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1972

DENVER IMPACT PROGRAM
GENERAL PROGRAM BUDGET ALLOCATIONS

Part C Discretionary

Part E Corrections

Estimated | LEAA State, LEAA State
General Total Federal Local Federal | Local Reference

Program Category Cost Share Matching Share Matching Page
A1 TOTAL 2,186,666 1640000/ 546,666] 26
A 1(a) 300,000 225000 75,000 26
A 1(b) 160,000 120000 40,000] 27
A 1(c) 133,333 100,000 33,333 28
A 1(d) 306,666 230,000 76,666 2é
A 1(e) 80,000 60000 20,000} 29
A 1(f) 333,334 250000 83,334 29
A 1(g) 133,333 1000008 33,333 . 30
A 1(h) 340,006 255000° 85,000 31
Arl(i) - 400,000 - 300000 100,000 32
A2 733,333 550000 183,333 37
A3 133,333 100000  33,333] 43
A 4 13,333 10000 3,333] 47
A 5 133,333 1000000 33,333 50
A:TOTAL 3,199,994 2400000 799,998

B 1 200,006 150,000 50,000 53
B 2 300,000 225,000 75,000 .57
B 3 166,666 125,000 41,666 60
B 4 33,333 25,000 8,333 63
| 53,333 40,000) 13,333 66
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1972

DENVER IMPACT PROGRAM
GENERAL PROGRAM BUDGET ALLOCATIONS

<4

| Part C Discretionary

Part E Corrections

Fstimated | LEAA State, LEAA State
I General Total Federal Local Federal Local. Reference
L3 Program Category Cost Share Matching Share Matching Page
m’ .
5 B TOTAL 753,332, 565,000 188,332
r; C 1 200,000| 150,000 50,000 69
L) C 2 86,666| 65,0000 21,666 74
r " C 3 -0- S -0- 33
= C 4 86,666| 65,0000 21,666 3y
-
uf C5 113,333} 85,000  28,333] 83
- C TOTAL 486,665| 365,000 121,665
u‘ D 1 400,000 300,000 100,000 88
) D 2 133,333 100,000] 33,333 92
L
D TOTAL - -] 533,333} 300,000 100,000/ [100,000] 33,333"
E E TOTAL 26,672 20,0000 6,672 . 95 -
D F -0- -0- -0- ' 59
ﬁa
Li
¥
'PROGRAM TOTALS |5,000,000 1,250,000 416,669 |2500,000 833,331
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REGIONAL CLEARINGHOUSE REQUIREMENTS
ACCORDING TO
BUREAU OF THE BUDGET CIRCULAR A-95
STATEMENT OF COMPLIANCE

Pursuant to requirements set forth by the 0ffice of Management
and Budget Circular A-95, revised February 9, 1971, and in
accordance with regulations for a pltanning, rnotification, and
review system prescribed by Section 204 of the Demonstration
Cities and Metropolitan Development Act of 1966, The Inter-
governmental Cooperation Act of 1968, and the National Eaviron-
mental Policy Act of 1969, The Denver High Impact Anti-Crime
Program issues the following statement of compliance:

The 1972 Crime'Reduction Plan for the City and County of
Denver has been submitted to the Denver Regional Council
of Gevernments on May 15, 1972 for review and comment.

The Denver High Impact Anti-Crime Program will comply with
A-95 procedures and, in addition makes the following state-
ment insofar as environmental impact is concerned.

The general content of the Crime Reduction Plan is that

of enhancing the safety of the citizens of Denver agairnst
criminal victimization and the general improvement of
criminal justice services, The.’plan allocates Law Enforcement
Assistance Administratioen Part C and Part E grant monies

made available through the State criminal justicé planning
agency to the City of Denver for the impiementaticn of
activities defined for action within the Plan; The
activities to be implemented involve juvenile and adult

of fender rehabilitation, crime prevention, detection, and
criminal apprehension, manpower development, research,
automated data processing, public education, community
involvement in criminal justice processes, capital
construction, renovation and equipment acquisition to further
the objectives of any or all of the above.

To the extent that acquisition, renting, 'leasing or con-
struction of facilities require or involve the use of
herbicides or insecticides or any other type of control

that might have a significant environmental impact, the
individual project applications so related will be referred
to either regional, metropolitan, or State clearinghouse.
This action cannot be taken prior to the receipt of specific
grant applications inasmuch as the Impact Program will not
know until that time whether such activity has the potential

for environmental impact.
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It is the opinion of the High Impact Anti-Crime Program
that the Plan as generally described herein, does not

have detrimental environmental impact. In the event that
there is a questionable project grant application insofar
as compiiance with Section 102(2}{c) of the National
Environmental Policy Act such grant application will be

be submitted to the Regional O0ffice of the Law Enforcement
Assistance Administration for review and determination
that an environmental impact statement is necessary.

Any application for grants or subcontracts involving
construction, purchase, lease or alteration of physical
facilities will include a draft environmental statement

as requjred by Section 102(2){c) of the Hational Environ-
mental Policy Act or a declaration that the proposed action
will not have a significant impact on the environment.
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INTRODUCTION

The major objective of the Impact Program is to affect a tangible
reduction in the incidence of certain stranger to stranger target
crimes, namely burglary, robbery, rape and assault, within the City
and County of Denver. HMore.specifically, the program is charged
with halting the increase of these crimes:and to achieve a five
percent (5%) reduction in two (2) years and a twenty percent (20%)
decrease fn five (5) years.

The m;gnitude of the %ask becomes clear in light of currently re-
portea crime incident trends. In the five (5) year period from 1967
through 1971, Denver has experienced dramatic increases in stranger
to stranger crimes and burglary. Assault has risen 157%,vrobbery

146%, burglary 135%,and rape 947,

| - : e
- -
- -~

In order to marshal optimum benefit from all avai]é@]e resou}ces. the
historical development of the Impact'Program has engendered a unique
Federal, State and City partnership, sefdom achievable in many
Federally-sponsored, State-monitored, City-administered grant
programs. Not only is the organizational structure of three (3)
levels of government 1n'partnérship unique, but the theoretical
approach to combating.fhe target crimes is direct and innovative.
Crime reduction will be addressed from a "crime specific" point

éf view. The program will focus on three (3) basic factors‘

which must be ;akeﬁ into consideration in the study of criminal

acts: the offender, the victim, and the environment. These
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‘three (3) considerations will be in terms of response of the

crimjna1 justice system to the crime problem; that is, pre-
vention and deterrence, detection and apprehension, adjudication,
and post-adjudication processes. .In every case, the nature and
elements -of the specific target crimes will provide direction

for project intervention actions to be taken within the

community and the criminal Jjustice system.

The Impact Program is mandated to facilitate the lessons learned
in any one City to be transferred to others in order to provide
them with greater insights into possible approéches to their
particular crime problems. To achieve this goal, a variety of

data collectien requirements have been imposed upon the Impact

. Program and the results of the research projects conducted

within Impact Cities will be analyzed and assessed for.its

~usefulness to other communities. LEAA will evaluate applicability

4
of the findings, package them, and actively disseminate the

materials in a form that will permit their most effective use.

To provide a meaningful framework for addressing the problem
of stranger to stranger crimes and burglary, it is necessary
to define the key dimensians of the problem. For this
purpose, five (5) areas of programrfocus have been identified:
1. Focus on assault, burglary, rape and robbery
offenders and these most likely to commit these

crimes;



3

f..

e,on‘g

v S Qs SRS vuevs S tNvey SRR

- S S

€3 3 £33

“3-.

2. Focus on assault, burglary, rape and robbery
victims and those most likely to become these
victims;

3. Focus on the environment cr setting in which

qssau]t: burglary, rape and robbery occur or
are most likely to ozcur including social and
physical aspects;

4, Focus on the responsiveness o% the criminal
Jjustice system relative to the prevention and
control of assault, burglary, rape and recbbery,
and, '

5. Focus on the comnunity role including social and

public organizations with respect to preventing

and controlling assault, burglary, rape and

robbery. T L e
The crime specific thrust of the program does nothreclude
efforts directly or indirectly geared to reducing cther related
crime problems, but it does demand that every project effort

have a relationship to an ultimate impact on the identified

crime targets of assadlt, burglary, rape and rcbbery.

The Denver High Impact Anti-Crime Program Comprehensive Plan

. has been developed through the enthusiastic parficipation of

the Denver Coordinating Council for Criminal Justice formed
of leading citizens of this community and supported by five

task forces covering specific phases of criminal justice and
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community interest. At the outset the Denver Commission

"on Community Relations was charged by the Mayor to launch

the Impact Program in such a manner as to guarantee broad

and active citizen involvement. That objective has been
achieved. In all, the persistent efforts of approximately
100 citizens of this community investing well over 2,000
man-hours of effort are reflected in this plan. In addition,
the program is grateful for the unstinting support of the
Colorado Division of pgimina] Justice, the Regional Office
of the Law Enforcement Assistance Administration, and the

Office of Mayor Hilliam H. McNichols, Jr., for the extensive

‘time they have directed £o the task forces,the Denver

boordinating Council on Criminal Justice and the Impact

Program staff in the development of this plan.
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1, Statement of Prcbiems and Needs

A. Existing Systems
. The 1970 Census of Denver indicated that the City's

population has grown only 4.2 percent since the last decennial

.census, representing a net increase of 20,791 persons or a

popuiation increase from 493,887 to 514,678.

Minorities currently contribute 22% of the population within the
City and have increased at a rate substantially higher than the

total rate of growth;

In the suburban counties like Jefferson, a dramatic increase of
82.7 percent was experienced. By 1975, Denver is projected to
nave 37.8 percent of the population Standard Metropolitan
Statistical Area (SMSA)compared with 53.1 percent in 1960,
Therefore,-Denver like most U. S. Cities, is experiencing a
modest growth but substatiallly less than that of Ehe suburban
areas surrounding it. The Denver Metropolitan Areé,is expected
to grow at a faster pace than both the State and the Nation
during the next few years, according to the U. S. Bureau of

the Cehsus. According.to the Uniform Crime Repoft of the Federal
Bureau of Investigation, so will its crime rate unless strong
measures are taken to control the inerease in crime.‘ The
Denver High Impact Program is being designed to attack thfs

problem.

Some measure of the crime problem in the City and County of

Denver 1s evident through comparisons of the Uniform Crime Report




~3

[

2

i

3 ’C':'J,

-
e

e

3 &G 3
@

£33

e [ siew [ ones G opoie

. .

3

-6~

statistice for 1971 with comparable crime rates in the other

“Impact Cities." For example the crime of fﬂﬁEiElE“£EE§: Denver
reported 434 cases compared with 268 in Atlanta, a city of

———

comparable size. Baltimore, with a population almost twice
the size of Denver's, reported ]8,483'bqrglariés in 1971,
Denver reﬁorting 15,228.cases. Denver also reported more
auto thefts (7,088) than Dallas (6,914) a city with almost
300,000 more pecople. The problem of dfﬁgs has alse reached
serious proportiong. t {s estimated that there are now

over 3,000 heroin addicts in Denver, compared to less than

100 in 1965.

In view of the presence of increased crimina] activity in the
community, how are the Criminal Justice Agencies serving

Denver, organized and equippé&d to cope with the préblem?iﬁ_

.

7
-
'

The Police: Of all Criminal Justice Agencies in the State, the

largest is the Denver Police Department which had 1,229 sworn

officers in February, 1972. Of this number, 7.9 percent were

:persons of minority background. In addition to sworn personnel,

the Department employs 273 non-sworn personnell The Department
has been criticized for employing sworn police officers in
administrative positions that could be performed by civilian
personnel. One of the priority needs identified in the 1972
State Comprehensive Plan was a manpower'utiiization study of

the Denver Police Personnel.
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Hhi]e the City of Denver suffers from a disproportionate

burglary  and stranger to stranger type of violent crime, the
Police Department has not had the capability or the resources
to overlap shifts, organize special task forces to cope with

burglary or stranger to stranger crime and have the data it

collects organized and analyzed in a manner whereby they could

define target areas on which to concentrate. The department
maintains a data processing center that has stored vast
quantities of data relating to arrests. This data is categor-

ized .by police districts, of which there are four, and while

~data could be converted to census tract by conversion of

street addresses, only beginning steps have been taken to
utilize this valuable resource, Until recently the computer
capability of the Department has been primarily used for

administrative repcrt prodqcfﬁon.k R

Denver has not fully developed a sound crime data base. Currently,

The Denver Crime Information Center (DCIC) and the Colorado Crime

Information Center (CCIC) do not interface and thus there‘is
a gap in the information available that must be exchanged
between the two systems. In addition to the data base needed
to evaluate crime in the City of Denver, fhe criminal justice

system needs information describing unreported crime, victim

‘‘characteristics, offender profi]es,_correctiona];case data and

other related statistics collected in such a manner as to

~produce an objective picture of crime and {ts impact in Denver.
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The Denver Police Department does not yet enjoy a cooperative

“relationship with aIT members of the community, although

programs have been implemented to resclve the problem. There
is a critical need to bring citizens’and police personnel into
Jointly sponsored enforcement activities to provide the
tommunity with‘a better understanding ‘and a true investment in

all facets of the crime problem.

Adjudication Process: ‘The agencies through which the adjudication

process is administered in the City of Denver are the County’

Cdurts and County Probabation Department for misdemeanent cases,

‘the District Courts and ﬁistrict Probation Department, for

felony cases, the Denver Juvenile Court and Probaticn Department.

the Intermediate Court of Appeals, the State Supreme Cﬁurt, the

Prosecutor's office and the State Public Defender's office.

e

- -

These functions comprise a significant element of the criminal
justice system. Any program directed toward the;reduction of
crime must be cognizant of the contributions which can be

provided by the courts system.

Among the problems of the adjudication process the following-

are identified in the Co]brado 1972 Comprehensive Plan:

Juvenile Court: There is a need to improve the processing of

cases through the Juvenile Court. The Court has been planued

with an increasing backlog of cases despite constant attention
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to the problem. At the same time theré is a disproportionate
number of juveniles appearing before the Court. Of all persons

arrested in Denver for major crimes, more than 50 percent are

juveniles. The critical nature of the problem is evidenced
by the length of delays involved. At the present time {1t takes
76 days, on. the avErage“ from the time that a police complaint
is referred to the intake division and a decision made whether
or not to file a petition, refer the cése elsewhere, or place
the youngster under a period of informaf supervision. An average
of 130 days lapse, %rom the time a police referral is made
and the matter is disposead of by the Court in a non-;ontested
matter. An average of 211 déys is required to adjudicate a
contested case. It is estimated that nearly 4,000 new referrals
will be sent to the Court during the next fiscal year at a
rate of approximately 330 cases per month.

- - - -

- aga.

-

The Grand Jury: In Colorado a criminal case can bg=set for
trial either by information after the preliminary hearing or
indictment after a grand jury hearing. Grand juries in Colorado
are called by special order of the courts having jurisdiction

‘to make such an order. -

In counties of the first class, such as Denver, the court shall
cause a grand jury to be drawn and summoned to attend at the
sitting of such court at the first term of such court in each

year. There is an immediate need in Denver County and District

Courts to reduce the amount of time required to process criminal
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cases and a more efficient method of producing case transcripts

must be developed.

District Attorney's Qffice: There are 22 District Attorneys

in the State, ong_fof each judicial district. Tne District
Attorney is elected by the people within his judicial district
and serves a term of four years. The largest District Attorney's
office is in the Second Judicial District (Denver) with
approximately 125 persopde] and a budget of $767,200. This
amounts to an approximate per capita expenditure of $1.50. The

caseﬁoad per deputy is approximately 25.

There is a need for a more efficient management information
system for the Denver District Attorney's Office. A considerable

amount of data is currently collected but is not in a rggrievabie

- e

~ format. Automatic data processing of prosecution events and

decisions should be Tinked with police and court d%spositions.
The Denver District Attorney cannot easily retrieve the
information necessary to make more erfective judgments in the
prosecution of many criminal cases. Personnel performance
information and data about the many external events that
influence the management and operatiohs of the prosecutor’s

office must be made available to the District Attorney for

 planning, evaluation, and monitoringkthe prosecution cédse flow.
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Due to organized crime activities in Denver, the Denver
District Attorney has established an Organized Cr{me Unit
which has its own special attorney, staff, and investigators
and is funded by LEAA. Experienced, well trained prosecutors

are at a premium in the system. Career orientation and pride

- in their profession must be stimulated among prosecutors

and their assistants. There is a need to attract young
lawyers into the prosecutional functions through making this

prosecutorial career more attractive to them.

The Public Defender's Office: The largest offijce of the

Colorado Public Defender is that of Denver, employing 21
defenders under a State administered program. This office
handles a large majority of all felonjes filed in the District
Court. The average caseload ranges from 40 to 100 cases per
defender. Due to an inadequgte number of personnei tﬁ?fw}
Public Defendér cannot meet the needs of Denver in/ providing
offenders with necessary legal services. There is a need

for more prompt contact between the Public Defender and
offénders érrested and incarcerated in the Denvgr City Jail

as well as those inmates in the Denver County Jdail. Increased

and better trained staff with status and.compensation

equivalent to other court personnel is needed in order to

“make the Public Defender's 0ffice more responsive to the needs

of ¢riminal defendants.
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County and District Courts: The Denver Cocunty Court is both

a county court and a municipal court with independence from
the State judicial system. The Denver County Court judges
are chosen by the Mayor of Denver with the assistance of a
selection committee to serve for a period of four years.
Denver Coﬁnty judges hear all criminal misdemeanants and

conduct preliminary felony hearings.

Denver District Colurt judges hear criminal felony cases. The
position is initially a two year appointment with subsequent
general election determining retention. There are fourteen
Uistrict Court judges who sit in Denver, four of whom handle

criminal cases for the Sec ad Judicial District.

The City and County of Denver ope;ates a night qpurpzﬁoﬁf
ordinance misdemeanor arraignments and felony advzsements five
days a week with an average daily caseload of TSOﬁcases. Fdr
all criminal cases initiated in the lower court, the average
time from initial appearance to d;te of trial is 90 days.

. The number of cases awaiting trial at the end of 1971 was

2,293.

The community of Denver is becomming increasingly concerned

with bail reform. Bonding practices are currently under

/
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scrutiny, with an emphasis on formally expanding bail

opportunities for misdemeanant and felony offenders.,

Probation: Juvenile, County and District Courts utilize

the probatfon services of their respective probation depart-
ments for.pre—seﬁtence information coliection and presentation
to assist the judges in final disposition. Probation is
normally a correctional service whicﬁ comes under the

auspices of the court. |

1

Corrections: The corrections function in Colorado is divided

‘juvenile services. o

into three primary agencies: (1) the probation system within
the judiciary; (2) the institutions and parole system with

the Department of Institutions and (3) the jail system within
the county sheriff's departments. . "These three primary agencies

- . s
then divide the corrections function between adult and”

1

The probation system is divided into separately administered

juvenile and adult probation departments for each of the

"'State's 22 judicial districts. Probation is thbught of as a

Court disposition with no institutional commitment, or

~institutional commitment with a suspended sentence.

During the past four years the Denver probation caseload

increased 50 percent. Even though the objective of the State
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is to provide probation servicés on an equé] basis through-

olt the State, the fact is that the probation services in
quate in relation to the rest of the State.
" The

Denver are inade

The caseload of active probationers js averaging 145.

Denver caseload is twice the rate of other high areas in

the State and exceeds the recommencation of the American

Correctional Association (50).
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"The Denver Juvenile Probation Department has a total case-

Toad of 860 per month with each probation counselor averaging
43 cases per counselor. There are a total of 20 active

juvenile counselors working under the direction of the court.
There 1s also a utilization of -volunteers (approximately 500)
through a "Partners" project by the Juvenile Court, primarily

in the area of intake personnel.

Parole Services: -<Juvenile Parole is a component of the

Division of Youth Services, Department of Institutions. Last
year's parole revocations were 85 and reduced to 45 this past
fista] year, an all time low for the State. fhe state caseload
for Juvenile Parole is 489 with 281 of these cases in Denver.
The current budgef for Juveni?e‘Paro1e is $78,688 {operéting

expenses)_and S2§4,549 for personnel services wiph gaugpsitions

on the staff. Six juvenile parole officers are in Denver

“f
with an average caseload of 46.8 parolees. Juvenile Parole

operates three group homes for pre-release purposes.

There are three full-time members on the Adult Parole Board
with their permanent office in Denver and suitcase quarters

at the Reformatory and Penitentiary. The total budget for

. the Adult Parold Board is $79,004. The Board reviews

approximately 2,000 cases for parole, parole revocation and

clemency per.year.
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The divisions of Adult and Juvenile Parole are in the State
Department of Institutions. Functioning on a statewide
basis they provide parole services tc adult and Jjuvenile
offenderé prior to and following release from the
institutions. The adult parole caseload census is 2,337
with an average ;étio of 1 parole officer to 73 parolees.
The average cost per case is $377. The current parole
violation rate is 12.8 percent. The current estimated
budget for the Division of Adult Parole is $905,812 with
77 employees (30 of thése are adult parole officers).
Adult parole operations include a work release program in

the Denver Metropofitan area, however only a small number

of persons are currently participating in this program.

Adult Institutions: The Penitentiary at Canon City, Colorado,

120 miles south of Denver is divided into three p#in&fﬁfz
functional components according to security levels. 1In one
area, there is the Ranch, Pre-Release Cénter and Women's
Correctional Institution. In another is the Honor Farm

and Dairy. The third is the original site with the maximum
security facility. Perhaps the strongest correctional
program in the Institution is the industrial-vocational
activity. There is a need to strengthen and:augment these

institutional pfograms with Denver based Programs and

placement opportunities,
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The State Penitentiary operates with.a budget of $6,132,380
supporting a staff of 442 personnel.. The total census is
1,573 with 726 admissions during fiscal year 1371. This

represents 441 commitments from court, 161 parole revocations,

43 escapees returned under old sentence and 8] transferred

from other institutions. There were 882 departures from
this institution during fiscal 1971. The inmate population
in the Penitentiary has decreased in thg past few years.
This decrease has c§used some real thinking with the
Institution in regardléo inmate planning and activities.
Current plaraing has been undertaken to reduce the pppulation
even more by openin§ additional facilities, and full
consideration should be given to locating these facilities
in the Denver Metropolitan area.

) . . o T .
The average length of stay at the penitentiary is 2 years,
é months. The inmate popu{ation from Denver is approximately

one-third of the total inmate population.

The Colorado State Reformatary has a designed capacity to

‘hold 650 medium security prisoners. In 1971, the

population was 601. There is a Nork;Release_Program
located in Denver which can accomodaté 21 residents in a
halfway house situation. The average length of stay at the

institution is 11 months and 12 days, with the greatest
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number of fnmates staying in from 6 months to 1 year. The
heported recidivism rate is 25 percent. As of February, 1972,
235 inmates had general maintenance assignments, 105 were
involved in vocational training, 75 were participating in

academic prbgrams, 95 were at the honor camp and 21 were

~on work-release.

Juvenile Institutions: The State Divfsion of Youth Services

was established in 1961 by administrative action of the
Department of Inst{tutions. The agencies composing the
Division are: 'Lookout Mountain School for Boys, MountAView
Girls' 