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ABSTRACT 

This document reconstructs the history of LEAA's High Impact Anti­
Crime Program in Cleveland and represBnts one element of an overall, 
eight-city, program history. The effort is being undertaken by the 
National Institute of Law Enforcement and Criminal Justice and The M~TRE 
Corporation as part of a nation-wide evaluation of the High Impact Anti­
Crime Program presently in operation. The document provides a narrative 
of key issues, events and decisions which shaped the first three years 
of the program in Cleveland. . 
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PREFACE 

Scope and Purpose 

This is one among a series of case studies describing key events 
which took place and decisions which were~de in each of the eight Impact 
cities and in Washington, D. C. during the course of the High Impact 
Anti-Crime Program of the Law Enforcement Assistance Administration. 
The case studies, together with A. report 'viewing the program from a 
national perspective will comprise Task 8 of the national-level 
evaluation of the Impact program; they are intended to help answer the 
three questions which form the basis of the national-level evaluation 
effort, namely: 

What happened - in terms of planning and implementation 
process - when the LEAA provided eight large cities w'ith 
a significant sum of money and guidance on criR~-specific 
planning and evaluation? 

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

w~at meaningful conclusions can be drawn from the record 
of the Impact program and the overall evaluation effort? 

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

General Research Procedures for the History Task 

Visits were made to each of the main agencies of the Impact program 
structure - the RegionA.l Office of the LEAA, the State Planning Agency, and 
the city organization known as the Crime Analysis Team - to obtain information 
relevont to the task. The files of each agency were searched, and memo-
randa and correspondence concerning meetings held, decisions made, and 
progress achieved or problems encountered in the course of the program 
were selected. Documents were also obtained fram relevant offices of the 
Washington headquarters of the LEAA. 

\ 

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

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

Several rules have been followed in the presentation of the 
findings of th::l. s study. Information derived from written records has 
been attributed to its source. However, in the interests of confidentiality, 
the sources of quotations drawn from interviews have not been cited. 
Finally, since the personal identities of the actors are less important 
than their institutional positions, they are identified, wherever possible, 
by their organizational titles rather than by naille. 

Limitations of the Study 

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

There are more specific problems with this particular study which 
must be recognized. The validity of the information acquired through 
interviews is open to question because they were conducted at least 
eighteen months after the program began and the recollections of the 
respondents may not always have been reliable. On the other hand, too 
little time may have elapsed before the intervie~s were conducted. 
The program was in full operation while the study was being carried out. 
After an evaluator has come and gone, the participants in a program still 
need to carryon with very real personal and political relationships 
to accomplish their jobs. Thus, some of the respondents may have 
perceived certain information at their disposal as sensitive in nature 
and some reeervation on their part was probably inevitable. 
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In the case of written records three problems are apparent. The 
tone,and degree of selectivity of s('lme documents led to the conclusion 
that they had as their purpose not only the :recording of the "facts" 
but also the providing of a rationale for a past or future decision. 
Moreover, some Q'1cuments were not strictly contemporaneous but rather 
constituted tlTritten sunnnaries of prior events. Thus, the passage of 
time may well have effected the emphases of the writer. Finally, it is 
probably a condition of bureaucratic life that the more routine and non­
problematic the events, the fewer thewemoranda and letters generated by 
the actors. When' conflicts arise and issues are drawn, the formal and 
informal communications among those responsible for a program will 
normally increase.. Thus, available records are wore likely to reflect 
"problems" or management crises about which decisions are difficult and 
which tend to be forced upon the organizational hierarchy and thereby 
generate even more paperwork. The danger here is that the researcher 
would conclude that a particular program was characterized solely by one 
problem after another. Yet, there is a routine "everyday life" in any 
human activity, political and otherwise, which is no less real and important 
than are conflict and crises. 

The Utility of the Case Method 

In many ways, however, the very characteristics of the method which 
weaken it serve as its strengths. ~"(1 ile the following report is long on 
description and short on analysis, its level of detail should be 
sufficient to permit the reader to draw his own conclusions from what is 
here presented rather than force him to accept solely the frame of 
reference of the wr1ter. The study attempts to deal with social an2 
political life on its own terms. To a large extent, the participants 
we,!'e taken at their own writtE'n or spoken words. Their defini:tions of 
reality, their statements of problems, their qualitative judgments, were, 
reported but not to any significant degree analyzed for their "objective" 
valid,ityo Eventually, the findings of the case studies will be synthesized 
and analyzed for their. overall significance. In the meantime, it is hoped 
that the events described in each of the studies can usefully speak for 
themselves. 
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EXECUTIVE SUMHAIW 

The High Impact Anti-Crime Program came to Cleveland in 1972 amid 
charges and countercharges of high-level political maneuvering. Close 
scrutiny of the available data indicates that the recommendation of 
Cleveland was arrived at in a rational, objective way and was a deci­
sion made without innuendo or political pressure. These apparent facts 
notwithstanding, there were several principals--the directors of the 
Crime Analysis Team and State Planning Agency and the Regional Office 
Coordinator for Impact--who believed the selection of Cleveland had 
been made solely on a political basis. What becomes plain, then, is 
that there was a communications gap among and between the various 
levels of bureaucracy involved in the early planning for Cleveland's 
program, and that this problem was at least partly linked to the time 
pressures under which key decisions were being made. 

Despite the fact that Cleveland's selection as an Impact city 
appears to have not been expertly handled, the evidence indicates that 
Cleveland, a city which had little in the way of a centralized planning 
capability when Impact began, would respond to what it perceived as 
"tremendous pressure" to get programs operational before the Presiden­
tial elections in November 1972. It became one of the first Impact 
cities to write and receive approval of its master plan, and by June 28, 
1972, a request had been initiated to transfer $3 million in Impact 
funds to the Chicago Regional Office. Cleveland would become the 
fastest implementors of Impact projects as well as the fastest expen­
ders of Impact ~unds. 

Cleveland's Impact program was always activity or project-focused. 
And, in their rush to implement programs, Cleveland planners would 
neglect the develOpment of a data base. Instead, they would use avail­
able burglary, robbery and street assault. data as surrogates for all 
stranger-to-stranger crime. With these data, plus intuitive feelings, 
the decision was made to focus on the unemployed and addicted young 
adult offender as well as the juvenile offender in predominantly black 
neighborhoods. However, commenting on the data analysis presented in 
the Cleveland master plan in support of the aforementioned strategy, a 
National Institute/HITRE analysis of crime-oriented planning concludes 
that the linkages between proposed activities and crime problems 
identified through Cleveland's data analysis "range from fairly strong 
to tenuous" and that lithe ambiguous and differential links between the 
data and proposed projects suggest that a crime-oriented approach" 
could only have been employed "in a cursory and non-systematic fashion." 

Eventually, Cleveland would complete evaluation reports for most 
of its Impact projects. In fact, as of April 15, 1975, Cleveland had 
produced forty-seven evaluation reports on thirty-two different proj­
ects. Despite the large number of evaluation reports completed by the 
Cleveland Crime Analysis Team, problems identified by reviewers of 
Cleveland's evaluation documents would rf~main unresolved, and the 
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reports would continue to be plagued by a variety of data- and design­
related problems. Data would continue to be presented in the aggregate 
rather than in a client-specific form, and in particular, baseline data 
would continue to be virtually non-existent. Without such data, it 
remained an extremely arduous task to assess project effectiveness or 
to reach informed judgments relative to how successful a given project 
had been in meeting its stated objectives. 

Originally, Cleveland proposed 55 projects for implementation 
under the Impact program and requested LEAA funding in the amount of 
$29,131,000 over a two-year time period. However, the LEAA would im­
pose a $20 million ceiling on each of the Impact cities, thereby 
stymieing Cleveland's concerted quest for a larger slice of the federal 
monies. Eventually, Impact project awards to Cleveland would total 
$18,288,552, covering 37 projects. In addition, the State Planning 
Agency would receive a single Impact grant for $70,000 and the city 
Crime Analysis Team three planning and evaluation grants totalling 
$1,455,300. This 'would bring the total funds awarded to Cleveland's 
Impact program up to $19,810,852. 

Rega.rding the important area of institutionalization of the Crime 
Analysis Team, it is interesting to note that the city of Cleveland has 
institutionalized some of the team's key functions. The staff, which 
at the peak of Impact activity in Cleveland numbered 28 persons, has 
been reduced to' four persons. Its last staffing grant has been 
extended through December 1975. A "Block" grant to fund this group, 
and thereby continue a minimal criminal justice planning capability 
in Cleveland, has been applied for and was awarded as of January 1, 
1976. 
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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 a 

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

First, previous LEAA programs had generally been directed toward improve­

ment of the criminal justice system. Grant monies had been spent mainly 

on modernizing equipment, training personnel and refining the opera­

tional techniques of criminal justice agencies. The Impact program " 

defined its goals in terms of crime rather than of the criminal justice 

system. It had dual purposes: the reduction of stranger-to-stranger 

crime and burglary in the Impact cities by 5 percent in two years and 

20 percent in five years, and the demonstration of the utility of the 

comprehensive crime-oriented planning, implementation and evaluation 

(COPIE-cycle) process. This process includes an analysis of the 

victims, offenders and environment of the Impact target crimes; an 

elaboration of the cities' crime problems in quantified terms; the 

development of a set of programs and projects to address them; and 

the evaluation of the effectiveness of the projects and programs 

implemented. Second, the program represented a marked change in the 

character of the administration of LEAA discretionary funds which 

previously had been parceled out in small amounts but would now be 

concentrated largely in a single program thrust. 

The Impact program. was carried out in the cities of Atlanta, Balti­

more, Cleveland, Dallas, Denver, Newark, Portland (Oregon), and 

St. Louis. The criteria for their selection were as follows: 

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

The overall crime rate and statistics for robbery and burglary 
of each city in this population category were examined. 
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- To assure geographic distribution no more than one city was to 
be selected for each LEAA region. 

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

Time would show that each of the eight Impact cities would respond 

in its own way to the policy guidelines established by the LEAA for the 

management of the program. However, there were a number of activities 

which were expected of all the cities and these serve as a convenient 

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

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

- Establish 8. Crime Analysis Team (CAT) as the organizational 
mechanism for the coordination of the pla.nning, monitoring, 
and evaluation of the Impact program. 

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

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

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

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

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

the appropriate representatives of the President of the United States, 

the governor of the state, and the mayor of the city. The regional 

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

personally to form a "partnershipll responsible for program policy in 

their Impact city. A "Policy Decision Group" composed of three high­

level officials in the LEAA Washington headquarters would serve to 
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oversee the consistency of the program nationally. 

At the operational level, the decision-making apparatus directly 

concerned with the Impact program included the Crime Analysis Team (CAT), 

the State Planning Agency (SPA), and the Regional Office of the LEAA 

(RO). The actual roles of each would vary in style and substance. The 

SPA IS icole in discretionary grant programs had been to serve as a conduit 

for grant funds fro'm the Regional Office to local agencies and as a 

financial monitor. They could not, as it were, veto discretionary Rr~nt 

proposals. ,Under the Impact program, many SPA's would be asked to.assume 

a role in the decision-making process that would prove to be more active 

and influential than had traditionally been the case under the disc.re­

tionary grant program. Finally, the Regional Office of the LEAA had been 

delegated the final authority to approve Impact plans and projects. 

In the case of Cleveland, the organizational title of the CAT is 

Cleveland Im?act Cities Program or Impact Cities. The staff operates 

under the aegis of the offices of the mayor of Cleveland, and its direc­

tor serves as a member of the mayor's cabinet. At the state level, the 

organization title of the SPA is the Ohio Department of Economic and 

Community Development, Administration of Justice Division. 

The Regional Office for the LEAA Region V, based in Des Plaines, 

Illinoisl , was charged with the overall responsibility for the Impact 

program in Cleveland. James Bain, Jr. was assigned the task of coordi­

nating the Cleveland effort at the regional level; his role of 
• 1. • , ~ 

Regional Office coordi11ator (ROC), as he perceived it, was to provide 

pivotal direction to the Cleveland program. 

lThroughout this report the Region V office of the LEAA will be referred 
to as the Chicago Office. This is being done in the name of consis­
tency since all respondents spoken to used the term Chicago rather than 
Des Plaines when interviewed. 
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According to the former and present directors of the Cleveland 

CAT, the RO coordinator was a principal architect of their city's Impact 

program and provided invaluable technical assistance to them throughout 

the earliest stages of programmatic start up. Commenting on his own 

role during this critical time period, the former RO coordinator would 

say in a recent interview: "I ran that program with an iron fist. 

[The Regional Administrator] gave me the authority to run the program 

and I made the decisions." CI) In addition to having earned an engi­

neering degree from the Massachusetts Institute of Technology and a 

master's degree in Business Administration from the University of 

Syracuse, the RO coordinator was a graduate of, and later an instructor 

at, the Defense Department's Defense Y;anagement School where many of 

the management techniques which came into popular vogue in the mid­

sixties were developed. These qualifications were useful in providing 

guidance to a Cleveland CAT comprised largely of talented young people 

with specific sk,ills in law, correetions and police but with no prac­

tical experience to speak of and minimal training in managerial concepts. 

In the first year of the Cleveland program, in particular, he would be 

looked to for continual guidance and he would respond always with a 

decision. 

Among the decisions directly attributable to the RO coordinator 

was Cleveland's long term use of contractors for their evaluation. 

According to the RO coordinator, "You cannot, in these programs, hire 

qualified people fast enough to satisfy the requirements of the federal 

government to get the program underway • • • Hire a skeleton staff -

maybe five people All the rest can be done on contract.,,(2) 

As the program would develop in Cleveland, the decision to let 

contracts for evaluation would become one of the more unusual features 

of the city's efforts. At best, however, such an arrangement could not 
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provide for an in-house evaluation capability in Cleveland which might 

remain after the Impact program would have terminated. 
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2.0 THE CONTEXT OF' THE CLEVELAND IMPACT PROGRAM 

Cleveland, in the summer of 1972, eight months after the announce­

ment of the High Impact Anti-Crime Program, was a city rife with the 

problems traditionally believed to influence the incidence of crime -

poor housing, unemployment, etc. It was a city beseiged by robberies 

and burglaries at an. unprecedented rate, and terrorized by muggings, 

rapes, assaults, and homicides. Indeed, the number of burglaries and 

robberies in the city of Cleveland doubled between 1966 and 1970, even 

though the population of the central city was declining. In 1970, 

44,564 of a total of 58,887 serious crimes reported in Cuyahoga County 

were committed in Cleveland. That year the city was also the scene of 

271 of the 292 murders in the county, 307 of the 369 rapes and 5,475 of 

the 5,884 reported robberies. In sum, violence in Cleveland was a 

major concern as the decade of the 70s was ushered in and a pivotal 

question, in the summer of 72, would center on whether or not Cleveland, 

a city strong in ethnic ties, would be able to meet the Impact challenge 

successfully. 

To better understand a city's problems, it is helpful to look at 

its historical origins. In the early years of the United States as a 

nation, Cleveland, founded in 1796, was little more than a small inland 

port settled largely by New Englanders who had journeyed westward. 

Additionally there were a few German and Irish immigrants living along 

the docks of Lake Erie's southern shore. Cleveland maintained these 

basic cultural lines well into the 19th century. 

Once the Civil War had been fought, Cleveland underwent drastic 

changes with an influx of immigrants from eastern and southern Europe 

who had been attracted by the surging commercial growth and 

industrialization Cleveland was then experiencing. When the second 

decade of the 20th century began, these European immigrants and their 

families comprised 75 percent of Cleveland's population. They were, 
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however, separated from the older inhabitants through language, customs 

and religion and the doors to power and social acceptance were closed 

to them. Ethnic enclaves evolved which would serve eventually for the 

development of a political power base and for the maintenance of an 

intricate set of ethnic linkages and loyalties. In the fifth decade of 

the 20th century, Cleveland was to experience an influx of blacks from 

the South and Appalachia. These blacks grew in numbers so that by the 

early 1960s, they would comprise a sizable but powerless and excluded 

minority in Cleveland. 

The struggle of blacks for equality allover America parallels 

the struggle in Cleveland, where civil rigbts groups formed in the 

early 60s with integrated memberships comprised largely of inner-city 

ministers, Jews and blacks. Such an alliance also included militant 

young black men who struggled to leave behind them all vestiges of what 

they viewed asa ~acially oppressive society. Hence, the alliance 

formed was,at best, tenuous and would depend on how well it could assure 

harmony among its many diverse factions. 

The year 1965 brought with it an ever increasing cry for black 

solidarity as typified in the ":Black Power" movement, and the summer 

of 1965 saw racial disturbances in American cities, including 

the riot in Watts, a suburb of Los Angeles, California. As the fall of 

'65 approached, several organizations of black militants rose to 

prominence in Cleveland. The whites (If Cleveland's enclaves grew more 

anxious and even the more liberal whites began to decrease their support 

of more traditionally-oriented black groups such as the NAACP. Tensions 

between whites and blacks c.ulminated with the Hough riots of the summer 

of 1966. This disturbance was a massive civil disorder which ~aw by the 

time the violence had been spent, four blacks dead, many others injured, 

and whole city blocks leveled. A biracial review panel, commenting on 

the Hough riots, would conclude that the social conditions existing in 
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(3 ) Cleveland's ghetto areas had been the underlying causes of the riots. 

The summer of 1967 would see disorders in several major American 

cities, among them Detriot, Newark, Atlanta and Cincinnati but none 

in Cleveland. Although there are several possible explanations for 

Clevelandts relative calm during 1967, one stands out clearly as a 

contributing factor. Cleveland's <!uarismatic black leader, Ca'.rl Stokes, 

who had come within 2100 votes of becoming the city's mayor in 1965, 

was again challenging the incumbent, Ralph Locher in 1967. Stokes won 

his party's primary, and in the general election, defeated Seth Taft, 

a prominent Cleveland Republican and the grandson of President Taft. 

Stokes thus became the first black mayor of a major American city. He 

had been elected by a largely black constituency where he received 98% 

of the ballots cast in predominantly black wards. He received only 

19.3 percent of the vote in predominantly white wards, however, and he 

received his lowest level of support in the three wards of the city with 

the highest con~entration of white ethnic groups. His victory, then, 

was not a triumph over racial bigotry nor was it the clear indication 

of more liberal race relations,as it had been touted in the news media. 

Carl Stokes began the first of two tumultuous terms as Cleveland's 

mayor on January 1, 1968. He was the subject of much scrutiny and was 

expected to solve all the ills of the machine administrations that had 

come before him. His early tenure in office was marred by minor politi­

cal scandals involving some of his early appointees,and public bickering 

among others of his administration. Ironically, opportunity would come 

to Stokes through a great American tragedy. When James Earl Ray assas­

sinated Martin Luther King, Jr. on April 4~ 1968, violence erupted in 

black-dominated ghettos throughout America but not in Cleveland. Mayor 

Stokes took to the streets, with Cleveland's black militants at his 

side, and kept the peace. Whites were grateful; they now believed 

Stokes to be an asset to their city and an effective guarantee against 
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further racial disorders. The seeming harmony of Cleveland's ghettos, 

however, was short-lived. In less than four months, on July 23, 1968, 

violence would strike Glenville, a predominantly black area of Cleveland. 

When the rioting and looting ended five days later, seven men were dead, 

fifteen others were wounded and countless millions of dollars in prop­

erty losses had been suffered due to lootings and burnings. Clearly, 

the violence which erupted in Glenville, while falling into an estab­

lished pattern of blacks destroying property in the ghetto, had,begun 

as violence aimed primarily at inflicting personal injury. It was bLack­

dominated throughout, and there were more white casualties than black. 

It appears tl~at the tensions, misunderstandings and long-standing 

inequities which were at the root of racial problems in Cleveland had 

burst forth and that no single individual CQuld have prevented the 

disaster whic:h followed. 

Although Stqkes would regain enough of his lost stature to win a 

second term as Cleveland's mayor, his influence would never reach the 

peak of solidarity enjoyed before the Glenville riots. Citizen morale 

declined to a low ebb, and the Stokes administration was increasingly 

attacked for allegedly favoring blacks over other ethnic groups. By 

November 1971, relationships among the city of Cleveland, its City 

Council, and its various suburbs had reached such an impasse that 

seemingly very little progress was being made toward revitalizing the 

city. 

With the election of Ralph J. Perk, a Republican mayor in a 

Democratic city running on a platform of what the new mayor termed 

"ethnic power," the effort W,flS made to mobilize Cleveland's huge 

ethnic popUlation for a united old-world voice in modern big-city 

politics. Regarding this time period and the political setting in 

Cleveland, the former CAT director noted the following: 
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If you talk strictly political environment, you have 
essentially a county and a city that are predominantly 
Democratic • • • Then, in 1971, you had the first Republican 
mayor that had been elected in many, many moons. A City 
Council made up of 33 members, 32 of whom are Democrats ••• 
[Cleveland] has been essentially Democratically controlled • 
The mayor was the first to change that • • • [HeJ and Seth 
Taft and George Boynavitch • • • are the only really ~t:ong 
Republicans in a sense in the county. So, from a po1~t~cal 
standpoint, strictly political party, it was a very tough 
setting. (4) 

Despite the apparent difficulties facing Republican Mayor Perk, he 

was, after 1 and 1/2 years in office, considered an overwhelming favor­

ite to win re-election. According to the news media, he had achieved 

this remarkable status by appealing to the ethnic sentiments of Cleveland. 

Describing the mayor's surprising rise to power in Cleveland, an 

article under a Washington Post byline (reprinted in the Cleveland 

Plain Dealer) reported the following: 

In his first 19 months as mayor of this traditionally 
Democratic stronghold, Ralph J. Perk has presided over a 
dramatic revival of old politics in a city that was clearly 
receptive to the beguiling Perkisms • • • 

The 59-year old Perk, the son of first generation Czech 
parents, has cast himself as the chief theoretician of 
what he calls "Ethnic Power" • • • In this respect he has 
maintained an impeccable image as "The Ethnic Mayor" • • • 

Perk is pl;oud of the fact that he has never moved out of 
his old nE~ighborhood, not during his maDS years as County 
Auditor, and not now that he is the City's chief executive, 
an office he reached in 1971 with only 38 percent of the 
vote in a three-way race. (5) 

The mayor's satisfied constituency did not, however, include much 

of Cleveland's growing black minority~ by 1971 comprising nearly 40% of 

the city's population. Yet blacks were clearly a force to be reckoned 

with,as evidenced by the fact that the School Board president, the 

president of City Council and one of the city's congressmen were black. 
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They were ethnics, too, perhaps, but ethnics apart from the groups for 

which Mayor Perk had appeal. This fact, if not acknowledged by the 

mayor, was at least articulated by some of his staff, as the following 

excerpt from a Plain Dea1€lr article indicates: 

Perk is merely doing for the ethnics what Stokes did for 
the blacks. You can't criticize that, now, can you? (6) 

Blacks, in large numbers, did criticize the mayor, however, and 

they came to view his ethnic "perkisms" as signs of overt racism. The 

riots of Hot;gh and Glenville continued to linger in the memories of 

blacks and whites in Cleveland where racial divisions still run deep. 

This back-drop of on-going racial unrest, coupled with high unemploy­

ment, fiscal problems and the continual bickering and lack of coopera­

tion among the business and governmental communities, was Cleveland's 

situation in September 1972 when then LEAA Administrator Jerris 

Leonard came to the city to formally announce the approval of the 

Cleveland Impact program's master plan. Behind the scenes work on 

Impact had been in progress for months, and Cleveland's mayor in July 

1972, had commented publicly on its growing crime problem saying: 

One of the most precious freedoms of all is the freedom to 
move about in one's community safely and without fear. 
Impact • • • is designed to restore that freedom in 
Cleveland. (7) 

In sum, the expectation ran high in Cleveland that Impact could 

solve some of the city's burgeoning crime problems. Given the enormity 

of the difficulty, however, both newspapers and citizens alike were 

certain that if Impact were to attack the problems within the community 

which appeared to be causing that crime, then much more money would 

need to be expended than the $20 million. being allocated by the LEAA. 
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3.0 THE PROGRAM BEGINS 

3.1 Cleveland is Selected 

The selection of Cleveland for the Impact program is a decision 

shrouded in controversy and charges of high-level political maneuvering. 

Although the facts are somewhat sparse in this area, the problem appears 

to have been basically one of poor communication among and between the 

various levels of city, state and federal government. 

3.1.1 The National Institute Recommends Cleveland: Reactions of 

SPA and RO 

When a list of candidate cities was prepared by LEAA's Statistics 

Division in November 1971, Cleveland was the only city from LEAA Region 

V recommend.ed to the National Institute for inclusion in the Impact 

program. Indeed, the only other Region V city mentioned in correspon­

dence between the Institute and LEAAts Statistics Division was 

Minneapolis. Statistical data comparing Cleveland and Minneapolis are 

presented below: 

City and State 

Cleveland, Ohio 

Minneapolis, Minn. 

1970 
Population 

(OOO's) 

739 

432 

1970 Rate Eer 100 2000 
Total Robbery Burglary 
Index 

6030 741 1457 

5539 421 2251 

The above data reflect total index, robbery and burglary rates 

per 100,000 population for 1970. The data below are the ranks for 

the two cities across the same categories and are excerpted from a 

Table of 38 cities with populations betwee!l 250,000 and 1,000,000. 
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City and State Total Index Robbery Burglary Population Crime Rate Rate Rate Rank Rank Rank r-ank 

13 7 :{2 5 
Cleveland, Ohio' 

Minneapolis, Minn. 19 14 16 21 

Cleveland, with a total index crime rate ranking of ~3, seems 

better suited for the Impact program overall than does Minneapolis with 

a rank of 19. Cleveland ranks seventh on robbery rates while ~inneap~lis 

ranks fourte'enth. On the other hand, Minneapolis' burglary rate rank is 

sixteenth while Cleveland's is thirty-second. The Institute, however, 

was more interested in robbery rates than in those tor burglary because 

"robbery is most reflectl.'ve of ' street crl.me since most kinds of street 

assaultive behavior (e.g., murder, aggravated assault) occur in robbery 

situations. ,,(8) Add't' 11 d 1970 'f l. l.ona y, an as Unl. orm Crime Report data 

presented below will attest, when one looks at the total number of 

murders, rapes and aggravated assaults per every 100,000 in population 

for Cleveland and Minneapolis, it becomes even more evident that 

Minneapolis was experiencing a far less' serious Impact crime problem 

than was Cleveland. 

No. of Murder No. of Rape No. of Ag. Assault 
City & State Murders Rate Rapes Rate Ag. Assaults Rate 

Cleveland, Ohio 271 36.7 307 41.5 1909 258.3 

Minneapolis, Minn., 28 6.5 160 37.0 760 175.9 

There was still another problem with Minneapolis which the following 

excerpt from a National Institute Memorandum indicates: 

[Minneapolis-St. Paul] are compound .:!ities of a single 
metropolitan area; it would be unrealistic to choose only 
one and geographically unfair to choose both • • • He 
cannot choose just Minneapolis because of crime spillover. (9) 
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The Institute's recommendation of Cleveland, then was arrived at 

in a rational, objective way and appears to have been made without 

innuendo or political pressure. These apparent facts notwithstanding, 

there were several individuals, integrally involved in the Cleveland 

'program, who believe the selection of Cleveland was made solely on a 

political bafilis. The RO coordinator stated bluntly: "We had no 

1 ·· ld'" ,,(10) I It choice in the city. It was a po 1t1ca eC1s~on. n a a er 

interview, he would speak of the ramifications of that decision saying: 

We [Region V] had six states and there were many cities that 
should have been examined in detail and talked to • . . to 
assure them that the selection was fair and without political 
bias . . . It took us a long time to soothe this down . . . 
Every time we mentioned Cleveland's 'Impact program, a lot 
of the cities would just shut us off • • • every time we 
made a speech or a presentation on what the Cleveland Impact 
program was doing, I found that most people shut us off . 
They believed the only reason Cleveland was selected was 
because Mayor Perk could swing the Cleveland vote toward 
Nixon . . . That political thing kept creeping in, and in 
Democratic cities, they just shut us off. (11) 

Table I, below, reveals that there were, in addition to Cleveland, 

six cities from Region V on the list of thirty-eight given primary 

considerations for the Impact program. These are Minneapolis and 

St. Paul (Minnesota), Akron and Columbus (Ohio), Indianapolis (Indiana), 

and Milwaukee (Wisconsin~ While it can be successfully argued that 

the two cities given real consideration from Region V, Cleveland and 

Minneapolis, had the highest crime rates among its seven cities, it 

is interesting to note that Atlanta, the Region IV choice, does not 

appear among the list of thirty-eight. 

One of the major reasons for the bitterness felt by the RO 

coordinator over the handling of the Region V choice centers on the 

way in which he learned of Cleveland's selection. In a recent inter­

view with former SPA director, Joseph L. White, the matter came into 

clearer focus. 
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CITY AND STATE 

TABLE I 
, 

SELECTION CRITERIA FOR IMPACT CITIES 

TOTAL INDEX 
CRIME 

RATE RANK 

ROBBERY 
RATE 
RANK 

BURGLARY 
RATE 
RANK 

NEWARK, NEW JERSEY(2*) 1 2 3 
SAN FRANCISCO, CALIFORNIA (9) 2 6 7 
OAKLAND, CALIFORNIA(9) 3 8 1 
WASHINGTON, D. C. (3) 4 1 4 
ST. LOUIS, MISSOURI(7) 5 4 2 
DENVER, COLORADO(8) 6 15 5 
MIAMI, FLORIDA (4) 7 5 9 
BALTIMORE, MARYLAND(3) 8 3 18 
PORTLAND, OREGON(lO) 9 13 10 
BOSTON, MASSACHUSETTS(l) 10 11 28 
RICHMOND,VIRGINIA(3) 11 19 8 
NEW ORLEANS, LOUISIANA(6) 12 9 20 
CLEVELAND, OHIO(5) 13 7 32 
DALLAS, TEXAS(6) 14 20 12 
SEATTLE, WASHINGTON(lO) 15 16 6 
KANSAS CITY, MISSOURI(7) 16 10 13 
PITTSBURGH, PENNSYLVANIA(3) 17 12 26 
LOUISVILLE, KENTUCKY(4) 18 18 29 
MINNEAPOLIS, MINNESOTA(5) 19 14 16 
TAMPA, FLORIDA(4) 20 24 14 
PHOENIX, ARIZONA(9) 21 29 11 
HONOLULU, HAWAII(9) 22 36 17 
NORFOLK, VIRGINIA(3) 23 22 2T 
JACKSONVILLE, FLORIDA (4) 24 25 15 
ST. PAUL, MINNESOTA(5) 25 17 19 
AKRON, OHIO (5) 26 27 30 
COLUMBUS, OHIO(5) 27 23 25 
SACRAMENTO, CALIFORNIA (9) 28 31 24 
LONG BEACH, CALIFORNIA(9) 29 21 22 
BIRMINGHAM, ALABAMA(4) 30 37 31 
SAN ANTONIO, TEXAS(6) 31 32 23 
FORT WORTH, TEXAS(6) 32 28 21 
TULSA, OKLAHOMA(6) 33 35 34 
OMAHA, NEBRASKA(7) 34 30 36 
MEMPHIS, TENNESSEE(4) 35 33 33 
SAN DIEGO, CALIFORNIA(9) 36 34 37 
INDIANAPOLIS, INDIANA (5) 37 26 35 

(ILWAUKEE, WISCONSIN(5) 38 38 38 

POPULATION 
RANK 

24 
7 

25 
3 

12 
19 
28 
1 

23 
16 
38 
13 

5 
2 

16 
20 
18 
26 
21 
34 
14 
31 
36 
17 
32 
35 
15 
37 
27 
33 
9 

22 
29 
30 
11 

8 
4 
6 

*The number in parentheses denotes the LEAA. Region in which each city is 

1970 RANKINGS OF TOTAL INDEX CRIME RATE, ROBBERY RATE, BURGLARY RATE AND 
POPULATION FOR 38 CITIES 250,000 TO 1,000,000 POPULATION 

located. 

(Source: Statistics Division, LE.\A, September 1971.) 
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The Chicago Fegional Office contacted me to say that they 
would like to come in and talk to me about setting upa 
round of meetings in major cities in Ohio to see which cities 
would be receptive to a n~w High Impact program that was 
being contemplated in Washington. 

One day, I believe it was early January 1972 ••. three people 
came in from Chicago. Jim Bain was a principal; the Ohio 
representative from the LEAA office was ~.,ith him, and one 
other person from the Chicago office. The purpose of that 
meeting was to explore in advance some of the characteristics 
they were looking for in communities, some of the levels of 
assurances or endorsements that they would require from 
local officials, and so on. 

We were going to go to Cleveland the next day and Akron the 
day after, and then the next week we were going to Cincinnati 
and Columbus and then Toledo • • . We had been talking about 
an hour and a half about the various characteristics we were 
looking for in the five cities -- only one of which was to be 
selected. There was no predisposition toward any city. While 
we were sitting there talking, I received a call from the 
Governor's office •.. saying that the Governor had just 
received a telegram from Spiro Agnew announcing . . . that 
Cleveland had been selected as a High Impact city, and I had 
to tell the Chicago Regional Office what their boss had done 
. • . The Chicago people were horrified. They felt double­
crossed and they had every reason to. 

It was Cleveland. Now, the fact that Clevel~nd was one of 
the few major cities in Americ~ with a.Republican mayor, 
I'm sure had something to do with its selection but Danziger* 
protested vigorously that the cities were selected on the 
basis of crime statistics, population and some other 
factors . . . (12) 

While the available data do not support the former RO coordinator 

and SPA director in their view that political pressure was applied 

to achieve the Region V Impact slot for Cleveland, it is relatively 

*Martin L. Danziger was the Director of the National Institute for Law 
Enforcement and Criminal Justice when the High Impact Anti-Crime 
Program was launchea. 
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easy, when looking at the sequence of events as they unfolded, to 

see why they maintain their point of view. What is plain is that a 

communications gap existed among and between the various levels of 

bureaucracy involved in the early planning for Impact. This communi­

cations problem seems as least partly linked to the time pressures 

under which all these key decisions were being made. Mistakes were 

bound to occur and the selection of Cleveland does not appear to have 

been expertly handled; it made for bitter feelings on the part of 

some. Hopefully, Cleveland's Impact program could survive s~ch a. 

rocky start. With respect to political overtones, the RO coordinator 

was right about one matter at least. 1972 was a presidential election 

year and Clevela~d's mayor was a Republican. The pressure would be on 

to demonstrate results by November. In that sense, Impact did repre­

sent a significant political issue. 

3.2 Problems Develop Amid Attempt's to Implement the New Federalism 

The concept of New Federalism, a philosophy of national government 

espoused by former President Richard 11. Nixon, consists of certain key 

precepts: 

(a) Decentralization of decision-making from the federal 
government to state and local governments; 

(b) Decategorization of federal programs through grant con­
solidation, joint funding, and integrated delivery systems; 

(c) Reduction of federal administrative red tape and unnecessary 
processing requirements in the grant-in-aid system; 

(d) Increased public accountability and responsibility for 
program and expenditure decisions at. state and local 
levels; and 

(e) Stronger planning and management capacity for state and 
local general purpose units of government. (13) 

While the New Federalist philosophy does not necessarily imply a 

state role, the data indicate that the federal planners of the High 

Impact Anti-Crime Program had always intended that there be close 
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coordination among and between the three levels of government involved 

in the program's administration. In Cleveland, there was. from the 

outset, some dissidence among key individuals associated with the 

program. This was evident especially at the city and state levels. 

Cleveland's mayor, for example, believed firmly that there was no 

role for the state in the Impact program except as a funding agency. 

"The money," sa-ld h "ld d' 1 1 1 ~ e, wou come ~rect y to C eve and and the State 

would exercise no veto power.,,(14) Mayor Perk had been present in 

Washington, D. C. for the announcement of the Impact program as had 

Ohio's Governor John J. Gilligan (a Democrat) on January 13, 1972. 

Then LEAA Administrator Jerris Leonard, as part of his remarks on that 

day, had noted thqt: 

This planning effort •.• gives us another opportunity to work 
within the framework of the New Federalism because we have 
the opportunity to put all elements,both vertical and hori­
zontal, in this system together. 

Referring to the vertical integration of the program specifically, he 

added: 

LEAA at the Federal level has a role to play. The State 
Planning Agency ••• the local groups and our Regional Offices 
have roles to play. The success of the program, I will 
point out to you is, in my view, contingent upon integrating 
these four factors. (lS) 

Thus, it was clear, from the standpoint of LEAA headquarters, that 

Impact was to be a coordinated effort with roles for each of the levels 

of government involved in the three-way partnership. Administrator 

Leonard later singled out the eight city mayors for a signal role, 

indicating that the program could not be expected to achieve its 

objectives unless they each made a personal commitment to seeing it 

work. Perhaps this strong advocacy for mayoral cOmllLitment to the high 

ideals of the Impact program led Cleveland's mayor to view the program 

as Cleveland's exclusively to administer; perhaps not. The fact 

remained that the states were envisioned as having a role in Impact, 

and the Ohio SPA and more specifically, its administrator Joseph L. 
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White, fully expected to participate in the Impact program. Although 

the former SPA director was "leery of promises" made by the "federal 

establishment," he had been assured initially by the Chicago Regional 

Office that the SPA would have a strong role in the program. As he 

recalled it, the following interchange took place bet~een the Region 

V representatives and himself: 

There is a meaningful and si.gnificant role to be played by the 
State Planning Agency in the Impact cities program. Obviously, 
we can't run it from Chicago ••• bu t you can run it f'com Columbus. 
And I said, 'I don't trust you.' And they said 7 'Look, we will 
write up an agreement. You will have programmatic control, you 
will have fiscal control of the program.' (16) 

The former SPA director was interested in the degree of respon­

sibility and authority contemplated for his agency because he believed 

the "concept of block grants had as one of its principal merits some 

sense of accountability, managerial accountability."(17) It was his 

desire, then, th~t this innovative feature of the LEAA planning struc­

ture not be circumvented. The city of Cleveland, however, saw Impact 

as a city program, was doubtless aware that the state had voiced no 

advoc<!.;;y on its behalf, and strongly resisted all attempts to fund 

fiscal monitoring by the SPA which it ~erceived as the state's normal 

duty anyway. The RO coordinator was the man in the middle, feeling 

heat from both sides. Recalling the initial controversy, he said the 

following: 

I found Joe White fairly reasonable in all this ••• why should 
he take on the administration of a $20 million program in 
his state with no money? We had to negotiate the money 
so he could buy a staff. Then I got into a problem with 
Cleveland. Cleveland saw that money coming out of their 
$20 million, and then the arguments started to break between 
Cleveland, the State and the Regional Office, on how much 
money the State could have to administer this program •.• 
We wanted the State in this thing because if we were going 
to learn anything from this program, both the State and the 
locals had to learn it. (18) 
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The RO coordinator, then, saw himself as a man with a mission to 

fulfill, and he wanted to see the partnership concept wor~, especially 

at the local and the state levels where, he felt, the real benefits 

from the total Impact experience were to take place. However, over­

riding his desire to effect a meaningful partnership betwee-:;, city and 

state were two more immediate pressures emanating from Impact's federal 

planners and from the political climate in Cleveland. Regarding the 

former situation, he stated: 

They (LEAA headquarters] seemed to have almost required a 
master plan within two or three months after the program 
got underway. My experience tells me that with a program 
of this magnitude, you need about a year to hire the staff 
and get the management fundamentals down before you start .... 
Planning precedes action a~d you need quite an extensive 
amount of planning, data gathering and eva;,:.lation before you 
get under way. 

From the city's standpoint, there was a pressure to demonstrate 

results by November. "The political situation" said the RO coordinator, 

"was a driving force from the day that the Cleveland Impact program 

started. Constantly we were faced with the political reality of Nixon's 

re-election ...• There was tremendous pressure from Washington ..• to get 

this program underway and to make some impact .... The political reality 

that they wanted to have a successful program to show that they were 

was 

. ." (19) reducJ.ng crJ.me. 

Out of this highly stressful environment, the Region V office 

sought to bring some semblance of order to Cleveland's fledgling Impact 

program. Perhaps an agreement could be reached, among the three levels 

of government agencies involved in Impact, which would ease the tensions 

and reduce the frictions to such an extent that the program in Cleveland 

could move forward with some degree of smoothness, if not harmony. 
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3.3 The Memorandum of Agreement 

With the RO coordinator as its principal advocate, a Memorandum of 

Agreement was drafted to layout the roles of all three partners to the 

Cleveland Impact program, i.e., the city, the state and the Regional 

Office. Hopefully, this agreement, signed by the mayor of Cleveland, 

the SPA director and the Region V administrator, would head off and 

abate the controversy over the role to be played by the SPA in the 

Impact program. 

Under the Memorandum of Agreement, an Impact policy board was formed 

with the responsibility for I'approving the program policies, personnel 

actions, plans, coutr,acts and grant applications." Whenever a vote of 

the policy: board was less than unanimous, the issue in question would be 

referred to an appellate policy board group consisting of the mayor, 

SPA director, and the regional administrator. A major assignment, 

outlined in the Memorandum of Agreement, fell to the Impact Cities 

office. That group, and in particular its director, was given initial 

responsibility for preparing the planning, analysis and data collection 

questionnaires, the Impact planning and evaluation as well as project­

level grant applications. Although the Cleveland CAT director was to 

be recommended by the mayor, he would be appointed by and responsible 

to the policy board. Consequently, it would be the policy board, and 

not the CAT director, who would make appointments of full-time staff. 

Similarly, consultants and contractors would be merely recommended 

by the CAT director; the policy board would have to approve any such 

recommendations. 

Addressing the SPA role in Impact, the Memorandum of Agreement called 

for an unspecified number of "SPA members of the Crime Analysis Team," 

with skills as grant managers and fiscal specialists, to provide 

services lias needed for program assistance, processing of grant 

applications and auditing for the Cleveland Impact program." 
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No projects were to be funded prior to completion of three major 

d b the Cleveland CAT--the LEAA Questionnaire, Impact program 
pro ucts Y be com-
planning and evaluation plans and the master plan. They were to 

pleted by March 1, March 22 and April 14, 1972 respectively. As to the 

important question of grant administration, the Memor~ndum of Agreem~nt 
provided that discretionary funding procedures be employed. All mon~es 

the RO to t he SPA and they would then be made available 
would flow from 

t rt up Remaining to the city of Cleveland immediately for program s a - . 

la ning funds would be made available as needed, subject to review and 
p n. (20) 
approval by the Impact policy board. 

ld then that the Memorandum of Agreement clearly It wou seem,_ , 
delineated the responsibilities of the city and the state toward a 

Unfortunately, the Memorandum was not coordinated Impact effort. 
Commenting on the 

followed and tensions began once again to build. 
way matters did develop, the former SPA director stated the following: 

In the Memorandum of Agreement, I was agreeable to playing the 
role that had been outlined for Ohio by Chicago. Well, there 
were supposed to be regular meetings of a group of people, one 
from Chicago, one from Cleveland, one from,Columbus or, in other 
words either the mayor or his representat;Lve, me or my 
repre~entative, and so on. The first major program problem that 
arose where we felt Cleveland could not do a certain thing under 
the LEAA guidelines as we understood them and had been administering 
them for two and a half years in OhiO, we were told explicitly 
that the program was not our concern. And I pointed to the . 
Agreement and I was told that I couldn't read. I pointed to the 
fact that we had hired a man from Texas and moved him and 
relocated him to Ohio for the purpose of monitoring that 
program programmatically, and that they had approved his 
appointment, and I was told that that was unfortunate but 
there really wasn't any need for that kind of person in 
this kind of scheme of things. It becrune increasingly 
obvious that there really wasn't much for us to do except 
handle the money and that was fine. So, over a short 
period of time, six months to a year, the Memorandum of 
Agreement was pragmatically discarded ... (21) 
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While there appears to be little doubt of the occurrence of those 

events which, in the view of the SPA director, led to the practical 

cancell~tion of the Memorandum of Agreement, it is equally important to 

understand what was behind the course taken by the RO coordinator. 

As previously noted he perceived himself as "the man in the middle", 

standing between the city and the state. As he would later phrase it, 

"I had to stay with Cleveland because the program's success at the 

local level was the key. If Cleveland was constrained by the s~ate, 

especially co~strained irrationally, then the program would be a 

failure ••• Any policy the state imposed upon Cleveland that would be 

detrimental to their success, I voted against. II (22) 

Thus it appears that the RO coordinator's desire to see the 

program in Cleveland implemented quickly overrode his concern for the 

state. That he was concerned about t~e state, and had, in fact, even 

considered, for a time,the possibility of its running the program 

entirely, is indicated by the following comment: 

The decision I was going to make was to let the state run 
the program and funnel it down, but what would have happened 
would have been a constant fight between the state and 
Cleveland, and the program never would have gotten underway. 
So I had to say, "I will make the ruling", and I sometimes 
over:culed the state simply by my vote. But I had to do it-­
not from a political standpoint, but ..• to make sure that the 
program was free of any irrational constraints. II (2J) 

It was in this manner that the SPA role came to be greatly 

reduced in the Cleveland Impact program, and, as the Chicago RO coor~ 

dinator viewed it, this had to be done for the greater good of the 

program. Although controversy over the SPA role would resurface later 

in the program, the Memorandum of Agreement, signed in an effort to 

unite the forces of the city, state and federal government, did not 

accomplish its goal. The Memorandum of Agreement was signed on 

February 14, 1972, with the Impact program less than two months old, 
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and already one partner, the state, had been systematically eliminated 

from the program. Immediately ahead were the deadlines for three major 

products, due in March and early April. In addition, the Cleveland 

Crime Analysis Team was still without a permanent director. Thl: 
Chicago RO coordinator waited for the mayor's selection of a candidate, 

conscious of the impending deadlines and determined to meet thetQ, 

although it seemed impossible at the time. 

3.4 The Cleveland CAT Is Established and a Program Director is Named 

Richard L. Boylan, a former Assistant U. S. Attorney at the 

Department of Justice, was appoihted CAT directo:r: on l-1arch 3, 1972. 

A native of Canton, Ohio, he had been a classmate of Mayor Perk's 

executive secretary at Ohio State University, and according to the 

Cleveland Press, the new CAT director had been persuaded to come to 

Cleveland by his former classmate. 

As CAT director, he was made a member of the mayor's cabinet. 

This appointment and the relationship it fostered had clear-cut 

advantages for the program's early implementation as the following 

comment indicates: 

I was made, when I came here, a member of the cabinet and 
had direct input on a daily basis with the mayor. And we 
had a great deal of latitude with his approval. I think 
that was critical and probably the key element to our 
success in being able to move the program. (24) 

At the cutset, they were a handful of men under. the general 

leadership of the RO coordinator. In addition to ·the newly appointed 

CAT director, the principals included Jack Oliver, community involvement 

specialise, and Robert Sommerfeld, manager of evaluation. In the 

view of the RO coordinator, the task confronting them was a nearly 

impossible one. 
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Now this was March and we \'lere faced tvith turning in our 
master plan at the end of April. Now that was only two 
months! With three men, none of them completely familiar 
with the criminal justice syst~m; none of them completely 
familiar with Cleveland and not a bit of data. The 
obvious thing to do was go contractor.(25) 

In response to the RO coordinator's suggestion, the CAT director 

released a Request For Proposal (RFP), which was circulated to as many 

consulting firms in the Cleveland area as could be notified in a very 

short time. A general meeting was then scheduled in the mayor's 

conference room at which time the prospective contractors were apprised 

of the Impact programts objectives and the scope of work Cleveland 

planners hoped to address in their master plan. After first narrowing 

the larg~ group of prospective contractors to three, the General 

Research Corporation was selected to write the master plan. "That 

group came in", said the RO coordinator, Hand started to work with 

data--started to gather the data that were necessary. They did very 

well. It 

The RO coordinator, because of his military t~aining in project 

management and his e~perience as a Pilot Cities program director, was 

strongly in favor of using consultant help. As he saw it, Cleveland 

should hire "a v~ry skeletal staff!! with lithe bulk formulated by 

contractual help". This strategy, he believed~ had two advantages. 

First, "the contractors know they are only temporarily in the area", 

and second, you get "highly qualified people." 

The Cleveland CAT would follow the RO coordinator's recommendation 

only in the area of evaluation but not fully even in that area~ For 

while they would contract for technical assistance in writing evaluation 

components and reports, they would vigorously resist any effort to 

restrict staffing to a minimal level. As Table II indicates, Cleveland's 

CAT would become the largest in the High Impact program, totalling some 

25 



w 
0:: 
::l 
I­
U 
::l 
ex:: 
I­m 
--I 
<!; 
Z 
o 
~ 
N 
2: 
<!; 

_C!) 
-0:: 
WO 
--1:2 
~<!; 
1-0: 

C!) 
o 
0: 
Q.. 

I-

~ 
Q.. 

:2 

Cl 
z 
<!; 
--I 
W 
> 
W 
--I 
U 

itfriiiri 

~ 
0 
E-t 
C) 

~ 
H 
A 

E-t 

~ 
~ 

E-t 

~ 
E-t 
CZl 
H 
CZl 
CZl 
<11 

~ 
H 

~ 
E-t 
CZl 
H 
¢:i 

~ 
P:: 
0 
E-t 
C) 

~ 
A 

E-t 

~ 
E-t 
CZl 
H 
CZl 
CZl 
<11 

~ 
r.:l 
C) 
H .... .... 
0 

~ 
C) 
Ul 
H .... 

....... 
N E-t ........ 

E ~ E-t 
t1) 

H ; § p., 
>< 
E-t 

8 ~ ~ 
~ C) 

E-t 
Ul 
H 

~ 
Ul 
r.:l 
C) 

C) H 
r.:l ~P:: p., 
Ul r.:l0 

UlE-t 

~ 
C) 

~a H 

~ gA 
>< 

~ 
¢:i 

CZl 

~~ 
.... HH 

~ 
r.:lHCZl 
H~H 

r 5~~ p.,A 
E-t 0 CZl I H 

~ • C) I 
r.:l 
p., I CZl 

I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 

• t ~ 
I C) 

~ i~~ 
t3 ~~<3 Ul I r.:l H 

I 
E-t ;q 

C) 
~ H 

I ~ E-t 

~ I 
r.:l 

~~ I 
d L <.liZ gt3 0 

.... t!)H >< 
~¢:i~ -- ~~p 
C) ~ 

~~ 

26 

!--'. 

--

..... 

~ r-
fj 
P:: 
C) 
r.:l 
Ul 
~ 

--

'M """ 'M Ul !=: • 1-1 't:1 1-1 ,0 roN bO 1-1 Q} ro rll' oo»'t:1.r:: 
p.,~ l-Io'n~Q) 

p.,C)A P:: 't:1 

~ ~ 
Qj'§ 14 

0 :> Q) tJ ~ ~ 
Q) :> o !::l 

~ ,;:1 'M Q) rl 0 
C)Z ~ a 

').I 't:1 o ~ 
bOl-I 'M II' .. o 0 H't:1 ClI Q) 14 0 O't:1 10< 

t.I p., \OJ 4'l <11 E-t 
10< 
;:l 
0 

1-1 t1) 

0 ~ '-' 

tJ !=: Q) 
a !::l ~ ro 'M 
14't:1 0 
bOlo< rl 
ool-le>. 
1-1 0 0 r11. p.,C)4'l 

~ ~g 
o 0 H 

~~!jtj~ 
~r:;PH 

~~ ~~ ~ 
p., r.:l p., 

.... Z 
0)::1 

~§ 
~~ 

.... 
0t!) 

P::z 
~H 

~~ 
~~ 

Ff 

28 staff positions when fully operational. These were permanent staff 

positions and did not include personnel under contract to provide 
technical assistance. 

Because he was a member of the mayor's cabinet, the CAT director 

had the weight of that office behind him when called upon to interface 

with members of the City Council. Thirty~one of the thirty-three­

member Council were Democrats; and the CAT director, no matter what his 

political persuasion, was naturally viewed as an extension of the 

Republican 'mayor. Commenting on the situation, the CAT's former 

community involvement specialist, himself a black man, stated "The 

Council president is black and the co~ncil had opposed the mayor in the 

election last year. The Council was not exactly friendly but Boylan 

was good with them ... L He invited agencies and Council members to come 

in While the master plan was being written and to say what they wanted. 

They did have inputs and these were incorporated.,,(26) 

As matters would turn out~ the Council would prove to be a strong 

ally of the Impact Cities program and of its director. This seems to 

have been, in large part,due to the personal strengths of the CA~ 

director and to his open door policy. 

3.5 The SPA Role in Cleveland's Impact Program is Delineated 

The issue of the SPA role in Cleveland's Impact program was hotly 

contested until the late summer of 1972. It was an issue 'tvhich had 

confrontf't1 a number of cities during the early months of the High Impact 

Anti-Crime Program. In Cleveland, the local position had perhaps been 

best articulated by a Plain Dealer editorial in early January 1972 

where it was said that one of the "ifs" associated with the Impact 

program was "th~ degree of state control, a factor that has clotted 

LEAA's arteries from the beginning. The mayor is confident that the 

state will not have much say. We'll believe it when the cash arrives. Jl (27) 
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In the meantime, SPA officials had spent the first several weeks 

f h . in the attempting to obtain information about the role 0 t elr agency 

program. On February 8, the assistant SPA director had reported to his 
" b I' bl t of confusion being generated" by superior about an un eleva e amoun 

the Impact program within the Regional Office centering around two distinct 

roles for the SPA. In the first instance, the SPA was viewed as playing 

the role it usually took in the discretionary grant process; that is, 

proposals would be originated at the local level, passed through the SPA 

for "coordination and pertinent comments'and transmitted to the Regional 

Office for funding. In the second instance, Impact would be administered 

much like the block grant program. If this were the case, the SPA 

would have the "final say so" in the management of the program, and 

there would be a need for a Regional Planning Unit, The RO coordinator 

was reported to have admitted that the "discretionary approach" was in 

basic conflict with his original instructions regarding the program 

ld that t he program was, indeed, assuming that form. but cou now see 
The assistant SPA director wondered, then, about two things. First, 

was Impact "just another discretionary grant program with the state 

playing largely the role of rubber stamp?" Or second, would the state 
?,,(28) 

'ihave a role, as the guidelines would suggest, of some substance. 

The SPA belief that it was intended to enjoy a substantial role in 

the Impact program was predicated on more than the January 13 statement 

of then LEAA administrator Jerris Leonard. For example, at a meeting of 

SPA officials concerned with the Impact program held in New York City on 

February 1, Ohio's SPA director reported hearing it stated that a 

"significant role" was contemplated for the SPAs, that the "money was 

to be administered by the SPAs; that mayorS'. had no veto; and that no 
1 ,,(29) 

city could begin a program that contravened as an approved state pan. 

The Chicago Regional Office attendees also reported hearing the 

statement made that SPAs would be the grantees for Impact grant 

awards, that the mayors would have no unilateral veto power, and 
,,(30) 

that Impact programs "should not be inconsistent with state plans. 
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It was at this point that the Memorandum of Agreement, discussed 

previously, had been drafted. City, state and Regional Office officials 

had met on February 11 to discuss the dyaft agreement. At this meeting 

the most hostile questions had come from a city attendee, Cleveland's 

law director2, who inquired why it was necessary for the SPA to be 

represented on the policy board. The only changes said to have been made 

in the draft document dealt with the staff of the SPA. Although the 

RO coordinator asked if two SPA staff members would be sufficient to 

administer the program, the number had been left unspecified: (31). 

An opportunity for the city and the Regional Office to define the 

role of the SPA in operational terms came with the submission by the 

SPA of a proposed budget to support its Impact program activities. On 

April 26, the SPA requested the policy board to approve a budget of 

$165,000 to support two grant managers and one fiscal specialist for 

the two years of the program. The city and RO representatives voted 

to limit SPA Impact staff to one grant manager and one fiscal special­

ist. (32) This decision was protested by the SPA director on May 8(33) 

and a revised budget of $140,000 was submitted to and rejected by the 

policy board representatives on May 10. In a response to the SPA 

director, the regional administrator informed him that the Regional 

Office would be "assuming the programmatic responsibility for the 

discretionary grants of the Impact program." This would include the 

"processing and awards of the discretionary grants as well as the 

processing and approval of all deviations from those grants." The 

SPA's role would be to certify the grants in accordance with the LEAA 

regulations, assure the proper fiscal administration of the grants, 

which would be from five to eight in numbe'r, and provide a representative 

2ThiS is a cabinet-level appointment of the mayor. The individual 
holding this position acts as the city's attorney and, is responsible 
for interpreting and handling all legal decision-making involving the 
city of Cleveland. 
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to the policy board. The mayor and regional administrator had deter­

mined that a budget of $70,000, which would support a full time fiscal 

specialist and a program coordinator and secretary 10% of the time, 

would be adequate to support the SPA's Impact program activities. (3:) 

Following this exchange, the SPA director had his staff poll other 

SPAs involved in the Impact program and discovered that most SPAs would 

have liked to receive no more than $50 to $60,000 annually to administer 

Impact and that almost all of them expected to have responsibility for 

programmatic monitoring. (35) On June 5, the RO coordinator informed the 

SPA coordinator that the SPA had two options: "(1) to take the $70,000 

and ope'rate a.s best we could, or (2) turn down the $70,000 and get out 

of the. Impact Cities program." (36) The SPA director perceived the 

situation as grave enough to require a meeting of the supervisory 

board of the SPA. The results of the meeting were communicated to the 

regional administrator'by the SPA director on July 25. In essence, the 

board agreed to carry out the fiscal responsibilities outlined by the 

regional administrator on May 17, and conveyed to the RO that "the 

decision to limit the role of the SPA to that of fiscal administration 

is regrettable and that, under these circumstances, it is impossible 

for the agency to accept responsibility for insuring the success of the 

pr,ogram in Ohio. However, now that the decision has been made, please 

be advised that I will not be receptive to an expansion of our respon­

sibilities in this program.,,(37) 

Thus the SPA role in Impact was reduced to the automatic certifi­

cation of grants "with exceptions noted, sr,ould there be any, and then 

off to Chicago!,,(38) In the SPA director's perception, the policy 

board had been an unqualified disaster. The Cleveland CAT director, on 

the other hand, had a decidedly different view. "In a sense," he has 

stated "two members ,of the partnership could make a program go. It 

didn't require unan~mity from the board to bring about action, and had 
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it required unanimity we would never have had a program. I think the 

policy board concept was the smartest and best thing we did. II (39) 

Program implementation had always been a top priority of the 

Chicago Regional Office. Although relationships among the SPA, and RO, 

and the city of Cleveland would remain strained for some time, a major 

barrier had been hurd.led. The SPA role was clarified; it would perform 

grant certifications and fiscal monitoring. Speedy programmatic sta~t-
, 

up seemed a,ssured, and as the RO coordinator put it, "Cleveland was 
raring to go.,,(40) 
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4.0 THE MASTER PLAN IS WRITTEN AND REVIEWED BY THE REGIONAL OFFICE 

4.1 Pivotal Roles Are Played by the RO Coordinator and CAT Director 

There was "tremendous pressure" in Cleveland to get programs in 
. (41) operation before the November elect1ons. The issue of staffing up 

to get the master plan written, however, was clouded in uncertainty 

because of funds. The Regional Office, rather than have the Crime 

Analysis Team come in with a grant for $625,000, urged them to apply 

for what they needed in anticipation of additional funds. But the 

flow of funds which had been expected to begin, at the latest, by the 

summer of 1972, did not materialize until the fall. This circumstance 

prcduced a decidedly negative effect on the program's management. 

"Boylan" said the RO coordinator, lfwouldn't hire anybody. He hired 

slowly until fall, 1972. 11 Since the decision had now been reached to 

develop a rather sizable in-house capability, the Regional Office wanted 

a full staff by summer. The CAT director's response had been "But I 
, ,,(42) 

don't know how much money I m going to get. 

The RO coordinator was not given to indecision, and he fully 

understood that the delay in fund flow to the CAT would be relatively 

short-lived. These were National Institute funds that were to be 

disbursed, but they seemed to be momentarily immersed in a sea of 

paper. The RO coordinator looked to several Institute sources for 

guidance but the responses varied. "The Institute didn't realize the 

problem it Was creating. The program was slowed down tremendously. 
. 1 d h' ,,(43) Boylan felt he couldn t 0 anyt.1ng. 

The master plan was under development, however. Eleven people 

from the General Research Corporation (GRC) came on board to help 

develop it. The funds to hire the GRC group were allocated from the 

initial $50,000 provided the CAT for planning purposes. It would be 

the RO coordinator, however, who continued to be the driving force 

behind the early Cleveland effort. Recalling that period and the 

32 

pivotal role played by the RO coordinator, the then assistant CAT 

director stated: 

Jim Bain was unique in that Impact was his baby, and he 
believed in it and he was going to make it work. jim 
had a unique ability to get things off dead center,.,.From 
the very beginning, Jim sat down with Dick and said let's 
get this thing moving. I'll give you all the technical 
support you need from the Region--the Region is committed 
to the program and we want to see Cleveland move forward 
on it. In the initial stages of the program Jim would come 
down here and spend 4 days with us at a time- working until 
2: 00 or 3: 00 in the morning on different types of approache's. 
He actually sat down and helped us write. He would review 
everything down here, before we actually submitted it to 
the Region, and really I can't emphasize more the relationship 
of the city and the Regional Office and its great importance 
in getting this thing off the ground. (44) 

Under the general guidance of the RO coordinator and the CAT 

director, serious work began on the master plan. The CAT director, 

who has described himself as a "political director l1 (45) became 

engrossed in the political environment in an effort to get projects 

approved by the City Council while the RO coordinator worked hand-in­

hand with the small in-house staff and the consultant firm. "I started 

to provide instructions on what a work breakdown structure was," said 

the RO coordinator, "what planning was involved and how you analyze the 

data to come up with the projects that fit within that work breakdown 

structure •.•• Most of my time was spent on developing a rational master 

plan." (46) The CAT director, on the other hand, spent countless hours 

with the numerous individuals who had project ideas to discuss. "In 

the early stages,r' the CAT director has since stated, "every do~gooder, 

eVery rip-off and every legitimate person came to our doors and we sat 

down with the rip~offs as well as the legitimates and gave them their 

chance to give an input. It (47) 
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Thus, as work proceeded on the master plan, all elements of 

the criminal justice system and community groups were invited to come 

into the Impact offices, on an individual baBis, "to provide inputs 

on program needs and the state of the system.,,(48) "We had good 

cooperation with agencies tl , said the CAT' s first evaluation chief, 

"but the data were not always in consumable form. For examvle, 

data on offenders, on conditions and causes of crime, on recidivism. 

Not everybody was breaking down data by census tract. \I (49) The 

Cleveland police Department was in the midst of automating but still 

was without an automated capability. And stranger-to-stranger data, 

essential to Impact crime-specific planning, were not being 

systematically reported. Despite numerous data probl~ms. Cleveland 

would complete a draft version of its master plan in May 1972. tiThe 

master plan," said the RO coordinator, I) followed exactly what I asked. 1.1 (5 G) 

4.2 The Master Plan Employs the Performance Management System 
(PMS) Approach 
While the draft mast.er plan may have followed exactly 'what the 

RO coordinator had asked, it had a serious flaw of which both he and the 

Cleveland CAT were aware. "Cleveland never had a data base", (51) admits 

'the former assistant CAT director. Nevertheless, Cleveland used available 

burglary, robbery and street assault data as surrogates for all stranger­

to-stranger crime. With these data, plus intuitive feelings, the 

decision was made to focus on the unemployed and addicted young. adult 

offender as well as the juvenile offender in predominantly black 

neighborhoods. These areas were also the high density, high poverty 

and low standard of living areas in Cleveland. The analysis of these 

conditions identified those needs of the community and of the criminal 

justice system which would become the focus of Clevelandts Impact 

program. As the master plan states, "the economic, social and 

psychological conditions that exist in the inner core community" were 

in need of improvement and the "capacity of the criminal justice system 

to deliver public safety services" was in need of upgrading. (52) 
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This strategy, then, dictated a dual-focus Impact program structure 

oriented towards (1) improving the community conditions that give rise 

to crime, and (2) upgrading the capability of the criminal justice 

system to prevent and control the actual incidences of crime. The 

three operating Impact program objectives listed under the goal of 

improving community conditions were: (1) improving family conditions 

(e.g., bad housing) that cause crime; (2) improving individual condi­

tions (e.g., drug addiction) that lead to crime; and (3) altering the 

environment so as to increase the risk of apprehension while in the .. 

act of Gommitting a crime. SimilarlY, there were three areas marked 

for system improvements: courts, corrections and police. Thus all 

projects or activities would fall under one of six operating program 

objectives. These are shown in Table III below. 

In developing its master plan, the Cleveland CAT used the Performance 

Management System (PMS), a system developed by the Office of Management 

and. Budget whose concept is based upon management by objectives. 

Commenting on PMS' potential advantages to the program, the Cleveland 

master plan states the following: 

Th~ System utilizes quantitative measures of effectiveness 
an measures of efficiency as a method of assi nin " 
and allocating resources Th P £ g g pr~or~ties 
thus will pr 'd : e er ormance Management System 

ov: e a cont~nuous flow of information to 
management dur~ng the entire program and this . f i 
coupled with t' d ~n ormat on, . a con ~nue assessment of the needs of th 
commun~ty, the indiVidual, and the criminal justic e t 
will allow for a rational reevaluation of prioriti:s~~~3)m 

Figure 1 demonstrates hmv PMS was used b y Cleveland to develop 

their master plan; and outlines, in graphic f h orm, t e sequence of 

commenc~ng with Section 3, events as they are discussed in the plan, . 

Impact Program Str t h uc ure, t rough Section 7, Analysis of Budgets. 

Figure 2 is a graphic presentation of the flow and interactions within 

the step-by-step process of PMS as Cleveland has identified them. 
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CLEVELAND IMPACT PROGRAM: GOALS AND OBJECTIVES 
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Establish Operating 
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Define Effectiveness 
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Hellsu'res For 
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Collect snd 
Analyte Oats 

No 

No 

No 

o ldentify Constraints and Uncertainties 
o Examine Future Implications 
o Davelop Multi-Year Proj actions 
o Assign Priorities to Activities 
o Allocate Resources 

(Source I Oleveland Impact ProSram Master Plan, 
JUne 1972.) 

FIGURE 2 

PPRFORMANCE MANAGEMENT SystEM METHODOLOGY 

38 

Restate 
Objective 

First, the specific program goal is defined. Called the ultimate 

program goal in Figure 2~ this goal is really a summary statement of 

the desired end result of the entire Cleveland program. At the next 

level, and directly inputting to the ultimate program goal may be 

several more explicit goals. These goals, termed sub-level program 

goals, begin to define the structure of the subSidiary components of 

the program by explaining what is to be done if the ultimate program 

goal is to be accomplished. Next, operating program objectives are 

established and these address the problem of how to achieve the 

ultimate program goal. 

The validation of PMS goals and objectives involves the 

development of what are termed effectivenass measures to determine 

the success or failure with which program goals are achieved, and 

efficiency measures, to determine the ability of operating program 

objectives to serve program goals, to be followed by the collection 

of data required 'for these measures. 

The next step is to design activities to be implemented in support 

of each operating program objective. These activities are, then, further 

analyzed to identify constraints and uncertainties, examine further 

implications, develop multi-year predictions, assign priorities to 

activities ~ld allocate resources. 

Section 4 of the Cleveland master plan discusses the existing data, 

data requirements, tools to be used in capturing the data and the 

efficiency measures. Section 5 develops the needs derived from the 

program goals and the operating program objactives. Section 6 describes 

the activities selected by Cleveland to meet the objectives, and finally, 

Section 7 details the budget requirements for the various activities 

developed under Section 6 of the master plan. 
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Table IV lists the 55 activities originally proposed by the 

Cleveland CAT for implementation under the Impact program, and the 

level of funding requested from the LEAA, $29,131,000 over a two-year 

time frame. Under a discussion of preliminary budgets in the master 

plan, the Cleveland CAT notes that the proposed budget exceeded the 

recommended funding level. It states: 

Initial LEAA guidelines committed $20 million to the 
Cleveland Impact program for fiscal years 1972, 1973 
and 1974. To provide a comprehensive crime-specific 
program for Cleveland the final budget requires $29,131,000. 
The LEAA budget guidance is exceeded by $9,131,000 in order 
to provide the necessary activities to meet the needs. In 
the event that LEAA does not allocate the full amount of 
funds hereby requested, a number of' activities will have 
to be reduced or eliminated. (54) 

Despite having written in their master plan that they were 

aware of a $20 million ceiling having been imposed by the LEAA, 

Cleveland was requesting more than $9 million additional dollars 

in federal funding. In explanation of their position, the former 

assistant CAT director has stated the following: 

Cleveland was not under the impression that there was 
a $20"million dollar ceiling at that time. Certainly 
we understood that LEAA had allocated $160 million 
dollars for the eight cities ...• We certainly were able 
to document in our master plan the need for these 
additional dollars up and beyond the $20 million and 
we felt it was important to tell LEAA that Cleveland 
needed $29.1 million to do the full job. (55) 

Although the remark of the former assistant CAT director is in 

some conflict with the earlier quoted stat~ment from the master plan, 

the fact remains that other cities, although not submitting budgets 

in excess of t~e $20 million ceiling, were equally confused as to 

how much money each city would have to implement its program. Eventually, 

it would require a letter to all city CATs from former LEAA Administrator 
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TABLE IV 

CLEVELAND IMPACT PROGRAM 

LIST OF PROPOSED ACTIVITIES AND LEVEL OF LEAA FUNDING 

Category I: Improve The Family Conditions That Cause Crime 

Jlanned Activities 

1. Family Attitudinal Survey 
2. IMPACT - Crime Family Services 
3. Cleveland Housing Assistance Study 
4. Family Health Services 

Planned Funding 
Sources 

LEAA 
LEAA 
LEAA/HUD 
HEW 

Category II: Improve The Individual Conditions That Cause Crime 

1. Cleveland Drug Abuse Program (CDAP) 

2. Cleveland Vocational/Educational Program 
(CVEP) 

a) Job Development and Placement 
b) Vocational/Educational Training 
c) Industry/Occupation Matrix 
d) Work Creation 

3. Cleveland Youth Sur-vives Program 
a) Group Homes as Alternatives to 

Institutionalization 
b) Group Homes for Post-Institutional 

Youth 
c) Youth Centers 
d) School Based Behavioral Unit 
e) Summer Employment for Ex-Offen~ers 
f) Junior Leaders 
g) Street Outreach Workers 
h) Alternative Education 
i) Emergency Shelters 
j) Role Model Identification 
k) Organizational Structure 
1) Community Relations 

LEAA/NIMH/HUD/ 
DEO/VA 

LEAA 
LEAA 
LEAA 
DOL 

LEAA 

LEAA" 
LEAA 
LEAA 
LEAA 
LEAA 
LEAA 
LEAA 
LEAA 
LEAA 
HEW 
LEAA/HEW 

Funding 
Estimate * 

90,000 
300,000 

25,000 

3,000.000 

980,000 
340,000 
60,000 

750,000 

750,000 
900,000 

1,000,000 
400,000 
300,000 
450,000 
400,000 
300,000 
500,000 

250!000 
Tg~~16,000,000 

Category III: Improve The Target/Victim Environmental Conditions That 
Cause Crime 

1. Crime/Criminality and Demographic Profile 
2. IMPACT Information Program 

LEAA 
LEAA 

* The Funding Estimate shown reflects only LEAA dollars. 
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TABLE IV 
CLEVELAND IMPACT PROGRAM (ContiDued) 

Planned Activities 

3. Personal PropertJ Identification 
4. High-Intensity Lighting 

Category IV: Improve Police Operations 

1. Police Patrols for Concentrated Crime 
Prevention 

2. IMPACT Crime Investigation Procedures 
3. Auxiliary Police 
4. Police Organization, Management and 

Opera.tions 
5. Police Patrol Allocation 
6. Police Command and Control 
7. Police Community Centers 
8. Data Utilization 
9. Police Order 
10. Police Cadet Program 
11. IMPACT Roll Call Training 
12. Juvenile Investigation and Training Unit 
13. Crisis Intervention Training 
14. Planning and Research Organization 
15. Police Communications Service 
16. Forensic Laboratory 
17. Narcotics Control and Investigation 
18. Professional Training by Correspondence 

Category V. Improve the Court Process 

1. Visiting Judges 
2. Court Diversion 
3. Municipal Court Electronic Recording 

Equipment 
4. Pre-Sentence Investigation 
5. Criminal Justice Information System 

Category VI. Improve The Corrections Process 

Institution-Based Activities 

1. Comprehensive Screening and Diagnosis 
2. Corrections Work Release 
3. Remedial Education and Education-Release 
4. Correctional Training Program 
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Planned Funding 
Sources 

Funding 
Estimate 

LEAA 
HUD 

LEAA 
LEM 
LEM 

LEM 
LEAA 
LEM 
LEM 
LEAA 
LEAA 
LEM 
LEM 
LEM 
LEAA 
LEM 
Ohio SPA 
Ohio SPA 
Ohio SPA 
Ohio SPA 

LEAA 
LEAA 
LEAA 

LEAA 
LEAA 

LEM 
LEM 
LEM 
LEM 

5.,000 

To~M~ 265,000 

3,570,000 
1,696,000 

376,000 

132,000 
209,000 
468,000 
376,000 

35,000 
376,000 
386,000 

44,000 
49,000 
32,000 
78,000 

TotM1 7,857,000 

4,600,000 
990,000 

25,000 

330,000 
319,000 

Tot~~b 6,264,000 

250,000 
500,000 
100,000 
200,000 

Sub 1,050,000 
Total 

IT 
i 

TABLE IV 
CLEVELAND IMPACT PROGRAM (Concluded) 

Community Based Activities 

1. 
2. 
3. 
4. 

Community-Based Probation 
Community Center 
Community-Based Supplemental Services 
Halfway Houses for Ex-Offenders 

LEAA 1,200,000 
LEAA 500,000 
LEAA 600,000 
LEAA 600,000 

Sub Total 2,900,000 
Grand Total $29,131,000 

(Source: Cleveland Impact Program Master Plan .....;;;.;:;;...:..=:::.:::....:::!!!.t:.:=.::::.!=-=~~~~_. ' June 1972.) 

* The Funding estimate shown reflects only LEAA dollars. 
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Donald Santarelli to establish unequivocally that the ceiling was 

$20 million per city, including support to the CAT. 

A major step in the use of PMS for program planning is the 

availability of data, and Cleveland, as previously stated (see page 34) 

was never able to develop an adequate data base. Commenting on the 

data analysis within the master plan, MITRE's analysis of crime-oriented 

planning states "the Cleveland master plan documents no victim data and 

presents limited offender data." Speaking later to the matter of 

linkages between proposed activities and crime problems identified 

through Cleveland's data analysis, it is stated that such linkages 

"range from fairly strong to tenuous" and that "inferences which can 

neither be supported nor refuted by the available data apparently were 

made in selecting some of the tactics proposed." It concludes that 

"the ambiguous and diff.erential links between the data and proposed 

projects [activities] suggest that a crime-oriented approach may have 

been used, but in a cursory and non-systematic fashion.,,(56) 

Significantly, the former RO coordinator has subsequently made a 

quite similar statement, and points to the short turnabout time given 

to the city to produce the plan as a contributin~ reason for the problem 

with data. "I do think we needed a lot more data than we had~ but the 

time span of two or three months to put away a master plan--there just 

wasn't sufficiant time to gather up reliable data which you could use 

to make good judgments about different programs ..•• I would have liked 

more time to collect data so as to select those projects tha.t w.:Ju1d 

have the most pay-off •.. reduce crime the most."(57) 
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4.3 A Federal Regional Council Task Force is Formed with the ROC as 
Chairman 

In the budget analysis section of their master plan, Cleveland 

planners had made some attempt to identify potential funding sources 

other than the LEAA. E Ii . th d ar er, ~n e nee s analysis section, they 

had identified among the target offenders three basic types: (1) 

the unemployed, (2) the drug addicted and (3) the juvenile. To 

achieve success with this group, the RO coordinator felt Cleveland 

would need "the full cooperation and participation of other federal 
agencies. 1\ (58) 

The group of activities in the Cleveland plan for which joint 

funding was being sought included the Cleveland Drug Abuse Program, 

and the Cleveland Vocati~nal/Educational Program. In writing to his 

superior at the Chicago office, the RO coordinator called attention 

to the "unemployment problemt! and the "high density, high poverty, 

low standard of living areasll where most of the target offenses occurred. 

"The Department of Labor could train offenders, and the Environmental 

Protection Agency could employ some of these very same people." He 

presented his ideas to the Region V Federal Regional Council. Not long 

thereafter, an Impact Task Force was organized with its membership drawn 

from the Regional Offices of HEW, DOL, BUD, EPA and OEO. With the RO 

coordinator as its chairman, the Task Force was directed to "develop 

a coordinated federal program agency input designed to facilitatell the 

reduction of stranger-to-stranger crimes. 

The Task Force met on May 30, 1972. The RO coordinator discussed 

the range o:E services to be funded under Impact and then requested 

immediate assistance from Task Force members in funding a summer 

recreation program for youths. The dollar figure, $150,000, while 

high for one group would not be nearly so costly when divided up among 

five to six agencies. Nevertheless, the Task Force membership indicated 

that their agencies could be of no assistance to the Impact effort because 
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most, if not all, of their fiscal year 1972 funds had been sp~~t and 

their fiscal year 1973 funds were already committed to other projects. 

"Whenever it came down to actually funding joint ventures," said the 

RO coordinator, "other agencies never would come through." Although 

it was largely a discouraging effort from the outset, Cleveland 

planners "focused on getting advice from [member] agencies." Even 

this strategy would have limited value for Cleveland because in the 

view of the RO coordinator, Task Force members began to attempt to 

exert their influence in a manner not constructive for the program, 

in fact, almost divisive in nature. The RO coordinator summed it 

up in the following way: 

We used the FRC Task Force as a "coordinating" mechanism 
but after a while, they wanted to use Impact as a lever 
with the city. HUn would say "you shouldn't give Impact 
grants to the city until it comes up with a plan to use 
the open space for parks we gave it" or "until they fix up 
their sewers." Now I'm protective of Impact so I walked 
into the RA and said, "They're not going to let ~;OIJ. have 
an Impact program until the whole of Lake Erie is cleaned 
up." And I said, "we should stop this foolishness" and 
he agreed. (59) 

It had been less than three months since the first meeting with 

the FRC Task Force when, in the perception of the Chicago RO, the 

group had become more of a liability than an asset and it was 

discarded as a possible tool for achieving interagency coordination. 

Cleveland, however, became the fastest implementer of new projects 

under Impact, and it seems that the city owed much of its speedy 

implementation time to its adept by-passing of any groups, no matter 

how well meaning, which tended to impede the rush to make Impact a 

visible force in Cleveland by election ti~e in November. 
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4.4 The Master Plan Outlines Three of Cleveland's Proposed Programs 
in Greater Detail 

The Cleveland master plan, in its appendices, contained detailed 

discussions of three of its proposed programs: (1) the Cleveland Drug 

AbUse Program (CDAP), (2) the Cleveland Youth Services Program (CYSP) 

and (3) the Cleveland Vocational/Educational Program (CVEP). Because 

of the high priority placed on these activities by Cleveland planners, 

and the amount of LEAA dollars, $10,380,000, initially propose~ for 

commitment to their implementation, they are being b""iefly reviewed' 
here. 

4.4.1 The Cleveland Drug Abuse Program (CDAP) 

CDAP, a comprehensive drug treatment and rehabilitation program, 

would be Cleveland's attempt at implementing a multi-modality network 

of services for Cleveland's identifi~d addict population. Modeled 

loosely after the Special Action Office for Drug Abuse Prevention's 

Treatment Alternatives to Street Crime (TASC) program; CDAP would have 

as its major goal the decreasing of "th::: incidence of drug-related 

crime with its attendant costs to the community by interrupting the 

drug-driven cycle of jail to street crime to jail" while providing 

the "possibility of treatment for drug addicted arrestees. 11 (60) 

CDAP, which was scheduled for LEAA funding at the level of $3 million 

in the master plan, would make use of existing resources (e.g., in­

patient detoxification units of local hospitals, outpatient drug drop-

in centers, diagnostic services of the free clinic, methadone programs, 

etc.) as well as creating new services endemic to the CDAP process (e.g., 

overall monitoring of urinalysis, emergency medical services and 
dental treatment, etc.) 
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4.4.2 The Cleveland Youth Services Program (CYSP) 

Because of the "fragmentation of programs and services" directed 

at meeting the needs of youths in the city, the Cleveland Youth Services 

Program (CYSP), a systems approach to the development of integrated youth 

services within a community, was proposed by Cleveland planners. A 

relatively recent innovation in the provision of services for juveniles, 

such a system of coordinated services had been recommended nationally 

both by the 1967 President's Commission on Law Envorcement and Adminis­

tration of Justice and HEW. The CYSP system would not, itself, operate 

any direct service programs but would "stimulate, _~elp develop and 

contract for project services with new or existing agencies.,,(61) 

CYSP was to operate under the aegis of the CAT director as a 

special project of the Office of the Mayor. Table V is the proposed 

organizational chart of CYSP, which was scheduled to have a te~-person 

staff to carry out its numerous liaison and coordinating functions. 

In addition, eleven of the twelve proposed activites under the CYSP 

umbrella were to be funded with Impact dollars. The proposed funding 

level, over a two-year time frame, totalled $6 million. While the 

titles of some of the activities, e.g., Role-Model Identification, 

School-Based Behavioral Unit and Organizational,Structure, appear to be 

fairly innovative, a careful look at the actual services to be provided 

did not reflect very innovative concepts but did provide for a large 

number of overlapping services. 

4.4.3 The Cleveland Vocational/Educational Program (CVEP) 

From available crime data, Cleveland planners had been able to 

determine that a large percentage of Impac': crimes in their city were 

connnitted by l1male young adults and juveniles, non-white, .uneducated 

and unemployed,ll, CVEP, an attempt to strengthen job development 

activities in Cleveland and to generate adequate jobs for the socially 

disadvantaged and economically deprived, would set about to accomplish 
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four basic objectives: (1) to provide vigorous vocational/educatiqnal 

rehabilitation for referred offenders; (2) to provide economic 

rehabilitation for the untrained and under- or unemployed; (3) to 

provide the machinery for a comprehensive manpo~/er program; and (4) 

to increase the level of community involvement in the probl~ms of the 

identified target group. 

In addition to the provision of a battery of services to meet 

the needs of the program's target population, it planned to provide 

follow-up services for a long enough time period following training 

and job placement to determine whether offenders had acquired "adequate 

momentum and stability" in their employment situations. 

CVEP was to be funded at a level of $1,380,000 over a two-year 
. (62) 

time frame, and would consist of four activities or proJects. 

4.5 The Regional Office Reviews the Master Plan 

On May 24, 1972, the master plan was submitted to the Chicago 

Regional Office for review. There were, of course, no major surprises 

in the plan since the RO coordinator had served as one of its principal 

architects. Nevertheless, two issues were to surface and both per­

tained to funding. First, the Regional Office believed the proposed 

budget of $29.1 million to be exces~d ve, and second, there was a problem 

with the manner in which Cleveland was proposing to allocate C and E 

funds. 

In addressing the issue of budget, the Regional Office recommended 

eliminating or reducing program activities to bring the total funds 

being requested more in line with the preliminary guidance figure of 

$20 million per Impact city. Stated simply, Cleveland "wanted to fund 

too many activities." To eliminate what it perceived as program 

excesses, the Chicago Regional Office settled on pr~posed system 
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improvements, across the criminal justice spectrum, for reductions. 
Cuts in police, courts, and in community-based corrections activities 

brought the total budget request down to slightly under $22 million, 

still nearly two million over the $20 million ceiling, but a dollar 

figure which the Regional Office strongly recommended be treated as a 

minimum funding commitment by the LEAA headquarters and its National 

Institute. In explaining his own stance relative to the budget, the 

RO coordinator later said "We felt the federal government had to play 
\ 

the heavy, instead of the CAT, in cutting police programs in particular. 

The Region permitted overbudgeting because we preferred to cut back 

programs rather than add them later. And we always knew some pro-
'63) grams would be cut."\ 

The fund mix issue was clearly the more complex of the two problems 

raised by the Regional Office. "There was the issue," the RO coordinator 

would later explain, "of never knowing what kind of money we were 

getting .•.. There was confusion about what you could use E and C money 

for. We decided 'When in doubt, use C!,,,(64) Consequently, in its 

budget request, Cleveland had planned a mix of 38 percent Part E 

(Correctional Institutions) and 62 percent Part C (police, courts, 

community-based corrections.) The LEAA, on the other hand, was making 

available $2 million in Part E and $1 million in Part C monies from 

fiscal year 1972 funds. The Regional Office recommended, then, that 

Cleveland should reallocate certain program activities "to satisfy the 
,,(65) 

statutory requirements for the use of Part E funds. 

It was now June 1, 1972 and events relating to Cleveland's 

Impact program would pr~ceed in rapid-fire order. By June 9, 1972, 

the CAT director had hand-delivered copies of the Cleveland master 

plan to the National Institute and these were immediately distributed 

to members of the Policy Decision Group. By June 16, the Regional 

Office review of the Cleveland plan had been received by the 
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office of the National Impact Program Coordinator. By June 28, a 

request had been initiated to transfer $3 million in Impact funds to 

the Chicago RO, and on the following day, June 29, the LEAA Policy 

Decision Group met with city, state and federal planners on the 

Cleveland master plan. "The meeting," according to the National 

Impact Program Coordinator," went well •.•• [It] seems like this is a good 

approach for open discussion and clarification of issues.,,(66) The 

Cleveland Impact machinery, then, was moving steadily forward, and the 

relationship between Cleveland planners and the LEAA headquarters group 

seemed, if anything, improved. In fact, just two weeks prior to the 

Policy Decision Group meeting with Cleveland, the RO had sought and 

received approval from LEA! headquarters for the use of Impact dollars 

to fund a summer recreation project. This made Cleveland one of the 

first Impact cities to be awarded funds for a crime-reduction project. 

It was also the first city to appear successfully before the Policy 

Decision Group, ann it would be the first city to have a formal 

announcement made of the approval of its master plan. 

------~-~-- -----

5 . 0 THE MASTER PLAN IS FORMALLY APPROVED 

From the first public announcement of Cleveland's selection as 

an Impact city, its program enjoyed excellent coverage from the news 

media. July was fast approaching and approval of the Cleveland master 

plan ~.,as imminent. Very likely, Impact would again garner banner 

headlines from the press. Because Cleveland's plan was the first to 

be approved by the LEAA, its Administrator was scheduled to visit 

Cleveland to participate in the formal ceremonies attending that 

approval. During mid-July, Cleveland newspapers carried the headline 

"City Begins "tVar on Crime". The ac':!ompanying article noted tha'C violent 

crimes were on the rise in Cleveland and that Impact, a program to 

reduce drastically the number of stranger-to-stranger crimes which had 

built a wall of fear around the city, would put "between $20 million 

and $29 million in federal money" into the fight. The article also 

announced the tentative approval of the Cleveland master plan by the 
LEA!. (67) 

A second article in the Cleveland Press of July 19 introduced 

the CAT director to all of Cleveland. The article stated that the 

CAT director had been appo:l.nted by the mayor four months earlier in 

March 1972, and that he and five staff members had completed the 

writing of the complete master plan in a three-month time period. 

Noting that Cleveland, in the opinion of the CAT director, was far 

ahead of the other seven cities the article continued: 

Because it is ahead of other cities, Cleveland may get 
more than the $20 million originally allocated. The 
master plan calls for spending $29 million. (68) 

As discussed above, it had appeared v-cry early in the 

development of Cleveland's Impact program that a major reason for 

speedy implementation was the desire to see results by election time in 

November. From the Cleveland Press interview with the CAT director a 

second reason emerges: the belief that if the program got off the 
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ground rapidly, the city might increase the amount of its share of 

Impact by nearly 50%. (69) Interestingly, this statement had been given 

to the news media on July 19, more than a full month after the Chicago 

Regional Office had recommended eliminating a number of Cleveland's 

proposed activities to achieve a total expected funding level not to 

exceed $22 million. ( 70) 

5.1 A Nixon Letter: Special Commendations for Cleveland 

On July 21, the CAT director appeared in the Washington offices of 

the National Impact Coordinator with an unusual request. "Mayor Perk 

wants to work out an arrangement for a mutual press release on Imp~ct 

with Mr. Leonard and President Nixon", was the message conveyed by the 

CAT director. 'In repeating that statement in a memorandum to his 

immediate supervisor at the LEAA, the National Impact Coordinator would 

add that the CAT director had stated "that the request to include 

PraRident Nixon may seem unusual but the mayor has reasons for being 

optimiRtic 'Le the request". (71) Although the mayo',' s "reasons for being 

optimistic" are not known, the fact is that a letter dated September 

6, 1972, was received by the mayor from the Nixon White House. This 

was one day before a scheduled press conference with LEAA Administrator 

Jerris Leonard in Cleveland. The letter from President Nixon 

(reproduced on page 55 of this document), is unusual not because of its 

contents but rather, because it is the only such letter to have been 

received by any mayor of the eight Impact cities. 

5.2 The LEAA Administrator's Press Conference: Civil Rights Non­
Compliance in Police Hiring Policies Emerges as a Problem 

The Impact press conference on September 7 began with Mayor 

Perk's reading of the Nixon letter. The LEAA Administrator's announcement 

of the approval of the Cleveland master plan followed. 
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THE WIIITE I rOUSE 

il'ASTH;-':CTO;-.: 

Septar.nber 6, 1972 

De~,1' Ralph: 

Cleveland I s high hnpact crime reduction plan is an . 
e:}.::c~llent exar.nple of the killd of intergovernr.nental 
cooperation required to cor.ne to grips with the prob­
lem,s in our cities. Law enforcernent is 'pri:r.narily 
a state and locallnatter l but through financial assis­
tance -- which has increased substantially in this 
Administration - - the Federal Government can help 
you carry out this responsibility. I 

, .. 
The Cleveland plan is the 1'e suIt of extensive and 
careful p1.'eparation, and I congratulate you on its 
appJ:ovaJ.. It is an undertaking I fully suppo'rt, and 
I have asked Jel'ris .Leonard to keep Ine iniorlned of 
the progress I am confident we will make. 

Y·Tith my best wisl1c.s, 

Sincerely, 

c:£:f!. ' I ?L;t..:!--~/""""--'" -
Honal'able Ralph J. Perk 
lvfayar of Cleveland 
City Hall 
Cleveland, Ohio 441l4! 
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... The Cleveland Impact program, in my opinion: ... is one 
of the best, most comprehensive efforts that I ve seen to 
assure every citizen of this community that Mayor Perk, 
that the state government,'that the federal gove~nment 
are deadly serious in their efforts to reduce cr1me and 
delinquency. 

This is a comprehensive plan; it's a good plan, it's a 
"make-sense" plan; it's a plan that's going to bring 
about, 11m certain, the goals of crime reduction .•. 
in the rate of crime in this city. (72) 

He next signed three grants, totaling some $1.4 million to be 

used to attack specific street c~imes. All three were police projects. 

He also committed an additional $11.6 million in Impact monies to fund 

22 more projects through July 1,1974, bringing the total Impact program 

allocations to Cleveland to approximately $13.6 million for fiscal 

year 1973. 

With the LEAA Administrator's planned remarks concluded, the mayor 

f th dience A member of the asked if there were any questions rom e au • 

audience, identified on the typed transcript of the proceedings only as 

a "voice", was the first questioner. 

Mr. Leonard, as I understand it, as a conditi~n f~r 
getting these federal funds, your office has 1nst1tuted 
an investigation of the Cleveland police with regards 
to compliance with civil rights. And I'd like to ask 
you whether that investigation is complete?(73) 

The LEAA Administrator I sreply indicated that it was not an 

investigation but "a routine civil rights compliance survey" being 

completed "in all ~.'ight of the Impact cities." But he hastened to add 

that the "granting of the funds" was not cO:1ditioned upon the r:sults 

of that su-;:-vey "and if there were deficiencies in civil rights 

compliance areas in the Cleveland Police Department", recommendations 

would be made to the police chief "as to how those deficiencies might 

be overcome." 
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"What if", the voice next asked, "the deficiencies are 
not: overcome?" 

IVhen the LEAA Administrator seemed uncertain of his reply, the 

Voice interrupted with a more forceful reading of the same question. 

The reply was, "Well, they will be overcome." Obviously dissatisfied 

with the responses received thus far, the Voice press€ld further saying: 

Mr. Leonard, let me ask you this. You've said twice now 
that th~ grant is not conditioned on compliance, if I 
understood you. However, in Title VI of the [1964J Federal 
Civil Rights Act ,._ and specifically as it refers to the Justice 
Department, the Act very specifically says that if a 
governmental body is found to be not. in compliance, and 
after remedies such as discussions and judicial cases, 
do not remedy it, that the funds will be cut off. Isn't 
that correct? (74) 

The LEAA Administrator's response indicated again that deficiencies 

when found, would be noted and the proper agency departmental authorities 

would be notified of any civil rights non-compliance. Recommendations 

would also be made, and in due time, revieWD of the situation would take 

place. If the previously noted deficiences were to continue to occur, 

then the matter wnuld be referred to Justice's Civil Rights Division 

for handling. Such measures, however, were taken in cases of very 

blatant wrongdOing, and "We have not," said the LEAA Administrator, 

"liad that kind of situation yet come to my knowledge.,,(7S) 

What next followed was a long and often heated exchange between 

the LEAA Administrator and this unidentified member of the audience. 

The issue in contention was ~qhether Cleveland's Police Department 

was gUilty of blatant racist practices in its recruiting and hiring 

policies. What charged the air of that conference room, then, was 

a feeling of outrage, as expressed by the unidentified voice, that 

the LEAAwas ignoring the police's failures in the area of civil 

rights compliance, and beyond that, was rewarding that agency for its 
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failures by pumping close to $1.5 million into its program at the 

outset of Impact. Finally, the unidentified voice would say the 

following: 

"This department, of the top twenty large city police 
departments in the country, currently has six black 
sergeants and one black lieutenant. The population 
of this city is about 40 percent black, and yet the 
population on the police department that's black is 
about 7 percent. And so, it's common knowledge to be 
gleaned by an average citizen out of the paper that 
the immediate past record of this department seems to 
leave something to be desired in the area of civil 
rights representation, and that is really the thrust 
of these questions."(76) 

Clearly, the issue of non-compliance with civil rights laws 

centered on black/white relations in Cleveland. Relations, which 

despite the political inroads made by blacks in Cleveland during the 

mid-sixties and early seventies, were still troubled by the scars of 

Hough and Glenville. Only once, however, would those civil disturbances 

affect Impact programmatically. Cleveland's proposed helicopter unit 

would be immediately held unacceptable for funding as an Impact project 

by the black president of the City Council. The story of that project's 

demise, according to the assistant CAT director, is briefly accounted 

below: 

When they had the Glenville riots here in Cleveland, they 
used he.licopters to control that type of thing ••• there was 
some gunfire exchange between the ground and the helicopters 
and it was primarily in black communities ••• The black· 
councilmen said never again will we give the city the 
capability to do something of that nature. So, it went 
down very quickly. It got shot r.ight Jut of the sky:(77) 

Thus, the passage of time had not yet healed the wounds of Hough 

and Glenville. The occasion of the LEAA Administrator's public appear­

ance had provided an opportunity to give vent to feelings in the black 

community of unrest and dissatisfaction with a system which, in their 
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view, aided and .abetted the very injustices against which they were 

struggling. The press conference at which these issues were raisea 

took up only a small portion of one day but the issue of racial 

discrimination against blacks, in the area of police hiring practices, 

would reoccur often during the life of Cleveland's Impact program. 

5.3 Reactions and Counter-Reactions to the Master Plan 

5.3.1 HEW's Region. V Commissioner Cites Weaknesses in the Plan 

Although the Cleveland master plan had been formally approv~d 

by the LEAA, the Region V HEW Commissioner, himself a member 02 the 

Federal Regional Council Task Force and unaware of the Chicago 

Regional Office's disenchantment with that body, forwarded, on 

September 21, 1972, a review of the master plan which was focused 

on the youth services system section of the document. In his view, 

there were two major weaknesses in the plan which he recommended be 

rectified in a revised edition: (1) th~re was no comprehensive 

description of the "existing system (or non-system) in which 

juveniles engaged in crime" and (2) there was no way of determining 

from the plan how many juveniles under 18 are involved "at any given 

time and at any given point in the juvenile justice system." The 

commissioner's memorandum pointed once again to d.ata inadequacies 

and explicitly suggested that a comprehensive data base, in addition 

to,a complete picture of the juvenile justice system, would facilitate 

identifying the gaps in the system as well as those points at which 

intervention would be most effective. (78) If Cleveland planners were 

to follow the suggestions of the HEW Commissioner, however, it would 

have required some effort on their parts and would probably have 

created program delays. On the other hand, their plan had identified 

the unemplGyed and addicted juvenile and the young male as their 

primary target offender. If effective crime-oriented planning, imple­

mentation and subsequent evaluation were to take place, they would 

need a comprehensive, system-wide data base. The juvenile area, then, 
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might well have been a good point at which to begin if Cleveland's 

Impact planners were serious about the evaluation goal of Impact. 

5.3.2 The CAT responds to the Commissioner's Review 

The Cleveland eAT director, in replying to the Commissioner's 

review of the master plan, focused on the high priority his staff 

placed "on creating a Youth Service System" to serve the greater 

Cleveland community. Consequ~ntly, he stated he did not believe it 

important to have an in-depth description of the total juvenile justice 

syst:em since such reports were already in published form and since he 

viewed Impact as primarily a catalyst for a Youth Services System which 

the city of Cleveland would have to further develop and build upon. 

"\\1e hope", he wrote, "to use the Impact monies as a carrot to both 

public and private agencies to create a Youth Service System." As 

to the matter of an adequate data base, he agreed that there was such 

a need and stated that a director for research and evaluation '(vas being 

hired by the CAT, and under his leadership, the needed data base 

would be dev~loped. (79) 

5.3.3 The Chicago Regional Office responds to the Commissioner's 
Revie,v 

The Chicago Regional Office IS resp'onse was not written until 

November 28, more than two full months after the HEW Commissioner's 

review had been forwarded. In explaining the time lag, the RA wrote 

'''fy reply was delayed in order to collect and analyze the Impact crime 

data necessary to determine if your suggested improvements should be 

incorporated into the next revision of the master plan." After 

mentioning the "considerable effort" such revisions would require, he 

cited statistical data to :i.ndicate that "-;7 percent of Imp'act crimes 

were committed by young adults and 23 percent by juveniles," despite 

the fact that there was near equality in absolute number of offenders. 

Thus, 'the number of different crimes committed by young adults is three 

times those committed by juveniles", and "young adult recidivists commit 
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twice as many Impact crimes as juveniles". (80) 

After reviewing the data on Impact crimes in Cleveland, the RA 
next wrote: 

We reaffirm our belief that the main thrust of the 
Cleveland Impact program should be th~ treatment of 
young adult recidivists who are probationers, 
parolees and ex-offenders. 

On the issue of a data base, he next stated: 

There is a need for additional statistical and descriptive 
planni?g data to justify and select the most cost-effective 
projects for the Cleveland Impact program. The suggested 
improvements contained in your memorandum ..• have been 
studied and examined extensively in the light of the 
conclusions to date. As the Cleveland Impact staff 
continues to collect and analyze data, hopefully, some 
of your suggestions will contribute to the selection 
and design of new projects for Cleveland Youth. 

In replying to the Hffi~ Commissioner's statement on the 

effectiveness of delinquency prevention programs, he stated the 

following: 

While \Ve recognize the benefits of delinquency 
prevention programs in the schools, this type of 
preventisn effort is outside of the criminal 
justice system. Thus, we see no compelling reason 
why LEAA should use Impact funds for such prevention 
programs . HE\~ is the federal expert in education, 
and HEW has its own delinquency prevention authority, 
therefore, the Cleveland Impact staff must seek and 
coordinate funds and expertise of HEH in pre-system 
youth services in the schools. 

After laying out the strategy Cleveland Impact would employ in 

coordinating youth services, he concluded: 

A large part of the success of the Cleveland Impact 
program \vill depend upon cooperation bet,veen the 
agencies. LEAA money alone cannot sufficiently 
solve the problems of crime and delinquency in 
Cleveland •.. (8-1) 
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The replies of both the CAT director and the regional administrator 

addressed adequately the issue of needed interagency coordination but 

lleither clearly came to grips with the major issue raised by HEW's 

Regional Commissioner, i.e., the need to develop a comprehensive data 

base. The RA had stated that, as Cleveland proceeded in their collec­

tion and anaJysis of data, "hopefully, some of your suggestions" will 

be used, and the CAT director had stated that his staff had acquired a 

director for research and evaluation who would g:!.ve attention to data 

base development. Time would determine whether they were serious or 

merely appearing to incorporate this important step in the planning 

and evaluation cycle. 
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6.0 CLEVELAND IMPACT ACTIVITIES SHAPED BY SPA ATTITUDES AND A 
CIVIL RIGHTS SUIT 

6.1 The SPA reviews a Cleveland Police Grant: the Reaction 
of Cleveland Planners 

It will be remembered that, except in the area of fiscal adminis­

tration, the Ohio SPA had chosen to eschew any further involvement in 

the Cleveland Impact program. This decision had been conveyed in a 

July 25 letter from the SPA director to the Region V administrator, 

discussed above (see page 30). Consequently, it was as the prog~am's 

fiscal adminiqtrator that the SPA transmitted, on July 31, its review 

of certain Cleveland Impact police activities. The three projects in 

question--high visibility patrols, special felony squads and auxiliary 

police--were the very ones that would place 188 new policemen on the 

streets of Cleveland. The SPA fiscal review of the police grant found 

it to be in violation of the'Ohio State Comprehensive Plan in at least 

tV-TO respects. First, it called for the funding of the salaries of 

regular policemen, and second, it called for reinforcing of police 

auxiliary units without providing adequate training. Additionally, the 

SPA director wanted to know who would pay the salaries of these 188 men 

beyond the life of the six-month Impact grant, and expressed the belief 

that two of the three proposed police activities, high visibility 

patrols and special felony squads, would prove to be useless as long­

term crime control measures. They "would appear to be good only to 

drive criminals either to other areas of the city or underground for 

the duration, and then permit a resumption of normal criminal activity." 

He, therefore, forwarded the grant to the Chicago Regional Office 

without SPA approval. (82) 

The SP~ director's position aroused the ire of both Cleveland's 

mayor and its Impact program director. Once again, the RO coord~nator 

was the man caught in the middle. In an August 4 report to the 

Region V administrator, he wrote that the SPA director's two letters 

had "produced a larger 'cooperation gap' between the SPA and the city 
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of Cleveland .•.. Indications are that Mayor Perk will recommend by-

f demonstrated resistance and uncoopera­passing the Ohio SPA because 0 

Oh1.'O SPA.,,(83) tive efforts on the part of the 

Cleveland, then, saw the SPA's director's tactics as a stumbling 

block to program' implementation. Rather than allow the SPA stance to 

cause "unnecessaryllprogram delays, the Chicago Regional Office opted to 

make the decisions themselves based on the RO coordinator's first-hand 

knowledge of the Cleveland Impact activities. Later, in explanation 

of this approach, the RO coordinator would say "The SPA was constantly 

It Was a constant running battle, and trying to slow down the program. 

it came down to the question, do we really need the SPA to make the 

program successful?,,(84) The actions of the Regional Office indicated 

, I "N" These that their answer to that question was an unequ1.voca o. 

4 There W· as still time to get activities events all occurred by August . 

I I d I rs moved ahead. Unknown to implemented by November as C eve an p anne 

them, however, other factors, external to the program's organizational 

structure, were at work which would slow down the Cleveland Impact 

effort, if not altogether. bring it to a halt. 

6.2 An NAACP Lawsuit: Cause of Program Delay 

Prior to the formal announcement of the approval of the Cleveland 

Impact master plan, in August 1972, a civil rights compliance review 

was conducted on Cleveland's civil service police entry examination. 

The investigation determined that the examination, which had been 

taken by all applicants for the 188 slots included in the three 

police activities awarded by the LEAA Administrator at the September 

7 l)resS conference, was indeed, discriminatory. 
" As soon as this fact 

became known, the LEAA Administrator ordered all hiring of patrolmen 

for the Cleveland Impact program to stop. 
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On October 12, the National Association for the Advancement of 

Colored People (NAACP) filed a class action suit in U. S. District 

Court charging the police department with racial discrimination in its 

hiring and promotion practices. Specifically, the suit named as 

defendants, the mayor, the CAT director, the city's safety director, 

the police chief, and the five members of the civil service commission. 

The Cleveland Plain Dealer, in commenting on the nature of the suit, 
stated: 

The suit charges that the written, medical and psychological 
exams, the polygraph test and the background investigation 
are designed and administered to weed out minorities. 

Much discretion is allowed in hiring and promotion .... 
In addition, black policemen traditionally are assigned 
to basic patrol in predominantly black sections of the 
City, denying them the broad experience needed for 
advancement, the suit contends.C8S) 

The NAACP law suit, whatever its merits, could not have come at 

a worse time for Cleveland planners. In a memorandum to his adminis­

trative superior,the RO coordinator noted that the lawsuit was pending, 

not resolved. Consequently, he urged that the LEAA should step out of 

the picture while the city and the courts decided the issue. In the 

meantime, the 188 policemen could be hired for the police activities 

and the crime war in Cleveland would not be sacrificed "because of some 

technical matters having to do with validation of the entry examination 
for patrolmen. ,,(86) 

This same strategy was urged upon the mayor by the Cleveland 

Police Patrolmen's Association who, through their president, publicly 

stated that the "mayor could hire the polieement and later fight the 

action in court." The mayor, though, refused to employ such a strategy. 

Instead, he ordered overtime for 954 Cleveland policemen saying his 

order was "a result of slow response to police calls and a lawsuit 

by the NAACP that has delayed the hiring of 188 neW policemen.,,(87) 
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The NAACP reacted with outrage at the mayor's remark and told a 

Plain Dealer reporter that the mayor was "looking for a convenient 

reason for the city's crime problems and chose their organizatton as 

a scapegoat." 

He don't believe that to have good law enforcement you have 
to discriminate against blacks and that's what the mayor is 
saying, the NAACP's executive dire~tor said.CBB) 

At a m8eting of the City Council, later in the same day in which 

the mayor made his statement, a bitter exchange took place between 

the mayor and the black president of the City Council. The Plain Dealer's 

account of events as they unfolded follows: 

A shouting match erupted on the floor of Cleveland 
City Council last night as Mayor Ralph J. Perk and 
George 1. Forbes, the Council's majority leader, 
sparred over blame for the city's crime problem. 

Forbes termed Perk's accusation "totally unfair". 
He said the real problem was "an inadequate 
administration." 
Perk jumped to the microphone and reiterated his 
earlier statement about the NAACP law suit. (89) 

On December 22, the issue came before U. S. District Judge 

Hi11iam K. Thomas who ruled that 18% of 188 policemen hired must be 

black or Spanish-American. At the hearing, NAACP and Legal Aid 

lawyers argued that at least 38% of the new policemen should be black 

because that is the percentage of blacks in Cleveland. The judge 

arrived at the 18 percent quota because that percentage of minority 

persons had passed the entrance exam. This hearing did not, however, 

address the more volatile issue, i.e., police applicant screening 

procedures. That matter would aivait anothsr trial. Mayor Perk, when 

contacted, stated he thought the decision was "fair and equitable" 

and the city would abide by it. The mayor expected that one-third of 

the policemen could be on the streets of Cleveland by mid-Januar~ 
1973. (90) 
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7.0 CLEVELAND SUBMITS A PLANNING AND EVALUATION GRANT: 
$1.2 MILLION IN INSTITUTE FUNDS ARE REQUESTED 

It is apparent that the focus of the Cleveland program was always 

activity or project-oriented. Perhaps this explains the city's decision 

to ignore the suggestion of the National Institute to develop a separate 

evaluation plan which would provide the Institute "with necessary 

information as input to our national level evaluation ,,(91) •••. The 
Cleveland CAT, with the concurrence of the Chicago Regional Office, 

presented a plan covering both planning and evaluation. The grant 

application'was first submitted on June 2, 1972 and asked for funding 

in the amount of $728,000 to cover AT planning, program management 

and evaluation activities. (92) Originally, the Institute had allocated 

$625,000 to each Impact city for these activities but in August 1972, 

advertised and. availability of $4 million in supplemental funds which 

the 8 cities could apply for as their needs justified additional monies. 

Hhen news of these increased funding possibilities reached 

Cleveland, the CAT responded by changing the amount of monies requested 

several times over, and each of these changes seemed to be a response 

to the city's own evolving concepts of the nature of its planning and 

evaluation needs. A major contributor to this evolution seems to have 

been the city's use of several outside contractors. Originally, the 

C~T contracted with General Research Corporation (GRC) to prepare an 

evaluation plan and supporting procedures. The GRC effort, however, 

fell short of providing an adequate framework for evaluating Cleveland's 

Impact program because of GRC's intention to combine project indicators 

into program indicators using, as weights, the proportion of the program 

budget budget devoted to each project. This meant that a marginally 
successful project, with a large sum of money allocated to it, could 
look better than 

allocation. (93) 
a totally successful project with a small budget 

Subsequently, Westinghouse Public Hanagement Services 

was asked to modify the procedures developed by GRC. 
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With the assistance of Westinghouse, the Cleveland CAT planned to 

complete a first draft of its planning and evaluation manual py late 

This document would set forth the CAT structure, full September 1972. 

pr.ocedures for planning and evaluation activiti.es, and modify and 

correct the GRC effort. To the dismay of Cleveland Impact planners, the 

Westinghouse contractors, perhaps due to the extremely short turnaround 

time, also failed to measure up to their expectations. Consequ.ently, 

the RA, in an October 24 memorandum to the National Institute, would 

write that Westinghouse had "failed to deliver an acceptable Program 

Administration Manual." (94) The CAT and the Chicago Regional Office 

would have to complete the revision of the manual themselves. This 

decision was reached during the last week of October 1972. A little 

more than a month later, on November 29, 1972, the Chicago Regional 

Office submitted both the Planning and Evaluation Manual and the 

Planning and Evaluation Grant to the National Institute. The grant 

application covered a 28 month period, and requested LEAA funding 

support in the amount of $1,204,029, exceeding the original Institute 

allocation per city by $579,029. The proposed grantee contribution 

of $87,747 brings the rotal dollars the Cleveland CAT expected to 

expend to $1,291,776 for planning and evaluation activities. 

7.1 The Impact Planning and Evaluation Grant Application: 

The l84-page "Impact Planning and Evaluation Project" grant appli­

cation contains, in addition to a detailed budget description at the 

front, the same material as the Planning and Evaluation Manual, except 

that the five sections of the manual have been reorganized into nine 

tasks in the grant application. The nine tasks are: 

1. Develop Initial Impact Program Master Plan 
(completed May 1972) 

2. Refine the Program_,Structure 

3. Refine Organizational Structure 

4. Internal Office Procedure 
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5. Develop On-Going Planning Procedures 

6. Develop Evaluation Procedure 

7. Develop Operations Procedure 

8. Prepare Grant Application Requests and Revisions 
9. Revise and Update the Impact Progrrun Master Plan 

The tasks which are directly related to evaluation are Task 2, which 
describes Cleveland's new Impact program structure; Task 3, which 

describes their Impact staff organization; !ask 6~ which describes 

their evaluation plan; and Task 7, which describes their moni't:or:i,~g 

plan. In addition, several of the appendices to the Planning and 

Evaluation Manual are directly relevant. 

Task 2 defines the program structure for Cleveland's Impact program. 

In the Planning and Evaluation grant application, the program structure 

is changed from that which appears in their master plan, and is summa­

rized below. Cleveland now defined four "sub-level programs", which 

indicate at a very general level how the overall crime reduction goal 

is to be addressed. These sub-level program goals are: 

1. Minimize the need for the target popUlation to commit 
target crimes; 

2. Minimize the desire for the target population to commit 
target crimes; 

3. Minimize the opportunity for the target popUlation to 
commit target crimes; and 

4. Maximize the risk for target off-enders. 

The specific program areas which art: being implemented within 
this structure are as follows: 

Under sub-level program 1: 

Addiction Treatment Prog~am 
Employment Program 

Under sub-level program 2: 

Diversion and Rehabilitution Program 



Under sub-level program 3: 

Deterrence Program 

Under sub-level program 4: 

Detection and Apprehension P'cogram 
Adjudication Program 

The Planning and Evaluation grant application states that the 

Cleveland CAT altered their program structure to facilitate the quanti­

ficatio110f program goals and their realtionship to the overall crime­

reduction goal. 

Cleveland's evaluation plan per se, is presented under Task 6, 

"Develop Evaluation Procedures". As presented, two shortcomings 

immediately become apparent. First, although descriptions of proposed 

Cleveland activities were made available in its master plan of May 1972, 

the evaluation plan made no attempt to relate evaluation activities to 

planned projects and probrams. Second, the discu8sions of data collec­

tion and analysis remained general and unspecific. 

The grant application details Cleveland's plans to perform their 

project/program evaluations in-house. However, it also details their 

intent to perform several research studies. These were eight in number, 

and as cited in the grant application, are as follows: 

1. 

2. 

3. 

4. 

5. 

Design and construction of research instruments· , 

Descriptive analysis and data interpretation by 
local specialists; 

The development of a weighting scale to identify 
Re3umptions which contribute most to program goals; 

Comprehensive profile study of the many characteristics 
of ex-offenders as they relate to causes of criminality; 

Study on the relationship of client need desire, 
. d ' opportun:l .. ty an risk to commit crime; 
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6. Profile study of ... he staffing characteristics of the 
Criminal Justice System; 

7. Orientation and training of project managers of the 
Criminal Justice System and community personnel 
in data collection and reporting procedures; 

8. Tracking system (follow-up study on the client flow 
through the Criminal Justice System and future 
behavior relating to recidivism). 

Appendix D of the Appendices to the Planning and Evaluation 

Manual describes these studies in further detail, and groups them 

into five separate efforts, as follows: 

Effort Study Number from Above List 

I 1 and 2 

II .3 

III 4 and 5 

IV 6 and 7 

V 8 

In the budget section, where these efforts have dollar figures 

attached to them, the effort under number IV above, dealing with staffing 

characteristics in the criminal justice system and training of 

s~aff for data collection, seems to have been omitted. Estimated costs 

for the other efforts are as shown: 

Effort 

I 

II 

III 

V 

Total 

Estimated Cost 

$ 45,000 

50,000 

80,00C 

45,000 

$220,000 
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As matters would develop in Cleveland, only research studies 1 and 

2 would come reasonably close to being completed as described in the 

grant application. They became, in the case of the first study, 

Cleveland's data collection instruments and performance status reports, 

and in the case of the second study, Cleveland's project-level evalua­

tion reports. Some data relating to research studies 4 and 5 can be 

found in the 1974 master plan revisicn and the Cleveland victimization 

survey. Research studies 3, 6, 7 and 8 were never completed although 

the functions to be carried out following the completion of research 

study 7 were, nevertheless, performed. 

7.2 The Impact Planning and Evaluation Manual: How Does It 
Differ from the Grant Application? 

A careful examination of Cleveland's Planning and Evaluation 

Manual reveals that the text of the volume is quite similar in content 

to the text of the grant application. Since the appendices to the 

volume are what contain essentially new data only these will be 

described briefly here. The six appendices, by subject heading are 

listed below: 

Appendix A - Project Activities 

Appendix B - Fiscal Forms and Requirements 

Appendix C - Collection Instruments 

Appendix D - Studies for External Data 

Appendix E - Applicant's Guideline Brochure 

Appendix F - Project Performance Guidelines 

Appendix A provides important evaluation-related data for all 

projects proposed for. implementation by Cleveland. It contains a 

one-page snmmary for each program, and the following information for 

each proj ect : 

Summary - Program Area, Project Title, Project Director, 
Agency Address~ Telephone Number and Project Dura~ion 
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P.asic Assumptions - A brief discussion of the rationale 
underlying the project 

Target Population - Total population eligible for service, 
total capacity of project, and demographic profile 
of target population 

Objectives - List of the project objectives 

Expected Outcome or Performance Standards - Minimum acceptable, 
desired, and optimum 

Measures - Measure of efficiency and measure of effectiveness 

Activities - A list of project activities 

Special Constraints - A list of special constraints bearing on 
the proj ect 

Milestone Chart - A chart tracking percent of target population 
served, percent of activities to be implemented, 
percent of expected outcome, and percent of money, 
all on a monthly basis. 

Appendix B defines the policies for the fiscal management of 

funds based on requirements of the LEAA and the city of Cleveland. 

Appendix C contains the forms which Cleveland planners intended to 

use for collecting needed project data. Interestingly, all the forms 

seem oriented tmvard co:.:rections proj ects while ignoring data 

collection instruments for police and courts projects. Appendix E 

contains guidance to prospective applicants, i.e., host agencies, 

on how to prepare the paperwork required for a grant application. 

Appendix F consists of a number of blank forms which almost completely 

duplicate those contained in Appendix A. (The contents of Appendix 

D, titled "Studies for External Data", were discussed previously on 

page 71 of this document.) 

Perhaps the most significant task undertaken by Cleveland Impact 

planners in their planning and evaluation documents was their attempt 
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to reorient the program's structure from its original six program 

operational objectives to a new set of four behavior modifying goals 

with six program obj ectives designed to prevent and control the criminal 

behavior of the young adult recidivist offender. The original program 

structure is shqwn in Table III vn page 36 of this document. Table 

VI, below, shows the revised structure. Under the minimize need 

sub-goal, the plan lists two program areas: (1) employment and (2) 

addiction treatment. Under the minimize desire sub-goal, the plan 

called for a diversion and rehabilitation program. Under minimize 

opportunity, the Cleveland plan would implement a deterrence program. 

And finally, under maximize risk, the plan calls for two programs: 

(1) detection and apprehension and (2) adjudication. All programs, 

under this revised set-up would have as their major focus the young 

adult recidivist. The RO coordinator would later explain Cleveland's 

strategy thusly: 

Most of the data were about, if you speak of offenders, 
what they [the police] caught. What they caught was the 
novice--the real skilled professional criminal in Cleveland, 
they never did catch him •.•• lt was evident to me looking at 
the data that about 25 percent of the criminal element in 
Cleveland was the hard core, skilled criminal who seldom was 
ever caught •••• Most of our data were concerned with the 
novices who represented about 75 percent of the criminal 
population and who were easily caught. But the data was 
showing me that 75 percent •.• were only committing about 25 
percent of the crime •••• Our target was not the novice but 
the hardened career criminal. (95) 

In this way, the Cleveland Impact program had been given a new 

orientation. On a very general level, tIle two-volume plan seemed 

fairly complete though redundant in parts, and lacking in specificity 

as to proj~cts and programs to be implemented. The evaluation sections 

would require serious upgrading if they were tc qualify as evaluation 

components, and the data considered germane to the crime-oriented 

planning, implementation and evaluation cycle needed to be identified 
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and provided. Most significantly, the 35l-page two-volume s~t called 

for both a large in~house CAT staff and wide use of contractor 

services at a budgeted figure of $1,20~,029 in Institute funds. Likely, 

there would be strong reaction to the budget request as well as to the 

lack of a strong schedule of evaluation activities in the plan 

itself. 

7.3 Reactions of the National Institute and the National Impact 
Coordinator to the Cleveland Evaluation Plan 

On December 14, the program manager for the National Level 

Evaluation wrote a memorandum to the Institute director providing his 

overview assessment of the plan which was, rather than being substantive 

in nature, "aimed more at supplying you with -).ufonnation on which to 

base a decision concenling their request for funds." As background, 

he mentioned that "in addition to the $625,000 already given to the 
Region, this application requests $579,029." The new figure, $579,029, 

included the $70,000 the Regional Office had reluctantly agreed to 

provide to the SPA for its fiscal monitoring of the Cleveland program. 

"In general, It he next wrote, "the Cleveland program for planning and 

evaluating their Impact program reflects a major effort on the part of 

the CAT." After describing the plan's basic format, he discussed some 

of the components of the plan. Regarding the data collection and 

analysis for further project planning and development, he expressed 

cbncern that the effort was both "overly large and possibly duplicative." 

Continuing, he wrote: 

On the one hand, the plan calls for several contracts 
to be let over the next few months to gather and 
analyze crime and offender data on which to make 
decisions. But, on the other hand, the staffing 
requests for the CAT itself would 'appear to be 
of such a magnitude that much of this task 
probably could be carried on largely in-house .•. 
It is difficult to judge where one can draw the 
line with respect to planning for a crime-oriented 
program, but I think they have gone further than 
necessary and perhaps to the point of diminishing 
returns. (96) 
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It was clear from the tone of the National Level Evaluation pro­

gram manager's memorandum that he was making every effort to understand 

the city's point of view, and yet his questioning of the city's appar­

ently duplicative strategy was in order. His recommendation to the 

Institute's director called for a maximum of $400,000 of Institute 

Impact funds to be transferred to the Chicago Regional Office. "It 

is felt", he concluded, "that a careful assessment by the Cleveland 

CAT will identify what curtailments can be made without significantly 
. . I 11(97) affecting the success of the~r mpact program. 

The reaction of the National Impact Coordinator to Cleveland's 

evaluation plan also centered on the level of Institute funding 

requested and the seeming duplication of services. In a response 

directed 'to the Institute's National Level Evaluation program managex, 

he expressed concern over the inabi1.ity "to break out the evaluation 
. $ 04 0 9 ,,(98) requirements and tasks needed to justify the request for 1,2 , 2 .•. 

but did identify CAT personnel compensation and contractor services as 

consuming a large percentage of the overage. 

After st~ting that Cleveland's personnel allocation alone consumed 

$580,263 of'~he proposed budget, he next pointed to the CAT's staff size 

as being inconsistent with the.amount allocated for consulting services. 

A crime analysis team of 28 (23 professionals and 5 secretaries) 
is envisioned making Cleveland's staff the largest of the Impact 
Cities and la~ger than many SPAs. Considering staff size, it is 
interesting to note that $268,100 is allocated for supporting 
consultant services. Although the staff will include 8 planners/ 
evaluators and one statistician, much of the $220,000 in new 
contL~cts is designed to undertake functions for which the CATs 
originully were established. 

After quoting directly from the Cleveland plan as to its rationale 

for proposing both a large staff and widespread use of contractor 

services, he wrote: 
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Cleveland need not depend both upon an enormous staff and 
substantial contractor efforts to produce essential basic 
data such as offender characteristics, crime setting and 
victim characteristics. We favor a reduction in that 
city's reliance on contractors. In so doing, we recognize 
the need for adequate staffing but still believe 
Cleveland I spersonne1 allocation to be excessive. (99) 

He concluded by suggesting that the Institute request "a formal 

substantive and financial review of the Cleveland application by the 

RO coordinator." In the opin'lon of the National Impact Coordinator, 

the RO coordinator I s "active participation in the presentation of the 

planning/evaluation manual and application" would not suffice as "a 

substitute for the critical review the RO,as technical awarding office, 

must make. II Recalling that the RO 'coordinator had been from the 

beginning, "deeply involved in Cleveland's program planning and 

development" he felt "his critique should offer much assistance 

to the National Institute of Law Enforcement and Criminal Justice 

(NILECJ) in its decision to release additional funds for award to the 
CAT. It (laO) 

On January 10, 1973, the Chicago Reg'i,onal Office would submit 

its "formal substantivel! review of the plaIt. It t\1as two pages in 

length and was addressed to the Institute's program manager for the 

National Level Evaluation. In addition to restating the budget overage, 

it contained five paragraphs in the body of the memorandum, one each 

devoted to the five sections of the manual, an.d a concluding paragraph, 

with recommendations included. 

The program structure, it stated, conte.ined "a very logical 

division"; the Impact office had "an excellent organization structure"; 

the program planning section integrated "overall program planning 

with operations program/project p1anningll; the evaluation section, 

in addition to describing the complete evaluation plan for each 
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project, provided "the target population, objectives, expected 

outcome, measures ~ and milestone chart" for each proj ect; and the 

monitoring section "well described" how a proj ect was to be 

managed. The review ended with a recommendation "that the additional 

Institute funds of $579 ~029 be provided to the Cleveland Impact 
program ... ,,(101) 

From the standpointsof both the Institute and the office of the 

National Impact Coordinator, the review of the Chicago Regional' 

Office was disappointing. Commenting on the review's substantive 

quality, the National Impact Coordinator would write to the Institute's 

Program Manager for the National Level Evaluation the following: 

Unfortunately, the memorandum fails to review critically 
and in detail the justification for additional planning 
and evaluation funds in this largest supplemental request 
to date. Our concerns regarding staff size, consultant 
services, and the seemingly inflated budget remain. (102) 

Although noting the concerns of the office of the National Impact 

Coordinator, the Institute approved the award and transfer of $400,000 

out of its 1973 funds to the Chicago RO for release to the Cleveland 

Impact program. This amount was only $179,029 shy of the Cleveland 

budget request. It was now January 19, 1973 and Cleveland's share of 

Institute planning and evaluation funds totaled $1,025,000. 

Suddenly, Cleveland was in receipt of awards for better than 

$1,000,000 with nothing concretized as to its real intentions in 

the evaluation area. The Institute, cognizant of the city's almost 

total concentration on program implementation up to the present time, 
became concerned that the city might not demonstrate a serious commitment 

to evaluation. On January 24, the Institute's director wrote of these 

concerns to the other members of the LEAA Policy Decision Group. He 

reminded them that the original $625,000 was fully inten.ded to ir1rlude 

the costs of a city-level evaluation effort, but "because of the amount 

79 



--------,-

/ 



of evaluation that may be required, it was felt that some additional 
, ,,(103) 

support could be provided if justification was made for J.t. 

And, despite the fact that Cleveland and the Chicago RO had failed 

to honor its suggestion to prepare a separate evaluation plan, the 

$ , 0 h RO "And;t J.'s our J.'ntent," Institute had transferred 400,0 ° to t e. ... 

the Institute director continued, "that this money be used to carry 

out all the evaluation responsibilities and activities as they were 

incorporated in the overall pla.n." Since the transferred monies were 

well below the Cleveland request, he was fully aware that this would 

occasion cuts and he wanted to be certain that "any cuts this will 

require should not be in the area of city-level evaluation." 

He wanted the Institute's concerns to be made clear because 

"information has reached us indicating that, in fact, the Regional 

Office will allow all cuts to be in the evaluation area" because 

"they feel this is the least important of the Impact program 

activities. " 

In concluding, he made three recommendations as follows: 

a) 

b) 

c) 

The Regional Office review the revised Cleveland plan 
and budget,and document that the appropriate level of 
evaluation has been maintained. None of the $400,000 
should be allocated prior to this review. 

The Regional Office also supply the Policy Group with 
the revised Cleveland plan and budget as soon as it is 
completed by the CAT. 

Hr. Jemilo and Hr. Bain arrange to meet with the Policy 
Group within two weeks to resolve this problem. (104) 

The National Institute's concern over the Cleveland attitude 

toward evaluation was evidently well founded, as the following 

paragraphs from a Cleveland report reflects. 
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The permanent staff of the program will be held to 
18. The staff should concentrate primarily 
upon program implementation until June 3D, 1973. After 
June 30, 1973, the staff should concentrate primarily 
upon evaluation. 

Contractual technical assistance will be used until 
June 30, 1973 to accomplish the supplemental planning 
required to develop new projects by May 1, 1973, and 
to develop the data collection storage and analysis 
procedures for evaluation of projects. (lOS) 

Cleveland had thus succeeded in getting an endorsement from the 

National Institute for $13,600,000 in funds to be used by June 30, 1973, 

and it was their intent that until that date, most of these monies be 

concentrated "primarily upon program implementation." And, although 

some mention was made of the use of contractor technical assistance "to 

develop the data collection, storage and analysis procedures" for 

project evaluation, this was as a backdrop to the supplemental program 
. ,(106) planning effort to which Cleveland was devoting its prJ.mary attentJ.on. 

Both the National Institute and the National Impact Coordinator found 

Chicago's proposed plan unacceptab1e.- The National Impact Coordinator, 

on February 14, wrote the RA a reaffirmation of the Institute's three­

point recommendation of January 24, 1973, urging that he contact LEAA 

headquarters at his "earliest convenience" to arrange a meeting with the 

Policy Decision Group. 

On March 8, the Chicago RA wrote to the National Impact Coordinator 

concerning Cleveland's revised application for the use of discretionary 

funds for planning, implementation and evaluation. 

recommendations to the Institute .are stated below: 

The RA's major 

1) That the proposed changes in the grant application 
be approved because the level of evaluation has not 
only been maintained but increased. 
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2) 

3) 

That the need for a meeting with the Policy Group 
be reconsidered in the light of background data 
supplied and the current RO workload created by the 
processing of State plans. 

That the RO be given the approval to award the 
additional $400$000 of Institute funds as soon 
as possible. (107) 

In responding to the Chicago RA, the National Impact Coordinator 

wrote of his concurrence with points 1) and 3) above, with the following 

stipulations: 

1) 

2) 

3) 

Vacant CAT evaluation positions should be filled as 
soon as possible. 

The National I:~lstitute must be kept appraised of 
detailed evaluation activites as they are 
developed for each Impact project. 

Inadequacies noted during review of Cleveland's 
evaluation plan cited by MITRE letter of January 
29, 1973 should be addressed. (108) 

As to point 2) of the RA's memorandum, he wrote: 

The National Institute would like to reserve judgment 
on a recommendation for a meeting with the Policy Group 
until after their Cleveland site visit of March 29,1973.(109) 

7.3.1 The National Institute Visits Cleveland 

On March 29-30, the Institute's program manager for the National 

Level Evaluation, two representatives of the National Level Evaluation 

contractor (i.e., MITRE), and the Nationa~ Impact Coordinator visited 

Cleveland to discuss the CAT's evaluation plan, evaluation components 

and evaluation capability. 

Despite having experienced problems with consultants on two 

prior occasions, the CAT had recently contracted with JRB Associates 

for technical support. This latest contractor would assist the CAT 
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in preparing cimely evaluation components and in developinp an 

"Offender Tracking and Information System". The system, if implemented, 

would provide great potential as a data source for Impact evaluation 

efforts. The cost estimate for the proposed system was revised upward 

from $45,000 to $75,000. (However, this study, previously referred to 

on page 71 of this document, was never completed.) During the first 

day's meeting, the LEAA visitnrs attempted to determine how the remain­

der of the $189,700 allocated for contractor services would b~ spent.­

Already, close to $52,000 had been spent for various program and 

evaluation planning tasks. Additionally, $33,000 was being estimated 

for a crime displacement study and possible future contractor assis­

tance. It appeared that the CAT was working on the deficiencies noted 

in an earlier review-of their plan by the Institute's National Level 

Evaluat:f.(;m contractor. It seemed, then, that Cleveland was really 

beginning to devote some attention ~o the important evaluation area, 

was in the process of developing an acceptable set of evaluation 

components and had plans for the development of a comprehensive data 

base (essential parts of ~he crime-oriented planning, implementation 

and evaluation cycle). "Cleveland seems to be in much better shape" 

the trip report of this visit would conclude. However, one thing con­

tinued to bother the Institute about Cleveland: "They do not have a 

full, in-house evaluation capability and seem to be leaning too 
,,(110) 

heavily on contractor support. 

7.3.2 The National Impact Coordinator Re-Visits Cleveland 

On June 20, 1973, a little more than two months after the first 

technical assistance visit, the National Impact Coordinator returned to 

Cleveland. He found the Cleveland Impact "ffice, not surprisingly, 

bustling with activity. The CAT was now publishing a newsletter for 

widespread dissemination and this would "help gain the visibility needed 

for the Impact program." More importantly, though, the CAT had now 

developed "an aggressive monitoring effort for on-going projects" and 
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a "formal monitoring report for each grantee" was to be submitted 

weekly, with a monthly consolidation. "I spot-checked Some of the 

repor.ts," he would later say, "and they appear to be an excellent vehicle 

for maintaining progress and problems with projects. II (111) His 

words ,,;ere favorable but the maj or deficiencies pointed out to Cleveland 

during the March 29 visit of the National Institute/OCJA representatives 

had to do with the quality of its evaluation components and the lack of 

a schedule of project activities. These deficienties had, however, 

been addressed in a document which had been forwarded. earlier to the 

National Institute on June 4. Called Cleveland Evaluation Component, 

it comprised one section of a four-part Planning and Evaluation Manual 

to be developed by' the Impact program staff. 

7.4 The Cleveland Evaluation Component 

The body of the 263-page Evaluation Component is itself divided into 

four sections. Section I, Introduction and Background, briefly scans 

the evolution of the Impact program in Cleveland since early 1972. Of 

particular interest are two flow charts (Figures 3 and 4 below) which 

highlight key milestones in the development of projects and evaluation 

components. The flow charts also extend the milestone schedule six 

months into 1973. Of significance here are the "monthly project 

evaluation reports," the "monthly monitoring reports," and the 

monthly Impact Offender Information System reports which were scheduled 

to begin being submitted in July 1973. 

Section II presents an overview of the entire Cleveland Impact 

Program in terms of hierarchical structure 'Of the operating programs 

and specific projects and activities subsuml~d under them. As shown in 

Table VII below, there are only 21 projects or activities under the 

program areas as compared to the 55 such activities listed in the 

master plan and shown in Table IV of this document. The section also 

notes the special problems facing evaluation, namely, the number and 
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variety of city agencies and organizations participating and the fact 

that much of the evaluation data is manually maintained. 

The third section examines (in 18 pages) the approach to evalua­

tion by Cleveland. Beginning with a definition of "effectiveness" 

and "efficiency" measures, Cleveland then describes an Impact Data 

Base with three subsystems: a Data Collection Subsystem, a Data 

Analysis Subsystem~ and an Interpretive Reporting Subsystem. 

Cleveland's Impact Data Base and its component parts of collection, 

analysis, and interpretive reporting was, as set forth in Section III, 

for the use of Impact program plannerG and evaluators at the city, 

regional, and national levels. The two basic categories of data are 

the "statistical-quantitative" and the "nonstatistical-qualitative." 

The last section, Project Evaluation (Section IV) is the 

largest part of the document. Here Cleveland's nine-step methodology 

for developing project evaluation data collection instruments is set 

forth, followed by the 21 individual evaluation components. Each 

component runs 2 to 3 pages in length (exclusive of the data forms) 

and contains the following headings: the problem, the approach, 

effectiveness and efficiency measures, data elements, and project 

assessment questions (qualitative inputs). 

Completing the volume are four appendices as follows: 

A--Impact Offender Information System (Offender and Document 
Flow Chart) 

B--Impact Offender Information System (Adult Data Elements) 

C--Concept Paper Proposing a Crime Displacement study 

D--Impact Cities Program Planning and Evaluation System--
Development and Implementation (Statement of Work) 
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7.5 The National Institute/MITRE Reviews The Evaluation Component 
And The Cleveland CAT's Response 

The National Institute, through its National Level Evaluation 

contractor, reviewed the evaluation component in terms of the basic 

deficiencies found in the earlier version of the evaluation plan. 

"Cleveland's evaluation component," the review Legan, "contains most 

of the elements for a succes('3ful evaluation." After citing the plan's 

strengths, it continued: "There remain, however, basic shortcomings •... 'f 

The National Level Evaluation contractor stated a belief that 

Cleveland's evaluators would have "a difficult time producing meaningful 

evaluations without a clearly stated set of objectives as a point of 

reference," and while markedly improved, the evaluation plan still 

appeared "somewhat fragmented". It was suggested that Cleveland, in 

particular in its measures section, might want to direct more attention 

to "the inter-relationship between measures,data and analytical tech­

niques for the individual projects." 

As to the individual evaluation components, the review found 

that "the maj or remaining deficiency is that the ..• components ... now 

in operation are not fully developed according to Cleveland's own 

evaluation concept." It concluded with the following recommendations: 

1) That specific project objectives be included in each 
evaluation component. 

2) That project objectives be quantified (where feasible) 
and rigorous goal/objective relationships be defined 
and established. 

3) That the probable analytical techniques to be 
used in the individual evaluations be identified" 

4) That the relationship between the objectives and 
measures and project data collection be specified 
in each component. (112) 
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Cleveland's written response to the review of its second 

evaluation document was finally received by the National Level Evalua­

tion contractor four months after receipt of its critique by Cleveland. 

Written by the Cleveland CAT director, it contained a statement 

differentiat·ing between the planning and evaluation manual and the 

evaluation component in their addressing of "different although 

related aspects of planning/evaluation problems and issues" .• writtell 

at different times by different authors." And, although the CAT had 

intended to use the summer months to merge the two documents into a 

revision which would satisfy the deficiencies noted in the critique of 

the National Level Evaluation contractor, the CAT director reported "the 

[evaluation] staff has found this job to be more complex than they 

anticipated, particularly insofar as meeting the problem of better 

specifying project objectives, quantifying them, and relating them 
to higher goa1s.,,(113) 

After explaining that part of their difficulty lay in the 

fact that the linkages which exist principally at the project level 

were difficult to account for, the CAT director stated "the staff 

chose to get proj ects underway .... I, 

"During the summer and early fall months," he continued, "the 

staff has concentrated on implementation of the Data Collection 

Subsystem of the Planning and Evaluation System •••. The utilization of 

the Data Collection Instruments in the field during that period 

has required a number of modifications which in turn have affected 

implementation of the Data Analysis Subsystem. The operation of 

these two subsystems was intended to remedy the problems described in 

[your] Technical Guidance Letter .. .• " 

The CAT director believed all such problems could be better 

addressed within the context of the master plan revision, scheduled 
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for publication during early 1974. "The master plan revision", he 

concluded, "will explain not only how we have attempted to meet 

the problems described ... but will also include actual performance data 

from many of the operating programs and projects.,,(114) 

It was now November 1973. The monthly project evaluation and 

monitoring reports scheduled to have started in July 1973 did not really 

get into use much before September 1973 and, even then, there were 

countless problems with getting project personnel to accurat~ly complete 

the data c·ollection instruments and performance status reports. :f.1o 

CAT-generated evaluation reports would be forthcoming until March 1974 

and, the National Institute, while concerned over the evaluation 

situation in Cleveland, had, itself, undergone some changes in key 

policymaking positions which meant that the Impact program at the 

national level was, for a time, not as closely monitored as it had 

been formerly. The Policy Decision Group, with then Institute Director 

Martin E. Danziger as its pivotal member, passed off the scene as a 

viable body during this time period with the transfers and resignations 

of all three members of the group. Danziger had left the Institute in 

June 1973. Gerald Emmer would leave the LEAA soon thereafter and 

James Devine, in the reorganization which took place, would be trans­

ferred from the Office of Criminal Justice Administration. Their 

departures signified the demise of the Policy Decision Group and it 

was never again to be reconstituted as part of the Impact hierarchy. 
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8.0 CLEVELAND'S IMPACT PROGRAM REMAINS ACTIVITY-FOCUSED 

In a report to the CAT director following an Impact coordinator's 

meeting held in Denver during April 1973, the first~chief of evaluation 

for the CAT observed "we are more project-activity oriented in our 

thrust, and we should capitalize on this in that this is what Impact 

is all about. H Earlier, he had noted the apparent differences between 

Cleveland's program and that of many other Impact cities, most 

notably Denver, who were "placing greater emphasis ... on ... material 

relating to crime data." He added "this gives the good appearance of 

professionalism." And evidently, for the sake of good appearance, if 

for no other reason, Cleveland ought to increase its "data information 

system and develop such capability." (115) 

It would be unfair, however, to characterize the Cleveland Impact 

effort as one totally lacking in interest in evaluation but rather, it 

seems a program wherein evaluation was not accorded a very high 

priority. The commitment to evaluation could not be as serious as 

was the commitment to program activities because of several factors. 

First, the new Republican administration in the city of Cleveland 

applied real pressure to Cleveland Impact planners to get a program 

operational which could produce a visible reduction in stranger-to­

stranger crime before the presidential elections in November 1972. 

Second, the position of the mayor of Cleveland was an extremely delicate 

one, He had built his political base on a strong appeal to Cleveland's 

ethnic groups but had failed to include the city's blacks among his 

constituency. He considered Impact "bis baby" and wanted the program 

implemented quickly, perhaps as a monument to help solidify his some­

what tenuous political base. Third, the black community, which had 

lost its own chief advocate in the former mayor, Carl Stokes, had 

become alienated and remained distrustful of both Mayor Perk and his 

constituency. Especially was the black community hostile to the 

Cleveland police department, \rlhiCh they had long perceived as racist 
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and whose actions during the Hough riots and Glenville shootouts, 

were seen as confirming those perceptions. A quickly implemented 

program, focused on helping young adult male recidivist offE:~).ders, 

most of whom were black, might well serve to reduce some of these 

tensions. Finally! key participants in the Impact planning, imple­

mentation and evaluation process, such as the RO coordinator, were 

well aware of the political realities in Cleveland, and believed that 

"the political pressures overrode any rational approach to the program." 

The CAT director, who was the pivotal actor in the day-to-day shaping 

of the Cleveland effort, as previously stated, saw himself functioning 

essentially as "a political director." Both men, therefore, responded 

to perceived "political realities" which, in their view, clearly 

superseded the acquisition of knowledge through evaluation. 

With the exception of three projects (i.e., Pre-Trial Rehabilitation, 

Juvenile Delinquency Treatment and Computer Display Terminals), Cleveland's 

total Impact program was funded by October 1, 1973. Three months earlier, 

31 of its 37 projects had been awarded funding, and at that time, the 

city could say it had "received the most funds - some $14 million .•.. " (116) 

Eventually, Impact project awards would amount to $18,288,552 as 

Table VIII reflects. In addition, the SPA would receive a single 

Impact grant for $70,000 and the CAT three planning and evaluation grants 

totalling $1,455,300. This would bring the total funds awarded to 

Cleveland's Impact program up to $19,810,852. The projects awarded 

funding are described below, broken out under their respective operating 

programs. 

8.1 Cleveland Awards Funds to 37 Projects Under 5 Program Areas 

8.1.1 The Addiction Treatment Operating Program 

This program area consists of only one activity: the Cleveland 
Drug Abuse Program (CDAP) and is described in Section 4.4.1 of this 
document. CDAP's goal is to minimize the need for drug addicted 
individuals to commit Impact crimes by treating and rehabilitating 

95 



.. " 

~ .. "." 

to 
en 

\0 
'-I 

TABLE VIII 
CLEVELAND IMPACT PROGRAM FUNDING HISTORY 

OPERATING PROGRAM AND PROJECT AWARD PERIOD 

ADDICTION TREATMENT PROGRAM 

CLEVELAND DRUG ABUSE PROGRAH 11/01/72-04/30/75 

EHPLOYHENT PROGRAM 

GVEP 03/15/73-05/14/75 
SUMMER RECREATION 08/15/72-09/30173 

DIVERSION AND REHABILITATION PROGRAM 

GROUP HOHES 02/15/73-12/31174 
ALTERNATIVE EDUCATION 02/15/73-06/30/74 
YOUTH NEIGHBORHOOD COORDINATORS 02/15/73-01/31/75 
YOUTH OUTREACH 02/15/73-03/31/75 
lNTERVE~7ION AND DEVELOPMENT CENTERS 02/15/73-01/31/75 
POLICE ATHLETIC LEAGUE 02/15/73-03/31/75 
COMPREHENSIVE CORRECTIONS UNIT 02/15/73-03/31/75 
COMMUNITY BASED PROBATION 02/15/73-03/31/75 
POST-RELEASE FOLLOW-UP 02/15173-03/31/75 
CO!IMIlKITY BASED SUPl'LEHENTAL SERVICE 02/15/73-03/31/75 
JUV~~ILE COURT DEVELOPHENT 07/01173-05/30/75 
BIG BROTHERS 10/01173-03/31/75 
BOYS CLUB 10/01/73-12/31/74 
YOUTH ASSISTANCE 10/01/73-11/30/74 
JUVENILE DELINQUENGY TREATHENT 05/15/74-03/14/75 
PRE-TRIAL REHABILITATION PROJECT 04/01/74-03/31/75 

DETERRENCE, DETECTION AND APPREHENSION PROGRAM 

CONCENTRATED CRIHE PATROL 09/15/72-04/15/75 
UPGRADING NARCOTIC AND FELONY INVESTIGAT IONS 09/15172-04/15/75 
AUXILIARY POLlC'> 09/15/72-04/15/75 
POLICE OUTREACH CENTERS 12/15/72-03/31/74 
PUBLIC INFORMATION 02/15/73-02/14/74 
COMPUTER DISPLAY TER}flNALS 09/01/74-09/14/74 
RESPONSE TIME REDUCTION 07/01/73-05/30/75 
IMPACT SECURITY 07/01/73-05/31/75 
IMPACT STREETLIGHTING 07/01/73-05/31/75 
IMPACT AWARENESS 07/01/73-05/31/75 
NEIGHBORHOOD PATROL 10/01/73-12/31/73 

JtDJUDIGAT!ON PROGltAlI 

CORP 03/15/73-03/14/75 
COUNSEL FOR INDIGENTS 03/15173-12/31/74 
PROSECUTOR'S OFFICE 03/15/73-12/31174 
VISITING JUDGES 03/15/73-05/31/75 
PRE-SENTENCE INVESTIGATION 03/15/73-08/31/74 
DIAGNOSTIC TREATHENT CENTER 03/15/73-03/14/74 

TOTAL 

(SOURCE: CLEVELAND REVISED ~IASTER PLAN, APRIL 1974.) 
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their own philosophy, unique organization and administrative structures, 
modus operandi, target population, nature and capacity for service, 
funding and staff priorities. The immediate results of the individual 
project orientation described above are a lack of articulation in 
working relationship, duplication in the kind of services rendered, 
and a lack of proper identification of service gaps. 

The Youth Neighborhood Coordinators project was proposed to 
promote a more systematic provision of services to 7450 high-risk 
potential Impact crime offenders. 

8.1.3.4 Youth Outreach 

This program provided youths in trouble, ages 13-19, assistance 
in controlling delinquent behavior and in alleviating the causes of 
such behavior. This would be done by placing 35 outreach workers in 
six high-delinquency areas to function as counselors, advocates and 
resource brokers in their contacts with youth. Also a support, 
supervision and training mechanism would be established for these 
workers. The outreach worker would address the problems of youth by 
providing counselling to both youth and parents, advocacy service 
brokerage, and socialization activities. It was projected that by 
providing the above services to troubled youth the need, desire, and 
opportunity to commit Impact crime would be significantly reduced. 

8.1. 3. 5 Intervention and Developmental Centers 

When high-risk, high-potential Impact youth offenders have 
unstructured, uncontrolled leisure time on their hands, the chances 
of their committing Impact crimes are decidedly increased. 

This project offered such 12 to l7-year-old youths legitimate 
recreational activities in an effort to reduce their desire and need 
to commit Impact crime. This program expanded the hours of the 15 
existing city recreational centers and opened an additional six 
centers in high-crime areas.. A total of 95 recreational workers were 
hired to staff the 21 centers. 

8.1.3.6 Police Athletic League 

The project's major goal was reducing the need and opportunity 
for youthful delinquent behavior by providing increased recreational 
opportunities during prime crime hours as vehicles for behavior 
modification and role-model influence. The Police Athletic League 
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increased its hours of operation, administrative and line staffing, 
and added youth leaders. 

8.1.3.7 Comprehensive Corrections Unit 

This project improves the problem assessment capabilities and 
treatment modalities of the institution in order to improve the 
rehabilitation potential of institutional commitments, representing 
the "hard-core" recidivist. Functions: 

1. Ingress (Intake) Unit - to develop a functional profile. 

2 •. Egress Unit - to develop participant awareness and a 
degree of realistic readiness to address the problem. 

3. Program Activity - to expand and design program 
activity based on the needs identified by the Ingress and 
Egress Units, i.e., drug, alcohol, educational and 
vocational. 

In addition to regular commitments, the projecL offers the courts 
sentencing alternatives, which are rehabilitation-oriented to deal with 
those populations the courts feel require greater degrees of control 
than offered by probation. 

8.1.3.8 Community-Based Probation 

This program's goal was to reduce recidivism among probationers 
and parolees who either committed stranger-to-stranger crimes or were 
identified as potential Impact crime offenders. It (1) established 
satellite offices in three neighborhoods in Cleveland where a larger 
number of probationers and parolees resid.e; (2) reduced the size of 
officer caseloads; and (3) assigned cases on the bases of the degree 
and type of need of the probationers and parolees, so that clients 
with difficult problems would be assigned to smaller caseloads. The 
program allowed officers to more intensively supervise probationers 
and parolees than formerly and increased the number of client and 
collateral contacts, made on behalf of these offenders. 

8.1.3.9 Post-Release Follow-up 

The three components incorporated within this project all deal 
with an aspect of recidivism reduction which has seldom been addressed 
by project activity! the past offender being released from probation, 
parole, or directly from commitment. Traditionally, the potential 
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for recidivism increases after the individual is released from incar­
ceration without the means for meeting his own basic ~eed:. ~l.three 
program activities require that the initial contact w~th ~dent:f~ed 
offenders be made prior to release and that such contacts cont~nue both 
as supportive service and adjustment counseling. 

(1) Post-Institutional Release: Serving those participants being 
directly released from the Cleveland House of Corrections. 

(2) Seven-Step Program - Post-Par~: Serving parolees released 
from State penal institutions. 

(3) Post-Release Probationer Program: Serving those probationers 
released from Common Pleas Probation with Impact offense records. 

8.1.3.10 Community-Based 'Supplemental Service 

Successful reintegration of youthful Impact offenders into 
society was the central goal of this project. To.achi~v: this objective, 
the project provided services to deal with the cl~ents ~nternal con­
flicts as well as external obstacles faced by the clients. In addition, 
the project provided supplemental services beyond those provided by. 
referral agencies (Juvenile, Municipal, and Common Pleas Courts, Oh~o 
Youth Commission, Ohio Adult Parole Commission, and the Impact Post­
Release Projects). 

8.1.3.11 Juvenile Court Development 

This project provides the Cuyahoga County Juvenile Court with a 
capability for improving Impact offender screening and referrals, the 
court processing of over 2100 cases per year and the case classification 
by service needs for 9000 delinquent "unruly" cases per year, of which 
37 percent are Impact offenders. 

8.1.3.12 Juvenile Delinquency Treatment Project 

This project identified first offenders and potential Impact 
offenders through juvenile court referrals from the southeastern area 
of Cleveland. To be implemented by the Catholic Counselling Center, 
the project treats all referred juveniles through intensive and group 
counselling. 
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8.1.3.13 Pre-Trial Rehabilitation Project 

This project supervises 250 individuals on release on their own 
recognizance (ROR) pending trial through (1) monitoring of each 
defendant's activities to assure that a minimum of 90% of the released 
group will appear for trial, (2) using project resources to provide 
needed medical, psychological, legal or other services to defendants, 
and (3) assisting the Common Pleas Court Probation Department in the 
preparation of pre-sentence reports for those members of the target 
population referred for such investigations. 

8.1.3.14 Big Brothers Project 

This project and its activities are directed at reducing recidivism 
of 200 juvenile Impact offenders who are under jurisdiction of the 
Cuyahoga County Juvenile Court, or who are near the point of release 
from legal sanction (either through release from juvenile court 
probation or from parole by the Ohio Youth Commission). 

The project provides individual treatment for those post­
adjudicated Impact offenders through the establishment of one-to-one 
relationships with big brothers/big sisters who are responsible members 
of the communit~. 

8.1.3.15 Cleveland Youth Assistance Program (CYAP) 

The project aims to reduce recidivism rates of its clients 
. through the provision of counseling and remedial 'education for them 
in nine Regional Planning Commission social planning areas. It 
addresses the needs of delinquent and potentially delinq'uent youths, 
between the ages of 11 and 19 years who are experiencing school-related 
problems such as truancy, scholastic failure, destructive behavior, 
etc. The fundamental hypothesis of this project is that if school­
related problems of these youths .are alleviated, a reduction in the 
incidence of delinquent activity can be expected. 

8.1.3.16 Boy's Club 

The Boy's Club of Cleveland Post-Rele~se Project serves 375 male 
youths between the ages of 15 and 19 who reside in the Mt. Pleasant, 
Corlett, North and South Broadway areas of the City of Cleveland (areas 
of Cleveland with large numbers of male juvenile Impact offenders). 
The target population are individuals who are either currently under 
the supervision of the Cuyahoga County Juvenile Court and the Ohio 
Youth Commission or who have been recently discharged from the Juvenile 
Court, the Ohio Youth Commission, or the Cleveland Boys School. 
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The Project provides outreach workers who function as role models, 
counselors, advocates, and resource brokers. In addition, the Boys' 
Club of Cleveland provides comprehensive evaluative and treatment 
services for project participants. 

8.1.4 The Deterrence, Detection and Apprehension Operating Program 

This program has as its overall goal minimizing the opportunity and 
maximizing the risk for offenders who commit ImpaGt crimes. The 
approach is to prevent and deter criminal behavior by target hardening, 
to respond rapidly to citizen complaints, and to enable the apprehension 
of Impact offenders at or near the scene of their crimes. The 12 
project activities, with combined LEAA funding in the amount of 
$5,798,103" are described below. 

8.1.4.1 Concentrated Crime Patrol 

This project provided an additional 120 officers and 18 patrol 
cars to 18 High Impact crime areas in the City of Cleveland. Their 
priority assign=cnt was the deterrence of Impact crimes. 

8.1.4.2 Upgrading Narcotics-Related and Felony Investigative 
Procedures 

This project provided an additional 60 detectives and 10 cars to 
upgrade the d.etection and apprehension capability in the 18 High Impact 
crime areas in Cleveland. 

8.1.4.3 Auxiliary Police Training 

This project provided the equipment, uniforms and training for 
1200 volunteer and unarmed citizens who patrolled the 18 High Impact 
crime areas in Cleveland and who supplemented the normal police 
patrols. 

8.1.4.4 Expansion and Upgrading of Cleveland Police Outreach 
Centers 

This project sought to improve police-community relations in high 
crime areas by enlarging the number of police Outreach Centers from 
eight to sixteen. A full-time police officer is assigned t.O each 
Center to develop rapport with the ~itizenry, provide lay-legal advice, 
give advice to youths and recruit applicants for police examinations. 
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8.1.4.5 Police Organization, Management and Operation Study 

This project consisted of a study to be performed by an outside 
contractual agency to identify weaknesses and to formulate plans for 
improvement of the organization, management, operations and resources 
of the Cleveland Police Department. The project was to also involve 
Police Department personnel in the evaluation and planning process, 
through the Planning and Research Unit of the Cleveland Police 
Department. 

8.1.4.6 Patrol Allocation Study 

The purpose of this activity was to develop techniques to obtain 
optimal allocation of existing and future resources (i.e., men and 
equipment) to maximize the probability of criminal apprehension: 

8. L 4.7 Public. Information 

This project was established to support the entire Impact program 
in Cleveland through implementing a Public Information Program. This 
program wou14 supplement other Impact activities by working to make 
the Cleveland community both better informed and more cooperative in 
the attempt to reduce crime. 

8.1.4.8 Response Time Reduction Project 

In an effort to increase apprehensions via a reduction in police 
response time to both emergency and non-emergency complaints this 
project provided for the purchase of 100 computerized termin~ls for 
installation in police patrol cars. 

8.1.4.9 Impact Security Patrol 

Implemented by the Cuyahoga Metropolitan Housing Association, 
this project supplemented the regular security forces of the Housing 
Authority. Nine guards were hired and trained to become private 
policemen. Although the project had numerous delays in implementation 
because of difficulties providing matching funds, it finally became 
operational in October 1974 for a six-month period. 

8.1.4.10 Street Lighting 

This project sought to provide better streetlighting in selected 
East Side, Downtown and West Side high crime areas, and in the areas 
surrounding the 21 Intervention and Development Centers in the city, 
to reduce. the number of Impact offenses committed in those areas. To 
this end, project plans included the purchase and installation of 850 
mercury vapor floodlights, 500 mercury vapor streetlights and 600 light 
poles. 103 
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8.1.4.11 Impact Awareness 

This project involved the design and implementation of a city­
wide mass media campaign to (1) acquaint the general public with the 
goals of Cleveland Impact, (2) acquaint the public with cost-effective 
counter measures to minimize their chances of being victimized and 
(3) outline simple, easy-to-imp1ement crime prevention techniques of 
which citizens could avail themselves. 

8.1.4.12 Neighborhood Patrol 

A three-month experiment in Cleveland, this project's goals were 
(1) to incr.ease the number of patrol personnel available during the 
tradutiona11y (in Cleveland) high crime months of October-December 
and (2) to supplement the activities of the Cleveland auxiliary police 
and the police outreach centers. 

8.1.5 The Adjudication Operating Program 

TI1e overall goal of this program is to maximize the risk for. 
offenders who commit Impact crimes by reducing court delays and 
efficiently processing offenders into appropriate corrective programs. 
It contains two projects, the Pre-Trial and Post-Adjudication Delay 
Reduction Project and the Cleveland Offender Rehabilitation Project 
(CORP). The former project consists of five separate activities, and 
with CORP, comprises six project activities under two grant awards 
totalling $1,155,209 in LEAA funds. The projects are described below. 

8.1.5.1 Court Offender Rehabilitation Project (CORP) 

This project's overall goal is to reduce Impact crimes by 
returning productive citizens to the community, who have been placed 
in CORP by the court in lieu of adjudication. Rehabilitation of those 
individuals diverted from the criminal justice system and referred to 
CORP is being accomplished via the following services: Vocationa1/ 
Educational Training; Job Development and Placement; Counseling; and 
any other service determined to be a need of the CORP participant. 

8.1.5.2 Pre-Trial Delay Component 

The goal of this program is to move the Impact crime offender 
through the court system and into appropriate corrective programs by 
reducing delay, but with due regard for basic offender rights. 
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Activity I: Visiting Judges 

This project created six additional courts in Cuyahoga County to 
hear Impact cases. It provided six judges assigned from less populated 
counties by the Ohio Supreme Court and also prov;i,ded the necessary 
supportive court personnel such ~s bailiffs and deputy sheriffs. 

Activity II: Presecutor1s Office 

Nine attorneys were hired in this project and added to the staff 
of the County Prosecutor's Office. Each was assigned to the Impact 
courts. 

Activity III: Counsel for: In,digents 

This project provided attorneys for arrestees charged with Impact 
crimes and who had no funds to engage private counsel. 

8.1.5.3 Post-Adjudication Delay Component 

Activity I: Pre-sentence Investigation 

This project provided the courts with pre-sentence investigation 
reports within a short period after adjudication to aid in the 
achievement of a median reduction of 25 days per case for individuals 
charged with Impact crimes, from initial booking to final disposition. 

Activity II: Diagnostic Treatmen.t Center 

. Working closely with the Common Pleas Probation Department, this 
proJect supplemented the case histories of the Probation Department 
with a more in-depth background report to be considered by the 
sentencing judge in meting out the final disposition. 

8.2 The Grant Award and Fund Flow Processes: Steps Toward 
Speedy Implementation 

Table VIII on page 96 contains funding data for all projects 

described above except two activities under the Deterrence, Detection 

and Apprehension Program. These two activities, Police Organization, 

Management and Operation Study and Patrol Allocation study, were 

cancellations and will be discussed under project aborts. What is 

extremely unique about the funding process in Cleveland, however, 
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is the RO coordinator's use of a mini-blocking procedure which allowed 

th~ CAT greater discretion in channeling funds into project activities. 

III wanted to fund by program area and allow the CAT to move money 

between projects and extend grant periods", the RO coordinator would 

state later. This way "the CAT would manage projects and the RO [would 

manage programs] on the basis of management by exception within a 

certain framework.,,(117) Despite the supposed merits of such an 

arrangement, it seemed improper to the SPA coordinator who stated 

that as long as his agency remained "fiscally responsible for the 

Impact cities money, I would be extremely reluctant to fund the 

program on the basis of 5--6, $1--2 million grants." (118) And, when 

the matter ;vas presented to LEAA I s then Administrator Donald E. 

Santarelli, in a request for approval to rede1egate certain program 

authority to the CAT, it was turned down on legal grounds. 

This was a disappointment to the RO coordinator but not one he 

proved entirely unable to circumvent. As it turned out, he retained 

those structural features of the plan he had proposed to the LEAA 

Administrator which did not involve the actual delegation of 

programmatic review authority. This meant that the city would forward 

a total program, comprised of a series of proj.:.cts, to the RO for 

approval at anyone time, thereby retaining the spirit of mini-blocking. 

Forwarding Impact projects to the RO in clusters represented the 

final stage of the grant award process. Table IX illustrates that 

process in Cleveland. Perhaps its most unusual feature is the role of 

th'. first-level policy board, comprised of the RO and SPA coordinators 

and the CAT director. It performed three basic functions. First" by 

virtue of the organizational affiliations of its members, it guaranteed 

regular communication among and between the three levels of government. 

Second, it served as a mec~anism for reviewing grant applications 

prior to formal submission to the City Council. This both identified 
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TABLE IX 
GRANT APPLICATION AND AWARD PROCESS FOR THE CLEVELAND IMPACT PROGRAM 

HOST 
AGENCY 

~. 

CAT , 

!1 
. 

Award Letter-.... 
MAYOR .... - .,-

,Ir 

POLICY BOARD 

CITY COUNCIL 

RO Award 

I " + 
RO REGIONAL PLANNING A-95 Review Iro 

COMMISSION SPA ... 
~ 

SPA Certification 

\ 

(Source! Cleveland Impa(!t Cities Office, Cleveland, Ohio.) 
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problems and expedited their resolution. And third, the board again 

(by virtue of agency affiliations), was able to greatly speed up the 

time required for formal approval, award and project start-up. 

Initially, however, a grant application would be drafted by a host 

agency and then· passed on by the Cleveland CAT and the mayor. If the 

mayor chose to exercise his right of veto, a project idea would be 

dead. Once a project was approved by the mayor, the first-level policy 

board would formally approve it and send it before the City Council. 

Although the Council agreed initially to give its blanket approval 

to the Impact program, it later renegotiated that decision with the 

CAT director, choosing "to approve each individual project." (119) 

Once City Council approval was achieved, a process which required the 

CAT to work closely with each City Council committee whicil maintained 

jurisdiction over a project, the grant application, clustered with 

others in its program area, went simultaneously to the RO for 

programmatic review and to the SPA for fiscal certification. 

The fund flow process is described in Table X. Although this 

process turned out to have worked. adequately well in Cleveland, some 

delay problems were encountered by the CAT. These are articulated in the 

following statement: 

.•. Delays of up to ninety days in receiving the initial 
drawdown have been experienced by projects. The apparent 
reason for this lag is the lengthy processing time 
required by the SPA to process awards. Part of the 
reason for this lag may also relate to the fact 
that drawdown requests are processed by the SPA on an 
1,las needed" basis rather than on a regular schedule ..• 
As a result, fiscal requests may be 1aTge1y unanticipated 
and easily delayed. (120) 

Despite the delay problems noted above, the Cleveland CAT 

managed to complete the cycle from grant planning to actual project 

start-up in a range of four to seven months, significantly better 
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TABLE X 
FUND FLOW PROCESS IN THE CLEVELAND IMPACT PROGRAM 

RO 

" 
SPA 

, , 
CITY TREASURY 

Credit 
Vouchers 

(Source: Cleveland Impact Cities Office, Cleveland, Ohio.) 
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than all other Impact cities except Dallas. This is verified by 

the following comment: 

Cleveland projects ... reflected a rapid implementation pace 
after grant application submission, 4.8 months. The bulk 
of this period, 3.3 months, was spent in grant application 
review, and the issuance of awards. Only 1.5 months were, on 
the average, needed by projects to begin their operations 
after award was received. 

The average grant application for Cleveland projects was 
submit ted 11.1 months into the program. Award was 
normally made at 14.4 months and start-up generally 
occurred 15.9 months into the program •.•. Cleveland 
projects started providing services approximately 
4.5 months ahead of the average date across cities. (121) 

Cleveland awarded $8,617,830 or 47 percent of the total amount 

of dollars expended to project activities to its Detection, Deterrence 

and Apprehension (police) program area. Commenting on Cleveland's 

strong police component, the preliminary MITRE analysis of Impact 

implementation states the following: 

Cleveland has ... funded a program relying primarily upon 
police strategies for addressing the Impact crime 
reduction goal. It is noteworthy that this funding 
arrangement differs from tne fiscal distribution 
anticipated in. the master plan .... Police projects 
now occupy a higher percentage priority than 
originally planned ..•• (122) 

To its Diversion and Rehabilitation (juvenile and adult corrections) 

program, Cleveland allocated $5,414,972 or 29 percent of all LEAA 

Impact funds awarded to projects. Another $1,903,689, representing 

11 per cent of LEAA funds, was awarded to the Adjudication (courts) 

program. The remaining 13 percent was almost equally divided between 

the Addiction (drug) program~ which received $1,276 3 000 or 7 per cent 

funds, and the Employment program, which received $1,076,061 or 

6 percent of the total funds allocated. 
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9.0 PROJECT MONITORING: A LOOK AT THE OPERATIONAL PHASE OF THE 
CLEVELAND IMPACT PROGRAM 

Project monitoring enjoyed a very high priority in Cleveland. 

Through this process, the CAT was able to identify areas of weakness 

early in the life of certain projects, and where possible, such proj­

ects were aided to make adjustments so as to meet their stated perfor­

mance objectives. In otper cases, however, projects proved to be 

unsalvageable, and the decision was made to either abort or terminate 
• 

the particular project unUer scrutiny. This total process, while" • 

involvirig project-level ev'aluations, worked mainly because of the very 

close contact the Cleveland monitoring staff maintained with projects. 

The former deputy CAT director recalls that period thusly: 

We were very much concerned about the performance of the 
projects and we identified some projects which, in effect, 
hadn't been doing the things we had expected them to do .•. 
We tried---we worked with everyone of our projects--we, in 
a sense, held their hands--we spent umpteen hours going 
through what we expected frcm a grant application--we 
helped in the negotiations to get activities implemented. 
If there was a barrier some place, we assisted in getting 
cooperative efforts with other Impact projects. We did 
not abort projects or attempt to abort projects without 
giving them a full opportunity to get underway. (123) 

Interestingly, 75 per cent of all aborted Impact projects (N=12) 

occurred in Cleveland. Table XI is a list of all eight Cleveland aborts 

and is based on data supplied by the Region'V Chicago office. In the 

case of the two police projects cited, the management study was never 

implemented and the patrol allocation implementation depended upon that 

of the management study. Four of the six other project aborts are 

said to have "requested an early termination because they were unable 

to meet the goals and obj ectives" stated in their grant applications. 

The two remaining projects in the sample of eight are listed by the 

RO as having been terminated by the Impact staff. 
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PROJECT TITLE 

Police Organization, 
Hanagement and 
Operation Study 

Patrol Allocation Study 

Cecter for Human 
Services 

.Juvenile Court Component 
Group Homes 

Institutional Post 
Release Project 

Comprehensive Corrections 
Unit--Phase II 

Diagnostic and Treatment 
Component of Pre-Trial 
Delay 

Big Brothers Post Release 
Project 

TABLE XI 

PROJECT ABORTS IN CLEVELAND 

DATE OF 
CANCELLATION 

September, 1974 

Never Implemented 

November, 1974 

~;ovember, 1974 

March, 1974 

August, 1974 

Harch, 1974 

December, 1974 

REASONS FOR 
CANCELLATION 

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. 

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. 

Insufficient number of clients and per­
cnnel turnover led to project 
termination. 

Inability to attract volunteers to 
work with project clients. 

(Source: Region V Office of the LEAA, Des Plaines, Illinois.) 
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The Cleveland monitoring process can be best demonstrated by looking 

at an example of the steps taken in the life of a project, Community-based 

Probation. 

9.1 Monitoring of the Community~Based Probation Project 

This project is a probation/parole rehabilitive effort in which 

three separate agencies (i.e., the Adult Parole Authority of the State 

of Ohio, the Cuyahoga County Common Pleas Probation Departme~t and 

the Cleveland Municipal Court Probation Department) were bro~ght 

together in common satellite or community-based 'offices and were· 

intended to work together in providing client-oriented services. 

Upon award of this grant (February 15, 1973), the monitor 

scheduled an initial orientation meeting with all project directors 

an~ key members of the client-serving staff. This is merely an 

overview, get-acquainted meeting. 

The following week the monitor again met with the three project 

directors to further "define and outline the obj ectives and goals, 

methods and [e .... pected] results" as stipulated in the grant. What 

follows is a greatly shortened version of the month-by-month 

monitoring support to this three-activity project over the first year 

of project life written by the Cleveland CAT's mon~toring director. 

February - March 1973 

• 
• 

Held meeting with proj act directors to dis CUS8 proj ect 
milestones. 

Held meeting to discuss project facilities and geographic 
location of same. 

• Participated in discussions relative to staffing of the 
three activities. 

• Held meeting to discuss personnel training based on 
grant activities. 
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April 1973 

• Assisted in facilities leasing process. 

lit Reviewed qualifications of all 
hired and orientation training 

client counselors 
being provided. 

to be 

Held coordination meeting with project directors and key 
personnel of CDAP and CVEP to increase rapport among and 
between agencies. 

May - June 1973 

• Reviewed all Performance Status Reports (PSR) and Data 
Collection Instruments (DCls) with projects as these were 
being developed. 

July 1973 

GIl Because of numerous difficulties (e.g., strong community 
resistance to site) encountered in getting the third 
satellite facility operational, a large block of time was 
spf'nt in meetings with community people and the ward 
~ounci1men to get location okayed. 

August 1973 

lit Reviewed all program activities with project directors. 
These meetings included discussions of the data base 
required as a part of grant activity and a review of PSRs, 
based on discrepancies noted by the monitor. 

September - October 1973 

lit All finalized DCls were reviewed. 

November 1973 

All PSRs and DC Is were again reviewed in four meetings 
held with supervisors and project directors. 

Reviewed all data required for evaluation of grant activities. 
This became necessary because all proj ect activities were 
having great difficulty responding to the data requirements 
the CAT had levied upon them. 
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December 1973 

GIl Several meetings held with project staff to clarify, modify 
and sometimes completely restructure the PSRs and DCls. 

Summarizing the project's first year, the Cleveland CAT's 

monitoring director has since stated the following: 

In conclusion, during the year 1973, the project encouutered 
a great deal of difficulty; Treatment services and the goals 
and objectives defined in the grant were not addressed in their 
full complement until September 1973. Prior to that mon'th, 
the ptoject had spent a great deal of time in establishing 
and developing and implementing the program with respect to the 
grant application. A great many obstacles were encountered 
in obtaining facilities and in providing the intensified 
services as required by the g7:ant. In addition, the proj ect 
did not implement the data ba,se and the classification system 
until the latter. part of December, 1973 •••• As seen from the 
monthly monitoring activities, the project encountered a 
great deal of difficulty in responding to the Performance 
Status Report as well as the Data Collection Instrument. This 
consumed a great deal of the monitor's time in meeting with 
personnel, 'supervisors and project directors and defining, 
explaining and correcting data received in this office. 

Realizing the many constraints and problems that the 
Cleveland Community-Based Probation Project encountered 
during the year 1973, the monitor was instructed to 
provide intensive supervision to this project, as well 
as assisting and worJring closely with the supervisors in 
order to adequately .. mplement the obj ectives and goals 
stated in the grant. (124) 

The frequency of monitoring contacts with this project, as with 

all activities of the Cleveland Impact program, would continue at a 

very high rate well into calendar year 1975 when many Impact efforts 

would be closing out their services. Clearly, the monitoring procedures 

implemented by the Cleveland Impact program brought something entirely 

new to that city: an established capability to maintain programmatic 

and fiscal accountability. According to the Chicago RO, such 

procedures "were the foundation for the Cleveland Impact program" in 
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that they served as a catalyst for "project management at the designated 

governmenta~ or community implementing agency 1eve1.,,(125) 

As 19.73 drew to its close, virtually all of the Cleveland program 

was operational. FBI statistics indicated that ser1.ous crime :Ln 

Cleveland had been significantly reduced and the Chicago RA could report 

that the National Advisory Commission on Criminal Justice Standards and 

Goals had referred to the Cleveland master plan as "one of the best 

plans deve] ::iped by American cities. 'f (126) Despite these achievements, 

the Chicago RA expressed some concern as to the future direction of 

the Cleveland program. He wrote: 

First, this office has received no evaluation reports to date. 
Some de1iverab1es, such as the Revised Master P1an ••• have 
not been received according to schedule. Second, many key 
officials in the LEAA Washington office are totally unaware 
of the future plans and successful progress of the Cleveland 
Impact program. 

In concluding, he requested of Cleveland two things: (1) timely 

de1iverab1es (in particular, evaluation reports and the revised 

master plan) and (2) increased visibility of the program in Washington 

lito insure continued funding support.,,(127) 
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10.0 CLEVELAND EVALUATES ALL 5 PROGRAM AREAS AND SIMULTANEOUSLY 
REVISES ITS MASTER PLAN BY APRIL 1974 

When I came to Cleveland in July 1973, most of the 
programs were already approved and implemented. Some 
very preliminary evaluation plans were also approved 
but there was. very little actual data collection going 
on •••• Probab1y, data collection didn't begin in ~arnest 
till the end of summer. 

By the end of the year, and in the first part of 1974, 
we had the evaluation data collected and the evaluations 
done on anywhere from 3 to 6 to 9 months--whatever 
[data] were available on each of the different projects. 

It was our task to collect the data and to evaluate it. 
And we found that there were a fair amount of problems 
in that the different host agencies were not used to 
collecting the kind of data to be used for evaluation-­
they didn't know how to record the data and they didn't 
take it seriously .... 

As far as the Impact planning staff was concerned, they 
recognized that evaluation ~vas important but they 
didn't take any real responsibility for it other than 
saying that it was our task to get it going .... The 
planning staff, in general, was not concerned with the 
details of the evaluation ••.. (128) 

The comments quoted above were made) by a former member of the 

Cleveland technical evaluation contractor, in an interview taped during 

the summer of 1975. They are being interposed here, at the outset of 

the discussion of Cleveland's evaluation reports, tc provide a context 

for better understanding the series of events which occurred both prior 

to and following the release of those reports by Cleveland. At least 

four points from the aforestated quote seem noteworthy. First, although 

"some very preliminary eva1ua.tion plans" w~re approved, there was livery 

little actual data collection going on" in Cleveland prior to the end 

of summer 1973. Second, the evaluation contractor, by the end of the 

first quarter of 1974, supervised the collection of virtually ...i.1.l data 

used in writing Cleveland's first series of evaluation reports. Third, 
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the evaluation contractors encountered "a fair amount of problems" 

with host agencies either not knowing "how to record data" or not 

approaching the data collection task in a serious manner. And finally, 

the Impact planning staff, although recognizing the importance of 

evaluation, failed to take any responsibility for it themselves, other 

than to view evaluation as falling within the purview of its contractor. 

On March 21, 1974, the CAT director wrote an Impact progress report 

to the Chicago RA stating that by April 1, the Regional Office would be 

in rec.eipt of "evaluations for all 5 of the Cleveland Impact Operating 

Programs" and the "master plan revision". (129) Thus Cleveland, having 

never developed a data base, had, over a relatively short span of nine 

months (July 1973-March 1974), designed data collection instruments, 

interfaced with project data collectors, supervised actual data collec­

tion, performed analyses and written evaluation reports for ten project/ 

activities, covering all five program areas. And, in addition to this 

rather large evaluation effort, the CAT also produced, during this time 

period, its revised master plan. 

10.1 The Contents of the Revised Master Plan 

The revised master plan contained 171 pages and was divided into 

five sections. Sect.:!Lon I, Summary, beyond presenting an update of 

crime statistics for the city of Cleveland, was a repetition of 

information to be found in earlier Cleveland planning and evaluation 

documents. Sectiop II, Impact Crime in Cleveland 'Today, presen ted a 

citywide statistical profile of Impact crime and a discussion of Impact 

offenders based upon data collected as part of Cleveland's proposed 

Impact planning and evnluation system. Ser.tion III, Evaluation Approach 

and ~erformance Results, besides explaining the analysis techniques used 

by Cleveland evaluators, presented the performance analyses for the 

five operating programs up to January 1974. Section IV, Analysis of Needs, 

contained the justifications for those projects and programs for which 
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Cleveland planners desired continuation funding and Section V, Analysis 

of Budgets, described the programs funding history, current allocation 

of funds and expected funding requirements. 

Of the five Cleveland operating programs, the revised master plan 

reported that the performance results of the drug and employment 

programs were the most disappointing. These comparatively poor 

results were attributed to the receipt of fewer than the expected 

number of .clients by both proj ects. The plan found the dive;sion. and 

rehabilitation program to have "reported an impressive level of 

activity" although data were not yet sufficient to pin down concrp.tely 

the program's success. "Successful minimization of the desire to commit 

Impact crimes," the revised plan stated, "means comparisons between 

baseline recidivism counts and project-specific, client-specific 

recidivism counts supported by follow-up studies. The results are 

still too preliminary and in too aggregate a form to permit this kind 
f 1'" (130) Th I' o ana ys~s. e po ~ce program was treated by the plan as having 

been particularly successful with two of its activities having "undoubtedly 

contributed significantly to the 13 percent reduction in Impact crime in 

Cleveland between 19'72 and 1973." The final program area, courts, was 

declared to be "functioning effectively". (131) 

In sum, the revised master plan was repetitious in parts, and 

self~congratu1atory in tone, though perhaps not exces~ively so. After 

all, the 13 percent reported reduction in Impact crimes between 1972 and 

1973 was a dramatic achievement. The revised master plan, however, 

did not contain the data needed to validate this figure. It would 

require an examination of the evaluation r~ports for Cleveland's 

operating programs to determine on just how solid a base lay this figure 

as well as other achievements reported by Cleveland. 

119 



10.2 Twenty-One Cleveland Evaluation Reports Are Reviewed by the 
National Institute ,---

The Cleveland evaluation reports submitted to the National 

Institute during April 1974 were for four projects under the Deterrence, 

Detection and Apprehension (DDA) program; three projects under the 

Adjudication Operating program; and one project for each of the three 

remaining areas: Vocational/Educational, Diversion/Rehabilitation and 

Addictiun Operating programs. The Institute, through its National 

Level Evaluation contractor, provided Cleveland's CAT with technical 

reviews of the ten evaluations contained in that first set of reports. 

During May 1974, Cleveland was to submit evaluation reports for eleven 

additional projects under the rubric Diversion/Rehabilitation Operating 

program. These reports were also reviewed by the Institute, through 

a member of the National Impact Advisory Group. Both sets of reviews, 

covering a total of 21 project-level evaluations, found similar problems 

with Cleveland's evaluation reports. 

10.2.1 The National Institute Reviews the Initial Package of 
Ten Project-level Evaluations 

Table XII lists the objectives and methods for the four projects 

of the DDA program contained in the initiql package of Cleveland 

evaluation repcrts. Although the evaluation report indicated that 

there was a linkage between DDA projects and reported crime reductions, 

the National Level Evaluation reviewers found that such linkages were 

not substantiated by the data used in the analysis since "long term 

crime data" were needed "to validly attribute 1973 crime reductions to 

DDA projects." 

Commenting specifically on the 13 per.cent reduction which 

the Cleveland evaluation report was attempting to attribute to DDA 

projects, the reviewers stated the following: 
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PROJECT GRANT TITLE 

Concentrated Crime 
Patrol 

Felony and Narcotic 
Investigative Units 

Auxiliary Police 

Police Outreach Center 

TABLE XII 

DETERRENCE, DETECTION, AND APPREHENSION 
OPERATING PROGRAM OVERVIEW 

OBJECTIVES 

• Decrease IMPACT street 
crime 

• Increase apprehensions 
• Increase clearances 
• Decrease'response time 

• Decrease IMPACT Crimes 
• Increase clearances 
• Decrease drug-related 

crimes 
• Increase investigative 

efficiency 

• Relieve regular police 
o Reduce crime 
• Report crimes and poten­

tial crimes 
• Improve community rela­

tions 

• Offer lay-legal advice 
• Offer advice to youth 
a Recruit police exam 

applicants 
• Establish rapport with 

community 

1>lETHODS 

• Transfer 120 experienced patrol­
men to CCP 

• Recruit 120 new patrolmen ~or 
regular patrol ' 

• 18 patrol zones cars on two eight-
hour shifts on East side 

• High priority to IMPACT crimes 
• Encourage investigative follow-up 
• Redeploy Tactical Unit to West 

Side 

• Transfer 60 experienced patrolmen 
to reach 1200 

• Recruit 60 new patrolmen to 
replace the transferred manpower 

• Acquire enough new volunteers to 
reach 1200 

• Train volunteers 
• Purchase special uniforms 
• Patrol in own neighborhoods at own 

discretion 
• Establish 10 new centers of opera­

tion 

• Establish nine new centers of 
operation 

• Staff with trained police 
officers 

• Offer space to other agencies 
• Offer solicited advice to any 

citizen or police officer' 

(Source: Cleveland Impact Cities Program, Deterrence, Detection, d A 
Progra'll Evaluation Report, Harch 1974, p. S-2.) an pprehension Operating 
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~ i city-wide Impact crime 
The report attributes a 13% decrease ~he real impact of the DDA 
levels to the DDA pro~ects: H~;e~~~~ctlY addressed in the 
projects on target cr~mes ~s n . tion 
Cleveland report and, therefore, is open to ques • 

t hat in 1972, one year prior to the Impact 
The report. points out . The 13% 8% d ase in Impact cr~me. 0 

Program, there w~sfan 1973e~:; be an extension, at least in part, 
~~c:e~~:n::~~r~~imeo~rend which began in 1972 rather than an 
effect of the DDA projects. (132) 

h d been mentioned to the CAT 
Interestingly, this very point a . 

evaluation contractorts team as the follo~ng 
staff by a member of the 

statement will attest: 

I definitely observed a decrease in the Impact 
crimes ...• This decrease, however, had started 
prior to the implementation of any of these 
programs and in my evaluation I wanted to make 
a note of that. I did in my draft reports not~ 
that the trend was already there but the plann1ng 
staff •.. wanted to argue that maybe the very fact that 
you are announcing a program would have an effect but 
there was really no evidence of that •••• We ~lso found 
in our evaluations other problems such as d1fferent 
projects going on in the same area •... Such problems 
made it very difficult to attribute success to 
anything. (133) 

The foregoing statement indicates that the Cleveland CAT was 

aware of the problems pointed out in the National-level review. 

mention was made of them in Cleveland evaluations However, no 
evaluation issues addressed .in Cleveland's reports. nor were these 

Turning next to Cleveland's Adjudication Operating program, 

(i.e., Pre-T:cial Delay Reduction, Post­

and Offender Rehabilitation) the National-
comprised of three components 

Adjudication Delay Reduction, 

found that the Pre-Trial Delay Reduction evaluation 
level reviewers .. 

" good historical picture of court operations" as well report provided a 
. times for each type of Impact as "a breakdown of the court process1ng 
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offense", allowing a commenter to obtain a sense of "the composite 

picture of effects". (134) There were, however, three major evaluative 

problems which they believed worthy of mention. First, the lack of 

information on the subset of cases selected for analysis precluded 

acceptance of results as representative of the court system as a 

whole. Second, the report did not allow for the attribution of 

observed outcome results to the activities of individual projects. 

And finally, a large amount of data collected for evaluative purpos~s 

was not u~ilized in the evaluation analysis. 

The second activity in the Adjudication Operating program area 

to be reviewed was the Post-Adjudication Delay Reduction component 

which sought to reduce processing time for defendants appearing in the 

Common Pleas Court via two activities: Presentence Investigation (PSI) 

and Diagnostic Treatment Profiles. 

After describing the basic objectives of the PSI component, the 

reviewers stated the evaluation report's claim of a reduction in the 

delay between conviction and sentencing during the last six months of 

1973. They found, though, that the report failed to indicate what 

the average time between conviction and sentencing was prior to 

proj ect implementation, making it "impossible to evaluate the proj ect' s 

effectiveness." 

The National-level reviewers found the evaluation of the third~ 

activity, Offender Rehabilitation Project, to be particularly prob­

lematic since data on client screening criteria and data on what basis 

clients may receive favorable recommendatinn for dismissal of charges, 

were not provided. And, although the evaluation report stated that 

data on the education and employment of former clients were being 

collected, these data sources were not used in the evaluation. "In 

short," the reviewers concluded, "there is insufficient information 
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available in the document to substantiate the claim of success for 

the project.,,(135) 

The evaluation of the Cleveland Vocational/Educational Program 

CCVEP) stated that performance data were incomplete and project­

provided documentation was of questionable reliability since precise 

records on client services and administrative staff activities were 

not always available. 

Since no extensive analysis was conducted, the reviewers looked 

at CVEP with two general questions in mind. First, would the evalua­

~ion approach outlined in the report have provided the range of 

information needed to assess CVEP's effectiveness had the data been 

available? This question was based on the assumption that a more 

detailed and in-depth analysis would be conducted once client data were 

available. Second, did the evaluation report provide the type of 
. (136) 

information needed for program ~mprovement? 

Additionally, three questions, more specific to the evaluation 

itself, were used to guide the reviewers' assessment of CVEP's 

evaluation approach. First, what information regarding the program's 

objectives was presented in the report? Second, what information did 

the report say it would provide? And third, were discrepancies between 

the type of information proposed and provided apparently a consequence 

of a lack of data? 

In general, the reviewers cited unavailable data due to major 

management and operational problems as a major cause of analysis 

shortcomings. Similarly, the lack of recidivism data seemed linked to 

poor record-keeping procedures during the initial phase of the project. 
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However, the CVEP evaluation approach had "the potential to 

provide useful information for decision-makers." To provide this 

information, major problems delineated in the report would have to be 

resolved. This would necessitate "not only a re-organization of the 

management and implementation structure, but a clear conceptualization 

of the type of information and analysis needed to assess project 

outcomes." 

The reviewers saw the CVEP evaluation as a "good example of the 

use of evaluative information for problem identification." And while 

there were no outcome results available in the report, the evaluation 

could, nevertheless, function "effectively as a management tool, 

delineating the important areas for project improvement.,,(137) 

Only one evaluation report for the Diversion/Rehabilitation 

program area was submitted to the National Institute in April 1974. 

This project, Alternative Education or Street Academy CSA), was 

evaluated for activities implemented during its first operational 

phase, January 1 - September 1973, and in terms of a series of effec­

tiveness and efficiency measures. A Cl 1 ' s eve and s evaluators opera-

tionally define the terms, effectiveness measures basically assess the 

results of a project in terms of how much of the expected objective 

was obtained, and efficiency measures, aimed at assessing how well 

resour~e~were utilized, are based on the assumption that if more than 

the expected number of clients achieved the specific objective, then 

project funds must have been used more efficiently. 

Usj,.ng the aforestated definitions, the Cleveland evaluation 

presented percent change figures for those objectives which were said 

to be quantified~ These figures were to indicate "by what percent 

the effectiveness qr efficiency of the project is over or under the 

expected figure for these measures." This method of analysis, using 
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percent change figures, the reviewers found to be "inadequate in the 
" (138) absence of additional information. 

The reviewers found the SA evaluation to be "problematic both in 

terms of the analysis approach and the type of information addressed." 

In addition to the problem they had cited earlier in their review with 

h figures" they also noted respect to the "emphasis on percent c ange 

that "key activities and expected outcomes" had not been "convert(ed
9

) 
. ,,13 into criteria amenable to quantification and detailed ana1ys~s. 

CDAP, the city's attempt to implement the Treatment Alternative 

to Street Crime (TASC) concept, was evaluated for the time period of 

November 1972 through December 1973. CDAP had seven first-year objectives, 

Client recidivism) being client outcome focused, and one (i.e., reduce 

. be;ng focused on program activities and operations. the remaining s~x ~ 

. ·t measures," the reviewers noted, "is "This emphasis on act~v~ y 

understandable" since "data needed to assess proj ect out.comes are 

1 . " generally unavailable or meaningless for short term eva uat~ons. 

What was really germane, however, was for the Cleveland staff to make 

a serious effort "to insure the collection and analysis of outcome 
. ,,(140) data for subsequent evaluat~ons. 

10.2.2 The Cleveland CAT Replies To The Technical Review Of 
Its First Set Evaluation Reports 

On July 22, 1974, approximately six weeks after having received 

the National Level Evaluation contractor's technical reviews of its 

evaluation reports, the Cleveland CAT director forwarded an IS-page 

RO Divided into six sections, the memorandum respons.e to the Chicago • 

addressed "a number of relevant background consilierations" and the five 

areas of substantive comment based on the five program areas evaluated. 

Critical to an understanding of this response, is an admission made 
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early-on in the first section that the Cleveland Impact staff had from 

the inception of the program, "grappled" with (1) "the absence of a 

comprehensive criminal justic·e data base to support planning, monitoring 

and evaluation functions" and (2) the "necessary strictures of security 

and privacy." Later, in this same section, the statement is made that "no 

Impact funding was to be committed to the development and implementation 

of criminal justice data bases ~~", according to Cleveland's 

understanding of Impact guidelines. And, as to Cleveland's in-house . 
attempts to implement what it terms a "substitute system" the Impact 

staff "encountered unanticipated and serious inforl?ation gaps Or in­

commensurability problems". "Where these difficulties arose, "the CAT 

director stated, "the planning and evaluation staff attempted to 

develop alternative means to recapture the required data for evaluation." 

"These attempts" he stated further "were not always successful, particularly 
where baseline data were concerned.-" 

Turning to .the. area of security and privacy, he made the 
following statement: 

The extent of the impact of security and privacy strictures 
upon the activities of the planning and evaluation staff did 
not become fully apparent until the closing months of 1973. 
During November of last year, the staff began work on a 
security and privacy plan in order to (1) meet the legal 
restrictions of the Drug Abuse Office and Treatment Act of 
1972, as they applied to the Cleveland Drug Abuse Program 
evaluation, (2) meet the legal restrictions imbedded in 
federal and Ohio legislation governing confidentiality of 
criminal history records for both adults and juveniles. (3) 
effectuate assurances of the confidentiality of client­
specific data to the various projects, and (4) answer 
questions and resolve issues raised by the Cleveland Chapter 
of the American Civil Liberties Union. 

The publication of the Impact Security and Privacy Plan in 
December 1973, while satisfying applicable federal and state 
legal requirements, the legitimate confidentiality concerns 
of individual projects, and the ACLU, did not resolve all of 
the data collectio~ and data availability issues associated with 
baseline and operational data requirements for evaluation. (141) 

127 



l 
, i' 

o d 1 ounts of information 
The body of the memorandum conta1ne arge am 

which were not provided in the evaluation reports themselves, and 

therefore, this lack of detailed information did appear to have precipitated 

many of the comments made by the reviewers of Cleveland' s evaluat~on 
reports. Desp'ite this additional information, a basic p'roblem wh1ch 

plagued the Cleveland evaluation effort still remained. The Impact 

the- crime-oriented planning, implementation and 
staff had begun 

adequate data base to perform crime-specific 
evaluation cycle without an 

analysis, and in it's great hurry to implement a program, was 
Further, Cleveland 

required to gather data in an ex post facto manner. 

planners apparently felt constrained by Impact g~idelines from ~. 
developing a "criminal justice 4ata base per se. Consequently, 1-

would seem that the major issue was whether or not Cleveland, after 

having devoted nearly two full years and most of its resources to 

program implementation, could be expected to do quality evaluation 

reports. Since the COPIE cycle has at its foundation basic data 

1 
0 with the evaluative process a phased activity occurring 

ana YS1S, 

h h 1 0f f the cycle it would be difficult, at best, for 
throug out t e 1 eo, 
Clevelana to perform good evaluation after so late a start. 

Dissatisfied with the Cleveland response, the National Institute 

remained keenly interested in the Cleveland evaluation effort. A 

meeting was scheduled in Cleveland for August 8 to discuss the 

evaluation situation in Cleveland,and to promote better communication 

on the subject between the Impact staff and the Institute and its 

National Level Evaluation contractor. 

10.2.3 The National Institute Reviews Eleven Add~tio~al 0 
Project Level Evaluations Under Cleveland s D1vers10n/ 
Rehabilitation Program 

At the request of the National Level Evaluation program manager, 

Gordon Misner, University of Missouri professor and a member of the 

National Impact Advisory Group, reviewed eleven project-level 

evaluation reports for Cleveland's Diversion/Rehabilitation program. 
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These reports were submitted to the Institute by Cleveland during May 

1974. Dr. Misner had received them at a briefing of the National 

Impact Advisory Group held at LEAA headquarters in June 1974. On 

August 4, 1974, just three days before the Institute was scheduled to 

meet with the Cleveland team, he had forwarded his review of the 

eleven evaluation reports to LEAA headquarters. The review, in addi­

tion to critiquing all eleven projects, provided an overview section 

which addressed problems and issues common to all the reports. Of the 

six categories of common problems, the comments relative to baseline 

data, data instruments and evaluation timing seemed particularly 

noteworthy. 

In the introduction to all eleven evaluation r.eports, Cleveland 

stated that no baseline data were available prior to the implementation 

of the program, and therefore, no rigorous evaluations could be 

conducted to determine program effectiveness. What they could do, 

Cleveland evaluators claimed, was simply to assess whether projects 

had made any progress toward meeting their stated objectives. Their 

rejection of a more rigorous evaluation design, then, was based Ion two 

assumptions: (1) lack of baseline data and (2) the lack of useful 

analysis strategies, other than "before - after" comparisons. In 

finding both assumptions incorrect, the reviewer stated the following: 

With adequate investment of time, effort, and funds, a much more 
substantial evaluation could be conducted. Short of insisting 
on perfect or ideal types of criminal justice data, one can 
insist that there are some useful 'data available. TIle --­
availability and nature of services provided to offenders by the 
grantee agencies prior to the program implementation should have 
been available. Schools must have at least some dropout records, 
truancy records, etc. Courts and correctional .institutions 
maintain some data on offenders; that should be available. Even 
more important, control groups could have been developed simul­
taneously with the project implementation. That is, one does 
not have to get "before" and "after" data on the population that 
is to be serviced by the projects, as the evaluators imply. (142) 
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The Misner review also found the data collection inst:ruments 

designed by Cleveland to have serious limitations in that they failed 

to determine either "the quality of services" or "the actual impact 

of these services in long-term adjustments." Continuing, he stated: 

The data collection instruments are geared to produce informa­
tion only on the population that the individual projects service. 
Considering the amount of funds invested in these projects, some 
funds should be allocated for the collection of data on 
individuals not serviced. Implementation of this alternative 
would produce better evaluation products and eventually be a 
better investment of LEAA funds. (143) 

Finally, he would address the important area of evaluation time 

frame, i.e., the shortness of the time span projects being evaluated 

had been implemented, saying: 

Most of the eleven projects experienced difficulties in hiring 
staff, in establishing facilities, and in getting the project 
started. For this reason, some operated only for a 6-9 months 
time period. The impact of projects cannot be properly assessed 
in such short project life terms. In fact, the most crucial 
questions are not suitable for evaluation for a period of 2-3 
years. Social adjustments, recidivism, etc. cannot be judged 
adequately in a 6-9 months period. Although the evaluators were 
generally cautious in avoiditlg success "claims ll without proper 
justifications, there are some exceptions and consequently, 
there are some false claims. (144) 

10.3 The National Institute Visits Cleveland 

The day long meeting held with the Cleveland CAT on August 8, 

1974 was attended by representatives from the Institute, its National 

Level Evaluation contractor, the Office of Regional Operations (ORO) 

and the Chicago RO. The discussions focused on data needs and problems 

with Cleveland's analysis-strategy. In rp.ference to evaluation 

~eports, it was made clear that explanatory material should be in~luded 

in the reports themselves since the audience for the documents may 

include, in addition to the LEAA, other planners and evaluators. The 

Institute's National Level Evaluation contractor suggested a format 
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for evaluation documents which Cleveland planners agreed to incorporate 

into future reports generated by their staff. 

All attendees found the meeting to be both worthwho1e and 

constructive. Upon returning to LEAA headquarters, ORO~ special 

program planner would write the following communique to his immediate 
superior: 

On August 8, 1974, I attended a meeting of [the] Cleveland 
Impact Program ..• to discuss •.. Cleveland's progress to 
date in evaluation. Our concerns regarding certain data 
c~llection, methodological, and analysis deficiencies 
w1th respect to individual program evaluations were 
largely mitigated by a careful and detailed descriptJ.on 
of problems encountered by the CAT in past efforts. 
The recognition of existing difficulties, and subsequent 
plans and strategies which were presented by the 
evaluato:s to improvb future products, was welcome and 
encouragJ.ng. 

Substantial effort was devoted toward developing a 
format for evaluation reporting that would bridge the 
gap between the evaluator, with his knowledge of what 
",,'as possible and what was not, and the researcher or 
outsi~e reade:, who without this knowledge, might 
questJ.on or mJ.sunderstand the application of particular 
methodologies or the development of certain conclusions 
based on apparently incomplete analysis ... 

"I retain my earlier concern," he concluded, "over the dominance 

of contractors in the •.. evaluation of the Cleveland program; it 
appears to be their complete p~ovince.,,(145) 

Eventually, Cleveland would complete evaluation reports for most 

of the activities funded under five operat:i.ng programs. In fact, as 

of April 15, 1975, Cleveland had produced forty-seven evaluation 

reports on thirty-two different projects. As Table XIII reflects , 
Cleveland has produced nearly one and one-half times as many reports 

as Denver, the next city in terms of quantity of evaluation 
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TABLE XIII 

IMPACT CITY-GENERATED PROJECT-LEVEL EVALUATION REPORTS 
AS OF APRIL 1975 

NUMBER OF PROJECTS NUMBER OF 

CITY WITH REPORTS REPORTS 

, 

Atlanta 9 19 

Baltimore 23 24 

Cleveland 32 47 

Dallas 13 18 

Denver 16 31 

Newark 11 12 

Portland 2 4 

St. Louis 24 30 

TOTALS 130 185 

(Source: Impact City Crim3 Analysis Teams) 
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reports. Despite the large number of evaluations completed by the 

Cleveland team, the problems referred to by reviewers of Cleveland's 

evaluation documents would remain unresolved, and the reports would 

continue to be plagued by a variety of data- and design-related 

problems. Data would continue to be presented in the aggregate rather 

than in a client-specific for~, and in particular, baseline data would 

continue to be virtually non-existent. Without such data, it remain.ed 
\ 

an extremely arduous task to assess project effectiveness or to reach 

informed judgments relative to how successful a given project had been 

in meeting its stated objectives. 
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11.0 THE NEW CLEVELAND GAME PLAN: INSTITUTIONALIZATION OF THE CAT 
FUNCTION 

As 1974 ended, Cleveland had expended 88 percent of its Impact 

project-level funds. The city was also fully aware that LEAA support 

to its Crime Analysis Team was due to end on June 30, 1975. Conse-

quently, the Impact staff drafted a plan to inRti';.u;::ionalize the CAT 

The l8-page report, after describing Impact's into the city government. 

t in Cleveland, addressed the issue of background and program struc ure 

f ·1 dIp t Under the Crime interagency coordination and its a1 ure un er m ac . 

Analysis Team accomplishments, the report cited project-level evalua­

tions and successful attempts to communicate and maintain a dialogue 

with all agencies of the Cleveland criminal justice system as well as 

with other agencies of the local government. Significantly, the 

Impact staff had been successful in getting a number of its project 

activities institutionalized. These efforts are cited below. 

11.1 Cleveland Projects Are Institutionalized 

Through the local regional planning unit, three Impact projects 

were funded for calendar year 1975: (1) the Augustine Society Group 

Home at $25,216, (2) the Adult-Parole Post-Release Project at $100,000, 

and the High-Intensive Probation Supervision Project (derived from the 

Community-Based Probation Project) at $175,000. 

Cuyahoga County absorbed most of the personnel associated with 

J d Counsel for the Indigent and Prosecutor's Office the Visitiug u ges, 

Projects in its court budget for 1975. 

The City of Cleveland Human Resources and Economic Development 

Department's manpower program took over funding of the Street Academy 

for 1975. 

134 

The Cuyahoga County Adult Probation Department incorporated into 

its regular operations the staff of the Presentence Investigation 
Project. 

11.2 Specific CAT Functions are Recommended for Institutionaliz~~ 
The plan next recommended that the Impact staff be placed within 

the City's Office of Budget and Management because that office already 

maintained responsibility for, in addition to the city's budget, the 
. coordination of federal grants and the operation of the City's data 

processing unit. The new group would be called Crime Analysis Office 

(CAD) and is described generally in the excerpt from the plan that is 
cited below: 

An institutionalized Crime Analysis Office within the 
Office of Budget and Management would allow the city 
to coordinate its programmatic efforts directed at 
crime reduction, and would provide those city agencies, 
dealing with criminal justice activities, with the 
professional support necessary to plan and manage their 
resources ••.• The office would provide a focal point in 
assisting other city departments in coordinating their 
programmatic efforts and in enhancing their planning 
an4 administrative~effectiveness.(l46) 

CAD's specific functions would include the following: 

(a) The collection of crime and system data; 
(b) The analysis of these data; 
(c) The identification of priorities; 
(d) The determination of means to address the problem; 
(e) The allocation of resources to prioritize needs; and 
(f) \.1.. .,;:! assessment of results of this effort. 

Additionally, it would provide assistance in project management 

and evaluation and coordinate the efforts of all city agencies involved 

in criminal justice system activities. 
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The plan called for a minimum of five professional staff level 

1 . of all outlined functions into positions and the institutiona ~zat~on 

the Office of Budget and Management as of July 1, 1975 through 

December 31, ·1976 with federal funding requested on a 90 percent LEAA/ 

10% Grantee hard match basis. 

11.3 The Chicago Regional Office Replies to Cleveland's 
Institutionalization Plan 

The institutionalization plan was hand delivered to the Chicago 

RO on December 26, 1974 by a member of the Cleveland Impact staff. 

On January 14, 1975, the acting regional administrator wrote the CAT 

director the following response. 

While we find tha the general concepts contained in the 
plan up to paragraph F are acceptable, we must reject the 
remainder -and hence the plan as a who1e- as being irrel­
evant to meeting the special condition on your grant •.• 

Therefore, '," you must address the following issues: 

1. 

2. 

3. 

What has already been done toward institutionalizing 
Impact concepts? 

References to future funding fo the Crime Analysis 
Team (CAT) should be deleted from the institution~liza­
tion plan since it is not the purpose of the spec~a1 
condition. 

Reference should be made to how city funds will be used 
to fund projects selected for continuation. 

RO V has at your request provided extensive assistance to you 
in the development of your institutionalization plan. Jim 
Bain and Bob Sommerfeld were both active with you toward the 
development of an institutionalization plan over the past year. 

Sonnnerfeld late last summer was requested in a personal phor;e 
call from you to me, to be.a11owed to spend a couple days w~th 
your staff, in formal development of the plan, to satis~y the 
special condition. Your submission does not reflect th~s 
effort. 
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Since time is of essence, this letter will serve to authorize 
an extension to February 15, 1975 to meet the special 
condition deadline. (147) 

The acting Chicago regional administrator's letter was not 

well received by the Cleveland CAT director. On January 16, he 

forwarded a reply to Chicago and asked for a meeting with key 

officials of the National Institute and the LEAA headquarters prior 

to the February 15 deadline quoted in the RA' s let ter. 

"The tone and attitude reflected in your letter", the CAT 

director wrote, "totally defies logic as well as any insight into previous 

discussions with your staff." He surmised that this communications 

gap was caused by the fact that during his tenure as Impact director he 

had seen two regional administrators, two acting regional administrators, 

and "no less than three [regional] Impact coordinators". 

After having cited several points wherein he disagreed with the 

contents of the acting RA'e letter, he gave as a reason for his some­

what impassioned response "your decision to reject, out-of-hand, our 

submission, by way of a one-and-one quarter-page 1etter."(148) 

On January 23 and 24, 1975, the Region V staff met with Cleveland 

Impact planners at Chicago where all issues raised by the institution­

alization plan could be addressed, and the major problems reconciled. 

The Cleveland CAT director considered the meetings to have been highly 

successful, and by February 7, he would write more amicably to the 

acting Chicago RA of his staff's willingness to supply essential data 

on Impact project institutionalization and of his agreement with the 

position taken by Chicago that future Impact staff funding was a 

separate item from the institutionalization plan and should, therefore, 
be treated as such. 
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The Cleveland CAT director would submit his resignation to the 

1975 one month exactly from the date of mayor, effective March 7, , 
~is letter to the acting Chicago RA. In his next to last act as 

he would write LEAA headquarters to inform the Office ,JAT director, 
. of h~s dec~sion, and to recapitulate what were, of Regional Operations • • 

in his view, the major achievements of the Cleveland Impact program. 

In part, he wrote: 

Dur~ng the period ... l served as director, Impact planned 
and funded comprehensive and diversified projects at 
every level of the criminal justice system, all designed 
to reduce stranger-to-stranger street crimes .•. 1The net 
result of our efforts was a twenty-six percent decrease 
in major crimes from 1971-1973, the largest and most 
significant reduction for a major city in the natio~. 
Even with the increase experienced last year all maJor 
crimes are down eight percent since we began in 1971.(149) 

Between March 7 and July 1, 1975, the Cleveland CAT would be 

reduced to its present level of four staff people and would be 

Its last staffing grant has been extended transferred to City Hall. 

through December 1975. A "Block" grant to fund this group, and 

thereby continue a minimal criminal justice planning capability in 

Cleveland, has been applied for and was awarded as of January 1, 1976. 
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12.0 EPILOGUE: RESPONSES TO A QUESTIONNAIRE BY THE MAYOR OF 
CLEVELAND, OHIO 

As a final (albeit necessarily subjective) over~iew of the 
Impact program experience in Cleveland, the following questions 
were responded to by the Honorable Ralph J. Perk, Hayor of 
Cleveland, Ohio. 

Q. Impact was seen as an experiment in the New Federalism with the 

cities given. a major say in the planning and implementation of a 
\ 

federa~ program. How effectively did intergovernmental relations 

function in the case of Impact? How well did the partnership 

between the LEAA Washington, Regional Office, the State Planning 

Agency, and Mayor work? 

A. Yes, the Impact program was an experiment in New Federalism. 

The question raised was whether the federal government could ask 

a major urban city directly to conduct a massive program with very 

rigid guidelines and have them held accountable while achieving 

their goals and objective~. The city of Cleveland has responded 

in the affirmative. 

The Impact program established itself immediately as a constructive 

force against crime in Cleveland. One of the major reasons for 

its success was the close working relationship Impact and my office 

developed with the LEAA Washington Office, the Regional Office in 

Chicago, and Administration of Justice Division in Columbus, Ohio, 

and our local criminal justice related agencies. This rapport and 

open communication has helped Cleveland in its efforts to reduce 

crime, and hopefully, will continue to do so. 

Q. The Cleveland Impact program maintained an open door policy towards 

citizen groups. What was the city's policy toward community 

involvement in Impact? What was the contribution of the City and 

County Councils, and of the Cleveland newspapers to the program? 
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A. The concept of community-based involvement, interacting with Impact, 

was probably one of our major goals. These community agencies were 

encouraged to participate and play an active role in the early 

development stages of Impact-funded programs. The community, as a 

whole, accepted the Impact program's goals and worked diligently 

to assist in any way possible. 

The City and County Councils-were highly receptive to the program, 

and their assistance was of great value to the overall goals of 

the Impact concept. 

The Cleveland media recognized Impact as a viable force in comba­

ting crime, encouraging citizens to become aware of the crime 

problems in our community and to do whatever possible to rectify 

the crime situation. 

Q. Impact was aimed at all elements of the criminal ju.stice syst.:-:l'i\ 

in Cleveland. How would you characterize the role of the police, 

courts, and corrections in Impact? Which function was the most 

successful in relating to Impact? The least successful? 

A. Within the city, Impact was regarded very highly. The police, 

courts, and correctional officials often looked to Impact for not 

only financial assistance, but also its expertise in the criminal 

justice field. Impact served to pull the various criminal justice 

agencies closer together, and with this in mind, communication 

lines were opened that were not open previously. 

The police functions were probably the most successful in relating 

to Impact in that this was Impact's first line of defense against 

crime. As far as the least successful, i~ would be most difficult 

to pinpoint anyone area as all the various agencies were so 

vitally important to the overall scheme of the criminal justice 

system and contributed substantially to the Impact goals. 
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Q. A great deal of attention has been directed at Impact's crime 

reduction goals of 5% in two years and 20% in five years. How 

effective has Impact been in reducing crime in Cleveland? 

A. The city of Cleveland experienced a general decline in Impact 

crimes in 1972 when the program began. In 1973, the city experi­

enced a dramatic 13 percent reduction, doubling the federal 

government's two-year goal. However, in 1974, crime began an 
upward trend. 

Although crime went up in 1974, let me say that this fact alone 

cannot determine the true effectiveness of the Impact program. 

Local crime statistics wet'e based upon "known offenses" listed in 

the Uniform Crime Reports, submitted by the Cleveland Police 

Department to the Federal Bureau of Investigation. Since these 
reports were based solely on the number of "known offenses," I 
personally feel it cannot alone serve as an indicator of the 
success or failure of the Impact program. 

Q. One of the original purposes of Impact was to bring about improve­

ment in criminal justice planning capability at the local level. 

Could you give your assessment of the changes in criminal justice 

planning and program evaluation in Cleveland as a result of Impact? 

A. Let me say that, while it is important to determine crime levels 

and trends, the Impact program should not be judged solely on this 

basis. As you (MITRE) are aware, it is very important to monitor 

and evaluate a project's performance in meeting its objectives. 

Paramount is the ability of a project to serve its clientele in the 

most effective and efficient manner. The Impact program, pursuant 

to LEAA regulations, provided these monitoring and evaluation 

functions, and these roles are now serving as baseline models for 

similar criminal justice actiVities in the Cleveland area. 
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Q. Looking back over the past three and one-half years of Impact, what 
has impressed you most (least) about the program~ What (permanent) 

changes have been brought about by Impact~ 

A. What has impressed me the most is the professionalism and adminis­

trative capabilities Impact has displayed in its' short existence. 

When Cleveland was. selected as a participa~,lt in the High Impact 

Anti-Crime Program, the city was provided with the opportunity to 

serve as a catalyst in the development of coordinated, effective 

programs for community crime prevention. The Impact Cr~me Analysis 

Team (CAT) developed and implemented a crime-specific planning 

format which considered the social, demographic, and institutional 

factors related to crime in Cleveland. 

The Cleveland Impact program served as the focal point for coor­

dinated planning and direction which I feel were the primary 

ingredients assuring the successful implementation of crime­

prevention activities. 

The Cleveland Impact program has proven to me and the citizens of 

Cleveland that soundly planned and properly managed anti-crime 

projects operating in an atmosphere of cooperative, intergovern­

mental and interjurisdictional relationships are indeed the valuable 

legacies of Cleveland's Impact Cities program. 

Q. If you had to do it over again, what would you do differently? 

A. Possibly, I would have done things differently if I would have been 

aware of the early termination of the Impact concept, but since we 

were not, I would honestly say, NO, I would not do anything 

differently. 
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