NCIRS

If you have issues viewing or accessing this file contact us at NCJRS.gov.

This microfiche was produced from documents received for
inclusion in the NCJRS data base. Since NCIRS cannot exercise
control over the plysical condition of the documents submitted,
the individual frame quality will vary. The resolution chart on

this frame may be used to evaluate the document quamy

L smy——

h

"I [0 Bl 2

=ik

‘; m 1) B lIES
== L

22 s e

MICROCOPY RESOLUTION TEST CHART
NATIONAL ‘BUREAU OF STANDARDS-1963-A

Microfilming procedures used to creaté this fiche comply with
the standards set forth in 41CFR 101-11.504

Points of view or opinions stated in this document are
those of ‘the author(s) and do not represent the nﬁmal
posmon or pahcles of the U.S. Department of Justice.

u.s. nsmmm OF JUSTICE
LAW ENFORCEMENT ASSISTANCE ADMINISTRATION

~ NATIONAL CRIMINAL: JUSTICE REFERENCE SERVIGE e k.

v'., wasnmsrou 0o s

8/2/16 Ll

MTR-6881"
Rev. 1

NATIORAL IMPACT PROGRAM EVALUATIUN —

~ A DESCRIPTION OF
IMPLEMENTATION ACTIVITIES ACROSS
THE EIGHT CITIES OF THE
HIGH IMPACT ANTI-CRIME PROGRAM

BY
LAWRENCE A. GREENFELD
CONNIE WEIS 0'MARA

THE MITRE CORPORATION

" DECEMBER 1975

THE
—:’Th document has b p epared by The MITRE Corporation, ! \/ I I I Iz I l:
2 7 % washin maton Operations, under Contract J-LEAA-028-75 for e e
oy { the Law Enforcsment ASSIstance Administration, WASHNGTON OPEHA'NONS



MITRE Department
and Project Approval:

ABSTRACT

Thig document presents an interim examination of implementation
activities performed by the 8 Impact cities and their respective projects.
This study is being undertaken by the National Institute of Law
Enforcement and Criminal Justice and The MITRE Corporation as part of the
national-level evaluation of the High Impact Anti-Crime Program now in
operation in these 8 cities. '

The report presents a description of a procedural model of
implementation at the program and project levels and it was used to
structiure data collection from the Crime Analysis Teams and the
projects. Based on a synthesis of these data, the document examines
implementation activities and characteristics such as funding ahd

“expenditures, staffing, the time required to complete the implementation’

process, implementation problems noted by projects, project modifications,
the status of evaluation, and prospects for project 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 of tcomprehensive, crime-specific
progtams in reducing stranger-to-stranger crime and burglaty.

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: 4

. @ What happened at the city level in terms of planning,
implementation and evaluation?

e What factors promoted or inhibited program success?

o What meaningful conclusions can be drawn from the overall
experience?

This analysis.is to be accomplished by means of 8 major tasks.

The present document represents an interim 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, (MIR-6645) examines the first of these
issues, the planning process across the cities. This interim document
is intended 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 characteristicg of the implementation process across the
8 citles, but also will assist criminal justice agencies and
program planners and developers in producing better designed, more
rapidly operational, and more effective anti-crime programs and
projects.
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY
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 were then perceived
as key mechanisms for cementing a federal and local partnexship: 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 govermment.

The crime-oriented planning approach required that a concentrated
effort be made to analyze specific crimes and their attributes, e.g.,
victims,; offenders, and enviromments, to identify relevant crime problems
and provide a clearer focus on project golutions. In addition, this
planning approach provided for the delineation of quantified crime-
focused goals and objectives, thus emphasizing the need to evaluate
project and program performance with respect to the defined crime
problems rather than simply agsessing 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, juvenille
corrections, and others?

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

C. Wha£ 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 p::o;]ec:ts‘7

e. What types of implementation problems did projects experience?

f. What could be done in future programs of this type to implement
projects more speedily and effectively?
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These questions led to the formulation of a procedural model
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 focused on the
acquigition of implementation information from CAT interviews,
project telephone and mail questionnaires, and award and experditure
information requested from the ROs.

Key Findings

The key findings presented in the report are summarized below:

Distribution of Prpngram Funds by Functional Area

® Police projects and thelr accompanying services were the most
frequently selected strategies for implementation across the
cities. 1In excess of 1/3 of all the dollars awarded were tar-
geted for police projects. Adult corrections projects received
second prlority as a strategy for Impact erime 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: 7.92
- Police: ~ 33.6%
= Courts: 7.9%
. = Adult Corrections: 18.7%
~ Drug Abuse: 467

- Research/Information Systems: 3.3%

-~ Target Hardening: 2,47
~ Other: 0,12

Nearly 63 percent of the projects developed for the Impact
program were operated by traditional criminal justice agencies
while 37 percent were operated by noncriminal justice agencies.

xii

Linkage

Between Funded Projects and Problems Identified in Initial Plan

Program

Across the program, there was some fallure 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, Cléveland,
Denver and St. Louis) show a linkage between the individual
problems identified and their respective funding allocations.
The remaining four cities (Atlanta, Dallas, Newark and
Portland) exhibited divergencies between their identified
problems and their funded programs. Denver emerged as the
only city to have both utilized the crime-driented planning
model and funded projects closely correlated with their
priority problems delineated during the planning process.

Financial Status .

In 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 onlr éxpended 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, 99.3
percent, while Baltimore projects have expended the least,
27.7 percent. By functional area, prevention projects have
expended 74.0 percent of their awarded funds while research/
information systems projects have spent only 31.1 percent
of theilr allotments.
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Amount of Time Required for Proiject Apprqval and Initiation of Service

e Across 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 only: 4.6 months, while Portland projects
were the slowest, requiring an average of 15,9 months.  The
average project initiated the deldivery of services about

20 months into the program., St. Louils 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 months intp the program.

® By functional area, courts projects required only 4.6 months
- after grant application submission to become operational
while drug abuse projects required 13.4 wmonths. Community
involvement projects bégan providing services the earliest
in the program (16.5 months after program start) while drug
abuse projects initiated services, on the average, some
2 1/2 years after the program started.

Implementation Problems

SR e, SR )

Two major implementation problems were cited by project directors:
staffing and lengthy administrative procedures. Staffing problems were
encountered by 38 percent of the projects and pertainéd to both the
recrultment and retention of staff for shoxt—term projects. In terms
of lengthy administrative procedures, 38 percent of the project
directors noted that there were excessive bureaucratic layers in the
approval hierarchy and relatively minor issues often took lengthy
periods of time for both review and resolution,

e 72.8% of the projecté were reported to be fully gtaffed;

e 63.9% of the progects report that they are providing all
of the services anticipated in their grant appllcatlons-

® 74.8% of the projects have experienced staff turnover at
“elther the project director, supervisory staff, or pro-
fessional staff positions;

'y sl;ghtly over 50/ of the progects reported that the scope
_of the projeot, objectives, or quality of services had been-:

. modified in comparison to what had been contained in the
grant applicatlon,'

¢ less than 6% of the projects were aborted or cancelled.

3
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Recommended Changes for Future Prograums

In excess of 50 percent of the project directors suggested

 program changes that would have expedited the implementation

of projects. Program changes recommended generally focus on
reducing the delays in funding and the required time for re-
view and approval 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 wilith a view toward
streamlining the flow of decision-making.




1.0 ' INTRODUCTION
1.1 The High Impact Anti~Crime Program

The High Impact Anti-Crime Program, announced by the Law Enforce~
ment Assistance Administration (LEAA) in January, 1972, represented
f‘ ' L a noticeable departdre from prior agency policy in at least 2 ways.
i ' First, previous LEAA programs had generally been directed toward

-
ST

improvement of the criminal justice system. Grant monies had been

i ; spent mainly on modernizing equipment, training personnel agd'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
L ; i 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
anal&sis of the victims, offenders, and environment of the Impact

target crimes; an elaboration of the city's crime problems in quanti-
fied terms; the development of a set of programs and projects to

address them; and the evaluation of the effectivanessfof'the-projects

and programe implemented. Seoohd, the’Impact program represented a
marked change in the character of the administratiom of LEAA discre-

- }; tionary funds, which previouely had been parceled out in small amounts

. e 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, Dallas, Denver, Newark Portland (Oregon), and
1% ff St. Louis.' The criteria for this selection were as follows:

(a) Since it was assumed that the funds availableocould have
little measurable effect upon the largest cities and because
the target crimes were less frequent in cities with popula-

o  tions below 250,000, only cities with populations between

b SR 250,000 and 1,000,000 were considered for inclusion in the

L program. S : : -

i (b) The overall ¢rime rates and statistics for robbery and burglary
. : £ of each city in this population category were examined.
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(c) To assure geographic distribution, no more than 1 city was
to be selected from each LEAA region.

(d) In those regions where the above criteria resulted in more
than 1 eligible city, ghe 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 in
its own way to the policy guidelines established by the LEAA for the
management of the program. However, there were a number of activities
which were expected of all the cities and these served as a conveniernt
means to organize thelr program assessments. Each city was expected to:

(a) .distribute and analyze a questiomnaire which had been devised
by the National Institute of Law Enforcement and Criminal
Justice to provide a basic store of information upon which to
build its crime—oriented plan;

(b) establish a Crime Analysis Team (CAT) as the organizational
mechanism for the coordination of the planning, monitoring,
and evalvation of the Impact program;

(c) develop an application for the funds made available by the
National Institute of Law Enforcement and Criminal Justice
to.carry out the planning and evaluation functions. The
application was to include a "plan of operation" for the CAT
which would describe how it intended to develop a master
program plan and organize its evaluation function;

(d) gather data for and ca}ry out program evaluation at the local
level;

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

(f) coordinate the development of projects, monitor their
~implementation, and evaluate their effectiveness.

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

Administrator, the State Planning Agency (SPA) director, and the CAT

e e

director or the mayor were personnally to form a "partnership” responsi-
ble for program policy in their Impact city. A "Poliqy Decision Group"
composed of 3 senior officials in LEAA Washington headquarters would

serve to oversee the comnsistency of the program nationally.

At the operational level, the decision-making apparatus directly
concerned with the Impact program included the CAT, 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
programmatic role as well. Finally, the Regional Offices of the LEAA
had been delegated the f£inal authority to approve or disapprove Impact

plans and projects.

The Impact program also providel for the carrying out of a na-
tional level evaluation by the National Institute of Law Enforcement and

Criminal Justice and The MITRE Corporation.

The anélysis 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 doéuﬁent concentrates on the
implementa£i0n of the program and individual projects within and across

the 8 Impact cities.

lFor further discussion of these roles and relatiomships, see the
following case histories: MIR-6623 for the city of Atlanta, MTR-6649 -
for Newark, MTR~6666 for St. Louis, MTR~6716 for Baltimore, MTR-6838
for Denver, and MIR-6875 for Portland.
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At the ‘program level, the document exemines, by city, such issues as
the utility of crime-oriented planning fer progran implementation, admin-
istration/management of the program, the status of evaluation, and prospects
for dnstifutionalization. At the project level, individual projects are
analyzed by functional area, by city, and across the cities in terms of
such issues as the distribution of projects, varying types of 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 l.4.

The analysis should not be considered an end product at this time.
Giveén the on«going nature of the program, project/program information
is constantly changing. More data will be sought and collected in
the future, as time and resources permit, from the projects and from
:dther ;mpact‘participants such as the SPAs and KOs 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 base as possible. Such efforts, it is felt,
will lead te a more comprehensive understanding of this major federal
anti-crime effort and offer suggestions and recommendations for future

endeavors of this 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,

4
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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 comple-
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 program 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 within the respective cities. Project-level implementation refers,

similarly, to those activities carried out by individual projects inm
support of the city-level program aimed at reducing crime. The rela-

tionship may be shown as follows in Figure 1.

Impact Crime-Reduction Goals

City-Level Implementation

Project-Level Implementation

3 HGhREl ‘
RELATIONSHIP OF IMPACT CRIME-REDUCTION GOALS TO
CITY-LEVEL AND PROJECT LEVEL lMPLEMENTATION
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Implemeptation at the city level and project level also variea by
gtage of completion. That is, programs and projects may be:

(a8) fully implemented;

(b) partially implementeds; '

(¢) unimplemented; and/ox

(d) adaptively implemented.
In the first case, those which are fully implemented are providing all
of the services anticipated, 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 provide 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 community
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; nat, however, in terms of the
original project intentions. This case is,therefore, distinguished
here because of its, importance for the overall erime-oriented planning,
implementatiqn and evaluation process, ’

Thus, the term implementation is viewed as representing a series
of activities over a certain time pericd, 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 Implementatien

Prior to January, 1972, when the Impact program was launehed
by the LEAA, criminal justice program development had, as discussed

6
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earlier, generally concentrated its efforts and resources upon the
improvement of agency operations wilthin the criminal justice system.
Planners surveyed the existing criminal justice system, ddentified
problem areas and needs, and proposed programs and projects to reduce
percelved gaps. These efforts were focused upon the capability of the
agencies to provide services {n terms of adequate numbers of palice,
progecutors, judges, probation officers, ete. Consdstent with this
approach, facilities and equipment also receilved emphaeis ag the baaic
tools for system improvement. Thus, objectives and priorilties were
developed reflecting the need to upgrade the institutional capability
of the criminal justice system.

The Impact program presented a new approach to program development
in which crime reduction explicitly became the central objective. From
this perspective, those attributes and variables assoclated with specific
crimes would be identified and program planﬁing and Implementation would
focué upon these targets. Such an objective therefore implied the
requirement that city analysts determine what types of crime, committed
by what types of offenders, in which geographic areas, and having what
types of victims constituted 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,
pffense, victim, offender, and environment data wbuld be analyzed so
that high incident offenses and their accompanying characteristics.
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 developedvand their corresponding objectives“
defined to address these programs in a quantified fashion, where
appropriate. With this'frameWDrk, the iink between program goals: and
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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 develdpﬁent 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 involved 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
(¢) the post-grant award 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). quing this period, planners

in all 8 cities devoted their 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 opération of individual projects. The
second time period described in the model, the grant development
‘(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. Potential subgrantees

would have to be solicited and estimates of funding needs would have
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Planning in the

High Impact Anti-Crime Program

L. Greenfeld, Analysis of Crime~Oriented
Eight Cities of the

- (MTR 6645), p. 8.

Sources:

, "The High Ympaet Anti~Crime

U.S. Department of Justice/LEAA

Program" brochure.

FIGURE 2

SAMPLE PROBLEM/GOAL/OBJECTIVE HIERARCHY FOR CRIME-O

RIENTED

PROGRAM DEVELOPMENT




' . ' o to be developed. In addition, the organizatiomal structure and objectives
Planni. Planni.
Period. AmdkﬁﬁL_ ' of the proposed project would have to be delineated. Finally, grant
p S o T— ; applications would have to be written, and approval and award formally
: il Selection of : )
. ‘ “5'1{3@:‘;;25, of Homnod . provided by SPAs and ROs.
4 : !
‘? %ﬁﬁﬁﬁ%?‘ﬁ ‘ ~ % With the granting of an award, projects 1d then bé h
" Ol‘ganizatfonvgf Project »2 ' 8 g ox 4 + P j ¢ cou n egin the
3 , processes of staffing, obtaining office space, acquiring clients, ;
f [_;ﬁiﬁﬁﬁhimmr——] _E buying equipment, and initiating thg provision of services. In addi~
i — , tion, future refunding needs ani possible project adjustments would
I Crant
g . D:Zmem F— ‘ have to be considered duxing the course of the grant periocd.
: Pariod ; : ;
crane % ; . This implementation process, as depicted in the model, 1s by no i
ant Approval and *
Avard of Funds i means wholly true for each city or for each project under the Impact
program. As the analysis will show, numerous activity points occurred
- Acquiscton of 5 out of this sequence and some did not occur at all. The model is i
Office Space ; )
i’ ; intended to provide a conceptual vehicle for understanding the general I
: : i
. ] Staff Hiring and i activities inherent in Impact program implementation and the major
. Trai, " .
reining v areas in which problems of implementation may have occurred. The model
L“?é“f‘ii’;goff%‘;i’;ic":d T eation ' Sliens ! was further used to structure the data collection task and to organize
Coftficerion, ste.) -1 Aeavtsieion | the presentation of the MITRE analysis and findings
( - Provision of ‘ i
g Post Services x Driving both the development of this procedural model and the
3 Grant : ) .
1 Qﬁﬁd ) | analysis of Impact implementation which follows from it is a set of
4 Fiscal )
E N Administration questions needing examination in any overall assessment of implementa-
E tion. These are: _
. Data Collection - (a) How much time was required from the completion of planning
and Evaluation i . . :
E 1 3 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 rerult
of this implementation process?

(d) What was the distribution of funding to projects as a result
of this implementation process?

FIGURE 3
APROCEDURAL MODEL FOR IMPACT IMPLEMENTATION )
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(e)

£)

Did the projects resulting from this process relate back to
the problems identified during the planning phase?

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

LY

These questions,along with the model described, furnished the

basic parameters for the development of the analytical approach described
in Section 1.4. k

1.4 Method of Analysis

The framework for the development of the analytical approach used

in examining civy-level and project-level implementation implied a data

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

6 steps: -

(1)

(2)
(3)
(4)

(5)

(e)

development of a listing of all Impact projects, project
directqrs, addresses, and phone numbers; :

development and administration of CAT survey forms;

initial interviews with two projects in each city;

development and administration of project-level telephone
sSurveys;

development and adwinistration of projéct—level mail surveys;
and,

development and administration of Regioﬁal Office funding,
expenditure, and project abort information forms. '

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

Directors

Initial efforts focused on the deveiupment of a complete
listing of all Impact projects for each city. - All CAT
directors were forwarded a listing of projects and requested
to modify and update the list, as well as to provide a
full listing of project directors (with their addresses
and telephone numbers). This reeulted in the compilation
of a directory totaling 182 Impact projects. Each project
" in the directory was assigned a unique number to be used
for later analysis, SR '

12

Step 2

Step 3

Step 4

.

Development and Administration of CAT Survey Forms

The pext 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 questionnaire

was developed (see Appendix II) and all 8 CAT directors

or a representative,and additional CAT personnel were inter-
viewed. 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 award 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 City

Following the CAT interviews, 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 Appendix 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) dimplementation delay problems;
(b) projent staffing;

(c) provision of services;

13
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(d) status of evaluation;
{e) continuation after Impact funding terminates;

(£) personnel turnover; and

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

Step 5 Development and Administration of Project-Level Mail

Step 6

gyestlonnaires

Simultaneous with the development and administration of the
telephone questionnai.es, 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 and mailed to the projects. Of
the 182 surveys mailed, 126 were returned. Specific informa-
tion items requested in these gurveys were as follows:

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

(b) provisions for evaluation;

(¢) changes in the scope, objectives, or quality of
services offered by the project; and,

(d) suggested Impact program changes.

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 Regional Offices of the
LEAA (see Appendix V for forms utilized). Specific informa-
tion requested included the following:

(a) title of projects;

(b) amount awerded by fiscal year for each preject;

(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.

14

1.4.1 Analysis of Data
The data collected through these 6 steps were coded and catalogued

in a variety of different ways. Informatiom gathered from the 8 CAT
interviews 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 through

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 3.0.

The RO information forms were utilized for the fiscal
analysis presented in Section 3.2. Flscal 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 analysis

15
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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 Constraipts

A weakness of the stud§ is the level of completeness of the
survey results. Obviously a 100 percent response rate would have been
preferable to any sample size. However, it is felt that the 81 percent
résponse rate on the telephone surveys and the 69 percent response rate

on the mail surveys provide an adequate base for 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 elements of subjectivity (as do all decisions

of this type) and, thus, can well be questioned by others.

A third concern hinges on the small fesponse rate for certain
types of projects and for certain cities on the mail questionnaires.
For example, dnly a small number of drug abuse projects responded,
making comparison across funttional areas subject to bias.
Differences in the response iaté by-city also emerged and féEults

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. TFor example, the number
of actual Impact projects varied from 182 at the CAT level to 220 at
ﬁhe 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

16

indicant of possible areas of conflict and confusion, 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 functiomal 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
classifications 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.

ention--This type of project focuses on reducing the proba-
rkes bzlity of crizg 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

coungeling.

3 ing the scope and
Police~-This type of project focuses on enlarg
quality of police services such as patrol, tactical operations,
field reporting and record maintenance, police response time
‘reduction, and streamlining police administrative operations.
' i ] ing the adminis-
Courts--This type of project focuses on streamlin _
° tration aﬁg operations of courts, including but not limited
to, the reduction of case processing time and provision of

expanded services such as defemse counsel and pre-trial
assistance, assistance with bail determination, and improved

prosecution services.

17
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Adult Corrections-~This type of project focuses on rehabilitative
treatment modes for the adult offender such as intensive - 2,0 PROGRAM DEVELOPMENT AT THE CITY LEVEL
supervision of parolees and probationers, diagnosing offenders :
needing mental health treatment, streamlining administration,

. and expanding the range of services available by parole and A based on structured interviews conducted with CAT directors or their
probation departmengs or ancillary service agencies. ‘

As noted earlier, the analysis of city~level implementation was

: representatives in the 8 cities.2 The presentation here focuses exclu-
E Juvenile Corrections--This type of project focuses on provision '
of alternatives to institutionalization or upgrading the
institutional services available to youthful offenders, ! views on a city~by-city basis.
including but not limited to, vocational education, proba-
tion counseling, aftercare services, formal schooling, resi- ;
dential care, and employment placement, : 2,1 Atlanta

sively on the information gathered and volunteered during these inter~

Research/Information Systems~-This type of project focuses on Crime~Oriented Planning
crime data collection and maintenance and/or exchange, data

analysis, and related planning and evaluation activities.

The CAT indicated that crime-~oriented plénning efforts stimulated

' am implementation by:
Drug Abuse~-This type of project focuses on the treatment and PTO8T P 4

rehabilitation of persons abusing drugs. (a) establishing data bases;

Community Involvement-~This type of project focuses on reducing 23 (b) defining key problems; 1
the opportunity or probability of crimes being committed by j (¢) identifying potential projects/programs and agencies for ;
informing the public via mass media or by involving members : problem reduction; ' :
of the public in activities such as block watching oxr iden- ; . .
tification of personal property, in order to assist police A (d) providing a system overview and needs assessment;

: f
in tracing stolen property. . (¢) developing community support; and, - v |

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 A
residents. ‘

developing interagency cooperation.

The CAT felt strongly that, by having a centralized planning and

Other--This type of project focuses on either providing assistance
and training to staff members of Tmpact projects or increasing
security provisions in jails where Impact offenders are located.

eviiuation capability within the criminal justice system, Atlanta was

able to provide a rationmal and systematic approach to planning. Poten-

tial projects were solicited from criminal justice agencies and the

e, b

various proposals were screened on the basis of their conformity to the
master plan., Public hearings were utilized to solicit input on program

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

stage of the program.

T AT

] 2Throughout the report, the term "CAT" (crime analysis team)
o g represents variously the director, another member of the team inter-
» ‘ viewed by MITRE analysts during their visits, or e;se the team itself.
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Administration/Management of the Program
The AtiantavRegional Commission (ARC) was originally chosen to be

the locus of the CAT because of the agency's previous experience in
planning at the regiomal level. ,The CAT, housed within the ARC, was
supervised by the Impact Adviso}y Committee,

The administration of the Atlanta Impact program at the project
level has been a joint responsibility of the CAT and participating
agencles. Agencies were basically responsible for developing their own
financial management systems and selecting their own project diréctors.
However, responsibilities for such activities as determining staffing

levels, the range of services to be offered, project site locatioms,

defining project objectives, and designing evaluation strategies were

joint efforts undertaken by the CAT and the participating 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 regioral 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 that poor commu~

nication channels existed between the CAT, SPA and RO, so that planning
decisions were delayed due to inadequate bureaucratic interaction,
Similar delays in the grant approval/award cycle were 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 tb 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 component.

20
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Persomnel turnover has also been a proﬁlem in Atlarita both at the
program and project levels. There have been 3 CAT directors and 1 act-
ing director, 3 SPA directors, and 3 RO administratofs and turnover at
the project level in data collection personnel has alse 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 emphasié 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 prdject has a fully‘automated data system, the Street
Lighting project., Project Target Hardening 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 procedures and system-wide data integration 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

21
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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-
-ation findings would probably play a significant role in these determi-

nations.

2.2 Baltimore
Crime~QOriented Planning

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 Baltimore and, as discussed in MIR-6645, crime-oriented planning was

not effectively performed in Baltimore.

Administration/Management of the Program
Program management responsibilities are split in Baltimore so that

the CAT has responsibility for projects operated by city-level agenciles and

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 facility location. The CAT pointed out that all personnel
slots requested in the grants had to be approved by either the State
Board of Public Works or, at the city level, by the Department of
?ersonnel and the Board of Estimates, The number of agencies which thus
must approve varilous project components creates é built-in delay for

any project seeking rapid implementation. According to SPA-prepared

~ ﬁést~§§béiess réports, the average delay after award experienheﬂ i@

project implementation (initial provision of services) 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
projects, the average implementation delay after award was 9 months and

for the 12 city-level projects, the average delay was 4.5 months.

22
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The problem of delay in Baltimore appears to be a natural result of
the way in which goverhment 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 requested 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 1s 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 hag not been one of insufficient funding, but rathet, 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
implementation process by 90 to 120 days, according to the CAT. These
delays could have been minimized if the SPA and RO had provided greater
assistance and guidance to potential subgrantees 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 applicationms.
Evaluation

Evaluation activities have been almost nonexistent in Baltimore.
This is largely a result of no reporting periods being required of the

23
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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 to these efforts in the past. Recently, a new deputy director for

e%aluation.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 administration of the criminal
justice system has developed in Baltimore and that more cooperation
has occurred because of the Impact program. He further suggested that,
at 1ea§t 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 Planning .

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 aréas of concern could be more properly addressed. 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 aata,are now available for each

agerncy parﬁicipating in Impact.
The deputy CAT director also stressed the fact that implementation

speed was affected positively by the initial planning efforts expended.
That ig, by establishing the magnitude of the crime problem and the
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scope of operations of the criminal justice system, agepcy awareness
was heightened, thereby adding the necessary sense of immediacy required
for rapild project implementation.

The 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 ageﬁcies,

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 coordina;e with other agencies; and,

(¢) the ability of the agency to adapt to Impact guidelines and
requirements.

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 determined through a4 variety of administrative interactions
and that there was little political intervention in the process. The
SPA was relatively uninvolved during the planning and project selection

activities,

Administration/Management of the Program

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

ré5ponsibility 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 shared responsibility for determining the range of

services to be offered and assessed whether or not the objectives

25
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proposed by the project were realistic. In addition, the CAT has been

responsible for the design of all project-level strategies for evaluation,

Fund flow has been a source of some problems to the city. Although
the fund flow process was said to work fairly well after the initial
drawdown, delays of up to 90 days in receiwving the initial drawdown were
experienced by projects. The apparent reason for the lag was the time
required by the SPA to process awards; slowness here relates to the fact
that drawdown requests are processed by the Ohio SPA oﬁ 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 award., The time requiréd for grant development, submission
and approval is generally within a 60 to 120-day time frame. Thus, the

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

Another administrative feature of the Cieveland Impact program which
deserves mention is the orientation program which has been provided by
the CAT to projects. Within -1l week after receiving the notice of award,
the CAT would meet with each project director and relevant staff to
discuss several major topics: | g

(a) administration and management of the project;

(b) project implementation;

(¢) evaluation requirementsy and,

(d) fiscal administration.

The CAT added that it has playéd'an extremely active role in driving
the implementation_ofblmpact projects through maintaining close relation-

ships with project peréonnel and by paying frequent visits to project

Rt
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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, the sdme
finding appears to hold true for the relationship existing between the

CAT and the RO.

Evaluation

The CAT has maintained primary responsibility for preject-level
evaluation activities. Other than the joint CAT/agency 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,Cofporatién, Westinghouse Public Manage-
ment Service, J. R. B. Associates, and curréntly, Planning Management
Consulting Corporation, have been used to assist the CAT in developing

and carrying out the evaluation efforts.

Each projéct 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 1s
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 TImpact proj-

eris Willlbe 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.

Current plans call for the CAT to fall within this new departmeqt's

 jurisdiction.
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2.4 Dallas
Crimg-Oriented Planning

The CAT indicated that the crime-oriented planning process stimulated

the implementation of the program in a number of ways:

(a) Stimulated the develepment of baseline data in nearly three~

fourths of the projects, although .comprehensive city-wide data
have not been developed;

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

(c) Required all projects to formulate goals and objectives;

(d) Required every grant application to include an evaluation
strategy component;

(e) Created the rational philosophical enviromment in which
agencies and problems needing to be targetad could be
identified with an awareness of associated system-wide
impacts; and,

(£) Triggered better and more interagency communication and
awareness of interagency problems,

The crime-oriented planning process did 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 and the council lacks any

provision foyr citizen representation.

Administration/Management of the Program

Tnitially, the Dallas Area Criminal Justice Council (DACIC) was
selected as the CAT for the program because of its érior experience
in the block grant program for both the City of Dallas and Dallas
County. The county, which operates the courts and corrections programs

gervicing the city, was at first reluctant to participate because of the

CAT mandate to evaluate the crime problems and the county response to these

.problems. The CAT director felt strongly that every effort should be made
to smooth the implementation process by minimizing potential conflict
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 balagced approach to
project planning and selection as well as‘fiscal'alloéation would result
in more harmonious intergovernmental relationships. The SPA and RO

were generally inactive during the early 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 process 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 gll activities
for the project are organized and structured prior to grant application
submission. That is, the grant application review and approval process
that virtually all potential problems have been

is almost perfunctory in
k Thus, Dallas projects have generally

resolved prior to the award of funds.
begun both providing services and expgnding funds within a reasonable
period after §r0ject 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 activities as clarifying project

objectives and activities, developing measures and data collection forms,

analyzing data, and .aterpreting the data analyéis‘are all jeint efforts
between the CAT and the projebts. The CAT is solely responsible for
developing the analysis strategy and writing avaluation reports, while
the project is responsible 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 assistanre 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 esgtimated that 90 béfcent of the projects have standardized

forms.

Institutionalization

The CAT director suggested that perhaps 75 percént of the projects
will be continued after Impact funding ceases. In addition, the CAT
expects to continue functioning after Impact, but expects that the
evaluation mandate will not survive unless increased SPA support is

forthecoming.

2.5 Denver

Crime-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 projecﬁs were approved by
the Denver Anti~Crime Council (DACC) in October, 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 leadersﬁip
responsibilities for the Denver program. However, thg'CAT staff was
soon recognized as extremely competent, and the RO and SPA élected 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 o
grant’applications has been streamlined to the point where a project
can now 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 goverﬁment,
the Denver CAT has maximized its effectiveness and this, in turn, has

fostered high agency morale.

The CAT has nonetheless experienced some;turnovér, having lost
several key members of its staff in‘recent months. However, their
departure is attributed to4the fact that their performance was of such
high quality that they were recruited by othertagencies 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 requirementsvhave‘beenb
generally better managéd and have proven to be more effective. Inter-
views with the project directors tended'to support this observation.
ThekCAIrstaff cooidinates their activities with all projects and
assists in pre-planning and data collection activitieé. This support
and coordination is believed to be necessary for improving the effec-

tiveness of the individual'ﬁrojects and the program ip general,
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Institutionalization

It is expected that crime-oriented planning, data managemént and
data collection functions will be institutionalized in Denver, along
with approximately 60 percent of the projects. Data management has
been centralizéd, but at this point the system is primarily a méngal
ohg.. It is the CAT's intention!eventually to have an automated data
base along with a computerized tracking system for all Iméact vffenders.
Generally, Impéct isfwell—regarded in Denver and is viewed as being
responsible for better control and management of the criminal justice

system there.

2.6 Hewark

Crime-Oriented Planning

.The CAT gxpréssed 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 lessening isolation and fragmentation between the 2 jurisdic-
tions. This coordination enabled the program to identify key problems,

which led to a determination of projects that. would be suitable for

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

Impact advisory board, worked closely with the projects in determining
subgrantees, project locations, data forms, etc.

-

Administration/Management of the Program

Newark has experienced significant~turnovér in CAT directors

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

kistory). Currently, the program is operating under its fourth Impact
director, 2 of whom served in an "abtihg“ capacity. In additionm,

the‘program has had 4 diffeteht fiscal officérs and 2 evaluators. The
currént:écting director assumed iesponsibility'for the 1mpact program

in July, 1974.
32
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Delays in implementation have been many and are. attributed 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 conditions to modify conceptually a number of the
projects 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 Seﬁtember and
October, 1974. '

Evaluation

As of October 1974, Newark had not completed any evaluations for
Impact projects. The CAT attributes this to turnover 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 impréssions of the
CAT staff relative to each project, and were done Withoutkadequate
evaluation or data analysis to guide the process. The lack df evalua-
‘tion reporting has been recogpized 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 resulted. 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 perhaps, 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.

Lt

2.7 Portland
Crime-Oriented Planning

The Portland CAT viewed the crime-oriented planning process as
being helpful because it stimulated city agencies to work 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 belileves that there is an awareness of the significance
of daﬁa and systematic planning and coordination and this has aided in

improving the functioning of Portland's criminal justice system.

Based on the 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 was 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 Tmpact program
gince its beginning, According tc the CAT, the State of Oregon saw
the program as falling under its jurisdiction while the city viewed
Impact as Eeing its responsibility. Im 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 projects.

34

However, further jurisdictional problems deyeloped over who would have
control of the adult corrections programs. Adult corrections 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

k3

affected the implementation of Portland's 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 correcﬁions projects, only $578,453 or 10.6 percent of the
total awarded to adult coirections 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 grant approval/award process.

ez

Evaluation v «
Evaluation 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 requirementSVWere not built inte 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 to retrieve data, but this process 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 decisibn to share responsibility for the program among the
state, county, and city has also resulted in overall confusion and
poor ferformance, 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 nb 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
prodﬁced at least 1 excellent evaluation component (Case Management

Corrections Service) and several very good evaluation designs.

Institutionalizatiqn’

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 p;anning

and program monitoring functions will be continued and the SPA plans

[y
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to continue its evaluation efforts. In addition, the CAY anticipates

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

2.8 St. Louis

Ciime—Oriented Planning

The CAT director did not feel that crime-driented planning was
utilized in St. Louis' Impact progrém, but instead, expressed thé opinion
that poliﬁiéal pressures forced the city to get projects on the streets
as quickly as possible. This resulted in St. Louis being the first
Impact city to actually have projects functioning; however, the éecision
to implement projects speedily was accomplished 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 to be considered eligible for Tmpact monies. This pro-
cedure was used until the budget 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 Region 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 early in 1972. As documented in MITRE's program history of
St. Louis (see @TR—GGG&); the Impact program there was fraught wi
infighting at all ievels of the‘program, the most recent example having

been the protracted struggle between the current city administration and
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the Region 5 staff, resulting in a decision that the St. Louis Crime
Commisaion would assume control of Impact program management rather
than the Region 5 staff; this decision became effective in July
1974, Ry
Monetary delays due to red tape and other problems slowed full
program implementation, according to the CAT, especially with regard

to projects assoclated with the courts, and those projects that are
community-based and providing community services. Ho&ever, now that the
city has assumed major responsibility for the program, the CAT feels

that these problems can be resolved.

Evaluation ) _

To 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 pfogram and this has severely curtalled 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

It 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-
cratié 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 IMPLEMENTATION ACROSS THE CITIES
This section of the document, as described earlier, is primarily

based on results obtained from the telephone and mail questionnaires,
the Regional Office request ferms, 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

(¢) by functional area.
The process 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 té concentrate on average outcomes (rather
than on the individual outcomes associated with specific projects and
cities). Im tﬁis sense, the results obtained do not clearly reflect
the best performahce or the worst performance, and judgments.of this
typeé should not be made. Without doubt, some cities and some ptojects
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 the full cycle opera-

tion of all the projects and the proper collection and analysis of crime

rate and victimization survey data.

Additionally, in aésessing 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 and noneriminal justice
agencies, personnel, and a variety of political jurisdictions and

participants, and to provide a smoothly functioning network of sexvices

7

40

to their respective constituents. Three years have nbw passed since
the Impact program first was announced, and it is indeed evident that
each of the dities 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 33 in Cleﬁeland
(see Table I). 1In addition, some projects represent one—timé only
projects (such as equipment purchases) whereas others were expected
to have longer durations. Some projects, in refunding phases, were
combined with other projects, deleted, or given new titles. In this

sense, tracking ths 1:fe of a project was not always an easy task.

In general, based on the directory, cities averaged approximately
23 projects per city,‘ In terms of the numbers of projects contained in
the directory, adult corrections and juvenile corrections had the
largest share with 36 and 32 projects respectively (see Téﬁie ).
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
(e) Cleveland - Adult Corrections
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(d) Dalias ~ Police

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

(f) Newark - Adult Corrections
(g) Portland - Adult Correctioms
{(h) St. Louis - Juvenile'Corrections

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

number of projects teported may be listed as follows: (see Figure 4 above):

(a) Adult Corrections

(b) Juvenile Corrections

(¢) Police

(d) Courts

(e) Community Involvement

(£) 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 pefcent represented
juvenile corrections projects. Courts and adult corrections projects
were evenly distributed with 2 under each funct}onal area. There were

no projects implemented to specifically address drug abuse.

Baltimore
Baltimore had a total of 27 projects implemented under its Impact

program. The largest number, 5, or 20 percent of the program total

fell within the drug abﬁse 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 dinteresting to note that Baltimore was

the only city to have at least lkproject 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.

Gleveland

Cleveland implemented a program comnsisting of 35 projects, hearly
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 numbers, with 5 each. Adult corrections and prevention were

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

each.

45




Newark ,

Of Newark's 18 projects, over 50 percent were targeted to adult
corrections, juvenile correctiens and community involvement. There
were no projects implemented to focus on research or information systems

needs.

Portland

The distribution of Portland‘s 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 Histributed. 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. Pellice, courts, adult
corrections, juvenile corrections and community inveolvement 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 of the 8 cities, a total of 19 prevention projects were funded
under 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 with no

projects.
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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 1l percent of the program total were
devoted to courts activities across the 8 cities. Baltimore, Cleveland,

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

Adult Corrections

Adult corrections claimed 36 projects across the 8 cities. This
represented nea}ly 20 percent of the program total. Cleveland and
Portland had the greatest numbef 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/inforﬁation systems projects were funded acroés
6 of the 8 cities or about 7 percent of the program total. Denver had

the largest number with 5 and Cleveland and Newark had nones«

Drug Abuse
The 8 drug abuse projects in & 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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Community Involvement

Ever} city implemented projects falling within this functional
area, Across the cities more than 1 in 10 projects focused on this
activity. 8t. Louis reported~th§ largest number with 4 and Dallas
aﬁd Atlanta reported the fewest with 1 each,

Target Hardening

Six of the 8 cities reported implementing target-hardening
projects representing about 4 percent of the program total. Portland

had 2 projects of this type and Dallas and Denver each reported none.
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3.2 The Distribution and Expenditureé of Funds

Perhaps the most significant issue relating to the implementation
of the Impact program is the allocation 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 analysis tends
to define areas where city~level programs may have bogged down ot
where types of projects have experienced difficulty in becoming fhlly
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 were
collected nearly 3 years after the initiation of the Tmpact 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 this magnitude and these specifications
within a relatively short time frame?

() 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?

(¢) 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?

5.2.1 Analysis Across the Cities

Table II indicates the distribution of Impact 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

49




wr

rded
is. Total funds awar
6,667 in St. Louis.
high of $18,896, . $140 million.
in Portland to a hig unted to in excess of
. tiles amo
the program across the 8 ci
) t share of
: ly captured the larges
ional area clearly
: The police function iving 33.6 percent of the
across the cities, receivin he total amounts
Impact funding ) in fact, exceeded t
. R Figu‘re 5). This "amount, bined From this
total (see 3 ile corrections combi
i both adult and juven . he provision of
»ﬁ awarded to the Citles, the P
, : that across 1
, . \ it is obvious for reducing
3 " .'3 ¥l g 4 perspective, d to be the primary strategy
g | 4 g il 4] 2 g . idere ime
prapioneiiit) B N T B B O - A I B ervices was conside , the short-term crim
1v2i5.ltj'.m HIVLSANIE o i a -~ police 8 . ot surpriSJ-ng given o
SR O O TR A S ; crime. This, of course, is n d the difficulties of tying
- v 2 2 2 e o o g ! s t an ’
218 (3 2 3 gz| 58| = g { ht under Impac ;
A 12 13 g | =8| &g| 88| &% s é . ought u . rime
A R < -~ o R oy =8 2] <8 ¥ s i a offs s ts to c
ﬁ a IR R : Fedustion pay corrections, and other projec
; . el B2 ES - 2 urts,
. z| 8 the effects of co o torr
a._. ] - : T .
gg < i : ver the sho
P o8 R ; reduction o
PR :»':3 = and
g : ct dollars,
1 s . L 1 nt projects received 1 in 10 Impa ble: Shore
x| B 1 #g1 B gl 3 : . i veme able
R i| £f| - : Commanity invo more likely to produce measur
i ' SR B R e B A R A I B as efforts ; ation
5:: DELIICIVE 23 8§21 RS in fact, were viewed courts, research and inform
b3 " ;o
: g 5 B8l i g| 8 m results than were prevention, jects. In this sense, across
8% %g| sl & | sl & 2| g3| =2 2l = ter et~hardening proj ) . ere
g2 oo kS8 B S g H2 =51 ¥ q ! drug abuse, or targ ness about crime w
22 | umotoms anam B4 A2 | d% n 3 ~ ¢ systems, drug ment and aware
g2 e - ) ities, community involve be addressed. The
52 g gl u ; he cities, e a .
g 8. 8x =ty ' of the : ties to
83 " 2 gq < ekl 2 B all 8 ivel important Prlori ive
o5 2. 18 ol g8s 8 latively . e act
=5E 2z | 54 g4 g3 = ¥ idered to be rela inning of a mor
ugs asnev anwg a2 ER s consider eflects the begi
22 A8 | e : funding commitment thus T ices in city-level
g o 1 un ) Y . servi
i a | 8 S| &) % a ! fmpact of urban criminal justice
: : §8 swassis 8| %a) 35| %8 I3 23 2| g - role for consumers .
4 =4 HOTIVWEORE JYVASIY 5 gal 53 (A it} < d ! i
: £ B - fforts to ameliorate crime.
z3 o erroxr
o o~ o ”
, =4 - o 2 8.1 8. a1 4 . h the
; = Gl | B N & R to be raised in comnection wit
; a 81 Zgq 2% | g8 g:| RE| B2 a3 g i
i %D suoanie muaae § - o ;;j 22 g¢ =23 Rt BRI EY B ~ Another interesting point 3 of section 3.2 is the fact
“s - . ? i
, - o 5 - ion (b) pQSed at the heginnl g l funds (See Figure 6)-
:= fol 35 | Zel 3a| %] %) % $| 4 second quest 11 of its potentia
B . :».:.: Rg §§ :‘;E =8 5“5 83 L I . able to award a $20 million each,
mosme Tl 250 g3 &8 SRR : f that no city was St. Louis awarded nearly
<8 Q8| a8 5 ) d St. der
. E i - penver an ificantly un
:: g | 2.l 1 Sle iz . { Cleveland, Dallas, Newark and Portland fell signif
p o 23 S 2 [ 2! 2 & . 3 ar
a 2 g ag | &4 Pyl B ok N g 5 g ltimore, New
. gl %gy AL | 3@ B8 g8l e gR 3 = & 3 ta, Ba
s} G828 g2 Rgl Bs e} g 2 i° 3 but Atlanta,
] - - s | g 81 u iz ark
; g B - n E-— 2 \'g.ﬁ 2 : & E’. g" i the i hd i erged.
2 g 2| %z % Zg| 2%a| %a g ° ¢ z s et S em .
,- -3 =81 of S8 8g] 44 > S 5 w3 3 iorities
we| 28 52 85 | 43 IR IR R £y 3 8 cities the following funding pr .
h3] 2 S8 ™~ o 8 % 8 he cl
" e 2l . T oA ii:f £ ’ ; 33.6%
gol 8 |81 8] 2| % sfl gl ¥[8 o (a) Police - 33. .
| 35| s gE | g8 dm| &8 IR = tions - 18.7%
My 23| ER| 8% | g% BN << s Es 3 .
RUSECTE ge| B A 38 94 = L £ {(b) Adult Correc
= NI iz ¢
§F (%g3| & 2% =9 = 51
se oo - TV s 8 +
i g Tl g S T NN T R A L
d 8 - 2 2 4 3 g E £ i x| ik i & g5 i
i B § o ] " g 2 = - @ :
» :‘:' a =1 a
50 -




T S e e —
.

D Award
7.,/, Expenditure

Target
Hardening

13.9
6.4
, I3.1 6.7
Drug Abuse Community
Involvement

Information

Research
Systems

8.8

Juveniie

16.1

13.8

26,2
f—'

Adule
Corrections Corrections

11
' ’ 6.8
Courts )

Police

11.1
’ ' 8.2
" Prevention

60

50
401
30+

DOLLARS*

52

FUNCTIONAL: AREAS

Source: Responges to the Regional Off{ce Financial Regquest Forms

*In Millions of Dollars

FIGURES

AWARDS AND EXPENDITURES ACROSS THE

FUNCTIONAL AREAS

AS OF 30 JUNE 1975

R LN U S N

Available/City

24 520 Million

atlanta {777 07 169

58.1
Baltimare* [/ /000 00 o 8161
$4.6
Cleveland | /, $18.5 .
$18.3
pallas w-o
11.8
Denver $18.1
$9.3

Newark /77771 /00 e $17 8

7.2

Portland

St. Louis

% : $16.1
$6.0

[0 s $18.9

1s14.0

Source:

[::]Expended

% Awarded

i i ial Request Form
ses to the Regional Office Financ
523223 data through 1 January 1975 and expenditure data

through 30 September 1974.

F!GL!{:I;(%EGNDITURES BY CITY
AWARDS AND
POLLAR AS OF 30 JUNE 1975
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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%
(¢) Dallas - 69.0%

' (d) Demver - 51.0%
(e) Atlanta - 47.97%
(£) Newark ~ 40.6%
(g) Portland -~ 37.1%
(h) Baltimore - 27.7%

A final point to be made across the cities 1s 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 I;

earlier, the 8 cities only spent 56.6 percent (579.3 million) of their
total award (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 wvariety of reasons (which will be discussed
later), projects properly expressed the need for money to reduce crime
through the process of grant applications, 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

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

iess a fact that the program, to date, required mearly 3 years to spend only -

about 57 percent of the awarded funds and less than 50 percent of the funds

potentially available.

3.2.2 City-by-City Analysis

Atlanta _
The Atlanta Impact program was awarded $16,856,592 as of 30 June

1975. The distribution of funds by functional area may be listed as followsi
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$160°
$140.0
-
Available Awarded Expended
Funds Funds : Funds

lIn millions

: 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% ; ot ; ‘ gaoNdaXE QWA ALI0 f 0 o a S i 2 o 3
v . g TVI0L 40 ADVINIDYAL - o o © n L ~
(d) Juvenile Corrections -~ 10.2% "
: Lt )
(e) Prevention - 3.8% 3 IHIO g e
(f) Target Hardening ~ 1.3%
N © w - o o -1
(g), Courts - 08% : SNlﬁm S w § o .-’\4 pu b
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In terms of expenditures, the Atlanta program has spent 47.9 _ . é
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police, research/information systems, and community involvement. @ F
Baltimore , . .
Baltimore was awarded $16,739,045 in funds for their Impact
projects. Funding priorities by functional area are listed as follows:
b ; °8 ‘ , . , ' 59
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(a) Police - 22.4%
{(b) Drug Abuse - 18.8%
(c) Adult Corrections - 17.1%
(d) Courts - 15.3%
(e) Juvenile Corrections - 9.6%
- (£) - Prevention - 8,1%. ¢t
{g) Target Hardening - 4.2%
(h) Research/Information Systems - 2.3%
(1) Community Involvement - 1.9%
(i) Other - ,2%

Baltimore, thus, presents a well-balanced program which provides
projects within each functional category. It is interesting to note
that Qithin the original Baltimore Tmpact Master Plan, drug abuse was
peréeived 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
secupied a second priority. However, in terms of actual funding they

significantly dropped in importance.

As of 30 Sepfember 1974, Baltimore had expended only 27,7 percent
of its total award. According to Table IV, it appears that research/
information systems projecté have had the most difficult time becoming
implemented whiie police projects have had the easiest. 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 thelr awards, reflecting 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:
60

(a) Police - 38.2%

(b) Prevention - 17.8%

{(c) Adult Corrections - 17.2%
(d) 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 6figinally
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 remaining

categories.

Cleveland projects have spent, by far, the largest percentage of
their awarded funds, averaging 9§.3 percent. All functional areas have
spent over 90 percent of their grant awards with five categoriles expending
all awarded funds. It is thus clear that Cleveland projects were able to

expend virtually all their funds within 3 years of program initiation.

Dallas . ' - S
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 ~ 44.97%
(b) Courts - 21.0%
(¢) Adult Corrections =~ 15.7%

(d) Prevention -~ 7.4%

(e) Cormunity Involvement -~ 4.27%

(£) Research/Information Systems - 4.1%

(g) Juvenile Corrections - 2.7%

Dallas provided no projects geared to the provision of drug abuse

services or to target hardening.

The Dallas program placed a styeng emphasis on the funding of
police activities; in fact, across the eight cities Dallas dedicated
the second largest portion of city resources to efforts in this
functional area. One surprising feature of the program is the low
priority actually accordad 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 exper{enced a marked reduction in priority.

Dallas projects have expended 69.0 percent of their awarded funds.
In general, community involvement projects have experienced the most
difficulty in expending funds, having utilized less than one-third of
their awards while police, courts, énd adult corrections projects have
fared better, expending nearly 75 percent of their awards (see Table
IV). In fact, it appears that three of the traditional criminal Jus-

tice agencies (i.e., police, courts, adult corrections) were able to
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bring their projects to operational status within a shorter time frame

than the non-traditional agencies associated with the dther 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 = 19,47 ; :
(¢) Adult Corrections ~ 15.2%

(d) Juvenile Corrections - 14.47%

(e) Research/Information Systems - 10.9%

(f) ' Prevention - 8.5%

(g) Drug Abuse - 5.5%

(h) Target Hardening - 2.97%

(i) Courts - 2.1%

Denver projects, much like Baltimore'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
program. The plamning effort which preceded the implementation of
specific projects focused on insuring functional balance within the

system.

Deﬁver, to date, has expended 51.0 percent of its awarded funds.
Across the functional aréas, police projects, juvenile corrections and
drug abuse projects have expended in excess of 60 percent of thelr res-
pective awards. Research/information systems projects, bn the o;her‘

hand, have spent only about 22 percent of their allocated funds (see

Table IV).
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Newark only spent about a third of their awarded funds. Newark, thus, seems

As of 30 June 1975, the Newark Impact program had been awarded to have experienced implementation problems primarily in these 2 .

$17,776,946 for the implementation of its projects. Specific funding B functicnal areas.
priorities are as follows:
‘(a) Police - 40,67
(b) Adult Corrections - 17.6%
(c) Community Involvement ~ 16.5%
: (d) Juvenile Corrections - 9.9%
E, (e) Courts - 6,2%
| (f) Prevention - 5.2%
(g) Drug Abuse - 3.2%

L , Portland

Portland has been awarded $16,067,117 in Impact funds. According
to the functional distribution of these funds, the following priorities
emexrged:

(a) Adult Corrections - 33.8%

(b) Juvenile Corrections -~ 27.2%

{(¢) ‘Police -~ 23.0%

(d) Research/Information Systems - 6,6%

| (bh) Target Hardening ~ .6% ;
| (1) Other - .27 ' L (e) Community Involvement - 4.3%

(£) Courts -~ 2.7%

Newark has no projects geared to the research/information systems b
! (g) Target Hardening - 2.4%

functional area.
There were no projects awarded in eilther the prevention or drug
The most striking feature of the Newark program is its strong abuse functional areas.

emphasis on police projects. In fact, the Newark allocation to the

police projects is the third highest across all the cities and some The distribution of funds conforms closely to the funding pattern

6.4 percent higher than the average percentage across the cities. proposed under the Impact master plan. The only major difference is

This emphasis on the police is nearly twice the allotment envisioned the absence of funded projects within the prevention functional area.

within the Impact master plan, It is significant, though, that the However, the priority concerns with adult corrections, police, and

juvenile corrections are in line with the planned priorities. Portland,

3‘highest priority areas (police, adult corrections, and community

involvenent) were consistent with what had been slated in the master in fact, awarded the largest share across the cities to both aduit

plan but with reduced funding commitments for the latter two. and juvenlle corrections.

Newark expenditures were somewhat below the average across the In terms of expenditures, Portland has spent the second smallest

cities, amounting to 40.6 percent of the awarded funds. It appears percentage of its allocation across the cities, 37.1 percent.* This

that courts projects have had the least difficulty in spending their delay in implementation has been especially pronounced in the adult

funds while the drug abuse and police projects have had the most corrections area where less than 11 percent of all awarded funds have

" difficulty. The police categary, in fact, has spent only about actually been utilized. Given the large appropriation to the adult

27 percent of its awarded funds while the drug abuse projects have £ *Expenditurekinformation as of 31 March 1q75'
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correctlons function, in excess of $5 million, the lmplementation
delays tend to skew the overall city-level expenditure rate. For the
other functional areas, it appears that courts and target hardening
projects have been most fully'implemented to date, closely followed
by the police project. 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. Louls Impact program has been awarded $18,896,667. The
distribution of funding to these projects indicates the following
priorities:

(a) Police = 32.6%

(b) Adult Corrections - 17.9%

{c) Juvenile Corrections — 14;5%

(1) Prevention - 10,9%

(e) Courts - B,5%

(f) Target Hardening - 6.37%

(g) Community Involvement ~ 4.8%

(h) ’ Research/lnformation Systems -~ 2,4%

(i) Drug Abuse = 2.1%\

The St, Louls 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 allocations 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 plan, received reduced emphasis ir the
actual distribution of funds. In fact, courts dropped from first
priority to fifth priority while the police area received nearly 4

times the funds awarded to courts projects.

2
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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 exhibit funding activity with prevention projects spending
the largest percentage, 94.2 percent, and drug abuse projects the
smallest, 52.0 percent. Close behind the prevention projects and
spending over 70 percent of their allotments are adult corrections
(87 percent), community involvement (85 percent), courts (75 percent),
and target hardening (73 percent). The remaining functioﬁal 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 ° ;
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) Clevelandi— 17.8%

(b)  St..louis - 10.9%

(¢) Denver - 8.5%

(d)  Baltimore ~ 8.1%

(e) Dallas -~ 7.47

(f) Newark - 5.27%

(g) Atlanta - 3.8%

(h) Portland - 0%

Expenditure data for preventlon 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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(e) DenVer ~ 61.8%

, (f) Baltimore - 48.5%

spending percentages for prevention funds are as follows:
] . , : (g) Atlanta <~ 37.4%
. ~(a) Cleveland - 99.5% : - ) N £ = 26.7%

. ‘ : . : ewark -~ o7

- (b) Atlanta - 95.7% =, ‘ , ) )

(e¢) St. Louis = 94.2%
(d} Denver - 54.1%
(e) Dallas - 46.9%
_ (f) Baltimore ~"41,8%
?‘ ’ (g)  Newark - 39.5%
S (h) Portland - 0%

high of 99,9 percent in Clevelénd to 39.5 pexrcent in Newark. City

Courts

ST MRV YT
t

The courts area was awarded $11,048,042 in Impact funds, accounting

kit of

. ‘ “for'7.9 percent of Ehe program total. Allocations at the city level
| ranged from $135,585 in Atlanta to $3,570,989 in Dallas. Awards to
court projects by city as coﬁpared to each city's total allotmehts
: - were as follows: |

“; (a) Dallas - 21.0%

|  (b) Baltimore - 15.3%
(c) St. Louis - 8.5%
' ' (d) Cleveland - 6.8%
- " (e) Newark -.6.2%

- (f) Portland - 2.7%
(g) Denver - 2,1%

(h) Atlanta ~ ,87%

Epiice

. Awarded funds for police projects were the highest across all \
the functional areas, amounting to $46,980,529 or‘33;6 percent of the S ?
total funds awarded, Total funds awarded to police within each city :
ranged from a high of $7.7 million in Dallas to a low Qf nearly
$3.7 million in Pertland,. ASpecific percentages of city-level funding

rograms addressing the police function are:
(a) Atlanta -~ 45,3% {
(b) . Dallas ~ 44.9% : i

(c) Newark = 40.6% ; . ]
Ls '~ total funds awarded. Variability in spending across the cities was

(d) Cleveland - 38.27% ‘ P
b high, with Cleveland courts projects spending the greatest percentage

(e) St. Louis - 32.6% ] . ]
. of their award while Baltimore spent the least. The percentage of

(f) Portland ~ 23.0% 2 | ‘
(g) Baltd 22 .42 i award spent by court projects for each city is as follows:
g altimore ~ b7 :

(h) Denver -~ 21.1% (a) Cleveland ~ 100%

g . tlanta - 81.27%
Police projects, acrpss the cities, have spent 59.7 percent of their (b) Atlenta
' (¢) Newark - 76,0%

(d) St., Louis - 75.1%
(e) Dallas - 74.0%
(f) Portland - 66,3%
(g) Denver - 55.3%
(h) Baltimore - 11.1%

Across the citiles, court projects expended 61.9 percent of their '

total allecations. Percentage of award expended for police projects
by city is as follows:
(a) Cleveland - 100.2% 7
; (b) Dallas = 74.47% ‘ﬁ
; v‘ , . {(c) Portland - 65.27% .
. (@ St. Louis - 63.6%

68 ' - - €9




eSO TR

Adult Corrections

Adult corrections, second only to police in its total allocatioms,
received 18.7 percent of the funds awarded or $26,249,132. The funds
allocgted by city ranged from ?’high in Portland of neérly $5.4 million
to a low in Dailas of 2.7 million. The percentage of city-level funds
allotted to the adult corrections functional area are distributed as
follows: o

(a) Portland - 33.8

(b) St. Louis ~ 17.9%

- (¢) Newark - 17.6%

(d) Cleveland -~ 17.2%

(e) Baltimore - 17.1%

(f) Atlanta - 16.7%

(g) Dallas ~ 15.7%

(h) Denver - 15.27

Across the citles, adult corrections precjects 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%

(£) Atlanta - 51.67%

(g) Baltimore - 18,7%

(h) Portland - 10.6%

70

Juvenile Corrections

Juvenile corrections projects received 11.5 percent of the total

allocation across the citles 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 ¢ity to juvenile corrections is:

(a) Portland - 27.2%

(b) St. Louis ~ 14.5%

(¢) Denver = 14,47

(d) Atlanta - 10.2%

(e) Newark - 9,9%

(£ Baltimore -~ 9.6%

(g) Cleveland - 4.7%

(h) Dallas - 2.7%

In terms of expenditures, juvenile corrections projects have
spent 55 percent of their awards to date. Individual city-level
spending percenta.ges of award for juvenile correctilons are as follows:

(a) Cleveland - 100%

(b) 5t Louié - 67.9%

(c) Denver - 66.8%

(d) Atlanta - 64.97

(e) Newark - 57.0%

(f) Dallas -~ 56.0%

-(g) Portland - 41.1%

(h) .Baltimore ~ 12.1%

Research/Information Systems

Research/inforﬁation systems.projects were granted $4,681,749 in

TImpact funds across the cities or 3.3 percent of the total program
funds awarded. Cities showed varying 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 - (a) Baltimore - 18.8%
funds alleocated by city are as follows: ﬁf | (b) Cleveland - 6.97
’ A (a) ‘Denver -~ 10,97 'i (c) Denver ~ 5.5%
(b) Portland - 6.6% - | o (d) Newark'- 3,2% -
(¢) Dallas ~ 4.17% . ' K (e) St. Louis - 2.1%
(d) St. Louis - 2.4% . Across these 5 cities, 48.5 percent of the funds allocated for drug
(e) Baltimore - Z.3% ‘ :3 abuse have been spent, City-level program spending based on the
(f) Atlanta - .3% ) | amount awarded is as follows: ,
(g) _Cleveiand - 2% . £ (a) Cleveland ~ 100% ’
(h) Newark -~ 0% ( ' ' i: (b) Denver - 60,3%
Expenditdre data indicate that research/information systems projects e  (e) St. Louis - 52.0%
have spent the smallest percentage of their awards across all the ‘t‘ (d) Newark - 33.4%
functional areas, 31l.1 percent. The percentage of awarded funds spent ,T (e) Baltimore — 26,2%
by each city is as follows: ' ‘ -
(a) Cleveland - 98.3% ‘ Community Involvement
(b) St. Louis - 69,07 A : - Community involvement projects received $13,948,405 in Impact
(¢) Dallas = 53.2% _ " funds or 10,0 percent of the total awarded across the cities. The
(d) Atlanta - 26.3% ' | | range of individual city-level commitment to community involvement
(e) Portland - 24,6% . projects varied from in excess of $3.5 million in Denver and Atlanta
(f) Denver - 21.9% ‘ ' - s to $323,000 in Baltimore. The percentages of city-level funding allo-
(g) Baltimore - 5.1% ' b cated to community involvement by city are:
(b) Newark - 0% (a) Atlanta - 21,6% '
) ?“ (b) Denver - 19.4%
Drug Abuse (c) Newark - 16.5%
' Drug abuse projects were undertaken by 5 of the cities, with a .é ’ (d) Cleveland ~ 6.6%
total allocation of $6,380,803. This represents 5 percent of the , § ’ (e) St. Louis - 4.8%
program total. The city-level dollar amounts ranged from a high of ﬂ; (£) éortland - 4.3%
$3.1 million in Baltimore with 5 drug abuse projects to no funded : ‘ (g) Dallas — 4.2%
projects in Atlanta, Dallas, and Portland. Specific city-level pro- ;i (h) Baltimore - 1.9%
gram percentages are: ‘ : E . Percentage expenditures of awarded funds for community involvement

were the second lowest, projects of this type having spent 47.9 per-
" cent of their awarded funds. The percentage of award spent-by each

city is as follows:
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- Af). Baltimore"—v45.5%'
-(g)  Denver - 32.1%
.(h) Dallas .- 0%

(2) Cleveland - 94.3%
(b) St. Louis - 84.6%
(c) Atlanta - 47.6%

(d) Portland -~ 43.7% . '
(e) Denver - 41.3%

(f) VNewark = 34.0% ;
(g) Dallas — 32.6% ok
(h) Baltimore - 11.1% :

Target Hardening

Target 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 programAis as follows:

(a) St. Louis = 6.3%

(b) Baltimore =~ 4.27

(¢) Denver = 2,9%

(d) Portland - 2.4%

(e) Cleveland - 1.67%

(£) Atlanta - 1.37%

(g) Newark - ,6%

(h) Dallas ~ 0%
Across the cities, 65 percent of the funds awarded for target hardening
aétivities have been spent. The percentage of awarded funds spent by .
each city is as follows:

(a) Cleveland - 1007

(b) Atlanta - 84,67

(c) Portland ~ 83.6%

(d) St. Louis = 72,67

(e) Newark = 71.2%
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3.3 Type of Sponsors : 

- ‘ Types of sponsors figuring in the Impact W:ogram'can be categorized

90

as being either traditional criminal justice agencies or noncriminal

justice agencies. Figure 8 shows a percentage breakdown of the projects

v by city and type of sponsor. 'Qf the 182 total projects listed in the

ies

directory, agencies within the traditional criminal justice system

l
70
Agenc

implemented 114 or 62.6 percent of the projects. Noncriminal justice

1ce

agencies implemented 68 or 37.4 percent of the projects.

Both traditional and noncriminal justice agencies have sponsored proj-

ects in each of the 8 cities. Traditional sponsors implemented between 62.6 Hf

inal Just

‘and_89.3 percent of the projects in the cities of Atlanta, Baltimore,

Dallas, Portlan&, and St. Louis. Traditional sponsors, however, imple-

mented only'37;l énd 38.9 percent of the projects in Cleveland and

Newark. Traditional criminal justice and noncriminal justice agencies

PERCENTAGE OF PROJECTS

KSS) Noncrim

in Denver implemented nearly the same percentage of projects.

30

: The percentage of projects operated by traditional criminal justice

FIGURE 8
TRADITIONAL CRIMINAL JUSTICE AND NONCRIMINAL JUSTICE SPONSORS

or noncriminal justice agencies varied significantly across the 9

functional areas (see Figure 9). Agencies which are classified as

% OF PROJECTS BY CITY

being;traditioﬁal implemented all of the police and courts projects.

Conversely, agenéies 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

.

Tn the adult corrections area, noncriminal justice
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(25 percent).
agenbies implemented 27.8 percent of the projects. Noncriminal justice

Louis

Project Directory Developed by the CATs

and traditional agencies implemented community involvement and juvenile

corrections projects nearly equally.

Average Across Cities

Atlanta
Baltdimore
Cleveland
Dallas
Denver
Newark
Portland
St.

CITY

.
.

Source
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In summary, while more traditional than nontraditional sponsors
3 ~ implemented Impact projects, the percentage of projects by type J

of sponsoring agency varied across the cities. There is,; however, a

sponsoring pattern across the cities which is especially more pronounced

AR

1es

in certain functional areas, Traditional sponsors implemented all of

the police and courts projects and most of the adult corrections and

70
Agenc

research/information projects; noncriminal justice agencies tended to

ice

ry

sponsor the target-hardening (for example, a city public works departmént

implemented a street lighting program), prevention, and juvenile

1 Just

corrections projects. Thus, it appears that agencies implement those

types of projects which suit agency goals, legal obligations, and are

imina

50

related to agency expectations.

3.4 Project Staffing and the Provision of Services

40
PERCENTAGE OF PROJECTS

In this section, questions of staffing, the provision of services,

) E~ Noner

adaptive implementation, project aborts and project continuation are

30

analyzed. Some preliminary questions which drove the analysis were:

FIGURE 9
TRADITIONAL CRIMINAL JUSTICE AND NONCRIMINAL JUSTICE SPONSORS

Are on-going projects fully staffed? To what.degree have Impact

projects experienced personnel turnover? Have there been any cancelled

!
20

projects and what are the reasons for cancellation? Which projects expect

to be continued after Impact fdnding ceases? Have the projects changed

objectives or the scope or quality of services? If so, what changes

% OF PROJECTS BY FUNCTIONAL AREA

have been made? These questions 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.  :%

x
24

3.4.1 Project Staffing
Most of the projects (72.8 percent) are currently fully staffed.

Traditional Criminal Justice Agencies

Despite this high percentage, 74.8 percent of the projects have experi-

Project Directory Developed by the CATs

FUGTEIONAL ARE

enced staff turnover, as might be expected, considering that some of

Research/Information Systems
Functional Areas

Juvenile Corrections
Community Involvement

Target Hardening
Average Across the

Tolice
Courts

79

Preventior
Drug Abuse
Source

" Adult Corrections
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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
of the projects (59.9 percent)'réﬁorted turnover of professional :and para-

praofesgional staff.

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. o :
NUMBER OF PROJECTS FULLY STAFFED/

CITY - NUMBER OF RESPONDENTS*
Atlanta 11/14
Baltimore 12/18
Cleveland 23/30
Dallas - 13/13
Denver 17/21
Newark 9/18
Portland ‘ 6/7
St. Louis 17/26

As can be seen, half of the Newark projects are currently fully staffed
while all of the Dallas projects are. In each of the remaining cities,

in excess of 50 perceht 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.

* ‘ ‘ A
Source: Telephone Questionnaire
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the projects have been operative since 1972. Turnover of staff, though,

has Variéd %y 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 persomnel. A much higher percentage

1.
of the projects (59.9 percent) ‘reported turnover of professional -and para-

professional staff,

*
Source:

80
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3.4.1.1 City-by-City Analysis
Looking across the cities, most projects currently are fully staffed, “
2] t
as is shown by the following ldist. ‘ %
NUMBER OF PROJECTS FULLY STAFFED/ g ’ ih n @
. cIrY ~ NUMBER OF RESPONDENTS* ' . , : ‘ 17
Atlanta . 11/14 | H
Baltimore 12/18 .
N ©v
i
Cleveland 23/30 % 2
Dallas 13/13 ‘ = &2
! = 2
Denver 17/21 g . 25
2 et
" Newark 9/18 i g 55
: , : ] ez
Portland : 6/7 4 N . 3] #gé;
¢ i . ! ™ " v :3'&: L
St. Louis 17/26 i : : . 14 ; %g%é
' : e 8 Gga
As can be seen, half of the Newark projects are currently fully staffed 5 & §§§
o : 5 Fo
while all of the Dallas projects are. In each of the remaining cities, g ] 5 ;@
2 49 Yo
: in excess of 50 percent of the projects are fully staffed. ! ,§ -
Turnover of the Project Director, Supervisors, Professionals, ol 7 2
and Paraprofessionals ' i 13 E
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Respondents from Newark explained that there had been no turnover there

vhile 50 percent of the Baltimore projects experienced project director

turnover.

The percentage of projects experiencing turnover in supervisory

. ‘ [
personnel was.highest for St, Louis (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 remaining 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 with supervisors, projects in Atlanta, Cleveland,
Newark, and St. Louis experienced more turncver of supervisory staff
than turnover in,the.project director positioa. = The reverse was true of

projects in Baltimore, Dallas, and Denver..

’ Obviousiy, because the, number of professionai staff almost always
exceeds the number of project directors and supervisory staff, 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 projécts to have had supervisory staff turnover.
Aside from this, however, there are several o;her possible reasons for

turnover of staff, Refunding uncertainty, changing project objectives,

promotion and performance inadequacy are possible reasons for changes

in project 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 i
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personnel, Other possible factors are job insecurity due to the short
duration of a grant period and the Impact program, part~time rather

than full-time p051t10ns, and periods when there are no pay checks be-
cause of fundlng or refundlng delays (e.g., Cleveland's hlgh staff turn- -

over rate may have been closely linked to 1n1t1al delays in the recelpt
of funds). '

3.4.1.2  Analysis by Functional Area

Looking across functional areas, in excess of one-half of thé
respondents in 8 of the 9 functional areas 1nd1cated that their projects
were fully staffed. There was -considerable variance across the functlonal
areas, however, with a low of 33.3 percent of the drug abuse projects to a
high of 92.3 percent of the courts projects. The percentage of projects
which are fully staffed by functional area is as follows.

(a) Courts - 92,37

(b) Research/Information Systems - 88.9% : ‘

(c) Target Hardening - 85.7% |

(d) Adult Corrections — 76.9%

(e) Prevention - 72.2%

(£f) Juvenile Corrections ~ 70.4%

(g) Community Involvement - 68.8Y%

(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 spongored by tradi~
tional agenc1es whose personnel p051t10ns are part of a city or state
civil service system, offering job securlty rather than fears for future
employment at project terminationm. Additionally, ciﬁil service systems
provide these project employees with increased mobility potential not

open ts projects operating outside the civil service framework, Police
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projécts’ére alsq interesting‘in that;comparatively,the percentage of
projects fully staffed is quite low even though poiiée projeéts are 1 .
sponsored by a traditional criminal justice agency and are part of a civil '

g service‘system,-vln this case, the danger involved in being a police

officer may be one possiblé'e3piénation.

L 8
Turnover of the Project Director, Supervisors, Professionals and ﬂg
Paraprofessionals "
il K
, Like the city-by~city figures, the percentage of projects within L
L : ) )
each functional area with staff turnover once again variled by staff posi- SE ¢
tion (see Figure 11). Looking at the project director, the percentage §
L . : . <
of projects with turpover in this position ranged from a low of zero for g
‘ S . . . =)
courts projects to 66.7 percent of the drug abuse projects. It is likely -
- 7]
‘ , ‘ =
that the courts projects have no turnover because the project directors 5 2
Ja&
-

are, in many cases, judges and chief prosecutors occupying permanent

positions outside the project. This is not true with the drug abuse

Juvenile
Corrections Corrections Informaticn

projects where the position of project director is dependent on year-to- %

. FIGURE 11 .
TURNOVER OF THE PROJECT DIRECTOR, SUPERVISORS,

yvear funding.

Adult
STAFF POSITION & FUNCTIONAL AREA

Regarding supervisory personnel turnover, there is a narrower

PROFESSIONALS & PARAPROFESSIONALS
% OF PROJECTS BY FUNCTIONAL AREA

Courts

variation across the projects. Only 14.3 percent of the target hardening

projects experienced turnover while over half gf the prevention projects

GURLE, o -

noted such. Once again, & small percentage of the courts projects had

Police ]

turnover. . S .

The range of projects with professional staff turnover is large,

Prevention

with the target~hardehing projects again being the lowest at 14.3 percent
(few employees in these projects). However, 80.8 percent of adult correc-

a0z
80% -1
70%
60%
50%
40%
30%
2024
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tions projects experienced turnover in their professional staff, followed
YIAONINL HIIN S10EArodd JRIONOS Y 40 FOVINIDEAQ

%
P = Professionals & Paraprofessionals

0
PD = Pioject Director
S = Supervisory Stdff

by prevention (77.8 Peréent)ahdrug'aﬁuseaiand ju&eniléveofrecfidns o
projects (66.7 percent). Other functional areas experiencing in '
excess of 50 percent turnover in professional staff were: police, |

Source: 147 Responses fo the Telephone Nuestionnaire

*

courts, and community involvement.




3.4.2 The Provision of Services
Nearlv 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 applicatioms. By city,
between 44.4 percent and 84.6 percent of the projects are providing all

planned services. Newark has the least .percentage of projects providing
all planned services and St. Louis has the most. A breakdown of the
cities fdllows;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 perceqtage of
projects providing all schedgled services is as.follows:

(a) Courts - 84.6%

(b) Adult Correctiens - 73.1%

{(c) Target Hardeniné - 71.4%

(d) Prevention - 66.77%

(e) Community Involvement - 62.5%

(f) Police - 59.1%

kg) Juvénile Corrections ~ 55.6%

(h) Research/Information Systems - 55.6%

(1) Drug Abuse - 50.0%
It seems then that over half of the projects im 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 Project Continuation

Many project directors felt the question of project continuation
was somewhat premature. In most cases, however, they confidently
expressed a "yes" or "no." Should their answers prove to be accurate,

63.3 percent of the projects will continue after Impact funding ceases,

3.4.3.1 City-by~City Analysis

Only 7 of the 18 project directors from Newark anticfpate continued
funding while 12 of the 13 project directors from Dallas foresee future
funding. A breakdown of the pércentage of-projects expecting to be con~
tinued by city follows in descending order:

(a) Dallas - 92.3%

(b) Denver ~ 76.2%

(c) St. Louis - 73.1%

(d) Baltimore - 66.7%

(e) Atlanta ~ 64.3%

(£) Portland - 57.1%

(g) Cleveland - 46.7%

(h) Newark - 38.9%
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) are
different from the percentages indicated by the CATs as seen in Section
2.0. In every city, the CAT anticipated significaﬁtly fewer projects
being continued than did personnel at the project level. A comparison
of the percentage of projects that will be continued, based on the expec~
tations of the CATs,ahd projects, 1s illustrated in the following list:
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PERCENTAGE ANTICIPATED

CITY BY THE CAT AT THE PROJECT LEVE |
* Dallas : 75 ©92.3

Denver 60 ; 76.2

St. Louis : 25 ' 73.1

Baltimore - 10~-20 66.7

Atlanta CAT could not estimate 64.3

Portland 40 57.1

Gleveland less than 33.3 46.7

Newark 11-28 38.9

The discrepancy between the city-level and project-level estimates is
partially because the CATs made the estimations based on an assumption
of what the city could assume financially while the project personnel

were basing their estimations on what city, county, state, federal, or

private sources might assume. Across all the cities, therefore, project

directors tended to show a much larger degree of confidence regarding

continuation funding than did the CAT. The difference in estimations

is especially pronounced «for the cities of Baltimore and St. Louis,

and somewhat smaller for the remaining cities.

3.4,3.2 Analysis by Functional Area
Regarding continuation, the projects in the 9 functional areas .

varied between 50 and 89 percent in their expectations for continuation.
For instance, while 8 of the 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 1list of the functional areas by percent-

age of projects anticipating continued funding follows in descending

order. S A
(a) Research/Information Systems - 88.9%
(b) Target Hardening — 85.7%

(c¢) Polilce ~ 68.2%
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PERCENTAGE ANTICIPATH! -

- planned services.

(d) Juvenile Corrections - 66.7%
(e) Prevention - 66.7% : i
(f) Courts - 6%.5% ﬁi
(g) Adult Corrections - 57.7%  ;
(h) Drug Abuse - 50.0% : ‘ - 1Y§
(1) Community Involvement - 50.0%

Overali, 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 ﬁrojects will continue to be refunded as will juvenile corrzctions
and prevention projects. It is likely that system improVement 6gjectives
and theigrowing 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 activitieé‘énd services should increase
as the number of staff increases to the point where a fully staffed agency
is providing all planned services. Nonetheleés, the percentége 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 providing all of the
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 projects are fully staffed
but 84.6 percent of the projects report that they are currently providing

all of the services cutlined in the grant application.
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Similarly, across the functional areas, che percentage of fully é:f
100% staffed projects was higher than the percentage of projects providing
all of the planned setvices (see Figure 13). The one exception, how-
90% 4 ever, was drug abuse. These projects were the only ones which were not
fully staffed, yet providing all planned services.
807% 1 N
*g 70% - 3.4.,5 Relationship of Provision of Services to Project Continuation
é There are some interesting comparisons by city of the percentage of
% 60% 4 \ projects providing all of the planned services and the percentage of
%’ 50% - % projects anticipating continuation. Three characteristics stand out
% 7 f (see Figure 12).
S 407 é ;
E' 3074 % ! l First, the percentage of full-service projects and the percentage
Z ?’ : 7 of projects anticipating continuation 1s the same for the cities of
3 20% - ,é ) % i Atlanta, Denver, and Portland.
% ’ z Second, the cities of Cleveland, Newark and-St. Louis have a greater
0 7 % percentage of full~service projects than projects anticipating continua-
;' tiom. f
Ko 3 ‘ ;
i Third, Dallas and Baltimore are the only 2 cities where more projects ﬂ
, 5% expect to be continucd than are pioviding all of the planned services. In ‘
M Fully Staffed ) v g Dallas, 92.3 percent of the projects anticipate continued operation but
(ALl ?ervices ; : . é ohly 69.2 percent of them are currently full-service projects while in
[0 Continuation ‘ Baltimore, 66.7 percent of the projects expect continuation, but 50 per-
*Source: 147 Responses to the Telephone Questionnaire § cent are providing all planned services.

Looking 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 ;

FIGURE 12 projects providing all of the planned services: namely, 66.7 and 50 percent.
PERCENTAGE OF PROJECTS FULLY STAFFED, PROVIDING ALL
PLANNED SERVICES,; & ANTICIPATING CONTINUATION

% OF PROJECTS BY CITY

£

90
91

i e s e 40




i3

Second, the courts, adult correctionms, 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 research/

information systems, target hardening, police, and juvenile corrections
is greater for project continuation than 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.

NN ANNANINNNNY

PERCENTAGE OF RESPONDING PROJECTS

oSS ™

LU NN
LN AN ANARNANAN AR AN NAANNANRARNY

FUNCTTONAL AREA
W Fully Staffed ' !
2 a11 services
[J Continuation

% R

~ Source: 147 Responses to the Telephone Que?tidnnaire

S T

i | | FIGURE 13 . z:
3 PERCENTAGE OF PROJECTS FULLY STAFFED, PROVIDING ALL PLANNED . -

: SERVICES, & ANTICIPATING CONTINUATION
% OF PROJECTS BY FUNCTIONAL AREA
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3.4.6 Adaptive Implementation
Of the 126 responses to the question on adaptive 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 remaining 60 respondents indicated that their projects
experienced no'change whatsoevér. Of those projects experiencing change,
a nuﬁber of projects changed in more than one area, Change in scope and
quality of services were the most frequently cited by these respondents.
O0f the 66 respondents noting change, 68,2 percent said 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 percent).

.

3.4.6.1 City-by-City Analysis
0f the 8 cities represented by the respondents, 5 citles experi~

enced change'in more than 50 percent of their projects in terms of either
project scope, objectives, or quality of services (see Figure 14). They are
Baltimore, Portland, Newark, Cleveland, and Denver. On the other hand, 40
percent or less of the projects 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 Analysis by Functional Area
Of the functional areas, courts projects chgnged the least (16.7
1so experienced minimal change (27.3 percent).

percent). Police projects a
Nevertheless, 63.6 percent of the juvenile corrections, 66.7 percent
of community involvement projects, 73.3 percent of the prevention
projects, 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 haVerminimal
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room for maneuver, compared to juvenile correctioms, adult correc-

90

tions, and prevention projects. Police and courts projects exercise

o o : 5 little discretion over the number ‘or range of clients and the options

‘ -4 : available for client management. Corrections and prevention project

directors, on the other hand, must adjust to a number of variables
including the number and type of clients, community support or

opposition, and various treatment modalities available or needed. A

corrections treatment center, for example, miy have to adjust its focus

to a reduced number of referrals because of coordination problems and

trial delays of Impact offenders, or reorient the 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.

I
[
|
|
I

40
PERCENTAGE OF RESPONDING 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.,

FIGURE15
ADAPTIVE IMPLEMENTATION
% OF PROJECTS EXPERIENCING CHANGE BY FUNCTIONAL AREA

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 project 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 deléy in project start-—up and consequently less available time for

project operation. Interestingly, this latter reason was only mentioned

0
126 Responses to the Maill Questionnaire

Systems
Community Involvement

Prevention

Police

Courts

Adult Corrections
Juvenile Corrections
Research/Information
Drug Abuse

Target Hardening

fg by 6 adult corrections projects in Portland where the average date for

.
.

FUNCTIONAL AREA

the initial provision of services was the slowest of the 8 cities.

*
Source
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In wddition, 2 prevention projects in Denver lacked the anticipated

number of clients, In’Beth;pfojeets, the ‘criteria for seledtiﬁg
clients were chanved From concentratlng on the criminal hlstery of the
referral to the individual's motivation to partjCLpate in ‘project
activities and to matchlng progect services to client needs.

Changes 1n “the substance or nature of the cbjectiVes was noted
by enly 1 prOJect representative. in this casa, ‘the progect, as
origlnally planned ‘'was dependent on the completion of services by
another agency. Because these serv1ces ‘were never forthcoming,
thus making completion of pro3ect aetiv1ties 1mpossible, the
objectives were changed to reflect the unavailable services rather
than the origihal obgectlves'stlpulated in the grant application.

3.4.7 Aborted Projects
Acrogs the c1t1es, 12 projects have aborted or have been unable

to provide services under their respective grants. The cities of

Atlanta and Baltimore each had 1 aborted project, Cleveland 8, and Denver, 2.

These 12 projects constitute a feiiure rate of 5.5 pefcent of the total
220 projects reported by the ROs,

Atlanta experienced 1 project abort durifhg the course of its program.
The Coordinated Juvenile Work Release ‘project, operated by the Atlanta
Business League, was unable to secure the necessary ‘matching funds.

Baltimore, also, experienced 1 project abort, the East Baltimore
Adolescent Detoxification Center operated by the Johhs Hopkins Hospital and

‘the East Baltimore Community Corporatioh. The reasons for the sbort were
probhlens 4in locating a site becauge of conmunity opposition and failure to

select a project director.

Cleveland ‘experienced 8 project aborts, Two projects, the Center
for Human Serviéde and the Juvenile Court Component—-Group Homes,. lacked a
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sufficleut number of clients because the group homes, which referred
1nd1viduals to the center and court component were emther unimplemented
or partially implemented. The Dlagnostic and Treatment Component

’

of PredTrlal Delay requested to be terminated because of an
1nsuff1c1ent number of individuals who could benefit fram.the services
and personnei turnover. The Big Brothers Post~Releaee prOJect aiso
asked to be termlnated because of their inabllity to obtain a sufficient
number of voiunteer workers., The Institutionai Post~Reiease progect
had problems with staff turnOVer, untrained personnei and flnding
mean1ngful employment opportunltles for clients. The Comprehen31ve
Corrections Unit Phase IT was terminated because the facliity where
the treatment services were to be provided was in . need of renovation.
Finally, the Police Organlzation, Management, and Operaticns Stu&y was
never 1mp1emented with Impact funds and consequentiy, the Patroi
Allocatlon Study, dependent on the completion of the former stu&y, was

never implemented.

Denver has experienced 2 progect aborts to date. One progect
Prosecutor's Management Informatlnn Systems (PROMIS), was cancelled

as a result of the subgrantee s rejection of the grant award due to his
reluctance to accept the national model for PRUMIS projects. ”he second
project, the Denver Community Wbrk Release Center, was &ropped Becauee of
communlty resistance to the 1n1t1a11y cliosen location and excessive

renovation costs of the alternative site. (See Appendix VI.)

There were no project aborts reported for Portland. However, 2 major
grant appllcatlons have been temporarlly regecte& by the RO, totallng
nearly 2 million dollars in requested funds. As of January, 1975, the
applications, which are requests for expanded street Ifghting asd for
an improved public saféty communications system, had been awaiting final

action for from 3 to 5 months.

The remaining cities of Dallas, Newark, and St. Louis ﬁadlnderojecﬁ
aborts.
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3.5 Analysis'af'the‘Time'Réquiréd'to'Implement Impact Projects

Thié discussion focuses on the time required for implementing
projects from the submission of grant applications to the initial
provision of services. The ragylts reported are based on information

received from mail surveys distributed 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.

vThe analyses presented are intended to show grosgs 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 expécted 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 impossible,with the data that

are available, to analjze each city by functional area.

3.5.1 Analysis Across the Cities -
January 1972, the beginning of the Impact program,provides
‘the baseline date for the comparison of implementation time'ac:oss the

cities and the functional areas. Across the cities, it appears that 7.5
months were required, on the average, to complete the cycle from grant appli-
cation to the initial provision of services. Cities vazied ‘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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NUMBER OF MONTHS REPORTED BY RESPONDING PROJECTS*

16.0

15.5 | Portland

15.0~
14.5 1
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13.0H
12,54
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10.5 4
10.04
9.5 -
9.0
8.5 4
8.0
7.5 1
7.0+
6.5 -
6.0~
5.5+
5.04
4.5 4 : Cleveland Dallas
4.0

Baltimore

Average Across

Atlanta Cities

Denver

St, Louls

p Newark

See Appendix VII for the Range of‘Months byvCity

119 Responses to the Mail Questionnaire

‘ 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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across the cities, it appears that

Looking further at the projects
.9 months into the program.

the average grant application was gubmitted 12

In addition, the average award date for projects was some 3.4 months

later or 17.3 months into the program.
services was 3.1 months and start-

The average turnaround time &

from award to initial provision of

up averaged 20.4 months into the program.

Across the responding projects by functional area, it appears

in more rapid fashion ¢

1
9 10 11 12 13 14

rhat courts projects began providing services

than any of the other functional areas, requiring only 4.6 months to 3

2

1
8
NUMBER OF MONTHS AS REPORTED BY RESPONDING PROJECTS

. ‘complete the submission to start-up process. Drug abuse projects

ime to become operational, 13.4 months.

7

required the greatest amount of t
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, The average across all the functional areas was 7.2 months (see Figure c>) (ur.l
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note changes in the time required by type of sponsoring agency. For the 8 = "
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describe traditional criminal justice agency sponsors and noncriminal da @ g 8om
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Drug abuse pProjects also submitted their grant applications later

|
i
g
2 % into the program than projects in any other functional area and were the
" x latest ones to initiate service provision. Community involvement Projects,
. ) — f on the other hand, submitted their grant applications and were providing
43 ? % ‘ services sooner into the Program than projects in other functicial areas
%)
! o ] 5 (see Figure 21).
- = = G
' "‘ o >
< 5 + .
15 %« 9 7 3.5.2 City-by-City Analysis
wvg i L N PEN
i~ 3] t;‘, o 4 Atlanta
™ BHoa 2 5 I
S o o % Atlanta projects Tequired an average of 8.3 months from the time
-9 ~m 2]
- ” o g C>> EDJ of submission of grant application to the time of initial provision of
=0 <
—4o 55 g E o services. The time from submission to award averaged about 4.7 months
= P
=9 £ 2' T 2 B and the time from award to start-up was approximately 3.6 months. In
oo B owm - )
Z e = Eé&" general, Atlanta required slightly more time than the average of 7.5
B =o< month he of
~ o~ A , W 3 nLNs across the cities.
=S olFw2
—~ o H NpoOO . . . R
6 == i The average Atlanta Project submitted 4its grant application 13.1 months ¥
2 [ G- 5 &
% " § . o:;: % t% into the program. The average award was normally granted 17.8 months into Sr
9 O=F> :
% 42 ] 7 E u. : the program. With the average start-up occurring nearly 3.5 months later,
80 o = o o -
% < : H %%8 Atlanta projects tended to begin operations as late as 21.4 months from
o b
/, . et g aE L program inception. This is 1 month later than the average across the cities.
% 9 Eo g
=] s 2 2 [T N
o~ L] , g < TH ,
. / o 3 5 o Baltimore
‘ < o T
% — 5 — gé Baltimore projects required an average of 9.2 months to complete
o
% S g E% the activities required between the submission of grant application and ,
2 : .
= & %‘l 2 the initiation of service delivery. The time required from submission
9 g 5 § o : to award averaged about 3.1 months, 1.3 months faster than the average !
o ‘ = i
0 'ﬁ § B E @ g across the cities. However, the period between award and start-up,
= — Qo o : L
3 é 2 5 ﬁ g a & 6.1 months, was the longest of all the cities, surpassing the mean .
5 g 2 > .
< o § = 5 o § < across the cities by some 3 months. 4
H ;
& 5 H o iy g # 5
< i S — e 8 3 o :
= g w .g é e § o The average Baltimore Project submitted its grant appliecation
= B —~ (V] S .
= g é E 3 & s : 12,1 months into the program. Award was generally reeeived 15.2 months
£ A
% . § : into the program. Actual service delivery normally began 21.3 months
= * * into the program, about.a month later than the average starting date
, i across the cities.
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Cleveland '

Cleveland projects, in general, reflected a rapid implementation

pace (only Dallas required a shorter amounﬁ of time) after grant

, application submission, 4.8 months. The bulk of this period, 3.3

B AN AR Vo .

months, was spent in grant application review and the issuance of

|
'?'%
$ y i award. Only 1.5 months were, on the average, needed by projects to
o 3
£ 5 4 begln thelr operations after award was received.
] 3
c:! N 2 & o : :
i & o ! g 3 The average grant application for Cleveland Projects was submitted
o ™
o 2 8 11.1 months into the program. Award was normally made at 14.4 months
[} |
“i '*3 :g’} and start-up generally occurred 15.9 months into the program. In fact,
[~ FXI
. i g g 2 Cleveland projects started providing services approximately 4.5 months
~ T -
-3 § : ) ’é‘ ahead of the average date across the cities.
Nq ‘1:- B "t E : § ;Tﬁ
& |~ B4 oo .'.I:m
N « o S Blgsgvw E< ;
oy o Lo § a 7 vg&, Dallas
= o=} " g (=) R R : .
= o 2 =3 A 33 E% The average project in Dallas required the least amount of time
- @ o) il A g5 29 =k :
= : @] w1 o« 218 E3 <2 to complete the submission/award/start-up cycle, 4.6 months. Submission
< © = = . - o I oD P
. . =i . .
¥ ;' A =} ,':“ " ;“ G z> to award generally took about 3.1 months and award to start-up occurred
(3] 0 e =
@ o 9 - - A 8% about 1.5 months later.
e N ~EY
Z‘ iy ) ™ B % 332
~ L] — 2o [ -
© = R E S8 8%; The average Dallas project submitted its grant application 13.3
o L I 2] ralr>- R . . A
"31 RE) - 91 ] 5 gé months :into the program, received.its award 16.4 months into the program,
~ ~ o
~ ~ . .
. - - -8 H %ﬂ' and began operations 17.9 months from program inception.
L o 3 .
. 82
= §3 Denver
Lo o4 n
: g% The grant application, award, and start-up process required about
L 25 ) .
- ES 6.5 months for the average Denver project. The period from submission
Qe
B &% to award reflected the bulk of this time frame, requiring 4.5 months.
b N w
- B ’ E: Start-up normally occurred about 2 months later. R
Ll =4
=] o H Iy B o wd .
2 o - ' k=l 3] . .
3 “é 3 8 g g 5 PR éi" 5 §§ For Denver projects, the average grant application was submitted
N a =] 5 a1 .
g : 8 g .8 A & <% B 16.4 months into the program. Award was normally received by the end of the
H o 9 > &9 R
[~ - ‘ "
B E E E "E gé §§E‘g twentleth month and start-up occurred as late as 22,9 months from program
: < d =] 2 > d
._3, Eﬁ g A oam initiation. This start-up date was nearly 2.5 months later than the average
3] ) . : ’ .
3 across the cities and was the second latest in the total program.
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Newark
Newark projects required 5. Zrmonths, or sllghtly less than the

average across the c1t1es, to complete the process from submission to starL~
up. Projects were awarded their grants abcut 3. 2.months after the sub-
mlss:.cn of their grant applicatlons and this was among the fastest average

time span across the c;t;es, Start—up generally took place 2 months later

Newark projects tended to submit thelr grant aypllcetion 16 7 months
inte the program. This represented the latest average submlssmon date
of the 8 cities. Award of funds was normally issued 19.9 months into the
program and start-up was generally adhleyedinearly Z,mgpths_leter or 21.9

months from program inception.

Portland

Portiand‘projeetsiwere the,slowest across the citieslin terms of
the total time required for theAave:ege’projeet\to begtn_q?e:ation after
submission of its g:ant_application; 1519dmoothsf %ﬁbmdeedog\tokeward,‘
on the average, took.lO.Z»months, nearly éﬂmoeths longetetﬁan the -
program-wide average, and award to start-up was 5f73months, theilatt%¥
beiogtthe seoopdziohgeetzeeroee;t@e oitiee. - 7

The average Portland project submitted its application 13.3
menths into the program. However, it was not until 23.5 months
from the beginning of the program that award vas gemerally received.
Additionally, it was not until 29.2 months into the Qrogtem, or nearly
2.5 years from the program start, that the average Rot@lanq pxoigc;
initiated its provision of services. This average start-up date was
the latest across the cities and correlates closely with the findings

in section 3.2 that Portland has expended the smallest percentage of

"its awarded funds.

St Louis
St. Louis projects tended to complete the pre—implementation steps
in about 1.5 months lesg than the average for all the cities. The entire
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process from submiesion of grant application to project initiation of serv-
ices required 5. 9 months for the average project. Award was generally

granted 3 4 months after submission and start-up occurred 2. 5 months
later.

St Louis prO]ects started earlier than the progects in any other

city Submission of grant appllcations was normally achicved 9.6 months
into the program, nearly 3 5 months ahead of the average Subm1391on date
across tbe cities. Award, on the average, vas recelved 13 months afte
January, 1972 and occurred eome 4 3 months prior to the average date
across the CltLES. Start—up vas normally achieved by the sixteenth
month which was some 5 months ahead of the average for all the cities.
lhese observations also correspond closely to the findings discussed

in Section 3.2. Ihat is, the finding that st. Louis has expended the
second highest percentage of its awarded funds compared to the other

c1t1es, could be eypected given their early average start-up date.

3. 5 3 Analysie by Functional Area
Preventlon ‘

Preventlon pro;ecte aeross the cities required an average 5, 6 monthe
to complete the cyrle from submiesion of grant appllcation through inltial
provlsion of services, 1In general this was slightly shorter than the

average for 8 of the functioaal areas of 7.2 months (see Figure 19),

In terms of the type of sponspring agency, prevention projects
operated by traditional grimlnal juetice agencxes required only 3.7
months to complete the review and award process and begin providing BRLV-
ices. This was the fastest time Erame for any functional area by type
of sponsor. Op the qther hand, preyention projects apousored by nop-
criminal justice agenpies required an average of 6.2 months to complete
the 3 implementation activities (see Figure 20)

The average prevention project submitted its grant application 11.3
months into the program while the average award occurred at 16.3 monthe.
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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 é ‘ Courts projects submitted grant applications 15.2 months into the program
areas (see Figure 21). Lt ‘ ; which is 2.5 months later than the average across the functional areas. Award
, : | took place shortly thereafter at 17.8 months with services being provided
Police : . N 19.8 months into the program on the average.
Police projects tended to begin providing services slightly faster [

than the average across the functional areas, requiring 6 months to Adult Corrections

complete the submission to start-up cycle. This average time period Adult corrections projects, on the average, required 10.2 months to
ranked fourth across the 8 functional areas for which sufficient data 2 complete the cycle from submission to start-up. This average placed

were available. adult corrections projects 3 months beyond the average across the func-

tional areas.
Police projects were nct broken out by type of sponsor since all % )
projects in this functional area listed in the diréctory were operated A In looking at adult corrections by type of sponsoring agency, it

by traditional criminal justice sponsors. appears that noncriminal justice agency sponsors enjoyed more rapid

start-up after application than traditional criminal justice agency

Police projects averaged 11.2 months into the program for grant i sponsors. Projects in the former category needed 5.3 months and projects
submission and award occurred nearly 3 months later or 14 months dinto 4 in the latter category required 12 months. In fact, adult corrections

the program. Slightly more than 3 months passed between award and the projects operated by traditional criminal justice agencies were the

provision of services which occurred 17.2 months into the program. slowest category across the 4 functional areas and types of sponsors

This is nearly 3 months ahead of the average across the functional areas. | depicted in Figure 20.

Courts Adult corrections projects submitted grant applications 12.6

. ) . . li —
Courts projects required 4.6 months from the time of grant applica months into the program, on the average. Award occurred 6 months

tion submission to the initial provision of services. They were the é later, at 18.8 months, with services provided on the average at 22.8

j .6 th
fastest projects to complete the process and required abogt 2.6 months months into the program. This is nearly 3 months further into the

less than the average for all the functional areas. 3 program than the average across the functional areas.

i i jects, courts projects were not broken out '
As in the police projects, ‘ prol Juvenile Corrections

: i ency because all projects examined were operated -
by ype of sponsoring agency i} ’ P Projects focusing on the provision of juvenile corrections services

e & s inal justice agencies. .
by tradltional criminal j g : -normally required 7 months to traverse the steps from submission to start-

i AN R b S N e

up. This time period was slightly ahead of the total functional area

average.
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‘ 3 months longer, averaging 8.6 months. This figure represents the seco

The type of sponsoring agency also appeared to indicate a dramatic
‘ i ectlons projects as seen
i implementation time for juvenile corr
e Scte iminal justice agencies
with the adult corrections projécts. While noncrimin h|
operating these projects completed the implementatipn activity steps

in 5.5 months, projects operated by traditional agencies required some

longest period of time for any functional area by type of sponsoring

agency,

cross
Grant submission occurred later in the program than the average a

i j . Award
the functiomal areas for juvenile corrections projects (13.6 months)

ceurred at 18.5 months or nearly 5 months later while services were p?ov1ded
) .

20.6 months into the program on the average.

Research/Information Systems |
The research/information systems projects averaged 6.4 months to

achieve actual start-up after submission of their grant applications.

This time period was slightly shorter than the average for the 8 func-

tional areas.

Projects of this type were not examined by type of sponsoring

ithi tegory for which
agency because of the small number within each category

data were available from questicnnalres.

ications 16
Research/information systems projects submitted grant applications
: ,
th‘ into the program or 3.3 months later than.the average across the
months

‘ . .
p B

Drug Abuse

Generally, little data were available from dru% abuse projects.
2

. R rs
From the 3 projects providing data on time requirgments, it appea
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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 areds,

No breakout has been provided by type cf sponsor for drug abuse
Projects because of the small number of respondents.

Drug abuse Projects submitted their grant appliqations,on the average,
latér than Projects in any other functional aves; namely, 17.3 months

2

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.

Cqmmunity Involvement

Community involvement projects experienced rather fag
time, requiring only 5.6 months to pass throu
start-up-phases.

t turnaround
gh'tﬁe,submissidn/award/
In general, they averaged nearly‘l.ﬁ monthé ahead

of the total averaée for all the functional areas.

Similar to the findings for adult corrections

and juvenile correc~
tions, community involvement Projects oper

ated by noncriminal justice

agencies showed more speedy initiation of services than those sponsored

by traditional agencies., In general, traditional agencies required 5.9

months while noncriminal justice agencies average 5,0 months.

Conmunity involvement projects submitted grant applications earlier

inte the Program than any other functional ares at 10.9 months. Award

occurred on the average 13,9 months into the program while services were

initially provided at 16.5 mon ths,
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3.6 Status of Tvaluation

Developing and implementing :an evaluaticn effort is a key activity
for Impact progfam projects., This implies determining arn evaluation
design, collecting data, and implementing the design, 3 subtasks

wihich project directors often need to insure.

This section focuses on the degree to which 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
fof occasional contradictions in the data.

First, of the 147 respondents to the telephone questionnaire,

129 indicated that they have developed an evaluation design. Most of
those 126 project directors (124) have also collected data consistent
with the. evaluation design. Of these, 113 noted that the

evaluation design hés been implemented. For a breakdown of responses,

see Table V.

Second, of the 126 respéndents to ;he'mail'questionnaire, 116
indicated that data are reported at regular intervals, usually
monithly and quarterly. In addition, 100 of the respondents indicated
that they collect data on standardized forms and 98 use a manual or
computerized system éf data management. Finally, 59.5 percent of the
directors indicated that tHey have.evaluation personnel either as members
of the project or CAT étaff, as outside consultants, or as menbers of
the staff of a 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 (ﬁostly from Atlanta and Cleveland) did not k

answer the question.

116

TABLE V |
| STATUS OF EVALUATION FOR IMPACT PROJECTS SURVEYED

TOTAL NUMBER OF PROJECTS*
; YES NO NO RESPONSE
{ . . '
- Projects with Evaluation Design 129 14 : !
% N Projects which have Implemented 113 26 ;
; the Evaluation Design ' ;
g Projects Collecting Data Consistent 124 19 4 i
; with the Evaluation Design B
; *Source: Telephone Questionnaire
: 147 Responses
g Projects with Manual or Computerized 98 8 20
é Data Management Systems
E Projects Using Standardized Forms 100 8 18
3 for Data Collection
] Projects with Reporting Periods - 116 3 ' 7
Projects with Evaluation Personnel 75 26 25
*Source: Mail Questionnaire
126 Responses

117

S o




Regarding the other functicns involved in evaluation, it would
appear from the responses of the project directors that most of the
projects have implemented some evaluation activities. 1In addition, most of
the project directors collect data om standardized forms, report it

monthly and/or quarterly, and havier a manual or computerized system of

data management.

3.7 Major Implementatlon Delay Problems
0f 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 projects noting delay problems experienced major impleme
blems and lengthy administrative procedures

delays due to staffing probd
which the project directors defined to include (but not be limited to)

ntation

bids for equipment and outside services, approval for hiring persomnel,

and excessively long review procedures for grant modifications.

Other majoxr problems experienced by nearly 1 out of 5 projects

’were funding and refunding delays, finding a site or office location,

purchasing equipment, and interagency coordination.

Problems receiving lower priority, but still meriting considerable

atteantion, are a lack of staff training; securing adequate client

iack of external services, (e.g., securing an adequate numwber of

1t offenders); problems with
data collection and evaluation

referrals;
employment options for juvenile and adu

community involvement and support; lack of

planning; "politics'; a lack of administrative pre-planning; and

obtaining matching funds.

They were noted by only one responde

There were also project-specific problems.

ot and were peculiar to that project.
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TABLE VI
MAJOR IMPLEMENTATION DELAY PROBLEMS ACROSS THE CITIES
TOTAL NUMBER OF
’ K PROJECTS WITH PERCENTAGE OF PROJECTS
IMPLEMENTATION . NOTING IMPLEMENTATION
* DELAY PROBLEMS DIPLEMENTATION DELAY
~ DELAY PROBLEMS FROBL
1. Delays in Hiring Staff 49 ' 38.0
2. Administrative Delays - 49 38.0
Because of''Red Tape"
Procedures
3.  TFunding 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 bf Training 18 14.0
Staff ‘
8, . Client Referral Delays 15 11.6
9. ' Absence of Necessary External 12 9.3
Services N
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, Polities 5 3.9
14, Problems in Obtaining ‘ 3 2.3
~Matching Funds : Lo
15. Other or Project Specific 27 {One project may have
more than one
progect—specific
problam)

o d

x

The percentage column will not equal 100% because most of the projects

cited more than one major implementation delay problem. The total

number of responding projects with implementation delay problems is 129, This
number and the number of projects from Column 2 determine the figures in the
percentage column.
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3,7.1 City-by-City Analysis
On the average, projects in each city experienced between 2 and 3
implementation problems. In addition, between 2 and 4 major implementation

. 1] .
problems were reported by 25 percent or more of the projects in each city

(see Table VII).

A major impiementation problem reported by 36 to 59 percemt of the
projects in ® cities was staffing. Listed in ascending order of response
to the telephone questionnaire, they are Cleveland, Dallas, Denver;
Atlanta, Newark, and Baltimore. Interestingly, staffing was said to be an
insignifiéant difficulty or no problem in St. Louis and Portland.

Only 1 Dallas project reported difficulties because of administrative
delays, while 31 to 57 percent of the projects reported thig problem
in the other 7 cities. There were 4 cities where more than 25 percent
of the projects reported funding delays; 28 and 29 percent of the proj-
ects in Denver and Portland and 40 and 53 percent of the projects in

St. Louis and Newark.

Projects in Atlanta, Portland and Dallas reporting implementation
delays found purchasing equipment to be a major problem. Over 25 percent
of the projects in Atlanta, Dallas and Newark had site and office loca-
tion problems while Portland projects also éxperienced delays because
of problems in obtaining necessary external services. Lastly, 29 per-
cent of the Cleveland projects 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-planning,
andfobtaininé matching funds were mentioned by 1eés than 25 percent of
the projects in each of the 8 cities. (For a listing of the number of

projects experiencing each implementation delay problem by city, see

Appendix VIII).
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TABLE VII

IMPLEMENTATION PROBLEMS NOTED BY 25
BY 25 PERCENT OR
RESPONDING PROJECTS IN EAGH CiTy* - O THE

CITY IMPLEMENTATION DELAY PROBLEM PERCENTAGE OF PROJECTS
Atlanta Staffing Delays 46,2
Equipment Purchase Delays 38'5
Site and Office Location Problems 38‘5
Lengthy Administrative Procedures 30'8
" Baltimore Staffing Delays 58.8
Lengthy Administrative Procedures 52.9
 Cleveland  Staffing Delays 35
Lengthy Administrative Procedures 32‘1
Lack of Coordination 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 44.4
Funding Delays 27‘8
- Newark Fonding Delays 52.9
Staffing Delays -47.1
Site and Office Location Problems 35’3
Lengthy Administrative Procedures 29.4
Portland Lengthy Administrative Piocedures 57.1
Lack of Necessary External Services 42‘8
Funding Delays 28.5
‘ Equipment Purchage Delays 28.6 .
 St. Louis Lengthy Administrative Procedures 45,0
Funding Delays 40.0

N ,
129 Responses to the Telephone Questionnaire,
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While discussion has focused on projects having implementation
problems, ir is significant to note that 18 respondents said that their
projects experienced no major delays (6”of these projects are in St. Louis
and % in Dallas) as shown in Tablé VIII. (For a listing of these projects by
clty and functional area, see Appendix IN.) ‘

3.7.2 Analysis by Functional Area
Overall, projects im each functional area experienced 2’to 3

implementation delay problems. 1In addition, 3 to 5 problems were mentioned

by more than 25 percent of the projects in each funetional area.

It appears (see Table IX) that a significant number of projects
noting delays in each of the 9 functional areas experienced major
implemehtation;delay problems in staffing, administration, and funding.
Importantly, between 25 and 67 percent of the projects in each of the 9
functional aréas experienced staffing difficulties, with the low for
police projects and the high for research/information systems projects
(few staff‘memﬁers). Within the functional areas of prevention, courts,
adult correctiohs, and research/information systems, staffing was

one of the most frequently cited problems.

Similarly, the percentage’of projects experiencing administrative
delays faﬁged from a low of 25 percent of the prevention 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 problem more often than

any other.

In terﬁs.qf funding delays,.between 2 and 50 pefcent of the
community involvement, research/information systéms, courts,
juvenile.corrections, and prevéntidn projects found it to be a
significant problem. Fifty percent‘of the police projects, 57 percent
of the target hardening projects, and 33 percent of the community

involvement projects experienced delays in purchasing equipment and over
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NUMBER AND PERCENTAGE OF PROJECTS WITH N

O MAJOR

LEMS BY CITY
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TABLE 1X
IMPLEMENTATION PROBLEMS NOTED BY 25 PERCENT OR MORE OF THE
 RESPONDING PROJECTS IN EACH FUNCTIONAL AREA*

e O ppaos - —— : PERCENTAGE 1
FUNCTTONAL AREA IMBLEMENXATION DELAY PROBLEM | OF PROJECTS

Pravention T ™ 7 graffing Delays B 50,0
‘ Funding Delays 50,0
Lengthy Administrative Procedures 25.0
Palice Equipment Purchase Delays 50.0
Lengthy Administrative Proceduves 45.0
Staffing Delays 25.0
Courts Staifing Delaya 30f0
Funding Delays 30.0
Lengthy Administrative Procedures 30.0
Adukt Corrections Staffing Delays 1.9
' Site and Office Location Problems 38.1
Lack of Coordination 28.6.

Lengthy Administrative Procedures 44
Funding Delays 37
9ite and Office Location Problems 33,
Staffing Delays 25

Juvenile Corrections

Research/Information

Systems Staffing Delays 06.7
B Lengthy Administrative Procedures 50.0
Funding Delays 33.3

Lack of Coordination . 33.3

Drug Abuse Lack of Coordination 50.0
Staffing Delays 33.3

Lengthy Administrative Procedures 33.3

Lack of Administrative Pre-Planning 32.3

" Gommunity Involvement Lengthy Administrative Procedures . 46.7
Staffing Delays 33.3

Equipment Purchase Delays 33.3

Funding Delays : 26.7

Lack of Staff Training 26.7

Target Hardening Equipment Purchase Delays §57.1
‘ Lengthy Administrative Procedures 42.8

Staffing Delays : 28.6
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25 : * the
percent of the drug abuse, adult corrections, and research/information

systens projects had coordination difficulties. Community involvement
Projects were the only ones experiencing significant training'delays

and over 25 pergent of the drug abuse projects noted a lack
pre-planning. The remaining

in percentage response,

of administrative
implementation problems were less significant
but were mentioned at least once by Projeﬁcts,: in many
of the functional areas. (For a listing of the number of projeété in each

‘functional area by type of implementation delay problem, see Appendix %)

3.8 Recommendations by Project Personmel | .

Of the 121 respondents to the item pn the mail questionnaire
requesting Impact program changes for "more speé.dy iméiéée.ﬁt,étion," 65
or over one-half of the respendents made suggestions. Some of‘ghese 65
respondents made more than pne suggestion, making a tptgl pf 111 recom~
mendations. The recommendations have been grouped into ilAmajor cate-

gories. They are listed below by the total number of projects making
the recommendation. '

(a) Decrease Funding Delays--23

(b) Reduce Time Required for Review and Approval--21
(e) Reduce”BureaucracygﬂlG

(d) Provide Technical Assistance in Evaluation—-—9

(e) Allow Time and Assist in Administrative Pre-planning—-—9
(£)  Assist with Cpordination Problems--9

(g) Allow Time for Hiring and Training of Personnel--8
() Provide for More Prdject—Lgvel Flexibility--6

(1) Provide More General Technical Assistance--6

(3) Improve the Clarity of Guidelines—-3

(k) Other—-1

125

i
S
N 4
A




The 3 major recommendations--decrease time required for funding,
review and gpgroval, and bureaucracy—jfocus on reducing delays, the num—
bers and kinds of decisions fequiring review and approval, and the é
o successive layers of bureaucracy which are part of the everyday operations &

at the project level. For example, if a project director wishes (or :
: - i i In addition, the Suggestions for ¢

approval, and bureaucracy closel
implementation problems; namely,

and funding and staffing delays.

hange in funding, review and

is pbiiged) to hire someone at a different salary level than the level
y relate to the most freq

uently cited

stipulated in the grant.application, the project director may have to
lengthy administrative procedures
3

obtain approval from the CAT, SPA, and RO. This, the project director

i T
notes, may take several months because of the lengthy approval process % frEquently cited recotandsng here is algo delication of legsg
. . . . . . . 1 ons and :
for grant adjustments. Meadnwhile, project implementation is delayed . ; in the categories of evaluation p;;nizplemistation problems. This occurs
because of a lack of staff. Based on specific problems such as these, : and coordinatio P I atTative prepianning,
: n,

; with the remaining recommendations such as flexibility

overlapping with other implementation problems such as lengthy adminis~

the project directors are making the general recommendations of adminis-
trative Streamlining, less time for review and approval, more project E trative procedures.

flexibility and autonomy, and fewer funding delays.

Overall, the recommendations relate well to the major implementa-

While the project directors are requesting a cutback in some areas, é 1 . k
v R on problems which have emer
: ged. These recommendatiorig thu
s form a

they are also asking for more assistance in others. For instance, 6 § ,
. good basis for new efforts to reduce the number and severity of imple-

rojects suggested more technical assistance in general. Nine projects :
PTroj £g g proj : mentation problems in future anti-crime programs.

requested technical assistance with evaluation planning; 9 projects
wanted help with coordination problems. Further, 9 projects wanted
~agslstance with administrativé pre-planning or to put it another way,
assistance with the administrative organization, procedures, and records
such as the budget, rgquired By either the CAT, SPA, or RO. Thirty-three

projects thus asked for more assistance of one kind or another.

In additionm, 3'project directoré requested greater clarity of

program guidelines. They felt the gﬁidelines required excessive amounts

of time, particularly in the early stages of project implementation.

:'w 7 ' Looking across the recommendations, it is important to note that :

the recommendations relating to funding, review and approval, and bureauc-

racy compose 54.5 percent of the total number of suggestions. It is

also important to note that these 3 recommendations overlap; in some

cases, ip is a domino effect. For instance, bureaucratic delays may lead
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4.0 FINDINGS AND RECOMMENDATIONS

This document provides an interim examination of the implementatioh
of programs/projects under the Impact program. As will be recalled,
at’ the beginning of this docuﬁehﬁ (pp. 11-12), 6 research questions wete
posed which were used to structure both the development of the method-
ology and the genératioﬁ of the procedural model for implementation.
These quéstions foéused on the critical implementation 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?

(e) 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 during the planning phase?

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

These questions (and others to be posed in a subsequent document)
relate primarily to the procedural activities involyed in implementing
projects. There has been no attempt to assess the substantive quality
of the projacts 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
to the initial provision of services by projects?

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 agency by
the applicant agency. Thus, the length of time from the
‘completion of planning to the initial provision of services
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would be refleéted;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

e Cleveland - 4.8 months

¢ Newark - 5.2 months

e St. Louis ~ 5.9 months '
e Denver - 6.5 months

e Atlanta ~ 8,3 months

e Baltimore ~ 9.2 months
e 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: '

e 5St. Louis - 15.5 months
e Cleveland -~ 15,9 months
e Dallas - 17.9 months
e Baltimore - 21,3 months
e Atlanta - 21.4 months
¢ Newark = 21.9 months

® Denver - 22.9 months

e 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 submission to start-up while drug 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 average time required to complete the
steps from submission to service start-up:¥

Courts - 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 Corrections ~ 10.2 months é

e & @& B & o & =

Drug Abuse - 13.4 months.

By functional area, there were also differences in the o !
average number of months into the program when the provision § ®)
of services actually occurred. i

¢ Community Involvement - 16.5 months
Prevention - 16.9 months

Police - 17.2 months

Courts - 19.8 months

® o @

8 e ot B e, b

Juvenile Corrections - 20.6 months :
Research/Information Systems ~ 22.4 months

Adult Corrections — 22.8 months

Drug Abuse - 30.7 months.

From these findings it is evident that the average Impact %
project required nearly two-thirds of a year to become o :
operational after submitting its gr?nt application. In addition,
operational status was normally achieved nearly 1 2/3 years

after the program was initiated,

There was variation from these means both for individual cities
and criminal justice functional areas. Dallas projects appear,
on the whole, to have passed through the Smeissionistart~up
cycie faster than any other city while Portland;proje?t§ re-
,quired the longest‘time for review and processing. Similarly,

*Target hardeniﬁg projects are not included due to the small number
of mail questionnaires returned.

3
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courts projects were expedited the quickest while drug abuse
projects encountered lengthy delays. 7In terms of the number
of months into the program when service provision was initdiated,
St. Louls projects and community involvement projects reflected
the earliest program start dates while Portland projects and

drug abuse projects had the latest average dates for the initial
provision 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 programs, such as Impact, need to concentrate
initially on developing and streamlining the administrative
structure relating to grant application review and approval

and the initiation of service provision. Citles such as Dallas,
where the neécessary relationships and structures were generally
developed prior to Impact, reflected rather speedy turnaround
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
anenable 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.

What 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. Firstly, 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 must .be approved

by a variety of approval authorities, such as city and/or
state personnel boards, due to the fact that city and/or state
matching funds are utilized in connection with the grants.
These 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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involved in many decisions relating to the project. Many
project operations and most modificatlons require several
reviews which result in lengthy review. periods, thus delaying

progect operation.
Cther majoxr delay prohlems mnoted by project directoys related to

such issues as funding, equipment purchdse procedures, and
the lack of interagency. coordination. In all cases, these

‘problems are viewed-as being 1nterre1ated For example, a delay -

in funding may 1ead to a delay in stafflng, etc.

In general, projects responding noted about 2.4 implementation
delay problems per project. It is apparent that these problems
are partially related to the philosophy of the grant process,

i. e., providing short~term money to localities for short—term
purposes. Secondly, these problems seem to be partially related
to the way in whlch the. grant process works, i.e., 3 or 4
succeedlng levels of review and approval authority. It is
obvious that such a system»does not lend 1tself to the goals
gsought within,a short-term program such as Impact. That is,
1ncentives should be created to guarantee that successful project
outcomes will be linked to project continuation and funding.

In this fashion, progect personnel can be assured of continued
employment beyond the grant period while maximizing their
personal investment in the outcome of the project. Secondly,
admlnistratlve streamlining needs to take place whereby a variety
personnel to the px ogect director and the clty. " Such items as
minor budget adjustments, stafflng changes, rental agreements,
consultant contracts, etc. need not be reviewed by 3 or 4
bureaucratic layers since undue delay appears to result.

What was the distribution of services available as a result
of this implementation process7 o

Referring to Table iI (p. 50), police projects were emphasized
across the cities as the primary strategy for Impact target
crime reduction. The‘speclfic types of police projects awarded
funds. across the cities included such efforts as the overtime
~use of patrolmen, specialized tactical operat’ admlnistrative
changes within the police department (i. .e., mpdified renmorting
forms, etc.), the use of helicopter patrol and foot patrolmen,
substituting civilians for police department support personnel,
legal assistance to police, the use of police artists, the
improvement of crime laboratory facilities and improved
communications systems, the expanded use of mounted patrol

and numerous other types of gervices,
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On the whole, police pPro

5 Jects captured nearly 1 out of
var?ggcgndzﬁiags awarded - across the cities., ¥Individﬁaliyleriities
el epth‘of their commitment to a police strategy for
iﬁ”Aeié‘t”” e ranging from nearly 45 1 percent of awarded funds

n Atlanta and Dallas to about 2Q“percént in’ Baltimore, Denver

iigitscgarections Projects received the second highest allocation
8 e varlous functional areas. Erojects included in this

?ﬁ;isséd§§§§§a§§ggd sgpervision for probationers and parolees
praved probation resources and supervision, en .
employment place-
?izzémiail diagnostic and treatment services: instiiﬂtiongl
vocatiog lgrggrams, 1mproved pre—sentence investigation regources
éhéﬁéaﬁiiiégjggsgipnal programs% community—based services for ’
~ “allliles or incarcerated of enders, pre-trial treat
ment

::::iczz, improved court diagnostic facilities, alcohol treatment

ces, projects utilizing volunteer services, improved training

for correctipna1
PPrsonnel re-trial d
other services. 3 P lversion and numerous

Adult corrections pro

jects received about 19 percent
total funds awarded across the cities. Indivgduainciz§~the
%evel variations ranged from a high of 34 percent of awarded ;
unds in Portland to a low of 15 percent in Denver. \

The remaining functional areas
received significantl; smallexr
allotments from the c1ties. The following listing dzplcts

the percentage allocatio
""""" ns made to t
areas: he remaining functional

e Juvenile Corrections - 11,5%

e Community Involvement - 1o.bz

e Prevention - 749% -

¢ Courts - 7,9%

@ Drug Abuse ~ 4.6%

& Research/Information Systems - 3,3%
@ Target Hardening - 2,4% |
@ Other - ,1%,

A listing pf the projects funded under |
the Impact program
by ecity and by functional area has been provided in Agpendix I,

Another interesting feature of the distrib

ution ¢f services
under Tmpact relates to the varying types of ageﬁcies sponsoring
prpjects, In this case, agency sponsors were divided into”2 *
categories, traditiopal eriminal justice agencles and non=

criminsl justice agencies, Nearly 63 percent of the projects
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developed for the Impact program were operated by ;raditional
criminal justice agencies while 37 percent were operated by
noncriminal justice agencies. Individual cities var%ed'in
the degree to which they,utilized agencies falling W;thln each
of these categories. Cleveland and VMewark placed a strong
emphasis on utilizing noncriminal justice sponsors‘(nearly

63 percent of their projects) while the cities of Atlanta,
Baltimore, Dallas, Portland and St. Louls emphasized the use
of traditional sponsors (between 63 percent and 89 percent

of their projects). Denver projects reflected a balanced
approach utilizing about 1/2 criminal 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 tYaditional %
agencies while all of the target hardgning projects were i
operated by noncriminal justice agencies.

Another point relating to the distribution of se?vices 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 percent of the pro;ect§ report that
they are providing all of the services anticipated in their .
grant applications., There are perhaps several reasons for this
disparity.  One reason may be staff and managemeqt turnover.
within the projects. TFor example, Baltimore projects expetri-
enced a project director turnover rate of nearly 50 pgrcent.
Across the 5 cities, nearly 2/3 of the drug abuse projects
experienced turnover of their project directors. Bal?imore
placed the highest funding emphasis of any of the cities on

drug abuse. At the staff level, turnover was highest for :

Cleveland projects, reaching nearly 80 percent of their prqjects.
Across the functional areas, adult corrections and prevention
projects experienced the highest turnover rates (?l percent ?nd
78 percent respectively). Cleveland placed the ylghest gundlng
emphasis of any of the cities on these 2 categories combined.

In terms of the percentage of projects providing all planned
services, both Baltimore &nd Cleveland are near the bottom
across the 8 cities (ranking 6th and 7th). It would thus
apﬁear from these findings that staff turnover may be.one
indicator of the degree to which projects are delivering

the planned services.

Two other aspects of the delivery of services Which.are viewed
ashbeing critical relate to the degree to which projects have s
had to adjust their original intentions and the magnitudq of !
the abort or failure rate. In terms of project adjustments or

adéptations, slightly over 50 percent of the responding projects

134 L

(d)

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 pProjects
tended to make the fewest adjustements while adult corrections
projects made the most.

‘The next factor, the.abort or failure rate, generally 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. Cleveland
experienced the largest number of aborts, 8 projects, while
Dallas, Newark, and St. Louis reported no cancellations.

Thus, in looking across the data available to describe 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 differing types of police proj-
ects, Secondly, cities varied in the degree to which they
relied upon traditional criminal Justice agency sponsors and
noncriminal justice sponsors for delivering their services.
Thirdly, staffing 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,

»

Vhat was the distribution of funding to projects as a result
of this implementation process?

Across the cities, some $140.0 million have been awarded to
Projects, 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%
Commﬁnity Involvement -~ 10.0%
Prevention - 7,9%

Courts - 7,9%

Drug Abuse = 4,6%
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e Research/Information Systems -~ 3.3%
e Target Hardening - 2.4% )

e Other - .1% R

Tn addition to the distribution of awarded funds, a key factor
is the expenditure 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

. ir low in Baltimore
ish in Cleveland of nearly 100 percent to a .C
2fh2§ percent. Tndividual city expenditures qf awarded funds

are as follows:
Cleveland ~ 99.3%
St. Louis = 74.2%
Dallas - 69,0%
Denver - 51.0%
Atlanta — 47.9%
Newark -~ 40.67%
Portland ~ 37.1%

¢ Baltimore -;27,72 .

Across the functional areas, spending variation also emerged.
While prevention projects have been able to sp?nd ggarly

74 cents out of each dollar awarded, research/information systems
projects have spent only about 31 cents out of each dollar
awarded. The percentage of award expended for each of the
functional areas is listed below:: :

e Other ~ 81.3Z

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% '

e &6 & % & 8 ® ®© @
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I: must be remembered that each c¢ity was aware that nearly

$20 millicn would be made available to it nearly 3 years ago,
amounting to some $160 million for all the cities. Of this
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-.
tribution of federal funds to localities for criminal justice .
purposes. The major implementation dilewma encountered appears
to be one of translating available money intc 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 have
been utilized by these cities in attempting to fulfill these
national-level objectives.

Did the projects resulting 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-
pact funding program. These problems were viewed to be thg most
critical areas fcr structuring and implementing‘the'city—IEvel
crime-reduction efforts.

As poi-~tnd out in MIR-6645 (pp. $98-99), the youthful offender
catégo%y? the drug offender, and ‘the adult corrections system
seemed to reflect the highest priority concerns across the
cities. It is interesting to note that across the cities,
projects geared to juvenile corrections, adult corrections,
and drug abuse received only about 35 percent of the awarded

funds.  This allocation was only slightly larger than the
allocation provided to the police functional area. Thus,

it appears that across the program,‘ébme failure has occurred
in the linkage between priority problems and project gelection
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 cr 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 foxr juvenile
corrections and no funds for drug abuse treatment. The Newark
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-an evaluation strategy. Most projects also indicated that they are

~associated with the grant process, technical assistance in

problem statements generally conform to the funding approach : . ‘

taken. The community involvement area, which received in . s;aigat;on, adequate time fo
excess of 15 perceunt of Newark's total program funds, however, ang t::- %nter-agen;y coordi
was not mentioned as -a'problem needing to be addressed. ‘ auto Aning personnel,
Portland's planning documents stressed the need for extensive ; of gzggziigeneral te
prevention efforts and drug abuse treatment. However, neither ' ‘ should nes. Many of these suggestions are interrelated ang
of these areas of concern are addressed within the array of ! u-¢ mot be considered as mutually exclusive. These
projects awarded under Portland's Impact program. The remain~- ! gq%gestians are closely linked with the implementatio

ing cities, Baltimore, Cleveland, Denver, and St. Louis, appear ; &8y problems noted earlier. It is evident that fu 3 f1

to show adequate linkage between the identified problems and ;nd the large number of administrative decision‘mékin o
the types of projects fundéd. It is noteworthy that Denver : evels have been key areas of .concern for project dizg -

is the only city which appears to have both conformed in its : cors. Effort needs to be expended on generating new .
planning efforts to the crime-orjiented planning model and i for alleviating these problem areas. Without sg he pethods
funded projects comsistent with its identified priority ! Lning, short-term programs invelving multiple ugv Stfeam-
problems. : ‘ mental layers will probably continue to exveriesceeizhgthy

! ‘application and start- ;
An important program emphasis has been in the area of evaluation. . achieving short-tern Ogge:ii:z: as well as difficulty in
K 3

0f the projects responding, 88 percent indicated that they have

r administrative pre~planning,

nation, adequate time for hiring
greater project-level flexibilitv and
chnical assistance, and improved clarity

collecting data (84 percent) and that their evaluation approach has
been implemented (77 percemt). Also, the bulk of projects responded .
that they are collecting project-level data on a regular basis (92 °
percent), a large number are utilizing standardized data collection
forms (79 petcent), and a majority have persommnel 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 commitment to funding
proijects based upon substantiated, priority problems has

not been fully achieved withix Impact, the need for data for
both evaluative and future planning has been recognized.
Because of the large number of projects concerned with
evaluation activities, it could be expected that future plan-
ning and program development efforts undertaken by these
agencies will be more attuned to the need for data and more
sophisticated in the handling of this data.

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

Impact project directors were queried for suggestions regarding
methods for expediting the implementation of projects. 1In

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 i
time for review and approval by higher bureaucratic levels. S
Other changes recommended focused on reducing the bureaucradcy f
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APPENDIX I

DETAILED DISTRIBUTION OF
AWARDED FUNDS BY PROJECT, CITY,

AND FUNCTIONAL AREA

Source: LEAA Regional Office Responses to the
Financial Request Forms
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2. Tois project fotuses on Comsunity involvemeat activities, even though it has juvenile corrections components.
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4. Sexvicées provided to adjudicated ynuvth.
5. Services provided to nonadjudicated youth.




W

241

CITY: - Denver (4)

5‘&'@?10”

%,

l[‘c.b

iy
oy

i,
()

&)
Y,

&
8

£,
ss‘b
e, e
0,900
S
&
o)

| Operation Prevent

877,977

{ Rape Prevention
i} Progranm

s 230,566

Soutlieast  Nedghborhood
| Service Bureaub

§ 395,347

1 Denver Polite Data
Center

$ 1,222,355

PRPRNIU Vpw

| Denver Court Mapagement
Infornation System

$ 231,110

Priority Prosecution
Program

$ 217,849

-

T P

6. the project ‘focuges un comunity involvement activities eve‘n though it has juvenile sorrections copponents.
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|

The Portland Lighting
Project

1

- Public School Pilof
[ Program to Reduce
Burglary

Porciand Folice High
Impact Project

$ 3,699,509

-}

CITY: Portland (2)

e

CRISS Project
Accelcration

“¥oltnomah County
Discrict Attorney’s
Broject

Specialized Out of
Bome Care

$

S
] D&
3§ / $8
N & &
&5/ gds
N €EE
< )
$ 1,058,602
915,242

Corrections Division
Training and Information
Project

Clienr Diagnostic and
JTracking Service

Client Resouxce and
Services Project

?”’4 .
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CITY: Tortland (1)

Inteneive Caye, )
{ Training and Dpificd
| Fehabilitation Effore

)
o, ‘a‘? »
A in
S5 oy

RO

g

]’U]

§ 1,381,410

}-Project Transivien

§ 402,007

Figld gexvives
Projeck

$.1,029;157

: Corrections Division
| Instirevionsl Sevvices
| Project

$ 1,596,436

| Besearch Advocduy,

&
| Ed

126,132

&
Cn

e il

CiTY: Portland

{Supmiry Sheet)

§
& £6
5, 3 A 3
- § fsF /) $# £ &
§ N S§ °F &
2.7% 33.8% 27.2% 5:3% 1002
§ 437,10 [s 5,433,837 690,338 '$ 16,068,117

| $ 4,364,002




' CITY: 'St. Louis (1)

.

" oot Patrol

§ 2,514,711

Expand Burglary
Prevention

§

382,510

Operation Ident

$

115,400

Hulti-Med{a
Crimé Preverntiom

98l

§

30,675 .

Expand Eviderice
. Technician Unie

$ 180,176

O D

Research
Department

$

191,270

b e i

CITY: St. Louis (2)

TR S et

/

&
§
S

&

Cbl
Aoy,
f:‘f@/‘)

2

L
i

@

O,

2o I‘d{

Sr. Louis Couzt
Tzprovement

$ 103,216

St. iouis
Housing Authority!
‘Securiry Uplift

$ 1,188,779

Cirizen Reserve

$

65,000

481

Court Transaction
Backlog

$ 75,000

Expand Police
Youth -Corps

$

167,353

Ciréoit agtorxney's
Criminal Investigavion
Init

$ - 100,000

4
i

]
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CITY:  St. Leuis (3)

A
S
&
&
&£

Law Cletk for
Circuit Court
Crimifial Diviston

$

Team ‘Counseling
of Hard Core
Delinguents

300,608

PUSPRARPIIES R

Circuit Court
Improvemént

$

86,003

Community
Service Officers

$

232,472

i om e vl

improvenent of
Court Adromation
Project:

$

29,531

Howme Detention
Program

276,000

[} USRI

o "{".R”»#;L.} e
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CITY: St. Louls (4)

%’av

) ™~

- Aftercare Program

at
Missouri Hills

REJIS Corrections

Tonformation System/

General Systems
Planning Study

$ 448,000 |

Specinl
Supervision Unit

$ 150,000

Student Work
Assistance

§

652,001 |

Project Faster

$

49,920

Project to
Redvee Truaocy

:

946,800
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. gmmy: st Louts (5)

o
ey,
Yoprtey

;ﬂ”

o"l/,sv‘,

! }"’4,

Providence
: Educational Center

885,993 |

Deputy Juvenile

" 0fficer Aide

17,000

‘Probation and
‘Parole Service
Praject

§

245,942

Coordination of
Probation and
Parole

11,000

g Résidential

Crisis Unit

20,000

Gireuit Court

- Diagnostic

Treatment Certer

|¢

465,667

3

CITY: St. Louis (6)

5
&
&
&
&

£
&
£

| Missouri Hills

Work.-Skills

§

Inteusive Supervision
Services

$

996,217

St. Louis .
Intensive Aftercare
Program

$

264,457

Pre-Tridl
Release

$ 104,113

St.- Louis City
Corrections

s

973,192

Idncreased Impact
Visibilicy

77,369
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CITY: St, Louls (7}

/ s
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&
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2, [?ce.
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o,
cop,
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W,
‘9«‘3‘:

2,
$op o
&
o
e
o

Oy
C'///
1'(04,

7?},;,(

i Tmpraved
‘Ceime Reporting

§

124,503

S——

- Update o
+ Park Police

21,99

] Treatment Alternatives
9 ta ‘Street Crime

¢61

1
§ 400,000}

Community
Tréatment, Centers

§ 240,000

Residential
Crisis Cepter

$

40,000

J{rv‘enile Suparvision
Asgistance Program

$

292,200

U R
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CITY: Sk. Louls (8)

;5
o
R

,'IC' *

®

e
l)];fl

Missouri Hills
Community,
Howe, and Work

"

Auromated Resource
Allocation Control

$ 2,685,000

Circuft Attorney’s
Supplement

£él

$ 389,503

Pre-Senteénce
Investigative Unit

.

50,769

Criminal Gourt
Impraverent

'$ 240,093

Consolidated
Court Plan

$ 150,000
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$ 2,060,146

CITY: St. Louis (9) R ,
2] &) D O &
5 & o s& & F&e §& &5
& S & &8 G§ FEG & & & - E&F
& Ped § SE N A A §§ §§ A4 & §
& g S & 38 & < IS 3 S )
Expanded ‘Community ’
Treatment Center $ 241,864 .
St. Louis
' Treatwent Center $ 700,000
Circui;: Af.jtomfy‘s
Eze’j—Trial . $ 35,021 -
i Divel;sio_nar;y Project 4
‘Overtime
Foot Patrol $ 505,772
‘Expand Mounted .
Patrol $ 247,605
® * RSN
'
" C€ITY: St. Louis \ & N
(Sugmary Sheet) A Q@ & Qé’ S & i &
$ $ SR £ 58
o & & & © & §~) &F & ¥
& & & $ &8 20 S & &
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160%
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APPENDIX II
CAT SURVEY QUESTIONNAIRE
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THE MITRE CORPORATION
20 SEPTEMBER 1974

CAT Survqy.Questionnaire

TASK T

bli

Did the crime-oriented planning process utilized by each city contribute
to the ability of the city to develop and implement projects?
e established data base

e defined key problems

‘® identified potential projects/programs/agencies

° prévided quantified objectives

o  provided system overview and needs assessment

¢ assisted in evaluation planning s
e minimized inter~agency conflict and competing demands
® assisted in developing community support

¢ maximized inter-agency support

How did each city determine the final array of projects slated for funding
and vhat was the proposed allocation for each project?

e public hearings

e city council or mayoral role

o administratively determined

® role of CAT, SPA, RO

p agency requests or solicitations (city and state level)

L] slicing of financial ple by project and functional area

o  relationship of final project selection and budget allccation to

key problems identified by G-0--P.

198

3.

How did each city determine the administrative organization and
objectives of those projects slated for funding?

e . determination of sub-grantee

¢ inter-agéncy conflict and competing demands

e staffing levels

e range of services to be offered

.® location of project and/or construction necessary

e project director selection

e matching funds

e financial management system
e determination of objectives
] ‘ design of evaluation .

e roles of agencies/CAT/SPA/RO in each -

How éid the grant application development, review, and award process
work for projects proposed under Impact?

® grant application flow

° review and approval cycles

o fund flow

© reject/appeal process

o time taken for each step in grant application cycle

‘e uumber of propqsed'projects rejected and by whom

o  problems encountered such as Civil Rights compliance, environmental
impact review, A-95 clearinghouse, etc.
e use of specilal conditions and enforcement authority

o other reasons fox delay, rejection, or modification encountered

199
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5. ' How long did it take after award tp put projects into an operational e type of data system~-automated or manual-by project
(providing services) status? e reporting periods .
o _length of time required by project and by functional area e . equipment utilized

) | . ’ e standardized forms
TR ' 6. What was the role of the CAT during the implementation phase?

S _ ' . A oo e  support personnel
I ff: & active participant 8 '

‘ ] inter-agency agreements :
s general overseer , : ' , !
i .® consultant contractors ’W

‘e non-involved - V
e number of agencies currently reporting 3y
o resolving agency conflicts
o modifications made to data system |

° staffing decisions
: : B e reasons for delay, rejection, or modification of data system - ;
o administrative organizational decisions 1 i

N o involved in major/minor/all decisions i 9% How did the refuuding process work, how were evaluation results
A e coordinating/liaison role ; g utilized, and what changes resulted in projects/objectives?
o ~ role of SPA and RO o e grant application flow

.o use of evaluation material produced by projects
7.  What were the major obstacles or inmcentives to project implementation? i .
¢ changes made to projects in scope, objective, financial support,

(] administrative
staffing, etc. ’ . &

e staffing, training, and turnover

e A R e T

o client referrals : 10. Within each city, what are the strengths and weaknessés which have
o {nter—-agency coordination ) ’ : ; characterized the implementation process? .
o fiscal ' - :' ¢ planning
o data systems | . ,  e administration and funding :
o other obstacles such as lawsuits, lack of community support, f’ o roles of participating agencies and actors
poor planning, etc. ' : e guidance given

' : L . ¢ evaluation
8. What are the characteristics of the data cystems used by projects for

asseséing ohjective attainment/project management at the program I ~ | R

and project level?i

200 201




U .

o E ) . f‘ 2, What factors will be most significgnt for determining which ac . tvities/ |
g o cormmunity involyement programs/projects are continued?
§  e grant application flow : ¢ money
?féyﬁ v ‘1evel of service provided | : ' e politics
o] e community involvement - ' :

4 T AT o T ol b
v a0 o P SR N W 3

§ Mff 11. What suggestions could be made for improving the national level guidance

(il e evaluatlon findings i

EURRES ’ and support of the program and what effects would these changes have 1 _ ‘ g
Lo e assessment of cost/benefit or bureaucratic significance

- on project-level implementaton and operation?

;“;:i o money : 3. What benefits have accrued to each city as a result of having the Impact .

Lo e politics i' Proéram? -, j

o roles and responsibilites = A ¢ planning capability J

e puidance - o i o data systems . o ‘ ' w

© short-term, Cemporary natu;e of program | e system coordination . f

e - continuation ' . ; e community awarcness :‘

. - !

s review and approval authority , 0 systematic evaluation ;

e other ' » 3 e mechanism for organizational change f

v 4 | ¢ - no benefits é

TASK IT r

1. Once federal funding of the Impact effort ceases, what acti&ities/programs/ TASK V E

organizations/projects could be expected to.be continued by each city and :i 1. What projects are viewed by the city to be innovative in the sense that é

why? | a new approach is belng tested, new procedures or technology are being %

o crine-orlented planning | : i utilizéd, old procedures and technology are being applied in new ways, o

o evaluation or an exlsting ageuncy assumes a set of new responsibilites?

. e CAT T : ‘ 3 o listing of projects and determination of which of above

© projects criteria apply

e - data systems

203
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5.

What are the innovative features of éxiétiﬁg projects?
e technological
s .plﬂnning

o philosophical

¢ multi-agency/multi-discipline approach'

"¢ other

What were the major incentives and/or imhibiting factors for innovation?
® Impacé Frogram constraints

© money

e polities

o agency reluctance or reliarce o traditional methods

] community opposition~ real or perceived -

What &ere the effects -- positive and negative -- associated with project
innovétion?

@ Inter~agency conflict

¢ lack of referrals ' -

¢ media/political rejgction

¢ - public credibility

o - other

What program fcatures (besides projects) are viewed by the -city as being
innovative?

¢ planning mandate

¢ - évaluation mandate

204
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organizational activitieg

revenue-sharing approach

other
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e

The MITRE Corporabion Gity

Fom B

Project Name

PR

Person Spoken to

Title

' Date

IMPACT PROJECTS TELEPHONE
QUESTIONNALRE

What are the major implementation delay problems which your project
has suffered?

+

Is your project fully staffed &t this time?

If not, what percentage of your anticipated staff size is
currently on board? °

Are you currently servicing all the clieuts or providing all the
services you originally planned for in your grant application?

If not, why is this the case?

Does your froject currently have an evaluation design?
a,  Has thls design been implemented at this time?

b. Are data being collected at present consistent with
this design?

c. When did data collection begin?

Do you expect your project to be continued after Impact

funding ceases?

On what basis?

208

6. Has there been any turnover of personnel assoclated with your project?

a. Project Director

b: Supervising Personnel
¢. Non-Supervising Personnel
(1) Professional Staff (including para-professionals) _
(2) Support Staff <
. ———

7. Wha? types of assistance or guidance have been provided to your
bProject by the CAT, SPA, and RO and how did this affect the )

implementation of your project (e.g., writing grant applicatians,
designing evaluation strategies; streamlining bureaucracy, etc.)?

.
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APPENDIX 1V

IMPACT PROJECTS MAIL QUESTIONNAIRE

S




The MITRE Corporation City
oy A

Project Hame

Peyson Filling Out

Title

Date

v '
IMPACT PROJECTS MAILL
QUESTIONNALRE

Tnstructions: Please answer the following questions as briefly as necessary.

1. What were the dates of the following activities:
a. . Submission of grant application
. b, Hiring of Project Director
c. Déte of Award
d. Date of notification of Award ' .

e. Initial provision of services (e.g., first client
received or first deployment of manpower)

f. Award period
g. Refunding award date
h. Refund award period

2. How was vour project selected for inclusion in the city's Impact Program?

3. What provisions have been made for. conducting an evaidation of your project?
a. Automated/manual data collection and management system
b. Standardized forms .

¢. Reporting periods;

d. Evaluation personnel (how many?)

e, Preparation of ewvaluation raports (how many and dates)
(1) Fiscal reports
. (2) Progress reports

-

(3) Evaluation reports/submission of data collection forms

212
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4. Have the scops, objectives, or quaiity of services provided by your

project been modified duriug the course of it ' ? :
why and how? s operation? 1If so,

5. In relati?n to your project, what Impact Program changes could have
resulted in more speedy implementation?

Thank you for your cooperation.

S
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TITLE OF PROJECT
) AWARD

C-.L:

FISCAL YEAR 1972
EXPENDED

FISCAL YEAR 1973
AWARD

FISCAL YEAR 1974

GRANT PERIOD

EXPENDED | GRANT PERIOD AWARD

EXPENDED

9T¢

GRANT PERIOD

N

TITLE OF PROJECT

CITY:

.DATE OF

CANCELLATION REASON FOR CANCELLATION

')
’_l
~
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APPENDIX VI

PROJECT ABORTS BY CITY

, path oF REASONS FOR
CITY PROJECY: TITLE CANCELLATION CANCELLATION
Atiénﬁé Coordinated Juvenile November, 1974 Subgrantee could not provide
matching funds,

Work Release
Baltimore East Baltimore

Adolescent Detoxi-
fication Center

Police Organization,

Cleveland
Managment. and
Opération Study
Cleveland Patrol Allocation
Study
Cleveland Center for Human
’ Services
Cleveland Juvenile Court
Component--Group
Homes
Cleveland Institutional Post
Release Project
Cleveland Comprehensive Correc-

tions Unit=-Phase IXI

Gleveland Diagnostic and
Treatment Component
of Pre~Trial Delay

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 on ‘the completion of
the Police Organization,
Management, 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 home. project.

June, 1974

September, 1974

Never Implemented

November, 1974

November, 1974 Same as above.-

Personnel turnover, untrained
staff, and a lack of meaningful

employment opportunities led to
project termination.
The building where treatment

services were to be provided
was in need of renovation,

March, 1974

August, 1974

Insufficient number of clients
and personnel turnover led
to project termination.

March, 1974

Inability to attract volunteers

December, 1974
N to work with project clients.

Subgrantee rejected grant
because he felt the national
model for PROMIS was ineffec—
tive and not applicable to
the Denver Prosecutor's
Office.

Problems of community
resistance aud excessive
renovation costs with 2

May, 1973

September, 1973

different project sites.

Cleveland Big Brothers Post
Release Project

Denver Prosecutor's Manage-
ment Information
System

Denver Denver Community
Work Release Center

Source:

January=March, 1975

Information Supplied by LEAA Regional Offices
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APPENDIX IX

PROJECTS REPORTING NO MAJOR IMPLEMENTATION DELAY PROBLEMS*

PROJECT TITLE

FUNCTIONAL AREA

CITY

St.

St.

Atlanta
Baltimore

Cleveland

Cleveland
Pallas
ﬁallas
Dallas
Dallag
Denver
Denver
Denver
Newark
St. Louis
St. Louis
S5t. Louis

St. Louis

Louis

Louis

Police Modified Field Report Form Systém

Residential Facilities

Municipal Court Component of Community-Based
Probation Project

Cleveland Offender Rehabilitation Project
Special Court Processing of Impact Cases
Increase Adult Probation

Upgrade Response of Criminal Justice System
Law “unforcement and Judicial Assistance System
Denver Court Diagnostic Center

Employ-Ex

Southwest Youth Services Bureau‘

Special Case Processing for Tmpact Offenders
Circuit Attorney's Supplement

Citizen's Reserve

Community Services Officers

Expand the Mounted Patrol

Intensive Supervision Services

Research Department I-II

Police
*Juvenile Corrections

Adult Corrections

*

Prevention

Courts

Adult Corrections
Research/Information Systems
Research/Information Systems
Adult Corrections
Adult Corrections
Prevention

Courts

Courts

Community Involvement
Community Involvement
Police

Adult Corrections

Research/Information Systems

" -
‘18 of 147 projects surveyed
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