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ABSTRACT

This document reconstructs the history of LEAA's High Impact
Anti-Crime Program in Portland and represents one element of an over-
all, eight-city, program history. The effort is being undertaken by
the National Institute of Law Enforcement and Criminal Justice and
The MITRE Corporation as part of a nation-wide evaluation of the High
Impact Anti-Crime Program presently in operation. The document pro-
vides a narrative of key issues, events and decisions which shaped
the program in Portland.
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PREFACE

.

Scope and Purpose

This is one among a series of case studies‘describing key gvents
which took place and decisions which were made in each of thekelg?th
Impact cities and 1in Washington, D. C. during the.course of the'Hig )
Impact Anti~Crime Program of the Law Enforcement %ssistance Administra
tion. The case studies, together with a report viewing the program L
from a national perspective will comprise Task 8 of the national-leve
evaluation of the Impact program; they are inte?ded to. help answer the
three questions which form the basis of the national-level evaluation

effort, namely:

What happened - in terms of planning and impleme?tation'
processes — when the LEAA provided eight large citdies w%th
a significant sum of money and guldance on crime-specific

planning and evaluation?

What were the key factors which promoted or inhibi?ed
the success of the program in terms of the program's
overall goals?

What meaningful conclusions can be drawn from.the record
of the Impact program and the overall evaluation effort?

This case study focuses on key program-level, rather than project-
level, events. The word "key" is deserving of special emphasis here.
In no way does this report pretend to stand as a daytby—day chronology
of events; rather, it attempts to describe those decisilons apd avents
which have seemed most significant during the time period which has
passed since the Portland Impact program was begun.

Ceneral Research Procedures for the History Task

Visits were made to each of the main agencies of the Impact program
structure — the Regional Office of the LEAA, the .State Planning Agency,
and the city organization known as the Crime Analysis Team - to obtain
information relevant to the task. The files of each agency were searched,
and memoranda and correspondence concerning meetings held, decisions made,
and progress achieved or problems encountered.in the course of the gro—
gram were selected. Documents were also ottained from relevant offices

of the Washington headquarters of the LEAA.

Interviews were held with key members of the Impact prggram bu-
reaucracy. Depending upon the respondent, one cf two techniques was
used. In the first case, a semi~structured interview schedule had.been
constructed to obtain from the respondent a chronological de§criptlo?
of Impact program events. The questions also included certain functional
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areas such as "interagency coordinatiom' which encompass a continuous
series of discrete events and seemed likely to be best captured in
summary, rather than chronological, form. In some cases, the interview
schedule was followed quite closely. "

In other cases, the interview was begun with a few background
questions about functional areas, such as the organizacion of the” CAT,
and led up to a request that the respondent iecreate: for the interviewer
the history of the program as he himself knew it or had heard it from
others. The respondent was asked, in effect, to place himself back in
time to when he first joined the program and tell how events seemed to him
as they unfolded. The role of the interviewer was to use his basic know-
ledge of the program to keep the narrative on a chronological track and
occasionally to ask the respondent to amplify or explain a statement.
When the narrative was finished, the interviewer would ask a few questions
to fill in gaps which seemed immediately apparent.

Several rules have been followed in the presentation of the find-
ings of this study. Information derived from written records has been
attributed to its scurce. However, in the interests of confidentiality,
the sources of quotations drawn from interviews have not been cited.
Finally, since the personal identities of the actors are less important
than their institutional positions, they are identified, wherever possible,
by their organizational titles rzther than by name.

The interviews with key personnel of the regional, state and city
planning units were conducted by R. E. Brown. His notes and background
information on the Portland Impact program were of inestimable value in
placing the information here transcribed within what is believed to be
an accurate historical context.:

Limitations of the Study

The limitations of the case method are well known. In terms of
the most generally accepted paradigm of social science research, the
case method is open to the charges that it deals with the specific
rather than the general, is descriptive rather than analytic, and
leaves so much to the discretion and judgment of the researcher that
validation of the data and replication of the study are impossible.

There are more specific problems with this 'particular study which
must be recognized. The validity of the information acquired through
interviews is open to question because they were conducted at least
eighteen months after the program began and the recollections of the
respondents may not always have been reliable. On the other hand, too

little time may have elapsed before the interviews were conducted.

The program was in full operation while the study was being carried
out. After an evaluator has come and gone, the participants in a




program still need to carry on with very real personal and political
relationships to accomplish their jobs. Thus, some of the respondents
may have perceived certain information at their disposal as sensitive
in nature and some reservation on their part was probably inevitable.

In the case of written records three problems are apparent. The
tone and degree of selectivity of some documents led to the conclusiorn
that they had as their purpose not only the recording of the '"facts"
but also the providing of a rationale for a past or future decision.
Moveover, some documents were not strictly contemporaneous but rather
constituted written summaries of prior events. Thus, the passage of
time may well have affected the emphases of the writer. Finally, it is
probably a condition of bureaucratic life that the more routine and non-
problematic the events, the fewer the memoranda and letters generated by
the actors. When conflicts arise and issues are drawn, the formal and
informal communications among those responsible for a program will
normally increase. Thus, available records are more likely to reflect
""problems" or management crises about which decisions are difficult and
which tend to be forced upon the organizational hierarchy and thereby
generate even more paperwork. The danger here is that the researcher
would conclude that a particular program was characterized solely by one
problem after another. Yet, there is a routine "everyday life'" in any human
activity, political and otherwise, which is no less real and important
than are conflict and crises.

To the best of our knowledge, the events which occurred during
the development phase of the Portland Impact program have been amply
documented here. It is true, however, that some of the projects (most
notably, the adult corrections package) supported by the program have only
recently been implemented and the data on their operations available at
the time this study was written were not voluminous. The result is that
the study may heavily emphasize the coordination and planning aspects of
the early part of the program, and may fail to reflect enough of the
reality of the later implementation phase. It is hoped that information
made available by the review process and with the passage of more time:
will allow the final version to include a more lengthy treatment of the
administration of the program at the operational level.

The Utility of the Case Method

In many ways, however, the very characteristics of the method which
weaken it serve as its strengths. While the following report is long on
description and short on analysis, its level of detail should be
sufficient to permit the reader to draw his own conclusions from what is
here presented rather than force him to accept solely the frame of
reference of the writer. The study attempts to deal with social and
political life on its own terms. To a large extent, the participants
were taken at their own written or spoken words. Their definitions of
reality, their statements of problems, their qualitative judgments, were
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

When the High Impact Anti~Crime Program began in January 1972,
Portland was experiencing a significantly lower incidence of most of
the crime types targeted by the program than existed in the other 'seven
Impact cities. In Portland, therefore, the relative absence of violent
crime, combined with what Portland's Impact planners termed a "high
youth and recidivist involvement' orientation, triggered the develop-
ment of a different kind of program, featuring a strong prevention and
corrections component (rather than one focusing on high levels of
police activity, for example) than those which evolved in the other
Impact cities, Corrections and prevention programs, however, to prove
their effectiveness, normally require a treatment continuity of longer
duration than the time allotted to Impact cities to implement and
achieve their projectzd quantified goals and objectives. Thus a con-
flict existed between Portland's perception of its crime problem and
the overall Impact program goal to demonstrate a significant and
visible reduction in stranger-to-stranger crimes over a relatively
short time period,

The city of Portland and Multnomah county had established, in 1971,
a consolidated planning agency called the city-county office of Justice
Coordination and Planning and it was fully expected that Impact would
serve as a unifying vehicle for this still newly implemented agency.
Instead, by July 1, 1974, city-county differences had reached such
an impasse that the county would withdraw completely from the joint
agency. Despite this clear-cut failure, both city and county repre-
sentatives were to play integral roles in the development of Impact
and, in effect, would serve as liaison with the .various city and
county criminal justice agencies which came under their respective
jurisdictions.

Final grant development and submission was completed by August
1974, and by September 30, 1974, 23 separate grant awards had been

.approved by the Region X Offices at Seattle, Washington. These awards

included two planning grants to the city Crime Analysis Team, one eval-
uation grant to the Oregon Law Enforcement Council, and 20 grants to

19 individual projects. In all, the city received $16,032,465 in grant
awards to individual projects and $1,268,389 in 'planning and evaluation
awards. The current grand total is $17,300,854. Of the more than

$16 million in project awards, $9.8 million, or 61.4 percent, went to
corrections programs., !

As in each of the city programs, there were special features
associated with the Portland effort. The major ones are cited below.
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The City/County/State Relationship. The police is the only
criminal justice system component controlled by the city.

The corrections and courts components are controlled by the
county and the state, and therefore, the city of Portland had
to include the county and the state in Impact planning. The
Portland program, then, became an experiment in inter-
governmental cooperation in planning.

The Commitment to "Quality" Evaluation. Even hefore the
announcement of the Impact program, the legislature of the
State of Oregon had made an announced commitment to perform
"quality" evaluations. -Because there was a political accep-
tance of evaluation as a necessary public policy tool,
Oregonians, at all levels of government, were highly accep-
ting of the evaluation aspects of the Impact program.
Portland is the only Impact city to receive a five-year
funding commitment from the LEAA for a component of its
proposed evaluation. The money, $25(,,350, will provide 50
percent funding to develop two predictive models and some
supporting annual surveys.

The Attempt to Plan Beyond the Dimensions of the Criminal
Justice System. There were major attempts to include other
agenciles in their Impact program. With the exception of the
renovation of the Kelly Butte facility as part of the Strike
Force Project, these efforts were largely unsuccessful.

This appears to be, in the main, due to the ex post facto
nature of the proffered inclusionms. For example, the
attempts to involve the Federal Regional Council in the
Early Intervention Project were made after the project
concept was fully developed, and the city was merely looking
* for a funding source. Failure may alsc be due, however, to
the intrinsic difficulties of achieving coordination across
federal agencles. In any case, the attempts to do "broader
vision" planning led to the inclusion of several projects
(€eBes Earlvantervention), which could not be funded under
the Impact program given its narrow scope, and which accoun-
ted for delays in getting projects approved and implemented.

The Separation of Planning Respensibilities from Evaluation
Responsibilities. In Portland, project planning and overall
program monitoring were assigned to the Impact Staff while
program/project evaluation and fiscal monitoring responsi-
bilities were assigned to the OLEL, the State Planning
Agency. (In six of the seven other cities evaluation of the
program is conducted by the planning staff proper, who have
in~house teams of evaluation analysts.) Although the evalua~
tion designs and reports received thus far from Portland have
been slow in coming, they are, for the most part, comprehen-
sive and well conceived.

xiv

e The "Root Causes" Approach to Crime Control. A basic atti-
tude which permeates Portland's Impact Program is that crime
causality can be treated effectively through early interven-
tion in the lives of those individuals most likely to become
criminal offenders. This led the Impact Task Force to plan
projects and programs which ostensibly would prevent, inter-
vene in, and when too late for the application of either of
the former strategies, correct deviant behavioral patterns.
This led to an Impact Program focus which eventually would
see 67 cents of every Impact dollar put into projects which
Portland planners believed would prevent or correct crime
problems, The relentless pursuit of this long-term approach
led to countless interventions by LEAA headquarters and its
National Institute, Those interventions, this case study
indicates, led ultimately to an Impact Program falling more
generally within the constraints of the LEAA-generated guide-
lines, while allowing the city an opportunity to &évelop the

kind of program it deemed appropriate to its particular crime
problems,

Clearly, the non-Impact (i.e,, non—short-term payoff) character

\bof several projects proposed by Portland for implementation was a

primary cause of program delay, and it is in this area that the con-
flict between the Impact program philosophy and the Portland approach
seems most apparent. Impact, a federally-funded action program which
addresses speclfic crime problems and whose effectiveness was to be
measured over a defined time period via a quantifiable reducticn in
targeted crimes, has implicit in its design the understanding that
the specified crimes will be addressed, and that the posited time
periods will be adhered to. “The Portland position, on the other hand
called for a "broader vision" planning approach "without regard to o
funding sources and addressing areas which are not Impact—rélated.”
In addition, problems of interagency coordination, among others, led
to further and continuing delays which left Portland with six of its
nineteen projects unawarded as of April 1974, and two projects still
pending approval by the Regional Office as late as September 1974,

»
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1.0 INTRODUCTION .
1.1 The High Impact Anti-Crime Program

s
The High Impact Anti-Crime Program, anncunced by the Law Enforce-

ment Assistance Administration (LEAA) in January 1972, represented a

noticeable departure from prior agency policy in at least two ways. First,

previous LEAA programs had generally been directed toward improvement
of the criminal justice system. Grant monies had been spent mainly
on modernizing equipment, training personnel and refining th operational

techniques of criminal justice agencies. The Impact program defined its

goals in terms of crime rather than of the criminal justice system. It had

dual purposes: the reduction of stranger-to-stranger crime and burglary
in the Impact cities by 5 percent in two years and 20 percent in five
years, and the demonstration of the utility of the comprehensive crime-
oriented planning, implementation and evaluation process. This process
includes an analysis of the victims, offenders, and environment of the
Impact target crimes; an elaboration of the cities’ crime problems in
quantified terms; the developmen; of a set of programs and projects to
address them; and the evaluation of the effectiveness of the projects
and programs implemented. Second, the program represented a marked
change in the character of the administration of LEAA discretionary
funds which previously had been parceled out in small amounts but would

now be concentrated largely in a single program thrust.

The Impact program was carried out in the cities of Atlanta, Balti-
more, Cleveland, Dallas, Denver, Newark, Portland (Oregon), and
St. Louis. The criteria for their selection were as follows:

~ Since it was assumed that the funds available would have little
measurable effect upon the largest cities and because the tar-
get crimes were less frequent in cities with populations below
250,000, only cities with populations between 250,000 and 1,000,000
were considered for inclusion in the program.

- The overall crime rate and statistics for robbery and burglary
of each city in this population category were examined.




- To assure geographic distribution no more than one city was to
be selected for each LEAA region. .

- In those regions where the above criteria resulted in more than
one eligible city, the final selection was based on an assess-
ment of the city's ability to manage the program.

Time would show that each of the eight Impact cities would
respond in its own way to the policy guidelines established by the
LEAA for the management of the program, However, there were a number
of activities which were expected of all the cities and these serve as a
convenient means to organize their program histories. Each city was
expected to:

- Distribute and analyze a questionnaire which had been devised
by the National Institute of Law Enforcement and Criminal
Justice to provide a basic store of information upon which to

build its crime-oriented plan.

- Establish a Crime Analysis Team (CAT) as the organizational
mechanism for the coordination of the planning, monitoring,
and evaluation of the Impact program.

~ Develop an application for the funds made available by the
National Institute to carry out the planning and evaluation
functions. The application was to include a "plan of operation"
for the CAT which would describe how it intended to develop a
master program plan and organize its evaluation function.

— Gather data for and carry out program evaluation at the local
level.

- Develop a master plan for the program within a crime-oriented
planning framework.

- Coordinate the development of projects, monitor their implemen-
tation, and evaluate their effectiveness.

In a policy sense, decision-ﬁaking authority was to be shared by
the appropriate representatives of the President of the United States,
the governor of the state, and the mayor of the city. The Regional Admin-

istrator, the SPA director, and the CAT director or the mayor were

personally to form a "partmership" responsible for program policy in
their Impact city. A "Policy Decision Group" composed of three high-
level officials in the LEAA Washington headquarters would serve to

oversee the comsistency of the program nationally,

At the operational level, the decision-making apparatus directly
concerned with the Impact program included the Crime Analysis Team (CAT) ,
the State Planning Agency (SPA), and the Regional Office of the LEAA (RO).
The actual roles of each would vary in style and substance. The SPA's
role in discretionary grant programs had been to serve as a conduit for
grant funds from the Regional Office to local agencies and as a financial
monitor. They could not, as it were, veto discretionary grant proposals.
Under the Impact program, many SPA's would be asked to assume a role in the
decision-making process that would prove to be more active and influential
than had traditionally been the case under the discretionary grant program.
Finally, the Regional Office of the LEAA had been delegated the final

authority to approve Impact plans and projects.

In the case of Portland, the organizational title of the CAT is
the Impact Staff. The Impact Staff is housed in the offices of the
City-County Office of Justice Coordination and Planning (DJCP) and
may be correctly termed a subunit of the city-county group. O0JCP
was in existence prior to the start of the Impact program and maintained
responsibility for all block and discretionary grant planning for the
city of Portland and surrounding Multnomah Countf. At the state level,
the organizational title of the.SPA is the Oregon Law Enforcement Council
(OLEC). As the Impact program was developed in Portland, the OLEC was
designated as the Impact program's evaluator. This step represented a marked
departure from the LEAA guidelines'which stipulated that all planning and
evaluation functions would be the responsibility of the city Crime
Analysis Teams. It also set up the one instance in the Impact program

where a city planning unit was stripped entirely of the important
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evaluation function. This. decision, as this document will attest, has
had far-reaching implications for the Portland Impact program and -
figures prominently in the early conflicts between key city, county

and state perébnnel involved in the implementation of Impact.

The Regional Office for the LEAA Region X, based in Seattle,
Washington, was charged with the overall responsibility for the Portland
Impact'program. However, the RO quickly transferred many duties and
responsibilities to the SPA, with the Regional Office coordinator o
having verbalized his long-term view of Impact "as a state program'. |
In addition, an umbrella group was formed to provide policy guidance and
direction to the overall Portland Impact‘program. This group, called
the Impact Task Force, was headed by the State Attorney General and was
comprised of individuals representing the various city, county and
state units of government. The Impact Task Force became the highest
local-level authority for approving or disapproving Impact projects and

s . ]
was, therefore, to occupy a pivotal role in Portland's Impact program.

2.0 THE CONTEXT OF THE PORTLAND IMPACT PROGRAM
2.1 The Portland Crime Picture

In a January 1973 national magazine profile, Portland was described
by its newly elected mayor as "a very small big city." In explanation,
he pointed out that Portland was about 10 years behind other comparable

urban areas in terms of growth and problems. Viewing Portland, nestled

peacefully in its own special corner of the far Northwest with Mt. Hood's

peak for a backdrop, it is difficult to conceive of the city‘as having

serious crime problems. Indeed, Portland appears to be at great variance

with the other seven cities chosen for the High Impact Anti-Crime
Program in terms of key sociodemographic variables. The 1970 census,
for example, showed the city's population at a low 381,927, the
smallest in the Impact program, with only Newark at 382,374 being of
roughly comparable size. This similarity, however, does not go very
far, as the following data indicate. The same 1970 census reports
Newark's population as consisting of a continually-migrating black
majority with a white minority largeiy of Italian extraction and a
growing Puerto Rican subgroup, whereas the population of Portland
consists chiefly of native-born whites largely of Anglo-Saxon and
Scandinavian descent with only a scattering of blacks and Orientals,
Further, Portland is among the least densely populated of the eight
Impact cities, whereas Newark is the most densely populated and
geographically compact. From the viewpoint of Impact program evalua-~
tion, this has its importance because a densely populated city will
have different problems than one with a low population density, and
the crimes assoclated with slums and overcrowding may be more pressing
in a thickly populated urban place. 1In addition, the anonymity,
transience and disorganization of social relations associated with
large urban populations may be conducive to the commitment of stranger-—

to-stranger crimes.
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It is natural to hypothesize that planners of the Portland Impact
program recognized at a ver& early stage not only that the crime picture
in Portland was different from that of the other cities but also that it

miéht well fail .to lend itself to the short-term, highly wisible results

anticipated under the Impact program. The FBI statistics for 1971 showed

Portland to have a less serious problem with violent crime than any of
the seven remaining Impact cities. Noting the differences in Portland
and other Impact cities, the Region X Administrator for LEAA could say

the following: ’

(Portland) has substantially different contours than what I
expect that other cities are finding, e.g., a much smaller
minority population, less drug-related crime, lesser court
delay problems, strong recent consolidation moves, and high

youth and recidivist involvement. (2)

The racial composition and interrelationships of major groups within
a city's population are thought to be related to the incidence of certain
crimes. And because of the disparities which so often exist between the
educational and ‘economic status of whites as opposed to members of minority
groups, the relative sizes and tensions of the minority components of a
city's population can be important parameters of a city's crime problem.
Given qutland’s relatively homogeneous population, then, it is not
surprising to find that there was a significantly lower incidence of most
of the crime types targeted by the Impact program than existed in the
other seven Impact cities. In Portland, therefore, the relative
absence of violent crime combined with the "high youth and recidivist
involvement' orientation seems to have triggered‘the development of a
different kind of program, featﬁring a strong prevention and corrections
component (rather than one focusing on high levels of police activity, .
for example) than those which evolved in other Impact cities. Corrections
and prevention programs, however, to prove their effectiveness, normally
require a treatment continuity of longer duration than the time allotted
to Impact cities to implement and achieve their projected quantified goals

and objectives. Thus a conflict existed between Portland's perception of

(7SS

its crime problem and the overall Impact program goal to demonstrate a

significant and visible reduction in stranger-to-stranger crimes over a

short time frame; this conflict was to become a major theme of the

Portland program.

2.2 Portland's Emerging Criminal Justice Priorities

The FBI statistical reports for 1971 indicated that only the
reported crime rates for burglaries and robberies in Portland compared
with similar crime rates in other Impact cities. Commenting on the
direction Portland's Impact program was to take, the second director
of the Portland Impact Staff made the following comments in a p;ofile
appearing in The Oregonian in early 1973:

iortland's High Impact Anti-Crime Projects probably will not
bause a dramatic, quick reduction of burglary and robbery
ut should reflect a gradual decline over the long haul ’

I Eh%nk we're under the gun to make this program work here
ng just because it's funded by LEAA but because we have a
chance to' keep Portland from becoming a Cleveland or Newark

Stressing the 's e i
g program's emphasis on corrections, he continued:

It is painfully clear that corrections is the weakest link
in the criminal justice system. If we can't rehabilitat
offenders in the corrections system, they'll come back ©
2gain and again and again. That's what's happening now. (3)

Thus, the die appears to have been cast in Portland for a program
which, in the opinion of its adminigtrators, met the needs of that
C%ty. These needs would got always coincide with the announced objec-
tives of the High Impact Anti-Crime Program. Where there existed a
conflict, it would be Portland's strategy to fight for what it per-

e ,
eived as being in the best Interests of the city and its citizenry
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2.3 A Philosophical Mutuality Versus Problems of Interagency
Coordination

In the ciﬁy of Portland itself, there would develop serious differences

among key actors. These differences, however, would revolve around the
'way in which individuals would view the allocation of programmatic and
evaluative responsibilities. The focus and fundamental philosophical
base upon which Portland Impact rested, however, would remain virtually
unchanged. This philosophical focus toward prevention and corrections
appears to have been due as much to the influence of Mrs. Elizabeth
Préston (now Welch), the Portland Impact Staff's first director, as

it was to that of any other single individual associated with the
program, This University of Chicago Law School graduate and former
Administrative Aide (to then City Commissioner Neil Goldschmidt) was
forthright and clear about her intentions. At the highest policy

level in the LEAA, she would be essentially unyielding in her funda-
mental approach, candidly stating that the Portland program would not
be totally responsive to the short-term goals of the national program,
but due to the ci;y's approach to the program, it would be necessary

n(4)

to address "areas which were not Impact-related. But the stance

taken by her city, according to Mrs. Preston, had been encouraged by
the Seattle Regional Office. 1In a recent interview, she would state

the following:

We were told very definitely that we could plan any kind of
program we wanted with the planning monies that had been
provided, even if we clearly understood that some of the
programs would not be fundable with Impact action money...
Certainly we were made aware that the Safe Streets Act was
the Safe Streets Act and it had some obvious limitations...
It was a sort of 'nothing ventured, nothing gained' kind of
thing but all very friendly here locally, between us and the
Regional Office. (5)

Problems among key actors developed for a variety of reasons.
At first, it appeared that city planners felt they were intruders and
had been by-passed by prior OLEC/RO relationships; there were many

Impact Staff efforts to recuperate what they censidered to be city
prercgatives. It should also be noted that Portland's mayor, Neii
Goldschmidt, was newly-elected four months after Impact begsn. Six

months after his having taken the oath of office as the nation's

youngest big city mayor, he would be described in an Oregonian editorial

as so dynamic that under his leadership, "City Hall had erupted 1like

an explosion in a confetti féctory;”<6) Commenting on his many programs,

the editorial continued:

x

There are plans for District and Neighborhood Planning Organiza-
tions, a federal $20 million High Impact Anti-Crimo Program
police department reoxganization, youth diversion and aging,
programs, a downtown transit mall, reorganization of the per-
sonnel system, a new Financial Management System, creation of
the Bureau of Neighborhood Environment and a plethora of other
projects, including the Bureau of Human Resources...

In the rapid-fire stream of new plans and programs that rushed
forth from the new mayor's office, city/county cooperation, deemed
essential to the success of Impact, because of the dual responsibility
for program areas, appeared to be eroding. Commenting on this, The
Oregonian continues:

Additionally, a period of city-Multnomah county cooperation
which flourished during the last two years of Mayor Terry D.
Schrunk's administration has deteriorated badly.

The modus operandi of the new mayor and his chief aides also left

many Portlanders in a quandary. The Oregonian concluded:

With the professed goal of helping Portland, City Hall is
getting moved and shaken...The problem is that despite an
avowed commitment to citizen involvement in the governmental
process, too few citizens have any clear or rational plcture
of the full scope of the mayor's program and what it means
to them,

Lots of citizens glimpse bits and pieces but the big picture...
has yet to be explained in a manner which permits citizens to
sensibly evaluate and react to the Goldschmidt administration
and its ''game plan" for Portland.(7)
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environment stabilized by the presence

In summary, it was in an '
losophy but permeated by political upheaval

) of a shared crime control phi

i nt
apd bureaucratic infighting among the various levels of city, county,

' .
and state government, that the Portland Impact program was bo

10

"3.0 THE PROGRAM BEGINS

3.1 Portland Is Selected

When in Se?tember 1971, LEAA's Statistics Division prepared a
list of thirty-eight cities for possible inclusion in the High Impact
Anti-Crime Program, Portland ranked ninth in terms of total index
crimel rates for the prior calendar year. (This is not surprising
inasmuch as burglary comprises such a large proportion of total crimes.)
Although Portland was not listed‘among the top 10 cities for robbery,
it was listed among the top 10 citiles for burglary as was Seagtle, the
onl& other Region X city included in the list of 38. Additionally,
this list, shown as Table I below, contained rankings for population
size and burglary and robbery rates. Examined for Portland, these
rankings naturally reflected a very high correlation between the overall
index crime rate and the burglary and robbery rates, the city ranking
tenth and thirteenth in these categories, respectively. Just six weeks
latzer, George Hall, then director of LEAA's Statistics Division, trans-
mitted an important memorandum to Martin Danziger, LEAA Assistant
Administrator, recommending nine cities as primary choices and five
others as alternate choices for the Impact program. Portland was
listed as the primary choice for LEAA Region X with Seattle, Washington

listed as the alternate choice.

The choice of Portland over Seattle was made with relative ease.
In fact, an LEAA memorandum on final selection of Impact cities mentions
the Portland/Seattle situation only as a backdroﬁ to the more volatile
selection process which surrounded Region IV choice of Atlanta (a city
which does not appear on the original list of 38 cities, see Table I
below).

In Region IV the Regional Administrator felt that local
administrative protlems would make it difficult to carry

lAs defined by the FBI, Index crimes include homicide, forcible

rape, robbery, aggravated assault, burglary, larceny, and auto theft.
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TABLE 1

SELECTION CRITERIA FOR TMPACT CITIES

TOTAL INDEX ROBBERY BU?iEéRY POPULATION
9 CRIME RATE D RANE
CLTV A0 SIATE " RATE RANK RANK RANK
24
NEWARK, NEW JERSEY 1 2 3 .
SAN FRANCISCO, CALIFORNIA 2 ¢ 7 ”
OAKLAND, CALIFORNIA 2 8 : ;
WASHINGTON, D. C. : 4 :
ST, LOUIS, MISSOURI 5 . 2 12
DENVER, COLORADO 6 : ; 1
MIAMT, FLORIDA 7 > . ®
BALTIMORE, MARYLAND g ¥ 18 -
PORTLAND, OREGON 12 10 23
BOSTON, MASSACHUSETTS 10 L 8 10
RICHMOND, VIRGINIA 11 H 5 38
NEW ORLEANS, LOUISTANA 12 : 2 :
CLEVELAND, OHIO 13 " 32 >
DALLAS, TEXAS 14 20 2 ¥
SEATTLE, WASHINGTON 15 16 S 18
KANSAS CITY, MISSOURI 16 10 13 20
PITTSBURGH, PENNSYLVANIA 17 12 26 18
LOUISVILLE, KENTUCKY 18 18 2 26
MINNEAPOLIS, MINNESOTA 19 o e 2
TAMPA, FLORIDA 20 24 L 2
PHOENIX, ARTIZONA 21 2 e 31
HONOLULU, HAWAIT 22 36 17 21
MORFOLK, VIRGINTA 23 22 27 e
JACKSONVILLE, FLORIDA 24 25 ¥ 1
ST. PAUL, MINNESOTA 25 ! ™ 2
AKRON, OHIO 26 53 2 33
COLUMBUS, OHIO 27 23 25 1
SACRAMENTO, CALIFORNIA 28 21 2 1
LONG BEACH, CALIFORNIA 29 21 22 2
BIRMINGHAM, ALARAMA 30 2 31 3
SAN ANTONIO, TEXAS 31 32 23 .
FORT WORTH, TEXAS 32 28 2L 22
TULSA, OKLAHOMA 33 % 2 2
OMAHA, NEBRASRKA 34 3 % 30
MEMPHIS, TENNESSEE 35 ” 33 L
SAN DIEGO, CALIFORNIA 36 34 31 8
INDIANAPOLIS, INDIANA 37 26 3 :
MILWAUKEE, WISCONSIN 38

) E AND
1970 RANKINGS OF TOTAL INDEX CRIME RATE, ROBBERY RAE?iOSURGLARY RAT
POPULATION FOR 38 CITIES 250,000 TO 1,000,000 POPUL

(Source: Statistics Division, LEAA, September 1971.)
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out an Impact program in Tampa. Similar problems dictated
the choice of Portland over Seattle.,, (8)

In a MITRE interview, the former Region X Administrator recalled

four significant factprs which critically influenced the selection of

although the statistical Tates for
(Index) crimes being targeted were fairly parallel in both cities,

Portland over Seattle. First,

Portland's rates were moving up rapidly whereas the rates for Seattle
had leveled off and already were beginning to reflect a downward trend.
Second, Portland had demonstrated a greater ability to cooperate with

Multnomah county in city/county coordinated activities than had

Seattle with King county; e.g., the consolidation of several city and

county criminal justice agencies under a single authority, and the

city/county eéxperience in coordinated criminal justice plan

ning. Third,
the attitudes of the city of Portland and the State of Oreg

viewed as more positive for achieving the goals of the Impact program

than were those, of Seattle and the State of Washington. Thig was due.

largely to Oregon's having a lafger experience base to draw upon

er of LEAA
Also, there appeared to be keen
interest displayed in the basic tenets of the Impact program by

because of having implemented successfully a greater numb

programs than Washington Stat?.

Oregonians who would be called upon to play pivotal roles 1if Impact

were to become a success. Fourth, the city of Seattle had suffered a

major scandal in its police department just

prior to the launching of
Impact,

Although the police problems had been virtually solved before

the decision had to be made for a primary choice for Impact from Region X
it was felt that Seattle was still in the midst of a
Portland, on the other hand

3
transitional phase.

s reported no extraordinary police problems

and was busy with the prospect of consolidating its police bureau with

thejMultnomah‘County Sheriff's Office, From the region's view, this

At the very least, Seattle did not appear
to be as pfomising a site for Impact as did Portland.<9)

clinched Impact for Portland.

13
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Ultimately, the decision as to which city in Region ¥ would bhe
recommended lay with LEAA's Administrator for the Office of Inspecfion
and Review, Gerald Fmmer. He was familiar with Region X and he knew
something of both the political climates and state administrative structures

in Oregon and Washington. He knew that Portland and Multnomah county had

already performed some key steps essential to the successful implementation

of a crime reduction program such as Impact. Together, the city and

county agents had reviewed the whole status of their criminal justice
agencies. He also believed that a "climate of cooperativeness" ekisted
among state and local officials in Oregon, and based on his ekperience
with both state planning units, he believed the Orégon SPA to be far more

likely to cooperate with the goals of the Impact program than its

Washington State counterpart.(lo) When the final 1list of Impact cities

was forwarded to LEAA Administrator Jerris Leonard, Portland remained

the Region X representative for the High Impact Anti-Crime Program.

3.2 The Impéct'Program Is Announced: The Reaction of Portland Officials

The eight mayors, state governors and SPA directors or their delegated

representatives were invited to Washington, D. C. for the official
ceremonies announcing the Impact program on January 13, 1972, Although no
one specifically representing the city of Portland was present for the
ceremonies, Oregon Governor Tom McCall and Attorney General Lee Johnson

Almost simultaneous with the Washington festivities, the
The very

did attend.
Oregon press carried announcement. of Portland's selection.
next day a'press conference was held at the Oregon State capitol.

Representing Governor McCall at this conference, Attorney General Johnson

spoke of the Impact program in laudatory terms. To make certain that the

LEAA goals for Impact would be achieved, the Governor was éppointing a

seven-member Task Force to oversee the program. This Task Force was to
become the policymaking body for TImpact and was intended to comprise
individuals representing all components of the criminal justice system

as well as the community. The Attorney General, who served as

14

chairman of the State Supervisory Board, would also chair the Impact Task

Force. Three other members of the State Supervisory Board - Multnomah
county's Director of Administrative Services, a Portlangd State Univer-
sity Professor of Police Administration and a Portland City Commis-
sioner - were to be appointed to the Task Force. .There would be three
at-large members also appointed to the Task Force. Two of the latter
appointments - that of an executive assistant to the governor, and that
of a labor leader - had been deéided and were announced. Con;picuousl
absent from the list of appointees to the Impact Task Force Aowever ’
was the name of Portland's mwayor. Presumably, he would be ;amed to ’

fill the one remaining vVacancy on the Impact policymaking body

The following Tuesday, January 18, a meeting was convened in the

offices of Portland'g mayor to discuss the Impact program. A1l eyes
were riveted on Region X's Administrator as he first explained, iZ great
detail, the purposes of the Impact program, and then, the selection
pProcess which had culminated in Portland's Teceipt of program fundin
Apparently, the Impact award had taken most Portlanders by surprise )
and Mayor Terry Schrunk and some of his closest aides were as uninformed

about the program as anyone eléa.

With the possible exception of City Commissioner Neil Goldschmidt
?lready an appointee to the Impact policymaking body, very few persons’
in the mayor's office that day had more than the most cursory
acquaintanceship with the concept of Impact. Whatever their knowledge
8ap, however, they remained keenly aware of one thing: their cit haj
suddenly fallen heir to 20 million dollars, and this had occurrez
without any haggling or negotiating on their parts. Even a man ag
capable as the Region X Administrator had difficulties in placing this
whole set of unusual circumstances in their proper perspective. Almost

25 months later he would remember:

Impict was announced very suddenly. The only pPreliminary
work had been a brief exploration of the crime-specific planning

15
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e had been no forewarning.
e pre—negotiation.
The details of

tate
terms of the city and s R .
éﬁddiuly we had a richly funded progr?m vtahizo
There was no structure at hand to deal wi .

the program were still to be worked out.(11)

3.2.1 The Impact Task Force

irst time
The Impact Task Force was scheduled to convene for the fi

meeting could be held, there were

gition of the Task Force on

The Region X Administratoxr

on January 24th. But even before that

rumblings of dissatisfaction over the compo

the .part of many community-oriented Portlanders.

1llowing concerns: . |
uestion of the make-up of the pollcy;es
id not represent the line agenc :
i ard. The Task Force di °
miklzgugg be competing for funds. It representedbgoYizzzezn,
zagor and business; it reflected the way they do busi

Oregon.(lZ)

expressed the fo
First, we dealt with the q

Just such a policymaking body, though, was exactly what early planners
of Portland's Impact program had envisioned.

o siscussed the Internal orgentracion Ty tor the State
agre?d Fhat;oniezzzgzn;mgli, tough Task Force group‘to proviiicizi
Szmgziziznthe work of a staff made up of key professlonals se

i i to as
from the SPA, the Regional Council and the city and added
balance and coverage require.(lB)

only Gordon Swope, & labor

could be termed

of the original Task Force appointees,

a black university professor,

d Lee Brown .
e , The four other appointees were

citizen members of the policymaking body.
county and city,
f Portland, bringing to five the

seventh position,
representatives of the state, with the P

ostensibly to be filled by the mayor O

r of appointments to the Task For
There was al

ce of representatives from the
numbe

three units of government.
ficio member of the Task Force.

so a move afoot to make the RA

in voicing his own concerns oOVer

an ex—of |
i 4 eate, he

the possible conflict of interest such an appointment might cr ,

wrote the following to LEAA headquarters in Washington.

16

Attorney General Johnson raises an interesting question: Could

I be formally made an ex—officio member of the Task Force? My
first reaction is that such an appointment would place me in a
prejudicial position since I must ultimately approve the Impact
plan and the release of funds to support that plan. On the other
hand, the Attorney General argues that this would be testimony to
the true partnership of federal, state and city government and
would provide an open means by which he and the Task Force group
can be guided in its program efforts. (14)

The RA was designated an ex-officio member of the Impact Task Force,
and in the early developmental stageés.of Portland's program, his insights
and expertige proved of real value to the policymaking bedy. As for the
Task Force itself, the number of appointees was expanded to 11, excluding
the RA, and its composition would change over the life of the program as
the political climate in the city and the personal situations of its
members would make it necessary. Joining the original six appointees
to the Task Force at the outset were Portland Mayor Terry Schrunk (who
became co-chairman), Multnomah County Commissioner Donald Clark, Civic
Leaders Ruth Hagenstein and Robert Noyes, Jr., and Mayoral Assistant
Keith Jones. Lee Brown, the lone black member among the original
appointees, would eventually resign, leaving Portland for more
financially advantageous employment. So would Portland's then mayor,
Terry Schrunk, due to illness and retirement from public life. Neil
Goldschmidt, upon taking office as Portland's mayor, succeeded Schrunk
to the co-chairmanship. Labor leader Gordon Swope and civic leader
Robert Noyes, Jr., would also resign by the fall of 1974, Adding
Goldschmidt Aide Phil McLaurin and Commissioner Mildred Schwab to

the Task Force membership brings the presently constituted body to a
total membership of nine. Thus, as the Table II below reflects, only

Portland Civic Leader Ruth Hagenstein is free of active affiliation with

a unit of city, county or state government.

Very early, the Task Force made the dec’uyion to solicit suggestions

and ideas for the use ot TImpact funds from all criminal justice agencies.

17
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Appropriate sections of the LEAA Questionnaire were also distributed %

TABLE I} . to these agencies for their inputs. The question of a staff to provide
PORTLAND'S IMPACT PROGRAM TASK FORCE operational-level support to the Task Force was a top priority as was
- the naming of a director for this support group. The Task Force chair-
00-CHATRMEN man's choice for the director's job was a young lawyer, J. Bradford
The Honorable Lee Johnson Shiley, '"with an excellent reputation both in the city and in the state,

Attorney General of the State of Oregon with a great interest in crime-specific planning and in this (Impact)

| n(15)
The Honorable Neil Coldschmidt program in general. |
Mayor of the City of Portlandl | |
| ' 3.2.2 The Impact Staff Is Established
MEMBERS |

On January 19, 1972, the state and regional Impact coordinators
Donald Clark, Commissioner

Multnomah County Board of County Commissioners met in an all-day session to determine what staff allocations should

be established in support of the Impact Task Force. Following that
Robert Davis

. meetin a written communique was tra t R i i
e ateative Acsistant to the Governor g, q transmitted to the RA which said,
in part,
Ruth Hagenst§lnL der ...It has been determined that there will be a staff director,
Portland Civic Lea two planners, two analysts, a secretary and one assistant
' fiscal officer...(16)
Keith Jones :

Head of Security, Portland Housing Authority

. The director's slot . i .
Loren Kramer, Administrative Officer e director's slot was slated to go to J. Bradford Shiley

His
Multnomah County Board of County Commissioners credentials were good. A Harvard Law School graduate, he had served on
the legislative staff of Attorney General Lee Johnson. He was also known
il McLaurin
izzi tg the Mayor, City of Portland ; by the Regional Administrator whose confidence in Shiley had been communi-
.  ssioner cated to LEAA Assistant Administrator Gerald Emmer. Shiley, however, was
dred Schwa ommils
%iitiand city éouncil viewed as the state's man, although in the initial round of meetings, his

selection went unopposed. As the Regional Office coordinator put it, "At
the initial meeting, there was block voting. It was everybody else
against the city. Actually, Shiley was named without opposition since
people could see it would not be worth opposing him."(17)

But at the very first opportunity it was given, the city began

to limit Shiley's power. On February 8, a noon meeting was convened

3 1 . . =
(Source: Portland Impact Program Update: Fall 1974) in Mayor Schrunk's conference room to further define the relationships |

19
18




of various levels of government, the Impact Task Force and its support

staff. Out of that meeting came a decision to greatly curtail Shiley's

authority.

The result of this meeting was the agreement to limit the
staff of the Task Force to the initial development of
statistics and analysis of the problem and then to the
evaluation of specific programs. The development of indi-
vidual programs in the Portland area would be undertaken
by an expanded city-county planning staff.(18)

. Thus, Shiley's group was quickly shorn of all programmatic
responsibilities for Impact. ¥For the time being, hé had been left

with the responsibility for data collection and specific program

evaluation.

3.2.3 The City-County View of thé Shiley Appointment

The Shiley appointment, even in a greatly-reduced role, continued
to disturb both city and county representatives. As Attorney General
Johnson put it; "There was some feeling on the city's part that the
money was the city's money, and what was the state doing here?"(lg)
Both the city and the county believed that Shiley's group would be
duplicating the efforts of the city/county planning agency already set
up by OLEC. This consolidated planning agency, called the city-county
Office of Justice Coordination and Planning (OJCP), had been set up in
1971 through an LEAA-funded action grant and was, the city and county
felt, the ideal vehicle for administering Impact. Yet Impact did not
seem to aid in unifying the efforts of this joint agency. Rather, it

served to polarize the two governmental bodies to such an extent that
individual to coordi

they could not reach an agreement to use a single
nate Impact planning responsibilities for the city and county. Conse-
quently, they each named a coordinator. Elizabeth Preston would serve
as Senior Criminal Justice Planner for the city of Portland, and

Kurt Engeistad would occupy the same position for Multnomah county.
Ultimately, the differences between the city and county would increase

20

t
0 such a degree that the county would withdraw completely from the
joint agency, establishing its own Planning office by July 1 l97g )
. ’ .

The city/county push for a reduction in Shiley's authority seemed
well-founded. No Tepresentative from their joint agency was to be a
niember of the small support staff operating under Shiley as the Impact
Staff was originally conceived. Yet, their offices were clearly
u . ,

.e:?tdFo be involved in any planning being done in behalf of either
u . .

Jurisdiction. Note the following statement from an early Portland
Impact planning document : |

Thu i :
S, the city and county representatives were to play an integral

with the ious 'ci imd
various ‘city and county criminal justice agencies. They would

und i
er Impact. Yet they felt their ability to fulfill their responsi-

biliti
les would be greatly hampered, slowed and even altogether stymied

w , ,
ere it necessary for them first to report to Shiley's staff Such

Co 3 [] .
ncerns, coupled with the c1ty/county perception of Shiley as an

outsi
sider, had already led to the reduction of the Shiley role in Impact

Thi
§ point won, the 0JCP planners would now proceed to keep Shiley's
staff inf |
informed as to program proposals but would report directly to

th :
e Impact Task Force as to their plans relative to Portland'
pProgram.

3. ' i
3 The Task Force Function and Programmatic Directions

As February ended, Task Force members were faced with two pressing

rob . Fi
P lems. First, they were concerned with clarifying their own ;

'developi
Ping role in the Impact program, and second, they struggled to

21
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pact program with

generatéd objectives for the Im
tland. The

somehow wed the LEAA~-
riminal justice priorities in Por
fication seemed the eagsier of th

on than that it appeared accessible

their own perceptions of ¢
e two

proBlem of Task Force rcle clari

issues to tackle, if for no other reas

n through interaction among the v

eeting of the Task Force, one of
The following excerpt from the

arious members of the group.

to solutio
its members verbalized

At a February 28 m
¢ actual function.

concern over the group'
t the group's consensus perception of

minutes of that meeting reflec
one aspect of their role.

Conclusion was reached that th
Planning Agency...was responsi

e city-county Criminal Justice
ble for development of programs

for TImpact funding. Programs would be presented through the sub-
committee to the respective local government agency affected for
approval. If approved, the programs would be presented to the
Task Force for final evaluation prior.to submission to Regional

LEAA. (21)

At that very early stage of program development, then, the Task
1f as a body possessing progranm approval rights

Force perceived itse
An important

f the LEAA's Regional Office.

second only to those ©
the approval cycle at this meeting

intermediary step not reflected in
This omission appears not to have

of the Task Force was SPA approval.
y the RO coordinator shows:

been accidental as the following comment b
There is nothing in the organizational chart which relates
ding that the SPA has prime

to the SPA. It is my understaii
responsibility for fiscal control of Impact funds. (22)

shown as Table IIT below, contains

That organizational chgrt,
Staff to the SPA.

e Task Force and Impact
he Oregon SPA. The stance being
was an untenable

no provision for 1inkage of th

And yet, the Institute grant was to t
taken by the Task Force, in the RO coordinator's view,
He proposed a compromise:

I suggest that the SPA enter into
Portland and Multnomah county as

County Planning Commission...mentioned a
actually provide criminal justice planning service

one.
a contract jointly with

first parties with the City-
s a second party to
s.(23)
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It appears, then, that there would be more of a role for the SPA
in the Impact program than hdd been envisioned by the Task Force. Still

further role clarification would be in order as Task Force positions came

into clearer focus.

The second major issue raised at the February 28 Task Force meeting

dealt with programmatic focus. On this matter, the Task Force agreed to

adopt a resolution which would speak generally to the type of programs
they should encourage. Early disagreement settled on whether programs

funded under Impact would focus on the apprehension of criminal offenders

or on corrections and prevention. The amendment, as adopted, reads as
follows:
" The objective of the Impact funding is to reduce the occurrence
of street crime and burglary by 5 percent during the first two
years...and 20 percent over the five-year period of funding.

The Task Force does not have sufficient data available to provide
specific guidelines in respect to the types of programs necessary
to achieve this objective. However, it is apparent that there is
a need to develop programs to decrease the opportunity for
criminality, to increase the risk of apprehension, and make
commission of the specified crimes more difficult. In order to
get an effective planning effort underway, the initial priority
should be focused on developing programs which Increase the
apprehensions, increase the risk of apprehensions, decrease the
opportunity for criminality and make commission of the crime more
difficult. 1In developing these programs, special attention should
be given to ascertaining the effects of increased apprehensions

on other components of the criminal justice system. This
resolution is intended merely to establish an initial priority

in the planning effort. We remain interested in other parts of
the system which might not have the direct and immediate effect
sought by the guidelines. As data become available to us, we will
try to set more specific guidelines and priorities. (24)

There were, then, at least two positicns espoused by the Task
First, they expected Impact

Yet the LEAA had made clear that

Force im its February 28 resolution.
funding to continue for five years.
they did not intend to provide Impact funding for longer than three

years. The mistake made by the Task Force in total funding time was
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one made by most of the cities during the early stages of their progra
In Portland, hqwever, funding level would eventually be coupled‘wit: -
program focus to develop into a major program issue. Second, the
Task Force resolution calledufor.a heavy emphasis on program; to
decrease crime Opportunities, programs to increase the risk of
apprehension, and programs to make the commission of specific crimes
more difficult. Although'many Task Force members were unhappy with
s?ch a focus, they apparently realized that such programs more easil
fit. the LEAA guidelines and major objectives of quick reductio; i -~
specific crimes with high visibility features in their communit l:h
thos? %n Corrections and prevention with more long-term and indir :n
possibilities for achieving reduction. Tﬁere was, however enoug:Cof

s

not be so easily obtained.

3.4 The Task Forée M i
eets with Criminal i |
Advocates: Prelude to Salishan?na Tuatice Systen and ~eher | E

. In the meantime, pressures were being exerted from several directions
? get programs on the street. By April 1, the OLEC had awarded the ci

Of Portland g $50,000 planning grant to develop a work plan for it o

Impact program planning process. "This work plan," tie face sheetS

of the grant application stated, "will be a clear, detailed statement

of proposed step~by-step planning activities broken down into phases or

tasks."(zs)
It would also "reflect the activities of the city-county

Law Enforcement Co 1(26)
uncil. Portland was expected to submit its

work plan,w;thin 30 days of receipt of the award

25

B i




The Task Force's strategy called for conducting a series of
weekly meetings with key officials (from the various components of
the criminal justice system) and concerned citizens throughout
April, and for concluding this series of sessions with a two-day
meeting-at Salishan to resolve the differences noted and to settle on
programmatic direction and alignment of major responsibilities for

Impact planning and evaluation.

The first Task Force meeting of this type took place on April 3rd.
The police were the invited group and they presented a three~hour
presentation to the Impact Task Force, covering all aspects of robbery
and burglary in Portland. The two lieutenants representing the '
Portland Police Department had what appeared to be good statistical
support for their suggestions to the Task Force and they handled all
inguiries with ease. In the cover letter to the notes of that meeting,

. » 27
the RA's representative commented, "the presentation was excellent...”( /)

But the next such Task Force meeting, with officials representing
the corrections area, was not to g0 SO smoothly. The meeting took
place on the afternoon of April 10th. The key corrections officials
there were the director of the Oregon Department of Human Resources,
the administrators of the Oregon Corrections Division and of the
Multnomah County Juvenile Court and the Chief Députy Sheriff for
Multnomah County Correctioms. As in the first meeting, the press were
there. The Human Resources director made a strong case for community-
based corrections and for programs which got at ''the root causes of
crime."(zg) Over the life of this meeting, the corrections people
would cite no less than eight foci from their area for Impact
funding. Among these were included the following: (a) community-
based correctional facilities, (b) misdemeanant diversion, (c) mini-
correctional centeré statewide, (d) expansion of the traditional

school nurse role, (e) a network of agencies to treat the emotionally
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disturbed, (f) offender residencesz and apartment living situations for
maFried offenders, (g) juvenile branch or outreach centers, and (h)‘
modernization of county correctional facilities. Thus, the thread of
the corrections argument dealt in major part with the humanization of

treatment and focused on three general types of offenders as the following

excerpt from The Oregonian indicates:

Portland's Anti-Crime Task Force was told Monday that more
money should be spent on crime prevention and rehabilitation

of criminals so that less can be spent on the prisons that
now get most of the corrections dollar.

"

It is bﬁtter to treat causes of crime rather than criminal
symptoms’, Task Force members were advised by the director
of the Oregon Department of Human Resources.

"Prevention and Rehabilitation programs should be aimed
primarily, at three areas where there are crime bulges "

The director then described these as "juveniles, from éhe
e?rly teens to adulthood; releases from jails a;d correc-
tional institutions...and narcotics and alcohol addicts.'(29)

Thus, the second such Task Force meeting ~ with corrections
officials - had sown the seeds for a program focus which sought to
deal with the "root causes' of crime. Some Task Force members, mainly
state representatives to the policy making bbdy, favored a law enforcement
focus for the program and did not align themselves with the position
articulated by the Human Resources director, although he had gone
beyond s;atements of crime causality to'posit'program areas and identify
specific offender types. Others—--most notably then Public Safety
Cogmissioner Neil Goldschmidt--would side with the stfong advocacy made
by corrections officials for a preventive and rehabilitative focus to
Portland's Impact program.

-
| Reflecting upon the lines drawn between the city and state

representatives on the Task Force, and especially the Goldschmidt

stance, the RA made the following comment: ''Neil had campaigned as

27




a 'man of the people' with a concern for social problems. In this,
he had substantial support within the Task Force. The state repre—
sentatives probably leaned toward enforcement. Finally, there was

(30)

a corrections/preventions group."

The courts were the third and last component of the criminal
justice system to meet with the Task Force. The meeting occurred on
April 17 and lasted for only one-and-one-quarter hours. Present to
discuss the concerns of the courts were two judges and an administrator,
all three of whom were representatives of the Multnomah County Circuit
Court. These officials provided the Task Force with 10 program
suggestions from the courts area;,‘The.majbr emphasis was, in the
first instance, placed on expanding the coﬁrt's diagnostic center
to provide both additional psychological services and quicker
response time to the court on the question of the emotiopal stability
of referred offenders, and in the second instance, on im&lementing

the Columbia Region Information Sharing System (CRISS) which had been

proposed to assist in the development of the court records and management

system. There was but one meeting remaining. As Attormey General
Johnson brought the court's meeting to a conclusionm, he announced
that the final meeting would be held on April 24th and that the
major group to appear bef&re the Task Force would be the National

Prisoners Alliance (NPA), an ex-offender organization with nationwide

affiliations.

With the Attorney General presiding, the April 24th meeting was
called to order. No sooner had. the meeting offically begun when the

NPA went to the attack, verbalizing its extreme objection to the Task

Force's composition. "There were," the NPA stated "no ex-offenders among

its members."(Bl) The NPA spokesman argued for more community-based
facilities and stated that the Impact program could only be successful

if fewer people were to be jncarcerated. When pressed by various

28

‘ s
"""'"‘iﬁ.l.llllllllil--rf 1
L

Task Force members to speak to the issue of Impact programmatic direction,
the NPA took the stance that theilr views concurrad with those of Oregon's
director of Human Resources. But che NPA positon, as their excerpted
formal statement below will attest, called for more radical remedies

than those outlined by corrections officials, e.g., the release of
everyone then awaiting trial in jail because of failure to post bond

and unspecified resources for all who ultimately would be released.

The National Prisonerst Alliance thanks this Task Force committee
for extending an invitation for us to give our wvital testimony

As the natioenal representative of many ex-offender groups arouﬁd
the country, NPA must, however, object vigorously to the compo-
sition of this committee, for it does not represent the persons
most affected by its policies ~- prisomers and ex-prisoners. The
stated policy of the NPA is that those most directly involved must
?e included in thz planning, development and implementation of all
justice programs which affect their lives and their future. No
l9nger can things be done to and for people; they must be done
with people. This is the national policy in welfare, education
and it must become so in justice. The NPA is part o% this natiSnal
trend toward self development. :

In ?onjunction with our Alliarces in the other seven High-Impact
cities, the NPA suggests that the bulk of justice money, whether
LEAA or local, must be spent to keep people in their own communi-
ties, not for more police equipment, and especially nct to lock

human beings in cages. Our basic approach is that no progress is
made in our quest for justice unless fewer pecple are locked in

prisons and jails. We measure the effectiveness of the justice |
process in this way.

So, this special LEAA, High-Impact program must show a decreased
population in the metropolitan jails of the cities involved. A g
bail program which will release everyone who is now awaiting !
trial in jail because he cannot pay the price of bail, personal
con?act and resources for 'all who are released, community
facilities, and adequate legal counsel (public defenders) are the ;
real crime prevention measures.'(32) J

And so more than two months of listening to governmental agency

and other views came to an end for the Task Force. Their planned agenda

had called . for a meeting with "concerned citizens'. However, the fourth
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and final meeting had focused almost solely on one citizens group, the NPA.

Community attitudes, in general, had not been polled.

Commenting on operations up to that point in time, the RA would

write the LEAA headquarters the following:

The various staffs related to the Impact program are hired and
functioning. The present situation does not afford efficient
and cohesive operations. Complaints on the structure have been
received from all levels of government and will require some

corrective action. (33)

In four days, the Task Force was to hold its meeting to formulate

program policy and focus. Mayor Schrunk ﬁad suffered a heart attack

only days before and could not attend. Commissioner Neil Goldschmidt,

who would win the non-partisan primary in the mayoralty race the
following month, temporarily assumed the mantle of city government and
became, therefore, a plvotal actor at the forthcoming meeting. The RA
would attend, as would all the other members of the Task Force.
Salishan lay 1lmmediately ahead. Expectations ran high that it would

crystallize and sharpen the focus of policy and direction for Portland's

Impact program.

3.5 The Salishan Meeting: An Fmerging Programmatic Focus
The Impact Task Force membership met in full session at Salishan,

Oregon, the weekend of April 29 and 30. The planned agenda contained

5 major items. First, they were to receive and evaluate carefully
information made available through the data collection efforts of the
Impact Staff; second, they sought to adopt a framework for plan devel-
opment; third, they wished to bring to a more open forum the many
operational, political and philosophical problems which had lain unre-
solved since the program began; fourth, they desired to establish over-—
all programmatic priorities; and fifth, they saw a need to identify

their immediate priorities.
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C
ommenting on the degree of success achieved at Salishan, the RA
would write the following in his weekly report of May 1-5:

tion of the program, L9

) The Task Force was unanimous in itg adoption of the Performance
anagement Systemnm (PMS) as the framework for its efforts. PMS is a

method of measuring how well federal P

actual results accomplished. Addressi

the RA continued, "It saw this as an e

Solving and one which Stretches its vi
by LEAA. The Task Force will seek to

regard to funding source. It saw PMS

it possible to tailor programs to the

of all funds allocated to the Pdrtland

to alleviatiug the conditions which promote ¢

offenders for reintegration #nto society.

rograms are doing in terms of

ng the Task Force view of PMS,
xtremely useful tool for problem
sion beyond the programs fundable
develop an 'ideal' plan without
agd its categorizations as making

Portland situation.”(BS)

Impact Program should be devoted
rime, and to Preparing

The remaining 25 percent of

reduce crime., All four of

Portlang' j i
) d's stated objectives were taken from the PMs guidelines

Strong correctional component for Impact

he discussed the results of the Salisha
that "the data Presented by the Impact

n(36)
focus, ‘ Indeed, even a very quick
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In an interview in which
n meeting, the RA remembered
Staff justified a correctional

look at some of the statisticsg

he Impact Staff at Salishan gives credence to the



RA's statement. For example, data for 1971 indicated that youths 20
or under committed 74 peréent of the total number of reported burgla-
ries and 49 percent of the total number of reported robberies in
Portland. The Task Force believed it could ameliorate the conditions
which gave rise to such statistics and to their continuirg climb by
improving the conditions of the individual offender, his family and
his environment. It also wanted to improve the capabilities of the
total criminal justice system to prevent and control the effects of

criminal behavior.

These goals - ameliorating the underlying causes of crime and ex-
erting control over the incidence of crime - were essentially the same
ones the Task Force had addressed in its resolutions of February 28.
This time, however, they were reversing their priorities and placing
major programmatic emphasis on programs with a corrections/prevention
focus rather than a police focus. This dramatic reversal in program-
matic direction, surprisingly, met little resistance. Commenting on
this very point, the RO coordinator offered the following explanation:

There were liberal types on the Task Force, but even the
police saw corrections as the problem.

The controversial issues at the Salishan meeting, then, centered

not so much on program direction &s it did upon Task Force authority,

and the dispute over what projects could be funded with Impact dollars.

An integral part of the Task Force authority issue revolved around the
leadership of the Impact Staff. The Shiley-led staff had earlier been
shorn of all programmatic responsibility. How much of its remaining
duties - data collection and evaluation of projects - would also be
taken away remained to be answered. As the RA put it, the whole issue

- (38)
“"reflected the tugs and pulls of internal polltlcs.”

The fund‘flow issue centered on the range of projects LEAA funds

could be used to implement. Could they fund projects for income
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maintenance and housing, for. example? The RA's succinct answer was
"no, legally you can't.'" Whan pushed for a solution, he added '"We

recognize the problem as a broad one, but LEAA can only provide part
(
of a response to it."(33)

Under J. Bradford Shiley, Impact program data collection had pro-
ceeded reasonably well. This seems especially clear in light of the
voluminous amounts of data generéted by the LEAA questionnaire, coupled
with the fact that Shiley had been allocated only one staff person to
assist him in his task. Further, there were no real problems voiced by
the Task Force relative to Shiley's work at Salishan. In fact, his pre-~
sentation, with the RA, of PMS had been enthusiastically received and
unanimously approved by the Task Force. Later, in an interview on
Impact planning, the Attorney General would remark: '"The best part of
the plan was the data based on Shiley's material."(ao) Shiley's com-
petence, then, was not in question. The RA believed "internecine wars
played some havoc."(4l) The city representatives on the Task Force, .
in particular, did not view Shiley with favor and "his position became
increasingly untenable."(42) It was decided to name the city of
Portland's Senior Criminal Justice Planner, Elizabeth Preston, as
Impact Staff Director. Evaluative responsibilities would be handled by
OLEC. The county Senior Criminal Justice Planner would be responsible
for non-Impact block grant planning. Shiley was left with responsibility
for collecting data but this job now had built-in time constraints.

As of November 1, 1972, the data collection work was to end.

This series of events was bound to have repercussions. Tirst, the
naming of Mrs. Preston to the Impact Staff director's post was perceived
as a concession to Public Safety Commissioner Goldschmidt and the city

of Portland. It would give Portland an opportunity '"to run the program

under the Task Force but basically as a city agency.”(43) Second, OLEC,

a virtually silent voice until now, was to be given the important
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evaluation task. This decision was a surprise to many and would, for

a long time, be the basis for further confrontations between the city
and the state. Third, the limiting of the county Senior Criminal Justice
Planner to a block grant plamning role was to give the county no Impact

voice at all., Just days after the Salishan meeting, the RA wrote LEAA

headquarters, "I will not give the money on a block grant basis, but will
n(44)

rather retain project-by-project approval to ensure appropriateness.
Finally, Shiley would now concentrate on data collection alone. It was

a big job and he would have to do it hurriedly for in 6 months his job

woﬁld be abolished entirely.

By the conclusion of the Salishan meeting, several issues of a

policy nature had been resolved; on the other hand, many others, some

with important political overtones, had not been resolved satisfactorily.

‘Two major programmatic decisions had heen reached. First, the Task

Force would "plan fully, the LEAA would fund what it could and would
find other agencies to push up the balance," and second, "there would
1 (45)

be a strong emphasis on corrections.

3.6 Multnomah County and OLEC Roles in Impact: Aftermath of Salishan

With Salishan over, there was a general feeling of success per-
meating the Task Force with the exception of the members representing
The county did not believe it was 'getting the share

Multnomah county.
w(46) Word of county dissatisfaction was

of money it was entitled to.
quickly communicated to the office of the National Impact Coordinator,

Joseph L. Mulvey. Mulvey, in turn, sent a letter to the Seattle
Regional Office requesting clarification on four points relative to
Multnomah county's role in the Portland Impact program. The RO
coordinator, addressing these four points in his response to the Mulvey
inquiry, stated (a) that the county was and always had been an integral
part of Impact planning, (b) listed the titles of the various Task

Force members and briefly explained the Task Force role in Portland
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Impact, (C) named,

Specifical]l
Task Force Ys the two count
» and (d) substap Y representatives o
n
Cycle. ntiated the key Steps O.f the proJe t the
¢t approval

He concluded by saying:
city of Portland and Multnomah co

Although surface relatq

indeed been excellent
level], ’

y however, this
ts from vVarious Task Force
ning responsibilities from the

Statemepn

It wasg true that the state

orr ]
ections Projects, ang that cor

t
he Police Department alone
governmenta] Cooperation

As mattersg now stoopd
b

were o
£0ing to be responsib] though, severa) groups

Planning would be done by ¢t
group, now called the Indep

he 1
mpact Staff, data collected by the Shil
ey

s s e endent Datg Collection Staff
Sponsibility of OLEC. Yet ag th
. € LEAA he

e .
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h am adquarters hag
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Table IV is a diagram of Portland Impact planning relationships

What effect would the formal separation of

and responsibilities.
s have on

ning, data collection and evaluation responsibilitie
Delay problems of both a programmatic and

Commenting on this very

plan
Portland's Impact progran?
evaluative nature seemed certain %o occur.
point, the second Impact Staff director stated, in a February 1974

interview: 'The separation of planning and evaluation did have an
There was little contact with the SPA until September of 1972
n(49)

effect.
post facto evaluation planning.

and there has been ex

lems other than delay which were caused by the

But there were prob
These

ction and evaluation functions.
arose not only from the fragmentation of

a result of the hurriedness with which

split of planning, data colle
concerned role perceptions which

Impact responsibilities, but also as
For example, the Impact Staff, always a

Impact had come into being.
ving been given two

small group, as Table V reflects, saw itself as ha
In the first case, they were to plan

short-term tasks to perform.
they were to prepare the

Impact projects, and in the second case,

Portland master plan. Once these two functions were completed, the

group could be dissolved

could be subsumed by an existing agency,
joint planning group. Given this view, it is then unsurprising to find

Portland's Impact Staff failing to request additional funds for evalua-
tion support when these were offered by the LEAA's National Institute
in the fall of 1972 to city Crime Analysis Teams. The Impact Staff

, and whatever loose threads were left over
most probably the city-county

simply did not view itself as a full-fledged CAT. In a situation where

sibilities for data collection and

that staff had none of the respon
city CATs, this seems to have been

evaluation allocated to other Impact

a fairly natural turn of events.
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TABLE 1V
IMPACT PLANNING RELATIONSHIPS AND RESPONSIBILITIES

PUBLIC AND PRIVATE

AGENCIES

SPECIFIC PROGRAM DEVELOP-—-

MENT AND INFORMATION.

INPUT

PORTLAND CITY COUNCIL

MULTNOMAH COUNTY

CCMMISSION

PROGRAM REVIEW AND

ENDORSEMENT

IMPACT TASK FORCE

(_,

)

DEVELOPMENT

PROGRAM PLANNING AND
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EVALUATION COMPONENTS
REGIONAL OFFICE

FISCAL AUDIT AND
CONTROL
SPA ENDORSEMENT

OREGON LAW ENFORCEMENT

COUNCIL
1.
2.
3.

OFFICE OF JUSTICE PLANNING

AND COORDINATION
COORDINATION WITH
BLOCK GRANT PROGRAMS

COLUMBIA REGION ASSOCIATION

OF GOV

NATIONAL INSTITUTIE

RNMENTS

-
&

OREGON LAW ENFORCEMENT

COUNCIL

Region X Office, LEAA, Seattle, Wash )

(Source:




TABLE V _
IMPACT PLANNING STAFF

( DIRECTOR )
ASSISTANT
DIRECTOR /
~~ SUPERVISOR . R | ‘ . . —

BASELINE /" JUSTICE JUSTICE " JUSTICE >.

- DATA-COLLECTION PLANNER . PLANNER /. «_FLANNER __/

SUB-STAFF

1/2 TIME
DATA ANALYST

1/2 TIME
DATA ANALYST

1/2 TIME
DATA ANALYST

OFFICE
MANAGER

PART-TIME"
STUDENT
HELP
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3.7 The Preliminary Portland Kigh Impact Program Plan

Elizabeth Preston was named director of the Impact Staff at

Salishan, and under her leadership, work began on the '"plan for a

plan." The data to be collected in support of the plan was the

responsibility of J. Pradford Shiley's Independent Data Collection

Staff. Although Shiley had been Impact Staff director prior to the

Preston appointment, this did not necessarily mean that problems

would develop between them. Evidence indicates, however, thatr rela-

tions between the Preston and Shiley groups were less than harmonious.

Some of these differences may not have had a very substantive nature.

For example, Mrs. Preston wrotz Shiley a letter in mid-June (1972)

explaining her staff's further data needé and levied a request for 136

additional data items upon him. Her last paragraph to Shiley read:

I can't promise whether this is the last set of information
that we need, but if you can't get some of this informationm,
please let me know and we will see what other means we can
employ to get the data that we need. (50)

By the terms of the organizational structure, the Impact Staff,

struggling with a seemingly impossible deadline to meet for submission of

the plan, was dependent on Shiley's group for data, and time was running

out. This may explain some of the curtness implicit in the Preston request.

Shiley's reply equalled the Preston terseness. He.could not supply the data;

the request had come too late.(SI)

Nevertheless, many of the data items

requested were included in the Shiley appendix to the final version of

the Portland High Impact Program Plan.

But reldtions between Preston

and Shiley had deteriorated to such an extent that the RO coordinator

wrote the following comments in his report of July 27:

The bitterness between Brad Shiley and Betsy Preston has

spilled over into Betsy's staff.

I was advised during

the week of July 24 that Shiley's statistics were com-
pletely unreliable. This was determined by using an x2
test., I have discussed this matter with Betsy and her
staff...In the meantime, Betsy is not making any contact

with... Shiley on this matter.
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3.7.1 The Plan-for-a-Plan's System-Wide Focus

The Impact Staff director warted very much to avoid the kind -of

criticism of the new draft Portland High Impact Program Plan which had

been levied against the '"Plan-for-a-Plan." Yet, there were strengths
in the earlier document, relative to Portland's needs as she perceived
them, which she did not want to abandon. In the "Plan-for-a-Plan," she
and her county government counterpart had urged that Impact program
planning take the long-term viéw, and that special programs with no
chance of being institutionalized after Impact not be entertained as
fdnding possibilities. They wanted Impact programs which strengthened
the criminal justice system and they set forth guidelines for planning
lmpact projects that would assure ''the ultinate healthy growth of
Portland's criminal justice system."(sg) The "Plan-for-a-Plan' also
called for projects to modernize the communications capacity of the

police and courts, and to rehabilitate high risk recidivist offenders.

Special emphasis was focused on the prevention area as the following

excerpt will attest:

The effective identification of potential classes of offerd-
ers and their referral to preventive programs of education,
training, employment, counseling and residential care hold
the greatest potential for the reduction of the incidence

of target crimes. (54)

3.7.2 The Draft Plan's Focus Is Unchanged

Much of this focus, then, remained unchanged in the new draft plan

and it, too, was unfavorably received. One key -SPA staff member com-

mented:

This preliminary plan certainly reflects a significant
abandonment of the Pexrformance Management System adopted

by the Task Force. The conceptualization of this plan is
highly fragmented...This plan, unfortunately, is highly
non-specific. That is, it does not, for the most part,
directly focus upon the reduction of target crimes. Rather,
it relies on a generalized system improvement in the hopes
that burglars and robbers will be affected by general
improvements in the system...The strategy of spending 4 or
5 million a year in a generalized attempt to reduce
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n n(59) Since the
the human services aspect of the crime control effort. )

i eople, the
courts and police were constantly reprocessing the same people,

i re those
lan concluded that corrections and prevention programs we
: Portland believed that programs

g crime would yieid more

areas most in need of shoring up.

aimed at the underlying conditions fosterin

in the
long—-term payoff than would programs aimed at quick reductions 1in

nizing
incidence of highly visible, stranger—-to-stranger crimes. Recog

thors of
that their position ran counter to the LEAA guidelines, the au

nti ion of
the Portland High Impact Program Plan, anticipating the react

g in the Praface of their

its most ardent critics, wrote the followin

document: \
1though planning funds are made available t?;izghliiéA,
ihz :tiff is authorized to develop goal—spgc eraiion
hich will not be fundable through LEAA. ozztunity ‘o
wi h other federal agencies provides the opp1 ey
p td rograms aimed at the reduction of ?urg arzin
fuibei but which are not eligible for %EAA fun Se%,
Zog zmployment, education, and other 'root cau
g s

programs.

The plan itself identified three broad program areas: (a) .
prevention, (b) justice administration, and (¢) juvenile and adu
corrections. For each of the program areas, the plan listed the
factors which, in the opinion of the plan's authors, could affect

entry of an offend¢r into the criminal justice system.

For the prevention category, the plan listed eight influencing
factors. These were: (a) early behavioral problems, (b) learnirszgi
disabilities, (c) inadequate OT poor school attendanc§,.(d) recelthil
inadequate or inappropriate services from the criminal justice siial R
(e) the vulnerability of crime targets, (f) the failure of poten
victims to safeguard their property, (g) the use and abuse of drugs,

and (h) employability problems.
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Under justice administration, the plan cited four influencing ‘

factors, These were: (a) the lack of adequate manpower, (b) slow

response time, (c) the lack of modern technology, and (d) the lack of
operations-oriented data systems.

For the areas of juvenile and adult corrections, the plan listed

six major influencing factors. These were: (a) inadequate diagnostic

resources, (b) the lack of sufficient manpower, (c) the negative impact
of the criminal justice system, (d) the lack of continuilty of treatment,
(e) inadequate coordination with community treatment resources, and

(f) inadequate specialized, need-oriented offender services.

The plan posited a program goal, sub-program areas and sub-goals
for each of the three major program areas.
Table VI below.

These are reflected in
Under prevention, higﬁ risk groups and victims were
treated separately. Justice administration was categorized in terms of
three sub-program areas: (a) improved police capability to detect and
respond to criminal activity, (b) swift and appropriate disposition of
criminal cases, and (¢) inter-agency planning and coordination for

criminal justice. The plan focused on corrections objectives in terms L

of (a) the need to identify and treat the mental, emotional and physical
disorders of offenders and (b) the need to provide offerders with

academic and vocational training and placement.

Table VII lists the 21 projects proposed initially fcr implementa-—

tion under Portland's Impact program as they appeared in the master

plan. Five projects were proposed under the prevention program area,

six were proposed under the justice administration program area, and ten

were propesed under the corrections program area. A unique feature of

the plan was the cross-referencing by program area of those factors

identified as contributing to the incidence of crime and the particular

projects selected. These diagrams appear as Table VIII.
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TABLE VI
PORTLAND IMPACT PROGRAM GOALS

I. PREVENTION

PROGRAM GOAL:
alleviating the environmental conditions which promote crime.

PROGRAM OBJECTIVES:

A. High Risk Groups
A-1l Provide opportunities for comprehensive services when persons with
high risk for criminal behavior are first identified.

A-2 TImprove the abilities of members of high risk groﬁps to provide for
themselves through education and employment training and placement.

B, Vietims
B~1 Alter the environment to reduce the vulnerability and/or accessibility
of the target or areas of crime and education the potential victim to

reduce opportunities for crime.

II. JUSTICE ADMINISTRATION

PROGRAM GOAL: To secure for the community an atmosphere to safety, protection
and freedom from injury and loss of property by improving the capacity

of the govermment to administer the criminal law.
PROGRAM OBJEGTIVES:
C-1 TImprove the capacity of the policy to detect and respond to criminal
activity.
C-2 Establish swift disposition of criminal cases.
Plan and coordinate the processes of criminal justice in order to
enable them to function ~2s a system.

II11. CORRECTIONS

PROGRAM GOAL: Reduce recidivism by providing comprehensive services to offenders.

PROGRAM OBJECTIVES:
D-1 Treat the mental, emotional and physical disorders of offenders.

D-2 Provide academic, vocational training, and placement.

(Source: Portland High Impact Program Plan, December 1972.)

Reduce the number of persons who enter the criminal justice system by

TABLE Vi

PROPOSED LIST OF PRIORITY PROJECTS

[ .

Program Area

17 Prevehtion

IT. Justice Administration

ITI. Corrections

44

Project

Early Intervention Project
Youth Service Bureau

Crime Prevention Bureau
School Burglary Prevention
Street Lighting

Police Strike Force

Police Communications

Police - Models

CRISS - Law Enforcement Data
District Attorney's Office
CRISS - Court Data

Multnomah County Juvenile Court
Case Management
Children Services Division
Screening Team for Residential
Placement
Project Picture
Multi-Resource Facility

Oregon State Corrections Division

Diagnostic Center

Field Services

Special Services for Corrections
Institutions

Vocational Rehabilitation

Special Training for Corrections
Personnel

Youth Progress

(Source: Portland High Tmpact Program Plan, December 1972.)
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TABLE VI )
CRIMINAL JUSTICE SYSTEM: INFLUENCING FACTORS AND IMPACT PROGRAM RESPONSES

o

il
4
3
’
}

PREVENT [ON _SUB~SYSTEM

JUSTICE ADMINISTRATION SUB-SYSTEM

CORRECTIONS SUB-SYSTEM-JUVENILES

CORRECT'TONS SUB~SYSTEM-ADULTS

influending
Factory

Impact
Rugpondes

Influenclny
Factors

Tmpact
Responses

Influencing
Factors

Tmpact
Responses

Tafluencing
Factors

Impact
Responsoey

1, Early Bohavior

Early Interven-

1+ Inadequate

a) Police Strike

1. Insduguate

a) Case Man-

1 Inadequata

Ulagnostic

p Hagnostic agement Diagnostie | Center
oy ens ECLZ“ Ilr:Je“ anpener b) Cﬁ?ggﬂ- Reaiurcus (Juver)\tlc Rosources
2. Learnlong Dis- arly Intervan-~ Acceleration Court 2. Inndequate 0) blagnostic
abllities tion Project Police & b) Og:—'of-linmc Hunp:vur Cantet
3, Inadequate ) farly Inter- Courts ate b) Fleld Supers
School vention c) District e) Project vislon
Attendance Project Attoruey Pleture ¢) Staff
b Youth Service Program 2. Inadequate a) Case Man- Orienta~
dureau 2, Slow Response | n) Police Strike Manpower agem;ng tion
4. Inadequate Time Teats b) Ogt-o cHome 4y, Negutive
Service in b) Pollce Comuu- ave Impact of
Criminal Jus-| Youth Service nicarions e) P;‘;Jeu Cetminal | Diversion
tice System Bureau ¢) CRISE - cure Justlice
When Once Acc;ierazlon 3. Negative System
Tdentified Police Impagt of 4. Lack of a) Dlagnestic
5. Lack of Employ] @ Youth Servite) Courts Grlm;ual Diversion Continuicy Center
ability Bureau 3. Lack of a) Police Strike Justice in Treat~ b) Fleld Super~
b) Vocatlional Hodern Teans System ment viaton
Education Technology b) Paiiceicomu- 4, Lack of Con- | a) Case Man~ c) Sgec.l:l
N nications tinuity in agement Services
6. Drug Abuse a) Y;z:i;nﬁervice ¢) CRISS ~ Trentmznc b) Out-of-Home for Insti-
b) JANIS (D-1) Acteleration Care tutions
{non~Impact Police & @) Specialized 4} Vocational
new Courts Resident- Rehub.til;
program) 4, Lack of a) Police Strike lal cara fajﬁg“ DVR
7. porencial Vie- g‘;i::itg“ ) C:;g';’_ d) Project . Therapy
tdms Fall to . Duta Acceleration Pleture 5, Lack of a) Diognescie
Safeguard Crime Prevention 5 Police & d{na- Center
Their Persons| Bureau yH tems olice 5, Lack of « { a) Cape Man- Coordina Genter
I‘h: ; t Courts Coordind~ agement tion with | b) Field Super-
ane Property tion with b) Out-of-lome Community vision
G, Targets of a) Criue Preven- Community Care Treatment | ©) Speclal
Crime are ton tion Bureau Treatment | ¢) Project Resources Services
Vulnacable b) School Bur- ResOUPCES Pleture for
ilary Alarm 4) Youth Tnatitu=
c) Street Progresu tions
Lighting d) Vocational
6. Lack of a) Case Man- Rehabdi1i~
Services agenant
Speclnlue4 b) Spacialized _ta:::n VR
to Parti- Resident- Therapy
cular Needs 1al Care &) Youth
of Of fend- ¢) Project Prograss
ers Plcture
d}. Youth 6, lLack of a) Special
Frogress Services Services
' Special- for
ized to Institu-
Particular tions
Needs of b) Vocatlonal
Offenders Rehablli-
tation DVR .
~ Job
Therapy
e} Youth
Progress
(Source: Portland High Impact
Program Plan,
Decembar 1972.,)
L)
T R

Priorlty-setting and goal quantification appear to have been weak-

nesses of the plan. Commenting on these featu;es, a NI/MITRE review

of Portland's plan would state the following:

In general, program goals and

ner pProject objective
quantified. That is, . vas given.

foant < no measurable indication was given
ny of the program areas or Projects selected as to

the exPected impact upon the incidence of crime within
Specified periods of time. In addition, the plannin
documents did notr detail what alternati;es probléms/g
progFamg/projects may have been considered and whether °
& priority-setting process was utilized.(61) ‘

Proposed funding levels for the 21 projects are shown in Table IX
As originally conceived, Portland's Impact program planned to devote

53.4 percent of a program budgeted at $20,064,412 to juvenile and adult

the total dollar figure for this program area amounting
to $10,711,872. Another $2,698,416 or 13.5 percent was to be devoted
to prevention Programs. This meant that $13,410,288, representing 66.9

bpercent of expected federal funding would be devoted to corrections
and prevention projects.

Corrections,

To outsiders,

dollar figures could well seem surprisin
ever,

the corrections/prevention

g. To Portland planners, how-

they represented a focus that both the Task Force and the Impact

Staff had envisioned almost from the outset and which had gradually

developed into their perceived ideal for their city,

While the proposed list of Portland Impact pro

N jects was unusual,
Tr se,

due to the strong corrections/preventions focus,

it was equall
noteworthy for its \ y

Early Intervention, and
Treatment Alternatives to Street (Crire (TASC),

| drug abuse program given widespread federal support and sponsored
Orlginally by the Svecial Action Office of Drusn
o

inclusion of one Project,
the absence of another,

an anti-

Abuse Prevention (SAODAP).

The i
Progression of rapid-fire events surrounding the inclusion or exclusion

of these Projects is extremely helpful in gaining

i an understanding of
an

§ attitude relative to its administration of the Impact program.
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TABLE IX
i AND IMPACT
DING AND PROJECTS FOR THE PORTL
PROPOSED FUN PROGRAM BY FUNCTIONAL AREA

City: Portland (1)
Sources Master Plan
12/8/72

'S JUVERTLE DRUG INFORMATION
M:’U".“ s_{ CORRECTTONS ABUSE SYSTEMS,

RESEARGH AND | COMMUNLTY

VOLVE~
1lr“lEN'l‘

TOTAL

PROJECTY REMENTION 1 00LICE coures.

Early Inter=-
vention
Project $1,354,875

Youth Services
Conter § 423,375

tion Burcau

§ 477,000
Crime Prevens

School Burglary
Prevention $ 210,916

Portland
Lighting
Project (a) § 709,250

Portland Police
High Impact
l’{:gjnn?:qzb) $4,100,000

Police Hodels $ 750,000

CRISS Project $

827,124
Acceleration

Hultnomah
County
District ,
orreen $ 500,000

Case Manogement

(:artzctians $2,535,868
Services

Children's Sar-
vices Divigion

Juvunilet(c) $2,591,334
Componen

Déagrc\::tic $§ 962,304
en

mtlcila:uper" $1,516,750
vis.

' Inscitutional $1.,525,149
Sarvices

$ 102,000
Youth Progress !

Vocational 16,084
Rehabilitation $1,3

Orientation,-
Training and $ 162,383
Information

4 5 50 482,670 | 55,229,202 $ 827,124
[3 416 | $4,850,000 0,000 | $5,482, 9, "
Totals $2,698, 41 ) > [} X ) ] ; ] :

$ 477,000
2,4%

$20,064,412

(a) The Federsl Funding includes the $536,250 awarded this project under scparate grant ticled
Supplemental Street Lighting Project,

3 .
(b) This project includes the Pelice Strike Force and Police Commuaications Projects

3 d
{¢) This component includes the screening Team for Residential Placement, Project Plcture, an
Hulri-Resource Facility Projects.
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3.8.1 The Case of the Early Intervention Project

A memorandum from then Secr
Elliot Richardson,

called for a strong

etary of Health, Education and Welfare,
to an audience including all Regional LEAA Directors,

connecting link between the Impact program and

juvenile delinquency Prevention. In part, he wrote:

»+ & special initiative of the Law Enfor
Administration will focus resources on crime Prevention
efforts in eight "Impact Cities." we are committed to assist
in identifying and developing the specific kind of youth
service system feasible for each city, bringing our counter—
part agencies together to implement LEAA's efforts, (62)

cement Assistance

The Richardson message seemed clear.

departmental coordin

It was a call for inter-

ation of youth services with the LEAA, including

& special focus on Impact cities. Fven earlier in the Impact program,

there had been a similar connecting link made between Impact and

juvenile Prevention/diversion pPrograms.

In a letter to the RA,
HEW'

8 then Commissioner for Youth Development and Delinquency
Prevention Administration had arranged for a mee

where he could speak with

ting in Portland

"those Participating in the development of

the juvenile delinquency component" for Impact. 1le continued, "This

meeting will provide the opportunity for all of us to become better

acquainted, identify roles and develop a working relationship toward

the end that the community's delinquent youth and those in danger

of becoming delinquent may be diverted from a criminal career," (63)

From the standpoint of Portland, the Problem of juvenile delin-

quency prevention was clearly a major issue.
tic efforts in the area,

Task Force

In the city's Programma-

>

planners would find precedents in the 1967

Report on Corrections which had urged prevention and

diversionary concepts as a possible solution to continually-spiral-

ing juvenile crime. Further, the 1973 National Conference on

Standards and Goals had placed a Strong emphasis on community--based
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L 3-8 2 'l 2
e alluded to by the RA in his - : «2 The Case of Treat
, (TASC) ment Alternatives to Street Crime

corrections and this fact‘would b

1973 report to LEAA headquarters. A pr
ogr i
gram being strongly advocated by the LEAA for I
* mpact

which called for the early
nationwide to rehabilitate heroin addicts

ion Project, ther,
TASC clients were court-

.1 C t L

. ultimatel
was a reasonable candidate, as agre ely negated eptirely if the identified addict offender w
e to undergo treatment for his addiction néer would

The EBarly Intervent
identification and treatment of chronically disruptive children,
lindergarten to 4th grade, and which Portland planners expected to

have long-term preventive results,
the city viewed it, for inclusion in their Impact program. The
v

fact that the project could ne
would service a popu

term effective-

ver demohstrate short- o
‘ en the Impe ‘
mpact Staff director first became aware of the TASC

ness and, indeed, jation of children SO young
‘ program, she . .
> wrote the RA of her office's interest in the p
: rogram

(ages 5 to 10) that they could not be Impact offenders, bothered Cioce it
Portland planners very little, if at all. Early Interventionikfrom » drug prog:aiiff(gg?ding may well be the most appropriate source for
their view, was an exciting concept and presented an opportunity
to move in the direction advocated by the 1967 Coxrrections Task She aleo asked '
nce on Standards and Goals every ! requirene ce' specific questions relative to TASC eligibilit
nents, funding sources and the relationship between TASC ZHZ

Force and bY the National Confere

Impact monies
. The RA res
ponded that mone
y for TASC would com
e from

this [TASC] g
] program simply 1is one area in which you may wish t
o expend

year since 1967.

Impact, they were told time and again, was not a tool for such

projects as Tarly Intervention. Inpact must produce measurable 6
funds.“( 6)
results quickly. Put the more the project was criticized, the more :
its supporters would fight for its survival. Among the most ardent
f th . he T i gtaff director d the mayor-elect of } Given the straightforward nature of ti
of these were the mpac a rector an . mayor-e it appeared that TASC would . the foregoing correspondence,
portland. For example, in & November meeting with Portland school Pertland Tm ould certainly be funded as a part of the
‘mpact program. SO
sts were present, .Mrs. Preston stated : certain did Portland's commi
. TASC appear that the notes of the Impact Coordi ' rement o
nators' Meeting held

officials at which MITRE analy
r Earl Int ervention despite its
’ ’ ¢ July 31-August 1, 197, wrecorded the foll
v : 3 ollowing:

she would request Impact funds fo
would look elsewhere

if unsucccessful,
aking office as Portland's

Portland has bee
- n selected as
cities. o one of the pri
id ‘ Portland E???AP will soon have a presentaiiozazy TASC
t he considered the Early , o cials on TASC. The cit or the
4 considerable help by both SAODAP andy people will get
on development of the application.. 26g§0bably’ LEAA

non~crime—specific nature and,

forAfunds.(ea) And, shortly after t

Goldschmidt would state tha
veritical to the Impact program." It stood
he master plan at 2 proposed
of the Portland Impact ideal. . Portland, of course, had not yet been inf
ndeed, th nformed of its
s the communique from the Office of the Vice Presid election.
X esident of the

mayor, Mr.
Intervention.Project to be
as the first project to be listed in t
funding level of $1,354,875, a symbol
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i
H
s ol

e A

United States to Portland Mayor Terry Schrunk was do oo seseion. the Sammap e CouRE !
. : V. -
noon session, the SAODAP team had fillZdtzﬁe?fter

{54 the i

Taken by an assistant to the mayor, = pokcanan o on the oDP tea ha

; tu - grams...and ti

i "ii‘-laighange('1 from "do it our way or not atdaigﬁ
not in the least incompatible with our to

thinking" to int
. i egrate TA vy @ o
Justice systems... SC with existing and proposed

and Planning, and R |
was Fonn
ne via telephone ; evidently unaware even of the ‘

the morning of August 2nd.
memorandum received by the mayor, in part, read:

Please be informed that I took a call at 11:10 a.m. i«
today from Mr. Jim Kolstad in the Vice President's o
of fice—-Intergovernmental Relations...Mr. Kolstad -
wanted you to know that Portland is in there as a
Hieh Impact city for consideration of TASC... .

. 7 : ' . As Fortland saw it, they were faced with three alternati
P would: rnatives. They

~ Clearly, there was a strong desire on the part of the LEAA to

(1) tell them to 11
L stay in Washington with their program;

see TASC implemented in Portland. Too, there did appear to be at

least a feeling within the Portland community that the city had a
drug problem, as the Task Force notes of August 10 report:

Citizens in the [Irvington] area felt that a [drug] ‘ :
problem existed but that it was not as great as some Ly
other parts of the Model Neighborhood and that drugs

throughout the city of Portland prob?gag existed on

a larger scale than people realized. ‘"™ ‘

(2) invite them to Po
rtland t - ,
TASC project; or ° help-:-d631gn a model

(3) ;zzite'SAODAP...specifically, to help...integrate
SC with the police and courts using the TAS
administration with alternative’fundin te ‘
coordinate intake of all drug abﬁse cageso'
metropolitan area... : m rhe

Eventually,

fortland would o
pt for
TASC altogether. slternative one and and refuse

What really existed was a community perception of a probable drug
No data were presented in support of that perceptiom.

The first real indication that TASC

Th

oo roge: e Impact Staff director would question the whol
of the TASC program in a report to Task F ‘ .

wrote in conclusion: \ i

problem.
rce members. She

Turther discussions were in order.

k Force meeting with

was in trouble in Portland occurred at the Tas In light of .
- L1gnt of statistics which have been developed in

relati
tion to the Impact planning process, it would appear

SAODAF on August 29. The RO coordinator wrote:
that heroin is not a

the city's viewpoint,
Staff director from a member of her srtaff:

The TASC presentation to Portland was received fairly
coolly, but the city will prepare a TASC application,

I believe. Mr. Goldschmidt has indicated, privately,

that he does not really believe that narcotics addiction

in Portland is of sufficient magnitude to warrant a

TASC program. He probably will not be a very active (70)
supporter of the project, should it come into existence.

The probable reason for Portland's coolness becomes clearer, from

through the following communique to the Impact

The morning session alienated many, as the SAODAP
representative was unaware of our drug proposal, of
the existence of the Office of Justice Coordination
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wWrote:

o ! : problem among juvenile
dince the juvenile involvement [with pills] Z:ﬁ:ggsri...
)

be i
quezgioggst Eez;Ous in the target offenders, it is
whether the allocati . A
o ned : on of substanti
heroin ‘addiction identification and treaﬁmeii iii;urces

prevent appropriate attenti i
| ntio
drug involvement problems..,?78§lng focused on youthful

Despite some local support for TASC
going mayor,

the Impact Task Fo
re
Portland, e declined to implement TASC in

In his
lett2r to SAODAP, Task Force Co-chairman Johnson
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s Particularly that of the out-




vt i

1 have been directed by. the Impact Task Force to advise

you that we have decided nmot to commit LEAA Impact funds

to TASC. ..The members of the Task Force are convinced

that a serious problem does exist, but it is not suffi-
ciently related to the target crimes at which the Impact (73)
funds are directed to justify commitment of those funds...

SAODAP protested vociferously to the National Institute, prompting

the National Impact Coordinator to write the following to the Seattle
RA:

We are disappointed to learn of Portlandfs decision mnot
to implement the Treatment Alternatives to Street Crime
(TASG) model as part of its High Impact prograim. LEAA
and the White House Special Action Office for Drug Abuse
Prevention (SAODAP) previously designated the eight
Impact cities to be among the first TASC target cities,
and Mr. Leonard previously had expressed the desire for
the incorporation of TASC into each city's crime reduc-

tion program...(74)

Portland's denial of TASC was, in part, predicated on the conclu-

tion between opiate addiction and

sion that '‘only a very slight correla

The National Impact Coordi~

the targeted crimes" existed in its city.
t contention. In rebuttal,

‘nator was not certain of the accuracy of tha

he wrote:

Other sources indicate that heroin addiction may be a
significant problem in Portland. In a study conducted
by SAODAP, state and local criminal justice officials,
health officials, program operators, and government
officials estimated the addict population of the
ortland SHSA to range from 600 to 1,500, mostly indi-
viduals found among lower socio-economic and minority
EYoups. Approximately 310-485 heroin users now are
receiving treatment, indicating a gap of from 280~
1,015 heroin users who need treatment...

After stating his recognition of the fact that '"heroin addiction
among juvenilee might not be a major problem in Portland," he con-
cluded:
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...39wever,.we cannot help but feel that Portland's down-
fr?llng of its heroin problem and its dismissal of TASC
eflect other unstated difficulties, either philosophical

or political...(75 s

These protests were of no avail. Portland was unyielding in its
decision. It would be the only Impact city not proposing a TASC program
for implementation under Impact. The real death-blow to Portland's
?ASC, howgver, seems clearly livked, in time, to August 28, 1572, when
SAODAP's representatives made what appeared to Portland planners to

be‘ ’ ]
a narrow, didactic and parochial presentation of the TASC program

3.9 The Portland High Impact Program Plan Is Approved

The Impact Staff assistant director presented the master plan to
the Task Force at their regular meeting of November 20, 1972. While
there were some questions from Task Force members as to how certain
proposed projects related to the crime reduction goals of the Impact
program, no one seemed startled at the $10.7 million to be devoted to
the corrections area. On December 2nd, at a Task Force meeting attended

b
y the RA, the policy~making body voted approval of the Portland High

I . i
mpact Program Plan and specific projects totaling 'slightly less than
.$20 million for the Impact program."(76)

3.9.1 The Policy Decisi ' Mocts on
o y Decision Group Meéts on Portland's Impact Program

Regional Office approval was forthcoming. First, however, there
w?s a major obstacle to be hurdled. Key Region X, SPA, and city'offi-
cials had been invited to Washington, D.C. to appear before the LEAA
Policy Decision Group. That meeting was scheduled for December 19.
Representing the city of Portland was the Impact Staff director. Also
present were representatives from NILE&CJT, the Office of the National

Impact Coordinator and The MITRE Corporation. Chairman Gerald Emmer




discussed the Policy Decision Group's function, after a brief dis-
cussion of the Portland master plan by the Regional Administrator. ~

The Impact Staff director was next to be heard from on the subject

of the plan. She spoke of the plan's development and the 7arious pro-~

gram areas the plan contained. Of the Policy Decision Group members,

Martin Danziger, the LEAA Assistant Administrator in charge of the
NILE&CJ, was perhaps the one most keenly interested in the research
and evaluation features of the Impact program. He found that the
Portland plan was not crime-specific in its approéch and he could

envision no short-term results from such a program of either a crime

reduction or an evaluative nature. These views were reflected in the

following discussion which took place at the Policy Decision Group's
meeting:

Mr. Danziger proceeded to ask Mrs. Preston the following
questions: '"Do you feel your plan is Impact~related?

Do you feel your plan is responsive to the short—-term,
Bigh Impact goals of the program?"

Mrs. Preston replied: '"No." Mr. Cooper, SPA director,
added that although a large portion of the plan involved
long~range goals, some of the projects were, in fact,
short-term. Mrs. Preston explained that Portland

had a much broader vision than many of the other Impact
cities. Therefore, planning was done without regard to
funding sources an%7§ddressed areas which were not

Impact—related...(

It was clear that the Policy Decision Group found‘the Portland plan

to be seriously lnadequate because of its non-Impact character. The
Ro_céordinator later reported that the Policy Decision Group '"was not
especially impressed with the plan due to its 'soft' approach."(78)
With "great reluctance", the Policy Decision Group felt the RA might
approve the plan subject to the conditiou that individual grant appli-
cations be based on crime-specific planning and contain evaluation
components "along with specific objective quantification."(79)
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made in the office of the mayor on February 15, 1973

3.9.2 The Regional Office

Revi
Tmpact Prosran B ¥ €ws and Approves the Portland High

1
"What if", the review asked,

to ”1 " .
hedge" its bets against the "untreatableg," Hence, they might b
careful " ) s ’ \ .
f ul "to avoid premature releasing of high-risk offenders" in their
‘ervent desi ' i
ire Fo avoid unnecessary lncarceratioris of low-rigk offenders
Speaking in laudatory terms of the cor |

Stated:

rections component, the review

Thi

thiigczgsgzzgzdosythedlmpact Plan includes just about every-
modern correctional th i

: eories, It

urther provideg workloads and facilities at a level which

should be accurate i
n theory. ,
of this element of the Port{andThus’ the success or ‘failure

h
ave first priority for evaluation resources since it

has potential national significance... (80) » alone,

The an '
nouncement of the approval of the Portland Impact plan was

In his pPrepared

Press st
atement, the RA agaip‘spoke of the plan's torrections focug

»;;igi:aiag:sgiﬁi zysktl:em.l This direction is 'well supported
nd the plan, for those data cl
a
indicate that most of the target offenders hav: :%Zeady

Until the rate of recid
ivism is slowed lit
long-range criminal reduction is possiéle..t%gl?ope °f

Speaki .
peaking of the Portland plan's strong kinship with the Standards

and Goals Commission, he noted:
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t is the plan's striking resem=
dations recently made by the
National Commission on Criminal Justice Standards and
Goals. This is especially true as it relates to
corrections. The fact that this plan was developed
independently of the National Commission's effort and
is based on 1ocally-developed data, is strong testimony
to the worthiness of the effort made by a dedicated
group of people interested in their community and con-

cerned with its problems...

A most significant fac
blance to the recommen

tland High Impact Program

The Regional Office's approval of the Por

Plan cleared the way for the development of projects to make the plan

a working reality. The first full year had come to its end and, despite

the tireless hours of work and countless frustrations, there was

really vexry 1little to look at in the way of concrete accomplishments.

1f there was one word to describe the program as it limped into 1973,

it was "delay'' - delays of both a programmatic and evaluative nature.

And changes were in the offing which could mean further delays. The

Impact Staff director, responsible for much of the programmatic direc-

tion, had resigned to become the Chief of Planning for the city's new

Bureau of lluman Resources. Mayor Terry Schrunk and his assistant,

both active members of the Task Force, were resigning

ing to private 1ife. Lee Brown, the Task

Keith Jomnes,

since the mayor was return

Force's only black member, had resigned earlier invorder to-go to

washington, D.C. Nothing in the way of evaluation had been decided.

Indeed, there was nothing.as yet of Portland's Impact program to

evaluate.‘ In her next—to—final act as Impact Staff director, Mrs.

Preston expreésed her extreme dissatisfaction with the SPA's performance

in the area of fiscal assistance and evaluation services to the Impact

She believed the situation 'must be resolved if Impact is

program.
1 (83)

expected to work.
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The Impact Staff had always been small in number, The resignation
of Mrs. Preston, coupled with uncertainty as to the future of the sup-
port group, triggered more resignations. Initially, only three Im ait
Staff members were expected to remain in their jobs and the Task Fzrce

of the prOgram.H (84)

In addition to the uncertainty surrounding the future programmatic
role of the Impact Staff, the county's long-~time dissatisfaction re-
surfaced. As discussed above, Multnomah county had believed it was
being refused a major role in Impact planning znd that it was bein
vouchsafed a disproportionately small share of Impact funds. But fhe
straw that broke the county's back was the newly~-formed Bureau of Human
Resources (BHR). A creation of Mayor Goldschmidt when he was still
Portland's Public Safety Commissioner, it would have former Impact
Staff ?irector Elizabeth Preston as its Planning Chief under tﬁe general
supervision of a Goldschmidt appointee to the City Commission Mildred.
Schwab. The new agency would operate all major poverty progr;ms in
Portland and serve as the official Community Action Program (CAP) agency
for the Portland area (i.e., Multnomah county as well as Portland proper)
As the CAP agency, it would serve as the disburser of all OEO fundé o
aS'w?ll as any other federal dollars designated for anti-poverty pr;grams.

-

1 . PR .
n April 1973, The Oreggnlan began a series of articles which, -in
N 4 .

essence, portrayed Multnoﬁah:ééuhty as accusing the new Bureau of
duplicating county‘éerviges, citing the BHR's Youth.Diversion Program

as a duplication of its own Youth Services Bureau. Just weeks lafer
another controversy would arise over the city's request that it be n;ﬁed
the area's Agen@y;gn Aging., One of the county's outraged commissioners.
reacted by accusing the BHR of '"lurching over the landscape in search |

of a proble .”(85)
P m ~ In summary, these events did not bode well for the

. pros v
prospects of receiving approval of the city-county consolidation charter
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scheduled to go before the voters in the distant future. It beg

t—-
appear that the city's struggle to bring new federal dollars into Por

i "o Portland area
land and to put its own stamp on "uman services' in the

i as it
via its newly-created CAP agency might cause as many problems

future
would solve. To win such a power struggle at the expense of

i a pyrrhic victcry. This
city-county consolidation would be, at best, Py

possibility notwithstanding, and also notwithstanding Impact Staff

i that a top emerging
criticism of SAODAP's narrowness, it now seemed P

priority for the city of Portland would be to do it their way, or not

at all.
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4.0 PROJECTS ARE DEVELOPED AND IMPLEMENTED
4.1 A New Impact Staff Director Is Named: Program Focus Is Unchanged

Neil Goldschmidt, an original Task Force appointee of Oregon's
Governor Tom McCall and a pivotal member of that policy~making body
from its inception, had become Portland's mayor on January 1, 1973. On
that same day, Michael D. Letter, formerly assistant Impact director,
assumed the staff director's job. Both men were under pressure to
produce. Letter was not long in volcing his opinion of the st;ong
corrections component in the Portland Impact plan, saying to The
Oregonian that he fully supported the Task Force's commitment of $10.7
million to corrections projects. He stated his belief that the present
corrections system tended to reinforce criminal behavior and indicated
that there was a growing awareness that corrections techniques must be

changed and Upgraded,(86)

~N

The continued adherence to the correctional philosophy for its
Impact program meant that Portland could not expect to produce the
short-term reductions in the inéldences of target crimes expected by
the LEAA. Unable to reconcile the differences between its goals and
that of the LEAA for Impact, Pértland opted to pursue the course it
genuinely believed to be in the best interests of its citizenry and
the community. They would work toward strengthening the criminal
justice system over the long term. Three-year prbposals for projeéfs
were developed for the various components of theFImpact plan. Having
made that decision, the time was now ripe and, in fact, overripe, for
getting projects developed and implemented. Because of the lengthy
and complicated project review cycle, it was imperative that projects
be started through as rapidly as possible so as not to create addi-

tional delays in getting projects finally approved.
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Cycle
4.2 The Project Review L
Nine separate steps were involved in the grant approval cycle

Summarized, the typical review cycle from project/program conception
to final approval is as follows:
(1) Review by appropriate governmental agency (inform.l
approval of concept);
(2) Task Force = (informal approval of coneept);
(3) Grant 1is developed by Impact staff;

(4) Ordinance to allow appropriate agency to make
application;

(5) Appropriate governmental agency (formal approval);
(6) Task Force - (formal approval) ; .
(7) Oregon Law Enforcement Council (OLEC) (SPA approva )
(8) Regilon X (LEAA approval) ; and

(9) Ordinance to accept funds and establish project/
program.

; he Task
approve that concept. Informal approval of the concept by the

" iven to the Impact
Force would follow and the "go ahead would be g

K loped
staff to proceed with grant development. Once a grant was developed,

to make application for funding. Formal approval by the appropifzze
governmental.agenCy and the Task Force would precede transmifta N
the OLEC and Region X for interim and final approval, respectively.
Then the city of Portland was required to pass & second ordinance sO
that the sponsoring agencies could accept the funds and begin the

sa
implementation process. This lengthy review cycle, needless to say,

delays.
resulted in long implementation f
ound

tional structure for approval of funding, the RO coordinator had fot

Upon reviewing the organiza-

d
it "extremely cumbersome and unwieldy." He doubted if any Portlan

£
projects would ever be implemented and stated that ''this maze O

-
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politically oriented administrative bodies appears to be extremely
formidable.."(87) As matters turned out, his worst fears came close
to becoming a reality with some proposed Portland projects still

unimplemented as late as February 1975, four full years after the
launching of Impact.

4,3 Project Development and Implementation Proceeds Amid Attempts to
Achieve Inter-Agency Coordination

!

0f the 21 projects recommended for implementation in the Portland

master plan, only Street Lighting had been awarded when the second year

of Portland's Impact program began. Despite having now reached two

major milestones--Task Force approval of the plan in concept--the review

cycle itself would account for a time lag of several months under

optimal conditions. Portland thus did not enjoy excellent working

conditions as the serious bargaining-for-dollars was to start. The

city of Portland had, from the beginning, held most of the policy pre-

rogatives in terms of Impact planning. But only the police were a

The bulk of projects and dollars were scheduled to
go to projects run by state and county agencies.

city-run agency.

This circumstance
gave the state and county a proprietary interest in Impact.

The final decision as to which projects would or would not be

funded under Impact would be made by Region X. The RO was aware of

the Policy Decision Group's dissatisfaction with the plan (see the
discussion, pagesﬂ53-55, above),‘and had promised to make certain that
specific steps were taken to ensure that the individual grant applica-
tions were crime or offender-specific and contalned adequate evaluation
components featuring specific objective qv.mntificat:ion.(8 ) This meant
that projects would need to be developed and approved on an individual
basis,

If the city persisted in attempting to use Impact funds for pro-

jects clearly outside the Impact guidelines, a major confrontation lay
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This would surely result in additional delays in getting pro-

ahead.
jects funded and implemented. The Washington Office of the Natiomal Continued Program Development, it stated:
Impact Coordinator was becoming increasingly perturbed at the Portland
p g Continued program development shall be the prime respon-
attitude. After the Policy Decision Group meeting with Portland, a Sibility of the Impact planning staff and will requige
. close coord ‘ - . i - ]
memorandum was written to the Portland file saying, in paxl: trators, ongggigg Z;;gc;hedOfEi staff, project adminis-
administrators, local and
ov a ’ state
Portland anticipates funding several projects which were ' fn :gg?i?gs’tth? Impact Task Force and Region X of the LEAA.
somewhat beyond the scope of LEAA's Impact objectives... ,énd cooperztjg lnfgr"agéncy'and inter-governmental coordination
One project in particular, a juvenile intervention data collectiog’-Lde estab}lshment of efficient and comprehensive
project for school children from Kindergarten through needs definitioqdn ana§Y81s.PrO§edures, accurate problem and
Grade 4, was discussed., Portland admitted they were evaluation st ns,ﬁsoun monitoring procedures and reliable
~On strategies will be essential to effective planning. (90)

not necescarily following the LEAA guidelines for crime-

specific planning...
The Draft Work Plan contained outlines of procedures for addi-

From the viewpoint of the National Impact Coordinator, it might tional project development, project review, project implementation
1

dat J i
ata collectlon and analysis. Under Plan Update and Modification the
]

well be impossible to salvage Portland's program except for the Seattle

Regional Administrator (RA). Continuing, he wrote: document spoke to the question of institutionalization of success ful

Project strategies and the phasing out of those Projects failing to

After the formal presentation, Dave Head met with the
Policy Group to discuss his strategy for handling the meet stated goals and objectives. To assist institutionalization
plan approval process. This me: with the satisfaction(sg) / Portland would develop transitional plans for successful ’

. 3 sful projects for

of the group and Portland...was given the go-ahead.... N
submission to the appropriate goverumental agency.

The initial step in the RA's strategy occurred on February 15. } Under Evaluation, the fis;al monitorin ie ) .
Regarding that event, he wrote LEAA headquarters the following commu- ‘ the OLEC we;;_zzzzz;gé thoroughly. This waj :: ij::j::ﬁzoztrole? of
N . : * - ep s
nique: | the SPA role had never been previously articulated in a mannei d::::d
hrprotel of the Foreiand tapact plan i sttt wicn | Casiafciory sither to the Task Foree o it upport scst. It va
Approval does not constitute award of funds for we are i! now bedng proposed that "the Impact Staff, applicant agencies and SPA,
reserving approval on a project-by-project basis because 3 work cooperatively in the: (a) development of thé evaluation design

of the unique thrust of the plan and the need for very

precise project development. . and (b) selection of the criteria measures to reflect the project's

goals and objectives." '"Where differences of opinion occurred," the
Draft Work Plan stated, '"the SPA will have the final decision regard-

ing such matters."

4.3.1 A New Work Plan Is Developed e

The precise project development referred to by the RA would include

a new draft work plan addressing programmatic direction, problem iden~
» In developing the comprehensive evaluation plan, PMS would defi-

tification, data collection procedures and evaluation methodology. At
nitely be used.

the February 12 meeting of the Task Force, tle newly-appointed Impact
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"Each general objective,”" the draft continued, "constitutes
a sphere of activity which is seen as bearing directly

upon the success of the criminal justice system in con-
trolling and reducing crime. Particular programs contem- E?
plate specific goal-oriented activities which will contribute '
to the general categorical objective and to the overall .
objectives., Consistent with the model of the PMS, each(gl\ i
project will have a specific result-oriented objective. /

To clarify the various activities and roles of the various agencies §§ ggﬁﬁé ‘lf’/’r FINAL REPORT
P FERS
and organizations which Portland now saw as feeding into the evaluation L Qﬂg”qxﬁ INFORMATION FEEDBACK
1 ! . iy s oe®’

process, the Draft Work Plan contained the matrix which follows as i “DATA ANALYSIS

DATA COLLECTION o

Figure 1. : ‘ ’////’////
| | § EVALUATION DESIGN v v
e ]

The undertaking seesmed both ambitious and worthwhile, and it
STATE PLANNING AGENCY

appeared that if the planning and evaluation process could be wedded
in the manner described by the Draft Work Plan, the Portland Impact

IMPACT STAFF

progiram could yet become a success both for the city and for the LEAA.

There was, however, the immediate and overdue problem of proisct

development and it would be, at best, most difficult to resolwe satis- ;5

APPLICANT AGENCY

factorily. One thing was certain, the Impact Staff would have to : . /,/’/ _
involve itself heavily in project development if good results were to e MITRE CORPORATION - /’//J////J

be obtained. Commenting on this problem, the 1974 Portland Impact

ORGANIZATION'S
RESPONSIBILITIES

OUTSIDE CONSULTANTS

Program Update states:

It was the experience of the Impact Staff that few | _
otential participants had well-developed planning = (Source:

EépaﬁilitiZS. Cogsequently, the staff had to become g; Zortland Drafe Work Plan, February 1973)
directly involved in each agency's efforts to articulate L .

program strategies, to develop.program dynamics, prepare v

program descriptions, assist in the evaluvation design, i

etc. It was axiomatic from the start of the planning F 1
process that each proposed project be fully supported by i o

its respective adminigtrative entity. The importance ?f ¥

of this principle relates to the ultimate interest and o : : ]
capacity of each agency to bring its program to fruition - '
and make maximum use of the resources available to it. [
The planning staff assisted, urged and criticized, but éi A
could not usurp the responsibility of the operating agency. [ MATRIX UT“—'ZED TO ASSIGN (F)'lsg:l\EH;ATloN RESPO

i EVALUATION ACTIVITIES OF EACH IMPACT ng'.leé%'::” =S FOR
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The balance of the planning process involved the develop-
ment of the Impact Plan. The plan involved the iden-
tification .of needs within the system, and means of
reducing the instance of target crimes in response to

the Impact guidelines. The unique character of the local
crime problem was isolated and, thereby, those activities
which would, in fact, correct, improve and enhance the
criminal justice system's capacity to reduce crime
identified for funding., This analysis required a tho-
rough knowledge and understanding of existing operations
and services. The lack of data relating to crime incidence,
victimization, offender profiles, and agency and system
capacities was a severe ‘problem. ‘

As the two functions~-program dévelopment and plan pre-
paration—-came together, a final task of the first phase
planning emerged: the criticism and screening of pro-
jects on the basis of relevancy to the plan, suitability
under Impact guidelines, and the potential of the project
to bring about substantial change in the effectiveness of

service delivery.

4,3,2 The Early Intervention Project: A Case for Inter-Agency
Coordination _
The criterion which caused Portland the most difficulty as it

embarked upon project development was ''Suitability Under Impact Guide~

lines."

Some projects appearing in the Portland plan--~Early Intervention
most notaBly——had already been criticized severely for their non-~Impact

character. These projects, however, were among the ones the city

wanted most to fund. The RA was indecisive as to what course to follow.

It was clear that if he turned down all such projects without at least
looking for alternative funding sources, he risked the possibility of
alienating the city altogether. He decided to seek companion funding

through the Federal Regional Council (FRC).(93)

The first meeting with the FRC took place on February 13, with the
RA presiding. In addition to city, state and Region X representatives,
there were of ficials from HUD, HEW, and DOL in attendance. The RA
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explained to the assembled group that the city of Portland and its
Impact Task Force had been encouraged '"to plan to solve a problem
ZZt:::: ii::::::e;h::r view...purely to the criminal justice system."
e members of the FRC "to get acquainted with the
pPlan, the direction of the plan, and the promise that the plan holds
for real yield..." TIf anyone wondered where the RA thought "the pro-
mise of real yield" lay, the answer was in his next remark. "The
elements of the pProgram of interést to you would be those of’Eérly
Intgrvention and Youth and Delinquency." The FRC agreed tn take the
whole matter under advisement but the Region X participants left the
meeting with a definite feeling that "the federal representatives were
not especially enthusiastic."(94) There would be several subsequent
meetipgs held wiFh members of the FRC and, as a direct result of those
@eetings, the Defense Civil Preparedness Agency (DCPA) woﬁld award a
grant of $225,000 to rehabilitate Portland's Kelly Butte facility.(gs)
Originally an underground emergency communications center built durin
the 1950s, Kelly Butte was abandonea during the 1960s and the site's )
ownership was transfgrged to_rhe city of Portland. Through the FRC
Higk Impact Task Force, DCPA mage money avaiiéble;to the Portland Police
Bureau to completely refurbish the center and to make it into a modern
Police-communications facility. This was accomplished through the
Strike Force, one of two projects under Portland's Impact Police Program
Despite this achievement, the degree of interagency coordination hoped .
for would not be achieved and in the case of the Early Intervention

» .
roject, HEW would never get beyond a verbal commitment to "look at"
possible funding sources.

In June, the RA wrote LEAA headquarters, "We will be taking specific
action this week to deny the Early Intervention Project submitted to us,
This denial is based on grounds of inappropriateness to both the Impact
Program and to legislative restrictions." Though this was the sum and

substance of his message, he saw fit to add:
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It may be useful to reflect briefly on why we permitted
such a project to be submitted to us when we could be
reasonably certain that it would not qualify for LEAA
funding. First of all, the Portland Impact Task Force
took very seriously the concept of planning fully to
deal with the target crimes. They vigorously stated
that the solution to the crime problem may well exterd
beyond the jurisdictional boundaries of a single federal,
state or local agency. Second, Region X promoted, upon
LEAA request, the use of the PMS as a vehicle for Impact
city planning. That vehicle does not draw artificial
boundaries in problem solution. It rather classically
addresses a problem and the range of elements which
contribute to its solution and only at the final stages
of planning assigns responsibilities and accountability
to operative units and resources, The Portland plan
. utilizes that process and the resources to be applied to
their plan are being determined by the specific content
of each project. Therefore, there are some proposals
in the plan, such as Early Intervention, which do mot
qualify for LEAA [Impact] support but are fully appro- (96)
nriate for funding by other federal or state agencies...

-

The RA's eloquent ples on behalf of Portland's rationale for having
pursued an Impact program of "broader vision'" without regard to fund-
ing sources and focusing on non-Impact-related areas reflects well on
the city in terms of the sincerdty of its planning effort. However,
in addition to delay problems associated with Portland's unusually
lengthy review cycle,. thesfact remained that its "brozder vision"
approach had left Portland, 14 long months after program inception,

. with nothing more than an Impact program plan approved in concept only.
And whilﬁ it now appeared that some headway was Being'made isi the
evaluetien area, evaluation could not proceed independently of project
development and implementation. The Impact Staff had already discovered
that most agencies were novices at prepariag grant applications, not

to speak of developing evaluation designs, data collection schemes and
analysis strategies. In this area, the largest hurdle was still to
come, with the development of proposed corrections projects totaling

in excess of $10.7 million.

4.4 Corrections Projects Are Implemented

The State of Oregon's Division of Corrections was the body res-
ponsible for the development of the adult corrections projects being
proposed for Impact funding. The corrections administrator, as early
as the September 1972 Task‘Force meeting on corrections, had come into
open conflict with Impact planners. On that occasion, he expressed the
view that his division "was not being fully integrated into the program."
He wanted "more information, dialogue -and guidelines." The Imﬁact
Staff director responded by indicating some surprise at the feeling
expressed by the corrections administrator and recalled a meeting held
with members of his staff several months earlier., He stated, though,
that those contacts "were not at a level he felt was important." He
wanted to be kept informed regularly at the top level and hé pressed
for an "overall plan" which brought the state agencies together before
any individugl‘correc&ions projects were approved. When the Attorney
General asked for a status report on the whole corrections planning
process, the Impact Staff director replied that "the case manager concept
is. the heart of the corrections effort of Impact." Case Management
was a project to be developed not by the state but by Multnomah county
and the corrections administrator went on record as opposing the Impact
Staff director's view that caseload reductions, as typified in the case
management concept, was the heart of the system.(97) This polarization
of attitudes did not augur well for the interagency coordination needed
to get projects implemented speedily. Especially in the case of adult
corrections was speedy implementation essential due to the "innovative
thrust" and "national significance" of the projects contained in the

package.(gs)

Oregon's Governor Tom McCall also let it be known that the cor-
rections component was to be given top consideration for implementation.
He then proceeded to issue a March 8 deadline for the completion of all

corrections grant applications. The meeting to discuss the Governor's
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edict took place on the afternoon of February 15. The RO coordinator

stated that no grant applications would be approved from the correc-

tions package unless each contained a suitable evaluation component.

The initial response of the corrections administrator was that

the Governor's request for a deadline would be impossible unless they

embarked on a '"crash program.' He then repeated his earlier claim

that the delay in developing grént applications was due to a lack of

clarification of liwpact guidelines, What occurred next gave real sup-

port to his contention. Specifically, he wanted to know who would do

the evaluations: OLEC or the Impact Staff? The SPA director answered,
"OLEC" but the State Human Resources repfesentaﬁive”présent added that
"although the Impact Staff was not responsible for evaluation, [surely]

s
they should be involved in the evaluation planning process since they

would be monitoring the projects." As it turned out, no member of the

Impact Staff had been invited to the meeting and the issue was not
One thing was certain: the corrections pack-

resolved satisfactorily.
g, (99

age could not be completed by March

It would, in fact, be more than a full year before all projects

in the adult corrections package would be approved. In the intervening

time span, a plethora of problems would occur to account for countless

delays in implementation. Several such problems were directly related

to evaluation. Among those problems not so related, however, were the

following: (1) SPA/county/city "haggling" over funds allu-uted for
the corrections program area, and (2) the state's difficulties in
appropriating the 10 percent "hard match" requirement.
4,4, Del&z¥?roblems Are Encountered: Stumbling Blocks to
Implementation
The whopping $10.7 milliom allocated to the corrections program
area led to‘political infighting among the various individuals respon-

sible for this functional area in Portland. Adult corrections were
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A problem exists with respect to the retroactive features'
of the 90/10 funding ratio under the new legislation. If

it applies to Part E funds used for the Impact program

the problem is that the Human Resources package was con-
sidered by the Oregon Legislature under the old Part E which
required no hard match. The State does not have sufficient
hard money appropriated to cover the application if the

10 percent hard match requirement applies... (103)

Thus, the delay in submitting corrections grant applications to
the Impact Task Force for approval had inadvertently created still
further delays. The 1974 fiscal year requirements required hard match

funds for corrections (Part E) projects whereas fiscal year 1973

requirements did not. When would the state have the money? It requirea

the SPA director's meeting with the Oregon Legislature during a special
session to obtain the necessary funds. By this time, calendar year
1973 was coming to a close with no part of the adult corrections pack-

4
age having been implemented.(lo )

4.4,2 Adult Corrections Projects Implemented
The adult corrections package contained six projects which were

aimed at détermining the rehabilitative needs of targeted offenders
and at seeing to it that those needs were met by an array of services.
The projects and the services proferred, as described in the 1974

Portland Impact Program Update, are listed below:

Client Diagnostic and Tracking Services Project

The Diagnostic Center component of this project will provide
Circuit Courts with comprehensive pre-sentence data and
recemmendations for sentencing concerning 90 percent of

" the ‘target offenders convicted in Multnomah county. The
diagnostic assessment generated will &lso assist institu-
tional and field service staffs in planning rehabilitative
services for target offenders committed to the Division,

The 'tracking component of this project provides for develop-
ment of a standardized collection, storage, analysis and
feedback of data concerning each target offender and “high
risk" client in terms of the service objectives, actual
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services delivered, and case outcome. WNet effect of
tracking is a systematic case management device that makes
the cost-effectiveness of each of the division's six
projects visible to managers and line staff, as well as
to OLEC evaluation staff. Using information generated,
staff of the Division will be able to modify each Impact
project, 1f necessary, during the course of program
operations.

Field Services Project

Through intensive supervision and systematic case manage-
ment techniques, this project will afford parole and
probation officers the opportunity to improve the level
of services to their target offender caseloads. Current
caseloads do not allow either the intensive supervision
or an opportunity for client advocacy and community
resource development most target clients require. Staff
shortages, inadequate referral processes and resources,
the absence of specially-designed treatment plans, the
lack of adequate procedures for monitoring the progress
of individuals in the rehabilitation process and other
problems addressed by this project are factors that con-
tribute to the high rate of recidivism among target
offenders. This project would overcome these problems

by providing comprehensive, timely, accurate assessment
of client problems, interests, and needs, followed by
provision of required services. Through the expanded
availability and use of community resources supported by
the project, the offender will have more varied and appro~
priate options open to him in the community.

Institutional Services Project

This project provides academic and vocational training as
well as academic, vocational and recreational counseling
for target and '"high risk" offenders in institutions.
Assessment of individual client vocational, academic and
recreational needs will be established upon admission to
the institution and rehabilitative goals will established
for the clients. Based on goals set, individualized
programs will be developed and appropriate placement in
an institutional program will be implemented. Remedial
intermediate and secondary educatiomal subjects will be
taught and G.E.D. tests administered. Vocational training
will be given, followed by appropriate certification in

an effort to prepare the offenders for competition in the
labor market on release. Recreational programs will be
directed toward training clients to use their leisure time
constructively.,
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Project Transition

3 t
iject will attempt to reduce recidivism among targe
tgézng::gnwho are eligible for Vocational Rehzbiii:itign
Division services and who are: (1) dischargi Aot
from the correctional institutions; (2) par; ied'on -
benefit of work release programs; and (3) % :ter
bation after evaluation by the Diagnostic Ce .

The project will meet the needs of the target ifﬁezgiziC2§
providing comprehensive vocational rehabilitat oe serv
not met by existing resources. Such offende;s rvzcational
spectalized services from medieal, BHCEITL f oy itication

1 professionals.
;:3 :don iizzircgs cannot meet the needs of all elﬁgiziiu .
taréet offenders without expanded resources allowe g

this project.

Client Resources_and gervices Project

for serving flat
ct will supplement resources
gziihgizg:, and target offenders includedlin Izs;iz;;tz:al
: d Transition Impac ' .
Services, Field Services, an rojects:
: dial instruction, P
Such resources will afford remed ol
training, job development,
paration, yocational o velopment , rre and
1ing, family counseling and Tes
ngZieser%ices not included in the budgets for the latter

grant applicationms.
Training and Information Project

This project will augment existing t;aining :3:o§§czia;§

t training ne .
the Corrections Division to mee ‘ ot

s icipating in the othe

volunteers and students part .
Corrections Division Impact projects. Impact progiﬁt ‘o
personnel will receive specialized training according
job requirements.

4.4.3 State Juvenile Corrections Projects Implemented

Of the three juvenile corrections projects proposed for imple-
mentation by the Oregon Children's Services Division, one, Hope West,
a vehabilitation project designed to provide intensive psychiatric
care for youthful‘offen&ers aged 12-17, at a cost of $1,043,377 over
a three-year period, was rejected by the RO as not falling within

Impact guidelines. The two funded Children's Services Division

projects are described below:
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Project Picture (Intensive Care, Training Unified Rehabilitation

Effort)

Project Picture is a parole-service model that consists of
the juvenile offender, parent, school personnel, community
persons and CSD personnel. This community treatment team
plans and implements a re~entry program for the client.
The team works closely with Maclaren School for Boys staff
to monitor diagnosis of problems, assessment of needs and
services delivered. A halfway house has been rented to
serve a daily population of fifteen to twenty boys. It
provides living facilities for clients whose own living
situation is temporarily disrupted, for those in danger of
committing new crimes, for those just coming out of MaclLaren,

and for older juveniles without families. Admission is by
request and emergency referral,

A

Specialized Out-of-Home Care Project

Specialized Out-of-Home Care will match the identified needs
of the child requiring an alternative living environment
with the most appropriate living arrangement available.
Maximum use of this project should help to reduce the number
of juvenile target offenders committed to MacLaren School

for Boys (now co-educational) because of lack of adequate
community resources.

The project will closely coordinate activities with the -Case
Management program. Case managers and case workers will
share caseloads as well as utilize existing services in
support of rehabilitative efforts. The key element 1s pro-

fessional assessment of the child's needs and matching such
needs with availsble resources.

4.4.4 Other Corrections Projects Implemented

The single most expensive juvenile corrections project, funded
in the amount of $1,961,349, belonged not to Oreéon's Children's

Services Division but to Multnomsh county. Called Case Management

Corrections Services, it is described below, along with the tenth
funded corrections project, Youth Progress: '

Case Management Corrections Services Project

This program will focus on establishing service in the
three high-crime juvenile referral areas of Portland:
North, Northeast, and Southeast.
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The objective of this project is to provide the juvenile
offender with more intense and aggressive case supervision.
Both private and public agencies are utilized as providers
of serviées., This process helps to reduce the inconsistent,
fragmented, and inadequate services provided to the

juvenile offender. The program gives enhanced service to
the target offender through a strong diagnostic compenent
and a new 'client advocate" role for the counselor.

Proposed caseloads for case managers will be 20 as com-—
pared to caseloads of 150 and 200 normally assigned to
Juvenile Court counselors.

Significant for this program is the contractual fee for
service, which will enable the counselor to purchase
needed services for his client, It provides the criminal
justice system with linkage between private and public
treatment agencies and the Juvenile Court.

Youth Progress Project

Youth Progress Association offers comprehensive job finding
and counseling services to young persons while also pro-
viding temporary living accommodations to some of those
referred.

Under Impact, Youth Progress will expand its services by
opening two additional residential care centers, each
manned by a resident—care supervisor. The units utilize
present counseling and job development staff. Referrals
are target offenders from Multnomah county Juvenile Court,
State Juvenile Parole, Children's Services Division, and
local law enforcement agencies. A comprehensive program
consisting of evaluation of applicant problems, job place-
ment, counseling and scholastic assistance is provided
each accepted referral,

4.5 Other Projects Developed and Implemented

Final grant development and submission was'completed by August
1974, and by September 30, 1974, 23 separate grant awards had been
approved by the Seattle RO. These awards include two planning grants
to the Impact Staff, one evaluation grant to the OLEC, and 20 grants
to 19 individual projects. Table X shows that Portland had received
$17,300,854 in awards to date with two grants, totaling $1,994,535,
pending RO .approval. Functionally, all projects and awards may be
broken out, as shown in Table XI. A comparison of projects implemented
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TABLE X

'PORTLANDIMPACTD$CRE“ONARYGRANTS

PERIOD ENDING: SEPTEMBER 30, 1974

K ‘ Amount Amount
Date Aw;tded Grant Number Title Grant Period Awarded Disbhursed | Expenditures
2/23/72 .72 NI 10 0001 Portland Impact Program 7717726730774 625,000 591,623 591,623
6/28/74 72 NI 10 001/$8-1] Portland Impact Program Planning 7{1/74~6/30/75 222,587 ~0- =0
B B Supplement )
3/26/73 72 DF 10 0102 CQrime Prevention Bureau 3/1/73~11/29/73 27,743 27,743 27,743
3/29/73 72 DF 10 0103 Youth Prbgtess Association 7/1/73-6/30/76 106,031 20,500 21,921
5/3/73 72 ED 10 0101 Case Management Corrections Service 1/1/73-11/30/74 }1,067,226 918,077 713,668
1173772 73 DF 10 0101 Portland Light Praject 10/1/72-9/30/75 173,000 9i,829 134,364
5/23/713 73 DF 10 0104 Portland Public Schools Pilot 6/1/73-5/30/76 210,886 32,253 31,753
) . Program to Reduce Burglary’
6/29/73 - 73 DF 10 0105 Portland Police High Impact Project 7/1/73-6/30/76 |3,669,509 . 786,132 1,456,353
10/3/73 74 DF 10 0106 CRISS Project Acceleration 10/1/73~9/30/76 11,058,602 195,411 260,919
10/22/73 74 DF 10 0107 Multnomah County District 10/1/73-9/30/75 | 394,517 175,777 181,059
: ) Attorney's Impact Project
1/22/74 74 DF 10 0108 Crime Prevention Bureau 12/1/73~ll/30[75 404,499 149,984 133,467
5/16/74 74 DF 10 0109 ~ | Crime Prevention Bureau - Public 4/1/74-3/31/76 133,964 -0~ -0-
. . Information and Education .
1/24/74 74 ED 10 Q102 Specilalizeéd Out-of-Home Care 1/1/746-8/30(76 915,242 15,143 32,214
1/24/74 74 ED 10 0103 Corrections Division Training 1/1/74-9/30/76 159,851 17,000 704
' . and Information Project
1/31/74 74 LD 10 0104 Client Diagnostic and Tracking 1/1,"4-9/30/76 816,221" 25,000 4,570 ‘
’ Service B
2/4/74 74 ED 10 0105 Client Resources and Services 1/1/74-9/30/76 1,489,723 15,000 ~0-
. Project
2/4/74 74 ED 10 0106 Project Picture (Intensive Care 1/1/74~9/30/76 1,381,410 15,350 -0~
Training Unified Rehab. Effoxt)
2/4/174 74 ED 10 0107 Project Transition ’ 1/1/74-9/30/76 402,007 12,000 13
5/17/74 74 QD 10 0108 . Field Services Project 1/17/74~8/30/76 1,067,301 25,000 3,721
4/17/74 74 ED 10 0109 Corrections Division Institutional 1/1/74-9/30/76 1,536,438 35,000 6,332
Services Project
/1774 74 NI 10 0002 Portland Impact Evaluation Plan 1/1/74-22/31/74 420,802 135,458 157,034
972674 75 DF 10 0101 Research, Advocacy, Prevention 10/1/74-9/30/76 124,132 -0- -0~
& Education (RAPE)"
12/17/74 75 ED 10 0101 Casé Management Corrections Service 12/1/74-5/30/76 894,123 ~0~ -0~
' TOTAL AWARDED 17,300,854
STATUS OF GRANT APPLICATIONS AS OF 1/15/75
No. of Days 90-Day Recommended
Application Number |Applicant Project Title Amount In-House Expiration Date Action
0102-10~DF-75 City of Portland Portland Commercial 637,340 147 11/19/74 1
Lighting Bureau Street Lighting Placed in Sus-
pense 11/19/74
0103-10~-DF-75 city of Portland, Pubtlic Safety 1,357,195 110 12/26/74 2
0ffice of Support Communications Placed in Sus~

Services

Project pense 12/24/74 1.

1. Application to be resubmitted consistant with the efforts of Westinghouse' "Crime Prevention
Through Environmental Design”

2. This application will be reviewed again for possible funding.
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TABLE X! o
FUNCTIONAL DISTRIBUTION-PORTLAND

D.

E.

r.

PROGRAM AREA
Adult Corrections (6)2 (6)°

Client Diagnostic'and Tracking Services Project
Tield Services Project

Institutional Services Project

Project Transition . .

Client Resources and Serv1ce§ Project

Training and Information Project

TOTAL

Juvenile ‘Corrections (3) )

Project Picture proiect
iald £- oiec
specialized Out-—of-Home Care Pr Y )
Cgse Management Corrections Services Project (2 awards)
Youth Progress Project

TOTAL

Police Projects (2) (4)

; . sects)
CRISS Acceleration (2 projec ) )
Police High Impact (Strike Force and Communications)

Projects

TOTAL

Community Projects 6) (4)

. rds)
Crime Preventiun Bureau (2 awaF y
Crime Prevention Bureau -~ Public Information and
Education v
tland Light Project » 4
ggi&land Public School Pilot Program to R§duce B;gﬁlary
Research, Advocacy, prevention and Education (RA
Project

TOTAL

Courts Projects (1) (1) |
Multnomah County District Attorney's Impact Project

Planning. and Evaluation Grants (=)

GRAND TOTAL

AWARDS

'

$ 816,221
1,067,301
1,536,438

402,007
1,489,723
159,891

-,
$5,471,581

$1,381,410
915,242
1,961,349
106,031

[N e

$4,364,032

$1.058.602

3,669,509

IR
§4,728,111

$ 432,242
133,964
173,000
210,886
124,132

A

51,074,224

$ 394,517

§1,268,389

—i e ——
§17,300,854

a) The first number appearing at each of thes

b) The second number appearing at eac

of differént awards.

of different projects. .

(Source: MITRE derivation from Region X documentation)

30

e headings signifies the number

h of these headings signifies the numb er

e IR

(Table XI) and projects originally proposed for implementation: (Table
VII, see page 45 above), shows that only four projects proposed for

development, Early Intervention, Youth Service Bureau, Police Models,
and Multi-Resource Facility, failed to be implemented. Hope West is
not included here because it did not appear in the original list of

proposed priority projects. Using the Performance Management System

format, as demonstrated in Table XII, it becomes easy to see what
projects and how many federal dollars were awarded to the three program
areas, prevention, justice administration and corrections, used by
Portland in developing its Impact program. ' Because the School Bur-
glary and RAPE projects have activities which cross two program areas,
the monies awarded these projects are being divided equally in reflec-
ting the funding breakout. Of $16,032,465 awarded to projects to date,
(planning and evaluation awards total an additional $1,268,389 for a
current grand total of $17,300,854) $9,835,613, or 61.4 percent, went
to the corrections program area; $5,290,137, or 32.9 percent, went to

justice administration, and $906,715, or 5.7 percent, went to pre-
vention.

A brief description of each funded project in the prevention and
justice administration program arcas follows:

Crime Prevention Bureau

The Crime Prevention Bureau conducts, on a large scale
block meetings and property identification programs for
residences and businesses, Meetings allow dissemi~
nation of information on the burglary and robbery problems
in Portland; how potential victims can protect themselves;
preferrable security hardware; how to conceal the vulner-
ability of a residence to burglary; the advantages in
marking valuable property; promote watching out for the
welfare of neighbors; and handling money away from home

to avoid becoming a victim. The grant also develops an
Environmental Crime Hazard Reporting System, Residential
Crime Hazard Reporting System, and looks to the potential
of a uniform municipal Building Security Code.

g A2 57 YA



VOCATIONAL TRAINING AND

D2 sovine acavemsc
PLACEMENT

Reduco recidivism by providing
comprehensive services to offender.

AND PHYRICAL DISORDERS OF

orreNpeRs

1II. CORRECTIONS

JUVENILE COMPONENT

Project Picture

R

ing &

13 Traiaing locative Allaumem

TRANBITION
1.1 vormicast Mababitsatics

[ Conmmiing, Bssantial care &

2.1 Job Counseli
Referral
2.1 Retrrst & Coordinntics.

This project is housed with and operated through the Crime

Prevention Bureau and will coordinate a broad-based infor-

mation and education campaign to alert citizens, through

g the media, to ways in which they can protect themselves from

l ] burglary and street-crime victimization. The project will
. keep citizens abreast of the target crime problem in Port-

l : land, create an awareness of the Portland Impact Program,

Teama

§ % Crime Prevention Bureau ~ Public Information and Educatioﬂ

Youth Progreas

FIELD SEAVICES

3] Spetalimed Tresweat Tosma

Case

ity T

1.1.1 Halfway Houss

;

Specialized Out-6f-Home Care

1.1 Develop New Rosources
1.1.1 Supervise Placement
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1.} Residential Care
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11

y an
rotection &
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NATE THE PROCTESOEE
OF CRIMINAL JU8-
TICE IN ORDER TO
ENABLEZ THEM TO
) FUMCTION AB A
AYSTEM
3.1 CRISS Manage-

|

P
188-Courta

AND APPROPRIATE

DIBPOBITION OF
CRIMINAL CASEN

and meet public information needs of the individual Impact
projects. ' '

ment System

School Burglary Prevention Project

l

The project is divided into several stages, including a
detailed planning and hardware systems design stage,
bidding stage, implementation, de-bugging and operational
stage. Planning, de-bugging and implementation will be
followed by intensive evaluation of the project.

rests and Cagvic-

ticos
——Dt

2.1 Bwift Prosecution | 3.1 Police Training

22 Reduce Negoti-
ated Pleas

2.1 Incrosse No.cf Ar-

m from injury and I .
property. by improving the capacity

of the government to administer the

here of aafety,
criminal law.

P
0!

ADMINISTRATION

To secure for the communit

atmos,

freed

CRISS ACCELERATION

|15

ITY OF THE POLICE TO
DKTECT AND REBPOND
TO CRIMINAL ACTIVITT

1I. JUSTICE

11 CRISS LE.

l

I 21CR
STRIKE FORCE Communications

1 Police
11 PPB

1.2 Cri

Portland Street Lighting Project

rations

]
me Analysia
ications
B rarober
SCHOOL BURGLARY
It Central Momitoring
€T _ATTY

This project furnishes three Portland high target crime
neighborhoods-~Boise, Humbolt and Irvington~-with a light-

Abatement
31 Feacing OP's
for Bchoole

AD&IC

Rape

.21 Communi

1.2 Investigators

D.A. RAPE Project
1.1 Increase Reported

1.1 Logal Aset.

.23 Forenaic

3.2 Bur
Act.
DI

TABLE XII

CRINE

ing improvement program, above  the minimum standard ser-
vice presently required, in order to deter c¢rime. The
areas of the three neighborhoods to receive improved
lighting include streets, alleys, school grounds,

parks,
and specific high crime pockets.

1 Reduce Actual No. of

2.1 Public Information
Offensea

2.2 Block Program

The project was developed jointly by the citizens of the

I

CRIME PREVENTION

BUYREAU

VULNERABILITY AND'OW
Ll Crime Hazard

MXNT TO REDOCE
ACCESSIRILITY OF TRE
TAROET OR AREAS OF

CRIXE

PORTLAND HIGH IMPACT PROGRAM

B.VICTIMB/ENVIRONMENT

target neighborhoods, Portland's Lighting Bureau, Park
Bureau, School District, Development Commission and each
of the.neighborhood community development associations,

Research, Advocacy, Prevention and Education (RAPE) Project

Boise-Humnhaldt
Irvington

12 Lloyd Ceater Area

1.3 Union Avenuc

1.4 Park Lights

D.A. RAPE Project

Reportiag

1.2 Police ia City Planning]
13 Building Becurity
Code i

1.40peration 1.D

L1 Neighbortiood Lites

1.1 Hirden Schools

13 Behool Yard Lights

11 Alter Community
Attitudes

{8Grime Hazard
Inspections

enter the criminal justice syatem by
alleviating the environmental condi-

Reduce the number of persons who
tions that promote crime.

1. PREVENTION

OF MEMBEAS OF HIOR
RISK GRGUPA TO PROVIDE
FOR THEMBELVEA
THRAQUGH EDUCATION. &
EMPLOYMENT TRAINING

L
A2 urrovetar asiumizs § B1 avtes tue zvvinon- | B2 rpvcarzter rotentian § C1 imrrove 182 carac- §C2 earanusn swirr §C3 ruan anp coonvi- § D1 tasar rue sewtat. sworiona
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a rLACKMENT

TIES FOR COMPREHEN.
HIVE SEAVICKS WHEN
PERSONB WITH HIGH
RIBKS FOR CRIMINAL
BEHAVIOR ARE FIRST

IDENTIFIED

A.HIGH RISK GROUPS

A1l rroviox oProRTUNI

: ' This project will conduct a public information campaign
] to advise potential victims of the kind of evidence
needed to obtain a conviction. Victims will be en-
couraged to report the occurrence of a rape and to
press for a conviction of the assailant.

Training sessions for police officers and deputy dis-
trict attorneys will improve the quantity, quality and
procedural aspects of investigation and prosecution. Tt
is expected that the training programs will be designed
by professionals and will be presented by practitioners

‘OBJECTIVE

‘GOAL

from various disciplines, including law, psychology,
sociolqu, law enforcement, etc.

Portland Master Plan Update
Fall 1974

‘PROJECTS
AND
ACTIVITIES

Source:




The "victim advocate'" component of this program will pre-
pare the victim for trial. The Advocate and her assistant
will be available on a 24-hour basis to respond to reported
occurrences. Initial.contact with the victim will be at

a single local hospital just prior to the necessary physical |

examination. It is expected that the pre-trial counseling
provided the victim will enhance her ability to respond

to cross-examination by the defense attorney and to assist
in the prosecution of the assailant. In addition, it is
expected that in some,if not all,cases the advocate her-
self will provide an excellent witness for the prosecution.
She will be acceptable to the jury and will be able to
testify to the condition of the victim at the time of re-
porting. The advocate will also help the victim to under-
stand the evidentiary needs for conviction.

CRISS Acceleration Project

This project, the Columbia Region Information Sharing Sys-
tem (CRISS) provides a computerized data base for the use
of police and courts. Its two basic objectives are:

(a) To accelerate the development of CRISS and complete
within 32 calendar weeks from the day of funding,
a subsystem that will improve the capacity of the
Portland Police Bureau and the Multnomah County
Sheriff's Office to detect and respond to criminal
activity. :

(b) To prevent court case congestion and delay in the
processing of criminal matters and reduce the
rec}divism rate, by accelerating the development
of CRISS and completing within 55 weeks from fund-
ing date -an automated Courts Data System.

Police High Impact Program

The combined Strike Force and Police Communications
projects are designed to significantly reduce the inci-
dence of crime through intensive suppression of target
crimes and apprehension of target offenders (Strike Force)
and increase police response time for the Strike Force
and the entire Police Bureau (Communications).

The Strike Force provides intensive patrol of high tar-
get crime areas by assignment of regular officers on
overtime basis, intensive surveillance of suspects and
intervention of hold-ups in progress through the use of
police-installed burglar alarms. Tactical decisions,
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District Attorney's Impact Project

3 separate trial team of deputy district attorneys has
een established under thisg grant. These deputies work
ative units of the Portland
better evidence gathering and
me cases for trial, including
Preparing search warrant
iz prePiiing“s;ronger cases, it is expec-~
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c%ear cas?s from the docket expeditiously. Effort °
w1l% be directed to trying and winning'cases on thei
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than accepting pleas to "1 i
esser incl " char i
the absence of convincing evidence, Rﬂfg) ses

preparation of target-cri
provision of training in
affidavits,

ted that depu
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5.0 THE PROGRAM IS EVALUATED ,
| Perhaps the first thing to say about evaluation in Portland is a
repetition of a major point made ear;ier in this document: evaluation
was not the reséonsibility of the Impact Staff. As discussed earlier,

the April 1972 meeting at Salishan assigned evaluation to the SPA
lécated outside of Portland at Salem, Oregon. Although this arrange-
ment was unique for tﬁe Impact program, in that no other city opted
for such an organizational struéture, it is not impossiblz to under-
stand from the Perspedtive of early Portland Impact planners. From at
least four vantage points, the choice of the SPA can be seen as a
natural one. First, ﬁhe Oregon State Leg;slature was preoccupied with
evaluation and '"refused to grant state funds for Impact unless there
was an acceptable high-level evaluation...There was a 2?ié§§cal accep-

" tance of evaluation as a necessary pqplic policy tool. In
particular, the legislature was concerned about the evaluation of its
Human Resources (adult corrections) program. ‘Being a state-run program,
it was felt that the state ought to serve as evaluator. Second, some
key officials had always viewed the program, due to its evaluation

focus, to be a state program. '"The original concept was that the staff
b -

w (107).

would be an arm of the SPA housed in Portland to start data collection.
Third, it was known that the OLEC already had proven evaluation capa-
bility and the city had no demonstrated experience in this area. With
the insistence on '"quality evaluation" and the fact that "the state
might have to pick the program up later," the fee}ing was that the
(108) And finally, the SPA had

received the evaluation assignment at Salishan when the influence of

state ought to do the evaluation.

the city of Portland over the direction and organizational structure

of the program was not nearly so strong as it would later become.

During the first six months of 1972, there was little communica-
tion between the Impact Staff and the OLEC. Then, In late August, the

Policy Decision Group sent a memorandum to all ROs addressing two
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issues relative to the use-of the National Institute funds. In'addi-
tion to levying additional data requirements on the regions, the Policy
Decision Group.memorandum clarified what it considered to be an
essential evaluation capability.

With the magnitude of this program and the number of
Projects that can be expected in one city, it is not
realistic to expect that one or even two individuals
can carry out as completely and rigorously as we would
like to see, the evaluation of most of the pProjects
and programs implemented in the city. Although with
careful planning for the evaluation components of each
project proposal, most of the necessary data will be
collected routinely as part of the operational phase,
the analysis of these data, the application of appro-
priate measures of effectiveness, and the collection
of other necessary information not provided automatic-—
ally may require more sSupport.(109)

Clearly, the LEAA Policy Group expected serious evaluation efforts
from the cities, and it wanted to be certain that an adequate evalua-
tion capability was being planned for, given the dimensions of the

work involved. They also expected the cities to each produce an

evaluation plan which would contain, in addition to evaluation compo-

nents, the details of how these and related evaluations would be
carried out,

-

5.1 The Question of Evaluation Assistance

The OLEC had assigned Clinton Goff, a psychologist attached to
their Salem headquarters, as principal evaluator of the program,
Assisting him in the early developmental phase of the evaluation
concept was the SPA Impact coordinator who was, himself, a senior
level systems analyst. Very early, he had anticipated some of the

problems sure to surface in the evaluatiou area and had communicated
these to his superior at the OLEC,

I still believe that there are going to be some very difficult
problems in effectively evaluating Portland's Program either
on a total program basis or an individual project basis,
because of the split between the planning and our operation.
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Somehow, we have to be in on the day-to-day planning insofar
as evaluation is concerned because we simply cannot afford
to wait until they [the Impact Staff] get a plan done and
try to stick in the evaluation component.(110)

Apparently, the SPA's warning that evaluation needed to occur as a
phased activity in concert with planning was not immediately listened
to for the Impact Staff's then assistant director would recall having

had "little contact with the SPA until September 1972,..."(111)

In the intervening months, the Shiley-led Independent Data Collec-
tion Staff had been busy working on the data base to be used in support
of the Impact plan. That work was due to be completed by mid-September,
but the resulting data would input to the Portland planning document

and had no connection to the evaluation plan called for by the LEAA

Policy Decision Group. The Seattle RO, in response to the Decision

Group memorandum wrote the National Impact Coordinator that all Portland

activities - 'data gathering, planning, program development, fiscal
management and evaluation - were carried out under the direction of the

Task Force. Commenting specifically on evaluation, the RO coordinator

wrote:

Evaluation is done by the SPA. The evaluation program,
headed by Dr. Clinton Goff, devotes 2.6 man-years to the
Impact program. Dr. Goff develops the evaluation criteria
for each project prior to approval. As a consequence, he
works very closely with the Impact Task Force Staff. It
is the belief of the Regional Office that separation of
the program development and evaluation compenent will pro-
duce a more objective evaluation.(112)

The OLEC portion of the budget narrat’ve is shown as Table XIII
below. A close look at this budget shows that the 2.6 man years of
evaluation effort referred to by the RO coordinator are the anticipated

full-time equivalents listed under the heading Evaluation System in

column two of Table XIII. However, the present full-time equivalents
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TABLE XIti
PORTLAND|MPACTBUDGETNARRAﬂVE:OLECPORﬂON

Special Note: Brad Shiley's data collection operations will termi
on September 15, 1972; therefore, calculations for nase
§grsonnel, office rental, and phones have been divided
12t01;?§ Segments--Segment A - July 1 through September
31, 1o and Segment B - September 16, 1972 through June
, 3, when these three positions will be moved to OLEC.

Alt i

nowhg:fzgwsezzoigzgegyd:flggfgg particular Impact positions, the activities
Ang e » a5 a whole (an

once projects are underway) for Impact incléde? e average Frpected

Anticipated
Present Average
F.T.E. F.T.E.
ML L2 TN —rielie
Coordination functions
8. Attending task force meetin
gs .2 :
b. Attending national meatings Og ‘05
¢. Coordination-state Programs .25 -25
d.  Project review (total staff) .10 .58
Monitoring
a. System design 05
b. Actual operation '— ;0
Evaluation System
a. System design 90
b. Imp lementatdion .— ‘50
—Related data collection - %.gg
Auditing ’
a. System design 10
b. Actual operation .— ;5
Grant Management
a. Budgeting (planning)
b. Fund transfers .ég 1o
¢. Project review .10 %0
d. Accounting .05 .ig
Support functions
a. Secretary
+60 1.00

Totals 2,55 man Years of effort

(Source: LEAA Region X Office, Seattle, Washington.)
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listed under column one included not only the efforts of the Shiley-led
Independent Data Collections Staff, but all coordinating, evaluating,
monitoring, auditing, grant managing and supporting functions as well.
Essential as these functions were, most of them had little direct
relationship to the actua?’ development of the evaluation component
designs and the subsequent analysis of these designs which were needed
by Portland Impact planners. In fact, all available documentation
indicates that between Septembef 1972 and February 1973, Goff worked
virtually alone on Impact evaluatioﬁ, devoting, by his own admission,
75 percent of his time to Impact from September-October 1972 to
Januvary 1973. 13 By February 15, 1973, Goff was joined by Jeff
Barnes who was hired by the OLEC as director of the Justice Data
Analysis Center but was assigned, temporarily, to assist full-time in

Impact evaluation.(llA)

It would seem, then, that the Impact Staff had valid reason to
complain of limited evaluation assistance. Despite these complaints,

the following information was recorded in late November after a MITRE
visit:

There is evidence that some evaluation planning has been
done, as demonstrated by the inclusion of an evaluation
component in Portland's Street Lighting Grant Application.
Though the evaluation planning was incomplete, there was
some reasonable effort involved. What was the process
used to develop this component, i.e., did the staff, host
agencies and the SPA work jointly or independently? We
asked this question of Dr. Goff and the Impact Staff and
were unable to ascertain to what extent they each parti-
cipated in the development of the component.

The RO coordinator, following the MITEE visit, indicated his
concerns to the RA over the evaluation picture in Portland.

A potential problem has developed with respect to the
evaluation component to the Impact program which is being
done by the SPA. The Impact Staff maintains that the

SPA representative (Dr. Clinton Goff) has not been

o~
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spending enough time with project applicants constructing .
evaluation components to projects. Dr. Goff maintains
that the Impact Staff is not telling him when projects

are under development, and thus, he is not aware of
projects until they are already well along. To correct
this problem, Ed Cooper has agreed to station Dr. Goff

in Portland in the Impact Staff office until the evalua-
tion compcnent is complete. (116)

The problem, then, was one of availability. If the SPA director
would consent to allow his evaiuator to spend all of his time on the
Po;tland evaluation, the problem could certainly be eased. Thie
agreement was reached by January 3rd, and by mid-February, matters
had improved between the Impact Staff and the OLEC evaluator to such
an extent that the staff director could feport that Goff and the Impact
Staff were working closely together on evaluation components. The Portland
Impact plan was scheduled for approval at the same time. Since the formal
approval was only to be of the concept and not of the priority projects
li:ted in the plan, the SPA evaluator would be able to accomplish his
task as a cooperative effort with the Impact Staff. One evaluator,
however-~even devoting all of his time to the effort--would hardly be
enough 1if the RO were to comply fully with the guidelines proposed by
the Policy Decision Group memorandum of August 24th which called for

the development of a separate evaluation plan.

The new Draft Work Plan, produced at the request of the Task Force

and described previously, recognized the OLEC's primary responsibility
for producing the evaluation plan but obseﬁved tﬁat Impact Staff parti-
cipation was absolutely germane since the evaluation pian was to provide
a "specific goal-oriented framework'" within which Portland Impact would
develop. The position of the OLEC evaluation effort was greatly
strengthened by the statements made in the draft document. Z“herse was,
though, another major question yet to be answered. Which state agency -
OLEC or Department of Human Resources - would write the evaluations for

the ''nationally significant" Human Resources (adult corrections) package?
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5.2 The Evaluation of the Human Resources Package |
The issue over who would write the evaluation components for the

~ adult corrections projects occurred only because the Department of Human
Resources had its own Program Evaluation and Research Department. The
Department's director of research was so certain the job would be done
in-house that he had already presented a budget to the Oregon State
Legislature for performing the evaluation. The SPA evaluator, despite-
the size of his staff (by February 15, one other evaluator and himself),
was just a3 anxious that the corrections designs be developed underv

hié direction, When the question of who would develop the designs had
been raised at a February 15 meeting (on pagefﬁ)abdve) by the Corrections

Division director, no clear-cut, satisfactory answer had been forthcoming.

Initially, it was thought that the Human Resources group could assist
the OLEC staff. This solution was favored by the OLEC director who¥did
not want to further eniarge his staff, preferring to hire consultants
and agreeing to provide some funds to the Human Resources staff. The
matter became a moot issue in March 1973 when the Oregon State Legis-
1ature'met to discuss the Human Resources package. Speaking of the

long-range costs of the effort, the Chairman of the State's Joint Ways
and Means Committee stated:

; implement on-going corrections programs, either
igzlzlsi gzven?le, with these federal monigs will represent
a very real requirement for General Fund financing after
3 years. Eleven million dollars represents .a commi;yentin
of approxiTate}y $4 million in 1975-1977 and $8 mi ion
1977-1979, (117

The scale of the financial commitment, the Legislature felt,
called for first-class evaluation. Both the OLEC director and chief
evaluator éppeared before the State legislature to press the claim for
their unit., It was decided that the OLEC would conduct a "more objective'

|
evaluation than Human Resources, and the latter agency's budget request

8
was rejected.(11 )
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It was an unqualified.legislative mandate for the OLEC. At last
its director felt free to increase the size of his Impact evaluation unit.
Eventually, four researchers, in addition to Goff, would ‘be hired speci-
fically for the Impact evaluation and contracts would be let to the
American Justice Institute to perform the evaluation of the‘adult
corrections package, and to the Oregon Research Institute to perform
the analysis based on survey data for the Crime Prevention Bureau and
Street Lighting projects.

x

A first effort at producing an evaluation plan had been comp leted
and submitted informally to the RO on October 26, 1972, Almost simul-
taneously, Denver's evaluation plan was réceived by the OLEC, After
reviewing the Denver plan, the SPA, apparently finding its own plan inadequate,
set about doing some preliminary project-level evaluation designs. It
was also during this period that the first Impact Staff director resigned.(llgz

- The SPA, in the meantime, was working on the overall evaluation
plan as well as on evaluation designs for corrections projects, Addi-
tionally, Human Resou;ces talent was supplementing the SPA effort, and
the SPA Impact Coordinator was assigned full time to work on the
Portland police project evaluétion. Tﬁe latter move came about as a
direct result of the staff director's outcry that other projécts were being
shunted aside so that the Human Resources projects could be developed

first. With the SPA deputy director assigned to head up the evaluation

effort, 6 people (Goff, Jeff Barnes, Norman Duncan and Keith Stubble-

field, all from the SPA, and two corrections evaluators from Human
Resources) were working full time in the evaluation area. It was now

March 8, Surmarizing the state of the evaluation progress, the RO
coordinator wrote:

The evaluation problem developed partially as a result of
conflict between the SPA and the Impact Staff, especially
Betsy Preston who openly opposed SPA evaluation efforts.
Ed Cooper was also not helpful in this area in that he
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‘ ' ', For several -
didn't assign necessary staff to evaluations For

rking on
ths, Dr. Clinton Goff was the only person wo ’ (120)
T:;act’evaluations and his efforts were far from full ‘time.

An impoftant évaluation meeting was scheduled for Monday,
March 12 According to the RO coordinator, its purpose was two-fold:
(a) to make it clear to both the SPA and the Impact Staff

that bickering must stop and they must coordinate
their efforts; and '

(b) to assure ourselves that something is actually being

: luation plan
lished with respect to: (1) eva .
22;:1)01;.1ztion; and (2) development of adequate evalvation

components to each Impact projec;.(lZl)

Despite aired grievances and the internecine wars which played

havoc with the total evaluative process, an evaluation plan was produced

and submitted to the RO by March 27. How good would it be? Having been

conceived in the turgid atmosphere of charges and countercharges, this

was a major concern of the RO. Upon receipt of the plan, the RA wrote

LEAA headquarters:

We now have a revised evaluation plan infhouse aid pnder
review. The proposed price is steep but the proposals .
themselves are ambitious. 1 suspect sc.ie carefu} negQFiaglogsh
will be in order. There will be some direct communication wit

- : 122
the Institute, Mr. Mulvey and MITRE, very shortly.( )

As events were ‘to develop, it would be an in-house review of the

evaluation plan by Region X personnel which would be first out of the

hopper. Constructive in tone, it would, nevertheless, find the plan

seriously wanting in several aspects.

5.3 Region X Reviews the Portland Evaluation Plan
Among the areas the RO's initial review of the Portland evaluation

plan addressed were: (a) basic evaluation approach; (b) OLEC evaluation
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unit work plan; and (c) four project-level evaluation designs. The
reviewer found that there was "not much specific associated with indi-
vidual projects" in the basic evaluation approach and that data analysis
was "treated in a name-dropping, superficial manner." Regarding the
OLEC evaluation unit work plan, the single comment made was "further
discussion and explanation is required." Specific project comments
centered on the Case Management Corrections Services Project, which
called for the use of goal attainment scaling, a device wherein a client
defines his own major problems and, in concert with a counselor, develops
a scale of outcomes for handling each identified problem from "worst"

to "best" anticipated outcome. Achievement towards attaining the goal
for each identified problem is measured at the end of the treatment
process against the scale developed by the client and counselor. The
review found the goal attainment scoring concept to be objectionable

for the four reasons cited below:

(a) It is overly simplistic.

(b) It is.clearly subjective. The resultant score is influenced
quite directly by both the client and the counselor. 1In a
sense, the evaluatees become the evaluators,

(¢) It is digressive. What is the relationship between the
resultant score and the frequency and seriousness of sub-
sequent recidivism? - Presumably, the correlation is
negative, but is it really? One can only postulate.

(d) It may very well be irrelevant or misleading with
respect to the number and seriousness of sub-
sequent offenses. It is felt quite strongly that
the criterion measures of accomg%ishmenp should
be restricted to the latter, (12

Although the review had found the plan seriously wanting in several
areas, it had only alluded to the 5-year duration of the evaluation plan
and the approach which called for financing evaluation separately from
projects at a rather high cost. As it would later develop, these issues,

the Portland predictive models, and the non-Impact character of
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projecté like Early Intervention, would be the causes of a bitteér and

prolonged battle between Portland and LEAA headquarters.

"

5.4 The National Insfitute Review of the Portland Evaluation Plan

The LEAA review of the Portland evaluation plan was written by its
Program Manager for the National-Level Evaluation. A lengthy review,
it served to concretize much of what had gone wrong, from the
national-level viewpoint, with fhe evaluation in Portland., Written
to LEAA Assistant Administrator Martin Danziger, it began with a state-

meﬁt of the problem.

From the announcement of the Impact program in Portland, it
has been clear that the SPA would design and carry out the
project/program evaluations aund the Impact Staff (CAT) would
be primarily involved in planning, program development, and,
to some extent, program management. The organization of the
Impact program, including responsibility for the evaluation,
has always been considered the prerogative of the state/local
level, 1In fact, there are many reasons to feel that SPA
involvement would be beneficial and could result iu excellent
and objective assessments of project/program effectiveness.
The National Institute has never been at odds with this
strategy. Our only concern has been with the paucity of
information and documentation to indicate the SPA's progress
in the project/program evaluation development. We have, as
a result, been unable to see 1f our efforts to assist
evaluation development in the Portland program have been
helpful and if our general guidelines have been understood
and adopted. In addition, we have had practically no way of
making rational judgments as to whether or not, for example,"
their evaluations will supply our needs in doing a national
evaluation.,.The recent receipt of the draft evaluation

plan has not alleviated these problems. (124)

Referring to the Policy Decision Group's memorandum of August 24,
1972, he stressed the point that the data collection effort should be
built into Impact projects as much as possible, citing three reasons:

First, the data needed for project-level evaluations result

from agency operations and primary responsibility for data
collection must reside with participating agencies. Impact
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ztiiﬁiizzi, thereﬁ;:e, reflect the realities of project
5 Secondly, an important objecti
is to increase the intere tment to eeah oEran
st in and commit )
oy cperating cperoy ) ment to evaluation
) + Developing such "in-houge"
ties will ensure that evaluation is institutionalizegaggtzii—

the initial Impact effort
. -ends,
expensive and the Institute's resTh%rdly’ e on Lo

| He noted that the Portland plan's discussion of Project evaluation
was on a very general level and, while they. clearly understood the
steps involved in planning for and carrying out pro
Plan identified "what the Oregon SPA intends to do
as to how it will be done.," ’

ject evaluations, their

but gives no clue

In discussing Project evaluation components,

he voiced agr
with the Region X review and added greement

» regarding the use of goal-attainment

. - "
scaling, Certainly, its use will have little to do with measuri
| uring -

an
Yy change in the Impact crime picture in Portland." The other eval
ua-

tion components in thg plan he found to be 1in varying

degrees of
development but very far from being

"considered acce
) ptable and compre-
hensive, He was hopeful, though, as his ne

Xt remark T
the other hand reflects: On

» they all indicate that work has been started and some

(&) h . p

to
gether to work on these, the indications are favorable that good

components would emerge." But he found the bud

get section confusi
as the following remarks indicate: "
ihei: is clearly a problem in communi
S:Sar:::e - io — SPA and CAT. Therefore, OLEC developed
cafls : e;:i;azégn budgets. The DHR evaluation budget
| or , for five years, $394,210 f
or the firs
;Z: gggzs. The Case Management evaluation budget saliESt
o +667 for five years, and $132,074 for the first
years., The OLEC budget calls for $1,788,872 for five
years and $787,743 for the first two years. Dr. Goff

cations among the
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indicated that a new budget has been deyeloped which
represents the total evaluation budget ior';wo Years. 238
The figure I was given for the two-year budget 18 $1,098, .

)

Based on the information found in the evaluation plan, he felt
it impossible to comment on whether or not the $1,098,238 figure Was
justified. In his opiniom, the budget called for "a 1arg§ eva;ua-
tion staff but no information is given that really shows when the

. '
Portland program will be able to utilize such a staff.'

In conclusion, he recommended the following:

1. 7hat it be recagnized by the Regional Officé that .
the SPA needs assistance now in developing evaluation
components and & viable evaluation plan.

2. That until Dr. Goff can get a staff on board, this
assistance should be provided either by (a) the
Regional Office staff or (b) outside short-term

contractor support.

3. That the Policy Group meet within the next tw? weeks
with Mr. Head and possibly other Regio?al OfflC?
staff to discuss and iron out some policy deciﬁlqns
about the entire Portland program. The following
items should be included on the agenda of such a
meeting: ' ‘

a) Non-impact nature of many projects.

b) ~ Inability of evaluation design to provide short-
term conclusions.

c) Apparenﬁ consolidation of all eval?atio? related
activities (including data collection) in SPA, . :
with resultant budget problems. Given the Institute's
limited resources and its level of supplemental
funding to the other cities,yhow.is the ?Q:tlan%(126)
evaluation program to be organized and financed?

It was a cogent review, clearly delineating the viewpoint of the

LEAA in terms of the short-term goals of the Impact program. Most

importantly, it contained a directional focus for future Portland

programmatic and evaluative efforts which the LEAA Policy Group could
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take under advisement. One day after receipt of the memorandum, the
Assistant Administrator for NILE&CJ wrote the other members of the
policy body of his concurrence with the National-Level Evaluation

Manager's review. What is more, he went beyond the memorandum's

recommendations:

Even further, I see no reason to give Portland an additional
1.1 million dollars for evaluation. The requirements to use,

where possible, action program §oney to collect evaluation
data should be adhered to. (127

¥

5.5 Evaluation Meetings Are Held in Seattle and Portland: The Attempt

to Reconcile Differences

The National Institute was sufficiently concerned to send an
LEAA/MITRE team comprised of the National Impact Coordinator, the
National-lLevel Evaluation Program Manager and a MITRE analyst to meet
with key members of the Region X Staff, the OLEC and the Impact Staff.
The first day was spent in Seattle. In addition to the LEAA/MITRE
team, the RA, RO coordinator and an RO analyst were present for the
first sessioﬁ, Wednesday morning, May 23. The RA explained the reasons
for Portland's development of a 5-year evaluation plan as being primar-
ily due to the program focus on corrections projects which do not yield
reliable short-term results. Many questions were raised by the LEAA
representatives regarding funding levels and evaluation time-frames.

It was towafd the end of this interchange that the RA explained that
Portland was requesting the National Institute'’s endorsement of the
5-year evaluation concept rather than a 5-year funding commitment.
This led easily into the next area of concern: ''Why a request of
$1.1 million for evaluation?" The response was that the Portland
evaluation plan "was richer in concept" and 'more sophisticated' than

some of the other plans and would ''require more money."

In the afternoon session, the plan would be discussed in greater

detail with the RO coordinator and RO analyst. The RO analyst had
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severely criticized the goal attainment scaling to be used in the Case

Management project in his review of the second cut at an evaluation

Although-he had rejected it as a measure of project outcome, he,

plan.
technique should be carefully evaluated "as

nevertheless, believed the

a decision-making 2id" since it was to be employed by case managers in
(128)

making dispositional decisions and in contracting services. Many

of the questions raised by the LEAA representatives could not be

answered satisfactorily by the RO. It was decided to raise these

issues again the following day when they would meet with members of

the Impact Staff and the OLEC in Portland.

At Thursday morning's meeting, the OLEC director posed a

question which he directed to the National-Level Evaluation Program

"what does the Imstitute consider to be an adequate

Manager.
"As a minimum, every

The Program Manager.replied that,
evaluation component which identifies its

evaluation?"

project should have an

a requirements and methods of analysis." He

objectives, measures, dat
jfic goals and the

added, "Impact is a narrow program with very spec

funding is viewed as a short-term commitment to get the program

started."(lzg)
parating the evaluation from the action por-

When the matter of se
ussed, both the Impact Staff director and

tion of the program was disc
the OLEC director stressed th
‘in order to eliminzite bilases,

OLEC to control the entire data collection process.

turnabout. Suddenly, all segments of Portland's Impact program

appeared to be forming a wall of solidarity. Perhaps this new front
owed something to the presence of
In sum, the LEAA visit, while certa
sion, had done very little to answe

Tnstitute: How will Portland's program’address the two-year goals of
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e importance of keeping evaluation separate
explaining that it was essential for the
It seemed another

visitors from the East; perhaps not.
inly a facilitator of lively discus-

r the major question nagging at the

the Impact program? Nothing had been concretized as to how Portland
would use its proposed predictive models within the context of the

Impact program. All key issues, then, were left unresolved.

5.6 The Institute Recommends a New Evaluation Strategy

U .
pon hearing of the results of the Seattle/Portland visits

Assistant Adm:
dministrator Danziger would pen another memorandum to his

fellows on the Policy Decision Group.
i:sriaar? some indications that the éortland Impact
P rgceztlzizztvieziloping within basic Impact constraints
s to Seattle and Portl] .

. : .and did not
hiigig :n aozomplepe clarification to dispel thesz appre~
informgt;o hgreatest concern is the lack of sufficient
b ion t ?t describes and documents how the program

s to achieve and measure the two-year Impact goals

These goals repr .
Program.(l305 present the overriding constraints of the

. Dapziger. then spoke of the reason for the Policy Decision Group's
existence, stressing that while the "final authority and responsibility
for the program rests at the national level," the whole program had
been structured in such a way as to allow for "national intervention...

only...under th
e most serious conditions." He listed seven:

1. Failure to achieve cooperation and coordination
am?ng regional, state, and local agencies to the
point of jeopardizing program success.

2. TFailure to utilize natio
nal progr
wherever possible. program guidelines

3. Failure to collect and utilize appropriate data
necessary to do crime specific planning.

4. TFailure to develo .
p a comprehensi
program. P sive and balanced

5. iiitu¥e iQddEVélop gquantifiable project objectives
include an estimation of expect i i
to Tnpact soais. pected contribution
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Seattle/Portland visit, was written June 4th.

discussed and brought into clearer focus was the attitud

6. Failure to build in evaluation components to
‘ prdposed projects that are at least adequate ‘
enough to determine and assess achilevement towar

two-year Impact goals.

7. Use of Impact funds for non-Impact projects and (131)

programs. This applies to Institute and action money.

i wanting in any
Had Portland's Impact program been found seriously g

of these areas? He wrote:

Tn the case of Portland, there is just enough wilgtig
information in our hands that coglq be interp%e e o
indicate that some of these conditions may exist. N "
ever we raise this possibility with ?géttle, we 02 inst
oral assurances that either the condition does nzime ,
or that they will correct it at th? apprapriatethv.Ré.ional
A serious lack of communication exists between : ed Ii acf
office and Washington when it comes to the Port-anrt og
pyogram. That this has been intentional on tﬁe pi ok ind
the RO has not been stated. However, the ratlgnasituation
this approach is unclear. To determine what the situe

ig in Portland reduires cooperation on the part o

Regional Office.

His strategy called for two actions, to be taken in time sequence;
i Office should be instructed to prepare
= zhirii%:gngifense of the Portland Impact program for
the. Policy Group. Most important, the defenset
should specifically address the two-year Impac ent
Goals and how the Portland program and its ;ompre
parts are designed to achieve them and to measu

this achievement.

yluate this

The Policy Group should carefully eva

®) response and, if found inadequate, should recommend 12
the return of program control and direction to OCJA.(1 )

t
5.6.1 The National Impact Coordinator's Assessment of Portland's
Evaluation Problems

A memorandum from the National Impact Coordinator covering the
| Among the many issues it

e of the
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Seattle-based RA, an important subject given that it had been at least
implied during the two-day site visit that "some information problems...
experienced with the Portland program hinge on the RO attitude as it

relates to their assigned delegation of authority." The National Impact

Coordinator had found these remarks sufficiently disturbing to telephone
Seattle upon his return to Washington, D. C. for clarification of the

remarks. The RA was quite candid, as the following excerpt from the
National Tmpact Coordinator's memorandum shows:

[The RA] stated...he does jealously guard the delegations .
_ of authority that have been given to him, and is not
favorably inclined to giving these away. This revolves,
mainly, around thé approval authority for grants as it
relates to the Impact program. Dave did stress that he
does appreclate the need for headquarters to know certain
types of information and feels that he has been respon~
sive. The Seattle RO feels that Impact is a local program
requiring local problem analysis and solutions and that
it is improper for the RO to interfere with this process
until such time as a proposal is submitted for an award
at the RO, It is at this point that the RO should agt
either favorably or negatively toward the issue.(l33

The National Impact Coordinator found that view untenable.

Personally, I don't share this concept and feel that even
though crime is a local problem, and local initiative is
the key factor in the Impact program, a certain amount

of positive-type activn on- the part of LEAA seems in order
for areas where the locals are drifting from the intent

of the Impact program,

He saw Portland as a basically “high risk effort" but explained
his use of the term meant "immediate rapid pay-off" would not be as

evident from Portland as from other Impact programs. He offered three

alternative recommendations.

1. Reject outright the evaluation plan and ask for a
submission which is more .reasonable and responsive
to our needs. This would be difficult to do
because the evaluation plan, as submitted, is

_perhaps professionally sound from the point of
view of design and concept, although the pay-off
will not be forthcoming for a number of years.
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2. Set a maximum dollar figure and require a resub-
mission of the evaluation plan to fit this dollar
figure. This seems to be somewhat of an arbitrary
mechanism, but 1 personally feel that adequate
evaluation can be obtained on a much reduced
funding level.

3. Approve the evaluation plan after mocdification, E
clarification and revision of necessary items, ;
and contribute X amount of dollars toward the ]
implementation of the plan, Require the SPA and
CAT to raise the additional funds from other

sources. ( 3 /

5.7 The Regional Office Review of Portland's Evaluation Plan and the
National Institute Reply. ,
Meanwhile, in Portland and Seattle, the Maw 23/24 meetings were

having a decidedly different effect. And the RA, .at least, seemed

totally unaware of LEAA headquarters' extreme dissatisfaction with

aspects of Portland's proposed evaluation plan. Soon after the second

day's sessions, he had forwarded an activities repoft to LEAA head-

quarters which included the following statement:

A meeting was held in Portland on May 24, 1973...A very
productive exchange of views took place with excellent
suggestions offered by MITRE and Dr. Barnes which will
all serve to improve the evaluation plan: As a result
of this meeting, a revision of the evaluation plan is

underway.(l35

The RO's formal review of the Portland Evaluation plan began on
July 16, 1973. On August 13, the RO coordinator transmitted a memo-
randum to the RA titled, "Review of Portland Impact Evaluation Plan."
Although it contained a review of the evaluation plan, it went well
beyond what one might expect in an objectively written review. It
was, in reality, a strong advocacy and justification of the wvarious
components of the plan. Perhaps this strategy was necessary since
the plan contalned many of the features (e.g., the crime and recidi-

vism predictive models, annual statistical surveys, and goal attainment
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Scaling) L
" g8) LEAA headquarters,had opposed during the meetings held:in
Y. The review's final section stated:

L .
i:s::? figzi analysis, we come down to the very basic
o thé - demanded that g goal evaluation be a part
oatane I gzcgosfigit. hLEAA did not provide strong

$ should be done since the Im
Program was viewed ag a local solution to a locafaCt

Zzgeggeige I: candor, we cannot faii to uphold our
challenge and support this effort, (136) '

The National Institute's newly

~-appointed dir
yet unfamiliar with the details of Setor, himself as

the task of responding to the RO'g
National- 1%

Level Evaluation Program Manager. Hig letter to th
Sstraightforward, In part, he saiqg: T

of $§1.1 million is n 3 g in the neighborhood
ot justif
recommendations.,.are ag folliﬁ??e- Accordingly, my

l' k
:::§e§:en§:e§ictive models and associated annual
€ supported by the Nation
because of their lack of utility as shiitE::;;tUte

evaluation tools, That the Regional Office and

2. That Portland
receive $194,000 ¢t
: R O support -
C:gging for the street lighting survgg andogﬁeyear
monthm?nagement evaluation, ag well as eipghte
unding for the OLEC Impact evaluatfon §:1t

3.
:::idag additiona} $155,000 be set aside and
ed at such time ag Portland's Human Resources

bProgram and its evaluati
evaluvation funding.(lBB)on plan are approved for
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After a detailed discussion of budget problems and National

Institute constraints, he wrote:

Further, upon reading the revised Portland Impact evaluation
plan, I found that, in substance, it had not changed from
the earlier drafts of last Spring. It is disappointing that
there is still so little information available concerning
the evaluation of the Human Resources portion of the program,
especially since it represents 50 percent of the action
money to be used for the Portland Impact program. Hope-—
fully, the development of this portion of the program

and its evaluation is moving ahead as swiftly as possible
under existing circumstances. When this portion of
Portland's Impact program and its evaluation component

are complete, we would be willing to consider the addi-
tional funding of $155,000 for its evaluation.

5.8 Emerging Programmatic Problems as the Regional Office Reacts to
the Institute's Review
Very likely, the RA would find this letter disconcerting. ¥rom

his view, it would add to the mounting problems with Portland's
Impact program.. It seems that in Portland new problems were already
surfacing, and old wounds, thought healed, were reopening. The wall
of solidarity and amicability demonstrated in May had deteriorated
with the passing of summer into a mere reflection of itself by
September. Tﬁé RO coordinator would write i{n his monthly report:

The Impact program is undergoing 2 difficult time.

conflicts between various levels of government which

have been kept below the surface since the departure

of Mrs. (Preston) Welch have begun to emerge once

again. Now that the newness of the program has worn

off, the extraordinary efgorts of the Impact Task:
Force have slowed up.(lao

Much of the emerging conflict related to evaluation monitoring
responsibilities. The OLEC had put in a new monitoring unit which
was quite aggressive in carrying out this responsibility toward all
OLEC programs. But the Impact Staff did its own monitoring and,
according to the RO coordinator, "feels the SPA is getting on 1its
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urf He believed the problem to be easily solvable but, as he ‘was

quick to point out, "it had not been solved and seemed to be blowm all
out of proportion with all sorts of threats and counter-threats."

; L]
While the Region had been successful in smoothing over “most of the

conflicts," he noted, '"they are becoming increasingly regular and more
serious."

The RO coordinator believed; though, that it was the matter of

eva;uation funding which was the major problem. He wrote:

Evaluation is the major problem facing Impact. The SPA
Zhich has been assigned responsibility for evaluation ’
v thevTask Force and by the Oregon Legislature for
Hu@an Kesources, feels that 1t must have a decision
wh1c§ su?ports its evaluation concept in order to do
the job it has been charged to accomplish. Mr. Cooper
has recently been talking agbout withdrawing from evalua-
tion ?ntirely unless some realistic commitment from
LEAA is forthcoming soon. I believe he has substantial
support for this position and may well do just that
In ?ny case, if evaluation is going to be done somé
action by the Institute is critical, and we neéd it fast.(lAI)

With the OLEC director's threat to withdraw from Impact, the RA
knew he must act fast. He wrote the director of the National Institute
a lengthy letter so that he might "be fully apprised of the impact of
thgse recommendations [made by the Natioﬁal—Level Evaluation Program
Manager] in order that we may proceed to a speedy and satisfactory
resolution of the long-standing issues and an early fulfillment of

)
LEAA's commitments to Impact...Portland and the State of Oregon."

The body of the RA's letter, though, seemed not very much in
disagreement with the National-Level Evaluation Program Manager's
recommendations. To the question of short-term utility of the models
and the accompanying problems of validation and calibration of them
he reiterated Portlund's intention to use quarterly estimates to ma;e

n
program adjustments and appraisals during the course of the Impact
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rogram.”" He thought, too, '“that the precision required for usefulness :i A
prog gL, £oo, P 4 = . TABLE XIV

[of the models] will not be of the level typically demanded in tlie- ; LIST OF oaLUATION DS SROLORIZED
| ‘ FORPORTLANDSIMPACTPROGRAM

n(142)

physical ‘sciences.

In his report to LEAA headquarters in September 1973, he would
. . Impact Evaluation Staff
‘communicate more of the urgency of the situation with which he was $112,000.00 (18 months)

Street Lighting Program

faced. He wrote of two major concerns:
. 10,000.00 (24 months)

1. The on-going rumors about LEAA's willingness to deliver Case Management Program

on its commitments to the program which result from

uncertainties of funding level and duration are 5 Travel

unsettling to staff and state. We could benefit from : 17,011.00 ( 1 year)
a clear statement and reaffirmation of our national interest.

72,804.00 (1 year)

Equipment 5. 887.00

2, The long-standing problems of the Portland evaluation : Supplies & 0 :
component have to be resolved in short order. 1 have : perating Equipment 24,100.11 ( 1 vear)
been in personal contact with Mr. Caplan on this and ‘ =
am very much heartened by his pergsonal interest in the : ' Total - $245,802.00 ( 1 year)
issues and his willingness to take them up immediately. { An additional $175 000 wi
My discussions with him have and will continue to be . of the Human Resous will be set aside aw
on the merits of the case, but I think it important sources Plan.
for you to know that the specific issues of quality of
that evaluation are matters which the Oregon Legislature,
through its Ways and Means Committee, took up directly
and insisted upon as a condition of its support, not : So .
only of the Impact program but of all state-agency ]  (Source ?::iona; Institute Director's Letter to Region X Adminis~
criminal justice activities. If we fail to support an 1 or dated November 20, 1973.)
appropriate quality of evaluation, we will face a .

aiting receipt and review

major crisis.

5.9 Decisions/Reactions/Decisions: A Compromise Position Is Reached
By October 5, 1973, the RA had his answer. The director of the

National Institute wrote that the Institute would transfer immediately
$245,802 to the RO for evaluation and would set aside "an additional
$175,000 to be awarded on receipt and review of the Human Resources
plan." Table XIV shows the amounts budgeted to features of Portland's
evaluation effort and the appropriate time periods the funds were

proposed to cover.
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When news of the National Institute decision reached the OLEC,

its director found it totally unacceptable. Immediately, he wrote

a memorandum to key members of the Impact Task Force, including the

Oregon Attorney“General and the Mayor of Portland, saying:

The recommendation of the Institute is unacceptable,
both in terms of the level and duration of funding.
evaluation at the level recommended by the Institute
could only identify and not explain changes in crime.
The annual sample survey could provide information
about the changing social and demographic composition
of the Portland population, and with the crime and
recidivism predictions could help in explaining why
crime has changed and whether Impact or some factors

influenced the change.

In addition to restoring the funding for these studies,
and the consultation necessary to develop them, the
Institute must be willing to provide a minimum of two
full yvears of support and to commit funds for the three
additional years of the five-yeat program conditioned on
the attainment of the objectives of the evaluation.(144)

An

Thus, the ball was being bounced back to the Institute for yet

ancther decision., For some time now, the National-~Level Evaluation

Program Manager had been toying with the idea of setting up a National ;

Level Advisory Board to the Impact program to bring the weight of
their experience and objectivity into play in cases such as this one.
From the University of Southern California's Social Science Research
Institute, Solomon Kobrin was asked to serve on this advisory group.
The National-Level Evaluation Pr.ugram Manager requested he make a site
visit to Portland. Professor Kobrin was joined aﬁ the meeting by the
Deputy Director of the Institute., His report of this visit indicated
he "was most favorably impressed with the commitment of the [OLEC]
group to high-quality evaluation." However, he questioned '"the validity i
of their position that no evaluation at any level of usefulness is }
possible short of radical improvement in the state-of-the-art." In
speaking to the latter, he wrote, "its limitation is failure to con-

ceptualize fully the component variables required in its construction."
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He off
ered three alternative~recommendations for funding-level commit

5
3

calli ~
ng for Separate, half-and-haif funding of the prediction models

and
the supporting annual statistical surveys over a five-year time

fram
8, was the one the Institute would follow. 1Its decision was com

municated to the RA in
a letter from the Institute!
ovebor 20, 1ons e’'s director, dated

The funding of the model b
ulldi
outlined as follows: ' ng project was

A3

Institute Non-Institute Total
FY 1974 $ 88,350 ' |
‘ 8, $ 88,350 $176
A s 700
FY 1975 54,000 . 54,000 108’0
FY 1976 , e
o o :2,000 54,000 108,000
ot o ,000 54,000 108,006
4!000 4,000 s
$254,350 ’ "
»33 $254,350 $508,700

A compromise position was thus reached and 1t won the grateful
approval of the RA who wrote LEAA headquarters
3 ’

an excellent one to all parties."(l45)

"the solution Seems
It had taken 23 months since

the a
nnounceggnt of Impact to settle the question of the evaluation

fundi
ng level. It remained to be seen how successful this effort would

g ’
t“—

ri
ght to discontinue funding if satisfactory progress is ot mad .
the developmental efforts."(lae) & on

111




A
6.0 PROGRAMMATIC PROBLEMS RESURFACE

With the decision made as to what the Institute would fund, in
what proportions and over what time periods relative to evaluation,
interest could now refocus on program/project activities. One pro-

blem the RO faced was possible turnover in the Impact Staff. As
early as September 26th, the RO coordinator had written of his concerns

over "the continuation of the Impact Staff beyond June 30, 1974." He
warned the RA that "this situation must be resolved soon to avoid the
loss of good staff members who require more job security than the
rumor mill."(147) It was a very real problem. Unless something con-
crete was decided soon, they could expect wholesale defections from

the Impact Staff.

All eight Regional Administrators were invited to Washington, D.C.
for a December 14 meeting to discuss Impact program policy and fund-
ing issues. One of the unanimous recommendations to come out of that
meeting related to continuing support of city Crime Analysis Teams.
They listed as a major priority that the LEAA support Crime Analysis
Team operations for the full five years of the program. Such a
recommendation, the RAs knew, would require additional funding, esti-

mated at $4-5 million, through January 1977.

6.1 The Problem of impact Staff Continuation

In the case of Portland, its Impact Staff had responsibility for
formulating overall program goals and supporting the preparation and
submission of grant proposals from the local criminal justice agencies
which qualified for Impact funding. It was an important role in the
Impact program; however, once projects and programs were implemented,
the Impact Staff role would change. In a regular activities report
for January 1974, the RO coordinator reported that-the Impact program
would soon be moving into its final phase which would cause some

re-ordering of Impact Staff responsibilities in that staff efforts
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would be directed primarily to team monitoring and reporting. Evalua-
tion responsibilities, on the other hand, would be enlarged in scope
as projects became implemented. In Portland, evaluation as well as
fiscal monitoring were the responsibilities of the OLEC. It seemed,
then, that the Impact Staff, with its highly specialized role in the
Portland Impact program, stood in a far more precarious position than
other Impact city CATs which were attached to existing agencies or
operating units of local, county or state government.

On Jarwary 7, 1974, a meeting for all Crime Analysis Team dir-
ectors was held at Washington, D.C. “to obtain input from the Impact
Staffs concerning continuation funding and the final award date of

n(148)

Impact grants. LEAA headquarters was represented by Deputy LEAA

Administrators Richard Velde and Charles Work, among others. These
men and the LEAA Administrator Donald Santarelli were new appointees
to their jobs and they wanted the cities to know of their full support
of the Impact program. At the same time, they were very interested

in seeing the highly visible demonstration project brought to its
completion. With that end in view, they announced a schedule which
would see the Impact program virtually completed by December 1976.
They proposed to extend city CA&S until June 30, 1975.(149)

On February 5, 1974, the question of how long the LEAA intended
to provide fundirg support to Portland's Impact Staff was communicated

in a letter signed by the LEAA Administrator. In-part, that letter
stated:

LEAA will extend the period of its support of city crime
analysis teams through June 30, 1975. The amount of
continuation support will depend upon the level of team
activity associated with the administration, monitoring
and evaluation of on-going Impact-funded projects and
will be negotiated individually with each city.
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For the Impact Staff, this letter assured federal funding support
for at least fourteen more months. "The Impact Staff," according 'to

the RO coordinator, "would have liked more but would pretty much settle

for what they could Set."(151)

6.2 The $20 Million Ceiling and the Two— Versus Three~Year Funding
Cycles

Two issues raised at the January 7 meeting were a source of con-
cern for Portland. They were: (1) the two-year limit on funding
with a final submission date for grant applications of September 30,
1974; and (2) the $20 million limit on each city. With LEAA Deputy
Administrator Charles Work presiding, the Portland Impact Staff director
asked to be heard. He pointed out that Portland had never been under the

impression that the $20 million included planning. He also staied
that the Portland program was based on a three-year design which would
complicate the two~year limitations on projects since a subsequent
extension of many of the projects would be required in Portland. This

would only further complicate their administration of the program.(lsz)

The $20 million limitation for each city, according to the National
Impact Coordinator, was nothing new and it included all action as well
as planning and evaluation funds. Even the RO coordinator thought
this to be a new understanding but would write in his trip report

cdvering the one-day meeting:

In any case, Mr. Work indicated that $160 million was the
total LEAA effort and no city was golng to get more than (153)
$20 million total. New policy or old, the issue was settled.

It seemed useless to fight the battle of the $20 million ceiling.
Besides, the LEAA Assistant Administrator had defended the $20 million
ceiling on grounds that were to Portland's advantage. '"The $20 million
limit on each city is to assure that the slower cities [will] be
assured of their fair share." (154) But the other issue, the two-~year
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Behind the scenes, the RO had already begun the necessary nego-—
tiations to obtain an exception to the two-year limitation on certain
Portland grants. In commenting on the cries of outrage by Task Force
members, the RO coordinator had written in his monthly report, "I
suspect the cries of outrage are more for press consumption than any-

w@57) " 1pe mask Force, though, was very sincere about the

thing else.
focus and direction of its program and had devoted an extraordinary
amount of time to developing and implementing it in a manner which they
believed best for their city. They considered the LEAA directive more
injurious to their program than to that of other cities. The Task
Force and community position is best articulated by this excerpt from

The Oregonian:

Portland, selected for the program in February 1972,
received approval of 1ts comprehensive plan 53 weeks
ago, in 1973, Unlike other participants who rushed
programs out onto the street, sought annual renewals
for those that looked promising and found substitutes
for those that failed, Portland (with state and county
help) developed a three-year, phased approach requiring
careful timing of program implementation by the police,
courts and corrections system. The planning involved
delicate political agreements on when the city, county
and state would pick up the local match totaling $2 million.

Although LEAA accepted the phs#gesd, integrated approach,
it has suddenly and with no publicly stated rationale
that can be considered adequate, said that no programs
will be funded longer than two years--as opposed to
three years agreed upon--and that no applications will
be accepted after September 30th for either continuing
programs or their replacements. )

The effect of the order, which is more injurious to the
Portland program than to any of the others, is that the
various governing units will be asked to pick up costs
before any of the programs have had =olid evaluation;
they are being asked to buy a pig-in-a-poke. 1In
addition, if the order stands, a major rewrite of the
program, particularly in the corrections field, will be
required.
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most notably thg Human Resources package. They had been developed

for a three-year time frame and comprised t
the Portland Impact program.
Office's view,
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The real problem, from the Regional

lay in a denial made on December 28, 1973, of a request
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been in force since June 1973,

for
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signed by the National Impact Coordinator, and on the basis of that
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approval of LEAA Deputy Administrator Work to amend the denial
on December 28th,

denial, the RA had awarded six grants for t
others since their successful implementatio

the basis of a three-year time frame.

issued
This would permit six supplemental awards to six
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7.0 CONCLUSION
The Portland Impact program is now well into its fourth year of

existence as this narrative is brought to a conclusion.

As in each of the other city programs, there were special features

associated with the Portland effort.

To date, the major ones appear

to be those listed below.

1.

The City/County/State Relationship. The police is the

only criminal justice system component controlled by the
city. The corrections and courts components are con-
trolled by the county and the state. The city of Portland
had to include the county and the state in Impact planning.
The Portland program, then, became an experiment in inter-
governmental cooperation in planning.

The Commitment to "Quality' Evaluation. Even before the
announcement of the Impact program, the legislature of the
State of Oregon had made an announced commitment to
perform "quality" evaluations. Because thiere was a
political acceptance of evaluation as a necessary public
policy tool, Oregonians, at all levels of govermment, were
highly accepting of the evaluation aspects of the Impact
program. Portland is the only Impact city to receive a
five-year funding commitment from the LEAA for a component
of its proposed evaluation. The money, $254,350, will
provide 50 percent funding to develop two predictive models
and some supporting annual surveys.

The. Attempt to Plan Beyond the Dimensions of the Criminal
Justice System, There were major attempts to include other
agencles in their Impact program. With the exception of the
renovation of the Kelly Butte facility as part of the Strike
Force Project, these efforts were largely unsuccessful.
This appears to be, in the main, due to the ex post facto
nature of the proffered inclusions. For example, the
attempts to involve the Federal Regional Council in the Early
Intervention Project were made after the project concept weas
fully. developed, and the city waz merely looking for a
funding source. Failure may als® be due, however, to the
intrinsic difficulties of achieving coordination across
federal agencies. In any case, the attempts to dc ''broader
vision" planning led to the inclusion of several projects
(e.g., Early Intervention), which could not be funded under
the Impact program given its narrow scope, and which
accounted for delays in getting projects approved and implemented.
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8.0 EPILOGUE: AN INTERVIEW WITH THE MAYOR OF PORTLAND, OREGON

As a final (albeit necessarily subjective) overview of the Impact
program experience in Portland, the following interview with the
Honorable Neil Goldschmidt, Maycr of Portland, Oregon, was taped on
June 30, 1975 at the Portland City Hall.

Mayor Goldschmidt, Impact was seen as an experiment in
the New Federalism with the cities given a major say in
the planning and implementation of the program. , In your
view, how effectively did intergovernmental relations

function in the case of Impact?

I think that our best experience in the program was with
the Pegional Office of LEAA. While it was a new office,
Dave Head and Mike Dalich did a super job for us. They
tried to help us get decisions in a timely way and

basically said, 'Quit looking to us for the answers when

it's your program.’

Uur experience with national LEAA was not particularly
satisfactory in that they changed the rules of the game

so many times. By the time we were done, whatever the

_ project's purpose might have been, we just hoped to get

our money and get out clean.

On balance, our experience with the state, at the politi-
cal level, was extraordinary. As you know, the office of
mayor in Portland is non-partisan. Although the prior
mayor and myself are registered Democrats, lLee Johnson, a
Republican Attorney General, managed to establish a work-
ing relationship with both of us. The governor, through
his executive assistant Bob Davis, kept an active interest

in the program., That was really more than I think we had
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a right to hope for at the beginning. I didn't have any

ns one way or the other, but 1 thought it

I do not think the relationships
ns ever materialized

expectatio

worked out very well.
tate and local institutio

between the 8
1 the state generally

and I don't think they ever will unti
tion a little differently with local govern~

begins to func
of the program. 1

ment. 1 don't say that as a criticism

i tion in Oregon.
just say that 1

t happens to be the situa

en't seen much change since that time, I

Even though I hav
from Impact with a sour taste. 1 do,

haven't come away
¢ some of the opportunities for real

however, think tha
» So, as far as an

state and local cooperation were blown!

New Federalism, Impact turns out to lhave

experiment in
half a dozen of the other.

been six of one and
'Goldschmidt, the Portland Impact pro-—

As I recall, Mayor ’ .
ge amount of citizen participation.

gram called for a lar
What was the city's policy toward community involve-

ment in Impact and, in your view, what were the contri-

butions of the Task Force and of the newspapers to the

program?

Most people, myself included, think about citizen partici-

pation in terms of block meetings and neighborhood asso-
ciation meetings. Now, the staff encouraged proposals

from inside and outside the institutions, in order to

generate systems change. In some cases, particularly in

the juvenile delinquency area. these efforts were really

partnerships, and I think that's healthy. But in areas

where the crime was occurring, 1 don't think there was

enough community participation for the program to be cost-

affective, The whole city was not involved. There was,
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(A conm):

however, an enormous community effort in Model Cities
dqring the original discussions over what the community
wanted out of a Youth Diversion Program. There was a lot
of discussion about street lighting which the community
had, to some degree, been involved in beforehand; there
was also a great deal of discussion about the police but,
you see, the police were already actively involved in the
community. So, while we had quite a lot of citizen in-
volvement, I think the real difficulty lies in the fact
that the Task Force and the Impact Staff were not pérma—
nent things. They were created for purposes of staying
with the planning process and the monitoring process, but
over the long term, most people's loyalties or problems
or conflicts are tied to the institutions that were

already there before Impact came on the scene.

I think we came out of it with some better planning tools

which include the community, but not necessarily with a

usable model. In that respect maybe we ought to be dis-

appointed, but I'didn't have big expectations there.

We did come out with a program which is the Neighborhood

Block Crime Prevention Program. This has probably

brought us closer to the point of being able to have a

community-wide ctiminal justice plahning process. That

was derived not only from the literature we got from
elsewhere, but from our own experience here in terms of
when burglars are apprehended and why, and what kind of

benefits are involved in supporting activities that bring

neighborhood cohesion. This matters.not only in crime

repression or prevention, but in the bigger sense of what
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(A conT):

the community feels about itself as an important ingre-

dient in government and how effective government is in

general.

As far as the press is concerned, I think we got treated
Maybe somebody else has different views about
They had a hard time
The task

very well.
that, but the press was interested.
following it because it was very complicated.
force approves a program and then you file an application
with the state and then state sends it to the regional,
and then the regional sends it to the national and then
somebody says modify it and it's just very hard for the

press to capture that kind of information and write it

all down.

But there was a great deal of interest, and as far as

encouragement —— it was super. If we went in there to

talk about &n innovative program, they weren't out there

slapping our heads for trying. They were really encour-

aging, I think, at least in my conversations with them.

" Our program had a very heavy prevention orientation which
was not uniformly received in Washington with great

acclaim. It was very well supported here and I think, in

some respects, that made us the step-child.

We were willing to work longer to get a coherent package
of preinstitutional services and predelinquent behavioral
activities, some of which we still haven't been able to
get funded. Other proposed projects represented changes
in police and corrections and so on, but I think the plan

was to try to stick these together.

124

i v e s e e

"

ST R

R T e o i
S R

" tion king of program,

Let me Put it thig way:
get some Programs funded.
that, to this day,

- The target

~Stranger crime —-
have some serioug 1imitatioﬁs really did

crime concept'--stranger~to

Impact wag aimed at a13 eleme

nts of . ]
System in Portlang. °% the crimina justice

Ho
W would youy characterize the role
Sy, and Corrections ip Impact?

0

ne proposal came in at the very
n

ted to do volunteers-in-proba-

In many res
pects
shouldn't pe surprised > I guess we

125




A (conT):

Impact probably‘has really accelerated the rate of normal
growth in the police organization by several years. I
tﬁink there are some people now in the command staff and
the bureau who were there before but didn't have the
opportunity to work with this sort of a project. They
might never have been able to get the exposure to what
other people were.doing around the coumtry. Exposure to

this program showed them choices that could be made here.

While I don't know that all of our programs turned out to
‘be as good as we hoped, I think that the tools 2ur people

picked up are something of lasting value and are being

used now.

Corrections. I'm almost reluctant to comment about that.

They are totally county and state, mostly state, and that's
the place where I still think we have the greatest failure

in our whole program. I mean, without regard to Federal

money, I'm talking about publié expenditure -- our focus

We gave a third of the
money, maybe more, to corrections. At this point, I don't
think anybody has the feeling that the results are going

to be correspondingly large, but maybe it's too early to

was on prevéntion and corrections.

tell.

They are a very old, traditional institution in American
gociety and I have at various other times been close
enough as a spectator to see how difficult it is to change
prison activities, or adult or juvenile corrections
workers' attitudes about their role in relation to other

institutions in our lives, or the people they serve.
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I think we have demonstrated some things that are really
worth having done. I think it is worth finding out
whether fencing interdiction here is a successful tool.
In that sense it's been a successful program. But to
some degree, and we knew this was a problem in the begin-
ning, you don't want to claim success if what you've
proved 1s that, if you only had more money you could do

X

more,

I think the crime prevention things that we felt we needed
to do in this town because of what we perceived to be our
particular problems, were not able to be done in the way
we would have liked to have done them. Our first priority,
my first priority, was a program to get at behavioral
problems of young chil@ren who were entered in the grade
school system -- children who, in many cases, were in
families with other children who would have problems down
the raad. We wanted to intercept those children and wérk

with them so they didn't end up being burglars.

We were constrained by the way Impact crimes were defined.
‘Therefore, we had to deal with people who already were
target offenders. So, essentially, we have a problem
between us and LEAA which maybe they didn't feel they
could get away from legally and I didn't feel T could

get away from politically becuuse of what I see this com~
munity to be all about. That is to say, I didn't know

whether we could get there or couldn't get there but I
didn't object to somebody saying, "Well here's some

numbers and this is what we want you to try to do." I

don't think we reorganized the city around the numbers,

which is the objection that some local government might
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be able to give. You know '"the feds made us do this or

that.” I don't think we did that.

I do think that the survey techniques that LEAA used have
been worthwhile for us to look at. They tried to measure
real crime and then tried to decide on whether or not ~-
on the basis of their measurements rather than the FBI-
reported statisticé'"-to see if we made any progress at
all. I think that's valuable, but there are so many
things beyond the control of both the LEAA folks and our-
selves. With prohlems like the unemployment rate, and
the drug problems of people coming back from Vietnam, I
don't have any real expectations that we knew for sure
that the way we went about the program was right or

wrong. It was just the best shot at the time.

I think we got put through a pretty good wringer and in
some respects we came out looking stupid because we
thought we'd be thorough and sort of stéady and careful
and wait instead of rushing in and just allocating the
funds. Those people who allocated their funds and got
"them committed early I think did better financially.
one of those things that comes out in the end but I don't

It's

know what more I can say about it.

One of the original purposes of Impact was to bring about
improvement in criminal justice planning capability at the
local level. Could you give vour zssessment of the
changes in criminal justice planniang and program evalua-

tion in Portland that would be a result of Impact, per se?
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I've never liked being involved in programs where I don't
deliver what.I promise. We've been very selective about
the competitions we've entered and the work we've done
With federal agencies., I think our record on Impact is

really spotty. The federal government felt very strongly

that we should be involved with the state, because they're

the SPA for the planning agency for the state.

They feit it shouid be a state/city/county relationship
with them and it was. But in many respects, it was very
cumbersome, very complicated, and tremendously time con-
suming and I'm not sure whether we've built anything of
lasting value. We may have‘avoided a lot of problems
that we would have had otherwise, but I suppose the big-
gest disappointment is that the innovation that should

have come out of this planning effort was not there.

With their financial problems there's a great temptation

of local government agencies to use up whatever is offered

to them to replace what they can't get from their voters
at the polls. There's nothing dishonest about it, but it

doesn't necessarily mean that the stated goals or the

" private goals are always going to be the same.

I think the biggest disappointment is just that we never
really had the kind of program that we started out to
have. I fought for that for a long time until the slip-
page started catching up with me and when LEAA abandoned
the program when the elections were over. Those of us
here just wanted to get through it. We're still imple-
menting the communications system and it's going to have
a long-term lasting benefit to the community. The crime

prevention block program, as well, is having value.
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With corrections, I've just got to draw a blank. I don't

have any idea what they are going to do with any of those
programs. That doesn't mean they aren't but they get
their approval from the state legislature and I just have

no feeling at this point as to what they will do. I

think that in some of the evaluations we are looking for
on target hardening, like the burglary program of the

school district and some things like that, it's a little

premature for me to say. I've gotten some material on

that program today and there isn't an evaluation avail-

able, but I suspect some of them are going to be cost-

effective.

The final qdestidn~is this: if you had to do it over

again, what would you do differently?

‘If I had the emotional energy to sit down and rethink it,

or sit down with some of the participants, I might have

done it differently. One of the things that concerned me

was that the state, city, and county were treated as equal

partners. Nobody was really ever in charge. We had the

- police, the county had the jails, and the state had the
corrections system, children's service division, and so on.

There was an enormous amount of horse-trading as we call

it, and maybe it has to be that way. I guess that's the

real world, but it would have been nice, I think, for the

city and the people who live here to take more responsi-

bility for the program. It just didn't work out that way.

In terms of what the federal government felt we had to
have as a relationship, it was as good as we could have

done. It wasn't really an Impact city program. It was
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