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/ 

FOREWORD 
/ 

/" 
The evaluational connnentary contained in this report has been derived (~~ 

a study of the St. Louis Crime Connnission as an agency operating within/n 

organizational network; and as such in no way should the connnents be construed 

as reflecting an evaluation of particular individuals. 

Although they are unnamed in this report, we would like to thank the busy 

directors of agencies who were gracious enough to give so much of their valuable 

time to assist in this study. Interview time ranged from one to two and one-half 

hours. E~J.ery interviewee demonstrated a sincere concern with our criminal justice 

system by this gesture alone. 

:1 
The following student assistants are acknowledged for the extraordinary skills 

and effort they demonstrated in conducting this study: Mike Farle¥ and Ron Messina 

for much of the substantive work on the questionnaires, interviews and written 

report; Ann Rohlfing for data compilation and unrelenting editorship; Beverly 

Riola for cover design; and our secretary, Betty Reeves. All errors of connnission 

or omission are the responsibility of the Project Director, Wiley C. Smith. 
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INTRODUCTION 

As a result of a Request for Proposal, the Center for Urban Programs (C.U.P.) 

was awarded a research contract to "assess the role of the St. Louis Commission 

on Crime and Law Enforcement (hereafter referred to as the Commission) and recommend 

alternative models." This report contains both assessments and recommendations. 

In November, 1971, the Governmental Research Institute (GRI) completed an 

evaluation of the Commission, its operations and funded research. The GRI report 

(available in the library of the Center for Urban Programs) includes a historical 

account of the development of the Commission, a description of activities and 

research projects funded or operated by th2 Commission, and scattered, brief dis-

cussions of some problems of the Commission. 

It is not the purpose of this report to duplicate or replicate the GRI study, 

although it is recommended that interested parties read that report. It is not 

the intent of this report to give an accounting of all the activities and success-

ful endeavors of the Commission. Rather the method of study and focus of this 

report is to: (a) assess the role of the Commission in the context of the local 

criminal justice system (CJS) - in its broadest conception, (b) to illuminate its weak-

nesses in its present state as seen by professionals in its operating milieu, and 

(c) to make recommendations for the next developmental stage of the Commission. 

~mTHOD OF THE STUDY 

A questionnaire/interview schedule was used to systematically gather indi-

cators of the relationships between the Commission and otherCJS agencies, the 

perceptions that the rest of CJS has of appropriate roles for the Commission, 
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and to identify strengths and weaknesses of the Commission.* Data obtained from 

these formal structured interviews, informal discussions with Commission staff, 

or others, will be utilized only in aggregate form so that individual responses 

cannot be identified. 

In addition to conducting lengthy interviews, the research staff: (a) 

studied the files of the Commission, (b) reviewed the structure and functions 

of other Commissions, (c) studied the Ordinance creating the Commission, and 

(d) consulted relevant, knowledgeable individuals both in and out of public or 

governmental agencies. 

*The questionnaire was based on H. Paul Friesma's study of metropolitan 
political structures. The questionnaire and appropriate references are on file 
in the library of the Center for Urban Programs. A list of thirty-four (34) 
major agencies and departments in the City of St. Louis was used to obtain inter­
views. A total of sixteen (L6) formal interviews and seven (7) informal contacts 
were made. 
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S~·UffiY AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

The following summary of conclusions and recommendations is derived from 

the effort described in the previous section: 

Intra-Agency 

Areas of Strength 

1. The Crime Commission has a thorough 

knowledge of process of the vari­

ous agencies of the C.J.S. 

2. The staff has extensive contact 

with the officials of the various 

C.J.S. agencies at all levels. 

3. The Commission is open and dedicated 

to improving their own agency as well 

as the C.J.S. as a whole. 

4. The Commission is functioning well as 

a facilitator for many agencies within 

the criminal justice system. 

Areas of Weakness 

1. High turnover rate of second 

level staff seriously hampers 

the smooth operation of the 

agency. 

2. The long vacancy of the Execu­

tive Director's position is a 

definite handicap in both intra­

and inter-agency relationships. 

3. The staff as a whole does not 

constitute a strong repository 

of professtional skills capable 

of being utilized by other C.J.S. 

agencies, the community, or city 

government. 
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Inter-Agency 

Areas of Strength 

1. The Commission is active in assist-

ing two major civic organizations, 

The Alliance for Shaping a Safer 

Community and The Women's Crusade 

Against Crime. 

2. Several of the agencies interviewed 

clearly felt the Commission had 

been most helpful in helping them 

solve their problems with other 

agencies. A strong point is its 

present and potentia.1 role as a 

catalyst. 

3. A 1I1ow-profi1ell stance has kept 

the COlmnission from appearing as 

an antagonistic organization. 

Areas of Weakness 

1. There are apparently no solid 

links or overt cooperation ~.;rith 

IIgrass-rootsll community organi-

zations. This seems extremely 

important especially with the 

black community. 

Many respondents felt there was 

only lItokenll citizen input into 

the Commission and that lI~on-

agency community interests" . 

were not sufficiently considered. 

2. The general community seems 

unaware of the Commission, and 

therefore, unable to utilize 

any resources the Commission 

might have to offer. 
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3. Organizations in the operating 

milieu of the Commission do not 

look to the Commission for 

leadership. Leadership appears 

to be based upon prestige, 

knowledge or power and/or 

expertise, however, other agencies 

for the most part found these 

traits lacking at the present 

time. In the past the Executive 

Director through his "clout" 

was able to effect some successes, 

but ultimately the strengths 

of the Commission must be derived 

not' only from the Director but 

from the combined capabilities 

of the staff. 
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The following recommendations are premised on the assumptions below: 

1. In the past the Mayor's office has seriously neglected the needs 

of the Crime Commission, therefore, many of the present problems 

of the Commission stem from that neglect. 

2. The Mayor of the City of St. Louis has direct influence.over only 

three major criminal justice system agencies: 

A. The Department of Welfare with its control of the city's 

correctional activities. 

B. The appointment of a significant minority to the Council 

of Region V, M.L.E.A.C . 

. C. Direct control over the St. Louis Commission on Crime and 

Law Enforcement. 

3. There are some inherent conflicts in serving the interests of regional 

criminal justice planning and criminal justice planning for the 

central city. 

4. L.E.A.A. resources as they presently exist are, in the long term, 

temporary. 

5. There is an undisputable interdependence of policy control and 

control of technical information. 

6. Crime apparently is the major concern of citizens of the city. 

Therefore the Mayor should be particularly concerned with the C.J.S. 

and the Crime Commission, as an existing mechanism with potential 

as a vehicle for that concern. 
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RECOMMENDATIONS 

1. Develop a plan for the Commission including immediate and long range goals; 

specify action steps to achieve such goals. 

2 . Train the staff in management procedures, evaluation, research and grant-

• 1 proposal writing, community relations and program development. These 

skills should be utilized in developing R.F.P. 's and assisting other groups 

11" wi th problems. 

3. Place the prestige and power of the Mayor's office behind the Commission 

so that it becomes an effective vehicle for that office. The Commission 

should be capable of making every C.J.S. project accountable to the Mayor 

and the community. 

4. Stabilize Crime Commission staff by careful selection and adequate monetary 

and social-psychological rewards, e.g., recognition and support from the 

Mayor's office. 

5. Use the Commission as a vehicle for the city government: 

A. To gain input from the general community, 

B. to mobilize "grass roots" conun.unity resources, an.-d 

C. train, inform, and encourage the community in assisting in the control 

of crime. 

6. Clearly delineate the functions of the Commission so that the Mayor's office, 

regional planning and coordinating agencies, the agencies in the Commission's 

organizational environment, and the Commission itself know the sphere of 

operation of the Commission and what can he expected of it. 

7. Add a criminal justice planner selected by the Executive Director as 

Assistant or Associate Director to the Commission. This position should 

be occupied by a person with unquestionable abilities and professional 

training and be given the principal tasks of: 
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A. Assisting the technical staff of Region V, M.L.E.A.C., 

B. assisting the Executive Director of the Commission to interface 

Commission activities with that of Region V, 

C. developing plans for a smooth transition in the event LEAA funds 

1-. cease, and 

D. planning for all revenue sharing funds to be utilized in the area 

of crime control. 

8. Utilize the Commission to ameliorate problems of the C.J.S., the community, 

and other agencies by identifying and analyzing specific problems or issues. 

The Commissior should then develop Requests for Proposals and assist in 

acquiring funding for appropriate projects. It would arpear that coopera-

tion between the Commission and Region V, M.L.E.A.C. in this area might 

be mutually beneficial. 

9. Carefully scrutinize members of the citizens' operating part of the Commis-

sion for quality of participation. If they do not meet set-standard 

criteria, they should be replaced with new members. New appointments should 

be made according to the candidate's ability to give continued substantive 

support to the Crime Commission. 

10. Select a chairman for the Citizen's Committee who possesses stature in the 

community and who will provide dynamic and dedicated leadership. This 

appointment should be as carefully considered as the appointment of the 

Executive Director. 

11. Follow-up the planning process initiated through the Fordyce Conferences 

with a series of inst~tutes dealing with specific problems and issues. 

Although the vo~,,,w,.:.nous work required by Impact projects has interupted 

this important communication/planning endeavor, this should become a 

continuing process. 
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12. Channel criminal justice funds for the City of St. Louis through the Crime 

Commission to maximize control by the Mayor's office over such projects. 

13. Maintain strong liaison with the State Planning Agency and Region VII, LEAA. 

• 
If the above recommendations are followed it is then our position that the 

Commission be retained and made into an institution of major importance to serve 

t' •• 
the interests of the City of St. Louis. It should analyze and set priorities 

for the city C.J.S. and similarly assist regionally. 

" 

i 
I 



JI:' 
Ai 

' .. 

J.' •• 
I 

•. ,:. 

.... ,i , _ •. , 

-11-

REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE 

The evaluators reviewed the available literature to compare and gain insight 

into organizations similarly constituted as the St. Louis Commission on Crime 

and Law Enforcement. This review employed a twofold approach. 

In the first approach, relevant publications were researched in local univer-

sity libraries. In addition, resident specialists in the criminal justice field 

were contacted at the following universities: St. Louis University, Washington 

University, University of Missouri at St. Louis, and Southern Illinois University. 

Special efforts were made to ensure the search would pinpoint that material which 

was applicable to the functions of the St. Louis Commission on Crime and Law 

Enforcement, pursuant to its enabling ordinance. 

The above approach yielded little information due to the self-imposed require-

ment that material directly apply to the function and responsibilities of crime 

commissions such as the St. Louis Commission on Crime and Law Enforcement . 

However, four inter-related organizational factors were discovered: 

1. The rapid growth in criminal justice needs and problems within 

•. :: metropolitan areas has generally far outstripped local profes-

sional competence to meet them. 

2. Even where sound management practices do exist, personnel and 

.', other resources are not available in sufficient quantity and 

'T"' quality for individual crime commissions to act independently. 

3. Because of unsound or incomplete reporting practices, few commis-

sions have any accurate awareness of the scope of local crime 

problems, and consequently few are in a position to take positive 

action. 
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4. Last, and most important, excessive jurisdictional, operational, 

and internal fragmentation virtually denies any opportunity for 

concerted and effective cooperative action. 

It is because of these general existent conditions that most works reviewed 

end up discussing various means by which regional crime commissions can be estab-

Ii shed (and the various alternatives possible).* 

In the second approach, twenty selected cities were queried by mail as to 

whether or not they maintained, or were members of, crime commissions at all 

similar to the St. Louis Commission on Crime and Law Enforcement. These cities 

were selected by population size representing metropolises substantially larger 

and smaller than St. Louis as well as cities of comparable demographic character-

istics. Furthermore, certain national criminal justice organizations were con-

tacted to.pru!ide pertinent information. The responses reinforced conclusions 

drawn from the literature. 

Crime commissions associated with the responding cities were in all cases 

serving, at the very least, the county in which its city is located., Symptomatic 

of this conclusion is the Criminal Justice Coordinating Council of Greater 

Cleveland, drawing its members from Cuyahoga County as well as Cleveland, or the 

Detroit-Wayne County Criminal Justice System Coordinating Council, whose members 

are similarly comprised. Interestingly, Milwaukee County and the City of Milwaukee 

have combined their efforts as an LEAA planning region established by the State 

Planning Agency, encompassing all the municipalities in Milwaukee County. There 

are no individual local agencies, though the City of Milwaukee has a single 

"grants coordinator and analyst" within its Fire and Police Commission. 

*Although the criminal justice literature in this area does not mention it, 
and the academic field of political science has only scratched the surface, this 
evaluation staff is aware that the consolidation of several local crime commissions 
is not the only means by which regional integration of purpose and effect can be 
achieved. 
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The presence of a planning function as one of the paramount responsibilities 

was perhaps the greatest similarity among the respondents. Coordination among 

the component parts of the criminal justice system was always a requisite condi-

tion to the resolution of mutual problems or an increase in efficiency and 

operational capabilities of individual agencies. In addition to grant develop-

ment, implementation, and evaluation of programs and projects, overall planning 

responsibilities were in all cases considered necessary to speak to the improve-

ment of the system. Without exception, those cities with "crime commissions" 

defined comprehensive planning to include analysis of the existing criminal 

justice system, both adult and juvenile; analysis of needs and problems; develop-

ment of alternative improvement programs; establishment of priorities; and 

recommended allocation of funds. A detailed account of the effectiveness of the 

criminal justice system in treating the crime problem at every point along the 

system's continuum, however difficult, seemed part and parcel of the respondents' 

contracted responsibility . 

Included in the appendices of this study are the following: a list of the 

relevant literature explored concerning the St. Louis Commission on Crime and 
."'". .' 

Law Enforcement and similarly constituted organizations; a breakdown of those 

cities·contacted,.the form of the contact (sample letter), and their responses; 

and a list of other sources approached by this evalua'tiori staff in its search 

for relevant literature. 
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REVIEW OF THE STATUTORIAL CREATION AND 
RESPONSIBILITIES OF THE COMMISSION 

According to the Ordinance establishing the St. Louis Commission on Crime 

and Law Enforcement (see Appendix B for Ordinance #55455), the following are the 

purposes of the Commission: 

1. To make inquiry into the status of criminal activity within the 

city. 

2. To study existiag law enforcement and administration of justice 

methods, practices, and procedures. 

3. To determine compliance with and the efficiency of such methods, 

practices or procedures. 

4. To make specific recommendations for the improvement of law 

enforcement and administration of justice. 

The creative ordinance also outlines activities or functions of the Commis-

sion. The operating part is charged with: 

1. Studying the incidence of crime, 

2. developing improved, reliable means of measuring and cataloging 

crime, 

3. researching the means, processes, quantity and quality of law 

enforcement and administration of just~ce, 

4. working to include the participation of all agencies, officers, 

and persons. 

These duties are to be carried out by an Executive Director who is empowered 

to appoint a staff for his assistance. The Director and his staff are to make 

recommendations to the Advisory Part, who in turn, "advise, recommend, and counsel 

the Mayor!! based upon the workings of the Operating Part . 
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It should be noted that the Commission is an agent of the city responsible 

to the Mayor, however, most of the departments or agencies in the Commission's 

operating environment are under state, county, or federal control. The result 

of this situation is that the Commission must seek the cooperation and assistance 

of criminal justice organizations, most of whom are not accountable to the City 

of St. Louis. 

It became apparent in our interviews and other research that past successes 

of the Commission may be largely attributable to the personal abilities of the 

Executive Director. His diplomacy and thorough knowledge through long experience 

in the criminal justice system and its operating environment compensated for many 
'It 

of the we~knesses alluded to in the GRI report. 

The GRI report mentioned the following as possible impediments to the ful-

fillment of the Commission's duties and responsibilities: 

1. The need for a long-range plan for improvement of the system, 

including funding priorities. 

2. The need for broader citizen partiCipation, knowledge of, and 

support of the Commission. 

3. Lack of follow-through on suggesting and implementing improve-

ments when problems in the criminal justice system are identified. 

4. Absence of adequate staff to provide support to the informational 

needs of various subcommittees. 

Some contacts suggested that the ordinance is inadequate and should be rewrit-

ten. However, it appears that the present ordinance is sufficiently broad to 

allow a restructuring or strengthening of the Commission. It is strongly recom-

mended that the Director of Welfare, the Sheriff of the City of St. Louis, and 

the supervisor of the State Board of Probation and Parole be included in the 

organizational structure. 
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The suggested ordinance in Appendix C is an attempt to reduce ambiguities 

and broaden the structural alternatives when compa"red to the present ordinance, 

which is included in Appendix B . 
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ORGANIZATIONAL STRUCTURE OF THE COMMISSION 

The St. Louis Commission on Crime and Law Enforcement is composed of t,vo 

parts: the Advisory Part which is commonly referred to as the Executive Committee, 

L and the Operating Part, known as the Citizen's Committee. Also included within 

I. the Commission structure is an Executive Director, who is assisted by a small 

staff. 

'1'- '1 
= "'~, 

The Executive Committee, or Advisory Part, is composed of ten public officials. 

These include the following: Mayor of St. Louis; Presiding Judge of the 22nd 

Judicial Court; an additional Circuit Court Judge; Circuit Attorney of St. Louis; 

Prosecuting Attorney of St. Louis; President of the Board of Police Commissioners; 

Superintendent of Schools; and President, Vice-President, and Chairman of the 

-1-, Public Safety Committee of the Board of Aldermen. 

The Citizen's Committee, or Operating Part, is composed of ten citizens and 

are appointed by the Mayor. One member serves as Chairman of the Commission* 

while each of the remaining members acts as chairman of a subcommittee and is 

responsible for recruiting members of his subcommittee. The following functional 

areas are represented in the membership of this Operating Part: corrections, 

juvenile delinquency, legislation, police, research and narcotics. 

According to the creative ordinance, the Commission is to operate in the 

following way: 1) study and development of recommendations and suggestions by 

the Citizen's Committee and its subcon®ittees, 2) review and coordination of 

Citizen's Committee and its subcommittees activity by the Commission staff, and 

3) subsequent referral of Citizen's Committee proposals to the Executive Committee 

for its evalaation and possible recommendations to the Mayor for their implemen-

tation. 

I *This position is presently vacant. 
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It should also be pointed out that, because members of the Executive Com-

mittee are heads of different agencies within the criminal justice system, the 

Advisory Part members are able to perform dual roles. As agency heads, these 

individuals are responsible for the particular concerns and problem areas of 

their department. As Executive Committee members, these individuals are respon-

sible for the study and development of recommendations which affect the criminal 

justice system as a whole. This dual role has consequently proven to be a real 

advantage for the Crime Commission, since the Executive Committee has been able 

to promote those areas of the criminal justice system that are represented on 

the Commission, through the implementation of projects which are relevant to 

their par'~icular agency. 

Though this dual nature of the Executive Committee role might readily 

foster a sense of parochialism among the individual committee members, there 

seems to be no evidence of this difficulty. Instead, what has resulted is a 

more creative input by the Advisory Part into the Commission workings. 

L-_________________________ . -.~ .... 
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COMMISSION C~~ CRIME AND LAW ENFORCEMENT 

AN ORGANIZATIONAL CHART 

MAYOR 

EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR 
',-

" ' ... CHAIRMAN 
(presently vacant) 

EXECUTIVE COMMITTEE CITIZEN COMMITTEE 
(AdVisory Part) (Op~rating Part) 

.... , 
/ 

" / 
" / 

" 
, 
" / 

" / 

Executive Committee Members 
(Ex Officio) 

1. Mayor of St. Louis 

" .... , 
' .... , STAFF 

2. Presiding Judge of 22nd Judicial Court 
3. Circuit Court Judge 
4. Circuit Attorney of St. Louis 
5. Prosecuting Attorney of St. Louis 
6. President of the Board of Police 

Commissioners. 
7. Superintendent of Schools 

/ 

8. President of the Public Safety Committee 
of the Boa.rd of Aldermen 

9. Vice-President of the Public Safety 
Committee of the Board of Aldermen 

10. Chairman of the Public Safety 
Committee of the Board of Aldermen 

/ 

/" 
" ,,/ 

Citizen Committee Members 

1. 'CDrrections 
Reverend Paul Beins, Chaplain 

2. Juvenile Delinquency 
Dr. Fredda Witherspoon 

3. Legislative 
David M. Grant, Legislative 
Research Director 

4. Police 
Thomas Carroll 

5. Research 
Dr. Gordon E. Misner, Director 
of Research 

6. Narcotics 
Lee A. Lanier 

7. William L. O'Toole 
8. Don O'Neill 
9. Rev. Elmer Mitchell 

10. Edward Mansfield 

.. ' 
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STAFF AND FUNCTIONS 

The Commission has a full-time staff of seven individuals. These include: 

an acting director, an administrative assistant, two research associates, a 

research assistant, a clerk-typist and a secretary, all of whom assist in the 

general coordination and direction of the Commission's operations. 

Funding for staff members is derived from three sources. The acting director 

and clerk-typist are funded through Impact grants, while the Executive Director, 

administrative assistant, and a secretary are funded through the city. The 

other assistants/analysts receive funding from a state planning grant. 

rhe particular functions of the staff can be categorized into three areas. 

F~rst, the staff provides a clearing-house function for Impact LEAA monies. As 

grant applications are submitted to the Commission by one of the criminal justice 

system agencies, the proposal is reviewed for compliance with the objectives of 

the federal agency and for compliance with the Commission's priorities. If the 

proposal meets these qualifications, the grant application is in turn sent on 

£or M.L.E.A.C. and Impact LEAA approval. If it is not approved, then the proposal 

is sent back to the grant ~pplicant. 

Second, the staff provided a liaison function with the executive and citi-

zen's committees of the Commission, a&well as with other groups relating to the 

criminal justice system (e.g., Women's Crusade Against Crime). By maintaining 

contact with these committees and groups, the administrative assistant (focusing 

on juvenile related projects) and the two research analysts (focusing on the 

police department and corrections) help the acting director facilitate the super-

vision of grant-projects. The research assistant assists the acting director in 

the areas of overse~ing matters pertaining to courts, the publication of news­

letters and the performance of general office functions. 
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And finally, the staff provides a trouble-shooter function for the local 

divisions of the criminal justice system. Such involvements have included the 

procuring of additional lawyers for juvenile courts and improved medical services 

for inmates. 

In general, the staff provides assistance to the membership of the Advisory 

and Operating Parts of the Commission, L00rdinates the activities of the Commis-

sion's substructures, engages in the preparation of grant proposals and legis la-

tion . 

, ; 
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ALTERNATE ORGANIZATIONAL FORMS 

The suggestions of this evaluation staff regarding various possibilities 

in which the St. Louis Commission on Crime and Law Enforcement might be re-

structured, in order to carry out its present and/or proposed functions, are 

divided into two considerations. The first concerns the location of the St. 

Louis Commission on Crime and Law Enforcement vis-a-vis the general criminal 

justice system of St. Louis, with due regard for the existence of similar and/or 

competing factors in the surrounding environment. The second consideration con-

cerns possible internal reorganization of the Commission itself, wholly or in 

part. It must be noted that these are not mutually exclusive categorizations, 

and that in fact the optimum solution may well contair: some combination of both. 

As a last prefacing comment, what follows are primarily suggested forms of organi-

zational change, in which _the need for addition of a planning function is assumed. 

Regional Commission 

The most common regional organizational form found by this staff is the 

Criminal Justice Coordinating Council established through the Law Enforcement 

Assistance Administration (LEAA). Created by Congress in the adoption of the 

Omnibus Crime Control and Safe Streets Act of 1968, LEAA was charged with the 

task of creating a planning process to improve the criminal justice system and 

alleviate the cause of crime. It received planning funds to develop state level 

plans to distribute Action Grant Funds to finance state and local improvements. 

Once state planning agencies were established, often in the Governor's 

Office, regional planning councils were organized throughout the state in order 

to carry out the mandate of local input. These councils, comprised of the local 

cr:iminal justice and elective-appointive officials, then received planning funds 

for the staff to carry out the detailed work at this level. 
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Congress is currently in the process of extending the authority for the LEAA 

program. The House of Representatives will be voting on a two-year extension 

and a new matching formula of 90% federal and 10% local. The local funds would 

be equally divided between the state and the local unit of government; however, 

cash matching funds would be required. Many other internal guideline changes 

are also included . 

All of the legislation being considered strengthens the state's ability to 

carry out the planning process. Some of the bills also mandate or improve the 

state-local relationships to execute the planning process. Greater local accounta­

bility and ~esponsibility can be anticipated in the new legislation. 

Region V, M.L.E.A.C. is the Regional Planning Council for St. Louis and the 

surrounding environs. The advantages of merging the St. Louis Commission on 

Crime and Law Enforcement with Region V, M.L.E.A.C. would be the following: 

1. Organizational awareness that the problems of crime and the 

administration of criminal justice extend across the artificial 

boundaries created by municipalities and counties; 

2. elimination of possible functional duplications, as well as 

unnecessary "thinning" of available planning monies, and 

3. maxj§tum utilization of available talent (which is almost always in 

short supply) through the organizational consolidation of manpower 

resources. 

Expansion of Local Effort 

The closest existing similarity for the expanded functions this staff recom-

mends to the St. Louis Commission on Crime and Law Enforcement is the Criminal 

Justice Coordinating Council of the City of New Orleans. Established December 30, 

1970, in order to fulfill local requirements for LEAA funding, the New Orleans 

~ __________________ """'"""==_"""" __ = .. ___ """","""'_=_k~_-----~---~'-~-
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Coordinating Council evinces the following goals: improvement of the law enforce-

ment and criminal justice capabilities of local criminal justice agencies, and 

reduction of the incidence of crime while ensuring the protection of the indivi­

dual rights of its citizens. It attempts to accomplish these goals by: 

1. Developing a comprehensive Law Enforcement and Criminal Justice 

Plan; 

2. developing programs to implement that plan; 

3. working directly with LEAA, the state LEAC, and regional 

criminal justice planning bodies to plan and coordinate acti­

vities relative to the accomplishment of the above goals; 

4. 'receiving Omnibus Crime Control and Safe Streets Act funds to 

finance programs and projects to carry out these goals; and 

5. coordinating administrative and planning activities with all 

facets of the local criminal justice system. 

Taken in conjunction with the suggested ordinance and organizational charts 

included in the appendices, this description of the New Orleans Coordinating 

Council provides the guidelines for expansion of the St. Louis Commission on 

Crime and Law Enforcement. Obviously the most important addition is the Planning 

and Evaluation Division,. and its concomitant role in the field of criminal justice. 

In order to enforce the magnitude of this responsibility, it is recommended not 

only that the staff be significantly increased, but also that the Commission be 

eliminated as a live agency, and relocated within the Office of the Mayor.* 

The advantage of this organizational form is that it allows for a greater 

degree of concentration on the immediate local situation. In the case where 

regional consolidation is politically impractical, the necessary expenditure of 

funds in this regard provides an attractive, comparable alternative. 

*i.e., responsible and accountable only to the Mayor or his chosen assistant 
with no committee structure: 

'---------------------- -~--"-.. "-"-- ... --.. -"--.-" 
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Maintenance of Present Form 

As presently constituted, the St, Louis Corunission on Crime and Law Enforce­

ment is sorely strapped to fulfill all the conditions of its enabling ordinance • 

In point of fact, it is difficult to conceive of such a limited staff completing 

more than cursory reviews of projects submitted to it, or serving as anything 

more than a modified clearinghouse for information vis-a-vis those agencies 

which choose to avail themselves of its services. 

The greatest weakness of the Commission is the absence of a comprehensive 

planning function with corresponding statutory responsibility. However, by apply-

ing those parts of enabling Ordinance 55455 as referred to earlier in this report, 

this problem can be overcome without a. substantial dislocation of time and effort. 

The value of the St. Louis Commission on Crime and Law Enforcement is two-

fold: 

1. It allows for a low-profile approach toward any attempted coordi-

nation of criminal justice agencies which are highly independence-

oriented, thus remaining but a minor drain on political resources. 

2. It allows for a minimum input of manpower and financial resourceG. 

It is the considered opinion of this staff, however, that the Crime Commis­

sion would best be minimally served by adding sufficient personnel to handle over-

all planning responsibilities . 

Reduction in Form 

If it is the opinion of the Mayor that the St. Louis Commission on Crime 

and Law Enforcement is unresponsive in its present structure, and that Region V, 

LEAC is capahle of responding to local criminal justice planning needs, an alter-

native can be f 'md in the experience of the City of Milwaukee . 

~-------------------~--.---.. ,--------
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In this case, the City does not have a Criminal Justice Coordinating Council, 

but is part of an LEAA planning region established by the State Planning Agency 

that encompasses all of the municipalities in Milwaukee County. The City of 

Milwaukee, through contractual agreements with the Metropolitan Milwaukee Criminal 

Justice Council, receives sufficient action grant monies to maintain a criminal 

justice planning and grant preparation function for agencies of city government. 

That function consists of one planner (job title: grants coordinator and analyst) 

and supporting clerical assistance Maintained within the city's Fire and Police 

Commission. 

This evaluation staff believes that locating the planner within the Office 

of the Mayor is an acceptable alternate form for the City of St. Louis. However, 

there appears to be. a re.al need for an agent who does not have a vested interest 

in any particular component or agency of the CJS to act as a catalyst. This 

"neutral" party can be very useful in assisting in the solution of inter-agency 
, . 

problems and it is apparent that many of the most difficult problems of the. CJS 

are inter-organizational in nature. Given this situation, the present Commission 

could well be this agency but to maximize its effectiveness, it must gain signi~ 

ficantly in credib~lity. An extremely competent staff with the capability of 

follow-through, who are respected because of their skill, training, etc., is 

one way of adding that credibility. This would call for the same or an increase 

in the present level of staffing, but whatever the staff number, those persons 

must have the necessary skills. 

If the alternative is chosen, i.e., a reduction in form, then we recommend 

that the criminal justice planner be directly responsible to one of the Mayor's 

executive assistants but not necessarily housed in the Mayor's office . 
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INTERVIEW/QUESTIONNAIRE ANALYSIS 

Introduction 

Our staff constructed two separate questionnaires in order to systematically 

gather indicators of the relationships between the Crime Commission and other 

C.J.S. agencies, to interpret these agencies' perceptions of appropriate roles 

for the Commission and to identify the perceived strengths and weaknesses of 

the Crime Con®ission. One questionnaire was designed for inter-agency personnel 

of the C.J.S. as a whole, while the other was geared to intra-agency personnel 

of the Commission. 

Those persons interviewed were taken from a list of thirty-five (35) major 

agencies and departments in the City of St. Louis. However, not all of these 

agencies were interviewed. Due to the constraints or time and the availability 

of possible interviewees, our staff chose a sample of sixteen for formal inter­

views. Although this is a sample and not a census, it is the opinion of this 

staff that more than adequate representation of agencies within the C.J.S. has 

been interviewed. 

The following pages will present and interpret, in aggregate form, the 

data that was obtained from these questionnaires. 

In general, all of the questions were designed to gather indicators of the 

degree of integration and cooperation among the agencies in the C.J.S. For the 

purpose of this presentation, it might be helpful to separate the questionnaire 

into its component parts for the purpose of highlighting certain findings and 

facilitating the interpretation of the data. The areas within the questionnaire 

to be treated are: 

1. General knowledge and familiarity of the interviewees with the C.J.S.; 

2. familiarity and knowledge of the criminal justice agencies with the 

Crime Commission; 

_---' ____________________ ...... ____ ~ __ =2fZ:"""·'"'====""== .. "" ............... """"""'''''''''''''''',.,.""''''==.''''',t£IIlQ= ....... ,,,'''''''_. ---...... -.. ,,~~-.-~'.'-.-.. 
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3. qualitative assessment of the Crime Commission by other agencies; 

4. degree of association among the criminal justice agencies; 

5. degree of integration amo~g the goals of C.J.S. agencies with the 

goals of the Crime Commission; 

6. the degree of integration pertaining to functions and services; and 

7. general comments. 

Since the questionnaire is quite lengthy, it is not reprinted here but is 
available in the library of the Center for Urban Programs . 

_________________________ ........... m ... • ... e ......... ..,-...... =""""'''"''''''=--'''''''''''''''''".".''''"''''''''''''"_''''_~,.....1!!lI."I!'Ji _______ ........ -------.-
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Knowledge of the C.J.S. 

All of those interviewed have lived in the St. Louis metropolitan area for 

at least fifteen (15) years. Furthermore, the average respondent has been 

previously employed in three other agencies within the C.J.S., excluding the 

agency for which he presently works. Half of these other employments were 

related to po_ice, correctional, and court functions. In general, then, it can 

be said that those who were interviewed through the questionnaire are well experi-

enced in the area of criminal justice in St. Louis. 

Inter-agency Familiarity with the Crime Commission 

When asked what departments from a list of thirty-four (34) are considered 

to be part of the C.J.S., fourteen (14) of sixteen (16) respondents included 

the Crime Commission. Also, twelve (12) respondents believed they had a very 

familiar knowledge of the Commission and rated their familiarity between seven (7) 

and ten (10) on a scale extending from one (1) to ten (10). 

Almost all of those interviewed had contact with the Commission through 

phone, face-to-face and mail correspondence. These contacts were predominantly 

voluntary and were predominantly initiated by the Commission. According to the 

responses recorded in the questionnaires, nine (9) of the agency officials had 

more than thirteen (13) contacts with the Commission in the past year, three (3) 

had between seven (7) and twelve (12) contacts" and four (4) had between three (3) 

and six (6) communications. Eleven (11) of the sixteen (16) agency officials 

also mentioned that they had engaged in inter-agency cooperation on certain pro­

jects at the behest of the Crime Commission . 

In general, the purposes of the contacts were evenly distributed among three 

categories: 

~ 
1. Problems which pertained to a particular agency; 

2. problems relevant to both the Commission and a particular agency; and 

3. problems pertaining to the C.J.S. as a whole . 
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The interviewees perceived the subject of their contacts with the Commission 

to be relatively important. The most frequent subject of these contacts pertained 

to the funding and coordination of programs. 

Thus far, the data reveals that other agencies perceive the Crime Commission 

as a catalyst for inter-agency cooperation, as a source of assistance in the 

funding of projects, and as a familiar part of the C.J.S. 

Qualitative Assessment of Interaction 

When the sixteen (16) a.gencies of the C.J.S. were asked if there had been 

any disputes with the Commission, only four (4) responded affirmatively. The 
"t 

subject of these disagreements primarily concerned the source for and priority 

of funding, with regard to certain projects. In each case of these cases, the 

disputes were settled satisfactorily. 

However, on the intra·-agency questionnaire, mention was made of an unresolved 

disagreement between the Commission and Region V, MLEAC. The disagreement con--

cerned the inability of one agency to get complete cooperation and information 

on projects from the othe:r, due to an apparent role conflict or misunderstanding 

existing between the two departments. It was noted that the dispute has affected 

the overall r-elationship between the two agencies. 

When asked what agencies it is important to be in regular contact with, the 

Crime Commission was referred to more times than any other C.J.S. agency. 

From the questionnaire responses recorded up to this point, the following 

assessments of the Crime Commission can be drawn. First, the Crime Commission 

is perceived by the oth'er criminal justice agencies to be a key criminal justice 

department because of the importance placed by these agencies on maintaining 

contact to the Commission. Second, the Commission appears to be a catalyst for 

inter-agency cooperation. Third, most of the inter-agency contacts with the 
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Commission are perceived by these agencies to be relatively important. Fourth, 

the apparent lack of friction between the Commission and the other agencies suggests 

that a general rapport exists between the Commission and other agencies. 

However, it is interesting to note that the general tone does not correspond 

to what has been thus far revealed in the questionnaire analysis of those agencies 

interviewed. It is the overwhelming impression of the interviewers that, rather 

than having a high socio-political status as the empirical data suggests, the 

Crime Commission is perceived to have low socio-political status among many inter-

agency personnel who were interviewed. 

The following sections shed some light on the above discrepency. Before 

returning to this incongruity, however, a discussion of other sections will be 

helpful. 

Degree of Association Among Criminal Justice Agencies 

Our research used six indicators of associational ties among criminal justice 

agencies. The are: 

1. Common membership in professional organizations; 

2. common membership in civic/social organizations; 

3. business associations 

4. political activities; 

5. personal friendships; and 

6. association through official work relationships (which has been already 

discussed) . 

The assumption underlying the significance of associational t~es is that 

the more contact the members of the C.J.S. have with one another, the more inte-

grated is the C.J.S. as a whole. Information is thereby exchanged and inter-

agency rapport is fostered. 

51 
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In addition to association through official relationships, membership in 

professional and civic/social organizations proved to be the most common channels 

by which the various agencies establish and maintain interaction among themselves. 

The interviewers were asked to name the professional and social organizations in 

which they met persons working in other agencies. The responses were recorded 

on the questionnaire sheet, then represented in a sociogram (see pages 33 and 34) . 

One agency is connected with another by a straight line. Each line represents 

either a) common membership in a third organization or b) an interlocking direc-

torate, i.e. the member of one agency being on the executive board of another 

agency. * The number of communication channels that a given agency has with the 

other C.J.8. agencies can be seen by looking at the concentration of lines feed-

ing into a single point. The frequency of contact through membership in profes-

sional organizations averages between six (6) and eight (8) times a year, and 

more than ten (10) times a year for Civic/social organizations. It should be 

noted that the sociograms reflect the associations of only the heads of agencies 

and not the members in general, 

For the purposes of this study, focus should be placed on the Crime Commis-

sion's associations (no. 34). Only three (3) associational ties come through 

membership in civic/social organizations and only six (6) ties through membership 

in professional groups. In fact, most all of the Crime Commission's ties with 

other criminal justice agencies are through official work relationships. This 

finding is a significant one and will later be brought into perspective With, the 

other findings. 

*n.b. 46 interlocking directors existed among th~ agencies and were recorded 
only on the professional organization sociogram. Therefore, the sociogram for 
professional organizations is composed of Commission membership in professional 
organizations, together with interlocking directorates. 
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1. Office of the Mayor 
2. Board of Police Commissioners 
3. Circuit Attorney 
4. Prosecuting Attorney 
5. Board of Education 
6. Circuit Court 
7. Juveni.le Court 
B. Board of Aldermen 
9. State Board of Probation and 

Parole 
10. Department of Helfare 
11. City Courts 
12. Adult Services Division 
13. Council on Human Relations 
14. Legal Aid Society 
15. Public Defender 
16. Police Departm~nt 
17. Department of Public Safety 
lB. Region V, LEAC of Missouri 

TP!mrrnmr 

19. Mayor's Council on Youth 
20. Police Community Relations 
21. Commission for Equal Justice 
22. Citizens' Committee on Courts 
23. Magdala Foundation 
24. Bureau for Men 
25. Homen's Crusade Against Crime 
26. Alliance for Shaping a Safer 

Community 
27. Police Affairs Committee of 

NAACP and CORE 
2B. East-West Gate~vay Coordinating 

Council 
29. Urban League 
30. Bar Association of Metropolitan 

St. Louis 
31. Drug and Substance Abuse Council 
32. Health and Welfare Council 
33. Narcotics Service Council (NASCO) 
34. St. Louis Crime Commission 



• -­• • 
• • • • • 
• • ., 
• • 

l. 
2. 
3. 
4. 
5. 
6. 
7. 
8. 
9. 

10. 
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13. 
1lI. 
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16. 
17. 
lB. 

Office of the Mayor 
Board of Police Commissioners 
Circuit Attorney 
Prosecuting Attorney 
Board of Education 
Circuit Court 
Juvenile Court 
Board of Aldermen 
State Board of Probation and 
Parole 
Department of Welfare 
City Courts 
Adult Services Division 
Council on Human Relations 
Legal Aid Society 
Public Defender 
Police Department 
Department of Public Safety 
Region V, LEAC of }nssouri 
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19. Mayor's Council on Youth 
20. Police Community Relations 
21. Co~mission for Equal Justice 
22. Citizens' Committee on Courts 
23. Hagdala Foundation 
24. Bureau for Men 
25. Women's Crusade Against Crime 
26. Alliance for Shaping a Safer 

Community 
27. Police Affairs Committee of 

NAACP and CORE 
28. East-Hest Gate,vay Coordinating 

Counc:il 
29. Urban League 
30. Bar Association of Metropolitan 

St. Louis 
31. Drug and Subst~nce Abuse Council 
32. Health and Helfare Council 
33. Narcotics Service Council (NASCO) 
34. St. Louis Crime Commission 
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Integration of Goals 

Thus far, the integration indicators of the Crime Commission with the other 

agencies have concerned inter-agency familiarity to the Commission, the presence 

or absence of friction with the Commission, and the amount of the Commission's 

associational ties with other criminal justice agencies. Attention is 'now turned 

to the inter-agencies' perceptions of their own goals vis-a-vis the goals of the 

Crime Commission. 

Responses to the intra-agency questionnaires reveal a consensus with regard 

to what the actual goals of the Commission are, viz., to facilitate inter-agency 

cooperation and communication among the C.J.S. departments and to effect change 

and improvements in the C.J.S. as a whole. Yet when inter-agency personnel were 

asked to list three (3) goals of the Crime Commission, little consensus was 

revealed. Two (2) respondents indicated that they did not know any goals of the 

Crime Commission. Eight (8) mentioned that the Commission had a coordinating 

function as a goal. The rest mentioned a variety of goals which pertained more 

to particular involvements of the Commission. Some examples of the latter goals 

mentioned are: combating recitivism, reducing person-to-person crime, providing 

funding for projects, and some suggested that it had no real goals. This lack 

of consensus on Commission goals suggests a lack of knowledge about the purpose 

of the Crime Commission in general or a lack of effective activity. 

Certainly, there are apparent contradictions in the inter-agency interviews. 

On the one hand, the data taken from the interviews seemed to indicate the agen-

cies' high level of familiarity with the Crime Commission, as well as the agencies' 

emphasis on maintaining close contact with the Commission. Yet on the other hand, 

it is clear that contact with the Commission is fairly limited to official work-

ing relationships. If the Commission is perceived to be so important, then why 

is this contact limited to only one set of relationships? Furthermore, there is 
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a general lack of consensus on the goal orientation of the Commission among the 

agencies, thereby indicating a lack of familiarity with the purposes of the 

Commission. What, then, is to be made of these contradictions? 

The following comments offer possible explanations for the above difficulties. 

First, there may be considerable familiarity with the Commission in its contact 

with individual agencies on particular issues, without familiarity with the Com-

mission in the general context of the C.J.S. Second, keeping in close contact 

with the Commission may be perceived as important but not because the Crime 

Commission is perceived to be important in itself. Since each agency tends to 

perceive their own goals and projects as most significant, then to the extent 

that the Commission can provide assistance in these projects it is perceived as 

a significant agency. And, of course, there is always the possibility that the 

interviewees were responding according to how important they thought the Crime 

Commission should be, or simply because they did not want to hurt the Commission 

in the evaluation. 

With respect to what the interviewees thought the Commission's goals should 

be, the intra-agency, i.e., the Crime Commission staff, respondents seemed to 

reach less consensus on what the Commission's go~ls should be, as opposed to 

what they are. Effecting inter-agency cooperation and communication was mentioned 

by most of the respondents as a goal, but the other responses were varied. There 

was grea~er consensus, however, among the inter-agency responses on what goals 

the Crime Commission should set for itself. Nearly half of those interviewed 

from inter-agencies of the C.J.S. mentioned the following goals: 

1. To effect coordination and increased communication among the 

various criminal justice agencies; 

.2. to increase community involvement and input into the C~J.S.; and 

.. 
F 77FE"-ZTI7 
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3. to provide an overall planning function for the entire C.J.S. 

In light of the above data, one might suggest that the Crime Commission is 

perceived to be a potentially key agency. This is evidenced by the scope of the 

goals and tasks the other criminal justice agencies would like to see the Commis-

sion perform. Further support for this interpretation is found in the response 

of the agencies concerning their expectations of receiving assistance and coopera­

tion from the Commission in the future. Fifteen (15) of the sixteen (16) respon­

dents believe that the Crime Commission will actually be willing to give the 

assistance that will be needed by these agencies in the future. 

With regard to the stated goals of each agency interviewed, an overwhelming 

majority of these agencies believed their goals were not in conflict with those 

of the Commission. 

Integration of Functions and Services 

When asked if there was any duplication or competition in the performances 

of services by the Commission and the other agencies, the respondents answered 

negatively. The only exception to this concerned the Impact funding program, 

which was refe:rred to earlier. In another question, thirteen (13) respondents 

indicated that they attempt to tailor some activities to complement functions 

performed by the Crime Commission. 

Most inter-agency interviewees also responded that there are no functions 

which they do not provide because the Crime Commission already provides these 

functions. Only four inter-agency members responded affirmatively to this ques-

tion. The responses of Crime Commission members to this question, however, con­

tradicted the majority claim of the inter-agencies. 

When the inter-agency individuals were asked whether their agency provide~ 

certain functions so that the Crime Commission need not, nine (9) responded no, 

while five (5) responded yes. From these responses, one might conclude that 
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inter-agency members of the C.J.S. perceive themselves to function relatively 

independent of the Crime Commission. They are not significantly aware of those 

functions which the Commission performs with the exception of the Commission's 

funding activities. Here again, it can be asserted that the Crime Commission 

is perceived by the other C.J.S. agencies to be a potentially important organiza-

tion. 

A final question pertains to the functions of the Commission. The inter-

viewees were asked if they try to keep tract of current Crime Commission acti­

vities. Thirteen (13) responded affirmatively and three (3) said no. Those 

who did keep track of the Commission's activities did so through newsletters 

and other publications of the Commission as well as through conversations with 

the Commission. However, when asked if the Crime Commission was ever used to 

keep abreast of activities within the criminal justice system, only half of 

these other agencies responded affirmatively. This data suggests that indivi-

duals in the C.J.S. utilize the Crime Commission resources to keep abreast of 

Crime Commission activities but not of C.J.S. activities as a whole. Possible 

explanations for this fact might be that either 1) the Crime Commission is 

not capable of providing such information about the C.J.S. as a whole, or 2) the 

Commission is not perceived by the other agencies to be a sufficient source of 

information for the entire C.J.S. at the present time, or both. Whatever the 

case, the function of being a communication center for the entire C.J.S. seems 

to be an implied role which the inter-agencies believe the Commission should per-

form. 

General Comments 

The final section of the qUc5tionnaire was left for the respondents to make 

any comments about the Crime Commission that they believed. to be appropriate. 

The comments were too sundry for a complete enumeration here, however, certain 
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comments did re-occur. For the purposes of this report, it might be well to 

list the substance of those comments which occurred three or more times. 

The following statements summarize the content of the most commonly mentioned 

points and carry the tone of general recommendations: 

1. The Crime Commission role vis-a-vis Region V should be clarified. 

2. Citizen interests should be better represented on the Commission 

and considered in policy formulation. 

3. The Commission should provide more information about its workings 

in particular; and about the entire C.J.S. in general. 

4. The staff of the Commission should be enlarged. 

5. The Commission should be given the resources to perform overall 

planning for the entire C.J.S. 

6. The expertise of the Commission staff was either unknown or 

ques tionab Ie. 

Summary and Conclusions 

The general attitude of those who were interviewed was one of cooperation 

and interest in the scope of the research task of this staff. As the interviews 

were conducted~ the interest in and concern for the Crime Commission by these 

individuals became more apparent. As a consequence, for the most part, their 

responses were candid. 

By way of a brief summary, it can be said that there is an overall rapport 

and an air of reciprocal cooperation existing between the Crime Commission and 

the other criminal justice agencies. Yet certain problem areas to the Commission 

are visible as well. The Commission is lacking in socio-political status. Its 

associational ties are significantly limited to only official transactions and 

it is lacking in resources. Furthermore, the other criminal justice agencies 
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are relatively unaware of the services that the Commission actually offers to 

the entire C.J.S., due to the low profile which is projected by the Commission 

concerning its involvements. Its blurred relationship with Region V, MLEAC 

also contributes to the confusion with which the Commission is perceived. 

In spite of these difficulties, the Crime Commission is seen to be a poten-

tially key criminal justice agency. This perception creates an optimistic 

attitude among this research staff for the future development of the Crime Com-

mission. 

~I 
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APPENDIX (A) 

LITERATURE ON ST. LOUIS COMMISSION ON CRIME AND LAW ENFORCEMENT 
9R SIMILARLY CONSTITUTED ORGANIZATIONS 

Advisory Commission on Intergovernmental Relations. A Commission Report; Making 
the Safe Streets Act Work: An Intergovernmental Challenge. Washington, 
D.C. 

National League of Cities and United States Conference of Mayors. Cities a~d. 

Criminal Justice: A Review of Recent Local Initiatives to Reduce Crime 
and Improve Criminal Justice. Washington, D.C. 

President's Commission on Law Enforcement and Administration of Justice. The 
Challenge of Crime in a Free Society: A National Strategy. U.S. Govern­
ment Printing Office, Washington, D.C., 1967 . 

St. Louis Commission on Crime and Law Enforcelnent. An Evaluation of the St. Louis 
Commission on Crime and Law Enforcement - Its Operations and Funded Research. 
Prepared by the Governmental Research Institute. St. Louis, 1971. 

States Urban Action Center. Action for Our Cities: Part One Control of Civil 
Disord3r and Crime. Washington, D.C., 1969 . 

(INDIVIDUAL STATES ALSO CONTAIN INFORMATION ON SUCH CO}lliISSIONS IN THEIR RESPECTIVE 
CRIMINAL JUSTICE PLANNING REPORTS) 

. Commonwealth of Puerto Rico (Administration of Criminal Justice Compre-
hensive Plan, 1971) 

Mississippi (Mississippi.Comprehensive Law Enforcement Plan, 1971) 
Idaho (Comprehensive Plan for Criminal Justice, 1972) 
Washington (Comprehensive Plan for Law Enforcement and Administration 

of Justice, 1970) 
New York (Comprehensive Crime Control Plan, 1971) 
1\Test Virginia ... 1971 
Virginia ... (4 vols., 1971) 
Maine ... 1971 
South Carolina ... ·1971 
AnIerican Samoa (~erritoria1 Comprehensive Plan, 1971) 
South Dakota ... 1971 
District of Columbia ... 1970 
Kentucky ... 1971 
Guam ... 1972 
Virgin Islands ... 1970 
Utah ... 1971 
Louisiana ... 1970 
Indiana ... 1971 

All of the above plans contain organization charts and listings of related pro­
grams, plans and agencies . 
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SAINT LOUIS UNIVERSITY 

CEl-ITER FOR URSAN PROGRAMS 221 NORTH GRAND 80ULEVARD 

SAINT LOUIS, MISSOURI 63103 

Office of th2 Na.yor 
Detroit, Hichigan 48226 

,Dear Sir: 

The Center for Urba~Programs) Saint ~~uis University has recently contrdcteJ 
to assess and evalua te the St. Louis Corr.raission on Crime and La", Enforcement. As 
p2rt of our study, ~ve are 't-,riting to a munber of cities of varying sizes in an 
attempt to discover sir.:ilarly constituted organizations. 

If your city has a commission as described below, or is part of a comparable 
regional body, we ~.]ould be very grateful for 'any such information you C:.l.n provide. 
Such things as the enabling legislation or ordinence, as well as intra-and int8~­
organizational models, will be greatly appreciated. 

The St. Louis Commission on Crime and Law Enforcement is an agency of the 
city having the following responsibilities: 

1.- to maKe inquiry into the status of criminal activity 
within the city, inr:ludi-:1g statl.ttory offenses and 
municipal infractions; 

2 - to study existing la\.] enforcer:.!e.nt anci 2.rlminis C':c. tio"s 
of justice, methods, practices and procedures, ~hethcr 
premised upon statutes, practices $ decisio:ls or ru!.~;·,;; I 

and whether ex~rcised by the executive or judicial 
brenches of gov2r~ment. 

3 - to dcternine !::om:JliRllCe ",ith G'1cl the eEfieie.r.-:y of 81J·::h 
methods, practices, or procedures, a~d to make R?ecifi~ 
recC!mmend.q tiODS for the improvement of laT . ., enfo)'cerr,ent 
and admiDistration of juSti~2; and 

4 - to d:i.re:ct ~ublic attention to and engender broad citizen 
p.!3.rti('.ipation in improved law e:lforcerr;cnt. anG the perfection 
of tll'~ administration of .::riminnl jllstice . 
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I 3r;). en.:::1osing a self-addressed E:::1-:21oPe for yOt::!:' us.:?:, as \·;e1l as I._y 

thanks for your ti8e and effort in this ::-egard. 

HCS:bjg 

Enclosure 

Since:::-ely, 

Hiley C. S:nith 
Urban Sociologist 
Center for Urban Progra~s 
Saint Louis University 

. ' 
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Cities -- Affirmative Response 

Cleveland, Ohio 

De~ver, Colorado 

Indianapolis, Indiana 

Nih'7aukee, His consin 

NeH Orleans, Louisiana 

Detroit, Nichigan 

Chicago, Illinois 

Los Angeles, California (statewide) California Council on Criminal Justice 

Cities -- Negative Response 

Houston; Texas 

Oakland, California 

Tampa, Florida 

Cities -- No Response 

t;e.~"ark, Ne1;" Jersey 

New York City, New York 

Baltimore, Haryland 

Dallas, Texas 

San Francisco, California 

C olu.."llb us , Ohio 

Seattle, Hashington 

Boston, Massachusetts 

Niami, Florida 
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Oth~~ Institutions 

:;:l.tio:J.2.l Council on Crime D.nd Delinquency 

~;::.~ tional League of Ci ties 

John Jay College of Criminal Justice 

Universities -- Libraries and Departments 

St. Louis University 

Hashington University 

University of ~lissouri - St. Louis 

Southern Illinois University 

-.-. J 
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tlCC:J nne! J'lrocr.(lurr.!l for tho 1m· 
pro,eml'nt of law cnforcemont nnd 
Ihe ndmlnlnlrallon oC crlmlllni 1UJl· 
tlcc, r!th(,f rrHhl1l tho cxbllng Inlr, 
or upon [llIr.-[,co(cd chaor,rg In the 
Inn-, on(1 uh;\ll dr.lIYcr onch mnl[crll 
In tho form of ,.'dtlcll rr.c:ollln1endn-
1I0nn to Ihe Moyor, lo!'o(hcr wllh 
1I11c:h ncccl)nnry nupporUng mattern, 

Such OJ1orntln~ Part Clhnll fllm!­
InrIy dcvl,o WIl)'1l nnd men nll to 
dIrect IlublIc nllcllUon to :lnd to 
(,11f,cndcr hroad citIzen pnrllclpaUon 
In ImprovlJl& Inw cnforCCf1lC'nt nod 
the pcr[rrtlon oC tho rulminlntrlll!on 
oC crlmln:tl jU1itlcc. Snch wny and 
Oleon!! ol1nll hc cmborlled In wrlttcn 
rCCOlJJmellc]nt!(mn to Iho lIIayor. 

Such Op!'rIlUnr.; Pnrt, nhnll, upon 
direction of the lI'inyor, undcrtnI\Q to 
accompl!!lh, ;:In far M protJcr nnd 
POll II I b I (), any recommendallono 
adopted. 

Such Opemling Purt, may, upon 
the lIfoynr'n npflrovnJ, lIm1crtnkc to 
P!'l'rnnn :1111 oUI!'r orl. or Cllncllon 
withIn the I;CI1CI','lJ pllrpOllcn of tho 
Comml5nlon or OperatIng Po.rt. 

Tho OpernUnr.; Pnrt shall hn1'o 
!.ho p01~()r to COI11Pr.i tho nttentlance 
of wllnc~nC's nnu Lho prolInclion or' 
Documcnls bcfore IL1 meel.lnr;s. Tho 
Cholrmnn, when nuthorIzed 11r tho 
OpernUnr; Part, may cnulle procenB 
to he' ImlUed n.nd :Jen'ed by I.ho City 
Marnhnl; wilful dloohOlllcnco or 
Ruch proeC!lR ohnii bo punlnhcd IlS 
Cor contempt by tho Clly Conrtll. 

Section Six. All agenclcl\ Omecra 
and Employec!! of Government to 
I\slllot CommlGslon,-As fnr M Is 
!nwCul nnrl without unronoonoblo 
ImpooWon or Intcrferonce with Inw­
rul dutle:J nnd {uncUous, ench nr.;on· 
CT, omcor, or employeo of the Stnt!! 
nnd Clly r,oyornments, In n11 tholr 
pnrto, nhnll coopor(l.to wllh and {!;ITO 
rtII rcqnc:Jtod omllotuneo to tho Com· 
mlnolon or Oporatlng Port. 

Section Sev~n. Opcratlng PnM­
Org;Jr,IT.ot!on nnd Admlnlnlrlltlon.­
Tho Oporntlng Part of tho Commls· 
ilion umlor l';('lIornl !lltporl'lnlon of nn 
Fl:rccuU\'o Dir(lr.tor allaH orr,nlll7.o It­
Dolf to fpdllln.lo tho conduct of Ito 

hUlllnc:J!I. TIIO wor).; oC the Oponn .. 
Inc;- Part mnT be t11,lttrd lind dell)­
gatcn to commtttccll y.-Hh ellen com­
mIttce dlrcclc-d lind controllec\ by Il,t 
lc.1nl ono Cornnuollloncr, but m~y 
havo 011 mony clllr.cn commHlr<' 
ml'mbcrn till lhe Opcrallnr; Pnrt 
dC'cmn emctent (or Ill} put·POllC'S. 
Each committee AhnlI be IInrier lhe 
general IlIlpervlJlion of nnd repnrt 
to tho OperaUng PnrL 

Tho Opcrn.l!~ Part 6hall deLet­
mIne tho tlmo :Inn placc of rurct· 
Inr,1l and enlabUah lIuch Omcerll, 
oLhcr than the Cllrunnnn, and pro· 
ccduren an It dcctnn hC'I{lCIJ1. Dugl· 
no~n or UlO Opcrnl!ng Parl m:ty be 
conducted upon n. cOllcnrrence of f1 
muJorlty oC member!! nppcatim; 
upon !;cneral noUcc, and OlI,provcct 
by tlle DIrector. 

Section Eight.. Commill!llon-StnfT 
Clnd Facllltlcn.-Tbe EJcCCIIUTC Df· 
rector 1l1lnll C:lU8e ro he provlrlcd 
for tho CorumJnlllon and stllff sllch 
officc:;, eClulpment, furnlshlngg, "tiP-
1'11011, anti conLrnc:lllal ncrr/I'o: 1\1:1 

hI' may npprovo Oll neC':'Cl!lary f!'r 
tho proper fnncUonlng :tnel occom· 
p1l0111n!; of the obJcclR of UI0 Com· 
mlsRlon. Tho Moyor r.JullI nppolnt 
thc ExecllllTe Dlreclor of the COTll­
mloslon to be compennntcd nccorel.· 
W!; to In'W, to BCrTe at tho JlIO;1!'.uro 
DC Lhe Moyor; nnd the ~1Jcetlt(vc 
Dlroetor 81111.11 nppolnl BlIch other 
porsons M mny to blm nppC':1.r ncc­
OBn5.r:r. n.nd 8\1ch empIayQ(lo IIhall be 
pnld compononllon IIccorlllng to 
II.l:Tr. l3ucll ExocullTo DIre;:tor nhllll 
8u(10"1!l0 Ute lVork of the Opcu.t· 
Jn~ Pnrt and the cmployce3 DC lhe 
Commlo910n, nnel bo 811all pcrfonn 
Ilucb dulles ond ReN1ce.!! M (Urce!ed 
by tho Mnyor In rurtheranco of ilIe 
obJecto or tho Commlnllion. 

Section NIne. Commllfllion J\u.­
thorl~ed to Apply for, Receive ana 
EKpond Glftll, Gr;int~ and· non1\­
tfon5.·-Thc Commln!llon or lhe OJ} 
crntln~ Fnrt, on-npproTnl DC tho 
Mnyor, In hereby nuthorlzcd 1.0 l't!-
0011'0 ,!Jlltn, r,ranto, nnet donaUon5 
from prlvnto, r,overnmenlJtl, anI! 
qunnl·puhl1r. oourccll; llnd Lo mn.)(e 
appllcnUonn [or the Garno nml to 
nclopt llnd ngrce to conditions ami 

...... 3-... 

'''!'ilt!'!'!! r!'Q'llred whkh 1\1'& wlLhln 
Ibe Kcnl'l'nl objer!!! and purpO!'e~ 
I,r the \'ommI5Rlon. On !lnrh "t>-
1'Iovnl, tho Comml"!lllon or tho Opo 
'1rlltlng T'nrt mny oxpend or lltllhH) 
"uch r,l!tll, r,rante, and Ilonl\UQn!l In 
l'llronnnr.o or fhe olIjocls nnd pur­
POIlCIl of tho Commission or to de­
fray proper expcnllee !\uthonr;ed ·by 
tllill ordlnnnco. All ~Ifte, ~rttnts, 
Md donn.Oons shnll be deposited 
with tho Clly Treasury to tho 1\0-
count or tho Commission Bud the 
Comptroller ehnll IS8ue dm ftn tJ.nd 
vrarrnnts thereon. 

Section ·Ten. Commlotllon Not 
Concerned with Crime Solution or 

JudQmenh on "erllontt.-Tho Com­
mission or tho Opertll!:1~ Purl !lhall 
not be conatr\lod I!/l bellJ~ I\\llhor­
"!~d to inycetlgate /tny spoclfic 
crlmo /10 "" to Ittt!!mpt lo ~/l.ther 
oTId~ncc lor IIJlY Bolutlon, chnrs-o 
or prosoC'lillon, nor tI.!'I J1o!!~!'!e!!Qd ot 
any authority to mnlte pronounce­

·mollts regllIdln~ IndivIdual pemone. 

S~ctlon Eleven. Emergency Do­
. elllN!d.--Tllle being nn ordlnnnco 
for tbe ImmocUate proDorvatlon of 
th{) PUlll1C. peace Il.nd Bnfety, tho 
SlI-IDe Is lloroby doclared to bo nn 
emorgency m030ure. 

Approved: Decembor 29,1960. 

--'1 ..... 

1 ••• i'1111111 . . I , • !! IIWI 
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C-l 
APPE:iDIX (C) 

Proposed Ordinance in re the St. Louis Comnission on Crir.1e 

and La,·, Enf orcement: enables sugges ted organiza tional changes 

Section 1. The Board of Aldermen of the City of St. Louis H~REBY 

OP.JJAHrs) That there is h~reby es tablished in the Office of the Nayor, a 

Commission on Crime and La,,, Enforce;:nent, Hhich shall coordinate crit-ue 

control and criminal justice activities for the City. 

Section 2. That the Nayor shall serve as Chairman of the COl:'.nission 

on Crime and LaW' Enforcement and shall designate other officers as 

he deems appropriate, Iy and with the confirmation and approval of the 

Board of Aldermen. 

Section 3. That the Mayor shall appoint an Executive Director of 

the Commission on Crime and Law Enforcement, who shall serve at the pleasure 

of the Hayor. Other members of the staff shall be appo:Ln ted in the 

classified service of the City Civil Service.* 

Section 4. That the duties of the Executive Director shall include 

but not be limited to the follo·wing: (a) to confer ,-lith appropriate city, 

state. federal, and private agencies concerned with the administration of 

crimina~ justice for the purpose of improving crime control programs and 

policies; (b) to confer with appropriate city, state, federal, and private 

agencies for the purpose of securing funds for the support of the Commission 

7. on Crime and La,v'Enforc'ement, and for initiating programs of crime control 

8. and criminal justice reform, and, on behalf of the City, to accept, and 

9. enter into contracts subjec.t to approval of the Nayor, for grants of 

10. federal, state or other funds to the City for such purposes; (c) to advise 

11. the criminal justice agenci,es on improved policies and programs; (d) to 

12. conduct research, operate programs, and conduct studies of crime control 

13. and criminal justic~; to contract, subject to the approval of the Nayar, 
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14. with other public or private agencies and engage consultants for such 

IS. research programs and studies; (e) to prepare and publish such reports 

16. and sponsor such conferences as he deems appropriate; (f) to encourage 

17. joint activities among the separat~ criminal justice agencies and to 

18. represent the overall interest and needs of the criminal justice system; 

19. (g) to collect statistics and information relative to the criminal justice 

20. agencies; (h) to submit to the Office of the Mayor annually, or upon 

21. request, evaluational reports of every state, federal, or county-funded 

22. project operated by a city agency or other agency as requested. 

1. Section S. That the membership of the Commission shall be as 

2. follows! (a) The membership of the Commission on Crime and Law Enforcement 

3. shall include representatives from all public agencies substantially 

4. involved in the criminal justice system; and the President, Vice-President 

S. and Chairman of the Public Safety Committee of the Board of Aldermen. 

6. (b) The Commission on Crime and Law Enforcement shall have'no less than 

7. 

8 . 

9. 

1. 

2. 

3. 

4. 

S. 

,. 
u. 

L 

2. 

'J 
..J • 

approximately t~.,enty members and no more than approximately thirty members. 

(c) Approximately five members shall be private citizens. Cd) The members 

of the Council shall serve ,vithout compensation. ** 
Section 6. That the Hayor shall appoint an Executive Committee to 

be confirmed by the Board of Aldermen of not r-'" than ten members, three 

being aldermanic appointments as mentione .~. and the balance 

being selected from the general membershi~ .};. ssion \'7hich shall 

ac t on behalf of the Commission on Crime and . ,<"'. LLl~ ',rcement. The 1>Iayor 

sh'{!,l cerV2 as Chairman o£ the Executive CO::1!'"iliC~e2, 

Section 7. That the Executive Committee shall act to advise, 

counsel, suggest, and recommend, as it elects, to the. Nayor as to 

• ...r: h T:' t', D·· ... ~ , d ~h"'l'l ·l·;J·,·,·,·", pr03pectlve undertaKlnga Ol. t e !'.::ecu 1..',8 l.J.:eC[C,-> dnl '" "'" - . .J..L'..<::.".lS: • 

evaluate fOL and make recommendations to the :Ha.yer concerning reports, 
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5. suggestions, and recommendations made by the Executive Director. 

1. 

2. 

J. 

1. 

2. 

" .J • 

1. 

2. 

Section 8. That all City agencies shall furnish the Executive 

Director \·7ith such reports and information 2.S he may deem p.9cessar:,' to 

carry out the functions and purposes of his office. 

Section 9. That the R'(ecutive Director shall subrilit an annual 

report to the Mayor, the Board of Aldermen, and the members of the 

COTIL-nission on Crime and La,V" Enforcement. 

Section 10. The Commission shall not be construed as being authorized 

to investigate any specific crime so as to attempt to gather evidence for 

3. any solution, charge or prosecution, nor as possessed of any authority to mak~ 

4. pronouncements regarding individual persons • 

l. Section 11. That this Ordinance be effective immediately • 

*Section 3: If including the Board of Aldermen is felt to dilute the power 
of the Mayor and the expenditure is not compensated for by the gain in support 
from the Aldermen then it should be stricken from the ordinance. It is our 
recommendation that the Aldermen be included. However, this may establish an 
undesirable precedent. 

**Section 5: Since the relative importance of agencies may change, this 
paragraph leaves agency representation purposely open-ended to include those 
suggested in the list of. recommendations. 
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APPENDIX CD) 

ST. LOUIS COf.'IMISSION ON CRINE AND LAH ENFORCmlENT 

- SUGGESTED Cm'lMISSION REORGANIZATION -

I PUBLIC ~----------- HAYOR ------------ BOARD OF ALDEP,],tEN 

I 
EXECUTIVE COMMITTEE EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR 

STAFF 

I 
I 
I 
I 
I 

OTHER CRININAL JUSTICE AGENCIE:I 
AND COv~QmITY ORGfu~IZATIONS ~ 
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ST. LOUIS COMMISSION ON CRIME AND LAW ENFORCEMENT 

- SUGGESTED INTERNAL REORGANIZATION -
(OF STAFF) 

EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR 

I STENO-cik]iC] 

PLANNING AND EVALUATION 
DIVISION 

ASSISTANT DIRECTOR 

GRANTS MANAGEMENT~. 
DIVISION • I 

I 

I 
• I STENO-CLERK _t-- CHIEF PLANNER GRANTS ADMINISTRATOR, ---L STENO-CLERK t 

•~. 
~ 

• •" 

~ 
~. , 

II 

• • • .- 6.',~. 

COURTS DESK 

POLICE DESK 

CORRECTIONS DESK 

i 
YOTHER? I 

ACCOUNTANTS .1 

TASK 
FORCES 

I PROJECTS MONITOR t 
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