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DIG E S T

WHY THE REVIEW WAS MADE

Between fiscal years 1969 and 1973
the Federal Government, through the
Law Enforcement Assistance Adminis-
tration (LEAA), awarded about

$1.5 billion to finance over 30,000
projects of State and local ggvern-
ments designed to prevent or reduce
crime.

LEAA funds for these projects are
distributed as block or discre-
tionary grants. State planning
agencies generally determine further
disbursement of these funds to spe-
cific programs in the criminal jus-
tice system--police, courts, or cor-
rections.

LEAA was one of the first agencies
the Congress established to operate
a block grant program.

GAO wanted to know if management had
taken appropriate steps to find out,
if possible, whether the projects
had helped to prevent or reduce
crime.

FINDINGS AND CONCLUSIONS

Common difficulties were involved in

trying to assess results of the four
types of LEAA projects GAO reviewed.

LEAA and the States have established
no standards or criteria by which
some indication of success or failure

of similar projects can be determined.
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To develop such criteria, comparable
data on the operat1on and results of
similar projects is needed.

Although LEAA encouraged States to
evaluate their projects, LEAA did
not take steps to make sure compa-
rable data was collected. Thus, in-
formation for similar projects was
not adequate or comparable.

The following examples from the four
types of projects reviewed--alcohol
detoxification centers, youth serv- .
ice bureaus, group homes for juve-
niles, and drug-counseling centers--
illustrate the difficulty of trying
to assess the effect1veness of LEAA
nrojects.

Aleohol detoxification centers

An expectation of the centers GAQ
reviewed was that their short-term
treatment approach might have some

‘positive impact on the "revolving-

door" pattern of the chronic public
drunk.

About 70 percent of the pat1ents be~
ing treated at the three centers
previously had been patients. The
readmission rates were about the
same despite significant differences
in costs and services provided.

However, without criteria as to what
acceptable readmission rates might
be, neither GAO, the States, nor
LEAA can state whether the projects
were effective. (See ch. 3.)




Youth service bureaus

These are to provide services to
keep youths who have a high potential
to commit crimes from doing so. One
basic way to find out if the proj-
ects are doing this is to gather be-
havior data on the youths.

Only one of the three LEAA projects
reported such data. It showed that
only 15 percent of the young people
served during a 1-year period who
had court records got into trouble
after contact with the project.
Data developed by GAO for another
project, however, showed that 43
percent of the youths who had court
records were, referred to juvenile
court after contact w1th the proj-
ect.

The first project appears to have
been more successful, but, without
standard ranges of expected success
rates, neither GAO, the States, nor
LEAA can determine the success of
the youth service bureaus.

Group homes for juveniles

These homes are to provide a family
environment in a residential setting
where a youth's problems can be |
treated and corrected. Data GAO de-
veloped showed that 45 percent of
youths were released from these
homes for poor behavior; 65 percent
had problems which resulted in re-
ferral to juvenile court once they
Teft the homes; and 36 percent were
_ sent to penal or mental institutions
after re]ease

Are suoh percentages acceptab]e?
Until LEAA and the States establish
criteria there is no adequate bas1s
for determining success or failure.
(See ch. 6.)

Drug-counseling centers

These centers sought to rehabili-
tate youthful drug abusers and pre-
vent youths from taking drugs. One
center kept no data on former use of
drugs by participants or the extent
of their change in drug use after
participating in the counseling cen-
ters because participants feared
this information would be provided
to law enforcement officials.
Another drug-counseling project de-
veloped data on the drug use habits
for about 45 percent of its partici-
pants but based its conclusions en-
tirely on participants' oral state-
ments and the staff's opinion on
their progress. (See ch. 4.)

Evaluation reports inconsistent

Because adequate evaluation criteria
did not exist, evaluation reports on
the projects were inconsistent and
generally did not provide sufficient
data to allow management to make ob-
jective decisions regarding proaect
success.

Evaluation reports on the three de-
toxification centers focused on dif-
ferent aspects of the centers' op-
erations and used different tech-
niques.

One report described in detail the
operations of the center and tried
to compare its operations to the op-
erations of another project even
though the two projects' treatment
philosophies differed significantly

regarding the extent of medical serv-

ices to be provided.

A report for another project as-
sessed primarily the adequacy of the
project's facilities and staff and
sought patients' and police

) department views of the proaect S

usefulness and success.

The eva]uat1on of the th1rd center

,developed quarterly statistics con-

cerning patients and what happened
to them.  But the information in the
quarterly reports was inconsistent,
which reduced the value of the re-
ports as indicators of the proaect s

,results (See ch. 3.)

Eva]uat1ons,of'the youth service bu-

- reaus-also varied. Studies of one

project developed information pri-
marily concerning the extent of com-
munity support for the project. A
study of another project consisted
primarily of interviews of project
staff and certain participants, ran-
domly selected, to determine whether
they -thought the project influenced

them to stay out of trouble. No ob-

jective data was reported on the -

_project's effect on participants.

The evaluation report of the third
project, however, contained subjec-
tive and objective data indicating
the project's impact. (See ch. 5.)

Similarly, the evaluation on only
one of the juvenile group homes pre-
sented data adequate to indicate the
project's effect. Evaluation of
another project presented data show-
ing where the participants went af-
ter leaving the home but did not
disclose whether they subsequently
got into trouble and were referred
to juvenile court. The evaluators
of the third project solicited
views of participants and staff
through quest1onna1res.; (See

ch 6.)

Recent LE%A detions

In the fall of 1973 LEAA. began to
plan, programs to improve its ability
to eva]uate LEAA-funded proaects.

A separate evaluation unit was
established in LEAA's National In-
stitute of Law Enforcement and Crim-
inal Justice to develop evaluation
strategies.

" The National Institute also started
“new projects to provide States with

information on how they may want to
operate and evaluate certain types

- of projects. However, LEAA has not

mandated any requivements that the
States standardize the type of data
they collect for similar projects.

One issue involved in LEAA-financed
programs .is deterwining the type of
leadership the responsible Federal
agency should provide to insure pro-
gram accountability for Federal
funds spent by the States. The ac-
tions LEAA has taken are not ade-
quate to establish systems necessary
to provide the Congress with such
accountability.

RECOMMENDATTONS

The Attorney General should direct
that LEAA, in cooperation with the
States, designate several projects
from each type of LEAA-funded pro-
gram as demonstration projects and
determine information that should be
gathered and the type of evajuations
that should be done in order to es-
tablish, for similar proaects, the
f0110w1ng .

--Guidelines relating to general
goals, the type of staff that
could be employed, the range of
services that could be provided,
and expected range of costs that
might be incurred.

~=Uniform information.

~-Standard reporting systems.




--A standard range of expected
‘accomplishments that can be used
to determ1ne effect1veness

-~Standardi zed eva]uat1on methodo]o-
gies that should be used so com-
parable results can be developed
on the 1mpact -

~In developing the standards, LEAA
should coordinate its efforts with
those of Federal agenc1es fund1ng
.s1m11ar prOJects _

On the bas1s of the standards deve1-
oped from the demonstration proj-
ects, the Attorney Genera] shou]d
direct LEAA to: : .

--Estab11sh an 1mpact 1nformat1on
“system which LEAA-funded projects
must use-to report to their States

. on- the effectiveness of the1r
proaects.~

--Requ1re States, once such a system

is established, to develop, as
 part of their State plans, a sys-
tem for approving individual proj-
ect evaluations only when it can
be determined that such efforts
will not duplicate information.
already available from the impact
1nformat1on system.

~=Publish annhually for the maaor
‘project areas results obtained
from the impact information sys-,
tem so the Congress and the pub-
1ic can assess LEAA program ef-
fectiveness.

GAO a1so suggested certa1n 1nforma-
tion that could be gathered to.indi-
cate the impact of the types of
projects it rev1ewed (See pp. 56
and 57.)

In developing information on the:.im-
pact of projects, LEAA must arrange
the data so the confidentiality of
the individual is protected.

AGENCY ACTIONS AIVD UNRESOLVED TSSUES

The Department of Just1ce genera]ly
agreed with the conclusions and rec-
ommendations regarding the need for
greater standardization of goa]s,
costs, types of services, and in-
formation to be collected on similar
projects so better eva]uat1ons can
be made. ‘

However, the Department did not‘
agree with the recommendations that
the way to implement the needed im-
provements was to have LEAA ulti-
mately establish general criteria re-
garding each 1tem (See app. I.)

The Department be11eves it is incon-
sistent with the philosophy of the
“New Federalism," as defined by the
Administration, for LEAA to require
the States to adopt such guidelines.
LEAA plans to continue to encourage
the States to evaluate their pro-
grams and to disseminate to them in-
formation on projects' operat1ons
and results as wr1tten up in var1ous
LEAA pub11cat1ons

However, the information in such
publications is generally not -com-
prehensive enough to provide an ade-
quate basis for developing compa=
rable data to develop standards and
crwterTa ,

GAQ does not be11eve the Depart- .
ment's proposed methods for carny1ng
out the-recommendations will -insure
that ‘the-same- general -guidelines- and
criteria are applied to 'similar °
proaects so’effective evaluations-
and adequate national accountab111ty
can be ach1eved

GAO believes that. 1ts recommendations ~

for LEAA to establish’ general cri-
teria for-the grant projects and to

require States to adopt such ¢crite~

ria are consistent with the coneern
of the Congress that LEAA provide

more 1eadersh1p so information on
the program's success would be

~available. (See pp. 60 to 62.)

The States reviewed agreed with

GAO's conclusions and recommenda-
tions and noted that they would be
helpful in 1mprOV1ng their evaluation
efforts.

MATTERS FOR CONSIDERATION
BY THE CONGRESS

Although the Crime Control Act of

1973 requires the Administration to
provide more leadership and report
to the Congress on LEAA activities,
the Department of Justice's re-

sponses to GAO's recommendations in-
dicate that LEAA's action will not
be consistent with the intent of the
Congress.

Therefore, GAO recommends that‘the
cognizant legislative committees

- further discuss this matter with of-

ficials of the Department.




" CHAPTER 1

INTRODUCTION

Between flscal years 1969 and 1973 the Federal
Government, through the Law Enforcement Assistance: ;Adminis-
tration (LEAA), awarded about $1.5 billion to help State
and local governments fund over 30,000 projects to prevent or
reduce crime. Have the projects been'effective? In many
cases it is too early to know because they have been operat-
ing for only a few years, However, to answer the question,
certain steps, such as defining project goals, have to be
taken , : . e

- To determine whether the steps have been taken to make
such assessments, we reviewed 11 projects--alcohol detoxifica-
tion centers, youth service bureaus, group homes for juve-

niles, and drug-counseling centers--in Kansas, Mlssourl, Oregon,

ot . 1 s e e

and Washlngton. We asked:

--Whether standards and goals had been establlshed to
determine if the projects were successful.

- =-Whether eValuations of the projectS*werevuseful

~=-What LEAA has done to help State and 1ocal govern-
ments determine project impact,

We also determined, to a certain extentg whether the
projects had helped the participants.

Establishing a sound basis for assessing the effective-
ness of social programs is necessary but frequently diffi-
cult. The problem is compoundsd in LEAA's program because
of the number of projects funded. Yet, most of the projects
(1) have the same goal~-to prevent or reduce crime, (2) in-
volve one or more elements of the criminal justice system--
police, courts, or corrections, and (3) deal with partici-
pants who either have been involved with the criminal justice
system or are likely to become involved with it if they are
not helped; Accordingly, certain criteria could be applied
to most LEAA-funded projects to assess their impact. By
examining closely a few projects, we (1) identified specific
qifficulties in trying to assess impact which we believe
are inherent in most LEAA-funded projects and (2) developed
a basis for recommending ways to improve program operations.




PROJECT FUNDING

The Omnibus Crime Controlpand Safe Streets Act of 1968
(42 U.S.C. 3701), LEAA's authorizing legislation, encouraged
the funding of projects that involved new methods to prevent

or reduce crime or that strengthened law enforcement activi-

~ties at the community level, The Crime Control Act of 1973,
which amended the 1968 act, extended LEAA's existence until
1976 and reemph451zed that legislative intent.

The leglslatlon prOV1des for State plannLng agenc1es ,
~ (SPAs), established by the Governors, to manage the Federal
- funds provided by LEAA, SPAs must develop State plans to

indicate how they will try to prevent or reduce crime. This

- plan, when approved by the LEAA Regional Administrator, is
the basis for Federal grants to the State. LEAA therefore.
must establish regulations and guidelines necessary to

» carry out the purposes of the act; SPAs must determine what
projects will be funded and are to seek advice from local
or regional planning units in developlng their plans.

LEAA project funds are awarded as either block or dis-
cretionary grants. Block grants are awarded in total to
SPAs. who determine the further distribution of the funds to
programs and subgrantees, Discretiohary grants are made
‘according to criteria, terms, and conditions determined by
LEAA; can be awarded to specific groups on the basis of LEAA—
approved appllcatlons' and are to ' ~

~-advance national prlorltles,
’ v-draw attention to programs not empha51zed in State

plans, and

37

-—afford spec1a1 1mpetus for reform and experlmentatlonr'

SPAs ‘carry out the1r plans prlmarlly by awardlng funds
to subgrantees, usually other State agencies, local govern-
ments, or nonprofit organizations, to implement specific
‘projects.. All subgrantees must adhere to LEAA and SPA
regulatlons and guldellnes in carrylng out their pro;ects.

SCOPE OF REVIEW

The prOJects rev1ewed were selected because they had
~‘been operatlng for several years .and appeared 51m11ar in

operations and fundlng 1evel; to other prOJects in the
elected States.

To assess the prOJects' operatlon and determlne the
problems of determlnlng ‘their effectlveness, we (1) used
statistical" data on the impact to the project if it had
been gathered in evaluation studies of the projects, (2)
used data recorded by project operating staff if it was
relevant to assessing impact, and (3) gathered add1t10na1
data, prlmarlly from court records. :

- We also- determlned the extent to which goals were uniform

and quantified for similar projects and, to the extent ~

possible, compared the results of 51mllar projects, to deter-
mine impact. To assess LEAA's role, we reviewed LEAA's head-

quarters operations and the work of LEAA regional staff in

Kansas City, Kansas, and Seattle, Washlngton. We d1d our
fieldwork between October 1972 and May 1973
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- CHAPTER 2

LACK oF STANDARDS#' THE BASIC PROBLEM

In 1967 the Task Force on Juvenlle Dellnquency of the
President's Commission on Law Enforcement and Admlnlstratlon
of Justice stated that. hundreds of different types of juve-
nile delinquency prevention projects were not only plausible
but were being tried out. The task. force stated that the
overwhelming need was to find out how well the projects
worked, to stop funding those that did not work, and to
give greater support to those that did. It noted that
evaluations done to date were not adequate to draw conclu-
sions as to the merlts of 31m11ar projects. The task force

M"Evaluation is presently done program by program.
Each evaluation starts from its own premises, con-.
siders its own class of effects, develops its own
indicators of success, follows up for its admin-
istratively feasible length of time. It is an
almost impossible task to compare results., * #* #
If we are to find answers to policy questions of
national scope, ways will have to be found to
focus attention on common central issues. * * *
The relevant Federal group can identify key ques-
tions regarding prevention programs, specify the
~ types of indicators that would mark success, and
perhaps indicate the time interval over which ef-
fects should be observed. The local evaluators,
project-based or in universities or research
centers, would be free to pursue whatever other
outcomes they were interested in. But, somewhere
in the research scheme, they would collect data
on the identified issues. The data would be
comparable across projects, and out of 20 or 30
or 100 projects, conclu51ons would emerge of
j‘ﬂmaJor 1mport."

The above quote is still approprlate when reV1ew1ng
steps LEAA and SPAs took to develop information on projects'

impact. The difficulties of evaluating LEAA-funded projects

stem largely from LEAA's failure to provide adequate leader-
ship in developing the systems necessary to produce impact
data so project results can be compared. LEAA has encouraged

10

“:to measure results.
~of data that should be collected SO results could be compared.

evaluat1ons but has not establlshed or suggested criteria
“Neither has LEAA identified the. type:

A standard range of acceptable accompllshment rates 1is
necessary to evaluate project success. Quant1f1able ‘goals

- for specific projects indicate the project planner's inten-

tions but cannot be used to compare the project's success
to similar prOJects unless the goals for all are 51m11ar and
51m11ar data is collected for each pro;ect :

LEAA guldellnes for 1972 Comprehen51ve State Plans
stated that:

"Program and project evaluation is necessary as

a basis for updating and revising future plans,
and to gauge success of implementation. Too
little is known about the degree to which current
projects and programs havs been effective * * *."

The guidelines defined "evaluation'" as answering whether
--the grantee accomplished what it said it‘wou1d‘

-w--the prOJect contributed to the SPA's goals and objec-
t1ves, and -

- --the project had side effects.
‘The guldelines then required that States consider and
select one of the following alternat1Ves for evaluatlng

progects the SPAs funded:

,--Evaluate 15 percent of the total number of subgrants
~ awarded in fiscal year 1972.

——Evaluate 15 percent of the total dollar value of
~ subgrants awarded/in fiscal year 1972.

--Evaluate all the subgrants awarded in one program
~ area. ‘ S

The gu1de11nes, however, did not suggest any standards

or criteria to insure that comparable data would be obtained
SO the results of the evaluation studies could be compared

11
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For. example, shunld LEAA or SPAs con51der detoxifica-

" tlon centers effective if they prevented 40 percent of their
. patients from being arrested .for drunkenness for 60 days
after release from the center? Should the. percent be 60 or
the number of days be 30? Without .obtaining comparable data
from similar proJects, LEAA cannot develop the baseline in-
formation necessary to establlsh .success standards.'

Merely ;equlrlng evaluatlons 1s 1nsuff1c1ent. LEAA
must consider how the evaluatlons can be standardlzed so
" SPAs and LEAA can obJectlvely develop strategles for allocat-
'1ng thelr Tesources. o R :

RECENT LEAA AND SPA ACTIONS
TO IMPROVE EVALUATIONS

PRSI

In the fall of 1973 LEAA began to plan efforts to im-
prove its ab111ty to evaluate ‘the results of LEAA- funded
projects. - = , ‘ :

L SR P W

. In response to. the .congressional mandate in the Crime
Control Act of 1973 that LEAA strengthen its evaluation
‘capablllty, LEAA plans, to: :

--Strengthen,SPAs capabllltles to de51gn and implement
project evaluations by providing more technical assist-
ance to them :

L4

--Improve the SPA evaluation coordination to permit
evaluatqxs to comprehen51vely report on the overall

© results by expanding the National Institute of Law
Enforcement and Crlmlnal Justlce activities.

--Develop a nat10nw1de system for collecting and analyz-
ing operating data generated in 1mp1ement1ng LEAA-
funded progects.‘

To 1mp1ement these plans over the. next fews years,
LEAA has made.several organlzatlonal changes. 'LEAA estab-
115hed ‘ : : '
'~ --a separate evaluation d1v151on in October 1973 in
- the National Institute of Law Enforcement and Criminal
Justice to evaluate LEAA's programs and ~

12
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--an office of planning:andhmanagement in 0ctober 1973
_to oversee the development and implementation of com-
prehen51ve LEAA and SPA evaluatlons. ‘ '

: Other actlons whlch LEAA has taken or has proposed to
take dre noted in the Department of Justlce .comments on this
report (See app. IL. ) el : : :

" Two SPAs reviewed have also tried to improve .their
evaluation capability by developing.standards for certain
types of projects.’ Missouri has established standards for
plann1ng,'organ1z1ng, and administering group homes and re-
quires that certain information be collected on each part1c1-
pant's activities. Washington is developing a standard in-
formation system for group homes. Washlngton also has re-

‘cently approved guidelines for. youth service bureaus that

set forth basic functions that youth services should offer,

*organlzatlonal models , and minimum statlstlcal data that
-~ each youth serV1ce bureau must develop

These actions are in the rlght d1rect10n ‘but w1thout
LEAA leadership and guidance there is no guarantee that
the Missouri and Washington systems will be compatible either
with each other or with systems other SPAs may be develop-
ing. LEAA guidance and direction are essential if nation-
wide data is to be gathered on project effectiveness..

13




CHAPTER 3

ALCOHOLIC DETOXIFICATION CENTERS

‘Detoxification centers are an alternatlve to plac1ng
drunks in Ja11 (drunk tank) -~ Are centers successful? To-

find out, it is necessary to compare the results of the oper-

ations of 51m11ar centers against success standards.

4 When LEAA started fundlng detoxification centers, it had
the opportunity to establish an information system that could
have been the basis for developing treatment standards and
criteria for projects it funded. Such standards could have
been established while still providing sufficient flexibility

’_so the centers could respond to partlcular local conditions.

'LEAA, however, has not gathered adeqnate data from LEAA-
funded projects and has issued no guidelines on the range of

'services LEAA-funded detoxification centers should offer, the

average per patient costs that should be 1ncurred, or the
long-term benefits that alcohollcs should realize from going
to such centers.

NEED FOR CENTERS

In 1971 a consultant task force for the Natlonal Insti-
tute on Alcohol Abuse and Alcoholism reported that about
9 million people in the United States have serious alcoholic
problems: 5 million are chronic addictive alcoholics and
4 million drink so much that their Jobs are affected or their
health is impaired.

The skid row alcoholic, the most visible yictim of alco-

- holism, constitutes an estimated 3 to 5 percent of the

chronic addictive alcoholics. Alcoholics account. for about
one-third of all arrests reported annually nationwide. In
1971 the Federal Bureau of Investigation estimated that

1.4 million arrests were for public drunkenness. Many of
these actions involve the repeated arrest of the same per-
sons, reflecting the familiar pattern of the reVOIV1ng ~door
alcoholic--intoxication, arrest, conviction, sentence,

‘1mprlsonment, release, 1ntox1cat10n, and rearrest.

In 1967 the Task Force on Drunkenness of the Pre51dent‘s
Commission on Law Enforcement and Administration of Justice

recommended that communities establish detoxification units

14
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as part of their'comprehensive”treatment programs. The task.

force believed the establishment of detoxification centers
was the best alternative to traditional methOds‘[&uch;as
drunk tanks) of handling intoxicated offenders and a pre-
requisite to revising existing laws so that belng drunk in

‘public could be considered an illness rather than a crime.

The task force believed the centers should provide not -only
a "dry out'" period but should also prOV1de such therapeutic
and aftercare programs as :

"*--phySical’examinations;

--emergency unlts for treatlng acutely 1ntox1cated per-
sons,' :

--transportatlon to hospltals 1f advanced ‘medical care
was’ necessary, and -

'—-supplemental aftercare community activities, such as
those provided by Alcoholics Anonymous, local mis-
‘sions, and'housing and‘employment cOunseling Centers.

LEAA funds have helped establish or maintain alcohollc

- detoxification centers so pollce departments will not ‘have
“to care for drunks and police offlcers can deal w1th more

serious 1aw enforcement matters s .

*PROJECTS REVIEWED

We rev1ewed three detox1f1cat10n cenitérs: Alcoholic
Recovery Center, Portland, Oregonj; the Kansas‘City Sober
House, Kansas City, Missouri; and the Seattle Treatment Cen-

‘ter, Seattle, Washington. The Portland and Kansas City cen-

ters were in skid row; the Seattle center was 2 miles from
skid row. All three centers, however, treated primarily the

'skid row alcoholic. This is to be-expected since skid row

is the major 1ocat10n where persons are picked up for public
drunkenness.

Each progect has received the following funds for its

. operatlons

15




- LEAK funds **  Months

- Total ~  Percent . of
| bggant . of  opera-

| a ”‘u‘get ‘Amount - ' ‘total - tion "Gfaﬁt'ggriod

Kansas RIS L o ’ -

City = $253,664 $170,000 6’ B L |

; 253,664 51 0 67 sl

gortland 688,677 407,301 59 ,23 1guyl‘t° o7
T NI P T AS b
-7 ! -71 to 12-72

‘The goals of‘these{prdjecté ﬁ' , to rec v
b4 ! | : >ts were ,to reduce the ;
izogilsiiiuré}liziirristed and jailed and'to‘help'ihzhgaggzgig .
cope rehabilita cghollc,problems so they could eventuall
o el iFe and.not be a burden to themselves orky
WithOUt.arrest?o 1;g_off1cer,brought the drunk to the center
MiLiout. arve ‘;2g iim. If the center refused to admit the

e of his belligerence or the lack of rToom or Ef

he refused to remai . :
. TC in at . ] v :
and jailed. | the center, he was usually arrested

outreacheéb:§2i251ons could‘be made by the alcoholic himself
S achWoTel y OT other treatment agencies. Centers ’
various theré ezz?lc alco@olics fox 3.to 5. days and offered
vapions. eSseit' ic techniques. The'alcohdlid's participa-
him to the cent;:1¥yTK°1untary,eVen if the police broughﬁ‘
out the alcoholic, b'.e purpose of the procedure is to dr;
ehabilitation: ,d'ulld h1m‘up physically, begin social Y
stances favOraﬁlznt reFurn oo tO,the.community under. eireum
Sangas TeToTenLe o his efforts toward increased sobriet )
‘ oped that a short-term treatment might hav: Zéme

positive impact on the revolvi
biic dromp: ton e revq;v1ng-doorvpattern of . the chronic

: How seri 5 . B . .
lowing caiiriiﬁioiiﬁstﬁi §§X°1V1“s*d°°r problem be? The fol-
center 111u$trate‘the Proble; patients treated by the Seattle
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Patient . Time period Number of admissions
1. -March’and April 1972  Gity jail, 60 -
SO A e .Seattle project,"3

5- " March and April 1972 city jail, 3
L o ~Seattle project, 4
'z . March and April 1972 city jail, S "
‘ Seattle project, 2

4 ' March and April 1972 city jail, 5

Seattle project, 4

5 March 1972 City jail, 4
‘ Seattle project, 2

The three centers had significantly different costs.
Seattle costs weTe $43 a day per patient, Portland costs were
$25, and Kansas City costs were $23. The length of stay at
the centers ranged from an average of 2.6 days to 4.1 days,
and the cost per patient stay varied from an average of

{60 in Kansas City to $146 at Seattle. '

The major difference in cost was attributed to the dif-
ference in the medical services provided, the number of sup-
porting personnel employed, and the cost of providing the
facility. Seattle had a large medical staff--6 part-time
doctors, 1 full-time doctor, and 14 registered full-time

nurses. Portland had doctors as part-time consultants and
6 registered fyull-time nurses. Kansas City had one consult-
ing physician and one registered full-time nurse. Each
patient entering the Seattle center was given a complete
medical examination. Registered nurses in Kansas City and
Portland evaluated patients' medical problems upon admission
but did not ask doctors to examine patients unless they

appeared ill.

Rental costs and total staffing at the centers were
as follows. ‘ e :
Average

monthly rent _
for facility  Beds paid staff  per bed

Kansas City $1,335 55 14 0425
Portland - 600 - 50 4 .68
Seattle . ag,433 59 82 1.4

‘aﬂbnt rénged‘from $5,000 to $10,300.
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cation centers funded with LEAA ftmds]?e Proviced by detox'lh-
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PROJECT EVALUATION

Given the lack of guidelines as to what constitutes
detoxification centers and as to what evaluations should
consist of, what type of evaluations were made of the three
projects? We had to assess the adequacy of the evaluations
before attempting to comment on the impact of the projects.
A detoxification center can best measure its effectiveness
by establishing quantifiable goals, gathering statistics in
like measurable units, and comparing outputs with goals.

None of the three centers had outlined measurable quan-
tified goals that related to the problems they were attempt-
ing to diminish. Each project, however, did quantify service
delivery goals. Kansas City planned to treat 3,600 annually;
Portland, 2,500 during its first year of operation; and
Seattle, 8,700 annually. ‘ ' S

-~ The three subgrantees did not identify quantified goals,
such as (1) the percentage.or number of patients who should
be rehabilitated, (2) the percentage or number of patients
who should be referred to follow-on treatmgnt facilities,
and (3) the number of patients who stop drinking or maintain
periods of sobriety,

Grant applications for,LEAA funds should include a sec-
tion that contains the grantee's criteria and project evalua-
tion plans. The evaluation component in the nine applica-

tions! for the three alcohol centers reviewed did not describe

the criteria or evaluation plan,

LEAA's 1971 SPA‘guide stated in relation to grant ap-
plication evaluation components or plans:

"Evaluation is simplifieﬁlif‘the'subgraﬁtee appli-
cation contains clear and quantifiable statements
of the expected results of the project. These
statements .should include both input measures
(e.g., numbers of addicts treated) and output meas-
ures (e.g., numbers of addicts rehabilitated)."

lProjec't applications usually request funding for 1 year or’
less. Since each of the three projects had been funded for
more than 1 year, each project had submitted at leas% Zwo
applications. ' | ke
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Neither LEAA nor the SPAs assisted the three projéCts in
developing methods to insure acceptable evaluations.

_ The first two grant applications of the Kansas City
project did not specify grant goals, statistics to be kept,
or an evaluation plan. The last two grant applications coﬁ-
?alned goals to be evaluated, such as the police time reduced
in processing public drunkenness cases, the number of cases
to be handled by the municipal court, and the number of per-
sons sentenged to the city's correctional institution. How-
ever, no criteria were given stating how many patients were
to be rehabilitated or referred to aftercare facilities.

The evaluation plan of the two Portland gr 1
only that Portland State University WOuld'evafuzgzsti:ated
grants., Because a contract award condition was:placed on
the subgrantee to revise the evaluation component and get
SPA approval, the university provided a general outline to
be used for the project's evaluation. 'The SPA had also rec-
ommended that the SPA evaluation specialist be involved in
the project but did not solicit his advice or present the
evaluation procedure for his approval. S

. The evgluation plan of the three Seattle grants essén-
t}ally consisted of one paragraph. It stated that an evalua-
tlon_wogld be done by the Seattle-King County Alcoholism
Commission. Neither input nor output measures were stated.

Inadequate evaluations

: Independentdevaluators.evaluated the three detoxifica-
tion centers. The Seattle-King County Commission on Alco-
hgllsm evaluated the Seattle project; Portland State Univer-
51ty,.tbe P9rt1and‘project; and representatives from another
det9x1f1cathn_center,~the Kansas City prbject; Tw0'Seatt1é~
project evaluators monitored and worked weekly ‘whereas the
other two projects' evaluators made one‘annual’evaluatiop
Evaluation results showed that each of the thTEe centersi.

needed improvements. However, the three evaluations examined

different aspects of the centers' operations and used dif-
ferent evaluation techniques. None of the evaluations devel-
oped follgwup,data,on patients so LEAA could determine the
centers' impact or compare the projects'’ effectiveness.
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Kansas City

The Kansas City evaluation report described in detail
the operations of the nonmedical project but compared the .
methods of the Kansas City project to those of a St. Louis
medical detoxification project, rather than concentrating on
determining whether the Kansas City project was achieving
its objectives. For example, the evaluation report criti-
cized the project because it did not have comprehensive
medical services, but the report did not demonstrate that

‘patients in the Kansas City projéct received less than needed

care. The report also recommended improving the staff and
services offered patients. o L .

, Project officials objected to the report, mnoting that
it ignored one project purpose--to show that alcoholics do
not need attending medical staff during the sobering-up
period. Because of controversy over the report's useful--
ness, no followup was made on patients.. e :

Portland

The Portland center evaluafion;‘completed~in September
1972, covered the first year of the project's operation and
included : : . , S

.--assessing the project's goals and objectives, facili-
- ties, personnel, and evaluation procedures;

--determining police,department,and‘follow-on treatment
center views of the usefulness and success of the

« project; and

--comparing the Portland center's administrative prac-
tices with those of three other detoxification centers
in the country to determine if such things as goals,
admission procedures, and staff arrangements were
'similar. : : - ~ R

... The evaluation primarilyfdeSCribedkthe center's.activi-
ties and presented limited statistical data on the impact of
center services on patients treated. SPA officials said the
evaluation report was too general, had limited statistical
;@afa~toVsuppoTtfitslsonclusions, and made no recommendations
to correct deficiencies it noted. : .
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' For example, the report noted that the center, because
of inadequate funding, had not developed followup informa-
‘tion to indicate whether such services as outreach or coun-
seling had an impact. The report, however, stated that
followup was not done during the evaluation because of the
cost and mobility of the population group and did not sug-
gest ways that the center might develop such data.

- Although quarterly and subsequently monthly progress
reports were submitted to the SPA on project activities, the
'~ reports mainly described what the project was doing and how

‘many patients it was treating. The reports did not say how
“ much the center helped patients. e : L

Seattle

The Seattle-King County Commission on Alcoholism did a
continuous evaluation using methods the commission and the
project staff developed. SPA officials did not participate
in the evaluation planning. ' '

The evaluation team gathered quarterly statistical re-
‘ports concerning the number of patients admitted each month,
“the number of alcoholics brought in by the police, the oc-
cupancy rate of the beds, the number of patients referred to
follow-on treatment facilities, and the number of patients
released with approval of the project's medical staff or
- transferred to a hospital for additional medical treatment.

- The team did not gather followup data on released pa-
tients to determine if they had changed their drinking
habits. The quarterly reports, however, varied in both the
' information cited and the manner presented. The lack of

~consistency reduced the value of the reports.

PROJECT EFFECTIVENESS

~ We attempted to determine the extent to Which the proj-
ects were achieving their goals so we could provide some in-
dication of the success achieved and the type of standards

that could be developed to evaluate a project. To the extent

possible, we used the findings of independent evaluators

or the information collected by the projects. . Often, how-
ever, we had to develop our own data to determine the proj-
ect's impact. Two of the three projects achieved certain

!
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‘ goals,»but'allAthreekprojec

 No.time-1limit 1is usually

té;hadalittléisuccess in reducing
thewrevolving-door'probleme_, | : il B
| " ‘ nd Seattle inditatedthat‘ﬁhe
' i ' in achieving the
tects had varying degrees of success 1n : he
PgZiéof reducing the number of arrests;fgx'publ;c djunken
ﬁess. In Kansas City, the number of police arrests for o
druhi-inrpublic offenses,decreased 39 perpent bctween cale N
ddrVYears‘1970 and'1971‘and‘an'additiong} %A pe;cent be?wee
1971 and’1972. However, the number of similar arrest; tn
Seattlé between 1970 and 1971 decreased by 1 percent bu
increased by 9 percent between 1971 and 1972.

" pata from Kansas City a

- We could not obtain comparable aéta’fOxftheiPortig?g
roject because Oregon law state@ that‘gfterﬂquly‘i,w.lr .
gublicvdrunkenness and drinking 1n pgbllctzererzzedzgge
riminal offenses. However in the months p
32;?133 1972, police arrest; in Portland for these offenses
’ 5 :

Jecreased 31 percent when compared with similar arrests in
_the same 9 months a year’egrller. X

Another means of determining the impact of the‘detoil;
fication center~is to determine the iatetgnd4frigzigczhgu1d
T issi 0’ ss. Detoxification ce ‘s sl

eadmission for drunkenness. Loxs
iry to develop programs to help break the revq}v1ng door

cycle.

aéCépted definition'of'freadmigsionﬁ ;s

has been admitted previously to the center.

considered in determingpg'feadmls-

"~ sion rates. . The 1onger‘the project has beenzoperaitgiérthe
moré;pebple have been admittedi thus, th:e is a g :

| potential.for readmitting previous patients.

A generally
that the patient

oo wroiects had been operating between I and
The three projects had been operatin v d
2 years when we gathered the following comparab;e ?dimls
sion data in January 1973.

. Readmission rates

A'Céntérs.fi  ‘ . vq),JanUaryz19733
o  K§ﬁsas City T ¥‘Q“ . igg%‘
o - Seattle .. .. . . L
23
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Are these rates. acceptable? LEAA has not issued any
standards noting a range of acceptable readmission rates.
Therefore, we cannot state whether the readm1551on rates
are exce551ve.¢ ‘

,.i
T

'Another measurement'of detoxification centers' 1mpact

“is the extent to which centers got patients enrolled in

follow-on treatment programs once they leave. Without such

treatment, it would be very difficult~to breakrthe;rev01Ving-,‘

door cycle.

Most patients were referred to private homes, hOtels,»
missions, or other nontreatment facilities. Available rec-

ords of the three projects listed the number of patients

referred to follow-on treatment facilities as follows:

 Patients referred
to follow-on

Months ~_treatment facilities

- covered Patients Number - ~ Percent
Kansas.City. 22 6,669 1,750 26
Portland - -~ 15 4,940 408 8
Seattle = 10 . 4,589 .~ 1,025 22

The centers did not compile statistics on the number of
patients who. actually enrolled in follow- on treatment pro-

,grams after being referred to them.

Although the detox1f1cat10n centers may not need infor-
mation on a patient's progress once he leaves, SPAs should
work with the centers to develop such data to determine

" which, if any, follow-on facilities are having a p051t1ve

1mpact and are breaking the ‘revolving- door cycle.‘

Conc1u51on

Were the three centers effective enough to be considered

successful? ‘It is difficult to say because no standards have
been established. Although the three centers varied widely

- in costs and services provided, generally their achievements

varied little. .The data developed on the 1mpact of the
three centers cannot be compared with data on the operation

~of similar centers to determine relative effectiveness be-

cause neither LEAA nor SPAs have collected such information.

24

However, the 1nformat10n does indicate that the centers have
a signiflcant problem in trying to eliminate the revolving-
dOor‘pattern, even though they have reduced police involve-

ment.
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| CHAPTER 4

" DRUG-COUNSELING PROJECTS

Drug-counseling projects are established in local
communities to assist drug abusers who request help. LEAA
~ has established no criteria on what services should be pro-
vided by such projects, what type of staff should be used,
or what results should be expected from drug-counseling proj-
ects. No reporting format exists to obtain adequate and
comparable data from similar projects. ' ‘

Significant variations in the activities of drug-
~counseling projects reviewed and the lack of data on their

impact illustrate the problems in trying to assess their
effectiveness, . : >

WHY DRUG-COUNSELING PROJECTS ARE NEEDED

The National Commission on Marihuana and Drug Abuse
stated in its second report to the President and the Con-
gress! that, for most of the past decade, the need to solve
the drug problem has been a recurrent concern of the public
and that drug use may be related in part to the apparent in-
crease in crime and other antisccial behavior. It stated
further that the drug problem has resulted in serious inquiry
into the causes for drug use, in a massive investment of
social efforts to contain it, and in a mobilization of med-
ical and paramedical resources to treat its victims.

LEAA has participated in attempts to reduce drug prob-
ilems by providing funds to State and local governments for
i increased investigation and apprehension capabilities, drug
| réesearch, and drug abuse prevention and rehabilitation pro-
‘grams. LEAA estimates that it spent about $189 million

between fiscal years 1969 and 1973 on such programs. Some
. of the LEAA funds have been used for locally planned and

"bperated drug rehabilitation and education projects.
; ‘Until 1973 LEAA‘did'not restrict'the‘type,of,drug proj-
~ects it would support with either discretionary or block

‘ ‘"Drug use in America: Problem in Per'spectiiVe,n US Govern-

~ment Printing Office, March 1973,
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grahts;‘iTn;June.1973~LEAA issuedguidelines;discontinuing B

the use of its discretionary' funds for drug treatment and.

rehabilitation projects which setved persons other than

i institutions. LEAA adopted this policy ;
;?EQZri?ypggiiuseuthe Drug Abuse‘office‘gnd;Tmea;mepthgg of
1972AdeSignated~other*agencies,“such as:thqlpepartyeif
Health, Education, and'Welfare.(HEW),gas\havgngtirlmubgié .
responsibility for funding projects to educate t efpit €
about drug abuse and to develop;pxogrgmskto prevent it. . ..

" LEAA did hbt:§hénge ifé.policy of.alldﬁiqguaPAs’tqégiter-
mine the»type‘of projects they fund with block funds.. SPAs
prevent, decrease, OT stop drug abuse;throughjedugagipn and
coUhSeling;‘nTheSe projects generally are not geared to i
copevwith°the "hard drug'" user that requlresAmgg;cal,as§1s

| therefore are stillkfunding'drug‘treatment projects to

PROJECTS 'REVIEWED - |
G %é reviewed drug-counselihg projeg;s'only‘ig;gansag_gnd
Missouri; Oregon and Washington»SPAsdlg;iot‘igzs£izgésefved
o ing j ' we began our work unless t
counseling projects when we be they =2
sons i 1€ tional system. - These States adop
D e prdct the ;?rr?G “be se other. organizations, such as
this prdctice .primarily because other. OTEanize - "= h
HEW, 5ére funding such projects. Many °$’ﬁf“?PAS’;hQ¥i§er’
Con%inue”to'fundVdrug—COunseling“pr03e9t55ﬁxm11ay to the
ones we reviewed in Kansas and Missourl. - .

| : arcotics ice Council juvenile

We reviewed the Narcotlcs Service '
tréatment‘pfoject,wCalled NASCO;West,;lnpSt.ngulg,%ou?ty,
Mlssouri,’whichﬁreceivedzits‘fir%tgLEAA*grantgln ?‘ﬁgbhnson
ary 1971, and the Drug Intervention Group project in John
Couhty; kanéas;‘which received its first g?AA.grigznanEAA
: 1971, = The St, Louis project was Sti.- ™* | ;
gzﬁgs~ht‘thé time of our review, but the KansagySPAlzggppgd
‘funding the Johnson County project on’December;SL, 'nif’
because the project was poorlyymanagedzanihihz ;Z??Evedy
did not support it. The St, Louls pro) had ived
‘about $177€000 in LEAA funds-as‘of~Apr;1 1973, andb§2e1972“
Johnson County project;‘about-$171,000 as of_Decemlgx;f »
when it was terminated. |

Thevbésié objectives of both‘projects'were to rehabil-

~ {tate youthful drug abusers and,preveqt‘youths_from'taklng

.27
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drugs. Both projects dealt primarily with youths who used
depressants, stimulants, or hallucinogenic drugs. Project
participation was voluntary, ' e - '

. The projects brought youths together in groups to dis-
cuss problems, share experiences, and offer alternatives to
d?ug use. Group therapy was used to help participants cope
w1th'prob1ems that had turned them to drugs., The projects; 
also provided group counseling to parents and other adults
to help them understand the youths' drug problems and to
foster communication and understanding between users and
nonusers, - ‘ » s s : : e

The St. Louis County project was directed by a clinical
psychologist, assisted by three full-time counselors with
degrees in psychology, two ex-drug users, and a research
assistant. Seventeen paracounselors (prior participants)
also assisted during group therapy sessions. Group sessions
were scheduled for different age groups, were run by profes-

~sional counselors, and were conducted at the facility hous-

ing the project. In addition, the project offered individual
counseling as needed, R : o

. The Johnson County project was directed by ‘a profes-
slongl psychologist, assisted by a cobrdinator, an adminis-
trator, a registered nurse (who supervised the 24-hour tele-
phone,grisis»sgrviqe), volunteer crisis team members, 12
part-time nonprofessional group leaders, and six part-time
community liaison workers, | R

Groups were established for drug users and for adults
interested in learning how to effectively communicate with
drug users. Group sessions, run by persons of the same age
as the rest of the group, met at many different locations..
The groups selected their leaders who received some train-
ing in how to run such groups by professional staff members
or consultants employed by the project. Groups could accept
or reject applicant requests to join the groups submitted .
to them by the project's directors. Individual counseling
was not offered to participants and little, if any, central-

tzed management or direction was given to them.,

 PROJECT EVALUATION

Neither”LEAA nor SPAs had established criteria for
evaluating drug-counseling projects. In addition, neither
LEAA nor SPAs had helped the projects establish an adequate

~information system or evaluation approach.

Consultants from St. Louis University‘evaluated the
St. Louis County project to determine the reaction to the
project by the community and participants and to identify

~what the community and participants believed to be the

project's strengths and weaknesse¢s. Most empirical data
was gathered through interviews; the consultants made no
other attempt to assess project impact on the participants.,

- kThe study concluded that the community and participants
generally believed the project worthwhile. The St. Louis
County project had no other evaluation, .

A doctoral candidate at Kansas University obtained in-
formation on the Johnson County project for his dissertation,
which concerned the project's approach to rehabilitating
young drug users. Over a 3-month period he compiled data
for 36 persons who participated in the project during a
7-month period, Of the 36, 16 dropped out of the project
after a short period. His findings regarding the 20 remain-

ing participants indicated that some decreased their drug

use regardless of how active they were in the project and
that most believed the project helped them understand their

problems. :

The project's first grant stated that a consulting
firm would evaluate the project's activities. Officials
of the SPA and the project, however, disagreed over the con-
sulting firm that would do the evaluation because the proj-
ect director wanted to use a firm in which he and his wife
were officers., As a wesult no evaluation was performed,

o The evaluations of the two drug-~counseling projects

did not develop sufficient information to measure their im-
pact, Information that should be developed to measure a
drug-counseling project's effectivensss includes: changes in
drug use or participants'! changes in their social outlook

apd the degree of participation.
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ect's impact on participants,

- PROJECT EFFECTIVENESS

‘We attempted.to determine the eXteht;to'whiéh:thé,th

that can be used to measure the'aCComplishments of drug-

~counseling projects.

‘The staff of the St. Louis project had accumulatéd,some

‘useful data for analyzing project success. We obtained some

inc9mp1eteqinformation from the staff of the Johnson County
project, but it was of little value in indicating the proj-

St. Louis -

Initially the St. Louis project obtained data on the
extent of participants' drug use before they entered the
projectqut kept only limited data on changes in their drug
use while they were in the project or after they left, In
August 1972, about 18 months dfter the first grant period
started, the project staff began keeping more Complete data,
including followup on participants, and began analyZing the
data to determine-changes in drug use. - “

e L e i St . - -

_Our fieldwork for this project, completed in Decem-
ber 1972, showed that data on changes in drug use was avail-
able for 169 of the 372 youths who entered the project
through October 31, 1972. The data is summarized below.

Type of

treatmont ~ T Redsiy-dzug use ‘
; ; educe :

. started . . Participants drugs . use- chzgge Igc::gsed
Heavy users (note a) 38 g k N
nen : .13
Moqernte’users (note b) 67 26 : 23 ‘ iﬁ 2
Slight usérs (note c) 7 53 S0 30 - 'Zi g

Former users who occa-
sionally used drugs
(note d)

8

=
o
- TR 1S
lu,r
[
o

(Total . -

I s

- BA heavy user takes drugs one or more times each- day,

o ba moderate user takes drugs 3 to~5‘times‘alﬁéék.

FA siiﬂhf,uéef tnke;'d ’ : 3 | : P R
| drugs'lor? times s ;zgi'atvpartigs or when he is with friends, He takes

dThese ts : ide nonus atiy b '

A participants were considered as nonusers origi F b S '
red . nally but

of Qccasional drug. and marihuana use when they entgred txe pro?:gt?iStories
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v projegts_werg helping participants. This was done to provide
~some indication of the success rate and the type of standards

~ The data, although subjective,.-indicates that the staff

- The:datafwas\basedvénfthe'participantsﬁ,oral;statem@nts
regarding their progress-and.on. the staff's opinion.

. Theistaff also rated the social adjustment progress for
160 'of the 372 participants because the staff believed that
social adjustment problems were the underlying causes for
drug use and must be treated also, The staff's ratings showed
that 28 participants were much improved, 42 were moderately
improved, 45 were slightly improved, and 45 had not improved.

believed most participants were beingnhelped.by the project.

, Adequate records available on the school status of 123
participants showed that:only 10 of the 103 who.were attend-
ing school when they entered the project subsequently dropped
out of school, whereas 9 of the 20 who. did not attend school
had returned after they entered the project. Employment data
for 63 participants showed that 33 were employed when they
entered the project and 32 were still employed when data was g
collected, When 22 others entered, they were out of school |
and not working, but 6 later started work, The remaining i
eight were in school when they entered the project but; later i
dropped out and five went to work. A 0

Continued participation in the project by a youth is i
another indication of the interest generated by a project. o
Staff members believed a youth must attend at least three I
group therapy sessions before a participant-counselor trust I
can be established, after which the youth generally feels i
comfortable and begins to discuss his problems. About 71 per-
cent of the youths who entered the project had attended more "™
than three sessions, according to records maintained by the
staff,. : ~ 4

Johnson County

The project staff did not record any data on the number
of participants, their former drug use, or the extent of their ‘
change in drug use, According to the staff, the lack of ; A
records on drug use stemmed from the participants' fear that
their names would be given to law enforcement officials be-
cause the county attorney had once requested the names of
all drug users participating in the project. Consequently,
‘there was no base upon which to assess project impact.




DT S TR |

(2) degree of social adjustment changes, or (3) the average

‘A’g?aragyee’quthe confidentiality of information de-
veloped on participants in drug-counseling programs is
needed but followup data should be available. Without such
dataf'thgrgiisynpﬁgood basis for deciding whether to continue
fur.mdlng'sug:hprqj‘ects0 Anonymity can still be guarénteed
while impact data is-provided, S o

~ Conclusion

|  jW§r§;fH§’twaprpjéctS”successful? We cannot say because
no criteria .exist regarding the impact such projects should
ichieve in terms of (1) changes in drug use by participants,

number of sessions attended by participants, However, the

",St,”Loﬁis brbject appeared to help a significant number of

j?uthgtéqisgdp qr‘reduce drug use, The Johnson County project
d;d‘nqtlngn.co;lect basic data needed to assess effective-

gy

e 4 o
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CHAPTER 5

YOUTH SERVICE BUREAUS

)
Youth service bureaus attempt to: -~

--Keep youths who have committed crimes from getting
involved further with the justice system. ‘

--Prevent youths who have not committed crimes from
doing so.

They attempt to do this by coordinating community services
available to youths and by providing needed services not
available in the community. Moreover, they work with law
enforcement agencies to encourage them to refer youths to

the bureaus rather than to the juvenile court for prosecution.

- Many difficulties existed in trying to assess the proj-
ects' impact. Neither LEAA nor the SPAs reviewed had issued
guidelines on (1) how bureaus should be organized, (2) what
services should be provided and how they should be delivered,
and (3) what information such projects should maintain. More-
over, there are no common criteria to judge the success of

youth service bureaus, |

The lack of guidelines resulted in significant varia-
tions in the projects' operations and data collected on the
projects' impact, These problems made it difficult to com-
pare the effectiveness of the three projects. :

 NEED 'FOR YOUTH SERVICE BUREAUS

- In 1967 the President's Commission on Law Enforcement
and Administration of Justice recommended that youth service
bureaus be established in comprehensive neighborhood community
centers to assist juveniles, both delinquent and nondelinquent,
referred by the police, the juvenile court, parents, schools,
and other sources. The growth of youth service bureaus has
been widespread partly as result of the availability of Fed-
eral funds. In 1969 the National Council on Crime and
Delinquency identified fewer than 12 youth service bureaus.
A 1972 nationwide study financed by HEW reported that 155
bureaus had received Federal funds and that LEAA was the
" most significant funding source for the bureaus, having pro-
vided funds for 135 or about ‘87 percent.
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PROJECTS REVIEWED

We revieWed‘the operations of threg projects--¥outh
Eastside Services, Bellevue, Washington; Yquth SerV1§es
Bureéu, Portland, Oregon; anﬁdﬁroject‘Yquth Oppo;tunlty,
St. Louis, Missouri. o ~

‘Detaiis‘onkprajeét funding are shown below,

. __LEAA funds
Total o Percent
grant ~of Months of

budget  ‘Amount total operation

Grant period

Bellevue §286,922 $174,196  60.7 36
Portland 187,670 98,840  52.7 24
St. Louis. 230,856 154,866 ~ 67.0 25

The projects' directors stated that the primary goal of
their‘projects was to influence youths to change their behav-

system. However, only the St. Louis project had quantified
its diversion objectives. Its goal was to reduce by 3.5 to
7.5 percent the number of youths referred to the court who
have had previous court contact and reduce by 7.5 to 10 per-

time.

PrQiQ¢tﬂreCQrd§ did not fully.document the‘number Qf L
participants but indicated that the Por;land and S?. Louis -
projects each served about 2,500 a year compared with about
4,500 a year at Bellevue. The Portland staff made about .
i 5,000 contacts with these people, whereas the St. Louis and.
o Bellevue staff made an estimated 14,000'a§d.28,000 contacts,
L respectively. The organization and~faC111t1?5,fOr;th§ thz;e

g projects varied considerably and accgunted, in part{ or e
differences in the number of peoplellnvolved‘and total con-
tacts made. :

Q-Beiievﬁé ﬁéd‘lo staff members and about 150 active
volunteers. The facilities used were an old house

19 " and several.small buildings.

T “;*Portléﬁd.haﬁflo permanént staff;mémbers,whq were i

: ~usually supported by three‘Neighborhoodequths Co?ps
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7-70 to  6-73
7-71 to 6-73
11-71 to 12-73

jor in order to keep or divert them from the juvenile justice

cent the number of youths referred to the‘CQurt for the first

e R T e AN i . ‘:

. workers and four uni#ersity students working for
~ college credit. The project had no active volunteer
program. The facility was a storefronp office. |

--St. Louis had six staff members and used volunteers for
specific events. The facility was an office in a
suburban business district. In addition, school facil-
ities were used for some activities. o e

The Bellevue proj »

ject, with 150 active volunteers, of-
fered more services than the other two projects. ‘ '

Bellevue

The project's original purpose was to'provide a drop-in
counseling center for adolescents to combat drug problems,
Later the project expanded to provide a broader base .from
which to combat delinquency. The services offered included:

a 24-hour crisis phone; a "flying squad" for providing on-
the-scene assistance to drug abusers or other juveniles

with serious problems; an employment center; a licensed foster
care program; parent education programs; individual, group, and
family counseling; and a drop-in center, Besides providing

an informal place for young people to go, the drop-in center

offers lectures, films, and group discussion and has an arts
and‘crafts workshop. '

The project provided free services. Project partitipa-
tion was voluntary.. The project director did not have
statistics showing the youths' involvement with juvenile
court but estimated that about 20 percent of young persons
counseled had committed serious crimes. Counseling was pri-
marily carried out by volunteers (i.e., psychiatrists, psy-
chologists, and social workers).

Portland
' Project services included job placement; individual,

marriage,_andkfamilyvcounseling; legal seIVices; health
counseling; runaway counseling; and drug counseling. In ad-

~dition, the staff worked toward getting youths and adults

involved in the community and getting additional needed
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_ ipation was voluntaTy.

"'Bellévué "'

£f worked with police and juvenl
e ropriate youths were re-

court officials to inSure~that gppropr
ferred to the project. :

SerVicéS._ Project st

" The el orvices and participation was
The proiect offered free services an at: >
‘ 1un22iypr %ourt records showed that’about_§§:perce?z ;int e
;Zuths co&nseléd’and’zs percent of those seeking employmen

had had some official contact with juvenile‘cqurt.

S%._Louis

ThiS‘prbject proVided counseiing and job geferriiiizg |
the youths within the target area and sponsore 1rec1.‘1tS prob-
and community meetings to help the,communlty sotziou‘h
lems. The pr0jett.staffvwas.to:cqntgct youthi. 5 ”ﬁvenile‘
’schoéls'VStreet,intervieWs; referrals from.po‘lcz%iies | g
courtH ;nd‘others; and walk-ins to the project oIl .

| . pro provided. : i .0 youths and partic-

. * j ided free services to youthS Le
T T ariary. According to juvenile court recorgs,
about “13 percent of the youths ;ontacted had been rgferr
‘to'juvenile court for delimquency.

PROJECT EVALUATION | L o

o ich f rojects re-

the SPAs which funded the projects Te=
viewed had established evaluation @ethgds for you§@eii§v:§§r

pureaus. None of the funding appll?at19ns thet?rﬁjwoﬁld ub

mitted to SPAs described hQW‘objeg?lve‘lnformavlo would be
gathered to evaluate impact}onvdellnquencyf;

Neither LEAA nor

ect had:been eva1uated twice, evalgagiigr
'methods were not described in the_grant appl};attﬁg'imp:ct‘on
" evaluation developed objective e¥1deni§ sgzqiziéity df act o
| 0jec ’ dents from the Unly 4 |
roject. .Graduate students Irom vers: e
EEZ£%n”;ade”the-fir§; evaluation, which was fu:iiibﬁor
prdjeét; University of Washington students working for

; ashington < i amcE
credits made the second study, Whlchlwa$<n9t,flna?:v
project. o '

Though the proj

-,jThé first Stddy‘developéd¢in£9rmatipn concsrnlyg |
N : o as determined by interviews

S Lo t:'ve roblems D :
~administrative b and participants and

with staff, volunteers,

O o

d by the

g e

St

R

S (52 s S

_--commUnity‘supportfdetefmined’through interviews with
area residents. P Sl e

It recommended ways to improve ‘.roject management.,

- The second study consisted of questioning juveniles and
adults who resided in the community to determine their knowl-
edge and support of the project's activities. This study
neither developed objective data on the youths served by the
project nor contained recommendations. ' o ~ SE

Portlahd ~ T 'V o ‘ o
The applications submitted for this project for its
first two LEAA grants indicated that the project would be
evaluated during each grant period and noted the gemneral
areas to be evaluated. However, the applications did not

~define the evaluation methods to be used. Only the evalua-

tion for the first grant period was completed at the time
of our review. ‘ T

- The SPA evaluation specialist met with the independent
evaluator to agree on methods for the first year's evaluation.
The evaluator developed information on the project by

~--analyzing project records to determine the number of
target area youths that had been served by the proj-
ect's counseling and employment programs,

--checking juvenile court records for all target area
youths served to determine if they had contact with
juvenile court before or after their contact with
the project, : ' '

--interviewing juvenile court officials to obtain their
‘views on project impact, and ‘ *

--obtaining information on the number of juvenile court
dispositions in 1970 and in 1971 for the target area
and the county as a whole to determine whether the
trend for the target area in 1971 differed from that
of the entire county. | t |

The result$ of this evaluation are discussed on pages 41
and 42. ¢ - e R
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“The:SPA.evaluationkspeCialist'had r,cgived;a_;opy of the

evaluation report and considered it adequate.

St. Louis | _}
1Thefapplications¢submitted for this‘projéct (1) indicated

that evaluations would be made, (2) identified areas to be re-

viewed,' and (3) showed general evaluation approaches. There
was no indication that the SPA helped the project to develop

" evaluation methods.

Staff members of the Young Men's Christian Association,
sponsors of the project, made the first evaluation about
4 months after the project began. It consisted mainly of
interviews with 'school officials and ‘local businessmen to
find -out if they knew of the project and what.impact they
thought it had. - o

A consultant associated with Southern Illinois University
made the second study. She R o

‘--contacted 125 randomly selected youths who had con-
tact with the project to determine. the extent of their
participation and to determine whether they believed
the project had influenced them to stay out of trouble,

~~--sent questionnaires to:participating agencies to deter-

‘mine their project involvement,.and i ‘ ' '

- -=interviewed project staff and some of the volunteers
~ 'to’ obtain their views on the project’'s impact.

¥ '

\ ~ Both evaluations primarily concerned assessing attitudes

about the project, rather than gathering quantitative data on
- the impact of the project on participants. Both types of

information are needed to fully evaluate the project's effec-

" tiveness. | ,
- SPA officials -concluded that the project's impact had not

been objectively evaluated. The project director agreed with -

~the SPA's conclusion but Said‘fundsgbudgetédif§r evaluation
‘were inadequate for an in-depth evaluation, =~ =

s

Thé«évaluati¢ﬂ of t dequate

he Portland project was most a

for assessing project impact. It combined objective

On the basis ofia'reViewfof'the”prbject's~studies,U

I.)rOje ct and COﬁrf
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‘ PROJECT’EFFECTIVBNESSf

We tried to detefmine.pro}ect~effectiveness,to provide.
some indication of the successvachieVed and the type of
standards that can be developed to measure a project's accom-
pliShments; ASsessment 0f'youth service bureaus' impact
requires, as a minimum, that data be collected on the number
of offenses committed by youths before and during project
participationiand the number of youths referred to and dealt
with by the juvenile courts before and during participation.
Followup'informétion on youths"activities once they leave

the,project>is'also desirable. ' R TN R
le to assess effectiveness, we used
the results of the project evaluations and data the project

staff gathered. Often, however, We had to develop our own
‘data to try to determine the project's impact. The following
*‘information»shows'that-data was adequate to provide a basis
for judging the impact of the Portiand project but points up
the difficulties in trying to assess'the other projects'
impact. ' AR S

To the extent possib

Bellevue‘

; According to the director of the Bellevue project, the
project makes an agreement with each youth counseled that
restricts access to records kept on the youth to his assigned
counselor and the paid project staff. He said these agreer
‘ments, unless waived by the youth, prevented any outside
evaluation team from doing followup to determine the rate of
referrals to the courts on the youths before and after proj-
‘ect contact. As a“result,>we could not determine the proj-
ect's impact. ‘ e ; '

“Our analysis of statistical data on juvenile and adult
. arrests in Bellevue, however, indicated that the project may
have had a positive impact. “Between 1965 and 1969, juvenile
‘arrests as a percent of total arrests averaged about 34 per-
cent and ranged between 20 and 37 percent. The Bellevue
"project received its first‘grant'in‘1970.u Between 1970 and
1972 juvenile arrests averaged about 27 percent of all
arrests and ranged from 24 to 30 percent. The drop in the
percent of juvenile arrests relative to all arrests.is even
more significant since, from 1965 to 1972, the juvenile popu-
:1ation betWeen‘1Z7and 17 years of age steadily increased
relative to the adult population (over 18 years of age).
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youth service bu ~ . old us that h : ;
'jUVenile,aiizszureau'p?OJQCt had reduced,‘to :o3Z1;§¥edthe
that other factz‘relatlve'tofall arrests. He said hent"
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court although only 26 (1
, 5 percent ~ N
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20 represented only 4 percent ' SEO0N S€

; SR DY - of the to
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" The evaluation team b L S T
poawe N Gs e L LU eam ‘believed , ' . .
conclusio : N ed other data s od £l
cisiaiel sl ot i Tt sl s
’ mpact. According to the team, between 1ggén§ng ?g;i_ 

juvenile cou: . g ‘
enile court dispositions from the project's target ar
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decreas hile juvenil
reased while juvenile court dispositions for all of
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experienced a decrease in recidivism while court referrals
from the locations increased. For example, the data showed
‘that 38 offenders had committed crimes in the 10 months imme-
diately before the project began and 16 of the 38 had com-

_mitted crimes,during’the 10 months after it began.-

~Although the data 1nd1cates that the pro;ect helped some

~offenders, the consultant's data also indicated that many had

only m1n1mal pro;ect contact. Thus, it ‘is difficult to
develop a dlrect causal relationship between the project and
the fact that some offenders d1d not commlt more crlmes
because of project services. ~

National survey

A further indication of the problems of assessing the

- impact of youth service bureaus is provided by a national

study of youth service bureaus compléted in November 1972,
One study objective was to try to determine whether the
bureaus had diverted youth from the juvenile justice system.

The study team visited 58 youth service bureaus in
31 States and analyzed responses to questionnaires from’
170 youth service bureaus. The study .concluded that informa-
tion on the impact of bureaus was so limited and individual-
istic that any national answer regarding the extent of diver-
sion would be speculative. Accordlng to -the study, "youth
service bureau" and 'diversion" have mnot been defined and

youth service bureaus generally haVe 1nadequate data to
measure impact. :

COnclusion

Were the three youth service bureaus successful? Only
one project--Portland--had sufficient data that reflected its
impact. ‘The data for the pro;ect 1nd1cates that it has been
fairly effective in keeping part1c1pants from further contact
with the juvenile justice system. However, since there is
no standard for the achievements to be reached by youth serv-

1ce ‘bureaus, we cannot say whether thls prOJect should be
con51dered successful

1cat1ng the before—‘

s’"Natlonal Study of Youth Service Bureaus," by the Depart-

ment of California Youth Authority. HEW financed the
report Its publication number is (SRS) 73- 26025.
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‘CHAprER:G_p’~'j; RN ¢ PROJECTS REVIEWED‘

. GROUP_HOMES FOR JUVENILES e i e ge reviewed three group home projects fof juve i |

i ~ ‘ ‘ 3 ‘ ave received LE eniles

i o Group homes for juveniles. prov1de an alternatlve to ER Kansas City, MlssourlAAtignglngd the Community Group Homes,
1 probation or incarceration and shelter for youths who cannot ‘ - - Wichita, Kansas, and the Claizl S oomes for Boys,

: live at home for such reasons as parental neglect. The prl— ' 1 \Washlngton. ' i€ Llark County GTOUP Homes, VancouVer,

5 g

mary goals of LEAA-funded group homes are to provide super-

vision, counseling, and Tecreation to the part1C1pants in a : o f‘ ' ‘Each prOJect had receivad tha £, . : :
homelike atmosphere. The living routlne is more structured o ing at least three LEAA a$;¥§d7the follOWlng‘amounts,~involv-
kthan if the participants lived in their own homes but not ' i HaS. S :
as structured as if they were in institutions. The youths . o 'LEAA‘Fund

7 , . . S

usually go to the nelghborhood schools.
Per-  Months

Comparlng the success of group homes was dlfflcult be- f' e kTotal ' ,
cause LEAA has . gszablishei no czltir;; ai tidwgat se§v1c§s 4 , . grant : : ngt, Opia" G‘
a o aff shou e employe 1 : o e : ra-
2§ewh:t Zozigvthz przjectsygﬁouldsachleve In addliloz, no : 2{ L - budger Amount  total = tion h ‘pei?ﬁgs
standard report format exists so comparable data can be col- E% Kansas $210,739  $136,143 65 o '
1ected from pro;ects S - . 1 Wichita - 286,548 191:913 67 gg 9-69 to 12-72
- Vemcouver 178,545 113,732 64 32 g ;; :g :- ;g

PURPOSE OF. GROUP HOMES

The 1967 report by the Task Force on Correctlons of ‘the 1 - to provide a fapi ; e s T :
President's Commission on Law Enforcement and Administration H where a YOUth':m;izbfgzgrggﬁigtbln @ residential setting
of Justlchestlmated that the number of Juvenlles who would B was anticipated that Withha'r'  fisoted and corrected. It
be confined by 1975 would increase by 70 percent and would : a youth's behavior‘could be csultant attitudinal change,
. ‘place a tremendous burden on the existing community correc- : - @ socially acceptable life Tsstructured and he could live
fé e tional systems, To help relieve this burden, the task force A tified the rate of succes .th M ons e projects had quan-
N ‘ cited group homes as a possible community program whose ap- oL ~ ; S ey hoped to achleve. s
{ roach was.ca able of Wldes read application. R 4 7
! P | p P PP S | below.he costs of operatlng the three prOJects are shown
: Juvenlles are placed in group homes on the premlse that 1 ‘
! they can readj ust ‘better and  are more 11ke1y to. become useful RE pee L Anfae
I - citizens if. they live in a homelike atmosphere, rather than & U N Average ParthIPant COSt
fé « 11V1ng in, the more structured environment of a boardlng ‘ P i S Kan IR R
1 school or.- reformatory or. belng placed on. probatlon and left e ‘ ’ _ k sas Clty WlChlta - Vancouver
o in the environment where they got into trouble " The. natlon—~ 1 ~Monthly cost $ 480 g
g,‘ - wide growth in the number of these homes has been said by cor- 13 Average stay (months) 5_3/ $ 735 $ 655 .
g rections specialists to be one of several promising develop- B Average total cost f - 3-1/3 5-1/2
to .~ ments in community correctional programs because they are ‘% - per Part1C1pant : $2 76 e , ‘
' considered to be a viable alternpative to prlsons. p | > ' 0. - $2, 448 $3, 602
EE . . i ] X . ’
L Y iR #~‘*gh Gt ST 3 -~ The ba51c reasons f
o L ?'::w;@.‘f S ;,,]/fy;x;P;.;; B N R 3 ~Services offered, and thgraﬁﬁiazgsfeﬁgf§e§§“°§s vere staffing,
i i o o e g Pants in each ProJect stay by partici-
: ' ) :/f/ \X\‘. ! . .

e it bt g e ,



Kansas City

. .. The Kansas City project funded three different homes.

One was for boys 14 years old and under, another was' for boys
14 through 16, and the third was for all juvenile girls.
Each home can house up to 10 youths at one time. At the time
of our review, the project staff consisted of two houseparents,
three social workers, and eight youth workers. - The supportive
services were provided by staff who were employees of other
agencies, such as the county juvenile court, rather than by
staff of the homes. ' R e

The social workers help supervise the group homes, pro-
vide liaison between the youths and the court, and try to re-
solve any family.conflicts. The project staff and others
provide individual and ‘group counseling to help youths re-
solve problems with peers, tamily, and school and psychiatric
- assistance- when necessary. ‘ o A

- The Kansas City project has,had'diffi¢u1ty in obtaining
and retaining houseparents for various reasons, including the
lack of qualified people and low pay. As a result, the home
for boys ages 14 through 16 employed youth workers on 8-hour
"shifts to perform houseparent duties. The home for boys ages
10 through .14 had houseparents until they quit in July 1972.
Youth workers were then used on shifts becausée no other house-
parents could be found. Houseparents have always staffed the
home for girls.. R A :
' - Youths placed in these homes have usually committed
crimes and .are considered to meed treatment outside their
homes but generally are not considered to need long-term in-
stitutional treatment. Some youths are admitted because of
truancy, running away from home, ot parental neglect. Juve-
nile court judges decide which youths are to be placed in the
~homes. All participants are expected to attend the local
schools, = & ‘ L ;
Wichita -
- The Wichitararoject funded two group homes for selected
16~ and 17-year-old males from Sedgwick County.  The two homes
“could house a total of 20 youths at one time. At the time of
our review, the staffing consisted of an executive director
(part time), a secretary, two house directors, two assistant
house directors, six youth supervisors, and two cooks.
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The professional
. RS At taff i . :
an assista o Statf, consisting of .
home,provig:dd%rgthT, and three ydUthgsupe:vgggse dlrect‘
trist conduct jheividual and group counselin oot each
The Project dgféWeekly group counseling at’oﬁi A Psychia-
shortly with regS;:r'?lg?n?d to replace group ZOSE: ?gme.
lieved it to he .ot Individual counselj ’ eling
€d it to be more desirable for th:l;ggtgscauisdbe-ge-
o ividual

-

monitor who r comm
both homes | 7_ended that 8Toup counseling be offered in

Youths plac
residents whg -fsi may be regular Participants or tenm
on where theY’Wiil ;xamﬁle, are awaiting a court deciS?rarY
. . ; € placed A s . : Sion
sisting of ’ . SCreening c 7§ 4
8 members from several local agegciz?mligsg, cos-
] ’ l1ews ata

All partici W '
P 1Cipants were éncouraged to enrol} in some ¢t
wa e
s also éncouraged when it could be incorporat gmployment
‘ Tated into the

educational
d Program or when g e -
tional opportunities. & participant rejected educa-

Vancouver
Lancouver

‘The v ST -
of our reV?Z;ouZEr proJect_Operated eight homes at the +i
could house 6’t ree.for g1rls and five for boys e time
placed ranged fo 8 girls or 8 to 10 boys each g § fne homes
gated by age. Apgur 45", YOS Of age and were met.
the county iﬁ iy ut 40 percent of the articipant~ segre-
OUr Tevien. th: ;Ch.Vancouver is located. At the :_are grom

. ’ Toject employed sl e time o
Ccronager, 2 program directors, EH'QEEESS;Eiégﬁgf a busi-
gram

.

7 relief parents
pal s and 4 offic
Psychploglst served as a conSSIiziff nembers. A clinical

Youths placed j '
: DT -4 in the homes h ~ -
in limit R ave usuall i
believeseghgr'no criminal activity, The/Juzesgig énV01Ved
do not need~{ need treatment outside their own ho e Bot
staff of the ;giétegmtlnStitUtional'care 'Pfofes?§§n2¥t

- = mes determine if . '
a home. . _ ! a youth i .

me | School attendance is requzred I;thggguglgged o

' ' ne
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staff eXpect the'public schools to prov;de 1n depth counseling
staff e ) ‘ |
to the youth when necessary. .

PROJECT EVALUATION

ad’estabiiéhed~¢Va1u§fion methiésg
it r funding these projects gener-
; . - ons submitted for funding ‘ octs Bohed
zﬁiyaggélgzi¥3zscribe project evaégaz1oge$ziﬁgdz;aluation ;
't acti .isted project staff to de¥®-E. = . A0
noihazzlveészizi, the evaluation of the Kansas City proJ
methods. . HoweveT, €

1 for evaluat-
dequate and the methods used served as a model 1 , o
was ade " '

ing thekimpact of other g

NeitheT LEAA nor SPAs h

roup homes jn Missourl.

| = | < on each youth
: mai :ed records on each youtl

. projects had maintaine ! he PToj-

serveﬁllizziuginé“his’legal Statui Whii 2§eeﬁzized gﬁlfponi
t R . ' : . : . S ay ‘ ] ) . S
rogress during his a1 formation
eigjzii h;i&%vei, had collectedvadequzte f2112¥2$1i2*c6u1d ’
P 2C L,y HUNE : ' maintained sO e
: i rmation was not 11 . ouths
but thziinf;repared. TFollowup information On 22? {mpact-
ge riasta};us is essential to assess the projects  mEErT
egal status s AL R ,

Kansas CIty | T g
The fifst‘three granf‘applicatibns forfﬁzlngigiziion
; ntion any project evaluation plans. nly evaluation
notbmi fourth grant briefly described the~01«yed S research
e ; the project. The Juvenile Court emp.lOy “ion in the
madihglogistpwho developed and eyaluated information ==
psy st who develoPes T
following areas: ’ ’ o g
| The«freQuenchof law referrals before, during anﬁ
after group home placement. L .
S R BN . ‘drugs, truancy,
. » e burglary, drugs, tTuai=s.
_-The of problems (such as DUTrg &-/» - <% 1s) be-
‘zﬁiaazs§ Pa¥znta1 neglect, °?~t?aff1° v;olat;qn‘) PR
fore, during, and after placement.

The ’ be ngt ¢ stay and number of
_.The relationship between length ofvstay‘andvn er of
law referrals. ‘1, o | |
| ‘ ment df‘parficipants during and after
taff member comments Om JyEELS
on 6uths';SChool~behgy;or.~F

;-The‘general‘anuSt
" their stay using st
~ _ress and comments on Yy » -
 _The placement of the youths following release from The
--The pla nt of the youtsis 28A77H~0=
" home. | |
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ts on youth prog- ‘i
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. "SPA officials believed the evaluation.approach was
sound, and the report was used as the guide. for developing
evaluation guidelines for all the SPA-funded group homes.
The guidelines are to include a report format to be maintained
by the homes on each child admitted. . = -

Wichita e N ICE R

- The application for the first LEAA grant;for~thisvproject
stated that a self-evaluation would be done and requested SPA
assistance to develop the evaluation approach. However, we
found no evidence of SPA involvement. :

'The self-evaluation consisted of the following steps.

--A staff discussion was conducted to obtain comments on-
the viability of the project.

--Questionnaires solicited opinions on project operations
from about 20 participants, the staff, the consulting
psychologist, and several probation officers.

~-Statistical data was compiled on the number of partici-
pants, types of offenses participants committed before
and after placement, reasons why participants were re-
leased from group homes, and length of stay.

Some of the statistical data was incomplete and inaccurate.

Vancouver

Although 'the applications submitted for the project for
the first and second LEAA grants stated that a consultant
would evaluate the project, they did not describe the methods
to be used.
but concentrated on its administration rather than effective-"
ness. '

 Staff members made two other evaluations and developed
data on most participants released from the homes, such as
where the participant came from, why he left, where he went

after release, and where he was at the time of the study:.

Neither staff evaluation developed data on participants'

‘referrals to juvenile court before and after they came to the
- home. Nor did the evaluators determine whether the
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Two independent consultants reviewed the project, .
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‘part1c1pants ‘had be

,ltvwas efficiently TUN ann Y off1c1a1, the SPA is develop"'

‘ 1ng a standard reporting
ecelved

et oS R R e T T

en in and out of a

t1me of
the time they were released from the home and the

the studY

port on thls pro;ect stated that

An SPA monltorlng red nad generally been free of

problems. According to asystem for group homes SO’ that ‘data

from them w111 be comparable.llﬂs»v;

n 1nst1tut1on between

A T MRy SRR Y

= PROJECT bFFECTIVENESS :

We developed better data on . the 1mpact of group homes
than for the three other types of projects reviewed. Yet,
without standards against which tovmeasure the results,
determining project effectiveness is very difficult. Never-
theless, the results do provide a ba51s to begin developlng

‘,such standards.

One measurekof a group home s 1mpact is the extent to
which youths get into trouble once they leave the home.

~Without criteria regardlng the number of youths expected to

get into trouble again, we cannot say whether the projects
were successful, but. the data avallable indicates little

project effectlveness in reduc1ng the dellnquent behav1or
of participants.

At the- t1me of our review, the three projects had re-

“ceived 442 youths into their homes ‘and had released 319. We

obtained selected data from the projects' records for 104 of
the 319. We also did certain followup work at Juven11ev
‘courts hav1ng Jurlsdlctlon in _the pro;ect areas.

As shown below, about as. many part1c1pants were: dls-
nissed from the homes because they misbehaved ‘as were re-

' leased because they Were considered to have completed the

program or were over legal age.

; ; L Percent
- Number of former participants of

~ Kansas City Wichita Vancouver- Total total

Reasons for
1eavingjhomes

Poor behavior . 22 16 -9 47 45.2 -
Completed program or ' o ’ L7 :
over legal age .10 - .14 22 46 44.2
Transferred to an- . o ' '
other program (such
~as Job Corps) 3 1 7 11 10.6
' Total s - 3L 38 104 100,0

'FolloWup data in project records for the 104 former
participants showed that most were living in the community.
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However, 65 percent ) .
volvement W1th Juvenlle cou

Number of referrals'
to courts for mis--

Former part1c1pants

N - ' D ~of
EIE | " Former partici ants i
S ansas C1tz W1ch1ta Vancouver Totaly Lo
| Res1dence - s
L1v1ng in- communltYf-T
~with relatives, o ;
: others, or -on... . .o 21 24 zg 6.2 6_2‘5:8
~ their own ST 3 _
"In military service : g :( o
In penal or mental . g 12 20 2
‘jnstitutions L P 4‘f, 3‘9 c
In other group : - 4 41 10.6
‘homes - 9 L1 1 1. »
Unknown — — _ o -
. , 100.0
i 35 AL 38 ==
Total . == ,

f these.youths had: further 1n-
t after leav1ng the home.,‘

Percent

of

behavior after leaving

ty W1ch1ta Vancouver Total. ‘total

re51dent1al homes: Kansas Cit
‘None . N ;
“One 'to- three '~ B
Four OY more . 9
Total 7 52,

Although many youths A\

the homes
for misbehavior after 1eavigghad decrea;ed sllghtly

frequency of these referra

175 12 536 | 34,6
. . cogoo 8.7
7}_1” 38 104  100.0

ere referred to Juvenlle ‘court

the average-

Average yeardy frequencyvof
court referral rate :

o

AA year ‘before placement N g.gg
'After release from home - 222
Amount of decrease . Wb7

The decreases in courtvreferrals
uted solely to behayloral:changes
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abKansas City Wichita “Vancouver

2.35 1.74
80 1.25
L5840

however, cannot be attrib-

achieved by the homes.

TEETTE O

g
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 For example, upon leaving the home, some youths were too old

to be charged with offenses peculiar to juveniles, such as

truancy, for which they could have been referred to juvenile

court. Others were living in dlfferent settings than before

they entered the group homes, such as with dlfferent rela-

“,tlves or in dlfferent cities.

Data developed by some of the projects' evaluators also
indicated the same trend regarding the number of youths
whose behavior the projects did not change. The evaluator
~of the Kansas City project noted that, for 48 participants
“released or transferred from the homes by April 1972, half
were transferred to more restrictive boarding schools.
Vancouver's evaluator developed detailed statistics on 75 of
79 youths released from the homes during 1972. About 51 per-

~cent (38) were referred back to juvenile court for new of-
 fenses after release from the home. '

gConcluSiOn

Is 1t acceptable, for the part1c1pants on whom we
~obta1ned data, that :

—-45 percent were released from the group homes for
poor behav1or?b_ - :

--65 percent had problems Wthh resulted in referral to
Juvenlle court once they left the homes?

o c—-23 percent were sent to penal or mental 1nst1tut10ns
- .once they were released from the homes ?

The SPA Juvenlle 5pec1allst for Washlngton'State;adyised

us that about 46 percent of all youths in the State referred

to juvenile court for an offense would be referred to the

~juvenile court again regardless of whether they had been in
dinstitutions, group homes, or foster homes. Thus, he be-
lieved that the referral rate for a group home should be much
better ‘than the average referral rate back to the juvenile

court if a group home is to be considered effectlve. How-

ever, until LEAA and the SPAs establish criteria, no adequate

basis exists for assessing whether the percentages we devel-
oped 1nd1cate success or fallure.
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 CHAPTER 7

 CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS

| sible.

CONCLUSIONS

Coﬁmbn‘difficultiés'are‘involved'in try?pg,to’asses§t-
the impaCt:df the four types_offprOJectsvr¢v1¢wed;' S

—éNo’sfandards or criteria had been established regard-
 fing‘success*Tat¢s._ 7 e T o

r-wAdéquate'and comparable data was notrmaintained by

"'Similarvprojects;~i;‘ B o B

--Project evaluations used different Fechniques gnd dif-
ferent information sources and had different scopes.

" “Moreover, most evaluations did not presentidata on
project effectiveness and for thoselthgt.dld the
~evaluators had no nationally acceptablewsFandards or
 Critefia to use in Qvaluating project achlevement.

Without comparable data,>adequate;standards~and”;riteria
cannot be developed and objective decisions cannot be made

“regarding such projects' merits and the desirability of em-

phasizing such approaChesito”help;reduce crime. One purpose_
of LEAA funds provided to States is to encourage the‘deve%op
ment of new and innovative projects to fight crime, bgt{w1th-
out information on whether such projects work, @eterm;nlng
whether such funds have been spent effectively 1s4po; pos-

“Recent éctions‘indicate~that‘LEAA is~committed to evalu-

“afing its programs. However, LEAA has not required that com-

parable -data be¢gathered~for”similarsprcjectsnSOfstanda;ds

‘‘can be developed to assess project impact.

" LEAA and SPAs could establish a statistical impact in-

* formation and Teporting system whereby data could be available

“on the impact of similar projects., LEAA could spécify the

types of data to be collected and the way if:wqud-bg;?e-
- ported. This would insure that comparable data on similar

projects could be collected. :Prbjects,cpulaﬁtbgn’pr?yide
‘such data to SPAs so the impactlof*§imllarﬂpr03ect§;1nvth?
State could be determined. States could then provide their
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~ developed.

information to LEAA so a national ﬁerspective could be

Such a standardized reporting system would obviate the
need for many independent individual project impact evalua-
tions but still provide project directors with information
on what impact their projects have had. Evaluations of spe-
cific projects could then use the statistical data developed

for the impact information system to do analyses, for ex-

ample, to determine which services appear to have a more
positive impact on project participants.

If SPAs still considered it desirable to apprové evalua-
tions of specific projects, they would have a basis for as-

~suring themselves that the study results were adequate in

scope to measure the project's accomplishments and were pre-
sented so the results could be compared to evaluations o
similar projects. ‘ _ L S

RECOMMENDATIONS TO THE ATTORNEY GENERAL -

To develop the information necessaryvto assess the im- ,
pact of LEAA-funded projects, we recommend that the Attorney

General direct LEAA, in cooperation with SPAs, to designate

several projects from each type of LEAA-funded project as
demonstration projects and determine information that should
be gathered and the type of evaluations that should be done
to establish: ' '

--Guidelines for similar projects relating to goals, the
type of staff that could be employed, the range of
services that could be provided, and expected ranges
of costs that might be incurred. SR

--Uniform information to be gathered on similar proj-
ects.

‘ ——Standérd'repérting sYstémS~for‘similar projects.;

~-A standard range of expected accomplishments that can
be used to determine if similar projects are effec-

3

Q-Stahdafdized‘evéluétion,mefhbdé:that.Shduid,be used so

comparable results can be developed on the impact of
- similar projects. :
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g In developlng the standards, LEAA should coordlnate its-

efforts with those of other Federal agenc1es fundlng s1m11ar
pTOJeCtS. » - :

fin

Informatron such as the fOIIOW1ng should be gathered
for the varlous prOJects rev1ewed

Detox1f1cat10n centers

Ok ¥

~~The number of adm1551ons for a spec1f1ed period.

’7"F—The number of the above admissions that had been ad-
mltted prev1ously to the center w1th1n the past 60
days or another spec1f1ed perlod

--The source for the adm1551ons, i. e., pollce, hospltals,
or private referrals. :

--The number of persons ‘referred to approprlate ‘after-
care facilities.

--The number of persons who contacted and remalned under
treatment ‘of the aftercare fac111t1es for a spec1f1ed

per1od
'F-The costs incurreddper'patienthay;

‘--The number of arrests for publlc drunkenness during
the same perlod for wh1ch adm1551ons are recorded

ffDrug’CounSeling

‘--For each part1c1pant"

1. A record of his drug use before part1c1pat10n and
at perlodlc 1ntervals durlng and after part1c1pat10n.

2. A record of his legal status (probatlon, parole,
‘etc.) before, dur1ng, and for a prescrlbed perlod
after part1c1pat10n. :

o 3 Per10d1c staff evaluatlons on the soc1a1 progress of
S the part1c1pant.} : : :

4. The reason part1c1pants ceased to be actlve in the
prOJect ‘as g1ven by the part1c1pants and staff.

.

5{6
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--The number of counseling sessions conducted by the

project staff and the number -and type of persons at-
tendlng : b : o

-=-The sources contacted to encourage referral of youths

needing or seeklng drug counsellng

Youth‘serV1ce:bureaus<

--Police and cOurt‘statistics at,selected intervals for

the age group to be served by the project..

‘~-Individualﬂcase file;histories that cite;

1. Referral source and 1ega1 status of the youth at
the time of initial contact by the project.

2. Any change in the legal status of the participant
during participation and for a specified period
thereafter. .

3. The type and extent of counseling or other services
received by youths during participation. .

Group homes

--The reason for each placement.

--The number of referrals to juvenile court for each
“participant before and during confinement in the home

and for a specified period thereafter.

--A periodic staff rating on the social adjustment of
each participant during his stay.

e-Why‘the_participant was released from the home, where
"he went after release, and where he was 6 months and
1 year after release.

On the basis of the standards developed from the demon-

stration'prOjects,.the’Attorney General should direct LEAA to:

--Establish an impact information system which LEAA-
funded projects must use to report to the1r SPAs on
project effectlveness.




~--Requ1re SPAs, once such a system is established, to
develop, as part of ‘their State plans, a system for
‘approving individual project evaluations only when
such efforts will not duplicate information already
avallable from the 1mpact information system.

"--Publlsh annually for the major project areas the re-
| sults obtained from the impact information system so
‘the Congress and the public can:assess the LEAA pro-

- grams' effectlveness.

In developing information on the impact of projects,
LEAA will have to arrange the data so the confldentlallty of

the 1nd1v1dua1 is protected
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AGENCY COMMENTS AND GAO EVALUATION

‘The Department of Justlce generally agreed w1th our
conclusions and recommendations regarding the need for greater
standardization of goals, costs, types of services, and in- ;
formation to be collected on similar projects so better eval- i
uations can be made. However, the Department did not agree
with our recommendatlon that the way to implement the needed
improvements was to have LEAA ultimately establish general.
crlterla regardlng each 1tem. (See app. I. ) \

The Department believes it is inconsistent with the
philosophy of the "New Federallsm," as defined by the Ad-
ministration, for LEAA to require the States to adopt such -
guldellnes.

The Department noted, however, that LEAA has provided
the States with technical assistance publications through
such actions as dissemination of operational and result in-
formation in its Prescription Package and Exemplary Pr03ects
Programs,'whlch should a551st them in evaluating their prOJ-
ects.

We believe the information in such publications is
beneficial but generally is not comprehensive enough to pro-
vide an adequate basis for determining the specific compar-
able data that should be collected for similar projects -
needed to establish acceptable standards and criteria. More-
over in issuing such information, LEAA points out that the
information does not necessarily represent the Official posi-
tion of’ the Department of Justice. Each State can implement
all, some, or none of the suggestlons made in the publlcatlons.

For example, the handbook on the communlty-based correc-
tions program of Polk County, Iowa, contains a good descrip-

tion of the project's procedures, costs, and results of some

evaluations made of its activities. However, there is noth-

ing in the handbook indicating that the criteria and standards

used by the project have been 1ndependent1y evaluated against :
those of similar prOJects and have been determlned to be what i
similar pro;ects should adopt - ‘ :

The Department also mnoted that the Nat10na1 Adv1sory ;

Commission on Criminal Justice Standards and Goals discussed
the problem of program measurement and evaluation and made

A A i ittt




certain approprlate recommendatlons. The Department 1mpliedk

that this action, along with those discussed above, was

.adequate to solve the problems we noted

‘ The Comm1551on s recommendatlons p01nted up . the need to
develop adequate data bases so specific goals. and standards
could be developed. The Commission's role was not to make
specific recommendatrons regarding the exact types of data
that similar projects should collect so specific standards
and criteria could be developed Thus, LEAA and the States
can use the .Commission's findings, along with other reports,
as a basis for starting to develop the spec1f1c processes
needed to obtain the data to develop spec1f1c standards and ‘
crlterla. ,

Accordingly, we do mnot believe the Department's actions
to date will insure that the same general guldellnes and

criteria are applled to similar projects so effectlve evalua-k

tions and adequate national accountability can’ be achieved.
LEAA must take a more active leadership role in developing
the guldellnes and criteria the States should adopt if the
Department is to be able to report on the relative impact

of various States' programs. Otherwise the States may go
their own ways, develop systems that: rare not compatible with
each other, and collect data that cannot be consolidated to
prov1de a nat1onal indication of the impact of LEAA fundlng

We do not belleve that adopt1on of such’ guldellnes ‘and
criteria by LEAA will undermine the program's effectiveness
or eliminate the States' prerogative to determine the needs
of - its: crlmlnal Justlce system and the types. of projects to

be funded. Nor would such criteria prevent individual proj-

ects from shaping. their programs to meet the unique needs of

~ their. commun1t1es.‘

We belleve our. p051t10n on. the need for LEAA to establish

general criteria for the grant pro;ects ‘'and to require the
SPAs to adopt such criteria is ‘consistent w1th ‘the concerns
of the Congress when it passed the Cr1me Control Act of_ 1973.

The act notes that no comprehen51ve ‘State plan shall ‘be

approved unless it

_~-prov1de(s) for such fund accountlng, audlt monltor-
ing, and evaluation procedures as may be necessary

‘to assure fiscal control, proper management, and
- disbursement of funds received under this title;

"--provide(s) for the maintenance of such data and in-
o formation, and for the submission of such reports in
s such form, at such times, and containing such data
e and 1nformat10n as the National Institute for Law

Enforcement and Criminal Justice may reasonably re-
quire to evaluate pursuant to section 402(c) pro-
grams and projects carried out under this title and
as the Administration may reasonably require to ad-
minister other provisions of this title."

In its report on the proposed amendments (H. Rept.

' 93-249, 93d Cong., lst sess. 4-5) the Committee on the

Jud1c1ary, House of Representatives, stated that it had re-
jected proposals to convert the LEAA program into a simple
'"'no strings attached" special revenue-sharing program and by

doing so had retained Federal responsibility for administer-

ing the program and for assisting the States in comprehensive
planning. The report further stated "The committee feels
that LEAA has in the past not exercised the leverage provided
to it by law to induce the States to improve the quality of
law enforcement and criminal justice."

Moreover, the report noted that the 1973 law greatly
strengthened the role of the LEAA's National Institute of
Law Enforcement and Cr1m1na1 Justlce in evaluating projects.
The report stated

"In,performlng its evaluation function, the Insti-
tute will find it necessary to evaluate programs or
projects on the basis of standards., * * * The State
plans themselves must assure that programs and
projects funded under the Act maintain the data and
information necessary to allow the Institute to per-
form meaningful evaluation."

To insure that all the State plans. require projects to de-

velop consistent data and information, it is essential that
LEAA develop guidelines and criteria which the States must

follow.

. When these amendments were discussed on the floor of
the House of Representatives, the new requirements for LEAA
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to begln,careful ‘evaluation of the programs 1t funds were
cited. These Trequirements were to enable LEAA to insure
‘that the substantial Federal resources it controls are

UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT OF JUSTICE
dlrected 1nto effectlve efforts to control and reduce cr1me; |

v WASHINGTON, D.C. 20530

Durlng the House dlscu551ons, one Representatlve - 2 : Aﬁfé???mﬁek N v February 8, 1974
S t ate d ‘ o o i o : ’ L . e » 9 and Rcfer. ‘::.“l)nici:l;?x:; Number
"I hope that the National Institute will make major
“use of this new authority so that LEAA will no
longer simply throw money at the problems of crime
in a vague hope that somethirg will work.™ '

| We do not believe that the Department's propoSals for 0 Mr. Daniel F., Stanton
carrying out our recommendations will insure that LEAA pro- - Assistant Director

General Government Division
vides the type of leadership env151oned by the Congress United States General Accounting Office

when it passed the 1973 act. . - R o ! , ' Washington, D. C. 20548

84 The SPAs reV1ewed agreed with our conclu51ons and i Dear Mr. Stanten:

1 recommendatlons and noted that they would be helpful 1n 1 c f o o 7

i 1mprov1ng thelr evaluatlon efforts. R S 1 ' This letter is in response to your request

i , R SH =E 4 for cémments on the draft renort titled "Difficulties
RECOMMENDATION TO THE CONGRESS : : ' , ‘L 0o ‘ of Assessing the Impact of &rrtaln Progects to

Reduce Crime."

Although the Crime Control Act of 1973 requlres the'_ gt Generally, we are in agreement with the report

Admlnlstratlon to 'pI‘OVlde mOI‘e 1eader5h1p and I‘eport tO and share GAO s concern regardlng the need for
the Congress on LEAA activities, the Department of Justlce‘s : effective evaluation of programs and projects funded
responses to our recommendations indicate that LEAA's ac- 4 by the Law Enforcement Assistance Administration
tions will not be consistent with the intent of -the Congress. 4 (LEAA) . Although the report acknowledges that LEAA
o | , , , , v s 3 has encouraged program and project evaluation. by
Therefore, we recommend that the cognizant legislative | the States and units of local government, it does
- : not comment on many of the positive actions.

committees further dlscuss this matter w1th off1c1als of o

the Department prev1ously implemented or initiated by LEAA prior

to issuance of the report. As early as 1971,
instructions to the States outlined the’ 1mportance
of evaluations and provided minimum guldellnes to
implement an evaluatlon system. .

“The. LEAA ngh Impact Antl—Crlme Program has
a sophisticated multi~faceted evaluation component
which addresses not only project evaluation but
£l program and process evaluation as well. Efforts
{j are underway to determine those factors (e.q.,
,organlzatlonal, historic, demographic) which are
most critical in the development and implementation
of a crime control program. On its own initiative,
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'APPENDIX I

] has im roved and upgraded 1ts evaluatlon '
gggibllltleg through research and technical :
assistance programs. These programs are de31gned
and intended to assess the impact of LEAA's program
and to provide techniical assistance to operatlng
units of the criminal justice system. Examples of
these efforts are as follows.

1. Technlcal a351stance contracts have been
_ awarded to consultants with expertise in
the disciplines of police, courts, and
~ corrections for the purpose of providing
.a wide range of services, 1nclud1ng project
evaluations, to State and local crlmlnal
']ustlce ‘agencies. : ,

2. Through the ausplceS‘of an LEAA,teohnlcal

E assistance grant, the National Council on.
Crime and Delinquency printed 2,500 copies
of a publication, "The Youth Se*vrce
Bureau: A Key to Delinquency Preventlon,
for distribution to the. criminal justice.
community. This publication describes
“the purpose, organlzatlon, admlnlstratlon,
functions, and evaluations . of youth service
bureaus.

3. An LEAA technlcal a581stance publlcatlon,
77 wguidelines and Standards for Halfway .
'Houses and Community Treatment Centers, "
. sets forth operational guidelines and
. evaluation standards appllcable to group -
‘homes  for juvenlles. NP

4. Researchers ‘at the Unlver51ty of Mlchlgan
’operatlng under a National Institute. of
Law Enforcement and Criminal Justice, grant
are conducting a S5-year natlonal assessment
- of juvenile corrections. - This study w1ll
. develop criteria having a major impact on

the implementation of policies and programs‘

- for handling juvenile and youthful offenders
L throughout the Unlted States._

. to lend technical assistance and’ support - tp &tat\“

'APPENDIX I

It is of concern to us that the report does"

not take into consideration such factors as ‘“‘h o
(1) the appropriate relationship between LEAA and =~~~

the States within the context of the New Federallsm,'
or (2) the optimum involvement of LEAA in State and
local programs. LEAA believes that the concept of
Federal leadership does,not require the establish- -

ment of mandatory evaluation standards for the =

States. The National Advisory Commission on
Criminal Justice Standards and Goals addressed the

. issue of program measurement and evaluation. and

reported out the methodology and philosophy to
accomplish effective evaluation. . LEAA has taken

the position that the standards and goals developed

by the Commission are subject to voluntary acceptance,f,
by the States and are not to be used as. a condition " "

of project fundlng. LEAA's goal in terms of e
evaluation is to be responsive to the issue of =~ -

accountability. Specifically, we must assure the

most worthwhile expenditures of’Federal fund”””““”‘““”;\,,
To accomplish this goal, LEAA's efforts have,been

directed toward research,- models, and the deve.
of evaluation technigues.. While it lsqbeneqi al
to know the results of specific projects, it is =~ 7
LEAA's position to assure a broader systemsi L
perspective that examines the’ gombrnatlpn'of

activities, that best achieves an’ overall ggal’ ang

the implications and effects of actions and,qeglslons'ﬁ”‘"‘

in one part of the system on the otherg.” Concentratii
on specific project evaluatlon would not address

these broader 1ssues. , L ,"@‘“;‘“’

LEAA 1nterprets its role as belrg 11msted;to
increasing the cagabllltigs of“lopal government by
means of example, experiment,. resgarchk“develg) ean
and funding 1ncent1ves,wh1ch enqouragekipy. £."d6 no ’

f
force, fund recipients’ to adopt. ,denally,s;ppprgﬂdfff'“"f’

projests or project: goals.v LEAA h s,and@@ill‘q

to the greatest extent pq&51hlevwhu%£&h%. %@ﬁ ﬁ,mr'
role for prOJect evaluatlon must rémain wit the
States. .. .- - : .
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The report recommends that LEAA establlsh R
-operatlonal guidelines for 'similar type projects o
- relating to - general goals, the. type of staff to be
‘employed, the range of services that could be

E prov1ded, and expected ‘ranges of costs to be 1ncurred
‘If GAO's intention is for LEAA to mandate goals and

operational standards for all: criminal justice: programs

of a certain type--e Gy youth service bureaus--

the propcsal is viewed as inappropriate to the LEAA
mission. However, if the recommendatlon is intended
to suggest that LEAA provide State Planning Agen01esf
(SPAs) and State and local criminal justice agencies
with summaries of the experience of typical programs
throughout the country for their general ‘guidance
in terms of necessary staffing, costs, and expected
results, LEAA fully supports the recommendation and
is pursuing several major programs 1n this area. -

One of LEAA s objectlves, as noted in the GAO ‘
report, was the establishment of a separate
Evaluation Division within the Natlonal Institute
of Law Enforcement and Criminal Justice.” This:
Division is belng staffed by highly qualified
specialists in operations research, mathematics, -
statistical analysis, and experlmental design.
These specialists will analyze the data collected
from the individual projects and programs, evaluate
it, and develop from it the necessary standards and
criteria to permlt nationwide comparlsons of 51m11ar
pro:ects. _ ‘

In addltlon, two new 'LEAA programs have been o

initiated within the Technology Transfer Division

of the National Institute of Law Enforcement and
Criminal Justice. These two programs, namely, the

" Prescriptive Packages and Exemplary Project programs,
'will provide model de51gns for furnishing State and
local OfflClalS with reliable and ‘tested information -
on the operatlon of specific classes of proyects e
for their use on a voluntary basrs.; : . S

o

The purpose of ‘the Prescrlptlve Packages serres
~is to provide criminal justice administrators and
practitioners with background information and.
‘operational guidelines in selected program areas.
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. The guidelines are a synthesis of the best research

and operational experience already gained through

the implementation of similar direct projects

around the nation. The guidelines have been
specifically designed for practical application and
represent one significant means of effecting
technology transfer,

Listed below are three prescrlptlve packages
that have been recently published and nine others
that are in various stages of development.

Title , * Status .

1. Handbook on Diversion of the
Public Inebriate from the
Criminal Justice System .~ Published

2. Methadone Treatment Manual ~ Published

3. Case Screening and Selected
Case Processing in Prosecutors'
Offices Published

4. Improving Police/Community
Relations . Being printed

5. A Guide to Improving Misdemeanant
Court SerV1ces Under review

6. Counsel for Indigent Defendants  Under review

7. Guidelines for Probation and

Parole Being prepared
8. Neighborhood Team Policing Under review‘
9. Police Crime‘Analysis Units
and Procedures : v Being printed
10. Evaluation Research in :
Corrections - Being prepared
11. A Manual for Robbery Control
’PrOJGCtS , Recently funded
12. Offender Job Tralnlng and ‘
' Placement Guide : - Recently funded
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he k i nc ics id ified in a
The following topics, many 1d§ntlﬁle '
spring of 1972 survey of crimlnal,gustlce_plannlng
and operating agencies,‘arevpoﬁeqtlal §ub1§cts for
prescriptive packages to be initiated in fiscal
year 1974. :

1. Major Violation Apprehension and :
Prosecution Procedures. An gxamlnatlon
of methods employed in a variety of law
enforcement jurisdictions to increase the
effectiveness of arrest and progegutlon
efforts in the case of major c¢riminal
offenders.

2. Law Enforcement Case Review Procedures.
An examination of methods employed to
.identify, analyze, and correct pyoplems
involved in the processing of criminal
cases from the point of arrest to
disposition of charges.

3. Prison Grievance Procedures. An exgmlnatlon
of methods and procedures emplqyed_ln a ’
variety of adult correctional 1nst;tutlons
to handle inmate complaints and grievances.

4, Prison and Jail Medical Care Practices.
An examination of potential as_weIl as
present methods of more,effecFlvely o
delivering medical care to prison and jail
inmates.

5. - Inproved Handling of Juvenile Drgg.Abusers.
An examination of - various operational
projects and methods employed in the
handling of juvenile drug abusers.

. roved Burglary Control Efforts. N
° iﬁpexaminatign o% the many police bu;glary
control projects currently in operation
as well as a general review of work done

in the area of "target hardening."”

7. State and Regional Procedures for Imple-
menting Standards and Goals Recommendations.
An examination of newly developed and
potential plans, methods, and procedures
for implementing standards and‘gqals
recommendations at State and regional levels.
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The Exemplary Project program was initiated
to focus national attention on outstanding criminal
justicewprograms~that‘are~suitable for ihter-community
transfer. Over the next year, approximately 12
pProjects will be giver an "exemplary" designation,
For each project a manual will be prepared containing
comprehensive guidelines for establishing, operating,

and evaluating‘similar‘prOjects,;~These;guidelines

will be designed to take a criminal justice administrator

step by step through the program's operation and will
include considerable detail on such matters as
budgeting, staffing, and training. Information will
also be available on potential problem areas and
measures of effectiveness., : R

To date, two prcgramévhave‘been‘selecteq‘as'
"exemplary": - a community-based corrections program
in Polk County, lowa, and the Prosecutor Management

~Information System (PROMIS) of the United States

Attorney's Office, Washington, D. C. In addition,
the following five projects are to be validated under
contracts awarded in October: :

1. Operation De Novo, Minneapolis, Minnesota
2. Dade County’Pre—Tria1 In£erVention
3. D. C. Public Defender Service

4. Los Angeles Police Department's Automated
'~ Worthless Document Index o

5. Providence Educational Center,
st. Louis, Missouri

The report also recommends that LEAA establish
(1) uniform information to be gathered on similar-
type projects, (2).standard~reporting.systems‘for
similar-typé projects, (3) a standard range of

‘expected accomplishments that can be used to detérmine,

if similar-type pProjects are effective, and

(4) standardized evaluation methodologies that can
be used to develop comparable results on the impact
of similar-type projects, .
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. LEAA certalnly recognlzes the nece531ty for

such data and is in agreement with the recommendations.
. LEAA's effort in the research and technical assistance
programs, coupled with the Exemplary Projects and .
Prescriptive Packages programs as herein descrlbed,
demonstrates LEAA's determination to be responsrvef

to the condltlons highlighted by the report.« R

Flnally, the" report recommends (1) establlshlng
an impact information system which LEAA funded: pro;ects
must use to report to their SPAs on the effectiveness
of their progects, (2) requiring SPAs, once such

- a system is established, to develop, as part of their.
State plans, a system for approving individual project
evaluations only when it can be determined that such
efforts will not duplicate information already
available from the impact lnformatlon system, and
(3) publlshlng annually for the major project areas
the results obtained from the impact information
system so that Congress and the public will have a .
basis for dssessing the effectlveness of the LEAA

~ program.

' LEAA considers the recommendations~to~be appro-
priate and implementing action has been initiated.
As a part of this effort, the National Criminal
Justice Reference Service was established through a
‘contract with the General Electric Company. Further,
~ plans are being formulated to iicorporate these -
‘recommendations in the Grants Management Information
System (GMIS) program. In addition to the GMIS program
at LEAA headquarters, data centers are under development
in each State. These centers will provide the
_capability necessary to review past evaluations of
‘similar proyects and av01d dupllcatlons of effort..

. We appre01ate the opportunity glven us to
comment on the draft report. Should you have any
further questlons, please feel free to contact us.

Slncerely,I

Glen Er,?ommerenlngr
Actlng Assistant Attorney General
for Admlnlstratlon

S e e g L L i : s .
g PR T e 2 et s r e i - . . .
" PRNE % Bl o n DR T P R S N T T R S A A AP .

T ke e

APPENDIX II
'PRINCIPAL OFFICIALS OF THE
- DEPARTMENT OF JUSTICE RESPONSIBLE

FOR ADMINISTERING ACTIVITIES

DISCUSSED IN THIS REPORT

Tenure of office

Prom To
‘ATTORNEY GENERAL ~ ~
W1111am B. Saxbe Ja 74
g n. 1974 P
Robert H. Bork (acting) g Oct, 1973 stsenI974‘
Elliot L. Richardson May 1973 Oct. 1973
Richard G. Kleindienst June 1972 Ma ' 1973
Rlihard G. Klelndlenst : ' y 4
acting) . Mar. 1972 k
, . : June 1972
John N. Mltchell ‘ . . Jan. 1969  Feb. 1972
' ADMINISTRATOR LAW ENFORCEMENT |
ASSISTANCE ADMINISTRATION. '
DonaIdkE. Santarelli ’ Apr.. 1973 Present
3:rrls Leonard ‘ May 1971 Mar; 1973
Chca?t : . June 1970 May 1971
ar eskH. Rogovin Mar. 1969  June 1970
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