious lawsuit
in his own mind, probably.

Everybody kind of agrees on the principles and everybody kind
of agrees that there ought to be exceptions and leeway and all of
that, but as a practical matter, how do you really do both?

Mr. WOODWARD. Are you addressing that to me?

Senator THOMPSON. Yes.

Mr. WooDWARD. OK, thank you. I will give you an example. We
are a pretty rural State ourselves, Colorado is, and we have several
programs where we have sent out our juvenile justice person to
that program and they have basically worked with other programs
in the community to take that to that kid for a short period of time
so that the sheriff will not have to deal with them. A social service
agency might take them or we might have a private nonprofit safe
house or we might have a private nonprofit victims program that
might take them that could hold them staff-secure. I think there
are ways to work those problems out, but it requires us sending a
staff person into that community to find those kinds of options and
then to maybe help pay for them.

Senator THOMPSON. Private options, in other words.

Mr. WOODWARD. Very possibly, yes, sir.

Senator THOMPSON. My time is up, but I will allow Mr.
Oedekoven to comment.

Mr. OEDEKOVEN. If I may, you asked what is the option or what
lies for us. Our approach is fairly simple, and that is that the
courts, the judge, has some of that authority and ability and say-
so. We rely on his opinion and expertise. Sometimes, we call them
in the middle of the night and say, your honor, what would you like
to have us do with this child or this young person that you have
issued a warrant for and what do you want us to do now? A lot
of times, they will say release to the parent.

We have several communities that have youth crisis centers, or
nonprofit or publicly funded facilities. So we rely on the courts.
That is one of them. That is who has, according to the act, a lot
of jurisdiction over the juvenile. Certainly, the judge can look in his
community and say what are my options; I know this person; I
have dealt with him several and many times; it is now time that
they spent Friday night in their room quietly without TV. And they
deem their room to be my jail.

As we talk about liability, part of the dilemma is, of course, the
judges are immune. The sheriff is not. That bothers me tremen-
dously, since I am one. When I house a juvenile within my facil-
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ity-—and we talk about good faith. Good faith is only limited by the
means and ability of someone else to decide you violated it, and
thus you should be sued, not whether it was right or wrong, but
whether or not you will get sued.

So I would offer that the courts certainly can provide some over-
sight in each and every community as they deal with the problems,
so can the county prosecutor. In our case, we don’t just willy-nilly
throw kids in jail. The county prosecutor is involved in each and
every instance and can decide, as well as the courts. So I would
offer those are at least two very viable options for all of rural com-
munities and gets the officers, first and foremost, back on the
street where they need to be.

Senator THOMPSON. Mr. Luick.

Mr. LUICK. We have a sheriff in Wisconsin who was besieged
with problems of staffing when he needed to transport a juvenile.
In his case, it was approximately 85 miles one way to an approved
detention facility. With the COPS funding that he received last fall
or last summer, he was able to put on an additional deputy and
create a home detention program that cut the number of secure de-
tentions from his county from approximately eight or nine down to
one or two within the last 6 or 8 months. So there is a creative way
that they have used other Federal funding to try to accomplish
these same goals.

Senator BIDEN. Thank you very much. [Laughter.]

The chairman looked at me when you were speaking and said
“set up.”

For the record, will you acknowledge we have never met?

Mr. LuicK. We have never met before this day, Senator Biden,
never.

Senator BIDEN. Let me begin by saying all four of you—I am im-
pressed by your testimony. You stated the real problems; they are
serious. Mr. Woodward, it might not surprise you to hear me say
that I think you have said the most important thing here today,
and that is that I have been here long enough to remember when
we held hearings about the number of rapes, the number of vio-
lated young men, seldom women because there were not that
many, who were totally, totally innocent by anybody’s standards of
anything other than a childish prank.

In my view, it is like I said in my opening statement, no one ever
believes that the kid who is playing pool or basketball at the boys
club and not in trouble might have been in trouble had there been
no boys club. So it is a hard thing, but what we are seeing here
is a frustration that is real.

I dont have any closer relationship than I have with the sheriffs
and the cops, as I suspect both of you know, both of you who are
in law enforcement. Once again, I think your problem is real. I
think it is real, I think it is genuine, and I don’t know a whole lot
of cops who want to throw some kid who they know is not a real
problem in jails that they would not want any part of being in,
whether they were known to be cops or not. So you all come with
good faith.

One of the things I want to clarify, or I would like to clarify a
little bit anyway—you represent four different States here, and if
you can give me a yes or no, it would be helpful. If you need to
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elaborate, please do, but in each of your States can you tell me
whether or not your State legislature—and you may not know; I
suspect you might—in the recent past, the last 6 months to 3 or
4 years, has toughened the law relative to juveniles as it relates
to under what circumstance a juvenile can be treated as an adult?

We all know that what we are talking about does not apply to
a circumstance where the legislature has concluded—in my State,
we call them competency hearings, where a juvenile, whether they
are 17 or 14, under State law is treated as an adult, and that is
for purposes of the State statute.

We will start with you, Mr. - Carson. Has your State of late
changed the law relative to what constitutes being able to be tried
in an adult court?

Mr. CARsON. I think it has changed the age limit and it is speci-
lf;led on some of the more serious crimes, such as murder, rape, rob-

ery.

Senator BIDEN. How about you, sir, in Wyoming?

Mr. OEDEKOVEN. Yes, it has.

Mr. LUICK. Yes, it has.

Mr. WOODWARD. Yes.

Senator BIDEN. I don’t think you are an exception, any four of
the States. Almost every State in the Nation has—and I am not
criticizing, I am not commenting—taken an awful lot of those juve-
niles we are most worried about out of the mix in terms of what
we are talking about here, and that was your point, I thought, Mr.
Woodward, in the beginning. So we are primarily talking about ju-
veniles now in each of our States who, I think, in most cir-
cumstances—there are exceptions to every rule—in most cir-
cumstances, are the nonviolent juveniles, or at least juveniles not
accused of serious violent crimes. There are exceptions, but in
many of our States—let me put it this way. The trend in all the
States is toward taking them out of this mix and putting them in
the adult stream for purposes of treatment.

The second question I have for you all is, is there any disagree-
ment among you as to whether or not the principle of separation
of adults and juveniles is a good one? I am not questioning those
who might disagree at this point. Do any of you believe that this
is a misplaced liberal anachronism that is just hanging on there
and is no longer needed, that it didn’t make sense in the beginning,
or if it did, it doesn’t make sense now, the principle of separating
juveniles from adults in terms of sight and sound, not how we draw
the line about sight and sound, but the principle? Is there anybody
who disagrees that this is a needed provision in the law, whether
it is generated by the State, the county, or the Federal Govern-
ment?

Mr. CARSON. No, I wouldn’t disagree with that.

Mr. OEDEKOVEN. I would not either and would add that it is very
appropriate. It is even as appropriate as we deal with all other in-
mates as we separate our other classes of inmates from each other,
the violent from the non-violent. We certainly should separate juve-
niles from adults.

Mr. Luick. I agree with that.

Mr. WOODWARD. I agree.
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Senator BIDEN. Now, again, I didn’t doubt you all agreed, but I
think it is real important to state the record here because what
happens is in our—and I am not suggesting anyone on this panel
shares the view, but I know, for example, when I go home and I
sit in a town meeting, the frustration and anger of the people is
so real. They are so frightened; they are so justifiably, in my view,
concerned about the nature of the violence and those committing
the violence being younger and younger that there is a real call of
the question.

We will have some among us in the legislative branch who will
argue that the principle itself is just some soft-headed liberal kind
of notion that separating them—that doesn’t really happen to kids
when they get put in. I can hear people now, Mr. Woodward, on
your comment about—I mean, I promise you, at least as it relates
to my State, if anybody was watching this when you said it could
be damaging to a kid if some 6 foot 2, 200-pound guy walking by
said, hey, baby, looking at another man, a 16-year-old boy—hey,
baby, you would be great, that that could affect them. They say,
these guys are all the same; that is not going to affect anybody;
what does a comment mean. So I am sure that there are some in
my State who have already labeled you a little soft.

But all kidding aside—and I am very serious about it and I
would like to hear what you have to say, sir—I think it is impor-
tant that we at least state for the record not that there shouldn’t
be change, but the principle still holds and that it is important and
it makes a difference.

Yes, sir, you wanted to say something?

Mr. OEDEKOVEN. I agree, and would also add that it is the bu-
reaucratic interpretation of what is separate in sight and sound
that is viewed. In Wyoming, we recently passed a statute that says
juveniles will, statutorily, be kept separate. When the Attorney
General reviewed that in terms of can we comply with the OJJDP
interpretation of sight- and sound-separate, clearly we will not, but
we will clearly have our juveniles separate.

Senator BIDEN. That was the third general proposition I wanted
to get to. Is there any disagreement among you that at least in
some instances, there has been bureaucratic overload here? Wheth-
er it takes 4 years or 2 months, there should be a much more
streamlined method by which people acting in good faith are able
to accommodate on a reasonable timeframe and a reasonable inter-
pretation that they are complying, even if it means something as
simple as erecting a curtain along a hallway.

I mean, from my standpoint, I don’t think—and I was here when
we wrote this. From my standpoint, I don’t think any of us ever
thought that the idea that you would have to construct an entire
new facility at a different place and that you would have to walk
out a door and out through a parking lot and around to get there
was what we meant. We did mean, though, at the time what you
are talking about, Mr. Woodward. We didn’t want your daughter
walking down a hallway and 2 or 3 women inmates going by and
patting her on the rear end/and or saying, hey, honey, I will be
around, or whatever. That is what we didn’t want. But if you put
a curtain down a hallway, that in and of itself can go a long way.
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So it seems to me that as we try to quote, “fix the problem,” we
don’t over-fix it in our effort to fix a real problem.

My last question is, sheriff, you and your colleagues around the
country—where I come from, it matters whether somebody is a
sheriff, and I mean that sincerely. In m community, they have sig-
nificant political, in the best sense of that word—not partisan, but
political impact because they are the ones out there. They are the
folks out in the street and they do not act, as they may in your
Jurisdiction, as sheriffs in the sense that they are State troopers or
they are county police. They have law enforcement functions, but
they are more ministerial than they are actually going out making
arrests.

I hear your concern that you may very well—notwithstanding a
judge telling you to take him or her to such-and-such a cell, that
you may be held liable. Could you all give me some sense, and you,
Mr. Carson, as well, as to how often, in reality, that dilemma
strikes an individual officer? How often are you really in the cir-
cumstance where you have a kid who is not accused of a violent
crime that would classify them as being able to be treated as an
adult offender in your State, and you are riding along, or one of
your employees is riding along with that kid sitting in the back
seat of the patrol car and thinking, oh, my God, I don’t know what
to_do with this kid? How often does that really happen, for real?

Mr. OEDEKOVEN. I would offer virtually every night in our com-
munity, because one of the diversionary tactics that we have taken
in the course of all of this is cite and release. So we have a Juvenile
who is 15 years of age who is in a car with other kids who are
drinking, who is not stumbling down drunk, and we cite and re-
lease them, and their parents may or may not ever find out. There
are steps in the process to ensure——

Senator BIDEN. Now, why would their parents not find out?

Mr. OEDEKOVEN. There are steps that ensure that the citation is
somehow told to them, but as with anything, you can get around
it or circumvent it.

Senator BIDEN. Do you mind my asking how old you are?

Mr. OEDEKOVEN. I am sorry?

Senator BIDEN. Do you mind my asking how old you are?

Mr. OEDEKOVEN. Forty-one.

Senator BIDEN. Forty-one. When you were a kid—I am sure it
never happened, but when you were a kid, you might have known
somebody who, after a ball game, or whatever, might have been
cited and released. What is the difference now from then?

Mr. OEDEKOVEN. Then, we used to take them home to the parent
and turn them over to the parent. That was virtually our only op-
tion. Now, with the cite and release, we do not take them home to
their parent. The officers are too busy. They are dealing with a lot
of other circumstances, so we issue a regular citation, sign the
promise to appear, issue, and release.

Senator BIDEN. I know I am over my time, Mr. Chairman. I will
end with this comment. It seems to me that one of the practical
problems here—and I mean this sincerely—is you are overworked.
One of the practical problems is there are not enough cops on the
street, flat out, and it is not that the nature or the citation creates
a dilemma that you didn’t have 25 years ago or 5 years ago or 5
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minutes ago. It is the fact that you have got to take an officer off
the street to drive the kid home. By the way, that is legitimate.
That is real, and it is one of the things I think the public most
longs for, and that is the ability of the cop to show up at the door
with their kid in tow, especially in rural communities.

Mr. Luick. If I might, Mr. Chairman, just in response, we were
rather astounded a few months ago when we looked at the arrest
statistics for Wisconsin and realized that we have by far the high-
est arrest rate for juveniles in the country. We are interested in
looking at why that is, and we believe that it is because the law .
enforcement community in our State is still maintaining that
proactive approach to dealing with juveniles. They are taking youth
back home. They are counseling within the structure that you were
alluding to earlier.

We want to take a serious look at what those law enforcement
practices are, and especially when you compare our high juvenile
arrest rate with the rather low crime rate. Why is it that this is
taking place? Is there a parallel here? Should we be encouraging
more of that kind of activity? We are looking at these kinds of pro-
grams and program dollars to accomplish that.

Senator BIDEN. Thank you, gentleman. Thank you, Mr. Chair-
man.

Senator THOMPSON. Thank you very much.

Senator Kohl.

Senator KOHL. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman.

I am interested in getting your comments, gentlemen, on the leg-
islation that I have introduced which, as you know, would allow an
increase from 24 to 72 hours on collocation between juvenile and
adult offenders, and also allow some shared staffing during that
time. This is a specific piece of leégislation which is written to try
and ease the problem that I think we have been talking about this
morning.

Do you all agree with it or do you disagree? Do you have any
suggestions or comments to make on it? Mr. Carson.

Mr. CARsON. I think it would help us in our community, espe-
cially. We only have one sessions court judge who doubles as the
juvenile judge, so that 72 hours in an emergency situation espe-
cially would allow us time to have him presented before the judge
over a weekend or during a holiday period. I think it would also
help the restrictions with the county jail which we now—since I
closed my facility several years ago, it will allow the country facil-
ity to train their officers to be able maybe to handle the juveniles,
at least the number we have, temporarily. It at least gets us back
in the ball game. I think then you would find the police officers
willing to make the arrest, make the citation, and get the system
started for the juvenile now before it gets too serious.

Senator KOHL. Any downside?

Mr. CARSON. For us, I don’t think so just because—and our situa-
tion may be a little unique, but we just are put completely out of
the business. I mean, it is to the point that you are going to commit
a felony, and probably a serious felony, before anything is going to
seriously happen to you at all.

Senator KOHL. Mr. Oedekoven.
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Mr. OEDEKOVEN. I appreciate hearing that that is the direction
that you are taking. I would offer a degree of caution as you pro-
pose and deliberate and converse on this to not allow someone to
add to it that we now must go for x number of hours of training
or x number of staff, or deal with all of those issues because some-
where somebody doesn’t train. The expectation is that you should
have trained personnel dealing with the different facets within a
facility and allow those folks that choose not to do that to suffer
the consequences for not doing it in the first place, not adding addi-
tional burdens to those of us who take it very serious, who do a
very professional job, by adding an additional burden to it.

Senator KOHL. Do you see any downside to this legislation?

Mr. OEDEKOVEN. No, sir.

Senator KOHL. None?

Mr. OEDEKOVEN. No.

Senator KOHL. Mr. Luick.

Mr. LuicK. As I indicated during my earlier comments, we cer-
tainly support this act. We believe that it would provide a tool that
law enforcement agencies and counties can use throughout the
State when they are dealing with juveniles under the cir-
cumstances where they would have to otherwise transport long dis-
tances when they expect that this would be a short-term hold.

We have in Wisconsin a set of requirements that a county jail
must meet in order for it to be certified to have a juvenile portion
of the county jail, and that juvenile portion of the county jail has
to maintain a level of sight and sound separation and it has to look
at the overall period of time that the juvenile will be held within
that particular facility. We think that it is a positive effort. We
think that it can be and would be applied appropriately throughout
the State.

Senator KOHL. I thank you. Mr. Woodward.

Mr. WOODWARD. Does this still require the sight and sound sepa-
rationg Would your law still require complete sight and sound sepa-
ration?

Senator KOHL. Yes, to the extent that no regular contact would
be permitted.

Mr. WOODWARD. I think that if it is an emergency that that
should be authorized and allowed, and if there are some standards
for that. I would hate to see it just sort of happen routinely all the
time, and so I would want to caution you just a bit about exactly
how that is worded.

Senator KOHL. Any other comments, gentlemen? Yes, Mr.
Oedekoven.

Mr. OEDEKOVEN. I would offer, if you stick to the very strict na-
ture of the interpretation of sight and sound separation, as the reg-
ulations have proposed or do, we would find it a very difficult time
in many of our rural jails complying with that, as opposed to the
basic concept of keeping juveniles separate, which many of our jails
do comply with or would comply with.

Senator KOHL. Thank you. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Senator THOMPSON. Thank you very much, Senator Kohl.

Senator Grassley.

Senator GRASSLEY. I wasn’t going to ask any questions. I Just
would like to make my statement that I was going to make.
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Senator THOMPSON. All right. We will go ahead and conclude this
panel, then, and then you can give your statement or testimony.

Gentlemen, thank you very much. I will just make one parting
comment here that part of the difficulty we have got here in deal-
ing with this or dealing with the welfare issue or so many issues
here is that we are trying to deal with so many different kinds of
things. We are dealing with the high school girl who really
shouldn’t be picked up at.all and we are dealing with some pretty
hardened criminals in their early teens, and in the middle we are
dealing with some habitual truants. Another witness will tell us
later on that 85 percent of those will later be arrested for some-
thing more serious than a status offense.

We are trying to come up with a system, a plan, that will cover
all of those, that will do justice to the one and do what is necessary
to the other. It seems to me that that is the real difficulty. What
you really didn’t get a chance to get into, Mr. Carson, especially,
and what your statements reveal to me that shows me the most
concern is what seems to be the new, prevailing attitude among
very young people who are not in serious trouble yet, but are habit-
ual troublemakers, habitual truants. We have heard testimony be-
fore that truancy is the best indicator of future trouble.

They tell you what you can do to them; they know their rights
better than some of your own officers do. You take them back to
a home that is not really a home anymore and they have no super-
vision. You don’t arrest them. You don’t deal with them if you don’t
have to because you know they are just trouble; no place to put
them most of the time, a revolving door situation.

So, yes, we are protecting the rights of these young people, but
we are also doing them a disservice by not letting them know that
there are consequences to their behavior. But we have so many
more serious crimes to deal with that we can’t really focus in on
them anyway. I guess part of the solution, perhaps, is identifying
the problem, but it certainly is a complex one, it seems to me.

Nobody here is wanting to do anything to clamp down and go
back on the progress that we have made as far as treating juvenile
offenders or juvenile delinquents, and so forth. But I think as we
examine this act here and hear the testimony we have heard from
other panels and some from you in your written statements, it is
quite apparent that we are dealing with a much, much different
problem than we were dealing with in 1974.

Thank you very much.

Senator BIDEN. Thank you, gentlemen.

Senator THOMPSON. Senator Grassley, we had asked you to tes-
tify as a witness, if that is all right with you, in this proceeding.

Senator GRASSLEY. Will just stay here, if that is OK.

Senator THOMPSON. Yes, sir.

STATEMENT OF HON. CHARLES E. GRASSLEY, A U.S. SENATOR
FROM THE STATE OF IOWA

Senator GRASSLEY. I thank you, Mr. Chairman. By the way, I
was late because I just returned from a press conference with Sen- -
ator Feinstein where we announced the introduction of a bill crack-
ing down on the chemical supply houses that sell chemicals for
methamphetamine production laboratories. I hope that that issue
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is of some relevance to this hearing because meth is a major prob-
lem for America’s youth right now, and Senator Feinstein pointed
out how it is usually associated a lot as a contributing factor in
youth crime.

Now, beyond that, my purpose for being here, Mr. Chairman, is
that this is a very timely hearing because of some things that were
going on in my State legislature that I would like to relate to you.

Juvenile crime rates are skyrocketing and there has been a lot
of interest here in the Congress on removing some of the strings
that the Federal Government has attached to funds paid out under
JJDPA. So I want to commend you for having this hearing and on
alssembling such a fine panel ofy witnesses—in fact, two such pan-
els. : .
Mr. Chairman, last fall I wrote you a letter about a problem in
Cedar Rapids, IA, concerning runaways. During the past few years,
there has been a marked increase in runaways, I suppose, all over,
but the purpose of my letter was because of the attention that was
brought to it through the Cedar Rapids Gazette articles in the city
of Cedar Rapids.

That community was very concerned about this, and I don’t know
whether the article brought about the attention or there was obvi-
ously a problem that the Cedar Rapids Gazette was reporting
about, but it ran a series of articles on the problems of youth crime
and runaways. The issue of teen crime sparked so much additional
commentary from the citizens of Cedar Rapids that the Gazette re-
printed its series, and then also reprintedp the series with just an
extraordinary comments through letters from the readers.

I would like to, if I could, put that in the record, Mr. Chairman.

Senator THOMPSON. It will be made a part of the record.

[The information referred to follows:]
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Judy Nish (n‘gr'\u and her daughter. Kim. 16. talk at theic Marion home in late May. Kim was back living al home after having run away several times. Both

beliaved their rol hip had imp:

in lowa law that would make running away a crime. Her story is on page 9.

Families

of wills

By Daie Kucier

Garane stan wisgr
battle is brewing inside Stacey
Parker. a confrontation betwenn
g anger and love She sits at the
dining room table, pondering a year of
bitterswect iinages.

Anger riles up as she remembers the
many times her daughter, Jessica, ran
away fromn home. rebe talked
pangsta 1alk, walked gangsta walk and
simply wouldn't take noe for an answer

Then love recalls the good times. the
tender times. Parker reinembers last
Thanksgiving und Christmas, importam
family times, when Jessico was absent
She aches for the day when Jegsica cae
come back to their sonthwest Cedar
Rapids hoine

Jessica, 14, lives 240 1niles away. ina
group fuster home, with other girls
Judged to be out of control.

Parker looks away. as if to avoid her
words about her own daughter. Tears

run down her ¢heck and splash on the o
alle where Jessica once ate meals with,
the family :"7

“When we'd find her, it was awful o/

took at her. She'd say. “Don’t loak for
me Let me be.’ But we havea
respensibility 1o her. We can't walk
away from her.”

Stacey Parker and her husband, Bre
od after Jessica dozens of times
Eventually. with their backs 10t

wail, they turned Jussica’s hife over ll); :

chsoperates two facllitles in lowa, is a

Juvenile Court.
The Parkers say that seeking help fof}
Jussica has cost upward of $70,000, p:
by the state, health tnsurance and
themselves.
They are not alone. More and more

d. Twelve days tater. Kim ran sway again. this time to live with a friend and her mother. Nish is pushing for a change

s. married and single, poor and
el wi and black, arc struggling for
answers i a fast-lane. fast-changing
sacnety that presents inare challenges 1o
young petple Than ever before.

lowir's (irst family has not cscaped
problemns Eric Branstad. son of Gov.
Terry and Chris Branstad, has been in
and out of jams for three years. He has
Just finished his freshman ycar of
college, and faced new charges In Des
Momnes shortly afier coming home for
the swinmer.

America is pressed for answers.
Parents are held liable for the actions of
their children in many cities and states.
including lowa. But cxasperated parcnts
say they can’t control their children.

In Virginla, a mother was fined $100
and given a 10-day jail sentence after

» her 16-year-old son was arrested for a

{ifth curfew violation. She has appealed
Q(regon parents are ltable for children

: under 16, with fines likely after third

lt?lntlcns of curfew.

Caring for young peaple with
behavior problems has become a majur
dertaking. A growing number of
agencies In the Cedar Raplds arca

_provide services to youth. Alicrmative
‘Services alone has 10 offices in Eastern

wa, It has grown from 30 to 225

“employees in two ycars.
: +Youth Services International. which

¢-yearold company that serves 1,000
- men.and wowen at 10 locations
‘counfry. 1t issues market

S O Tumto 2: Kids

Upset and concerned, Stocey
Parker of Cedar Ropids hod
{0 talk to somenne.

1t weax ofter lost year's
clection for governor.
Jutenile crime hod been
majar issuc.

“there has heen all this talk
about major crime by
juveniles, but the newspaper
ought to look inta whot is
hoppening to young people
long before thot stage."

She described o growing
“rebellious™ tren-oge
populotion. She told uof her
own fomily's problems ond
the feeling aof helplessness.

Ten doys loter Lowrence
Eberly of Cedor Ropids
called. His 14-yeor-old
doughter hod run owoy
[roas home and wos living
with o young mon. "We
want to do something. but
police goy we con’t do
onything.”

Other porents colled. Mony
said their kids poid no
ottention to household rules.
Some said they were being
obuged by their children.
All goid they werc out of
onswers.

Quer a period of several
months, The Gazelte
investigoted the issue,
interviewing parcnts, young
peaple, law enforcement
officials, ond state and lacal
family service profesgionols.

The result wos an eight-port
series, "Kids Out of
Contral.”

We could nout hove imagined
the reoction the serics would
generate. It woxs os if the lid
had been remaved from a
simmering pot. The turmoil
in our formilics hed builed
ouer.

A CITYLINE phone bonk
secking reader response was
fitled 1with calls every doy of
the series. Unable to record
their comments there,
dozens called the newsraom
direet. Others wrote letters.

Mothers, fathers and
tern-agers, tav, poured out
their sturies obaut familics
caming opart and desperate
scarches for onswers.

\)‘ . ,r .. o
EMC This reprint of "Kids Out of Control" was mad unding from Mercy Behavioral Services
v
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een’s parents ‘living the nightmare’

Happy girl turned
volatile, ending up
‘in group home
: By Osto Kuotar

Gazety staf welne
hen Jessica was 12 years old,
she was “super responsible,”
says her mom. She recelved
chﬂy A’s and B8 in school. She
Mby -sat for friends. She took a course
the hospital to improve her skills in

children. She

voThen Jessica changed, ¢mmau=my
Jmid so did Life for the famlly ulsuuxy
M Bret Parker. Instead of

yid thoughtful, their daughter lurned
Grash and volatlle. Now 14, sheis In a
edoup home for troubled toens in

stherville.
t*We're living the nightmare,” says
Qneey Parker from the family's nuﬂ)-
ted hame tn southwest
pids. Jessica will turn 1S in Augnsl
is :dmduled to retwrn home then.
mother is not sure what will
Eapen Neither Is Jessica.
%2l want her to come home, but I'd be

2

X

$$Parents are powerless in dealing with children. We have no control_
over our kids. (Jessica) has told me that we have no control over her.”’

Stacoy Parker

scared,” Parker says. “She tore our

lives apant. I was o wreck, We couldn't

sleep. We hid knives. I'] be excited

when she coms home, but scared of
ppen.”

el
are typlcal middle class.
Bret works at tho swlx‘;.h IES
::wﬂ' plant. Suicey bnb slts ln her
me. They have one daughter,
who is 12,

“This ls palnful,” Stacey Parker says
about lemm; her story.

"} don’t want the world to know my
private business, but we have to start
speaking out. This must stop. Please,
parents, please, look at your kid's ltfe."

Jessica's change

tn 1992 the family moved from
northeast to southwest Cedar Rapids.
‘Then Jessica’s grandfather, to whom
she was close, died. The grandmother
moved out of ctate, Jessica didn't seem
to fit in at Wilson Middle Schoal,

“In @ matter of months."” says
Parker, Jesstca “was running with the

wrong crowd. | n:ugm back hard.

Nothing worked.

representatives of family service
mncle& and professionals at St.
Luke's Adolescent Center nnd the

Department of Human Servl

~Jessica has run away from ]tm
about every place. Once she was gone
for several days. When tho police found
her, 1 went to the station.

on her daughter. Other parents would
report where they had scen her. She
would run with boys 18, 19 and older.
Then Jesslea ran with a boy, 16, who

“had a great influence on hor. He was
system.wiso. She (ot the power of the
street. She told me ghe felt
empowered.”

Flirting with gangs

Jessica “came close to being a gang
moll." her mother $ays. She wore her
Jeans low over the hip, underwear
showing. Her flanne shirt was
untucked. “She doveloped o new walk

"“she ot ¢ tapes of "Snoop Doggy

You don't reallze what kids are
running into. The last thlng pnn:m\
want |s to be where I'm at.

No tamlly (s Immune
"lrleould turn back time. I'd try to
her busy, work on sclf.csicem.”

ger soys. “When giris reach 12, they
hiy self.asteem problems.”

Parker urges parents to watch for
signs of change, like grunge clothing.
graflitl on books, different talk and
mennerisms.

*I'm not @ Republican. But | have
one thing (n common with (Gov.) Toerry

" Parker says. "I belleve in
the umeem of boot camp. . . . linat
camps lm.ch young people to be

Dogg." and began talking that way. The

drugs and three biacks. Tests

showed nellhcr claim to be trus. gangsta rnwe‘ mr:nl.vnﬂnu arc heavy on
“Parents are poweriess in dealing marljuana,

with chudnn We have no control over “We threw out the tapes. She

our kids. She has told me that we have

no control over her.

"l,n afrald for my 12 yurold. and
wl

like Jessica, but how do we know?"
For a while, Parker posted a locator

informed us we were no longer her
famlly. | knew she was being sucked In
deep. 1 taiked to schoal officlais. I
mentioned some names of boys. They
couldn't believe It. “Why he comes fram
a good famlly,’ they said about one
“F'm telling parents that they have to

"We all must be responsible fur aur
cholces. We've bacome a soclety where
everyone blames the dthar And menny
Is no substltute for lave and gond
paronting.”

Stacey Parker hegins Lo cry.

“Two and a half years agn | thaughi |

w)s In the catbird sent. ful what
happened to us can happen to you This

Jessica's parems talked to school
officials, police officers, psychlatrists,

map — with pins — trying to keep tabs

Kids: Exasperated parents are desperate for answérs

monitor what thelr chiidren are doing.

has 0o cconomlc borders.” .

:CHILDHOOD:

® From page tA
trends and an

In the 6th Judicln) District {Benton. lowa.
Johnson, Jones, Linn and Tama counties).
dellnquency n:ferruls to Juvenile Court

have

percent since 1991.
Formal charges

against juveniles are
up M percent in that
time.

How many others
end up in court
custody, out of
control but not

Statewide, the
_number of formal
Juvenile Court

hearings has
increased from 13.819
in 1900 to 28.96¢ In

Laat year Cedor
Raplds police
recelved more than
1,000 reports of kids
running sway from
home.

1t's not against the
faw.

A rougher
world

Young people have
been rebellious
throughout the ages.
But teen-agers of
other generations
faced fewer
temptations. Modillty
was more restricted.

The famlly unlt, Pat Grady,
l', o d Court
amily, was stronger

and had less judge
competition.

“As klds we dldn’t have to face crack
cocatne. AIDS and lho violence level we
have today,” says V. Gooding. a famlly
therapst at Foundation 11,

“When we were growing up our parents’
main concern f wo ron nvuy was: ‘What

be

kitled."

+. The vast majority

manage to control thelr behavior and
around soclety's numerous pothoies,

But some young o, says Gooding. are
{ly for eecurity
and acceptance. A few are vulnerable to

d about the kids getting hurt or

get them intp Juventle Court where there
are eonns;u:nm.

Many factors

Why are more kids out of control?
Desplts all the focus an the problem by
varfous mulps. what's mlna on? What are
the causes? Can we turn things around?

of young people still

step

™ young t
lr'::nnbled teens mr:?n:go Md::lbu “1 don't know what
Some end up In a gang or wannabe-gang the causes are; they

relationships.
“There {s no question our caseload is up, Jacob Sh\eas!.
says Juvenile Court Judgoe Pat Grady. “We professar
and bibeetisL o University o'r' tow
and {t cmi‘na mmm c oy "What we ty e
especiall years. There are
momkld’smmpnnu t families, from M““‘“Y“"d““‘
good enﬂ;}hnmt who gﬂ in mmhle :gtnmm:or -
becoming mnlved n d:&n:um acts, and K“!‘o““uu But
we are scoing younger
~Why? We'd all llke to know the generaiizations don't
answere,” ma]ma continues. “It's my ‘Il:) be sure,
fotis Soune children on America's soclety
parents !.here Is lack nﬁnmlly loyalty. Klds 'nd cutture are
don't seem to be attached to parents and ;mm“ oda
parents to kids. Values have
“Divorce had an {mpact, but it's not
the whole story. There are excellent single 4 mm?:d“l‘“m‘
parents. But there are many parents with main concern if has dipintshed.
eorg}ll::l in l:elr owm llvu llyou dml I:;v;e we ran away Great etaphasts Is
stabllity and loyalty to each other, .
a detrimental unpz‘:l on children.” was: ‘What will  placed on personal
7% Virere Is lttle
Frustrated parents Today we have  respect for authority
Lawrence Eberly of Cedar Rapids says to be concerned  figures, says
teens are running away and setting up about the kids Gooding. That
housekeeping on their own. "I drug m; Includes parents,
daughter out of an apartment kicking lnd hurt or teachers and clergy.
screaming. She says she loves this guy. killed. b4 "“There s less
She" C: onlly iry . ' m’ l'l;f ellders.
“Our laws are wrliten to protect minors. ut ce|
They can lcave heme and you can't do Vllel‘l“?’:(:l:l:“ disrespected. 100.”
anylhlnc about Ii. As a parent our hands of says schoo!
are tied.” Harlan

Stacey Parker agrees. “If you physncally

Sllenljes of Cedar

try to stop (hnm it's chlld abuse.” she says.
- Parents don't have  them

“The kids know thls.
any rights.”

Judy Nish of Marlon is hoping for
juvenile law refortn that again makes

Raplds. “Parents aren’l paylng attention to
hem

CHANGES
INIOWA -

their parents.

‘Twenty percent of behavior problems
involve genetic factors, experts say.
Alcoholism and hyperactivity. for exnmple.
have hereditary links.

Add to the List of causes Increased
materialism, a general decline tn civillty,
and peur:;m the No. ! problem - poer

paren
“Parents got in trouble when people came

In and sald a family is a democracy.” says 1885: 110
Donel) Lloyd, mw;:rs‘::‘pervlsgrr.or 1802: 188
Preservatlon ces ot Tanager
Place in Cedar Raplds. __Por 100000 youths
Divorce and slnﬂopnmm families have Percent of taans who
Seventy percent of

t factors,
Juventles in state reform institutions grow
up in stnglo- or no-parent sltuntions,
according to Buresu of Justice Statlstlcs.

Reaching for answers -

‘there tw be st teust olte conunon
thread In tons of what can be done.
‘There i3 growing support to direct
resources at preventlon rather than

treatment.

Chuck Abel, who heads the Family Jitibotibenisedion
Resource Conter Dovelopment Assoclation not working
in Cedar Rapids, saya tha shrinking (Ags 16-10)

avallability of government money wliil force
family service agenclea to reform.

He expects a shift from woatment. which
he soys now consumes S0 porcent of
budgets, to proventlon and education.

Charles Palmer, director of the lows
Department of Human Services (DHS), g&"
the whole approach “needs to be nvtsll

*There is a lot of Intorest in how we can
recnforce and strengthen families.” he

says Percent of temiiles
State and local agancies are looking ot "L‘;‘ﬂl":;::md

thet focus on preventlon.
Sheeley, manager of group care for the
l)ll% helteves the Issues of parenting and
kids out of control have reached crisis
proportlons.
“Somehow we nced a nationol campalgn
to emphasize the l.mporunce of family,” she

mm servlm

IQGS la“

The econmny' has slowed wage i
while expenses continue to rise, forcing
both parents to work in many cases. Some

running sway 8 crime. Parents, she says,

say today's younger generation is the first

sys.
“Call It pr i wev;nusl We made 1992; '95"___

war popular during Wurld War 1I. Why not P

make parenting and famllles popular? Juvenites commiting

“We must help kids understand there is
another side.”

will nelghbors say” .

. Today we have lo

necd that kind of leverage, “some means to

that will not be better off economically than

Youth solution lies in self-sacrifice

youth — stories that will run on two Sundays and

T HIS NEWSPAPER'S EXAMINATION of tncorrigible
every day in between — started with a reader's

hone call. Stacey Parker described a

. b R growing
“rebelllous™ teen-age population. a problem she jabeled

kids out of control.”
The stories may upset you.

You'll meet young women like Jen. who is 16 and llving
in a group foster home after being charged wlith assault,

A GAZETTE EDITORIAL

robbery, fourth: and filth-degree theft and auto theft.
“Until two years ago 1 was not defiant with my parenis. il
they said to be home by 10. | would be.
Then gradually [ wouldn't. , . . I would ask my:elr ‘Who
d?nl’“m to be tonight, bad girl Jen or mom's swestest
gtri? .
You'll mect fathers like Larry: I drug my daughter out
of an apartment kicking and screoming. She says she

loves this guy. She's only 4™

You'll be reminded that kids in trouble come from all
kinds of families and all kinds of homes — even Terrace
HiU. An tnterview with Eric Branstad. the governor's
elder son, runs todsy on page HA.

Later In the week, you'il have a chance to taki
“Home Sltuations Sell-test” and to hear fram peo;:l» wha
have Ideas on what to do and what to avoid.

Donell Lioyd is a case work supervisor at Family
Preservation Services at Tanager Place in Cedar Rapids:
“Parents got in trouble when people came in and sald a
family is a democracy, [ work with 2 mom who couldn't
make her 2-yearold take a nap, She says, ‘Oh well, she
doesn't need a nap.’ But that's not the point. If you can't
get her to take a nap, nex(mmn'lplhermgom

00l, then can't get her to stay off drugs. .

Kevin Connor, therapist nerOﬂslnCedaarplds.
says a femily at some point may have to treat a troubdled
adolescent like an alcoholle. “You can't help the child, So
the rest of the family must get some help.”

Sen, Mary Lundby, R-Marion, hopes to schedule public

hearings on legisiation that would once again make ll a
delinguent act for a juventle to frequently run away -
except to escape physical or sexual abuss, nerlect or
criminal activity.

You will also be reminded that eociety’s problems.
and the solutions to them, often are cyclical and that not
all ynung people today are in troudle.

But again, you may bo upset by what you sec. The
sloriu are disturbing. A way of Itfe is at swke. If you

ve children, you may find yourself stopping and
(hlnllmx about your relztionship with them -- and your
nlnuunshlp writh the other person who helped bring
these children into belng.

That's the nub of It. I-‘umlly values is more than a
political catch:pl end, there must be o wider
recognition thal mrlngchﬁdnn is not to be entered into
casually, and that, man or woman, parenting today more
often requires pul persona) needs and desires — even
career goals — on hold.

Without such recognitlon comes more paln.

Number of births [0
unmartiad toens
{Ages 15-19)

OUT OF CONTROL

We had a child who was out of control
A for years. The DHS (Department of

Human Services) would tell him he could dn

what he wanted and we would have to be
responsible.
North Liberty woman

ﬂ have a daughter who is totally, louu)
out of control. She has been in

center for
“t've had to have the police here. She has
run away again now. We know where she
is. They went with me to get her. They
refused to make her come home

| just fecl cotally helpless. The cops can't
help me. No one says they can help me. !
have other people Interfering who are

threatening to take me to court and take

am o i6-year-old teen-ager. Last year in

my (reshman year [ was really out of
control. My parents couldn't handle it. I was
dolng drugs and drinking alcohol seven

her away (rom me. ...
I need help.

Cedar Rapids woman

hatever happened to holding young
people accountable for their behavior?
We're contributing to a society of victims

instead of a soclety of empowered
indlviduals

Cedar Rapids man

days a week and skipping schoo! constantly.
1 ftnally found a friend wha was able to
help. She got me back on my feet again. She
was tho best thing that could have
to me. 've been (ree and

arug:
-free for almest six months now.
-&gers need to find
group of people or find a friend
who can help them lke | was.

Cedar Rapids teen

A4

My personal opinton . . . IS that part of
froma dmy in morels.
People don't take marriago sericusly
anymore
ey marry and divorce at the drop of a
hn nnd the kIds are left to pick up pieces.

1 think we need to start teaching famlly
{ssues in school, how to have relationships,
what's invatved (n having children, and
how to ralse them properiy.

Obviously It is not being learned in the

home. .
ome. Cedor Raplds woman

DEQST PADY AVIAL AT
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truggle to
start over

Eric Branstad, 19,
fights bitterness
and expectations

Editor's note: This interview was con-
ducted in January on the Rockhurst
Colteye comgpus. Eric Bransiad has re
turned to Des Moines for the summer
and works for a cor dealer. He plans to
return o college in the fall. On May 28.
he was arrested by Des Moines potice on
alcohol ion charges ond was
fined $25. The governor satd he thoughi
his son’s troudle was “behind us.™ Sv
did Eric.

By Mike Kiten
Gazets cleN wmer
ANSAS CITY — Eric Branstud's
dormitory room conslsts of 1wn
unmade beds, 2 sterco with
elght speakers, posters of Bob Marley
and otly hard-body women. assorted
socks {ying on the floor and a 12-pack
of Natural Light beer.

The typlcal college freshmen habdital
His roommate has just rolled out of
bed In his underwear when Eric enters

and slings down his backpack
containing material from his 9 a.m
class at Rockhurst College

Eric wears a T-shirt — “Friends
Don’t Lat Priends Vote Democrat™ —
jeans. hiking bools and a baseball cap
pulled over his moppy. collar-length
hair.

He is roughly $-foot-8. 140 pounds.
with thin sideburns and a crooked.
scarred chin from a car accident that
changed his Iife.

He is a troubled kid and nearly
everyone in lowa knows it.

He's the governor's son. He's 19, He's
in a constant struggle to start over.

No apologies,
no pretending

Eric is the son of Chris and Terry
transtad, governor of lowa for the past
12 years. Despite that, he does very
litde pretending on this winter day.

He could have hidden the beer cans
and sald he's glven 1p the drinking: he
could have said he’s a reformed.
stralght arrow who did his parents
wrong.

He could have humbly shouldered all
the blame for evenis that led 10 alcohol
treatment and a military school.

Instead. Eric talks with an edgy
earnestness. He insists his story is like
50 many others. He just got caught.

A lot of people think I'm a jerk. an
asshole.” Eric says.

“But anybody who wants tv be my
friend. [ will be ihelr fniend. A lot of
people have preconceived notions about
who | am.”

Eric is a bright Kid. his parents say
He didn‘t get in much irouble as a
smail chtld. Ard moving from a farm
in northern lowa to the governor's
mansion at age 6 “was il a bad
change.” Eric admits.

How many kids have a yard big
enough to sled on?

When he got older. security guards
on duty at the mansion made his
friends sign in to be admitted o the
home. "It wasn't $0 much [un
anymore,” Eric says.

Hts dad was always working. Sure,
1hey'd take nice trips now and again
but he wasn't around much

“You're the governor's son: youre a
brat.” kids would tease

Eric responded shortly: ““Lel's go
buddy ~

“I've been beal up my share of times
| wouldn’t back down. I stood up for
him.” Eric says. .

There were plenty of "blg guns™ at
Dowling High School tn Des Moines.
says his longtime fricnd Steve
Mesgueda. 18. today a Kirkwood
Communilty College student. So Eric
was just another kid. He drank beer
like everyone else.

But during hts sophumare year in
high school, weeks afler Eric got his
driver’'s license and a new job. his life
came unraveied.

His parents. brother Marcus and
s1s1er Allison went to Seatile fnr the
wrekend. Eric stayed with a friend
whase family owned o farm near
Granger He wis driving tn the furm
when his vehicle eollided with an
oncoming car while attempting ta pass
another vehicle The passengers i the
var. Chartes McCullough. K. and his
wile, Jean, 61, were killed,

Fric suffered a head injury. His
mouth and chin were mangled and
required exiensive repair. He
cemetaters oothing nl his yight days i
thr hespual

irolice fuunil no traces of aleohol 1
his blood. lle was tickeied for an
smpropee pass His father held a press
conference.

“After the car accident everything
went duwnhill for me That's when |
started (o get into trouble,” Eric says

The emotional trauma of the Des
Moines couple’s deaths stays with him,
his parents say. But when asked

BREST CORPY AVAILABLE

whether he thinks about the
McCulloughs, he says: “Not really. !
don't really have any feeling.”

Then he Is slient for @ time. his eyes
cast downward.

“Really?" he Is asked. .

1 dun't really want to talk about it.”

An angry young man

“f 1otd my mom | didn’t want to sce
any more doctors.” Evic says of the
year after the accident. | started
drinking a lot more. dolng stuff that
was crazy. We'd go out and drink and
get in a fight.”

He was bitter, too, for the suspension
nf his driver’s license, (irst by his
father. then by authoritles.

One September day of hls junlor
year. he sat In the Dowling parking lot
with a carload of teens. They had been
drinking. Police came. Eric huddled in
the back scat. Police asked for his
name.

~Scott Frost.” Eric tied.

They ran the name through the
computer. No.

“You were the Kid in the accident.” a
police officer said.

~(Erlc) tmmedtately flew off the
tandle.” says Tervy Branstad. “He
indicated they had something agains)
him.”

~You guys are a joke!" Fric yelled a1
police later from hls prison cell.

He was charged with intoXication.
For punishment. his father made him
nide for 8 day with West Nes Moines
palice officers.

Public outcry followed. as did
pap i . his
new drinking charge was connecied
wilh last year's accident.

That really hurt me. They still sa:
that.” Eric says. .

He had o new enemy — the press -
for picking on him when other kids
were doing the same thing.

His dad took him to Minneaplis for
a Davis Cup tennis match, a father-son
outing Erle says he will always
cherish. “We hadn’t spent much tin)e
together. It was a good time to talk
about what happened.™

€ric. a letterman In tennls at
Dowllng. loved the sport. It was his
dream to meet his Idol. John McEnroe.

Eric stops his story, geis up from hls
bed whegg-he Is slouched, and takes
down the picture from his desk. It's a
photo of him. McEnroe and Andre
Agassl at the Davis Cup.

No pictures of his dad, though.

Strained relationship

Just five months later, Eric was in
trouble agaln. Hls friend's older
brother was §-8, 140 pounds -- “Me™ -
says Eric. who laser-copied the license.
pasted all but the photo over his
license and laminated it. A fake L.D. to
buy beer.

The convenlence store clerk was nni
foaled.

On Jan. 16, 1993. he was charged
with using an altered driver's license.
The governor voluntarily turned over
his son’s license. suspending him from
drving.

The next day Tervy Branstad broke
two bones in his face in a sledding
accident. And there were rumors of
martiage trouble. lowans watched as it
appeared the family was coming
unraveled.

‘Terry Branstad would later say that
sledding, ironically, was part of his
initial attempts to get back in touch
with his family life after working so
hard since he became governor in 1382,
as encouraged by a Christian men’'s
support group.

The governar. through wired jaw.
played the heavy again. He wouldn't let
Eric’s friends visit. enforced a strict
curfew and provided abundant lectures.
“Like so many parents,” Tervy
Branstad snys. “we did not know this
was going on. I took the tough-love
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€A lot of people think I'm a jerk, an . . . But anybody who wants to be my .friend,
I will be their friend. A lot of people have preconceived notions about who I am.”’

Eric Branstad

Gnzofie photos by Chris Stowan

Eric Branstad talks Jan. 25 ebout soma of the troubles he had as o teen-ager growing up in the public eye as
towa Gov. Tarry Branstad's son. Eric talks in his dorm room at Rockhurst College in Kansas City, Mo.

approach. I'd heard the excuses beforc.
that (ricnds were doing It. But | sald.
“It's wrong. It's illegal and we're going
to hold you accountable.” *

Eric says his father, ralsed in rural
lowa decades ago, could never
understand an urban 90s kid. Worse.
he never listened. “That's when the
relptionship started todie.” Erlc says.

Eric would use any excuse to get out
of the house.

He often waited unti) his parents
were sleeping and sneked from the
mansion’s thirdficor living area to his
mother's secondfloar difice, which
contained the only door that didn't trip
an alarm, He jumped over the
alarm-gensitive mat oulside the door.
He outran the survelilance camera.
tripped an alarm beam near the front
of the house. which sent the guards
scurtying to the frort, then bolted tn
the other side ofthefbouse and
freedom, N )

“*Not as hard &5Mf souinds,” says Eric,

" near the privato college’s campus.

1 didn't ever yell at Mom,” he
continues. “But { did yel) at Dad. He
Just wouldn't ever listen.”

Looking back, Chris Branstad says.
“Maybe we weren't communicating at
all. We were doing all the talking and
we were doing all the Ignoring. Or
maybe we didn't see things that we
should have been seelng. Maybe we
should have got some kind of help.””

Accepting no blame

One day in June. the summer before
his senlor year. Eric joined 2 group
heading to a [riend’s house to sitin the
hot tub,

His friends had money. And there
was beer 10 drink.

“Frankly." says Teryy Branstad. “he
knows a lot of rich kids that got by
with a lot of things. Those kids are
going to have problems all their llves.”

Erlc was drinking so he let a
15-year-old girl drive his father's Jecp
Cherakee out to the hot tub party. She
tried lo tail thetr friend's racing
Corvette but couldn’t make a turn and
hit the pale.

Erlc scrambled out of the vehiclo.
“We need to get out of here!”

*But police were already on their
way,” Eric says. Another car was

g them. full of kids,
Erlc says. but “they never got in
troubdle.”

Erle pleaded guilty to two counts of
illegal alcoho! possession and was
piaced on one year of probation.

He had nowhere to turn. He blamed
the man he passed for the first
accident. the police for unfalr
treatment In his alcohol Incldents. the
press for his emotional turmoil and his
father for not understanding.

(228

Now he was headed to Meyer lall. a
Juvenlle detentlon faclity.

Eric’s best frlend In high schoal
quickly got on the phone wilh him.

1 told him | would plck him up and
we would head north,” says Mosqueda.

Canada sounded good, far away from
all the troubles. all the press,
everything. Eric started to get his tent
and sleeping bag together when his
mom came into the room.

She was crylng but flrm: “Take it
|lke 8 man,” she told him.

At Meyer Hall, he was surrounded by
Kkids he thought were much worse than
he.

*What "ya In for?" he asked a kid.
Attempted murder. How "bout you?”

“Alcoho! passession.”

Erlc says. “I really thought 1 was
getting

But his (ather says. “The publlc has
a perceptlon he was treated better. He
has a perception he was treated worse,
1 think he got what he deserved.”

‘The Branstads worked out an
agreement with a juvenite probstion
officer: treatment for an alcohol
problem at a Des Molnes hospital,

“(Haspital counselors) wouldn't
belleve me that | just drank on the
weekends.™ Eric say "d nover done
drugs. ! dldn’t shake.”

Eric began to realize, however, that
“] was doing It too often. | was making
my life uncontroliable.”

In treatment, “they break you and
build you back up. They mess with
your feelings,” Erlc says. “Thelr goal
was 10 make me cry. It worked.

~But a really good counselor there
helped me. He said. "You really need 1o
slow down, scc where your life is
headed.” ™

His punishment wasn't over.

“1 think what we did was save his
life.” Terry Branstad says.

They sent him to Wentworth
Military Academy 50 mlles east of
Kansas Clty.

Erle pleaded, begged. to be spared his
senior year of high school.

“I didn’t like the idea of sending my
son away. | thought | had one year left
wilh him,” says Chris Branstad. “lt
was probably the hardest thing I've
done.”

1lis mom wrote him letters every
day. So did friends. He clung to every
word of home.

Eric says. “l took everylhing for
granted” — family. friends, freedom -
“and then lhey are gone

Toughing it out

Reveille was at 6 a.m. sharp. A brisk
run started the day, followed by
hreakfast. classes from 8 a.m. to 3 p.m..
sparts from 3 to § p.m.. dinner from 6
to 7 p.m.. supervised homework from 7
to 9 p.m., free time from 9 to 10 p.m.

Eric Branstad
attended
Rockhurst
Collage last
school yaar.
He is working
this summer in
Das Moinos
and plans to
roturn to
collega in the
fall.

and lights oul. .

Beds had to be made military tight. |
shoces shined and hair cut. Rack talk
mcatl punishment from student
teaders.

*They came into your room st night.
They had socks stuffed with suap bars
and they'd beat the crap oul of you.”
Erlc says. “You can't tell the schoal.
because you can’t ral them nul. So we
took broomsticks to them. They never
came back again.

1 told myself every night that | was
golng 1o run away It probahly kept iny
splrits high,.” he laughs.

Through Eric’s tough extorior. a dry
sense of humor creeps into his

mixed with fei .

He is Quick tn express an aplnion,
usnally articulately He dtd this often
al a school where “yes sir” was
expected. not "yes bul.”

One of his teachers vt the military
achoal, Robert Lewis. saw Eric's
struggle from the front of the
classroom.

“1 looked at him and 1 could see that

on his face. He's never going to make..
money playing cards.”

Lewis invited Eric to come home
wlth him one weekend, to get away
from the schoal, out of his uniform. -
watch television and eat home-cooked
meals.

Eric pondered his life in military
school. missing prom. football games. -
even his siblings.

1 just wanted to go. But when you
run oway you can’t go back.

“{ debated this for a long time. 1
decided it doesn’t look good on the
manuscript. [ thought, 'I'm a man. |
can tough it out one year. | can please-
my parents. | can get into a good M
school.’

“But 1 did this for mysetf. If | don’t
do that. { knew | wasn't gning .
anywhere. | knew that.”

He finished second in his class al
Wentworth, which earned him a trip to
Washington, D.C.. where he declded he
woutld like to be a lobbyist sameday.

“1f you see success in one .
environment and not in another. put
yourself In that environment,” (ewis
10ld Ertc. So he took him to Rockhurst;
a small Jesuit college in Kansas City.
where Lewls now teaches an ethics
course.

~What separates Eric frum other
youngsters,” Lewis says. “is when he
started (0 be Successful. he understond
why. .

't's my fault®

Today. strotllng the Rockhurst
campus, Eric offers the experlence of a:
young man who has gone through
much, but no advice.

lje learned respect and discipline
from miiitary school but he still drinks
sociaily, he says.

He has learned he contrals his own °
destiny but still curses his bad luck.
{He saved money for a mouniam bike
but crashed it on a jump and had 23
stitches in his scalp, his tuke iatee
stolen. Next, he says. he'll it in
accident walking.)

He mixes acceptance anul hinou-.
regret and bilternuss.

“What | did. [ dist,” Few says “It's
ny faull.

~But. . .” he continues with weary .
eyes. life In the spotilght has hurt hinr,
made him mad. '

The car aceident dwaths. frwnls sy,
sttll sadden him .

An inner voice was Kind. however.
born of a privileged background ur
military schoul sweat or his own .
despalr, he dovsn’l know .

~{s drinking taking ine wheee 1 want
to go? Is it going oul having fun
drinking with my (riends or ss i1 going
1o college?” .

As students pass on the canpus
sidewalk, he says, ~' had a choice.™

T
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wrong?

For the Eberly family, the answers
are agonizing and interconnected

interconnccted: the family, the soclety f

By Mika Kilen

GazeGo siatt wrtor
STHERVILLE — Amber Eberly
was 12 when she sat on the
kitchen floor and sobbed. She

had just been told her parents would
dlvom

asked her dad.
.“Idon’t want to ilve with one of

u!" Amber screamed. "1 want to live
with both of you!”

Three years lator. Amber recounts
her downfall that began that day in

mlrlds She slu on a single bed
inas with a small window
that looks out on o hke near this
northwest lowa community.

The uoors are locked. The girls she
lives with at Forest Ridge Youth
Services residentlal treatment facility
are sent here to get control back In
thelr llves, to find the cause of all the
hurt and badness within them and turn
i1 1o good.

The key is finding the cause.

Amber. 15, is the daughter of
middte-class roflglous parents. She
wears broces on her teeth and picks a
blemish on her face. She Iooks like the
baby siiter next door. Yet she ralks in a
monotone of dropping out of schocl. of
running the streets of Cedar Rapids
with older men — men who jolned her
in burglarizing a home, stealing a van.
smoking marijuana. having sex

Like parents of thousands of other
troubled teens, Amber’s parents and
counselors looked hard for answers to
what went wrong.

The causes of antl-social behavior arc
nearfy as numerous us juvente
dellnquents, experts say. Amang lhum.
tho breakdown of thy family. two-job
Camilies with no time for the children.
a sex and violefice-drenched sorimiv
cconomie struggtes of the working
poor, an attitude of disrespect In
children, poor parenting skitls, a
lenient attitude toward antl-social
brhavinr, genetle disnrders and many
othurs.

“They are not just bad kids doing
had things.” says Suzanne Klitelson.
“They are kids In bad sltuattons
making poor choices.”

As ditector of the Foundailon 1)
south shetter in Cedar Rapids,
Kuttelson hears from both parents and
K1ds whose sad tales usually can be
iraced tn three causes, often

would you like to {lve with?"
Ty Y.

and the individual.

The tamily

“Compared to children in intact
Jomllies, children whose parents hove
divorced are much more ilkely to drop

“Her and | were always close; we are
2o allke.” says Mther Larry

make myself look better in lhanl of my
friends. That } was older.
“I just wanted to pmve 1 could be
somebody.”
Amber was eventually cxpelicd from
lhe elchlh grade. u:rry Eberly took her
the Cedar Rapids Pollce Department

who owns a home
in Cedar Raplds. "We ajways spent o
lot of time (o:tlher We went to malls:
we laughed and joked

Eberly. a farmer Wu(h leader for
Rlver of Life Minlstries and founder of
Heaven's Attlc. a Christian youth
center in Cedar Raplds, and Amber
also spent a lot of time together in
church actlvitles.

Yet mother Sherry Puchs of Cedar
Rapids says Amber was always a
“sirong-willed child.”

The dlvoree initlated a sartling
turnground In Amber. both parents
say. Looking back. Amber says she was
confused,

She conilnually switched from living
with her mom. to her dad. to an aunt
and back again. When she encountered
rules she didn’t like In one home. she
moved back to the other parent.

"It was almost Jike she couldn’t find
peace anywhere.” says Puchs.

Amber started hnnalns out with a
group she calls “GDs," a gang called
Gangster Disclptes. Shortly thercafter.
she was assaulted by a group of men on
the street.

Her behavior worsened, School

{ather thot

officinls notified hor
was skipping cighth-grede classes.

Men 18 and older were caming fo the
school 10 Pick up. Amber says It

tarted with mmns a ride hcmn after
e:hnnl then to lunch hour
neetings and finally to sXIpping the
entire day.

“There wasn't much | could do. 1 hal
completely lost control of her,” says
Fuchs.

1 tied to my parents.” Amber says.
1 would mampulale them, go from one
parent to another.”
She began having sex with one of the
young men.
1 wanted to show my parents | had
more power than they did. | wanted to

{n the Linn County
Youth Shelter.

“Saddest day of my life.” Eberly
says. "I watched her little head in the
back seat of the pellce car being driven
uwny l sat in the parking Int and

Ambcr was 4 - a girl who elways
thought her parent's divorce was
somehow her fault. even though
everyone told her it wasn't.

The soclety

“We ve olways hed dysfunctionol
Jomilies. But we had extended farnities
or neighborhoods (o help). We had
churches which wught the Ten
Commandments. We don't have thot tn
somre extent. Everyone is anonymous
And there (s no sense of right or
wrong.” - Donell Liovd. Tanager Vince
case work supervisor,

Amber Eberly became everyone's
problem.

Thmu:houl the summer and into fall
af 1994, she thumbed her nose at any
and all authority. She ran away from
the shelter. and when she was returned
to her dad’s home. she ran away from
nu-r(-

| became my own authority,”

do.”

Ono afternoot, The lnd friends broke
Into a homo.

‘They stayed in the house for more
than a half hour, drinking wine
conlers. rifiing through cassetic apes
and searching for moncy. | didn't care
if 1 got caught,” Amber says.

Police came. Amber was placed on
probatinn and sent back to the youth
shelter. But she didn't stay thare long
She ran away ond went back home.

No gne wauld help. Eberly says.
There is no law against running away.
no stupping her from skipplng nearly
every day of her freshman year. And

caseworkers at the Department of

Human Services and probation officers

were buried I other cases and rarely

$aw her. he says.

don The system ls 3 joke. Amber told her
nd.

Amber’s friends taught her it was all
obout having fun. Joln the crowd. Be
somebody.

Then. in October. Amber ran away
from home and didn't return.

Eherly spent afternoans driving
around town kaocking on doors.

He was finally tipped off 1o her
whereabouts: the apartment of one of
the young men who plcked her up at
school.

“They uwk iny daughter away,” he
says of the youag man and his mother
who fet Amber move In with them.
“They had torn everything apart. | was
missing wark. | couldnl sleep. | was ol
the end nf my rope.”

Ebarly pul his shoulder down and
knocked the duor duwn.

The young man enn. Eberly found
s daugthter Iying an 8 hed. 1 dldn’t
even recogize her. she looked so had.
They had been partying. Staying up all
night doing God knaws what **

Amber velled at him. He tald her to
not move She did Father slapped
daughter across the foce hard enough
that her braces cut her lip

Nlond trailed down the stairs and out
nn the step as he carried her tn the ear

Eberly left and turned himself in to
the palice. He was charged with

Amber says. "1 &ld wha U wanioa €0 i cm&“ﬁf?ﬁ'ﬁ%,mmm tndn:;llm my probl

the child| registry for 10

Amber walked oway and tuturned to
her crowd, weeks later Joining o
Joyride in a stolen von.

Amber say3 It was all just to hove a
“new experience. It was just something
1o do.” She didn’t care what her
parents thought, elther. She dldn't care
il she hurt them.

The indlvidual
"t hear the kids' side. They Inl

Gazano phototy Civts Stawan

Amber Eborly's
{ife took a
turbulent tum
oftor her
Perants
divorcad.
Amber, 15,
dlscuases her
troublod pes|
m her room
at tho Forast
Ridga Youth
Sarvices
resldontial
treotment
tacllity.

them feel hopeless.” — Suzanne
Kittelson, Poundallan i youth shelter.
Amber siood In juvenlle court last
December end ronted ot her parents
:lnlnu liefore her. Officials hondcuffed

‘Nn matter where you Pput me.” she
yelled, “I'm gning to run

Whether Amber was deslmtd to this
existence, helped there by a hroken
family ar urged there by bad friends
ond a violent socléty. na one knows for
sure.

As n young chlld. Amber's older
sister. now |7, was qulet. shy and
followed rules, while Amber was Inud
and challenged authority. She liked 1
be the center of attentlon and would
mrunlwn tn run away from home. soyx
Ebel

She had the disposltion fur trouble
But the divarce and assault brourht it
all forward.

Fberly and a child welfare counselnr
urged the judge tn place Amber in the
Estherville facillly. & fur-hour drive
away

She shis in this room st Fores! Ridee
and talks in the pn.-clsr lhcmpy -spenk
of “mnln dependency” and “negative
peers” and the hape she (hund here
fince January

Amber eventually realized |t was her
task to change. “It was time for me to
do what 1 nceded to do.”

~Mainly. what I'm working through
right now is bolng ahlo to know | have

can't run awoy anymors.'

She wrote her futher o ltter: *1 want
you to forgive me.

"There |s nmhlnn to forgrive.” he
wrote back. "It'a part of a parent’s job."
He keeps all her letters In a box to

read agaln.

Amber has no (lluslons of 2 happy
ending yet. There are Nive more manths
of therapy hero. And she Is (rightened
af returning to Cedor Raplds where bad
wlll tempt her.

powerlessness al
ook af their ptau ia the wortd, wllh
AIDS and violence . . . and it makes

“{'m scared.” Amber says. “a ot of
the time.”

Losing control: There are many reasons

mnzr‘lywu{ them! " -

By Mike Klion
ntire careers are consutmed by explor-
Ing what causes kids to spin out of
control. Easy answers don‘t exist.

I don't know what the causes are; they
are multiple,” says Jacob Sines, professor of
psychology at the Unlversity of [owa. "What
we most frequently find s it's not good to
be hungry. poor or mistreated. But global
generalizations don't help much.”

Other child welfare experts say a
comblnation of family problems, social
influences or mental or genetlc disorders

¢“Parents got in

trouble when can lead to kids out of control:

people came in + Unstable and single-parent families:
and said a Family experts say the breakdown of the

family i family has lel many children with lasting
amity 15 a effects. One study shows children of

democracy. 124 divorced parents are more likely to drop cut
of school. become pregnant or engage In
Oonell Lloyd premariial sex than children of Intact
Tanager Place families.

In 1993, 27 percent of American children
younger than (8 llved with one parenl. un
from (2 percent in 1970. Most of those
children have dlvorced parents, while an
increasing number arc products of
unmarried teen mothers. Seventy percent of
juveniles 1a state reform Institutions grew

of physical and mental structure, which
leads to falling behind in school and the
increased likelihood of filing or dropping
out.

+ Economlc struggles: They also hamper
two-parent femllles. Crawford says the cost
of living has outpaced wages In the past 20
years. causing family stress.

1t also tmay require two jobs. And more
two-job families than past generations have
resulted in less time for kids. says school
psy:holoalst Har{an Stientjes of Cedar

Raplds. “There is less respect for elders, but
kids fee! disrespected, too. Parents aren’t
Paylng attention to them."y

Stressed families also hnve fewer
backstops today. such as extended family or
strong nelghborhouds to lean on for help.
says Donell Lloyd. case work supervisor of
Family Preservation Services at Tanager
Ploce. an agency serving troubled famllles
In Cedar Rapids.

» Cultural shifts: “I’here seems to be a
real maerlalism.™ says Suzanne Kittelson.
director of the Foundation I| youth sheller
in Cedar Raplds “Tu be successful. you
aeed to smell good, look good. . But
there doesn’t seem to be the same work®
elhl:ﬂlo go with ii. We want immediate

up In single- or .
according o the Burcau of Justice
Statistics

Single parents are inore hkely ta be in
poverty. says Mike Crawford of the Child
and Family Palicy Center in Des Mnines.
setling oft a ““chain of cvents.”

Children of poor single parents are more
likely to suffer from poor nutritlon and lack

gr

A'lack of civility and respect, ginrificd hy
the media. also contributes to dellnquent
behavtors. says Sticntjes. “To have a "turte
- an atiitude problem -~ is the “in’ thinr.”
he says. ’

Weapons and violence are mare prevalen!
today. too. says Linyd “I'vg been in this
fleld 16 years. but only in the tasi couple of

years have | felt fear (nn o counseling visit
10 a home). All the way there. | was afraid {
would be shot.”

Fewer parents today require a splritual
educatian of their children. who then lack
“moral fiber" to make proper decisions
about sex or drugs, says Clark Vincent,
youth pastor ot Westminster Presbyterian
Church In Cedar Raplds.

“To have the strength and conviction to
resist temptations.” says Vincent, kids need
more than secular value (nstruction; they
necd a “supernatural” guldance. which
religlon supplies.

* Genetlc foctors: Such factors are a
consideration tn at icast 20 percent of
children wlith behavloral problems, says'

understood. Wheelchalrs are visibla,
behavloral disorders sre not, says Kelli
Malone. program developer ot Four Oaks, &
non-profit ogency In Cedar Roplds serving
troubled families.

The problem child may be aggressive and
abusive, behavlors that don't Insplre others
10 say “poor child.” Instead. she says.

people “get mad st them. which perpetuates
the whole cycle.”

« Poor parenting: “A Iot of people just
don'l have tho basics. They can't provide
clean clothes and clean housing,” says Mike
Hines, case work supervisor of Famlly
Centered Services ot Tanager Place. "So a
lot of time is spent teaching parents the
basics: haw ta clean the house: how to
wlth chlldren,”

Samual Kuperman.
child psychiatry at the Universlly of lowa.
Alcoholism and Attentlon Deficlt
Hyperactivity Disorder. for example, have
hereditary links.

Temperament and Intetligence are
hereditury, as well. which can be faciors
influencing the likelihood of crime.

In a study of adopted lowa children in the
carly 180s, it was found alcoholic or
antlsoclal prahlems In blaingical parents
wore the chlef predictors of antisocial
behavior in adolescents. Combined with a
ponr enviranment in the adopted home, the
likelihood nf comtuct dixorders showed the
mos! increase

In short. says R.J. ('.'moml author ul‘lhe

Other parents are simply too concerned
about becoming friends with their children.
instead of parents,

*Parents got in trouble when people came
In and s21d a famlly Is a democracy,™ Llayd
says. 1 work with a mom who couldn’t
make her 2-year-old take o nap. She says.
‘Oh well, she doesn't need o nap.’

“But that’s nat the point. If you can’t get
her ta take 8 nap, next you con't get hor to
gotn xchool then can’t get her to stay off
drugs .

Numnmus other Prublems. such as
physical and sexual ahnse, cantribnte tn the
pmlllems of youth. In nnne tics the

study and U of 1 p
combination of biology :mn envnmnmem
produce a troubled child.

Conduct disorders aren’t always

answer.

~There is 2 miscepresentatinn thait all
kids need Is love.” says Malnne “They need
a lot of wark.”

@ood children’s care must begin in
mfnncy with attentlon. care and
tuve ynu give your hahy

tt then should proceed through the
tudiller years, childhood and
idntescence by spending as much time
ts possible with your youngster Even
1t the expense of your own Isisure
e,

live freely of your love. Take meals
with your children. Talk to him Play
with her. Counsel with them. And give
freely of your love.

Disclpline fairty. not harshly. but
“irinly Never hit your child e

avallable whenever he or she wants to
talk 1o you, Never «ay. “Not now Can't
you sce I'm husy

Whoever said parenting is easy. 1's
not [ t's the mos! important joh
you'lt ever have.

Cedar Raplds doctar

¢ recentty had to admlt our
16 year-old daughter to a shelter
We struggled for two years with her
behavioral problems. Finally at the end
of our ropes. we dld what we thought
we would never do.
1 wautd 1lke In send 2 message tn the

REQT PADV AVIALIL ADI T

friends. family members, neighbors and
cven co-workers of parents who have
been forced Into this sitnatinn.

fle supportive Dun’t be npininnaied.
Unless you've been there. you just don’
know what we've been through. Be
there for us. We're trying to save our
children’s lives.

Newhall waman

We have a.daughter currently at
Four Oaks thot ran away twice on
us. She did also get Into the GD
(Gangster Disclples) gang. Most of the
stufl we've reaul so far In vour articles

!
£l

are exactly what she has done . .

Our daughter has experlenced
premarital sex. And she’s done bad In
schonl - actually even ran away from
school 3 couple of times.

Cedar Roplds man

u m t5 and 1 live in Cedar Rapids. At
the end nf my freshman year. 1 was
slarting to get‘out nf control.

1 was involved in an abuslve
relationship with a guy. 1 started to
drink that summer. | started to smoke
that summer. But. I guess it was the
reallzattan that 1 wasn't ening In have

much nf a future that way that really
turned me around.

1 don’t think thai day care has
anything 1o do with Ii. | knnw people
who have been in day care all thelr
tives and they're perfect kids, they
dnn't do anything.

1n my case. divorce had nothing to do
wilh It. { acwally wanted my parents to
#ol divorced.

| have good friends, my porents were
trusting of me and | think that's what
turned me around.
Cedar Raplds girl
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‘Hunters’ prey on
vulnerable children

By Oale Kueter
Gazone siatt wiar
hey're known as “hum-
I ers,” males, usuaily over
18, who scout the malls.
high school football games.
anywhere young people
congregate.

They are hunting for teen-age
glrls — even preteens — who
are vulnerable, perhaps because
of probiems at home or school.
What the hunters want is
money. sex and sometimes
transportation - in cars not
troceable to them = for dealing

drugs.

“Wae're not just talking about
poor people and minorities.”
says Mary Wilcynskl. principal
at Metro High School In Cedar
Rapids. “This kind of shopping
involves girls from Marion and
Bowman ., t00.”

~Something shakes a girl's
securily system at home,” adds
Virgll Gooding. a family
therapist with Foundation 11.
“They go looking for an
allegiance system, and then
things begin to spiral,”

Hunters and the hunted. the
idea that people seek teen
victims, is 8 fatrly new
phenomenon in fowa, says
Gooding. “Five years ago a teen
didn‘t run Into these same risks
at malls and parking lots,”

“I've been dolng counseling
in this town for 11 years. In the
past two there has been a big
Increase in the number of
parents whose problems stem
with a daughter's contact with
an individual or individuals

~I'm afrald,” says Gooding.
“of what happens In seven to
nine years. { think we're in for
an AIDS shock because of the
willingness of young people to
share intimate partners. There
is no reason to think It won't
happen.

*We've become so much of an
apen soclety. So when those
from other places come into our
community and become
intimate players, then you can
expect these kinds of
problems.”

ONCE TEENS are lured by
an clder male or males and o
new ring of companlons,

ing says. new atiirudes and
values take over. "Authorlty
figures -~ parents. teachers.
spiriual lenders and police —
are rejected. The only value
figures you have left are those
in the niedia and peers.”

The process. he says, Is cailed
“macn.” It Is when a "male is
dolng a remake on o female,”
explains Gooding, "a sort of
bruinwashing. breaking her
into doing things that are
against the mores and value
systems she was raised under,
including violence as a
legitimate part of the
refationship.”

Devalulng females is a
constant in the process. he
adds, "Another |s the
replacement of your family with
some other family, maybe the
gang family. There is a feeling
that violence is the preferred

who have ganglike atiitudes
and values.”

One young Cedar Rapids
male, though only 18, “has
already hurt a lot of ives.” says

Gooding. He's now tn jal. . danger. take some

““There are a number of others self-destructive actlon.” Boys
whose names come up out of con adds, “move
frequently when we talk to quicker to criminal activities.”
young women with problems.” “There is a fecling,

The upshot, say Wileynski particularly in suburbia, that
and Goodlng, is that while most  kids arc safe from these sorts of
kids will survive, many may be  things.” says Wilcynski. *'1 -
wounded by sexually would caution them. Safety s a
transmitted diseases. . fragils thing.” s

How to compete
with hunters

By Ounlo Kueter
arents, says Virgll Gooding of Foun-
Pdnlion I1. are “beyond doubt'" naive
about “hunters.”

“We've been trying to tell them for a
lung time what to look for — a drop in
grades. changing (riends, loss of interest in
extracurricular actlvities” These are
absolute signs.” he says.

Gooding says parents must act like
involved parents. They must “frequent the
places that their children go. That tends to
put a real damper on hunter octivities.”

He has a “mall plan" for parents of
young teens:

» Don't drop kids at the mal). Go with
them. You can move around as they do,
but our malls are not 5o big that you won't
bump into them. If you find your kids
with someone you don't know, introduce
yourself and try to get their name.

« Specify a time and place to
periodically meet. and when to go home.

* Leave together.

“What clearly happens to many kids
dropped off al the mall |s they don't stay
there,” he says.

“They get into cars and go other places.
The mall just happens to be the meeting
place, As soon as a youngster leaves the
mall and gets tnto a private residence.
thelr risk position goes up a milllon
pereent.”

Even though later hours may be
appropriate for older teens, Gooding
believes it's still important for parents to
krow who their children are with and
when they wiil be back.

problem solver.

*It seems,” says Jim Ernst.
executive director of Four Oaks
in Cedar Rapids, “that giris
tend 1o pul themselves in

€“In the past
two years there
hag been a big
increase in the
number of
parents whose
problems stem
with a
daughter’s
contact with an
individual or
individuals who
have ganglike
attitudes and
values.”?

Virgil Gooding
Foundation 11

.. parents nightmare.

e Cadan Flapeis Gagzaite 5

81t just makes my stomach turn. This is my loving daughter.
In a month’s time she turned into a person I don't know.”’

Cindy Brady
16, sits with
her parents.
Rito and Don
Brady. in the
living room of
their southwest
Caodar Rapids
homae. Cindy
quickly wont
from baing o
model child
and student to
skipping
classes and
funning away
from home.

Every parent’s dream,
then out of control

Model teen quit talking,
lied, finally ran away

B8y Tom Fruchling
Gazetio staft witter

indy Brady was once, not 50 long ago, every

parent's dream.

“Sweet," Rita Brady says of her 16-year-old
daughter. “She’s cute. Very loving and kind. She
was olways making ma things."

A poster. for Instance, that’s framed on the wall
in the living room of the family's modest rental
home at 120 10th St. SW. “Mom,” reads the
Inscription above a picture of a rose, “thls flower
will live forever. and so will my love for you.”

Cindy was a good student. too. In the first
semester of her sophomare year at Jefferson High
School, she easily made the honor roll. Her report
card shows A-pluses in Spanish, geometry and
astronomy, B's In language arts and history and s
C tn physical education

But almost overnight — or sv It seems to Rita
and Don Brady — Cindy turned Into every

»
¢ = PR

Tt was shortly the first nf the year,

She quit Ialking, for one thing, or she'd lle.
She'd leavi- home, and they wouldn't know where
she was. She'd stay out late.

Her school work suffered. And the smart student
who earller in the year was glven high marks for
“demonstrating conscientious work habits™ started
skipping classes. @

Then she ran away from home. For two weeks.
Cindy's parents didn’t know where she was,
although they fearcd the worst. Over their
objections. she had been hanging around with a
woman severa) years older. The woman had a car
and an apartment. .

The police lold them they could do nothing.
since I1's not a crime 10 be a Runaway.

But, called to break up a disturbance at the
woman's northeast-side apartment. oflicers cailed
the girl's parents and told them they could come
and take her home - If she'd agree. Cindy came
back, says Rita Brady. But she refused to say
much. “She resents talking about it."

Girls victimized
From police, however, the couple pieced

o« together some of what went on In the apartment.

Sex. drugs. alcohol. Lots of men coming and going.
Crlmes committed to buy drugs. Young girls belng
used and abused.

“The pollce said these people look for girls who
are bright, natve and cute,” says Rita. “IUs just
evil what they do to girls. It's almost like a cult.
And girls like Cindy, 1 guess, think it's oll kind of
exciting.”

The two weeks away changed Cindy. say her
parents, and they're scared,

[t just makes my stomach turn.” says Rita.
““This Is my loving daughter. In a month's time
she turted into a person I don't know. | just didn’t
Xnow what was golng on. There were no
Indirations.”

The girl has stayed at home, but the relationship
with her parents has been an uneasy oni

sure we can trust her anymore,” says her fatlier
“We're never sure she's where she says she's
golng to be.”

Her mother can't sfeep. “I'm always afraid she's
going to run away again. I'm on egushells all the
time. She keeps pushing the fimits.”

For her part, Cindy says she feels 1ike she's in
prison and wants her freedom.

She tricd to sneak out once by climbing out of
her second-story bedroom window onto the purch
roof. She fell off, breaking her pelvis and leaving
her parents with a $400 medical bill for which they
have no Insurance and can't afford 1o pay.

Don Brady, 0. is unemployed and Is waking
vocatlunal rehabliitation classes at Kirkwood
Community Coliege, Rita supports the family.
including 18-year-old son Donald. on a $5.75 an
hour job at & dry cleaners.

“I'm our sole support, such as it 1s.” says Rita.
4R.

The son. who attends Metro High Schoul, has a
§ob at a cafeteria to earn spending money. “He's
not a problem,” says his mother.

- Reasons.-for,RopPe ~ i s wsy

Clndy finished the school year al Metro. saying
she didn"t fit in at Jefferson. And she took a
part-lime job as n waitress In order to carn enbuh
fo 1ake driver's education classes this summer iind
get her license.

There hove been a few glimmers of hope 1hat
she is indeed the same loving child she once was,

~She made me a card for Mother's Day.” Rita
notes. "1 was really touched by it”

~Mommy,” the cnrd said. “you are sweet anil
very speciatto me.” Says Rita, “Every day. | think
mayhe tomnrrow everything will be all righ ™

The famlily has undergone counseling at
Foundation II, but Rita says Cindy's behavior has
improved little.

Just a couple of weeks ago, when Cindy was
supposed to be at her grandmother’s house. Rita
received an early.morning call from a stranger
snying her daughter was drunk on a park bench in
Czech Village.

1 never know when she’s going to take a nation
1o act up,” says her mother. “Because the law's the
way it [s. we know she can run away whenever
she feels ilke It. There's nothing we can do about
it. They say kids have rights. But what about our
right to raise our daughter and make sure she
doesn't get hurt?”

They think it's wrong that Interventlon fram
authorlties comes only after there’s evidence of
abuse or If the chlld breaks a law, Do we have to
turn kids into criminals before the system will
handle them,” asks Don Brady. “Maybe a lot of
problems could be prevented ([ the police were
able to pick up juveniles.”

Meanwhile. the worried parents can only hope
thelr daughter can get back on track.

Rita says. I love my daughter and ontly wnni
the best for her. She's so intelligent she conld go 1o
college and not be stuck Ilke 1 am ot the
laundry.

1 had such high hopes for Cindy 1'd do
anything 1o glve Clndy enthusiasm and a visinn
for the fuwire. Bul it doesn't work that way.”

Whal about parent abuse?
We as parents have no rights. Kids
van do as they please without
consequences. | know. | was there This
saine thing was happening to my
daughter.
My heart breaks for these parents No
nue to help them. Not knowing who.
where or what the child 15 doing

A parent’s responslbillty in ralsing
therr child Is to Instll) good values.
pruvide a comfortable home. education.
sel & good example -- my list Roes on
lut you tell me where the fine line 1s
n much abuse we parenis have 1o
1ake

{t's going 10 get worse If we don’t do
something now

Cedar Raplds woman

‘m reading a lot of letters directing the

source of these problems to the school
systems. As a teacher of many years.
what my feilow educators and 1 are
seelng now as the rule Is what used
1o be the exception — children being
raised by pareats with little or no

parenting skiils.

We as teachers can't, and shouldn't. be
expected to do it all. This bas 10 be a
conperative effort somehnw

Many of these studenis are trving lo
live up 1o our expectations by day and a
completely different set of values or lack
af values at hoine 1in muny o Nis
wonder they're cunfused

1t begins way befnre they get 10 inukdh:
or high schoal.

Cedar Rapids woman

don’t believe 1t’s as murh a mater of

Kids aut nf cantral as it is preats vut
of vontral. 1 1hink when parents grne up
and start acting ke parenis and parent
the chlld, there won't be near the
problems there are now.

Woninn

think one of the big problems is
penple want too much these days.
Everybody expects 1o be 100 percent
happy 100 percent of the time. And kids
look around and see that people aren't
‘getting what they want. people aren’t

happy - and they want to rebel against
that.

If you want everything and you don’t
get it, you're not happy. Kids see that
everyone is uphappy and they wani to
gel away lrom that. They think, “1 dan't
wani to be like thai.” and they get away
from it the pnly way they know ha

Can you really hlame them oo nnich
fur that*

Cedar Raplds mon

‘m 18 years old and I'm scared to havi

children | xiw how my mother
sufTereel whet | went through n
rebellinus stage, JUSt as the teens yun
have featared ilid.

My mnther was a wonderful singhe
parent. . She gave me unconditional
tuve. and she distiplined me when 1
nevied it

N inaiter how well a child is raised.
there’s nu guarantee that he or she will
1wt be a delinquent.

| don’t want to miss out on all the joys
belng a parent has 1o offer. But | also do
not want to be hurt and disappointed if

my child decides to live a carefree.
maral-less lifestyle.
Cedar Rapids womnn

! have a (3.year-nld sun and a
t0-ycar-ald daughter. And § have mu
experienced anyihing like what I'm
iR in e paper

my children )
dnn't bring mer

What kids see is what they dive wih

I"'m ilivoreel. And 1'm preuy uronl uf
th v miy Kis have temd out
They're et perfect, 1t theyre At duing
any uf thig sl

Kids sce what parents i,

And 1T they sce a good role mudel. that
still doesa’t 1oran they've goana turn ous
great. but boy. | think yoree chanus ave
& (at better. .

1 just hay ple out there wise up tn
wh‘\:l l;ley'ﬁ S:’i‘ng and what lhey're
showlng thelr own Kids.

Wom:an

DNEOT AADY ANIRLE AR &= ’ )

Rita Brady

Parenting is
about being
an adult

By Ctorice Finget
Arennne tesday g,

s luive lwen carefully

[ imed 10U Suiery i
see themselves o8 inadequan-
They are nol cncouraged hy th
hiw-ty.parent “experts” In
expeer good behavior and o
work from their chlldren.

VIEWPOINT

Rather. they are advised ta
“relate In a meaningful way ~
Have you ever tried 1o relate m
a meaningful way tn a
2.vear-old, or a \3.vearold in
the vlutches of puberty? bt ¢
T clemre

Ttarenting 18 innre than a hist
af xervires ¢ fur children I
15 a ealt to adulthond, to the
realization that chlldren are e
havee al) they teed. not
nevexsarily afl the want.

Aatare parents understand
thint children have rights, but
thelr st of rights for children
differ from those who practlce
the self-absarbed philosophy of
“what's in it for me?” The
miture pareni’s list s0ys that
children have the right to jusi
discipline and wise guidance: to
safety in their awn homes: tn be
educated: to be loved and
listened 10 to grow at a healthy
pace: to the tasles of food and
shelter: and to non-anxious.
non-reactive parents.

These saine parents know
there are parental rights thot
must be declared 1 the family
Is lu live in peace rather than

Clarice
Flagel

Parents
need

malusity

pieces: the right to respect;
timpose just discipltne: to make
niistakes without undue guilt:
tn educate as they sce {it; to be
listened to; to freedom from
excesa worry. to say "no”
without defending their
pusitiun: 1o set [Imits and 10
expect effort from their
chitdren.

As a workshop presenter on
parenting. | ask parents two
basic questions:

1. How many of you were
ralsed by parents who used the
phrasc, “Becouse ! said s0.”

2 If the *'shoulds™ and
~shouldn‘ts” of parenting today
are so terrific, how come we're
losing ground?

Questlon one eliclts many

ralsed hands. with my response

belng, “See how well you
turned out?" The parents laugh
as they realize some of the “old
ways" are still credible.
Question two calls for
awareness. “That's rlght.” one
parent told me. “If all this stuff

- about protecting my kid's

lender psyche from emotional
pain ls so red hot, why isa't it
working?”

My opinions about parenting
cume from tnaking more than a
reasonable amount of mistakes
as | parented my five children.

1'm no expert, but I've lived
Inng ennugh to know:

» Parents need each other
Kids clan together for support.
yet parents aviid parent-teacher
meetings, church groups, and

other helpful gatherlngs like the
plague. The kids are
18

™ 15 one nf the most
ellective, non-reactive parenting
respanses ever discovered.
Sell-respect and
siif.confilence are hasic to
healthy parenting.

Adults must jnin together,

Tetteng ¢l 1| know thnt ¢ven

Thee Afrifan axiom, "1t lakes a
whede village to raise a child.”
snll warks,

Unless we work together, we
will cominur to feed onr
VOUNES into the greedy anid
destructive mouth of outside
farevs tha are ail too willlng 1o
take away our dearest lreasitres
heloved children.

Clarice Flagel is pastoral
asscinte of All Saints Cotholic
Chureh tn Cedar Ropids .
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At group home,
girls study what
went wrong .

Editor's note: This stary lnrludr.- [}
combination of full nomes and first

ngmes. depending upon the wishes of

parents and young people involved.

By Dalo Kuster
Gazefio staf) e
STHERVILLE — It was a spur
of-the-moment thing. edmits Jen
Knapp. She was only 35. She
conned her best friend. stole his car
and drove to Texas.

“1 had o boyfriend there,” she says,
pondering hor zctlons of a year ago.

“There were other times we went to
the Chevy dealer In Cedar Rapids. 1

test-drove Camaros just for fun, a game
to make people sec how ofd | wanted to
be, how smart | was, what | could get
oway with."

Jen, who is from Palo, and four
other tecn-age girls sit around a long
table, telling their stories.

The scene could pass for o college

t and courteous, unlike the
nnd even criminal actions that
brought them here.
This Is Forest Rldge Youth Services,
n group foster home for 125 Towa glris,
maost of them sent by fowa Juvenile
Court — elither as teen-age criminals
or, ln offietal langusgs. as CHINA
(children In need of asststance)
referrals.

Many come from dysfunctional
families. The five at the lnna mble
agree on ong thing: Whate!
have happened at hnrne lhey nll knnw
right from wrong. None makes
excuses. They are snlemn, reflective,
sometimes contrite. None cries.

They Introduce themselves by telling
how fong they've been nt Farest Ridge.

» Stacey, 17, Cedar Ropids. "I came
six months ago. | think i'm smarter
now. But you see other giris do things.
Itke stealing, and you want to do |t. |
know that sounds stupld. You can stop
and think and see whot was wro:
but you just don’t do that. | guess, t
always lhnuahl too late. 1 knew ['d get
caught stealing.

« Jen Knapp. 16, Palo, "I've been
here nine months — afer belag
charged with assault, robbery, lourth.
and fifth-degree theft and grand thef.
suto. If 1 can get my butt {n gear here,
1 may go home In August”

o Jessicn, 14, Cedar Rapids, She's
been hero since October, having been

Responsible parents give
children limits, boundaries

€¢I knew it was
wrong to fight. The
first time I did it,
nothing happened. I
didn't get caught.
And it made me look
better to other people
— gangs and stuff.”
Katrina

charged with robbery, fourth-degree
theft and (nterference with official

acts, “I went to extremes. | tried
sulclde to get attentlon. My counselor
really scared me haif to death. He said
| was trying to commit sulcide by
having sex with anyone (o got AIDS.
He showed me reality.”

« Katrina, 14, Cedar Rapids. “I'm
here for assault and second-degree
theft, 1 assaulted several teen-agers,
boys and giris. It happened at schoo),
at the moll. Most of It was for the fun
of it . . . 1t feit good to fight. { stole o
dod, was un( to

month, then here 10 months nm"

* Tonia Fabre, 15. Davenport. She's
been here six months.’ | was in gangs,
seiting drugs, stealing. We would jump
people. When | was 10 | was In a gang
(Gangster Disclples). The glris are
there because they slept around with
the men. t would steal for them, not for
mysell. T stole clothes, then sell them
for half price, | was caught attempting
td dellver cocalne.”

‘A power thing’

“Stealing was'easy,” says Stacey
softly. A diminutive figure. she slumps
In her chalr. You can always take
things back to Von Maur (a Cedar
Raplids department store). It was casler
than working. | went to Washington
(High School). and took closses where |
didn’t have to do much. i sure didn't
want to go to Metro."

School was boring. She often fell
asleep in class. To her, good students
are boring. *'it comes down to cholces.
They don't do what you want to do. I'd
Just like to get in trouble, . . . It was
my way of being different. It's a power

ids was desperato. Famdly Resoures centers
“My 5on has been here (hree weeks ond uﬁm
By Mark Bsumann to avold confict with their Some “experts” belleve !hal the ran oway twice. He mﬁylnt h:::' l‘“\;:nm Tnay &0 oden § 1 4:30
unnzlm.lnmymhm. children. They feel they will not only lurn oy 8o ."Mﬂ'mmm“
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Ble. During (he '6): such ™ fact that of all oges prac the agencles to represent o diversity of human Schoots, 6 Judicla)
mares wers discarded, Durlng the m;'&dmdmlﬁmnﬂlu eed madwmm,lnm'"mwhmmud a servlg;. sort of one-stop shopptng.”
w {imits an es they s! . ¥
VIEWPOINT high schoe! o college. have. It £ the respansibllity of Mm‘{d One goal. he said. Is “to cut the hassle and red  Foundton 0. Four Oats.
703, all were d oy wm t who nlluwcd a  boundaries llm(s :tl 2 course detected b;’a X Hlsmrlcnlly there has been some competition  pawkoyo Arca Communtty
by the “me" generation and the J-year-old m make decislons that tinued growth. Little by little, child Emonn the privete-sector 2gencles.” Abel says, Action Progrem, Jono
principle thot the most important  the child couldn’t cven ibility i3 glven to children °"d, leads  “but by this it and e oy Soperey
person was enesell. com; nd. it ls an example of until that time in their life when (0 revole. 57 we are more efficient. o et
The €03 were, and the '90s are,  unshilled and unwise parenting they become completely capable of ‘The Fomily Resource Center conccpt was M’““‘W'm a
populated by parents whose and ! am sure ma”umm has being responsible for their Park Baumann  lounched 1ast year, Abel was hired Jon. 3. ey
parenting skills range from the become a “terror” to his parents.  attitudes and actions. Eoch of the centers has advisory groups Manapsmont, Unn County
dm:yl;’r:zl lll;'cxm:mnly lax, and ‘The Mouit lics with the parent. enn‘;lhslllngh:llmmlllas wh:: n:ﬁlscrvm N me m;‘::'.
eve; ng In between. Goad parenting Is the Maork Baumann and his wife, s whole s 8
Unfortunately, these PEODIC grew  respantioliity of everyone who  Marea, are parents of 6year-oid terrttory.” says Abel. “We need to reshape the Ol Tenager co
up durtng the upheavol of the 603 has become a father or mother, twin doughters and are expect! way we do business os fomily service mﬂcw? W“w‘ﬂwmvm"ﬁk
and "T0s. Parenting Is not a job for teachers  thelr third child in August. with :uh; mn;rre‘ lnvulvgn;::l vnv‘;; cr\lum:rs ¢ o o

Yes, few have had ony parent
trajning. However. that does not
excuss anyone from She
responsibility of reartng young

people who act with respect and +  pu
:lvcn the responsibllity nr rv.-'ulng
achild.

make positive choices. Some
parents forgo this responsibility

or counselors, despite the (act that
they may be of great assistance.
Unfortunately, those who engage
in sexus] Intercourse for lhe sole  delt 0
with yotng people and the results ~
M'Mm'lﬂxlhvnnlvc ot -

of pleasure are ol

thing | can declde what I want. Others
jump when the befl rings. | don't have

Jmlmamherhezdlnherhnnds

she tells how she was expelled from
wllsonMIM.laSchool In Cedar ‘m!ds.
then kicked out of Taft. She says she's
student, ~i[ | want to be.” Why

“My grandpsa. Society,” she poauses.
“My grandpa died and ho was the only
to then. My mom had
remayried, and | 't like my
stepfather at first. So [ wanted to do
wmo&uﬂdswqqdnlngn’&mm
stole

Al
vmmhmtlv. too. [ dldn‘! want to be
Isliked by anyonoa. My parents
dlslumd what [ was dolnc. but they

never disltked me,”

Craving attention

Katrina Is qulct. She responds with
dellberatien. At Forest Ridge she has
beeome a teader. 11 hard to imagine
thot she got into fights almost every

y.
1 think it had to do with my
environment,” she says. “My relatives
(ought each other, | knew it was wrong
to fight. The first time 1 did It. nothing
happened. { didn't mel uvwn. And It
look better to other people —

made me
gangs

“We have gangs from Minneapolls
and Chicngo, Gelting into trouhle rot
you attention. | wanted (o do i1 Peaple
would tell me, 't know you." We
smoked marljuana. drank liquor and
played music. That was our fun.”

No consequences

While her older slster and mom
argued a lot, Jon Knapp admits she
was spolled by her mother. She
sometimes hid In her room to escape
the arguments; at other times she
“hld™ at school.

“Untl] two ‘years ogo | was not
g:ﬂnnl with my pamt:'m r ‘hzy s&luo
hame by 10" Jon, I woul
valty 1 Gould, 1118 them

want to be tonight, bad glrl Jen or
mom's sweetest glrl' Whe
en

“There were uznu&
they did say | wns munded, it didn't
work. My parents hove tried
everything.” At o group home in
Newton, she attacked a staff member.
tried to choke her.”

“1 tri
Jen tooks down, meditating on her

palms. 1 ran awny ane time,” she

says. “The police picked me up. My

morm was there, She had been at the

mnrgue losking for me .
I don’t run o

aren't wlmnu [
y pmhlemon
parents did the

.lcn was ln bﬂnd at I(mmsdy High
School. Her family seldom attended her
concerts, sha says, “but they sure
would pl:k me up at the jatl."

“1f | could go back ond do things
over, I'd stiil come here because this Is
what it has taken.”

Tania agrees, "l |istencd to everyone
but o Rabody,™ she said. “Only this
place has stopped me. 1 think I'm
different now. [ don't ile or sten), but
there are no guarantees. I'm ready to
go home In my head, but I don't know
about dealing with family
relationships.”

Her mother, she says, several years
ago, “"picked o bayfriend over me. |
can't get |t cut to talk to my mom what
ahe did to me."®

Photo by nm Pendygran, Gareho -mn--
Jon Knapp. 1S, of Pulo, has baen at the Forest Ridge Youth Servicns home naar Esthervilte since January. “If t can
got my butt In goar hero,” ohe says. "1 may go homa In Augus!

Girls to parents:

Talk, love —
and do it while
kids are young

By Dale Kuster
ach envisions the day she has o
family of her own. the time when
as o parent she will have to deal
with tecn-age behavior.

*1 want a family someday,” says Tania,

“und | want us to sit around the kitchen

toble and talk — at least once 8 week. It's

not all up to the parents. A kid has to
listen.
“A lot of peaple don't know how to sit

down and talk.” she continues “We don't

know where (o start. Msybe we nced to
talk small things before hitting the bix

Slacey Injects: "My advice to young
parents Ix to show love early. e
parents smack (heir kids around. But by
ages 10 and 12, it's too late to start being
a parent.”

If she becomes a mother, says Katrina.
smiling. “! want my children in by 10:30.

"As 0 parent, we have to sit and tlk.”

she ny: "Kldl always wani attention, so

you Imluﬂvn 1t to them.
i o there

wrohg.

“If you have o problem, and no
wants to mxabout lLyoujuslhnvun
tiold It inside. Yes, you need time to
process things. but most families walt
{orever.”

The gis!s dream n:uul eolng home,

good dreams and bad dreama.
None guarantees a turmaround |n
behavior,

‘Three out of 10 at places such as Forest

Ridge return to the friends and the
routines that brought trouble In the first

place.

“I'm not sure what might happen if 1
went home for more than a few days,
admits Jessica. She's scheduled to Iuve
Forest Ridge in August.

They had talked (or nearly two hours.
‘Then thero was ailence.

What Is running through their minds?

Are they rethinking the past or trying
to envision a future?

What does lie ahend (or them? Mere
trouble? A change n behavior?

~1 don't know." says Jen, looking
around tha table at the others. “There
Just aren‘t any guarantees.

1-stop help for parents

By Dale Kuster
ho mother at Foundation I1 in Cedar Rap-

BECST CORY AVAal ARl E

how to meet @)

xpected
and work with the money avallable.”
Abel expects there will ba more emphasis an
prevention and education in the future. Now, he
says, SO percent of respurces go lo treatment and

10 percent to preventian.



$SEvery day I get a phone call from-his teacher or the principal. Pm
the victim. My son doesn't care . . . He hasn't learned any limits.”®

KibS§

A mother
uator .+ be dumped on. What do I do?™ the show," Gooding tolls ta. “Kida  channols™ girts, boys fighting. dats viclsncs, the
mm .- out of control try to convince'us they fornan: “Kids think violence and {mpact of divorco, paying billa.
A Marton dad positioned himself ot very Tuesday night, for 12 are in contro), And parcnts have 8 wenpons arg cool. They think, Rick Onc entire cession 15 about gangs.
the door, much ilke a linebacker ve thay history.of not really meaning what they  thelr ass,’ if anyene !s in their way. “Why gangs?” ask} local export Sam
waiting for a into a Foundation say. Don't tell child somothing In Thay fel they peed some kind of Black, “Becausa they offor a scnse of
was to block his 1¢-yearold room in southwest Cedar Rapids, 10 o way as to not expect compliance. weawn.'rhmo{‘myudshnvnhnd . belonging. Adolescents look for
san who wanted to leave the house. parents — couples - Gooding says parents frequently knives at school tity, accoptanca as thoy dovelap
At the Inst eccond, ho stepped aside.  sharing thelr probl X with whather they be Man: “It's more the norm today. values and make choloes. Kids think
The thal the answors to otit-of control. The ar ts of thelr children. Before kids who had weapons they havo broad cholces in a gang
canfrontation were unresolved. The son  room is about 18 by 18. Thero's no They mist bo ta, ko adda, “and schools were cutcasts. Not " wheon really a gang 1s very structured
stayed out overnight cach paln. . 1 to say no.” ‘Woman: “T think You havn Grwer cholces in a gang than
Anothor time, the same scene. A thay cry. Som chango 1 ﬂm&glmm music.  in o fanily. Thero 13 no such thing as o
wrestling match cnsued. Terrible words  la Sometimes they hug, a Voices of frustration 1t becomes thotr .polnl. 1t seema part-timo gangster.” .
wure exchanged. The boy's nose was thnt “T'm not tho only ons o 8 liko thay aro tn a fog. A Puirfhx man sceks advico on v
bloodled, and then ks left having thesa problema.” Thay tell oo} ink gt of gur groblem 15 we Man: *Thess daron Ninja Turtles. his 11-yearold san. Ho hopes to
stories about wl children were  €on‘t-want to ssund liko mean -
nas v - . mother. “So Eids mimic this karato stufl. And svold mistakes mado in conunection
Tho om throw bis mother agalnst e J0005 42 then, how thngn e PO SR ARBL ST 0T hink thers s mare wlgary. I¥s ¥ith n ider daughter. -
wall after sho asked him to get off the X Parents  toom,’ rather than, ‘Pik up your room, that “Whgan sho turned 18, you could tell
phone. Once befbre ho had pushed bher .B‘memmm: s}:r‘.lmm@umjpam?um Gooding: “We havo & wholo Lndustry  per to be home by 11 or 1133, and sho
when ghe tald him to put away his chnlkw“avldwmpuu tors, and W didn't want to do that says kids don't mimic whatthey | would como at 3 or 4. I mot her at the
clothes. Fringo g e tho way they did.~ 520 on TV, For peopla to fay musle has * door aneaat 3 am. “You touch me and
“Bvery day I gat a phone call from “If you 1 our kid, you cap't * _ “We . 6ot to bo Likn our parents, 29.CT06t 63 peapla Is craty. Tl call the cops, eho said. S0 I lot her
s teacher o the princlpal” aho Tays.  gerid oo looas GOING et but wa often find cut they were right,” Woman: “My eons kave no respect run. There is no law against running
Tm the victim, My son doestl car®  athes/inobacker during o cession on 838 Gooding. for women, Thay hear it {0 thess 600gs.  away in lown and kids know it
He steals becouso ho saye, ‘Tcan" He  poger struggles. Rather, ha *It was casy when thay were little," “""’",,m‘",’,',“‘“-?"m‘“’m" *I think many parents are giving
basn't learned any lmits. [told Mm L foommends no confrontoticn,  says one waman, “Not ady moro. The B mo. up," Gooding says af ano “in
tove him no mattar what, but 'm B0t prying tg talks family is not there. Wo'don't - miny cases grandparcats are taking
gotng (o let him abuso me any more. escalato the situation. “Bo willing to knrow If we're (parenting) right Learning to parent care of thelr children's children. It's
L L] o should nover Bach night tho themes chango. usnally o cass whero thay hadn't
“My son has been hero at Foundation ~_ “You can't close off communications durnped tho cxtotidod family. But wo a video faturing Wmmﬂwml!ﬂx&'& -
I for thres weeka, and bo's run oway could allow sameone can have su groups. Delopes Curen, a nationally knovm mndukuhnwhnhemmn z
twice, Where do | go noxt? pleads to Influcnco thetr L. If you lock a have all of support pecr  family counselor, She talks about the nothing about parenting. -
another parent. “Help mo. I'vo been them Emus. bet your teen-ago top 15 traits of a healthy fum{ly. The *A lot of parents coms in hepe and
through this four years. If I talk to bim, permission to do what they want. friends you don't know. Parents'  next week the group talks about basically say, 'Fix this iid.* Semehow,”
T'm bhitching. He thinks I'm around to “Kids nced to know who's running through prodlem solving, and then girls ve. Gooding, "things have to change.”

el .

A Jolly Rogor fleg
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room of Jarimiah
Wiesalor, 17, of an
p e el
* Photo by John Gazetto ktom  the m
&y ot Pendya help.” adds Connar. T
would suggest the fumily get N
) into a support network of -
rograimn neips youtins o Kl e 5 o e -
Thay d’”(?nhu
. . therapist. It's tmportant
- . to talk about what happened,
‘what caused this situation.
"It may be good for the
thsh"o firat, then talk to
. . on own
Tom Frushiing 1t was at the training schoa), Lincoln Place houses 11 young men fumily
Bym w2l witior Wright says, that ho finally “woke and women between the ages of 16 mwmn;’“ﬁ
helr crimeriddled histories are  up.” and 18 in aither individual or shared will eat you up insids. . , *
muchm:ul:w. stant trouble ] learned to contro! my temper.” nparu?’mh. With a otaffl or nine, Deb Porter, criais center
They were in cons! there
of home and at school by tho time 0 ¥e3 Srderealy W cOUrLI0 gl o to take delinquent hidsor  EOBREAWEROSL
they were 13. Both admit they were through a transitional perlod thosa in need of assistanco and paust realfes that when a child <
out of control. Ordered into & between tand lvingon  Prepare them for tndependent UVIng. oy gyp-of control “it affects 3
succession of group homes and his own. Ho Is looking for an . Cast of the program 1s $2 o day - -
detention fuclilties, they ended Upat  ypartment now but will havo dally  for each clieat “Everyuna I stressed.”
the Boye State Training School contact with Alternative Services “Schoal and Jobs ab ta. A family should seak .
Eldora staff onco ho's Independent, - counseling, she adds, “end . - .
‘Tho next stop for Jerimiah he's been a modet And they aro taught baatc e ckilla porhags tho paronts should
Wieseler and Clf Wright looked to student et Metro High oven 1iko how to and Tart firot .
be prison once they became adults. (dvmunau pot ummm;x‘rdm toin an 8 "
e O NS oir  ehovior, Ho works 20 toSOboursa POt 0 couk Dealing with siblings K
hrrt i i e week 09 0 telomarkoter, Ho says ho's _ Thero aro also therapy sesstons to : .
e, o learning tho bastes of livingon his  correct antisocial behavior. Tho Na blusprint axists, Porter :
independent living training program o program lasts anywhere from two to Kids react differently to
a1 the Linooln Flac , In Cedar “It’s pretty easy to follow the rules  {our manths, on the t situations. Somo “
Raplds, they will soon be e hero,” ho says. “They aren‘t hord Individunls’ ability to get by an their  Tepeat tho bohavior of older W
own apartments. once you dectda to &ry." ovm. Most move on to thelr own siblings. Others watch and
Under the supervision of staff from you . apartments but remain under daily decida they
Alternative Services, which operntes Wright now wants to go to college. monitoring. don't want to go that route.
the center on Second Avenue SE “Clif's highly motivated and real Rather than deaigning o
atong with ather independent,” Lincaln “It’s very effective,” says course of actlon, Porter
t Bastern lowa, Wieseler  caspworker Jody Novotny. “Ifhe's  pesiden P Ryan suggests altting down with the
and Wright have stayed in school not here, ha's ot school or at work. If the ones in the sibling of 8
and held down jobs. They've begun t0  Hy'’s enrning monay and starting to program want it to be.
develop the akils to live alane. learn how to acoopt respansibility Ginna Owens, director of publle  sifuation. “Assuro him this
b3 most importantly, rather than expecting privileges relations for Alternative has been a dlfficult tims for

they've how to harness their
tempers and get along. Both say

‘.:ﬁ;: ready to become responsible Putting past behind ard move on to suj what ba thinks.” :
Wiesaler, 17, had also been through  [19cpendent tiving Another 16 Gatting u good -
Learning contro! the gam ut of lockups ond Eoup ut ars J not yetready tobe on  that won't break down latar, ts
Wright, 16, of Cedar Rapids, says m""‘nom from Dubuque, hls their own. Nino percent are sent important, When kids have 8
his parents couldn’t control him and anuuhectllslaulnngllnno!' back to a more stru,

dldn't veally try. But, then, he admits
he wouldn’t havo accepted limits
anyway.

“l wouldn't come home. I'd throw
rocks ot cars. [ took a cap gun to
school and shot it at a girl. They
charged me with assault and put me
on probation the first time when [
was 13,

*TI'd get into fights and steal stufl. |
got assault and theft charges. | was
in detention six or soven thmes. [ was

without eamning them.”

azsaults, theft and criminal mischief
golng back to the time he was 13.

1 had family problems,” he says,
“and trouble with the law. I needed a
change.”

He finds the atmesphere at Lincoln
Place more conduclve to making
needed behavioral changes. “They
treat you more ke an adult here. [
can set Umits for mysell.”

before Nintshing the curriculum.

For many, Timmerman nates, it's
been the koy to breaking a lifelang
cycle of anger and troubls.

Says Novolny of the young people
she worka with, "Success in today’s
adult soclety means isna .
longer the option to have the semo
dalinquent fun they enjoyed.in the,

BEST COPY AVAILABLE

parents are just plain out of
touch with their child

They dan't develo,
relotionships until there is a

1 can’t say If that's too late,
but often ft f3, Purenting i the

y “[t's diitcult to find & "

Q in shelters, Foundatlon IL, a couple of High School and halds past. They must leave their negative  most Important job in the sheltar bed or foster care,
group hames. Then I spent four " down o job busing tables in ths past and peero. If that leaves a gap, world, and the one wo are gays Botle. “Mony e
months in Eldora last year.” restaurant at the Sheraton inn. they must learn haw to fll 10" lpu prepared for,* l1ke quro are maxed out

13el
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A Tha Cedar Rap=ds Gozette

By Mike Kilon

Garatia St weitor
riends told Scolt and Dawn Grady that
thelr son was “just being a boy."
Christlan constanily hit, spit and

kicked. He wouldn't listen: he screamed,
fought and fussed. He slep only a couple of
hours at a time, waking his parents in the
middle of the night.

The 3-year-old was out of contral.

And Dawh, 33. and Scont. 30, were out of
answers. No words, reasoning or discipline
worked with Christlan,

$“What it got down to was who was going to have control of
the house. (Christian, 3) was going to have control.®®

Ny
Photo by Grog Frostad, Gazatia tem

before.

‘The breakdown of social and rellginus
forces have created an al of
antisacial kids, says Stlentjes, who also
works with chlidren through the Grant
Wood Area Education Agency.

‘The decrease In the number of siable
families, the increase of time-stressed.
two-Job famliles and soclety's general tack of
civillty Is part of a troubling mix for kids

To have a ‘tude (attitude) Is the "in’
thing.” says Stientjes. who tries to help
familles before the kids’ “tude™ |eads to

Christian Gra-
dy, 3, has
gotten much
aasier to live
with since his
parents, Scott
and Dawn,
took a closs on
disciplining
challenging
chitdren.

Barkley, for Instruction by a tralned

Dawn Grady

From cradle,
watch for
trouble signs

By Mike Kilon

Garofie giat waige .
arijane Fall reinembiers the litth-
boy’s angelic face. She rememins
because after talking with him slu-

discovered he had been starting fires
“1 guess you could say that wax whai
was happening inslde hiin. He was jusi
raging inside,” says Fall. assisian
professar in counselor pducatinn at the
University of lowa. “He wauld start a fire
and feel good by putting # nut.”
Such inner patn. the product nf
pical nnd/or i
factors, plague many children today And
child experts say the carly signs nf troulile
can start llteraily from the cradie
key for parents is knowling your
child well vnnugh to see the sigms and
then learn how to do somclhl:j_.boul the
| fore

professional. All the sleps must be foll
in order to achleve the desired results.
A poker chip system, the fifth slcp.: Is

8 behavinr
adnliscence. when it's 1ough to make
changes in kids.
The nfa Legins

used to reward the child for good b
What do you dn, Stientjes asks the
cougles. if the child wrns around and kicks
ou?

¥

Take all the chips. says Scott. who wasn'l
totally sold on the program yet.

‘That move, Stientjes explains. would take
away the chlld’s motivation.

Al the beglnning of the session, | told

as early ns 18 mnnths. according tn
research of 100 mothers and their chibdren
by Grazyna Knchanska, prafessor of
psychology at the U of 1.

She: found thot the chitd's temperamem
and the refationship between mother and
child had the most bearing on the child’s
nioral develnpment.

1M the chitd’s temperament I3 shy and

The Cedar Raplds couple began to warry. bigger trouble. s
Would the tantrum-prone boy someday The signs of trouble can be Identified you '.“'“'_‘_“,-"d fur l"l’,ﬂ,:"’“ '"du?’l!e back mlmlesvl:‘ﬁl';s'::r :':‘;L’I"n:':'::lzﬂrzn"‘; :'I'::l'll'“
66T, become an out-of-control teen.ager? carly. o e says of the parents’ feedbac n >
0 have a d fo the chlidren. “Anybody that says have & hard time following rules. What
(attitucde) Some experts say the early The o s evident rent be afl positive . . .~ warks for the shy child may not work for
‘tude (at! of moral d may be laid down from 18 months to 36 manths of age, says parenting can - . the impulsive chlid, 50 ft's important to
is the in’ within a child's first three years and Graxyna Koch of psycholog A parent finishes his sentence: “They're tallor parenting styles to that
thing. 33 correcting that sense of right and wrong is 8t the University of lowa who Is studying in dental. temperament
8. progressively more difficult as the child 03 mothers and their children to see how For example, “If
Marlan Erows older. . they GT{? 8 sensc of right and wrong. Gaining contro} you (ke the FOR HELP .
Stiontjas, Ui Drablem Is. most parents don't know  The child's temperariont and the Bit by bit, the Gradys found the system  fearful child, use pows
holote: what to do. ﬁ("‘""d hr:la;lon]sh p have g:: most working, more gentle For halo in catchung e
psychologist 1 got 50 Dawn 'L even talk on the ng an that development, (See story ar bohavara) probloms «
telephane because Car el dlomupied p) ; © wiritian gut his cndt and backpack sway  dISlBling: I you  cany e comenen
conversatlons with his screaming. Friends To same extent. all chlidren wl rebel. © got home. that are fearless, W Schoo! counsator:
stopped calling, says Stientjes. He got himself dressed In the morning. its the » Qrant Wood Arsa
Christian engaged In “two near-death “*But that doesn't mean they have to be He weni to bed without erying. warm, m‘u',:m";._ Education Agoncy
experiences a day,” such as grabbing large  antisocial.” ‘The poker chips he earned landed him respansive Muﬂm ana
kitchen knives and running, says Dawn, With Uie Gradys and another couple specinl Saturday trips to the Play Station or rtatlonship that m.."ﬁ'&.
The pressurc caused tension at lwimy g closely, Sihentj; ns s the  the movies. does it trick,” pirhghariobon
Scott thought Dawn wasn't tough civugeh, proper procedure for o “time out™ fur Bul woeks after the course ended, o Kochanska says. nor prodiems tiom
Dawn thought Scott was (0o tough. chlldren ages 2 to 1t during the sixth folding chatr still sat in the comer of the A mother<hild - birth to sersor yoar i gt
Roth worked full time, they wei.- session af the (0-siap prrenting course Gradys' living room, stigsting tothe |, .. rolationship bullt  cchodl in e savom coans,
;o ©xhausted and frustrated, . ) A “ms out” 18 y - ued il A pss ound
TR what (FeM down oS SEWhOWYS golhg “reqiusing the'child : :
to have control of the houss,” says Dawn, '“‘f'r’wm -Alkd dooan “The flist ; ¥
who als0 has a 7-year-old daughter. “11e comply, further steps are taken, he saya, counseling cession, he wouldn
(Christian) was going to hove control. Whuni’l spanking — only two swift swats on chair and recetved two spankings. a rules.
1 didn't know how (o help him. I didn't 0 ocks. é " It's importan to
know how to help me. waxpln desperation, “This Is probably £0ing to be the toughest N ow he stmply goés to the :balr note, oy b
Then | saw the ad in The Gazette.~ week In the program, e tells them. “I's ,},ﬁ{;ﬂmﬁmﬁ"&vﬂ:&‘?"' says, that the Chagren" 3 Femiy
Harlan Stlentjes, a psychologist with the most emotionally 8" s uj Py
Family Psychol%xy Adsociates n Cedar Long before the Lime-out step, Stientjes “;’:g:;:ﬂ.‘ﬁ:’ he would have gotten notof Fatriske . oot Prove:
Rapids, was advertlsing a cluss, “Loving and  showed the parents how to learn more about children and that 3781168,
Disclplining Challenglng Children. " thelr chiidren by N{'"n': closer attention, Now when the feen years arrive, she “temperament IS m Asu your famidy docior
Enrolling was the first step to helping establishing a time, prataing the kids hopes he will remember: Bad behavior nof destiny.” o tained mortal hoakh
their son. and taking steps to help them comply with carrles consequences, good behavior But the proteazional
commands. rewards. likelihood Is much
the system, based A time-out chair is much easler to greater that a

Healthy Families helps
parents from the start

By Mike Kilen

A troubling mix
Parents need more help today than ever

Stlentjes designed
largely on the work of University of
Massachusetts Medica! Center’s Russell

swallow than a time-out cell; love Is much
easier to give than frustration Is to suffer,

toddler who doesn't develop a moral
framework In the early years will become
3 troubled

his program doesn't try

to solve problems after

they've begun; it works
with familles from the child's
birth.

1t's called Healthy Fanillies
luwa — Hopes Project, an lo-
wa Department of Public
Health-funded program in the
third year of a three-year pi-
to1 project in six lowa coun-*
ties. The pi provides
voluntary home visits to faml-
lies of newborns for up to
three years, providing sup-
port, education and Informa.
tion on parenting.

In the first two years nf the
nrogram, foster care place
ments, child abuse reports
and infant mortality rates de.
vreased in Buchanan County
and the number of immunized
children and involved fathers
ncreased In all six countles.

The program has helped at
rixk families gut off 1o & pood
~tart and should prevent
prablems when the children
ket older. says Hrenda Rest.

‘READERS'

rying long and hard to fit into
ight crowd at my old school
anul not being accepted, 1 gave np and
my best fricnd and | started hanging
aut with gang members.

My grudes quickly fell from A's and
s tn O's and F's And [ began
eNperinenting with drugs and alcohnl.
tmutilated my body. piercing and
g designs into my <kin. | was qlso
ey way to becoming annrexic

tecanse | was constantly groumiled. [
say [ was going baby.sitting and
e ta g pantying with friends
V. th whal nnw seems to be o

v lar help, 1 wrate my mom 2 note

el her evervthing | had (done

wrong

(g 2 model prohlem 1een-nger. my
st tivoreed She kirked mie

e 1o my dad’s house

1

VOICES: WHAT YOU SAY ABOUT KiDS OUT OF CONTR

I entered school at Alburnett just as
fourth quarter was about to begin.

Things tha;ﬁed dramatically. | made
new frlends. There is a totally different
atiitude here. § became involved in
track and chorus. ! went to prom. My
#rades went back up to A’s and B's.

My dad checks up on me constantly.
checking my storles and making sure
T'in not In trouble. Aiso following up
with stiff pyntshment.

| feel that parents should take more
of 2 role in thelr children’s |Ives and
make sure kids are where they say
they are.

Things are all deterlornting because
parents fust don't have the upper hand
anymore,

Children need to respect thelr
parents mare. And in turn, parents
teedd 10 respect thelr children

BEST COPY AVAILABLE

It's a give and take thing.
Alburnett girl

me working In a day care, |
believe a lot of the responsibility
lies with the parents.

1 saw a lot of kids come in there who
were really rude and had no respect for
their teachers. for their siblings, for

being parents. They need o set rules
for ihelr children. and the kids need to
follow them. . . .

Cedar Rapids woman

ur daughter went through the
Osﬂme thing ard Rrearly destroyed
herself and the family. It was a
nightmare for six years. It is

fl whnt a family goes

thelr parents, for S,
| belicve a lot of this needs to start at
home.

Klds nced structure, and kids need
disclpliae. It seems like a lot of parents
these days want to be their Kirls” friend
instead of a parent,

Studles have shown thai chiidren
want thelr parent to be a parent
Instead of 1helr friend. It's a lot casier
for them In thelr peer groups.

b believe that parents need tn st

through. I was ready to explode. to
clinib the walls of the house. Your
house mes a war zone.

It started when she was 15, A group
af men started coming to our house.
She was ntways sneaking nut. We tricd
to stap her from sceing this one, but it
didn’t work, This main man scemed to
have & bunch of girts working for him.
and they kept luring our daughter out

We prohibited them from trespassing

0

Fall sees parents potlcing trouble with
HOME SITUATIONS SELF-TEST elber ehdon wandergarten. They sre
Mmmmmmmmmmomumumnmv connect with other kids or thnse who are
Lu.u:nmmvssmmqw-wnmmwm how sovere (he probiam is. angry and prone to wild outbursts.
ved, executive director of ¥ou. i yout €R3 & not 3 probiem in 2 stuation, circle NO ond 90 on 19 tho noxt Smashing things, throwing tantrums and
Healthy ci;l\‘:':lw“ lowa in Bu. ) Shuation Youms W yua, how savera? (1 amad, Oxsavora) g::g::ﬁ::‘p"“""r’e"““ the child may
RO W ot - S B R RN O B -+t A,
dren who are better ared ‘Ch. they'll grow gut of it.* | would say
to go Inta the “hm'p"r!spmm.“ Iﬁualnmn . YES NO 1. 2 3 4« s 8 7 8 9 treat the E;.Ild‘s behavinr as ynu would an
she says. “Any time we can afiing drassecindmasod YES NO ''2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 iiness.” Fall says.
work with families on com- Washing and bathing YES NO - 't 2 3 4 s 8 7 8 9 She suggests calling 2 school
munication sklills, It will help When you 2re on tho Tolphone YES NO 1 2 3 s 6 T a8 @ holuglst or pther p who
the children as they grow Watching talsvision . YES NO 1 2 3 4 5 8 7 8 a warks with children for advice.
“pﬁ;ca f lock of fundt When visttons aro n your homo YES NO T 2 32 4 5 & 7 8 9 ; (()nt of :\Tsnrsll (l:lnc: ‘sul:e lc:zshparehnts
use of lack of funding. WRSh you are visting somecno’s homa  YES NO t 2 3 4 5 6 78 8 s to spent minutes a day with cacl
tralned staff idently only at. | i puses oaens vES fo V203 4 s 8 1 8 8 Ehild. dolng what they want 10 do.of
r:sl( :ml‘lies. such as unem. When fathor i homo YES NO ' 2 3 4« 5 6 7 8 o course within mnn'e't:sr‘y lllrmlu
et paras o thase | o a0 do s ey 23 s e 78 s (amilies: oy Fallof ot s
: When askad t do homawork YES NO ' 2 3 4« 5 @ 7 8 -9 W
with a history of abuse. O with kids in day care all day.
cials h:p:h lﬂdexpand‘ llhe pro Awlru O car ;:: N“g : : ; e : : ; : : "Ché:_r:'mn hav: r:::m whm::d wol:'h u:ln day
3 rotection leg. . The: [l t X
m'l‘:ve task I‘n?'ce le:'.hnu:.}y Whon with a baby sitor YES NO T 2 3 ¢ s 6 7 8 9 ?«T&:ey cn¥n:mhnme u:nlo:erybndy l: s:.g
by Py ol s | G e sy s 70 ey ot v o e s |0 8 TS S0 M B
counties as Its top priority. umﬁm”&mhﬂm.mam_.mmwa She says not only do parents have to be
Thirty-eight Buchanan problem s2uztions wers rocortod: taught skills to relate to thelr children but
County families were served kids need to know haw to help 1 Ives.
in Miscal year 1995, The other Boys ogos 4-5: 8 or more Guts 283 4-5 § o moro “We can change children so easlly when
countles are Hamllton, Polk, Boys ages 68 7 or mon Gaty 50es 6-8° Yor moro | they are young — sometimes in six to
Scntt. Wapello and wioodburyA Boys 8993 9-11: 7 o moro Girts 4003 911 6 or Moo eipht wrcks| - compared to when you
For more Information In s Aases b have an adelescent out of control. You are
« Burhanan County. call - Uy of tatking big troubles and a lot of time.
3191344218, Mony times you can't reverse It.”

an wur property, and eventually we
flled trespass charges. Byt the Juilge
dismissed the case. He said our
daughter had invited this person 1o our
hnme. and hence the law didn't allow 3
trespass charge.

Our daughter is older now and
realizes the sitvatlon she #ol into. |
think pitrents need more tools to
control their children. Running away
shuutd again be an illegal delinquent
act. lut nne of my solutinns |s to yse
the laws we have.

We need o get parents In work
topethor We need n file child abuse
complatnts. ehild endangerment
charges. whatever the laws allow,
ugatast others, teen-age frlends and
anyune who threalens the safsty and
well-being of nur rhililren,

Cedar Ruplds man
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Nish says paronts nood hetp in establshing togel
consequances for young poogie

wha misbehave. For ono

TO GET INVOLVED
mmumum-mm o gaak mmmmumwumm
{sw changes sho thinks aro kmpontant in helping famiies with  amning awdy by jvendos s Gatngquant
nnnnmmnmmhwmv-ﬂomp.o.ao-
175, Maron $2302.

Tha Codar Rapids Gazeno 9

‘Should it be a crime to run away?

€“You can'
imagine how
hard it was, to
it there and let
some other
mother take
your daughter. 1
felt it cwas
legalized
kidnapping.??
Judy Niah,
(below with
daughter Kim)

Boomers blamed; tide turns

By Tom Fruehting
Gazatle st wnter

By Dolo Kuater
GazoRa staff wiiar
udy Nish was in tears. Her daughter
Kim. she says with a shaky voice, had
Tun away again. This time it was like
& stab in the heart with s twist. Just when
Nish thdught things were better, she was
proven wrong. She felt she was a fallure.
'} don't know what I'm going to do. .
1t's a helpless feeling.”

Since January, things had improved
significantly at the Nish home In Marion.
Kim was taking Ritalin. There were fewer
arguments. Kim's work at school improved
markedly.

Kim turned t6 In late May and was
scheduled to start driver's education at
Linn-Mar on June §.

Nish says she and Kim had worked oul a
cutfew. On June 2, Kim was not home by
midnight. At1:15 a.m., Nish called a friend
of Kim’s. She learned that Kim and the
n'land were with several men, most in thelr

Aboul 2:30 she came home.” Kim was
grounded for the followlng weekend.

Judy Nish, a nurse, warked Saturday.
Kim spent much of the day with the same
friend. Late Sunday, she announced she was
moving out.

"She got on the phone, and her friend’s
mother was here (n 15 minutes. My
husband (Kim's stepmher) said, 'You can't
keep this up. Fighting won 't do any good.
You'tl have to let her go.'

“So | did, °

“Yau un.'l imagine how hard It was, to
slt there and let some other mother take

some generalizations to be made.
As a group. those who came of

your daughter. | (elt it was legalized
kldnawlu and [ had to sit and watch. It
shouldn't be that way. | hope and pray
nothing happens to her. 1 igve her. but [
can't keep up the struggle any more."

There had been a simllar scene late last
year, It was then Nish learned what other
parenis of runawdy children are learning:
Running away is not illegal infowa. Nor is
1t Qegal to harbor a runaway.

“It's a terrible feellng when someone else
takes over for you and you have nothlng to
say about It. Yet | am still I
responsible. We need o change ln the law.”

Push for law changes

8en. Mary Lundby, R-Marion, mpondlna
to Nish and a dozen other parents, hopes to
schedule public hearings on [egislation lhll
would once again make it a delinguent act
far a Juvenile to frequently run away —
cxcept 10 escape physical or sexual abuse,
neglect or criminal activity.

The bill also says parents would not1 be
lisble for damages committed by runaway
children stil) in their custody. Parents are
now llable for personal or prm:eny damages
up 1o $2,000. Moreover, the bill would create
criminal penalties for adults who harbor
runaways. .

lowa rewrote its juvenile code in 1979,
Afler great debate, the Legislature declded
that go-called status offenses, like running
away, should no longer be crimes. Today,
however, many parents think there ought to
be some sort of legal consequence for
runaways and children out of control.

classroom.
Now, such practices as curfews,

“I'm not a Republican, but lhnv: one
thing in cdbmmon With Gov. Tel
Branstad,” says Stacey Parker e(Cedar
Raplds. “[ believe in the concept of boot
camps. Wa need, somehow, to teach young
people that there mwnsequzncs that
they must bo responalble.”

Parker’s daughter Jessica. 14, 8 chronic

runaway, is ot o group faster home In
Estherville — under tha jurtsdiction of
Juventie Court.

‘Lawrence-Eberly of Cedar Rapids says his
14.year-old daughter ran nway and took up
residence with a woman and her son. "She
says she's (n love. I went there, kicked the
door down and her out Then I turned
mysell in to the police.

parent It seems our hands are tied
by the law,” adds Eberly. "We want to do
something, but the police say we can't"”

8ill faces debate

*1 figured this bill would be a
starting point for discussion.” says Lundby.
“*Parents say there I3 no mechanism to get
the child to come home and Into counseling.
They say there i3 no reason for the child to
come homa Uf lhey are getting support from
someone else.”

Because of drafting problems, Lundby's
bill was not assigned to committee this
year. She hopes it can be debated next term.
There will be opposition, particularly to the
section making i1 a criminal offense to
harbor runaways.

“{ have great empathy (or those parents,
says Sen. Johnie Hammond, D-Ames. "1 hud
a son who ran away e couple of times. He
ran to {llinots, a friend's house, and I'm
glad that (amily was there for him. |
wouldn't want them . | was
relieved he was there.

"Fortunately, he's mwn uptobea
wonderfutly responslbla adull." says
Hammond, who 1s on both the Senate
Human Services and Judiciary committees.
“But he gave me gray hairs when he was in
high school

Shuwllllnuwu!un look at the section
uveniles “against the parents’
kidnapping.

*+I-think the No. 1 cause of these problems
is lack of attention. 1 have seven children,”
says Hurley, “including two foster children
vlllh learning disabllities and behaviorat
roblems. Both were abused. Thelr little
bmther died at the hands of a flve-In. The

To other

best preventlon is a parenl who pays
attentlon.”

Lundby's proposed legislation could alsn
run Into trouble with federal offictals. Mary
Nelson of the lowa Department of Human
Services sald her agency could lose some
federal ald U'status offenses, like running
away, are reinstated.

‘Grasping at straws'

Judy Nish and her daughter talked to The
Gazette a month ago, just before Kim ran
Bway cgain, Kim had just completed her
freshman year at Linn-Mar High Schoal.

Kim traces her behavior problems, in
part, to the fall of 1933 when she
accidentally turned the ignitlon switch of
the famlly plckup, causing it to lurch and
run over her mother.

“The night my mom came home from the
hospltal 1 was drunk,” says Kim. | had
been at a football game. Same poople who
:nd graduated had beer. | was scared to go

ome."

She began skipplng schoal. There were
fights at home. Then, she says. one of her
best friends committed sulcide. Kim ran
away several times, once for 16 days. Three
times she was referred to the St Luke's
Hospltal adolescent center, spending about &
month there all told.

Each stay cost $15,000, Nish says.
Insurance covered most of it Eventually a
doctor diagnosed attention deflclt disorder
and prescribed Ritalin. That helped.

Kim's parents divorced when she was 2,
but Kim doesn‘t attribute her problems 1o
that Her retationship with her stepfather

been cool.

"I was grasping at straws for a long
time,"” says Judy Nish. “They say there's al}
kinds of help out there, but there isn't.” She
says youth agencles are over-extended. "anr
it takes too Iong to get into the system

“I'll do anything I can to help Kim. but |
feel frustrated, like the Lone Ranger, to
make somecna understand me thet we need
to get contral over our kids. If we don't, It
will just get worse.”

“I don't hm out with the same people
any more,” Kim says. “But | miss getting
into trouble, [ had an image of being bad at
school. Now my image is being a welrd
person — one who has totally turned
around. .

"I know now that I have to get a high
school diploma, | want to be & cop. | guess |
learned that if you run away, there wili be
cangequences. | know [ have to make good
cholces, but I'm paranoid about getting into
trouble.”

kids: Think

about the victims -

he generation of parents

comptaining that they can't

handle thelr kids have only
o blame,

age In the two decades after World
War 11 lived in an

dress codes, locker searches and

where the emphasis was on the

to
a local educator who has made a
study of societal trends.

Bill Jacobson says the so-called

“baby boomers” (born roughly
between 1942 and t960) grew up
with few rules and ralsed their
children that way. Now. theyre
paying the price.

A longtime administrator in the
Cedar Rapids school system who
also serves as superintendent of
the Mar{on district, Jacobson has
parlayed his experlence in the
classroom with years of research
into the cyclical nature of
generations.

He notes that not all of today's
young people, or thelr parents. are
screwed up. Not all bad kids come
from bad famlies. Nor do all goad
parents produce good kids.

He says, however, that there are

'READERS’

l have an B-year-old daughter
who {s ADHD, brash,
oppositionally defiant

. She has gotten nto trouble
for being ph

clvll rights were

cherished and penaltles for bad
behavlor were few. Children
lacked a moral com, Now, as
adults. they don’t like the results
of that Iiberal child rearing.

~Soclety Is changing big time.”
says Jacobson. 53, an educator
since 1963. “The focus is now on
the group. Rules and guidelines
are coming back. And the kids
who are feeling the effects of these
changes aren't the ones who
caused the problems.”

He says a sense of discipiine is
returning to schools after a long
perlod where students enjoyed free
reln. A key turning point, notes
Jacobson, was the 1964 U.S."
Supr!me Court decislon Involving

the Des Moines school district that
said schoolchildren’s clvll rights
do not end when they enter the

(most drug testing for
athletes are gaining in popularity.
As a result, “Schools today are
safer and more focused, and the
klds are better behaved.”
Jacobson’s study of historicat
cycles. however, teaches him that
the pendulum will flkely be
reversed by the year 2010

Knapp

By Jon
“ hy's it matter? It's
“Ge!
k.

“Leave me alone. it's my life.”

I've probably used these
statements a million times. Why
did it matter to anyone else if |
lled. stole, ran away, or skipped
class? [ wasn't hurtlng anyone but

“There’s a new cycle every 20 (179 myself. It wasn't like T was out

years.” he says. ’Sklfs and beating people up or selllng drugs.
But one thing will remain the ~ Sidelines are | didn’ affect anyone but me.

same. All young peaple. Jacobson  coming back. Sure il dldn't. ust like the

says. go through a perlod of
tremendous adjusiment and
change as they pass from
childhood to adulthood.

It has been said that 18-to-24 Is
the age of barbarians. It's always
been that way. Every teen-ager
just wants to figure out how to
make Il in the world. Times may
change. but their concerns are the
same.”

Bl Jacobson

Earth doesn't go around the sun
and the tides don't change. Every
move I made affected people

VIEWPOINT .

both directly and indirecuy.
Sometimes { wonder who the
bigger victims were. Sometimes
'm afrald to know.

The dlrec victims are the
easlest to name. Eight giris who |

explain to him why somecne who
taught him (¢ was bad to hit and
not to take things that aren‘t
thelrs beat someone up to steat
her car? How can a 3.year-old
understand that when Gramma
says she doesn’t have the money
for something it's because nn
matter how much she'd like to
have her daughter home. she has
10 pay $500 a month 10 keep her
500 miles away.

He can't understand. and | can't
expiain it to him He doesn‘t
understand choices.

Neither do most people, as I've
found out. Many times people ask
me, "What can we do to help?” In
all honesty, the answer Is nothing.
You can be there for your kids,

would make
June
Cleaver

if the sltuation were
reversed, then they would see
how difficult it is trying to
ratse a child that does not want

at school and in the
‘neighborhood.
1 have tried expleining to
people that my daughter has a
medlcal prablem. The response
I've gotten is elther they don't
want to hear it, they think thst
I'm making excuses, or they.
£, think they fully understand.
" No one understands uness
he has to personally deal with

“It himsetr.

Woman

ur child has been in a

residentlal treatment
center for almost a year. We
have been in family therapy
for four years. We are
extremely Involved and caring
parents with solid famjly
backgrounds and merals.

We have utilized every plan
glven to us by, psy:hu!rlsls.
social workers, therapists. .

Not much has worked.

So much has been blamed on
the parents. And it Is coming
from others who do not have
problem children.

to help th
Woman

E have a sister who {s 17 that
is 8 runaway. She changed
in a matter of overnight from
an A-plus student and
mommy's little angel to
dropping out of school and
running away.

She's tried every drug she
can and selling and who knows
what else.

Our family has tried
Sedlacek, going to counseling
and golng to police. But they
can’t do anything unless she's
caught committing a crime or
half-dead somewhere from an
overdose.

1t just doesn’t make
sense. . . .

Kids can get away with too
much and no one can do
anything. . , .

Cedar Rapids woman

‘m convinced that kids ere

out of control because
something in sinisterly wrong
with the human heart. Inside

the heart can be found hatred,
Jealousy. greed, lust . . . and
every kind'ur depravity.

As far as relationships 1o

each other go, we've got It all
backward. We try to fix our
horizontat relationships with
family and fellow man and
think that's the answer. Try

° getting the "vertical” lined up

first. In other words, get right
with God . . .
lwuunnenr!bel t00. I'm
now 30 and married. .

Cedar Roplﬂs man

think the reason kids are
oul of control posslbly may
be the fact thai we can't even
discipline our children
anymore.

I'm not saying that we need
to leave marks or bruises. But
children are manipulative
creatures right from the
start. . . .

1 think that if we started
spanking agaln in schools .
and having the kids feel um
there's going to be
repercussions for their actions,
maybe they won't be 0 out of
control.

However, the punishment
needs to start when they are

BEST CORY AVAIl AR]

VOICES: WHAT YOU SAY ABOUT KIDS OUTOF CONTROL

vefy very young. . . . When
there haven't been’ ln
boundaries set when they were
Wllnl- when they get older
certainly aren'’t going to
lblde by any boundaries
Cedar Rapids wman

have a brother who is
currently at Four Oaks. He's
13. He assaulted three people in
my l'amlly including
myself,

1] thlnk lhlll parents should
punish thelr chlldren at an
early age so they don't think
that they can get by with
l:::gs &t a later age such as
this. . . .

Cedar Raplds boy

what we're experlenclng
now Is mornl decay in
our goctety. And If we don't put
a stop to It, all of our children
will be out of contrel. . . .

We've laughed about it snd
tgnored It. We must now all
band together and put a stop to
it Let'a start with what TV and
Hollywood aré promoting.

And above It all, let's not be
afrald to get down on our
knees and pray about It

Woman

know that I stote from at schoal.
and probably between 15 snd 5S¢
who | don't know. A friend of
mine whose car [ stole to run
away. My parents, who [ lled to
and stole from. A member at
a group home who ] attacked to
steal her car. Belfeve it or not,
those are the easy anes to name.

1t's those who were affected the
most that are the hardest to name,
and face.

My parents, who paced the
fioors, drove the streets, and spent
all night calling friends, shelters,
police stations, even morgues,
trying to figure out where their
daughter was.

My two older slsleu who helped
with the searching and tried to
keep lives of thelr own.

Teachers, friends and friends’
familles who not only tried
everything In their power to help
me make things work at home. but
also sometimes put themselves at
risk to kesp me off the streets.

‘The hardest victim for me to
recognize though, Is a 3-year-old
boy named Allen. He's my
nephew, but has been raised as my
brother.

‘The first time [ saw him after |
got into trouble the last tlne was
In a detentlon cell. He walked in,
wrinkled up his forehead and told
me that [ was a bad girl.

What could | say? How do you

jealous, but
when 1t
comes right
down to it.
It was my
choice.
Granted. al
(he (lme 1

lhlnklng

Jon K about who 1
w.

Victims hard o face

as
victimizing, but deep down
knew.

So the next time you want to
help someone, to keep them out of
this kind of situation. confront
them. Tell them what they're
doing well, and tell them what
they need to work on.

Hopefully, someday. they'll do
the same for you. Because the
most important thing that I've
learned is that no matter how
smart, or pretty. or rich you are.
there's always someone who can
help you out. and sometimes,
those are your biggest victims

it Is your ilfe, but it's also
theirs.

Jen Knapp, 16, of Palo, is one of
125 girls of Forest Ridge Youth
Services, a group foster home near
Estherville. Before entering Forest
Ridge, she says. she was charged
with a.mun, robbery ond theft. She
Hhopes to go home in August.

ol
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B8y Tom Fruehling

Gazsny staff wrisr
eallng with out-of-control children
and their families has become an
industry unto lisetf,

For-profit companles have joined a
pmureruuon of private non-profli apencles
and public efforts in the expanding quest o
deal with juveniles with problems.

If you want to invest in kids out of
cantrol. Youth Services International (YSI)
wlll send you o prospectus. Last year YSI
revenues were $34.7 million. Net income
was $2 million. or 44 cents per common
share.

YS! operates programs for troubled
youths at 12 locations. two In lowa, It was
started in 1992 by W.). Hindman. the man
who bullt JUTy l.ube into a major
corporation before selling it

No one knows just how much lowa spends
on kids out of control, bug it's easily In the
tens of millions of dollars. In 1992 the
children and (amily services division of the
lowa Department of Human Services (DHS)
had o $35 milllon budget. tncluding §20
million in federal money. This year that
budget is $150 mitlion, with $77 million from
federal sources.

The lowa Juvenile Home In Toledo has a

Culture in free fall: Will
we crash or soar again?

5 mllllon annual budget. The Boys State
ning School in Eidora spends in excess
of SB million a year. -

These two places ore the last stops for
lowa’s troubled juveniles. Many hove
siready toured the placement system.

Buth. by law, serve chlldren 12 thraurh
17. Toledo has 32 boys and 60 girls.
two-thirds designoted as children In nmd of
assistance and the balance judged to b
dellnquent. Eldora has 108 boys. atl
adjudicated by Juvenlle Fourt 1 be
dellnguent.

There Is 0o line item in the state budpet
for kids out of control. Nelther can private
agencles segregate such expendltures. But
dcal(nu with behavior probleml Is taking

ore resources and persanncl, public and
prlv.-m officlais agree.

Caonslder Alternative Services, the
16-year-old Cedar Rapids-based human
services umbretla agency. in the past two
years, It has grown from 30 employees to
265. Offices and services In 10 communities
serve 52 countles.

- "We offer o broad continuum of scrvices
to mpond to the necds of youth and
family,” says Glnna Owens, dlrecmr of
public relotions for the non-profi
organization. “We hope to bulld brlgh(er

$Qur resources are being cut. There are not resources to lock
up kids we need to. Group homes are limited. There are J nat
enough youth shelter beds. There are not enough police.”’

Pat Grady, Juvenile court judge

Big money spent on crises of kids

futures by helping young people
self.culliclent adults and by heln!na fnmllies
deal with the stress of toda:

The goal of the epency’s mally Dml:l'ams.
(Owens ays. is to help penple lead
nroductive lives.

More services

Alternatlve Services was fiunded in
Cedar Roplds ¢n 1979 to pruvide a
supervlsed independent living program with

rt and counsellng fnr aider teens
Ilvlnu on thelr own. The next year. the first
group home for troubled boys was npened,

Dver the years, Qwens polnts oul,
services have expanded. Much of the
agency's growth has come In the last muple
of years when ficld offices were opened
Bcross the state,

In the past year, more ¢ than 2,000 young
people und thelr families were Involved in
the mix of programs.

Alternative Services still offers
independent ilving services to older teens
11Ving on their own. This Includes dally
contact with.stafl and 24-hour avnilabillty.
Among the areas siressod are education, job
watning. money and time management.

There are also three group homes.

Horlzon Center in Marion is a residential

By Dala Kuster

Garone staff watar
STHERVILLE — The shoes are
the first thing you notice al the
front door. There must be 100

youths — those at Toledo and Eldora
— appear to be 0 much harder lot
than their counterparts of a decade
ago,

"Wc re mlnu more

hild-1

{CHINA)

shoes on o floor rack. That
to 50 students In their stocking feet.
Thse are the young people still
considered to be runaway threats.
Otherwise, it looks like any other
classroom. Students sit ot rows of
desks. One works at a computer
statlon at the rear of the room. Wall
docorations consist of the usual world

map and clock. Connie Simen, a
* n‘moum lcn:hmmbs to the end
N a chapter to o review,
$$We're seeing This ts New Beginnings. one
more child-in- ;sm:;; oll Forest Rldge Yuuth
rvices. 1t is o private, for-profit
need-0f-as88-  orpniniion owned by Youth Services
tanoe cases com- Ihrild.ml lb‘:swln (YS‘I’) of Owings Mills.
ing to us where 3 business is trying to
stralghten out kids — mostly glrls —
a juvenile has who ore out of control.
committed delin- lllopurntes under o contract with
the Jowa Department of Human
quent octs that,  suryices (DIS), VSI bias a slanilar
if they were facllity for boys at Clarinda.
adults, would be Far these young people, It may be
. . 5 the last chance (o stralghten pul their
criminal. lives before heading to elther the
State Tralning School for Boys at
Bob Eppter, Eldura or the State Tralning School

State Training
School for Girls

for Glirls ot Toledo.

Overwhelming problem

The dazens of people interviewed
by The Gazette for thls serics have
collectively painted a troubling
picture. The worst scenario is what
somc experts refer to as a culture in
free fall The best view may be that of
o people struggling (o re-establish
vajues and famlly as cornerstones of
our society .

Many clearly are dismayed at the
depth of the problems. Most are
overwhelmed by the cascload. Some
sce il as nothing less than a notional
crisls.

Moreover. today's most incorrigible

cases coming to us where a juvenile

has committed dellnquznl acts that, i

they were be crimlnal,”

says Bob Ewler. superintendent at

‘mledo Steve Huston, his counterpart

at Eldora, says 70 percent of the male
there have

(elonies.
"Wo've always had kids in here for
ﬂm!ns or assault,” says Husten,
fow used knives and guns. These
yopng people percelve !h!na‘
differensty. They don't put vaiue oit
human life as did juveniles of 10
years ago, including thetr ovm We.
Many don't expeet to feach
Eppler thinks quicker ln(erven(lnn
may needed (0 steer young people
aut of dysfunctionat familles. Ho also
has conie to the conciusion thal too
many juvenlles are sent back to
dysfunctlunal familics only to fall
agnln
“II's 200 out there ond we are
supposed to be one nf the hetter
states.” says Eppler

Pressures building

The famlly Is under more pressure
than ever. says Charles Palmer, head
of the PHS.

“There are nore difficuli situatlons
with singlu-parent famihes. Drugs are
preseht In many communitles and
gang pressurcs ore intensifylng.” he
says

’I'here are morce parents both
working to make cnds mcet. Pecr
pressure on Kids Is greater. There are
a lot of temptations out there. The
need to belong is great. We have a
soclety that sends messages thal
things are caslly obtained. but it's not
true. If nnylhlng. penple have tn work
harder today.”

Many of those sene to Forest Ridge

" ey
Young paople In New Begln
Having no shoos at a facility in

to any impuiso fight. .

“come In withoul structure.” says
Cludy Cox. exccutive director. “This
is like a foreitn country to them.”

A great pumber come froin
dysfunctivnal families - brokon
finmes. substance atuse. live-n
boyfriends  wha have luw-paylng
Jobs or ore on welfare. Most of the
young people have done poorly at
schoal.

*There have been serjous problems
ot home,” Cox adds. “"but the students
also have made bad cholces -
behavlor choices that gut them In
trouble. We spend o tot of Ume trying
nat tn glve them excuses.”

There's no ooe solulion or answer
10 the growing problem.

Push for prevention

program for delinquent boys. Wendell
House {8 0 residentia) trestment program
for adotescents ond Lincoln Place s a
supervised apartment-living program,
In addliion. the agen: o(‘l;en & number of
progr mily
services and 8 new day progrom
delinquents.

While services nre available to olhers in
the community, many served by Alternative
Services are referred by DHS. the
Ilepartment of Corrections ond the juvenile
court system. Funding sources are the state
of lawa. Medicald and private donatlons.

¥or the flscill year Just ended. the agency
aperated with o $4 mmlon budget.

¥S1 operates Forest Ridge, 0 140-bed
facllity for girls near Estherville, and
Clarinda Academy for boys (168 beds) it has
also won the cantract with the D!
aperate the state's Airst boot mmp a
Woodward. The 25-bed unit opened July 10.
with annunj costs estimated at $300,000. A
sccond 25-bed boot cam; &wlu be opérated by
1he Wittenmyer Youth Center in Davenport.

The state pays YSI $83.70 o day per
student for resldential care at Porest Ridge:
$76.61 o day for emergency sheller care. For
fiscal 1994, Y51 revenues ot Forest Ridge
were $3.4 million: at Clarinda, $4.56 million.

¥ oy Parcygra®, Gatedd kiism
ot Forest Ridge remavs thelr shoes.

“The Idea is to work from the
preventive mode rother than after the
barn burns down,” explains John
Hurke. service administrator for the
regiunal DHS office in Cedar Raplds.

““The philnsophy {s to identify the
problems. try o resolve the issues,
wark on communications, with almost
daily contact with o counselor. We've
had some sood results, but there ore
110 Ruarentces,

Same sznmx Invalve intensive
tracking of lroubled teens, Instead of
answering to mom and dad. they must
answer lo agency counselors.

““There are many theorics an how
we got where we arc,” says Forest
Ridgr's Cox. “I've read that as o
socicty we've strayed from treditional
values l‘ve seen the lmpacl of
TV show the

lowa has started to use an opp:
developed by the stote of Washlngton.
a “fomlly prescrvatlon™ program that
Includes intensive in-home counseling
for as long as a month for kids with
serlous behavior problems.

other night talked nboul the absance
of fathers.

“§ sense this much. The problem Is
getting worse. Referrals are
Increasing. We usually run fuil.”

Government dilemma: More demand and less money

countrysido Is on cbvious dsterrent

By Dala Kuetor

he Increase in (amily troubles comes

ot o time when there are pressures (o

decrease eovernmen( spending. It's
not o pleasing prospect or Oedar Rapids Ju-
venile Court Judge Pat Gi

“People want (0 see more mnsequnn:es.

but consequences are e function of ressurc.

es.” says Grady. ""Our resources are being
cut. There are rntot resources to lock up klds
we need to. Group homes are limited. There
are not enough youth shelter beds. There
are not enough police.

"Children's services have been on the
chopping block nearly all the time I've been

on the bench. We can't have it both
ways. . . Bul the public keeps telling the
legislature, ‘We don’t want to spend the
money.’

Grady sees hope In that “people are get.
ting a better sense that these problems must
be solved locally. not In Des Moines or
Washington.” He sees people ond organiza.
tions working together better thon in the
past.

Still, he adds, there Is no replacement for
a good values sysiem. ~At some place a
child must get o sense of values. If parents
don’t provide them, they will get them
somewhere else ~

“There's no single answer.” says Lt. Ken
Washburn, head of the Youth Bureau ot the
Cedar Rapids Police Dopartment. “It's com-
plex. It will take everyone pulling in the
same direction to make a ¢ . 1t will
toke good family values.”

In the lasl five years, Juvenile crime In
cedar Rnplds has jumped as high as (500

o year — theft, assauil, cﬂmlndl mis-
chld beling the primary offenses. “When 1
grew up you didn’t think about hitting
teachers and parents,” says Washburn.

This is the first summer for & Cedar Rap
ids curfew law. Anyone under 16 must be
off the streets between 11 p.m. and 6 a.m..

READERS’ VOICES: WHAT YOU SAY ABOUT KIDS OUT OF CONTROL

control by some of the stories | have been
rezding in The Gazette.

1 think {n our case, we were good parents.
We discovered a year ago that our daughter
had been sexually abused by a close family
relative.

1 think If you look further into sexual
abuse statistics. you'll find that in a lot of
young people, especially girls, you're scelng
a lot of these out of control behaviors
because they were sexually abused as a
young child . . .

Cedar Roplds woman

veryone is so worried about child abuse.

But what sbout when the child becomes
the aggressor and the parents are (he ones
being obused?

1 have a teen-ager out of control who

verbally ahd physically abuses both of his
parents. Yet we are powerless to do
anything about It. The laws arc in his favor.
We cannot make him leave. We canrot do
anything to him or he can charge us with

abuse. But he Is free to abuse us all he
wants.

Woman

hove 3 son who Is now 16. He was 14

when he started to get in trouble. He was
into drugs. He was doing vandalism
Dealing. Everything.

1 swliched probation officers and 1 told
them something was gonna have (o be done
Also, prayer will help. | prayed all the

time. . ..

He wen( to Eldara for 30 days. He was in

Horizon Center for over a year, Now . .  he

(s a new kid. He's got a job ond everylhlng
1 think most of the problem comes from

BEST GOPY AVAILA

what kind of home
. have too much freedom.

{ understand what these parents sre golng
through . . . but { would gel something
done. That's what | had to do, because
otherwise this one child will keep your
home In an uproar. . . .

Cedar Rapids woman

y wife and | arv loving. caring parents,
middle class.

‘We had our son in the parochlal school
system until his junior year when he was
removed for a substance abuse problem. We
“thought we were Informed about such -
things. but as it turned out we didn't know
what was wrong. Our son had become an
addict before we knew what hit us. . . .

Approximately two years and five
treatment centers later, our son. now 18.

. Is still an addict.

LE

unless at work or coming from a school or
chueh function. Violators are subject to
performing community service, being fined
up to $100 or sentenced up to 30 days in ]nu

So far this year 107 young people ha
been clted for vlnlnuna the new city currew
law. The thyeat of arrest seems to be work-
ng, Washburn says, most notably in redue.
ing the number of crimes agalnst juveniles.
Asssult and robbery of young people s
down, he odds.

The most common penalty edminisiered
by judges Is community service, "We want
the kids to pay the penalty. not the par-
ents,” & judge explains.

o lot of con
ent uenu:n. 1 felt that we wm
reany sold a bill of goods. .
§'m canvinced the only wey onyollhsa
kids can get help is If they want help. . . .
Cedar Raplds man

“m 15 years old ond a sophomore in high

school recenily. Some of my friends have
been getting out of control. They've been
smoking. drinking and (rn(lns their
parents and family very

Some of those (riends. 've lns( and 1 don't
regret it

Others I'm siill friends with because they
know how ! am and that | never let them
pressure me {nto stuff like that. If they ever
did try to pressure me, I'd losc qulck

1 love my family and myself ensugh neve:
1o want to go through that kind o(p.-un

Cedor Raplds ¢ir}

youma 8 B 17, coun of pa-
vaty referet; 3650164
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Senator GRASSLEY. Mary Lunby, who represents Cedar Rapids in
the Iowa Senate and is one of Iowa’s finest and most productive
and capable leaders, decided that she wanted to do something to
assist parents in Cedar Rapids, and that is when the controversy
started and that is why I am here this morning.

Senator Lunby drafted a bill to crack down on the runaway prob-
lem. The bill would have made it a crime to harbor runaways and
for children to be chronic runaways. This would have permitted the
authorities to hold runaway juveniles in a secure fashion as long
as necessary to help the runaway, to notify parents, and to deter-
mine the proper and best course of action for the juveniles because
we want to help these kids.

All this, of course, seems very reasonable to you, Mr. Chairman,
I am sure, but it doesn’t seem so reasonable to people here in
Washington. Of course, I am a Federal legislator and it really isn’t
my place to dictate to the Iowa Legislature what they ought to do
because under the Constitution, that is a police power that is right-
fully committed to State and local authorities.

The office that administers JJDPA got involved when Senator
Lunby’s bill was introduced, and the authorities here in Washing-
ton warned that Iowa could potentially lose one-quarter or more of
its Federal funding should the bill be enacted by the Iowa Legisla-
ture.

Now, I -was asked to assist the community of Cedar Rapids and
Senator Lunby. We attempted to solicit assistance from the OJJDP
officials here in Washington. I did not ask that Iowa be exempted
from any prohibitions. Instead, I asked that the office provide com-
ments on the Iowa bill, as drafted, to see if there was any way that
Senator Lunby’s bill could be fine-tuned to maintain Iowa’s fund-
ing, while at the same time trying to solve this problem that we
had exemplified by this article in the Cedar Rapids Gazette, and
at the same satisfy the requirements of JJDPA.

In fact, some advice was provided to my office, but no one at the
Office of OJJDP would actually comment on the record, and no one
at the office would promise that Iowa’s funding would remain se-
cure if changes which OJJDP itself suggested were made. Now, get
this, Mr. Chairman. One person at the office even referred to the
idea of making being a chronic runaway a crime and securely de-
taining runaways—they referred to that as a hideous thought. Mr.
Chairman, to me, that reflects-a very, very real problem.

So let’s look at the situation. We have a Federal bureaucracy ad-
ministering a Federal program and conditioning the receipt of Fed-
eral dollars on compliance with certain requirements, but the bu-
reaucracy was not as forthcoming and straightforward as it could
have been in terms of ensuring Iowa’s compliance with the JJDPA
and Iowa’s receipt of Federal funding.

It seems to me that we could not really get an answer. It seems
to me, in American Government, one thing that every citizen ought
to be entitled to is an answer, Mr. Chairman, and it seems to me
a simple problem that can be handled and that the Iowa Legisla-
ture wants to know from Federal officials how could we change the
law and make it conform to the Federal statute. That is not an im-
possible question to answer. It ought to be answered, and we ought
to sit some Iowa legislators across the table from some Federal
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unelected bureaucrats and get some sort of an answer to what the
Iowa Legislature could have done to be in compliance with the Fed-
eral law and still attempt to solve the problem, but there was no
way of getting that done. We did get some suggestions, but we
didn’t get any assurance that once you did this, you were comply-
ing.

Now, someplace in Washington there is somebody who can read
a State-suggested piece of legislation and say, if you make these
changes in this law, you will still satisfy the Federal requirements.
I suppose that the Office of JJDPA is well-intentioned and I am
certain that it has done a lot of good over the years, but in the ex-
perience of this Senator, some reforms need to be made.

In many ways, this issue is similar to the whole issue that we
found when we had welfare reform before us last year, and maybe
again this year. It seemed like we had three options. We could con-
tinue the status quo, we could remove or lessen Federal strings, or
we would impose new and different Federal mandates. I am not
certain at this time which course of action Congress ought to take,
but I have confidence, Mr. Chairman, that under your capable lead-
ership we will strike the right balance and end up with a Federal
law which provides better and more significant assistance in deal-
ing with juvenile crime. I guess if I wanted to state a very personal
view, I have more faith in legislatures and in local law enforcement
than the present law suggests that we ought to have in them.

So in closing, Mr. Chairman, I believe that JJDPA is in need of
serious reform. Of course, Congress should assist local communities
in dealing with youth crime, but Federal assistance should not be-
come a code word for Federal control. As a followup of my experi-
ence here—and hopefully it will be helpful to your subcommittee—
I am going to conduct a series of town meetings across the State
of Iowa, including Cedar Rapids. I plan to find out what the people
of Iowa want and need from the Federal Government in terms of
assistance with juvenile crime. Having listened to the people of
Iowa, I will then forward to you my suggestions, and I want to
work with you on this reform.

Thank you.

Senator THOMPSON. Thank you, Senator Grassley. I will look for-
ward to that. I think you have put your finger on a very serious
problem. It seems that the truants of today are not like the truants
of yesteryear, in many cases. Again, we have got a system of man-
dates that covers everyone from a truant who might be a victim at
home to someone who is just a constant and chronic truant who
has no intention of doing better. As I indicated before, we will have
witnesses and have had witnesses who testified that truancy is the
best indicator that there is as far as future criminal behavior.

Senator GRASSLEY. I have a friend in Iowa who happens to have
been a former Democratic officeholder and legislator who is very
deeply involved in this problem of truancy. He says money spent
on truancy is the best investment we can have in the fight on
crime, but he likened the situation in our State, and I suppose it
is in every State, that society is more concerned about a stray dog,
and a stray dog can be picked up and put in an environment to be
helpful to that dog. We can’t do that for a stray child.
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Senator THOMPSON. Well, we have had witnesses here from Colo-
rado and Wisconsin that both sought waivers for various things. It
looks to me like the States are spending a good deal of this in com-
ing up here, while committed to the principles that some of these
mandates set forth, coming here and trying to get some common
sense injected into the system.

It doesn’t look like your people had as much success, maybe, as
some others. But perhaps the difficulty is with regard to the status
offender you are dealing with unlike the sight and sound separa-
tion requirement. States can do various things with sight and
sound, but there seems to be an outright prohibition against hold-
ing in an adult facility. There is a 24-hour exemption if it is an
ﬁdult facility. I think Senator Kohl’s bill would raise that to 72

ours.

But, again, here we are in Washington determining that 24
hours, or that 72 hours is a proper time, regardless of whether or
not it is a first-time truant or the tenth time, and it is just a flat
rule. I am not sure how you could fine-tune anything or work any-
thing out if you just have a flatout Federal prohibition that says
you can’t do this, period.

So I think that is what we have to look at, whether or not there
needs to be some additional flexibility there to deal with those
young people who maybe have not violated the criminal law yet,
but if statistics hold out, are destined to almost with a certainty.

Senator Grassley, did you have anything else?

Senator GRASSLEY. No. I don’t have anything else. Thank you
very much for your consideration.

Senator THOMPSON. Thank you.

Senator Simpson. :

Senator SIMPSON. Mr. Chairman, I am pleased to participate a
bit in subcommittee activities. I want to commend you for the fine
way in which you are conducting the work on this subcommittee.
I think those of us who have been on the Judiciary Committee—
I look at the ranking member, Senator Biden, and Senator Grass-
ley and those of us on the subcommittee. I am very impressed at
the way in which you are doing your work here. You are presenting
the issues in a way, I think, which is very fair, and that is the key
to subcommittee work. You have to bring in the people on the other
side and let them tear you head off. [Laughter.]

I always went out and looked for the spookiest people I could find
on the other side. I would say who is the person on the other side
that just absolutely is tearing me to pieces on this and then I
would have them come.

Senator THOMPSON. But you love a fight, you see. That is the dif-
ference, that is the difference.

Senator SIMPSON. Never let a sleeping dog lie when you can go
kick it, and that gets you in a lot of trouble. I heard you speaking
of the truants of yesteryear, and that was me. [Laughter.]

They called me Alibi Al, and I realized that I could get people
to laugh with me, but then I could figure that they were laughing
at me because I was doing so many stupid things in my life. That
is when the recognition comes, and it did at a tender age after I
was on Federal probation for 2 years for shooting mailboxes.
[Laughter.]
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I see some of you have done that. I can hear laughter in the
room, but we thought is was very funny, and it wasnt an hing
funny at all when we went on Federal probation. I had a probation
officer who came to see me periodically, a wonderful man, and he
was. But, anyway, that was me then.

I wanted to drop by and welcome our Sheriff from Campbell
County, WY, Byron Oedekoven, Whom I have known and worked
with and admire. You are very good to have had that testimony.

. I have a written statement and I would ask it be placed in the
record as if read in full, Mr. Chairman.

Senator THOMPSON. Without objection.

[The prepared statement of Senator Simpson follows:]

PREPARED STATEMENT OF HON. ALAN K. SIMPSON, A U.S. SENATOR FROM THE STATE
OF WYOMING

A couple of weeks ago we began the process of having a public discussion on the
problem of juvenile crime, and the merits and shortcomings of the Juvenile Justice
and Delinquency Prevention Act. This is a very important debate, because as every
witness emphasized in our last hearing, we are dealing with a very real and grow-
ing problem in this country. At the same time, we in Congress are having to face
the realization that we simply cannot afford to continue throwing money at prob-
lems willy-nilly. We must try to be thoughtful and careful stewards of the taxpayer
funds that we have been entrusted with—we need to ensure that we are getting
measurable, positive results.

There are currently 266 Federal programs in seven departments that serve delin-
quent and at-risk young people. Funding for juvenile justice and delinquency pre-
vention programs has increased from $75.3 million in 1991 to $144 million in 1995
and 1996—a 91-percent increase in six years. The Federal government spent $9.6
billion for elementary and secondary education programs in 1995—that’s a 5300-mil-
lion increase over 1994. It included $1.8 million for a new violent crime reduction
program and $9 million for new gang resistance education and training grants, as
well as $482 million for safe and drug-free schools and $7.2 billion for education for
the disadvantaged. Yet as spending for these programs has increased, the level of
juvenile violence in this country has also increased. Are we getting the most “bang
for our buck?”

Researchers have begun building a consensus on many of the predictors of juve-
nile criminal behavior. We have studies which show that 70 percent of all juvenile
offenders come from single-parent homes. We also know that there is a strong cor-
relation between a history of abuse or neglect and juvenile crime. The number of
juvenile heroin and cocaine arrests has increased by over 700 percent in the past
10 years, paralleling the rising crime rate.

We are spending an awful lot of money trying to find solutions to these problems.
Meanwhile, my own state of Wyoming has dropped out of the juvenile Jjustice for-
mula grants program because the Federal requirements were forcing the state to ad-
dress problems that do not exist there, at a cost far greater than any benefits—mon-
etary or in the form of reduced crime—they were receiving.

It seems that most federal assistance for juvenile crime treatment and prevention
comes with a price tag. With many of these programs, we are telling the states, “we
know best how to solve your problems, and if you want this money you have to do
it our way.”

Yet two weeks ago we heard some tremendous stories of men and women who are
out there in the trenches, putting their concern and initiative and community re-
sources to work doing things that are proving to be highly successful in getting kids
off the streets and out of trouble. It seems clear to me that there are people out
there who are way ahead of us here in Washington in creating solutions that work.

Clearly, we need to find an effective way to deal with the alarming problem of
Jjuvenile crime. But we also need to provide some flexibility to the states to imple-
ment both “Tried and True” and innovative solutions that best fit their own situa-
tions. I really don’t think we can honestly say that the Federal government cares
more about our young people, or has better solutions to juvenile delinquency and
violence, than the people “On the Ground” who are affected every day by these prob-
lems.

In Wyoming, unlike some other areas of the United States, juvenile and adult
crime rates have been growing at similar rates during the past 5 years. Our problem
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is a dramatic increase in drug-related arrests among all age groups. But we don’t
have much gang activity in Wyoming, either. So the programs we implement will
probably differ in some ways from those in other states. Rural states like ours need
the flexibility—within a general framework—to design solutions to the unique prob-
lems that we face. But we all must certainly work together to reverse the frighten-
ing trends we see among our young people.

The “Juvenile Justice” part of the Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention
Act has accomplished its intended objective of protecting juveniles who come into
contact with the law enforcement system. Every state in the country has incor-
porated necessary protections into its juvenile justice procedures. Its time we shifted
our focus to the “Delinquency Prevention” aspects of the JJDPA—before the rising
tide of juvenile crime threatens to engulf us.

Senator SIMPSON. I will just say that flexibility—you keep using
the word; you used it two or three times in the brief time I have
been in the Chamber. That is what it is about, and our Governor,
as you know, finally just withdrew from participation here because
we couldn’t keep up with the issue. We are going to get a few hun-
dred thousand dollars, and then to set up these facilities in a rural
State like Wyoming—and you heard from the sheriff how different
that is, and the drug issues that are paramount now, and usage
not only with adults and the young people, but our sparse popu-
lation.

Some communities don’t even have a detention facility. If you
started to talk to them about separation and this and that, they
would say, separation; we don’t even have a place to start separat-
ing. It just can’t be that we continue to do these things, so I hope
we will get some flexibility and allow the States to set these pro-
grams up. No one is interested in seeing that this goes
unaddressed, and with what you are doing and the witnesses you
have, you will not leave it unaddressed.

I agree with you totally on the difference between the youth
criminal today and the youth criminal of my day. I mean, when you
have people that just blow people away and never even have a
shred of remorse and then they go to counseling, or whatever, and
they just sit there and say, I did that—you know, no feeling, no
guilt, no anguish; just, you know, do it.

Anyway, that is something that you are probing and it is a seri-
ous issue because it is very different than anything that confronted
the country even 10 years ago. So, again, I appreciate what you are
doing and will always try to assist in your work whenever I can
and admire you greatly.

Senator THOMPSON. Thank you, Senator Simpson, very much.

We will call our last panel now: Ms. Camille Anthony, Mr. Jerry
Regier, Ms. Patricia West, and Mr. Robert Schwartz.

Ms. Anthony, do you have a statement for us?
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PANEL CONSISTING OF S. CAMILLE ANTHONY, EXECUTIVE DI-
RECTOR, UTAH COMMISSION ON CRIMINAL AND JUVENILE
JUSTICE, SALT LAKE CITY, UT; JERRY REGIER, DIRECTOR,
OKLAHOMA DEPARTMENT OF JUVENILE JUSTICE, OKLA-
HOMA CITY, OK; PATRICIA WEST, DIRECTOR, VIRGINIA DE-
PARTMENT OF YOUTH AND FAMILY SERVICES, RICHMOND,
VA, ACCOMPANIED BY MARION KELLY, VIRGINIA DEPART-
MENT OF CRIMINAL JUSTICE SERVICES; AND ROBERT G.
SCHWARTZ, CHAIRMAN, JUVENILE JUSTICE COMMITTEE,
AMERICAN BAR ASSOCIATION, PHILADELPHIA, PA

STATEMENT OF S. CAMILLE ANTHONY

Ms. ANTHONY. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I appreciate the oppor-
tunity to be here on behalf of Gov. Michael Leavitt, the Utah Com-
mission on Criminal and Juvenile Justice, and the citizens of Utah
to discuss this very important issue, the reauthorization of future
funding of the JJDP Act.

State and local leaders throughout the country are questioning
whether or not it is sound fiscal and public policy to continue to
comply with the costly mandates of the 21-year-old justice act for
the return of relatively few Federal dollars. Utah’s leaders are
among those asking. The 1990’s have found citizens, mayors, Gov-
ernors, congressional leaders, and political candidates demanding
that government be reinvented, that States recapture equal footing
in the sharing of power with the Federal Government, and that
government be returned to the people in their towns and neighbor-
hoods where it will work.

Our discussion today is part of that bigger philosophical debate.
What are the proper roles of Federal, State, and local government,
and in this case who is in the best position to make decisions about
juvenile crime, its treatment and its punishment?

Mr. Chairman, Utah’s juvenile justice system has improved sig-
nificantly over the last 21 years that this act has been in place.
Many consider Utah’s system to be a model. Still, Utah, like other
States, continues to battle overcrowded facilities, large caseloads
for judges and caseworkers, and a seemingly endless train of trou-
bled clients. Reauthorization of the JJDP Act in some form will not
only continue to help Utah as it struggles with these challenges,
but allow us to improve the way we respond to delinquent youth
and hold them accountable—and I stress the word “accountable’—
for their actions.

As I reviewed the act in preparation for this meeting, it occurred
to me that I was 9 years old when it went into effect. At age 9,
I had no idea that children were serving time in adult jails or that
they could be locked up for running away from a dysfunctional or
an abusive family. What I knew at 9 was that bad guys got sent
to jail for hurting people or stealing things.

Now, 21 years later, I am grateful that the practice of locking up
the status offender, the nonoffender, the abused and neglected chil-
dren, has virtually disappeared in our State. The criminal delin-
quent offender—it seems to me there is an appropriate role for
some jail intervention for those offenders.

To deal directly with the four mandates, Utah and its growing
population has virtually eliminated placing runaway and
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ungovernables in adult jails. In 1993, Utah had only 28 instances
of noncompliance, and that represents a 68-percent decrease since
1989. Approximately 70 percent of those that were placed in jail in-
volved out-of-State runaway youth where there were not clear
records of what the status of those youth was.

Sight and sound separation has been much discussed today. I
won’t spend a lot of time on it. Utah State law requires that law
enforcement facilities securely detain, and must obtain prior certifi-
cation through the Division of Youth Corrections to house juveniles.
The law also states that the Division of Youth Corrections will de-
velop standards by which to certify the facilities, and the standards
do include sight and sound separation.

In removing juveniles from jails, State statute indicates that law
enforcement facilities may only detain, and I quote, “children who
are alleged to have committed an act that would be a criminal of-
fense if committed by an adult,” thereby specifically prohibiting the
selcure detainment of status offenders and nonoffenders in these fa-
cilities.

Jail certification, sight and sound separation, and hourly require-
ments are enforced in the limited circumstances where juveniles
are confined in adult jails. Willful failure to comply with the State
statute is a class B misdemeanor. Again, the State has acted in
what I believe is an appropriate manner in placing the law in their
State code.

Mr. Chairman, sheriffs in Utah don’t want to return back to the
way things were in the 1970’s. They want juvenile jail housing to
be the exception, not the rule. Frankly, the sheriffs that I spoke
with aren’t real anxious to have juveniles in their facilities. They
are a tou%h population. They are sometimes an impossible manage-
ment problem. As has been referred to previously, they have no re-
gard for themselves or anyone else, and that contributes signifi-
cantly to jail personnel safety and the safety of, frankly, some of
the adult inmates that may be housed with them if they were not
separated under the law.

Like many States, Utah has recognized that there is a necessity
to lock up serious youth offenders in the adult system. We do have
the possibility of certifying or placing a juvenile in an adult facility
after trial as they have been certified as an adult. We have been
cautious in that use. Utah has waived 58 offenders to the adult
system in 1994. That was a significant increase as to the past
years where there were approximately 13 to 15 to prior years. That
is one-tenth the national waiver rate.

There should not be a widening of the net by the Federal Govern-
ment mandating to States which offenses should be waived, nor
should there be any attempt by the Federal Government to identify
an age at which waiver should occur. Those policy determinations
are properly left with State legislatures.

Because Utah has been in compliance with the original mandates
for over 10 years, our funding has been used primarily to fund al-
ternatives to confinement and other innovative programs. As a re-
sult, JJDP funds have, in fact, been block grants for Utah and that
has worked very well. Senator Biden asked earlier about whether
the 75-percent requirement that 75 percent of the funds be used for
nonsecure detainment was a problem for Utah.
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Philosophically, I think that the States should be in the best po-
sition to determine where those funds should be spent. If they have
a secure detention problem, JJDP funds should be available for
use. For the State of Utah, this has not been a problem. Frankly,
the sum that we receive is so minimal that it can’t begin to address
the expensive construction and operation costs of detention facili-
ties. So we have always put, I would say, 99 percent of the JJDP
funds to innovative alternatives to incarceration programs.

Disproportionate minority confinement is the latest mandate to
come with the JJDP Act and it has resulted in discussions and
studies regarding overrepresentation of minorities in the system. I
hate to say it, but I believe that little has been accomplished in the
way of solution to this issue. Most likely, the reason for lack of an-
swers is that the mandate is inappropriately placed on juvenile jus-
tice systems.

Utah’s juvenile justice specialist has compared the minority over-
representation phenomenon to the polio epidemic of the late 1940’s
by stating placing a minority juvenile in a youth corrections pro-
gram for a delinquent act and requiring caseworkers to fix the fact
that he or she is there is similar to blaming the doctors and nurses
who treated polio victims at hospitals for the children’s contacting
the disease in the first place. It simply makes no sense to burden
the juvenile system with the responsibility of solving a much great-
er societal problem.

The fact is government cannot and will not solve this issue alone.
It is incumbent upon families, churches, schools, communities, and
government, in partnership, to promote fair and equitable treat-
ment of all individuals. This proglem, while important, should not
remain a mandate because States cannot comply with it in its
present form. Funding would simply be held hostage while juvenile
Justice systems maintain a feeble effort to solve a much bigger soci-
etal problem. I have suggested language that may be appropriate
in my written statement that has been submitted into the record
that may be considered as an alternative to the current language.

In addition to the four enumerated mandates, the JJDP Act con-
tains requirements not generally recognized as mandates, but are
likewise burdensome on States. One example of this would involve
the State advisory group composition in section 223(a)(3) of the act.
There is very little current investment in the current JJDP board
in the State of Utah. That doesn’t mean they don’t work hard and
they don’t do their job well. It has not been placed as a State board
and commission in State statute. It still exists under a 1983 execu-
tive order from Gov. Scott Matheson.

The Utah Commission on Criminal and Juvenile Justice is the
Governor’s designated agency to receive and disseminate Federal
funds. It would make sense that that commission, together with
the Governor’s appointment authority, would be the entity to deter-
mine the makeup of a board to receive the Federal funds and to
monitor the grants and determine who they go to. Yet, the JJDP
Act is very specific and lists exactly the makeup, down to the num-
ber of people that should serve on that board.

If Congress is not willing to review that area of flexibility and
allow States to determine the appropriate mechanism by which
these funds should be distributed and the board that makes that
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decision, Congress should review and streamline the makeup of the
advisory group. For example, subsections (iv) and (v) are difficult
to comply with because they require that at least one-fifth of the
members be under age 24 at the time of appointment and at least
three members be appointed who have been or are currently under
the jurisdiction of the juvenile justice system.

It looks good on paper to involve the young people in the deci-
sionmaking process, but it has not been practical either from this
Federal act or, we have found, in State boards and commissions as
well. We have difficulty meeting this requirement because of the
youth member’s school requirements, lack of transportation, inabil-
ity to meet during business hours or for the length of time nec-
essary to conduct the business of the JJDP board.

Mr. Chairman, the proper role of the Federal Government in ju-
venile justice is to provide leadership, to coordinate programs, to
serve as an information resource to States, and to provide technical
assistance. If the JJDP Act is reauthorized, prevention should be
emphasized and the Federal office should concentrate on assisting
States with the development of effective prevention programs. They
should play their strengths. JJDP has geen very effective at im-
pacting that front-end offender, the status offender: I think all of
us would agree that that has been a successful area of concentra-
}iorcll. They have been less successful in dealing with the violent of-
ender.

Congress allocates grant moneys for States. The requirements to
qualify should be as least restrictive on States as possible. Block
grants tend to promote that flexibility. Finally, State and local gov-
ernments are in the best position to respond directly to the needs
of their citizens. In doing so, they must accurately define problems
and issues and formulate responsible solutions and policies. Utah’s
commitment to maintaining a healthy juvenile justice system has
been clear and unmistakable. We are constantly working to refine
our system’s strengths and resolve its weaknesses.

The JJDP Act has been a valuable resource in Utah in the past.
In the future, the act should maximize flexibility to the State’s abil-
ity to individualize juvenile treatment and punishment. One size
does not fit all. To the extent the act fosters an equal partnership
in the future, Utah will be receptive and will continue to partici-
pate in this partnership with the Federal Government.

Mr. Chairman, thank you for the opportunity to speak.

Senator THOMPSON. Thank you very much, Ms. Anthony.

[The prepared statement of Ms. Anthony follows:]

PREPARED STATEMENT OF S. CAMILLE ANTHONY

Good morning Mr. Chairman and members of the committee. I appreciate the op-

ortunity to be here today representing Governor Michael O. Leavitt, the Utah

ommission on Criminal and Juvenile Justice (UCCJJ) and the citizens of Utah.
Thank you in advance for the chance to express our views regarding the reauthor-
ization and future funding of the Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention Act
of 1974 (JJDP Act).

State leaders throughout the country are questioning whether it is sound fiscal
and public policy to continue to comply with the costly mandates of a 21-year-old
Jjuvenile justice act for a return of relatively few federal dollars. Utah’s leaders are
among those asking. The 1990’s have found citizens, mayors, governors, congres-
sional leaders and political candidates demanding that government be reinvented,
that states recapture equal footing in the sharing of power with the federal govern-
ment and that government be returned to the people in their towns and neighbor-

™ 4 71



67

hoods where it will work. Our discussion today is part of that bigger philosophical
debate: What are the proper roles of federal, state and local government in address-
ing juvenile crime?

enators, Utah’s justice system has improved significantly over the J)ast 21 years.
Many consider it a model system today. Any success we have enjoyed is the result
of an effective federal, state and local partnership. Utah’s commitment to raising
happy, healthy children has been enhanced by JJDP funding, leadership, training
and technical assistance. Still, Utah like other states, continues to battle over-
crowded facilities, large caseloads for judges and caseworkers and a seemingly end-
less stream of troubled clients. Reauthorization of the JJDP Act, in some form, will
not only help Utah as it struggles with these challenges, but will allow us to con-
tinue to improve the way we respond to delinquent youth and hold them account-
able for their actions.

As I reviewed the JJDP Act in preparation for this hearing and spoke with sev-
eral individuals who were instrumental in its creation, it dawned on me that I was
nine years old when it was enacted. At age nine, I had no idea that children were
serving time in adult jails or that they could be locked up for running from a dys-
functional family. Twenty-one years later, I am grateful these practices have vir-
tually disappeared in our state. The original mandates in the JJDP Act deserve
credit for many of those changes. Utah initially had reservations about joining the
Act and being subject to its mandates. After much discussion, state leaders dgeter-
mined that it was in the state’s best interest to forfeit some power in order to bene-
fit from the new, national policy and the funding that accompanied it. That decision
has served us well. The original mandates have become part of the fabric of Utah’s
Juvenile justice system with very few exceptions.

DEINSTITUTIONALIZATION OF STATUS OFFENDERS (DSO)

In the 1970’s, Utah’s growing population and overcrowded facilities handled a dis-
proportionate number of status offenders. Since the inception of the DSO mandate,
we have steadfastly encouraged and added resources to handle this difficult social
problem. Runawags, ungovernables, youth with mental health problems and many
dependant youth have been better served in the social work community than in the
corrections community. In 1993, Utah had only 28 instances of DSO noncompliance.
That represents a 68% decrease since 1989. Approximately 70% of the 1993 DSO
noncompliant incidents involved out-of-state runaway youth. Statewide detention
admission guidelines have also increased Utah’s compliance with the DSO mandate.
In-state and Utah resident youth accused of committing noncriminal offenses may
not be admitted to detention according to the guidelines.

SIGHT AND SOUND SEPARATION

Utah state law requires that law enforcement facilities that securely detain youth
must obtain prior certification from the State Division of Youth Corrections (DYC).
The law also states that DYC will develop standards by which to certify these facili-
ties. The standards include provisions for sight and sound separation.

REMOVAL OF JUVENILES FROM JAILS

DYC receives a modest $53,000 annually from JJDP funds to monitor compliance
and to assist in our jail removal efforts. DYC also obtained a JJDP grant to provide
financial assistance to law enforcement agencies when it is necessary to bring in an
off-duty officer to transport a youth to a youth service center, a juvenile detention
center, or a shelter care facility in order to avoid detainment in a law enforcement
facility. In 1993, only 17 jail removal violations occurred. This represents an 81%
decrease in violations since 1988. Additionally, state statute indicates the law en-
forcement facilities may only detain “children who are alleged to have committed
an act which would be a criminal offense if committed by an adult,” thereby specifi-
cally prohibiting the secure detainment of status offenders and nonoffenders in
these facilities. Certification, sight and sound separation and hourly requirements
are enforced in the limited circumstances where juveniles are confined in adult jails.
Willful failure to comply with any portion of the state’s jail removal statute is a
class B misdemeanor. It should be noted that as I report this information, DYC staff
of ours are meeting with law enforcement and community members to plan for the
annual onslaught of youth who migrate to the warmer climate of Southern Utah for
spring break where there is great water, great scenery and miles of roads between
jails. The use of JJDP funds has allowed this annual consolidated effort to place of-
fending youth in temporary juvenile holding facilities instead of adult jails while
awaiting parent or court involvement.
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SERIOUS YOUTH OFFENDERS

Utah has accomplished jail removal while recognizing that some juveniles are
dangerous and require a lock up. Nationwide, there is a call for a greater ‘waiver’
of juveniles into adult systems. Utah has done its share of orchestrati{llg what we
believe to be both the consensus and common-sense apgroach to this. We do have
the possibility of treating juveniles as adults under the Serious Youth Offender and
Certification statutes in our state. However, we have been cautious and prudent in
its use. In 1994, Utah waived 58 juvenile offenders to the adult system which was
one-tenth the average national rate of waiver. There should not be a widening of
the net by the federal government mandating to states which offenses should be
waived nor should there by any attempt by the federal government to identify an
age at which waivers should occur. These policy determinations are properly left
with state legislatures.

Because Utah has been in compliance with the original mandates for over ten
years, our funding has been primarily to fund alternatives to confinement and other
innovative programs. As a result, the JJDP funds have, in effect, been block grants
for Utah. This has worked well for us. Congress appears to be moving to block
grants in other areas of government as a result of the role debate that it going on.
Utah would support the reauthorization of the Act using formula based block grant-
ing. It is important to note that the vast majority of state and local government pro-
grams funded by the JJDP Act have been adopted by the state legislature, county
commissions and city councils once federal funding has expired. Private programs
have not been as successful in acquiring continuation funding.

DISPROPORTIONATE MINORITY CONFINEMENT (DMC)

The latest mandate within the JJDP Act has resulted in discussions and studies
regarding overrepresentation of minorities in the system, but little has been accom-
plished in the way of solutions. The most likely reason for the lack of answers is
that the mandate is inappropriately placed on juvenile justice systems. Utah's Juve-
nile Justice Specialist, Willard Malmstrom, has compared the minority overrepre-
sentation phenomenon to the polio epidemic in the late 1940’s. Placing a minority
juvenile in a youth corrections program for a delinquent act and requiring the case-
workers to “fix” the fact that he or she is there is similar to blaming tie doctors
and nurses who treated polio victims at the hospitals for the children’s contracting
the disease. It simply makes no sense to burden the juvenile justice system with
the responsibility of solving a much greater societal problem. The fact is, govern-
ment cannot and will not solve this issue alone. It is incumbent upon families,
churches, schools, communities and government to promote fair and equitable treat-
ment of all individuals. This problem, while important, should not remain a man-
date because states cannot comply with it in its present form. Funding would simply
be held hostage while juvenile justice systems maintain a feeble effort to solve a
much big%er societal problem. The following (or similar) language should be consid-
ered in place of the mandate as one of the purposes of the Act: “to provide for fair
and equitable treatment of all offenders to assure that minority and ethnic youths
are not placed at greater risk of being overrespresented by the practices and policies
of the various components of the juvenile system.” While no state has solved the
DMC issue, awareness has increased and justice systems are trying to respond. In
Utah, for example, the West Valley City Police Department is offering Spanish lan-
guage classes to its officers so they can more adequately communicate with their
Spanish speaking constituents.

In addition to the four enumerated mandates, the JJDP Act contains require-
ments not generally recognized as mandates but burdensome on states. One exam-
ple involves the state advisory group composition in Section 223(a)(3) of the Act. In
1983 Governor Scott Matheson created tﬁe Utah Board of Juvenile Justice in re-
sponse to this mandate. The executive order has not been renewed by any Governor
nor has the Board been created in state statute since that time. In other words,
there is very little current investment by state policy makers in this board. In this
time of reengineering and streamlining government, the federal requirement that
states maintain a distinct, large committee to determine and monitor grant awards
seems counterproductive and duplicative. The Utah Commission on Criminal and
Juvenile Justice is the Governor’s designated agency to receive federal grant funds.
It only makes sense that UCCJJ should be the entity to determine the make-up of
the state advisory group and the method of grant review. In the event the federal
government is unwilling to give states more flexibility in creating the advisory
group, Congress should, at a minimum, review and streamline the makeup of the
advisory group. Subsections (iv) and (v) are difficult to comply with because they
require that at least one-fifth of the members be under the age of 24 at the time
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of appointment and at least three members be appointed who have been or are cur-
rently under the jurisdiction of the juvenile justice system. It looks good on paper
to involve young people in the decision making process; it has not been practical.
Utah has had difficulty meeting this requirement be¢ause of the youth members’
school requirements, lack of transportation, inability to meet during business hours
or for the length of time necessary to conduct business.

The proper role of federal government in juvenile justice is to provide leadership,
coordinate programs, serve as an information resource to states and provide tech-
nical assistance. If the JJDP Act is reauthorized, prevention should be emphasized
and the federal office should concentrate on assisting states with the development
of effective prevention programs. If Congress allocates grant monies for states, the
requirements to qualify should be as least restrictive on states as possible. Block
grants tend to promote that flexibility.

State and local governments are in the best position to respond directly to the
needs of their citizens. In doing so, they must accurately define problems and issues
and formulate responsible solutions and policies. Utah’s commitment to maintaining
a healthy juvenile justice system has been clear and unmistakable. We are con.
stantly working to refine our system’s strengths and resolve its weaknesses. The
JJDP Act has been a valuable resource to Utah in the past and to the extent if fos-
ters an equal partnership in the future, Utah will continue to participate.

Senator THOMPSON. Mr. Regier.

STATEMENT OF JERRY REGIER

Mr. REGIER. Thank you, Mr. Chairman, and I appreciate also the
opportunity to appear before the subcommittee. As others have
talked about what has changed in the world of juvenile justice
since 1974, I am not going to take some time with that and T have
put some of that in my testimony. Specifically, over the last 10
years, Oklahoma has seen an increase of 62 percent in serious vio-
lent crimes, so we are experiencing the same thing that other
States are doing. ' '

We believe that it is time to put, as I would say, new wine in
new wine skins and build new approaches, new structures, to han-
dle the challenge of this new environment because, as others have
said, we believe also that problems are solved best by those closest
to the problem and that they need to be tailored to communities.

When I arrived in the State of Oklahoma about a year ago, my
home State, going back, I arrived there and the system was totally
clogged up. We traveled around to about 30 communities talking to
judges, law enforcement, community leaders, and the system was
not responding at all and there were several reasons for that. I
think two of them were that a couple of natural laws had taken
over.

One was the domino effect. We have kids that are in our secure
institutions that basically are averaging about seven felony convic-
tions because they are put into secure confinement. We have longer
lengths of stays in secure because of higher numbers of sex offend-
ers, and so each of these things begins to impact the next. That
causes placement backup of serious offenders.

So as I traveled around the State, I was running into kids that
were in detention designed to hold kids 30 to 60 days and they
were there for 300 days, 500 days, 600 days, without treatment, be-
cause of what had happened on the other end. On the other end,
what had happened was Oklahoma was in a situation where a Fed-
eral lawsuit had been filed in 1978 for some very serious abuses
that were taking place within the system, and it was correct to be
filed at the time. ‘
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That lawsuit led to capping of secure beds, and so the State of
Oklahoma went from 1,100 secure beds in the space of just a few
years down to a federally capped 227 secure beds. We have a State
that last year had 12,500 arrests for serious juvenile crime, and so
you can see what has taken place. The domino effect has come back
so that there is no room for the lesser offender, and mandates basi-
cally have hampered -and restricted the ability to respond to the
status offenders and the first-time offenders. We cannot sanction
them effectively. Law enforcement has no time to handle it, and
several people have already talked about that. Sight and sound jail
removal precludes action.

So I believe what has happened in our State, then, is that this
has led to what I call in my testimony an economic principle called
the law of diminishing returns. This is a natural law, I think, that
states that a solution applied to a problem works to the point that
the problem adapts or changes in such a way as to make the origi-
nal solution inoperable or ineffective. That is essentially what I
think has happened to existing OJJDP mandates.

When this Federal lawsuit was brought into effect—and, again,
it revealed some monstrous abuses within the system—it must be
pointed out that the State of Oklahoma at the time was moving its
own resources toward a community-based system, but what hap-
pened was a combination of the Federal mandates and the Federal
lawsuit forced the State to go to a decentralized community-based
system much more quickly than planned and too fast for the appro-
priate development of community-based services. What happened
was it tilted to one side and the whole system kind of titled. Secure
beds became capped and what I have referred to as the domino ef-
fect took over.

Communities must have alternatives, and other people have
talked about this. Police officers have become babysitters for juve-
niles because they have no place to take the juvenile upon arrest.
They are tied up for the 6-hour Federal-mandated time. What do
they do after that, or if they have the 24 hours for the exception,
which we do not have in our State?

Judges also have told across the State they needed the ability to
do something to a kid on probation when they don’t follow the
rules. What happens, judges say, is that a 16- or 17-year-old walks
out of the courtroom, crumples up the orders that they have just
given them, throws them on the ground and walks out, knowing
that there is no alternative to sanction these youth or to order
them to community service or to even hold them in contempt.

Many of our communities, as a result, have started using munici-
pal detention because they have got to have a place to take the kid,
and we are working with these communities to try to come up with
alternatives, intervention centers. We do have a very good system,
41 youth service agencies across the State that have been respon-
sive to the status offenders and first-time offenders, but we con-
tinue to not have the space to really adequately take care of those
at the front end of the system. As we all know, unless we are able
to provide consequences to those on the first part of the system,
those are the same kids that are going to end up in the rest of the
system later on.
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I planned to say some things about sight and sound separation,
but I think that that has been talked about already. Again, we
agree in principle with the sight and sound mandate, but what has
happened is that it has caused the State to spend millions of dol-
lars on separate juvenile facilities. In fact, right now we are in a
major construction effort building six-bed detention centers, which
are not the best in terms of economy of scale, around the State.

Again, the law of diminishing returns has taken over because we
have judges who are waiving property offenders to the adult sys-
tem because there is no detention space and no secure beds avail-
able. As I said, we are trying to correct that at this time.

I think that we should move beyond the mandates and build a
system that is seamless, build a system that has a true continuum
of consequences and care. I have listed several things that I would
encourage the Office of Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Preven-
tion to concentrate on as their mandate for their future. It basically
is to build a wall of prevention—and I have stated some things that
we are doing in the State of Oklahoma—build a reservoir of best
practices.

Governor Frank Keating has just put out a document, “A Gov-
ernment as Good as Our People,” where he specifically talks about
this idea of creating best practices, and I think that that is a role
that the Federal Government can play and has played.

Build capacity through technical assistance and information-
sharing, and this is something I think QJJDP has performed well
in the past, and build integrated information database systems. In
the State of Oklahoma, we have a juvenile online tracking system
we call JOLTS which is on the desk of all judges, prosecutors, juve-
nile service workers, and this has been a public-private partnership
that has been very, very well received. I think that Federal leader-
ship and Federal involvement to see that kind of thing go forward
would be helpful.

In closing, just let me summarize by saying there is no more
compassion or concern in the District of Columbia than in Okla-
homa City. Oklahoma City, as you know, demonstrated their caring
and compassion during the tragedy of the Oklahoma City bombing.
It is today indelibly imprinted on all of our minds, an unfortunate
tragedy that Oklahomans have responded to with grace, determina-
tion, resolve, and compassion. We also were the recipients of love,
concern, and compassion from the people of America and the world,
and we again say a grateful thank you for that.

But these same qualities, this resolve, this compassion, our peo-
ple are going to apply and are applying to the issue of juvenile vio-
lence. We love our kids. We want to show them compassion and
love, but we also want to show them accountable tough love and
that is the kind of system that we are trying to build. We feel
strongly that we don’t need mandates to do the right thing. In fact,
the legislature has recently enacted some laws to get around the
mandates. They have created a third tier called youthful offender,
and primarily it is for that purpose. It has actually passed the leg-
islature, but if we move forward with that, we are going to see an
increasing number of youth go into the adult system rather than
being helped in the system as it is now.



72

We implore you to allow the creativity of States and communities
to be unleashed, and we believe that in our State we are going to
see, particularly in the faith community in which we are having
some initiatives, a tremendous response.

Last, replace strings with light bulbs. We think that rather than
even loosening the strings, the light bulbs in terms of forging a new
partnership based on mutual respect and trust—Jefferson said if
we provide the light, people will find their own way, and that is
what we think we can do. Together, we can solve the problem and
prepare for the coming onslaught or, better still, hopefully prevent
it.

Thank you very much.

Senator THOMPSON. Thank you very much.

[The prepared statement of Mr. Regier follows:]

17



Q

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

73

Jerxy Paul Regier

Mr. Jerry Regier grew up in Clinton, Oklahoma. Me graduated from Michigan State University where he
received his B.A. degree in history and psychology. In 1989, he completed a year of academic.study at Harvard
University, Joba F. Kennedy School of Government, where he received his Master’s Degree, the Master of Public
Admigistration degree. '

Mr. Regier ks presently the Director of the Department of Juveaile Jostice and the Deputy Director of the
Office of Juvenile Affairs for the State of Oklshoma. He was appointed by Governor Frank Keating as part of the

directs the Department of Juvenile Justice which has over 1000 employees statewide. The mission of the Agency is to
provide protection of the public while reducing Juvenile delinquency in the State of Oklahoma.

Mr. Regler bas previously served in 2 varlety of positions at the Federal Government level. His most recent
pogition in the Federal Goverament was as Administrator of the Office of Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention
in the Department of Justice. He provided leadership for the direction and implementation of all Federat policy and
programs related to juvenlle justice and the prevention of delinquency among the youth of America.

Prior to that position, He served for three years as the Acting Director of the Burcau of Justice Assistance
(BJA) in the Department of Justice. BJA provides funds to state and Iocal governments to enforce drug laws, reduce
violent crime and improve the criminal Justice system in the fight against illegal drugs. This included crime
prevention programs and some ground hreaking work in the area of community oriented policing. The Bureau has a
budget in excess of 500 million dollars. He abso scrved at the Department of Health & Human Services as Agsociate
Commissioner for the Administration of Children, Youth & Families where he provided oversight to family & youth
programs includiag the Runaway & Homeless Youth Program.

He loft the Federal Government tn January, 1993 to work us a management & public policy consultant for
Soza & Company in Falls Church, Virginia and spent a year assisting cities jn setting up and refining substance gbuse
Prevention programs. He left that position to become President of AgoraSpace USA, Inc., a soclal sports develupraent
company involved in hringing sn outdoor multi-sports facility, the Agoraspace. to communities around America and
particularly the inner city. The Agoraspace concept includes the youth building the facility, youth training in job
skills and entreprencurial opportunities, and ongolog involvement with local youth serving organizations and
community residents.

)
In 1984, Mr. Regicr established the Family Research Council in Washington D.C., a private nonpartisun
public policy rescarch and educational organization over which be presided as President & CEO for 4 years.

In 1988, Mr. Regier was appoiated by the President of the United States to the National Commission on
Children. The Commlssion was chaired by Senator Jay Rockefcller and presented its Report, Beyond Rhetoric:Ao

Agends for Children, four years later to the President.

Mr. Regier is a pationally recognized speaker on youth & family issues, and is also a frequent speaker nn
issues related to the criminal justice system and the Juvenile justice system. Topics range from prevention of crime
and delinquency, and the strengthening of the family, to community policing snd intermediate sanctions. He has heen
contributing author and editor of a number of books including Values and Public Policy (198%), Parents and Children
(1987), The Changing Family (1984), and Building Familv Strengths (1983).

Jerry and his wife, Sharyn, bave four children and lived in McLean, Virginia for over 20 years before
moving to Oklahoma City, Oklaboma in July. They have been active in community and church activities including
serving as the PTA President of McLean High School.
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I am honored by your invitation to appear before you today to consider the fmure role if any
of federal mandates related to Youth Violence.

As brief background to my involvement in these issues, 1 have worked with young people
and families in a variety of roles over the past 30 years. As a staff worker with an
International Christian organization for 13 years I saw the impact of spiritual rebirth and
spiritual values on the personal lives of young people and upon their future productive roles
in society.

Over the past 15 years ! have been involved in public policy development and administration
including heading OJIDP for a period of time. Presently, I am the Director of the
Department of Juvenile Justice for the State of Oklahoma, and the Deputy Director of the
Office of Juvenile Affairs in which the Department resides.

As you know, the Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention Act was enacted in 1974, and
amended several times since then. Much has changed in the world of juvenile justice since
1974, but the major mandates of the Act have remained virtually unchanged for the past 22
years.

Over the years, the mandates have provided some positive goals to attain as well as direction
and standards for the Nation. Unfortunately, when goals and directions are set, sometimes
they are not revisited or reviewed in a timely manner and interpretations and regulations
begin to strangle original intent. Therefore, there has developed a lack of clarity as 10 how
these mandates match up with the type of youth we see in the system today.

@ It’s_a new environment of juveniles_that we deal with all agross America.
-Serious violent juvenile crime is skyrocketing.

During the past 20 years the State of Oklahoma has experienced a steady
increase in violent crime committed by Juveniles. This increase has been
primarily in part 1 crime or serous crimes against persons. Specifically, over
the past ten years, Oklahoma has a steep increase of 62% in serious violent
juvenile crimes. Oklahoma is in the third quartile in juvenile violent crime
rates according to "Juvenile Offenders and Victims: A Focus on Violence”
(OJIDP, 1995).
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-Juveniles themselves have changed and are different.

The type of juvenile in our custody has also changed, They have no moral
compass and are totally void of values, they show no remorse, and they have
litle desire to participate in treatment or educational services.

Rita Kramer, author of the book. At a Tender Age: Violent Youth and
Juvenile Justice, recently wrote in a Wall Street Journal editorial (2/27/96) that
the social programs of the 1960’s set in motion a "terrible symbiosis of
pathologies” which have led to the immature, irresponsible children without
fathers or strong male authority figures who now show up regularly in our
Jjuvenile justice system. She writes "What those children learn in the gang
culture is violence as a way of life..." .
“The juvenile justice system designed in the early 1960’s to cope with
wayward youth who stole hubcaps and picked pockets, is as unable to contend
with the remorseless young armed robbers and killers of California today as it
was unable to curb the less threatening juvenile offender of New York in the
1980°s.”

The type of juvenile that we have in our Oklahoma residential programs is also
much different then what we had in these programs designed in the early 70’s.
These group homes were structured as homelike as possible trying to promote
family atmosphere, assuring that the youth were in a safe environment in a
place where they could receive treatment services and educational services.
But, wday a tougher more hardened youth is placed in these facilities and it is
not uncommon for staff to be attacked creating unsafe conditions.

In addition to the more aggressive, physically-violent youth towards staff, we
also are receiving youth who are sexually and emotionally disturbed from long
time childhood history of physical and sexual abuse to them personaily.

Overall, it is very obvious to those of us in the business that the type of
juvenile we have in our system today is completely different than those we had
in the mid-70’s. Todays youth have to be dealt with in an entirely difterent
manner than the approaches used through the 70's and the 80's.
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t's time L “new wine i w_wineskins” and build ne roaches es

1o meet the challenge of this new environment.

New approaches, creativity, and community involvement is a must in the juvenile
Justice system in the 1990's. Tt is time that we hold youth accountable from the early
signs of delinquent behavior throughout their entire adolescent period within the
Juvenile justice system. The youth of today must realize that when they violate the
law that there will be a consequence to that violation. That consequence will be swift
and it will be certain. ‘

-Problems are best solved by those closest to the problem

Communities and municipalities are tired of all the bureaucratic nonsense. They want
to have the freedom to hold their youth accountable and let them know they won't
tolerate unrestrained violence; and if delinquent behavior continues to occur with
youth after community projects and restitution programs are completed, then a turther
consequence to a local Sanction-type program must occur so that there is even greater
consequence than the previous consequence that they have ignored.

-Solutions must be tailored to local conditions

As | have traveled to over 30 communities in Oklahoma since arriving at the
Department last May, one of the primary messages we have delivered is that we do
not want to build a one-size-fits-all system. We want to restructure the Oklahoma
system 10 be responsive and flexible to local desires & needs. Local leaders have
responded very positively to this approach because new approaches are going to have
to include local communities. They are the people that can best tailor solutions 10
their local conditions.

The community of El Reno has begun a communirty service program to clean up and
paint houses for elderly - handicapped or other unfortunate individuals within their
community, and to maintaining parks so that youth have a place to have positive
activity within their community that does not foster negative behaviors. These youth
who violate the law should be able to participate in community projects that benefit
their local communities and neighborhoods...and be seen by their neighbors as
receiving the consequences of their actions.

IU's time to cut the strings from the federal government to the States.

1 will attempt 1o show in my remaining testimony why I believe that it is time to take
a different approach to solving the rise in Juvenile Violence throughout our
country....an approach that frees up communities and states to creatively solve their
problems.
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Federal Mandates

There are certainly positives that have taken place for the Juvenile Justice System through
existing mandates. However, the bottom line is to ask whether resources which are tied to
implementing the mandates set up by the federal government are solving the problem which
the mandates are intended to address? 1 believe that mandates are not the preferred approach
for the following reasons:

® Mandates tend to only address one side of a problem
-it's always "don't do something” "
-and then "come up with a solution”

-Question: Are resources gewting to the real solutions?

® Mandates reswict funding

-spend the money the Federal way
-however each State is different & unique

-Question: Are resources getting to where the problem actually is?

® Mandates inhibit creativity & innovation

-programs follow the money

-Question: Are resources encouraging innovation?

L Mandates are costly to implement a nforce

-Price to pay for the money may cost more than the benetit

/
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There is an economic principle called the Law of Diminishing Returns. This natural law
states that a solution applied to a problem works to the point that the problem adapts or
changes in such a way as to make the original solution inoperable or ineffective. Senator
John Ashcroft during an earlier term in Congress in 1980 expressed it another way by
describing current law [and mandates] as "a cure worse than the disease.” This is essentially
what has happened to existing OJJDP mandates.

1) Deinstitutionalization of Status Offenders
© States have completed the job.

The National Academy of Sciences conducted a comprehensive study of the
federal DSO effort during the period of 1979 - 1982 to assess the results and
one of their five conclusions was, “the placement of status offenders in secure
public facilities has been virwally eliminated...” ("Deinstitutionlization of
status offenders In Perspective” Pepperdine Law Review, Nov. 2, 1991,
Robert Sweet).

o Community based is most cost effective for treatment of juveniles

Many states have gone the next step and created community based services for
status offenders and for early delinquents. They have also created community-
based programs for adjudicated juveniles in the custody of the state. They are
program effective as well as cost-effective.

@ The Oklahoma experience

The State of Oklahoma in 1972 had approximately 1100 beds for youth in
secure institutional care. In 1975, a system was implemented (by what was
then referred to as Court-Related and Community Services and now referred to
as the Juvenile Services Un..) to provide court intake and court probation and
after-care services for youth and the courts in all 77 counties statewide. This
system was implemented to provide equal access to understanding the legal and
constitutional rights, equal access to services, and equal access 10
representation in the courts through legal services.
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Between 1975 and 1978, the number of youth penetrating secure institutional
care had dropped to approximately 700 youth within a three-year time-frame
of developing & providing community services in most of our communities.

In 1978, the state of Oklahoma was sued for abusing youth in secure
institutional care. This was the beginning of a federal lawsuit known as
"Terry D." which is still in existence in 1996. It was a needed suit ar the
time and tragically revealed monstrous abuse and mistreatment in the system.
However, it must also be pointed out that the state of Oklahoma was moving
its own resources within the state to deinstitutionalize youth to a community-
based system. They were moving in the right direction as a system although
there were found to be abuse within the system.

However, with the new involvement of the federal court and new federal
mandates, the state of Oklahoma was forced 10 go t0 a decentralized
community-based system more quickly than planned and too fast for the
appropriate development of community-based services. Would the state have
reached a balanced system without the intervention of the federal government?
Probably yes. However, what occurred was that the federal government
pushed so hard that the system tilted to one-side rather than becoming a
balanced system. They capped secure beds at a time when violent juvenile
crime was increasing.

This has created frustration and anger among the public, the communities, and
the legislature and set a tone of direction to become much tougher legislatively
on juveniles. Again, the possibility exists to throw the system off balance the

other way, but something must be done!

The legislature has fought long and hard with the federal government to finally
raise the federally-imposed cap of 227 secure beds and obuain the go-ahead to
add 70 secure beds bringing the state to a total of approximately 300 beds in
1996 compared to 1100 in 1975. This is in a State where we had 12,500
arrests last year for serious juveniles crimes!

I am convinced that the Oklahoma experience has teetered very zlose to being a disaster
because of the rub between federal and state government. It is .ime for the state of
Oklahoma to regain control of its system and that is exactly what we are doing by bringing
our system into substantial compliance with the Consent Decree. We hope to reach this goal
in the coming 2 weeks and then see the Terry D. suit dismissed after a final 6 months of
monitoring.

84
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2) Removal of Juveniles from Adult Jails
@ States have responded

Jail removal has been very positive in the state of Oklahoma. It has become a very
costly program in that we have built completely separate facilities for juvenile
detention. We cannot continue o build these juvenile detention facilities due to the
cost and expense of separation of physical plant.

We also believe that juveniles who have been charged with certain heinous crimes
should be exempt from the jail removal mandate. Murder, attempted murder & drive
by shootings are examples.

@ Communities must have alternatives

Police officers have become babysitters for juveniles because they have no place to
take the juvenile upon arresi. They are tied up for the 6 hour federal mandated time
for processing but what do they do after the 6 hours?

Judges also need the ability to do something 10 a kid on probation when they don't
follow the rules. We have 16 and 17 year old juveniles who crumple up the judges
orders as they walk out of the courtroom. knowing there is nothing that will be done
to them.They must have alternatives in order to sanction these youth, or order them to
community service or hold them in contempt.

The alternatives unfortunately have become crisis stop-gaps to deal with critical
situations because there is not appropriate detention services available. This is
watered down our alternative programs to some extent and have put inappropriatc
youth in those programs.

Many of our communities are starting to use municipal detention because municipal
detention solves the "Where do | take this Kid?" question. It does not have to be a
cell, but it has to be a place, a cerwin consequence, or the judge, ttc police, the
citizens are only speaking empty words. But where will that'place be? That is our
dilemma.
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® The Oklahoma Solution - Community Intervention Centers (CIC)

One of the potential solutions in Oklahoma is to implement a more appropriate
screening process to make sure the type of juvenile who can be worked with in the
community teceives some consequence as well as the juvenile who needs to be in
secure detention.

Presently a task group composed of the Municipal League D.A.’s, Youth Services and
our State Juvenile justice are designing a new program, the Community Intervention
Centers located in our metropolitan counties as well as scattered strategically in rural
Oklahoma. The purpose of these programs would be that when a youth is artested by
law enforcement or found to be abandoned, or found 1o be on the streets living alone.
they can be sent immediately to, or dropped off at a.CIC for an appropriate
assessment and a screening and a review of the situation. This would enable the
system to appropriately identify, assess, and place juveniles who are under a crisis
situation or who are in need of services.

3) Sight & Sound Separation

@ States convinced

Youth need to be sight and sound separated from adult prisoners. We have obviously
not experienced the abuse of adults upon juveniles since we removed youth from adult
jails in the early '80’s; however, as we continue to see mounting problems both in the
juvenile and adult correctional systems, we must find ways to better provide services
in the most cost effective means possible with the state and the communities.

@ Co-location better than waiving

Several jails have been built in the state of Oklahoma over the past 10 years that were
designed for sight and sound separation amongst juveniles and adults. We have a jail
in Midwest City with separate cells thar meet strict federal regulations, as well as in
Enid. We also have a new detention center in Idabell that could co-locate juveniles
and adults.. However, we have had direction from the federal government that this
is not appropriate and the facilities must be completely separated. The rule is they
must have separate programs, separate food, separate staff, and separate facilities.
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Therefore, we are in the process of building separate 6-bed detention facilities for
juveniles which are expensive because of small economies of scale. This has cost the
state of Oklahoma millions of dollars that could have been saved and perhaps even
gone to prevention had we been able o co-locate facilities with sight and sound
separation for both temporary jailing as well as longer term detention.

We have judges who are waiving property offenders to the adult system because that
is no detention space & no secure beds available. We are correcting this through
constructing new beds, but it illustrates how mandates force alternatives that are
worse than the original cure.

@ OQOklahoma Youthful Offender Act

One of the tesponses 10 this problem by the state of Oklahoma has been the passage
of the Youthful Offender Act which is basically creating a new category of offender.
These are youth who are not amenable to certain types of programs in the juvenile
system, but we are trying to give them one last chance before waiving them to the
adult system. This will create more youth being treated as adults than has ever taken
place in the state in the past, but we must maintain public safety as many of these
kids are now home on probation awaiting placement.

The Oklahoma Youthful Offender Act was created in order to deal with youth that
were not being dealt with in the juvenile system due to federal mandates and federal
court directives. It is expensive to create a third offender system just to get around
federal mandates. This is one of the big reasons why we in Oklahoma think it is time
to remove federal mandates and let states run their own program.

4) Minority Over-Representation

Initiative began in 1988 and was made a federal mandate in 1992. A study was
published in late 1993 analyzing this issue in the stte of Oklahoma. This study
indicated that African-American juveniles represent 9.6% of the juvenile population in
Oklahoma and comprise 25% of all juvenile arrests. Native American juveniles on
the other hand comprise 11.2% of the juvenile population yet only 5.1% of the total
arrested.

Unfortunately, many of these minority youth in the state of Oklahoma are following
family tradition. Typically they have an older brother or father or uncle already in
the system.

One African-American mother who I recently talked with has four children she is
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responsible for. 1 will use fictitious names. Joe is 24 and went through the juvenile
system and now is in the adult system serving 60 years. Billy is 23 and also went
through the juvenile system and is now serving 25 years in the adult system. Bobby
is 18 and has just been released from 3 years in secure care in the juvenile system.
Fortunately, he is now involved in a gang intervention program and doing quite well.
Can we break the cycle with him? or can we break it with David, the 13 year old
who has just been suspended from school? We must!....but...

@ Quota's are not the answer

Youth are placed in the system based on their acts, not their race. We do not plan to
20 out and arrest more Native American youth to get their numbers up, nor will we
cease arresting African American juveniles who commit crimes. Youth are arrested
and adjudicated based on their acts, not their race. Violent acts especially require the
protection of the public. But, the answer to this is to ensure prevention monies get to
the right neighborhoods and families so we can actually reduce the percentage of
African-Americans coming into the System..

® Prevention js the answer

The answer to this problem is earlier intervention and prevention services. The
families must be identified and provided proper services so that the younger youth in
these homes do not continue to follow the same path that the older individuals within
the family have chosen. The cycle must be broken by working in 1argeted areas in
order to reduce the minority youth in the juvenile justice system. This can only be
done through communities and agencies closely related to these families.

In Oklahoma we have begun a parent support network made up of parents whose
children are in the juvenile justice system. It is our plan to work with these parents
and the younger siblings with the help of delinquency prevention & gang intervention
monies to prevent further minority youth from penetrating the system. This is our
plan to reduce minority over-representation and I believe we will succeed.

This is part of a Wall of Prevention that we are building. Mandates won't build this
Wall. Mandates only tell us we should build the Wall and after administrative task
upon administrative task, the over-representation will still remain. We plan to build
this Wall with the help of Faith, Community. and the families themselves.
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Bevond the Mandates

We must build a juvenile justice system that is seamless. One that has a true continuum of
consequences and care. The following are areas that [ believe OJJDP should concentrate on
as their mandate for the fuwre.

1) Build a_Wall of Prevention

Everyone talks about prevention and the earlier the better; but, T believe we
must define what bricks make a Wall of Prevention which will stand solid and
high at the front end of the juvenile justice system itself.

In Oklahoma we are designing and building this Wall with bricks that are
generally found in the lives of youth from intact two-parent families, but
generally missing from the youth we deal with. Dilulio has called these youth,
"superpredators born of abject moral poverty.” He goes on to define this
moral poverty as "growing up surrounded by deviant delinquent, & criminal
adults in chaotic, dysfunctional, fatherless, godless and jobless settings..."

The bricks I am talking about are:
® (Character

® Accountability

Literacy

Skills

Alcohol & Drug Prevention

(Attached is a copy of chart illustrating this Wall of Prevention)

We are designing a state-of-the-art Diagnostic and Evaluation so that all youth coming
into our custody will be appropriately placed the first time. Also, the 41 Youth
Service Agencies in our State are critical to building this Wall.
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Build A Wall Of Prevention

( "Bricks" in the Wall )

Character Building
® Moral & Spiritual

® Work Ethic

® Respect for Authority
for People
for Diversity
for Property
for God
for Country

® Discipline

® Purpose & Heritage

® Hope

Alcohol & Drug Prevention
e Understanding
Zero tolerance
Self-respect
Guidance
Healthy Lifestyle alternatives

Literacy

Individual guidance
Reading (Phonics-based)
Writing

The world of books

Skills Buildi

Attitude

Vocational testing

Exposure to options

Yocational training

Apprenticeship & Intern Opportunities
Citizenship (Law abiding & tax paying)

Accountability
® Responsibility (Admission & Apology)
® Repayment (Community Service)
@ Restitution (Victim Repayment)
@ Re-Earn Trust (Protection of the Public)
¢ Re-Earn freedom  (Independent Living)
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2) uild a i i

@ QOklahoma Governors Initiative

"A government as good as our people” talks about the need to develop and
spread "Best Practices.” We can learn from one another and OJJDP can be a
coordinator to bring this information together. '

3) Build Capacity through technical Assistance & information sharing

This is a vital role for the federal government to play and one that OJJDP has
performed well in the past. Utilize the best experts in juvenile justice and
facilitate these experts going out into the field 10 work with states and facilities
on the front lines. Send these experts out along with Staff to be true partners
in a "Just do it" campaign rather than a continued "I gotcha” campaign.

4) Build Integrated [nformation Data Base Systems

® Juvenile on-line Tracking System (JOLTS)

Oklahoma is fortunate to have built an integrated data base over the
past 4 years. All participants in the system have access to the data,
based on their clearance level and "need to know" ... and that access is
right on their desk through a PC. This includes judges, D.A.'s, Youth
Service Agencies, secure institutions, and juvenile service workers.

This data base will allow us 1o plan effectively for 5 years out, and |
believe OJIDP could assist states in developing these types of systems.
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Comment

In closing, let me summarize by saying:

There’s no more compassion or concern in DC than there is in QC

As all of you know, the people of Oklahoma demonstrated their caring and
compassionate spirit during the wagedy of the Oklahoma City bombing. It is a day
indelibly imprinted in all of our minds...an unfortunate agedy that Oklahomans have
responded to with grace, determination, resolve, & compassion. And. we also were
recipients of love. concern and compassion from the people of America and of the
World. And, we again say a grateful thank you.

These same qualities are being applied by our people to juvenile violence. We love

our kids. ‘We want to save our kids through compassionate love as well as
accountable tough love. We know we can do it.

We feel srongly that we don't need mandates to do the right thing

We know what is the right thing to do. We will do what is right for kids and for our
society.

-Don't take our taxes and then set enforcement rules in order to penalize the
source of the taxes.

-Don’t make the Process cost more than the benefits derived (example: Sac &
Fox boot camp  planning grant)

We implore you to allow the creativity of States & Communities to be unleashed
-government will not solve the juvenile crime problem
We all know this is true, but we act many times as if it all depends on us.

Government has an important role to play. but it is "...of the people. by the
people, and for the people.”
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-Communities, churches, & individual families will solve the juvenile crime
problem.

We are developing an initiative in concert with key community leaders to
enlist the community as full partners in reaching our at-risk youth and we are
beginning with churches. The response has been exciting and we are excited
to unleash this resource.

® Replace strings with light bulbs.

-states will no longer be puppets on strings

The days of Big Government and Big Brother are over. We now need to
forge a new partnership based on murual respect and trust.

-Shed light on the problem of rising juvenile violence & crime by sharing
solution oriented information.

Thomas Jefferson said, "If we provide the light, the people will find their own

way.

If we don’t together solve the problem of rising juvenile violent crime now, it will inundate
all of us in the furure. We all know this. "We must now work together to re-craft our
solutions and approaches to prepare for the coming onslaught.
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Senator THOMPSON. Ms. Patricia West, director of the Virginia
Department of Youth and Family Services.

STATEMENT OF PATRICIA WEST

Ms. WEST. Thank you, Mr. Chairman, for the opportunity to be
here today, and I am particularly happy to be here on the day after
Virginia just passed sweeping juvenile justice reform that we hope
will be a model for other States to follow. That passed at about
5:30 yesterday evening, so we are very happy about that and hope
that that will be the beginning of Virginia’s ability to deal and cope
with juvenile offenders.

I wanted to discuss JJDP first in terms of the State sovereignty
issue. The Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention Act does
not recognize that States are diverse and that one size does not fit
all. Within States like Virginia and most other States, there is a
wide disparity in resources and types of offenders and between
urban, suburban, and rural localities. The States should be granted
the flexibility to determine what works best for their particular sit-
uation. '

Compliance with JJDP is hindered by stringent, nonflexible, and
burdensome regulations that do not recognize individual -cir-
cumstances and changing conditions. One factor, in particular, that
affects Virginia’s ability to comply is detention overcrowding. Se-
cure detention admissions in Virginia are climbing annually. In
1995, they were up 17 percent over the previous year. In the last
fiscal year, secure detention use was at 136 percent of capacity.
The increase is largely a function of more delinquency intakes at
the courts which reflect an increase in juvenile crime in Virginia.

You have the handout I provided. There is a graph that shows
the detention admissions and the upward trend, as well as the in-
dicators of Virginia’s juvenile justice trends showing a population
increase in the 10- to 19-year age category of 16 percent and juve-
nile arrests overall up 29 percent since 1988.

With those things in mind, the problem is a very serious one and
we appreciate the fact|that this act will be looked at by the U.S.
Congress this year in An attempt to deal with those needs. Several
of the mandates need to be reformed. The first is ensuring that ju-
venile offenders are not held in secure adult facilities for more than
6 hours unless charged with a felony offense in the adult court sys-
tem. ;

The issues for Virginia surrounding this mandate include requir-
ing localities to transport offenders to specialized juvenile detention
centers. It also involves guaranteed access to secure juvenile deten-
tion for public safety risk to juveniles. That is not available in all
of our communities. In fact, 32 out of 136 localities in Virginia do
not have guaranteed access to detention bedspace. What that
means, in reality, is that many hours are spent by court service
unit employees on the phone literally begging other detention
homes to take placements for their locality. Those hours could be
better spent providing services to the juveniles.

These localities are further hindered in their efforts by the prac-
tice of bumping juveniles. If a participating jurisdiction has a juve-
nile that needs to go into a detention home and a nonparticipating
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juvenile is already there, they will bump back the juvenile from the
nonparticipating jurisdiction, regardless of crime.

You could have someone going in for burglary who is bumping
someone out who is in there for malicious wounding. It does not
look at the type of crime, but it is a real serious problem for us.
So the access to detention is a very serious problem and the man-
dates cause us more of those problems.

The lack of facility access results in some juveniles being trans-
ported long distances out of their community to be confined. It is
not unusual for a sheriff to have to transport a juvenile 3 or 4
hours one day, only to have to return for them 2 days later for a
detention hearing. If the judge determines that detention is appro-
priate, then the sheriff makes that round trip once again.

Post-dispositional detention is virtually nonexistent in Virginia.
Many judges have expressed the desire to use short jail sentences
as a tool to deliver a message without having to send a juvenile
away from his home to a community State facility. Virginia law,
tracking Federal mandate, does prohibit the jailing of juveniles, ex-
cept those transferred to circuit court for certain felony offenses.
However, juveniles charged with delinquent offenses can be placed
in adult jail for 6 hours by a detention home administrator, or
longer by a judge if the juvenile is considered a threat to public
safety.

Virginia has determined in at least this case that the require-
ment of JJDPA is so inappropriate for our State that we have had
to carve out an exception in the code. It is not a large or expansive
exception, but nonetheless it is one that we feel necessary, but puts
us out of compliance with the act.

The second mandate ensuring that when delinquent offenders
are held in an adult facility they are kept sight- and sound-sepa-
rate from adult offenders also causes problems. Although it is
agreed that juvenile populations shoulcf be kept separate from
adult populations, the requirement of absolute sight and sound sep-
aration places an unwieldy burden on many localities. Occasional
violations, particularly those involving incidental contact with
adult prisoners, are not harmful to youth and should be eliminated.
The result of this requirement forces local jails to underutilize
space that could otherwise be used to alleviate overcrowding.

Finally, ensuring that status offenders are not held in secure fa-
cilities with delinquent or criminal offenders unless adjudged to be
in violation of a valid court order also presents a problem. Judges
have expressed that oftentimes it would be appropriate and desir-
able to place status offenders in detention, for many reasons. Sev-
eral of those reasons include unstable home settings, incorrigible
behavior posing a risk to the juvenile himself, availability for court
hearing jeopardized due to runaway behavior, and containment of

' runaways would facilitate the assessment of underlying reasons

causing the runaway behavior.

It has never made a lot of sense to me that you cannot detain
a runaway, since it is their very behavior that is probably going to
cause them not to show up for court the next day and not be avail-
able to receive the services that they would need to address their
problems.
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Rural jurisdictions often lack alternative placements appropriate
for these at-risk status offenders, and most jurisdictions lack suit-
able alternatives for inebriated juveniles. It also hampers truancy
enlforcement efforts not to be able to contain or detain these juve-
niles.

The recent Joint Legislative Audit Review Commission studied
3,000 juvenile court records from court service units across our
State and found that “over one-half of the first-time status offend-
ers were rearrested or returned to the court service unit within a
3-year period.” That same study found that “approximately 85 per-
cent of these noncriminal offenders who recidivated were later
charged with an offense more serious than a status offense.” The
ability to intervene with these status offenders in a meaningful
way early on, I think, is very key to the recidivism problem. If we
can deal with them early on, we are more likely to be able to pre-
vent them from getting back into the system.

I would like to end by saying that I do not believe that easing
JJDP mandates will result in the wholesale placement of juveniles
in audit facilities or large numbers of status offenders being placed
in detention, but that individual States should be allowed to assess
their own needs and circumstances and make that decision for
themselves, the decision of what is in the best interest of the State
and its juvenile population.

Thank you. '

Senator THOMPSON. Thank you very much, Ms. West.

[The prepared statement of Ms. West follows:]
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Issues Related to Compliance with the ‘
Juventie Justice and Delinquency Prevention Act
-Virginia's Perspective-
Presentation to the Subcommittee on Youth Violence
of the US Senate Judiciary Committee

TESTIMONY OF MS. PATRICIA WEST
DIRECTOR
VIRGINIA DEPARTMENT OF YOUTH & FAMILY SERVICES
MARCH 12, 1996

STATE & LOCAL GOVERNMENT SELF-DETERMINATION

Thaok you for the Opportunity to present Virginia's perspective regarding
compliance issues related to the Tuvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention Act.

When looking to teform legislation such as the JJDP Act, I would ask the
committee to keep in mind the overall issuc of self-determination for state and local
governments. Although the fedcral government has a role to play in setting standards
and setting forth general policy considerations, somctimes the most well mcaning
regulations do not recognize the realitics of implementation. By limiting mandates and
regulations and adhering to the principle of sclf-determination, effective reform could be
realized without comprising juvenile salely.

The JIDP Act does not recognize that states arc diverse and one size does not fit
all. A program that works in New York or I'cxas does not necessarily mean that program
will work well in Vizginia or Tennessee.

To take it dowa another level, wha works in one area of a state may not work in
another area. Within states like Virginia there is a wide disparity in resources and types
of offenders between urban, suburban and rural localitics, Localities in Northern Virginia
have more resources to deal with problems than localities in Southwest Virginia. Also,
the types of offenders in Richmond arc much different than offenders in Roanoke.

Federal programs such as the JJIDP A should recognize such diversity. In
addressing this problem, states should be granted flexibility to determine what works best
for their particular situation. Compliance is hindcred by stnngent, non-flexible, and

regulations that do not rccognize individual circumstances and changing
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MANDATES IN NEED OF REFORM :

In addressing juvenile justicc reform. several mandates should be examined for
their effectiveness. Virginia's compliance with the JJDP Act mandates has many

consequences.

The first mandate [ would like to addrcss is requiring states to ensure juvenile
offenders are not held in secure adult facilities for more than six hours unless charged
with a felony offense in the adult court system.

This mandate requires that juvenile offcnders be transported to specialized juvenile
detention centers. Deputies, who could otherwise be patrolling our streets, spend a great
deal of time transportmg juveniles across many miles just to find an open bed.

Guaranteed gccess to secure juvenile detention for public safety risk Jjuveniles is
not available to all communities. Presently, thirty-two of 136 localities in Virginia do not
have guaranteed access. Many hours are spent by court service unit employees on the
phose begging for placements in dctention homes - hours that could be better spent
providing services & juveniles.

These localities ate further hindered by the practice of “bumping” juveniles from
non-participating jurisdictions for admission of juveniles from participating Jurisdictions
regardless of the crime committed. Lack of facility access results in some Juveniles being
transported long distances (out of their community) to be confined. Post-dispositional
detention is virtually non-existent in Virginia. and many Jjudges have expressed the desire
to use short jail sem®nces as a tool to deliver a mcssage without having to send a Juvenile
away from his home and community to a statc facility

As the enclogd charts show, secure detention admissions in Virginia are climbing
amually - in 1995 they were up 17% over the previous year. In the last fiscal year secure
detention wse was aF136% of capacity. This directly affects a locality's ability to place
Juveniles. This increase is largely a function of more delinquency intakes at the courts
which reflects the igcrease in juvenile crime in Virginia. As the number of Jjuveniles who
need to be detained increases, so does (he state's need for flexibility in where they can
detain juveniles.

Virginia law, tracking the federal mandate. prohibits the Jailing of juveniles,
except those transferred to circuil court for certain felony offenses. However, juveniles
charged with delinqaent offenses can be placed in an adult jail for six hours by a
detention bome admisistrator and in excess of six hours by a judge, if the juvenile is
considered a threat to the safety and sccurity of the staff or residents of the secure

2
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facility. In this instance Virginia Code violates Section 223 (a) (14) of the federal JJDP
Act. The conscious decision was madc by the Virginia General Assembly that it is not in
the best interest of the Commonwealth to comply with this provision of the Act.

The second mandate this committee should review is the requirement that when
delinquent offenders arc held in an adult facility they are kept “sight and sound” separate
from adult offendere

Although it igagreed that juvenilc populations should be kept separate from adult
populations, the requirement of absolutc “sight and sound” separation places an unwieldy
burden on many localities. Occasional violations. particularly those involving incidental
contact with adult prisoners in booking arcas, hallways, etc. are difficult to prevent
altogether and are not necessarily harmful (o youth. The result of this requirement forces
local jails to under-utilize spacc that could otherwisc be used to alleviate overcrowding.

The committee ghould also re-evaluatc the requirement that status offenders not be
held in secure facilities with delinquent or criminal offenders unless adjudged to be in
violstion of & valid court order.

Localities need the ability to detain status offcnders in a secure environment.
Status offenders likely come from unstablc home settings and often pose a risk to
themselves. Their availability for court hearings is jeopardized due to runaway behavior,
and detainment of nmways is dcsirable 1o (acilitate assessment of and treatment for
underlying problems-causing the runaway behavior.

Furthermore, rural jurisdictions often lack alternative placements appropriate for
these at-risk status offenders, and most jurisdictions lack suitable alternatives for
inebriated juveniles. This mandate also hampers truancy cnforcement efforts.

A recent study by the Virginia loint Legislative Audit and Review Commission
reviewed 3,000 juvenile court records from court scivice units across the state and found
that “over one half of first time status oftenders were rearrested or returned to the court
service unit within a three year period.”

That same stady found that “approximately 85% of these noncriminal offenders
who recidivated were later charged with an offense more serious than a status offense.”
More flexibility to deal with these offenders when they have their first exposure to the
conrt gystem would-snbmnce our chances of successful intervention.

Ongce again, thank you for your invitation to present Virginia's perspective
concerningthe Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention Act.

3
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ADMINISTRATIVE ISSUES

Compliance monitoring and reporting requirements should be reduced for states such as
Virginia, with state codes which prohibit the practices for which compliance monitoring
is required.

Virginia dedicates one .75 FTE to JJDP compliance monitoring functions. States,
such as Virginia, which have met these requirements should not have to continuously
document compliance through a comprehensive monitoring system. There are a few
states which have not achieved compliance with the core mandates of the Act and other
states which have experienced temporary compliance problems. For these states, a
separate title of the Act should be created which funds compliance improvement efforts.
The current strategy of reducing funding by 25% for each area on non-compliance and
requiring that all remaining funds be dedicated to compliance improvement is
unnecessarily punitive. States, such as Virginia, which provide the opportunity of multi-
year funding for pilot projects must withdraw these commitments. This action has the
potential ;0 destroy local programs and erode confidence of the localities in the state
planning agency. Virginia is currently faced with this potential because of violations in
one locality which appear 1o be a violation of Virginia Code and which will be remedied
in the very near term by the opening of a new juvenile facility. OJJIDP is working with
Virginia in evaluating this situation, and we are confident funds will not be lost.

The presently narrowly defined compliance regulation focuses state resources and
efforts in a manner which does not improve juvenile justice. The focus of compliance
monitoring should be on assuring that juveniles are held in accordance with constitutional

... Tequirements.
Of particular concern are issues regarding: classification and separation, health and
-~ - mental health care, access to counsel, the courts and family, programming, education and
recrcation, training and supervision of institutional staff, environmental, sanitation, and
overcrowding, restraints, isolation, punishment and due process, safety for staff and
confined youth.
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Senator THOMPSON. Mr. Robert Schwartz, chairman, American
Bar Association’s Juvenile Justice Committee.

STATEMENT OF ROBERT G. SCHWARTZ

Mr. SCHWARTZ. Mr. Chairman, thank you very much for your in-
vitation to the ABA to speak to you this morning about JJDPA. I
have been designated by the ABA president to represent the asso-
ciation today. I also.come to you as the Chair of the Juvenile Jus-
tice Committee, which I have been Chair of for the last 4 years. For
the last 5 years, I have been a member of our State advisory group
under both Democratic and Republican administrations, and I am
in my 21st year of representing children at the Juvenile Law Cen-
ter in Philadelphia, where we have represented many of the kinds
of children that have been described to you today.

From the perspective of the ABA, on whose behalf I speak today,
this is an excellent act. It has been very good for children, it has
been very good for public safety, and it has been very good for the
country. The act represents a comprehensive, thoughtful Federal
effort at reducing juvenile crime, and since its passage the act has
had an extraordinary impact, in particular, through its mandates.

Certainly, the principles behind the mandates are central. There
is no question that they have been effective in improving public
safety, and I discuss some of the ways that that plays out in my
written testimony. Reducing victimization of children in institu-
tions—the connection between child abuse and delinquency is well
documented. Reducing the kind of interaction between nonoffend-
ers and offenders or between delinquents and adults that leads to
increased networking, increased criminalization, also has an im-
pact on public safety.

There are other ways, as well, that I discuss and there is no
doubt that the mandates have been good for kids. When we take
a look at the data of the reduction of the number of children being
held in adult jails, of status offenders being removed from deten-
tion centers, the act has been effective and has worked and pushed
States in very, very exciting ways to be creative about the way they
respond to these problems.

So the mandates have worked. They have worked because of a
strong Federal presence and the ABA believes that that Federal
presence should be maintained. It is unlikely—I think we have
heard today the many ways that many States would like much
greater elasticity in the way the mandates are put forth in the
act—that they would be maintained with this degree of success
without a strong Federal presence. Certainly, we saw an enormous
amount of early resistance to these mandates from 1974 on in
those days when I first became practicing.

I would say that this is also an area where Federal presence in
some ways is unique. This is hard for Governors to do on their
own. The executive branch doesn’t control all of the various players
in what is nicely called a juvenile justice system, but which is real-
ly not a system at all in most States. Governors don’t have control
over county courts, over jailers, sheriffs, and those who run adult
Jails, over the local police department. This is, I would just say par-
enthetically, in contrast to proposals that would make transfer to
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adult court mandatory where States can very easily and quickly do
this without a Federal requirement.

There is strong pressure, I think, as we have heard today, on
local politicians at times of stress in their systems to find ways to
get around the mandates. There is budget pressure, there is politi-
cal pressure. The act insulates local officials from those pressures
and enables them to avoid sort of a relapse to the times before this
act was implemented and when things were very, very bad for chil-
dren in this country.

The act’s requirements are also principles that survive turnover
in the system. There is enormous turnover in juvenile justice. The
act is a consistent thread that reinforces the proper way that chil-
dren ought to be treated. I also discussed in my written testimony
the many ways that implementing the act’s mandates have im-
proved the process, substance, and quality of interaction in State
juvenile justice systems that have all been for the good.

There is nothing about the mandates that prevents intervention
in meaningful ways with repect to status offenders and with re-
spect to runaways. There is nothing that prevents graduated sanc-
tions or accountability. States are allowed individualized responses
in ways that hold kids accountable. I would add, coming from a
State that has been largely in compliance with the act’s mandates,
Pennsylvania, which has, I believe, the largest rural population in
the country, 67 counties, only a third of which have juvenile deten-
tion centers, that we have been able to come up with creative solu-
tions that have not violated the act in terms of the ways kids are
supervised when we need short-term restraint—shelter care, foster
care, group homes, the use of nonprofits such as we heard from Mr.
Woodward on an earlier panel, and very, very extensive training of
sheriffs and police.

This is not really a question of mandates, but how the mandates
are enforced. The data suggest that OJJDP, in Republican and
Democratic administrations, has been sensitive to State needs to
respond to the truly extraordinary case. We do have opportunities
for de minimis exceptions—the valid court order provision, the 24-
hour provision for rural areas that exists now.

The ABA recognizes that there will be a need for flexibility, as
the chairman has suggested today, but I would suggest that we
ought to move forward around the issue of flexibility with some
care, lest the exemptions have a way of becoming the rule and we
undermine the very, very solid bedrock that we have established
over the last 20 years.

To the extent that the mandates are too confining, consideration
should be given to the regulatory process through giving waiver au-
thority to OJJDP’s administrator. While the ABA would be pleased
to work with you in developing flexibility, we urge Congress to re-
authorize the act with its mandates intact.

Mr. Chairman, thank you. On behalf of the ABA, I thank you
and the subcommittee for inviting us to present these views.

[The prepared statement of Mr. Schwartz follows:]

PREPARED STATEMENT OF ROBERT G. SCHWARTZ

Mr. Chairman and Members of the Subcommittee: Thank you for your invitation
to the American Bar Association to speak to you this morning about the Juvenile
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Justice and Delinquency Prevention Act (hereafter “JJDPA” or “the Act”), and about
the mandates that are at the heart of the Act.

My name is Robert Schwartz, and I have been designated by ABA President Ro-
berta Cooper Ramo to represent the Association today. I am in my fourth year as
chair of the Criminal Justice Section’s Juvenile Justice Committee. I am a member
of Pennsylvania’s State Advisory Group, which is charged with distributing JJDPA
formula grant funds in the state. And, as Executive I%irecbor of the Juvenile Law
Center, I am in my 21st year representing children in Pennsylvania who are in-
volved with the juvenile justice, child welfare, and mental health systems in the
state.

This morning I speak to you on behalf of the American Bar Association, an organi-
zation regresenting a large and diverse membership of more than 370,000 lawyers
nationwide.

The Act is consistent with the American Bar Association’s historic commitment
to the implementation of fair and effective juvenile Jjustice systems. In particular,
the Act is consistent with the Association’s twenty-volume “Juvenile Justice Stand-
ards,” which have been ABA policy for over 15 years.

The ABA last year adopted a resolution to support reauthorization of the Act. The
ABA resolution urges the kind of oversight that this Committee has undertaken,
and it supports adequate and necessary appropriations for ongoing implementation
of the Act’s formula and discretionary grant programs.

The ABA position is based on the need to maintain a meaningful federal role in
improving the delive?r of juvenile justice services in the United States; and to fur-
ther the successful federal partnership with state-based juvenile justice profes-
sionals. In particular the ABA resolution seeks to ensure that the administration
of federal juvenile justice policy promotes public safety while protecting the rights
of juveniles and ensuring a fair, humane and effective juvenile justice system.

The ABA has long supported the Act, which in 1974, a) established the Office of
Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention (OJJDP) in the Justice Department,
b) provided federal funds to states that provided procedural protections and ensured
key substantive rights to juvenile oﬁ'encﬁzrs, and c) authorized the Office of Juvenile
Justice and Delinquency Prevention to make special emphasis treatment and pre-
vention grants to further Congressional policy.

In passing JJDPA in 1974, Congress responded to “the bankruptey of the juvenile
justice system, which provides neither individualized justice nor effective he{p to ju-
z/fg;l']e)s or protection for communities.” S- Rep. No. 95-165, 95th Cong., 1st Sess.

The Act represents a comprehensive, thoughtful federal effort at reducing juvenile
crime through intensive prevention and treatment programs. Since its passage, the
Act has had an extraordinary impact, in particular through its mandates. The four
key mandates of the Act, which I discuss more completely below are:

(1) Deinstitutionalization of Status Offenders;

(2) Separation of juveniles from adult offenders;

(3) Removal of juveniles from adult jails and lockups; and
(4) Reduction of disproportionate minority confinement.

In addition to advancing the mandates, the Act has promoted innovate programs
and research, and it has given local authorities control of strategies and aﬁrogram
design. State advisory groups, charged with distributing federal funds locally, have
provided funding to prosecutors, local governments, police, policy-makers, non-profit
groups and associations. State advisory groups have also established a wide variety
of experimental interventions, many of which have proven to be highly successful.

The Act over the last twenty years has fgut in place a federal/state/local/private
sector partnership which is accountable, efficient, inclusive and effective in the ex-
penditure of public tax dollars.

The strongest reasons for the success of this effort have to do with the formula
grants program and the pervasive planning infrastructure it has created in virtually
every nook and cranny of the country. As one of our Committee members, James
W. Brown, President of Community Research Associates, has noted, during the
course of implementing the various mandates since 1974, state and local officials,
along with citizen advocates, have planned, discussed, argued and generally reached
consensus on some of the most difficult issues facing the juvenile justice system.
More often than not, this conversation has forged a working relationship across po-
litical and professional lines that is characterized by understanding and respect for
each other. Further, it has established a sound planning process which views juve-
nile justice as a system; insists on solid data on which to base policy decisions; and
applies well-documented solutions to the problems that the state is addressing.

ive areas discussed below are particularly illustrative of the dynamic nature of
this planning infrastructure and the well-developed partnership which operates in
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rural and urban communities nationwide. This partnership has endeavored to meet
the mandates of the Act, and has been largely successful in imglementing those
mandates in a way that is good for children and consistent with public safety.

The mandates in a wonderful way have led to—indeed, compelled—the kind of co-
ogeration that is so essential to excellence in juvenile justice. This is true because
the juvenile justice “system” is not really a system at all. It is a fragmented collec-
tion of stakeholders, some of whom have authority for particular parts of the sys-
tem. These stakeholders have, at best, an uneven history of cooperation. The man-
dates have shoved into the same room the sheriffs and foster care providers, juve-
nile court judges and jailers, state administrators and county officials.

One way to think of the mandates is that they protect children from harm. An-
other way is to realize that mandates promote public safety by elimination factors
that lead to delinquent behavior. This last point unfolds in several ways. First,
there is a strong correlation between child abuse and delinquent behavior—child
abuse is frequent when children are in adult institutions. Keeping children out of
adult institutions, separating them from adults, and keeping non-offenders away
from offenders reduces incidents of assault and rape. Second, criminal tendencies
are mitigated by keeping non-delinquent children from the influence of children who
have been engaged in delinquent acts—indeed, usually seriously delinquent behav-
ior, since juveniles in detention centers are usually the jurisdiction’s most serious
offenders. Third, the mandates reduce self-fulfilling prophecies, since children who
haven't committed crimes avoid perceiving themselves as delinquent; and
delinquents avoid seeing themselves as though they were adult offenders. Fourth,
the mandates reduce the likelihood that children will be recruited into criminal net-
works through their association with those who are.

In sum, it can be argued that it was the force of the Act's mandates that pushed
states and local government to create a juvenile justice process that has been bene-
ficial to communities, children and famiiies. This is a very responsible way of mov-
in%‘ federal money down to local communities.

he five areas of success are:

PUBLIC AND OFFICIAL AWARENESS

There is an increased public and official awareness which has moved the issues
of juvenile justice and deﬁnquency prevention higher on the state and local agenda.
For example, a one-day judicial training workshop resulted in a forty percent reduc-
tion in juvenile jailings in Virginia. Juvenile jailing was virtually eliminated in
Montana once public officials learned of the perils of public liability through a series
of local workshops. Public opinion polls continue to support the goals of prevention
and rehabilitation in spite of the strident political rhetoric and the continued media
preoccupation with violence. The Act has been part of the effort to deal with youth
crime in virtually every community for the last 20 years. Over 1500 State Advisory
Group members nationwide represent every political persuasion and philosophical
bent as well as the hopes of all citizens and juvenile justice professionals.

FORUM FOR DEBATE AND DISCUSSION

There is now a well-established forum for dialogue and discussion of the major
issues related to youth crime that simply did not exist twenty years ago. Special
subcommittees of the State Advisory Groups in many states address the issue of dis-

roportionate minority confinement. Regional youth councils in Idaho and Oregon

old public hearings, establish local priorities, and gain long-term commitments
from elected officials. Local prevention councils debate risk factors and plan for com-
prehensive prevention programs. Iowa and other states conduct annual youth con-
ferences to gain insight into the needs of young people. Not only do these new fo-
rums provide discussion across practitioner lines, but they provide an arena where
interested citizens can be heard and participate in the public policy process at the
state and local level.

CLEAR AND ACCURATE DATA ON YOUTH CRIME AND PROGRAMS THAT WORK

To an increasing extent, local communities are abandoning traditional practices
of planning by “horror story” and insisting on clear, accurate data regarding youth
needs, existing practices, programs that work, and the incidence of youth crime. Ex-
amples include juvenile crime analysis in three-year comprehensive state plans;
statewide assessment of youth-at-risk in South Dakota, Oklahoma, and West Vir-
ginia; detailed examinations of youth arrests and referrals in San Francisco, Mobile,
and Lawrence, Kansas; comprehensive cost studies in Colorado and Nebraska; pene-
trating assessments of minority confinement in Arizona, Oregon, Florida, Iowa, and
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North Carolina; and the hundreds of risk-focused prevention assessments that are
underway nationwide. Many states have transformed the initial monitoring require-
ments of the Act into full-fledged information systems which provide important data
for legislators and policymakers for assessing due process, program effectiveness,
and cost benefit.

STATE/LOCAL PARTNERSHIPS

The experiences of the past decade have documented that problems such as dein-
stitutionalization and jaiP removal cannot be resolved completely by the state or
local community acting on their own; or without the combined efforts of government
officials and interested citizens; or by law enforcement without the courts or correc-
tions. Coordination and collaboration are more than planning words in communities
which have successfully accomplished the mandates of the Act. The Juvenile Serv-
ices Commissions in Oregon, the Local Crisis Units in Illinois, and the Community
and Faxnil¥l Crisis Programs in New Jersey are all examples of state/local partner-
ships which grew out of efforts to implement the goals of the Act. The importance
of these efforts lie not only in the services provided but in the processes and rela-
tionships it has established for future efforts in the same communities. This is par-
ticularly important in juvenile justice, where, as I mentioned above, no agency has
sole management responsibility, and where the mandates give the same vision to
all of the stakeholders in the system.

CONTINUUM OF SERVICES WHICH MEET THE INDIVIDUAL NEEDS OF TROUBLED AND
TROUBLESOME YOUTH

The last twenty years have witnessed a continued downsizing institutions, a de-
crease in the use of adult jails and lockups, and legislation and public policy
changes in virtually every state. Concurrent with these evelopments have been the
creation of flexible networks of community-based services designed to meet the indi-
vidual needs of troubled and troublesome youth while assuring public safety, of-
fender accountability, and the integrity of the court process.

For all of these reasons it is not surprising that the Act, and its mandates, have
had bi-partisan support for over 20 years.

Deinstitutionalization of status offenders—those children whose conduct would
not be criminal if committed by adults—has been a mandate since 1974. When I
beg}z]in practicing law in the mid-"70’s, status offenders were routinely incarcerated,
both in Pennsylvania and elsewhere in the country. Many of these children were
themselves victims of abuse; many had mental health problems; many had serious
educational problems. Placing these children in detention centers and training
schools with gard-core delinquent youth was one of our national scandals.

While some states have had more difficulty than others in meeting the DSO re-
quirements, in 1993 only three of the 57 States and Territories that were eligible
to participate in the formula grants program had compliance difficulties. Overall,
this provision has had extraordinary success. From 1974 to 1993, the number of sta-
guzso 8ffenders held in delinquency institutions dropped from roughly 172,000 to

The second mandate, also in the original Act, is seé)aration of juveniles and adult
offenders when they are held in the same facilities. By 1993, o y two of the States
and Territories were havi:ﬁ difficulty complying with this provision. This has been
a triumph of federal juvenile justice policy: in 1993 fewer than 1000 confined chil-
dren were not separated from adults, compared with 85,000 in 1974.

Removal of juveniles from adult jails and facilities was added in 1980. Some
states quickly passed legislation requiring the removal of children from adult facili-
ties; other states changed their policies or laws in recent years. In general, states
have been creative in this process, without diminution ofy public safety or an in-
crease in failures to appear in court. In addition, jail removal did not have adverse
impacts on the populations of juvenile detention centers—rather, administrators de-
veloped a creative range of detention alternatives. In 1994, only four states were
having difficulty complying with this mandate. Compared with 1974, when 160,000
cléggren were held in adult jails and lockups, only 7,000 children were so held in
1993.

The above mandates have thus been good for children, without impeding public
safety or the operation of the juvenile courts.

In 1992, the Act added reduction of minority over-confinement as a fourth man-
date. As a result, States have completed studies of racial imbalance in their sys-
tems, and have begun to address imbalance where they find it. In Pennsylvania, for
example, state and local partnerships have used formula grant funds to introduce
intensive prevention programs in high-crime areas with large minority populations.
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There is something to be said for consistent national policy—such as these four
mandates—that calls for improving conditions for children in a way that the states
would not otherwise have undertaken. In contrast, some proposed new mandates,
such as those that would require states to transfer more children to adults courts,
are unnecessary. States in recent years have had no trouble determining unique and
creative ways of transferring children to adult court. The ABA would oppose such
a mandate, because it directly contradicts our Standards. Even more important,
there is nothing to be aﬁained in this area by requiring a particular kind of transfer
as a condition of federal funding—the work in the states is largely complete. :

CONCLUSION

Since 1974 the Act has received bi-partisan support because it has promoted pub-
lic protection while establishing national values for the operation of state juvenile
justice systems. Under the Act, both parties have implemented programs that have
prevented crime, eliminated abuses of children, and promoted justice.

In many ways the issue of mandates is a red herring. The question is not one
of mandates, but of how the% are enforced, and with what level of elasticity. The
data suggest the OJJDP in Republican and Democratic administrations has been
sensitive to State needs to respond to the occasional extraordinary case. The Act
thus represents sound national policy, rather than a straitjacket. To the extent that
the mandates are too confining, consideration should be given to addressing that
issue through the regulatory process, or through giving waiver authority to OJJDP’s
administrator when there is evidence of extraordin circumstances. While the
ABA would be pleased to work with you in developing flexibility, we urge Congress
to reauthorize the Act with its mandates intact.

Mr. Chairman, on behalf of the American Bar Association, I would like to thank
you and the Subcommittee for inviting us to present these views. I would be pleased
to answer any questions you or Members of tge Subcommittee might have.

Senator THOMPSON. Thank you very much, Mr. Schwartz. Mr.
Schwartz, you mentioned the utilization of foster homes. In what
context was that in? To what extent do you feel like this is a—

Mr. SCHWARTZ. Foster homes can certainly be appropriate for
runaways and they could be used if they are staffed properly. Some
States have beefed up specialized foster care to provide eyeball su-
pervision of children who are more likely to run away. There are
lots of creative variations. For the child with mental health prob-
lems, specialized foster care, foster parents who are trained to deal
with kids with disabilities, are all within the framework of a sound
juvenile justice response to very, very troubled kids.

I would add that from what I see in representing children, there
are some extreme ends of more violent offenders and there are
some like Senator Simpson talked about who are more at the psy-
chopathic end. But by and large, the children that I see today are
the same kinds of kids that I saw over 20 years ago. Runaways are
still running away for the same reasons. Truants are still skipping
school for the same reasons. The act allows States to respond flexi-
bly where there are differences, but the differences aren’t as great
as I think we have heard in some respects this morning.

Senator THOMPSON. Well, how do you account for these tremen-
dous differences in the statistical information that we are getting
in terms of violent crime, in terms of serious crime, in terms of dis-
ruption in schools, in terms of guns in schools by young children,
drugs in schools by young children? We have all seen those statis-
tics from lots of different sources. Doesn’t that indicate that per-
haps there is something different going on down below there at
perhaps the truancy level?

Mr. SCHWARTZ. What I think is going on there, Senator, as has
been suggested by Professor Blumstein from Carnegie Mellon—and
when you take a look at the data that he has generated, you see
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that the real changes pretty much occur in 1988, with an increase
of crack and guns available to kids. Certainly, the combination of
guns and drugs has been a terrible one, and it is clear that they
don’t mix and that States need to respond to that. But at the same
time, that doesn’t suggest a huge difference in the nature of child-
hood or of who these kids are.

Senator THOMPSON. What about their family situation? Do you
(siee a? difference there from when you first started representing chil-

ren’

Mr. SCHWARTZ. Yes; for many families, particularly in the late
1980’s—1I would say less so now, but crack had a particularly harm-
ful immediate impact on the ability of parents to be part ofy the so-
lution. When I stated practicing, we had a huge gang problem in
Philadelphia. We had the highest homicide rate that we have ever
had over 20 years ago. Gangs were prevalent. Guns were available
then as well, but parents were part of the solution.

I would also say that adult jail was not part of that solution.
Community response with crisis intervention and community shel-
ters that were set up turned out to be a very, very effective way
of dealing with that. Crack changed part of that equation by elimi-
nating for many of the clients whom we dealt with an active and
concerned parental involvement, and that is certainly a difference.

Senator THOMPSON. Mr. Regier, Mr. Schwartz seems to think
that there is flexibility in the act to allow States to deal with early
intervention at the truancy level, and so forth. What do you think
about that?

Mr. REGIER. Well, I was just going to comment on that because
the statute certainly allows this to take place. I mean, it doesn’t
preclude it from taking place, but when you are in a State and
dealing with the kinds of situations that I was outlining—that is,
a clogged-up system, serious juvenile violent crime increasing—
dealing with first offenders and status offenders is way down the
list in terms of the resources available and the scarcity of re-
sources. So even though it doesn’t preclude that from happening,
States don’t make it their first thought because there are other
things that take precedence.

Senator THOMPSON. Such as violent crime.

Mr. REGIER. Such as violent crime. The other thing that we are
finding is because the State doesn’t make it its priority, and we are
trying to as much as possible, then the communities begin to make
it their priority. That is where we then get into communities using
whatever means possible—municipal detention they are calling it
in our State—and trying to find a place to put these kids.

Ser‘:l?ator THOMPSON. Well, isn’t that a good thing, a good develop-
ment?

Mr. REGIER. Well, it is a good thing from the standpoint of the
consequences that kids need on the front end. It is not a good thing
because it puts us out of compliance with the JJDP Act, so we
now——

Senator THOMPSON. In what respect?

Mr. REGIER. Well, basically, many communities are starting to
hold kids beyond the 6-hour limit or they are putting them in adult
jails, and the sight and sound separations are still there, but as
was pointed out earlier, when you are talking about sight and
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sound separation, you have to have separate facilities, separate
food service, separate staff, et cetera. So it has put a burden in
many of our situations—in my testimony, in fact, I cite three of our
cities that have facilities that could certainly meet the collocation
test that several of the Senators talked about earlier, but they can-
not meet the mandates as they are written right now.

Senator THOMPSON. You mentioned the—is it the Idabel situa-
tion in your State?

Mr. REGIER. Idabel, yes. They are building a new detention cen-
ter which will open just within the next few weeks.

Senator THOMPSON. But you won’t be able to use it for juveniles?

Mr. REGIER. No.

Senator THOMPSON. For what reason?

Mr. REGIER. Well, at this point again, we would have to make
the choice, and we would have to make the choice whether we
would collocate juveniles there with adults because it is primarily
an adult facility but has some wings that could easily be used for
juveniles and maintain sight and sound separation.

Seg)lator THOMPSON. So in what way would you be out of compli-
ance?

Mr. REGIER. Well, at this point, we feel that we would be out of
compliance because it is in the same building, the same facility, et
cetera.

Senator THOMPSON. So you think as a practical application that
you are now required to have totally separate facilities?

Mr. REGIER. Well, that is how it has been——

Senator THOMPSON. Interpreted?

Mr. REGIER [continuing]. Read and interpreted. In fact, the State
legislature authorized last year additional funds to build facilities.
We are now just going to open by summer four new facilities that
we have put anywhere between $300,000 and $500,000 to build
them. They are six-bed, separate juvenile detention facilities and
those are going to serve us well and they are going to help our
pfoblem, but that money certainly could have been used other
places.

I was interested earlier when one of the Senators said that en-
forcement of sight and sound went beyond original intent. That is

eat to hear now, but for 22 years the States have spent money

ollowing that mandate.

Senator THOMPSON. Yes. Well, I think it is time we went back
and addressed all that. I am not sure that that has been any time
recently. I think that happens a lot around here. We wind up dec-
ades later deciding that this wasn’t really what we meant at all,
and that is part of what we are trying to do here.

Ms. Anthony, you mentioned the disproportionate minority prob-
lem. One of the requirements is to address the jailing of members
of minority groups if such proportions exceed the proportion such
groups represent in the general population. I was quite surprised
to find that in there. It is not addressing it if it is based on a per-
centage of those who violate the law in that community. It is based
on the population of the community as a whole, and I take it from
looking at this that you are supposed to do something about that.

I don’t know if you release certain crimina's of one age group or
one race, or arrest more criminals of another race or arrest more
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criminals who violate the law in lesser proportions or something to
equalize that up. You mentioned briefly about how impossible it
was to comply with it. Is that your interpretation of what is re-
quired?

Ms. ANTHONY. I think you have accurately reflected the conun-
drum that States are in. There is no single agency or State that
can solve the problem, and yet it is mandated that we do so. I
spoke with a rural sheriff from Logan, UT, and he said, a crook is
a crook; no, we are not releasing people because they may—where
we have 9 percent African-Americans in a general population, and
yet the incarceration rate is around 13 percent, no, we are not re-
leasing them because of that, because they have perpetrated a
crime on the community and they are being held accountable.

Senator THOMPSON. But you are apparently in violation of this
requirement.

Ms. ANTHONY. We are, and I will say that I don’t know of a State
that isn’t in violation of that requirement right now.

Senator THOMPSON. Would you agree with that, Ms. West?

Ms. WEST. Yes, we would.

Ms. ANTHONY. I think there are things, Senator, that States can
do. If nothing else, it is increased awareness. They can provide in-
terpreters in court so people get a better hearing. We have a police
department that is offering Spanish classes to its officers so they
can communicate with their ‘constituencies. The State of Utah
has—the Governor’s office has an officer of minority affairs that is
taking a real proactive role in training their communities to be-
come employedp in the juvenile system, in the court system, as po-
lice officers.

You can do all of those things, but to require juvenile justice sys-
tems, whether it be State-based, county-based, court-based, what-
ever the system is, to do something about this is just virtually im-
possible. i

Senator THOMPSON. Mr. Regier.

Mr. REGIER. Quotas definitely are not the answer. I mean, youth
are placed in the system based on their acts, not their race. As
these acts are perpetrated, then we need to respond accordingly. In
our State, we have native Americans who comprise 11 percent of
the juvenile population, but only 5 percent of the total arrested. We
are not going to go out and look for native Americans to arrest.

Basically, you know, I think that the minority overrepresentation
issue has been sometimes clogged up in administrative studies. We
know that is happening, but the way to solve it, in my opinion, is
to go out there and get the money to the communities that are
overrepresented. We have started, for instance, parent support net-
works where we are linking these parents of kids, particularly Afri-
can-American kids that are in our system, and going to specifically
try to deal with the parents and the siblings because many times
it is a family tradition, as I point out in my testimony.

Senator THOMPSON. Right. Ms. Anthony—and maybe Mr. Regier
also touched on this—you know, traditionally we have been con-
cerned, and rightfully so, about the influence that adults would
have on juveniles. We have built up these walls, both figuratively
and literally, and we are all aware of abuses in the past. But we
have had testimony from other panels on other days, criminolo-
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gists, who say they have interviewed hardened criminals and these
adult criminals are afraid of many of these violent youths who are
coming in because they are totally different from anything they
have ever had any contact with. Did you touch on that?

Ms. ANTHONY. I did. I think we are in agreement that no sheriff,
no State-elected official, would want abuses to be perpetrated on
anyone in a jail. Whether it is adult on adult, for whatever reason,
prisons and jails do everything they can to prevent that. My experi-
ence is, in trying to create legislation to put kids into the adult sys-
tem through a waiver process—we call it the serious youth offender
program in Utah—a huge debate about whether or not, once they
have been tried and found guilty as an adult, they should be collo-
cated.

We have made a determination that there would be no special ef-
fort to necessarily segregate a juvenile population from an adult
prison population. Simply, there wasn’t room in the prison to do
that. Frankly, we find that a lot of these offenders end up in a
maximum security lock-down based on their behavior in the insti-
tution once they are there. Do I like that? Not necessarily, but is
it necessary to maintain public safety? We think it is.

Senator THOMPSON. Mr. Regier, did I interpret your remarks cor-
rectly in that, that all these States passing rigorous laws treating
more juveniles as adults for serious crime, is in some way perhaps
a response to some of these things that have hamstrung local offi-
cials? Since they can deal more effectively with an adult than they
can a juvenile, they are treating more juveniles as adults. For that
reason, do you think there is a causal relationship there?

Mr. REGIER. Well, I think there is somewhat a causal relation-
ship. It is a little harder to identify exactly what the causal rela-
tionship is in the State of Oklahoma because we have had a com-
bination of Federal mandates as well as a Federal lawsuit, and so
there have been several things going on. But, clearly as I have
talked to legislators on. But, clearly, as I have talked to legislators,
the Youthful Offender Act came into being to get around some of
the restrictions that they were being hampered with.

Senator THOMPSON. Ms. West, I have been quoting you this
morning, your statistic of 85 percent of those were picked up for
status offenses usually wind up with more serious offenses later on.
Is that not—all of your—is that not a crucial problem here? Sen-
ator Biden pointed out we are trying to deal with the violent of-
fender in a lot of different respects—Federal level, State level, cer-
tainly. But there is such an overrun of facilities, of courts and all
of that, that those who are not yet guilty of violent offenses get the
last consideration, the last treatment.

It seems like police officers are trying to avoid dealing with sta-
tus offenders because they are nothing but a hassle and a head-
ache. They have got much more serious things to deal with. They
know that if they take them, many times they will have to babysit
them.

Who testified a minute ago that you found that before there was
incarceration there were typically seven felonies? Could you elabo-
rate on that a minute?
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Mr. REGIER. Well, I was just commenting that in our particular
State those that end up in secure institutions—there are, on an av-
erage, seven felony convictions before they get there.

Senator THOMPSON. Well, it doesn’t look to me like the real prob-
lem as far as your State is concerned is incarcerating people who
don’t belong there.

Mr. REGIER. No.

Senator THOMPSON. It is the fact that you have got seven felonies
committed before they ever are incarcerated.

Mr. REGIER. Yes. It is the problem that we have a Federal cap
on secure beds, No. 1, with 12,000——

Senator THOMPSON. On that point, why in the world would a
court order, because of past violations, put a cap on secure beds?
How does that alleviate past problems?

Mr. REGIER. Well, I guess in every negative there is some posi-
tive that comes out, and the positive that has come out of this 18-
year lawsuit which—by the way, we are expecting to receive a sub-
stantial compliance within the next couple of weeks and hopefully
have the Federal judge dismiss this within the next 6 months, but
the silver lining that has come out of that is that we do now prob-
ably have one of the best community-based systems in the country
because we were forced to.

Now, the problem is that even with some of our community-
based group homes, we have to put some very tough kids in those
places that should be in a higher level of security, but we have had
to deal with that. As I said, the domino effect, then, when you back
that up is that you have a lot of kids that are out on the street
that are on probation that should be either in treatment or even
in secure facilities.

Senator THOMPSON. Well, getting back to that problem, it seems
to me one of the bigger problems is the juvenile who has not yet
committed the violent crime but who, from all of your experiences,
we can probably tell is going to. How do we deal with that? Obvi-
ously, the States have a responsibility. You can’t just say that you
don’t have the money. Everything is a priority. If this is the bur-
geoning problem and the river that is flowing in our direction, it
has got to be addressed.

Could local communities do more? When you are dealing with a
criminal population of whatever age group, I guess there is a limit
on what private groups can do. How do we do something to avoid
the continual revolving door? These mandates may be a part of the
problem, but certainly not all of it. How do we address the contin-
ual revolving door which results in waking up one day and having
a serious crime and looking and, sure enough, it is somebody who
has been in trouble for years and nobody has ever dealt with it?

Mr. SCHWARTZ. I think probably all of us this morning, at least
those of us who have been involved with the distribution of funds
under this act, have found it relatively straightforward to plow
huge amounts—as you said, up to 75 percent, certainly, at least—
into the front end of this system, including for services to children
who have not committed crimes to those who have before they have
graduated to the deeper end of the system.

I know in Pennsylvania, both through the Communities that
Care Program that is a major part of this act, title 5 of the act,
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as well as through our routine formula grant contributions to
Pennsylvania’s 67 counties, to nonprofits, to probation depart-
ments, to district attorneys for diversion programs, the act has
been a very, very effective way of developing prevention programs
by providing venture capital, in a sense, to communities that have
then taken over the funding of successful programs over time. That
has been a huges success story, I would say, and it has been a huge
success story across the country.

Senator THOMPSON. Well, I don’t see any huge success stories. I
mean, if you are measuring success by lack of juveniles locked up
in adult facilities, which is great news, I suppose, then you have
statistics to back that up, but that is only one goal. The other goal
is a reduction in crime, and that is absolutely skyrocketing. One of
the things that we are going to ask some of the administrators of
this act is to show up some success.

We have got page after page after page of programs here that are
authorized and that are mandated at the Federal level and commu-
nities are doing a lot of things in response to it. But I don’t know
that we have got a system at all to measure any kind of outcome-
based success. I mean, we have got every level of crime going
through the ceiling—drug use, guns, gangs, everything else—and
we are talking about all these great successes we have because, you
lénow, we have got sight and sound separation now in almost every

tate.

Ms. ANTHONY. I agree with you. It is frustrating because I look
at recidivism rates among juveniles, and all you have to do is look
at the adult prison population to see what is happening there. Vir-
tually every State in this Nation has a huge budget for adult cor-
rections and youth corrections has gone underfunded in a lot of cir-
cumstances to be able to accommodate that. So the prevention
maybe hasn’t worked as well as it should.

For 10 years, Utah has had 80 secure beds for juveniles. With
the construction projects and the authorization just received from
our legislature, we will have 162 secure beds to put adjudicated ju-
veniles in. We have had about 151 detention beds. Most of those
have been held by kids awaiting placement in a secure facility after
they have been tried. So a status offender would not be locked up
in any kind of detention facility. They may get an electronic mon-
itoring device at home. They will run and they will get picked up
on a contempt order and then they would be held for a short time
in a detention facility, but not for the status offense. They would
be held for the contempt issue.

So I am frustrated by the same thing that you are expressing
frustration. I haven’t seen the huge success. It is successful in that
we are not seeing kids beat up in jails or abused in jails by other
inmates. That is a success. The crime rate has not gone down. It
is frustrating. All you have to do is look at the recidivism rate.

Senator THOMPSON. Ms. West.

Ms. WEST. We are not even talking about just status offenders
that go without services. Virginia is like Oklahoma. Like Mr.
Regier said, you can commit five, six, seven felonies before you
have any tangible consequence to your action. I was a prosecutor
in Virginia Beach and Norfolk and there was a joke among the de-
fense bar that the first belony was free. If I tried to do some sort
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of disposition other than unsupervised probation, they would say,
well, you know the first felony is free, and that is the message that
gets sent to the kids. We have reinforced that negative behavior.
There are no consequences for your illegal behavior.

What we need to do is try to intervene with some sort of con-
sequences earlier. It does not necessarily mean incarceration, but
it has to be something that the juvenile views as a tangible con-
sequence, not just something that we as the system put on them
and think is a consequence. Unsupervised probation is a joke to
them. Supervised probation is basically a joke to them as well.
They need to have some sort of punishment. It has to be taking
away something they enjoy. It has to be some sort of effort that
they have to make, something that means something to them.

Senator THOMPSON. Well, isn’t part of that, though, the lack of
facilities that you have, the lack of .courts that you have, and
doesn’t that fallyright back onto the States primarily?

Ms. WEST. It does fall back onto the States. Virginia is trying to
address that problem, in particular. We also have Jjudges who are
willing and locales who are willing to accept juveniles into jails,
sight- and sound-separate, but we would still be in violation if they
were in the jail, for runaways, for truants, for those types of behav-
iors. We have a crowding problem, but it doesn’t sound like it is
nearly as bad as what the other States may have.

Senator THOMPSON. You mentioned another way in which you
thought you might be out of compliance now with some of the
rules. What was that?

Ms. WEST. There is actually a code section in the Virginia Code
that allows a judge or an administrator of a Juvenile detention
home to take a juvenile out and place him in a Jjail if he has been
disruptive in the home, and that is part of the code section.

Senator THOMPSON. Do you think that is inconsistent with the
Federal mandates?
th. WEST. It does put us out of compliance. We have been told
that.

Senator THOMPSON. Have there been any consequences?

Ms. WEST. Virginia has still maintained overall compliance or
compliance in enough other areas that we have been able to main-
tain getting the funds, but that particular provision of our code
does put us out of compliance.

Senator THOMPSON. So half the people here are out of compli-
ance, we have decided, on this panel anyway.

Mr. Regier, did you have any comment or do you choose not to
comment on that?

Mr. REGIER. Well, actually, no. They are coming out the end of
this week and we are going to be looking at some of these facilities,
and we are really trying to work closely with the Federal office. I
mean, we don’t particularly want to be out of compliance and we
are trying hard to find some alternatives with our communities for
detaining status offenders, in particular.

I was going to make the comment earlier that the Juveniles know
the system. We have kids that have had this happen several times
over the last several months who have slugged their juvenile serv-
ice worker when they come in to see them in secure placement.
Why? Because they want to be certified. Why do they want to be
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certified? Because they will be out in 3 months. They don’t want
to go through the treatment program. We are tougher on them
than the adult system is.

Senator THOMPSON. Compliance costs, Ms. West. You might say,
well, these requirements are all in place now. You are substantially
complying with them. What are the compliance costs, and what are
the compliance costs to prove to the Federal offices that you are in
compliance?

Ms. WEST. I don’t have the exact figures here. Marion Kelly from
our Department of Criminal Justice Services is here today. I do
know that they devote several full-time positions to doing nothing
but making sure that the State is in compliance. If I can turn to
her, she may be able to give you the exact costs of that.

Senator THOMPSON. All right. In the meantime, Ms. Anthony, do
you have any feel for what the level of-

Ms. ANTHONY. I don’t have exact figures either. I would be happy
to get those to you. What I do know is that the act has basically
become part of the fabric of Utah’s juvenile justice system. Every
facility that we need to build in order to accommodate the mandate
is between $6 and $12 million. Oklahoma is building 6-bed facili-
ties. It is not a very good investment of your money.

Utah has resisted building bigger facilities; again, the same phi-
losophy that we have talked about today. We are going to go to-
ward building bigger facilities, particularly pretrial detention facili-
ties, because you simply can’t afford to locate and maintain those
small facilities.

Senator THOMPSON. Just for starters here, I am looking at sec-
tion 5633, State Plan Requirements for Formula Grants. I take it
you still send in a plan every year and that plan has got to have
an advisory group. You have got to go out and get an advisory
group of not less than 15, not more than 33. They have to be from
various parts of society, including juveniles and all of that. Then
you have got the four mandates that we have talked about. Then
you have got to make sure that your programs are devoted to,
among other things, alternatives to incarceration, protecting juve-
nile rights, alternatives to suspension and expulsion, expanded use
of home probation, programs engendering positive thinking, belong-
ing to memberships, sense of self-worth, et cetera, et cetera.

Physically, do you have to fill out papers every year to show
these people that you are doing all this, that you are consistent
with all that? Is that your understanding?

Pull up a chair, if you can comment.

Ms. WEST. Senator Thompson, I think that Ms. Kelly would prob-
ably be the best to answer that. That is her full-time job, I believe,
is to make sure the State is in compliance.

Senator THOMPSON. And your full name is?

Ms. KELLY. Marion Kelly, and I am with the Virginia Depart-
ment of Criminal Justice Services. I work as a juvenile justice spe-
cialist, and you will note that the act requires each State partici-
pating in the act to have one person who is 100 percent full-time
and devoted to the act. So, across the board, each State would be
required to have at lest one full-time equivalent.

The way that the funds are set up, 10 percent of the State’s allo-
cation may be spent on planning and administrative functions. In
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Virginia, that is $141,000 a year, which is required to be matched
by State funds in the same amount. So we have $282,000 in plan-
ning and administrative costs. On title 5 of the act, there is a pro-
vision for 5 percent of that act to also be used as planning and ad-
ministrative funds which also has a match associated with that. So
our full amount would lead us up about another $100,000 on top
of that.

We devote 3.65 staff members to the JJDP Act. It includes my
own function, a research analyst that is required for the crime
analysis and planning piece of this, a compliance monitoring per-
son, and then a person who manages the grant monitoring func-
tion. They are supported by a support staff and a fiscal manage-
ment team in our grantmaking agency.

But I think that the real costs are actually to the localities in
terms of the costs that they have both in terms of the record-
keeping or records management and some of those costs to Ms.
West’s agency in providing us data and services, as well as—and
I think someone pointed out the construction costs. I will give you
an example. We have a facility that will be a collocated facility in
Frederick and Winchester counties, about 60 miles from here, and
in order to meet the collocated requirement they are building a 40-
foot land embankment on the premises of the facility in their de-
sign so that they will absolutely be sight- and sound-separate. I
think those kinds of costs really cannot be costed out by an agency
such as my own in this matter, but are certainly substantial.

You raised the issue of the cost of the JJDP advisory group, and
the way that that is set up is a percentage of the lowest minimum
amount that is allocated to the State. In Virginia and across the
country, that amount is $30,000. In a State like Virginia, we never
spend the full amount. There are other States—Alaska would be
one, Iowa would be another—where people are traveling large dis-
tances and there is an amount of expenditure to the State in main-
taining the State advisory groups.

I think somebody mentioned earlier that there may be more effi-
cient economies of scale than spending $30,000 a year in maintain-
ing a State advisory group for purposes of this act and it may be
incorporated with other kinds of advisory or commission kinds of
functions in a State that would have a greater efficiency here.

Senator THOMPSON. Thank you very much. I believe that some
of the title 5 money, anyway, goes directly to the localities and they
have their own mandates that they have to deal with in compliance
issues. It sounds to me like in excess of $30,000 is available to fill
out the paperwork, you might say.

Mr. SCHWARTZ. It is also true, I know, in Pennsylvania, Senator,
that our advisory group provides a State planning function and
there is great leverage that is provided out of these Federal dollars,
plus most of us devote much of our own money for subcommittee
meetings, regular meetings, planning meetings, addressing issues
like minority over-confinement and issues targeting specialized
populations, so that there are a variety of ways that these dollars
work effectively. At least in Pennsylvania, we haven’t found the ad-
ministrative costs to be excessive.

Senator THOMPSON. Well, thank you very much. In all of this, I
always come back to the proposition that with all the problems that
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we are dealing with here, that we may be looking at the good news.
The problem age group is kind of down right now. The demog-
raphers tell us that by the end of the century there will be an addi-
tional 1 million in the age group, I think, 11 to 17. Half of them-
will be males and a third of them will be law violators. So if we
don’t do something about it, we will look back at this as the good
old days.

Senator Biden, incidentally, had another committee hearing and
expressed his regret that he had to leave us. Also, we have been
asked to enter a letter from the Department of Justice Office of Ju-
venile Justice and Delinquency Prevention into the record, and that
will be made a part of the record at this time.

[The letter referred to follows:]

U.S. DEPARTMENT OF JUSTICE,
OFFICE OF JUSTICE PROGRAMS,
OFFICE OF JUVENILE JUSTICE AND DELINQUENCY PREVENTION,
Washington, DC, March 11, 1996.

Hon. FRED THOMPSON,
Chairman, Subcommittee on Youth Violence, Committee on the Judiciary, U.S. Sen-
ate, Washington, DC.

DEAR MR. CHAIRMAN: I have followed with great interest the hearings you have
held thus far on the burgeoning problem of youth violence facing our nation. I com-
mend your leadership on this issue, share you sense of urgency, and look forward
to working with you as together we address this national crisis.

The severity of the problem, as you well know, cannot be understand. Last week,
the Office of Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention (OJJDP) released the
1996 update to its report, “Juvenile Offenders and Victims.” As the enclosed report
shows, in 1994 the juvenile violent crime arrest rate in the United States reached
its highest level ever, and an estimated seven juveniles were killed each day.

It is at this juncture that the task of reauthorizing the Juvenile Justice and Delin-
quency Prevention Act of 1974 (Public Law 93-415), as amended (42 U.S.C. 5601)
begins. As you know, the Act establishes OJJDP as the agency responsible to imple-
ment the Act’s provisions and develop and support effective programs to prevent
and control delinquency, improve the juvenile justice system, and address the prob-
lem of missing and exploited children.

At the outset, Mr. Chairman, I want to give you my assurance that I am commit-
ted to striking the appropriate balance between maintaining the key policy goals of
the Act and the very legitimate needs that States and practitioners may have for
more flexibility than the Act or its implementing regulations now provide.

Further, to the degree we are able, it is my firm intention, with the Attorney Gen-
eral’s support, to do everything we reasonably can to accommodate the needs of the
States through changes to the regulations governing OJJDP’s programs. I also look
forward, of course, to hearing your views, Mr. Chairman, and those of the other
members of the Subcommittee as we pursue this.

Toward this end of ensuring that the needs of those who come face to face every
day with youth violence are heard, this Office is now engaged in a series of steps
to get input from the juvenile justice field about JJDP Act prog'rams, their impact,
our administration of the Act, and OJJDP’s implementing guidelines, policies, and
regulations.

First, I have written to each of the State agencies designated to implement the
Formula Grants, State Challenge Grants, and Title V Delinquency Prevention pro-
grams inviting their comments. A copy of the letter to Tennessee is enclosed.

Second, recognizing that urban and rural areas face very different challenges in
implementing the core requirements of the Act, our Office, working with the States
of Idaho and New Jersey, will meet with rural and urban practitioners, respectively,
to hear from them about their perspectives on what is working, as well as what
needs changing and why.

For your information, the meeting in Boise, Idaho is set for March 15th and the
meeting in Trenton, New Jersey is slated for March 25th. I would be pleased to pro-
vide you with more specifics about either of those sessions. And, of course, I look
forward to sharing the results of those meetings with you when we meet.

Third, following those State forums, the Office will host two roundtable discus-
sions, one with representatives of public interest groups and the other with rep-
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resentatives of national organization and private youth-serving agencies. We hope
these roundtables will provide a more national perspective. We are particularly in-
terested in their views on our efforts to assist gtate and local governments to ad-
dress the increasing levels of juvenile violence and the role of the Federal govern-
ment.

The roundtable with public interest groups will take place on April 9th. The sec-
ond roundtable, with national organizations and private youth-serving agencies, is
scheduled for April 11th.

Based on the information we receive at these meetings, as well as written com-
ments we have been receiving, we intend to make recommendations on amendments
to the Act and regulations.

The Administration is firmly committed to progressive juvenile justice programs
that will have a long-term impact on reducing delinquency and violence and ensur-
ing public safety. Such programs need to address a full continuum of activity, in-
cluding prevention, early intervention, and graduated sanctions for all juvenile of-
fenders, from first-time offenders to chronic, violent, and serious juvenile offenders.
The Administration also recognizes that we will be successful only if we work as
partners with the States.

I look forward to working with Congress, .particularly your Subcommittee,
throughout this process and welcome your interest in our programs and activities
on behalf of our Nation’s juveniles.

Sincerely,
SHAY BILCHIK.

Senator THOMPSON. Thank you very much for being with us. You
have been most helpful.

The subcommittee is adjourned.

[Whereupon, at 12:50 p.m., the subcommittee was adjourned.]
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APPENDIX

QUESTIONS AND ANSWERS

QUESTIONS FROM SENATOR HATCH TO MR. CARSON

DRUGS AND CRIME

Question 1. 1 am deeply disturbed by the recent indications that drugs is once
again on the rise with our nation’s youth. I think we all recognize that gs fuel
much of the violent crime problem in America, particularly in our urban centers.
In your opinion what needs to be done to prevent children from becoming involved
wit{ drugs in the first place?

Question 2. Have the type of crimes committed by youths in your jurisdiction
changed much over the years? Do you feel that a different approach to combating
juvenile crime is needed?

RESPONSES OF MR. CARSON TO SENATOR HATCH'S QUESTIONS

Answer 1. With children we must place our efforts in the education of our elemen-
tary school age children. This is the age group that are most receptive and
trainable. Many studies show that most of our future personality is formed during
these years and can be predicted. Then this is the area we must concentrate our
prevention efforts on. In this age group, we also have greater opportunity to forge
partnerships among teachers, parents and law enforcement as a united front which
should provide a positive prevention message.

Answer 2. Yes. There ﬁas been an increase in the amount of violence involved
with not only juvenile crime but in all areas of juvenile life.

Yes. I feel that the increase in violence demands a swifter, firmer approach. Over
the years juveniles have acquired almost identical rights as adults, due process,
right to counsel, etc. I feel where we have given increased rights and responsibility
without accountability has become an injustice to not only the juveniles but to soci-
ety as a whole. While the accountability for juveniles and adults may differ in some
ways, it is essential component for our society to function. In the juvenile system,
there is also a need for swifter response to violations. Because juveniles as a whole
think more in the short term, a slow fragmented response only tends to encourage
the very behavior we are attempting to correct. We must send a clear sure message
that the increased rights you have acquired carry a increased responsibility and ac-
countability with them.

PHILOSOPHY

Question 1. Recently the trend in state legislatures has been to change the Juve-
nile delinquency declaration of purpose from rehabilitation to retribution and pun-
ishment. Indeed in today’s Washington Post [March 12, 1996}, there is an article
about the Virginia Assembly’s legislation that would require teenagers as young as
14 to be tried and sentenced as adults for murder and other violent crimes. It would
also open to the public, juvenile court proceedings and records for felony cases. Do
you agree with these changes? Should the goal of the juvenile court system be closer
to that of the adult criminal system?

Question 2. It seems like each of your respective states have implemented slightly
modified versions of the Juvenile Justice Act; each state has tailored the programs
to its individual, local needs. I am generally skeptical about Washington imposing
programs on the states. For example, while I believe that a balance between preven-
tion and incarceration of juveniles should exist, isn't this a decision that should be
made at a local level, instead of the federal level?
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Question 3. What is your opinion of earmarks such as Boot camps, Mentoring, In-
tensive Supervision or others? Research—at least up to this point—has not been
kind to any of these earmarked programs. It seems that recidivism rates are static
if not higher after attendance in a boot camp. These programs do not seem to be
curbing the delinquency rate. Should we, the federal government, remove the ear-
marks to let states experiment with various types of programs or, at the very least,
fund only those programs that have shown through research and evaluation to be
effective in curbing youth crime?

Question 4. Is the Office of Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention (OJJDP)
a helpful institution to state advisofrily groups in terms of policy? Should more money
be allocated by Juvenile Justice Office to provide technical assistance to the state
advisory groups?

Answer 1. &es. I believe in cases of murder, rape, aggravated assault the proceed-
ings and records should be treated the same as adults. At this point public safety
outweighs the right of the juvenile to privacy. This should be made a part of their
accountability.

The goal of our juvenile justice system should be to make every attempt to be
ahead of our adult system in speed and quality of service. Because, this is the point
in the overall criminal justice system where we stand the best chance of rehabilita-
tion. The speed and sureness of our response can be just as important as the harsh-
ness or lightness of any sanctions imposed.

Answer 2. I do believe that is a decision that should be made locally. But, by lo-
cally, I suggest the county level with the state only acting as a conduit for funds.
With the funding being distributed on a formula basis using population, income lev-
els, and aﬁoverty status as factors as the base for decidin mntgng allocations. This
should allow for funds going to areas based on their real need for funding not the
ability and staff to compile statics for grant applications.

Answer 3. I feel the federal government should be open more to experimentation
on programs targeted to reducing juvenile crime. Many areas of our nation are dif-
ferent in many ways. Therefore, our approach shoulg' be targeted to our commu-
nities specific needs.

Answer 4. This is an area I must confess I do not have enough information to
make a sound judgment. However, more money at this level of the problem would
need close review.

" MANDATES/REQUIREMENTS

Question 1. 1 would like to ask each of you about the four major mandates, (dein-
stitutionalizing status offenders; sight and sound separation; removing juveniles
from adult jails; and reduction of minority confinement), which is the most difficult
to stay in compliance with? What are the costs involved with staying in compliance?

Question 2. Are there requirements within the Act—either the mandates them-
selves, or regulations implementing the mandates—that need to be removed or
changed in order for the Act to accomplish its intefided goal?

Question 3. Many states have incorporated the goals of the Juvenile Justice Act
into their state codes. Currently, most states are in compliance with the mandates.
It seems that the Juvenile Justice Act has served it’s intended purpose, which was
to ensure that juveniles were treated fairly in the criminal justice system. In your
opinion, could the mandates be removed and replaced with juvenile justice system
goals? That preserves the national directive that States can follow, but if the states
can’t comply, they still have the opportunity for receiving funding.

Answer 1. For my rural area, sight and sound is the most difficult to comply with.
Years ago, because we could not afford to comply, we completely shut down our ju-
venile detention center and associating programs that were on the drawing board.

Answer 2. On this question I feel we would all agree the primary goal is what
is in the best interest of the child. But as juvenile crime has become more and more
violent the matter of public safety has also become a major concern. While we may
agree on what the problems are our differences will lay in the paths we choose to
take to address these problems.

Answer 3. Yes. I feel that they could be removed as mandates and included in
the goals of the juvenile justice system. This would give the needed flexibility to
rural areas to reenter the fight for juvenile justice.

PROGRAMS/IMPLEMENTATION/EVALUATION

Question 1. Have the so-called challenge activities had a significant impact on de-
linquency in your state? Which activities are being conducted? Are the requirements
to participate in the challenge activities burdensome? Does the cost to the state out-
weigh the additional 10% funding that is offered?

130,



127

Question 2. 1 understand that one of these activities is to develop programs to pro-
vide access to counsel for all juveniles in the justice system and to ensure that juve-
niles consult with counsel before waiving their rights. Do you think that is a worth-
while program? What about the other activities such as increasing community-based
alternatives to incarceration, or closing traditional training schools and replacing
them with secure settings for no more than 50 violent juvenile offenders. Are these
worthwhile and realistic goals?

Question 3. The Promising Programs book that the Office of Juvenile Justice and
Delinquency Prevention provides lists a number of community programs that have
been tried in other districts. However, very few of the programs have evaluation
components attached to them. Does the absence of evaluative studies of these pro-
grams make it difficult when searching for innovative programs? Is the book helpful
when looking for new programs?

Answer 1. Due to the mandates effectively removing our juvenile detention capa-
bilities, my ability to provide an informed opinion is lacking.

Answer 2. Due process requirements in the law provide that this be available to
all suspects. However, I feel there is a need to review such programs as to the cost
and effect on the entire juvenile justice system be made to ensure they are assisting
in accomplishing the overall goals.

I do not see a need for any increase in alternative incarceration programs, as
there are many now available in most jurisdictions and are continuing to evolve con-
stantly. Smaller groups would assist staff in management and provide more oppor-
tunity for more one on one counseling and education which should lead to a higher
success rate and less recidivism. I feel these are realistic goals if pushed down to
the county level for planning, design, and implementation.

Answer 3. I feel that programs without some type of evaluation process even if
they are successful will tend to stagnate.

QUESTIONS FROM SENATOR ALAN K. SIMPSON TO MR. CARSON

Question 1. You stated that the JJDPA mandates have effectively reduced the re-
sEect that juvenile offenders in your area have for the justice system. What specific
changes would v&gu suggest in the mandates to address this problem?

Question 2. at kind of exemptions for rural areas would you support, and how
might they be most efficiently designed?

uestion 3. What suggestions would you make for modifying the JJDPA to make
the four primary mandates more general and goal-oriented (as opposed to requiring
specific actions regardless of local circumstances)?

Question 4. What additions to the act would you recommend to address the need
for a greater Federal role in collecting and disseminating information on successful
programs and providing technical assistance to States?

RESPONSES OF MR. CARSON TO SENATOR ALAN K. SIMPSON’S QUESTIONS

All witnesses: Without knowing the specific details of Senator Kassebaum’s legis-
lation, I feel from what you have outlined it would be an effective beginning.

Answer 1. By removing any immediate enforcement power other than cite and re-
lease from the law enforcement officer, you have made him the one person in the
system who can do nothing but escort the juvenile home and make a referral. This
means the first authority figure the juvenile comes in contact with demonstrates
how inept the system can be. In rural areas, because of sight and sound require-
ments and deinstitutionalization of even the constant repeat status offender, why
should there by any respect given when you can do almost nothing for the problem.
I would have institutionalization as an option for repeat status offenders in order
in intervene before the offenses do become criminal in nature. If rural areas had
detention abilities for the short term, if would also give us the ability to involve the
parents in a more formal way earlier in the process. This is something in years past
proved effective for us in rural areas. I also feel that a relaxation of the sight and
sound requirements would also allow rural areas to more effectively use existing fa-
cilities thereby easing part of the financial burden this has placed on poor rural
areas. Quick response and short term detention capabilities used wisely does not
mean it is to be used in every case we encounter. Most of our law enforcement du-
ties with juveniles are discretionary and the more tools and options we have the
more effective we can be.

Answer 2 and 3. These question are so closely related the answers seem to be part
of each other. If you start a serious program of exemptions, the system may become
too complicated and confusing. It may also become overloaded dealing with requests
for exemption. The most efficient design would be in the modification of the existing
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mandates. They could become guidelines and goals to be achieved through a local
monitoring process. I would envision a county board of juvenile justice review made
up of law enforcement, social services, juvenile court, schools and parents from the
community. Their job would be to monitor, assist and review the progress of the
local juvenile program. They would report quarterly to local governing bodies and
the governing State agency. I feel this would be two positive things immediately.
One, bring together those groups who now provide a uncoordinated response to
make a coordinated one within the juvenile justice system. Two, by having an excel-
lent working base group and reporting back to local governments, this awareness
would help with the attempts to gain more local funding. This review committee
would also be able to review any case at any point in the system and assist at work-
ing toward compliance. We feel for rural areas, these changes would put us back
in the business of working and dealing with our juvenile problems. It would also
provide an organization on the local level that would be eligible for Federal funding
assuring the funds get to the source of the problem.

Answer 4. A simple efficient method would be one similar to the new reporting
system for the F.B.I. Uniform Crime Reports. One central State agency that accepts
and filters out information needed locally and forwarded what is required to the
F.B.L. If this can be done by computer then any facts, figures or results of local, re-
gional or national trends could be retrieved in the same manner for local use. It
would also be the most effective system to provide cost effective technical assistance
on a mass scale from the OJJDP.

QUESTIONS TO ALL WITNESSES ON PANELS II AND III FROM THE COMMITTEE ON THE
JUDICIARY

Question 1. Some critics have argued that the juvenile justice mandates—particu-
larly the deinstitutionalization of status offenders and the jail removal require-
ments—have contributed to rising juvenile crime rates.

At the last hearing, however, experts testified that significant increases in juve-
nile crime rates began around 1985—when crack cocaine entered our cities, and ac-
cess "t70 guns dramatically spread throughout our inner cities. The mandates began
in 1974.

Now, given the fact that this increase started over a decade after the mandates
went into effect, do you think it's reasonable to blame the mandates for our juvenile
crime problem?

Question 2. Many juvenile facilities suffer from significant overcrowding, which in
turn leads to greater violence between juveniles, more attacks on staff, and less re-
habilitation.

In your experience with your local juvenile justice systems, have you seen over-
crowding problems, and what are the consequences of these problems?

Would you support more targeted efforts to fund juvenile detention facilities?

Question 3. Some critics of the mandates argue that they have nothing to do with
prevention of crime, and are therefore not a good investment. Yet studies have con-
firmed the common-sense proposition that once a juvenile is thrown in with adults,
he hardens, making rehabilitation much harder.

Given your experience with the Act, do you think that separating juvenile from
adult prisoners contributes to preventing crime?

Question 4. In my own State of Wisconsin, we have been able to work out an ex-
emption to the prohibition on shared staff, so long as staff does not work with both
juveniles and adults during the same shift, and all staff are properly trained and
certified. This exemption was worked out with, and ultimately approved by, the Of-
fice of Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention.

Do you think that there is a way to work out something similar in your state that
could deal with your particular difficulties with the mandates, yet maintain the
basic ‘?rinciples of maintaining virtually complete separation of juveniles from
adults?

Question 5. During these hearings, I have heard many complaints about the man-
dates, but in order to try to deal with these matters legislatively, it is critical that
we have specific information and specific solutions. We need to know what flexibility
you need, and what limits there should be on that flexibility to ensure that we guar-
antee the protection of young people without hampering law enforcement.

Could you list what you are doing now—as required under the mandates—that
you do not want to do?

Could you list what you are not doing now—that the mandates are prohibiting
you from doing—that you would like to do?
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Question 6. Several complaints regarding the disproportionate representation of
minorities mandate suggested that this mandate is onerous because 1t requires that
the percentage of incarcerated juveniles must equal the number of juveniles in the
general state population—sort of a prison quota. Specifically, some of the witnesses
went so far as to suggest that they are “in violation” of the act if there is an imbal-
ance.

In fact, the mandate (42 U.S.C. 5633(a)(23)) only requires that states submit
plans for implementing the Act that “address efforts to reduce the proportion of ju-
veniles detained or confined in secure detention facilities, secure correctional facili-
ties, jails, and lockups who are members of minority groups if such proportion ex-
ceeds the proportion such groups represent in the general population.”

From my reading of this, States are only required to incfude rovisions in their
state plans that “address efforts” to fight over representation—there is no require-
ment that they actually achieve equal representation, or anything close to it.

Do you read this differently? Can you explain specifically why this section causes
problems for you in implementing the Act? Do you think we should delete this man-
date, and not require any efforts towards rectifying over representation?

Question 7. We are always trying to learn more about what is_effective at each
level of the juvenile justice process. What studies have been done in your state that
indicate the effectiveness of any prevention, intervention, or incarceration programs
in your state at either the state or local level? It would be very helpful if you would
supply a copy of each report and summarize the results.

RESPONSES OF MR. CARSON TO COMMITTEE ON THE JUDICIARY’S QUESTIONS

Answer 1. No. I do not believe anyone would blame all our juvenile crime prob-
lems on the mandates. But I feel that whatever we signify as the cause or causes
of our problems they did apﬁear and are here. In rural areas, I feel you would have
{,o agree that the mandates have not provided any assistance in combating the prob-
em.

Answer 2. Our area did not suffer from overcrowding problems before our exit
from this area of service. We would whole heartedly support more targeted efforts
to fund juvenile detention facilities.

Answer 3. Yes. I would agree that juveniles and adults need separation and defi-
nitely not to be cell-mates.

Answer 4. In an earlier answer, I stated my concern for this method may open
the flood gates with repeated requests and changes constantly. I feel it would be
adding to the bureaucracy. Mandate modification appears to me a simpler way to
address the problems broad base. I believe the modification can be done maintaining
virtually comglete separation of juveniles from adults.

Answer 5. On all offenses, we are babysitting the offender until a solution can be
found even status offenses. The mandates due to our economic conditions leave with
no detention facility within 60 miles and none in county. We have become ineffective
in dealing with any status offenders. We are babysitters and bus drivers.

We would like to have a detention facility within a reasonable distance. At my
department, we would desperately like to have the ability to detain juveniles at
least 24 to 72 hours until other arrangements can be made.

Answer 6. Although my community does not have a very large minority popu-
lation, this mandate would provide the least amount of difficulty to deal with. I con-
cur with your interruption of the reading of the mandate.

Answer 7. Due to the current mandates, we have been out of the business of deal-
ing with detentioned juveniles for some time. During this time also officers began
to avoid juvenile problems whenever possible. So no studies locally are available and
at this point I feel they would be inaccurate in measuring the problem because of
the large numbers of non reported incidents.

RESPONSES OF MR. OEDEKOVEN TO SENATOR HATCH'S QUESTIONS

DRUGS AND CRIME

Question 1. 1 am deeply disturbed by the recent indications that drugs are once
again on the rise with our Nation’s youth. I think we all recognize that drugs fuel
much of the violent crime problem in America, particularly in our urban centers.
In your opinion, what needs to be done to prevent children from becoming involved
with drugs in the first place?

Answer 1. I am also deeply disturbed by the indication that drugs are again on
the rise. My Department is very active in the D.A.R.E. (Drug Abuse Resistance Edu-
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cation) Program, youth to youth, peer group counseling, developing teen leaders,
and interacting with the scﬁools with our overall goal of providing an opportunity
for our kids to discuss crime and drug problems before they become a problem in
the criminal justice system. As costs have risen, we have more and more two parent
working families or single parent families and less supervision for our children. We
are very blessed in our community in that we have a lot of activities and youth pro-
grams which help channel the enthusiasm and the energy in the right direction.
Even in rural America we are seeing that the crimes committed by our youth are
becoming more violent. Their destructions of property are becoming very expensive.
Their assaults are happening at a younger age and the violent felonies are no longer
restricted to adults aged 18 and older. A clear concise answer as to what to do with
our nations kids to prevent them from being involved with drugs in the first place
is a very difficult one. My opinion is that we take measures to strengthen the family
and to ensure that communities are providing opportunities for youth that are chal-
lenging, stimulating, and rewarding. I would suggest that we not dictate this on a
national level, but that we promote it and that Iocal communities be allowed to go
forth and experiment and find new ways to keep kids off drugs. Removing drugs
from society in the first place would be a great help.

Question 2. Have the type of crimes committed by youths in your jurisdiction
changed much over the years? Do you feel that a different approach to combating
juvenile crimes is needed?

Answer 2. As I indicated above, our youth’s crime is changing. They are becoming
more violent, destructive, antisocial, and rebellious of authority. Home is not curing
the problem either. Local communities must be allowed to set standards and involve
everyone in finding solutions.

PHILOSOPHY

Question 1. Recently the trend in State legislatures has been to change the juve-
nile delinquency declaration of purpose from rehabilitation to retribution and pun-
ishment. Indeed in today’s Washington Post [March 12, 1996}, there is an article
about the Virginia Assembly’s legislation that would require teenagers as young as
14 to be tried and sentenced as adults for murder and other violent crimes. It would
also open to the public, juvenile court proceedings and records for felony cases. Do
you agree with these changes? Should tﬁe goal of the juvenile court system be closer
to that of the adult criminal system?

Answer 1. to some extent your phrase in your first sentence of a change from re-

habilitation to retribution and punishment is indeed part of the problem.gMy philos-
ophy is we should have all three, not just one. We have been directed from all levels
to do rehabilitation and have not folded in the other factors of retribution and pun-
ishment. We have been told that juveniles do not commit crime. they commit infrac-
tions. They can have their record clean or their acts removed at some point in the
future. I do not disagree with the basic concept that at some point in the future
a mistake as a youth should not haunt you forever. As to the changes in dealing
with juveniles, I believe the legislature is taking the correct approach as today’s
youth are becoming more violent and destructive at a younger age. Rehabilitation
of a 15-year-old that is selling crack cocaine, doing drive by shootings, and stealing
cars for the thrill of it is a little different from a 14-year-old who in my are eggs
a car on Halloween, steals Christmas tree lights and droops them around a sign,
and shoots out street lights. The serious juvenile crimes should be recognized as
that, serious. The youth of today know that nothing happens to them and that their
record will not follow them. There is no consequence. Thus, there is no threat of
punishment. After all, when they become an adult their juvenile records are sealed.
Basic philosophy wise, serious crimes should be treated more like adult crime and
at a younger age since they are perpetuating it at a younger age. The proceedings
should be open so the youth, family, and the community are aware of what is going
on.
Question 2. It seems like each of your respective States have implemented slightly
modified versions of the Juvenile Justice Act; each State has tailored the programs
to its individual, local needs. I am generally skeptical about Washington Imposing
programs on the States. For exam{ﬁe, while I believe that a balance between pre-
vention and incarceration of juveniles should exist, isn’t this a decision that should
be made at a local level, instead of the Federal level?

Answer 2. T agree. The best decisions are made at the local level instead of at
the Federal level. I applaud your direction as indicated in the question that you
would like to see the states and local levels decide and modify the Juvenile Justice
Act to tailor to the needs of the local jurisdictions. I would further like to see the
Juvenile Justice Act be a guideline as opposed to a mandate. Wyoming does not
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have the problems of New Orleans, New York, Detroit, or any other major metro-
politan area. I hope we never do although those problems are encroaching each and
every day. The solutions to problems that you hear about or the atrocities that are
presented by large jurisdictions do not fit Wyoming and thus we should not suffer
the consequences either. Therefore, I support and applaud your philosophy that de-
cisions should be made at the local level.

Question 3. What is your opinion of earmarks such as boot camps, mentorin% in-
tensive supervision or others? Research—at least up to this point—has not been
kind to any of these earmarked programs. It seems that recidivism rates are static
if not higher after attendance in a boot camp. These programs do not seem to be
curbing the delinquency rate. Should we, the Federal (government, remove the ear-
marks to let States experiment with various types of programs or, at the very least,
fund only those programs that have shown through research and evaluation to be
effective in curbing youth crime?

Answer 3. I agree that it should be left at the local level to experiment with pro-
grams and learn from others to enhance programs that deal specifically with local
area issues. The difficulty with funding only programs that research and evalua-
tions have shown to be effective is that at some point every program was new and
untested. Somebody next week I hope comes forward with a new program, experi-
ments with it, proves it to be successful, and all areas can then learn and thus we
are all successful. I would offer caution in only funding those programs that are
proven to be effective as it would eliminate new programs coming forward. I would
ask that you allow States to experiment as States know their issues best and can
tailor programs to fit their specific needs.

Question 4. Is the Office of Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention (OJJDP)
a helpful institution to State advisory groups in terms of policy? Should more money
be allocated by the Juvenile Justice Office to provide technical assistance to the
State advisory groups?

Answer 4. Question number 4 is almost contradictory in that OJJDP, in my opin-
ion, does not offer helpful advice. It offers mandates and advice on how to follow
the mandates. I would welcome technical assistance to state advisory groups or to
individual agencies and entities as they set up and deal with particular problems
and programs. As we attempted in Wyoming to comply with the mandates, we found
that there was no latitude, little guidance, it was black and white, and follow it or
else.

MANDATES/REQUIREMENTS

Question 1. I would like to ask each of you about the four major mandates, (dein-
stitutionalizing status offenders; sight and sound separation; removing juveniles
from adult jails; and reduction minority confinement), which is the most difficult to
stay in compliance with? What are the costs involved with staying in compliance?

Answer 1. For me the total sight and sound separation, removal of juveniles from
adult jails, and deinstitutionalization of status offenders are the three most difficult
areas for me to comply with. The reduction of minority confinement would be the
easiest. I do not have a problem with minority confinement as the minority popu-
lation in my community is hard working and forthright and thus their children are
not in trouble.

We do not place our juveniles in jail with adults. While in Washington, the im-
pression I was left with was, you were somewhat surprised that since we were not
complying with the Juvenile Justice Act that somehow meant we were throwing ju-
veniles in with adults. That is not true. We have entirely separate areas. We have
entirely separate day rooms, wings, bedrooms, ete. The difficulty is that according
to the mandates we are not separate enough. In Wyoming, we do not have the lux-
ury of having completely sael;l)arate facilities for different groups of criminals. Each
county generally has one jail and everyone is housed in that one jail. By removing
juveniles from an adult facility for the very few number of kids that ever make it
to jail in the first place is a very difficult area for us to comply with.

Cost will be very difficult to measure. If we were participating in the act, we
would have to building and staff a multi million-dollar facility. Since we choose not
to comply with the act, kids are housed in adult jails, they are separate, and we
are not spending that money.

Question 2. Are these requirements within the act—either the mandates them-
selves, or regulations implementing the mandates—that need to be removed or
changed in order for the act to accomplish its intended goal?

Answer 2. I agree with the basic premise of the Juvenile Justice Act that kids
do not belong in jail. I also believe that jail needs to be one component of dealing
with the criminal behavior of our youth. The difficulty is the Act is creating man-

BEST COPY AVAILABLE 135 .-



132

dates instead of guidelines or federal direction. It does not leave open to interpreta-
tion various geographic, regional, state and local issues. It merely creates a mandate
that is very difficult to comply with. I would like to see the act streamlined, that
it be a federal guideline, and that states be left to comply with the guidelines taking
into account the specific needs of the state. With a block grant approach to the
state, they could decide which component is weak and thus which component needs
the money whether it is rehabilitation, retribution, or punishment? I believe it
would be simplest and we would actually accomplish more by having federal guide-
lines with a block grant approach as opposed to mandates and specific funding
guidelines that require states to comply.

Question 3. Many States have incorporated the goals of the Juvenile Justice Act
into their State codes. Currently, most States are in compliance with the mandates.
It seems that the Juvenile Justice Act has served its intended purpose, which was
to ensure that juveniles were treated fairly in the criminal justice system. In your
opinion, could the mandates be removed and replaced with juvenile justice system
goals? That preserves the national directive that States can follow, but if the States
can’t comply, they still have the opportunity for receiving funding.

Answer 3. You are correct. In Wyoming, even though we are not a participating
State in the Juvenile Justice Act, we have modified our juvenile code. It does comply
with the basic guideline. We are keeping kids separate. It would certainly simplify
and streamline a lot of paperwork and may eliminate several positions that are
being funded through taxes. We could get down the basic problem of rehabilitation
and punishment and what is appropriate in each area based on the local needs and
problems. I like this approach.

PROGRAMS/IMPLEMENTATION/EVALUATION

Question 1. Have the so-called challenge activities had a significant impact on de-
linquency in your State? Which activities are being conducted? Are the requirements
to participate in the challenge activities burdensome? Does the cost to the State
outweight the additional 10% funding that is offered?

Answer. 1. Because Wyoming is not participating in the act, we are not eligible
for challenge activity’s grant funding, however, in reviewing the list of challenge ac-
tivities, I am happy to report that most communities in Wyoming comply with most
of the challenge activities. As to whether or not they have had a significant impact
on delinquency, I would offer it is very difficult to tell. While youth crime numbers
are increasing, would they be increasing at a higher rate if we were not doing the
activities. Looking over the general list and the general theme behind each of the
challenge activities, I would offer it is good business to do it anyway so their meas-
ure and effect would be very difficult.

Question 2. I understand that one of these activities is to develop programs to pro-
vide access to counsel for all juveniles in the justice system and to ensure that juve-
niles consult with counsel before waiving their rights. Do you think that is a worth-
while program? What about the other activities such as increasing community-based
alternatives to incarceration, or closing traditional training schools and replacing
them with secure settings for not more than 50 violent juvenile offenders. Are these
worthwhile and realistic goals?

Answer 2. We provide public defenders for our youth now if their parents have
not made any other arrangements. With not having actually reviewed the require-
ments, it would be difficult for me to say whether this is a worthwhile program.
However, it it is like everything else, it probably creates and contains more man-
dates as opposed to simple guidelines for us to follow. We have a full array of com-
munity-based alternatives to incarceration and we are very active with those pro-
grams. Wyoming has changed its training to more of a therapy and treatment reha-
bilitation setting. I believe we are working on those goals.

Question 3. The Promising Programs book that the Office of Juvenile Justice and
Delinquency Prevention provides lists a number of community programs that have
been tried in other districts. However, very few of the programs have evaluation
components attached to them. Does the absence of evaluative studies of these pro-
grams make it difficult when searching for innovative programs? Is the book helpful
when looking for new programs?

Answer 3. I am not familiar with the Promising Programs book, so I am at a loss
for commenting on that particular book. I would offer that law enforcement actively
seeks other program ideas from all areas of the country. Having an evaluation to
go with a program to know whether it was effective rather than just a good idea
would be helpful.
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RESPONSES OF MR. OEDEKOVEN TO SENATOR ALAN K. SIMPSON’S QUESTIONS

Question 1. It is evident from the testimony we have heard that “one size fits all”
solutions won’t solve the juvenile crime problem in every part of the country. Would
you support legislation like Senator Kassebaum’s Youth Development Community
Block (grant Act? Her bill would consolidate 19 Federal youth development and pre-
vention programs into a block grant to the states. This would allow state and local
governments the flexibility to aslz;pt to a changing juvenile population, and to design
programs that fit their own particular circumstances.

Answer 1. I agree one size does not fit all. In fact it is very frustrating in Wyo-
ming for us to be imposed with solutions to problems in New York City, Detroit,
Dallas, or Los Angeles. I would applaud a block grant approach for local commu-
nities to decide what local problems are and what Jocal solutions are needed. A con-
solidation of programs would be great. Hip hooray for using a common sense ap-
proach of consolidation of program and block grants and communities determining
what the problem and thus what is the best solution.

Question 2. We all agree that it is desirable to detain juveniles separately from
adults. Please give examples of detailed adjustments we could make to the JJDPA
to provide the necessary flexibility to accomplish this objective in rural areas with
low levels of crime.

Answer 2. Wyoming state law requires separate housing, federal mandates re-
quire totally sight and sound separate. The administrative rules that go with those
mandates make it virtually impossible for any jail in Wyoming to comply with fed-
eral mandates. The spirit of the mandate is to keep juveniles from adult prisoners.
I believe you could wipe the mandates out and provide a federal policy statement
that juveniles be held separate and their rural areas would have a completely sepa-
rate area within their jail for the housing of juveniles. This would keep with the
spirit of the regulations and be more realistic to achieve.

Question 3. %l}llould the federal government be involved at all in rural areas be-
yond providing funds for research and grants for community initiatives?

Answer 3. The atrocities the congress learns of and thus reacts to generally hap-
pen in large metropolitan areas or are isolated incidents. If we are going to have
federal reaction to those incidents, keep them specific to a particular problem, and
grovide guidelines to the rest of the country. Funds for research and grants would

e a welcome alternative to what we get now, which is a federal reaction to an out-
rageous act which creates law and regulation that we then must all abide by even
though we didn’t have the problem in the first place and thus the cure has created
a greater problem.

Question 4. What suggestions would you make for modifying the JJDPA to make
the four primary mandates more general and goal oriented (as opposed to requiring
specific actions regardless of local circumstances)?

Answer 4. I would like to see the four primary mandates be redefined as a na-
tional policy guideline and that it be more general, goal oriented, and remove the
specific mandate language and thus remove the requirements. If we were not keep-
ing juveniles separate from adults and an adult took advantage of a juvenile, the
jail and the administrator would then be sued and that is the remedy. The fear of
a law suit hangs over all of our heads and rightfully so. Are we keeping all the peo-
ple incarcerated safely? An even more simple question would be, do we need the
mandates at all recognizing that if we do not keep our people safe, we are subject
to liability.

Question 5. What additions to the act would you recommend to address the need
for a greater Federal role in collecting and disseminating information on successful
programs and providing technical assistance to States?

Answer 5. A federal role in collecting and disseminating information would allow
those of us in need from time to time a resource to solicit information from, review,
and to see what would be appropriate for our local problems and to implement bits
and pieces from several successful programs to tailor a solution at the local level.

Question 6. You mentioned the need to have jail as an option for chronic juvenile
offenders. What specific recommendations would you make for exemptions from the
deinstitutionalization provision of the JJDPA?

Answer 6. The courts are becoming very frustrated with not having jail as an op-
tion for basic status offenses. What is the court to do with the chronic MIP that
is not responding to therapy or when parents are not involved in therapy? The juve-
nile knows the only thing he can get sentenced to, is more community service time?
When I was growing up and punishment was in order, many times that involved
going to my room, shutting the door, quiet time, and a list of things that needed
to be done. Today the courts do not have that as an option. They cannot sentence
someone to jail to go to their room, not watch television, and to accomplish a list
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for the court. We have lost sight of the basics and I think we need to return to the
basics. The second difficult issue in dealing with status offense is that of the run-
away from a large metropolitan area traveling through rural America on their way
to points unknown who has very little respect for authority, is antisocial, and is
icf:ed up in a rural community. Where do we place this juvenile? In a non-secure
acility where they break out and create yet another destruction and run away
again. I believe we should hold them in a secure facility and in a rural area that
would be the local jail and await their parent’s intervention and return them to
their parents as soon as possible. The danger here is that once jail becomes an alter-
native, it can become the only alternative. It needs to be the last alternative, but
still an alternative in some cases.

RESPONSES OF MR. OEDEKOVEN TO THE COMMITTEE ON THE JUDICIARY’S QUESTIONS

Question 1. Some critics have argued that the juvenile justice mandates—particu-
larly the deinstitutionalization of status offenders and the jail removal require-
ments—have contributed to rising juvenile crime rates.

At the last hearing, however, experts testified that significant increases in juve-
nile crime rates began around 1985—when crack cocaine entered our cities, and ac-
cesTQ%o guns dramatically spread throughout our inner cities. The mandates began
in 4.

Now, given the fact that this increase started over a decade after the mandates
went into effect, do you think it’s reasonable to blame the mandates for our juvenile
crime problem?

Answer 1. I believe it would be very difficult to refer to a singular issue or sin-
gular event as having the cause of a juvenile crime increase. I believe there are
many issues that must be considered and drugs are certainly at the top of the list.
The second issues would be the breakdown of the family and the supervision that
families should impose on their kids. I do not believe it is reasonable to blame man-
dates for the juvenile crime problem. I do believe, however, the mandates are having
an effect. Jurisdictions are frustrated with incarceration and do not view incarcer-
ation as an option. In an attempt to comply with the mandates, agencies now cite
and release juveniles. In the past, the same juveniles would have been placed in jail.
This is creating an overall disregard for the criminal justice system as it lacks a
perceived degree of punishment. All of these factors contribute to the problem and
is not a singular place to blame.

Question 2. Many juvenile facilities suffer from significant overcrowding, which in
turn leads to greater violence between juveniles, more attacks on staff, and less re-
habilitation.

In your experience with your local juvenile justice systems, have you seen over-
crowding problems, and what are the consequences of these problems?

Would you support more targeted efforts to fund juvenile detention facilities?

Answer 2. We do not have an overcrowding problem, however, we also do not have
juvenile justice detention facilities. I would welcome some efforts to fund where ap-
propriate juvenile justice facilities. Building them is the easy part, it is the long
term cost associated with running them that would be very difficult for many in-
cluding our jurisdiction to accomplish. I don’t think we can out build the problem.

Question 3. Some critics of the mandates argue that they have nothing to do with
prevention of crime, and are therefore not a good investment. Yet studies have con-
firmed the common-sense proposition that once a juvenile is thrown in with adults,
he hardens, making rehabilitation much harder.

Given your experience with the act, do you think that separating juveniles from
adult prisoners contributes to preventing crime?

Answer 3. I once again wish to reiterate we do not place juveniles in with adults.
I don’t know of any place in Wyoming that does. I don’t know of any other adminis-
trator that I have ever talked with that does. A bigger problem philosophy wise
would be placing a first time offender juvenile in with a repeat offender juvenile—
that hardens the youth as well.

Question 4. In my own State of Wisconsin, we have been able to work out an ex-
emption to the prohibition on shared staff, so long as staff does not work with both
juveniles and adults during the same shift, and all staff are properly trained and
certified. This exemption was worked out with, and ultimately approved by, the Of-
fice of Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention.

Answer 4. Once again, I wish to reiterate that our juveniles are not held in the
same area of the jail and thus do not interact with adults. The difficulty with having
completely separate staff in a very small jail such as mine, is that the staff person
cannot open a door for an adult on the same shift that he opens a door for a juve-
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nile. Since the facility is very close and small, it is unrealistic to have two people
occupying a single place to open doors, one to open doors for juveniles and one to
open doors for adults. We maintain the basic principle of keeping our juveniles sepa-
rate from the adults, however, total staff separation is unrealistic in our case.

Question 5. During these hearings, I have heard many complaints about the man-
dates, but in order to try to deal with these matters legislatively, it is critical that
we have specific information and specific solutions. We need to know what flexibility
you need, and what limits there should be on that flexibility to ensure that we guar-
antee the protection of young people without hampering law enforcement.

Could you list what you are doing now—as required under the mandates—that
you do not want to do?

Could you list what you are not doing now—that the mandates are prohibiting
you from doing—that you would like to do?

Answer 5. Wyoming does not participate in the act therefore, we do not comply
with the mandates of the act. We comply with the basic goal or principle as required
by state statute of keeping juveniles separate from adults. So I will answer this
question in terms of philosophy as to the mandates as opposed to the realities since
we are not complying. I would like to see the legislation change from a mandate
legislation to that of a goal statement and guidelines and eliminate specific man-
dates, one size fits all. In our very small jail it is unrealistic to have totally separate
staff to deal with juveniles and to have a totally separate hardened area in a com-
pletely separate part of our jail. Our juveniles are housed separately. The only time
that they may see an adult inmate is if they look out the window at just exactly
the right angle to see someone walk by. We have control at our facility. The juve-
niles and adults do not yell at each other and yet because there may be a possibility
that you could hear someone from one end of the hall to the other, we do not comply
with being sound separate. I would like to be able to place antisocial runaways from
other jurisdictions in our secure jail while we await their parent’s arrival so that
we can keep these juveniles safe and out of harm’s way rather than place them in
a non-secure setting to which they can then run away from.

Question 6. Several complaints regarding the disproportionate representation of
minorities mandate suggested that this mandate is onerous because it requires that
the percentage of incarcerated juveniles must equal the number of juveniles in the
general state population—sort of a prison quota. Specifically, some of the witnesses
went so far as to suggest that they are “in violation” of the act if there is an imbal-
ance,

In fact, the mandate (42 U.S.C. 5633(A)(23)) only requires that States submit
plans for implementing the act that “address efforts to reduce the proportion of juve-
niles detained or confined in secure detention facilities, secure correctional facilities,
jails, and lockups who are members of minority groups if such proportion exceeds
the proportion such groups represent in general population.”

From my reading of this, States are only required to include provision in their
State plans that “address efforts” to fight over representation—there is no require-
ment that they actually achieve equal representation, or anything close to it.

Do you read this differently? Can you explain specifically why this section causes
problems for you in implementing the act? Do you think we should delete this man-
date, and not require any efforts towards rectifying over representation?

Answer 6. Wyoming has a very small minority population. Thus, we have a very
small minority representation in jail. In'my community, we have virtually no prob-
lem with our minority population. I believe this mandate loses track of the basic
premise of those who commit crimes need to be dealt with. The act should not dif-
ferentiate between races of criminal. If the law is broken, the law should deal with
them. I would suggest removal of this mandate from the act.

Question 7. We are always trying to learn more about what is effective at each
level of the juvenile justice process. What studies have been done in your State that
indicate the effectiveness of any prevention, intervention, or incarceration programs
in your State at either the State or local level? It would be very helpful if you would
supply a copy of each report and summarize the results.

Answer 7. Our state at the direction of the governor, even though we were not
participating in the act, funded a juvenile justice study on two separate occasions
as to the overall direction for both the legislature and local communities in dealing
with juvenile crime. I will attempt to get a clean copy of that sent to Senator
Thompson’s Office in the near future.
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RESPONSES OF MR. LUICK TO SENATOR HATCH'S QUESTIONS

PHILOSOPHY

Answer 1. Concerning recent action taken by the Virginia Legislature that would
require teenagers 14 years or older to be tried as adults for murder and other vio-
lent crimes, many states have taken similar steps to increase the response to violent
acts committed by juveniles by lowering the age of adult court jurisdiction for spe-
cific offenses. In Wisconsin, legislation has also been enacted within the last year
that lowers the age of adult court jurisdiction for serious and violent criminal of-
fenses committed %y juveniles. Once a youth is waived into adult criminal court or
automatically enters that system due to the nature of the offense, he or she is auto-
matically covered by the adult criminal court regulations relative to open hearings
and records for adult court action. Juvenile court records would be kept confidential.
When juveniles are tried as adults, they would be treated as adults and their
records would be available for review. Where the behavior of juveniles mirrors seri-
ous adult violent crime, I believe that the individual should be handled within the
adult system. Where problems are most likely to arise is with the adult system in
finding appropriate sentencing alternatives for these youth. Overall, the state is at-
tempting to balance the needs of the community for protection, the need to hold in-
dividuals accountable for their actions and the desire to rehabilitate or change the
behavior of individuals to prevent subsequent criminal conduct.

Answer 2. I agree that the states need to have the flexibility to address their most
pressing needs—whether they are in prevention, detention or early intervention.
While it should be understood that the federal funds are appropriated to states in
order to address a specific set of juvenile justice concerns, and that the states which
receive those funds should be obligated to work towards addressing those concerns,
the specific methods, timetable, and approach employed should be left to the discre-
tion of the state. The role of the federal government/agency can then be directed at
providing technical assistance, not simply focused on compliance monitoring.

Answer 3. The dual goals of the JJDPA are to improve the juvenile justice system
and reduce delinquency. Bootcamps, Mentoring, and Intensive Sanctions are
projects that may improve the juvenile justice system in any given state. The extent
to which any project can reduce delinquency is minimal at best, and extremely dif-
ficult to measure. The earmarking of funds through the federal legislation should,
I believe, occur where the federal government has an interest in establishing a large
number of projects of a specific type so as to determine whether or not these projects
will have a broad based impact and move towards “fixing” a specific problem. Man-
dates without specific goals tied to research or evaluation do not appear to be suc-
cessful in meeting the Congressional intent of a program. As such:

Boot camps should be tested as an alternative to traditional juvenile correctional
institutions. They should be studied with respect to their cost per unit of service,
the type of offender that they work best with and the services that the structure
promotes. They should be seen as an alternative to traditional correctional place-
ment which hopefully delivers a higher level of service at a lower cost and with re-
duced recidivism among those clients they serve.

Mentoring is an obvious component that can, and perhaps should, be part of any
project. To mandate or earmark funds specifically for mentoring supports a project
component and is unnecessary if the level of information sharing and technical as-
sistance is sufficient to let others know how successful this activity can be as an
integral part of any other project.

Intensive Supervision, as with bootcamps, can be useful as an alternative to a se-
cure placement or as an intermediate step to enforce rules of supervision. As such,
intensive supervision is a tool that can be effective if it is employed as a component
of an overall planned approach to dealing with delinquent or criminal behavior.
Again, to mandate this as a separate program or project does not address the utility
of the intensive supervision or sanctions in the overall effort to impact behavior.

Answer 4. At the present time, the Office of Juvenile Justice and Delinquency
Prevention is viewed as a compliance enforcement agency. The Office obviously has
the interest and capacity to be a technical assistance provider, but the focus of at-
tention has been enforcing the mandates rather than looking at the broader issues
that need to be addressed through information sharing, research and analysis. Fed-
eral agency staff could be most helpful if they were more focused on understanding
state operations, knowledgeable in ongoing and available research and in effective
communications with state advisory groups and legislative bodies. Should more
money be allocated to these functions? Yes. Is additional money needed? That de-
pends on the level of mandate enforcement that is expected and the extent to which
time spent on regulation could be shifted to technical assistance.
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MANDATES/REQUIREMENTS

Answer 1. The difficulty with staying in compliance with the federal mandates,
specifically with deinstitutionalization, sight and sound, and removal of juveniles
from adult jails, is felt at two levels. The first is with respect to technical require-
ments for documenting the number of out-of-compliance holds. Local agency record
keeping is difficult for any state or federal agency to regulate. The specificity needed
to determine if the reason for confinement was truly a status offense, a violation
of the rules of supervision follomc'lrlllg a finding of delinquency for a criminal act, or
a new charge can be quite difficult and time consuming. Given the required “de
minimis” levels under the Act, however, it is now critica% to our continued compli-
ance.

Second, changing conditions, state law, and public attitudes, along with the per-
ceived increase in juvenile criminal activity, places additional pressure on the avail-
able secure detention bed space. This creates additional pressure on local officials
to use existing space or resources in the county jail and, therefore, increases the
number of out of compliance holds. The costs of staying in compliance are impossible
to calculate accurately due to the variety of factors that are involved.

For example, this agency prepared a report for the legislature concerning the costs
to transport juveniles to secure detention facilities in other parts of the state. This
study indicated that the costs simply to transport 2,600 juveniles during 1994, that
is, for gas and oil, mileage, and the salary and fringe benefits for the transporting
officer, range from approximately $311,000 to $490,000, depending on the number
of officers involved in the transport. Although this cost is less than the annual costs
associated with operating even one additional detention center in the state, it does
not include the aggravation factor or the cost of taking an officer, in some cases,
the only officer on duty, from an entire county, and having that person leave to
transport a juvenile.

The issue of compliance with the disproportionate minority confinement is rel-
atively new. Compliance with the mandate has not been particularly difficult be-
cause, so far, the only requirements have been related to conducting studies. At this
point, Wisconsin is beginning the analysis of a recently completed Phase II study
report which appears to indicate that t};e juvenile justice system is not, per se, the
cause of the apparent disproportionate minority confinement. What will be expected
gollogx)'ing this finding is not yet clear. (See response to Senator Kohl’s question num-

er

Answer 2. If the goals of the Act are to improve the juvenile justice system and
reduce delinquency, the mandates clearly need to be rethought. If there is a continu-
ing evidence that juveniles are being mistreated or do not receive proper care while
they are held in secure confinement, then a requirement for standards or conditions
of confinement should be developed. The concern should be with standards that ac-
tually impact the treatment that the youth receive, not where the building is located
or who supervises the staff. A study of the fifteen detention centers in Wisconsin
indicates that strict adherence to the jail removal mandate relative to complete sep-
aration of facilities and staff was unnecessary if the goal is to provide consistent,
high quality care to juveniles in secure confinement.

Answer 3. Yes, the mandates should be reduced and replaced with goals specifi-
cally designed to address the problems noted in a national needs assessment such
as one on the conditions of confinement recently authored by ABT and Associates.
Too often we find ourselves saying that the system needs more detention beds, or
it needs more judges, etc., rather than a “real” problem statement based on objective
analysis. If we would, the program would be more focused on issues related to the
increase in youth violence, limited parental supervision, single family households,
poor physical health, teen attitudes concerning drugs and etc. If problem statements
are properly drawn, there should not be any difficulty with states being able to de-
sign and implement projects to address those concerns and thereby be responsive
both to nationally recognized goals and local operational needs.

PROGRAMS/IMPLEMENTATION/EVALUATION

Answer 1. Challenge activities are an opportunity for the federal government to
directly encourage projects of a specific type so that states can experiment with al-
ternative methods for dealing with the identified problem or condition. We are cur-
rently supporting two such activities; an intensive aftercare project for juveniles
being released from a bootcamp facility and returning to rural areas that do not
have access to intensive supervision services, and, an alternative to secure deten-
tion, intensive supervision project, based on the expectation that caseworkers with
lower case counts can address both the public safety and accountability concerns of
the community without the need for secure confinement. The biggest difficulty to
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date with implementing the challenge grants has been the lack of time to fully im-

plement them and begin the monitoring process. The requirements of the program

fz3.ure drimt particularly burdensome and welf worth the effort to secure the additional
nding.

Answer 2. The question concerning the value of project activities related to provid-
ing counsel to juveniles before they may waive specific ri%hts may be a legitimate
research effort if the intent is to determine the outcomes for the youth. Is the goal
to make the juvenile system like the adult system or to “help” the youth? As the
juvenile justice system becomes more like the adult system through measures like
this, the distinction between and among the various types of youthful offenders is
lost. Clearly a youth charged with a brutal homicide, rape or assault should be dealt
with as though they were involved in an event that must impact the rest of his or
her life. The system must have the flexibility and interest to see the distinction in
the types of behavior and react approgriately to have an impact on the actions of
these youth and to ensure that the conduct is not repeated.

Whether a “juvenile training school” is 50 beds or 150 beds should not be of any
interest to policy makers. Unless there is clear evidence that facility size by itself
is a determining characteristic in the quality of care and the overall conditions of
confinement, the size of the facility should be of no concern. Any suggestion of this
sort needs to be addressed either through existing empirical evidence or through a
suggestion or theory that there is some intrinsic value in regulating the size of the
facilities. The types of questions that must be asked include: Are 50 bed facilities
going to provide more effective services, are there economies of scale that will be
lost and what are the outcomes in terms of future criminal behavior? The focus
needs to be on outcomes, not structure.

Answer 3. The Promising Programs book is a useful compendium of project de-
scriptions that can be used to design new projects. Evaluation is obviously needed
yet the real questions surrounding what makes a successful project is more likely
to be the involvement and dedication of the project staff and the commitment to
make an idea work. Too often we get caught up in the nonessential aspects of the
project, the politics, the physical nature of the building, and pay little attention to
the structure and circumstances that help a project succeed.

RESPONSES OF MR. LUICK TO SENATOR SIMPSON’S QUESTIONS

Answer 1. A state should be expected to respond to the basic questions that un-
derlie a mandate/program goal/core requirement or whatever the federal program
requirement might be. For example, the jail removal and sight and sound separation
requirements could have been based on an observed problem such as “juveniles held
within immediate proximity to adults as routinely subjected to taunts, intimidation,
and at times physical abuse by more sophisticated and physically powerful adults,
based on the current physical and procedural conditions within many country jails.
Wh%t steps does your state propose to eliminate the negative impact of such con-
tact?”

This approach permits the state to prepare its plan to address the real purpose
behind the federal interest rather than directing states to take action which in some
cases is interpreted to require new buildings or drastic and expensive remodeling
programs. In this example, sight and sound separation is a reasonable objective
which a state can address through numerous methods such as through the use of
curtains, addition to sound proofing, redirecting traffic through corridors, placement
of doors. The requirement for sight and sound, which predated the jail removal
mandate should have been sufficient, with proper regulation, to accomplish the in-
tent of Congress.

Rather than regulating by mandate, the suggestion is that the Act establish the
problem(s) which are behind the federal purpose for supporting the appropriation,
then, whatever the problem area, states are directed to submit plans that identify
their chosen process and methods for meeting those expectations.

Ideally, the federal program is established because of a broad level planning proc-
ess that uses state generated data and problem analysis to identify those problems
that may require a national response.

Answer 2. The role of the federal agency in collecting and disseminating informa-
tion on successful programs and providing technical assistance to states would not
be based on additions to the Act. If the Act was a clear statement of the federal
purpose and a state’s performance was based on a measure of its progress in ad-
dressing the program goals, the federal role would be more field oriented, less com-
pliance monitoring, and, more likely, putting staff in a position of providing assist-
ance and information than regulation and enforcement. This approach promotes a
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collaborative, ﬁoal oriented process that would lead to changes in the federal/state
staff relationships. This approach would further efforts to provide more of an eval-
uation and planning focus for the federal program that could greatly enhance the
federal/state relationship.

RESPONSES OF MR. LUICK TO SENATOR KOHL'S QUESTIONS

Answer 1. It is not reasonable to blame these mandates or any program or act
of state or federal fovernment for the perceived increase in juvenile crime. Juveniles
have been involved in an increasing number of high profile violent crimes that have
outraged the public and raised questions concerning the traditional view of the juve-
nile justice system. Due to the high profile, violent nature of some juvenile crime,
the perception is that the juvenile justice system is a failed system.

In my opinion, the traditional system works well for more juveniles as evidenced
by the number who do not go on to additional or more serious offenses. Some juve-
niles have committed sensational crimes for which the cause is more likely to be
drug or gang involved in addition to the specific family or community circumstances.
Keeping juvenile offenders out of contact with adults in jail does not cause addi-
tional or more violent juvenile crime.

Answer 2. Virtually all facilities in Wisconsin are facing overcrowding problems.
Most jails would not be able to find the separate space within their facility to hold
another category of offender—such as juveniles. Overcrowding is generally thought
to be the most difficult problem in managing any secure facility because it reduces
segregation opportunities and reduces or eliminates the ability to schedule and oper-
ate program activities. In these instances, both staff and the residents are in a high-
er risk situation, and, as security awareness increases, program opportunities de-
crease.

It is difficult to argue against the proposition that if more beds are built, that
they will be filled. This is due to a variety of circumstances such as legal changes,
public opinion, and judicial philosophy—just to mention a few. It is generally accept-
ed that a state cannot build its way out of a jail or prison crowding situation. Atten-
tion should be paid to who is in secure confinement and whether there are other
acceptable alternatives to secure placement. A real danger is that if you make these
facilities too accessible by building more beds or that if you enhance the quality of
programs available within them, that the result is to increase the number of place-
ments because of the success of the “treatment” being provided.

With all of these caveats, however, we would definitely support additional funds
for secure detention facilities. In addition to staff and facility costs, this should in-
clude support for a federally coordinated examination of who is in secure confine-
ment, the current physical and staffing conditions, and generally, the conditions of
confinement in the various facilities throughout the nation. I would suggest an allo-
cation to the states to secure the additional staff resources to engage in a com-
prehensive study that could be a component of the next multi-year plan as an ad-
dendum completed in 1997 or early 1998. This “snap shot” of detention conditions
and needs could then be used to guide the development of a more targeted effort
to fund juvenile detention facilities.

Answer 3. I believe that separating juveniles from adult prisoners makes sense
from a facilities management sense, that it promotes and facilitates the provision
of educational services that are required by law and in some states, the state con-
stitution, and that most juveniles then have a better chance at separating them-
selves from further criminal involvement. It must be remembered that many if not
most juveniles as well as adults end up in secure confinement because of behavioral
problems more so than violent criminal behavior. The separation assists in making
that distinction for the vast number of juveniles who require confinement.

Answer 4. Without this exemption, Wisconsin would not be able to participate in
the program—even though the principles of the Act have been maintained. This
level of flexibility is essential if program requirements are going to mandate specific
methods by which program goals are to be met.

Answer 5. It is critical that the 72 hour hold provision contained in Senator Kohl’s
bill be included in the reauthorized Act. A major irritation with the Act as well as
a primary safety and cost concern among counties without secure detention facilities
is the need to transport juveniles long distances for short stays in detention. Under
proper conditions of confinement, there should be no difficulty in holding juveniles
in an approved portion of a county jail for this time period.

At times it is difficult to distinguish between the limitations due to the mandates
and those resulting from the regulations that are established to implement those
mandates. Conditions that must be clarified in the Act include the following:
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It must be clear that “collocation” of detention and jail facilities is an acceptable
technique for accomplishing jail removal.

It must be clear that “shared staffing”, under certain conditions of confinement
is possible under the Act.

“Time phasing” of facilities such as gymnasiums and other recreational facilities,
libraries, classrooms and other multi-purpose must be clearly permitted.

The criteria for determining compliance with the “sight and sound” requirement
must be reasonable and recognize that an absolute prohibition concerning contact
between adults and juveniles is both unreasonable ans unnecessary.

In all three of these suggestions, the principles behind the recommendation are:

a. that access to these resources is more important than the potential negative
impact of a haphazard contact with an adult inmate, which should not occur in a
properly managed facility with proper sight and sound separation, and,

b. the costs associated with duplicating occasional use facilities such as those
mentioned above are unreasonable, wasteful and unnecessary.

The jail removal mandate is by far the most difficult, and I believe, unreasonable
mandate in the Act. If the requirements for exploring disproportionate minority con-
finement (DMC) are not expanded to require specific action even where the man-
dated studies do not show that it is the juveniFe justice system that causes DMC,
this mandate will have led to a better understanding of the problem and not pro-
mote an operational concern. Sight and sound separation, deinstitutionalization of
status offenders and DMC are more defensible and, in fact, it could be argued that
they reflect a direct relationship to congressional intent and address an understand-
able public policy goal—unlike jail removal.

Answer 6. 1 agree with your analysis concerning the requirements for a
disproportionte minority confinement (DMC) study. As stated above, this require-
ment represents a legitimate and understandable public policy issue. It does not re-
quire specific action other than the development of a plan to address conditions that
are documented as being present within a given area. .

My opinion is that the process used to address the DMC issue is the process that
should be used under this Act to; first, verify whether a specific problem exists; sec-
ond, document the extent of the problem within a specific state or area, and, third;
provide states with the flexibility to design specific responses that are appropriate
for that states’ specific conditions. Had the jail removal mandate been approached
with the same process, it may well have shown that there was not a significant
problem with secure detention facilities and services in some areas of the country
or in some states. Whether DMC remains a “core requirement” or not should depend
on the analysis of the information collected. Again, the approach taken for this area
of interest should be a model for exploring other juvenile justice policy issues.

Answer 7. It is most unfortunate that compliance with the mandates, and again,
specifically the jail removal mandate, has taken so much time and energy that an
effective evaluation program has not been possible. We have, however, generated a
major product concerning the incarceration program through a study of secure de-
tention facilities. This study has previously been provided both to the Sub-Commit-
tee and to Senator Kohl. At this time, there is a real need to study the Juvenile
Justice System in Wisconsin from the perspective of the impact of law enforcement
decision making and community reaction to juvenile delinquent behavior on the
states juvenile arrest data and subsequent criminal activity. As mentioned during
the hearing on March 12, 1996, Wisconsin has the highest rate of juvenile arrests
in the country, yet, a relatively low crime rate. What we should be able to spend
time exploring are responses to questions like: What behaviors and system reactions
are involved in the high juvenile arrest rate and relatively low crime rate? and, do
the apparent early intervention activities of law enforcement agencies that increase
the “arrest” rate have a direct impact on future delinquent and criminal activity?

COLORADO DEPARTMENT OF PUBLIC SAFETY,
DivisioN OF CRIMINAL JUSTICE,
Denver, CO, March 27, 1996.

Hon. FRED THOMPSON,
U.S. Senate,
Washington, DC.

DEAR SENATOR THOMPSON: I would like to take this opportunity to thank you
again for the opportunity to testify before the members of the Youth Violence Sub-
committee of the Senate Judiciary Committee. As you will recall from my testimony,
Colorado has done an excellent job balancing the core requirements of the Juvenile
Justice and Delinquency Prevention Act with the need for responses to juvenile
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crime. I believe that the Act’s reauthorization will continue to provide our state with
a needed resource in our battle to deal effectively with delinquent behavior.

Below you will find brief responses to the questions posed by members of the
Youth Violence Subcommittee regarding the reauthorization of the JJDP Act. I hope
these responses are helpful and will guide the Subcommittee toward an unequivocal
commitment to reauthorization of the Act.

RESPONSES TO SENATOR HATCH'S QUESTIONS

Philosophy

Question 1. Do you agree with changes to lower the age of transfer of juveniles
to adult court and to o;‘gen juvenile court proceedings to the public?

Answer 1. The age of transferability in Colorado is already 12 years old for certain
types of offenders. It is our experience, however, that the transfer of violent juvenile
offenders into the adult system at such an early age is not an effective mechanism
for reducing youth violence. The number of persons eligible for such transfer is min-
uscule compared to the overall number of violent offenders in the state, yet the pro-
grammatic burden on correctional agents to supervise these young offenders is par-
ticularly difficult. The existing juvenile program in Colorado is sufficient for dealing
with serious offenders in nearly all circumstances.

Opening juvenile court proceedings to the public is usually considered when con-
sidering potential deterrents to juvenile crime. In this context, it is hypothesized
that the anonymity of court proceedings ﬁrotects the young offenders from public
humiliation. Such a theory is speculative, however, and no evidence has been found
in Colorado substantiating such a link. Because court proceedigfs are already open
when the crime is particularly heinous (and the juvenile is handled in the adult sys-
tem), there is little additional benefit to be gained by opening such access even fur-

er.

Question 2. Should the goal of the juvenile court system be closer to that of the
adult system?

Answer 2. The adult system has shown to be no more of a deterrent or rehabilita-
tive tool, and usually less, than that provided via the juvenile system. As a society
which needs every young person to be a productive member of the community, to
contribute to the workforce, and be self-supporting, reliance on the adult system is
a signal to our constituents that we are unable or unwilling to respond to juvenile
crime. We are, in essence, saying that we would rather “give up” then continue to
expand on the programs which show promise. Balancing victims rights, accountabil-
ity, due process, and responsible treatment is the most appropriate direction, not
simply turning to an arena which has proven ineffective for others.

er, how can we say the rehabilitative goal of the juvenile justice system does
not work when most jurisdictions have not yet fully implemented a juvenile system?
We might set up a juvenile court and rehabilitation system on paper, but lacking
full funding and development of all the graduated responses to youth crime, it is
not empowered to reach the lofty goals established for it. In those communities
around the country in which a full service juvenile court exists, it seems that there
are successes. Changing the goals of the juvenile system, rather than re-assessing
objectives and resources used to attain those goals, seems shortsighted.

Question 3. Shouldn’t justice policies be made at a local level, instead of the fed-
eral level?

Answer 3. Federal justice policies, as prescribed by the JJDP Act, provide the vi-
sion which is needed for states and communities to assess their own policies. The
mandates provide a benchmark against which communities can judge their ability
to effectively develop programs targeted at juvenile offenders. States which share
an interest in pursuing these policies voluntarily enter into an agreement with the
federal government to develop responsive programs and actions.

Remember, too, that the policies in the Act, as prescribed by Congress, are a di-
rect response to concerns raised by policy leaders, parents, researchers, and others
in states and communities who all wanted to develop a more responsive mechanism
for dealing with juvenile offenders without jeopardizing their safety or that of the
public. As such, the policies really are locally developed, and the federal role was
to establish them as goals or benchmarks.

Question 4. Should the federal government remove earmarks to let states experi-
ment with different programs, or fund only those programs that have shown . . .
to be effective in curbing youth crime?

Answer 4. I believe that the lessons learned from the programs described in the
question—boot camps, mentoring, and intensive supervision—have been an enor-
mous help to states such as Colorado. Piloting programs such as these allows policy
makers to determine not only what works, but what might be wrong with existing
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models. One of the primary reasons that research has shown recidivism (as an indi-
cator of success) to be no different among these programs compared to traditional
correctional programs is because of design problems. We now know, for example, be-
cause of the research that boot camps as originally conceptualized are not nec-
essarily successful. But when wrap-around services, appropriate clients, aftercare,
and other “non-residential” follow up programming is included, they can be more
successful. Absent this aspect to JIDP funding, there would be no central depository
for “what works” in the intervention and prevention arenas.

It is important to prioritize programs which have demonstrated success, but also
to continue to experiment with promising strategies which may not yet be fully eval-
uated. When a strategy is deemed unsuccessful via a strong evaluation strategy, it
should be redesigned before support is again offered.

Question 5. Is OJJDP helpfu{) to SAGs in terms of policy?

Answer 5. Yes. Colorado’s experience with OJJDP has been one of a successful
partnership in moving our communities toward compliance with the JJDP Act. It
is our observation that the Office plays the role of grant monitor first, but also tech-
nical assistance provider and trouble-shooter as well. When OJJDP and Colorado
have disagreed over federal/state policy, the Office’s response has always been one
of clarification, problem solving, and reasonableness.

Question 6. Should more money be allocated to provide TA to SAGs?

Answer 6. If one of the objectives of the JJDP Act is for states to become more
self sufficient around compliance with the requirements, as it should be, then more
money and/or technical assistance should be provided to SAGs. Because of limited
TA resources, the assistance to the State is often reactive (e.g., dealing with a sepa-
ration issue after the crisis has evolved). The ability to access more assistance for
needs assessments, policy development, program design, and other information will
pay dividends in the long run by enhancing the competency development component
of every state’s juvenile justice vision.

Mandates [ requirements

Question 1. Which mandate is most difficult to comply with?

Answer 1. In Colorado, the separation requirement of the JJDP Act, in which ju-
venile and adult residents of secure facilities be kept sight and sound separated is
the most troublesome. While we have been very successful with this and all the
mandates, minor processing changes in local police departments or other lockups
can lead to instantaneous violations of this requirements. However, Colorado has
also developed a monitoring, public education, and technical assistance system
which has virtually eliminat:edp separation violations. Staying ahead of potential
problems, essentially by continuing to meet with local officials during onsite mon-
itoring verification, has been very helpful.

Question 2. What is the costs involved in compliance?

Answer 2. The costs of compliance are continuing to decrease as our level of suc-
cess increases in each jurisdiction. Currently, the state is in the final year of a grant
program to develop alternative booking systems to eliminate Jjailing and separation
violations at a cost of $80,000. Two compliance monitors travel the state to verify
conformity to state code and Federal statute at an annual cost of about $100,000.
Beginning next year, the state’s community correctional program will absorb the
cost of the jail grant program, freeing that final $80,000 for other Jjuvenile justice
and prevention programs. The fixed costs will remain attached to the monitoring,
but because this program is also used to conduct technical assistance on local JJDP
issues and solve problems around other law enforcement issues, the collateral bene-
fits of compliance are diverse.

Question 3. Are there requirements within the Act that need to be removed or
changed for the Act to accomplish its intended goal?

Answer 3. There are no substantial modifications to the JJDP Act necessary -to
attain its goals, at least within Colorado.

Question 4. Could the mandates be removed and replaced with Jjuvenile justice
system goals?

Answer 4. As mentioned during my personal testimony, there have been times in
Colorado’s recent past when the mandates stood alone as the sole rationale for pur-
suing sound juvenile justice policies. Justice system goals are absolutely essentially
to any rational plan for reducing delinquency, but the oversight provided via the
core requirements is essential if we are to retain any integrity in terms of what is
funded in states and communities. A lack of oversight, and the careless spending
that accompanied it, is a primary reason the Law Enforcement Assistance Adminis-
tration amP ancillary programs, were terminated by Congress nearly two decades
ago.
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Programs

Question 1. Have challenge activities impacted delinquencK?

Answer 1. Colorado has just begun participating in the challenge arena, and out-
come measures on delinquency are not yet available.

Question 2. What activities are being conducted?

Answer 2. Colorado has prioritized gender specific programming and chronic run-
aways as programs to be pursued under the challenge initiative.

Question 3. Are the requirements burdensome?

Answer 3. the challenge lErogram requirements are not burdensome on Colorado.
To the contrary, the flexibility afforded to the state to identify, prioritize, and pur-
sue our own issues allows us to easily wrap it into the state’s and SAGs vision for
juvenile justice.

Question 4. Does the costs to the state outweigh the additional funding?

Answer 4. No. Colorado’s assessment of the potential benefits of this program, in
which State dollars are matched by the federal challenge program, made the deci-
sion to particifate very easy for the legislature and the agency.

Question 5. Is access to counsel a worthwhile program?

Answer 5. Yes. Colorado’s SAG has elected not to pursue this challenge activity
for the present because of concerns over other priorities seen as more pressing or
daunting. However, it is our experience, as in other states, that the legal represen-
tation of young offenders falls primarily to understaffed, over worked public defend-
ers. As a result, adequate representation and access to appropriate programming is
often jeopardized.

Question 6. What about other activities, such as increasing community-based al-
ternatives to incarceration?

Answer 6. It is Colorado’s belief that no single program or response can be a pana-
cea for the range of emotional, social, educational, and other problems which juve-
nile offenders bring with them to the system. Any goal which seeks to expand on
the availability of sanctions, provide a graduated response, and still retain appro-
priate attention to public safety and accountability should be pursued.

Question 7. Does the absence of evaluative studies of programs make it difficult
when searching for innovative programs?

Answer 7. For Colorado, the absence of a plethora of evaluated proven studies has
not been a substantial problem. Working closely with researchers in Colorado and
at the national level, we have become cognizant of about four dozen programs which
can address a wide range of youth, family, and system problems. Much of that
knowledge has come from information supplied by the federal office.

Question 8. Is the OJJDP Promising Prolg)'rams look helpful?

Answer 8. Because of Colorado’s accessibility to information promising strategies,
and those that work, from instate sources, we have not had to turn extensively to
the Promising Programs. I can say, however, that many communities have been
trained on those very programs and are now in a position to say to planners and
policy leaders that there are strategies to deal with most crime problems. Our re-
sponsibility becomes one of turning these approaches into information which can be-
come part of a community plan for violence intervention and delinquency preven-
tion. .

RESPONSES TO SENATOR SIMPSON'S QUESTIONS

Question 1. Would you support youth development community block grant legisla-
tion such as that proposed by Senator Kassebaum?

Answer 1. The idea of a community development block grant has merit because
it rechannels funding streams in such a way to reduce the categorical nature of
most federal dollars in this arena. Conversely, I would be very concerned if the leg-
islation did not have a mechanism in which specific guidelines on expectations,
strategies, and goals were attached. I do not see this level of oversight as being in-
trusive or violate a state’s rights to develop its own youths policies. Instead, it pro-
vides a level of integrity which is missing from many straight block grant programs.

Further, the justice system has been a slow and reluctant partner in the youth
development and primary prevention arena. As professionals who see themselves as
very competent in dealing with juveniles who have already come to their attention
(i.e., arrested and court referred youths), they do not see youth development and a
vision of “putting themselves out of business” as a priority. By taking the limited
prevention dollars which accompany the JJDP Act and moving into a block grant
program, we could potentially lose the partnership with judges, probation, and oth-
ers we have nurtured in recent years, and bypass the import role which our SAG
plays in delinquency prevention.

BEST COPY AVAILABLE 147

) i £



144

Question 2. Mr. Woodward, could the separation interest of the Act be maintained
with a more general “separation” requirement without the requirements currently
being enforced?

Answer 2. I believe that the standards established in the JJIDP Act for separation
of juvenile and adult offenders should already be viewed as a minimum standard
for safe jail policy. The American Correctional Association, American Bar Associa-
tion, and Bureau of Indian Affairs all promulgate standards requiring separation.
When we turn to the reasons why Congress first developed the separation require-
ment of the Act in 1974, we recall abuses by adults on juveniles which are not rea-
sonable to accept.

Question 3. Would you support a 24 hour exemption from sight and sound separa-
tion in an emergency situation, if physical separation were maintained?

Answer 3. Because I am not clear about what type of emergency situation would
require a temporary exception to the separation requirement of the JJDP Act, I
could not support relaxation of this statute or requirement. OQur State, and most
other jurisdictions, have been able to deal with emergency situations with the use
of holtiovers and other suitable supervision programs.

In Colorado, we do not view the JJDP Act as the primary reason to separate juve-
niles from adults. We separate because we want to respond immediately and appro-
priately to a youth and his/her family in crisis. Expedient access to appropriate pro-
grams cannot be accomplished if we are focused on the well-being of a juvenile in
an adult facility. The Act's separation requirement is seen as a tool which was de-
veloped in response to concerns about local liability, victimization, detention of non-
offenders, lack of crisis programming and more.

Educators remind us of the “teachable moment” when we can learn from a situa-
tion and use it to positively impact a juvenile. The first 24 hours of a crisis is cer-
tainly one of those teachable moments, when the youth is most vulnerable. We see
separation as a mechanism not only to keep youths safe, but also to divert them
in the direction of the most appropriate resources as quickly as possible.

RESPONSES TO SENATOR KOHL’S QUESTIONS

Qgestion 1. Is it reasonable to blame the mandates for our juvenile crime prob-
lem?

Answer 1. As research has shown, juvenile crime is manifested in a plethora of
causes. Because the mandates do not prevent us from holding juveniles accountable
for their actions, or develop graduated sanctions, they have not been a cause of any
increases in juvenile crime in Colorado.

Question 2. Have you seen overcrowding in your local juvenile justice systems,
and what are the consequences of these problems?

Answer 2. Colorado’s juvenile detention system has been seriously overcrowded in
recent years. As a result, detained youth have been double bunked and sleep in the
recreation areas of juvenile facilities; a youthful offender system has been developed
to handle some of the more serious o%‘enders; Colorado Office of Youth Services,
which operates most of the detention facilities and treatment programs has been or-
dered to improve conditions in facility programs by the federal court; services to
youth have not been fully provided; and other deleterious outcomes.

c Qﬂz;estign 3. Would you support more targeted efforts to fund juvenile detention
acilities?

Answer 3. Colorado’s general assembly looked to juvenile detention facilities as a
¥rimary mechanism for responding to overcrowding. As such, we would look to the
ederal government to assist us in rounding out our continuum—e.g., graduated
sanctions (residential and nonresidential}—and development of prevention pro-
grams.

Question 4. Given your experience with the Act, do you think that separating ju-
veniles from adult prisoners contributes to preventing crime?

Answer 4. I think that almost any policy or program which reduces juvenile expo-
sure to anti-social or criminal behavior could ge considered a worthy component of
a serious crime prevention strategy. Separation of juvenile offenders from adults, es-

ecially in light of the dismal evaluation results of scared straight programs, should
e considered a valid and important aspect of that program.

Question 5. Are there ways of working out solutions to particular difficulties with
the mandates, yet maintain the basic principles of maintaining virtually complete
separation from adults?

Answer 5. Yes. I agree that there is already sufficient flexibility in the Act to deal
with most compliance issues in a thoughtful and proactive manner. In Colorado, for
example, collocation became a policy to be pursued during the 1993 “Summer of Vio-
lence.” We were able to respond to public and legislative concerns about safety via
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development of a collocated facility by working directly with OJJDP. Similarly,
OJJDP worked closely with Colorado to review a handful of separation violations
in 1995 and rule that procedures and administrative rule, were sufficient to assure
that no pattern or practice or violation would result. I feel that we can work with
OJJDP on any issue in a reasonable and effective manner.

Question 6. Could you list what you are doing now—as required under the man-
dates—that you do not want to do?

Answer 6. Colorado is substantially able to comply with the core requirements
and would not seek to repeal any statutory provisions.

Question 7. Could you list what you are not doing now—that the mandates are
prohibiting you from doing—that you would like to do?

Answer 7. The requirements are not preventing Colorado from handling any class
of offenders or type of juvenile in any manner we do not wish to.

Question 8. How do you read the requirements of the DMC requirement of the
Act—does it require “sort of a prison quote?”

Answer 8. Our reading of the DMC mandate of the JJDP Act is that Colorado
is only required to report on the level of disparity and address efforts to reduce it.
There is no numerical mandate or base level which must be reached within a cer-
tain time frame. As such, this requirement is viewed by many as perhaps the easi-
est requirement to meet.

Question 9. Can you explain specifically why this section causes problems for you
in implementing the Act?

Answer 9. DMC is often viewed by people as a requirement to release youths from
detention based on their race or ethnicity. Qur problem lies in addressing this fal-
lacy and working with communities to understand that DMC is simply a means by
which we endeavor to continue expanding services in every community.

There is also much controversy about the causes of DMC (e.g., the roles of pov-
erty, discriminatory decision making, et cetera). We are consistently searching for
more information on causes so we can get beyond this discussion and into solutions.

Question 10. Do you think we should delete this mandate?

Answer 10. Again, as with other requirements, the DMC provision of the Act pro-
vides the State and SAG with entree into an arena that needs attention, but might
not be examined otherwise. Colorado sees DMC not as an obligation to release mi-
nority delinquents from facilities or detain more Anglo offenders, but as an oppor-
tunity to find a mechanism to make state and local programs to every at risk and
system youth in the state, regardless of their minority status.

Question 11. What studies have been done in your state to indicate the effective-
ness of programs in your state?

Answer 11. Many programs have been reviewed for their impact on violence re-
duction, prevention, and intervention in Colorado. One example is Project PAVE
(Promoting Alternatives to Violence through Education), which is designed to break
the cycle of emotional, physical, and sexual violence experienced by youth. Based on
the presumption that children learn violent ways, it is believed that they can
“unlearn” violence and replace it with appropriate relationship skills.

Relying on numerous strategies, including a 40 session curriculum for gang-relat-
ed violent teens, 40 session curriculum for adolescents involved in domestic violence,
and a 60 session curriculum for adolescents involved in domestic violence, and a 60
session curriculum for sex offenders, PAVE has demonstrated considerable success
in violence intervention. Techniques include cognitive restructuring, being taught to
recognize violence cycles, interpreting events negatively, negative anticipation, rec-
ognizing powerlessness, and helplessness by exerting power over children, relation
skill building, and much more.

The combination of programs, highly trained staff and volunteers, intensive coun-
seling for victims and perpetrators, and more have revealed great success. For ex-
ample, of court ordered participants who completed 3/4 of the curriculum, 85 percent
did not reoffend in any fashion and 92 percent did not commit a violent offense
against another person.

That completes my responses to your questions. I hope they are helpful and will
be useful to you and the other Subcommittee members as the debate on this impor-
tant legislation continues. Please feel free to call me at (303)239—4442 if I can clar-
ify any of these responses or expand on anything else.

Sincerely,
WILLIAM WOODWARD,
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RESPONSES OF Ms. ANTHONY TO SENATOR HATCH'S QUESTIONS

PHILOSOPHY

Question 1. Do you agree with the trend to change the juvenile delinquency dec-
laration of purpose from rehabilitation to punishment and changes to lower the a%e
at which juveniles could be tried and sentenced as an adult, and to open juvenile
court proceeds to the public?

Answer 1. Almost every state in the nation has acted to increase the transfer of
juveniles into the adult system. I am in favor of the transfer of a select number of
youthful offenders who, due either to the severity or chronicity of their offending,
require more severe sanctions and longer sanctions that can be received in the juve-
nile system. In Utah’s 1995 Legislative Session, we passed the Serious Youth Of-
fender Act which we feel incorporates the need for public safety without eliminating
the discretion provided to the courts to consider individual cases. Utah’s law pro-
vides that juvenile offenders, age 16 and older, who have either exhausted the re-
sources in the juvenile system or committed one or more of a list of serious offenses,
are eligible for serious youth offender status and subsequent transfer to the adult
system. Our approach is far better, in my opinion, than the wholesale movement
of youth to the adult system without the individual attention necessary in many of
these cases.

The goal of the juvenile system should change to emphasize public safety, followed
bﬁ treatment and rehabilitation of delinquent youth. In some respects, this philoso-
phy is closer to the adult criminal system. In the past, the juvenile system has for-
gotten, or not recognized, the victims of crime, both individuals an communities,
In its commitment to rehabilitate young offenders. That emphasis must change.

Much of the criticism of the juvenile court comes from a lack of understanding
of its mission, operations and dispositions. The court is under attack, only partially
in response to its failings, and partly due to public misperception. I am therefore
in favor of opening juvenile court proceedings for felony cases. Indeed, Utah has
opened felony cases on individuals age 16 and older to the public. Bringin& the scru-
tiny of the public to these proceedings will educate the public to the mostly positive
workings of the juvenile court. It will also bring a much needed pressure, and re-
view of dispositions, for those gouth committing felonies. These limited changes
move the juvenile court in the direction of the adult court without losin focus on
the needs of the majority of those served i.e., abused, neglected and abandoned chil-
dren. Those cases shoulg still be protected through conﬁfentiality provisions.

Question 2. Should decisions and policies regardir:ig the juvenile justice system be
made at the state and local level instead of at the federal level?

Answer 2. Decisions and policy regarding the juvenile justice system should be
made at the state and local level. The federal government’s role is to provide re-
search, program information and technical assistance.

Question 3. Should the federal government remove funding earmarks to allow
states to experiment with various types of programs or at the very least, fund only
those programs that have shown through research and evaluation to be effective in
curbing youth crime?

Answer 3. When Congress chooses to allocate grant monies to states and local
governments, the requirements to qualify for the funding should be as least restric-
tive as possible. Block grants, rather than earmarked money, tend to promote flexi-
bility and encourage creativity and innovation in solving juvenile crime problems.
I agree that a vital role of OJJDP should be evaluating programs and providing the
information to state and local policy makers.

Question 4. Is OJJDP helpful to state advisory groups on policy? Should more
money"be allocated by OJJDP to provide technical assistance to the state advisory
groups?

Answer 4. OJJDP has been responsive to the technical assistance needs of State
Advisory Groups through its Training and Technical Assistance Division, work-
shops, conferences and on-site training. Additional technical assistance resources
would be valuable to address the myriad of complex juvenile justice issues beyond
those related to Act compliance. '

MANDATES AND REQUIREMENTS

Question 1. Of the four mandates, which is the most difficult to stay in compliance
with, and what are the costs involved? .

Answer 1. Reduction of minority confinement is the most difficult mandate to
comply with. After numerous studies, Utah is aware of minority overrepresentation
and is focused on providing fair and equitable treatment to all individuals but re-
ducing overrepresentation is nearly impossible to impose by the time individuals
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enter the juvenile justice system and it is very difficult to modify even after sub-
stantial training of juvenif:e justice professionals. Frankly, this difficult societal
issue cannot be solved in the juvenile justice system. It is incumbent upon families,
churches, schools, communities and government to treat all individuals fairly. Costs
are incurred mostly in training individuals throughout the system. Utah will con-
tinue to evaluate the issue and measure its progress.

Question 2. Are there requirements with the Act that need to be removed or
changed in order for the Act to accomplish its intended goal?

Answer 2. It is time beyond the mandates. States need flexibility to move juvenile
systems into areas of critical importance in the 90’s i.e. violent crime, gangs, adult
court, etc. It would also be appropriate to give states, rather than the federal gov-
ernment, the authority to create and determine the makeup of the state advisory
group.

Question 3. Could. the mandates be removed and replaced with juvenile justice
system goals?

Answer 3. Most states have enacted state laws that echo the provisions of the
JJDP Act, and punitive oversight is no longer in the best interest of system im-
provement. Changing the mandates to goals will produce a more desirable result.

Question 4. If the mandates are abandoned, is it likely juveniles will be subject
to brutality in adult facilities?

Answer 4. I do not see the mandates disappearing in Utah. The original mandates
are incorporated into state statutes and have really become an integral part of the
criminal part of the criminal and juvenile justice system in Utah. Institutional as-
saults will always be a problem. Corrections officials are dedicated to maintaining
a safe environment for all inmates.

PROGRAMS/IMPLEMENTATION/EVALUATION

Quesf,ion 1. Have the Challenge activities had a significant impact on delin-
quency?

Answer 1. Utah has just recently begun participating in the Challenge activities
and has selected gender specific programming and alternatives to suspension and
expulsion from school as priorities. Requests for Proposals have been issued, but to
date, programs have not been implemented.

liQﬂug,stion 2. Are programs that provide access to counsel for all juveniles worth-
while?

Answer 2. This is a great example of the need to return decision-making to state
and local government. Providing counsel is important but not necessary in every ju-
venile case. Most youth in our system have access to counsel but do not request it
or require it. A well-trained intake staff attached to the juvenile court meets the
legal needs of most youth. Counsel is reserved for those youth facing the most seri-
ous charges. Jurisdictions with a less sophisticated intake system may make this
a priority. Utah has chosen to target other critical needs.

Quegtion 3. Is the Promising Programs book helpful when looking for new pro-
grams?’

Answer 3. I am not familiar with this publication.

DRUGS AND CRIME

Question. What needs to be done to prevent children from ever becoming involved
with drugs?

Answer. An emphasis on prevention in elementary schools, churches, community
programs and among parents is the most viable approach to the rising drug and al-
cohol problem. By the time youth reach the juvenile justice system it is often too
late to address prevention. Drug and alcohol use and abuse is more fundamental
than delinquency and must be traced to an earlier origin.

RESPONSES OF MS. ANTHONY TO SENATOR ALAN K. SIMPSON’S QUESTIONS

Question 1. Do you support consolidation of program funding into block grants to
the states?

Answer 1. I believe block grants provide flexibility and promote creativity. I would
support consolidation of program monies into juvenile justice block grants to states.

Question 2. What additions to the Act are needed to collect and disseminate infor-
mation on successful programs and to provide technical assistance to the states?

Answer 2. I don’t see a need for any additions. OJJDP does a good job of dissemi-
nating information and providing technical assistance.
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Question 3. Do you support a 24-hour exemption from sight and sound separation
requirements in an emergency situation, if physical separation is maintained?

Answer 3. I believe states are in the best position to determine policies regarding
separation of youths from adults. In the event Congress maintains the federal man-
date, I would support exemptions from the mandate in order to maintain public
safety but I would caution that the exemption should be the exception, not the rule.

RESPONSES OF MS. ANTHONY TO SENATOR KOHL’S QUESTIONS

Question 1. When contemplating reauthorization of the Act, is it a good idea to
extend the period during which rural areas may keep juveniles in a separate portion
of ar; adult facility from 24 to 72 hours, and permit shared staffing during that
time?

Answer 1. I think it is a good idea to provide housing and staffing flexibility in
emergency situations. As stated above, it should be the exception, not the rule. I
would support amending the act accordingly prior to reauthorization. All staff
should be adequately trained in juvenile supervision.
| Q'z)zestion 2. Is it reasonable to blame the mandates for the juvenile crime prob-
em?

Answer 2. I can find no rationale to suggest that the mandates contributed to the
rising juvenile crime rates. They have led, in Utah, to many innovative and effective
programs that keep essentially non-delinquent youth out of an already overcrowded
juvenile justice system. It is more reasonable to look at guns and family issues as
contributors to the heightened emphasis on juvenile crime.

Question. 3. Have you seen overcrowding problems? What are the consequences?
Would you support more targeted efforts to fund juvenile detention centers?

Answer 3. We have seen overcrowding in Utah’s detention centers. Overcrowding
leads to staffing and resident safety issues and undermines the ability of the system
to be effective. Decision on where and how to spend federal dollars should be left
to the states. If a state’s priority is detention, that state should have the flexibility
to use federal dollars accordingly. Utah has never received enough federal funding
to construct and operate a detention center so we have used the few federal dollars
we do receive for less expensive alternatives to detention and prevention programs.

Question 4. Do you think that separating juvenile from adult prisoners contributes
to preventing crime?

Answer 4. It is best to keep juvenile and adult offenders separated as a rule. Evi-
dence shows that mixing the populations leads to abuse. There are times, in the in-
terest of public safety, after careful review, that some juveniles should be treated
as adults. In other words, they have not, and will not, avail themselves to the reha-
bilitative opportunities provided in the juvenile system. For the most part, young
offenders are effectively dealt with in the juvenile system. I consider rehabilitation
of young offenders in the juvenile system to be crime prevention.

Question 5. Is there a way to work out an exemption to the prohibition on shared
staff that could deal with your particular difficulties with the mandates, yet keep
tht;l ba?sic principles of maintaining virtually complete separation of juveniles from
adults?

Answer 5. I am sure a system similar to Wisconsin’s could be worked out in Utah.
Currently, we have no co-located facilities so it is not an issue. If we had the option
in the future, it may create some construction and staff savings.

Question 6. List what you are doing now, as required by the mandates, that you
do not want to do and list what you are not doing, that you would like to do.

Answer 6. In general, the mandates don’t require us to do things we don’t want
to do and have not, to date, prevented us from doing things we want to do. My argu-
ment with the mandates is philosophical. States, not the federal government, are
in the best position to determine juvenile justice policy and procedure.

Question 7. Do you interpret the DMC mandate to require states to achieve equal
repr:eisen!:)ation? Why do the DMC mandate cause problems? Should we delete the
mandate?

Answer 7. I interpret the DMC mandate to require states to reduce minority over
representation. I believe that is unrealistic by the time a juvenile is arrested for a
delinquent or criminal act. The system must respond fairly and equally to all indi-
viduals who enter the juvenile justice system Part of that response is to maintain
the safety of the public, that means locking up perpetrators. Utah is aware of minor-
ity representation and will continue to address the problem. This is such a complex
problem that will not go away because of a federal mandate.
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RESPONSES OF MR. REGIER TO QUESTIONS OF SENATOR KOHL

Question 1. 1 have introduced legislation that would extend the period during
which rural areas may keep juveniles in a separate portion of an adult facility from
24 to 72 hours, and permit shared staffing during these short periods.

Answer. Yes, I believe it is a good idea. The State of Oklahoma is primarily a
rural state with long distances between cities and towns. The lengthening of the
time from 24 hours to 72 hours would provide greater opportunity to determine
placement for the juvenile while still allowing the immediate consequence of deten-
tion for the offense.

Without the additional caveat of shared staffing the change in length of time
would be relatively meaningless. Therefore, this would also be a critical change.
Shared staffing is only a good idea if jail trustees are not used and the staff hired
are required to receive training in handling and supervising juvenile offenders.

Question 2. Is this a good idea? Do you think it moves in the right direction in
terms of the re-authorization?

Answer. Yes. As I stated in my written testimony, I believe that the mandates
have served their purpose and the right direction to move in terms of re-authoriza-
tion is towards more flexibility, less restriction, and increased emphasis on con-
sequences and accountability for the youth.

uestion 3. Some critics have argued that the juvenile justice mandates—particu-
larly the Deinstitutionalization of status offenders and the jail removal require-
ments—have contributed to rising juvenile crime rates.

Answer. At the last hearing, however, experts testified that significant increases
in juvenile crime rates began around 1985—when crack cocaine entered our cities,
and access to guns dramatically spread throughout our inner cities. The mandates
began in 1974.

5uestion 4. Now, given the fact that this increase started over a decade after the
mandates went into effect, do you think it’s reasonable to blame the mandates for
our juvenile crime problem?

Answer. I don’t think the mandates can or should be “blamed” for our juvenile
crime problem. I believe the mandates have served their purpose; however, they also
are rigid and have been a factor in retarding innovation and progress, and as such
have contributed to a crisis situation.

States across the nation have developed appropriate alternatives to adult jails to
address the needs of both offenders diverted to other services and juveniles coming
out of adult jails. Programs such as emergency youth shelters, secure juvenile deten-
tion centers, intake service centers, atténdant care, emergency foster care, truancy
reporting centers, home-based supervision or confinement, peer court, etc., have
been in response of states to the mandates. Some of these programs provided the
necessary sanctions and accountability that juveniles required, and some did not. I
just clearly state that an adult jail is not the only setting that holds youth account-
able for their actions and turns them around.

Most juvenile justice systems either chose to focus on or had their hands full with
serious and chronic offenders, and allowed non-serious offenders to re-offend and
eventually become serious offenders. A lack of prevention and diversion services
aimed at instilling accountability, responsibility and civic duty for troubled youth
and families also allowed minor and first time offenders to go untouched.

Question 5. Many juvenile facilities suffer from significant overcrowding, which in
turn leads to greater violence between juveniles, more attacks on staff, and less re-
habilitation. :

(a) In your experience with your local juvenile justice systems, have you seen
overcrowding problems, and what are the consequences of these problems? :

Answer. Over crowding in Oklahoma has occurred in several of our metropolitan
centers at one time or another. Such conditions usually lead to increased stress on
both juveniles and staff. At times juveniles become violent with one another or with
staff, but this is the exception rather than the rule.

The State of Oklahoma has seen overcrowding largely due to lack of secure insti-
tutional beds and lack of detention beds. The consequences are that less rehabilita-
tion takes place while in detention, and more dangerous juveniles are in the commu-
nity on probation. We refer juveniles to non-secure services, back to their home with
servigei, or put them on probation in order to keep our facilities from being over-
crowded. .

(b) Would you support more targeted efforts to fund juvenile detention facilities?

Answer. Yes. The Oklahoma legislature acted to increase detention facilities in
the State last year, and these new constructed facilities are coming on line this sum-
mer.
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We would support more targeted efforts that allowed the flexibility to fund secure
and non-secure programs, or a combination thereof, as well as targeted efforts re-
quiring more collaboration between municipal and juvenile .courts in handling juve-
nile offenders.

Question 6. Some critics of the mandates argue that they have nothing to do with
revention of crime, and are therefore not a good investment. Yet studies have con-
irmed the common-sense proposition that once a juvenile is thrown in with adults,

he hardens, making rehabilitation much harder.

Given your experience with the Act, do you think that separating juvenile from
adult prisoners contributes to preventing crime?

Answer. Juveniles need to be separated from adults, unless certified and convicted
as adult offenders. Not separating juveniles from adults does result in making some
juveniles hardened criminals because of what they learn from adults, both in crimi-
nal techniques and positive attitude toward the benefits of crime (versus what a law
abiding lifestyle produces). For other juveniles it means physical and mental abuse.
Few juveniles have a deterrence benefit from being incarcerated with adults. In-
stead, it is the harsh reality of being confined or having their freedom restricted
coupled with a serious and swift response by the justice system, from the police offi-
cer, the social worker or youth worker, to the probation officer and the judge, that
makes the real impact.

Question 7. In my own State of Wisconsin, we have been able to work out an ex-
emption to the prohibition on shared staff, so long as staff does not work with both
juveniles and adults during the same shift, and all staff are properly trained and
certified. This exemption was worked out with, and ultimately approved by, the Of-
fice of Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention.

Do you think that there is a way to work out something similar in your state that
could deal with your particular difficulties with the mandates, yet maintain the
bgiilc ‘;)rinciples of maintaining virtually complete separation of juveniles from
adults?

Answer. Yes, I do. As I have stated, we are committed to maintaining the basic
principle of separation from adults with the context of solving the juvenile crime
problem. But, it is more important to solve the problem. The key is for staff to re-
ceive proper training and always keep in mind and in their actions that there are
essential differences between how juvenile versus adult offenders must be handled
and treated.

Question 8. During these hearings, I have heard many complaints about the man-
dates, but in order to try to deal with these matters legislatively, it is critical that
we have specific information and specific solutions. We need to know what flexibility
you need, and what limits there should be on that flexibility to ensure that we guar-
antee the protection of young people without hampering law enforcement.

(a) Could you list what you are doing now—as required under the mandates—that
you do not want to do?

Answer. We are building small, expensive detention Centers. We are putting dan-
gerous kids back in their homes and back on the streets because Communities can-
not hold them.

(b) Could you list what you are not doing now—that the mandates are prohibiting
you from doing—that you would like to do?

Answer. In rural areas, to be allowed to hold those delinquent offenders eligible
for secure detention, as prescribed by our state law, in adult jails for longer than
24 hours, if necessary, but for no more than 72 hours, when a secure juvenile deten-
tion center does not have a bed available for the offender.

To be able to share trained and certified staff to care for juvenile as well as adult
offenders, as long as they are not serving both populations simultaneously on the
same shift. '

Question 9. Several complaints regarding the disproportionate representation of
minorities mandate suggested that this mandate is onerous because it requires that
the percentage of incarcerated juveniles must equal the number of juveniles in the
general state population—sort of a prison quota. Specifically, some of the witnesses
went so far as to suggest that they are “in violation” of the act if there is an imbal-
ance.

In fact, the mandate (42 U.S.C. 5633(a)(23)) only requires that states submit
plans for implementing the Act that “address efforts to reduce the proportion of ju-
veniles detained or confined in secure detention facilities, secure correctional facili-
ties, jails, and lockups who are members of minority groups if such proportion ex-
ceeds the proportion such groups represent in the general population.”

From my reading of this, States are only required to include provisions in their
state plans that “address efforts” to fight over representation—there is no require-
ment that they actually achieve equal representation, or anything close to it.
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(a) Do you read this differently?

Answer. I do not read this differently; however, I do believe the Mandate has been
interpreted in the manner you suggest in the past.

(b) Can you explain specifically why this section causes problems for you in imple-
menting the Act?

Answer. A major concern with this mandate is how “address efforts to reduce

. .” will be defined and measured. Since the inception of this mandate States have
been asking for clarification and have received very little direction which is fine
with us at this point because it allows flexibility in interpretation. However, since
one-quarter of the funding we receive is tied to compliance with this mandate we
are concerned when or if the next shoe will drop, and it would be beneficial to States
to participate in developing a measure, or to be advised that each state can define
the measure on its own with final approval by OJJDP.

(c) Do you think we should delete this mandate, and not require any efforts to-
wards rectifying over representation?

Answer. I believe this mandate should be deleted and it be made a part of the
overall OJJDP prevention efforts. The mandate leads to a tendency to focus on
blame or research to support blame rather than on solutions. The primary way to
reduce or rectify over-representation is to ensure prevention monies get to the youth
and parents involved with neighborhood grass roots efforts in the actual commu-
nities where over-representation occurs.

Question 10. We are always trying to learn more about what is effective at each
level of the juvenile justice process.

What studies have been done in your state that indicate the effectiveness of any
prevention, intervention, or incarceration programs in your state at either the state
or local level? (It would be very helpful if you would supply a copy of each report
and summarize the results.)

Answer. Since Fiscal Year 1993 the Office of Juvenile Affairs (OJA) in conjunction
with the Department of Human Services’ Division of Children, Youth and Family
Services (Child Welfare Services) has conducted annual outcomes evaluations on
thirteen of its programs (ranging from home-based care to institutional services) for
children/juveniles in state custody. The evaluations are simple and measure wheth-
er children/juveniles entering each program completed the program and subse-
quently follows their status of employment, education, living arrangement and in-
volvement with the juvenile justice system for a full year after discharge from the
program. As a s?arate agency, OJA is currently developing the FY 1995 report and
it will only include juveniles in OJA’ custody.

The FY 1994 revealed that two-thirds of the children/juveniles completed their
program. The highest completion rate was experienced in Family Focus and Institu-
tional Services (65.7%) and the lowest in Therapeutic Foster Care (20.9%). A copy
of the FY 1994 executive summary is enclosed, along with a special ‘summary analy-
sis of juveniles in OJA’ custody. These data reveal that Institutional Services was
completed by 71.9% of all juveniles admitted, and that Community Residential Cen-
ters had the lowest completion rate at 19.0%.

A second effort that is currently being conducted and scheduled for completion by
June 1996 is an evaluation of the First Offender Program, a statewide program
serv1‘;vr;]gl youth beginning to get into trouble and first time misdemeanor offenders.
We will pass the results along when the evaluation is completed.

We also have the on-going capability to identify annual (since 1987) and composite
(1987 through 1995) recommitment rates for a host of 20 programs. The composite
indicates a recommitment rate of 23.0% with 3,007 juveniles having no recommit-
ment,

RESPONSES OF MR. REGIER TO SENATOR ALAN K. SIMPSON’S QUESTIONS

Question 1. Mr. Regier: What additions to the JJDPA would you recommend to
address the need for a greater federal role in collecting and disseminating informa-
tion on successful programs and providing technical assistance to states?

Answer. Successful programs must first and foremost be measured by whether
they reduce delinquency and whether they rehabilitate delinquents. With this as a
hard date guide the federal government should actively search for these promising
solutions throughout the states and then promote the dissemination of these ideas
and programs through specific conferences/forums/trips which will either fund the
successful state to go tell others, or fund needy states to go see programs. In addi-
tion OJJDP should provide on-going technical assistance where experts stay with
the project while it develops instead of just a one-time involvement.
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An important point—This process should take place beyond only federally funded
projects. A true information & TA role would encompass programs and ideas unre-
lated to OJJDP, but OJJDP can and should play a role in spreading the news and
providing consultation.

Question 2. What suggestions would you make for modifying the JJDPA to make
the four primary mandates more general and goal-oriented (as opposed to requiring
specific actions regardless of local circumstances)?

Answer. I would suggest that the four primary mandates could be modified by
thinking in terms of principles that are goal-oriented rather than specific actions re-
gardless of local circumstances.

Some suggestions:

(1) Build a Wall of Prevention in the most-at-risk communities. This is a more
positive way of allowing communities to address over-representation issues.

Goals: Delinquency intakes must be reduced by X% for each $100,000 of funding
employed. If this cannot be shown then either the funding goes away or technical
assistance is provided to restructure the program to produce results.

(2) Ensure juveniles are held accountable for their actions through immediate con-
sequences.

Guidelines could be the 24-72 hour holding rule with emphasis on shared facili-
ties, community service, and other alternative sanction programs or facilities.

Goals: To reduce delinquency intakes in the community through a shared goal of
immediate and certain consequences where the Community and the State send a
strong and consistent message of not tolerating juvenile crime and misbehavior.

Question 3. What specific changes would you recommend to allow states and local-
ities greater flexibility in addressing their juvenile crime problems?

Answer. (1) Shared facilities in all areas for up to 72 hours.

(2) Address over-representation through targeted prevention efforts tied to a re-
duction in delinquency incidents and rates in the identified minority neighborhood.

(3) Emphasis on judicial alternatives for misdemeanor offenses/status offenses in
order to ensure certain consequences on the front end of the system.

Question 4. What changes, if any, to the minority representation requirement
would you support?

Answer. As | stated in my written testimony, Quota’s are not the answer. Youth
are arrested and adjudicated based on their acts, not their race.Violent acts espe-
cially require the protection of the public. But, the answer to this is to ensure pre-
vention monies get to the right neighborhoods and families so we can actually re-
duce the percentage of minorities coming into the System.

I would support a change that recognizes that the answer to this problem is ear-
lier intervention and prevention services. The families must be identified and pro-
vided relationships, guidance and services so that the younger youth in these homes
do not continue to follow the same path that the older individuals within the family
have chosen. The cycle must be broken by working with families one on one in tar-
geted areas in order to reduce the minority youth in the juvenile justice system.
’fI“his can only be done through communities and agencies closely related to these
amilies.

In Oklahoma we have begun a parent support network made up of parents whose
children are in the juvenile justice system. It is our plan to work with these parents
and the younger siblings with the help of delinquency prevention & gang interven-
tion monies as well as with an army of church volunteer youth to prevent further
minority youth from penetrating the system. This is our plan to reduce minority
over-representation and I believe we will succeed.

This is part of a Wall of Prevention that we are building. Mandates won't build
this Wall. Mandates only tell us we should build the Wall and after administrative
task upon administrative task, the over-representation will still remain. We plan to
build this Wall with the help of all the Community including churches and volun-
teers, and the families themselves.

Question 5. All Witnesses: It is evident from the testimony we have heard that
“one size fits all” solutions won’t solve the juvenile crime problem in every part of
the country. Would you support legislation like Senator Kassebaum’s youth develop-
ment community block grant act? Her bill would consolidate 19 federal youth devel-
opment and prevention programs into a block grant to the states. This would allow
state and local governments the flexibility to adapt to a changing juvenile popu-
lation, and to design programs that fit their own particular circumstances.

Answer. Yes, I would strongly support this approach. This would allow the State
to truly develop a statewide plan and also have the ability to fill in gaps and needs.
As I stated in my testimony, this would allow the creativity of States and Commu-
nities to be unleashed.
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RESPONSES OF MR. REGIER TO SENATOR HATCH’S QUESTIONS FOR PANEL III

Question 1. Recently the trend in state legislatures has been to change the juve-
nile delinquency declaration of purpose from rehabilitation to retribution and pun-
ishment. Indeed in today’s Washington Post, there is an article about the Virginia
Assembly’s legislation that would require teenagers as young as 14 to be tried and
sentenced as adults for murder and other violent crimes. It would also open to the
public, juvenile court proceedings and records for felony cases.

(a) Do you agree with these changes?

Answer. I agree with a balanced approach with strong emphasis on accountability
and consequences but still keeping it in the context of rehabilitation. We can turn
many of these kids around if we are willing to really spend time with them early.
However, | also agree that 14 & 15 year olds who commit murder and other violent
crimes against persons should be certified and tried as adults.

(b) Should the goal of the juvenile court system be closer to that of the adult
criminal system?

Answer. The goal of the juvenile court system should be to punish the violent ju-
venile criminal, to rehabilitate the delinquent juvenile, and to protect the public
while doing both. '

Question 2. It seems like each of your respective states have implemented slightly
modified versions of the Juvenile Justice Act; each state has tailored the programs
to its individual, local needs. I am generally skeptical about Washington imposing
programs on the states. For example, while I believe that a balance between preven-
tion and incarceration of juveniles should exist, isn’t this a decision that should be
made at a local level, instead of the federal level?

Answer. I agree wholeheartedly. Policy and Mandates in and of themselves do not
solve problems. The OJJDP Mandates have served a very useful purpose in provid-
ing the framework and rails to run on. But we've now reached the end of that rail-
road line. Juvenile crime is overwhelming the Country. We must have the ability
to shift to airline travel and design a system with more general guidelines that will
allow decisions to be made at the State and local level in order to turn the tide.
With the upcoming increase in juvenile population it is critical that we design a new
framework now.

Question 3. What is your opinion of earmarks such as Boot camps, Mentoring, In-
tensive Supervision of others? Research—at least up to this point—has not been
kind to any of these earmarked programs. It seems that recidivism rates are static
if not higher after attendance in a boot camp. These programs do not seem to be
curbing the delinquency rate. Should we, the federal government, remove the ear-
marks to let states experiment with various types of programs or, at the very least,
fund only these programs that have shown through research and evaluation to be
effective in curbing youth crime?

Answer. All of these programs work when a long term relationship is developed
and followed through. All of these programs do not work when we punch the clock
into the program and then punch out at the end.

Earmarks are usually established as a means to force funding, many times be-
cause someone who has such a program thinks it works and wants continued fund-
ing. I agree that earmarks should be removed and let states experiment with pro-
grams that are shown through research and evaluation to be effective. The caution
is to ensure that research and evaluation measure the right thing. The goal of all
our efforts should be to change behavior and create new positive socially acceptable
behavior, thus reducing delinquency rates and incidents. If we are not accomplish-
ing this, then we are wasting time and money. We have been guilty of both in the
past. :

Question 4. (a) Is the Office of Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention
(OJJDP) a helpful institution to state advisory groups in terms of policy?

Answer. As a general rule, I would say yes. The SAG’s have actually been an im-
portant link to regular citizens in the States that OJJDP has utilized. On the other
hand, the OJJDP policy and process is very complicated and confusing to the aver-
age SAG member.

(b) Should more money be allocated by OJJDP to provide technical assistance to
the state advisory groups? .

Answer. Yes, this would be helpful if it were done in a partnership manner look-
ing for what fits that particular State. The SAG should set forth its goals and plans
and then TA comes in to help accomplish and implement their plans.
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QUESTIONS ON MANDATES/REQUIREMENTS

Question 1. (a) Of the four major mandates, (de-institutionalizing status offenders;
sight and sound separation; removing juveniles from adult jails; and reduction of
minority confinement), which is the most difficult to stay in compliance with?

Answer. For the State of Oklahoma it is removing juveniles from adult jails and
sight and sound separation. The reason is that communities want to provide imme-
diate consequences for offenses, and the only method many have available is a night
in jail. Coupled with the rural nature of States like ours and distance, this is the
most difficult.

(b) What are the costs involved with staying in compliance?

Answer. As I stated in my verbal testimony, the State has spent millions of dol-
lars on separate 6-10 bed detention centers as a direct result of inability to co-locate
in existing facilities while still maintaining separation.

Question 2. Are there requirements within the Act—either the mandates them-
selves or regulations implementing the mandates—that need to be removed or
changed in order for the Act to accomplish its intended goal?

Answer. Please refer to pages 5-11 of my written testimony.

Question 3. Many states have incorporated the goals of the Juvenile Justice Act
into their state codes. Currently, most states are in compliance with the mandates.
It seems that the Juvenile Justice Act has served it’s intended purpose, which was
to ensure that juveniles were treated fair in the criminal justice system. In your
opinion, could the mandates be removed and replaced with juvenile justice system
goals? That preserves the national directive that States can follow, but if the states
can’t comply, they still have the opportunity for receiving funding.

Answer. Yes. I agree that the mandates have served their purpose and that they
are basically imbedded in State law and State direction. We don’t need mandates
to do the right thing. We know what is the right thing to do in keeping with attack-
ing the problem of juvenile crime and finding solutions unique to our State.

Question 4. Many critics of revising the mandates claim that if we abandon the
mandates, states will be inclined to house juveniles and adults together and will ba-
sically abandon the supposed advances we have made in incarcerating juveniles in
safe spaces, Is it likely that juveniles will be subject to brutality and the like if we
abandon the mandates—is that a realistic probability?

Answer. No. I know of no State that would allow this to happen, and Oklahoma
certainly would not. '

QUESTIONS ON PROGRAMS/IMPLEMENTATION/EVALUATION

Question 1. (a) Have the so-called challenge activities had a significant impact on
delinquency in your state?

Answer. It is too early to tell.

(b) Which activities are being conducted?

Answer. The first projects are just being completed.

(c) Are the requirements to participate in the challenge activities burdensome?

Answer. No. The RFP format was simple and straight forward. Competitive bids
were not required.

(d) Does the cost to the state outweigh the additional 10% funding that is offered?

Answer. No.

Question 2. I understand that one of these activities is to develop programs to pro-
vide access to counsel for all juveniles in the justice system and to ensure that juve-
niles consult with counsel before waiving their rights.

(a) Do you think that is a worthwhile program?

) Ansvlvler. The State of Oklahoma already provides access to Counsel and it is work-
ing well.

(b) What about the other activities such as increasing community-based alter-
natives to incarceration, or closing traditional training schools and replacing them
with secure settings for no more than 50 violent juvenile offenders. Are these worth-
while and realistic goals?

Answer. The State of Oklahoma was forced to go this direction years ago due to
a federal lawsuit. (See page 6—7 of my written testimony, attached) We reached com-
pliance and the lawsuit was dismissed in April, 1996. Our system is strongly com-
munity-based, but we still struggle with minimal secure settings. Our experience,
however, shows it can be done.

Question 3. The Promising Programs book that the Office of Juvenile Justice and
Delinquency Prevention provides lists a number of community programs that have
been tried in other districts. However, very few of the programs have evaluation
components attached to them.
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(a) Does the absence of evaluative studies of these programs make it difficult

: when searching for innovative programs?

- Answer. Yes. Evaluations that are solid and clearly measure behavioral change
and lasting results are invaluable in saving time and money when searching for in-
novative programs that work.

(b) Is the book helpful when looking for new programs?
Answer. Yes, somewhat, and I believe this is an arena that OJJDP should expand.

DRUGS AND CRIME

Question. I am deeply disturbed by the recent indications that drugs are once
again on the rise with our nation’s youth. I think we all recognize that drugs fuel
much of the violent crime problem in America, particularly in our urban centers.
In your opinion what needs to be done to prevent children from becoming involved
witﬂ drugs in the first place? -

Answer. Please refer to my “Wall of Prevention” on page 12a and 12b ‘of my writ-
ten testimony. Children can {e prevented from using drugs by building strong moral
character into their lives, by requiring them to be accountable for their actions, and
by ensuring strong relationship and guidance from an adult who is crazy about
them (usually their parents). Add to that a strong spiritual component and children
can be an absolute joy.

BIOGRAPHY OF JERRY PAUL REGIER

Mr. Jerry Regier grew up in Clinton, Oklahoma. He graduated from Michigan
State University where he received his B.A. degree in history and psychology. In
1989, he completed a year of academic study at Harvard University, John F. Ken-
nedy School of Government, where he received his Master’s Degree, the Master of
Public Administration degree.

Mr. Regier is presently the Director of the Department of Juvenile Justice and
the Deputy Director of the Office of Juvenile Affairs for the State of Oklahoma. He
was appointed by Governor Frank Keating as part of the team to head the new
Agency which was broken out of the Department of Human Services on July 1,
1995. He directs the Department of Juvenile Justice which has over 1000 em loyees
statewide. The mission of the .tﬁency is to provide protection of the public wgile re-
ducing juvenile delinquencf' in the State of Oklahoma. '

Mr. Regier has previously served in a variety of positions at the Federal Govern-
ment level. His most recent position in the Federal Government was as Adminis-
trator of the Office of Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention in the Depart-
ment of Justice. He provided leadership for the direction and implementation of all
Federal policy and programs related to juvenile Jjustice and the prevention of delin-
quency among the youth of America.

Prior to that position, he served for three years as the Acting Director of the Bu-
reau of Justice Assistance (BJA) in the Department of Justice. BJA provides funds
to state and local governments to enforce grug laws, reduce violent crime and im-
prove the criminal justice system in the fight against illegal drugs. This included
crime prevention programs and some ground breaking work in the area of commus-
nity oriented policing. The Bureau has a budget in excess of 500 million dollars. He
also served at the Department of Health and Human Services as Associate Commis-
sioner for the Administration of Children, Youth and Families where he rovided
oversight to family and youth programs including the Runaway and l-?omeless
Youth Program.

He left the Federal Government in January, 1993 to work as a management and
public policy consultant for Soza and Company in Falls Church, Virginia and spent
a year assisting cities in setting up and refining substance abuse Xrevention pro-
grams. He left that position to become President of AgoraSpace USA, Inc., a social
sports development company involved in bringing an outdoor multi-sports facility,
the Agoraspace, to communities around America and particularly the inner city. The
Agoraspace concept includes the youth building the facility, youth training in job
skills and entrepreneurial opportunities, and ongoing involvement with local youth
serving organizations and community residents.

In 1984, Mr. Regier established the Family Research Council in Washington D.C.,
a private nonpartisan public policy research and educational organization over
which he presided as President and CEO for 4 years.

In 1988, Mr. Regier was appointed by the President of the United States to the
National Commission on Children. The Commission was chaired by Senator Jay
Rockefeller and presented its Report, “Beyond Rhetoric: An Agenda for Children,”
four years later to the President.
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Mr. Regier is a nationally recognized speaker on youth and family issues, and is
also a frequent speaker on issues related to the criminal justice system and the ju-
venile justice system. Topics range from prevention of crime and delinquency, and
the strengthening of the family, to community policing and intermediate sanctions.
He has been contributing author and editor of a number of books including “Values
and Public Policy” (1988), “Parents and Children” (1987), “The Changing Family”
(1984), and “Building Family Strengths” (1983).

Jerry and his wife, Sharyn, have four children and lived in McLean, Virginia for
over 20 years before moving to Oklahoma City, Oklahoma in July. They have been
active in community and church activities including serving as the PTA President
of McLean High School.

RESPONSES OF PATRICIA WEST TO SENATOR HATCH'S QUESTIONS

PHILOSOPHY

Question 1. Recently the trend in state legislatures has been to change the Juve-
nile delinquency declaration of purpose from rehabilitation to retribution and pun-
ishment. Indeed in today’s Washington Post, there is an article about the Virginia
Assembly’s legislation that would require teenagers as young as 14 to be tried and
sentenced as adults for murder and other violent crimes. It would also open to the
public, juvenile court proceedings and records for felony cases. Do you agree with
these changes? Should the goal of the juvenile court system be closer to that of the
adult criminal system?

Answer 1. I wholeheartedly agree with the changes that are taking place nation-
wide with regard to juvenile justice reform. As the Director of Virginia’s Department
of Youth and Family Services, I was very involved in developing Virginia’s sweeping
reform effort. With overwhelming bipartisan support, Virginia made a commitment
to hold juveniles accountable and responsible for the crimes they commit.

Now in Virginia, juveniles 14 years old and older who commit capital, first and
second degree murder or aggravated malicious wounding are automatically trans-
ferred to circuit court. Prosecutors are now empowered to transfer juveniles to cir-
cuit court to be tried as an adult for felony homicide, mob felonies, carjacking, poi-
soning, malicious wounding, robbery, rape, forcible sodomy and sexual object pene-
tration. Furthermore, police are now mandated to take fingerprints and photographs
of juveniles charged with certain crimes. DNA samples can be taken for juveniles
14 years old or older charged with felonies.

In an effort to make the courts more accountable to the public and victims, juve-
nile court proceedings and records, with the exception of social histories and psycho-
logical reports, are open for juveniles 14 years of age or older charged with felonies.
Virginia took steps to recognize that the victims of juvenile crime have rights as
well. For every juvenile that commits a crime, there is a family or an individual that
has been violated and these victims deserve closure to their ordeal. Now in Virginia,
victims can attend all phases of the proceedings including appeals, and victims are
notified of annual review hearings of determinately sentenceé) Jjuveniles.

I would like to highlight one other point that is very important to Virginia’s juve-
nile justice reform. While it is true that we have gotten tough on violent juvenile
crime, we also recognize that there are many juveniles who can benefit from the tra-
ditional treatment and services that the juvenile system has to offer. We feel that
removing the violent juvenile offender from the juvenile system benefits the remain-
ing youth. These violent offenders, who are the least likely to be successfully reha-
bilitated, demand a disproportionate amount of the available resources to the det-
riment of other youth. Virginia has provided for the removal of violent offenders
from our juvenile system and coupled that with significant increases in funding for
a continuum of sanctions and services that range from those that are community
based to secure confinement in state institutions. We believe that punishment with
accountability, and rehabilitation are not mutually exclusive, and a proper balance
between them is the most effective way to reach our ultimate goal of public safety.

I have enclosed a summary of Virginia’s juvenile justice legislation for your re-
view.

Question 2. It seems like each of your respective states have implemented slightly
modified versions of the Juvenile Justice Act; each state has tailored the programs
to its individual, local needs. I am generally skeptical about Washington imposing
programs on the states. For example, while I believe that a balance between preven-
tion and incarceration of juveniles should exist, isn’t this a decision that should be
made at a local level, instead of the federal level?
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Answer 2. Yes. States and localities should be given greater flexibility to deter-
mine the proper balance between prevention and incarceration for their juveniles.
What works in one state may not work in another. Even within states, localities are
unique. Virginia is a prime example of this intra-state diversity. Virginia has a wide
disparity in resources and types of offenders between urban, suburban and rural lo-
calities. Localities in Northern Virginia have more resources to deal with problems
than localities in rural Southwest Virginia. Also, the types of offenders in Richmond
are much different than offenders in Roanoke.

Allowing localities to determine the best approach to the growing problem of juve-
nile crime will benefit both the community and the juvenile.

Question 3. What is your opinion of earmarks such as boot camps, Mentoring, In-
tensive Supervision or others? Research—at least up to this point—has not been
kind to any of these earmarked programs. It seems that recidivism rates are static
if not higher after attendance in a boot camp. These programs do not seem to be
curbing the delinquency rate. Should we, the federal government, remove the ear-
marks to let states experiment with various types of programs or, at the very least,
fund only those programs that have shown through research and evaluation to be
effective in curbing youth crime?

Answer 3. Earmarks should be removed. States should be allowed to experiment
with alternative programs for prevention and incarceration. Funding should be di-
rectly related to performance, however, I would caution against discontinuing fund-
ing because one pilot program failed. Often a program will undergo many revisions
before the “kinks” are worked out. Time should be allowed for improvement, and
then if the desired results are not met, funding should be discontinued.

An example used in your question demonstrates this point. It is mentioned that
juvenile boot camps do not reduce recidivism rates. I believe it is too early to know
that for sure. In January of this year, Virginia implemented its first juvenile boot
camp. Experience and studies from other juvenile boot camps, which we researched
thoroughly prior to crafting our program, prove that intensive aftercare is essential
to the success of the program. One of the keys to our program is an aftercare compo-
nent with intense supervision lasting for six months after release from the boot
camp. This is critical for the successful transition of the juvenile back into his com-
munity. While it is still too early to tell, I am optimistic that the specific program-
ming we have chosen for the boot camp, coupled with the intensive aftercare, will
produce the desired results. If, after a reasonable amount of time it does not give
us those results, then it should be discontinued. I have enclosed several news arti-
cles describing certain aspects of our-juvenile boot camp. As a side note, Virginia
already operates an adult boot camp that has been very successful with relatively
low recidivism rates.

Question 4. Is the Office of Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention (CJJDP)
a helpful institution to state advisory groups in terms of policy? Should more money
be allocated by OJJDP to provide technical assistance to the state advisory groups?

Answer 4. States should determine their own policy with OJJDP providing tech-
nical support to implement policy directives.

Money provided by OJJDP for technical assistance should not have specific ear-
marks related to the state advisory groups. In general, technical assistance is pro-
vided to a state for critical needs. In approaching these needs, the state advisory
group is one of my potential targets for technical assistance.

QUESTIONS ON MANDATES/REQUIREMENTS

Question 1. Of the four major mandates, (deinstitutionalizing status offenders;
sight and sound separation; removing juveniles from adult jails; and reduction of
minority confinement). Which is the most difficult to stay in compliance with? What
are the costs involved with staying in compliance?

Answer 1. While we dislike all the mandates, two are of particular concern: jail
removal and sight and sound separation. Sight and sound separation and its counter
part, removing juveniles from adult jails cost the Commonwealth the most money,
both for compliance and compliance monitoring. While we have been fairly success-
ful in complying with the mandates, it has not been without great costs, both mone-
tary and non-monetary in the form of threat to public safety.

Localities may have preferred to build separate space in their jails for juveniles,
but have had to build separate juvenile detention facilities or have been forced to
buy juvenile bed space outside their jurisdiction which is time consuming and costly
for local sheriffs’ who must transport juveniles long distances. In the worst case sce-
nario, there are times when judges are forced to release potentially dangerous juve-
niles back into the community for lack of a juvenile bed.
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It is difficult to measure the exact cost of things that would have been done dif-
ferently is not for the mandates, but I can say construction for an average juvenile
detention home is $100,000 per bed while a jail bed runs about $60,000.

Question 2. Are there requirements within the Act—either the mandates them-
selves, or regulations implementing the mandates—that need to be removed or
changed in order for the Act to accomplish its intended goal?

Answer 2. The goal of the Act should be the reduction of juvenile delinquency, and
I do not believe the mandates have a direct bearing on this goal. The mandates re-
late to the treatment of juveniles who are in the system, not to keeping them out
of the system in the first place. Because mandates restrict options, I believe they
are detrimental to efforts to reduce delinquency.

Furthermore, the administrative costs of compliance monitoring represents money
that could be better spent on law enforcement or community programs. Virginia
dedicates three and three quarters (3.75) full time equivalent positions to JJDP
compliance monitoring and implementation functions. States, such as Virginia,
which have met these requirements should not have to continuously document com-
pliance through a comprehensive monitoring system.

More specifically, the current strategy of reducing funding by 25% for each area
of non-compliance and requiring that all remaining funds be dedicated to compliance
improvement is unnecessarily punitive. States, such as Virginia, which provide the
opportunity of multi-year funding for local pilot projects must withdraw these com-
mitments because of this compliance requirement. This action has the potential to
destroy local programs and erode confidence of the localities in the state planning
agency. Virginia is currently faced with this potential because of violations in one
locality which will be remedied in the very near future by the opening of a new juve-
nile facility. The state has responded to address the problem and would have done
so regardless of pressure from OJJDP. To threaten the existence of a local program
in order to fix a problem we were already prepared to fix is an unneeded strong-
arm tactic and detrimental to the provision of services to juveniles. We are hopeful
funds will not be lost, but the uncertainty causes anxiety in planning for the future.

Another example of over-regulation can be seen by reviewing Virginia’s recent ap-
plication for funding under Title II of the Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Preven-
tion Act. This application requires Virginia to agree to 32 assurances concerning the
program. Some of these assurances are legitimate concerns, but others only serve
to add to the constant stream of paper work to comply with yet more federal regula-
tions.

In summary, the narrowly defined compliance regulations focus state resources
and efforts in a manner which does not improve juvenile justice. The focus of com-
pliance monitoring should be on assuring that juveniles are held in accordance with
constitutional requirements. Like you, we remain concerned with issues regarding:
classification and separation, health and mental health care, programming, edu-
cation, training and supervision of institutional staff, overcrowding, punishment and
due process, and safety for staff and confined youth. This would be no less true in
the absence of mandates or compliance regulations.

Question 3. Many states have incorporated the goals of the Juvenile Justice Act
into their state codes. Currently, most states are in compliance with the mandates.
It seems that the Juvenile Justice Act has served its intended purpose, which was
to ensure that juveniles were treated fairly in the criminal justice system. In your
opinion, could the mandates be removed and replaced with juvenile justice system
goals? That preserves the national directive that States can follow, but if the states
can’t comply, they still have the opportunity for receiving funding.

Answer 3. Yes. The mandates not only could, but should be replaced with juvenile
justice system goals. The states, as you pointed out, are mostly in compliance with
the mandates. They should not be allowed to pursue the course of action they be-
lieve will best curb juvenile crime in their state and be allowed to compete on equal
footing with other states for the federal money available for this purpose.

Question 4. Many critics of revising the mandates claim that if we abandon the
mandates, states will be included to house juveniles and adults together and will
basically abandon the supposed advances we have made in incarcerating juveniles
in safe spaces. Is it likely that juveniles will be subject to brutality and the like if
we abandon the mandates—is that a realistic probability?

Answer 4. Removal of the mandates will not result in juveniles being subjected
to brutality by adult inmates. No one is suggesting that juveniles should be placed
in the same cell or participate in the same activities at the same time with adults.
In fact, Virginia’s recent juvenile justice reform keeps juveniles who have been con-
victed as adults from being housed with adults. Thus going beyond any of the JJDP
Act mandates on separation.
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States simply want more flexibility in detaining juveniles without the worry of
violating the sight and sound separation mandate. It is generally agreed that juve-
nile populations should be kept separate from adult populations, but the require-
ment of absolute sight and sound separation places an unwieldy burden on many
localities. Occasional violations, particularly those involving incidental contact with
adult prisoners in booking areas, hallways, etc. are difficult to prevent altogether
and are not harmful to youth.

States should be trusted to act responsibly in this area, and for those who are
afraid that removal of the mandates will result in the wholesale placement of juve-
niles in dangerous situations, I would point out that constitutional constraints still
exist and would prevent such violations. Even if states and localities were inclined
to act irresponsibly, which I do not believe, there is still the ever present threat of
litigation for improper behavior which will control much of what they do.

QUESTIONS ON PROGRAMS/IMPLEMENTATION/EVALUATION

Question 1. Have the so-called challenge activities had a significant impact on de-
linquency in your state? Which activities are being conducted? Are the requirements
to participate in the challenge activities burdensome? Does the cost to the state out-
weigh the additional 10% funding that is offered?

Answer 1. Challenge grants are the least burdensome of the grants we apply for
from OJJDP. The funds can be used for a variety of purposes and offer a high de-
gree of flexibility. Challenge grants in Virginia have been used for technical assist-
ance to localities. For instance, we are currently using these funds to work with the
localities to implement the new juvenile justice reform package passed earlier this
year.

Question 2. I understand that one of these activities is to develop programs to pro-
vide access to counsel for all juveniles in the justice system and to ensure that juve-
niles consult with counsel before waiving their rights. Do you think that is a worth-
while program? What about the other activities such as increasing community-based
alternatives to incarceration, or closing traditional training schools and replacing
them with secure setting for no more than 50 violent juvenile offenders. Are these
worthwhile and realistic goals?

Answer 2. Virginia does not participate in this particular aspect of the program,
but I will comment on some of the specific activities you mention. I do not believe
the majority of the activities you mention are worthwhile or realistic goals. As a
former prosecutor, I certainly gelieve in and respect a defendant’s right to counsel,
but to spend taxpayers’ money to ensure a juvenile always consults with a lawyer
before waivi;:f his rights is absurd. In Virginia, extra precautions are taken to en-
sure a juvenile makes an informed and knowing waiver of his rights, and that is
a frequent issue in suppression hearings. The current safeguards are sufficient, and
it would be a travesty to go so far as to make sure no juvenile ever accepted respon-
sibility and admitted involvement in any crime, which is the obvious result if juve-
niles cannot waive their rights until they consult counsel. We do not want to impede
Law enforcement in investigative matters by providing more rights than adults now

ave.

The concept of 50-bed facilities is not realistic. With the number of incarcerated
juveniles increasing, it is not feasible for states to build 50-bed institutions. It is
cost prohibitive and having to locate acceptable sites for multiple facilities is dif-
ficult. Furthermore, larger, more cost efficient facilities, can be designed in smaller
segments which addresses the concerns of the critics.

Question 3. The Promising Programs book that the Officer of Juvenile Justice and
Delinquency Prevention provides lists a number of community programs that have
been tried in other districts. However, very few of the programs have evaluation
components attached to them. Does the absence of evaluative studies of these pro-
grams make it difficult when searching for innovative programs? Is the book helpful
when looking for new programs?

Answer 3. This book has some use, primarily at a local level. Localities would be
better served if the programs had support documentation demonstrating the success
rates of the programs.

DRUGS AND CRIME

Question. 1 am deeply disturbed by the recent indications that drug use is once
again on the rise with our nation’s youth. I think we all recognize that drugs fuel
much of the violent crime problem in America, particularly in our urban centers.
In your opinion what needs to be done to prevent children from becoming involved
with drugs in the first place?
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Answer. I firmly believe that the root of most of our delinquency problems, includ-
ing drug use, is the breakdown of the family structure and the diminishing influ-
ence of moral absolutes in our society. Having said that, it is difficult to know where
to begin to address those concerns, but I am confident the answers lie within our
communities and not with the federal government. I believe that active, concerned
communities, with churches and other private organizations that reach out to chil-
dren and families in need, and schools that promote moral certainty and character
building would be a great start.

RESPONSES OF PATRICIA WEST TO SENATOR SIMPSON’S QUESTIONS

ALL WITNESSES

Question 1. It is evident from the testimony we have heard that “one size fits all”
solutions won’t solve the juvenile crime problem in eve %art of the county. Would
%ou support legislation like Senator Kassebaum’s You evelopment Community

lock Grant Act? Her bill would consolidate 19 federal. youth development and pre-
vention programs into a block grand to the states. This would allow state and local
governments the flexibility to adapt to a changing juvenile population, and to design
programs that fit their own particular circumstances.

Answer 1. Although I have not had the opportunity to review Senator Kasse-
baum’s Youth Development Community Block Grant Act, I do support the concept
of dispensing federal funds in the form of block grants. Each state is unique with
its own particular issues and problems. The federal government should give the
states t‘lile flexibility to determine how best to use the funds to address their individ-
ual needs.

QUESTIONS DIRECTED TO DIRECTOR WEST

Question 2. What specific suggestions would you make for modifying the JIDPA
to make it more flexible for the (ﬁffering needs of various states?

Answer 2. The JJDP Act should request that states submit a single application
for funding. Presently three separate applications are required. The state should de-
fine its objectives within the goals of the Act. The plan should fit the state’s needs
rather than be driven by detailed federal requirements. If the state has an existing
glan, such as a state criminal justice plan, these documents should suffice as the

asis for funding requests. The Administrator of OJJDP should be authorized to

rovide funding to support state plans; not to approve state juvenile justice plans.

he “advanced techniques” of the Act should be removed. These are burdensome to
administer in the grant award and reporting process.

Question 3. What specific actions would be taken to address the increase in juve-
nile crime?

Answer 3. Virginia has taken dramatic steps to address juvenile crime. These are
included in the summary of legislation which is attached. In addition, Virginia has
provided $123 million in new funding to support this reform. The reforms begin
with a philosophy that each encounter with the juvenile justice system is a serious
matter. Every contact with the court will result in a written plan that includes com-
munity service and restitution for the victim, when appropriate. Funding for a con-
tinuum of graduated sanctions which increase in restrictiveness and severity is the
cornerstone of the policy reform which Virginia is implementing.

Question 4. You mentioned the need to have jail as an option for chronic juvenile
offenders. How would you modify the deinstitutionalization requirements of the
JJDPA to provide local flexibility in responding to particular needs and situations?

Answer 4. If the mandates remain, states should be given the option of submitting
a plan which includes local exethions to the deinstitutionalization and sight and
sound requirements of the JJDP Act. As long as the plan is reasonable, the request
for an exemption should be granted and not left to the discretion of the Adminis-
trator.

Question 5. How would you modify the JJDPA’s sight and sound separation re-
quirements to take into account the fiscal and physical realities of some locations?

Answer 5. Please see previous answer.

Question 6. What recommendations would you have for addressing the needs of
status and “beginning” offenders?

Answer 6. I believe the most important thing we can do for status and “beginning
offenders” is to make every contact meaningful. Currently, a juvenile will often com-
mit numerous offenses before any tangible consequences result. In effect, by letting
them get by with little or no intervention and punishment, we reinforce their nega-
tive behavior. As a prosecutor, I had a defense attorney say to me, as I was insisting
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on a certain disposition for a juvenile, that we all know “the first felony is free” in
juvenile court. With that attitude prevalent today, it is no wonder juveniles do not
have any respect for the current system and consider it a joke.

In addition to meaningful contact with the court, localities need the abilitly to de-
tain some status offenders in a secure environment. Status offenders likely come
from unstable home settings and often pose a risk to themselves. Their availability
for court hearin%s is jeopardized due to runaway behavior, and detainment of run-
aways is desirable to facilitate assessment of and treatment for underlying problems
causing the runaway behavior,

Detainment of status offenders may also be desirable because rural jurisdictions
often lack alternative placements appropriate for status offenders, and most juris-
dictions lack suitable alternatives for inebriated juveniles. Truancy enforcement ef-
forts are also hampered by the mandate on deinstitutionalization of status offend-
ers,

RESPONSES OF PATRICIA WEST TO SENATOR KOHL'S QUESTIONS

TO ALL WITNESSES ON PANEL III

Question. I have introduced legislation that would extend the period during which
rural areas may keep juveniles in a s?arate ortion of an adult facility from 24
to 72 hours, and permit shared staffing during tﬁese short periods.

Is this a good idea? Do you think it moves in the right direction in terms of the
reauthorization?

Answer. I believe your legislation is a step in the right direction in that it would
?ive the locality more time to find a placement for the juvenile, but it does not go
far en_(l>ugh in allowing states to make basic decisions about the confinement of their
juveniles.

TO ALL WITNESSES ON PANELS II AND III

Question 1. Some critics have argued that the juvenile mandates—particularly the
deinstitutionalization of status offenders and the jail removal requirements—have
contributed to rising juvenile crime rates.

At the last hearing, however, experts testified that significant increase in juvenile
crime rates began around 1985—when crack cocaine entered our cities, and access
tio9 7g4uns dramatically spread throughout our inner cities. The mandates began in

Now, given the fact that this increase started over a decade after the mandates
went into effect, do you think it’s reasonable to blame the mandates for our juvenile
crime problem?

Answer 1. Obviously the mandates are not to blame for the juvenile crime prob-
lem. These mandates are to blame for hampering the states’ efforts to deal with the
juvenile crime problem for the reasons I have stated throughout my testimony and
in response to these questions.

Question 2. Many juvenile facilities suffer from significant overcrowding, which in
turn leads to greater violence between juveniles, more attacks on staff, and less re-
habilitation,

In your experience with your local juvenile justice systems, have ')you seen over-
crowding problems, and what are the consequences of these problems?

Answer 2, Overcrowding in Virginia’s juvenile correctional centers and detention
homes is at an all time high. In fiscal year 1995 our correctional centers operated
at 111% of their rated capacities. Detention homes operated at 136% of their rated
capacities. This has resulted in more staff assaults and greater violence between ju-
veniles. Meaningful rehabilitation efforts are hindered by this overcrowding. Vir-
ginia is addressing the overcrowding situation with a combination of an aggressive
construction plan and use of private sector beds.

. lefestign 2a. Would you support more targeted efforts to fund juvenile detention
acilities? '

Answer 2a. Targeted funds to assist in dealing with this problem would be wel-
:ﬁmgcll, gs long as the federal government does not attach burdensome mandates to

e funds,

Question 3. Some critics of the mandates argue that they have nothing to do with
prevention of crime, and are therefore not a good investment. Yet studies have con-
firmed the common-sense proposition that once a juvenile is thrown in with adults,
he hardens, making rehabilitation much harder. Given your experience with the
Act, do you think that separating juveniles from adult prisoners contributes to pre-
venting crime?
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Answer 3. As I stated in an earlier question, no one is suggesting that juveniles
should be placed in the same cell or participate in the same activities at the same
time with adults. In Virginia, juveniles sentenced as adults under Virginia’s Youth-
ful Offender Act are incarcerated in a separate facility, and in the new legislation,
any juvenile tried and convicted as an adult will be placed in a facility housing only
other juveniles with adult convictions. The decision by the state to provide this type
placement goes well beyond any JJDP Act mandates and shows Virginia’s good faith
in complying with the goal of separation.

States simply want more flexibility in holding juveniles in jail without the worry
of violating sight and sound separation. Virginia has demonstrated that we agree
that juvenile populations should be kept separate from adult populations, however,
the requirement of absolute sight and sound separation places an unwieldy burden
on many localities.

Question 4. In my own State of Wisconsin, we have been able to work out an ex-
emption to the prohibition on shared staff, so long as staff does not work with both
juveniles and adults during the same shift, and all staff are properly trained and
certified. This exemption was worked out with, and ultimately approved by, the Of-
fice of Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention. Do you think that there is a
way to work out something similar in your state that could deal with your particu-
lar difficulties with the mandates, yet maintain the basic principles of maintaining
virtually complete separation of juveniles from adults?

Answer 4. I believe that any Act that would necessitate the majority of states
coming in to ask for special dispensation must be faulty in concept. The idea of spe-
cial conditions for each state, which of course would be monitore by OJJDP, sounds
like a bureaucratic nightmare.

Question 5. During these hearings, I have heard many complaints about the man-
dates, but in order to try to deal with these matters legislatively, it is critical that
we have specific information and specific solutions. We need to know what flexibility
you need, and what limits there should be on that flexibility to ensure that we guar-
antee the protection of young people without hampering law enforcement.

Could you list what you are doing now—as required under the mandates—that
you do not want to do?

Answer 5. As I stated before, our preference would be to have the mandates re-
moved and replaced with juvenile justice system goals. As pointed out earlier, Vir-
ginia devotes 3.75 full time positions at the state level for compliance monitoring
and implementation of the Act. This time and money that could be better used for
law enforcement or direct services to juveniles.

Virginia believes JJDP monies should be administered in block grant form to be
used in advancing state and local juvenile justice priorities.

Question 5a. Could you list what you are not doing now—that the mandates are
prohibiting you from doing—that you would like to do?

Answer 5a. States want more flexibility in detaining juveniles without the worry
of violating the sight and sound separation mandate. The requirement of absolute
sight and sound separation places an unwieldy and costly burden on many localities.
We would like the flexibility to co-locate juvenile facilities with adult facilities in
order to share the costs of land purchases, utilities, and potentially share services
like laundry and maintenance. Virginia is currently planning a state juvenile facil-
{ty on a site with an adult facility and is realizing savings of approximately $3 mil-
ion.

States also need the option of detaining status offenders in a secure facility. Sta-
tus offenders likely come from unstable home settings and often pose a risk to them-
selves. Many times detainment in a secure facility is necessary in order to ensure
their availability for court hearings and to facilitate assessment of and treatment
for underlying problems causing runaway behavior.

Detainment of status offenders may also be desirable because rural jurisdictions
often lack alternative placements appropriate for status offenders, and most juris-
dictions lack suitable alternatives for inebriated juveniles. Truancy enforcement ef-
forts are also hampered by the deinstitutionalization of status offenders.

Question 6. Several complaints regarding the disproportionate representation of
minorities mandate suggested that this mandate is onerous because it requires that
the percentage of incarcerated juveniles must equal the number of juveniles in the
general state population—sort of a prison quota. Specifically, some of the witnesses
went so far as to suggest that they are “in violation” of the act if there is an imbal-
ance.

In fact, the mandate (42 U.S.C. 5633(a)(23)) only requires that states submit
plans for implementing the Act that “address efforts to reduce the proportion of ju-
veniles detained or confined in secure detention facilities, secure correctional facili-
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ties, jails, and lockups who are members of minority groups if such proportion ex-
ceeds the proportion such groups represent in the general population.”

From my reading of this, States are only required to include provisions in their
safe plans that “address efforts” to fight over representation—there is no require-
ment that they actually achieve equal representation, or anything close to it.

Do you read this differently? Can you explain specifically why this section causes
problems for you in implementing the Act? ll))o you think we should delete this man-
date, and not require any efforts towards rectifying over representation?

Answer 6. First and foremost, all people, regardless of race, should be held ac-
countable for their criminal behavior and we should always be working toward re-
ducing the number of people, of any race, who must be incarcerated because of their
anti-social behavior.

The JJDP Act was amended in 1988 to require states to address the over rep-
resentation of minority youth in secure facilities. The most recent federal regula-
tions suggest that this mandate has two provisions: the disproportionate confine-
ment of minorities in secure facilities and the over representation of minority youth
in the juvenile justice system. The federal requirement (May 31, 1995) refers to this
is as “statutory mandate.” The regulation is specific in setting forth requirements
for compliance.

Virginia completed identification through the Phase I matrix in 1990 and has up-
dated this matrix annually thereafter. The assessment phase for Virginia has in-
volved a series of research projects between 1990 and 1995 at a cost of $880,000.
In all the research in Virginia, race and race bias were not direct effects. Race dif-
ferences for incarcerated juveniles tended to be associated with other factors over
which the Court has little control, such as seriousness of offense, prior offense his-
tory, socio-economic status, family structure, access to parents at intake, and out of
jurisdiction residence. The research failed to pinpoint a critical area in which Vir-
ginia could establish policy objectives.

The withholding of Title II grant funds for non-compliance with regulations based
on a set of unsubstantiated assumptions about the association of disparity in secure
confinement and discrimination or race bias is not appropriate. In the five pilot
states which received special funding for this purpose, reductions in disparity can-
not be documented.

Question 7. We are always trying to learn more about what is effective at each
level of the juvenile justice process. What studies have been done in your state that
indicate the effectiveness of any prevention, intervention, or incarceration programs
in your state at either the state or local level? It would be very helpful if you would
supply a copy of each report and summarize the results.

Answer 7. Please find enclosed summaries of several studies conducted by the Vir-
ginia Department of Youth and Family Services. If you would like a complete copy
of a particular study please feel free to contact our office.

List of enclosed summaries:

Privatization of Juvenile Halfway Houses, 10/95

Reviewing Juvenile Probation Toward Developing a Balanced Approach to its
use in the Juvenile Justice System, 1995

Barrett Substance Abuse Treatment Center for Delinquent Males, 06/93

Expansion of Drug Use Identification and Intervention Services into Rural
Areas, 01/93

Barrett Juvenile Corr. Center Substance Abuse Program, 07/94
o Barrett Juvenile Corr. Center Substance Abuse Program Interim Report, 07/

4
Substance Abuse Programs Annual Report FY95, 11/95

1996 DEPARTMENT OF YOUTH AND FAMILY SERVICES LEGISLATION

HOUSE BILL 251 AND SENATE BILL 44

Amends the purpose and intent of the juvenile code to include the safety of the
community and the protection of victims rights. --

Limits the jurisdiction of juvenile court in cases of capital, first and second degree
murder, mob lynching and aggravated malicious wounding to preliminary hearings.

Specifies the criteria for detention or shelter care to include the seriousness of the
current offense, prior adjudicated offenses, the legal status of the juvenile and any
aggravating and mitigating circumstances.

Requires a mental health screening for juveniles placed in secure detention.

Limits diversion at intake to first offense. Subsequent complaints must go to
court.
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Allows pre-trial detention/shelter care in a separate juvenile facility on site of
adult regional jail approved by the DYFS and certified by DOC.

Allows confinement of juvenile in adult jail if judicial transfer accepted by circuit
court or when automatic or prosecutor’s felony is certified to grand jury.

Requires DYF'S to assist localities in establishing temporary lock-ups or wards.

Allows magistrates to issue detention orders.

Allows two-way audio-visual appearance at intake.

Allows diversion on CHINS, CHINSUP or delinquent complaint only if a violent
Juvenile felony is not alleged and if the child has not been previously diverted on
CHINSUP or delinquency charge.

Prohibits use of statements by juvenile made in conjunction with mental health
screening.

Requires summons to include notice of financial responsibility of parents for main-
tenance and treatment.

Transfers capital, first and second degree murder; mob lynching and aggravated
malicious wounding automatically to circuit court.

Allows the prosecutor’s discretion to transfer felony murder; felonious mob injury;
abduction; malicious wounding; felony poisoning; adulteration of products; robbery:;
carjacking; forcible sodomy; forcible and statutory rape; and object penetration. If
probable cause is not found or if charge is dismissed, Commonwealth’s Attorney may
seek direct indictment.

Clarifies process for retention of case by juvenile court and appeal by Common-
wealth of failure to make judicial transfer.

Clarifies process of juvenile to appeal judicial transfer.

Eliminates necessity for circuit court to renew the case file upon receipt of a judi-
cial transfer, unless the case is up on appeal.

Clarifies that in automatic and prosecutors transfers, the Commonwealth’s attor-
ney may seek indictment without court order.

Allows for more flexibility in circuit court. If convicted of violent juvenile felony,
adult sentence for all crimes, but suspension may be ordered, conditioned upon com-
pletion of terms and conditions that are authorized for delinquency adjudication. If
convicted only of misdemeanors, only delinquency disposition may be ordered. If con-
victed of nonviolent felonies, court may sentence as adult or juvenile including dis-
position as a serious offender.

Makes evidence of age admissible in circuit or district court prior to adjudication.

Allows temporary commitment of delinquent juveniles to a juvenile boot camp.

Specifies that the terms and conditions of juvenile probation, which may be im-
pi)sed upon a delinquent, may include compliance with an alternative education
plan.

Clarifies that juvenile court may impose a Class 1 misdemeanor penalty on a
adult who, before becoming 18, committed a crime.

Allows short-term post-dispositional secure detention without the need for prior
review of a social history.

Limits indeterminate commitment to 36 continuous months or age 21, except in
cases of murder or manslaughter.

Allows for determinate commitment of juvenile for any felony if he had previously
been found to have committed a Class 1 or 2 felony.

Requires attorney for the Commonwealth upon request to give notice of release/
review hearing for serious offender by first class mail, to victim’s last known ad-
dress. Allows review hearing to be held by means of two-way video and audio com-
munication.

Expands current law requiring parents to pay when custody is transferred to
cover juveniles in boot camp or secure detention.

Grants police same authority to take fingerprints/photographs of juveniles as is
allowed for adults. Prints are to be maintained locally, separate from adults and
filed with CCRE.

Requires juveniles 14 years or older, convicted of a felony to submit to DNA anal-
ysis.

Allows for free and complete exchange of current juvenile arrest information
among law-enforcement agencies.

Opens juvenile court proceeding involving allegations that a juvenile 14 or older
committed a felony, unless the court, for good cause, orders the proceedings closed.

Gives victim or certain family members and persons chosen by minor victims right
to be present in delinquency proceeding involving felony, assault and battery, stalk-
ing, sexual battery or DUI.

Allgws Commonwealth’s attorneys access to otherwise confidential juvenile court
records.
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Opens juvenile court records in cases of Jjuveniles 14 or older for juveniles released
pending that on probation with conditions or on supervised parole.

Deletes restriction on disclosure of disposition information receipt by the school
division superintendent.

Clarifies that only a conviction of felony in circuit court for which an adult dis-
position is ordered results in imposition of civil disabilities.

Eliminates juveniles tried as adults from the Youthful Offender Program.

Elinéiéxates mandatory expungement of juvenile CCRE records when juvenile
turns 29,

Specifies clerk’s responsibility to make report to CCRE of adjudication of delin-
quency or juvenile conviction in adult reportable cases.
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REPORT OF THE
VIRGINIA DEPARTMENT OF YOUTH & FAMILY SERVICES ON

Privatization of Juvenile Halfway Houses

E— —

PURPOSE

During the summer of 1995, the Research and Planning Unit of the Department of Youth and
Family Services examined the feasibility of privatizing the three state operated halfway houses
and assessed the privatization of the Harriet Tubman House. The results of this study follow.

The 1995 General Assembly included Item 576-D in the Appropriations Act stating that:

The Department of Youth and Family Services shall provide a report on the
feasibility of entering into one or more private contracis for the operation of the
remaining three state operated halfway houses, effective July 1, 1996. The report
shall include an assessment of the privatization of the Harriet Tubman House.
Copies of the report shall be provided to the Governor and the Chairmen of the
Senate Finance and House Appropriations Committees by October 1, 1993.

A previous report prepared in the summer of 1993 by the Department responded to a directive
from the 1992 General Assembly in the 1992-94 Appropriations Act, Item 540 C. Besides
providing a general description of the four halfway houses, it explored the privatization of them.
The first Halfway House Study stated that definitive conclusions conceming the effectiveness of
the Tubman House program, and privatization overall, were premature due to the short operation
period by the private contractor.

This study compared the operations of the state operated halfway houses with the privately
contracted facility to help determine the feasibility and desirability of privatizing halfway house
functions. The Department believes that halfway house privatization is feasible; Tubman House
is now in its fourth year, its per diem is at the low end of all the halfway house costs, and design
improvements (16 beds versus 10 or 12 beds) may yield additional savings. However, this study
also indicates there are positive programmatic aspects of the state operated facilities that do not
exist in the private program. The Department has projected significant increases in the
committed juvenile population and, with it, a growing need for post release programs such as
halfway houses. The Department plans to maintain its existing operations and expand capacity
through private facilities.

OVERVIEW

For more than twenty years, halfway houses have provided post incarceration community
residential care in a structured setting for juvenile offenders. These halfway houses were
previously operated by the Department of Corrections, Division of Youth Services and now are
operated by the Department of Youth and Family Services. Halfway house placement may occur
after release from a juvenile correctional center or during parole supervision. These facilities

Department of Youth and Family Services 1 Research and Planning Unit
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The Juvenile Probation Study
Executive Summary

House Joint Resolution 197 of the 1994 Virginia General Assembly requested that the
Department of Youth and Family Services "review juvenile probation toward developing a
balanced approach to its use in the juvenile justice system." In order to complete this task a
survey related to the probation process was distributed to the state's 35 court service unit
(CSU) directors. Information collected in the survey included their objectives for probation,
how these objectives are addressed, level of achievement in attaining these objectives and what
factors affect the success or failure of the objectives. The CSU directors were also asked to
indicate their level of knowledge concerning the ‘Balanced Approach’, their opinion of the
'Balanced Approach’ and whether or not it was being utilized at their CSU.

The following conclusions may be drawn from this analysis of juvenile probation in Virginia:

» The CSU directors reported a wide variety of individual objectives for probation. At
the same time, however, community protection, accountability, and competency
development were the most reported objectives;

» Nearly all CSUs measured success in achieving the stated objectives. The study also
found, however, that most assessments of these objectives were not conducted in a
systematic fashion with little measurable evidence of achievement;

»  Overall the CSU directors felt that they were successfully achieving the stated
objectives;

»  The methods for addressing the most reported objectives of community protection,
accountability, and competency development varied depending on CSU and
community resources; ’

» In 89% of the CSUs, Judges ordered other services in addition to supervision.
Services ordered were reported to be specific to the youth and to the resources of the
CSU and community. According to the directors, CSU staff frequently influence the
disposition of a court-ordered probation case;

» The development and contents of service plans were consistent among the 35 CSUs,
and; .

»  Most of the CSU directors expressed familiarity, and a favorable opinion of the
'Balanced Approach’. Based on the responses from the directors, it appears that most
CSUs are taking a 'Balanced Approach’ to probation, though they may not call it by
that name.

Department of Youth & Family Services i Probation Study
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Recommendations
The following recommendations can be made with respect to the findings of HIR 197:

» The Department should develop statewide guidelines for probation regardless of the
'Balanced Approach’ and direct the CSUs to implement objectives for probation
according to these statewide guidelines. The Department will need to assess what
resources are available and needed in the court, CSU and community in order to
implement these probation objectives;

» The Department should implement a statewide data system in the court service units to
collect, organize and store data concerning CSU programs, services and
characteristics of juveniles in the system,;

» Once implementation of a statewide data system is complete, under the direction of the
Department, each CSU should evaluate CSU programs and services to determine their
effectiveness,

» If the Department determines that the '‘Balanced Approach’ is the endorsed method for
delivering probation services, there are several implementation options:

» Statewide funding for full implementation of the 'Balanced Approach' which
includes development of a mission statement for probation services, legislation and
policy revisions, program development in the CSU and community, realignment
and redesign of existing programs, personnel changes (retraining or hiring of new
probation officers), and increasing established links between CSU and the
community;

» Unfunded statewide mandate that all courts and CSUs fully implement the
'‘Balanced Approach’, or,

» Establish pilot test sites which could seek training and technical assistance from the
Balanced and Restorative Justice Project sponsored by OJIDP, in order to fully
implement the 'Balanced Approach’.

Department of Youth & Family Services ii Probation Study
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U.S. Department of Health and Human Services
Substance Abuse and Mental Health Services Administration
Center for Substance Abuse Treatment

Model Comprehensive
Substance Abuse Treatment Programs
for Correctional Populations
State Juvenile Justice AS-93-04-J

Barrett Substance Abuse Treatment Center Jor
Delinquent Males
A National Model for Comprehensive Substance
Abuse Treatment of Incarcerated Juveniles
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VIRGINIA DEPARTMENT OF

Youth Begins With You.

Application for Federal Assistance submitted by the
Commonwealth of Virginia
Department of Youth and Family Services
June 1993
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Abstract

The Virginia Department of Youth and Family Services (DYFS) will convert Barrett Learning Center,
a secure juvenile facility for adjudicated delinquent males, into a dedicated institution for substance
abuse treatment. The Department has received a $1.8 million federal grant for this project. The
project represents a significant addition to current DYFS substance abuse treatment efforts. The
facility will provide an intensive, long-term treatment environment for male youth with extensive
delinquent histories coupled with severe alcohol and other drug abuse. The facility milieu will reflect
a modified therapeutic community approach blended with a clearly defined behavior management
system. A continuous case management process will integrate services from the time of intake through
the youths’s continuing care in community settings following completion of the institutional
component. The program will include a comprehensive array of services beginning with a thorough
screening and assessment which will result in the development of individualized treatment plans for
each client. Strong emphasis will be placed on providing educational and counseling services to family
members of the youth. In addition to core substance abuse treatment services, a variety of specialized
services will be available to meet the particular needs of individual clients. All services will be
delivered with attention to the cultural and other differences among the target population. Pre-release
planning will focus on the development of specific plans for ongoing involvement in treatment and
related services. The linages include established community residential programs, intensive aftercare
programs under contract with DYFS, and a variety of services provided by community-based
agencies.

The target population (180 youth per year) are all adjudicated and committed males with substance
abuse problems. African-American youth will comprise 55 percent of this population, Caucasian
youth 43 percent, and the remaining 2 percent Hispanic. These youth will be from all geographic
areas in the Commonwealth, with the majority (66%) from urban areas. The age range for the target
populations is 12-18 years. The drugs of preference are alcohol, marijuana, cocaine/crack, and
hallucinogens. Poly-substance abuse is common. These youth are also at high-risk for a variety of
communicable diseases, particularly HIV/AIDS, sexually transmitted diseases, and tuberculosis.

An extensive program evaluation model will be an integral component of the project. A full-time
position will be dedicated to performing process evaluation and quality assurance activities. DYFS
will contract with an independent provider to design and carry out comprehensive evaluations of
project outcomes, including both client outcomes and impacts on the larger service delivery system.

The goals of the program are to reduce recidivism and improve long-term treatment outcomes by

providing comprehensive rehabilitation services in an integrated and coordinated continuum of care
that includes both the secure institutional setting and the community.

BEST COPY AVAILABLE
174



171
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Goal: Expand existing substance abuse identification and intervention services to the
remaining 16 DYFS Court Service Units.

Objectives: Provide designated staff with training in drug use recognition techniques.

Provide designated staff with a standardized assessment instrument in the
Substance Abuse Subtle Screening Inventory (SASSI) and appropriate training to
administer the assessment instrument.

Provide designated staff with the training and instrumentation necessary to
conduct drug screening urinalysis using the latex agglutination immunoassay
testing technology as found in the ONTRAK testing system of Roche
Laboratories.

Provide designated staff with the training necessary to: deliver substance abuse

education/prevention curriculum to youth and families, make appropriate
referrals, and provide substance abuse case management .

‘
Target Population

The target population for this program are youth under the supervision of the Department of
Youth and Family Services in the 16 court service unit judicial districts that are not currently participating
in the DYFS Substance Abuse Program. During FY 91-92, participating Court Service Units provided
substance abuse services to 679 youth and provided 440 hours of services to family members of these
clients. The demographics of the target population will differ slightly from the population currently being
served in that most will be in rural areas. Figure 2 summarizes demographic information for clients
currently receiving services through the DYFS Substance Abuse Program. Figure 3 illustrates race and
gender distribution for the clients served. The population receiving services is divided as follows: 78.7%
male and 21.3% female. There is almost an even distribution between African-American youth and white
youth receiving services. It is anticipated that the 16 court service units added under this grant will yield

700 youth in need of substance abuse services.
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Figure 2: Client Profile

Overall Client Profile
Substance Abuse Programs

* 79% Male 21% Female

¢ 46% Black 52% White 2% Other

s 75% No Reported Prior Treatment
16% Not Enroiled in Schoo! (Drop Out)

81% Not in Labor Force
10% Unemployed

7% Employed Part-time
2% Empiloyed Fuli-time

¢ Average Age First Drug Use 13.0 years
Average Age Clients Receiving Services 16 years

FY 81-82
Figure 3: Race and Gender Distribution
African -
American .White All Other Total
Female 12% 13.4% 7% 21.3%
Male 39.3% 38.4% 1.0% 78.7%
Total 46.5% 51.8% 1.8% 100%

Interventions
The types of substance abuse programs offered in the various Court Service Units are the resuit

of ongoing program development. This process includes assessments of services which are necessary to
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

This report is to serve as a program update on the first six months of operation of the federally funded
Barrett Substance Abuse Treatment Program located at Barrett Juvenile Correctional Center in
Hanover County, Virginia. The Virginia Department of Youth and Family Services was awarded a
$1.8 million grant from the U.S. Department of Health and Human Services, Center for Substance
Abuse Treatment. The grant award makes it possible to utilize Barrett Juvenile Correctional Center

as a single purpose substance abuse treatment facility for juvenile offenders.

Significant progress has been made since receiving the federal funds in October 1993. All 86 Barrett
staff have participated in a series of trainings ranging from introductory to intensive, dependent upon
their role in the development of the new program and therapeutic community model. Fourteen out
of 16 full-time treatment and administrative staff have been hired and trained. These are the Clinical
Director, two of three Clinical Supervisors, seven of eight Clinical Social Workers (substance abuse
credentialed), Vocational Rehabilitation Counselor, Recreation Therapy Supervisor, Office Services
Assistant, and a Human Service Program Consultant (Evaluation and Quality Assurance). Two part-
time Research Assistant positions have been hired to support program evaluation efforts.

Three months after the grant award the first 15-bed cottage went “on-line” . Since then, one 15-bed
cottage has come on-line every month, meeting and exceeding full capacity (90 beds)-on or about
June 1, 1994. The current population (as of June 30, 1994) of the Substance Abuse Treatment
Program is 88 males. Of that population 50% are white and 49% are black. The data indicate more
than half (51%) of the residents have never received prior treatment for their substance abusing
problem, while 40% have only had one treatment episode prior to commitment. The average age of
residents in the Barrett Substance Abuse Treatment Program is 16 years. This is also the reported
average age of first substance abuse treatment service. However, the data indicate that the average
age of initial substance use is approximately 13 years, with many clients reporting use as early as 10
years old. From this, it is evident that the majority of youth at Barrett have been using alcohol and

other drugs approximately three years prior to receiving any services.

July 1, 1994 Barrett J.C.C. i Substance Abuse Treatment Program
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The most widely reported abused substances are alcohol (85%) and marijuana (87%). This is
followed by, in rank order of reported usage, cocaine/crack, hallucinogens, inhalants, PCP, heroin,
amphetamines, and benzodiazepines. Categoricaily, less than 25% of the youth reported using drugs
other than alcohol or marijuana. Yet, the majority of the youth can be characterized as poly-substance
abusers, indicating the abuse of several different drugs. The average client is using substances at an
extremely high rate. For example, almost half of the population at Barrett reported using substances
before commitment on a daily basis (47.1%). The other half reported using substances to the point
of intoxication weekly (48.2%). Such high consumption levels likely impact educational attainment
and social functioning. Preliminary indications point to an average grade level deficit of three years
for each client (sixteen years old and in the seventh or eighth grade). Eighth grade is the average

reported grade level completed for residents in the Barrett Substance Abuse Treatment Program.

Services during the first six months of the transition increased 130% as treatment sessions were
phased into the program. During the same period major and moderate offenses declined. Major
offenses declined from an overall incidence rate of 19 per 100 youth in October 1993, to 8 per 100
youth in March 1994. Likewise, moderate offenses declined from 84 per 100 youth to 43 per 100
youth. While these statistics are consistent with the expectations of the grant that as structured
therapeutic programming increase, behavior problems as measured by major and moderate offenses
should decrease, it should be noted that this is a cursory examination of the program data and that

attribution of these results to program efforts has not been fully established.

This document provides a brief history of substance abuse services provided by the Department of
Youth and Family Services, the needs addressed by this grant, an overview of the comprehensive
nature of the services being provided as part of the Barrett Substance Abuse Treatment Program, a
brief description of the clients being served by the program, and an overview of the comprehensive

program evaluation plan.

July 1, 1994 Barrett J.C.C. i Substance Abuse Treatment Program
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Barrett Substance Abuse Program Interim Report - November 1, 1995

III PROCESS EVALUATION RESULTS

.
In fiscal year 1995 (July 1, 1994 - June 30, 1995) 227 male
juveniles were admitted to the Barrett Program. The average age of
Characteristics of Barrett those admitted was 16.2 years with a range of 13.1 to 18.0. Fifty-
Program Youth one percent of the youth were black, 19 Hispanic, and 48% were

white.

®  70.5% were on their first commitment to DYFS

8 Median number of offeqses committed was 9

®  4.8% were classified as Serious Offenders under the Code

B8 60% were 14 years old or younger at first criminal adjudication

®  84.1% have a Length of Stay determination of either 4-7
months, 6-9 months, or 8-11 months.

There is suffecient evidence in the literature to suggest that

Assaultive Behavior assaultive behavior is exacerbated when the perpetrator is under the
influence of alcohol and drugs. Assault against others is common
among this cohort of drug involved juvenile offenders.

®  53.7 % have a history of assault against peers
B 18.5% have a history of assault against authority figures
®  24.7% have a history of unprovoked assault

B 5.7% have a history of committing assault which required
medical attention

®  5.7% have a history of assault using a weapon
® 5.79% have a history of assault while in custody

These youth exhibit similar characteristics in educational
attainment as youth in other juvenile correctional centers. The

Educational Attainment average youth is one to two grades below what normally would be
expected for their chronological age. Woodcock-Johnson
achievement test scores that academic functioning levels are well
below their grade placement. Additionally, many are in need of
special education services.

Page 16
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Barrett Substance Abuse Program Interim Report - November 1, 1995

®  45% are more than 4 years behind in reading achievement
559% are between 1.5 years and 4 years behind in reading

@ 50% are more than 4 years behind in math achievement
50% are between 1.5 years and 4 years behind in math

8 80.29 are more than 4 years behind in written knowledge
achivement
19.8% are between 1.5 years and 4 years behind in written
knowledge

B 44.5% have been identified either at RDC or in the community
as in need of special education services

8 14.19% were considered to be GED candidates.
®  10.19% attended school regularly before being committed
8 70.5% were occasionally or often truant

®  18.9% were either expelled or not attending school at all at time
of commitment

68.79% had a history of verbal aggression in school

B 53.39% had a history of physical aggression in school

B 69.6% had history of conflict with educational authorities
8 94.3% had a history of discipline problems in school

8 99.0% were classified as having a minimally or moderately
dysfunctional school adjustment

B For 33.9% of this cohort, attending regular public school after
completing the Barrett Program is not a viable option

These youth come from generally dysfunctional and often broken

families. Clinical assessments of family support and stability reveal

Family Assessment families lacking in ability to effectively deal with problems.

B 596 come from stable families
®  23.39% come from supportive families

B 71.4% come from families determined to be dysfunctional,

Page 17
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Barrett Substance Abuse Program Interim Report - November 1, 1995

Incarcerated Family
Members

detrimental, or non-existant to the youth.

At the time of commitement, 14.19 lived with both natural
parents.

19.8% lived in a two parent home with one natural and one
step parent

44.1% lived in a single parent home
8.49% lived with grandparents
13.7% lived in either an adoptive, foster or group home

26.9% have pever lived with both natural parents

When a parent is incarcerated it places a great amount of stress on
the youth and the family. Incarceration of one or both parents is

prevelent in this cohort.

7.9% present with a history of their mother being incarcerated
21.6% present with a history of their father being incarcerated

11.0% present with a history of their siblings being incarcerated

Psychological examinations are conducted on each youth during

Inhibitors to Pro-social

their stay at RDC. The results indicate that low levels of

Development psychological and social functioning constitute the associated
. deficits which inhibit pro-social development and responsible

citizenry.

B 18.9% were determined to have a short attention span

B 22.9% exhibit poor concentration

®  9.7% had impaired short term memory

8 3.5% had impaired long term memory

®  17.6% exhibited hyperactivity

30.0% were clinically depressed

B 41.0% could be described as easily angered

8 18.1% exhibit behaviors that are inappropriate to situations
Page 18
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Barrett Substance Abuse Program Interim Report - November 1, 1995

B 44.1% exhibit anxious behaviors
B 71.8% exhibit impulsivity

B 94.7% exhibit poor judgement

B 34.4% can be described as concrete thinkers

Consistent with national trends, marijuana use is on the rise. In
FY95 marijuana use surpassed alcohol use in the population of
youth receiving services at Barrett. Inhalants and use of
hallucinogens has increased as well.

Self Reported Drug Use

0% 20% 40O% 8% 80% 100%
Percent Reporting Have Used
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Barrett Substance Abuse Program Interim Report - November 1, 1995

I ‘ ’ Outcome Evaluation Results

L _______________________ma
Policy Research Methods, Inc., entered into contract with the

Outcome Analyses Virginia Department of Youth and Family Setvices in December
1994 to provide four analyses associated with thcekutcome
evaluation. The four analyses are: 1) recidivism analysis; 2)
treatment effectiveness analysis; 3) cost-benefit analysis; and, 4) a
system impact analysis.

The strategy for these four analyses included the development of
three survey instruments.

® Recidivism Instrument: was designed to solicit information
from parole officers conceming recidivism of youth that had
leted the Barrett P .
Instrumentation comp ¢ Parrett Frogram
& Youth Followup Instrument: was designed to solicit

information from Barrett parolees on their alcohol and drug use
since discharge as well as criminal activity in which they had
been involved. The instrument is administered at 3, 6, 12 and
24 month intervals. It is self administered and the information
is not sha;ed with the parole officer.

8 Parole Ofﬁcer Instrument: was designed to offer a validation
of the information received from the parolee. The parolee
officer completes the instrument and returns it. It is then
comparedto the parolee’s instrument to valid atethe responses.

The recidivism instrument was sent out in May 1995 to Barrett
parolees released from the institution between 5/1/94 and 10/31/94.
A comparision group was selected based on alcohol and drug use,

Recidivism Analysis aiminality, length of stay, actual time served, SASSI classification,
race, age, and committing locality. A reponse rate of 86.6% was
acheived for the Barrett Group (n = 58) and a response rate of
78.99% was acheived for the Comparison Group (n =71). This
response rate is suffecient to support a high level of confidence in
the results.

The six montl{ cohorts were examined for each group. Of those in
the Comparison Group, 17% were reincarcerated in either the

juvenile or adult correctional system within six months after release
compared to 7% for those in the Barrett Group.

Page 21
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Recidivism Graphic

Treatment Effectivness

Currently Underway
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The treatment effectiveness analysis is a long term, ongoing
followup analysis. All you at Barrett in March 1995 were
administered the baseline version of the Treatment Effectiveness
insturment. Follow up -begain in July 1995 with the first three
month follow up for those youth released before April 1, 1995. A
rolling process tracks Barrett parolees every month with 3, 6, 12,
and 24 month contacts. Parole officers also receive an instrument.
Parole officers responses are compared to those of the parolees.
descrpencies are addressedf or verification.

The cost-benefit and system impact analyses are currently
underway. These analyses seek to address the finandal and

systemwide impact of the Barrett Program on the Commonwealth
and its Citizens.
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Substance Abuse Programs
Annual Report
Fiscal Year 1995

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

The abuse of alcohol and other drugs is a significant problem for large numbers of the juveniles
served by the Virginia Department of Youth and Family Services (DYFS). In response, the
Department has undertaken a major initiative to address these substance abuse issues. This response,
the Substance Abuse Program, involves a multi-faceted approach, incorporating many different
activities. During the past year, these ongoing activities have included coordination of services
across a variety of juvenile justice settings, provision of training and technical assistance,
development and management of financial resources to support substance abuse programs, and
research and evaluation focusing on substance abuse, violence and related issues.

This report contains information about the current status of the Department of Youth and Family
Services’ Substance Abuse Program, including an updated report on the findings of program
evaluation activities for the 1994-1995 fiscal year. Issues that will require continuing attention and
plans to be implemented in the coming year are also discussed.

The Substance Abuse Program’s ongoing evaluation activities indicate the following results for the
1994-1995 fiscal year:

® 48% of the approximately 1700 juvenile offenders committed to Virginia’s juvenile correctional
centers during FY95 presented with significant substance abuse problems and were classified
as being chemically dependent (29%) or at high risk for becoming chemically dependent (19%).

® Marijuana and alcohol are by far the substances most widely abused by youth identified as
needing substance abuse treatment.

® Approximately 10% of committed juveniles were adjudicated for offenses involving sale and/or
distribution of illegal drugs.

® Preliminary outcomes for youth completing the intensive substance abuse treatment program at
Barrett Juvenile Correctional Center indicate substantial reductions in recidivism.

November 1995 i Substance Abuse Program
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Donaid Snow Jr., 18, was
incarcerated for trespassing,
verbal abuse and kickdng in
the windows of a police car.

d d in

JOHM H. SNEAI.LY f Wﬂb Vlr@

Now the Henrico County teen
says he's found new direction
in iife and Is consldering joining
the Navy SEALs.

taon, called ok drif) formations and stood &t attention at Vieglntae'’s firet
wwwmwmmwmwmnwmmmmmmmm

At Virginia's first juvenile boot camp for nonvuolent young offenders
street toughs are trained in discipline and respect in Isle of Wight.

By Lixoa ReRlATT.
STAFF WRITER

ISLE OF WIGHT — Sport-
ing cloge-cropped hair, camou-
flaged fatigues and shiny
black boots, 17 cadets at Vir-
ginia's first juvenile beot camp
showed off Wednesday for
state and local officials, repre-
sentatives of various state

departments, mothers, fathers
and srand

Ar grand opening of

Camp Washington, they
marched in unisan, called out
drill formations and stood at
attention. But it was a quieter
show — simple communica-
tion between one cadet and
his parents — that brought
tears to a mother’s eyes.
Shaun Morgan, 16, was
mown as “The Menace” in
the Henrico County Juvenile
Court System. He broke cur-
few laws, smoked pot, tried to
steal wine from a convenience

store and, he admits, had no
respect for authority.
Evenonthatmghlinlmd
December, when Shaun waa
picked up by a sheriff’s

two weeks, the rebellioas
teenager was certain the
courts would send him home

again.
But, this time, the court sys-
tem surprised him. Instead of
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putting Shaun on home arrest,
he was sent to boot camp.

“T was sure I could do what
1 wanted, when I wanted, how
I wanted,” be said, aa he stood
talking quietly with his par-

Morgan broke down and fell
into her young son's arms.
“This is the first time he's

Please see Coticls, Page B4
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Cadets: State’s juvenile boot camp holds open house

Continued from Page Bl

admitted it," she said, between
sobs. "This is the first time he's
said he hld 8 problem with
alcohol.”

When he arrived at ths S9.acre
site that was formerly 3 work camp
of the Vi

Doich, Youth

Services Inter-

C4A¢ first, they push you as far as you can go. 99 || asomals senior
Shaam Morgzn

vice president
of support ser-
vices, believes
that the camp,
or facilities like

irginia Depar of Cor- |

rections, Shamreulled.hemm
he was walking into a“daycamp
ammosphere. He was
“1 Lhougmlwugumgwdie,"he
sma“Alﬁmmzyp\uhyouuru
as you can go.”
Msmestylgol‘!mm

the private
dmnmslhefanutymlsleof
Wight County, off U.S. Route 258,

experts
agree don't belong in the state’s ex-
unng juvenile correctional
¢

Phlhchuymelesmidd has

compare the bost

camp with. Ax 16, he was in the

Richmond and Chesterfield deten-

tion centers for stealing cars and
bmhnalmhzm.

“Yes, ma'am Here, they care
about you, ma'am,” he said
Wednesday, in cllpped. military
fashion. “They teach you more, and
you lears more self-discipline.
Ma'em.”

Youth Services International,
which runs 20 other such facilities
in several siates from its headquar-
ters in Maryland, claims a 70 per;
cent success rate.

Debbie Soow has seen some of

Soow said. “IY's a new program. But
be told us that 20 minutes after he
here, heknzwwhnthewup

got
ingto

Donald Spow Jr. knows that he's
changed. He's found direction in
Now, he's talking about jeining
Navy SEALs.

One dril! instructor, Jamez
Bechwith, has ised to get a re-
cruiter to coma to the camp to tatk
with him, he said.

The cadets ric? at 5:30 am., at-
tend ceodemic clasces, drill and

B

?5

participate in group counseling
throughout the day. of

parents agreed they have seen a
change in a short time.

“He's a different person,” Phil-
ip's mother, C:ma'l‘mn.smd. “He
made a 100 on a test He's never
done that in schoal.”
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“Godd drill instructors,” be said,

grinning.

“And the staff is dedicated to the
kids. We have a philosophy here
that we treat all of them like they
were our own. We use a little tough
love."

The camp has a capecity for
about 50. It is designed for boys
from 13 to 17 years old. And David

it, could be the
answer to many of today’s youthful
“We have o

task,”, Dolch told the crowd of
about 100 gathered in front of him
on the parade field. "America
needs to wake up and recognize we
are losing our children.”

The first class of cadets, if they
pay attention to rules, will graduate
in June.
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Boot camp

Giving youngsters a chance to change makes sense

The director of the military-style boot
camp in Isle of Wight County says, “We
believe that there is no such thing as a
bad kid.” Such optimism is appropriate
for John Johnson, whose job is to turn
around teen-age boys who have maybe
one last chance to do something posi-
tive with their lives.

- "Johnson’s view is probably not wide-
ly shared by a society that is appalled by
increases in juvenile crime. The response
to that crime has included tougher pun-
ishment for juveniles, a response we sup-
port.

But distinctions must be made
between juveniles and adults. Boot camp
recognizes that distinction and recog-
nizes that some youngsters can still be
saved from lives of crime. The routine
in the camp operated by Johnson was
the subject of a story in Monday's Daily
Press by staff writer JoAnn Frohman.
The camp’s mission should meet the
approval of both those who want tougher
treatment of juvenile criminals and those
who believe firmly that efforts must be
made to rehabilitate young offenders.

. ‘There is nothing easy about the rou-
tine of the boot camp. Up at 5:30 a.m,;
lights out at 9:30 p.m. In between, there

130.

1s a closely supervised regimen that
tends to mind, body and spirit. These
young men are being “punished,” but
they are being punished in a way
designed to teach them discipline and
self-esteem, qualities they will need if
they are to stay out of trouble.

How successful this program will be
remains to be seen. Graduates will
receive six months of closely monitored
probation after their release and then
tracked to establish a success rate.

Certainly the transition for these
young men will be critical, when they
leave the structured environment of boot
camp and return to the bad influences
they are sure to encounter in their old
neighborhoods.

But these teen-agers are in boot camp
because they are well down the road
toward failure. Boot camp is a last exit,
a chance to get back on the right road.
There is no practical or moral justifica-
tion for not providing that chance to at
least some of the young men caught up
in the criminal justice system.

Society and the young inmates both
have something to gain and everything to
lose.
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“It’s the quality of the program, not the height of the fence, that keeps kids in here.

John Johnson
Director
Camp Washington
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Drill: Young offenders can change

By JoAnn Frohman
Jauy Prass

ISLE OF WIGHT

The teen-age boys in gray
sweats are jogging when the sun
rises. The sound of their voices
singing military-style cadence
blasts through the early morn-
ing quiet.

Already alert, they run in uni-
son, stepping to the orders of
the drill instructor, traveling the
perimeter of the yard in one syn-
chronized movement.

When the chanting stops, the
quiet is broken only by the soft
padding sound of sneakers hit-
ting dirt.

I's daybreak at Camp Wash-
ington. a beot camp for juvenile
oitenders. home away from
home for teen-age boys in trou-
ble with the law. As many as 43

boys can be enrolled in the
demanding, five-month program
atatime.

The morning workout ends,
but the day has just begun. The
next 15 hours are a blur of
chores, school, counseling,
group therapy and military
drills. Lots of drills. Long, gru-
eling drills.

Quiet time arrives at the end
of a rigorous day, but there's no
unwinding in front of a televi-
sion. No radio. Newspapers are
OK, but forget rapping with the
other kids. The residents write
their thoughts in a journal. {t's
required.

Located off Route 258 in rural
[sle of Wight County, Camp
Washington isn't likely to be
mistaken for a summer camp.
The former adult corrections
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A recruit in his first full week at camp memorizes the rules, camp pro-

cedures and military terminology in his troop manual.

facility, which closed in 1991,
looks like a prison. Coils of
razor wire are looped above a
10-foot, chain-link fence around
a cluster of small, whitewashed
buildings. Many windows are
barred.

But there aren't any guards
in the towers strategically placed
around the perimeter of the
camp. The guards who are at the

197

camp, identified by their black
uniforms, don’t carry guns or
other weapons. So far, no one
has tried to escape.

“It’s the quality of the pro-
gram, not the height of the
fence, that keeps kids in here,”
said John Johnson, who spent
22 years in the Air Force before

Pleasa se2 CampiA3
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RESPONSES OF MR. SCHWARTZ TO QUESTIONS FROM SENATOR HATCH

PHILOSOPHY

Question 1. Recently the trend in state legislatures has been to change the juve-
nile delinquency declaration of purpose from rehabilitation to retribution and pun-
ishment. Indeed, in today’s Washington Post, there is an article about the Virginia
Assembly’s legislation that would require teenagers as young as 14 to be tried and
sentenced as adults for murder and other violent crimes. It would also open to the
public, juvenile court proceedings and records for felony cases. Do you agree with
these changes? Should the goal of the juvenile court system be closer to that of the
adult criminal system?

Answer 1. The ABA, through its Juvenile Justice Standards, has believed that
public protection can best be insured through a juvenile justice system that is not
retributive, but teaches juveniles the consequences of violating the law while taking
into account their “unique physical, psychological and social features.” The Stand-
ards, which were adopted by the ABX in 1980, call for determinate sentencing (dis-
position) of juvenile offenders—they thus recognized the notion of proportionality. At
the same time, the Standards recognize that some juveniles are no longer amenable
to treatment in the juvenile justice system, and that waiver to adult court is then
appropriate in order to protect the public. The Standards are clear, however, that
waiver to adult court ought not to be automatic, but based on the facts of individual
cases after a fair hearing before a judge.

The Standards permit limited public access to the juvenile court, giving discretion
to judges to open courtrooms subject to certain restrictions, such as protecting the
identity of the juvenile.

The Standards’ %eneral policy on access to juvenile records is that, “Juvenile
records should not be public records.” The Standards promote strict control over the
accessibility and use of juvenile records to prevent “misuse or misinterpretation of
the information, the unnecessary denial of opportunities and benefits of juveniles,
or an interference with the purposes of official intervention.” Based on my experi-
ence, most states have provisions for sharing of juvenile records among law enforce-
ment personnel, and among courts. Increasingly, states have also permitted sharing
of records with schools. In Pennsylvania, for example, the General Assembly has
permitted the use of juvenile records to determine gail for adult offenders, and to
enhance adult sentencing “scores” under our sentencing guidelines.

The evidence to date is that efforts to be punitive, rather than rehabilitative, do
not reduce crime effectively or efficiently. Punishment of juveniles, rather than pro-
viding an informed program of intervention (that includes holding the juvenile ac-
countable, protecting the public, and developing the juvenile’s competence to be a
productive adult), serves only the goal of retribution. The literature suggests that
there is no gain in deterrence, incapacitation or rehabilitation. Thus, while the juve-
nile justice system should have the same procedural safeguards as the adult system,
there is no reason to believe that the adult system is the answer to any question
posed by juvenile crime.

Question 2. It seems like each of your respective states have implemented slightly
modified versions of the Juvenile Justice Act; each state has tailored the programs
to its individual, local needs. I am generally skeptical about Washington imposing
programs on states. For example, while I believe that a balance between prevention
and incarceration of juveniles should exist, isn’t this a decision that should be made
at a local level, instead of the federal level?

Answer 2. The ABA Standards recognize an important federal role in promoting
innovative programs, encouraging research, and evaluating reform strategies. These
are all important parts of the Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention Act. The
Act also requires responsiveness to local needs by requiring that funds be distrib-
uted through the state advisory groups.

In addition, there is an important federal role in setting baseline standards to en-
sure the safety of the nation’s children. This is done through JJDPA’s core require-
ments. e

Indeed, as the -question implies, nothing in JJDPA has prohibited states from ex-
perimenting with innovation, and with developing their own balance between pre-
vention and incarceration. Pennsylvania, for example, in 1995 passed a dozen laws
designed to “get tough” with juveniles. There was never a suggestion, during the
Special Session on Crime, that JJDPA was an obstacle to Pennsylvania’s efforts.

Question 3. What is your opinion of earmarks such as boot camps, mentoring, in-
tensive supervision or others? Research—at least up to this point—has not been
kind to any of these earmarked programs. It seems that recidivism rates are statics
if not higher after attendance in a boot camp. These programs do not seem to be
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curbing the delinquency rate. Should we, the federal government, remove the ear-
marks to let states experiment with various types of programs or, at the very least,
fund only those programs that have shown through research and evaluation to be
effective in curbing youth crime?

Answer 3. The ABA has no position on earmarks. The ABA Standards do endorse
a federal role in promoting innovate programs, but earmarks are not a necessary
component of such innovation.

though research has been unkind to boot camps, there have been more favor-

able assessments of mentoring and intensive supervision programs. My personal
view, however is that there is no reason to preserve the earmarks. States should
have the option of experimenting with various types of programs. Model programs,
subject to evaluation, can be implemented directly from the OJJDP Administrator’s
office, through competitive or discretion grants. States would then be able to
judge which programs to introduce to meet local need.

Question 4. Is the Office of Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention (OJJDP)
a helpful institution to state advisory groups in terms of policy? Should more money
be allocated by OJJDP to provide technical assistance to the state advisory groups?

Answer 4. The ABA has no position on OJJDP’s role, and we have no first-hand
knowledge of how helpful OJJDP is to state advisory groups in terms of policy. How-
ever, discussions I’ve had with the Coalition for Juvenile Justice (the national coali-
tion of state juvenile justice advisory groups) reveal that the Coalition values the
presence of a federal Office of Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention because
it provides national research, experimentation with model programs, and dissemina-
tion of useful publications and information about innovative programs. These activi-
tie(s1 a}:l}:)w OJJDP to provide important technical assistance to state advisory groups
and others.

MANDATES/REQUIREMENTS

Question 1. Of the four major mandates, (deinstitutionalizing status offenders;
sight and sound separation; removing juveniles from adult jails; and reduction of
minority confinement), which is the most difficult to stay in compliance with? What
are the costs involved with staying in compliance?

Answer 1. The ABA has no role in implementing the mandates. However, data
suggest that deinstitutionalization of status offenders is the easiest mandate with
which to comply.

My experience in Pennsylvania with reform of juvenile justice and other systems
is that (a) there are costs associated with getting into compliance, and that these
costs can be handled easily through formula grant funding; and (b) the costs of
maintaining compliance is minimal once practices and values have been changed at
the local level.

Question 2. Are the requirements within the Act—either the mandates them-
selves, or regulations implementing the mandates—that need to be removed or
changed in order for the Act to accomplish its intended goal?

Answer 2. The ABA supports reauthorization of the Act in its current form. As
I noted in my testimony, while the ABA would support additional regulatory flexibil-
ity, care must be taken to ensure that flexibility doesn’t swallow the mandates. As
I testified, “The question is not one of mandates, but of how they are enforced, and
with what level of elasticity. The data suggest that OJJDP in Republican and Demo-
cratic administrations has been sensitive to State needs to respond to the occasional
extraordinary case. The Act thus represents sound national policy, rather than a
straif'htjacket. To the extent that the mandates are too confining, consideration
should be given to addressing that issue through the regulatory process, or through
giving waiver authority to OJJDP’s administrator when there is evidence of extraor-
dinary circumstances.”

Question 3. Many states have incorporated the goals of the Juvenile Justice Act
into their state codes. Currently, most states are in compliance with the mandates.
It seems that the Juvenile Justice Act has served its intended purpose, which was
to ensure that juveniles were treated fairly in the criminal justice system. In your
opinion, could the mandates be removed and replaced with juvenile justice system
goals? That preserves the national directive that states can follow, but if the states
can’'t comply, they still have the opportunity for receiving funding.

Answer 3. JJDPA ensures continuity of federal policy that ensures that children
are safe, are not brutalized, are not exposed to suicide risks, and are not penalized
because of their race. As I testified, this federal policy provides important continuity
to a system that is highly fragmented, and in which there is enormous turnover.
This policy also insulates state and local systems from momentary political pres-
sures. Indeed, the testimony before this Committee from state administrators who
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want to retreat from the goals of JJDPA suggests that the Act is needed now as
much as ever.

I would note that the goals of the Act are more than ensuring that “juveniles were
treated fairly in the criminal justice system.” The Act was aimed at persistent, ur-
gent problems that Congress uncovered after lengthy hearings. These problems—the
mixing of children with adults, the incarceration of children who committed no
crimes, and disproportionate minority confinement—have required solutions that go
beyond ensuring fair procedures.

Question 4. Many critics of revising the mandates claim that if we abandon the
mandates, states will be inclined to house juveniles and adults together and will ba-
sically abandon the supposed advances we have made in incarcerated juveniles in
safe spaces. Is it likely that juveniles will be subject to brutality and the like if we
abandon the mandates—is that a realistic probability?

Answer 4. The evidence is that there is a reasonable probability that juveniles
will be subject to brutality and the like if we abandon the mandates. There are al-
ways budget and political pressures, as well as personnel turnover, that lead to chil-
dren being held in convenient, rather than safe, places. Again, commentary to the
ABA Standards would “flatly outlaw” placement of juveniles in adult facilities
“under any circumstances.”

PROGRAMS/IMPLEMENTATION/EVALUATION

Question 1. Have the so-called challenge activities had a sigmﬁcant impact on de-
linquency in your state? Which activities are being conducted? Are the requirements
to participate in the challenge activities burdensome? Does the cost to the state out-
weigh the additional 10% funding that is offered?

Answer 1. The ABA has not been involved in the challenge grant activities,
though the Association in 1992 supported the version of the Act that contained the
challenge grants.

The challenge grants are a good example of rewarding states for success in meet-
ing the formula grant mandates. In Pennsylvania, our state advisory group, working
with the Governor’s office, selected those challenge activities that best fit the needs
of our state. We developed sound uses for the funding, and there is no indication
that the costs to the state outweigh the benefits.

Question 2. I understand that one of these activities is to develop programs to pro-
vide access to counsel for all juveniles in the justice system and to ensure that juve-
niles consult with counsel before waiving their rights. Do you think that is a worth-
while program? What about the other activities such as increasing community-based
alternatives to incarceration, or closing traditional training activities and replacing
them with secure settin§s for no more than 50 violent offenders. Are these worth-
while and realistic goals?

Answer 2. All of the challenge grant activities are worthwhile goals. States have
?n option of applying for funding for any one (or more) of the grants, or of applying
or none.

The ABA certainly supports a juvenile’s right to effective counsel, and believes
that funding to states to implement that right is appropriate. Moreover, the ABA
Standards state (flainly, “A juvenile’s right to counsel may not be waived.” The ABA
recently released “A Call for Justice,” a national assessment of juvenile access to
counsel and quality of representation, which was funded by a grant from OJJDP;
a copy is en(gosed for your review. The ABA Standards support small secure set-
tings, as opposed to large training schools—the evidence is that smaller settings,
with individual attention and closer sgervision, produce better results than large
training schools. I note that in 1995, only seven states chose to use challenge grant
funds to increase access to counsel; and only four states chose to use challenge grant
funds to establish small secure settings.

Question 3. The Promising Programs book that the Office of Juvenile Justice and
Delinquency Prevention provides lists a number of community programs that have
been tried in other districts. However, very few of the programs have evaluation
components attached to them. Does the absence of evaluative studies of these pro-
grams make it difficult when searching for innovative programs? Is the book helpful
when looking for new A)rograms?

Answer 3. The ABA Standards support both process and outcome evaluation of
programs. The absence of comprehensive evaluations of many juvenile justice pro-
grams is a problem in the field. Some programs have funded their own evaluations.
In Philadelphia, the Department of Human Services has arranged for Temple Uni-
versity Crime and Justice Research Institute to evaluate programs under DHS con-
tract. However, few evaluations use control groups, and few are longitudinal. “Prom-
ising Programs” is helpful, in that it (a) directs state and local government to pro-
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grams that are thought to work, (b) it sgiglgests models for replication, and (c) it sug-
gests ways to target programs to juveniles with specific needs. However, there is
no question that evaluation of all programs should be significantly enhanced.

DRUGS AND CRIME

Question. I am deeply disturbed by the recent indications that drug abuse is once
again on the rise with our nation’s youth. I think we all recognize that drugs fuel
much of the violent crime problem in America, particularly in our urban centers.
In irlour opinion what needs to be done to prevent children from becoming involved
with drugs in the first place?

Answer. ABA policy on drugs and youth calls for an array of strategies that in-
clude prevention, education, treatment and law enforcement.

Law enforcement officials with whom I have spoken, including members of the
ABA Juvenile Justice Committee, recognize that a comprehensive strategy is criti-
cal, and that law enforcement alone cannot have the desired impact.

RESPONSES OF MR. SCHWARTZ TO QUESTIONS FROM SENATOR SIMPSON

Question 1. All Witnesses: It is evident from the testimony we have heard that
“one size fits all” solutions won’t solve the juvenile crime problem in every part of
the country. Would you support legislation like Senator Kassebaum’s Youth Com-
munity Block Grant Act? Her bill would consolidate 19 federal youth development
and prevention programs into a block grant to the states. This would allow state
and local governments the flexibility to adapt to a changing juvenile population, and
to design programs that fit their own particular circumstances.

Answer 1. The ABA has no relevant E)olicy with respect to Senator Kassebaum’s
bill. My own experience suggests that block grants can be effective if they are tied
to imﬁroving specific outcomes for children and families, have restrictions that pre-
vent harm to children and families, and are not solely aimed at budget reduction.
JJDPA is such a block grant: it has allowed states to have enormous flexibility,
while ensuring that the money be used for delinquency prevention and for improv-
ing the juvenile justice system.

Question 2. I think we all support the concept of separating juvenile and adult
detainees. Could this interest not be accomplished by a more flexible general “sepa-
ra?on” é;equirement without the specific and detailed requirements currently being
enforced?

Answer 2. ABA policy, established by the Juvenile Justice Standards, prohibits
detention of juveniles in any facility or part of a facility that also detains adults.
The commentary to the Standards says, “These Standards require an absolute pro-
hibition on the mixing of juvenile and adult offenders.”

I would add that although many states have been able to meet the current de-
tailed separation requirements, the goal of separation could indeed be accomplished
with less specific and detailed requirements. OJJDP is moving in that direction with
regulatory reform. As I noted in my testimony, however, there is a danger that ex-
ceptions and flexibility will make the requirement a nullity. As I testified, “The
question is not one of mandates, but of how they are enforced, and with what level
of elasticity. The data suggest that OJJDP in Republican and Democratic adminis-
trations has been sensitive to State needs to respond to the occasional extraordinary
case. The Act thus represents sound national policy, rather than a straightjacket.
To the extent that the mandates are too confining, consideration should be given
to addressing that issue through the regulatory process, or through giving waiver
authority to OJJDP’s administrator when there is evidence of extraordinary cir-
cumstances.”

Question 3. You also state that the JJDPA mandates reduce self-fulfilling proph-
ecies, since children who haven’t committed crimes avoid perceiving themselves as
delinquent, and delinquents avoid seeing themselves as adult offenders. It seems to
me that having some idea of what the results might be if they continue committing
delinquent acts might encourage some of these kids to think twice about their ac-
tions. How can we change the%)ehavior of juvenile delinquents if we don’t make it
perfectly clear that this behavior is unacceptable? Shouldn’t we at least make some
sort?of discretionary detention an available option for local law enforcement agen-
cies?

Answer 3. The ABA agrees with your view that society must make clear to juve-
niles that delinquent behavior is unacceptable. Indeed, the ABA Standards, adopted
in 1980, call for determinate dispositions (sentences) and a program of graduated
sanctions. The Standards also call for juveniles taking responsibility for their ac-
tions, through the use of restitution, fines and community service.
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However, there is no inconsistency between the mandates and making juveniles
accountable for their actions. Tens of thousands of juveniles are incarcerated every
day in this country, many for long periods of confinement. Hundreds of thousands
of juveniles are held in pre-trial detention centers each year. Although I am not
speaking for the Commonwealth of Pennsylvania, I note that JJDPA was no obsta-
cle to Pennsylvania (a large rural state, which has juvenile detention centers in
fewer than a third of its 67 counties) enacting in 1995 a host of laws aimed at juve-
niles. These new laws promote transfer to adult court and ensure that the purposes
of our juvenile code include accountability and public safety as well as rehabilita-
tion. Pennsylvania is proud of its compliance with JJDPA’s mandates. There is noth-
ing in JJDPA however, that barred the General Assembly during its Special Session
on Crime; nor has JJDPA impeded the huge discretion that Pennsylvania judges
have over the supervision and treatment of juvenile offenders.

Question 4. You spoke of several “areas of success”—reducing juvenile jailings, the
development of a forum for debate, the availability of accurate data, the creation
of state and local partnerships, and the creation of networks of community-based
services. While most of these may be very worth-while objectives, it seems to me
that the single greatest indicator of success should be a measurable reduction in ju-
venile crime. Yet we heard every one of the speakers in our previous hearing talk
about how the number of juveniles arrested for every category of crime has virtually
exploded in the past few years. The number of violent crimes committed by juveniles
is up by 75 percent in the last decade. Have we really accomplished anything then,
with all of our “father knows best” mandates, or do we need to start giving local
agencies the flexibility to design solutions that meet their own unique needs?

Answer 4. The juvenile crime rate has fluctuated during the time that the man-
dates have been in effect. Indeed, during the time of the greatest drop in jailing of
Juveniles, and in incarceration of status offenders, the juvenile crime rate also de-
creased. Those who have looked at the evidence suggest that recent increases in se-
rious juvenile crime are largely attributable to guns and drugs.

Indeed, local agencies have almost unlimited flexibility to design solutions that
meet their own unique needs. The only limits on that flexibility are the Act’s core
requirements, which enjoin states from harming children. Again, although I am not
speaking for Pennsylvania, I note that twenty years ago, Pennsylvania responded
promptly to build a system that complied with the mandates, because state officials
shared the values of the Act. At the same time, the state has exercised enormous
ﬂéxibility and creativity in meeting local needs. Nothing in JJDPA impeded those
efforts.

Question 5. Would you support allowing a 24-hour exemption from sight and
sound separation requirements in an emergency situation, if physical separation
were maintained? Why or why not?

Answer 5. ABA policy, established by the Juvenile Justice Standards, prohibits
detention of juveniles in any facility or Part of a facility that also detains adults.
The commentary to the Standards says, “These Standards require an absolute pro-
hibition on the mixing of juvenile and adult offenders.”

Exceptions to the rule can lead jurisdictions to avoid building a system that make
it easy to comply with the rule. Indeed, one of the goals of the Act is to require
states to develop systems that would cover “emergency” situations, obviating the
need to carve out exemptions. I saw the results of creating exceptions to the norm
in a Pennsylvania case that challenged the way discretion was used in the state in
the late "70s and early '80s; the consent decree that established detention guidelines
also allowed for detention in “exceptional circumstances,” which increased over time
as every decision-maker had leeway to determine exceptionality. That is not a sound
way to run a system.

RESPONSES OF MR. SCHWARTZ TO QUESTIONS FROM SENATOR KOHL

TO ALL WITNESSES ON PANEL III

Question. 1 have introduced legislation that would extend the period during which
rural areas may keep juveniles in a separate portion of an adpult facility from 24
to 72 hours, and permit shared staffing during these short periods. Is this a good
idea? Do you think it moves in the right direction in terms of reauthorization?

Answer. ABA policy, established by the Juvenile Justice Standards, prohibits de-
tention of juveniles in any facility or part of a facility that also detains adults. The
commentary to the Standards says, “These Standards require an absolute prohibi-
tion on the mixing of juvenile and adult offenders.”
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Current law already excludes weekends and holidays from the 24-hour count. I
would be careful about expanding the time period beyond those exceptions. The bet-
ter practice is to encourage states to build systems that will obviate the need for
lengthy detention. Many states have developed an array of shelter care, shared de-
tention, intensive supervision (including electronic monitoring), that can address
short term detention needs, even in rural communities.

With respect to shared staffing, my personal view is that the results of the recent
Wisconsin experiment suggest that shared staff may be appropriate if they do not
work with both juveniles and adults during the same shift, and are trained and cer-
tified with respect to the special needs of juvenile offenders.

TO ALL WITNESSES ON PANELS II AND III

Question 1. Some critics have argued that the juvenile justice mandates—particu-
larly the deinstitutionalization of status offenders and the jail removal require-
ments—have contributed to rising juvenile crime rates.

At the last hearing, however, experts testified that significant increases in juve-
nile crime rates began around 1985—when crack cocaine entered our cities, and ac-
cessgto guns dramatically spread throughout our inner cities. The mandates began
in 1974.

Now, given the fact that this increase started over a decade after the mandates
went into effect, do you think it’s reasonable to blame the mandates for our juvenile
crime problem?

Answer 1. Indeed, the juvenile crime rate has fluctuated during the time that the
mandates have been in effect. During the time of the greatest drop in jailing of juve-
niles, and in incarceration of status offenders, the juvenile crime rate also de-
creased. Those who have looked at the evidence suggest that recent increases in se-
rious juvenile crime are largely attributable to guns and drugs. There is no reason
to think that the mandates have contributed to juvenile crime.

Question 2. Many juvenile facilities suffer from significant overcrowding, which in
turn leads to greater violence between juveniles, more attacks on staff, and less re-
habilitation. In your experience with your local juvenile justice systems, have you
seen_ overcrowding problems, and what are the consequences of these problems?
Would you support more targeted efforts to fund juvenile detention facilities.

Answer 2. I have seen massive overcrowding in the course of my Juvenile Law
Center practice, with all of the consequences stated in your question. It is difficult
to have decent programming, i.e., educational and vocational classes, exercise, work,
and access to family, when staff are consumed with managing excessive populations.
Brutality abounds. Staff skills erode as they put in overtime. Sick leave increases,
reducing important continuity between staff and residents. Overcrowded institu-
tions, in the end, contribute to delinquent behavior, rather than mitigating it.

I would support more targeted efforts to fund alternatives to detention. I would
also fund studies of a jurisdiction’s policies, so that localities can make individual-
ized determinations of how to change policies and practice to avoid overcrowding
while still ensuring public safety. Overcrowding is a function of (a) who is admitted
to a facility, and (b) how long that person stays. Sound policy analysis leads to tar-
geted development of alternatives and improved processing of juveniles. The ABA
Standards note that “Overcrowding is generally a symptom of an operational prob-
lem and does not [itself] imply the need for new construction.”

Question 3. Some critics of the mandates argue that they have nothing to do with
revention of crime, and are therefore not a good investment. Yet studies have con-
irmed the common-sense proposition that once a juvenile is thrown in with adults,

he hardens, making rehabilitation harder. Given your experience with the Act, do
you t};ink that separating juveniles from adult prisoners contributes to preventing
crime?

Answer 3. My testimony addresses this point. Separating juveniles from adult
prisoners does contribute to crime prevention. As I testified, “One way to think of
the mandates is that they protect children from harm. Another way is to realize
that mandates promote public safety by eliminating factors that lead to delinquent
behavior. This last point unfolds in several ways. First, there is a strong correlation
between child abuse and delinquent behavior—child abuse is frequent when chil-
dren are in adult institutions. Keeping children out of adult institutions, separating
them from adults, and keeping non-offenders away from offenders reduces incidents
of assault and rape. Second, criminal tendencies are mitigated by keeping non-delin-
quent children from the influence of children who have been engaged in delinquent
acts—indeed, usually seriously delinquent behavior, since juveniles in detention cen-
ters are usually the jurisdiction’s most serious offenders. Third, the mandates re-
duce self-fulfilling prophecies, since children who haven’t committed crimes avoid
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perceiving themselves as delinquent; and delinquents avoid seeing themselves as
though they were adult offenders. Fourth, the mandates reduce the likelihood that
children will be recruited into criminal networks through their associations with
those who are.”

Question 4. In my own State of Wisconsin, we have been able to work out an ex-
emption to the prohibition on shared staff, so long as staff does not work with both
juveniles and adults during the same shift, and all staff are properly trained and
certified. This exemption was worked out with, and ultimately approved by, the Of-
fice of Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention.

Do you think that there is a way to work out something similar in your state that
could deal with your particular difficulties with the mandates, yet maintain the
baiilc grinciples of maintaining virtually complete separatior. of juveniles from
adults?

Answer 4. ABA policy, although calling for separation of juveniles and adults, also
encourages “maximum opportunity for participation by the states” in developing
policies that reflect “the needs of the states.”

I cannot speak for Pennsylvania. I note that Pennsylvania has done more than
most states in documenting compliance with the Act, and it has worked hard and
successfully to comply. There may be some areas in which Pennsylvania staff would
appreciate added flexibility, but this question is more appropriately addressed to
them.

Question 5. During these hearings, I have heard many complaints about the man-
dates, but in order to try to deal with these matters legislatively, it is critical that
we have specific information and specific solutions. We need to know what flexibility
you need, and what limits there should be on that flexibility to ensure that we guar-
antee the protection of young people without hampering law enforcement. Could you
list what you are doing now—as required under the mandates—that you do not
want to do? Could you list what you are not doing now—that the mandates are pro-
hibiting you from doing—that you would like to do?

Answer 5. Again, the ABA supports the mandates in their current form. I am not
in a position to answer on behalf of Pennsylvania.

Question 6. Several complaints regarding the disproportionate representation of
minorities mandate suggested that this mandate is onerous because it requires that
the percentage of incarcerated juveniles must equal the number of juveniles in the
general state population—sort of prison quota. Specifically, some of the witnesses
went so far as to suggest that they are “in violation of the act if there is an imbal-
ance.

In fact, the mandate (42 U.S.C. 5633(a)23)) only requires that states submit
plans for implementing that Act that “address efforts to reduce the proportion of ju-
veniles detained or confined in secure detention facilities, secure correctional facili-
ties, jails, and lockups who are members of minority groups if such proportion ex-
ceeds the proportion such groups represent in the general population.”

From my reading of this, States are only required to include provisions in their
state plans that “address efforts” to fight over representation—there is no require-
ment that they actually achieve equal representation, or anything close to it.

Do you read this differently? Can you explain specifically why this section causes
problems for you in implementing the Act? Do you think we should delete this man-
date, and not require any efforts towards rectifying over representation?

Answer 6. The ABA has long supported the elimination of racial bias in the Justice
system, and this mandate presents us with no problems. Indeed, many people in the
field believe that this mandate has not been implemented strongly enough.

In Pennsylvania, our state advisory group funded a study that suggested bias at
the arrest and detention stages of the system. We have increased training on those
issues, and used formula grant dollars to target minority communities with high
crime rates—prevention is a method of addressing disproportion in the system. To
the best of my knowledge, this mandate has not presented problems for the state,
but again, I cannot speak on behalf of Pennsylvania.

Question 7. We are always trying to learn more about what is effective at each
level of the juvenile justice process. What studies have been done in your state that
indicate the effectiveness of any prevention, intervention, or incarceration programs
in your state at either the state or local level? It would be very helpful if you would
supply a copy of each report and summarize the results.

Answer 7. I will arrange for copies of “Pennsylvania Progress” to be sent to the
Subcommittee under separate cover. “Pennsylvania Progress” is our state advisory
group effort to describe, quarterly, how we have used JJDPA dollars.
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ADDITIONAL SUBMISSIONS FOR THE RECORD

PREPARED STATEMENT OF GARY B. MELTON ON BEHALF OF THE AMERICAN
PSYCHOLOGICAL ASSOCIATION

Mr. Chairman and members of the Subcommittee on Juvenile Justice, it is a privi-
lege to testify today on behalf of the 108,000 members and associates of the Amer-
ican Psychological Association (APA). Thousands of APA’s members are active in the
provision of mental health services to troubled youth and families. Many others con-
duct research on the causes, prevention, and treatment of child and family prob-
lems. Whether practitioners, researchers, or both, psychologists are committed to
public service oriented toward the deve%l(ﬁ)ment amf implementation of policy con-
sist.elr:t with the dignity and welfare of children and youth and the integrity of their
families.

Less than a year ago, the U.S. Advisory Board on Child Abuse and Neglect, of
which I am a member, completed a review of the state of child protection in the
United States. What we saw—the enormity of the problem of child maltreatment
and the inadequacy of the nation’s response—was both sobering and enraging. With
no hy‘%erbole, the Board declared a national emergency in the field of child protec-
tion. We called for a comprehensive national response to this crisis, and we articu-
lated roles for many sectors and levels of society. Recommendation 8 of the Board’s
report urged “national scientific societies and professional associations to undertake
major initiatives to stimulate the development of knowledge about child abuse and
neglect and the improvement of the child protection system and to diffuse such
knowledge to their members, policymakers, and the general public.” :

I am pleased to report that APA has taken this recommendation seriously. APA
has adopted a high-priority initiative of unprecedented scope to identify what is
known, what needs to be known, and what can be done now to prevent and treat
child maltreatment, to generate the human resources necessary for child protection,
and to develop sound public policies on the problem.

As critical, though, as action by voluntary associations and other private-sector
groups like APA is, it is not enough. Reasonable people may disagree about the
range of duties that the government has toward its youngest citizens, but no one
can dispute that, at a minimum, government owes protection from harm to those
whose dependency it enforces. At least for the past decade, though, government
rarely has exerted leadership in either child protection or juvenile justice. When
leadership has been attempted, it often has been misdirected in the service of ideol-
ogy more than the welfare and dignity of children. The result, the Advisory Board
said, is a “moral disaster” in which maltreatment of children is epidemic and the
societal response has been appallingly inadequate and flawed.

Like all people, children are owedy protection of their physical and psychological
integrity. Like all citizens, children are entitled to justice and government’s respect
for their dignity. Society itself needs a new generation that shares the values of a
caring community and that has experienced a safe environment in which to learn.
Such matters are too important to be relegated to partisan politics or policy by slo-
gan.

In that regard, Mr. Chairman, we applaud your initiative to respond to the
Board’s report with legislation authorizing treatment programs for abused youth in
the juveniﬁa justice system (an authority that we hope will be followed with an ap-
propriation in this Congress). We also support your recent introduction of legislation
to authorize new programs to assist runaway youth, who often are fleeing from
abuse. Perhaps most of all, we are pleased that you are providing the leadership
for a comprehensive examination of the role of the law in the lives of our nation’s
children, especially those who are most troubled and vulnerable. APA looks forward
to working with you, Senator Biden, Senator Brown, and your staffs in building a
system of justice for children that is consistent with the core values in our legal sys-
tem.

In that context, I would like to describe the current state of knowledge about the
links between status offense jurisdiction and child maltreatment. In general, the
states’ use of status offense jurisdiction generally is a particularly gross example of
a lack of planning in the child and family service system. Broad status offense juris-
diction invites manipulation of the service system in a manner inconsistent with
overt policy goals, such as avoidance of unduly restrictive and intrusive services.
Unfortunately, the topic of status offenses also is an excellent example of disregard
by Federal officials of their roles in generation and diffusion of scientific knowledge
and models of policy and practice relevant to important social problems. In part of
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a result, the to(f)ic of status offenses also presents exemplars of state-inflicted harm
on children and youth. It is only slightly overstated to say that, however noble pub-
lic officials’ intent may be, status offense jurisdiction offen is de facto punishment
for being maltreated.

Allow me to list the facts that underlie my harsh conclusion. First, research shows
that status offenders do “look different” from juvenile delinquents. The notion that
status offense jurisdiction is a wise exercise in early intervention among antisocial
youth is simpg' untrue. Research shows that status offending is tygically not a step-
pingstone to delinquency. Adolescent girls, many of whom have been subjected to
sexual abuse, enter the juvenile justice system much more often, proportionately,
under status offense jurisdiction than as a result of delincfuency petitions. Moreover,
they tend to be subjected to harsher dispositions than male status offenders.

Second, as illustrated by the examples of girls who run away from home as a de-
fense against incest and of youth who are classified legally as runaways but who
reall(i' are “throwaways,” juvenile court hli'urisdict:ion in status-offense cases often
could be sought instead on the basis of child protection petitions. As one well-known
scholar on juvenile justice and child welfare as succinctly stated, “One of the most
problematic aspects of the juvenile justice system is its failure to distinguish offend-
ers from victims. Nowhere is this more true than in the case of sexual abuse and
sexual behavior.”!

Indeed, the most striking commonality of status-offense cases is serious family
dysfunction. Although the proportion varies across Jjurisdictions, in many commu-
nities the majority of status offense petitions—in some cities, the vast ma{orit —
are filed by parents against their children as “ungovernable” or “incorrigible.” 1vie-
search shows that such petitions are especially likely to result in detention and re-
strictive dispositions. It is hard to imagine how a quasi-punitive resPonse to an indi-
vidual child in the face of such serious family conflict can be either fair or effective, 2
The ineffectiveness of such an apgroach is confirmed by available evaluation re-
search, which shows that services based in juvenile Jjustice often fail even in induc-
ing ﬁlouth to keep their appointments.

Third, the Children in Custody survey shows that thousands of children and
youth charged with status offenses are confined each dar\: in secure detention facili-
ties—youth jails. Even more disturbing is the fact that hundreds are confined each
day without even the pretense of a status offense. They are acknowledged to be of-
fenders sent to training schools is caused in part by “training” in delinquency and
crime.

Fourth, just as child protective jurisdiction has become the entry point for over-
burdened child welfare agencies in some communities, status offense petitions often
are misused as a means of obtaining services for troubled youth and families. In
some communities, the court is the first rather than the last resort for families de-
siring services. For example, in one county in which I consult, the number of chil-
dren referred to the family court is double the number referred to all of the commu-
nity mental health programs combined. Families should not have to resort to a stig-
matizing determination of their child’s “guilt” in a juvenile court proceeding in order
to obtain help when they are having serious problems.

Although systematic research on the point is missing, there is much anecdotal evi-
dence that status offense Eetitions are frequently ﬁleﬁ because the label of child in
need of services is taken literally. Status offense jurisdiction sometimes is invoked
as an indirect means of administrative review, when one a ency believes that an-
other is being unresponsive. Thus, status offense petitions often are signs of failure
of, or at least dissatisfaction with, the service system more than indicators of cul-
pable behavior of the individual youth. Such agencies are clear exemplars of blam-
ing the victim—subjecting a child who already may have a traumatic history to a
quasi-punitive process because of a lack of adequate services.

It should be noted that this apgroach not only is unfair but also usually ineffec-
tive. Courts are not equipped to be social service agencies, and they rarely have a
broad range of services available to them. Indeed, in many jurisdictions the most

1Sarri, “Gender Issues in Juvenile Justice,” 29 Crime and Delinquency 381, 382-83 (1983).

2Some states have recognized this point by re-defining status offenses as families in need of
services (Iowa) or juvenile-family crises (New Jersey). In such states, family court jurisdiction
can be used only after other family services (in the New Jersey system, special Juvenile-Family
Crisis Intervention Units) have failed and the court in fact has appropriate services available.
Such statutes also bar use of detention or training schools or (in Iowa) even involuntary proba-
tion for such family problems. Unfortunately, evaluation research is lacking to determine wheth-
er such services in the shadow of the court are effective for families with problems that seem
otherwise intractable, or whether such services typically are rendered for problems that could
be alleviated as well or better without involvement of the legal system at all if other service
systems were working properly.
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common result of a status offense petition is unsupervised probation (without serv-
ices). _

The issues presented in our own and others’ testimony today about status offense
jurisdiction illustrate several of the general findings of the U.S. Advisory Board on
Child Abuse and Neglect about the child protection system.

First, the child and family service system too often has limited its response to
families in crisis to coercive, quasipunitive intervention—in this instance coercion
that is misdirected toward youth themselves. As the Board noted in the context of
the child protection system:

“State and County child welfare programs have not been designed to get imme-
diate help to families based on voluntary requests for assistance. As a result it has
become far easier to pick up the telephone to report one’s neighbor for child abuse
than it is for that neighbor to pick up the telephone to request and receive help be-
fore the abuse happens. If the nation ultimately is to reduce the dollars and person-
nel needed for investigating reports, more resources must be allocated to establish-
ing voluntary, non-punitive access to help.”

%econd, there is a dearth of treatment services for abused children and youth and
their families. The frequent resort to the family court for services reflects the lack
of services elsewhere more than the need for judicial intervention.

Third, the foster care system is in crisis. The misuse of detention when some form
of out-of-home care appears necessary for the child’s protection illustrates (a) the
rapidly escalating ratio of foster children to foster homes and (b) the increasing com-

lexity of problems that the children and youth entering foster care bring to foster
?amilies. very community needs new family services to prevent out-of-home care
at all. When out-of-home care is truly necessary, supports are needed for foster par-
ents to reduce the rate at which foster parents are leaving the system.

Fourth, just as the child protection system is plagued by a lack of data and by
an inadequate, ineffective Federal commitment to research on child and family prob-
lems, there is a dearth of well-designed research on the systemic response in status
offense cases and the relation of child maltreatment to it. In fact, a search of the
PsycLit data base—the most extensive compendium of researching the social
sciences—failed to uncover a single article on status offenses or status offenders
that was published after 1988. Simply put, the Office of Juvenile Justice and Delin-
quency Prevention has not been doing its job. That it has the mandate that it does
also has allowed other research agencies, such as the National Institute of Mental
Health, to ignore their own responsibilities to generate research on status offenses,
Just as the existence of the National Center on Child Abuse and Neglect seems to
have resulted in diminished work by NIMH and other agencies with a much strong-
er capacity for research. The Children in Custody survey (coinducted by the Census
Bureau for the Justice Department) does illustrate, though, the potential utility of
a comprehensive data system on child abuse and neglect and other instances of
multiagency involvement in complex problems of children and families.

Fifth, child protection issues branch well beyond the specialty child welfare sys-
tem. The justice system’s response to child abuse through status offense jurisdiction
is but one example of the need for a Center on Child Protection and the Law in
the Defartment of Justice to lead in a comprehensive response of the legal system
to problems of child protection. It also reflects the need to strengthen the child men-
tal health system and other service systems that are better suited for the treatment
of troubled families and the prevention of escalation of family problems.

Mr. Chairman, thank you for the opportunity to present these views. The U.S. Ad-
visory Board began its recommendations in its 1990 report by proclaiming that
“America must and can begin now to establish a caring community for those of its
children who are vulnerable to abuse and neglect.” I would add that such a commu-
nity must be one that protects the dignity of its youngest members and ensures that
Jjustice is available to them. Such a goal requires both moral fervor and hard data.
APA looks forward to working with you to ensure such a commitment to protection
of children and respect for their personhood.

PREPARED STATEMENT OF LAVONDA TAYLOR ON BEHALF OF THE COALITION FOR
JUVENILE JUSTICE

My name is Lavonda Taylor and I am submitting this testimony on behalf of the
Coalition for Juvenile Justice. I am the past Chair of the Arkansas State Advisory
Group and currently I serve as the Chair of the Coalition for Juvenile Justice. The
Coalition, comprised of members of the State Advisory Groups (SAGs) of the 56
states and territories participating in the Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Preven-
tion Act, is the only national organization that focuses directly on the whole juvenile
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justice system. As citizen volunteers appointed by our governors, we are the local
link in a unique partnership made up of federal, state and local governments—a
partnership working toward improvements in the juvenile justice system and focus-
ing on delinquency prevention efforts designed to protect public safety and keep at-
risk children from becoming involved in juvenile crime.

The Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention Act became law with a focus on
both system reform and delinquency prevention. In requiring states to meet certain
system reform goals, Congress recognized that such reform, in conjunction with pre-
vention efforts, was essential. Both were needed to address the problem of juvenile
crime. These system reforms are embodied in the mandates, the four core require-
ments of the Act: Deinstitutionalization of Status Offenders, Sight and Sound Sepa-
ration, Jail Removal and Disproportionate Minority Confinement. I would like to de-
scribe each requirement, some history of why they became “supporting pillars,” if
you will, of the Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention Act, and why we be-
lieve they continue to be essential to the overall integrity and purpose of the Act.

DEINSTITUTIONALIZATION OF STATUS OFFENDERS

The Deinstitutionalization of Status Offenders requirement (DSO), found in Sec-
tion 223(a)(12)Y(A), has been a part of the Act since 1974. Simply put, status offend-
ers are youth who engage in behaviors which are not crimes if committed by adults.
Examples are curfew violation, running away from home, truancy and, in many
states, alcohol violations. These behaviors are proscribed by states simply because
of a youth’s “status” as a minor. The DSO requirement provides that these young
people not be held in secure confinement.

Holding status offenders and, often, “nonoffenders” such as abused and neglected
children in secure confinement has been an expedient but inappropriate method of
dealing with juveniles who have not been involved in any criminal behavior. These
are often troubled children who are no threat to public safety. In fact, sixty percent
of runaway and homeless youth have reported physical or sexual abuse by their par-
ents. Twenty percent reported violence by other family members as indicated in the
results of a national survey conducted by the National Association of Social Workers
released in 1991. Historically, status offenders were handled by the juvenile court
in the same way as delinquents and were housed in the same securé detention or
correctional facilities. They were not infrequently placed in situations where they
suffered physical and emotional harm.

In testimony before this subcommittee in May, 1991, Dr. Gary Melton, speaking
on behalf of the American Psychological Association, described the types of children
who come into the purview of the authorities as status offenders—they are often
children who have been “maltreated” and he declared that status offense jurisdiction
is “often” a “. . . de facto punishment for being maltreated.” Dr. Melton further of-
fered testimony referring to research which “. . . shows that status offending is
typically not a steppingstone to delinquency.” (See full testimony in “Exhibit A"

In promoting the deinstitutionalization of status offenders, the JJDP Act does not
ignore the problems of these youth. Instead, in offering federal dollars to those
states who meet this DSO requirement, the Act encourages states to create commu-
nity-based treatment, diversion, and delinquency prevention programs as effective,
cost-effective and appropriate alternatives to secure confinement. These programs
i)lﬁ'er a means of providing help and treatment for status offenders and their fami-

es.

The DSO requirement continues to be important as an effective and compelling
statement of public policy, and as a continuing incentive to states to develop and
maintain programs that can, and do, deal effectively with young people who, while
they may need direction, education, counseling and support, do not need to be la-
beled, subjected to potential harm and punished by being placed in secure confine-
ment. Most states are in full compliance with this core requirement—42 with “de
minimis” exceptions indicating that they still have some status offenders and non-
offenders held in violation of the requirement over time. Maintaining this require-
ment continues to provide a strong public policy statement and the funding attached
to it creates a strong incentive to comply. The states have, for the most part, accept-
ed the premises of this policy statement and acted to meet its goals—but the state-
ment and the incentives are still essential. The goal is not yet completely met and
it is far too important a goal to forego now. We must not let a reaction to serious,
violent juvenile crime lead us to eliminating a policy standard which provides for
appropriate responses to young people who are not offenders.
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SIGHT AND SOUND SEPARATION

The separation requirement, Section 223(a)(13), has also been a part of the Act
since 1974. It provides that juveniles be held out of the “sight and sound” of adult
grisoners—an all too common practice at the time the JJDP Act was enacted. It re-

ected the fact, substantiated in the research literature of the day, that juveniles
who were placed in adult facilities where they came into contact with adult inmates
and even correctional staff were often the victims of physical, mental, sexual and
emotional abuse. It became apgarent that the most immediate way to protect juve-
niles from the possibility of abuse was to require this separation. Another reason
offered by those who were involved in research and in day to day dealings with juve-
niles is that allowing juveniles to be in such contact with adult prisoners often pro-
vided the juveniles with a “training school” in criminal behavior.

While some might argue that the jail removal requirement makes this separation
requirement somewhat moot, continuation of the separation requirement is vital.
There are exceptions to the jail removal requirement such as that provided for rural
areas. It is essential that there continue to be sight and sound separation for juve-
niles held under the exceptions provided to jail removal in order to prevent any pos-
sibility of confining adults where these exceptions exist. It is also essential where
states are still working to achieve jail removal and to meet the situation where a
state is in compliance. To think otherwise is to allow opportunities for harm.

JAIL REMOVAL

The jail removal requirement, Section 223(a)(14), was added to the Act in 1980.
The requirement, specifying complete removal of juveniles from adult jails and lock-
ups, was, in part, a reaction to unintended consequences of the sight and sound sep-
aration requirement. In often overcrowded jails with limited resources juveniles
were frequently placed in situations which amounted to solitary confinement. As a
substantial consequence of this isolation, the suicide rate of juveniles held in adult
jails was found, in a mid-1980s study conducted by Community Research Associates,
to be seven to eight times greater than that for youth held in juvenile detention cen-
ters. Obviously, something more than sight and sound ti(:garation was needed to pro-
tect juveniles from the conseqluences of being incarcerated in adult facilities.

Juveniles should not be held in adult jails for many of the same reasons as per-
tain to the argument for sight and sound separation such as exposure to adult crimi-
nals from whom an “education” in criminal activity is often available and the poten-
tial for physical, sexual and/or mental abuse at the hands of adults. This commit-
ment to jail removal is not a position which the Coalition for Juvenile Justice holds
in a vacuum. A study developed by the Juvenile Justice Legal Advocacy Project con-
cluded the following:

“Virtually every national organization concerned with law enforcement and the ju-
dicial system—including the National Council on Crime and Delinquency, American
Bar Association and Institution for Judicial Administration, National Advisory Com-
mission on Law Enforcement, and National Sheriffs’ Association—has recommended
or mandated standards which prohibit the jailing of children. This near unanimous
censure of jailing children is based on the conclusion that the practice harms the
very persons the juvenile justice system is designed to protect and assist.”

1 believe that some people have mistaken reactions to the idea of jail removal
such as a belief that removing juveniles from adult jails means freeing juveniles
who needed to be detained. This is not the intent of jail removal. We believe that
there are those juveniles who, due to the nature of their offenses and their offending
history, must be securely detained. We are certainly committed to keeping the pub-
lic safe. We do believe, as I have indicated, that adult jails are not the place for
juvenile offenders—those that need to be securely detained can be held in secure
confinement in juvenile facilities. These facilities can contribute to the public safety
both by keeping juveniles securely confined, and by providing them with the type
of evaluation and treatment that have the best chance of deterring them from future
criminal activity.

DISPROPORTIONATE MINORITY CONFINEMENT

The newest core requirement is that dealing with disproportionate minority con-
finement (DMC), Section 223(a)(23). It provides that the States must determine
whether the proportion of minority youth held in secure confinement exceeds the
proportion of minority youth in the general population. Where overrepresentation is
found, states must establish strategies to agdress the problem. At this time all the
states have completed the process of gathering the data. Except for Vermont, every
state has identified overrepresentation of minorities in detention and/or correctional
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facilities. As of January of this year, 25 states have completed their assessment re-
ports and all others are in the process of finalizing their studies.

Our 1993 Annual Report to the Congress, the President and the Administrator
of the Office of Juvenile Justice focused on the issue of minority overrepresentation.
In an in depth review of the issue, it dealt with data and with theory, examined

ossible causes including economic, social and cultural issues and proposed some so-
utions. We recognized that there are at least two major points of view as to why
there is overrepresentation of minority children in the juvenile justice system. One
view sees the problem in the system itself, where, intentionally or not, a “selection
bias” exists—meaning that minority children do not commit signiﬁcantly more
crimes but are more readily caught and are treated differently and more rashly at
various points in the system. A second view es that minority youth commit
more offenses and more serious offenses, perhaps because of the social and economic
conditions in which they live. There may well be truth in both perspectives.

It isn’t really necessary to decide which view of why minority youth are dispropor-
tionately represented in the juvenile justice system is the most valid one for pur-
poses of my testimony today. What matters is that the data shows that minority
youth receive progressively more severe treatment as they penetrate into this sys-
tem. This fact mai:as the issue essentially one of equity. The question becomes why
they are unquestionably incarcerated more often than non-minority youth for engag-
ing in the same kinds of behavior—to.put it simply, why should a minority juvenile
who commits, for example, a first time property offense be placed in secure confine-
ment, while a non-minority youth is not. I submit that this disparity should not
exist and is unquestionably one which strikes at the heart of any notion of equal
justice under the law.

Given that the studies conducted by the states do show disproportionate minority
confinement, except in Vermont, the continued existence of DMC as a core require-
ment is essential. It provides the impetus for further analyzing the problem and for
developing plans to address it. It represents a federal commitment to and support
for the f‘ﬂolicy I know we all sugﬁort the policy which says there is no real justice
unless there is equal justice for all.

The mandates, those core requirements of Deinstitutionalization of Status Offend-
ers, Sight and Sound Separation, Jail Removal and Disproportionate Minority Con-
finement, are not intended as obstacles to the states. They are vehicles through
which the states can provide a safer environment in which youth who violate can
receive services which may enable them to get back on track with their lives.

When the original Act was signed by President Gerald Ford, and continuing with
each reauthorization since that time, efforts were being made to strengthen the ju-
venile justice system. The removal of any mandate now would be a departure from
that goal. The stresses currentl{ being placed on the system, and the public outc
for Congress to do something about the serious, violent offender, would not be ad-
dressed by the removal of any of the core requirements.

The serious, violent youthful offender today is almost always waived into the
adult criminal system. In testimony heard in the February 28, 1996 hearing before
this subcommittee, Judge Carol Kelly of Chicago expressed her concern that the
adult system was not prepared to meet the developmental needs of the two young
offenders who caused the death of the young child dropped from the window. If the
adult system is unprepared, why wourd Congress now consider that any core re-
quirement which undergirds the juvenile justice system is anything but necessary.

PREPARED STATEMENT OF BARRY KRISBERG, PH.D., PRESIDENT, NATIONAL COUNCIL
ON CRIME AND DELINQUENCY

Thank you for giving the National Council on Crime and Delinquency (NCCD) the
opportunity to present written testimony concerning the federal mandates contained
in the Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention Act (JJDPA) as you consider the
pending reauthorization of the Act.

The National Council on Crime and Delinquency is a private non-profit organiza-
tion which conducts research and initiates programs and policies to reduce crime
and delinquency and improve the lives of children and their families. As the nation’s
oldest criminal justice research agency, NCCD has been at the forefront of innova-
tive research and policy development in juvenile court-related services since 1907.
The agency is supported by federal and state contracts as well as private contribu-
tions and foundation grants. Agency policy is established by a Board of Directors
consisting of national leaders from government, business and academia.

The Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention Act has for over twenty years
provided federal policy guidance and financial support to states in an effort to com-
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bat juvenile crime and create a more effective juvenile justice system. With these
financial supports comes certain mandates placed upon states. Compliance with the
federal mandates is very high, resulting in a juvenile justice system that is now far
more efficient, effective, and accountable than in past decades. Our contacts with
juvenile justice professionals throughout the country indicate there is an extraor-
dinary high levef of support for these policies. Yet, recent increases in juvenile crime
and particularly juvenile violence have led some to call into question the Act’s man-
dates. My testimony is to provide strong support for these mandates and ask that
they not be weakened or eliminated.

There are four mandates which I will address:

Removal of status offenders from locked facilities;

Removal of juveniles from adult jails and lockups;

Sight and sound separation of juveniles from adults in locked facilities; and

Demonstration of efforts to reduce minority over-representation in secure facili-
ties.

REMOVAL OF STATUS OFFENDERS FROM LOCKED FACILITIES

Prior to the passage of JJDPA in 1974, there were large numbers of status offend-
ers—runaways, truants and other non-criminal youth—held in detention centers
and other secure facilities around the country. As a result, troubled youth who were
not delinquent were housed with youth who had committed crimes. The Act was
very effective in stoppini this practice. However, in recent years this policy of “de-
institutionalization” has been under attack in some states. Tiis appears to be found-
ed on the belief that runaways and truants, like juvenile criminal offenders, need
to be taught the consequences of misbehavior. There is a full and persuasive record
of testimony before the Congress and state legislatures which demonstrates the fu-
tility of incarceration as a response to family and personal behavior problems that
do not involve criminal activity. NCCD believes these troubled youth should be pro-
vided remedial services, such as family preservation, outside of the juvenile justice
system. Incarcerating status offenders will not only fail to solve the problem, but
will also place additional stress on overcrowded secure juvenile facilities which
should be reserved for more serious juvenile offenders.

REMOVAL OF JUVENILES FROM ADULT JAILS AND LOCKUPS

The hazards of incarcerating minors with adults are well documented; they in-
clude physical abuse, sexual abuse and suicide. Minors who are dangerous and need
secure confinement should be housed in separate juvenile facilities with staff ade-
quately trained in adolescent care, including specialized training in suicide preven-
tion. The Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention Act calls for the removal of
minors from jails and adult lockups, while allowing for reasonable exceptions that
permit law enforcement agencies to use defined adult facilities for short-term hold
of minors when no juvenile facility is available or when time is needed to transfer
the minor to a juvenile facility. NCCD supports this federal policy for a variety of
reasons: This mandate is essential to the protection of juvenile offenders and the
safety of our communities. Recent studies conducted by NCCD and others have
clearly documented the relationship between child abuse and future violence. It fol-
lows then, that children subjected to maltreatment become a greater risk to society.

SIGHT AND SOUND SEPARATION OF JUVENILES FROM ADULTS IN LOCKED FACILITIES

In situations where a exception is applied that allows juveniles to be confined in
an adult facility, juveniles must be separated by sight and sound from the adult in-
mates. The reasons why this requirement is important are the same as those stated
above: protection from mistreatment and suicide prevention.

DEMONSTRATION OF EFFORTS TO REDUCE MINORITY OVER-REPRESENTATION IN SECURE
FACILITIES

Minority youth incarceration rates in detention centers and training schools are
out of proportion to the share of minority youth in the general population. To ad-
dress this concern, amendments to the Act in 1992 added the requirement that par-
ticipating states address the issue of minority over-representation in their state
plans. This requirement is very broad—it simply says that states must conduct a
study to determine whether there is in a disproportionate confinement of minority

outh. If disparity exists, states must make a good faith effort to respond to prob-
ems. NCCD strongly supports this mandate to create a fair juvenile justice system
which treats youthful offenders consistently regardless of race.
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Enormous progress has been made to date in implementing these mandates. Ac-
cording to 1991 statistics from the Office of Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Pre-
vention (OJJDP), the federal agency responsible for oversight of the Act, states have
reduced the numbers of institutionalized status offenders by 98 percent (from
171,581 to 3,628); the number of separation violations have been reduced 90 percent
(from 85,002 to 8,687); and jail removal violations have decreased 91 percent (from
159,463 to 14,433). All 57 eligible states and territories are currently participating
in the voluntary formula grants program which contains these mandates. The 100
percent participation rate and high compliance rates tell us that states for the most
part support the mandates. The success of states in meeting these requirements has
allowed them to move on to other substantive policy and program issues that are
of central concern today, primarily the handling of serious and violent juvenile of-
fenders. NCCD has been working with OJJDP on developing a comprehensive strat-
egy for serious, violent and chronic juvenile offenders. National and state policy ef-
forts need to focus on the relatively small number of violent juvenile offenders who
have a major impact on crime and public perceptions of safety.

While tremendous strides have been made in implementing the mandates, weak-
ening of the mandates will likely result in a backward slide. The mandates have
been instrumental in ensuring better treatment for juveniles, whether abused, ne-
glected, status offenders or delinquent offenders. Increases in juvenile crime and vi-
olence have already put a squeeze on court systems and on state and local juvenile
justice programs. Limited federal, state and local resources need to be focused to-
ward dealing with serious juvenile criminals. Widening the net and allowing the op-
tion of once again placing youth in inappropriate facilities will only exacerbate cur-
rent problems.

The current law allows the Office of Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention
to grant waivers to these mandates, and OJJDP has worked with states in a cooper-
ative effort to overcome problems in meeting the mandates. While waivers are some-
times required to deal with specific local circumstances, NCCD urges you to main-
tain these mandates. Investing in the proper care and treatment of our youth is,
to quote Allen Breed, former Director of the National Institute of Corrections and
Chairman Emeritus of the NCCD Board, “not a national luxury and not a national
chore, but a national necessity.”
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