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Scope of Audit

Audit Observations
and Conclusions

Executive Summary

Division For Youth
Oversight Of Delinquency Prevention Programs

Division for Youth (Division) management oversees delinquency prevention
programs, which are provided by municipalities and local not-for-profit
corporations.  While some of the programs are administered directly by the
Division, most of the programs are administered by the counties under the
overall direction of the Division.  A large portion of the costs incurred by
these programs is reimbursed by the Division.  During 1995, these reimburse-
ments totaled $51 million.  New York State’s juvenile crime rate is one of the
highest in the nation, and violent crimes committed by youth are increasing
nationwide.  We audited the Division’s oversight of delinquency prevention
programs for the period January 1, 1993 to October 31, 1996.

Our audit addressed the following questions about Division management’s
oversight of delinquency prevention programs:

! Has management provided effective direction in meeting program
objectives?

! Are program services planned, monitored and delivered in accordance
with program intent?

! Does management evaluate programs for their effectiveness in
controlling juvenile delinquency?

In the past, reports from the State Comptroller, State Legislature, Division of
the Budget and Council on Children and Families have recommended changes
to improve the efficiency and effectiveness of delinquency prevention
programs.  We found that Division managers still need to take additional steps
to ensure that the programs are properly planned, monitored and evaluated,
and that resources are properly managed and accounted for.  

Based on our review and testing of program costs, we found that an average
of 25 cents of every dollar spent on this program goes toward administration.
In addition, as described later, our limited testing of program expenditures
showed that more than $200,000 of almost $1 million (or 20 cents of every
dollar) were either not consistent with Division reimbursement guidelines or
not directly related to program services. Furthermore, while the remaining 55
cents of every dollar goes directly toward programs, management does not
take sufficient action to determine whether these programs are effective in
helping to prevent juvenile delinquency.

Counties are required to develop formal plans describing the problems faced
by their youths and the strategies needed to address these problems.  We
found differences between the program needs identified by the plans approved
by the Division and the programs that were eventually funded.  This increases
the risk that some programs funded by the Division may not address the
problems most in need of attention.  (See pp. 9-10)



Comments of
Division Officials

We examined the procedures used to monitor the performance of program
providers and found that, generally, the providers are not monitored closely.
Also, we found that some providers are not monitored at all.  Further, many
providers receive funding year after year while not meeting contract
requirements and goals.  Although the type of service or program may be
needed, the Division does not always take steps to improve provider
performance.  Therefore, Division managers cannot be assured that these
programs are serving youths as intended and that funds are expended for their
intended purpose.  (See pp. 11-12)

Our review of a limited sample of $1 million in provider reimbursements
disclosed that about $200,000 of these reimbursements should not have been
made because they were contrary to Division guidelines.  For example, some
providers were reimbursed for expenditures unrelated to delinquency
prevention programs and other providers were reimbursed for expenditures
that were already covered by fees charged to participating youths.  (See p. 13)

Division officials are also responsible for ensuring that the effectiveness of the
programs is evaluated.  However, we found that the Division does not
perform such evaluations.  As a result, Division officials cannot be assured
that the programs are effective.  (See pp. 16-17)

We also examined Division management’s procedures for reimbursing
providers’ administrative costs.  We found that Division management has no
controls for preventing excessive administrative costs.  When we analyzed a
sample of provider reimbursements, we found that about 25 percent of the
reimbursements related to administrative costs.  We question whether such a
percentage is excessive, especially when considerable administrative costs are
also incurred by the Division and the counties.  We also note that, because of
a lack of adequate coordination among the Division and other State agencies,
excessive administrative costs may be incurred for delinquency prevention
programs that are funded by more than one State agency.  (See pp. 19-23)

We conclude that Division management needs to assess the overall effective-
ness of delinquency prevention programs and take a more active role in
facilitating and monitoring the course of local delinquency prevention efforts.
More attention should also be placed on cross-agency coordination.  We
recommend therefore that Division management work with State and local
policy makers to establish a more coordinated system of program planning,
oversight and accountability.  (See pp. 5-7)

Division officials, claimed that the report includes inaccuracies, generalizations
based on inappropriate sample sizes and unsupported conclusions.  They
stated, however, that they have begun to implement many of the constructive
recommendations identified in the audit.
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Background

Introduction

The Division for Youth (Division) was created by Chapter 881 of the Laws
of 1960. Its primary mission is to prevent delinquency through positive youth
development. The Executive Law authorizes the Division to establish, operate,
maintain or contract for youth development and work training programs to
prevent and control juvenile delinquency.  Approximately 4,000 agencies
receive Division funding to operate these programs. Most of these agencies
are community-based not-for-profit corporations, and some are municipal
governments. These youth development and work training programs are
generally non-residential programs that furnish such services as individual and
group counseling, remedial and tutorial assistance, opportunities for recreation
and physical exercise, and guidance in preparing for employment.  

There are three types of delinquency prevention programs: (1) Youth
Development and Delinquency Prevention programs, which target the general
youth population; (2) Special Delinquency Prevention programs, which target
high-risk youth and communities; and (3) Runaway and Homeless Youth Act
programs, which provide shelters and support services for runaway and
homeless youths.  In addition, each year the State Legislature identifies
specific program providers and appropriates delinquency prevention funds for
their use. 

Delinquency prevention programs are allocated approximately $49 million
annually in State funds.  Funds are allocated to the counties based on their
youth census or youth arrest statistics.  Under the overall direction provided
by the Division, county governments select, monitor and partially finance most
delinquency prevention programs. They can contract with delinquency
prevention agencies, run programs themselves, and/or have their cities,
villages, towns, etc. contract with delinquency prevention providers.  In
addition, some providers contract directly with the Division.

The Division reimburses delinquency prevention agencies up to 100 percent
of approved program costs, depending on the type of program and the monies
available. Grants for administrative costs are also provided to county and
municipal youth bureaus.  Delinquency prevention programs may also receive
funding from local governments, other State agencies, and private sources.
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Audit Scope,
Objectives and
Methodology

We audited the Division’s oversight of delinquency prevention programs for
the period January 1, 1993 through October 31, 1996.  We focused on
programs in New York City, Albany County, Erie County and Onondaga
County, where approximately 50 percent of the Division’s delinquency
prevention funds are spent.  The objectives of our performance audit were to
determine whether (1) Division management provided effective direction in
meeting program objectives, (2) program services were planned, monitored
and delivered in accordance with program intent, and (3) the programs were
evaluated for their effectiveness in controlling juvenile delinquency.  To
accomplish our objectives, we reviewed applicable laws, rules, regulations,
policies and procedures; interviewed Division, local youth bureau and
provider employees; observed program employees performing their responsi-
bilities; and reviewed Division, local youth bureau and provider records.  We
also reviewed reports prepared by other government organizations addressing
Division delinquency prevention programs.

We did our audit in accordance with generally accepted government auditing
standards. Such standards require that we plan and do our audit to adequately
assess those operations which are included in our audit scope. Further, these
standards require that we understand the Division's internal control structure
and its compliance with those laws, rules and regulations that are relevant to
the operations included in our audit scope. An audit includes examining, on
a test basis, evidence supporting transactions recorded in the accounting and
operating records and applying such other auditing procedures as we consider
necessary in the circumstances. An audit also includes assessing the estimates,
judgments, and decisions made by management. We believe that our audit
provides a reasonable basis for our findings, conclusions and recommenda-
tions.

We use a risk-based approach when selecting activities to be audited. This
approach focuses our audit efforts on those operations that have been
identified through a preliminary survey as having the greatest probability for
needing improvement. Consequently, by design, finite audit resources are used
to identify where and how improvements can be made. Thus, little audit effort
is devoted to reviewing operations that may be relatively efficient or effective.
As a result, our audit reports are prepared on an “exception basis.”  This
report, therefore, highlights those areas needing improvement and does not
address activities that may be functioning properly.

(In response to the draft report, Division officials indicate that, in their
opinion, the audit did not adhere to generally accepted government auditing
standards and they question the accuracy of the conclusions reached based on
examination of a very limited sample of programs and reimbursements.
However, the response also indicates that action has been taken to implement
many of the constructive recommendations.
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Comments of
Division Officials

Contrary to Division officials’ assertions, this audit was done according to
generally accepted government auditing standards.  Furthermore, the report
reflects the conditions found at the time of our audit.  It is significant to note
that the auditors found problems at each of the 51 programs they visited
across the State.  Therefore, the conditions reported on such as program
weaknesses, questionable expenditures, and non-compliance do not appear to
be isolated and the selection of a larger sample would not have significantly
changed the results.)      

Draft copies of the matters contained in this report were provided to Division
officials for their review and comment.  Their comments have been consid-
ered in preparing this report and are included as Appendix B.

Division officials claimed that the report includes inaccuracies, overly broad
generalizations and unsupported conclusions drawn from limited audit testing.
In addition, Division officials disagreed that there is a legitimate basis to
question program effectiveness.  Nevertheless, officials stated they have
already begun to implement many of the constructive recommendations
identified in the report.

Contrary to Division officials’ assertion, the report accurately portrays the
conditions which existed at the time of our audit.  Based on these conditions,
we believe it is reasonable to conclude that there is a legitimate basis to
question overall program effectiveness.  In this regard, Division officials have
taken some steps to improve program planning and oversight, but need to
take further corrective action.

Within 90 days after final release of this report, as required by Section 170
of the Executive Law, the Director of the Division for Youth shall report to
the Governor, the State Comptroller, and the leaders of the Legislature and
fiscal committees, advising what steps were taken to implement the recom-
mendations contained herein, and where recommendations were not
implemented, the reasons therefor.
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Program Direction

One of the Division’s primary missions is to help prevent juvenile delinquency
through positive youth development programs.  Over the past 25 years, the
Legislature, State Comptroller, Division of the Budget and the Council on
Children and Families have raised concerns about the effectiveness of
delinquency prevention programs.  These concerns include the need for input
into and coordination with local programs, the absence of effective systems
for program planning, monitoring, evaluation and accountability, and whether
or not the resulting programs and services delivered to youths are effective in
helping prevent delinquency.

State aid to local delinquency prevention programs has grown from about $3
million in 1960 to $51 million in 1995.  This funding rise has resulted in a
proliferation of programs, local providers and service contracts, which the
Division and local agencies must coordinate and administer.  Based on our
review of several of the Division’s activities such as how it monitored
performance of program providers, evaluated the effectiveness of programs
and reviewed providers’ administrative costs; we concluded that Division and
local agency efforts are not focused sufficiently on actively directing,
overseeing and evaluating program results.  Consequently, there continues to
be insufficient evidence either to support or refute the effectiveness of
Division efforts to prevent delinquency.   

(In response to the draft report, Division officials claim that $97 million was
allocated for these programs, and includes the three fiscal years 1993-94
through 1995-96.  However, our audit only covered the $51 million
reimbursed to providers for 1995 costs, based on Division records provided
to us.)

Current nationwide trends in juvenile arrests for crimes indicate that juvenile
delinquency is increasing, despite existing networks of programs for
delinquency prevention, intervention and treatment.  Given this environment,
there is a need to evaluate current delinquency prevention efforts and focus
more on whether such programs are effective in addressing the root causes
of delinquency rather than the symptoms.  

For example, reports from the Federal government and other agencies indicate
that arrests of juveniles for crimes, especially violent crimes, continue to
increase, and the number of juveniles held in custody is increasing. In
addition, the number of violent crimes committed against youths has
increased.  By 2005, the total population of youths aged 15 to 19 is projected
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to grow by an estimated 23 percent.  A November 1995 United States
Department of Justice report states, “The ominous increase in juvenile crime
coupled with population trends portend future crime and violence at nearly
unprecedented levels.”  Division reports of youths admitted to custody also
indicate that crimes against persons are on the rise, whereas crimes against
property are decreasing. In addition, controlled substance and weapons
offenses have increased.  In addition, a recent report by the Annie E. Casey
Foundation, a non-profit organization, indicated that New York’s juvenile
crime rate is the highest in the nation, based on juvenile arrests per 100,000
population from 1992 to 1994.

In February 1994, the Federal Office of Juvenile Justice and Delinquency
Prevention issued funding guidelines for Title V incentive grants for local
delinquency prevention programs.  The guidelines include the following four
major precepts:

! programs must be based on sound theory supported by positive research
results;

! programs must collect and analyze data to evaluate outcomes and
performance;

! efforts must be collaborative and draw on public, private and volunteer
resources; and

! programs must be planned, with periodic assessment and prioritizing of
risk factors to address community and youth needs.

Our review of the Division’s practices disclosed that it did not have
established performance measures for all of the programs that were funded,
programs that did not meet the service levels stated in the contract continued
to be funded without any evidence that the lower level was justified, it
reimbursed providers for expenses that were not consistent with Division
guidelines and reimbursed programs whose administrative costs actually were
as high as 100 percent of the funds received (which are described in the
following sections of this report).  Therefore, we conclude that Division
management needs to take a more active role in facilitating and monitoring
the course of local delinquency prevention efforts.  This should include
establishing a program framework which includes precepts that address areas
such as those stated above for Title V programs.  Division officials replied
that presentation of these guidelines are inappropriate.  However, we believe
that the use of these guidelines is appropriate to demonstrate that other
government funded delinquency programs do measure performance and
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outcomes.  In addition, existing programs need to be evaluated to determine
whether they are efficient and effective.  

Recommendation

1. Establish working groups, comprised of State and local policy
makers and service providers, to determine the best ways to
establish appropriate mechanisms to plan, coordinate, facilitate,
monitor and evaluate delinquency prevention programs, and to help
ensure that the programs deliver services as intended to youths.

(Division officials stated they have historically participated in
collaborative endeavors with various local government officials and
other stakeholders to plan and develop appropriate youth programs
and to address the audit issues.  Officials added they are currently
involved in reviewing and revising the rules and regulations
governing Youth Development and Delinquency Prevention
programs.  While these activities are noteworthy, it must be
emphasized that program monitoring and evaluation are necessary
to ensure that programs are effective and that youth benefit from
them.)
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Assessing Youth
Needs and Planning
Program Services

Program Planning, Monitoring and Evaluation

Delinquency prevention programs are undertaken through the combined
efforts of the Division, local youth bureaus and other local governmental
agencies, as well as local not-for-profit service providers.  To maximize the
likelihood that the programs will operate efficiently and effectively, County
Comprehensive Plan guidelines state that a coordinated system of program
planning, oversight and accountability should be established.  Key activities
in such a system include assessing youth needs and required youth services,
monitoring program activities, evaluating the effectiveness of these activities,
and taking corrective action. 

However, we found that Division managers need to take additional steps to
ensure that delinquency prevention programs are effectively planned,
monitored and evaluated.  Otherwise, the programs are less likely to foster
positive youth development and minimize delinquency.

Each county providing delinquency prevention programs is expected to
develop a three-year County Comprehensive Plan for Youth Services (Plan).
The Plan should describe the problems faced by youths in the county as well
as those strategies needed to effectively deal with the problems. Division
approval of the Plan is required for State reimbursement.  After the Division
approves the Plan, counties identify providers and attempt to match identified
needs with available services.  Provider contracts are then submitted to the
Division for approval and funding.

We found differences between identified program needs, the programs
eventually funded, and the demand for program services.  This occurred, in
part, because Division managers did not appear to match local needs to actual
programs funded to verify that the Plan is being carried out.

! Erie County officials identified a major need for teen pregnancy preven-
tion programs, but funded only one program that deals specifically with
preventing teen pregnancy.  (In response to the draft report, Division
officials stated that the needs identified were addressed through local
Department of Social Service (DSS) programs. However, there was no
evidence that the Erie County youth bureau was aware that the local DSS
provided such programs, or whether such programs adequately addressed
the need.)

! Onondaga County officials told us that there is a need for more shelters
for runaway and homeless youths.  However, the occupancy rate for 4 of
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Program
Monitoring

5 shelters we reviewed was less than capacity, in fact one was only 65
percent.

! Albany County officials did not indicate a need for youth mediation and
career awareness programs; however, programs in Albany County
addressing these issues were funded by the Division.  

As a result of these differences between what is identified as needed and what
is funded, it is less likely that local delinquency problems are effectively
addressed.

We also found that the needs assessment portions of some Plans are very
general.  For example, in Onondaga County, the 1995-98 needs assessment
for education programs indicates that youths may not have the necessary
education and training to succeed at available jobs.  We saw no documenta-
tion or statistics to confirm this need.  In New York City, while some
community boards provided statistics confirming their youth program needs,
several community boards provided no documentation to support their needs.

Recommendation

2. Take a more active role in working with localities and providers to
identify and prioritize program needs and services.  Develop a
comprehensive plan which helps ensures that community and youth
needs are met by providing appropriate services and funds.

(Division officials stated they recognize the need to strengthen the
County Comprehensive Planning process, through which local youth
bureaus identify youth needs and resources for Division funding.
They are involved in the implementation of a streamlined county
youth planning process which will be piloted in counties and is
based on resources being available in FY 1997-98.)

The Division monitors providers who contract directly with the Division,
while local youth bureaus are responsible for monitoring the remaining
providers.  This monitoring is necessary to provide assurance that providers
deliver the services specified in their contracts.  We found that  Division
management’s oversight of localities and providers which contract directly
with the Division needs improvement.

To determine the extent to which providers complied with contract require-
ments and otherwise met program objectives, we selected a judgmental



11

sample of 51 programs, which received approximately $3 million in funding
for 1995.  At these programs, we reviewed attendance records, case files,
sign-in sheets, and other available records.  We found that 24 programs (47
percent) served significantly fewer youths than the number of youths indicated
in their funding applications.  As a result, we calculated that as much as
$640,000 of the $3 million paid to these providers was for programs which,
according to their program application, were supposed to serve more youths
than they did.  The following are examples:

! A youth development program in Albany County served only 1,039
youths (23 percent) of the 4,500 listed on its program application.

! A New York City program received $325,000 to provide recreation to
160,000 youths.  The program application indicated that recreation would
be provided seven days a week year round; however, we found the
program operated for only seven months, and only on weekends for five
of the seven months. Based upon the records provided, we estimate that
only 39,772 youths (25 percent) received services. 

! An Onondaga County after school tutorial program received almost
$51,000 for the salaries and fringe benefits for two part-time administra-
tors and ten part-time educators (three teachers were funded by the
locality).  This program was slated to serve 85 youth and operate at three
sites for four hours each day Monday to Thursday. However, based on
our review, at least one of program’s three sites appeared to operate for
only about one hour daily, and only during the ten-month school year. We
visited this site on three occasions during April and May 1996 (between
3:00 p.m. and 4:55 p.m.) and observed no youth being served.  For
example, on May 20, 1996 at 4:55 p.m. the classroom was locked, and
the cleaner told us that the floor had been vacated by 3:30 p.m.  We also
found serious problems with the reliability and validity of the available
attendance records.  For example, some youths were recorded as present
in this after school program, even though they were absent from regular
school. In addition, when we asked why no youth were being served on
those days we visited, officials stated that the youths just departed.  At a
second program site, no attendance records were even maintained.

! An Erie County 24-hour hotline crisis/counseling program was to serve
110 inner city at-risk youths, however only 17 were served.

To some extent, intended services may not be provided because programs are
not adequately monitored.  We found that when monitors do visit, their visits
are generally limited in scope or duration, and the fiscal and program records
may not be reviewed.  For example, officials at one youth bureau visited none
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of their providers during 1993, 1994 and 1995, and the Executive Director
of another youth bureau told us that he did not review the counseling records
of many providers because he considered the records to be confidential.
(When we visited such providers, we were given access to counseling
records.)  We also found that many providers, such as park and recreation
departments, agencies receiving funding from legislative initiatives and certain
municipality-operated programs, are not monitored at all.  Consequently, there
is no accountability over these programs, which received almost $12.5 million
in funding for 1995.

To determine whether a provider has complied with the terms of its program
contract, youth bureau staff and Division staff must clearly understand the
services required and the number of youths to be served. However, we found
that the required services are often not clear.  For example, the application for
a runaway and homeless youth program in Albany County indicated that 30
to 50 youths would be served, while the narrative attached to the application
indicated that between 695 and 775 youths would be served. In fact, available
records we reviewed at the provider indicated that only 20 youths were
served. In addition, a $50,000 legislative initiative in New York City was to
distribute funds to community organizations.  The program application did not
specify the number of youths to be served nor the allowable purpose of these
funds.

We also found that certain providers and youth bureaus reported youths as
fully served even when only negligible services were provided.  For example:

! In one employment training program, youths who telephone only to report
an address change are counted as fully served by the provider and youth
bureau.

! A provider in Albany County that matches adult role models with youths
considers a youth fully served when interviewed and qualified for a
match, even if the match is not made.  However, another provider in the
same area does not consider a youth fully served until the youth has been
matched.

! A Staten Island provider was supposed to provide ongoing counseling and
related case management services to victims of domestic violence.
However, according to the program director, the provider counsels the
victims only once and then refers them to another program.

Staff at local youth bureaus and the Division do perform desk audits of
provider fiscal records, but we found these audits have serious shortcomings.
In general, providers merely submit a listing of payroll costs or purchases and
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are not required to supply vendor invoices, employee payroll records or
canceled checks to corroborate these expenditures.  As a result, program
monitors cannot be assured that the expenditure claims are valid and accurate.

We selected a judgmental sample of reimbursed expenditures from 1995
totaling almost $1 million and found that more than $200,000 (20 percent) of
these reimbursements were not consistent with Division guidelines.  Following
are examples of the some of the major exceptions we found:

! One New York City provider was reimbursed $115,383 for personal
services not identified in the contract. In addition, the provider could not
support $35,165 in other reimbursed costs.

! One New York City provider was reimbursed $14,706 as rental expense,
however the funds were used to repay a bond for the purchase and
renovation of the program site which are non-reimbursable costs.

! Several providers claimed reimbursement for the value of volunteer
services, which is not an expense and youth fees charged which are
revenues.

! Providers were reimbursed for duplicate payments, expenses which
exceeded allowable limits, costs incurred prior to the contract, inappropri-
ate telephone charges, or other unsupported expenses.

We also found that certain providers receive funding year after year despite
not meeting contract requirements and goals.  While the specific type of
service or program may be needed, the Division and local youth bureaus do
not always take steps to improve the performance of such providers.  In this
respect, the Division and local youth bureaus appear to place greater emphasis
on distributing funds than on program monitoring.  In the absence of adequate
monitoring, Division managers cannot be assured that these programs operate
as intended and funds are expended for their intended purpose. In addition,
when funds are improperly spent, less money is available for the youths in
need of delinquency prevention services.

(In response to the draft report, Division officials claimed that the auditors
examined a total of $3 million in program expenditures, rather than the $1
million actually reviewed.  While records showed that these providers were
allocated $3 million, auditors only reviewed a portion of these reported costs.
Division officials added that our sample was too small and did not satisfy
basic standards for audit testing.  We believe that the sample size was
adequate, and that the audit results stated in the report are based on sufficient
evidence for the programs reviewed.)
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Recommendations

3. Work with State and local policy makers to establish on-going fiscal
accountability to:

! ensure that all providers receiving delinquency prevention
funds comply with contract terms,

! ensure that the services expected from providers are clearly
delineated in the contract, monitored and delivered,

! require providers to submit complete documentation in
support of expenditure claims, and

! ensure that provider expenditure claims are not reimbursed
unless they are consistent with Division guidelines.

(Division officials stated they have implemented various
improvements in contract compliance procedures in response to
recommendations resulting from a 1994 Comptroller’s audit.
Procedures include more frequent fiscal monitoring, annual
reporting by all programs, and self-monitoring by the localities and
providers.  However, more action is needed to fully address our
current recommendation.  As detailed on Pages 11 through 14 of
this report, we found that many localities are not adequately
monitoring their programs, and some localities do not monitor their
programs at all.  Consequently, reasonable assurance may not exist
that programs are fulfilling contract expectations and that program
expenditures are appropriate.)

4. Recover the $200,000 in inappropriate reimbursements identified by
our audit.

(Division officials stated they are currently examining the
detailed listing of questioned costs, and will take appropriate
follow-up steps to review applicable documentation and recoup
funds should it be necessary.  Officials added that they could not
initially identify the $200,000 in inappropriate expenditures
because of the general information contained in the draft report.
However, throughout the audit, as well as in August 1996, we
provided Division officials with all of the available information
concerning these expenditures.)
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Program Evaluation Division managers, working with local youth bureaus and providers, are
responsible for developing and maintaining a program evaluation system.
Such a system enables management to determine the extent to which program
goals are being achieved.  Such a system also helps management to detect
negative trends requiring corrective action and to properly allocate and
manage resources.

We found that the Division and the local youth bureaus need to better
evaluate the effectiveness of their delinquency prevention programs.  We also
found that providers often do not evaluate the effectiveness of their services.
For example, only 7 of the 21 providers we sampled in Erie County during
1995 performed such evaluations.  We commend the efforts made by these
seven providers.  Most notably, one of these providers, which was paid
$225,000 to provide various services to 155 youths, established ten desired
outcomes, six of which were objective and quantifiable, and measured the
extent to which the desired outcomes were achieved.  While the outcomes
generally were not achieved, such an evaluation can be used to improve
program effectiveness in the future.

In the absence of program evaluation, Division managers are less able to
identify the types of programs that are most effective and devote additional
resources to such programs.  In fact, neither the providers, the local youth
bureaus nor the Division can provide any evidence indicating that youths who
participate in delinquency prevention programs are less likely to be involved
in the juvenile justice system.  The Executive Director of one provider told
us that he would not evaluate his program even if funds were available to do
so.  He would instead provide additional direct services to youths.  However,
if these services are not effective, the youths will not benefit from the
services, and program evaluation is required to determine whether the services
are in fact effective.
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Recommendations

5. Establish workshops with State and local managers and distribute
guidance to reinforce the need for managers to take positive steps
toward establishing program accountability and performance
measures over delinquency prevention programs.

6. Develop and maintain a system of periodic program evaluation to
determine whether delinquency prevention programs are effective
in helping to prevent juvenile delinquency.

(Division officials stated that, in June and July 1997, they conducted
a series of workshops that addressed the need to provide managers
of community-based organizations receiving State Delinquency
Prevention Program funding with information and guidance
regarding program accountability and performance measures.  They
added that effective January 1, 1998, program outcomes and results
will drive program funding rather than just activities.)
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Other Matters

We examined Division procedures for reimbursing providers’ administrative
costs.  We also examined the delinquency prevention funds awarded to certain
kinds of providers (local park departments, recipients of funding initiated by
individual legislators, and providers funded by more than one State agency).
We found that if improvements were made in each of these areas, more
effective use could be made of delinquency prevention funds.    

The administrative or overhead costs incurred by program providers primarily
include office space charges and payroll costs for executive directors,
assistants, coordinators, clerical staff and other employees who have no direct
contact with the youths participating in the programs.  To determine the extent
to which the costs claimed by program providers are for administrative
purposes, we analyzed the $3 million in expenses claimed during 1995 by the
51 providers in our judgmental sample.  We determined that about $767,000
(25.2 percent) of the $3,040,000 in claimed expenses was spent on adminis-
trative or overhead costs.

The Division’s reimbursement guidelines do not suggest an appropriate level
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of administrative costs for program providers or include any other controls for
preventing excessive administrative costs.  In addition, because the Division
does not track providers’ administrative costs, it is less likely to identify
instances when administrative costs are excessive.  We also noted that
considerable administrative costs are already incurred by the Division and the
local youth bureaus.  According to Division records, $5.6 million of the $51
million in program funds distributed by the Division in 1995 was used to fund
administrative activities at the local youth bureaus and an additional $2.3
million was used to fund the Division’s administrative activities.  Without
guidelines for preventing excessive administrative costs, there is less assurance
that program funds are used in the most efficient and effective manner.   

In general, delinquency prevention contracts specify personal service and other
costs, but do not require a breakdown of administrative or program costs.

We note that, in some communities, the amount reimbursed for administrative
costs exceeded the amount reimbursed for direct program costs.  In fact,
some providers used almost their entire grant for administrative purposes.
Amounts reimbursed to providers as administrative or overhead costs actually
ranged from zero to 100 percent of Division funds received.  While this, by
itself, is not an indication of any impropriety or abuse, the issue is whether or
not the funds were used for the best possible purpose.

For instance, an Albany provider of emergency shelter and crisis intervention
services used its full $26,000 for direct youth services.  Also, an Erie County
provider of recreational services used all of its $16,000 for direct services to
youth. However, in contrast, we found a Brooklyn agency received $23,000
to help community organizations improve their management techniques,
strengthen their fund raising capabilities and develop their resources.  Another
provider received $60,000 for employee coordination, planning, supervision
and other administrative activities.  We note that, in 1980, the Legislature also
observed that a substantial portion of the Division’s delinquency prevention
funds was used for administrative purposes.

During 1995 the Division reimbursed $2 million in expenses that were
claimed by local park and recreation departments.  The reimbursed programs
operated by these departments were supposed to help prevent juvenile
delinquency.  However, when we examined the programs that were
reimbursed, we found that some of the programs related more to general park
operations than to specific delinquency prevention activities.  For example,
Syracuse used such funding to operate ice rinks, pools, playgrounds and other
programs.  Some of these programs included services to adults.  New York
City also operated a Mobil Recreation Program involving sports and other
table games for both adults and youth.  We believe Division funding for parks
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should be reassessed to ensure that it supports delinquency prevention efforts
and does not simply supplement the funding intended for general park
operations.  Programs which target certain at-risk youth and have a positive
effect on youth behavior should be emphasized.

In response to proposals by individual legislators (member items), the
Legislature annually awards more than $3 million in delinquency prevention
funding to specific providers.  The State Comptroller’s Office and Division
of the Budget have issued guidelines for State agencies to administer,
reimburse, monitor and evaluate member item contracts.  It is expected that
State agencies should apply the same controls and procedures for member
items as is done for all contracts.  Proper controls are necessary to help
prevent fraud, waste, abuse and error.

We found that the Division does not closely monitor member item providers,
and according to Division procedures, expenses normally considered non-
reimbursable are reimbursed for these providers.  If these providers are not
adequately monitored, there is less assurance that services will be provided as
intended and funds will be properly expended and accounted for.

For example, a little league in Rockland County received $50,000 to purchase
land, which is normally a non-reimbursable cost.  We also found that some
of these providers do not directly serve youths and provide questionable
benefit.  For example, a New York City provider received $55,000 to publish
a newsletter and identify youth needs. Another provider requested $50,000 to
“offer services and activities to the community” without specifying the nature
of these services and activities.  Another provider received $125,000 to
perform a feasibility study on developing a youth center in its community.
We concluded that this study did not accomplish its objectives, and did not
benefit youth.  The consultant primarily reviewed existing documents and
identified the same site which the provider previously found. Moreover, the
site was later found to be unavailable, and additional research and funding is
now needed to identify new sites.
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Some providers receive funding from several State agencies in addition to the
Division. For example, one provider in New York City received funding from
the Crime Victims Board, Department of Health, Department of Social
Services, Division of Criminal Justice Services, Division for Youth, Office of
the Prevention of Domestic Violence, State Education Department and Unified
Court System. Another provider in Albany received funding from four State
agencies. Some of these agencies fund programs that target the same youths,
share the same goals and provide identical services.  A March 1996 report by
the United States Government Accounting Office found that programs funded
by multiple government agencies result in inefficiencies in services and
excessive administrative costs. We believe delinquency prevention programs
funded by more than one State agency could suffer from similar problems.
Therefore, to prevent inefficiencies, funding for such programs should be
coordinated among the sponsoring State agencies.  However, we found that
the Division has not established procedures or researched available ap-
proaches to coordinate funding for multiple funded delinquency prevention
programs.

One way to coordinate funding for multiple funded programs is to consider
developing a unified funding or consolidated grant/contract approach.
Possible advantages of such an approach would be to simplify and reduce
program administration; emphasize comprehensive and integrated services;
and to coordinate program accountability with a focus on results.

In the early 1990's, the Council on Children and Families began working on
pilot projects to develop master contracts for one large child care provider
with multiple contracts from several agencies.  While this process appeared
to have merit, it has not been pursued on a wider scale.

We also note that private consultants are currently working with large
localities to consolidate grants/contracts and to focus more effort on
integrating services and producing results-based accountability.
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Recommendation

7. Work with State and local officials to consider and determine how
delinquency prevention funds could be utilized more efficiently and
effectively.  Activities should include, but not be limited to:

! establishing reimbursement guidelines indicating the
appropriate percentages for administrative and direct
program costs, and monitoring reimbursements to ensure
compliance with these percentages,

! reassessing funding for local park and recreation
departments to ensure that it supports delinquency
prevention programs,

! actively monitoring providers that receive funding from
legislative initiatives, and ensuring that the funds are used to
support delinquency prevention programs, and

! establishing procedures and researching available
approaches to coordinate funding for delinquency
prevention programs funded by more than one State agency.

(Division officials stated they are committed to efficiently and
effectively using program funds.  They agree that reviewing
administrative cost is appropriate, and will seek to coordinate
contracts with other agencies.)
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