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ABSTRACT 
" 

" 

Thi$ document presents an interim examination of implementation 
activities performed by the 8 Impact cities and t'heir respective proj ects. 
This study is being undertaken by the National Institute of Law 
Enforcement and Criminal Justice and The.HITRE Corporation as PaIt of the 
national-level evaluation of the High Impact Anti-Cri~e Program now in 
operation in these 8 cities. ' 

The, report presents a description of a procedural model of 
implementation at th~.program and project levels and it was used to 
structure data collection from the Crime Analysis Teams and the 
projel~ts. Based on a synthesis of these data, the document examines 
j,mplementation activities and characteristics such as funding alid 

'expenditures, staffing, the time required to complete'the implementation 
process, implementation problems noted by projects, project modifications, 
the status of evaluation, ,and prospects for proj ect institutionalization. 
These implementation characteristics and activities were eXamined both by, 
city and by criminal justice functional area. A subsequent document will 
analyze in'detail the interrelationships among the implementation 
variables described in this report', ,', 
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PREFACE 

The High Impact Anti-Crime Program was designed by the Law 
Enforcement Assistance Administration (LEAA) to demonstrate in 8 
large cities the effectiveness ojtdomprehensive, crime-specific 
programs in reducing stranger-to-stranger crime and burglary. 

The LEAA's National Institute of Law Enforcement and Criminal 
Justice and The MITRE Corporation are engaged in an effort to conduct 
a national-level evaluation.of the High Impact Anti-Crime Program. 
This evaluation provides for the examination of 3 separate but 
complementary questions: 

• What happened at the city level in terms of planning 1 

implementation and evaluation? 

• l~at factors promoted or inhibited program success? 

• .What meaningful conclusions can be drawn from the overall 
experience? 

This analysis is to be accomplished by means of ~ major tasks. 

The present document represents 'arj. int~~.im report for Task I of the 
national-level evaluation. Task I provides for an 'investigation of 
the crime-oriented planning and implementation functions instituted 
by each city for carrying out its Impact program. An earlier document, 
Analysis of Crime-Oriented Planning in the Eight Cities of the High 
Impact Anti-Crime Program, (MTR-6645) examines the first of these 
issues the planning process across the cities. This interim document 
is int~nded to follow that document and focuses on the implementation 
of city-level programs and projects which grew out of these early 
planning activities. 

It is hoped that the information and findings contained in this 
initial implementation document will not only provide insight into 
the varied characteristics of the implementation process across the 
8 cities, but also will assis~ criminal justice agencies and 
program planners and developers in producing bet~er deSigned, more 
rapidly operational, and more effective anti-crime programs and 
proj ects. 
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EXECUTIVE S~Y 

Background 

The LEAA adopted a comprehensive crime-oriented planning, imple
mentation and evaluation cycle as the central principle for organizing 
crime reduction efforts in the eight LEAA Impact cities. Crime-oriented 
planning and evaluation techniques and methodologies ~ere then perceived 
as key mechanisms for cementing a federal and local partnership: a way' 
to achieve the commonly 'held goal of reducing crime. Such a partnership 
it Was felt, would grow out of a guarantee of local autonomy over program 
planning and execution, complemented by the technical assistance, guide
ance, and financial support offered by the federal government. 

The crime-oriented planning approach required that a concentrated 
effort be made to analyze specific crimes and their attributes, e.g., 
victimS, offenders, and environments, to identify relevant crime problems 
and provide a clearer focus on project solutions. In addition, this 
planning approach provided for the delineation of quantified crime
focused goa~s and objectives, thus emphasizing the need to evaluate 
project and program performance with respect to the defined crime 
problems rather than simply assessing generic system improvement. 

The projects emerging from this planning process were expected 
to pass through a series of implementation steps geared to translating 
awarded funds into the proviSion of services. Ideally, the services 
provided would clearly link back to the original problems identified 
during the planning process. 

This document provides an examination of the implementation 
process across the program~ both at the city-level and project
level. Initially, six questions regarding implementation were 
developed to structure the data collection methodology and the re
porting of results. These key questions were: 

a. What was the distribution of funding to projects by functional 
area, i.e., police, courts, adult corrections, juvenile 
corrections, and others? 

b. Did the funded projects relate back to the problems identified 
during the planning? 

c. W11at Was the financial status of the program in terms of amounts 
of funds awarded and expended? 

d. How much time was required from the completion of planning to 
the initial provision of services by projects? 

e. What types of implementation problems did projects experiE7nce? 

f. What could be done in future programs of this type to implement 
projects more speedily and effectively? 

xi 
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These questions led to the formulation of a procedural mod~l 
for describing Impact program/project implementation. In turn, the 
model was utilized to structure the data collection efforts under
taken. These data collection efforts primarily focus~d on the 
acquisition of implementation information from CAT interviews; 
proj ect telephone and mail ques.tionnaires, artd award and expet1~,iture 
information requested from the ROs. 

Key Findings 

The key findings presented in the report are summarized below: 

Distribution of Program Funds by Functional Ar~a 

Ii 

• Police projects and their accompanying services wer.e the most 
frequently selected strategies for implementation across the 
cities. In excess of 1/3 of all the dollars awarded were tar
geted for police projects. Adult corrections projp-cts received 
s~cond priority as a strategy for Imp,act crillle reduction, gar
nering about 1/5 of the funds awarded. The percentage distri
bution among functional areas was as follows: 

Juvenile Corrections: 11.5% 

Community Involvement: 10.0% 

Prevention: 7.9% 

Police: 33.6% 

Courts: 

- Adult Corrections: 

7.9% 

18.7% 

Drug Abuse: 4.6% 

Research/Information Systems: 3.3% 

~arget Hardening: 2.4% 

Other: 0.1% 

Nearly 63 percent of the projects developed for the Impact 
program were op~rated by traditional criminal justice .agencies 
while 37 percent were operated by noncriminal justice agencies. 
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Linkage Between Funded Projects and Problems Identified in Initial Plan 

• 

• 

l\.cross the program, there was some failure in the linkage 
between priority problems identified during the planning 
process and the selection of projects awarded funds. The 
youthful offender category, the drug offender, and the adult 
corrections system had been targeted across the cities as 
the major problems for reduction although, in terms of actual 
funding, only about 30 percent of awarded funds were allocated 
to specifically address these problems. 

In a city-by-city analysis, four cities (Baltimore, Cleveland, 
Denver and St. Louis) show a linkage between the individual 
problems identified and their respective funding allocations. 
The remainirtg four cities (Atlanta, Dallas, Newark and 
Portland) exhibited di"ergencies between their identified 
problems and their funded programs. Denver emerged as the 
only city to have both utilized the crime-oriented planning 
model and funded projects closely correlated with their 
priority problems delineated during the planning process. 

Program Financial Status 

• Xn general the data indicate that after more than three 
years into the Impact program: 

(a) cities have awarded 87.5 percent of the funds 
potentially available; and, " 

(b) cities have onl:" ~xpended 49.5 percent of the funds 
potentially available. 

These two findings suggest that city-level Impact programs 
have not suffered from a lack of money but, rather~ an 
inability to translate available funds into desired services. 

• Across the program some $140.0 million have been awarded to 
projects. Of that amount, $79.3 million had been spent as 
of 30 June 1975. Across cities, Cleveland projects have 
expended the largest portion of their awarded funds, g9.3 
percent, while Baltimore projects have expended the least, 
27.7 percent. By functional area, prevention projects have 
expended 14.0 percent of their awarded funds while research/ 
information systems projects have spent only 31.1 percent 
of their allotments. 

xiii 
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Amount of Time Required for Project Approval and Initiation of Service 

• A~ross the cities some 7.5 months were required to complete 
the cycle from grant application submission to start-up. 
Dallas projects passed through this implementation cycle the 
fastest, requiring on~~fl+.6 months, while Portland projects 
were the slowest, requiring an average of 15.9 months, The 
average project initiated the delivery of services about 
20 .months in~o the program. St. Louis projects began pro
viding services the earliest across the program averaging 
15.5 months after January, 1972, while Portland projects 
started the latest, 29. 2 mont~s, i~tP ~haprogram. 

• By functional a~ea, courts projects required only 4.6 months 
after grant application submission to become operational 
while d:rog abuse projects required 13.4 months. Community 
,involvement projects b~gan providing services the earliest 
in the program (16.5 months after program start) while drug 
abuse projects initiated services, on the averaget some 
2 1/2 years after the program started. 

Implementation Problems 

Two major implementation problems were cited by project directors: 
staffing and lengthy a9ministrative procedures. Staffing problems were 
encountered by 38 percent of the proj ects and pertained to both the 
recruitment and retention of staff for short-term projects. In terms 
of lengthy administrative procedures, 38 percent of the project 
directors noted that there were excessive bureaucratic layers {~1 the 
approval hierarchy and relatively minor issues often took lengthy 
periods of time for both review and resolution~ 

= 

• 72.8% of the projects were rep.orted to be fully staffed; 

• 63.9% of the proj ects report that they are' providing all 
of t~e services anticipated in their grant applications; 

• 74.8% or the projects have e~erienced staff turnover at 
either the project director, supervisory staff, or pro
fessional staff positions;, 

• slightly over 50% of the projects reported that the scope 
. of the project, ,objectives, or quality of $ervices had been' 
modified i~ comparison to what had been contai~edin the ' 
grant appli.cation; 

• less than 6% of the proj ects were aborted or cancelle¢. 
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Recommended Changes for Future Programs 

• In excess of 50 percent of the project directors saggested 
program changes that 1>1Ould have expedited the impl'ementation 
of projects. Program changes recommended generally focus on 
reducing the delays in funding and the required time for re
view and apprpval by higher bureaucratic levels. It emerges 
clearly that in short-term programs, such as Impact, pre
program planning needs to emphasize the structuring of . 
administrative relationships and roles with a view toward 
streamlining the flow of decision-making. 
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1.0 INTRODUCTION 

1.1 The High Impact Anti-Crime Program 

The 11igh Imp8.ct Anti-Crime Program, announced by the Law Enforce

ment Assistance Administration CLEM) in January~ 1972, represented 

a noticeable departure from prior agency policy in at least 2 ways. 

First, previous LEAA programs had generally been d2rected toward 

improvement of the criminal justice system. Grant monies had been 

spent mainly on modernizing equipment, training personnel a~d refining 

the operational techniques of criminal justice agencies. The Impact 

program. however, defined its goals in terms of crime rather than 

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 2 years and 20 percent in 5 years, and the demonstration of the utility 

of the crime-oriented planning process. This process includes an 

analysis of the victims, offenders, and environment of the Impact 

target crimes; an elaboration of the city's crime proble~s in quanti

fied terms; the development of a set of programs and projects to 

address them; and the evaluation of the effectiveness of the projects 

and programs implemented. Second, the'Iinpact program represented a 

marked change in the character of the administration of LEAA discre

tionary funds, which previously had been parceled out in small amounts 

and now would be largely concentrated in a single program thrust. 

The Impact program was to be carried out in the cities of Atlanta, 

Baltimore, Cleveland, ballas, Deriver, Newark, Portland (Oregon), and 
i 

St. Louis.' The criteria for t'nisselection were. asfd:l1ows ~ 

(a) Since it was assumed that the fund~ avai1abie could have 
little measurable effect upon the largest cities and because 
the target crimes were less f~equent in cities with popula
tions below 250,000, only cities with populations between 
250~000 and 1,000,000 were considered for inclusion in the 
program. 

(b) The overall eri:me 'rates and stat.isticsfor robbery and burglary 
of each city in this population category were examined. 

1 
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(c) To assure geographic distribution, no more than 1 city was 
to be selected from each LEA! region. 

(d) In those regions where the above criteria resulted in more 
than 1 eligible city, • ~~e final selection was based on an 
assessment of the city's ability to manage the program. 

Time would show that each of the 8 Impact cities would respond ill 

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 served as a convenient 

means to organize their program assessments. Each city was expected to: 

(a) . distribute and analyze a questionnaire which had been Aevised 
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; 

(b) establish a Crime Analysis Team (CAT) as the organizational 
mechaq.ism for the coordinat'ion of the planning, monitoring, 
apd evaluation of the Impact program; 

(c) develop an application for the funds made available by the 
National Institute of Law Enforcement and Criminal Justice 
to.carryout 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; 

(d) gather data for and carry out program evaluation at the local 
level; 

(e) develop a master plan for the program tvithin a crime-oriented 
planning framework; and, 

(f) coordinate the developmetlt of projects" monitor their 
implementation, and evaluate their effectiveness. 

In a policy sense, decision-making authority was to be shared by 

the apP1:'oprlaterepreEientatives. c;>f the President of the United States, 

the governor of the state, and the~ayor of the city. The Regional 

Administrator, the State Planning Agency (SPA) director, and the CAT 
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director or the mayor tvere personnally to form a "partnership" responsi

ble for progra.m policy in their Impact' city. A "Poli~y Decision Group" 

composed of 3 senior officials in LEAA Washington headquarters would 

serve to oversee the consistency of the program nationally. 

At the operational level, the decision-making apparatus directly 

concerned with the Impact program included the dAT, the SPA, and the 

Regional Office (RO) of the LEAA. The actual role of each would vary in 
style and substance. 1 The role of the SPAs in discretionary grant 

programs had been to serve as a conduit for grant funds from 

the RO to local agencies and as a financial monitor. Under 

the impact program, it would, in many cases, have a substantial 

progrannnatic role as well. Finally, the Regional Offices of the LEAA 

had been delegeted the final authority to approve or disapprove Impact 

plans and projects. 

The impact program also providej for the carrying out of a na-· 

tional level evaluation by the National Institute of Law Enforcement and 

Criminal Justice and The MITRE Corporation. 

~he analysis presented in this document represents an interim 

report for Task I of the national level evaluation. Task I provides 

for the analysis of the crime-oriented planning and implementation 

functions instituted by each city for carrying out its Impact program. 

The subject matter of the present interim document concentrates on the 

implementation of the program and individual projects within and across 

the 8 Impact cities. 

1 . 
For further discussion of these roles and relationships, see the 
following case histories: MTR-6623 for the city of Atlanta, MTR-6649 
for Newark, MTR-6666 for St. Louis, MTR-6716 for Baltimore., MTR-6838 
for Denver, and}1TR-6875 for Portland. 
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At ~he'program level, the document examines~ by city, 'such issues as 

the util~ty of crime-oriented planning for program implementation, admin

istration/management of the program, the status of evaluation, and prospects 
f ., ' 

for institutionalization. A~ die proj ect level, individual proj ects are 

analyzed by functional area, by city, and across the cities in terms of 

such issues as the distribution of projects, varying types ~f sponsor-

ing agencies, the distribution and expenditure of funds, the time required 

for completing various implementation activities, levels of staffing and 

service provision, types of implementation problems and the status of 

evaluation. 

In general, the collection of data for this report was based on 

structured CAT interviews, project interviews, and telephone and mail 

surveys distributed to all Impact projects identified by the CATs. 

This methodology will be discussed in 'greater detail under Section 1.4. 

The analysis should not be considered an end product at this time. 

Given the on-going nature of the program, project/program information 

is constantly ~hanging. More data will be sought and collected in 

the future, as time and resources permit, from the projects and from 

,other Impact participants such as the SPAs and ROs as well as from 

LEAA personnel in Washington who were instrumental in the development 

'of the program. This information will be coupled with'the city-level 

data presented here in an effort to overview the implementation of the 

program from as broad a ,pase as possible. Such efforts, it is felt, 

will lea~ to a more comprehensive understanding of this major federal 

anti-crime effort and offer suggestions and recommendations for future 

endeavors of th~~ magnitude. 

1.2 Implementation Defined 

The term implementation can be defined in a variety of ways depend

ing on the scope of the analysis being conducted. At its broadest level, 
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implementation may refer to all activities carried out at the federal, 

state, and local levels from the initial planning of the program to 

its completion. At its most specific, implementation may refer to 
activities carried out by individual projects from start-up to comJ>le-

tion. For purposes of this document, an intermediate point has been 

selected whereby implementation is viewed to refer to those processes, 

activities, and efforts which grew out of the crime-oriented planning 

process and provide for the distribution of services focusing on the 

reduction of selected -crimes in a manner consistent with progFam goals. 

Such a definition, then, concentrates the analysis on those issues 

immediately following the planning process and prior to project termi

nation and final evaluation and implies an assumption that there are 2 

levels of program development: city-level and project-level. 

City-level implementation relates to those activities carried out 

by the individual cities in starting,' managing and operating the pro

gram ~o1ithin the respective cities. Project-level implementation refers, 

similarly, to those activities carried out by individual projects in 

support of the city-level program aimec at reducing crime. The rela

tionship may be shown as follows in Figure 1. 

Impact Crime-Reduction Goals 

City-Level Implementation 

Project-Level Implementation 

FIGURE 1 
RELATIONSHIP OF IMPACT CRIME-REDUCTION GOALS TO 

CITY-LEVEL AND PROJECT-LEVEL IMPLEMENTAT!ON , 
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ImplertIC~ntation at the city level and p:roject level also varies by 

stage of completion~ That is, programs and projects may be: 

(a) fully implemented; 

(b) partially implemented, f 

(c) unimplemented; and/or 

(d) adaptively implemented. 

In the first case, those wh.ich are fully implemented are providing all 

of the services ant.icipated~ are fully staffed, and are providing the 

quality of services to the number of recipients expected. In the 

second and third cases, those which are partially implemented Or 

unimplemented would p:rovide some or none of these services. Fourth, 

those which are adaptive have changed their method or scope of service 

provision due to a variety of new or modified demands or shifts in 

objectives or environments. Examples of adaptive implementation would 

be a halfway house which is forced to 'relocate due to comnlunity 

opposition or a juvenile court probation project which has had to 

shift its target offender-client population due to. an insufficiency of 

Impact offender referrals. It is evident that the fourth case is 

different .in kind than the other 3 and that adaptive implementation 

might be fully or partially implemented; not, however, in terms'of the 

original project intentions. This case is,therefore, distinguished 

here because of its! importance for the overall crime-oriented planning, 

implementation and evaluation process~ 

Thus, the term implementation is viewed as representing a series 

of activities over a certain time period ~ ongoing at. 2 levels, and 

having various stages and kinds of completion. This perspective, then, 

provides the backdrop for the analysiS to be presented. 

1.3 Crime-Oriented Planning and a Procedural Model For Implement~tion 

Prior to January, 1972, when the Impact program was launched 

by the LEAA, criminal justice program development had, as discussed 
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earliet', genL:n:ally concentrated its efforts and ):'esou:rces upon the 

improvement of agency operations within the Criminal justice aysteIl\. 

Planners surveyed the e:Kisting criminal justice system, ident:1,fied 

problem areas and needs, and proposed p'):ograms and p-,:ojects to reduce 

pe):'ceivec1 gaps. These efforts were focused upon the capability of the 

agend.es to provide services in terms of adequate numbers of police; 

prosecutors~ judges, probation officers, etc. Consistent with thiS 

approach, facilities and equipnlent al,so received emphasis a~ the baa;i.e. 

tools for system improvement. Thus, objectives and p:dorities were 

developed reflecting the need to upgrade the institutional capabi;I.ity 

of the criminal justice SystBnl. 

The Impac.t pt'ogram presented a new approach to program development 

j.n which crime reduction explicitly became the central objective. From 

this perspective) those attributes and variables. associated with specific 

crimes would be identified and program planning and implementation would 

focus upon these targets. Such an objective therefore implied th~ 

requirement that city analysts determine what types of cr;l.me, committed 

by what types of offenders, in which geographic areas, and having what 

types of victims constitute4 the city's most important problems, 

priorities and, hence, targets. 

This approach permitted the creation of a· structured framework for 

hypotheSizing outcomes of crime-oriented projects. Initially, then, 

offense, victim, offender, and environment data wou~d be analyzed so 

that high incident offenses and their accompanying chat'acteristics 

could be identified. With this information known, priority problems 

could be delineated and broad program. areas and goals proposed which 

would target these specific offenses and their attributes. Individual 

projects could then be developed and their corresponding objectives 

defined to address these programs in a quantified fashion, where 

appropriate. With this framework, the link between program goals and 

7 



1* OX , 

project objectives would be clearly defined and the programs and projects 

so posited would relate directly or indirectly to crime reduction. This 

problem/goal/objective hierarchy thus represents the method by which , 
crime-oriented program development should progress and is illustrated 

in Figure 2. 

In order to assess city-level and project-level implementation of 

crime-oriented projects, a model has been developed which incorporates 

the major steps iuvolved in implementation into a single framework. 

This model (see Figure 3) ,attempts to integrate, beginning with planning, 

the activity points through which a project must pass in its develop

mental, funding, and operational phases. 

The model delineates 3 time periods in the life of a project: 

(a) the planning period; 

(b) the grant development and award period; and 

(c) the post-grant ~ward period. 

The planning period and its products were described in an earlier docu

ment, Analysis of Crime-Oriented Planning in the Eight Cities of the 

High Impact Anti-Crime Program (MTR-6645). During this period, planners 

in all 8 cities devoted thei+ attention to the analysis of specific 

crimes, the designation of program goals, and the selection of projects 

to address the priority problems defined. 

This planning period (which was variable in its duration across 

the 8 cities) eventually gave way to the process of implementing the 

program via the funding and operation of individual projects. The 

second time period described in the model, the grant developme:at 

, (including the development of the evaluation component) and award 

period, refers to those tasks and activities which normally could be 

expected to culminate in the award of funds. Potenffal subgrantees 

would have to be solicited and estimates of funding needs would have 
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Project 
Implementation 
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FIGURE 3 
A PROCEDURAL MODEL FOR IMPACT IMPLEMENTATION 
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Co be developed. In addition, the organizational structure and objectives 

of the proposed project would have to be delineated. Finally, grant 

applications would have to be written, and approval and award formally 

provided by SPAs and ROs. 

With tbe granting of an award~ projects could then begin the 

proces~es of staffing, obtaining office space, acquiring clients, 

buying equipment, and initiating the provision of services. In addi

tion, future refunding needs an\i possible project adjustments would 

have to be considered during th~ course of the grant period. 

This implementation process, as depicted in the model, is by no 

means wholly true for each city or for each project under the Impact 

program. As the analysis will show, numerous activity points occurred 

out of this sequence and some did not occur at all. The model is 

intended to provide a conceptual vehicle for understanding the general 

activities inherent in Impact program implementation and the major 

areas in which problems of implementation may have occurred. The model 

was further used to structure the data col1ection task and to organize 

the presentation of the }lITRE analysis and findings. 

Driving both the development of this procedural model and the 

analysis of Impact implem.entation which follows from it is a set of 

questions needing examination in any overall assessment of implementa-

tion. These are: 

(a) 

(b) 

(c) 

(d) 

How much time was required from the completion of planning 
to the initial prOVision of services by projects? 

What types of implementation problems did projects experience? 

What was the distribution of services available as a rep-ult 
of this implementation process? 

What was tbe distribution of funding to projects as a result 
of this implementation process? 
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(e) Did the projects resulting from this process relate back to 
the problems identified during the planning phase? 

(f) What could be done in future programs of this type to 
implement projects more speedily and effectively? 

t --

These questions, along with the model described, furnished the 

basic parameters for the development of the analytical approach described 

in Section 1.4. 

1.4 Method of Analysis 

The framework for the development of the analytical approach used 

in examining ci~y-level and project-level implementation implied a data 

collection effort hinging on the completion, to the degree pOSSible, of 

6 steps: 

(1) development of a listing of all Impact projects, project 
directors, addresses, and phone numbers' . ' 

(2) development and administration of CAT survey forms; 

(3) initial interviews with two projects in each city; 

(4) developmen~ and administration of project-level telephone 
surveys; 

(5) development and administration of project-level mail surveys; 
and, 

(6) development and administration of Regional Office funding, 
expenditure, and project abort information fo~~s, 

Step 1· Development of a Listing of All Projects and Project 
Directors . 

Initial efforts focused on thedevel~pment of a complete 
listing of all Impact projects for each city. All CAT 
directors were forwarded a list1:ng of projects and requested 
to modify and'update the list, as well as to provide a 
full listing of project. directors (with thl~ir address_es 
and telephone numbers). This resulted in the compilation 
of a directory totaling 182 Impact projects. ~ach project 
in the directory was' assigned a unique number to be used 
for later analysis. 
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Step 2 

Step 3 

S~ep 4 

Development and Administration of CAT Survey Forms 

The next activity focused on the development of an instru
ment to be utilized in connection with the assessment of 
program development at the city level. A questioIlnaire 
was developed (see Appendix II) and all 8 CAT directors 
or a representative, and additional CAT personnel were inter
vielved. The information requested from the CATs related 
to such topics as the utility of crime-oriented planning 
for project implementation, allocation of funding, the 
administrative organization of projects, the grant appli
cation development, review, and awar.d process, the time 
required to bring projects to operational status, the role 
of the CAT in the implementation process, obstacles or 
incentives to implementation, data systems and evaluation, 
the refunding process, the strengths or weaknesses of each 
city's implementation efforts, and suggested Impact program 
changes. Additional questions were posed to the CAT 
directors regarding institutionalization and innovation 
within their respective cities. 

Initial Interviews with Two Projects in Each Cfty 

Following the CAT intervi~ws, additional interviews were held 
with 2 selected project directors in each of the cities except 
Baltimore, where there were scheduling problems. Each CAT 
director was requested to select candidate projects repre
senting the extremes of implementation speed (that is, efforts 
were directed at gathering information from projects which 
suffered numerous implementation delays and projects which 
enjoyed speedy implementation). In all, 14 projects were 
interviewed during this phase of the implementation assessment. 

Development and Administration of Project-Level Telephone 
Surveys 
The next step involved the generation of a telephone survey 
instrument (see Appen~ix III), Utilizing the project direc
tories developed under Step 1, information was gathered 
from 147 of the 182 projects identified by the CATs. The 
remaining 35 projects could not be fully surveyed due to 
project director unavailability and 'termination of ,some 
projects. Information gathered during this survey effort 
related to: 

(a) implementation delay problems; 

(b) project staffing; 

(c) provision of services; 
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Cd) status of evaluation; 

(e) continuation after Impact funding terminates; 

(f) personnel turnover; and 

(g) CAT, SPA, ~~d RO assistance in project implementation. 

Step 5 Development and Administration of Project-Level Mail 
Questionnaires 

Simultaneous with the development and administration of the 
telephone questionnaLes, a mail questionnaire was formulated 
(see Appendix IV).. Again, utilizing the project directories 
established at the outset, each instrument was coded with the 
appropriate project number a'ld mailed to the projects. Of 
t~e 182 surveys mailed, 126 were returned. Specific informa
t20n items requested in these surveys were as follows: 

(a) dates of specific activities (e.g~, submission of 
grant applicatj.on, award dat8, initial provision 
of services date, etc.); 

.(b) provisions for evaluation; 

(c) chan~es in the scope, objectives, or quality of 
serv2ces offered by the project; and, 

(d) suggested Impact program changes. 

Step 6 Development and Administration of Regional Office Funding, 
Expenditure, and Project Abort Information Forms 

The final step in 'the data collection effort entailed the 
gathering of award and expenditure data by fiscal year and 
project abort information from the 8 Beg-ional Offices of the 
LEAA (see Appendix V for forms utilized). Specific informa
tion requested included the following: 

(a) title of projects; 

(b) amount awarded by fiscal year for each project; 

(c) amount expended by fiscal year for each project; 

(d) grant periods for each project; and, 

(e) projects aborted, the date of abort, and the 
reason for the abort. 

;'7,'1, -----------------

1.4.1 Analysis of Data 

The data collected through these 6 steps were coded and catalogued 

in a variety of different ways. Information gathered from the 8 CAT 

inter~iews was analyzed by city in terms of 4 major criteria: 

(a) the impact of crime-oriented planning on the program 
development/implementation process; 

(b) administration/management of the program; 

(c) evaluation implementation; and, 

(d) prospects for institutionalization. 

This analysis, for each city, is presented in Sections 2.1 thrbugh 

2.8 of this document. 

The 2 project-level interviews conducted in each city were utilized 

primarily to develop a sense of the types of project-level implementation 

strengths and weaknesses likely to be reported during the mail and tele

phone questionnaire phases. The responses provided by these project 

directors assisted in the development of the response coding format 

utilized in connection with these 2 surveys. 

Initially, all 182 projects listed in the directory were coded 

as to their respective functional area (based on individual project 

objectives) and the type of sponsoring agency (traditional criminal 

justice agency or noncriminal justice agency). All individual 

responses to each question were then coded by project and by city for 

both questionnaires. In this fashion, responses could be examined by 

city, across the cities, by functional area, and by type of sponsoring 

agency. This analysis is presented in Section ~.O. 

The RO information forms were utilized for the fiscal 

analysis presented in Section 3.2. Fiscal data received on projects 

were transferred into the functional area and type-of-sponsoring-agency 

format so that the fiscal assessment could focus on the same ana1ysis 
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categories as the questionnaires. The analytical approach employed 

thus relied on a variety of data sources and several strategies for 
grouping and examining data. 

·1.4.2 Analysis Constra~nts 

A weakness of the study is the 1 1 eve of completeness of the 
survey results. Obviously 100 a percent response rate would have been 
preferable to any sample size. H . owever, ~t is felt that the 81 percent 
response rate on the telephone surve'ys and the 6.9 percent 

J response rate 
on the mail surv.e'ts provide an d t b f 

J a equa e aae or most of the inferences 
reported. 

A second concern relates to the fact that on a number of the 

individual data items requested on both the mail and telephone surveys, 

informational items were either left blank or answered in a fashion 

which made coding difficult. Further, in all cases, coding decisions 
contained at least some el t f bj emen s 0 su ectivity (as do all decisions 
of this type) and, thus, can well be questioned by others. 

A third concern hinges on the small response rate for certain 

types of projects and for certain cities on the mail questionnaires. 

For example, only a small number of drug abuse projects responded, 

making comparison across functional areas subject to bias. 

Differences in the response rat~ by -city also emerged and results 

should be interpreted within the context of this constraint. 

A fourth concern relates to the conflicting nature of some of 

the information received across the cities. For example, the number 

of actual Impact projects varied from 182 at the CAT level to 220 at 

the RO level. Such items as award dates varied from project to CAT to 

RO. The amount of the awards even varied from the CAT to the RO. 

Although"this lack of consistency in project-level information is a key 
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indicant of possible areas of conflict and confusio~, in all cases 

an attempt was made to reconcile these differences by using the most 

up-to-date source or requesting further clarification. 

A final concern relates to the method used for grouping projects 

by functional area. In all cases, project grant applications were 

examined in terms of the objectives delineated within the application. 

Projects were then categorized on the basis of those objectives or 

the intent of the objectives. In many cases, however, the objectives 

may have addressed several different functional areas, e.g., prevention 

and juvenile corrections. In such cases, an attempt was made to fit 

the project, to the degree pOSSible, to its appropriate functional 

area category. Thus, by virtue of this categorization scheme, project 

classif.ications could be open to disagreement or could be viewed as 

conflicting with city-level classifications. 

The following is a listing of the 10 fUnctional areas used in 

this report with an explanation of the types of projects viewed to 

fall within each category. 

Prevention--This type of project focuses on reducing the proba
bility of crime being committed by high risk non-adjudicated 
persons, school dropouts, previous offenders, or other persons 
likely to commit crimes by providing services aimed at in
creasing their education, training and employment levels 
and through alternative activities, such as recreation and 
counseling. 

Police--This type of project focuses on enlarging the scope and 
quality of police services such as patrol, tactical operations, 
field reporting and record maintenance, police response time 
'reduction, and streamlining police administrative operations. 

Courts--This type of project focuses on streamlining the adminis
tration and operations of cour.,ts, including but not limited 
to, the reduction of case processing time and prOVision of 
expanded services such as defense counsel and pre-trial 
assistance, assistance with bail determination, and improved 
prosecution services. 
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Adult Corrections--This type of project focuses on rehabilitative 
treatment modes for the adult offender such as intensive 
supervision of parolees and probationers, diagnosing offenders 
needing mental health treatment, streamlining administration, 
and expanding the range of services available by parole and 
probation departments or ancillary service agencies. , , 

Juvenile Corrections--This type of project focuses on provision 
of alternatives to institutionalization or upgrading the 
institutional services available to youthful offenders, 
including but not limited to, vocational education, proba
tion counseling, aftercare services, formal schooling, resi
dential care, and employment placement. 

Research/Information Systems-~This type of project focuses on 
crime data collection and maintenance and/or exchange, data 
analysis, and related planning and evaluation activities. 

~rug Abuse--This type of project focuses on the treatment and 
rehabilitation of persons abusing drugs. 

Community Involvement--This type of project focuses on reducing 
the opportunity or probability of crimes being committed by 
informing the public via mass media or by involving members 
of the public in activities such as block watching or iden
tifi~ation of personal property, in order to assist police 
in tracing stolen property. 

Target Hardening--This type of project focuses on preventing 
crime in a specific geographical area via such equipment 
as street lights or by increased security for public housing 
residents. 

Other--This type of project focuses on either providing assistance 
and training to staff members of Impact projects or increasing 
security provisions in jails where Impact offenders are located. 
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2.0 PROGRAM DEVELOPMENT AT THE CITY LEVEL 

As noted earlier, the analysis of City-level implementation was 

based on structured interviews conducted with CAT directors or their 

repres~ntatives in the 8 cities.2 The presentation here focuses exclu

sively on the information gathered and volunteered during these inter

views on a city-by-city basis. 

2.1 Atlanta 

Crime-Oriented Planning 

The CAT indicated that crime-oriented planning efforts stimulated 

program implementation by: 

(a) establishing data bases; 

(b) defining key problems; 

(c) identifying potential projects/programs and agencies for 
problem reduction; 

(d) providing a system overview and needs assessment; 

(e) developing community support; and, 

(f) developing interagency cooperation. 

The CAT ',Eelt strongly that, by having a centralized planning and 

ew.luation capability within the criminal justice system, Atlanta was 

able to provide a rational and systematic approach to planning. Poten

tial projects were solicited from criminal justice agencies and the 

various proposals were screened on the basis of their conformity to the 

master plan. Public hearings were utilized to solicit input on program 

development ~deas. The SPA and RO served in a reviewing capacity at this 

stage of the program. 

2Throughout the report, the term "CATH (crime analysis team) 
represents variously the director, another member of the team inter
viewed by MITRE analysts during their visits, or else th~ team itself. 

, , . 
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~inistration/Management of the Program 

The Atlanta Regiona.l Connnission (ARC) was originally chosen to be 

the locus of the CAT because of the agency's previous experience in 

planning at the regional level. ~he CAT. housed within the ARC, w~s 
~ . 

supervised by the Impact Advisory Committee. 

The administration of the Atlanta Impact program at the project 

level has been a joint responsibility of the CAT and participating 

agencies. Agencies were basically responsible for devexoping their own 

financial management systems and selecting their own project dir~ctors. 

However, responsibilities for such activities as determining staffing 

levels, tbe range of services to be offered, project site locations, 

defining project objectives, and designing evaluation strategies were 

joint efforts undertaken by the CAT and the participa.ting agencies. 

The CAT stressed the point that implementation of the program could 

have been eased if the CAT function had been located within the city 

governmental structure rather than in a regiorial planning agency because 

it seems likely that such an organizational structure would have contrib~ 

uted to better and more direct communications among participating city

managed agencies. The CAT further asserted that the SPA should not 

have been involved in the program since their inclusion created unnec~ 

essary.bureaucratic delays. The CAT also felt that the planning process 

was severely hampered by organizational conflict between the 3 govern

mental layers involved in the program. The CAT indicated th~t poor commu

nication channels existed between the CAT~ SPA and RO, so that planning 

decisions w~re delayed due to inadequate bureaucratic interaction. 

Similar delays in the grant approval/award cycle ~ere experienced; 

according to the CAT, the SPA has taken from 6 days to 3 months 

to review grant applications while the RO has required 2 days to 5 months 

before issuing award notices. However, city-level review itself' required 

4 to 6 weeks, and time needed for review necessarily varies according to 

the complexity of the project and its evaluation compo~ent. 

20 

Personnel turnover has also been a problem in Atlanta both at the 

program and project levels. There have been 3 CAT directors and I act

ing director, 3 SPA directors, and 3 RO administrators and turnover at 

the project level in data collection personnel has also been significant. 

Such turnover is felt to have severely affected the program. 

Evaluation 

It is expected that evaluation responsibilities will gradually be 

shifted to the city from the ARC by mid-1975. As the city assumes 

responsibility for evaluation, it is expected that more emphasi~ will be 

placed in this area. Evaluation activities currently are shared among 

the CAT, its consultant Georgia Institute of Technology (GIT), and the 

projects, with the CAT and GIT having the responsibility for writing 

evaluation reports. The SPA and RO have not been directly involved in 

the evaluation process. 

The CAT and GIT have developed standardized forms and generally 

require quarterly reports from all projects. The information reported 

and data collected are then analyzed by GIT evaluators and an evaluation 

report is written. 

, 

Only 1 project has a fully automated data system, the Street 

Lighting project. Project Target Hardetling Through Opportunity Reduction 

will use the existing police automated data system together with a 

manual reporting system. Three other police projects are automated to 

varying degrees. The remainder of the projects utilize manual data 

collection ~rocedures and system-wide data integ~ation has not occured. 

Institutionalization 

The CAT indicated that the City of Atlanta is currently in the 

process of taking over the CAT functions from the ARC. Mr. Michael 

Terry is the new CAT director and he will be directly accountable' to 
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the mayor. The CAT could not estimate what percentage of the projects 

will be picked up once Impact funding ceases, but indicated that evalu

.~tion findings would probably play a significant role in these determi

nations. 

2.2 Baltimore 

Crime-Oriented Plannin& 

Initial problems encountered by the CAT in conducting crime

oriented planning were the insufficiency of crime~'specific data available, 

coupled with the desire to provide projects which were as comprehensive 

in focus as possible, These factors initially bogged the program down 

in BaltimoJ:e and, as discussed in MrR-6645, crime-oriented planning was 

not effectively performed in Baltimore. 

~nistration/Management of the Pro&ram 
Program management responsibilities are split in Baltimore so that 

the CAT has responsibility for projects operated by city-level agencies aud 

the SPA has responsibility for projects operated by state-level agencies. 

This arrangement has contributed to delays in implementation in areas such as 

staffing and facili~y location. The CA~ pointed out that all personnel 

slots requested in the grants had to be approved by either the State 

Board of Public Works or, at Fhe ~ity level, by the Department of 

Personnel and the Board of Estimates. The number of agencies which thus 

must approve various project components creates a built-in delay for 

~y project seeking rapid implementation. According to SPA-prepared 
, ~. .-

~ast 'progress r~ports, the average delay after award experie~ced i~\ : 

project implementation (initial provision of seryices) is about 6.3 . 

months, with a range of 1 month to 17 months. As of September 1974, 2 

projects still had not begun providing services. For the 10 state-level 

h J."mplementati.on delay after award was 9 months and projects, t e average 

for the 12 city-level projects, the average delay was 4.5 months. 
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The problem of delay .in Baltimore appears to be· c1 natural result of 

the way in which government works in both the City of Baltimore and the 

State of Maryland. It is clear, for example, that no efforts were 

expended in attempting to streamline bureaucratic requirements relating 

to the approval of personnel slots and the hiring of staff. At the CAT 

and city levels, this problem is reflected in the length of time which 

passed before an evaluation aide slot was approved and filled. Nearly 

1 year passed between the time the pOSition was requ~sted and the 

time it was actually filled. 

At both the city and state levels, insufficient effort was devoted 

to gearing up for the program. This is not only reflected by delays in 

implementation, but also by delays in spending by projects awarded first

year funds. For example, the amount awarded to the projects before 

April 1973 for 1 year of operation came to $3,153,215. By April of 1974, 

at least 1 year after award, these projects had only spent $1,271,597 

or 40.3 percent of their first year awards. The delay problem encoun

tered has not been one of insufficient funding, but rather, is clearly 

a problem of getting the dollars appropriated put to work providing 

services. 

Special conditions attached to grants by the SPA also slowed the 

i b 90 t 120 d~ys, according to the CAT. these implementat on process y 0 _ 

delays could have been minimized if the SPA and RO had provided greater 

assistance and guidance to potential .~ubgrantees .in the development of 

grant applications. The CAT indicated that project personnel wrote most 

of the grant applications themselves and that the CAT wrote 5 of the 

City-level grant applications. 

Evaluation 

Evaluation activities have been almost nonexistent in Balt~ore. 

This is largely a result of no reporting periods being required of the 
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projects, no standardized reporting forms being utilized, and what data 

there are being collected manually. Staffing of the evaluation slots 

has been small with only a deputy director of evaluation assigned full

time t~ these efforts in the Pq~t. Recently, a new deputy director for 

evaluation was appointed and an evaluation aide position filled. 

Institutionalization 

In spite of these implementation problems, the CAT ,director 

believes that a coordinated effort in the a.dministration of the criminal 

justice system has developed in Baltimore and that more cooperation 

has oc~urred because of the Impact program. He further suggested that, 

at least to some extent, planning will be institutionalized, along with 

the CAT office, evaluation activities (despite the present lack of'full 

implementation), data collection systems, and 10 to 20 percent of the 

Impact projects. 

2.3 Cleveland 

Crime-Oriented Planni~ 

The CAT indicated that the combined activities of completing the 

LEAA questionnaire and crime-specific analysis led to a better under

standing of both the criminal justice system.,.and specific crime problems. 

By obtaining this system overview, the CAT felt that gaps in services 

and areas of concern could be more properly address~d. In addition, 

interagency conflict and overlapping services were reduced. This 

increased the CAT'scredibility among the agencies. The deputy CAT 

director further stated that baseline data are now available for each 

agency participating in Impact. 

The deputy CAT director also stressed the fact that implementation 

speed was affected positively by the initial planning efforts expended. 

That is, by establishing the ma,gnitude of the crime problem and the 
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scope of operations of the criminal justice system, age,vcy awareness 

was heightened, thereby adding the necessary sense of immediacy required 

for rapid project implementation. 

Th~ CAT indicated that project selection was based on a combined 

approach of soliciting agency proposals and weighing competitive alter

natives for resolving identified problems, During the early period of 

project selection, the CAT indicated that the RO took a very active 

role in the process and exerted a strong influence over the direction of 

the program. Once project proposals were received from the agenCies, 

3 criteria were utilized to assess the feasibility of the proposal: 

(a) the level of confidence in each agency to operate the projects; 

(b) the ability of the agency to coordinate with other agenCies; and, 

(c) the ability of the agency to adapt to Impact guidelines and 
reql;lirements. 

The CAT then attempted to determine the financial allocation to projects 

selected for potential funding. Once the final array of projects, 

agencies, and funds was completed, city council and mayoral approval 

were sought and obtained. 

The CAT emphasized that this final array of projects for potential 

funding was det&rmined through a variety of administrative interactions 

and that there vIas little political intervention in the process. The 

SPA was relatively uninvolved during the planning and project selection 

activities. 

Administration/Hanagement of the Program 

The administration of Cleveland's Impact program has been a joint 

responsibility of both the CAT and the participating agencies. Agencies 

were basically responsible for such activities as project director 

selection, staffing and training, and the determination of the project 

location. The CAT s11ared responsibility for determining the range of 

services to be offered and assessed whether or not the objectives 
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proposed by the project were realistic. !n addition, the CAT has been 

responsible for the design of all project-level strategies for eva.lua.tion. 

Fund flow has been a source of some ~\roblems to the city. Although 
. , .' . 

the fund flow process was said to work fa.:i.:dy well after the initial 

drawdown, delays of up to 90 days in receiv:i.ngthe initial drawdown were 

experienced by proj ects. The apparent reason for the lag was the time 

required by the SPA to process awards; slowness here relates to the fact 

that dra'vdown requests are processed by the Ohio SPA on an "as needed" 

basis rather than on a regular schedule, such as quarterly or semi

annually. As a result, fiscal requests may be largely unanticipated and 

easily'delayed. 

The CAT indicated that, in general, the turn around time required 

for a project to begin providing services is in the range of 60 to 90 

days after a~vard. The time required for grant development, submission 

and approval is generally within a 60 to l20-day time frame. Thus, the 

cycle from grant ~lanning to actual start-up ranges from 4 to 7 months. 

Another administrative feature of the Cleveland Impact program which 

deserves mention is the orientation program which has been provided by 

the CAT to projects. Within·l week after receiving the notice of award, 

the CAT would meet with each. project director and relevant staff to 

discuss several major topics: 

(a) administration and management of the project; 

(b) project implementation; 

(c) e~aluation requirements; and, 

(d) fiscal administration. 

The CAT added that it has played an extremely active role in driving 

the implementation of Impact projects through maintaining close relation

ships with project personnel and by paying frequent visits to project 

. . 
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sites. These close ties to the projects have resulted in greater coordina

tion between the CAT and the various projects. In addition, t'he same 

finding appep..rs to hold true for the relationship existing between the 

CAT and the RO • 

Evaluation 

The CAT has maintained primary responsibility for project-level 

evaluation activities. Other than the joint CAT/agen~y effort of 

clarifying project activities and objectives, the responsibili:ies for 

developing measures, data collection forms and analysis strategies, for 

performing data collection, data analysis, analytical interpretation, 

and for preparing evaluation reports are vested with the CAT. Consult

ants such as General Research Corporation, West~nghouse Public Manage

ment Service, J. R. B. Associates, and currently, Planning Management 

Consulting Corporation, have been used to assist the CAT in developing 

and carrying out the evaluat~on efforts. 

Each project is provided with a monitor by the CAT. Monitors 

insure that all DCI' s (data collection instruments) and PSR' s (perform

ance status reports) are completed on time and accurately. There is 

no real effort to assess the validity of the data collected on these 

forms, but merely an attempt to "eyeball" them for errors. The CAT 

then 'produces reports which are reviewed by the project director. 

Institutionalization 

The CAT estimates that probably less than one-third of the Impact proj

~~a will be picked up by the city after federal funding ceases. In addi

tion, legislation has been introduced within the city council to provide 

for the creation of a new umbrella agency to consolidate all treatment 

services within the city _.,. the Department of Rehabilitation Services. 

h nAT to fall within this new department's Current plans call for t e ~ 

jurisdiction • 
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2.4 Dallas 

the 

QE!me-Oriented Planning 

The CAT indicated that the crime-oriented planning process stim~lated 

implementation of the program in a number of ways: 

(a) Stimul:Lted the dev~bpme~t of baseline data in nearly three-' 

h
fourth.l of the pro] ects, althou~h ,comprehensive city-wide data 

ave not been developed; 

(b) Assisted in defining key problem areas and in specifying 
the nature of these problems; 

(c) 

(d) 

(e) 

(f) 

Required all projects to formulate goals and objectives; 

Requirecl every grant appl-1cation to i • nclude an evaluation 
strategy component; 

Created the rational philosophical environment in which 
agencie~ and problems needing to be targeted could be 
identif~ed with an awareness of associated system-wide 
impacts; and, 

Triggered better and more interagency communication and 
awareness of interagency problems. 

The crime-oriented plan . d n~ng process id not, however, provide the 

mechanism for either soliciting or gathering citizen input. This is 

obVious in that all 17 members of the Dallas Area Criminal Justice 

Council are criminal justice administrators d h an t e council lacks any 

provision f0~citizen representation. 

Administration/Management of the Program 

Initially, the Dallas Area Criminal Justice Council (DACJC) was 

selected as the CAT for the program b f ecause 0 its prior experience 

in the block grant program for both the City of Dallas and Dallas 

County. The county, which operat~s the courts and corrections programs 

servicing tbe city, was at fir t 1 s re uctant to participate because of the 

CAT mandate to evaluate th i bl e cr me pro ems and the county response to these 

. problems. The CAT director felt strongly that every effort should be made 

~ uy m n~mizing potent:al conflict to smooth the imp1ementat.;on pro· cess • i " 

between the city and, the county. To this end, he focused upon the 

development of a staff utilizing several existing city and county 
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employees. In this fashion, it was hoped that a balanced approach to 

project planning and selection as well as fiscal allocation would result 

in more harmonious intergovernmental r-e.lationships. The SPA and RO 

were generally inactive during the ea'rly stages of the program. The 

mayor'did not attempt to dictate policy to the CAT but rather, occupied 

an advise-and-consent role. The CAT solicited proposals from the city 

and county agencies, as well as budget estimates. These proposals and the 

estimated budget were then weighed in light of the identified problems. 

Two things which have characterized the implementation pro~ess in 

Dallas are a lengthy lead time (required to develop and approve a grant 

application) and a quick implementation time (between award and the 

beginning of services). The CAT estimates that, on the average, the 

city has required from 8 to 10 months to develop a grant application 

while the county-level projects have required between 10 and 12 months. 

The reasons for this long lead time relate to the fact that all activities 

for the project are organized and structured p~ior to grant application 

submission. That is, the grant application review and approval process 

is almost perfunctory in that virtually all potential problems have been 

resolved prior to the award of funds. Thus. Dallas proj ects have generally 

begun both providing services and expending funds within a reasonable 

period after project award. (See Section 3,.5.2, p. 109. for further discussion 

of time from grant submission to the initial provision of services). 

Evaluation 
In general, evaluation in Dallas is a shared effort between the 

CAT and the individual projects. Such ac~ivities as clarifying project 

objectives and activities~ developing measures and data collection forms, 

analyzing data, and ,~terpreting the data analysis are all joint efforts 

between the CAT and the projects. The CAT is solely responsible for 

developing the analysis strategy and writing ~valuation reports, while 

the project is -;responsi,ble for data collection. The CAT indicated that 

this division of evaluation responsibilities is basically the same 
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as originally planned, even though the RO and SPA have been substantially 

uninvolved either in giving assistan~e or in reviewing evaluative 

approaches and reports. The CAT also stated that there is wide variance 

in the degree to which projects are capable of automated reporting. 

The' CAT estimated that 90 p~~cent of the projects have standardized 

forms. 

Institutionalization 

The CAT director suggested that perhaps 75 percent of the projects 

will be continued after Impact funding ceases. In addition, the CAT 

expects to continue functioning after Impact, but expects that the 

evaiuation mandate will not survive unless increased SPA support is 

forthcoming. 

2.5 Denver 

Cri.me-Oriented Planning 

The months of April through June of 1972 were devoted to developing 

a master plan which focused on identifying problem areas in the City of 

Denver. The community and public agencies were then requested to design 

projects directed at meeting the needs identified as problems. By the 

end of September 1972, a data base had been developed which was subse

quently used to better identify and define Denver's crime problems. The 

final selection of projects was based on: (a) whether projects con

formed to the parameters outlined in the master plan, (b) whether projects 

were crime-specific, and (c) whether the requesting agencies were capable 

of managing projects adequately. The first 5 projects were approved by 

the Denver Anti-Crime Council (DACC) in Octobe~ 1972 and received RO 

approval in December, 1972. 

The CAT indicated that the crime-oriented planning process enabled 

the various sectors of the criminal justice community to interface with 

each other, minimized interagency conflict, intensified community sup

port and permitted rational program development to ensue. 
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At the outset of Impact, the RO and SPA assumed some leadership 

responsibilities for the Denver program. However, th~ CAT staff was 

soon recognized as extremely competent, and the RO and SPA elected to 

serve more in a monitoring and advisory capacity. According to the 

CAT, an easy rapport developed between the various levels of government 

involved in the administration of Impact. For example, the flow of 

grant applications has been streamlined to the point where a project 

can no't>1 submit a grant application and have it approved within 6 days. 

The cooperation and coordination necessary for this kind of quick 

turnaround is typical of Denver's Impact program. By developing working 

relationships among themselves and the various levels of government, 

the Denver CAT has maximized its effectiveness and this, in turn, has 

fostered high agency morale. 

The CAT has nonetheless experienced some turnover, having lost 

several key members of its staff in recent months. However, their 

departure is attributed to the fact that their performance was of such 

high quality that they were recruited by other'agencies seeking to 

utilize their expertise. 

At the project level, the CAT works closely with project personnel 

in developing grant applications and evaluation plans, procuring facili

ties, etc. These project-related activities on the part of the CAT 

have served to enhance the functioning of both the CAT and the projects. 

Evaluation 

Most project-level evaluations are done by the CAT staff, and it 

appears that projects with more rigorous data requirements have been 

generally better managed and have proven to be more effective. Inter

views with the project directors tended to support this observation. 

The CAT staff coordinates their activities with all projects and 

assists in pre-planning and data collection activities. This support 

and coordination is believed tel be necessary for improving the effec

tiveness of the individual projects and the program in general. 
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Institutionalization 

It-is expected that crime-oriented planning, data management and 

data collection functions will be institutionalized in Denver, along 

with approximately 60 percent of the projects. Data management has 

been centralized, but at this point the system is primarily a manual 

one •. It is the CAT's intentio~~ventually to have an automated data 

base along with a computerized tracking system for all Impact offenders. 

Generally, Impact is:we11-regarded in Denver and is viewed as being 

responsible for better control and management of the criminal justice 

system there. 

2.6 i:1ewark 

Crime-Oriented Planning 

,The CAT ~xpr'essed the feeling that crime-oriented planning was not 

a concept new to Newark since the city has had a planning capability 

for 6 years prior to Impact. However, the CAT does feel that Impact 

forced the planning team to utilize arrest and crime rate data in a more 

intensive fashion than in previous years. A data base was developed 

and the data were used to build a master plan. The Impact program 

also obliged the city and county agencies to coordinate their efforts, 

thereby 1esseuing isolation and fragmentation between the 2 jurisdic

tions. This coordination enabled the program to identify key problems, 

which led to a determination ~f projec~s that· would be suitable for 

combating these problems. The CAT staff, with the approval of the 

Impact advisory board, worked closely with the proj~cts in determining 

subgrantees, project locations, data forms, etc. 

Administration/Management of the Program 

Newark has experienced significant turnover in CAT directors 

since the inception of the program (see MTR-6649, for the Newark program 

history). Currently, the program is operating under its fourth Impact 

director, 2 of whom served in an "acting l1 capacity. In addition, 

the program has had 4 different fiscal officers and 2 evaluators. The 

current acting director assumed responsibility for the Impact program 

in July, 1974. 
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Delays in implementation have been many and are :lttributed by 

the CAT to interagency conflicts at the beginning of the program and 

bureaucratic delays, especially at the state level, where the SPA 

utilized special condit; n t di" ... 0 s 0 mo ty conceptually a number of the 

proj'ects seeking funding. Some delay problems are doubtless. attrib

utable to low salaries paid to project staff. This caused long-term 

delays in hiring staff initially, and resulted in high turnover as well. 

Sixteen Newark projects did not become operational until May, 1973. 

The last 2 Newark projects were implemented during September and 

October, 1974. 

Evaluation 

As of October 1974, Newark had not completed any evaluations for 

Impact proj ects. The CAT attributes this to t\irnOVer in evaluators 

and other CAT personnel and feels that, from the outset, projects were 

not prepared to comply with sophisticated demands for evaluative data. 

As a result, refunding decisions were based on impressions of the 

CAT staff relative to each project, and were done without adequate 

evaluation or data analysis to guide the process. The lack of evalua

tion reporting has been recognized by the CAT director as a problem 

which he is attempting to correct. 

Institutionalization 

With the implementation of the Impact program, the CAT director 

believes that interagency cooperation and a broadening of perspectives 

relative ,to the criminal justice system has r~su1ted. However, once 

Impact funding ceases, it is doubtful that much will remain' of the 

Impact program in Newark given the city's inability to produce revenues 

necessary to support such activities. The CAT director estimates that 

only 2 to 5 projects will be institutionalized along with planning, 
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and perh~ps, evaluation. The lack of money, along with complex munic

ipal politics, will be crucial elements in determining which aspects 

of the Impact program will be institutionalized in Newark. 

" 

2.7 Portland 

Crime-Oriented Planning 

The Portland CAT viewed the crime-oriented planning process as 

being helpful because it stimulated city agencies to W9rk toward the 

development of a coordinated crime reduction program. The city used 

the crime-oriented planning process for performing basic data analysis 

which ~ed to a definition of problem areas. Consequently, at the city 

level the CAT believes that there is an awareness of the significance 

of data and systematic planning and coo~dination and this has aided in 

improving the functioning of Portland r s criminal justice syst.em. 

Based on t?e problems identified during the planning process, the 

CAT staff solicited public and private agencies for project ideas and 

proposed funding needs. These ideas and potential funding requirements 

were reviewed and a total program ''las recommended to the city's Task 

Force, a body overseeing the CAT functions and appointed by the governor, 

for approval. 

Administration/Management of the Program 

Political problems have characterized the Portland Impact program 

since its beginning. According to the CAT~ the State of Oregon saw 

the program as falling under its jurisdiction while the city viewed 

Impact as being .its responsibility. In April 1972, this conflict 

was resolved through a compromise arranged by the RO when it was 

determined that the SPA would have full control and responsibility 

for all evaluation activities while the city would maintain responsi

bility for the design and administration of all city-level proje~ts. 
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However, further jurisdtctional problems developed over who would have 

control of the adult corrections programs. Adult corr,ections accounted 

for over $5,000,000 of the Portland Impact budget and since the state 

had responsibility for all felons, it retained control over all adult 

corrections projects. An overlapping jurisdictional problem characterized 

the area of juvenile corrections. In this case, the state and the 

county shared the management/administration responsibilities, with the 

state assuming the greater percentage of juvenile corrections funds. 

This multijurisdictional "solution" was responsible for many adminis

trative problems, such as poor communication and coordination, which 

affected the implementation of Portland1s Impact program. 

According to the CAT, project delays in getting started were 

primarily attributable to the slowness with which the state handled 

their part of the approval/award cycle. The CAT felt that state-level 

turnover and internal organizational problems contributed to these 

delays. As of October, 1974, the adult correction program was still 

not operational and this, along with the fact that few evaluation 

reports have been written, tends to confirm the CAT's observations. 

Further confirmation is provided by the fact that RO fiscal reports 

as of 31 March 1975 indicate that of the $5,433,437 awarded to 

adult corrections projects, only $578,453 or 10.6 percent of the 

total awarded to adult corrections projects had been expended. 

These- observations are also reflected in the lengthy time it takes 

for a grant to be approved for the program, from 4 to 6 months. 

In the main, the CAT perceived the RO as being cooperative whereas 

the SPA is thought to have been detached and extremely slow in 

handling the gra~t approval/award process. 

Evaluation 
Eyaluation has been a problem with the Portland Impact program 

owing to the fact that the state,which holds the evaluation responsi

bilities,has not had a full staff to devote to evaluation design and data 

collection until recently. Data requirements were not built into grant 

applications and now the state finds itself in the position of having to 
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retrieve data from projects for which no evaluation designs or systematic 

data collection procedures were implemented. In some instances, outside 

contractors have been hired. tfq retrieve data, but this lprocess has not 

worked well because the bureaucratic procedures involved in the contracting 

of such personnel have proven to be time-consuming. To date, data 

collection is manual and sophisticated system-wide data integration has 

not occurred even though the CAT would like to move in this direction. 

The decision to share responsibility for the program among the 

state, county, and city has also reSUlted in overall confusion and 

poor performance, especially with respect to evaluation. The project 

directors, along with the SPA evaluator, affirmed this observation, 

and projects and the program have suffered accordingly. Data are 

incomplete and scattered and, when coupled with the problem of trying 

to evaluate projects for which little or no data are systematically 

being collected, these shortcomings will make meaningful evaluation 

results difficult to obtain. Additionally, the state evaluation unit 

was, until May 1974, manned by 1 evaluator. Since that time, the 4-

person team has experienced the loss of 1 full-time evaluator. 

All of this, however, does not alter the fact that Portland has 

produced at least 1 excellent evaluation componen~ (Case Management 

Corrections Service) and several very good evaluation designs. 

Institutionalization 

The CAT viewed the Impact program as having been instrumental in 

forCing the city to see problems in the criminal justice system across 

jurisdictional lines and this has fostered a new awareness of the 

need to plan and coordinate the various activities and agencies within 

Portland's criminal justice system. The CAT expects that its planning 

and program monitoring functions will be continued and the SPA plans 

36 

1 1 

to continue its evaluation efforts. In addition, the CK~ anticipates 

that perhaps 40 percent of the Impact projects will be institutionalized. 

2.8 St. Louis 

Crime-Oriented Planning 

The CAT directcl'r did not feel that crime--oriented planning was 

utilized in St. Louis' Impact program, but instead, exp~essed the opinion 

that political pressures forced the city to get project~ on the streets 

as quickly as possible. This resulted in St.. Louis being the first 

Impact city to actually have projects functioning; however, the decision 

to implement projects speedily was accompiished at the sacrifice of 

rational crime-oriented planning in that projects frequently could not 

be tracked back to the original problem analyses conducted. Community 

input was not solicited in determining projects to be funded and the 

failure to properly include the community in these decisions has also 

affected the program. After requesting various agencies in the city to 

submit project ideas for potential funding (in excess of 100 were sub

mitted), the decision as to which projects were to actually receive 

funding was made primarily in light of federal guidelines describing the 

types of projects td be considered eligible for Impact monies. This pro

cedure was used until the budge~ was exhausted, independent of any 

community input, coordinated master plan, or baseline data. 

Administration/Management of the Program 

Primary responsibility for the Impact program in St. Louis was 

given to the R~gion 5 office of the State of Missouri, with the city's 

Crime Commission playing only a perfunctory role. in the administration 

of the program. This decision was made under the administration of Mayor 

Cervantes ear~y in 1972. As documented in MITRE's program history of 

St. Louis (~ee ~~~6666)~ the t~pact progr~ there was fraught w~t~ political 

infighting at all levels of the program, the most recent example having 

been the protracted struggle between the current city administration and 
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the R,egi,on 5 staff, resulting :ltn a decision that the St. Louis Crime 

Commission would assume control. of Impact program management rather 

than the Region 5 staff; this deCision became effective in July 

1974. 
, I' 

Monetary delays due to red tape and other problems slowed full 

program implementation, according to the CAT, especially with regard 

to projects associated with the courts, anci those projects that are 

community-based and providing community services. However, now that the 

city has assumed major responsibility for the program, the CAT feels 

that these problems can, be resolved. 

Evaluation 

Ttl date, the CAT feels that evaluation has failed in St. Louis 

and attributes this to poor planning on the part of the Region 5 staff 

at the inception of the program, including the failure to gather base

line data. The CAT director further asserts that the evaluation reports 

done under Region 5 were too technical to be of any practical value to 

the project directors and that this alienated the project directors~ 

thereby adding to the program's list of difficulties. A system-wide 

approach to the problem of data collection and integration has not 

developed in this program and this has severely curtailed program 

performance measures. The present CAT would like to work toward the 

development of a coordinated and well-planned Impact-type criminal 

justice system as originally envisioned by the LEAA and sees planning, 

evaluation, data collection, and systems coordination as useful 

strategies in improving the functioning of the total system: 

Some serious evaluative efforts have, nonetheless, been made in 

St. Louis, notably with regard to the Foot Patrol project. 
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Institutionalization 

Xt appears as if the St. Louis Impact program devoted little 

time or effort to crime-oriented planning in the beginning, and that 

this led to problems in funding, implementation and evaluation, bureau

cratic delays, and political infighting. The confusion over which 

agency--state or city--had ultimate control was a major factor in 

reducing the effectiveness of the program. The claim is now made that 

the idea of Impact was indeed a good one, especially with respect to 

coordination, planning, and evaluation, and that the city now realizes 

its failures and is attempting to correct the situation. It is'not 

clear, however, what will remain of the Impact program in St. Louis. 

Further adding to the institutionalization problem, according to the 

CAT, is the fact that the city budget will not permit more than 25 

percent of the projects to be retained by the city once Impact funding 

ceases. This is now leading to turnover in staff at the project level 

as well as political maneuvering for determining which projects, and 

hence, which people will retain jobs after Impact funding terminates. 
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3.0 PROJECT IMPLEMENTATIO~ ACROSS THE CITIES 

This section of the document, as described earlier~ is primarily 

based on results obtained from the telephone and mail questionnaires, 

the R~gional Office request.£~rms, and the project directory established 

through the assistance of the CATs. The analysis concentrates on 

significant issues addressed in these data collection instruments on 

3 levels: 

(a) across the cities, 

(b) by city, and 

(c) by functional area. 

The p:ocess of classifying projects and comparing them across cities 

and functional areas inevitably leads to at least some oversimplifica

tion and to the obscuring of some important details. That is, in

dividual city or project uniqueness and variability cannot be considered, 

and such an analysis tends t~ concentrate on average outcomes (rather 

than on the individual outcomes associated with specific projects and 

cities). In this sense, the results obtained do not clearly reflect 

the best performance or the worst performance, and judgments.of this 

tyP(~ should not be made. Without doubt, some cities and some projects 

took longer to accomplish certain activities than others did, yet such 

considerations speak only to the rapidity of implementation not to 

project or city quality, nor to any estimated impact on the reduction 

of crime. Such an outcome evaluation must await ~he full cycle opera-

d h collection and analysis of crime tion of all the projects an t e proper 

rate and victimization survey data. 

Additionally, in assessing project or city-level implementation, 

it should be remembered that each city-level Impact program was requested 

to pull together a variety of criminal justice a~d nonc~1mina1 justice 

agencies, personnel, and a variety of political jurisdictione and 

participants,and to provide a smoothly functioning network of services 
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to their respective constituents. Three years have now passed since 

the Impact program first was announced, and it is indeed evident that 

each of the cities has, in its own fashion, made serious efforts to 

bring order to what was previously a formless mass of services. 

3.1 The Distribution of Projects 

3.1.1 Analysis Across the Cities 

Across the cities some 182 projects were identified'by CAT 

directors and 220 projects were identified by LEAA ROs. 

According to the project directory, cities implemented varying 

numbers of projects ranging from 14 in Dallas to 35 in Cleveland 

(see Table I). In addition, some projects represent one-time only 

projects (such as equipment purchases) whereas others were expected 

to have longer duration.s. Some projects, in refunding phases, were 

combined with other projects, deleted, or given new titles. In this 

sense, tracking th~ b .. '::e of a project was not always an easy task. 

In general, based on the directory, cities averaged approximately 

23 proj eets per city. In terms of the numbers of proj ects contained in 

the directory, adult corrections and juvenile corrections ?~d the 

largest share with 36 and 32 projects respectively (see Table I). 

The functional distribution of all the projects listed by the CATs is 

shown in Figure 4 below. 

With respect to specific cities, the following list expresses 

city priorities in terms of project number according to the directory 

(but not necessarily in terms of funding): 

(a) Atlanta - Police 

·(b) Baltimore - Drug Abuse 

(c) Cleveland - Adult Corrections 
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TABLE I 
CITY AND FUNCTIONAL DISTRIBUTION OF IMPACT PROJECTS 

IDENTIFIED BY THE CRIME ANALYSIS TEAMS' 

, " 

FUNCTIONAL '-' 
AREA " " 0 OJ 

'" e ., OJ 

e ~ 
0 

0 > 'H " l!J !II ~ OJ H 

" " 0 0 0 ...... Ul » 
'" .... OJ .... 

~ ~ " u 
u 

" '" ...... ';9. ... 
" OJ .... OJ " CITY OJ OJ .. OJ 

" OJ i ii .... ...... " ... "" "" .... " ... > " 
U) U) " ... 0 ~8 " 0 " ... .. 8 '" '" ...,u ~'" '" 

Atlanta 1 5 2 2 3 1 1 

Baltimore 2 3 4 4 3 1 5 3 

Cleveland 6 3 4 10 7 1 3 

Dallas 1 5 2 2 1 2 1 . 
.Denver 4 3 2 4 5 5 1 3 

Newarl< 2 2 1 4 3 1 3 

. 
Portland 1 1 6 4 1 2 

St. Louis 3 4 4 4 6 2 4 

Total Number of 
Projects 19 26 20 36 32 12 8 20 

% of the 
Total Number of 
Projects 10.4 14.3 11.0 19.8 17.6 6.6 4.4 11.0 

Source: Proj ect: Directory Developed by the Ctl,Ts 

"The numbers in the boxes refer to the number of projects identified 
by the CATs and differ from the number of proj eets identified by the 
ROs. In general, the RO identified mllre prlljects than the cATs by 
city and functional area. The CAT ilirectory is used because it 
served as the list for the mail and telephone questionnaires. 
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1 1 27 

, 
1 35 

14 
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2 17 

1 28 
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3.B 1.1 100 

-----~--

Source: 

3.8% 
TARGET HARDENING 

r 4.4% 1 
DRUG ABUSE 

I 6.6% .\ 
RESEARCH/INFORMATION 

I 

10.4% 
PREVENTION 

11% 
COMMUNITY 

INVOLVEMENT 

11% 

COURTS 

14.3% 

POLICE 

I 
SYSTEMS 

17.6% 

JUVENILE CORRECTIONS 

19.8% 

ADULT CORRECTIONS 

Project Directory Developed by the CATs 

FIGURE; 4 
FUNCTIONAL AREAS DISTRIBUTION OF 182 IMPACT PROJECTS 

ACROSS THE EIGHT CITIES 
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(d) Dallas - Police 

(e) Denver - Juvenile Corrections, Research and Information 
. Systems 

(f) Newark - Adult Corrections 

(g) Portland - Adult Corrections 

th) St. Louis - Juvenil,etCorrections 

Across the cities, the functional priorities in terms of the total 

number of projects reported may be listed as follows: (see Figure 4 above): 
(El) Adult Corrections 

(b) Juvenile Corrections 

(c) Police 

(d) Courts 

( €~) Community Involvement 

(f) Prevention 

(g) Research/Information Systems 

(h) Drug Abuse 

(1) Target Hardening 

3.1.2 City-by-City Analysis 

This analysis ,is based on the 182 projects identified by the CATs 

for the project directory. 

Atlanta 

Atlanta had 16 projects implemented under its Impact program. 

Nearly one-third were in the police area and 20 percent represented 

juvenile corrections projects. Courts and adult corrections projects 

were evenly distributed with 2 under each functional area. There were 

no projects implemented to specifically address drug abuse. 

Baltimore 

Baltimore had a total of 27 projects implemented under its Impact 

progrwn. The largest number, 5, or 20 percent of the program to'ta1 

fell within the drug abuse area. Courts and adult corrections had the 
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next highest with 4 each and juvenile corrections, police, and community 

involvement had 3 each. It is interesting to note that Baltimore was 

the only city to have at least 1 project within every functional area. 

This supports the CAT director's assessment that initial program planning 

attempted to focus on the development of a comprehensive set of individual 

projects. 

Cleveland 

Cleveland implemented a program consisting of 35 projects, nearly 

30 percent of which fell within the adult corrections area. Juvenile 

corrections and prevention projects formed another large concentration 

within the program combining for a total of 37 percent of the total 

projects. Cleveland had no projects geared to either research or 

information systems activities. 

Dallas 

Though Dallas had the smallest number of projects implemented, 

14, over a third were devoted to the police functional area. The re

maining projects were fairly evenly distributed across the functional 

areas except that no projects were geared to the provision of .drug abuse 

or target-hardening services. 

Denver 

Out of the 27 projects catalogued for the Denver directory, juve

nile corrections and research and information systems reflected the 

largest n\Wlbers, with 5 each. Adult corrections and prevention were 

next highest with 4 each and police and community involvement had 3 

each. 
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Newark 

Of Newark's 18 projects, over 50,percent were targeted to adult 

corrections, juvenilecorrect,i~:t;ls and community involvement. There 

were no projects ~mplemented to focus on research or information systems 

needs. 

Portland 

The distribution of PortlandVs 17 projects showed that a major 

portion fell within the adult corrections category of service. Juvenile 

corrections projects were next highest with the remaining 7 projects 

evenly distributed. No projects were implemented to fulfill prevention 

or drug abuse functions. 

St. Louis 

The 28 projects implemented under the St. Louis Impact effort 

showed a good mix across all functional areas. P~l~ce, courts, adult 

corrections, juvenile corrections and community involvement all had 

between 4 and 6 projects. 

3.1.3 Analysis by Functional Area 

This analysis was derived from the 182 projects listed by the CATs 

for the project directory. 

Prevention 

In 7 qf the 8 cities, a total bf 19 prevention projects were funded 

unde~ the Impact program according to the project directory. This 

represents 10.4 percent of the total of 182 projects listed. Cleveland 

had the most, with 6 projects, and Portland had the fewest w:!.th no 

proj ects. 
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Police 

There were 26 police projects listed by all the cities. This 

constituted 14.3 percent of the total of 182 projects. Atlanta and 

Dallas each received funding for 5 projects and Portland listed 1 

project. 

Courts 

A total of 20 projects or 11 percent of the program. total were 

devoted to court~ activities across the 8 cities. Baltimore, qleveland, 

and St. Louis each had 4 projects with Portland reporting 1. 

Adult Corrections 

Adult corrections claimed 36 projects across the 8 cities. This 

represented nearly 20 percent of the program total. Cleveland and 

Portland had the greatest number with 10 and 6 respectively and Atlanta 

and Dallas had the fewest with 2 each. 

Juvenile Corrections 

Juvenile corrections projects were implemented by every city, with 

a total of 32 projects. These projects formed nearly 18 percent of 

the program total of 182. The,number of projects ranged from 7 in 

Cleveland to 1 in Dallas. 

Research/Information Systems 

A total 'of 12 research/information systems projects were funded across 

6 of the 8 cities or about 7 percent of the p~ogram total. Denver had 

the largest number with 5 and Cleveland and Newark had none~ 

Drug Abuse 

The 8 drug abuse projects in 4 of the 8 cities represented 4 

percent of the program total. Five of the 8 reported by CAT directors 

were in Baltimore with Atlanta, Dallas, Portland, and St. Louis re

porting no projects of this type. 
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~unity Involvement 

Every city implemented projects falling within this functional 

area. Across the cities more than 1 in 10 projects focused on this 

activi~y. St. Louis reported tr~ largest number with 4 and Dallas 

and Atlanta reported the fewest with 1 each. 

Target Hardening 

Six of the 8 cities reported implementing target-harde.ning 

projects representing about 4· percent of the program total. Portland 

had 2 proj ects of this type a,nd Dallas and Denver each reported none. 
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3.2 The Distribution and EXpenditure 6£ ~unds 

Perhaps the Eost significant issue relating to the implementation 

of the I1llpact .program is the al;Location and expenditure of funds. The 

flow of actual funding and spending data provides one of the clearest 

pictures of city-level and program-level operations, and dollar amounts 

depict as well the degree of commitment to various strategies for 

reducing crime. In addition, funding and expenditure an~lysis tends 

to define areas where city-level programs may have bogged down or 
\ 

where types of projects have experienced difficulty in becoming fully 

operational. In this sense, fiscal activity tends to reflect problem 

areas for program management and administration. 

At the outset, 2 things must be remembered. These data we~e 

collected nearly 3 years after the initiation of the Impact program, a 

federally funded effort scheduled to be a 2-year program. In addition, 

each city was programmed to receive nearly $20 million in Impact 

funds. Thus, in examining this presentation, several questions need to 

be posed and considered. 

(a) How realistic is it to require a city to plan, organize, and 
implement a program of ~his ma~itud~ and these ~pecifications 
within a relatively short time frame? 

(b) In terms of the crime problems' identified during the planning 
process, are project operational attainments related more to 
the sufficiency of funds or to the ability to put available 
funds to work within a short period of time? 

(c) Can short-term programs bring short-term payoffs without 
changes in the local/state/federal bureaucratic processes 
which slow the delivery of·services made available through 
federal funding initiatives? 

3.2.1 Analysis Across the Cities 

Table II indicates the distribution of Imp~ct funds awarded across 

all of the 8 cities as of 30 June 1975. The table shows that. cities 

were awarded varying amounts of money ranging from a low of $16,067,117 
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in Portland to a high of $18,896,667 in S~. Louis. Total funds awarded 

the program across the 8 cities amounted to in excess of $140 million. 

The police fUnctional area clearly captured the largest share of 

Impa~t funding across the cities, receiving 33.6 percent of the 

total (see Figure 5). This'amount, in fact, exceeded the total amounts 

awarded to both adult and juvenile corrections combined. From this 

perspective, it is obvious that across the Cities, the provision of 

police services was considered to be the primary strat.egy for reducing 

crime. This, of course! is not surprising given the short-term crime 
t 

reduction payoffs sought under Impact and the difficulties of tying 

the effects of courts, corrections, and other projects to crime 

reduction over the short term. 

Community involvement projects received 1 in 10 Impact dollars, and 

in fact, were viewed as efforts more likely to produce measurable short

term results than were prevention, courts, research and information 

systems, drug abuse, or target-hardening projects. In this sense, across 

all 8 of the cities, community involvement and awareness about crime were 

considered to be relatively important priorities to be addressed. The 

Impact funding commitment thus reflects the beginning of a more active 

role for consumers of urban criminal justice services in city-level 

efforts to ameliorate crime . 

Another interesting point to be raised in connection with the 

second question (b) posed at the beginning of section 3.2 is the fact 

that no city was able to award all of its potential funds (see Figure 6). 

Cleveland', Dallas, Denver and St. Louis awarded ~early $20 million each, 

but Atlanta, Baltimore, Newark. and Portland fell significantly under 

the mark.. 

Across the 8 cities the following funding priorities emerged: 

(a) Police - 33.6% 

(b) Adult Corrections 18.7% 
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Available/City 

~~ $20 Milliort 

Atlanta 

Baltimore* 

Cleveland 

Dallas 

Denver 

Newark 

Portland 

St. Louis 

~Awarded o Expended 

Source: Responses to the Regional Office Finartcial Request Form 
*Award data through 1 January 1975 and expenditure data 
through 30 September 1974. 

F!GURE 6 
DOLLAR AWARDS AND EXPENDITURES BY CITY 

AS OF 30 JUNE 1975 
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(c) Juvenile Corrections - 11.5% 

(d) Community Involvement -10.0% 

(e) 

(f) 

(g) 

(h) 

'(i) 

(j) 

Prevention - 7.9% 

Courts - 7.9% 

Drug Abuse - 4.6% f. .. 
Research/Information Systems - 3.3% 

Target Hardening - 2.4% 

Other - .1% 

In terms of expenditures, the 8 cities varied in the degree to 

which they have actually spent the funds awarded (see Table III). Cities 

ranged from a low of 27.7 percent of awarded funds expended in Baltimore 

to a high of 99.3 percent of awarded funds ill C1eveland.* Since 1972, 

79.3 million or 56.6 percent of the total award has been expended across 

the cities. 

Looking across the functional areas, prevention projects have spent 

the greatest percentage of their awards to date, expending 74 cents out 

of every dollar awarded (see Figure 5). Research and information sys

tems projects, on the other hand, have spent the least with only 31.1 

percent of their awards exhausted as of 30 June 1915. Part of, the 

explanation may stem from the lengthy and comple~ bidding and contracting 

procedures which accompany 'projects of this type. 

Among the remaining functional areas, ta~get hardening projects 

(generally street lighting and high rise security projects) have expended 

funds more rapidly than the r~maining functional areas. Close behind, 

target-hardening projects were the courts projects which'expended nearly 

62 percen~ of their awards. Additionally, police. drug abuse, adult, 

and juvenile corrections have expended percentages of their funds ranging 

from 48.5 percent to 59.7 percent each. Community involvement projects 

have sp'ent 47.9 percent of their allocations. . 

* < Expenditure information for Baltimore was only available through 
30' September 1974. 
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Across the cities, the percentage of awarded funds expended is 

as follows: 

(a) Cleveland - 99.3% 

(b) St. Louis - 74.2% 
(c) Dallas 69.0% 

(d) Denver 51.0% 

(e) Atlanta - 47.9% 

(f) Newark - 40.6% 

(g) Portland - 37.1% 

(h) Baltimore - 27.7% 

A final point to be made across the cities is that the total award 

for the 8 cities ($140,002,846) represents 87.5 percent of the total 

amount potentially available for award ($160 million). However, as noted 

earlier, the 8 cities only spent 56.6 percent ($79.3 ,million) of their 

total awal~d (see Figure 7). This amount represents 49.5 percent of the 

total amount potentially available to them ($160 million), It is clear, 

then, that obtaining an award does not automatically equate with an 

ability to spend it. For a variety of reasons (which will be discussed 

later), projects properly expressed the need for money to reduce crime 

through th(~ process of grant applicat:!-ons, but encountered numerous 

difficulties in translating the money received into the provision of 

services. Although complex programs take time to develop and to get off 
i 

the ground, and usually gather momentum as they proceed, it is nonethe- l 

spend only 
li".t 

less a fact that the program, to' date, required nearly :3 ye'ars' to 

about 57 percent of the awarded funds and less than 50 percent of the funds II 
potentially available. 11 

! i 

3.2.2 City-by-City Analysis 

Atlanta 
The Atlanta Impact program was awarded $~6,856,592 as of 30 June 

1975. The distribution of funds by functional area may be listed as 
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Available 
Funds 
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FIGURE 7 
AVAILABLE, AWARDED, AND EXPENDED IMPACT 

FUNDS ACROSS THE EIGHT CITIES AS OF 
30 JUNE 1975 
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(a) Police - 45.3% 

(b) Community Involvement - 21.6% 

(c) Adult Corrections - 16.7% 

(d) Juvenile Corrections - 10.2% , 
(e) Prevention - 3.8% 

(f) Target Hardening 1.3% 

(g) Courts - .8% 

(h) Research/Information Systems - .3% 

No funds were allocated to the drug abuse functional area. 

Atlanta's strong emphasis on community involvement and police : 

account for nearly 67 percent of the total awarded. This represents a 

partial departure from the original plan in that police continue to be 

a priority, but courts projects do not. Rather, community involvement 

projects replaced courts projects as a funding priority; in fact, the 

courts allocation was extremely small. It thus appears that t~e 

selection of crime reduction strategies during the p~anning process 

and the actual award of funds represent differing solutions to the' 

identified problems. 

In terms of expenditures, the Atlanta program has spent 47.9 

percent of its total award'to date (see Table IV). Prevention projects 

appear to have spent the largest percentage with. nearly 96 percent of 

their award utilized. The research/information systems category, which 

had the smallest total allocation, has spent the least, 26.3 percent. 

Functional areas having expended less than half of their awards include 

police~ research/information systems, and community involvement. 

Baltimore 

Baltimore was awarded $16.739,045 in funds for their Impact 

projects~ Funding priorities by functional area are listed as follows: 
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(a) Police - 22.4% 

(b) Drug Abuse - 18.8% 

(c.) Adult Corrections 11.1% 

(d) Courts - 15.3% 

(e) Juvenile Corrections - 9.6% 

(f) Prevention - 8,1%. t ' 

(g) Target Hardening - 4.2% 

(h) Research/Information Systems - 2.3% 

(i) COlmnunity Involvement - 1.9% 

(j) Other - .2% 

Baltimore, thus, presents a well-balanced program which provides 

projects within each functional category. It is interesting to note 

th8t within the original Baltimore Impact Master Plan, drug abuse was 

perceived as a key target area for intervention. Baltimore, 

by pledging over $3 million to its drug abuse efforts, allocated the 

largest slice of any Impact city to this category of concern. In 

addition, community involvement projects proposed under the master plan 

occupied a second priority. However, in terms of actual funding they 

significantly dropped in importance. 

As of 30 September 197~ Baltimore had expended only 27.7 percent 

of its total award. According to Table IV, it appears that research/ 

information systems projects have had the most difficult time becoming 

implemented while police proj ects have had the eas.iest. No functional 

area had expended over 50 percent of its allocation as of the 30 September 

date. Significantly, it appears that the courts projects, juvenile correc

tions, adult corrections, and community involvement projects have had some 

difficulty in expending their awards, ref1ectfug delays in becoming fully 

operational. 

Cleveland 

Cleveland projects were awarded $18,485,465 for the operation of the 

Impact program. The distribution of these funds by functional area is 

as follows: 
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(a) Police - 38.2% 

(b) Prevention - 17.8% 

(c) Adult Corrections 17 .2% 

Cd) Drug Abuse - 6.9% 

(e) Courts - 6.8% 

(f) Community Involvement - 6.6% 

(g) Juvenile Corrections - 4.7% 

(h) Target Hardening - 1.6% 

(i) Research/Information Systems - .2% 

Cleveland has thus funded a program relying primarily upon police 

strategies for addressing the Impact crime reduction goal. It is 

noteworthy that this funding arrangement differs from the fiscal 

distribution anticipated in the master plan. It appears that police 

projects now occupy a higher percentage priority than originally 

planned while courts projects have experienced, a significant decline 

in priority. The other functional areas have remained about the same 
in terms of their percentage .allocations with slight increases for 

prevention and adult corrections and small declines for the remai~ing 

categories. 

Cleveland projects have spent. by far, the largest percentage of 

their awarded funds, averaging 99.3 percent. All functional areas have 

spent over 90 percent of their grant awards with five categories expending 

all awarded funds. It is thus clear that Cleveland projects were able to 

expend virtu~11y all their funds within 3 years of program initiation. 

Dallas 
The Dallas Impact program was awarded $17,039,548 for the implementa-

tion of its projects •. City and county priorities for the distribution of 

these funds are as follows: 
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(a) Police 44.9% 

(b) Courts - 21.0% 

(c) Adult Corrections - 15.7% 

(d) Prevention - 7.4% 

(e) Community Involvement - 4.2% 

(f) Research/Information Systems - 4.1% 

(~) Juvenile Corrections - 2.7% 

Dallas provided no projects geared to the provision of dru~ abuse 

services or to target hardening. 

The Dallas program placed a stYQng emphasis on the funding of 

police activities; in fact, across the eight cities Dallas dedicated 

the second largest portion of city resources to ef£orts in this 

functional area. One surprising feature of the program is the low 

priority actually accorded juvenile corrections considering its 

significance as noted in the city's Impact master plan. In fact, 

it appears as if the courts area and prevention services have'grown 

in significance over what was originally planned while juvenile 

corrections experienced a mar~d reduction in priority. 

Dallas projects have expended 69.0 percent of their awarded funds. 

In general_ community involvement projects have expe~ienced tbe most 

difficulty in expending funds, baving utilized less than one-third of 

their awards while police, courts .• and ti.i~~lt corrections projects have 

fared better, expending nearly 75 percent of their awards (see Table 

IV). In fact, it appears that three of the traditional cr1mina~ jus

tice agencies (i.e., police, courts, adult corrections) were able to 
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bring their projects to operational status ~ithin a shorter time frame 

than the non-traditional agencies associated with the other functional 

areas. 

Denver 

The Denver program received $18,141,466 in Impact funding 

geared to the reduction of crime. The following funding priorities 

emerged within the program: 

(a) Police - 21.1% 

(b) Community Involvement - 19.4% 

(c) Adult Corrections - 15.2% 

(d) Juvenile Corrections - 14.4% 

(e) Research/Information Systems - lQ.9% 

(f) Prevention - 8.5% 

(g) Drug Abuse - 5.5% 

(h) Target Hardening 2.9% 

(i) Courts - 2.1% 

Denver projects, much like Ba1timore's,are well dispersed across 

the functional areas. Although the police area received the largest 

percentage, it nonetheless was the smallest percentage for police among the 

8 cities. In addition, the individual functional'area allotments were 

among the most balanced for any of the cities. This equilibrium ,across 

functional areas of the program is a clear indicator of the~igh level 

of system integration which has occurred throughout the Denver Impact 

era gram. The planning effort which preceded the implementation of 

specific projects focused on insuring functional balance within the 

system. 

Denver, to date, has expended 51. 0 percent of its awarded funds. 

Across the functional areas, police projects, juvenile corrections and 

drug abuse projects have ~xpended il.l excess of 60 percent of their res

pective awards. Research/information systems projects, on the other 

hand, have spent only about 22 percent of their allocated funds (see 

Table IV). 
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Newark 

As of 30 June 1975, the Newark Impact program had been awarded 
$17,776,946 for the implementation of its projects. Specific funding 

priorities are as follows: 

'(a) Police - 40.6% 

(b) Adult Corrections - 17.6% 

(c) Community Involvement - 16.5% 

(d) Juvenile Corrections - 9.9% 

(e) Courts - 6.2% 

(f) Prevention - 5.2% 

(g) Drug Abuse - 3.2% 

(h) Target Hardening - .6% 

(i) Other - .2% 

Newark has no projects geared to the research/information systems 

functional area. 

The most striking feature of the Newa~k program is its strong 

emphasis on police projects. In fact, the Newark allocation to the 

police projects is the third highest across all the cities and some 

6.4 percent higher than the average percentage across the cities. 

This emphasis on the police is nearly twice the allotment envisioned 

within the Impact master plan. It is significant, though, that the 

3 h~ghest priority areas (police, adult corrections, and community 

involvement) were consistent with what had been slated in the master 

plan but with reduced fun4ing commitments for the latter two. 

Newa~k expenditures were somewhat below the average across the 

cities, amounting to 40.6 percent of the awarded funds. It appears 

that courts projects have had the least difficulty in spending tijeir 

funds while the drug abuse and police projects have had the most 

difficulty. The police category, in fact, has spent only about 

27 percent of its awarded funds while the drug abuse projects have 
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only spent ahout a third of their a"V7srded funds. Newark, thus, seems 

to have experienced implementation problems primarily in these 2 

functional areas. 

Portland 

Portland has been awarded $16,067,117 in Impact funds. According 

to the functional distribution of these funds, the following priorities 

emerged: 

(a) Adult Corrections - 33.8% 

(b) Juvenile Corrections - 27.2% 
(c) Police - 23.0% 

(d) Research/Information Systems - 6.6% 
(e) Community Involvement - 4.3% 
(f) Courts - 207% 

(g) Target Hardening - 2.4% 

There were no projects awarded in either the prevention or drug 

abuse functional areas. 

The distribution of funds conforms closely to the funding pattern 

proposed under the Impact master plan. The only major difference is 

the absence of funded projects within the prevention functional area. 

However, the priority concerns with adult corrections, police, and 

juvenile corrections are in line with the planned priorities. Portland, 

in fact, awarded the largest share across the cities to both adult 

and juvenile corrections. 

In terms of expenditures, Portland has spent the second smallest 

percentage of its allocation across the cities, 37 .. 1 percent,,* This 

delay in implementation has been espeCially pronounced in the adult 

corrections area where less than 11 percent of all awarded funds have 

actually been utilized. Given the large appropriation to the adult 

*~enditure information as of 31 March 1975. 
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corrections function, in excess of $5 million, the implementation 

delays tend to skew the overall city-level expenditure rate. For the 

other functional areas, 

projects have been most 

by the police project. 

it appears that courts and target hardening 

fully f implemented to date, closely followed 

The remaining project areas (juvenile correc-

tions, research/information systems, and community involvement) have 

each spent between 25 and 44 cents out of every dollar awarded. 

St. Louis 

The St. Louis Impact program has been awarded $18,896,667. The 

distr~bution of funding to these projects indicates the following 

priorities: 

(a) Police - 32.6% 

(b) Adult Corrections - 17,,9% 

(c) Juvenile Corrections - 1405% 

(d) Prevention - 10.9% 

(e) Courts - 8.5% 

(f) Target Hardening - 6.3% 

(g) Community Involvement - 4.8% 

(h) . Research/Information Systems - 2.4% 

(i) Drug Abuse - 2.1% 

The St. Louis program provides projects which-address all the 

major functional areas. However, the police allocation, nearly one

third of the total city funds, ranks as the highest priority strategy. 

The alloc~tions provided to the juvenile and adult corrections areas 

combined, approximately equalled the police allotment. It is also 

interesting to note that the courts area, which occupied a high 

priority in the Impact master pian,. received reduced emphasis in the 

actua~distribution of funds. In fact, courts dropped from first 

priority to fifth priority while tht\~ police area received nearly. 4 

times the funds awarded to courts projects. 
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St. Louis expenditures are the second highest across the 8 cities, 

amounting to 74.2 percent of awarded funds. In general, all the func

tional areas e~ibit funding activity with prevention projects spending 

the largest percentage, 94.2 percent, and drug ahuse projects the 

smallest, 52.0 percent. Close behind the prevention pro,jects and 

spending over 70 percent of their allotments are adult corrections 

(87 percent), community involvemen,t (85 percent), courts (75 percent), 

and target hardening (73 percent)~ The remaining functional areas, 

drug abuse, juvenile corrections, police, and research/information 

systems, have all spent between 50 percent and 70 percent of their 

awarded funds. 

3.2.3 Analysis by Functional Area 

Prevention 

In terms of awarded funds, the prevention area received $11,076,250 

across the cities or about 7.9 percent of the total Impact funds l 

awarded. Variance across the cities ranged from a low of no funds allo

cated in Portland to a high of nearly $3.3 million in Cleveland. 

Cities in descending order of percentage allocation are: 

(a) Cleveland - 17.8% 

(b) St •• Louis - 10.9% 

(c) Denver - 8.5% 

(d) Baltimore - 8.1% 

(e) Dallas - 7.4% 

(f) Newark - 5.2% 

(g) .Atlanta - 308% 

(h) Portland - 0% 

Expenditure data for prevention projects indicate that across the 

cities 74.0 percent of the funds awarded have been spent; this is the 

highest percentage expenditure of all the functional areas. Individual 

cities have varied in the percentage of award expended to date from a 
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high of 9~~9 percent in Cleveland to 39.5 percent in Newark. City 

spendin.g percentages for prevention funds are, as follows: 

(a) Cleveland - 99.9% 

(1;1) Atlanta'- 95.7% 

(c) St. Louis - 94.2% 

(Ii) Denver - 54.1% 

(e) Dallas - 46.9% 

(f) Baltimore ~·4l.8% 

(g) , Newark - 39.5% 

(h) Portland - 0% 

',Police 

Awarded funds for police 'projects were the highest across all 

the functional areas f amounting to $46,980,529 or 33.6 percent of the 

total funds awar4ed. Total funds awarded to police within each city 

ranged from a high of $7.7 million in Dallas to a low of nearly 

$3.7 million in Portland. Specific percentages of city-level funding 

programs addressing the police function are: 

(a) Atlanta - 45.3% 

(b) Dallas - 4409% 

(c) Newa-rk - 40.6% 

(d) Cleveland - 3802% 

(e) St. Louis - 32.6% 

(f) Portland - 23.0% 

(g) Baltimore - 22.4% 

(h) Denver - 21.1% 

Police proj'ects, across the cities, have spent 59.7 percent of their 

total allocations. Percentage of award expended for police projects 

by city is as follows: 

(a) Cleveland - 100.2% 

(b) Dallas - 74.4% 

(c) Portland - 65Q2% 

(d) St. Louis - 63~6% 
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(e) Denver - 61.8% 

(f) Baltimore - 48.5% 

(g) Atlanta <- 37 .4'~, 

(h) Newark - 26.7% 

Ci)urts 

The courts are,a was awarded l?1l,048,042 in Impact funds, accounting 

fo;;:' 7.9 percent of the program total. Allocations at the city level 

rarlged from $135,585 in Atlanta to $3,570,989 in Dallas. Awards to 

court 'projects by city ,as compared to each city's total a1lotme~ts 
were as follows: 

(a) Dallas - 21 0 0% 

(b) Baltimore - 15.3% 

(c) StQ Louis - 8.5% 

(d) Cleveland - 6.8% 

(e) Newark -"6.2/~ 

(£) Portland - 207% 

(g) Denver - 2,.1% 

(h) Atlanta - .8% 

Across the cities, court projects expended 61.9 percent of their 

total ·funds awarded. Variability in spending across the cities 'was 

high, with Clevelan.d courts projects spending the greatest percentage 

of their award while Baltimore spent the least. The percentage of 

award spent by court projects for each city is as follows: 

(a) Cleveland - 100% 

(b) Atlanta - 81.2% 

(c) Newark - 76 0 0% 

(d) St. Louis - 75.1% 

(e) Dallas - 74.0% 

(f) Portland - 66.3% 

(g) Denv(~r - 55.3% 

(h) ~altimore - 11.1% 
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Adult Corrections 

Adult corrections, second only to police in its total allocations, 

received .18.7 percent of the funds awarded or $26,249,132. The funds 

allocated by city ranged from a high in Portland of nearly $5.4 million . ~ 

to a low in Dallas of 2.7 miilion. The percentage of city-level funds 

allotted to the adult corrections functional area are distributed as 

follows: 

(a) 

(b) 

(c) 

(d) 

(e) 

(£) 

(g) 

(h) 

Portland - 33.8 

St. Louis - 17.9% 

Newark - 17.6% 

Cleveland 17.2% 

Baltimore - 17.1% 

Atlanta - 16.7% 

Dallas - 15.7% 

Denver - 15.2% 

Across the cities, adult corrections prcjects have expended about 

$13.8 million or 61.9 percent of their total awards. Cities have 

varied greatly, however, in their individual abilities to expend their 

adult corrections allocations. The percentages by city of adult cor-

rections expenditures are as follows: 

(a) Cleveland - 97.5% 

(b) St. Louis - 86.9% 

(c) Dallas - 73.2% 

(d) Newark - 57.7% 

(e) Denver - 52.5% 

(f) Atlanta - 51. 6% 

(g) Baltimore - 1807% 

(h) Portland - 10.6% 
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Juvenile Corrections 

Juvenile corrections projects received 11.5 percent of the total 

allocation across the cities amounting to $16,133,563. Cities ranged 

in their individual allocations from a high in Portland of over 

$4.3 million to a low in Dallas of about $.5 million. The percentage 

allocation of awarded funds by city to juvenile corrections is: 

(a) Portland - 27.2% 

(b) St. Louis - 14.5% 

(c) Denver - 1404% 

(d) Atlanta - 10.2% 

(e) Newark - 9.9% 

(f) Baltimore - 9.6% 

(g) Cleveland - 4.7% 

(h) Dallas - 207% 

In terms of expenditures, juvenile corrections p~ojects have 

spent 55 percent of their awards to date. Individual city-level 

spending percenta.ges of award for juvenile correction.s are as follows: 

(a) Cleve laud - 100% 

(b) St. Louis - 67.9% 

(c) Denver - 66.8% 

(d) Atlanta - 64.9% 

(e) Newark - 57.0% 

(f) Dallas - 56.0% 

, (g) Portland - 41.1% 

(h) ,Baltimore - 12.1% 

Research/Information Systems 

Research/information systems projects were granted $4,681,749 in 

Impact funds across the cities or 3.3 percent of the total program 

funds awarded. Ci~ies showed v'!3.rying financial commitments to this 

strategy, ranging from a high of nearly $2.0 million in Denver to no 
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funds provided under Newark's Impact efforts. The percentage of 

funds allocated by city are as follows: 

(a) Denve~ - 1009% 

(b) Portland - 6.6% 

(c) Dallas - 4.1% 

(d) St. Louis - '2,~4% 

(e) Baltimore :.3% 

(f) Atlanta - .3% 

(g) Cleveland - 02% 

(h) Newark - 0% 

Expenditure data indicate that research/information systems projects 

,have spent the smallest percentage of their awards across all the 

functional areas, 31.1 percent. The percentage of awarded funds spent 

by each city is as follows: 

(a) Cleveland - 98.3% 

(b) St. L~uis - 69.0% 

(c) Dallas - 53.2% 

(d) Atlanta - 26.3% 

(e) Portland - 2406% 

(f) Denver - 21.9% 

(g) Baltimore - 5.1% 

(h) Newark - 0% 

Drug Abuse 
, Drug abuse projects were undertaken by 5 of the cities, with a 

total allQcation of $6,380,8038 This represents 5 percent of the 

program total. The city-level dollar amounts ranged from a high of 

$3.1 million in Baltimore with 5 drug abuse projects to no funded 

projects in Atlanta, Dallas, and Portland. Specific city-level pro

gram percentages are: 

72. 

(a) Baltimore 18.8% 

(b) Cleveland - 6.9% 

(c) Denver - 5.5% 

(d) Newark'- 3.2% 

(e) St. Louis - 2.1% 

Across these 5 cities, 48.5 percent of the funds allocated for drug 

abuse have been spent. City-level program spending based on' the 

amount awarded is as follows: 
,< 

(a) Cleveland - 100% 

(b) Denver - 60.3% 

(c) St. Louis - 52.0% 

(d) Newark - 33.4% 

(e) Baltimore - 26.2% 

Community Involvement 

Community involvement projects received $13,948,405 in Impact 

funds or 10.0 percent of the total awarded across the cities. The 

range of individual city-level commitment to community involvement 

projects varied from in excess of $3.5 million in Denver and Atlanta 

to $323,000 in Baltimore.. The percentages of city-level funding a110-

cated to community involvement by city are: 

(a) Atlanta - 21.6% 

(b) Denver - 19.4% 

(c) Newark - 16.5% 

Cd) Cleveland 6.6% 

(e) St. Louis - 4.8% 

(f) Portland - 4.3% 

(g) Dsl1as - 4.2% 

(h) Baltimore - 1.9% 

Percentage expenditures of awarded funds for community involveme~t 

were the second lowest, projects of this type having spent 47.9 p'~r.

cent of their awarded funds. The percentage of award spent by each 

city is as follows: 
73 
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(p.): Cleveland - 94.3% 

(b) St. Louis - 84.6% 

(c) Atlanta - 47.6% 

'(d) Portland - 43.7% 

(e) Denver - 41. 3% 

(f) Newark -. 34.0% 

(g) Dallas - 32 .. 6% 

(h) Baltimore - 11.1% 

Target Hardening 

~arget hardening projects account for 2.4 percent of the total 

funded program or $3,426,508. Of the 7 cities funding projects of 

this type (Dallas being the exception), city allotments ranged from 

$1.2 million in St. Louis to $107,200 in Newark. The percentage of 

funds allocated by each city from their total program. is as follows: 

(a) St. Louis 6.3% 

(b) Baltimore 4.2% 

(c) Denver - 2.9% 

(d) Portland - 2.4% 

(e) Cleveland - 1.6% 

(f) Atlanta - 1.3% 

(g) Newark - .6% 

(h) Dallas - 0% 

Across the cities, 65 percent 

activities have been spent. 

each city ,is as follows: 

(a) Cleveland - 100% 

(Q) Atlanta - 84.6% 

(c) Portland - 83.6% 

(d) St. Louis - 72.6% 

(e) Newark - 71.2% 

'1 

of the funds awarded for target hardening 

The percentage of awarded funds spent by 
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(~). Bal,til'lOre., ~ 45 .. 5% 
:;. 

(g) Denver i' 32.1% 

,(h) Dallas .~ 0% . 

... 
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3.3 Type of Sponsors 

Types of sponsors figuring in th.e Impact ~'rogram can be categoriZed 

as being either traditional criminal justice agencies or noncriminal 

justice agencies. Figure 8 shows a percentage breakdown of the projects 

by city and type of sponsor. Of the 182 total projects listed in the , " 

'direc'tory, agencies wi"thin the traditional criminal jus tice sys tem 

iLlplemented 114 or 62.6' percent of the projects. Noncriminal justice 

agencies implemented 68 or 37.4 percent of the projects. 

Both traditional and noncriminal justice agencies have spons.ored proj-

ects in each of the 8 cities. Traditional sponsors implemented betweeq 62.6 

'and.89;3 percent of the projects in the cities of Atlanta, Baltimore, 

Dallas, Portland, and St. Louis. Traditional sponsors, however, imple

mented only 37.1 and 38.9 percent of the projects in Cleveland and 

Newark. Traditional criminal justice and noncriminal justice agenctes 

in Denver implemented nearly the same percentage of projects. 

The percentage of projects operated by traditional criminal justice 

or noncriminal justice agencies varied significantly across the 9 

functional areas (see Figure 9). Agencies which are classified as 

being",traditional implemented all of the police and courts projects. 

Conversely, agen~ies outside the traditional criminal justice system 

implemented,all of the target-hardening projects. Between these two 

extremes, traditional agencies implemented 26.3 percent of the preven

tion projects and 75 percent of the research/information systems projects. 

Thus, noncriminal justice agencies implemented the highest percentage 

of projects in the prevention area (or 73.7 percent of these projects) 

and the smallest percentage in the-research/information systems area 

(25 percent). In the adult corrections area, noncriminal justice 

agencies implemented 27.8 percent of the projects. Noncriminal justice 

and traditional agencies implemented community involvement and juvenile 
, . 
corrections projects nearly equally. 
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. In summary, while more traditional than nontraditional sponsors 

imp~emented Impact pr~jects, the percentage of projects by type :1 

of sportsoring agency varie.d across the" cities. There is, howevi!!r, a 

sponsoring pattern across the cities which is especially more pronounced 

in certain functional areas. Traditional sponsors implemented all of 

the police and courts projects and most of the adult corrections and 

research/information projects; noncriminal justice agencies.tended to 

sponsor the target-hardening (for example, a city public works department , 
implemented a street lighting program), prevention, and juvenile 

corrections projects. Thus, it appears that agencies implement those 

types of projects which suit agency goals, legal obligations) and are 

related to agency expectations. 

3.4 ?roject Staffing and the Provision of Services 

In this section, questions of staffing, the provision of services, 

adaptive implementation) project aborts and project coptinuation are 

analyzed. Some preliminary questions which drove the anaiysis were: 

Are on-going projects fully staffed? To what. degree have Impact 

projects experienced personnel turnover? Have there been any canceiled 

projects and what are the reasonS for cancellation? Which projects expect 

to be continued after Impact funding ceases? Have the projects changed 

objectives or the scope or quality of services? If so, what changes 

have been made? These question~ are addressed in the order that they 

are presented above) describing past project and staff changes and giving 

a current picture of staffing, provision of services, and project con

tinuation,expectations. 

3.4.1 Project Staffing 

Most of the projects (72.8 percent) are currently fully staffed. 

Despite this high percentage, 74.8 percent of the projects have experi

enced staff turnover, as might be expected, considering that some of 

79 

. :1 

",.J,'.i.

1 
, .: 

; 

'" 
>~ 

: . .c 



t: 
1 
i 
I 
I 
f' 

the projects have been operative since 1972. Turnover of staff, though, 

has varied :by position. For example, 29.9 percent of the 147 respondents 

noted turnover of the project director while 33.3 percent of the respon

dents noted turnover of supervisory personnel. A much higher percentage 
t , 

of :the ·projects(59.9 percent) "reported turnover of professional 'and para-

professional staff4 

3.4.1.1 City-by-City Analysis 

Looking across the cities, most projects currently are fully staffed, 

as is shown by the following list. 

CITY 

Atlanta 

Baltimore 

Cleveland 

Dallas 

Denver 

Newark 

Portland 

St. Louis 

NUMBER OF PROJECTS FULLY STAFFED/ 
NUMBER OF RESPONDENTS* 

11/14 

12/18 

23/30 

13/13 

17/21 

9/18 

6/7 

17/26 

As can be seen, half of the Ne't\1ark projects are currently fully staffed 

while all of the Dallas project~ are. In each of the re.maining cities, 

in excess of. 50 percent of the projects are fully staffed. 

Turnover of the Project Director, Supervisors, Professionals, 
and Paraprofessionals 

The percentage of city projects with staff turnover obviously 

varied by staff position (see Figure 10). Regarding turnover of the 

project director, there was considerable variance across the cities. 

* Source: Telephone Questionnaire 
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the projects have been oper.ative since 1972. Turnover of staff, though, 

has varied by position •.. For example, 29.9 percent of the 147 respondents 

noted . turnover of th~ project director while 33.3 percent of the respon

dents noted turno~er of supervisory personnel. A mucb higher percentage 
f 

of:the 'projects (59.9 percent) 'reported turnover of professional -and para-

profeSsional staff. 

3.4.1.1 City-by~Cit2 Analysis 

Looking across the cities, most projects currently are fully staffed, 

as is shown by the following list. 

CITY 

Atlanta 

Baltimore 

Cleveland 

Dallas 

Denver 

Newark 

Portland 

St. Louis 

As can be seer •. , half of 

while all of the Dallas 

in excess of 50 percent 

NUMBER OF PROJECTS FULLY STAFFED/ 
NUMBER OF RESPONDENTS* 

11/14 

12/18 

23/30 

13/13 

17/21 

9/18 

6/7 

17/26 

the Newark projects are currently fully staffed 

project~ are. In each of the re.maining cities, 

of the projects are fully staffed. 

Turnover of the Project Director, Supervisors, Professionals, 
and Paraprofessionals 

The percentage of city projects with staff turnover obviously 

varied by staff position (see Figure 10). Regarding turnover of the 

project di.rector,there was considerable varian.ce acrOSS the cities. 

* Source: Telephone Questionnaire 
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Respondents from Newark explained that there had been no turnover there 

while 50 percent of the Baltimore projects experienced project director 

turnover. 

The percentage of projects experiencing turnover in supervisory 
~ o· 

personnel was. highest for St". Loui~ (46.2 percent). The percentage 

of Dallas projects reporting turnover of supervisors was the smallest 

(15.4 percent). 

The percentage of projects with professional staff turnover again 

varied across the cities,from a low of 28.6 percent for Portland to a 

high of 80 percent in Cleveland projects. 

With the exception of respondents from Portland, it appears that in 

the rema,ining cities, turnover of professional personnel is greater than 

any other position. In Portland, the percentage of projects which exper

ienced turnover was the same for all three categories (28.6 percent). 

Comparing directors wi,th supervisors, projects in Atlanta,Cleveland, 

Newark, and St. Louis experienced more turnover of supervisory staff 

than turnover in the project director position. The reverse was true of 

projects in Baltimore, Dallas, and Denver. 

Obviously, because the, number of professional staff almost always 

exceeds the number of project directors and supervisory sta,ff, projects 

undoubtedly will experience more professional staff turnover. Likewise, 

a project director may have more than one supervisor on the staff. Again, 

one would expect more projects to have had superVisory staff turnover. 

Aside from this, however, there are several other posslble reasons for 

turnover of staff. Refunding uncertainty, changing project objectives, 

promotion and performance inadequacy are possible reaSOnS for changes 

in proje~t staffing. Transfers or promotions within project staffs or 

within a larger agency sponsoring the project (e.g., the police depart

ment), are also likely reasons for turnover of supervisory and'professional 

82 

personnel. Other possible factors are job ins~curity due to the short 
duration of "grant . d 

a per~o and the Impact program, part-time rather 
than full-time pOSitions, and'periods when there ~re no pay checks be-

cause of .funding o~ refunding delays (e.g.', Cleveland's high staff turn

over rate may have been closely linked to initial delays in the receipt 
of funds). 

3.4.1.2 AnalXsis bX Functional Area 

Looking across functional areas, in excess of one-half of the 

respondents in 8 of the 9 functional areas indicated that their projects 
were fully staffed. There was considerable variance across the functional 

areas, however, with a low of 33.3 percent of the drug abuse projects to a 
high of 92.3 percent of the courts proJ'ects. Th e percentage of projects 
which are fully staffed by functional area is as follows: 

(a) Courts - 92.3% 

(b) Research/Information Systems - 88.9% 

(c) Target Hardening - 85.7% 

Cd) Adult Corrections - 76.9% 

(e) Prevention - 72.2% 

(f) Juvenile Corrections - 70.4% 

(g) Community Involvement - 68.8% 

(h) Police - 68.2% 

(i) Drug Abuse - 33.3% 

The large number of target hardening and research/information systems 

projects currently staffed is largely due to their small staff sizes. 

Also, courts and adult corrections projects are generally fully staffed. 

This may be due to the fact that these projects are sponsored by tradi

tional agencies whose personnel positions are part 'of a city or state 

civil service system, offering job security rather than fears for future 

employment at project termination. Additionally, civil ' 
serv~ce systems 

provide these project employees with increased mobility potential not 

open to projects operating outside the civil service framework. Police 
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projects are also intere~ting in that, comparatively, the percentage of 

proj ects fully staffed is quite low even though police proj ects are 

sponsored by a traditional criminal justice agency and are part of a civil 

service system •. In this case, the danger involved in being a police 

o~ficer maybe ,one possible explanation. 

Turnover of the Project Director, Supervisors, Professionals and 
Paraprofessionals 

Like the city-by-city figures, the percentage of projects within 

each functional, area with staff turnover once again varied by staff posi

tion (see Figure 11). Looking at the project director, the percentage 

! of projects with turnover in this position ranged from a low of zero for 

courts projects to 66.7 percent of the drug abuse projects. It is likely 

that the courts projects have no turnover because the project director,s 

are, in many cases, judges and chief prosecutors occupying permanent 

positions outside the project. This is not true with the drug abuse 

projects where the position of project director is dependent on year-to~ 

year funding. 

( . 

Regarding supervisory personnel turnover, there is a narrower 

variation across the projects. Only 14,.3 percent of the target hardening 

projects experienced turnover while over half of the prevention projects 

noted such. Once again, a small percentage of the courts projects had 

turnover. 

The range of projects with professional staff turnover is large, 

with the target hardening projects again being the lowest at 14.3 percent 

(few employees in these projects). However, 80 .. 8 percent of adult correc<· 

tions projects experienced turnover in their professional staff, followed 

by prevention (77.8 percent) ~.,drug.· abuse," aml juvenile, ~o~recticins :; 

projects (66.7 percent). Other functional areas experiencing in 

excess of 50 percent turnover in professional staff were: pol:l,.c~ to y 

courts, and community involvement. 
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3.4.2 The Provision of SerVices 

Nearly two-thirds (63.9 percent) of the respondents to the telephone 

questionnaire indicated that their projects were providing all of the 

services that were outlined in their grant applications: ~y city, 
between 44.4 percent and 84.6 p~rcent of the projects are providing all 

planned services. Newark has the least.percentage of projects providi;ng 

all planned services and St. Louis has the most. A breakdown of the 

cities follows in, descending order: 

(a) St. Louis - 84.6% 

(b) Denver - 76.2% 

(c) Dallas 69.2% 

(d) Atlanta - 64.3% 

(e) Portland - 57.1% 

(f) Cleveland - 56.7% 

(g) Baltimore - 50.0% 

(h) Newark - 44.4% 
The range of service provision percentages by functional area is 

between 50 percent of the drug abuse projects ,and 84.6 percent of the 

courts projectS. A listing of the functional areas by percentage of 

projects providing all scheduled services is as follows: 

(a) Courts - 84.6% 

(b) Adult Corrections - 73.1% 

(c) Target Hardening - 71.4% 

(d) Prevention - 66.7% 

(e) Community Involvement - 62 .. 5% 

~f) Police - 59.1% 

(g) Juvenile Corrections - 55.6% 

(h) Research/Information Systems - 55.6% 

(i) Drug Abuse - 50 .. 0% 
It seems then that over half of the projects in each functional area and 

in each city, except Newark, are providing all of the services out~ined 

in the grant applications. 
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3.4.3 ProjectCoIitinuation 

Many project directors felt the question of project continuation 

they confidently was somewhat premature. In most cases, however, 

expressed a "ye!:!" or "no." Should their answers prove to be accurate, 

will continue after Xmpaet funding ceases. 63.3 p,ercent of the proj eets 

3.4.3.1 Q~~y-by-City Analysis 

Only 7 of the 18 project directors from Newark anticIpate continut1d 

funding while 12 of the'13 project directors from Dallas foresee future 

funding. A breakdown of the percentage of· projects expecting to be con-

tinued by city follows in descending 

(a) Dallas - 92 • .3% 
(b) Denver - 76.2% 
(c) St. Louis - 73.1% 

(d) Baltimore 66.7% 

(e) Atlanta - 64.3% 

(f) Portland - 57.1% 

(g) Cleveland - 46.7% 

(h) Newark - 38.9% 

order: 

~' . 

The percentage figures for Atlanta, Baltimore, St. Louis, Denver and 
" ~ 

Dallas are above the mean of 63.3 percent across the cities and the 

percentage figures for Newark; Cleveland, and Portland are below. Inter

estingly, these percentages (based on project-level expectations) aI'e 

different from the percentages indicated by the CATs as seen in Section 

2.0. In every city, the CAT anticipated significantly fewer projects 

being continued than did personnel at the project level. A comparison 

of the per~entage of projects that will be continued, based on the expec

tations of the CATs and projects, is illustrated'in the following list: 
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CITY 

Da,llas 

Denver 

St. Louis 

Baltimoie 

Atlanta 

Port.lan4 

Cleve.land 

Newark 

PERCENTAGE ANTICIPATED 
BY THE CAT 

75 

60 

25 

10-20 

CAT could not estimate 

40 

less than 33.3 

11-28 

92.3 

76.2 

73.1 

66.7 

64.3 

57.1 

46.7 

38.9 

, the' C1" ty-'l' evel and pro]" ect-level estimates is The d:t,screpancy between 
partially pecause the CATs made the estimations based on an assumption 

of what the city could assume financially while the project personnel 

h .. ti what cotty, county, state, federal, or were basing t eit' est1ma ons on ... 
private sources might assume. Across all the cities, ,therefore, proJect 

directors tended to show a much larger de.gree of confidence regarding 

continuation funding than did the CAT. The difference in estimations 

1 . d f th"e cities of Baltimore and St. Louis, is especial y pronounce {.or 

and somewhat smaller for the remaining'cities. 

3.4.3.2 Ana1ysi .. s by Functional Area 
. th jects in the 9 functional areas . Regarding continuat1on, e pro 

varied between 50 and 89 percent in their expectations for continuation. 

For instance, while 8 of th~ 9 research/information systems project 

directors anticipate future funding, only 8 of. the 16 respondents, repre

senting community involvement projects and 3 of the 6 drug abuse projects 

anticipate continued funding. A list of the functional areas by percent

age of projects anticipati:ng continued', fund1:ng. follows in descending 

order. 
(a) Research/Information Systems - 88.9% 

(b) Target Hardening - 85~ 7% 

(c) Pol:Lce - 68.2% 
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(d) Juvenile Corrections - 66.7% 
(e) Prevention - 66.7% 

(f) Courts - 61.5% 

(g) Adult Corrections 57.7% 

(h) Drug Abuse - 50.0% 

(i) Community Involvement - 50.0% 

Overall, it appears that equipment is a: major reason for the antiCipated 

continued operation of the target hardening and research/information 

systems projects. The major costs of these projects, namely, the com..,. 

puters and street lighting equipment, represent one-time-only costs. 

With most of the other projects this is not the case. It also ,seems that 

police projects will continue to be refunded as will juvenile corrections 

and prevention projects. It is likely that system improvement objectives 

and the growing number of juvenile offenders represent city priorities 

to the'project directors and form the bases for continued funding expec

tations in these functional areas. 

3.4.4 Relationship of Staffing to the Provision of Services 

It seems logical to assume that activities and servic~s should increase 

as the number of staff increases to the point where a fully staffed agency 

is providing all planned services. Nonetheless, the percentage of those 

projects which are fully staffed is greater than the percentage of projects 

which are currently providing all of the services as enumerated in their 

grant applications (see Figure 12). This difference is particularly notice

able in Dallas where 100 percent of the projects are fully staffed, but 

only 69.2 percent of the projects are currently provi(ling all of the 

planned services. This is also true of Atlanta, Baltimore, Cleveland, and 

Portland, but to a lesser degree. The only city where the reverse is 

true is St.-Louis. Here» 61.5 percent of the prqjects are fully staffed 

but 84.6 percent of the projects report that they are currently providing 

all of the services outlined in the grant applicat:l.on. 
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Similarly, across the functional areas, the percentage of fully 

staffed projects was higheF than the percentage of projects providing 

all of the planned se~vices (see Figure 13). The one exception, how

ever, was drug abus,e. These projects were the only ones which were not 

fully staffed, yet providing all planned services. 

3.4'.5 Relationship of Provision of Services to ProJect Continuation 

There are some interesting comparisons by city of th(~ percentage of 

projects providing all of the planned services and the percentage of 

projects anticipating continuation. Three characteristics stand 'out 

(see Figure 12). 

First, the pe7centage of full-service projects and the percentage 

of projects anticipating continuation is the same for the cities of 

Atlanta, Denver, and Portland. 

Second, the cities of Cleveland, Newark and ,St. Louis have a greater 

percentage of full-service projects than projects anticipating continua-

tion. 

Third, Dallas and Baltimore are the only 2 cities where more projects 

expect to be continued than are providing all of the planned services. In 
Dallas, 92.3 percent of the projects anticipate continued operation but 

only 69.2 percent of them are currently full-service projects while in 

Baltimore, 66.7 percent of the projects expect continu.ation, but 50 per

cent are providing all planned services. 

Lookin~ across the functional areas, there are also 3 interest-

ing characteristics (see Figure 13). First, the percentage of prevention 

and drug abuse projects to continue is the same as the percentage of 

projects providing all of the planned services' namely, 66.7 and 50 percent. 
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Second, the courts, adult corrections, and community involvement 

functional areas have a greater percentage of full-service projects than 

projects anticipating-continuation. 

Last, the percentage of projects in the functional areas of researchl 

information s¥stems, target hardening, police, and juvenile corrections 

is greater for project continuation tha,n for full-service projects. It 

seems, as was stated in Section 3.4.3, that the one-time costs of equip

ment, system improvement objectives, and the increasing number of juve

niles may be the reasons for the belief in project continuation and that 

the status of being a full-service project is only one of several vari

ables determining project continuation. 
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3.4.6 Adapti~e Imp1ementa~ion 

Of the 126 responses to the question on adapti~e implementation in 

the mail questionnaire, "66 or 52.4 percent of the projects indicated that 

there had been a change in project scope, objectives, or quality of serv

ice. The ~emaining 60 Tespondents indicated that their projects 

experienced no' change whatsoev~r. Of those projects experiencing change, 

a number of projects changed in more than one area. Change in scope and 

quality of services were the most frequently cited by these respondents. 

Of the 66 Tespondents noting change, 68.2 percent saj"d that the change 

was in scope and 63.6 percent said that the change was in quality of 

services. Only 16 of the 66 respondents mentioned changing project 

objectives (24.2 pe~cent). 

3.4.6.1 ~~y-by-City Analysis 
Of the 8 cities represented by the respondents, 5 cities experi-

enced change in more tnan 50 percent of their projects in terms of either 

project scope, objectives, or quality of services (see Figure 14). They are 

Baltimore, portla~d, Newark, Cleveland, and Denver. On the other hand, 40 

percent or less of the proj eets in Dallas ~ Atlanta, and St. Louis 

experienced change. Once again, change was largely in scope and quality 

of services. Very few projects changed their objectives. 

3.4.6.2 ~a1ysis by Functional Area 

Of the functional areas, courts projects cha?ged the least (16.7 

percent). police projects also experienced minimal change (27.3 percent). 

Nevertheless, 63.6 percent of the juvenile corrections, 66 .. 7 percent 

of community involvement projects, 73.3 percent of the prevention 

project~, and 78.6 percent of the adult corrections projects indicated 

change (see Figure 15). Again, these changes' were largely in project 

scope and quality of services rather than changes in objectives. 

A factor that may play an important role in adaptive implementation 

is discretion. Specifically, police and courts projects have minimal 
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room xor maneuver, compared to juyenile corrections, adult correc

tions, and pI event ion proj ects. Police and courts proj ects exerct .. se 

little discretion over the number 'or range of clients and the options 

available fOI clIent management. COIrections and prevention proje~t 

directors, on the other hand, must adjust to a number of variables 

including the number and type of clients, co~unity support or 

opposition, and various treatmel'lt modalities available or needed_ A 

corrections treatment center, for example, EUy have to adjust its focus 

to a reduced number of referrals because of coordination problem~ and 

trial delays of Impact offenders, or reorient th~ treatment program to a 

younger or older group of clients. Corrections projects, therefore, are 

more likely to be viewed as dynamic and changing in comparison to 

courts or police projects. 

Regarding changes in objectives made by 16 of the projects, there 

were two types. One involved changes in the scope of the objectives, i.e., 

modifications in the number of objectives delineated in the grant 

application or in the quantitative measures. The second type concerned 

changes in the substance or nature of the objectives because of a major 

alteration in project activities. 

Change in the scope of the objectives occurred either because of an 

increase or decrease in existing services or the addition of new services. 

Based on the responses provided by the project representatives, there were 

several reasons for these modifications; namely, an increasing number of 

skilled proj ect personnel, an attempt to, hasten the delivery of services 

by concentrating on fewer services, a downward shift in the perception of 

what objectives the project actually could meet and quantitatively measure, 

or a delay in project start-up and consequently less available time for 

project operation. Interestingly, this latter reason was only mentioned 

by 6 adult corrections projects in Portland where the average date for 

the initial provision of services was the slowest of the 8 cities; 
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Inaddition~ 2 prevention projects in Denver lacked the anticipated 

number 'of clients. 
. '. - . . j.' ','.' ,. ",'-

In both projects, the cl:'iterJ.a £01:' selecting 

cliertts were cha.l'lgedfr~m concerit;:ating on the cri1ninal 'history of t.he 

ref~rra:lto the individual's moti-vstionto partidpatein 'project 

activities and -to matching pr9.ject services to client needs. 

Changes fn' the substance or nature of the obj ectives was noted 

by only 1 projecitr'~presentative. In this ~ase, the pr05 ect, as 

origina1ly planned, 'was dependent on the completion of services by 

another agency .'Ze~ause . chese ~ervi.ceswere never forthcoming, 

thustnaking CClUlpletioh ~f projectactivit;ies impossib'le,the 

ob:jectives 'were 'changed to reflect the 'unffva:!.lableservices rather 

than tl1eoriginal'ohjectives stipu1ated in the grknt application. 

3.4.7 Aborted Proj ects 

Across the cities, 12 projects have aborted or have 'been unable 

to provide services under their respective grants. Th~ cities of 

Atlanta and Baltimore each had 1 'aborted projeCt, Cleveland 8, FInd Denver, 2. 

These 12 pt'O'j ectsconstitute a failure rate of 5.5 -percent of the total 

220 proj acts reported by the Rmf. 

Atlanta e:xperienced 1 proj ect abort' during the course of its -program. 

The Coordinated Juvenile Work, Releaseproj ect, operated. 'by the at1 ant a 

BUSiness teague, was unable to secUl:ethe necessary 'matching 'funds. 

'Balti1ll0re,also,expe-ri~n(!ed 1 projectabort,the ];aEft 'Baltimore 

Adalescent Det(j~ification Ceuterop.e:rated by the Johns'Bdpkins 'Hos'pltal and 

the East Baltimore Community Corporation. 'thereasofis ftir'the abort were 

problenisin locating a site because of cofumUnityoPPQs:ttion '.and 'failure to 

select a project director. 

Clevelandexperi'8nced '8 'pi-oj ectaboriis. :TWo 'projects', 'toe 'Center 

for Ruman ServiMs and the JU'Venile' Cotirt COlnpdnent--Grotlp 'Homes,. lacked a 
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sufficir;r,<lt number of clients because the group homes, which referred 

individuals 'to the center and court compor;.ent, were either unimplemented 

or paid.ai1y impiemented. The Diagnost1.c and Treattnent Component 

of Pre .... Trial ]):1a,y requested to be terminated because of an 

insufficient nun1ber of indiViduals who could benefit frOm the s~ices 
and personnel turnover. The Big Brothers Post-Reiease project also 

asked to be ~erminated because of their inability to obtain a sufficient 

number of volunteer workers. The 

had prob1ems with staff turnover, 

Institutionai P~st-Reiease project 

untrained personnei, and finding , 
meaningful empioyment: opportunitie~ for cHents. The Comprehensiv~ 
Corrections Unit Phase II was terminated because the fac.ility where 

the treatment services were to be provided was in heea of renovation. 

Final1y, the Police Organization, Management, and Operations Study was 

never implemented with Impact funds and consequentiy , the Patr01 
, . . 

.Allocation Study, dependent on the completion of the former stud.y, was 

never i~plemented. 

Denver has experienced 2 project aborts to date. One project, 

Prosecutor's Management Info~atiori Systems (PROMiS), wa~ C:ance!1ed 

as a result of the subgrantee f s rej ectiori of the grant award' aue to his 

reluctance to accept the national model for PRdMIS projects. The second 

project, t11'e Deriver Community W~rk Reiease Ceriter~ was dropped oecause of 

communi.ty resistance to the init:laliy c.hosen iocation and excessive 

renovation costs of the alternative site. (See Appendix VI.) 

There were no project aborts reporte.d for Portlaria. However, 2 major 

grant applications have been temporarily rejected by the ao, totaling 

nearly 2 mllD.on d6llars in requested funds. As- of January, i975, the 

applications, which are requests for exparided street :Hghtfngati.d for 
an improved public safety communications system, nad Deen' awafting final 

action for from 3 'to 5 montlls. 

The remaining cities of Daiias, '&eWark, ana: S't. L.oUis had no project 

aborts. 
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3.5 Analysis of the Time 'Required to 'Implement Impact Projects 

This discussion focuses on the time required for implementing 

proj ects from the submission of grant applications to the initial 

provision of s~rvices. The results reported are based on information 
f;. 

received from mail surveys distTibuted to projects. 

The speed with which grant applications are processed, awards 

made, and projects begin providing services is a critical feature of 

a short-term program such as Impact. In fact, these 3 dates can 

be considered as key indicators of the length of the start-up process 

and represent the major activities to be accomplished in translating 

money into services. 

The analyses presented are intended to show gross trends across ' 

the cities and functional areas only. Since 65.4 percent of the 

projects listed in the project directory responded to these questions, 

preCise measurement of these activity dates is restricted. Additionally, 

in some cases, respondents indicated that the dates filled in were only 

estimates. It is expected that other respondents may also,have estimated 

these dates, leaving their real accuracy open to question. A final 

problem is the fact that because each city has a small number of projects in 

some functional areas, it is presently impossibleJwith the data that 

are available, to analyze each city by functional area. 

3.5.1 Analysis Across the Cities 

January 1972; the beginning of the Impact program"roviges 

the baseline date for the comparison of implementation time across the 

cities and the functional areas. Across the cities, it appears that 7.5 
months were required, on the average, to complete th~ cycle from grant appli

cation to the initial provision of-services. CitieS ~atied'individually from 

a high of 15.9 months in Portland to a low of 4.6 months in Dallas 

(see Figures 16" 17, and 18 and Appendix VII). 
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FIGURE 16 
AVERAGE NUMBER OF MONTHS REQUIRED FROM SUBMISSION 

OF GRANT APPLICATION TO INITIAL PROVISION OF 
SERVICES FOR IMPACT PROJECTS BY CITY 
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Looking further at the projects across the cities, it appears that 
the average grant application was submitted 12.9 months into the program. 

In addition, the average award date for projects was some 3.4 months 

later or 17.3 months into the program. The average turnaround time 

from award to initial provision of services was 3.1 months and start-

up averaged 20.4 months into t.he program -

Across the responding projects by functional area, it appears 

that courts projects began providing services in more rapid fashion 

than any of the other functional areas, requiring only 4.6 months to 

complete the submission to start-up process. Drug abuse projects 

required the greatest amount of time to become operational, 13.4 months. 

The average across all the functiona+ areas was 7.2 months
3 

(see Figure 

19) . 

In looking across the functional areas, it is also interesting to 

note changes in the time required by type of sponsoring agency. For the 

four functional areas (prevention, adult corrections, j'Cvenile corrections, 

and community involvement) for which sufficient data are available to 

describe traditional criminal justice agency sponsors and noncriminal 

justice sponsors, it appears that noncriminal justice sponsors enjoyed 

a rather speedy turnaround time of 5.6 months from $ubmission of the grant 

application to the initial provision of services compared to 9.4 months for 

traditional criminal justice sponsors. Within the individual functional 

areas, traditional criminal justice agencies operat~ng prevention projects 

were the most rapid implementors,requiring only 3.7 months. Adult 

corrections projects operated by traditional agencies required the longest 

time for implementation, namely, 12 months (see Figure 20). 

3The difference between 7.5 months and 7.2 months as an average across 
the cities and functional areas is because the la.tter analysis does not 
include the small number of projects in the target hardening and other 

functional areas. 
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Drug abuse proj ects also submitted their grant applications later ~I 
into the program than proj ects in any other functional area and were the '] 

. '1 la tes t ones to fni t iate s ervic e provision. Connnuni ty invol vemen t pro j ec ts " 'i 
on the other hand, submitted their grant applications and were providing ! 

services sooner into the program than proj ects in other functi-::~.ril areas l 
(see Figure 21). 

3.5.2 City-by-City Analysis 

Atlanta 

Atlanta projects xequired an average of 8.3 ~onths from the time 

of spbmission of grant application to the time of initial proYisio~ of 

services. The time from submission to awaxd averaged about 4.7 months 

and the time from awaxd to start-up was approximately 3.6 months. In 

general, Atlanta requirlE!d slightly more time than the average of 7.5 
months across the cities. 

The average Atlanta project submitted its grant application 13.1 months 

into the program. The c:lverage award was normally granted 17.8 months into 

the program. With the average start-up occurring nearly 3.5 months later, 

Atlanta projects tended to begin operations as late as 21.4 months from 

program inception. This is 1 month leiter than the average across the cities. 

Baltimore 

Baltimore projects required an average of 9.2 months to complete 

the activities required between the submission of grant application and 

the initiation of service delivery. The time required from submission 

to award averaged about 3.1 months, 1.3 months faster than the average 

across the cities. However, the period between award and start-up, 

6.1 months, was the longest of all the Cities, surpassing the mean 
across the cities by some 3 months. 

The average Baltimore project submitted its grant applicatIon 

12.1 months into the program. Award was generally received 15.2 months 

into the program. Actual service delivery normally began 21.3 months 

into the program, about a month later than the average starting date 
across the cities. 
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Cleveland 

Cleveland projects,in general, reflected a rapid implementation 

pace (only Dallas requirea a shorter amount of time) after grant 

application submission, 4.8 months. The bulk of this period, 3.3 

months, was spen~ in grant ap'plication review and the issuance of 

award. Only 1.5 months were, on the ayerage, needed by projects to 

begin their operations after award was received. 

The average grant application for Cleveland proj ects ~yas submitted 

11.1 months into the program. Award was normally made at 14.4 moqths 

and start-up generally occurred 15.9 months into the program. In fact, 

Cleveland projects started providing services approximately 4.5 months 

ahead of the' average date across the cities. 

Dallas 

The average project i~Dallas required the least amount of time 

to complete the submission/award/start-up cycle, 4.6 months. Submission 

to award generally took about 3.1 months and award to start-up occurred 
about 1. 5 months later. 

The average Dallas project submitted its grant application 13.3 

months into the program, received:its award 16.4 months into the program, 

and began operations 17.9 months from program inception • 

Denver 

The grant application, award, and start-up process required about 

6.5 months for the average Denver project. The period from submission 

to award reflected the bulk of this time frame, requiring 4.5 months. 

Start-up normally occurred about 2 months later •. 

For Denver projects, the average grant application was submitted 

16.4 months into the program. Award was normally received by the end of the 

twentieth month and start-up occurred as late as 22.9 months from program 

initiation. This start-up date was nearly 2.5 months later than the average 

across the cities and was the second latest in the total program. 
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Newark 

Newark projects required .5.2. 1ll?I1;ths, OI sligp,tly less tha,~ the 

average across t.he c:Ltie~, to compl.ete the, process fIOlU sUJm:tission to start-
'" '. ,. - '. ,"""', 

tJ.p. P1:pjects Were awarded their ~ants about 3.2 months after t1;le sub-

mission of thei:r. grant applicatioris and this was amon~ t~e fastest average 

time s,!:?an acl;'OSS the cities. Start-up generaJ,ly took place Z,months :l,ater. 

Nc~al;'k projects tended to submit the,ir grant al',plicatioIl 1,? 7 months 

in1::p the program. T4is represented 1;h;e latest a,verage submiss,ion date 

of the 8 cities. Awal;'d of fund~ was normally issued, 19.9, mO,nths into the 

program and start:'""up was generally achiev7d, nearly 2, months la.ter .or 21. 9 

months from progrflm inception. 

Portland 

Portland p-r;ojects were tbe slowest across the cities i11. terms of 

the total tim.e required for the average project to "l;>egin op~ration aft.er 

submission of its grant application" 15.9 mo~ths. ~ubmil?sioI1 to ~ward, 

on the average, took 10.2 month,a, nea,J;:ly 6 m.onths longer than the 

program-:wide average, and award to stq:rt-up vas 5.7 months, the, lat:te:t;:, 

be:tng the seco1J,d longel'lt acro~s the cities. 

The average Portland proj ect sub,1l).it.ted its applicatiQ:Q. 13.3 

mcnths into the program. However, it, wae. not. 'Until 23.5, mouths, 

from the begi~ling of the program tha~ award Was generally r~cr~ved. 

Additionally, it waE;uot until 29.2 monthEl into th~ p'ro~r.am~ Q~ ne&rl% 

2.5 yeat's from the p;rogram start:, thf.it the average P,ol;:tlran,cl proj, ~ct 

initiated its pr.ovisi-an of services. This average $ta!;~,:"u'P: ~ate Wli\~ 

the latest acrO$S, the cities anti c<?rrelates cl;osely 't.z~~h ~~e $~lvli!\ga 

i,;l S.action 3.2. th;lt Portland has' ~ep.,ded the small~.f.?,t p.el:ceJ\ta~~ of 

- :t ts awa'!:ded f:unds. 

~. Louis 

St- iQ~i~ pJ:;oje.cts tended to complete t'll!?; p:r~~~pl~~t~t:LPIJ:$1=~B!'l 
in @9Ut. 1.5 m.onths leaf! than the ~:VeJ:aSe for ~11 1;::~e cit~es.. 'f'he ~nt;if~ 

,-

J.1,O 

, 0 

froc~s~, f.rom 8ubm!ss~~n elf l?;rant applicatfcm eo proj ~ct initiation 01: Serv

ices re9,~ire~ ~,~, ~onth~ F~r the ~~~~~~~ r~c>,ject. "'Y"~f~ 'iasg~l'!-,e~!l~ly 
~t:~~te~ "3;.~ f1?'llt~~ ,:£ter ~up'mi~E!4on '~~d -!3trrt-up p~c~rred 2.5 lllollt~ 
later. 

."., t, 

St. LOllis pr?jects started earU~r than the projects tn any other 

c:l,.~y. $~~pm:tsston of rra~~ app1ic~!=:tClI,l? ~as nprmally acbi.ev~d 9 • .6 mOnths 

into ~~e ff?~rar; pe~n~ ~.5 !flontps ahead ot th~ av~!age .su?mission date 

acr0!3s tp~ ~:t~:ie~. f\warq, on th~ av,er?se, was received 1.3 mon~hs a£J:;et 
: '~ F 

JGir~a~y, 1972 anQ 0t:!curr~9 ~0!lle 4. ~ ~9Pths prior to :th~ average d~te 
across tp~ cifies. Start-up was normally achieve4 by the sj,~teenth 
~lonth wh:l9h was some 5 months ahead of the average for all the cities. 

These 0l?serv':i~Wnt; als? ~orr~sp~nd closely .to the findings discussed 

~n Sef1=iop 4:2. 1hat is, ~he finding that St. Louis has expended the 

secon~ highest p,f::rcentage of its awarde<i funds compared to 1=h~othlar 

ciJ::ies, coul~ be expected given th~ir early average start-up date. 

3.5.3 lm~lysis .. bX Functioniil Ar:;e. 

l'reven1:io~ 

f7ev~'Ption pt;oject:s across the cities requir~d an ?ve~age 5.6 months 

}:o com~!~H: tJ1e cycle .from submips~OI) of ~raTlt a~pli.cation through iniUal 

provt~ion of services. In ~enera~, this was slightly shorter than the 

average for 8 of the functional areas o£ 7.2 months (see Fi~ur~ 19). 

l11 t~rp1~ 9f th~ t:yp~ of spoP~pX'~n$ pg~n~y ,pr~velilt~on l>roJ~cts 
9Per~teq py tt~d;Lf:i()nal crilllillal j\l.6t.ic~ agencies requ;lt'e~ only 3.7 
.,.' ',,f" ".' ,..." , " ",',', , '," < ' •• ; "._. .. ' 

lllO~1:hs. to complete~p.e r@v1-~lf ap.(l Ilwat'li process(;\l1Q. b~g:l,ll providing serv-
, , ' , ,', ',,> t;. ,,,' •. , ';,' ' .• " __ < _ ., 'j,' "_:. ,,,"- " " ' .. ,' ,. 

:t~~~ ~ This wal'l the fastest t~ ,tra1lle,forany ,t\\llct;i.onal ar~a by type 
-

of ~~PJll'!;R~: ' Og ~h~ QEh'7t: hand, Ptr;y~ntiQn proj e.cts sl?ons,a:r~~by nOll-:-

c!1w~nat ~Bpt.iG~ fi,~en~fe.J¥ r~quitl~d 111,1 :~v7;r~~~ Df 6.21OOuths to l;o~lpte 
the 3 :tlIlplemeptatic:m activit;les (s~e Figure 20) • 

. , . • ~. -' , -,,, ',.-:';i:;.' ,"'" , < < 

Tile ay.et'a~e preYention prQj eet submitted its .~r,an.t,flPJ>lici.'+tiP11 11.3 

mon~h~ into the pro.~plln ·while ,the ~verage 'award ?~~urred at 16. 3 ~pths • ., ,~ - '. '. 

{, . 

" 
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Operations began shortly after award; namely, 16.9 months into the 

program. This is 3 months ahead of the average across the functional 

areas (see Figure 21). 

Police 

Police projects tended to begin providing services slightly faster 

than the average across the functional areas, requiring 6 months to 

complete the submission to start-up cycle. This average time period 

ranked fourth across the 8 functional areas for which sufficient data 

were ava~lable. 

Police projects were net broken out by type of sponsor since all 

projects in this functional area listed in the directory were operated 

by traditional criminal justice sponsors. 

Police projects averaged 11.2 months into the program for grant 

submission and award occurred nearly 3 months later or 14 months into 

the program. Slightly more than 3 months passed between award and the 

provision of services which occurred 17.2 months into the program. 

This is nearly 3 months ahead of the average across the functional areas. 

Courts 

Courts projects required 4.6 months from the time of grant applica

tion submission to the initial provision of services. They were the 

fastest projects to complete the process and required about 2.6 months 

less than the average for all the functional areas. 

As in the police projects, courts projects were not broken out 

by type of sponsoring agency because all projects examined were operated 

by traditional criminal justice agencies. 
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Courts projects submitted grant applications 15.2 months into the program 

which is 2.5 months later than the average across the functional areas. Award 

took p+ace shortly thereafter at 17.8 months with services being provided 

19.8 months into the program on the average. 

Adult Corrections 

Adult corrections projects, on the average, required 10.2 months to 

complete the cycle from submission to start-up. This average placed 

adult corrections projects 3 months beyond the average across the func
tional areas. 

In looking at adult corrections by type of sponsoring agency, it 

appears that noncriminal justice agency sponsors enjoyed more rapid 

start-up after application than traditional criminal justice agency 

sponsors. Projects in the former category needed. 5.3 months and projects 

in the latter category required 12 months. In fact, adult corrections 

projects operated by traditional criminal justice agencies were the 

slowest category across the 4 functional areas and types of sponsors 

depicted in Figure 20. 

Adult corrections projects submitted grant applications 12.6 

months into the program, on the average. Award occurred 6 months 

late~ at 18.8 month~with services provided on the average ,~t 22.8 

months into the program. This is nearly 3 months further into the 

program than the a~erage across the functional areas. 

Juvenile Corrections 

Projects focusing on the provision of juvenile co~rections services 

normally required 7 months to traverse the steps from submission to start

up. This,time period was slightly ahead of the total functional area 

average. 
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The type of sp~nsor~ng ,agency also appeared to indicate a dramatic 

disparity in implementation time for juvenile corrections projects as seen . , 
with the adult corrections proj ects. While noncriminal justice aglmcies 

operat'ing these projects completed the implementati?n activity steps 

in 5.5 months, projects operated by traditional agencies required some 

3 months longer, averag~ng. mon s. ~ , 86th Th4s figure represents the second 

longest period of time for any functional area by type of sponsor~ug 

agency, 

Grant submission occurred later in the program than the average across 

the functional areas for juvenile corrections projects (13.6 months). Award 

'~""~---:i 

months or nearly 5 months later while services were provided occurred at 18.5 

20.6 months into the program on the average. 

Research/Information Systems 

, t veraged 6.4 months to The research/information systems proJec s a 

achieve actual start-up after submission of their grant applications. 

, d was s14ghtly shorter than the average for the 8 func-This time per~o ~ 

tional areas. 

h ' type were not examined by type of sponsoring Projects of t ~s 

f h small number within each category for which agency because 0 t e 

data were available from questionnaires. 

/ f t ' systems pro]'ects submitted grant applications 16 Research in orma ~on 

months into the program or 3.3 months later than .. the average across the 

A=ard averaged 3.6'months later While services were functional areas. ~w 

nearly 3 months following award. provided 22.4 months into the program or 

Drug Abuse 

Generally, little data were available from drug abuse projects. 

'd' data on time requirements, it appears From t.he 3 projects prov~ ~ng . 
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that projects within this functional area required 13.4 months to 

complete the 3 steps for implementation. In general, this represents 

some 6.2 months longer than the average across 8 functional areas. 

No breakout has been prOVided by type of sponsor for drug abuse 

projects because of the small number of respondents. 

Drug abuse projects submitted their grant appli~ations,on the average, 

later than projects in any other functional atea; namely, 17.3 months 

into the program. Award occurred 21 months into the program while 

serVices were not provided until 30.7 months into the program, or 9.7 
months after award. 

fommunity Involvem~n.E.. 

Community involvement projects experienced rather fast turnaround 

time, re.quiring only 5.6 months to pass through tl:e subrtlission/award/ 

start-up ,phases. In. general, they averaged nearly 1.6 months ahead 

of the total average for all the functional areas. 

Similar to the findings for adult corrections and juvenile correc

tions, community involvement projeets operated by noncriminal justice 

agencies showed more speedy initiation of servi ces than those sponsored 

by traditional agencies. In general, traditional agencies required 5.9 

months while noncriminal justice agencies average 5.0 motlths. 

Community irivolveme~t projects submit. ted grant applic.ations earlier 

inte the program than any other functional area. at 10.9 months. Award 

occurred on the average 13.9 months into the program ~vhile services were 
initially provide:d at 16.5 months. 
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3.6 Status of Evaluation 

Developing and implementi?-S :an evaluation effort is a key activity 

for Impact program proj ects. This implies determinjng an evaluation 

design, collecting dq.ta, and implementing the design, 3 subtasks 

1,-hich proj ect uilcectors often need to insure. 

This section focuses on the degree to ~ilhich the projects have 

implemented these 3 subtasks. In addition, methods of data collec-

tion, standardized forms, reporting periods, and personnel will 

be discussed. Results at this time are questionable, however, because 

of occasional c!ontradictions in the data. 

First, of the 147 respondents to the telephone questionnaire, 

129 indicated that they have develope? an evaluation design. Most of 

those 129 project directors (124) have also collected data consistent 

,vith the, evaluation design. Of these, 113 noted that the 

evaluation design has been implemented. For a breakdown of responses, 

see Table V. 

Second, of the 126 respondents to the mail questionnaire, 116 

indicated that data are reported at regular intervals, usually 
monthly and q~arterly. In addition, 100 of the respondents indicated 

that they collect data on standardized forms and 98 use a manual or 

computerized sys tern of data management. Finally, 59.5 percent of the 

directors indicated that they have "evaluation personnel either as members 

of the project or CAT staff, as outside COIlsultants, or as members of 

th~ staff ofa sponsoring agency and only 20.6 percent of the project 

directors noted ,that they had no evaluation personnel. Nearly 20 percent 

of the project directors (mostly from Atlanta and Cleveland) did not 

ans,\'er the quel3tion. 

116 

TABLE V 
STATUS OF EVALUATION FOR IMPACT PROJECTS SURVEYED 

Projects with Evaluation Design 

Projects which have Implemented 
the Evaluation Design 

Projects Collecting Data Consistent 
with the Evaluation Design 

*Source: Telephone Questionnaire 
147 Responses 

Projects with Manual or Computerized 
Data Management Systems 

Projects Using Standardized Forms 
for Data Collection 

Projects with Reporting Pet'iods 

Projects with Evaluation Personnel 

*Source:' Mail Questionnaire 
126 Responses 
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TOTAL NUMBER OF PROJECTS* 

lli 

129 

113 

124 

98 

100 

116 

75 

NO 

14 

26 

19 

8 

8 

3 

26 

NO RESPONSE 

, , 

4 

8 

4 

20 

18 

7 

25 
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Regarding the other functi~ns involved in evaluation, it would 

appear fran-, the responses of the project directors that most of the 

projects have implemented some evaluation activities. In addition, mosL of 

the project directors collect data on standardized forms, report it 

mon1;hly and/or quarterly, and hav'el a manual or computerized system of 

data m~tnagement. 

3.7 Major Implementation Delay Problems 

Of the 147 respondents to the telephone questionnaire, 129 

(87.8 percent) indicated that their project suffered between 1 and 7 

major implementation delay problems. The number and percentage of 

projects,are listed by problem type in descending order on Table VI. 

Looking down the percentage column, it appears that 38 percent 

of the proj ects noting delay problems experienced major implementation 

delays due to staffing problems and lengthy administrative procedures 

which the project directors defined to include (but not be limited to) 

bids for equipment and outside serviceo, approval for hiring personnel, 

and excessively long review procedures for grant modifications. 

Other major problems experienced by nearly lout of 5 projects 

were funding and refunding delays, finding a site or office location, 

p\lrchasing equipment, and interagency coordination. 

Problems receiving lower priority, but still meriting consJ derable 

attention, are a lack of staff training; securing adequate client 

referrals; lack of external services, (e.g., securing an adequate nU\llbe:t' of 

employment options for juvenile and adult offenders); problems ''lith 

community involvement and support; lack of data collection and evaluation 

planning; "politics"; a lack of administrative pre-planning; and 

obtaining matching funds. There were also project-specific problems. 

They were noted by only one respondent and were peculiar to that project. 
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TABLE VI ' 
MAJOR IMPLEMENTATION DELAY PROBLEMS ACROSS THE CITIES . 

TOTAL NUMBER OF 
PERCENTAGE OF PROJECTS 

IMPLEMENTATION PROJECTS WITH 

. DELAY PROBLEMS IMPLEMENTATION NOTING lMPLEMENTATION 
DELAY PROBLEMS DELAY PROBLEM* 

1. Delays in Hiring Staff 49 38.0 
2. Administrative Delays - 49 38.0 

Because of "Red Tape" 
P:tocedures 

3. Funding and Refunding Delays 35 27.1 
4. Purchasing Equipment 27 20.9 
5. Site and Office Location 25 19.4 
6. Interagency Coordination 24 18.6 
7. Delays Because of Training 18 14.0 

Staff 

8. Client Referral Delays 15 11.6 

9. Absence of Necessa:ty External 12 9.3 
Services . 

10. Lack of Community Involvement 10 7.8 
and Support 

11. Data Collection and 7 5.4 
Evaluation Planning 

12. Lack of Administrative Pre~ 7 5.4 
Planning 

13. Politics 5 3.9 
·14. Problems in Obtaining 3 2.3 

Hatching Funds . .. 
15. Other or Project Specific 27 (One proj ect may have 

more than one 
project-specific 
prob1.2m) 

* T ~e percentage column will not equal 100% because most of the ro ect ~~~~ more than one major implementat"ion delay problem. The t~tai" s 

numbe~ ~~dr~~:o~~!~!rP~~j;~~;e~~~hf;:!l~~tat~o~ delay problema" is 129~ This 
Percentage column. umn et,ermine the figures in the 
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3.7.1 City-by-City.Analysis 

On the averctge, projects in each city experienced between 2 and 3 

implementation problems. In addition, b etweel1 2 and 4 maj or implementation 
. .' . problems were reported by 25 percent or more of the proj ects in each city 

(see Tabl~ VII). 

A major implementation problem reported by 36 to 59 percent of the 

proj ects in '6 cities was staffing . Listec:l. inascenCi:ing order of response 

to the telephone questionnair.e, they al;'e Clevelctnd, Dallas, Denver, 

Atlanta, Newark, and Baltimore. Interestingly, staffing was said to be an 

insignifi~ant difficulty or no problem in St. Louis and "Portland. 

Only 1 Dallas proj ect reported difficu1t:les because of administrative 

de;Lays, while 31 to 57 percent of th.e projects reported this problem 

in the other 7 cities. There were 4 cities where more than 25 percent 

of the proj ects reported funding delays; 28 atld 29 percent of th,e proj

ects in Denver ~nd Portland and 40 and 53 perl;!ent of th.e proj ects in 

St. Louis and Ne~ark. 

~rojects in Atlanta, Portland and Dallas reporting implementation 

delays found purchasing equipmep.t to be a major problem. OVer 25 percent 

of the proj ects in Atlanta, Dallas and Newark had site and office loca

tion problems while "Portland projects also experienced delays because 

of problems in obtaining necel:?saryexterna1 services. Lastly, 29 per

cent of the Cleveland proj ects reporting delays found coordination to be 

a major problem. The problems of adequate referrals, data collection and 

evaluation planning, "politics"! a lack of administrative pre-planntng, 

and obtaining matching funds were mentioned by less than 25 percent of 

the projects in each of the 8 cities. (For a listing of the number of 

proj ects experiencing each implementation delay prob1.em by city, see 

Appendix VIII). 
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TABLE VII 
IMPLEMENTATION PROBLEMs NOTED BY 25 PERCENT OR MORE OF THE 

RESPONDlNG PROJECTS IN EACH ClTY* 

CITY t IMPLEMENTATION DELAY PROBLEM I PERCENTAGE OF PROJECTS 
Atlanta Staffing Delays 

46.2 Equipment Purchase Delays 
Site and Office Location Problems 38.5 

Lengthy Administrative Procedures 38.5 
30.8 

Baltimore Staffing Delays 
58.8 Lengthy Administrative Procedures 52.9 

Cleveland Staffing Delays 
~5.7 .Lerlgthy Administrative Procedures 

Lack of Coordination 32.1 
28.6 

Dallas Staffing Delays 
44.4 Equipment Purchase Delays 
44.4 Site & Office Location Problems :33.3 

Denver Staffing Delays 
44.4 Lengthy Administrative Procedures 

Funding Delays 44.4 
27.8 

Newark Funding Delays 
52.9 Staffing Delays 

Site and Office Location problems ,47.1 

Lengthy Administrative Procedures 35.3 
29.4 

Portland Lengthy Administrative Procedures 57.1 Lack of Necessary External Services 42.8 Funding Delays 
28.6 Equipment Purchase Delays 28.6 

St. Louis Lengthy Administrative Procedures 45.0 Funding Delays 
40.0 

*129 R esponses to the Telephone Questionnaire. 
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While d~scussion has ~ocused on projects having implementation 

problems, it: is significant to note that 18 respondents said that their 

projects experienced no major delays (6 of these projects are in St. Louis 

and 4 in Dallas) as shown in Table 'VItI \ (;For a listing of these proj ects by 

city and functional at'ea, see Appendix IX,) 

3.7.2 Analysis by Functional Area 

Overall, projects in each functional area experienced 2 to 3 

implementation delay problems. In addition, 3 to 5 problems were mentioned 

by more than 25 percent of the projects in each fUn8tional area. 

1t appears (see Table IX) that a significant nUmber of projects 

noting delays in each of the 9 functional areas experittm,ced major 

implementation delay problems in staffing, administration, and funding. 

Importantly, between 25 and 67 percent of the projects in each of the 9 

functional areas experienced staffing difficulties, with the low for 

police projec~s and the high for research/information systems projects 

(few staff me~~ers). Within the functional areas of prevention, courts, 

adult corrections, and research/information·systems, staffing was 

one of the most frequently cited problems. 

Similarly, the percentage of projects experiencing administrative 

delays ranged from a low of 25 percent of the preven~ion projects 

to a high of 50 percent of the research/information system projects .• 

However, within the functional areas of juvenile corrections, courts, 

and community involvement, projects noted this prob~em more often than 

any other. 

In terms, of funding delays, between 2 and 50 percent of the 

c')tmnunity involvement, research/information systems, courts, 

juvenile corrections, and prevention proj ects found it to be a 

significant problem. Fifty percent of the police projects, 57 per,,?-ent 

of the target hardening projects, and 33 percent of the community 

involvement projects experienced delays in purchasing equipment and oV'er 
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IABLE IX T\:lE 
IMPLEMENTATION PROaLEMS NOTED BY 25 PER~ENT OR MO~I;: Of 

RESPONDING PROJECTS IN.I;ACH fUNCTtONAL ARSA 

FUNcnONt\1 AREA 

Police 

Courts 

Adult Corrections 

Juvenile Corrections 

Research/Information 
Systems 

Dtug Abuse 

, C<;llmuunity It),volvement 

'farge): H<j.rdening 

U11?LEMENTATION DELAY PROBLEM 

Sta1;t:tng Delays 
]'unding Delays 
Le'ngthy Administrat ive PrQcedut'f's 

Equipment Purchase. Delays 
Lengthy Administrative :Procedures 
Staffing Delays 

Staffing Delay,s 
Funding Delays 
Lengthy Administrative Procedl~res 

Staffing Delays 
Site and Office Location Problems 
Lack of Coordination 

Lengthy Ad~nistrative Procedures 
Funding. Delays 
Site and Office Locatio!l Problems 
Staffing Delays 

Staffing Delays 
Lengthy Administrative Procedures 
Eunding Delays 
Lack of Coordinat.ion 

La~k of Cocrdinati9n 
Staffing Delays 
L~ngthy Administrative Prpcedul;es 
Lack of Administrative Pre-Planning 

Lep,gthy Administrative Prpc~dures 
St"!-ffing Delays 
Equ:i,pment Purchase Delays 
Funding Delays 
Lack 01' Staff Training 

Equipment Purchase Delays 
Lengthy Administrative Procedur~s 
Staffing Del$,ys 

\29 R~sponses. to the Telephone Questionnaire. 

124 

1 PERCENtAGE 
OJ!' t'ROJ.ECTS 

50,0 
50,0 
25.0 

50.0 
45.0 
25.0 

30.0 
30:0 
30.0 

91. 9. 
38.1 
28.6, 

44.4 
37.0 
33.3 
25.9 

66.7 
50.0 
33.3 
33.3 

50.0 
33.3 
n.3 
333 

49.7 
33.3 
33.3 
2&.7 
2.6.7 

57.1 
42.8 
2S.p 
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25 pen::-c;~n!= of t:h~ c1t"yg ap1.l$~, a41.fl.f: c;o~r~cti~lls, and reaeaJ;'ch/infql;llJation 

s¥st.ews PJ:'oj ect$, haq coo:t:#nat.;(,QJ1, diffi~~gies. Co~unttyinvQl'\tement 
pr.ojects were the Ol)l.y Ones eJl:pet'iencin~ s;i,gnificant training delays 

and ovet' 25 per¢ept of t:lle 4;1;1)g abul3e Ptpj ~ct;s Jlot,ed a lack ora4m.inis.trative 

pre-p:t~ning. '.tpe r:ellt?'lin;i:ng imp1emiantat:ioJl p1;'<iblia1!lS were lef)s .si,gnificant 

in petcent.llge ;re$pop.se, 'l>14t. Wel'ia 111eI1tiopeq at least pnce by pI:oje¢tl3 in :many 

of the functiona,l areas. (E9t: a liSting of thertumbel' ~f PI:oj ects in each 

'funct.iopal at"ea by tYpe at iwp1~entation delay problem, ~ee Appeudix x~) 

3.8 ~ecqmme~dations by Pl'?ject Personnel 
. . ... ,~ ... - ."', ~ -, .' .' - . . 

Qf tq~ 12~. r esponclen1=S! ~o the item OP, the mp.il questionnaire 

l;'equ,e,Qt :4lg rmpa~t P~pgt:~ ct~anges :for "mprespee4r implementatipn, \I 65 

or ovet one-half of the 'Fe~pondeP,ts m~de S,:ggestions, SQIlle of the$e65 

reSPondents mp.de mOl;'e than pn~ suggestiPrt, :ma~ting q. tptal of 111 -reCQIll

mencia:tions. Tue r~c.qmme~daticm,p have be.ef! grouped into 11 major c.ate-' 

gortes. Th~y are listed helow by :the total number of projects mGt-king 

the r.e~o~en~ation. 

(a) 

Cb} 

(c) 

(d) 

(e) 

(£) 

(g) 

(h) 

(:D 

(j) 

(k) 

Decrease Funding Delays--23 

Reduce Ti111e Required for Revi~w and Approval--21 

Reduce "Bur eaucr acy!l.-16 

Provide Technical Assistance in Evaluation--9 

Allow Time and Assist in Administrative Pre-planning--9 

Assist with Coordination Problems--9 

Al10Vl Time for Hiring and Trainingo£ Personhel--8 

Frovide for Hore Project-Level Flexibility--6 

Provide More General Technical Assistance--6 

Improve the Clarity of Guidelines--3 

Othel:--l 
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The 3 major recommendations--Jecrease time required for funding, 

review and B:pI;roval, and bur.eaucracy--focus on reducing delays, the num

bers and kinds of decisions requiring review and approval, and the 

successive layers of bureaucracy which are part of the everyday operations 

at th~ proj ect level. For exampl.e~;if a proj ect director wishes (or 

is obliged) to hire someone at a differept salary level than the level 

stipulated in the grant;application, the project director may have to 

obtain approval from the CAT, SPA, and RD. This, the project director 

notes, may take several months because of the lengthy approval process 

for grant adjustments. Meanwhile, proj'ect implementation is delayed. 

because of a lack of staff. Based on specific problems such as these, 

the proj ec~ directors are making the general recommendations of adminis-

trative streamlining, less time for review and approval, more project 

flexibility and autonomy, and fewer funding delays. 

While the project directors are requesting a cutback in some areas, 

they are also asking for more assistance in others. For instance, 6 

projects suggested more technical assistance in general. Nine projects 

requested technical assistance with evaluation planning; 9 projects 

wanted help with coordination problems. Further, 9 projects wanted 

assistance with administrative pre-planning or to put it another way, 

assistance with the administrative organization, procedures, and records 

such as the budget, required by either the CAT, SPA, or RO. Thirty-three 

projects thus asked for more assistance of one kind or another. 

In addition, 3 project directors requested greater clarity of 

program ~uidelines. They felt ~he guidelines required excessive amounts 

of time, ~a~ticularly in the early stages of project implementation. 

Looki~g acro~s the recommendations, it is important to note that 

the recommendations relating to funding, review and approval, and bureauc-
.'. 

rac~ c0l'Ilpose 54.5 percent of the total n.umber of suggestions. It is 

also important to note that these 3 recommendations overlap; in some 
~.' - ,~ 

cases, it is a domino effect. . , For instance, bureaucratic delays may lead 
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to months for review and 
approval which may 1 

Conversely, sUccessful ah ead to funding delays. 
anges in one area s h f 

approval will reduce p bl uc as aster review and 
. . ro ems or delays in other areas such 

as funding. 

In addition the 
, suggestions for change in funding, review 

approval, and bureaucracy closely I and 
re ate to th f 

implementation problems' e most requently cited 
, namely, lengthy administrative procedures 

and funding and staffing delays. ' 
f There is also duplication of less 
requently cited recommendations and iI' 
i h mp ementation probl Th 
n t e categories of evaluation planni.ng. dmi i ems. is occurs 

, a n strative pre-Ptanning, 
and coordination, with th i i 

e rerna n ng recommendations such as flexibility 
overlapping with other iI' i 

mp ementat on problems such as lengthy adminis-
trative procedures. 

Overall, the recommendations relate well .to the major implementa-
tion problems which have emerged. Th , ese recommendations thus form a 
good basis for new efforts to reduce the number and 

severity of imple-
mentation problems in future anti-crime progra~. 
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4.0 F!NDINGS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

This document provides an interim e~amination of the implementation 

of programs/projects under the Impact program. As will be recalled, 
f· • 

at; the: beginning of this document (pp. 11-12), 6 research questions were 

posed which were used to structure both the development of the method

ology and the generation of the procedural model for implementation. 

These questions focused on the critical .implementat.ion issues relating 

to the Impact program, the answers to which would provide the most useful 

information for both evaluative knowledge and future program management 

policy-making. The 6 questions are as follows: 

(a) How much time was required from the completion of planning 
to the initial provision of services by projects? 

(b) What types of implementation problems did projects experience? 

(c) What was the distribution of services available as a result 
of this implementation process? 

(d) What was the distribution of funding to projects as a result 
of this implementation process? 

(e) Did the projects resulting from this process relate back to 
the problems identified <luring the planning phase? 

(f) What could be done in future programs of this type to 
implement projects more speedily and effectively? 

'Xhese questions (and otners to be posed in a subsequent document) 

relate primarily to the procedural activit.ies involved in implementing 

projects. There has been no attempt to assess the substantive quality 

of the projects developed or their individual contributions to crime 

reduction. Such findings must await the compilation and analysis of 

project~level evaluative data. 

(a) How much time was required from the completion of planning 
~he initial provision of services by proj ects? 

The completion of planning may be defined as the point at 
which the development of a grant application is completed and 
the application is' submitted to the state planning age~cy by 
the applic~nt agency. Thus, the length of time from the 
completion of planning to the initial provision of services 
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would be reflected in the difference between the actual sub
mission date of the grant application and the. date when the first 
client is served or the first manpower is deployed. 

In general, it appears that across the cities some 7.5. months 
were required to complete the cycle from submission to start
up. By city, the average time required is listed below .in 
increasing order: 

• Dallas - 4.6 months 

• Cleveland - 4.8 months 

• Newark - 5.2 months 

• St. Louis - 5.9 months 

• Denver - 6.5 months 

• Atlanta - 8.3 months 

• Baltimore - 9.2 months 

• Portland - 15.9 months. 

Additionally, there was variance by city regarding the time 
into the program when services were initially provided. That 
is, the average project in each city began providing services 
about 20 months into the program (using January, 1972 as the 
base month). Individual cities initiated service provision, 
on the average, by the following number of months into. the 
program: 

• St. Louis - 15.5 months 

• Cleveland - 15.9 months 

• Dallas - 17.9 months 

• Baltimore - 21.3 months 

• Atlanta - 21. 4 months 

• Newark - 21.9 months 

• Denver - 22.9 months 

• Portland - 29.2 months. 

It also appears that projects within the different criminal 
justice functional areas varied in the time required to 
complete the steps between grant application submission and 
the initial prOVision of services. In general, courts projects 
were the fastest, requiring only 4.6 months to complete the 
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required. steps from submissibn tb start-up while d-rug abuse 
projects were the slowest, requiring some 13.4 months to be
come operational. The following is a listing of these func
tional areas and the a~erage time required to complete the 
steps from submission to service start-up:* 

• Gourts - 4.6 months 

• 
• 
• 
• 
• 

Community Involvement - 5.6 months 

Prevention - 5.6 months 

Police - 6.0 months 

Research/Information Systems - 6.4 months 

Juvenile Corrections - 7.0 months 

• Adult Corl:ections - 10.2 months 

• Drug Abusla - 13. 4 months. 

By functiona.l at et.:1, there were also differences in 
average number of months into the program when the 
of services actually occurred. 

• Community Involvement - 16.5 months 

• 
• 

Prevention - 16.9 months 

Police 17.2 months 

• Courts 19.8 months 

• 
• 
• 

Juvenile Corrections - 20.6 months 

Research/Information Systems - 22.4 months 

Adult Corrections - 22.8 months 

• Drug Abuse - 30.7 months. 

. 
the 
provision 

From these findings it is evident that the average Impact 
project required nearly two-thirds ot a year to become 
operational after submitting its grant application. In addition, 
operational status was normally achieved nearly 1 2/3 years 
after the program was initiated. 
There was variation from these means ~oth for individual cities 
and criminal justice functional areas. Dallas projects appear, 
on the whole to have passed through,the submission-start-up 
cycle faster'than any other city while Portland proje~t~ re
quired the l.:>ngest time for review and processing. S1m1.lar1y, 

* not included due to the small number Target hardening projects are 
of mail questionnaires returned. 
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(b) 

courts projects were expedited the qu~ckest while drug abuse 
projects encountered lengthy delays. In terms of the number 
of months int~ the. program when service provision was initiated, 
St. Louis proJects and community involvement projects reflected 
the earliest program start dates while Portland projects and 
drug al,Juse projects had the latest average dates for the initial 
provisiotl of services. 

,These findings, along with the city-wide findings in Section 2.0, 
suggest that future program development and management efforts 
for short-term progrants, such as Impact, need to concentrate 
initially on developing and streamlining the administrative 
structure relating to grant application review and appr'oval 
and the initiation of service provision. Cities such as Dallas, 
where the necessary relationships and structures were gener~lly 
developed prior to Impact, reflected rather speedy turnaropnd 
time in the processing of grant applications, compared to Portland 
where these mechanisms had to be created. In addition, certain 
categories of projects, (e. g. courts projects) appear to be more 
amenable to rapid start-up than do other types of projects 
(adult corrections, drug abuse) which may rely on the develop
ment of complex referral mechanisms and treatment strategies. 

VJhat types of implementation problems did projects experience? 

Projects cited some 15 major reasons for delays in their 
initiation of service provisions after award., Appendices 
VII and VIII show the distribution of these delay problems 
noted by project directors. As can be seen, the two most fre
quently cited reasons, both claimed by 38 percent of the projects, 
related to problems of staffing and lengthy administrative 
procedures. 

Staffing of projects under a short-term grant system is a 
difficult process. First~y, the position is by definition 
short-term and future funding is not assured. Secondly, the 
position frequently does not fall within the traditional civil 
service system and thus lacks the rights, privileges, and 
guarantees associated with this status. Thirdly, in many of 
the cities, the positions themselves often mu~t:.beapproved 
by a variety of approval authorities, such as city and/or 
state personnel boards, due to the fact that ci.ty and/or state 
matching funds are utilized in connection with ·thegrants. 
Thc.pe problems thus result in often lengthy delays in obtaining 

,approval for the positions and obtaining -qualified staff~ 

The second delay problem noted by project directors relates 
to the lengthy administrative procedures involved in bringing 
a project to operational status. In most cases, project 
directors blamed these delays on the approval hierarchy 
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inY911ved in lllap,y. deci~ions ~.elating to, the p~oj:ect. ~ny 
p,rt?.j~ct;,. operat:l.on$ and most ~!?9<~fic,a,tions req,1;l:i,re sey~ial 
r.e.vi~w$ V{hi9h r~$u,lt in l~"9:g~hy review. p~.r~9c1s., thus: d.~layi"g 
P~9J~ct ol?E?ra.tion~ 

Othe~ majol;'. delay problems, no.ted by project d,irecto~s related to. 
such issues as funding, e<1wi.pment purchase procedutes, and 
the lack: of intexagency" c.09r,c;l;in,atioIl~ In. all casE?.6, these 
·proble~ arlf viewec;t' as being interJ;:elated,. 110,1; e~atnp1e, a delay 
in funding: may lea'd. to. a, delay in, sta~fi,ng., ~tc.' . 

~n geIle~al, project$ :t:'E?sponding ll.0ted. abo\1,t 2..4 implementation 
delay p:t:'oblems; per pr,oj ect.. It is apparent that theS.e problems. 
a~~ p-?-:t:'tiaily ~~la,~e<;l to' the philosophy of the grant process , 
i:.~. ~ p:fovidiIi;S sho.l;'t-term mO.ney to. local:tties for short-term 
pu\'poses. Sedondly, these problems. seem. to. be partially related 
to~ the"way in 'which the gl;'..ant pro,C,e$S works, i. e., 3 or 4 
s.uc~eedins, leveis' of review an<;l app.roval authority. It is, 
9bY:f,9t,l$ tha.t s;uch a $y~tem does nat lend; itself to. the goals 
sought withi,n III short-te:r;m pro.gram such as: Xmpact. That is., 
incentiv~s sho'lld be created to guarantee that successful project 
outcomes will b.e. 1inke.d to.' proj ect cantinu,ation anq funding. 
In this fa$hio.p." p~oj~ct p~r.s9nnel can b.~ as!sur~c;t of 9<Qntinued 
empl9yment b,eyond the g~ant periad while maxi~izing their' . 
pe:rsotliill invest;m£?nt;. in th~ a\1tcome Q~ th~ p.l;ajef.t. Seconclly, 
admini,strq.U..:res,treamlining ne¢9;s to ta,ke place Whel;ehy a variety 
of deoisio~s can hI? left by stat~, regianal,' fmd headq-qarters 
perso~nel to the p1toj'ect directal; and 'th~ city. ~uchitems as 
minor budget adj\1stm~n.tS1, staffing. changes, r~nt~l a~reements, 
consultant cantra.cts, etc. need nat be reviewed by :3 ar 4 
bureaucratic layers since undue. d~lay appears to. i'esul.t. 

(c) What was the dist;.ributian of services available as a result 
of·tnls.ifug~e~~~t.at~·~n ·prace~~.7· 

Referring to Table II (p. 50), polic~ pr9je.~t~ We~e ~rnp.hasized 
acros.::; the. cities as the. p~i\)l9-ry s..trat~J~Y ~~1?' Ittip.~ct ~~rget 
crime r·eduction. Th~ spec:i,~ic tYEes ~.f p91.:i~~ P'fpj,~ct~ q.w~tded 
funds: aCl;'ass the. citie~ inclusler;]; En;~h eH9r~$ {;l9. ~~e l?Yeftime' 

. use. of patrolmen, spe.~a1:i;~er;l; ta~tic€\~ opef~t*9,US", ~~mini,~1:x:~tive 
changeswi~hin 1:he poJd:ce dep9-r tment; (:I.. e· t mo~if'ie~ reHo¥t:i:ng 
forIlls·, etc.), the 'Uf?e af h.el:l;cOp'ter p~~"t:'0l, ~'1d. ;eor. p,fl~rol;,men, 
substituting. civili~s ~or police de.Eartme~t S.\lPpOl;t 'Pefsonne1, 

,legal: assistance. to. police, t;h~ ~Se of PoliCe q.rt:\:~ts", the 
:1,mpl;'oV'ement af' crime labo~ato~y facilities. and i!llprpved 
cOJUmup::i,ca~i.ans syst,ems, tohe expanded W3,e af mounted patrol 
and nume~ous ather types af s erV'ic~s • 
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developed for the Impact program were operated by traditional 
criminal justice agencies while 37 percent were operated by 
noncriminal justice agencies. Individual cities varied in 
the degree to which they. utilized agencies falling within each 
of these. categories. Cleveland and Net"ark placed a strong 
emphasis on utilizing noncriminal justice sponsors (nearly 
63 percent of their proj ects) while the cities of Atlanta, 
Baltimore, Dallas, Portland and St. Louis emphasized the use 
of traditional sponsors (between 63 percent and 89 percent 
of their projects). Denver proj ccts reflected a balanced 
~pproach utilizing about 1/2 crim:inal justice agency sponsors 

.and 1/2 noncriminal justice agency sponsors. Across the 
various functional areas, similar variance occurs. All of the 
police and courts projects were sponsored by traditional 
agencies ~"hile all of the target hardening projects were 
operated by noncriminal justice agencies. 

Another point relating to the distribution of services focuses 
on the level of service being provided at this time. Most of 
the projects, 72.8 percent, were reported to be currently fully 
staffed. However, only 63.9 per~ent of the projects report that 
they are providing all of the services anticipated in their . 
grant appH.cations. There are perhaps several reasons for th~s 
disparity. One reason may be staff and management turnover 
within the projects. For eJCample, Baltimore projects experi
enced a project director turnover rate of nearly 50 percent. 
Across the 5 cities, nearly 2/3 of the drug abuse projects 
experienced turnover of their project directors. Baltimore 
placed the highest funding emphasis of any of the cities on 
drug abuse. At the st ,af f level, turnover was highest for . 
Cleveland projects, reaching nearly 80 percent of their proJects. 
Across the functional areas, adult corrections and prevention 
projects experienced the highest turnover rates (81 percent and 
78 percent respectively). Cleveland placed the highest funding 
emphasis of any of the cities on these 2 categories combined. 

In terms of the percentage of projects providing all planned 
services, both Baltimore &ld Cleveland are near the bottom 
across the 8 cities (ranking 6th and 7th). It would thus 
appear from these findings that staff turnover may be one 
indic~tor of the degree to which projects are delivering 
the planned services. 

TwO other ~spects of the delivery of services which are viewed 
as being critical relate to the degree to which projects have 
h~d to Cldjust their original intentions and the magnitud~ of 
the abort or failure rate. In terms of project adjustments or 
adapt~tions, slightly over 50 percent of the responding projects 
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indicated that there had been changes made in either the project 
scope, objectives, or quality of services offered. Most 
projects reporting changes indicated that these changes were in 
either the scope or quality of services delivered by the project. 
Few projects reported changing their objectives. Courts projects 
tended to make the fewest adjustements while adult corrections 
projects made the most. 

The next factor, the.abort or failure rate, genera~ly appears 
to have had little effect on the distribution of services 
available under Impact. Across the cities, only 12 projects 
aborted, constituting a failure rate of less than 6 percent 
of the total number of projects in the program. CleveXand 
experienced the largest number of aborts, 8 projects, while 
pallas, Newark, and St. Louis reported no cancellations. 

Thus, in looking ac~oss the data :availab1e'to descri~e the 
distribution of services made available through Impact funding 
police projects appear to be the primary strategy selected by , 
the cities with a variety of differ.ing types of police proj.
ects. Secondly, cities varied ill the degree to which they 
relied upon traditional criminal justice agency sponsors and 
noncriminal justice sponsors for delivering their services. 
Thirdly, $taffing levels and turnover rates may be critical 
indicators of the level of service provision at the project 
level. Finally, about 1/2 of the projects have found it 
necessary to adjust their scope or quality of services while 
only a small number of projects have had to be aborted and 
thus eliminated from providing services. 

(d) What was the distribution of funding to projects as a rt=su1t 
of this implementation process? 

Across the cities, some $140.0 million have been awarded to 
p'rojects, ranging from $18.9 million in St. Louis to $16.1 million 
in Portland. As pointed out in (b) above, police strategies 
received the highest percentage allocation, 33.6 percent of 
awarded funds. The remaining functional areas received the 

. following allotments: 

• Adult Corrections - 18.7% 

• Juvenile Corrections - 11.5% 

• Community Involvement - 10.0% 

• Prevention - 7.9% 

• Courts - 7.9% 

• Drug Abuse - 4.6% 

135 

J~".: 



[ 
[ 

[: 

t 

l 
t 
I 
r 
I 
r 

I 
t 
\ 

i 
I 
\ 
I 

\ 

~-~,,---

~'~, 

.;0. 

• Research/I~formation Systems - 3.3% 

Target Hardening - 2.4% 

• Other -.1% f ; 

In addition to the distribution of awarded funds, a key factor 
is the expertditure activities of these projects. Looking 
across the total program, only about 56.6 percent of the funds 
awarded have been spent. It is clear that certain,cities have 
had more difficulty than others in expending their awarded 
funds. The percentage of awarded funds expended varies from 
a hi h in Cleveland of nearly 100 perc:nt to a low in Baltimore 
of 2~ percent. Individual city expend~tures of awarded funds 
are as follows: 

• Cleveland 99.3% 

• St.Louis 74.2% 

• Dallas 69.P% 

• DE:nver - 51.0% 

• Atlanta - 47.9% 

• Newark - 40.6% 

• Portland - 37.1% 

• Baltimore - 27.7% 

Across the functional areas, spending variation also emerged .. 
While prevention projects have been able to sp0nd n!=ar1y 
74 cents out of each dollar awarded, research/infQ,'1 .. 1!18.tion systems 
projects have spent only about 31 cents out of each dollar 
awarded. The percentage of award expende4 for each of the 
functional areas is listed below: 

• Other - 81.3% 

• Prevention - 74.0% 

• Target Hardening 65.2% 

'. Courts 61.9% 

• Police 59.7% 

• Juvenile Corrections - 54.8% 

• Adult Corrections - 52.7% 

• Drug Abuse - 48.5% 

• Community Involvement - 47.9% 

• Research/Information Systems - 31.1% 
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It must be remembered that each city was aware that nearly 
$20 millic~ would be made available to it nearly 3 years ago, 
amounting to some $160 million for all the cities. Of tr,is 
amount, some $140 million has been awarded and $79.3 million 
expended. It therefore appears that the Impact program and 
the goals which it sought illustrate a key problem in the diS-I. 
tribution of federal funds to localities for criminal justice . 
purposes. The major implementation dilemma encountered appea,rs 
to be one of translating available money into the actual pro
vision of services. Current spending indicates that only 
about 1/2 of the potential fiscal resources made available 
by the federal government for crime-reduction purposes ~ave 
been utilized by these cities in attempting to fulfill these 
national-level objectives. 

Did the projects resulti.ng from this process relate back to 
the problems identified during the planning phase? 

During the planning process~ cities were asked to define a 
priority list of problems needing to be addressed through the Im
pa~t funding program. These prohl,ems were viewed to be th!i most 
cr~tica1 areas fer structuring and implementing the 'city-revel 
crime-reduction efforts. 

As po~~u~d out in MTR-6645 '(pp. 98-99); the youthful offender 
categ(\cy l' the drug offender, and 'the aduit ~orrections system 
seemed to reflect the highest priority concerns across the 
cities. It is interesting to note that across' the cities, 
projects geared to juve'nile corrections, adult corrections, 
and drug,abuse received only about 35 percent of the awarded 
funds. This a1~ocation. was only slighBly larger than the 
allocation ,provided to the police functional area. Thus, 
it appears that across the program,some failure has occurred 
in the linkage bet,,7een priority problems and proj ect selection 
and funding. 

Among the individual city-level divergencies, Atlanta's plan
ning efforts stressed problems in the court system relating to 
excessive case processing, inadequate juror and witness treat
ment, and inadequate court management. Little or no emphasis 

'was placed upon the need for public awareness or community 
involvement efforts as problem areas: However, the Atlanta 
funding program has allocated only .8 percent of its awarded' 
funds to the courts area while 21.6 percent of its monies 
have been targeted for community involvement functions. The 
Dallas planning documents stressed the need to focus on Impact 
crimes committed by youths and addicts. The Dallas funding 
program, however, provides only a small percentage fox: juvenile 
corrections and no funds for drug abuse treatment. The Newark 
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.. problem statements 'generally conform to the funding approach 
taken. The community involvement area, which received in 
e}(cess of 16 percent of l~e'Wark 1 s total program fUnds, however, 
was nO.t mentioned as -at problem needing to be addressed. 
Portland's planning documents stressed the need for extensive 
prevention efforts and drug abuse treatment. However, neither 
of these areas of concern are addressed within the array of 
projects aW'arded under Portland I s Impact program. The remain
ing cities, Baltimore, Cleveland, Denver, and St., Louis, appear 
to show adeqttate linkage between the identified problems and 
the types of projects funded. It is noteworthy that Denver 
is the only city which appears to have both conformed in its 
planning efforts to the crime-oriented planning model and 

. funded projects consistent with its identified priority 
problems. 

An important program emphasis has been in the area of evaluation. 
Of the proj ects responding, 88 percent indicated that they have 
an evaluation strategy. Most projects also indicated that they are 
collecting data (84 percent) and. that their evaluation approach has 
been implemented (77 percent). Also, the bulk of proj ects responded 
that they are callecting project-level data On a regular basis (92 
percent), a large number are utilizing standardized data collection 
forms (79 percent), and a majority have personnel designated as 
evaluators either as staff members or through outside resources such 
as the CAt or consultants (59.5 percent). 

It thus appears that although early connn~~merit to fuuding. 
projects based upon,substantiated, priarity problems hae 
not been fully achieved withh[ Impact, the need for data for 
.bath evaluative and future planning has been recognized. 
Because of the large number af prajects concerned with 
evaluation activities, it could be expected that future plan
ning and program development effarts undertaken by these 
agencies will be more attuned to. the need for data and mO,re 
sophisticated in the handling of this data. 

(f) What cauld be done in future programs of this type to. implement 
'projects mare speedily and effectivelx?' 

Impact project directors were. queried for suggestions regarding 
methods for expediting the implementation of projects. In 
excess of 50 percent of the project directors' responded that 
various types of changes were needed. The 2 most frequently 
cited changes related to. decreased funding delays and reduced 
time for review and approval by higher bureaucratic levels. 
()ther changes recommended focused on reduc;Lng the bureaucracy 
asso.Ciated with the grant process, technical assistance in 
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~:;!~~=!O~'tadequate time for administrative pre-planning 
and traini~ er-agency coordinatian, adequate time far hiring 
a t g personnel, greater project-level f1exibilitv and 
o~ ;~~~~ii~:~era~ tech~ical aSSistance, and improved cla~itv 
should t b· any 0 these suggestions are interrelated and 

no e considered as mutually exclusive.' Th 
~~ggestions are closely linked with the im 1 . ese 
dela b1 p ementation 
and ~h~r~ ems nQ~ed earlier. It is evident that fund flow 
levels ha

arg
: numker of administrative decision-making 

tors Efvfoerteen dey areas of.concern for project direc-
• nee s to. be exp d d . 

for alleviating these probl en e on generating new methods 
lini' em areas. Without such stream-

ng, short-term programs involving multi Ie 

';~~~!~ia;~~=hr:n:~;a~~~;b!~l~;~t!=U:ei~ :~:~~~~::!;~:!hY 
v ng s ort-te~im objectives. 
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AWARDED FUNDS BY PROJECT, CITY, 
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Source: LEAA Regional Office Responses to the 
Financial Request Forms 
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ClTY: St. 'Louis (8) 
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CAT Su~vey .Questionnaire 

THE HITRE CORPORATION 
20 "sEPTm;mER 1974 

TASK I 

1. Did' the crime-oriented planning process utilized by each city contribute 

to the ability of the city to devclopand implement projects? 

2. 

• established data base 

• defined key problems 

• identified potential projects/programs/agencies 

• provided quantified objectives 

o provided system overview and needs assessment 

• assisted in evaluation planning 

e minimized inter-agency conflict and competing demands 

., assisted in developing community support 

c maximized inter-agency support 

Ho", did each city determine the final array of projects slated for funding 

and "hat was the proposed allocation for each project? 

o public hear~n~s 

• city councilor mayoral role 

G administratively determined 

• role or CAT, SPA, RO 

Q agency reqHcsts or solicitntions (city and state level) 

'0 sl:l.cing of fina~1cial pic by project and functional area 

0) 1:('latiotlShip of £:I.nal project selee.tion and budget allocation to 

key pmblc:ns :i.dc::nti=ied by C-C--P. 

198 

3. 

4. 

How did each city determine the administrat~ve organization ,and 

objectives of those projects slated for funding? 

• 
• 
• 
• 
II 

• 
• 
• 
G 

determination of sub-grantee 

inter-agency conflict and competing demands 

staffing levels 

range of services to be offered 

location of project and/or construction necessary 

project director selection 

matching funds 

financial management system 

determination of objectives 

design of evaluation 

roles of agencies/CAT/SPAIRO in each 

How did the grant application development, reView, and award process 

work f017 projects proposed under Impact? 

• 
o 

u 

o 

• ., 

grant application flow 

review and approval cycles 

fund flow 

reject/appeal process 

time taken for each step in grant application cycle 

Humber of propqsed projects rejected and by whom 

problems encounterf:d such as Civil Rights compliance, environmental 

impact revie~o1, A-95 clearinghouse, etc. 

use of special conditions and enforcement authority 

othllt reasons for delay, rejection, or mod1fica,tion ~ncountered 
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5. . Ho\oj long did it take after. alo7ardtp put projects into an operational 

(providing services) status? 

• . length of time required by project and by fUllctional area 

6. What was the role of the CAT during the implementation phase? 

• active participant 

• general overSeer 

• non-dnvolved 

o resolving agency conflicts 

o staffing decisions 

administrative organizational decisions 

inv~lved in major/minor/al,l decisions 

coordinating/liaison role 

() role of SPA and RD 

7. l~wt were the major obstacles or incentives to project implementation? 

• administrative 

• staffing, training, and turnover 

~ client referrals 

o inter-agency coordination 

e fiscal 

o data systems 

o othel;' obstacles such as lawsuits, lack of connJlunity support, 

poor planning, etc. 

8. Hhat are the characteri.stics of the data systems used by projects for 

assessj,ng ol)jective attainment/project management .at the program 

and project level? 

200 
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9. 

10. 

• type of data system--automated or manual-by project 

• reporting periods 

• . equipment utili~ed 

• standardized forms 

• support personnel 

• inter-agency agreements 

.• consultant contractors 

• number of agencies currently r.eporting 

e modificat~ons made to data system 

• reasons for delay, rejection; or modification of data system . 

How did the refunding process work, how were evaluation results 

utiliZed, and whale changes resulted in projects/objectives? 

Q grant application flow 

o use of evaluation material produced by projects 

e. changes made to projects in scope, objective, financial support, 

staffing, etc. 

Within each city, what are the strengths and weaknesses which have 

characterized the implementation process? 

" planning 

• administration and funding 

o roles of participating agencies and actors 

• guidance given 

• evaluation 
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• c.ommunity involvement 

~ grant app~ication flow 

~ level of service provided 

, , 

11. What suggestions could be made for improving the national level guidance 

and support of the program and what effects would these changes have 

on project-level implementaton and operation? 

o money 

• politics 

o roles and responsibilites 

• guidance 

o short-term, I:emporary nature of program 

" continuation 

• review and approval authority 

• other 

TASK II 

1. Once federal funding of the Impact effort ceases, what activities/programs/ 

organizations/projects could be expected tO,be continued by each city and 

why? 

(I crime-Qriented planning 

0 evaluction 

• CAT 

Q Pl:ojccts 

tI data systems 

2,02 

i 
I 

! 
1,1 r 
I 
t 
j 

I 
l 

1 
11 
II 
tj 
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t 
I II 

1,1 

lj 

2. What factors will be mo.st signific~nt for determining which af ':\'Vities/ 

programs/projects are continued? 

• money 

• politics 

• community involvement 

• evaluation findings 

• assessment of cost/benefit or bureaucratic significance 

3. What benefits have accrued to each city a~ a result of having the Impact 

Program? 

• planning capability 

0 data 1:lystems 

• system coordination 

0 c91nmunity uwarcness 

CJ systematic evaluation 

Q mechanism for organizational change 

Cl no benefits 

TASK V 

1. Hhat projects are viewed by the city to be innovative in the sense that 

a ne~y approach is be1,ng tested, ne~y procedures or technology are being 

utilized, old procedures and technology are being applied in new ways, 

or an ~xisting agency assumes a set of new responsibilites? 

• listing of projects and determination of which of above 

criteria appl.y 
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2. 
f , 

.What nre the innovative features of existing projects? 

• technological 

• plEmning 

(/ philosophical 

• multi-agency/multi-discipline approach 

e other 

3. What 'Were the major incentives and/or inhibiting factors .for innovation? 

• Impact Program constraints 

c money 

• politics 

t!J agency reluctance or reliance on traditional methods 

a community opposition- real or perceived 

4. Hrlat l-lere the effects -- positive and negative -- associated v7ith project 

innovation? 

@ inter-agency conflicL 

• lack of ~eferrals 

G tnedia/political rejection 

o public credibility 

o other 

5. What program features (hesic1es projects) are viewed by the city as being 

innovative? 

Co planning mandate 

" evaluation mandate 
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o organizational activities 

revenue-sharing approach 

• . other 
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'" , 

The NITRE Corporation 
FORH B 

City _____________ _ 

Project Name ------------------
Person Spoken to ________ _ 

Title~ __________________ __ 

Date 
----~-------------------

Hi? ACT "PROJECTS TELEPHmm 
QUESTIONNAIRE 

1. Hhat are the maj or implementation delay problems which your project 
has suffered? 

2. Is your project fully staffed at this time? 

If not, what percentage of your anticipated staff size is 
currently on board? . 

3. Are you currently s.erv~c~ng all the clients or providing all the 
services you originally planned for in your grant application? 

I f not, .. ,hy is this the cas e? 

4. Does your proj ect currently have an evaluation design'? 

a. Has this design been implemented at this time? 

h. Are data being collected at present consistent w'ith 
this design'? 

c. Hhen did data collection begiu? 

5. Do you e::cpect your project to be c.ontinued after Impact 
funding ceases? 

On what basis? 

208 
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6. 

7. 

Has there been any turnover of personnel asspciated with your project? 

a. Project Director 

b. Supervising Personnel 

c. Non-~upervising Personnel 

(1) Professional Staff (including para-professionals) 

(2) Support Staff 

What types of assistance or guidance have been provided to your 
project by the CAT, SPA, and RO and how did this affect the 
implementation of your proj ect (e. g., ,'7riting grant applications 
designing evaluation strategies, streamlining bureaucracy, etc.)? 
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,\ .t 

The mTRE Corporation 
1'O,,?,,'l A 

. ' 

City ______________________ __ 

Proj ect Hame
c 
_________ _ 

Petson Filling Out _____ _ 

Title, ____ --------------------
Date, ______________________ _ 

Hfl.>ACT PROJECTS NAIL 
QUESTIONNAIRE 

lnstr.uctions: Please anSHer the follmving questions as briefly as necessary. 

1. m,at vlere the dates of the following activities: 

a. Submission of grant application 

p. Hiring of Project Director 

c. Date of Award 

d. Date of notificatioil of Award 

e. Initial provision of services (e.g., first client 
received or first deployment of manpmver) 

f. Award period 

g. Refunding award date 

h. Refund a~'7ard period 

2. Row ~vas your project selected for inclusion in the city's Impact Program? 

3. Hhat provisions have been made for conducting an evaluation of your proj ect? 

a. Automated/manual data collection and management system 

O. Standardized forms 

c. Reporting periods .. 

d. Evaluation personnel (how many?) 

e.. P+,e~aration of ev.aluation reports (hm" many. and dates) 

(1) Fiscal reports 

(2) Progress reports 

(3) Evaluation reports/submission of data collecd.on forms 
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4. 

5. 

Have the scope, objectives, or quality of services provided by your 
proj ect been modified during the cotirseof its operation? If so 
why 'and how7 ' 

In relation to your project, what Impact Ptogram changes could have 
resulted in more speedy implementation? 

Thank you for your cooperation. 
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C_.L: ________ _ 

TITLE OF PROJECT - FISCAL YEAR 1972 FISCAL YE,\R 1973 FISCAL YEAR 1974 . 
ATvARD EXPENDED GRili~T PERIOD AHARD EXPENDED GRANT PERIOD AHA...'ID EXPn'DED ! GR..~ln: FERIO;) 

f . 

,/ 

N 4 

I-' 
CI\ 

I . 

. 

. 

. 

~ 

I 

,-'- - .. ; .. ~ .. .....,...--------:.---.-=---=::--~~ "-.-.-' -. - ~~-=~~-'- -~. ~ ", .. ,., •. ~ 
CITY:, _______ _ 

N 
I-' 
o..l 

TITLE OF PROJECT 
.DATE OF 

CANCELLATION 

" ,>~t • ..-l"~~ .... ,~.·. :'t,,-.~_~ .",.., ... ~~~.~~~--:~~--... 

REASON FOR CANCEI.LATION 

•• '. ,.:. "h •• ~~";,,;;;~,",, ... , .... ;;;;;';·:~;;;;iI03jftiF]if5~i1" r . ,. 
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CITY 

Atlanta 

Baltimore 

Cleveland 

Cleveland 

Cleveland 

Cleveland 

Cleveland 

Cleveland 

Cleveland 

Cleveland 

Denver 

Denver 

SouJ;'ce: 

PROJEC'r~TITLE 

Coordinated Juvenile 
Work Release . 

East Baltimore 
Adolescent Detoxi
ficatio!1 Center 

Police Organizatton, 
Hanagment and 
Operation Study 

Patrol Allocation 
, Study 

Center for HUman 
Services 

Juvenile Court 
Component--Group 
Homes 

Institutional Post 
Release Project 

Comprehensive Correc
tions Unit--Phase II 

Diagnostic and 
Treatment Component 
of 'Pre-Trial Delay 

Big Brothers. Po~t 
Release Project 

Prosecutor's Hanage
ment Information 
System 

Denver Commu.nity 
Hork Release Center 

I 

APPENDIX VI 
PROJECT ABORTS BY CITY 

DATE'bF 
CANCELLATION 

November, 1974 

June, 1974 

September, 1974 

Never Implemented 

November, 1974 

November, 1974 

Harch, 1974 

August, 1974 

Harch, 1974 

December, 1974 

May, 1973 

September, 1973 

I 

Information Supplied by LEAA Regional Offices 
January-Narch, 1975 

220 

REASONS FOR 
CANCELLATION 

Subgrantee could not provide 
matching funds. 

Problems in site location 
due to neighborhood 
objections and failure to 
select a project director. 

Never implemented with Impact 
funds. Later picked up with 
block grant funding. 

Dependent onche completion of 
the Police Organization, 
Hanagement, and Operation 
Study and consequently, the 
Patrol Allocation Study was 
never implemented. 

Insufficient number of clients 
because referrals were from 
2 unimplemented group home 
projects and 1 partially 
implemented group horne project. 

Same as above.-

Personnel turnover, untrained 
staff, and a lack of meaningful 
employment opportunities led to 
project termination. 

The building where treatment 
services ,.ere to be provided 
was in need of renovation. 

Ineufficient number of clients 
and personnel turnover led 
to project termination. 

Inability to aetract volunteers 
to work with project clients. 

Subgrantee rejected grant 
because hE\ felt the natj.onal 
model for PROMIS was. ineffec
tive and not applicable to 
the Denver Prosecutor's 
Office. 

Problems of community ~ 

resistance and excessive 
renovation costs with 2 
different proj'ect sites. 

APPENDIX VII' 

Distribution of 
Month of Program impact Projects by 

SubmiSSion, Award, an~rp;:;nt APPlication, 
Each of theEi h ect Start-up for 

g t Cities 
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APPENDIX IX 
PROJECTS REPORTING NO MAJOR IMPLEMENTATION DELAY PROBLEMS* 

CITY 

Atlanta 

Baltimore 

Cleveland 

Cleveland 

Vallas 

Dallas 

Dallas 

Dallas 

Denver 

Denver 

Denver 

Newark 

St. Louis 

St. Louis 

St. Louis 

St. Louis 

St. Louis 

St. Louis 

PROJECT TITLE 

Police Modified Field Report Form System 

Residential Facilities 

Municipal Court Component of Community-Based 
.Probation Proj ect 

Cleveland Offender Rehabilitation Proj ect 

Special Court Processing of Impact Cases 

Increase Adult Probation 

Upgrade Response of Criminal Justice System 

Law ~nforcement ,and Judicial Assistance System 

Denver Court Diagnostic Center 

Employ-Ex 

Southwest Youth Services Bureau 

Special Case Processing for Impact Offenders 

Circuit Attorney's Supplement 

Citizen's Reserve 

Community Services Officers 

Expand the Mounted Patrol 

Intensive Supervision Services 

Research Department I-II 

* 18 of 147 projects surveyed 

234 

FUNCTIONAL AREA 

Police 

"Juvenile Corrections 

Adult Corrections 

Prevention 

Courts 

Adult Corrections 

Research/Informatiqn Systems 

Research/Information Systems 

Adult Corrections 

Adult Corrections 

Prevention 

Courts 

Courts 

Community Involvement 

Community Involvement 

Police 

Adult Corrections 

Research/Information Systems 
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APPENDIX X 
MAJOR IMPLEMENTATION DELAY PROBLEMS BY FUNCTIONAL AREA 

1lAJ0R 
U!PLEMENTATION 
DELAY PROBLEM 

: . 
~ ~ 

~ ~ .. 0 

'a '" 
"'", . c ... " a • .. . a ... 

FUNCTIONAL 0.» "' .. .>OJ; ... d ",0 
AREA ~ ... .... 

" 0 .,.. u • o " ..,'" <nc .. '" 
Prevention 3 8 0 

Police 10 5 1 

Courts 0 3 2 

Adult Corrections 
2 13 3 

Juvenile 
Corrections 2 1 6 

Researchl 
Informacion 
Systems 1. 4 0 

Drug 
Abuse 0 2 1 

Cou:munity 
Involvement 5 5 4 

Target 
Uardening 4 2 1. 

Otheri\ 0 0 0 

Total Number 
of ttesDonding 
P!:'ojects 2 

27 49 18 

% of Total Number 
of Projects 20.9 38.0 1 ... 0 

* + Deleted from analysis because of the small sample size 

2 Sour::ce: 129 Responses to the Telephone Questionnaire 
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0 1 1 0 0 1 1 1 
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