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H.R. 1900, “THE JUVENILE CRIME
CONTROL AND DELINQUENCY PREVENTION ACT
OF 2001”
_______________________________________________
WEDNESDAY, JUNE 6, 2001
U.S. HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES,
SUBCOMMITTEE ON SELECT EDUCATION,
COMMITTEE ON EDUCATION AND THE WORKFORCE,
WASHINGTON, D.C.

The subcommittee met, pursuant to notice, at 10:40 a.m., in Room 2175, Rayburn
House Office Building, Hon. Patrick J. Tiberi [vice chairman of the subcommittee]
presiding.
Present: Representatives Hoekstra, Tiberi, Greenwood, Platts, Roemer, Scott, and
Davis.
Staff present: Patrick Lyden, Professional Staff Member; Michael Reynard,
Deputy Press Secretary; Kevin Smith, Senior Communications Counselor; Jo-Marie St.
Martin, General Counsel; Linda Stevens, Chief Clerk/Assistant to the General Counsel;
Bob Sweet, Professional Staff Member; Holli Traud, Legislative Assistant; Heather
Valentine, Press Secretary; Maggie McDow, Minority Legislative Associate/Education;
Denise Forte, Minority Legislative Associate/Education; and Cheryl Johnson, Minority
Counsel.
Vice Chairman Tiberi. The Select Education Subcommittee hearing on H.R. 1900, this
subcommittee will come to order, a quorum being present. The Committee on Select
Education of the Committee on Education and the Workforce will come to order.
The chairman of the subcommittee, Pete Hoekstra, is testifying in another
committee and so he is detained. My name is Pat Tiberi, from Ohio, and I will begin the
hearing today. We're meeting, as you know, to hear testimony on H.R. 1900, the Juvenile
Crime Control and Delinquency Prevention Act.
I want our witnesses to begin, to give them an opportunity to testify. I'm going to
limit the opening statements to the chairman, the ranking minority member, and one
designee from each side. Therefore, if other members have statements, they will be
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included in the hearing record.
With that, I ask unanimous consent for the hearing record to remain open 14 days
to allow member statements and other documents referenced during the hearing to be
submitted in the official hearing record.
Without objection, so ordered.
I'm going to delay the statement from the chairman of the subcommittee until he
gets here, and also the ranking member, who will be here shortly, as well. And so, with
that, I am going to recognize the sponsor of H.R. 1900, Mr. Greenwood. The other
sponsor, Mr. Scott, is not here. I'd like to give Mr. Greenwood an opportunity to speak
on his legislation and I recognize Mr. Greenwood for the purposes of making a statement
for five minutes.

OPENING STATEMENT OF THE HONORABLE JAMES C.
GREENWOOD, SUBCOMMITTEE ON SELECT EDUCATION,
COMMITTEE ON EDUCATION AND THE WORKFROCE, U.S.
HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES
Mr. Greenwood. Thank you, Mr. Chairman, and I thank Mr. Hoekstra, Chairman
Hoekstra, for holding this hearing. I'm going to take the less than stellar attendance as an
indication not of the popularity of this bill, but of the lack of controversy that we've been
able to develop.
This is a hearing on H.R. 1900, the Juvenile Crime Control and Delinquency
Prevention Act of 2001. I'm delighted that Congressman Bobby Scott has joined me in
introducing this legislation, which is virtually the same legislation that Mr. Scott and I
successfully negotiated on a bipartisan basis last Congress. That legislation was adopted
as an amendment to H.R. 1501, on the House floor, by a vote of 424 to 2, and I think one
of those two was a vote cast in error.
H.R. 1900 is designed to assist states and local communities to develop strategies
to combat juvenile crime through a wide range of prevention and intervention programs.
This bipartisan bill represents good policy. In developing this bill, we attempted to strike
a balance in dealing with children, young people who grow up and come before the
juvenile justice system. We tried to recognize that some of these children, older children,
16 and 17 years of age, in some cases, might be very vicious and dangerous criminals,
already. Other children who come before the juvenile justice system are harmless.
They're scared and they're running away from abuse at home.
It is an extraordinarily difficult task to create a juvenile justice system in each of
the states and in each of the counties of those states that can respond to these very
different young people caught up in the law. This legislation acknowledges that
individuals who understand the unique characteristics of youth in their areas develop
most successful solutions to juvenile crime at the state and local level of government.
H.R. 1900 combines current discretionary programs into a prevention block grant to the
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states and allows states and local communities discretion in how such funds are used.
We recognized that we needed to build some flexibility into the system, enough
flexibility to allow the local officials to use their own good judgment, based on the
realities of each situation, and yet not give them so much flexibility that harm could be
done to the child. We dealt with very sensitive issues like the deinstitutionalization of
status offenders, how to address the over-representation of minorities in the juvenile
justice system, and determining the correct balance between block-granting funds to the
states and keeping some federal strings attached.
I believe we've found that balance. We have found a way to provide the
additional flexibility that our local officials need, still protect society from dangerous
teenagers, and protect scared kids from overly harsh treatment in our juvenile justice
system.
Again, Mr. Chairman, I want to thank you and Mr. Hoekstra for holding this
hearing today and I look forward to hearing from our witnesses. I look forward to
working with you and Congressmen Roemer and Scott to move this bill through the
legislative process.
And let me just add that, at a time in Washington when there's a lot of talk of
bipartisanship, Mr. Scott and I and the others who have worked on this bill have actually
walked the walk, and we've been doing it for several years now. This bill truly is, I think,
a perfect example of bipartisanship, where Mr. Scott and I have hammered our way
through all of the controversial issues. I think we've developed a bill that is really ready
to move through the Congress without further controversy and to be adopted into law. I
look forward to the hearing.
I yield back.
Vice Chairman Tiberi. Thank you, Mr. Greenwood.
Without any further delay, we'll go right into the witnesses’ testimony, and break
once Chairman Hoekstra or Ranking Member Roemer come in for their opening
statements.
So, with that, I would like to introduce the panel that is here today. The
Honorable Jerry Regier. Mr. Regier is the acting director of the Oklahoma State
Department of Health and Cabinet Secretary of Health and Human Services in Oklahoma
City. He is a nationally recognized speaker on youth and family issues and the criminal
and juvenile justice system.
Thank you for coming today.
I'd also like to recognize from the great state of Ohio, where I hail from, the
Honorable Dave Grossmann. Judge Grossmann was a juvenile and family court judge, in
Cincinnati, Ohio, for 30 years. He is a past president of the National Council of Juvenile
and Family Court Judges, and a past president of the Ohio Association of Juvenile and
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Family Court Judges.
Thank you for coming today.
I'd also like to recognize Dr. Edward Mulvey. Dr. Mulvey is a professor of
psychiatry and director of the Law and Psychiatric Program at Western Psychiatric
Institute and Clinic at the University of Pittsburgh School of Medicine. He is also a
member of two MacArthur Foundation Research Networks, one on mental health and the
law and the other on adolescent development and juvenile justice.
Mr. Mark Witte. Mr. Witte is the director of Juvenile Justice Programs at
Wedgwood Youth and Family Services, in Grand Rapids, Michigan. He's a licensed
marriage and family therapist, as well as a certified social worker.
At this point, I would like to break to recognize the ranking minority member of
the committee, Mr. Roemer, who can give an opening statement, and then introduce the
next panelist, who hails from his district, I believe.

OPENING STATEMENT OF RANKING MINORITY MEMBER, TIM
ROEMER, SUBCOMMITTEE ON SELECT EDUCATION,
COMMITTEE ON EDUCATION AND THE WORKFORCE, U.S.
HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES
Mr. Roemer. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I appreciate the opportunity to listen to this
distinguished panel of witnesses here from all over the country, to address not only the
question of why the crime rate for juveniles is down more than 35 percent, but also try to
figure out where we go as we reauthorize this important Act in the future and how we try
to keep children out of trouble in the first place.
I know we have a very distinguished panel. Mr. Chairman, we appreciate your
help in putting this panel together. I'm particularly proud of the panel, for a variety of
reasons. Not only as the father of four children is this panel very important to me, but
also we have somebody on the panel that hails from my home district in northern Indiana,
and from a town very close to my home town of South Bend, Elkhart. I'm very, very
happy to have the judge here.
Let me read a very quick introduction so that I can get to the witnesses here, as
well, and hear from all of you, not just my constituent.
Mr. Chairman, I have the pleasure of introducing one of my constituents. The
Honorable David Bonfiglio is the judge of the Elkhart Superior Court VI, in Elkhart,
Indiana. He has spent the last 16 years on the bench, first, as a juvenile court referee, then
as a magistrate, and now as a general jurisdiction court judge. He has also served on the
school board and on the board of the YMCA. He brings to us today the perspective of a
judge dealing with the children that have gotten into trouble, as well as the community
experience of trying to prevent children from getting into trouble in the first place. We
look forward to hearing your testimony today, as we look forward to the entire panel's
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testimony.
I'm not going to read my entire statement, Mr. Chairman, for the sake of getting
the experts here today. I would only say that as a member of the speaker's bipartisan task
force on trying to find ways to prevent juvenile justice in the future, this is an issue that
we really need to find some common ground and some bipartisan support on. This
subcommittee, I hope, can find a way to make some good recommendations to the entire
committee and to Congress to address this very, very important issue, which results when
our children get into trouble, and monumental cost to society overall, both in fiscal terms,
but also in spiritual and economic terms.
So thank you again, Mr. Chairman. I look forward to the witnesses' testimony,
and, again, would ask unanimous consent that my entire statement be entered into the
record.
Vice Chairman Tiberi. Thank you. Thank you, Mr. Roemer.
Completing the panel today is Mr. Dominic Herbst. Mr. Herbst is the founder and
president of Bethesda Family Services, a nonprofit corporation established to provide
assistance for pre- and post-adjudicated delinquents and status offenders. He has
achieved national recognition for Bethesda from the National Council of Juvenile Family
Court Judges and the U.S. Department of Justice, Office of Juvenile Justice and
Delinquency Prevention. The Bethesda model is being utilized in several states.
Thank you to all the witnesses who have come today.
Before the witnesses begin, I'd like to remind the members of the subcommittee
that we will ask questions after all the witnesses have testified. In addition, Committee
Rule 2 imposes a five-minute limit on all questions.
With that, I'd like to recognize Mr. Regier to begin the testimony today.

STATEMENT OF THE HONORABLE JERRY REGIER, CABINET
SECRETARY, DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH AND HUMAN
SERVICES, OKLAHOMA CITY, OKLAHOMA
Mr. Regier. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
I am privileged to be here today and feel somewhat in a unique role. I had the
opportunity to administer the Federal Office of Juvenile Justice and then went back to
direct a state for the last five years. As I reflected back on that experience, I thought that
when I was the administrator, we weren’t in an ivory tower, but, in fact, going back to the
state, felt like perhaps I was in an ivory tower. Going back to the state has been a
tremendous opportunity to use the laboratory, and in our state (it's a small enough state;
three-and-a-half million people) that you can really kind of get your arms around it and
begin to make some impact.
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I went back to a state where we had just moved juvenile justice out of the
Department of Human Services to a separate department to give more emphasis to it.
The legislature had just passed reform legislation, the Youthful Offender Act, and so it
was an opportunity to go back and try some of the things that we had been talking about
at the national level.
I think that at the national level, what I would say the primary role should be is
innovation and leadership. When I was at the Department of Justice, I was involved in
developing a program at the Department of Justice called Weed & Seed. Then we did a
youth component, and that youth component became the comprehensive strategy. So this
vision and idea of leadership is something that's very important, to come from OJJDP.
I took some of those concepts back to the state and we developed an approach,
and really what we did was three things: we increased secure beds because in our state
those had diminished considerably, we began programs for early accountability, and then,
thirdly, we wanted to do something with kids when they came out of placement.
I want to share with you kind of what has taken place as a result of that, but by
putting in accountability and responsibility for actions, consequences, we really feel like
we've developed a balanced approach and have come up with a moniker for the approach
that we've taken. That's the Promise Approach to Juvenile Justice, because we believe
that you have to have a tremendous balance between the accountability side, as well as
the prevention side, but accountability has to run through everything that you do.
I want to share some results that we've seen, and you should have in front of you
two very poor copies of charts. We began a STARS Program. It's the State Transition
and Reintegration Services Program. One of the hallmarks of what we did in Oklahoma
was to create partnerships, and we've created partnerships with Higher Ed. Higher Ed, in
fact, now runs two of our group homes. What that means is that kids are exposed to
things they wouldn't be exposed to otherwise. There are resources there that they
wouldn't be exposed to otherwise. Some of these kids are even taken to sit in on classes.
So that's been a great partnership, and I think could be expanded.
[Refer to Appendix A for the charts referred to by The Honorable Jerry Regier]
The second partnership has been with the military, the National Guard. We did
this in two ways. One was to create a parallel program to the Youth Challenge Program.
Youth Challenge, as you know, is a federal program the National Guard has, but it only
takes nonadjudicated youth. So we created a parallel program that the National Guard
runs for our state adjudicated youth. Then we did a contract with the National Guard to
do the follow-up accountability.
I'm one that believes that words mean a lot and what you call something means a
lot. We have done away with the term ``after care'' and we call it ``follow-up
accountability.'' We did this partnership with the National Guard and that's the STARS
data that you see in front of you. In the fiscal year 2000, 1,517 kids, the first quarter of
2001 and the second quarter of 2001, about 400 children, so we'll probably have in the
neighborhood of 1,500 to 1,600 youth in 2001 also.
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I have almost been reluctant to share the recidivism rates because they're so good.
By pairing up these young people with a National Guard person in the community, by
contract, and this National Guard person then gives rewards, both negative and positive,
to the youth, we have reduced the recidivism rates, as you can see there: 8.3 percent in
2000, 5.7 percent the first quarter of 2001, and 3.8 percent in the second quarter. This
kind of follow-up really plays a parental role to these kids that I think is tremendously
important.
Lessons learned: accountability, in my view, is the key to lowering recidivism
rates, and that accountability really comes at all levels. Waiving juvenile offenders to the
adult system I think is absolutely necessary for those that are very violent, because that
allows resources to go to those who are amenable to treatment, which I believe is the key
issue.
Accountability in programs is another issue. Just incarcerating young people or
putting them in institutions isn't the answer, but doing programs while they're there.
You're going to hear one today that we adopted statewide, the Bethesda Program, which
has had phenomenal results in our existing placements. Then, thirdly, follow-up
accountability, which basically helps to follow the kids when they get out, has been
tremendously important.
Just real quickly, to finish, in terms of the legislation itself, the mandates, I know,
have been amended, but from the state perspective, we are concerned that we have the
ability to hold kids in their early offending time. We have started what we call
“Community Intervention Centers,'' which are not jails, but they're places that kids can be
held. I would strongly say to the subcommittee that we would like to make sure that CICs
can operate within the mandates, whether that's increasing the six hours, allowing CICs to
have a locked door on the front door, et cetera.
OJJDP should also evaluate state programs that they don't fund. Many times, the
only evaluations that come out are the evaluations that the national office funds. We
would really like to see them take leadership by looking at some of these programs in the
states and then disseminating that information.
The last thing I'd say to the subcommittee is to be sure to ensure equal funding for
the accountability piece and the prevention piece. I know that the bill in front of us today
is primarily prevention, but the accountability block grant is critical.
Thank you.
WRITTEN TESTIMONY OF THE HONORABLE JERRY REGIER, CABINET
SECRETARY, DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH AND HUMAN SERVICES,
OKLAHOMA CITY, OKLAHOMA – SEE APPENDIX A
Vice Chairman Tiberi. Thank you.
Judge Grossmann. ?
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STATEMENT OF THE HONORABLE DAVID GROSSMANN,
JUDGE, COURT OF COMMON PLEAS, HAMILTON COUNTY,
OHIO
Judge Grossmann. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I appreciate the opportunity to be here
this morning to testify on a subject that is near and dear to my heart and has been part of
my life for most of my adult years. I have been the magistrate for 16 years in Hamilton
County, Cincinnati, Ohio, with our Juvenile and Family Court and presiding judge for 24
years after that. Now I am the man with a portfolio that's willing to travel because I'm
retired for two years, but work closely with the National Council of Juvenile Family
Court Judges. I'm here today under their auspices.
I have a rather simple message that perhaps may be of interest to the
subcommittee. First of all, for generations perhaps, at least for decades, Congress and the
state legislatures have been attempting valiantly to deal with the problems of juvenile
delinquency, abuse and neglect of children, through the human services systems, the
executive branch. While those efforts have been, in some cases, useful and productive, in
many cases they have not been. The loss or the lack of information for the Congress on
the effect of the support of courts has been missing.
In the last few years, though, we've been able to move the recognition that the
juvenile court systems and the family court systems are key to the implementing of any
efforts to help young people that fall into the jurisdiction of those courts by not only
straightening out their own processes, which was number one, because many courts lack
the kind of information systems and processes that would help them become good
practitioners of best practices, but also to help them get the kind of resources that they
absolutely must have if they're going to affect the system.
In the words of Studs Terkel, “If the work we're doing isn't having any effect, we
ought to stop doing it.'' I'm here to tell you, though, from my long experiences, we do
know what works. We do have fairly good information of things that do work and that
will make a difference, and we simply need to structure our legislation and our work
within the systems to make that happen.
I had the privilege, working under the guise of chairing the Metropolitan Courts
Committee for the National Council of Juvenile and Family Court Judges, for some
years, to help craft several pieces of policy, which have become kind of the guidelines for
national practice. One is the Resource Guidelines in Dependency, Neglect and Abuse,
which is now almost the yellow brick road for courts across the country, and has been
also the spur for Congress to pass some of the bills that have recently become law in the
area of dependent, neglected, and abused children. And recently, a resource guidelines
on adoption, which is the next piece of finding permanency for children who are abused
and neglected and who are, after all, the potential teen to move up into delinquency and
eventually into crime.
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Those two pieces are now on record and are being very well used across the
country to straighten out processes within the courts. It also gives guidelines to those
who would support the courts, the resources, which I know you're going to hear very
much about from the other witnesses here today. We still lack resource guidelines in
delinquency, which would, in effect, become the third piece of the trilogy. It begs to be
enacted and we in the judicial work, and especially the National Council, stand ready to
do that work.
With those three pieces in mind, we can then move ahead on what we call the
Model Courts Movement, which has already produced 23 or 24 courts in the largest cities
across the country, which have impacted the number of children who are languishing in
the so-called foster care drift. I think of Chicago, which has drastically cut the number of
these children very effectively.
The advantage of strengthening the courts and funding a stream (not a great deal
of money in Washington terms) but moving that money directly to local courts to do the
things which these guidelines now set out to establish best practices has a substantial
effect on the whole picture.
The courts become almost the accountability agents for the system. They do
possess the power of subpoena, they do possess the power of contempt, but, most
importantly, they possess the ability to convene the system, to bring the various players to
the table, the various agencies and service people who can cluster around the courts and
provide the courts with the resources they need to do the job that I know all of you want
done. Therefore, I am here to champion that process and an understanding that you must
do whatever you can to funnel the necessary moneys and resources to local courts to do
what is now laying out before us all as the path to follow.
There is a long list in the current bill of various projects and programs. They are
good programs basically, but they tend to be somewhat loose in their structure. They
almost allow you to fund anything imaginable that might be useful in helping
delinquency or helping abuse and neglect. I reiterate, we already know those things that
work and also we know those things that don't work. If you allow us in the courts to help
the system by funding us, at least to the degree where we can expand our model court
system, expand our best practices, complete our trilogy and get on with the work to help
bring these resources into some kind of structure that we can enable them to do the work
that they need to do. That's basically what I'm here to champion this morning.
As I said, I've been at this process for many, many years. My court has had the
benefit of some assistance in the past. We have formulated probably one of the finest
management information systems going, a computerized system, and there are other
things that we need to do. But I'll quit now. Yes, I think you got the message.
Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
WRITTEN TESTIMONY OF THE HONORABLE DAVID GROSSMANN, JUDGE,
COURT OF COMMON PLEAS, HAMILTON COUNTY, OHIO – SEE APPENDIX B
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Vice Chairman Tiberi. Thank you, Judge. We had some technical difficulties with the
lights there, and I appreciate your testimony. Dr. Mulvey?

STATEMENT OF DR. EDWARD MULVEY, PSYCHIATRIST, LAW
AND PSYCHIATRY RESEARCH, WESTERN PSYCHIATRIC
INSTITUTE AND CLINIC, UNIVERSITY OF PITTSBURGH SCHOOL
OF MEDICINE, PITTSBURGH, PENNSYLVANIA
Mr. Mulvey. Good morning. Thanks. I appreciate the opportunity to be here today and
to comment a little bit on the role of research in improving the juvenile justice system.
The fundamental point I'd like to make today is that useful research has and can
be done regarding juvenile delinquency and the juvenile justice system. The unfortunate
fact in juvenile justice, however, is the system is usually ruled more by fads than
empirical findings, and we keep looking for or thinking that we have found the right
approach to dealing with juvenile crime. Then, within a few years, we come to realize
we've been seduced by a simplistic answer to a very complicated set of problems. To me,
the logical approach to this frustrating situation is not to quit asking questions, but simply
to ask better ones in a more organized fashion.
Now, one way research can make a clear contribution is by testing some of the
assumptions underpinning broad policy positions in this area. There are, for example,
three assumptions that underpin the logic of having the juvenile justice system as a
separate structure from the adult system. Research on each of these assumptions has and
will improve practice and inform policy debate about methods for handling juvenile
crime.
The first assumption is that adolescents are different from adults in ways that
make it reasonable to consider their cases in a more individualistic fashion. The idea that
adolescents think differently from adults and that their actions are more determined by
transitory social situations is at the heart of our commitment to a separate juvenile court.
I think anybody who has raised an adolescent is pretty convinced of this basic, common
sense point.
There's some work that supports this assumption, but much needs to be done.
There's been work indicating that adolescents weigh risks and benefits differently than
adults, but that above age 14, adolescents may make decisions in a very similar fashion to
adults. This is the sort of research that can provide the basis for reasoned approaches
regarding the appropriate use of individualistic approach in juvenile justice. It can help
get us out of the box of having to choose between wholesale lack of accountability for
juveniles and some sloppy statute-based strategies for meting out proportionality.
The second assumption is that we can identify adolescents who are most at risk
for future offending and provide services or sanctions to them selectively. Successful
juvenile court action rests on the ability to sort out the true bad apples from the
adolescents who will straighten out as their lives progress and putting resources into
adolescents already too far down the path for criminality is inefficient and may endanger
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the community.
There's a large body of longitudinal research done over the past 25 years that has
told us a great deal about the risk factors for becoming involved in antisocial behavior.
This information has been very useful in targeting and refining prevention programs for
adolescents likely to commit criminal acts. We don't know much however; about how
serious adolescent offenders straighten out during late adolescence, although we do know
that a large proportion of these adolescents do make relatively good adjustments into
adulthood. We need to know more about this process in order to know what can be done
for serious adolescent offenders found in the juvenile system, because how they got there
is one thing, what we do with them when they're there is another question entirely.
A team of investigators I'm involved with are currently pursuing this question,
and I think it's an example of the type of research that will help the court do this sorting
task better.
Now the third assumption behind having a separate juvenile system is that we
have some approaches that work particularly well with adolescent offenders. As I
mentioned, this question has certainly been examined for a number of years and there are
a few general conclusions that can be drawn from this research.
First is very simple and that is the earlier, the better. Prevention/intervention with
families with young children can show positive effects on later delinquency.
Second, different things work at different times in development. There's no
magic approach that works at all ages. This simply reflects the fact that factors that
contribute to risk change over time and must be addressed in different ways at different
ages. This means that juvenile crime can only be addressed effectively by having a
balanced portfolio of approaches to prevention and intervention and not swinging all the
way toward one or the other too strongly.
Third, the most effective programs with adolescent offenders are comprehensive,
theory-based and use structured methods for building skills. Programs that work in
multiple spheres of the adolescent's life and are flexible to local conditions have a higher
likelihood of continued success. Programs with theories about how change will occur in
the adolescent and take a broad view of this process consistently outperform approaches
that attempt to change one aspect of an adolescent's thinking or situation with a vague
notion that that will make things better.
Now pursuit of research like that outlined above will help refine policy and
practice in the area by systematically addressing questions relevant to the mission and the
everyday tasks of the juvenile justice system. A coherent strategy for research like this,
however, requires a central body overseeing and promoting work that contributes to a
balanced portfolio.
Empirical investigations in this area have to be viewed as legitimate activities in
their own right, not simply as add-ons to well-meaning social service efforts, usually
meant either to justify further funding or to scuttle future attempts at similar work. Too
often research and evaluation in this area are seen as proving whether something works or
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not in the short run and a search for a magic bullet with little regard for accumulating a
systematic, progressively useful body of knowledge to inform practice.
In short, empirical work can be, but usually is not, used effectively in juvenile
justice. This can be done, however, with some vision and patience. Expecting good
science and pragmatic answers over time, much as we do with medical research, although
we do it in medical research with about 10 times the amount of money than in the
juvenile justice system. We do not and would not expect to generate knowledge about
treating complicated medical disorders piecemeal or in a time frame that serves our
immediate funding cycle. Yet we somehow think this can be done with the complicated
processes underlying antisocial and violent behavior in adolescents.
The point here is simply that much can and should be expected of research and
these expectations will only be met, however, if the agencies funding that research can
operate as independent professional organizations, charged with developing a coherent,
integrated set of studies aimed at answering questions about how adolescents develop and
how the juvenile justice system affects them.
Taking this approach, there is great potential for research to provide empirical
information to guide incremental changes in policy and practice. Without it, I am afraid
we will keep following the newest fad and getting disappointed when it goes out of style.
Thank you.
WRITTEN TESTIMONY OF DR. EDWARD MULVEY, PSYCHIATRIST, LAW AND
PSYCHIATRY RESEARCH, WESTERN PSYCHIATRIC INSTITUTE AND CLINIC,
UNIVERSITY OF PITTSBURGH SCHOOL OF MEDICINE, PITTSBURGH,
PENNSYLVANIA – SEE APPENDIX C

Vice Chairman Tiberi. Thank you, sir.
Mr. Witte?

STATEMENT OF MARK WITTE, DIRECTOR, JUVENILE JUSTICE
PROGRAMS, WEDGWOOD YOUTH AND FAMILY SERVICES,
GRAND RAPIDS, MICHIGAN
Mr. Witte. Thank you, Mr. Chairman and other distinguished members of the
subcommittee. My name is Mark Witte, and I am an associate director of professional
services for Wedgwood Christian Youth and Family Services, located in Grand Rapids,
Michigan, but with programs operated in the district of Representative Hoekstra.
Wedgwood is a private, nonprofit organization. We have services located in
western Michigan, southeast Michigan, and the northern Lower Peninsula of Michigan,
and we employ just over 500 part and full-time and on-call staff. We have several
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comments about the bill and then I'll tell you a little bit more about Wedgwood as time
permits.
We're in support of H.R. 1900 and its broad efforts to improve the asset-based
approach to delinquency prevention. We applaud that effort. There are several provisions
of the bill, however, that have concerns for us that are likely to be problematic if
implemented as written.
The first issue has to do with the historical separation of housing for both adults
and juveniles within the same institution. The previous bill maintained sight and sound
separation, and the present bill moves towards a prohibition of physical contact and
sustained oral communication. While the term “physical contact'' is defined in the bill,
the extent of oral communication that must transpire before it becomes sustained is not.
We believe it should be strengthened to preserve its previous guarantee that
children and adults would not come in contact with one another, not physically, not
visually, and not even through conversation. Our recommendation is to keep juvenile
offenders away from adult criminals. Please resist any effort to poke holes in the wall
that separates the young and the impressionable from serious criminals.
Issue number two involves the act's requirement that states comply with standards
or face penalties of 25 percent on its allocation. In addition, the remaining funding right
now is required to be spent on compliance activities. The proposed bill, as we understand
it, seriously weakens that expectation by reducing the penalty by 1/2 to 12.5 percent, and
eliminates entirely the requirement that remaining funds be spent on activities to bring a
state into compliance. It is feared that relaxing these rules would seriously inhibit the
movement toward a national standard of decency with respect to the intent of these
provisions.
Furthermore, it's feared that the relaxation of the rules will slow the progress that's
being made to make improvements in the discouraging reality that persons of color are
disproportionately represented at all levels of the justice system. Our recommendation is
to maintain pressure for states to meet JJDPA's present standards, keeping in place the
provision that requires that once a state’s determined to be out of compliance, that the
balance of their funds must be spent on compliance activities.
It's important to note that also the term “deinstitutionalization'' can provide certain
problems when interpreted in the field. An institutional setting for the purposes of
JJDPA should refer exclusively to the placement of youth in a detention setting. This
should not be confused with treatment-oriented, out-of-home placements that are made
for the purpose of providing diagnostically appropriate care within agencies such as
Wedgwood.
The third issue I'd like to highlight is that a vast array of resources needs to be at
the disposal of every state and community and every juvenile court judge needs the
empowerment to act in keeping with the needs of a youth, their family, and the
community. Please increase the amount of flexible funds available for communities to
use to provide effective, early intervention and treatment services.
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It should also be noted that Wedgwood, along with many other faith-based
organizations, are delighted to see increasing recognition of the legitimacy of
governmental contracts with organizations such as us. We have been faith-based for the
entire 41 years of our existence. One of the rightful concerns of those involved in the
charitable choice, faith-based initiative debate is that including such providers might
equate to being forced to accept lower standards and a hostile perspective toward
governmental regulation.
I'm here today, Mr. Chairman, to assure you that there is a host of private and
charitably minded organizations, which are faith-based, that have been providing quality
services under contracts with governmental entities for many years. Faith-based does not
mean that we value quality less. In fact, as you may have heard, our faith perspective is
the foundation for our ability to strive toward excellence for the people we serve.
Our fourth recommendation involves a technical aspect about the inclusion of
identifying child welfare, including protective services records, in court activities. Care
needs to be exercised to prevent the inadvertent exposure of the identities of those
individuals who may have reported abuse and neglect to state protective services
agencies. They have done so under the reasonable assumption that their confidence could
be maintained. Any reports so shared should be required to have the identities of nonrelevant persons redacted.
I appreciate the opportunity to testify. Thank you.
WRITTEN TESTIMONY OF MARK WITTE, DIRECTOR, JUVENILE JUSTICE
PROGRAMS, WEDGWOOD YOUTH AND FAMILY SERVICES, GRAND RAPIDS,
MICHIGAN – SEE APPENDIX D
Vice Chairman Tiberi. Thank you, Mr. Witte.
Judge Bonfiglio?

STATEMENT OF THE HONORABLE DAVID C. BONFIGLIO,
SUPERIOR COURT JUDGE, ELKHART, INDIANA
Judge Bonfiglio. Thank you, Mr. Chairman, and thank you, Mr. Roemer, for the
introduction.
For 15 1/2 years I heard every case in my county of neglect, abuse, and
delinquency in the juvenile court. While my written testimony provides more details on
the important role of the YMCA and other community-based organizations employed in
serving at-risk youth, my comments this morning will focus on the role of the juvenile
family court in preventing delinquency and intervening quickly and effectively in the
lives of delinquent youth.
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Most of the time the juvenile court must function like an emergency room in a
hospital. That is, a horrible accident has occurred and the patient needs life-saving and
very expensive services. To prevent such an accident saves the life and enormous human
and financial cost.
In the juvenile court only the most serious cases come through the door. I have
found that in many of these cases, the problems and delinquent behavior are the result of
years of neglect and abuse. I firmly believe that to prevent youth delinquency we must
prevent abuse and neglect of children. If children who are abused or neglected do not
receive effective and comprehensive treatment, problem behavior will most assuredly
result in the home, school and community.
Not surprisingly, another key factor is alcohol and drugs. It has been my personal
experience that 80 to 90 percent of all the cases I have heard on the bench involve alcohol
or other drugs in some manner. The most effective tool I have found in successfully
fighting the most serious of these problems is the Drug Court Model. This model
provides a high degree of accountability combined with intensive, developmentally
appropriate treatment.
The relationship developed between the offender and the judge as a result of
biweekly hearings is the key to success. It is truly amazing to see offender's
personalities, social skills and educational abilities flourish as they progress in treatment.
It is only when the community, as a whole, perceives that it has a joint stake with the
juvenile system that juvenile delinquency prevention and successful interventions can be
accomplished.
The majority of the prevention and intervention occurs at the hands of community
organizations. In Elkhart alone, where I live, the YMCA, the Boys & Girls Club, Child
Abuse Prevention Services, the Youth Service Bureau and Lifeline, to name but a few, all
effectively keep hundreds of kids out of the system, the formal system, every year. But it
is through collaboration between the juvenile court and these agencies that lead to that
continuum of care for every child and family.
We have worked very hard to establish a culture of collaboration with agency
directors and staff, civil and governmental leaders, and one of our best accomplishments
has been the establishment of a process known as wrap-around. It works to both prevent
and to intervene. Some of the successful elements of the wrap-around is building on
family strengths, looking for the good and building on it, and developing a child and
family team that includes family, friends and all of what we would call the natural
support system of family and all the necessary prevention.
While wrap-around plans do, at times, cost money for home case managers and
counselors in the home, it is far less than out of home and institutional placement. In our
community, we went from a $3.7 million deficit, in 1997, in our residential care budget,
to a $400,000 surplus in 18 months, using these concepts.
The juvenile and family court is an excellent place to make connections between
children, families and services. When children or their parents enter the justice system,
for any reason, there should be a short assessment to determine what benefits could be
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provided to them through prevention and intervention and services within the community.
Finally, I am very grateful to have shared knowledge with me from other judges.
It was through the National Council of Juvenile and Family Court Judges that I have
received excellent training. I attended my first two week judicial college several months
after having been appointed to my position as referee, and it was partially funded by the
Office of the Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention.
It was during this training that I first met Judge Grossmann. He is truly one of the
pillars of juvenile justice in America and I feel humbled and privileged to be on the same
panel with him.
If we are successful as a community and as a nation in controlling crime and
improving all of our lives, it will be by addressing the needs of children in a thorough
manner. Within the hearts and minds of children, including those that come through the
doors of the juvenile court, are the gifts and talents to make them healthy, strong, happy,
contributing members of society. I believe it is our responsibility and it's been my
personal joy to assist children in finding those inner treasures.
Thank you for the opportunity to testify.
WRITTEN TESTIMONY OF THE HONORABLE DAVID C. BONFIGLIO,
SUPERIOR COURT JUDGE, ELKHART, INDIANA – SEE APPENDIX E
Vice Chairman Tiberi. Thank you, Judge.
Mr. Herbst?

STATEMENT OF DOMINIC P. HERBST, PRESIDENT, BETHESDA
FAMILY SERVICES, WEST MILTON, PENNSYLVANIA
Mr. Herbst. Mr. Chairman and distinguished members of the committee, I want to thank
you for the opportunity to testify before you this morning. I believe few would disagree
that the issue of juvenile justice is of the highest priority during this hour of our country's
history. I have submitted written testimony for your review, and, in as much as the time
of sharing is brief, I hope that you do have a chance to read that testimony for validation
of the points that I'll be setting forth.
In 1983, it was formula grant funds from OJJDP that funded the very first office
of Bethesda Day Treatment Center in central Pennsylvania. Prior to that formula grant
funding, one year allocations funded two other initiatives: one was family crisis
intervention and one of the first alternative education programs in the state of
Pennsylvania. Since that time, we now have 10 program centers throughout
Pennsylvania, serving over 400 youth per day and contracted with 63 school districts in
alternative education, all as a result of initiated funds, but not perpetuated by those funds
from the Office of Juvenile Justice.
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Bethesda was careful not to maintain a dependent relationship upon OJJDP. If
they'd provide the seed money, we would leverage local or state funding that was needed
to continue the programs indefinitely. That seed money, combined with technical
assistance throughout these past few years, has allowed the Bethesda Model to, of course,
be created and expanded throughout into eight states. What I would really like to focus
on now is the Bethesda formula for success.
Point one is that programs in and of themselves do not change lives. They merely
contain lives. In order to change a life, you must change a heart. Therefore, it is
important for those at the highest office to discern whether or not a program offers snake
oil or healing oil. Bethesda is not satisfied with simply containing the youth in a program
for a given period of time. Our focus is to penetrate the hearts of the juvenile offenders
and to help them heal the emotions from the anger that controls them.
Point two, the program, if it is to be effective, must adopt a policy of no
suspension, no expulsion, unless, of course, the juvenile, because of a subsequent act,
needs to be escalated in a disposition process. But the most aggressive juvenile offenders
need to know that there is someone in their lives who refuses to give up.
Point three, the program must actively pursue after those youth who run away
from and resist accountability. The Bethesda Program deploys search and recovery staffs
that are trained to intensively penetrate the home, the school, the peer group and the
community of the youth.
Point four is that the most successful programs have clear and effective strategies.
My colleagues have already shared with this. And they are adopted by the agency,
clearly set forth in writing, and thoroughly transmitted to all therapeutic and direct care
staff. These strategies must be simple in method, yet profound in impact, and easily
understood by the clients or the youth that we serve.
Point five; if a given program does not have the ability to diagnose the juvenile's
problem or lacks the tools and the skills to intervene, this is a formula for disaster. The
Bethesda Program has developed a two systems model, complete with blueprint manuals
to provide the framework and strategy for application in all of its programs. These are
not program descriptions. They are therapeutic strategies that unite the complete team of
staff and equip them with the ability to create a safe environment for the juvenile
offenders.
The Normative Model that Bethesda uses is a system of self-governing and a
process of governing one another. What better way to prepare a juvenile offender for
release in the mainstream society than to teach him or her the process of governance?
But that's not sufficient. That creates safety and security within the environment. What
is needed after that is the process of healing, inner healing of the emotions.
Bethesda teaches that pain concealed is pain unhealed. That is why we have
adopted the strategic method of the Four Steps to Emotional Healing that take the clients
and their families or some represented care-giver or historical figure, if parental rights
have been terminated, on a journey of four steps to the place of victory over their
behavior, restoration and healing within their hearts. So you see, it is not enough to
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educate the minds of the troubled youth; we must also focus upon healing their hearts.
Very quickly, as I close, the Four Steps encapsulated in, first, the admission and
grieving. Can you imagine in our facilities, when we have the safety established through
the Governance Model, where we have require the kids to do an autobiography of their
life of pain. They do a life story. If they're not able to read very well, we interview them.
Then they share that in an individual session and pour it forth in a group session and their
peers around them validate that pain, which brings cohesion. That's not sufficient, the
admission and grieving begins to wash the anger out of their hearts. We teach that the
rain of grieving will quench the fire of rage.
The second is the confrontation and disclosure. This is where they write the letters
to those who have offended them. I have to close, and I understand that. So I'll close
with this. It is a most powerful session to see a young person and a parent who has
exchanged the letters with one another of accountability of how they have offended one
another and to see reconciliation between those two people occurs before your very eyes.
We actually have a mother and a son who had experienced that process with us from our
Baltimore Day Treatment Center.
I appreciate the opportunity that you've given me.
WRITTEN TESTIMONY OF DOMINIC P. HERBST, PRESIDENT, BETHESDA
FAMILY SERVICES, WEST MILTON, PENNSYLVANIA – SEE APPENDIX F
Vice Chairman Tiberi. Thank you, Mr. Herbst. You have two guests you'd like to
introduce and recognize for the committee?
Mr. Herbst. Yes, I would. In the second row we have Joseph Smith.
Joseph, would you stand? And we have next to him, Robert Coleman. Would
you stand, Robert? And Robert's mother, Mary Grimm.
Vice Chairman Tiberi. Thank you all for coming. Thank you very much.
I'd like to recognize the chairman of this subcommittee, from Michigan, Mr.
Hoekstra.

OPENING STATEMENT OF CHAIRMAN PETER HOEKSTRA,
SUBCOMMITTEE ON SELECT EDUCATION, COMMITTEE ON
EDUCATION AND THE WORKFORCE, U.S. HOUSE OF
REPRESENTATIVES
Chairman Hoekstra. Thank you. Mr. Tiberi, thank you for sitting in. I was working on
another issue that Mr. Scott and I both have a passion for. It's disappointing we're
passionate on opposite sides of the issue.
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Chairman Hoekstra. But I was giving testimony to another committee on prison
industries. But I'd just like to congratulate Mr. Scott and Mr. Greenwood on the work of
this bill, and I'm sure that Mr. Roemer and I are going to be in dialogue over the next
week. We want to get this bill out of subcommittee and we want to get it to the floor, or
to the full committee and to the floor, as quickly as possible. So, in this Congress, we
may see it move, not only through the House, but also through the Senate, and move it
through the White House. I'm also hoping that by providing that kind of support to Mr.
Scott, he'll be much more supportive of my suggestions in the other areas that we're
working on.
But the other thing is, Mr. Witte, thank you for being here. Jim and I have
already been talking specifically about some of the recommendations that you have, that
you've made in your testimony. He's a little nervous that we're bringing all these liberals
from western Michigan here, who might end up moving his legislation a little bit more to
the left. But that's something that consistently we're trying to do with Jim, is just move
him a little bit more over to the mainstream from the far right. We look forward to doing
that one more time. We'll take Mr. Scott along with us as we do that.
Jim has given me a little bit of a rationale as to why these specific provisions are
in here, from a states' rights issue, also from a rural population area. I think specifically
the first recommendation that you made about the separation was one that Jim believes
was put in to recognize in more rural areas would be provided some of the flexibility that
they believe they need but couldn't meet the strict standard. I don't know if you've
thought about that or whether you would have a response to that?
WRITTEN OPENING STATEMENT OF CHAIRMAN PETER HOEKSTRA,
SUBCOMMITTEE ON SELECT EDUCATION, COMMITTEE ON EDUCATION
AND THE WORKFORCE, U.S. HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES – SEE APPENDIX
G
Mr. Witte. Well, thank you.
My comment is that, wherever possible, that limitation should exist. I understand
there will be situations in which you're going to have to, just by means of practicality,
blur the distinction and allow for the mixture of populations. But, wherever possible, it
would be our hope that you would maintain the expectation that that contact be
eliminated, if at all possible, that sight and sound separation is a good principle. Allow
exceptions where it must occur, but maintain that would be our request.
Chairman Hoekstra. Okay. So we will take each one of those four and we'll be in
contact with you. We'll be in contact with Mr. Greenwood and Mr. Scott, because my
guess is that the objective that you have, that you all have, you share the same common
objective in this, maybe it's just a matter of clarifying it and perhaps closing some of
those loopholes that maybe you perceive that are there that the authors maybe don't see
that are there, that we can all feel comfortable and move it. So thank you very much for
those suggestions.
And, with that, I'll yield back my time. Thank you.
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Vice Chairman Tiberi. Thank you, Mr. Hoekstra.
Mr. Roemer.
Mr. Roemer. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. Can I have your time, Mr. Hoekstra? You
have another three minutes left. I've never seen you finish this early before.
Chairman Hoekstra. It's all in the new spirit of bipartisanship. That's right.
Mr. Roemer. I can't wait to see it on the floor.
All right. Judge, thank you. Judge, thank you for your, all of you, thank you for
your great testimony. I'm very appreciative of the insight that you delivered here today,
but mostly for your good work on a daily basis in a very, very important area for all of us.
I'd like to get to, Judge, your comments about how you've moved lately to a
family court model and why that's so important. Can you be a little bit more expansive
on what you said in your prepared testimony?
Judge Bonfiglio. Sure. It's my hope that we will establish a family court in our county.
The state of Indiana is currently in the process of this; we have three pilot projects going
on in Indiana under the auspice of our Indiana Supreme Court. Those projects are under
review right now. I participated in a panel, several months ago, evaluating or
participating in evaluating those programs.
There are several different models to make family court. The unified family court
is certainly the one judge; one family model that I think has a very lot of strength to it.
Indiana is also looking at the case coordination system where maybe a dissolution of
marriage is in one court and a delinquency or a CHMS case, child maintenance services
case is in another court, but then having a manager, someone that could make the
connections so there is an overall coordination of what happens.
Those, I think, are extremely important issues. My experience on the juvenile
court bench, hearing the delinquency and the abuse and the neglect every day, what I've
seen was children had come to the attention of the system, through a domestic relations
case or through an adoption or through a guardianship. The children, in fact, had warning
signs back six to eight years ago when they first came into the system, but we didn't have
the resources, we didn't have the ability to target, yes, there is a problem here and here are
some resources in the community we can hook them up with. Then that problem just
continued to get worse. Then it exploded sometime, maybe in school or in the
community. Then I got them in the juvenile court.
The concept is that we look at those issues. Any time a child has contact with the
system, we try to determine what their needs might be, and we can do interventions when
children are young. I think this has been mentioned here today, that the earlier the
intervention, the better we all are, the better for the child, the better for the community, to
effectively intervene early on. The Family Court Model gives us the possibility of doing
that. Then to have, in the community, available those resources, those family supporters,
those strength-based resources to immediately connect families up, so that you don't have

21
a wall of resistance.
So many times I would spend a good part of my time in juvenile court first having
to break down the wall of resistance that there's a problem or that the system is
interfering in their lives. So if you take the approach very early on with a child and a
family, the intervention, I think, is much easier, at least easier to get agreement to work
with services, and to do it in the least threatening way. The strength-based approach, I
think is very strong. That would be something that I would link very closely to a family
court, is a strength-based family approach to all the issues and problems that come before
the court.
Mr. Roemer. Well, I look forward to working with you in the state of Indiana on trying
to see that we have the opportunity to get more of the family-based courts.
Dr. Mulvey, let me ask you a question. I have a boot camp in LaPorte, Indiana,
and many citizens in Elkhart County, the Judge's home county, have asked me to try to
help get them resources for a boot camp in Elkhart County.
Can you tell me about what research tells us is the efficacy of these boot camps?
Are they effective? Do they provide, then, follow-up or a tether, an umbilical cord to
these children once they go back into difficult circumstances in their hometowns or their
home schools?
Mr. Mulvey. The data I'm aware of on boot camps, and there may be more recent
studies, I won't tout myself as an expert on all the boot camp research, but what I've seen
of it is fairly unimpressive results from boot camps.
Mr. Roemer. Unimpressive or_
Mr. Mulvey. Unimpressive results.
Part of the issue is sorting out the effect of which kids stay in the camp versus
which kids drop out. It ends up oftentimes being a selective population to complete the
program. It's oftentimes hard to assess, because there's a process that gets kids kicked out
of these programs. So some of the ones that finish and you will hear low recidivism
rates, those rates have to be adjusted for the 20 or 30 percent of the kids that never
finished the program and ended up in the regular state facility as a result.
The problem is, again, what I would emphasize is the importance of tying any
single approach like that to supportive services in the community. Someone can change
an attitude for a while, but if you go back to the same streets with the same opportunities,
without much to follow it up, you might have a great attitude when you walk out of a
boot camp, but three weeks later it doesn't seem to have much relevance to your life. So
having some continuity of those services is probably a key, and having it as a component
might not be a bad idea. But my personal read of this stuff is that the fascination with
boot camps as a way to whip kids into shape and solve the problem through getting in
their faces, I don't see any evidence that that's the case.
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Mr. Roemer. All right. That's helpful.
Judge Grossmann, I'm looking up in my 1999 National Report on the Juvenile
Offenders and Victims, and on page 117, there's a table that shows the juvenile arrest
trends in the states may differ from national trends, and the percentage change from 1993
to 1997, from one state to another, can vary from 2 points to 100 points. Hawaii has seen
a 59 percent increase change. Minnesota has had a 45 percent decrease. What can we
learn from that? What can we learn from these state models, if anything?
Judge Grossmann. Mr. Chairman, Mr. Roemer, first of all, a juvenile is not defined in
the same fashion in every state, as you well know.
Mr. Roemer. So that's the whole distinction?
Judge Grossmann. In New York, after your 16th birthday, you're an adult. You hit the
adult criminal judicial system. In Ohio, you are an adult at 18, as prevails in most of the
states. But 12 states have different ages than the standard 18. So that's part of the
picture. And then the question of resources: most of the delinquency issues come out of
big cities. If you took out the statistics in a number of the big cities things would level
out pretty well. The resources available to the court and how well the court is individually
organized is what I was trying to explicate in my comments. It is so essential for courts
to understand best practices and proceed accordingly.
Your question reminds me of the perennial question I used to get when I sat on
the bench, when the newspaper reporter would come in and say, Judge, we've seen an
increase or a decrease. Can you tell us what happened and why? I learned long ago you
better be careful because if you claim the credit, you're liable to have to eat the problem
later when it goes the other way.
So I don't have any crystal ball, but I do know, as the doctor said, there are a
series of things that we know do work. When they're applied consistently with proper
support under the auspices and under the accountability that can be furnished by courts, it
changes things.
I would like to submit to the committee these two resource guidelines that I
mentioned in my remarks, just so you see what has been done in this area so far,
particularly in abuse, neglect, and adoption, and why I think it's so important to have it
done in delinquency.
Mr. Roemer. Thank you, Judge.
Mr. Regier, I'm going to come back to you. Just in a minute. I want to recognize Mr.
Scott for the purpose of asking a question.
Mr. Scott. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman, and I want to thank Mr. Hoekstra and
Mr. Roemer and Mr. Greenwood for cooperating on putting the bill together. It's an
example of what can happen when we work together cooperatively in a bipartisan
fashion. I've worked with the chairman on this bill, on this testing initiative, and a
number of other initiatives, trade with China. We will respectfully disagree on some
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other things, but I think this bill shows what can be done.
I had a couple of questions. Dr. Mulvey, you indicated that you could identify
children that are at risk. Can you identify them before they've gotten in trouble so we
know where to aim our focus in preventing kids from getting in trouble in the first place?
Mr. Mulvey. I think there are different risk signs at different ages, and putting programs
into effect that will keep the kids from being in the next high risk group. I believe they
can be identified early on. As many people had mentioned, the early prevention work
with families, supports and strength-based approaches to families is critical.
Mr. Scott. Wait a minute. On that point, do you have any evidence that it actually
works?
Mr. Mulvey. I believe there's evidence. I can give you a few articles on outcomes,
positive outcomes from those programs.
The next time that's probably best to identify kids is age 8 to 10 to 12, when kids
are aggressive. It's common sense. Most people know. If the teacher knows the kid has
a problem and the parents know the kid has a problem and everybody in the
neighborhood knows the kid has a problem, the kid probably has a problem. So kids that
are aggressive in multiple settings, there are approaches to work with those sorts of kids
reasonably successfully. I had mentioned to you on another occasion the idea of then
finding influential adults and kids in mid-adolescence appears to have some positive
effects.
So there are different things for risk markers at each age, and I believe there are
things out there that can point toward effective programs at different ages.
Mr. Scott. Thank you.
Mr. Herbst, you indicated that you had a no suspension, no expulsion policy.
Mr. Herbst. Yes.
Mr. Scott. Why shouldn't you kick a kid out of school? I mean, why isn't that a good
idea in the long run?
Mr. Herbst. Well, if we're talking about public school, we understand that, in many
cases, public schools are not equipped to deal with the children that are causing distress.
However, when they're referred into our model, we feel that we're the last stop.
Mr. Scott. Is it therefore your suggestion that if a child has to be removed from the
regular classroom that you ought to provide an alternative education to continue their
education, otherwise, you're just waiting for more trouble to happen in the future?
Mr. Herbst. Absolutely. Yes, sir.
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Mr. Scott. Is there any justification? I mean have you seen any studies that show any
good things happening as a result of a policy that kicks kids out of school with no
services?
Mr. Herbst. No, sir, particularly with regard to zero tolerance. All that does is present
the problems that are exhibited by that child; presents them to the community and the
juvenile court system.
Mr. Scott. And when they come back to the school, they present them even worse than
when they left; is that right?
Mr. Herbst. That's precise.
Mr. Scott. And so anybody that would promote a strategy that kicks kids out of school,
particularly disabled children out of school, with no services, that wouldn't be a good
thing to do, would it?
Mr. Herbst. No, sir, it would not.
Mr. Scott. I didn't think so.
Mr. Scott. Secretary Regier, is that how you pronounce his name?
Mr. Regier. Regier.
Mr. Scott. Regier. You indicated you had the Weed & Seed program?
Mr. Regier. Yes.
Mr. Scott. What are the seed programs and how do they work, and are they effective?
Mr. Regier. Well, what I indicated in my testimony was that I had been involved at the
Department of Justice in the development of the Weed & Seed program and then that
evolved into the comprehensive strategy at OJJDP. So it's a combination. My point was
that even in juvenile, you have to have a combination of suppression, i.e., controlling
very violent offenders, and then seeding the community.
We have done that, actually, a couple of ways. One of the things that I had talked
about was partnerships that we have with Higher Ed, which has assisted us with some of
our group homes. We have a partnership with the Associated General Contractors, where
we do skills centers in the communities. Then we have a partnership with the military to
do the follow-up accountability.
Mr. Scott. And those programs, do you have results that we could look at, that you could
provide to us?
Mr. Regier. There's a chart that you should have in your material in front of you there,
that I talked about before you joined us, and that is related to particularly the recidivism
rates. Whenever we follow up with follow-up accountability, the recidivism rates in our
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state have gone down below 5 percent.
Mr. Scott. Thank you.
Vice Chairman Tiberi. The gentleman's time has expired.
Mr. Scott. Mr. Chairman? Mr. Chairman?
Vice Chairman Tiberi. Mr. Greenwood.
Mr. Scott. Mr. Chairman?
Vice Chairman Tiberi. The gentleman's time has expired.
Mr. Scott. Could I just make a comment that some of the things that have been said
today deal with the overlap between this committee's jurisdiction and the Judiciary
Committee's jurisdiction. A lot of the things that we're considering are actually under the
jurisdiction of the Judiciary Committee. And that bill, which is somewhere between the
committee and the floor now, deals with children after they've gotten their problems and
after they've seen a judge.
Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman.
Vice Chairman Tiberi. Mr. Greenwood?
Mr. Greenwood. Thank you. I thank each of you for being here, and I also want to
thank each of you for dedicating your lives to working with kids who need your help.
And my congratulations, also, to the young men and to the young mother who's with us
today, as well.
My question is very specific. We plan to move this bill, as you've heard, to the
floor. We'll have a subcommittee mark-up, probably next week, a full committee markup, and then to the floor. What we need to know is, each of you has spoken eloquently
and generally about your work with young people. Can you tell us specifically, for each
of you; is there a specific change or series of changes that you think is important for us to
make in this bill before it's signed into law? And we'll just go down from Mr. Regier.
Mr. Regier. The two quick things that I would mention would be the one related to
ensuring that the concept of community intervention centers, which we primarily use in a
rural state to take early offenders and first time offenders, that that does not come under
the same six hour rule and that there's adequate time. I believe it falls primarily under 24
hours.
Mr. Greenwood. Is it your sense that this bill is unclear on that or is it clear that it
prevents you from doing that?
Mr. Regier. Well, I think it's unclear whether a CIC, as we call them, and other states, I
think, also have that. A CIC will take a kid, and it's usually in a large room kind of place,
and part of the question that we've run into is, can you keep the outside door locked, even
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though it's not.
Mr. Greenwood. Does this apply to status offenders as well?
Mr. Regier. Yes.
Mr. Greenwood. Okay. All right.
Mr. Regier. And that's something that I think is somewhat unclear.
Mr. Greenwood. You need us to grapple with that issue and clarify the bill?
Mr. Regier. And the second thing I had mentioned, and that is, in the same way that
there are prevention services that are talked about, leading up, kind of coming up from
the front end, when I talk about follow-up accountability, that's the other side, the other
bookend of this, and the bill doesn't seem to talk that much about the follow-up. Perhaps
the judiciary bill does and I'm not aware of it.
Mr. Greenwood. Do you believe that the current law does or does not allow you to lock
that door in the CIC?
Mr. Regier. I believe it does not allow you to lock it.
Mr. Greenwood. Current law?
Mr. Regier. Current law.
Mr. Greenwood. Okay. Judge Grossmann, do you have any specific recommendations
that you think are important for us to change in H.R. 1900?
Judge Grossmann. Mr. Chairman and Mr. Greenwood, yes, I do. You will note in the
drafts of the bill that I've seen, there is specific mention to the model juvenile and family
courts and their enterprises, and as I tried to explicate in my remarks, I believe this has
been a very successful project. It needs to have a funding stream. It needs to have an
authorization with some specific funding to move to that, and for the development, as I
mentioned, of the resource guidelines and delinquency. That would become a guideline
for all the courts across the country, and is accomplished with the cooperation of people
such as the witnesses you've heard here to develop those guidelines. This is not simply a
one shot by a judge. This is a case of a large group of people working on it.
Mr. Greenwood. Only because time is short.
Judge Grossmann. Yes.
Mr. Greenwood. My understanding is that this is now an allowable use, that the states
may use this money, but you would like a specific funding stream for that program so
that essentially states would be leveraged to follow that model?
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Judge Grossmann. Correct.
Mr. Greenwood. Okay. Dr. Mulvey?
Mr. Mulvey. I don't have a lot on the specifics of the bill. My only concern in reading it
has to do with the maintenance of an independent research function somewhere, as
juvenile justice research can easily get subsumed under a larger research agenda,
concerned with adult research.
Mr. Greenwood. Okay.
Mr. Mulvey. Kids oftentimes get the short end of every hand and research is no
exception. Having a larger discretionary research budget to put a coherent research
program together and leave it independent of the political process, to me, is critical.
National Institute of Justice and OJJDP, over the years, have made great strides in
maintaining that independence. I think they still have a ways to go and, unfortunately,
that research agenda oftentimes gets subsumed and definitely to the political agenda and
the kids get left at the bottom. So I'm don’t know exactly the best way to structure that,
but I do have concerns about it.
Mr. Greenwood. It's an excellent point, and it's one we'll take a look at. I'm just trying
to honor the time and the situation here.
Mr. Witte, you made four specific recommendations. Do you want to just
emphasize anything about them right now?
Mr. Witte. Just two points I would like to make. Number one is I appreciate the balance
that's being struck between the prevention, treatment and accountability activities, and I
think that needs to be continually kept before us- options, no silver bullets, no magic
solutions, a variety needs to be available.
Secondly, treatment needs to be available in a wide variety of settings, and where
those options exist, there should be no barrier in terms of federal statute prohibiting the
use of treatment funds in open, secure community-based settings.
Judge Bonfiglio. I would echo Judge Grossmann's comments. The resource guidelines
are really essential for judges and courts. We have basically taken that in our small
community and implemented those guidelines, and judges can really bring people to the
table to move prevention and justice issues ahead.
Mr. Greenwood. Okay. We'll take a look at that finding.
Mr. Herbst. Mr. Greenwood, I want to commend you and the other sponsors of the bill.
I think it's quite a masterpiece in terms of offering the encouragement of many initiatives
to continue what we've already done, but also into the next decade. The only suggestion
that I do have is that, in my view, that OJJDP's greatest accomplishment has been in
integrating their research, program development, evaluation, training, and technical
assistance, and I do fear, and I believe I'm joined with a number of colleagues, that to
take the research portion from OJJDP, when they have mastered that so well, might set us
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back. That's my only suggestion.
Mr. Greenwood. I think calling the bill a masterpiece is a good place to adjourn the
meeting.
Vice Chairman Tiberi. Mr. Greenwood, we've got one minute to vote. I wish to thank
the witnesses and the members for their testimony. If you would like to work
additionally with Mr. Greenwood, please do so.
If there's no further business, the subcommittee stands adjourned.
[Whereupon, at 11:55 a.m., the subcommittee was adjourned.]
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