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* The criminal justice coordinating council has emerged during the past ten years as an effective model for local

: cnmmal justice planning. Although a number of approaches to such planning have been utilized in drffel ent

cities, variations:on the coordmatrng council model are the most common. -

The function of criminal Justlce planmng is an important one for building local capacity for crime preventron

justice reform, resource allocation, and community mobilization. Most important, however, a strong planning. - -

capacity can. proV1de elected ofﬁctals and criminal justice executives with the data and analysis which are
essentxal for estabhshxng pohcres and prrontles concerning the complex cmmmal justice system '

’l

({ In spite of continuing frustratron with the serious problernu of crime: and Justlce, itis hard to deny that many

¢ities have made considerable progress since 1967, when the Presrdent’s Commrssron on Law Enforcement and

the Administration of Justice recommended that in every city ! ‘there should be an agency, or one or more
- officials, with specific )esponszbzlzty for planning improvements in criminal administration and encouraging
their zmplementatzon Since then, the need for local criminal justice planning has been restated by several
national commissions and by the Congress, which in 1970 specifically authorlzed federal fundmg for: cnmmal

justice coordmatmg councils in cities above 250,000 in populatron

Smce that time, the Natronal League of Cities and Umted States Conference of Mayors have been asmstmg
cities to develop criminal justice coordinating councils.  Although the form, structure, and place within
government of the coordmatmg council is still evolving, this model for plannmg and pohcyrnaklng has already
had a substantlal impact in many cmes t .

b

Pnor to 1970, it was highly unusual for local ofﬁc1als and crrmmal Justlce executlves to meet asa group to

analyze common problems and develop a coordinated approach tointroducing new programs orservices. Police,

court, correctional agencies and private service organizations generally functloned in an extremely fragmented ‘

fashxon with no attempt at structuted commumcatron and coordmatron : Y
#

- After 1970, avarlable funding from the Law Enforcement Assmtance Admmlstratron began to change that ©

situation. Without communication and coordination; federal funds.could not be obtained; without federal funds,
.avisible responseto the great public pressure for crime control and criminal justice reform was difficult to mount;

-and local and criminal justice officials began talking, first about federal grants, then about complex problems
which could only be addressed through plannmg, analysrs coordination, and cooperation. Brought together

primarily by federal funding, officials in many cities soon moved on [\.Q concern themselves with planning for all

resources available to law enforcement and \,nrnmal _]uSthB The cc\ov dmatzng councrl played a key roleinthis

evolution.

In exploring the coordinating council model, Gordon Raley prov1des the reader with areview of the concept'
an analysis of relevant structural, political, and intergovernmental factors; a guide for organizing or reorganizing

a council; and a basic resource document for local officials on how to develop the council as an effective problem :
- solving and decisionmaking tool. We hope that this publrcatlon contrlbutes to further experlmentatron and

contmued development of the criminal JUSthe coordmatmg councrl

Wlllram R Drake
- Director,

Cnmmal Justice Program.f
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ThlS pubhcatlon has been developed over the past year as an attempt to prov1de a brlef hlstory of the o
Criminal Justice Coordinating Council (CJCC) concept as well as some guides for its 1mplementat10n Itdoes . -
not presume to advance CJICCs. as the only appropnate local plannmg mode;, but 1t rather suggests 1t as one '
model deservmg strong con51derat1on AR .

i - : : N : . o ﬁ‘y v
v : : : : R

b ; Several agencxes and 1nd1v1duals contnbuted to thxs pubhcatxon s comp]etlon The Mayor § Crlmmal Iustlce,
. Coordinating Councils of New. York and New Orleans both permitted copies Of their respective enabling
legislation to be included as Appendlces A and B. Special thanks are also due to Don Manson, former Director of
the Mayor’s Office of Criminal Justice in Boston, and to Frank: Vaccarella, former Director of the New Orleans

- CJCC, for sharing their insights and personal experiences in developing CJCCs. Also, Al Montgomery,“‘j
: Dlrector of the Detrmt/Wayne County CICC, helped w1th the staff deVelopment portnons of thxs report. . ’

Don Manson. and his staff and John O’ Sulhvan Dxrector of the Hennepm County CTCC rev1ewed early?:;' d
B drafts and Joyce Latham and Laura Horowitz edited the ﬁnal copy -Nancy Lovmg managed the pubhcatxon of R
i this report and deserves pamcular credxt ‘ :
& Gord’on Raley Rt
- October 1976~ .
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e Dunng the last en,ht years three separate presrdentral commissions have recommended the creatron of '

criminal Jnstrce plannmg and coordination offices in urbaii areas.. The crrmmal Justrce coordrnaung councd
(CJCC) is de51gned to 1mp1ement that recommendatron o S ‘

® CJCCs are deﬁned as broadly 1epresentat1ve coordmatmg and plannmg unrts of general local government
wrth sufficient staff authorrty, and fundlng to influence change irvthe areas of pohce courts and correctrons

L] CJ CCs should have strong supporf from local chief executwes and legxslatrve bodres and therr membershlp

‘ should be. representatrve of crlmrnal _;ustrce leadershlp, loca1 decrolon-makers, and crtrzens o
i 5 k

B Although rhey are often supported by federal tundmg from the Law Enforcement ’Assrstance Admlmstratron

~ (LEAA), CJICCs can accomplish far more than simply managmg LEAA grants. Through comprehensive

planning,’ evaluatron and coordination, they provide local officials with a substantral resource for- makmg ; S

decrsrons and for assurmg that the criminal _]ustace system is accountable to the pubhc

“branch offices’” of: the federal-state LEAA program. However, crime is largely a local issue, and’the

dev'elopment of fedéral and state requirements should be flexible enough to meet individual city needs Also,

although federal funds are now available through several LEAA channels, urban areas should ‘begin'to

S ;

e The\re is an ereasmg tendency on’ the part of LEAA and state planmng agenmes to see. CI CCs on]y as local

- institutionalize CJCCs into therr local crxmlnal Justrce systems m case federal funds become unavarlable in

the future.
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In our political system 1t seerns that We 1dent1fy a .
nd then see waves oOf federal "
assistance roll in, on \/ to recede as national prlormes -
~-or political - admlmstratlons change. Our wars on -

A nat1ona1 problem

‘poverty, urban blight, ‘drug abuse, and- crime are

examples, and ‘evaluations of these efforts should

focus not only on their immediaté success or failure,
but also on any long-term change they produce

" The Law Enforcement A551stance Admmlstratlon
(LEAA) is no exceptlon to the above rule. During'its -

- period of prominence, an idea has emerged that may

- continue to have an impact even after formal federal -

- support ends. This concept involves the coordination

. of local criminal justice participants and their in-
~“yolvement in comprehensive planning. One model -
for structuring this idea into a viable reahty is the.,

criminal Justlce coordmatmg counc11 (cice).r

plannmg (Part B) funds as well.® b

- be the mgst- endurmg remnant of the Safe Streets
legtdat“ion :

the LEAA fundmg has spurred CJ cC growth

there is areal and mcreasmg danger that, as a result

- Y‘

CICCs will be vrewed only as Eocal mechamsms for o

handling LEAA grants, rather than ; as overall coor-

! dmatmg bodies. I this happens, once grant funds

expire, some CJCCs: may - also- dxsappear Perhaps

- -more importantly, when viewed: only as-a means of

grant management, CJ CCs losé much of theu‘ poten— : ';

: }t1a1 for the local decrsxon-maker .

Lo

' If substantial change is to be reahzed' aillevelsof .~
* government miuist. give priority to viewing the CJCC ="
‘as a self-contained local ‘planning: and ~coordinating - - -
Vur‘nt rather than merelya local extehsron of LEAAor = .
‘ot LEAA<funded state plannifig agencies (SPAs).
- Since crimé is a local problem, planning and coordi-
‘nation must be developed at the local level with state.
" assistance and national leadershlp ‘However, the . -
existing * ‘new federalist,’” federal-state-local empha- -
B SlS should become local-state-federal mstead -

. Some CJCCs exnsted prior to the Safe Streets Act
Amendmentsﬁof 1970,2 which first authorized funds
for CJCCs. With. that legislation; they gamed even
- wider acceptance. Specifically, the amendments au-
. thorized discretionary (Part C) funding for CJCCs
under the Safe Streets Act. CJCCs have increasingly

been viewed ‘as an appropriate local rec1p1°nt of

: The Natlonal League of Cltles and U S, Confer-fg. S
‘ence of Mayors (NLC and USCM) has played a =~ . -
. primary role in local development of the CICC con- .5~

cept. Two' pfevious publications, Criminal Justice

Coordinating Councils (1971) and Suryey of Local -

- Criminal Justice' Planning (1973), addressed early .
- CICC experiences. Two remaining needsprompted - .
, .- this third report. First, there is no current description” =
~ Through the use.of the’ CJCC concept, c1t1es have. . ~of the history and development ofthe CJCC model.:: -
~ attempted to plan and coordinate the functlons of
police, courts, and corrections under one organiza-
' tional frame. This facilitation of a coordinated crimi-
nal justice system, in place of what- could once best -
~be described as a fragmented nonsystem, could well

This report- brings together many separate pieces;of

_information that the NLC and USCM Criminal Jus- o
“tice” Project has collécted durmg its four-year - e
volvement with these groups.. The intent here isto =
’ focus on how and why the CJ CC. concept evolved 5

Second some basxc, umform standards for CJCC SRR
1mplementat10n are needed. Based on historical per—{ I
- spectives, this report will (1) provide some.general = =
guldelmes for 1mplementa’non (2) deﬁne ba31c stan-,» o




kdards and objectlves for performance and (3).de-~

scribe some approprlate CJ CC functions.

The form, structure, and name of CICCs may vary
from city to clty, just as the characteristics. of those

cities vary The 1mportant factor is that the need is. .

- well established within local govemments for a plan--
“ning and coordinating body that is adequately staffed
and has broad representation from the criminal jus- -

txce system and the entire commumty

sy leoa

R SR

Several definitions are necesksyary‘ both to begirl and -
limit this discussion of CJCC development and .
methods: for -implementation. The term, CJCC, is'

generally applied to a formal or informal committee
that provides a forum for the exploration of criminal

- justice problems among decision-makers in the gov-
ernmental system.* Like local goyernments, the form -

and structure of these groups vary. However, some
conceptual standards need to be reviewed if a rela-
tively uniform planning and coordination capacity is

_ to exist at the local level throughout the country.

The most recent State Planning Agency Guideline
Manual (M4100.1E) from LEAA defines the CJICC
as: ‘

.. any body so designated which serves a unit

of generallocal government, or any combination
of such units within a state, with a population of
250,000 or more; and which has responsibility
for ‘assuring improved planning and for the

coordination of local criminal justice agencies

wzthm its jurisdiction.®

CICCs may perform both the functions of the coor-

‘dinating ‘council and of the Regional Planmng Unit.
- However, LEAA’s authority to define CICC activity
“extends only as far as the units it funds. Some CJCCs
existed before LEAA’s creation under the 1968 Safe
" Streets Act, and hopefully many will continue after
LEAA support ceases.  This report wﬂl discuss

CJCCs in that context.

The 1967 Report of the President’s Commlssmn on-
~“Law Enforcement and Administration of Justice

(hereafter the Katzenbach Commission) pointed to

three characteristics all CJCCs should have: broad
- representation, sufficient authority and prestige, and

adequate staffing.® This report adopts these.vcry'iteria‘ ‘.
as minimum standards. ‘These characteristics. are

found in planning units where the name CJCC is not
used; conversely, some planning units using that title

; adhere to none of the three standards. For the:
purpose of  this ‘report, a CJCC' is defined as a
‘broadly representative coordination and. planning
unit of local government, with sufficient staff and -

authority  to -influence change within -the criminal

Justice svstem subareas of polzce, courts and correc- ey

thﬂS

The term, IOCal,gov‘ernment; presentsytwe" deﬁlii~
tional problems; these relate to population',threshold
-and -Jocal governmental/political constraints. The

b b

~ Safe Streets Act Amendments of 1970 specified a o
population threshold’ of 250,000 as & minimum base = -

for cities to receive funds for coordinating councils.

However, medium-sized cities:(100,000-250,000
population) and even many cities of less than 100,000

could also benefit from having some group responsi- - o

ble for system planmng and coordmatlon For this. = -

- reason, rather than a331gn some arbitrary populatlon" 5
limit, this report will suggest that all sizable cities =

, could benefit from a CJCC, and that all cities of more
than 250, 000 should strongly consxder a full—txme :

,]office. : ’

Countxesv and combinations. of eountles (rnult1~.

county regions) are also eligible for CICC funds if

‘more, and (2) authority from the state and delegatlon

~ooof authorlty from local units of government. How=
“= ever, this report will address CICCs primarily as they
relate ‘to cities” or cxty/county combinations. Such

systems may be elther “umﬁed” or “cocrdm te n

Itis: admxttedly arbxtrary to con51der cmes to the, i
exclusron of countles or county combmatlons How- Lol

~‘they have (1) a combined population . of 250,000 or




: ,‘ever,k the probl’emé of crime and ‘criminal justice -

system coordination uniquely affect cities. Because
- of the difference in governmental structure and ad-

“ " ministration of justice in urban systems, as compared

. with-areawide systems, a different. appr.oac.h s'hpuld
be considered for each. Since coordination Is a

primary CICC role, the task of developing models for -

county or multicounty areas Sh,OUlC!] be_unde,rtaken by
organizations with specific expertise in county gov-
~ernment. :

The term, criminal justice system, appears-re:
peatedly in current criminal justice literature. Whlle
there are many more technical and sophxs_tlcatfad
“definitions, reference to a system basigally 1mp}1¢s
some unity of purpose and organized interrelation-

ships. It should apply to police, courts, and correc-.

‘tions, but in most cities, these areas usually make up

a*‘nonsystem.’’ Daniel J. Freed, Professor of Law at ’

Yale University and a former Justice Department .
official, has described this phenomenon in the Staff
‘Report to the National Commission on the Causes™ -
and Prevention of Violence: : SR

Itis hardly surprising to find in most cities,. nota
smooth functioning system of crimzfnal Jjustice
‘but a fragmented and often hostile amalgama-
tion of criminal justice agencies. To tvhe, extent
that they are concerned about other parts of the
system, police view courts as the enemy. Judges
often find law enforcement officers tﬁemselves
violating the law. Both see correctional pro-
grams as largely a failure. Man_v'.defen.dants
perceive all three as paying only lip service to
individual rights. A full-time criminal justice

office should be considered basic to the forma{

tion of a criminal justice system.®

PR T
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 Origin of the Concept

‘The CJCC concept probably first emerged in the

- "Office of Criminal Justice, which then Attorney Gen:

eral Robert Kennedy established in 1964 in the Jus-

tice Department.® The national elections of 1964 were.
- the first in'which crime became a national issue. Asa

result of increasing concern, the Katzenbach Com-
mission was authorized to study the problem.

In 1967, the »Commis_sio'n ‘presented its recom-
mendations, which covered the entire scope of crimi-

nal justice. While most of the recommendations were -

not dramatically different from past studies (includ-
ing President Hoover’s 1931 Wickersham Commis-
sion), they did point to the lack cf a coordinated local
planning strategy. The Commission’s report advised
that offices be established at the state and local levels

- to provide for coordination® of ‘the criminal justice-

system. . :

In every state and every city, an agency, of one.

“or more officials, should be specifically respon-
sible for planning improvements in crime pre-

_vention and in encouraging their implementq-:.

tion.*® -

e
T

While recognizing the role of states, the Katzen-

bach report emphasized city involvement in planning

~and coordination: -

. . much of the planning will have to be done at

the municipal level. The problem of the police,

. and iv'a certain extent, of jails'and lower courts,

~are typically city problems. Welfare, education,

housing, fire prevention, recreation, sanitation,
~urban renewal, and a multitude of other func-

v
J
7

 DEVELOPMENT OF CJCCs

~tions that are closely connected with crime and.

criminal justice are also the responsibility of the -,

cities. In most cities there is as yet little planning.
‘or coordination. 't S

In an immediate response to this ’feCoimnenda:t,i‘oh, o
Mayor John Lindsay founded the first CJICC in'New -

York City in 1967. Its general charge was to-develop

an overall coordinated- approach to criminal justice '
probléms. The' New York City CICC has been widely -
used as a model for other bodies of this type.

In 1969, the local }o‘fﬁcke( COIIIVCG‘pt“ gained ‘additionéllk S
- support from the National Conimission on the Causes

and Prevention of Violence (hereafter the Violence

- Commission). This Commission’s report indicated -
that money alone would not reduce crime, and it-
pointed to Commission recommendations as far back .

as 1931 that produced little follow-through:

This p'at‘ter_jn suggestsk the exiéf‘ence of substan-
tial built-in obstacles to change. The pervasive
Sfragmentation of police, court, and correctional .

agencies suggests that some catalyst is needed

“to bring them together. An dassumption that -

parallel and overlapping public agencies will

cooperate efficiently can no longer suffice as a -
substitute for deliberate action to make it hap-
pen in real life.* R E e S

A full-time criminal justice office was suggested as -
that catalyst. B IO S

This 'C'omfni’ssion’s recommendations are partici- -
larly important because they provided the basis for
the 1970 amendments.to the Safe Streets Act; which:

read as follows: =~

authorized fands for CJCCs, One recommendation -~ E




To encourage the development of criminal jus- -

. tice offices, we recommend. that the Law En-’

. forcement Asszstanee ‘Administration and: the

State planmng agencies created pursuant to the

: Omnibus Crime Control and Safe Streets Act

~take a lead in initiating plans for the creation

~and staﬁ“ ing of offices of criminal Justzce ln the
nation’s major metropolitan areas.’

_Impact of the Safe Streets Act

: It was the 1970 amendments to the Safe Streets
~Act, rather. than the 1968 Act itself, which really
'spun"ed the growth of CJICCs. During the devziop-
ment of the 1968 leglslatron opponents fearéd the law
“would not be responsive te local needs, partlcularly

" in ‘terms’ of planning input. According to one ob--

" “server, ‘“‘Most urban officials viewed block grants to
“states as nothing more than a stumbling block and
another level of bureaucracy between the ‘money’s
< source (feds) and the need. (cities).”*. In fact, the
Johnson Administration’s ongmal leglslatlve propo-
 sal; the Safe Streets and Crime Control Act of 1967,
' ‘(H R 5037, S.917) would have permitted direct plan-
ning and action grants to cities. of more than 50,000
E populatlon ‘without state involvement. 18.

As a result of efforts to allay local fears the law as -

ultimately passed emphasized planning at all levels of
government. It mandated local representation on the
“SPA supervisory board, and required that forty per-
- cent of all state. plannmgfunds be designated for local
use. In addition, cities -of more than 250 000 popula-
- tion were ehgxble for “large city”’ dlscretronary
-grants to support a wide variety of prOJects mcludmg
CJCCs o ;

. Difficulties still occurred Cl'ues and counties hav-
ing the greatest crime. problems were sometimes

made part of multicounty regions. These regions

usually contained rural and suburban areas as well,

* which dominated the ‘regional council even though :

their crime concerns were different from those of the
- large cities.. Most of the forty percent planmng funds
“mentioned above went to these regions, rather than
the cities and counties. In fiscal year 1970, for
example, seventeen of the nation’s thirty largest
*cities, including Baltimore, Dallas, Detroit, Houston.

Indlanapohs and San Francrsco received no federal
money at all for criminal justice planning.'® :

staff members), and t} rplcally operated in isolation

- from local decision-makers. As a result, large cities:
~ found themselves with' little input into plarining ef-

forts, as required’in Part B of the 1968 legislation, and

“they 'also had difficulty obtaining funding for their

priority action programs under Part C of the law.

- Thus more often than not, cities fel{,compelled touse
their *‘large city’’ discretionary money-to meet action

priorities rather than long-term plannmg needs

In 1970, these’problems became major legrslatrve

issues, and city officials' began lengthy discussions .

with top LEAA officials. As a result, the 1968 Act
was amended to further emphasize the planmng role
of major urban areas and to authorize the fundmg of
CICCs under Pait C action programs :

, The following provrsron was added to Part B
Sectlon 203 of Trtle I .

‘ In allocating funds under ‘this subsectzon the ‘

State Planning Agency shdll assure that major
cities and counties within the State receive plan-

ning funds.to develop comprehensive plans and

coordznate functzons at the local Ievel

In Part C Sectlon 303 of Title I, the followmg'

guarantee was mserted

‘ 'No State plan shall be approved as comprehen-
sive unless the Administration finds that the plan

“provides for the allocation of adequate assist-
—ance to deal with law enforcement problems in~

areas characterized by both high crime znczdence
and high law enforcement actlvztv

Perhaps most importantly, CJCCs gained legisla-
~ tive recognition through the amendments and became
eligible for separate fundlng under Part C. Subsection
(a) of Section 301 was amended as follows:

The Administration is authorized to make grants.

to States having comprehensive State plans ap-
proved by it under this part for:

The establishnzent of a Criminal Justice Coor-

_dinating Council for any unit of general local

In theory, the reglonal units. were. supposed to plan
for both large cities and counties. However, they
“were understaffed: (nsyally having only one to three
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, ‘govemment or any combznanon of such units
hundred and fi ftv thousand or more, to.assure

: enfo; cement actzwtzes

Thislegisl'ative action provrded CJCCs with three
potential souces of funds: State planning grants under
Part B of the law, state action grants under Part C, -
and dlscretlonary grants, also under Part C. Spurred :
by these changes, thirty-three of the fifty-five largest -

cities and their countxes formed CICCs by the end of

~The avarlabrlny of the new sources of funds along
with the rapid growth of CJCCs, began to'tie local
agencies closer to-the bureaucratrc structure - of

“LEAA. Since funding- came through LEAA; local

planning units were under the jurisdiction of LEAA

guidelines and ‘state and- regional planning agency

directives. These requirements increasingly tended

capacxty i RIS o

Recently, LEAA has. moved to separate the plan— '
. ning function from that of coordination, even though

- LEAA’s own definition of CICCs lists both as re- -
sponsibilities. This is evidenced in the 1976 State :
Plannzng Agencv Guzdelme Manual

Multl-Purpose Rgglonal Plannlng If Criminal
Justice Coordinating Councils perform both the

Sunctions of the coordinating council and of the
Regional Planning Unit, they must be allocated
Part B and Part C funds in proportion:to the staff
efforts devoted to each function. The State

- Planning Agency is )esponszble for documenting
" the formula by which it arrives at an equitable

‘pro rata allocation of Part C and Part B funds.
Any_multipurpose ‘unit which ‘performs two or

more_kinds of regional planning and receives -

two or more grants from Part-B or Part C Junds
‘must separate the functions clearly thtough pro-
vision for per, formance of these functions by

distinct and separate units or staff members, or
Inust assuré that there is an allocation of funds ;
in proportion to staﬂ’ efforts devoted to each”

function.*s

This rather teohnioal section has ‘meant that local -
- CJCCs have been required to keep two entirely

improved planning and coo;dmatzon of all Iaw '

‘ separate sets of books based oit astrict separatlon of -
" within the State, having a population’ of two- -

function.  In some cases, it has meant that staff

~‘members desrgnated for planning functlons have not - ;,\j.(‘.“x
- been able to perform any actnnty that rmght be,
S mterpreted as coordmanon a S

In truth good planmng requlres good coordmatxon
often and perhaps preferably by the same personnel
~ Artificially separating the two functions as a book-

keeping device has no foundatlon 1in planning’ theory;
. instead it has had a destructive effect on local per- -

formance, and has trapped both state and local units -

in additional and unnecessary redtape. The purpose

of making both Part B and C assistance available to

‘local units of governments for CICCs was to speed

the development of local planning and ‘coordination

capacity.. CJCCs ‘are in réal danger of becommg =
- administratively ensnarled’ by the'very bureaucracy e
- originally intended to encourage therr growth.

- to mold CJCCs into local extensions of the federal
and state system, rather than enhancmg localplanmng ‘

Early Experlences

o

, Wrth the passage of the Safe Streets Act Amend—
ments in 1970, the formation of local planning units as

a means to coordinate -planning and spending for
criminal justice now had support from the Katzen-

" bach: Commission, the Violence Commission; and

finally, the U.S. Congress By the end of 1970, cities = .~
were becoming increasingly aware of the need to take -
a total approach to the criminal JllSthC system, New: -
York, Cleveland, Boston, and Hartford had: strong
CJCCs San' Francisco, Denver, Miami, New Or-_
leans, Indlanapohs Detroit, andPhrladelphla were in’
~,/ the prellmmary stages of orgamzmg them. " ‘

l
I
l

~yond ‘the realm of simply managing federal grants.

- Different . cities developed different: orgamzatlonal ,
approaches, and the following summary of some of =

kthe ﬁrst pr ograms demonstrates that. varrety

New York New York

The New York CJCC ‘was founded in 1967 by S
executive order of the mayor, Three years later, an -
: executrve commrttee was authonzed to assume re— e

Though the formation of CJCCS VV::S rapld then: =
| initial developrnent was slow, as cities. experrmented DN
with various models ranging from formula grant: - ..
\conduits to comprehensive planning agencies. Ob-
servers first began to express the feeling that CICCs

-would not really be effective until they. moved be~




v

: sponsxbrhty for spendmg the Safe Streets Aot funds v
- authorized in 1970. Another executive order in 1971

made the Cl CC part of the mayor’s office.

From rts begmmng, t"rc New: York CJ CC demon—
strated the necessary standards of broad representa-
tion, approprrate authority, and adequate staffing.

The group had seventy-four members, rncludmg rep- ‘

resentatives from the city council, various city and

- criminal justice agencies, unions, community groups,

and private citizens (who made up half of the mem-
bershlp) Through the -use of working comnuttees,

- more than 200 New Yorkers were involved.

~ Most of the ‘initial staff work of the New York
CJC_C was. done by a private nonprofit research
group, the Vera Institute of Justice. The Vera.ap-

,‘ proach was-to take the project, set it up with grant
- money, then try to convert it into a private, nonprofit

corporation funded by city money, but not SUb_]BCt to

~ the bureaucratic structure and civil service require-
~ ments present in a city agency 20

In New York,, the full CJICC acted mainly as an

. advisory group whose members were called on both

individually and collectively for advice and assist-
ance. A sixteen-member executive committee served
as a planning board for the receipt of federal criminal

" justice funds, not only from LEAA, but also from the

Departments of Labor and of Health, Education, and

'Welfare (HEW). This group did not actually vote on

projects but discussed them and, when there was

. strong objection, the committee influenced the staff
~in certam fundmg decisions.*! -

The New - York CICC showed strong mayoral
involvement, with the mayor serving as the head of
both the full council and the executive committee.

‘Hartford, Connecticut ,
Hartford’s approach was unique in two respects,

Its CICC was sponsored and financed by private -

organizations and foundations, and Hartford was the
first medlum sized city to form a CJCC,

. The Hartford Crlmmal and Social Justice Coor-
dinating Council was originated in 1963 by the Task

Force on Law and Order, created by Hartford’s

~Chamber of Commerce. The group saw its sphere of

operatron rangmg beyond the scope of pohce courts,

8

and correctrons, to mclude social service and busi-

ness components. It began with a staff of two full-
time professionals, funded by.a $50,000 grant from
the Ford Foundation and the Hartford Foundatxon
for Public Grvmg 22,

This CICC consisted- prlmarlly of agency leaders

“from the criminaljustice, business, and social sérvice

community. The police department was the only-city
agency represented. From these members, an execu-
tive committee of seven was formed. As in New
York, the executive committee did not have
decision-making power, but was viewed as an ‘i
formal board of directors,”’?®

CleVeIand Ohio

CJCC development in this city orrgmated with the
Administration of Justice Committee, funded by the
Cleveland Foundation and the Greater Cleveland

Associated Foundation. This. .CICC. also took -in -

surrounding Cuyahoga County,-since as’ many resi-
dents lived in ‘the .suburbs as within Cleveland's
formal city boundaries. Because of its countywide
responsibility, the Cleveland CICC did not mltlally

“have strong.mayoral leadership.? However, in Ag-

gust of 1970, Mayor Carl Stokes became its chairper-
son.”® The Cleveland ‘unit divided.its membership
into committees along functional lines and involved
broad segments-of the community in¢luding the
school system, bar association, and health care ex-
perts

Boston Massachusetts

In 1969 Boston had six: programs funded under
LEAA; however, funding coordination problems de-
veloped and city officials began to-feel that Boston

‘was not receiving its fair share of LEAA block grant
‘funds because it came under the Junsdrcnon of a

* regional agency within the state. Early in 1970, the
- mayor formally organized the Mayor‘s‘Cdordinating

Council for the Administration of Justice, composed

of various city agency heads. Initially, the group was’

chaired by the first assistant corporation counsel for

the city, and had a staff of six professionals. Within -

the first year, this CJCC developed two separate
committees—a coordinating committee made up of

various agency heads, and an advisory committee -

composed primarily of citizeéns and private groups

- appomted by the mayor 28
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Curr ent Issues

. Desprte the drfferent approaches of these four

_ cities, several patterns had begun to emerge by early >

1971‘ :

® All four crtres had t‘ormed CJ CCs w1th varyrng
degrees of public representatlon

o All had seen. the need to form some pohcy-
making - = body—usually - an executive

" committee—within council membership to allow

for broad public representation without sacrific-
ing communication and coordination. -

o All had secured some form of fundmgﬁspe—;”

cifically for council operatron, and all had pro-
fessmnal ‘staffs. R

° Increasmgly, the mayor or 'local 'chief e)recutive‘
began to be seen as the k‘ey_to 'CI CC'success.;_

. In the summer of 1970 LEAA made a gr ant to. fhe ‘, |

NLC and USCM for a program to help the thlrty
largest cities develop a criminal justice system plan-
ning . and  ‘coordination- capacity. - In. May 1971,

conference was held on ‘*The Mayor and the Cnmmal

Justxce System;”’ The meeting showed signs of CICC
k progress but also 111ummated many problems i

The greatest dlfﬁculty in many cities was strll the

existence in most states of regional bodies, usually -

dominated -by 'suburban and rural representatives,
‘which passed upon cities’ block grant applications

" before they were submitted to state planning agen-
cies. Officials - from Milwaukee, Minneapolis, St.-

Paul, anid Neiv Orleans complained that essential city

-programs were often vetoed by regional boards, and

that cities often had little or no representation there

or on state boards, despite the 1970 Safe Streets Act -
" amendments. As a result, mdany Councils, including -
- New Orleans, San Francisco, Cleveland/Cuyahoga ;
' County, and Cincinnati, sought and eventually res

cerved regronal status from thexr states 27

Questnons began to arise: What form should CICCs

‘take? What powers should they have? What should

_be their ultimate relationship to- the system? How
could they deal with local agencies (e.g., courts) that
“were under county or state Jurrsdrctron? The staft’
report to the Violence Commission had indicated in "~ -
1969 that a strong CJCC was needed, with the power

—to allocate resources. and mtroduce mnovatrous??

. Gary V Dublm, of LEAA’s Natlonal Instltute of
‘ Law Enforcement -and Criminal Justice, even pro-.:

‘Research, that state”Jegislatures delegate *
~penal”” ‘powers to CJCCs.? The National Urban -
- Coalition, who' had ‘been -active ‘in urging CICC -
‘ development suggested that CJCCs needed review .
, authorxty over local criminal justice budgetary spend-

* added,

A

posed in a book, New Frontiers in Crmunal Jusncé

‘ing .3 However, most city representatives shied away -

- from the role of the all-powerful CICZ: For example,
Mayor Moon Landrieu of New Orleans said, ““Idon’t -

see. it ‘as.an admrmstratwe ‘power, But it certamly
should have persuaswe powers to-encourage agen-

© . cies to change their- ways by demonstratmg effectrve
;programs 1731 . , ,

- San: I’rancrsco Councrl Member Terry Francors

council would not take away powers from drﬁ‘erent

. agency heads a2 :

Crty representatwes generally felt that adequate

power  would come from the mayor or from the
influence that a planning document or agency staff” -
- could informally “wield. But a questron remained: " g o
~ Without formalized sanctlonmg power, would CICCs .. . R
be able to bnng about fundamental system change’? ke

The 1971 mayor S conference supphed anSWers as’

Well as questions. As a result of the meeting; ‘the
~ Criminal *Justice: Project of the NLC and USCM
produced the followrng CJ CC checkhst o r

“quasi- D e

““We had to convince everyone that the =

e It should be composed of a Commrttee repre-

.+ senting ‘a broad spectrum of the system, plus
. crtrzens : : ‘ :

e To be worth somethmg, 1t must have an’

proposals of other agenc1es, rranges meetmgs
etc ‘ ( : :

e It must be adequately and regularly funded

: ‘0 It must be in government but not part of any
: smgle cnmmal Justlce cornponent & :

. o It must be provrded w1th strong mayoral sup- »

port

g natlon 33

e Tt must do comprehenswe plannmg and coordr— ,‘

E adequate staff which writes prOposals Teviews S
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Durmg the next tWO years the number of local

cmmnal justice planmng units: contmued to increase.

By, Apul 1973, all ‘but ten of the, nation’s. ﬁfty-four
. -glargest cities had some” varrety of local! planmng
. capacity, and there was a marked declme in the -
e numbe: of multleounty planmng umts servmg major G
,cmes" i ER N L S

The development of CJCCs was grven addltronal 'k L

n’npetus by :the: Natlonal Advrsory Commissior: on

“ ':"; 2 pe od to recommend cicec development

Today, all of the largest US crtres, as well as

o many medium-sized’ ones, have develGped some local

“planning capacity-as a response to the: Safe ‘Streets P
Act. Most have chosen some or all of the elements
,represented ‘by-a CICG. However,. while stronger in

- both' numbers and degree of acceptance, CICCs still -~
“face many problems In a June 1975 interview with

Donald - Mansonz ‘then Executive Director of the

e - Midyor’s Office of Criminal Justice of ‘Boston, he ;
.= listed. the followmg problem areas faced by CJCCs -

i today

W

l Admmzstratzve Survzval

Thls is largely a questlon of “turf” protecttonf -
“by the various participants in the ‘criminal jus--

. tice process ‘Reluctant to share power, many of
‘these participanfs would like to work around the

CJCC or divide it administratively. Thus itis
Lo fxmportant to have strong mayoral support and
oan ofﬁce separate from other system compao-

~ “nents.’

" process is limited. For example, courts and
" corrections are often county- -or state-

“controlled. Tn addmon crime cannot be isolated

from other city concerns such as housing, pov-

- erty, education, drug abuse, mental health; and

- recreation needs. These areas also compete for
the mayor 3 attentron .and leadershlp ‘

e

2 Problems wzth LEAA and SPAS

‘*Growmg federal and state
‘expectations ‘have- created mcreased bureauy’
- cratic comphcatlons and rules. The ﬂex1b1h ty i
. cities need to ‘operate effectively: is gone 'or

_.Criminal TJustice Standards and Goals (hereafter”
- - Standards and Goals: ‘Commission), In A ‘National -
s Strategy {o Reduce. C’rtme, the: Commxssmn formally ‘
. recommended that **.. .-all major cities and counties *
establish crimiial ]USthC coordinating councils under - *
_the leaderslnp of local chief executives,”% This was

o the third major: pre51dent1al commxssron ina sxx-year : G forty..ﬂve person state plannmg board

“F[ak—Catcher” Role

Mayors sometlmes f'u,e dlfﬁcultres in provrd—~ B
,mg strong leadership around the crime issue.
- First, their control of the entire criminal justice

dlsappeanng raprdly, and this development nas

: 1ncreasmgly ledtoa general lack of respon sive-
-7 ness'to city: needs i

“The reluctance to ‘share power\

~ problem ‘in terms of SPAs. Presently, 1 is the =~

state, ‘tather than the city, whxcb decydes how | .. -

much’ money the city needs, what the/funds are

~used for, and, in somie cases, even how staff =

-~ should be coordinated.. The city of Boston, for =~
~“example, has only two/representattves on-a . xl

k ;:f. L0cal Flscal Crrses o = i

‘”' M ,“, e _.\\\“:

o Federal pl ograms aré not free Matchlng funds R
. must be supplied and, in' some cases, accom—, :
i pamed by overhead ‘and fringe benefits. Also, it
is difficult to explain to the public a $100, 000
experimental, innovative grant when layoffs of v
. police officers; probatlon personnel or: other _
! local ofﬁCIals are: oocurrmg L

fe -

Tti 1s unavoldable that alocal planmng unit takes

- _the blame for other decision-makers when mis-~
- takes- gceur.’ “Crime itself is.a difficult area to

. cope w;th in terms of both plannmg and politigs.
- There are few, if any, shortcuts yet the public

‘wants-an 1mmed1ate reduchon of crime. Unfor-

e tunately, the mnovatwe, experlmental projects -
- that 'may be needed are also hrgh—rlsk en-,

,deavors ‘ , rr '

. Cru'*’e Stattstzcs

The present means of assessmg cmnels through L

“Uniform - Crime. ‘Reports from local law en-

forcement: agencies to the Federal Bureau of .

-Investigation (F} BI) These data show that arrest

- ‘rates continue to rise. This indicates a’drlemma :

in that arrest rates are. oftery the result’ of effec-

_tive law ‘enforcement and public ‘confidence. -
More and better trained police may make more

' arrests, which could increase pubhc confidence

Zand encoarage more reports of crime. Thus ina.

“qmrements and e

the: zcnme statlstlcs may be 36 g

A questxon'sugges cl"prevmusly, with ‘larger 1mpl1-ﬁ"’
cations for the future, is the relationship: of CJ CCs

to the federal program whteh facxhtated the1r growth

sense the \more eff 01e\ht the system becomes, . v‘:'ﬁ’In ]Jght ot thelr strong ties. to‘LEAA lwﬂl JCC

the more arrests will bé\\ made; and the htgher.j . become only a local grants. management ‘ xtensr
- the Tederal agency, to e :
o withLEAA as natlonalprrontres change: Or
be institutionalized info local systems of governmen
“as the | necessary’ catalyst for: effecttvely coordmated;

, ’and well—planned change" S

R
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The historyoi' local criminal justice planning and of

‘the CICC. ‘concept - shows “how “the  structure and

-objectives of CJICC organization evolved to the pres- B

ent. These historical perspectives can be used in. -

establishing common guidelines for implementing the
CICE concept and evaluatmg existing CJCCs. While
'CJCCs vary widely in form and structure, it is .

, generally agreed that to be most effective, CICCs

should provide broad community: representatlon

“have sufficient operating authority, develop adequate

- staffing and secure enough funds to function. -

Providing Broad Represent"at‘ion

Achievmg thlS goal is usually addressed through"

the selection of CJCC members However, before

dxscussmg selection methods, it is important to ad- =
dress the issue of why broad representation should be -
'a.CJCC criterion in the first place, especially since it

definitely creates more work for planners-and ad-

ministrators. More time is needed to handle meet-
ings, and advisory input will sometimes disagree with - 3
.staff input. Also, having too few community leaders -
* 'may create madequate public representatlon, ‘while
~too many members" (or unrepresentatxve ones) can .
strangle CJCC progress. There are three’ basm rea-g, :

sons for thxs cnterlon

‘@ '~Coordinatio‘h‘.f If effective coofdination’ is to~
- exist within the criminal justice system, com- .
munication must take place.among all its partici‘- S

‘pants, and between them and the larger commu-

- nity.. Otherwise, uagmentatlon, distorted " per-
ceptxon and tunnel vision are’likely-to result,”
-and in fact occurred in most cities before CJ CC;

L 'formatxon Previous mtersystem communication
tended to be one-to-one and irregular, depending
.on elther personahty or pohtlcs The CJCC

offers a forurn where sytem partlcxpants come e
_together formally and ;d1scusls ‘criminal _}USUCC Chia
" issues wn.h their peers and before the pubhc o

Thxs kmd of commumcatlon allows the CJCC: Sy
staff both to lead and be led, dependmg on the”
‘circumstance, It can sa\/e planners from
, ,workmg in -isolation on: effortb that: may have " -

- little chance for. 1mp1ementaaon after exposure .

to polmcal or govemmental reallty

PO

"omprehenszve lanmng The broad representa—

- tion approach facilitates the: comprehensive "
- planning process by prov1dmg for part1c1patxon ;
o by noncriminal justice agencies. As one ob-- -~

-“server has mdlcated ‘‘Comprehensive crimipal -
" justice planning ... must go beyond the police,
“courts, and correetlonal systems to include the.
*social; physxcal and economxc ‘environment, as.
' well as the pubhc and private 1nst1tutxons that S
' dehver servxces to people LT R N

Constztuency Development Broad representa- e LIl
- tion-also allows for\\the private citizen’s partici--
pation and thus helps the criminal justice system
- develop a public constltuency ‘The lack of pub-~ -
“lie understandmg of and support for the criminal
Justlce ‘system ‘has ‘been cited by Mr. Justice:
- Tom 3 Clark, retned Associate Justice of the -
" Supreme Court, ag one of the six prmmpal ‘
: 1nadequac1es of thai system 3’ - -

k)
,:
,4,

_ Constltuency de\g‘elopment is a first step in St
 creating a public base of support for criminal
justice activities. Cous1der, for example; theim=- =~
~portance of this support in bond elections, where - g
‘local. approprlatlons that often far exceed federal oy
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o funds are approved or drsapproved by the voters, P

whose understandmg can 1ead to- support

A pubhc constrtuency can be built through the ,

~+ CJCC membership by involving both private

“citizens ‘and the local policy-making officials:
These steps build a base of public support while "

also . lending ofﬁcral authonty and prestlge to
: »CJCC actrvxtles

Several orgamzatronal questlons remain. How

large should & CICC be? What structure will produce

“optimum performance? Who should be members and

who should appomt thern"

‘Szze and Orgamzatron

In 1971, the Office of Policy Analysis of the NLC

and- USCM surveyed sixteen CJCCs regarding their
_size. The average was twenty- eight members, with

the range from six in Buffalo to e)gh*y-four in New,

York. //’

memb rship rosters for thlrty-one crtles The average

cJce membershlp had dropped to twenty-three, with =~
P s
a-‘range of five irl Wrrmta, Kansas to seventy—ﬁve in.

. ;).v‘ L

‘g_New York o (

The range between large and small CJCCs was

- be afunction of size\: bax\d the study: *“The larger the

bers that sit on it an
pollcy makers aid criminal Justlce ofﬁclals 788 -
The Issue 18 how to achreve the Ob_]eCthE of
“increasing ‘both public and policy-maker involve-
ment, when large organizations tend to involve one
group more than the other,. Accordmg to the 1973
survey; adequate public involvement would seem to
- suggest a CICC of more than thirty persons. On the
other hand, the goal of mvolvmg pohcy-makers SO as
to increase coordination and further develop official

FIGURE 1

EXAMPLE OF CRIMINAL JUSTICE COORDINATING COUNCIL ORGANIZATION CHART
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Two years later, the NLC and USCM surveyed “‘,‘

considerable in both 1971, and 1973, and the later.
survey pointed to certam relatronshlps that seemed to -

Council, the greater {i:e"proportion of public mem- .
id the smaller the proportion of

e

b

e
¥

The use of an executwe commlttee has been the

" Thef',typieal'ltaSk force Strudtufe : involved three or

" more task forces devoted tolaw enforcement; courts,
~_corrections, delinquency preventron, drug abuse, or:.

other interest areas. The executive committee ‘usu-
ally had decrsron—makmg ‘authority, with 1nput from

the general CJ CC membershrp and varmus task o
Vforces , , B by

Development of an e;tecutrve commrttee with
v decrsxon—makmg authority allows a CJCC to conduct
business in an efficient manner, even when it Has .
considerable . public ‘representation. To - assure the™

' responsrveness seems: to suggest a small group of .
ffeWer than srxteen people 40 i -

- compromise solution in several cities. (See Figure 157 -

In the 1973 survey, fourteen of the twenty-seven

~cities responding had such-a body. Twenty-one had

- .. an executive committee, a task force structure, ora - A
“.combination of these. Onl y one of the CICCs, which

" had neither, had more than, sixteen members. £

responsiveness of the executive body, at least half of -

.its members should be loca} officials, They can lend

credibility to committee and CICC proceedings; thus

‘allowing for a larger general body without sacrificing

efficiency or productivity. CJICC membership could
then easily consist of more than thirty members, with

at least a third coming from outside the formal -

used in addition to- an executive committee, totals
might even be mcreased as rn the case of the New
York group ' s

Membe;sth Issues ) G ;
The CICC as a ‘whole’ n‘nght best be seen as an

advisory .group.. A wrde range of expertise from

noncriminal justice agencxes could be included, and

the input of private citizens utilized. While the ¢ execu-
.tive committee took care of the day-to-day business "~
-of priority setting. system coordination, and “grant .

and application review, the CJCC as.a whole could

~criminal justice system. If the task force structure is

provide a planning: rescmrce to staff and local .

" decrsron makers

Ideally, the rnayor or local chref executtve should

‘appomt the executive committee from the member-

ship of the general CICC, and should serve as the .-

chairperson of both bodtes ‘While serving as an

advisory group, all CJCC members should be respon- -

srble for: reviewing the annual comprehenswe plan

3 recommendatrons to the executive comrrutt‘~ '
“sassures ultimate staff responsivenéss to the put
“terms of scheduling: meetings, the executive commlt-

: terly ‘Task- force meetmgs could be called on an‘ '
-ag? needed basrs v : L

: populatron of a given city and the advised member- - :

“should best be considered inverse. The probabrlrty: :

,-}plannmg input, and CJCC members can assume what. -

e

.committee. Strong support from the chief executive. ‘4

- also tend to participate actively. When the mayor is

: pohtrcally inexpedient for the mayor to partrcrpate
.actrvely or even attend meetmgs SR v

- served as chairperson for nine of these groups. Inthe. ~~ ©

‘hance inner=system coordmatmn and should involve

~ How can one deterrnme if-these ‘objectives are being .
- met? Individual local politics, personalities, bureaue- -
_racy, and varying combindtions of these factors maks

‘the recommendation of specific - quotas unrealistia.

developed by therr staff and for m

tee might meet monthly -and the whole CICC quar- ,'::;

No correlatrons should be drawn between the
ship size of its CICC.If any relationship exists; it -

that smaller cities will have smaller plannmg budgets: .7
and hence smaller plannmg staffs is a sound: ratjonale -
for havmg a more. hlghly organlzed LJ CC e ‘
:Even a plannmg ofﬁce wrth one professmnal can - ,
staff a CJCC, given the voluntary ‘participation of
both systern and. nonsystem partrcrpants In-these -
situations, the nse of task forces can supplement staff -

SN

might be staff plannmgfunctlons in plannmg ageﬂ(:les RIS
w1th larger budgets. L k ‘

Once membershlp srze rs‘deter'rnmed’ the nextk )
guestion naturally concerns composition. Usually the.
mayor: or local chief "executive should chair the

séems to be one of the best indicators”of CICC .
success. When the ‘mayor participates, other local
elected officials and public and private agency: heads

chairperson; he or she tends to be more active. When - -
another local elected official is chairperson, it may be-

 The 1971 survey of the NLC and USCM, covermgv
sixteen cities with CICCs, showed that the mayor

seven where the mayor was not chan'person the -
mayor partrcrpated in only one. - :

' The omposition of CICC membershxp should en-

related noncriminal justice agencies, local’ polrcy—.
makers (i.e., local ofﬁcrals), and private -citizens.

This is coupled with the problem that some CICCs,

- which also have local regronal plannmg status, fare, S




required to have half of their membership made up of
locally elected officials. This can become-a particular
problem when a city’s only locally elected officials
are the mayor and the city council. CJCC meetings

~may then become replays of city council meetings;

- »Nonetheless, the following general gnidelines for
membership composmon are appmpnate

l The executrve committee should have a maJor-

ity of local officials, whether elected or ap- ,

-pointed.

2. At least cne representative each from police,
courts, and corrections should be on the execu-
trve committee.

3. Private citizens should comprise approx1mately '

one-third of general CJCC membership. This

should include women and minority group rep-

- resentatives; private, nonprofit agency heads;
. and educatton and busmess leaders,

4. Both the executive committee and the full CICC

should include representatives of the juvenile
JUSthG system .

5. The following" key local pos1t10ns should gen-
erally be mcluded on_the CICC; :

® Mayor or local chief executive

® City council or cxty/county commission repre-
sentahve

" = Police chief |
o Sheriff
e Distri,c,t Attorney
@ Chief executive of local public defender’s office
e Chief juvenile probation official
o Administrative' or presiding ju‘dges
e Juvenile court representatives'

@ Executwes of other public and prrvate jUSthG
related areas

- @ Local correctional facility officials

16

— aﬁﬁm . &m:‘_“‘;

Obtaining S'ufficient‘ Authority

Some form of authorlty is needed to brmg together «

criminal justice system participants. The CJCC can
play the role of convener, but unless backed by
sufficient .authority, it is unlikely to-overcome the

fragmentation and sometimes' open hostility charac- '

teustrc of most local criminal justice enV1r0nments

Authorlty for the cJ CC can be,gained either for-

* mally or informally, Formal authority is usually de-
rived from a resolution or ordinance adopted by the
- city council and/or county board of commissioners,

or by an executive order of the mayor or county chief

executlve Informal authority.can be derived by a-
“‘request?’ from the mayor; with a mutual agreement

‘of ‘participation by members of the cnmmal JUS'[ICB
system. -

Of the two alternatives; the first is preferred. It is
also possible for authomty to be derived from public
mandate, but a CJCC initially located outside local
government, wrthout the participation of police,
courts,. and  corrections, has ‘much’ less chance to

effect change

A city council ordinance or mayors executive

order should forma.lv establish organizational boun- -

daries for CJCC activity.#* Either document should,
among other things do the’ followmg

1. Descril:;e"the lo’cationfof the. CJ CC within local
government (i.e., mayor’s office, city/county
executive’s office).

2. Define the membership term, appointment, and
confirmation process, and specify membership
representation.

3. DeSignate the group’s chairp’erson.

4, Descnbe the internal organization (i.e., execu-
. tive commiittee and/or task force) and delegate
the powers of Vanous commrttees

5. Describe staff spec1ﬁcat10ns, and state ‘the re-

, sponsibilities and.author‘lty‘ of the director.

6. Sanction agency activities, mcludmg but not
hmlted to the followmg v ,

a. securmg funds

R PR BT S T
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b. entering into contracts
c. advising criminal Jjustice ageneies‘ o -
d. collectmg statlstxcs and relevant mforma—
" tion, conducting research and studies, pre—
paring and publishing reports P .

e operatmg programs

7. Provide for submlssxon of an annua 20
prehensive crrmmal justice plan.

8. Authorize cooperanon in data collectmn from
other city agencies. : ,

When authorlty 18 gamed through mt‘ormal means
_such as a mayor’s request, the CJCC’s administrative -

_ location within local government becomes more im-

- courts, and correctrons ‘as well as nonertmmal jus-:

portant. The fact that criminal justice system partici-
pants would agree to cooperate voluntarily without
formal requirements certainly bodes well for CJCC
success; however, the location of the CICC staff
within the local chief executive’s office ‘becomes
more important as a continuing future sign that the
chief decision-maker approves and is involved.
Without this approval of CJCC coordinating and
planning efforts, voluntary, informal cooperation

may last only until the first compromise is required. -

Develop‘ing Adequate Staffing

 Adequate staffing entails not only the existence of
a group of individuals called staff, but also’ the
assurance that they have the appropriate skills and

knowledge ta conduct business and create:a work -

environment that will promote professional growth.

How large should a staff be and how should it be
organized? What kind of experience and education

should. staff members have to fill specific posmons’f'

How should staff be recrmted"

While answers to most.of these questrons vary

from city to city, one point can be made consistently.

Adequate staff meadns full—nme staff, rather than
part-time, temporary, or consultant help. Every city
needs at least one full-time individual “who advises
decision-makers, directs comprehensive planmng,j
and provides coordination and linkage among pohce,

tlce agencnes

B

staff with some’ ‘degree of interagency decision-

making respon31b111ty as professional. This includes
~almost everyone except clerical support staff, “volun-

teers, and student interns. As the profession de-

. velops these crlterla can - be expected to. become v ’
better deﬁned R o oo AT

Staff Size and OJgamzatzom

The average staff size of local plannmg umts con- - .o
. SIStently has been related strongly to the size of the | ey
" cities in which they are located. For practical pur- 5 .

poses, cities (or city/counties) can be classified into

four different population categories: those with
1,000,000 or more inhabitants; those with between -
500 000 and 1,000,000; those between 250,000 .and -

: 500 ,000; and those thh fewer than 750 000 people =

’Ihe NLC and USCM have done several surveys i
‘on the professxo,zal staff size of CJCCs; these may be -

useful for comparison. The results are presented in

Table 1. These figures consistently demonstrate the -

relation of city populatton to planning unit ‘lﬁﬁ?f size;
In the latest survey, the average for thirty-sey2¥ large
cities was 7.6 professionals. It is obvious from the

‘range variation that almost anything is possrble 2
however, for the best chance of success, cities an-

ticipating CJCC development are urged to look. to-

ward the average m thelr respective populatxon* :
categorres v , TR

The organ atlonal pattern emergmg in CJCCsf &

seems.to point’ toward the specialization of planning

~ tasks along functional lines, Staff activities can usu-
ally be grouped under two broad headings: ‘com- -
prehensive planning; and managing Spec:lﬁc projects

and grants (i.e., grants management)

The function of comprehenere planmng mvolves a -
W1de variety of activities that may include reviewing -
~local criminal justice budgets, monitoring legislative. -
“activities; developing and. researehmg policy posi~
~ tions and alternatives, and preparing the annual i

comprehenswe errmmal Justtce plan, -

In pmJect or: orants managernent the staff helps i

Throughout this drscussmn of stafﬁng requtrea' ey
~ ments the term professional will appear repeatedly, -
~Unfortunately, there are no definite characteristics 0 B
~which consistently distinguish professmnal staff
“functions. The field of criminal justice planning is too .
“new for specific professional standards of experience
‘or education, Ve1y generally,>we ‘might consxder all-

R R o )




S e Table1 SR S

AVERAGE NUMBEFI OF PLANNING OFFICE PROFESSIONAL STAFF
S By ClTY POPULATION '

PERT RO

' . StaffSize' - : o PROFESSIONALS -
iy TR : L’I‘ERNTIAVES BASED ON NUMBER OF STAFF v
1971 - (15 cmes)a 1978 — (34 cities)® 1975 @7 cmes)° EXAMPLE oF STAFF’N" A 1 | o
Sy Range Gt 'Range s oo  Range — _ Mlmmiim For ,'i/ - .
Cmh T T D e e ey s ‘ Mayorio'\r e | professional staff A
City Size vAyeﬁrage L LoYv i l—fngh Average Lovr ; High Average Low o Hrgvl"a. i " Yocal Chief , o
- 1,000000+ -~ 108 . 5 . .20 140 . .7 28 48,00 B 2t . Executive " S S
1000000 883 2. 15 89 1 11 88 1. 25 ; ‘ g f3"_m°f?§,5‘r?“?,1,,5‘“‘5‘ ‘
250,000 = T o T T T Y P e
) 500,000 45 . .8 LA - 46 o9 58 ) 18 . L ,'_‘ S r ) Mulhprofesslonal b
- sNational League of Cmes and Umted S\ates Conference ot Mayors, Orimmal Justice Caordmatmg Counc:ls, op clt, TNy T i ) o SoT 3 smf“ altemahves .
P10 [ 5 e L A R S Dl . SR B TS ‘ . : o
bNational League of Cmes and Unlted States Conference of Mayors, Local Crimmal Justlce Plannlng, op. ¢it,, p. 30.. N 8 i R » B i S l L ,(?‘]C;C ey £t
sTelephone fiurysy conducted by NLC.and USCM staff, January 1975. This total excluded cities in Cahforma, where " . ‘ 4 . TR e e L : Dxrecttor,‘ : i
"staﬂs are regmnm and state~supported and-in the Distnct of Columbna, whose CJCC is the equlvalent of an SPA Ll E i : ) T S EO e
k) : : s : o e
develop, 1mp1ement m0n1tor, and evaluate specrﬁc » Ttis probably helpful in thxs ipstance. to emphasxzeﬂ ST Ei vin
- local action programs. Staff members also provide - community participation on the CJCC, and to invite ] .
administrative support to operating agencies, helping “assistance from community - volnnteers and ‘student ‘EDeputy 1
- them articulate problem areas, prepare funding appli-  interns. Ties to the local chief executive should be S Dxrector i
catlonS, negotrate grants, and oversee federal fund: - close, and strong-local ‘authority shouid be firmly i E
acthtxes ) ‘ LR mandated, as the ability to generate power through it
R A staff will be hmlted -
- Staff structure and orgamza’aon are’ hkely to be

)
1

members must necessanly work harder and be more
mVoived

*18,

. Multrprofessxonal Model As the avaxlabxhty of

professmnals mcreases, stafﬁng patterns can-vary

M%mef;mm«mmw ATy

, contmgent on ‘economic and administrative cox;i : The key pomt here 15 that the' best way to insure - k ? f ’
straints varying from city to city. An organizational .~y suceess is to have sufficient anthority, cooper- S " Program 3 Fvaluntmn o
model that is optimum for one city may be disastrous ation, money, and. staff. Obviously, when deficien- ~ Planning ' Management | 5 : Chxef i
 for the next. However, again for the sake of simplifi-  cjes deciirin one of these areas, compensation canbe ~Chief .- Chief -} b o
- cation, the¢ tollowmg ‘minimum- stafﬁng pattems made by mcreasmg another mgredxent R o
hould be consrdered ' ; o i R T o T RIS L T
e ’Oﬂe'fl’of@ﬁ?w"al, Model. For large and o Three-Professzonal Model. The support of just — % o
- medium-sized cities, one professional is a minimum  two more professionals considerably multiplies e o ! o e :
-requirement for the operation: of a CICC. A part-time - CJCC staff ability to effect change. Forming staffing S e '-:‘ k0 s aieica s I e
. person_cannot be considered adequate, since. the patterns along functional lines, one professional can - e S Ao Pl P E Flscal Y s T L
criminal justice field is too broad to allow for time-  zssume ‘responsibility for plannmg ‘considerations iy e 'rL‘“‘f i 4. Courts. 1 " Gorrections | ¥4 Accountmg i : I’,_rqlgr‘am;
sharing with other interests. This model is anticipated.  and the other for program management. The director i E"‘P‘;'ceme“ -, " Plapner | 1 Planner {4 Officer =} Evaluator .« :
in cities—predictably those with populations below * then has more time to insure communication and e Py AT L T e B ‘
' 250,000—where economic or administrative: £on- coordmat ion among system pa].'t]CzpantS ' dummmmen i it R e
nE stramts prevent more adequate stafﬁng g : sl - ‘ s
: ,, T  This model stlll represents a skeleton staff and o f e P e : g £ Jo
: thﬂe ao“?'PrOf‘?SS‘Onal ‘;ofﬁce is a bare minimum, requirs stronig CJCC organization and the assurance b Jyuvenile A?,‘:fe b ‘.'.Leg‘;la,f}"e« and 8 et & o 0;;2?“ o
several steps can be taken fo enhance ifs operation. . of adequate authority, It probably represents the 4 Justiee 04 provention i Speciedist | 1" Monitor 1ol Snocialist
The CICC itself can be more highly structured  minimum staffing threshold for cmes of more than +f- “Planner o §. i Planner = i Risimad Tl e FEe e
‘around task performance. This-allows members to- '250 000 popula‘non : [ DR B ) ST EECH R o
- assume some of the planning and policy-making roles : : :
o that might normally fall on staff, which means -that:

ey




more. The position of deputy director can be added. -
~to manage the office, freeing more of the director’s
~.time for system coordmatron Under a chief planner, -
.staff members can specialize dn specific functional .
areas such as police, courts, and corrections. Fiscal -

accountants and program monitors can be added to

. the program management team, along with a unit that -
has the capability for program evaluatron and infor-.-

matxon system desrgn

Staff. Recmztmem‘

The best way to recruit staff is to be very clear on

.- what is expected from the various positions. Expec-
- .tations- will vary from crty to city, depending on
S exrstmg _]Ob and. salary ranges within or outside the
civil service structure. These expectations are best
expressed through  clear, well-defined job descrip-
. tions. Following are gurdehnes for those developmg'
—.such’ descrrptrons.

° -Fir‘st', do not let the applicant or a civil service,

" budget, administrative, or federal program of- -

fice write the job description for you. However,

ful

e Second, do not prepare the description hurriedly

or copy it from a similar job description in
another city. Use other experrences for ideas,
but mold these ideas to fit your own srtuatron

. Third ’fOrmal'jo'b descriptions might include a

" job- title, salary range, distinguishing features
and examples -of work; necessary- knowledge,
skills, and activities; and desirable preparatron
for. work .

e

"Once " staff members are hrred they can be de-

“veloped more fully through a clear definition. of job -
* objectives, responsibilities, and priorities. This proc- -
 ess can be. complemented by ‘making. CICC mem-

bers aware of the role, functions; and responsibilities
. of all staff. One means of assuring this awareness is -

- having staff members report perxodrcally to the CICC
or executive committee on their work and ac--
complishments. Staff can be further broadened by
short-term-loans or exchanges. among the vanous;‘
. ?agencres represented on the CJCC : -

The questron of what kmds of people should be

‘ " recrur_ted still: remains. What qualities should they

; ’v 20‘

‘- some outsrde 1deas and suggestrons can be help- )

have and what type of experience best qualifies an

apphcant" The most complete staff applicant rating -
“system was developed by the Detroit/Wayne County
CJCC and- it provides: the followmg useful hst of
fcrrterra that all. CI CCs can consrder

© Respon51ble workin and/or famlharrty wrth local
governrnent mcludmg crrmmal Justlce agencres.

e Responsrble work in contract negotiation and
~ -administration; finaiicial management and/or
~ revenue forecasting; personnel and/or labor rela-
tions administration; or public policy develop-
ment,

’ analysrs and socral research

. i . -
B Specific experience in operat1ons‘~;tresearch and

analysis and in cost-benefit evaluation, and
familiarity  with both management information
‘systems and plannmg—programrmng—budgetmg—
evaluatlon systems

L Successful performance in any work requrrmg a

high level of individual initiative and persuasion.

e Ability to organize one’s work schedule effi-
- ciently, and to communicate effectrvely in writ-
ing, speakmg, or drscussmn. : :

L) Successful performance in contributing to: the -

social-economniic ' planning, prrorrt",y

achievements of professronal civic, and com-

munity orgamzatrons

® Awareness and acceptance of the constramts

upon public and private 1nst1tut10ns, orgamza- :

- tions, and individuals.-

S Ability to handle conflict situations among agen-, g

cies, officials, ' and mdrvrduals “in a posrtlve
. constructrve manner :

o Ablhty to percerve problems in a broad well-

organized frame of reference. Also important are

maturity, and the abrlrty,to reduce sophisticated
: theory to straightforward practical terms G

work, mcludmg ‘'social sciences, social work,

: busmess administration, pubhc administration, -

law, -urban p]annmg, accountrng, ‘and pollce
science.

~high levels of objectivity; analytical ability, -

e Academrc achrevement in areas relevant to

‘ Securing 'Funds "

-850, ooo S S8

To be effectlve lo¢ _'\planmng and coordmatmg

p ofﬁces must have sufﬁc1ent funding. However, defin-
- ing “‘sufficient”” is sometimes difficult. CJCCs have -
. 'so far been largely a product of LEAA sponsorship, .
- and their budgets consist primarily of federal funds. -

“Thus, the best available means of determining levels .
of smﬁcrency is probably to' look at the operatmg cost:

of ex1stmg programs Sl SelegniE

The most recent data come from a survey of Iocal

planning officials completed by the Cririnal Justice

Project of NL.C and USCM in May 1975.4 Responses .
were obtained from fifty local plannmg ofﬁces in; the~ :

ﬁfty-ﬁve largest c*1t1es B

~The* amount of plannmg funds used bv local plan- '
“ning and coordinating ofﬁces iranged froma highof $1
~million in New York Crty to a low of $l7 000 %-The

Table 2

AVERAGE PLANNING FUNDS FOR THIRTY-FlVE CITY
CRIMINAL: JUSTICE PLANNING OFFICES
BY POPULATION CATEGOHY E

Gity Population ~ No. of B TR
Range © .. . Cities ~Range " Average "
Group 1 S $1,000,000 — - $474,000
1000000+ 4 - § 116000 4
S Growp2 RN
750,000 =" 3 $ 254,000 ~ $160,000-
: 1,000,000 i -+ §-.30,000 v
| Group'3 : 0 ST :
650,000 ~ L2 T0$.120,000 = $ 83,000
750,000 - . § 46,000
- Group 4 e e Al
550,000.~ 3 ‘$‘ 323,‘000-" - $224,667 -
650,000 : $ 101,000
< Group 5 SO - e LTl
450000 — 5 . $ 400,000 ~ 168,000
550,000- ‘ : , $, 20, 000 ' L
Growps e
©.8580,000 = v 8 190, 000 - -$102,875 .
450 000 S $\ 43 000 o .
Group 7 . e e st
250, 000 = g - =10 $ 130 000 = $ 7,_7.000‘ RO
17 000 S T

G

. ‘Source: Nancy Loving; 1975 Survey of Local Cr/minal Just/ce

Plann/ng {Washington, D.C.: National League of Cmes and- US.

. Conference of Mayors 1976)

S S Tabled

AVERAGE PLANNING FUNDS FOR THIRTY-FIVE CITY 5 fa

‘CRIMINAL JUSTICE PLANNING OFFICES,
~ BY POPULATION CATEGORY

City POpulation No. of"' ‘ . R ,
. Range ' . . Citles - Range L Average S
‘Group 1 4 $1,000000 - $474,000
1,000,000 + S8 116,000 :
‘ Groups 2,3, S :
-550,000— - .8 o $.323,000 — $165,000
1,000,000 . D $ : 30’000 e
"Groups 5,6; - EER
CENAT T e
250,000 — . 28 - $ 400,000~ $106,087
SBB0,000 . T et 70000 T
TOTAL .~ .85 . $1000,000%= .  $161,600' =
Cmes over ol ‘ Fe
250000 L8 17000
" *Mediuri total was $118,000. - -r

Source: Nancy Loving, 1975 Survey of Local- Cnm/nal Justlce Plan- T

ning - (Washington, D.C.: National: League of Cmes and US Con- :

- ference of Mayors, 1976)

- -.reasons for this wide variation seem to relate to the =
-size of the city, the variety of LEAA programs and

funds available to‘ the city, and the planning office’s

* structure. Thus, some small cities that participated in j
- the High Impact or Pilot City programs reported: i
‘more planning ‘funds  for. their ofﬁces than larger

cities lackmg that specral status.

Desprte seVeral dxfferent vanables size is stlll the

- most helpful-factor in approx1matmg CJCC: fundmg
'~ requirements. Thlrty-ﬁve cities reported haying some

planning . funds, Table 2 shows average reported

- ‘planning funds and city populatron size. The varia--.
- tions are evident; they demonstrate that: populatron s
' not the only: varrable affecting planning budget size,
“and that fundmg 1s not drrectly proportronal to crty

size. o S

The relatronshrp between planmng fund requrre- T
ments and: size. is demonstrated when ‘population
groups. are combined into three rather ‘than 'seven:

grour)s, as shown in Table 3. Based on'averages of -

' what now exists, cities:can get a rough idea of how

much fundmg they might expect to need in order to -
carry out: plannmg and coordmatron efforts




Another way. of lookmg at these data is to deter{

mine a per capita estimate of planmng budget re-

quirements. Again, these averages are necessarily.

based on what now ex1sts not what should ex1st

The thlrty—ﬁve cmes had a total populatlon of

29 854,413, and. their combined planning budgets '

were: $5 656 000. The per capita cost per city was
- nineteen-cents. Thus, to operate a criminal justice
- planning office at'a IeVel equivalent to the large city
“average, the cost might be estimated at nineteen to
twenty cents per resident. While this figure should be
used only as a base, to be average, a city of one

' million might need between $190,000 and $200,000; a -

~city -of -500,000, $95,000 to $100 000; and a city ‘of
250,000, $47 500 to $50 000. AdJustments should be

S made to this *‘ball park®’ figure, based on local goals,

" the amount of federal state, or local money to be
“managed by - the ofﬁce and the number: of staff
members deemed’necessary., :

W

" The next issue is the source of planning and
coordination dollars. Obviously, LEAA has been the
primary source of funds—both from Part B and Part

" .C of the 1968 Safe ‘Streets Act. However, Part 'C

funds are not available for CJCC development in

cities of less than 250,000 population; nor should any

federal sources be deemed secure until. LEAA’s.
status is assessed after the 1976 renewal legrslatlon

As descnbed earher LEAA recently has seemed

more prone to allow strings of state control to be tied

to those offices funded through Part B and Part C.
This development, coupled with the need for CICC

institutionalization, leads to the hope of more local

sponsorship of the concept. Since the amount of
money expended for law enforcement and’ eriminal

‘justice activities"3n most cities is roughly ten times

that received in federal funds, the ;,\eed for a local
office.to plan and Coordmate these actmtres seems
ev1dent T ,

Once aCJ CC is formed what should it be expected .
to accomplish for'local officials making criminal

_)ustlce decisions? This sechon will address that ques-

tion in terms of the broad, functional goals of com- "
prehensive planning, evaluation, and coordination.
First, however, a brief listing is needed.of the practi-
“cal tasks that fal] under those goal categories. These
are the activities which can be carried out rounnely '

by the (“JCC membershlp and staff:*?

1. Work on LEAA matters
a. Pursue, rec«=1ve and manage funds i

b; Coordmate w1th SPA and thh reglonal and
~ Washmgton offices.. ‘

cC ,Plan for the use of LEAA funds
d. Prowde admmlstratwe support

e. Momtor, audlt and evaluate LEAA pro-
Jects

f. Deal with related problems as they arise.

2. Coordinate with other federal D! ograms in the

city—e.g, -those funded/t through Housing and -
Urban Development (HUD), Health, Educa- -
tlon, and Welfare (HEW) and Labor. This -
avoxds duphcatlon and promotes coordmatxon :

3. Add to city admznzstratzve resources thraugh :
- staff, funds, and information about crime and .

cnmmal justice efforts

4 Provzde advzce to local ojj“ czals on czty and :

county criminal Justtce-related budgets

CJCC FUNCTIONS

} sought to mterrelate and coordmate th@sevsenarat'
: components 48 > ,

)

5. Provzde leglslatzve analyszs and development at
““the local state and federal level.

6. :Develop and analyze local polzcy

7. ‘React to. Iocal crzmmal ]ustzce issies as they
“arise and encourage appropriate coopelatzve
: ~crzm1nal justzee agency )esponse

8. Work to improve local government and fhe -

‘ 'crzmznal justtce system o
5

' ,Comprehenswe Planmng o A

@
i

In recent years thls term has had many apphca— ‘
~ tions and misapplications. Recexpt of federal -money -
- through the grant process is- not an indicator of - -

successful - plannmg ‘The annual- productlon of a
planning document is evidence only that planning has

- perhaps occurred; it is not the desired end product :
Planning should describe some systematic process of S
strategy development which, based on past experi-'
‘ence and future implications, seeks to organize and .
evaluate steps leading to the unplementatzon ofdeci- ;.
" sions. Comprehensive planning stresses the need for
this process to impact systemw1de decisions through

“a holistic approach. Stated simply, solutions should -

be denved by con81der1ng the sum of all ‘parts. -

mission Report ‘there was no planning effort that

C‘omprehensxve planmng W1th1n the area of cnml- E

" nal justice is still relatively new. Before the late
‘sixties, planning related to. criminal: Justrce or:law

- enforcement was practiced only in a few major pohce i
departments correctional -agencies, and the most -

" sophisticated court systems. ‘Aside from' those =~ -
CICCs formed as a result of the Katzenbach Com- -




~ When "initiélly "'r'na'n‘da'ted by Safe Streets

guidelines, early criminal justice planning ‘usually-

existed only as pure grantsmanship. Initially, the
.SPAs distributed descriptions of many criminal jus-
tice programs, and a ‘‘planner’” for a given city chose

among them, much as if shopping'through a catalog. ™ :
This became  commonly known as the *‘Sears-
- Roebuck™ approach to criminal justice planning.

. While the state. of the planning art has matured, there
- is still a strorig:ts

~ of confronting problems identified through planning.

: As stated ‘kear‘lier; ‘loc"z‘\ill_vcﬁminal Jjustice pianriing"
units must develop beyorid simple. LEAA grants
management. This problem was Weil documented by

- NLC’s Public Safety Committee, ina statement that
_is mow part of the League’s National Municipal
Policy: e : R 5

- The rapid evolution since 1968 of local Crimirul
Justice Planning Agencies and Criminal Justice
Coordinating Councils demonstrates the value
of comprehensive planning and programming as
a tool for improving law enforcement and crimi-
nal justice systems. : ' :
However, the reliance upon federal grants,

~Which is the operating base for virtually ali such
planning agencies, seriously endangers the con-
tinuity and effectiveness of their efforts. Even

~more important, the inevitable orientation of
local criminal justice planning agencies to grarit
‘planning and grant management undermines

“their development as legitimute, ongoing. staff
agencies which can provide both short- and
long-term leadership on criminal Justice im-
provements,*? ' '

While it is clear that comprehensive criminal jus-
tice planning should not be limited to grants man-
--agement, what it should entail is somewhat more at
issue. To include the sum of all parts, it must go not

only ‘beyond federal grants, but also beyorid the -

boundaries of police, courts; and corrections to in-
clude the social, physical, and economic environ-.
ment, as well as the public and private institutions

that deliver services to people.®

An important ‘quéstipn which remains is at what
level of government should the process of com-
prehensive planning be done: local or state? First,

4

- at the local level. There the need:
~ decision-making ‘is ‘greatest and

ndency to see planning as a means of .
- obtaining grants, rather than seeing grants as a means

\Evaluation

o Cbmprehensive'pldhniﬁé\'g’shépldAnot be done at any . -
- one level of government to the, exclusion of others, -

However, its intensity and devth should be greatest
rtimely, accurate
, 3 the most im-
mediate implications. At the local leve] citizen input

can_ also. be more meaningful. Planning:only at.the -

state level-involyes crossing so many poiitical and
Jurisdictional boundaries that the chances of ‘gaining
consensus on any improvement plan are minimal.

" The n‘lo‘st‘yalid planning process would be one
encouraging direct linkage between locally-defined

need and federally-administered resources. Needs -

should be defined locally and the capacity to conduct

comprehensive planning emphasized there: National

leadership might seek to standardize the process
rather: than the product of this planning. In effect,

* federal, regional, and state officials should help local

officials *‘plan to plar.” Tt is appropriate for nonlocal
officials to coordinate how to plan for LEAA money,
but.not what to plan. o

i
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When applied-to LEAA, th‘is‘ term has often been .

used loosely to describe any process that might give
some clue as to\whether or not a given program is
working. Evaluation of LEAA programs has been
and is increasingly becoming an area of controversy
nationally. Questions involve whether or not such
evaluation has in fact been done, what it should

consist of, and where and by whom: it should be /

performed.

The broad term evaluation is often used inter-

changeably to refer to two separate operations—
evaluation and monitoring, With reference to the
criminal justice system, evaluation is an external
measurement of the impact of the program on related
criminal justice agencies, Monitoring is an internal
process focused on the developmental and opera-
tional performance costlratio.™ g

Evaluation is the more difficult of the two func-
tions. Its purpese is to measure the overall effective-
ness of programs and/or projects in meeting long-
range objectives, such as reducing the social costs of
various crime problems or the actual cost of crime

control. This process should: address the following

types of questions: Y

+
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1. Whatis the actual impact Qf}the progr.am, on the
. problem area for which it was prescrlbed? o
v ZWhat are the program’sjbénéﬁts and where do-
- they occur?. .~ o .
3. Has the program aécomp‘lishyed‘ 'the specific 'gOal'
for which it was funded?. .. IR
4, Weﬂrek the necessary resources ‘actru'ally'm'ade ~
‘available for the program? St e
5. 'Were, the tasks set forth in the work plan’
~actually accomplished? - ;

overall effectiveness. -

Evaluation is therefore’ oriented toward assessing -

Monitoring, on the other hand, is a]cpntinuous,
‘inward-looking, feedback mechanism. It should take
place while the program is in progress, and should
seek to promote performance improvement by pro-
viding information. The monitoring process should
address. the fcllowing types of ‘questions:

1. Are-work schedules and milestone dates being
met? ' P
2. Are accurate cost records being m,ajntained?

3. Have unanticipated problems arisen?

4. 'Will the program meet completiqn“ deadlines? e

5. Are in-brogfess‘éhanges indicated in the techni-
cal approach or scope of activity?

v- Moiﬁtoring‘ is oriented, therefore, toward assessing

“efficiency. S

- Definitions alone do not answer the question of
why evaluation takes place. If planning is seen as a

process that develops strategy leading toward risk- :
taking decisions, evaluation can be seen as a means
" of reducing risk and. improving future decisions.

“Information supplied by evaluation can reduce the
risk and uncertainty that shrouds decisi‘on-makm‘gvm
today’s organizations.”’ At the same time, monitor-
ing can heip meet the public’s need for better crime
prevention and control programs by provldlng feed-

- reside solely with the SPA? Within recent:years,a - =
- trend in guideline interpretation.has placed full re- = .

- sponsibility with the state. Thes raticnale for this
_interpretation has generally been that since: CJCCs . :
~are funded by LEAA, they should not be allowed to-

o 1Itis not the“pdrpOSe of this report to suggest thel

- *‘right’” way to conduct evaluation and monitering|
" Indeed, their structure and form willand should vary| - - -
. and many models can be adapted to local needs. The
- primary . prerequisite is an initxal:ac!mowledgglq
. that they should occur: S\yi,ncethe;functlon,qf;mqmt_g r
ing is to improve efficiency. of a program during its .

progress, it seems evident that it should be done

~What remains is-a discussion of where evaluation .

*should occur. Should local CICCs be encouraged to

develop evaluative capacity,-or should that function

£-possible +

“evaluate other LEAA projects because-

bias. In a“telephone-survey conducted ,‘byﬁtﬁ’g Crimi- -
nal Justigé Project: of NLC and USCM in 1974, .- .
several cities reported that they had been forbidden . -

to- perform any evaluation since ‘it “was a ‘‘state
function.”™® . 0 oo S L
" There would seem to be basic'inconsistgncips wi‘th‘ '
this interpretation when it is viewed in light of

evaluation’s primary objective. If the ultimate goal of - s
the evaluation and monitoring process is to aid =~ -

- decision-makers_in ultimately imprpVing'. program
performance, the decision-maker.: with,;primary re-

~ sponsibility for program implementation shouid have o
. aIc)cess to -the most immediate feedback. In. short,” -

because CJCCs are charged with primary yesp0ns_xbnlf
ity in planning and implementing local action proqect; i
through LEAA, they: -should be encouraged: to :,cvle-, s
vélgﬁp the internal capacity to evaluate thqse prmec,ts.

“Th's is not to say that evaluation should be the sole
funefian of local CICCs, to-the exclusion of SPAs. :
Rather, evaluation should be encouraged at 'botp

" levels. CJCCs should monitor and evaluate the proj-.
‘ects they are charged with ¢oordinating, a;ndSPAs
could assess the CJCC’s evaluation processes. -

" Such an approach is both reasonable and manage-'
able. If SPAs atfempt to directly evaluate all projects,
the result could be disastrous. If any ,eValuatlop
occurred at all, feedback to local implementers would -~
be so untimely as to be unusable. SPAs would have

. only an after-the-fact judgment of success or failure, = = -

one with no relevance to improved p;c’»'grar_n petform-
ance.. s R
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Coordination-

 Thisis ‘”pe'rhapé the most innOva,t’i'veyfunct‘ion;o’fk't-h,’e ,
~ CJCC. Limited forms of planning and evaluation

" were performed by the separate components of the
- criminal justice system in the past and will probably
be done in the future, with or without CJCCs. How-
ever, the coordination function is unique. It attempts
_ to build a system from the disparate segments of
' police, courts, and corrections. This coordination did
not exist prior to the development of CJCCs, and
_should they disappear, these agencies can be: eX-
‘pected to return to their “nonsystem” style of per-

formance. Whether or not a plan is ever written or.a

project ever funded, if ‘ongoing communication takes

- place among system participants, the CICC’s exis-
o tenceis affirmed. o o 0

~ Lack of qir.)‘ordinatibn was the whole impetus be- ‘

hind the congressional action that eventually resuited

in CJCC development. Following the recom-

mendations of the Violence Commission, ‘‘Congress

envisioned that such' Councils would be able to

- Coordination i the least expensive CJCC function,
~as communication is an almost automatic byproduct -

- of the CJCC organizational process. While coopera-
tion cannot be expected. automatically, deliberate
action to encourage communication is the first step.

- When sanctioned by local authority, cooperation can

be planned and structured.

cicc _¢09rdinative efforts need to encompass
more- than just: police/courts/corrections involve-

ment, however. The 1973 Standards and Goals =

Commission portrays two systems in need of coordi-

nation. The first is the well-known system composed.

of traditional agencies with formal responsjbility for -
crime control. However, many other public and
private agencies and citizens are or. ought - to- be -

involved in preventing crime, and the 1973 Commis-

~sion also described a second,; larger system® made up

of educational units, state legislatures, welfare de.
partments, youth service bureaus, city councils, rec-
reation departments, churches, mental health pro-
grams, employment projects, and private citizen

groups. Coordination should address both of these

oyercome the pervasive fragmentation of police, - systems. - RRER NS
courts, and correctional agencies.”’> - o : TR
26
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 CONCLUSION-

A system implies some unity of purpose and or-

' ganized interrelationships. The public’s mandate to =
- the criminal justice system seems three-fold: 1) to -

reduce crime; 2) to improve system performance; and

'3) to maintain the quality of justice guaranteed U.S..

citizens by the Constitution. No one part of the

system—neither police, courts, nor chrrectgon,s‘——cban,, :
- address these goals by itself. Each must understand.
the needs, objectives, and resources of the others,

while retaining its own separate role. The three
components do share a unity of purpose; and cause

and effect relationships; however poorly organized, -
‘do -exist among them. The question then is not so- :

much whether or not a system exists, but rather how
well it functions. S e ,

interrelationships which already exist. Such an office

. is basic to the formation of a well-functioning crimi-

- nal justice system in metropolitan areas. When sup-

ported with adequate authority and staff, and when

. representative of system participants and the com-
munity, the criminal justice coordinating councii

(CICC) is a useful model fvor" such an office. -

- Our cities and the individuals who comprise them ,
~can no longer afford the financial and human costs
associated with “‘nonsystem” duplication and ineffi- -
- ciency. A local planning and coordination office can. "
provide the necessary linkage between police,
«courts, and correétions, while allowing each to retain -
its separate identity. It can help to better organize the '~ -
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 APPENDIX A: Executive Order of the City of New York Establishing the Criminal Justice
B e ~ Coordinating Council . R R

" EXECUTIVE ORDER NO. § — APRIL 6, 1971

Establishméhyt’of»thev Criminal Justice Cobtdinati‘ng Cdunqﬂ _" S

Streefs Act of 1968. Public E
o B ublic Law 90 351, 90th Congress, .

| Guideline Manual M4100.1E—State Planning “Agency
U.S. Congress. House.. Omnibus Crinte Control Act of e - :

Grants; January 16, 1976.

WHEREAS, there are numerous public and private agencies involved in the City's criminal justice
system, TSRS B [ EE LS R Bl R S R RIS R
X R o L o 'WHEREAS, there is a need to coordinate the efforts of these separate agencies, .
i : | ' WHEREAS, the President’s Crime Commission in 1967 recommended that every City have a single
o ‘ ‘ “planning agency for the coordination of crime control activities, =~ o o e
: ‘ WHEREAS, the Federal Omnibus Crime Control and Safe Streets Act requires that local criminal justice
agencies develop coordinated plans and programs, = - G T e L e

WHEREAS, the New York State Crime Control Planning Board has asked the Mayor to designate an
agency to serve as the City’s planning body, St ST i s e s T e T

WHEREAS, the Mayor’s Criminal Justice Coordinating Council, established in 1967, has provided the -
City with a single planning zgency for crime control planning and reform, oo o R
_ NOW, THEREFORE, by the power vested in me as:Mayor of the City of New York, it is-hereby ordered
as follows: : e T - : : - O :

‘ Section 1. There is hereby established in the Office. of the Mayor, a Criminal Justice Coordinatirig' e

Council,cwhichvshall plan and]cobrdinate‘c’xime COntrol and criminal justice activities for the Cit}{. :

g §2. The Mayor shall serve as Chairman of the Cbunéil; He shall desigﬁatc"vs,uch otyhejif’oﬁi_c’;ers ashe deems G
appropriate. L L e Tl R

§3 The,Mayo;r shall appoint'a Director of the Co,uncil‘,,ﬁWhQ shall serve at th.é piga:s;ure" of the Mayo‘r.‘ :
§4. The duties of the Director shall include but not be limited to the following: |

“'(a) to confer with ‘apprqpriate City, State, Federal, andi*priyé'te‘Li‘geﬁcie;s‘kconcérmed ‘with the
administration of criminal justice for the purpose of improving crime control programs and policies; -

(b)*'to“’c‘iiﬁfer" witic ‘appropriate City; State; T éde‘ra‘r*andjnﬁvateagenciesffor the purpose-of-securing — ===
funds for the support of the Council and for initiating programs of crime control and criminal justice - -
reform, and, on behalf of the City, to-accept, and enter into contracts for, grants of Federal, State or

~ other funds to the City for such purposes;

(c): to advise the'aiminal justice,j 'agencies onimproved leicies ahd,prbg?ams; S
(d) to cbhduct,resaaféh;~ operate programs; and conduct studies of crime control and criminal justice;

- and to. contract with other public or private agencies and engage consultants for such research
programs and studies; - B S T = S , o
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(e) to prepare and publish such reports and sponsor such- conferences as he deems approprrate

5 (t) to encourage joint actwltres among the se ‘
v parate cmmmal ustrce a encies and :
voverall 1nterest and needs of the crrmmal Justice system : : ? 5 represent the ‘

g (g) to advrse the Model Cities Admlmstrator and the local M k v

odel Crtres Commrttees in tl 1

s 1 : he P annmg

@ mp ementmg of Crrme Control and crrmmal Justrce programs in the Model C1t1es areas -

, (h) to collect statlstrcs and mformatron relatrve tot

- systems for the standardization and collection of
’ and analyses of crlmmal _]LlStICC Operatrons

he crtmmal JllSthC agencres to desrgn mformatron
data and to prepare and publish reports statrstrcs

: §5 (a) The Mayor shall appomt the members of the Counc ’ ‘ ‘
cosd 11 to serve for four- eart
. members first appomted shall expire four years from Januarv 1, 1970, Y erms The terms Of the

(b) The membership of the Council shall mclude representatives f bl At i
: 1I1V01V€d in the crtmlnal Justrce system S p S = rom allpUbhcragencres’;snbst;‘mtlrauy

(c) The Council shall have no less than ﬁfty and no more than elghty members
‘ (d) Approxnnately one—half the Councxl members shall be prlvate crtrzens
i ‘(e) The members of the Councrl shall serVe wrthout cornpensatron

§6 The Mayor shall appomt an. Executrve Co

7 mmlttee of not .
kon behalf of the Councxl The Mayor shall Serve a P the srxteen members Whmh shall act

s Charrman of’ the Executlve Commlttee

§7. The Executxve Commlttee (a) is hereb desx nated
t:
- the provisions of the Omnibus Crime C 1 e act pe the

-approve apphcatlons on behalf of the

planmng agency for the Clty under ‘
ontrol and Safe Streets Act, and (b) shall have the power to review and
City for Federal and State crtme control and crrmlnal JUSthe funds

§8 All Crty agencies’ shall fumlsh the Dlrector wrth
such reports: and nf
o necessary to carry out the functxons and purposes of his ofﬁce 2 , ; ormatlottl b he may deem

§9. The Drreotor shall subrnxt an annual report to the Mayor and the rnembers of the Councrl

§10 Thrs order shall be effectrve 1mmed1ately

JOHN V LINDSAY
-~ MAYOR
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APPENDIX B Ordmance of the Clty of New Orleans Establlshmg the Crxmmal Justlce
e o Coordmatmg Counc11 L

ORDINANCE
CITY OF N EW ORLEANS

CITYHALL

= CALENDAR NO.

NO. Lo bR i R MAYORCOUNCILSERIES

“AN ORDINANCE to establish the Criminal Justlce Coordmatmg Counc1l : R

"WHEREAS:. there are- numerous pubhc and prrvate agencres mvolved in the Crty s crlmmal Justrce” P
system, L , Tt
WHEREAS there is a need to coordmate the efforts of these separate agencies; -

“WHEREAS, the President’s Crime Commission in 1967 recommended that every C1ty have a smglev R
;r'oordmatmg agency for the coordination of crime control activities; L
: WHEREAS, the Federal Omnibus Crime Control and Safe Streets Act reqmres that local cnrmnal Justtce S
- agencies develop coordinated plans and programs; - : R

" 'WHEREAS, the Justice Department and the State of Loursrana s Law Enforcement and Crnmnal Justrce e
Commission has awarded a grant to the C1ty of New Orleans to estabhsh such a Crrmlnal Justrce Coordmatmg S

Councrl now, therefore }

R

» SECTION 1. THE COUNCIL OF THE CITY
OF NEW ORLEANS HEREBY ORDAIN S, That there ' : : :
. is hereby established in the Office = - - 1. crlmmal Justlce for the purpose of e
of the Mayor, a Criminal Justice Co- -~~~ 8. improving crime: control programs and S
. ordinating Council, which shall co- » =~ -~ -9, . policies; .
ordinate crime control and criminal . - 10, +(b)to confer Wrth approprrate Clty, e
*justice activities for the City=. =~ .- 11, State, Federal and private’ agencies for :
SECTION 2. That the Mayor shall . . 12. thepurpose of securing funds for:the
~serve as Chairman of the Criminal .- 13, support of the Criminal Justice. Co- -
Justice Coordinating Council and - : 14. . ordinating Council, and for initiating .
shall designate such other officers 15.. programs of crime control and criminal =
" as he deems appropriate, by and with- ..~~~ 16, justice reform, and, on behalf of the
.+ the confirmation and approval of the . 17. City, to accept, and enter into con-
" City Council. g el '18. tracts subject to approval of New
: SECTION 3. That the Mayor shall = 19, Orleans City Council, for grants of k PR
*: ~appoint-a Director. of the-Criminal - ) 20.- Federal, State or other funds to the Vel
Justice Coordinating Council, who - -~ 21, City for such purposes; -
sHall serve at the pleasure of the S 22. - (¢) to advise the criminal Justlce
Mayor..Other members of the staff =~~~ . 23, agencies on 1mproved pohc1es and
shall be appointed in the classified -~ 24, programs; .
-.-service of the City Civil Service; - o 25, (d)to conduct research operate pro-
SECTION 4. That the dutres of - 26." grams, and conduct studles‘o‘f crime
. the Director shall include but not be .~ ~ - 27. control and criminal justice; and to-
limited to the-following: - .28, contract, subject to the approval of
- (a) to confer with appropriate Clty, L © 2729, the New Orleans City Council, with other
-State, Federal, and private agencies - -~ '30. public or private agencies and engage

concerned with the administration of - 3L consultants tor such research programs




v- . stantially involved in the criminal. ~~
7. justice system;: the two Councﬂmen—at—Large
‘8. and one district councilman to be selected

‘ “‘.f:s;and stuches, e ot
. (e) to prepare and pubhsh such reports
. and sponsor such conferences as he deems

3. 'Vappropnate, T
36. (f) to encourage joint actlvmes among
“37. - the separate criminal justice agencies
8¢ ‘and’to rep,resent the overall interest
.. and needs of the criminal justice system;.
L (g) to advise the Model Cities Director
41 and the local Model Cities Committées-i m
2:: the coordination: and 1mp1ementatlon of

“crime. control and criminal _]ustice pro-

44, grams in the. Model Cities areas; - = S
. (h)'to. collect statistics and mformatlon S

‘,,:'relatwe to the criminal justice agencies. »V
"SECTION 5, That the membershlp of

the Council shall be:as follows: = =
3. (3) The membership of the Criminal Iustnce
.- Coordinating Council shall. include repre—f

o sentatives from all pubhc agencies sub— %

. by the New Orleans City Council. .

i (b) The Mayor shall appoint the members e

o of the Criminal Justice Coordinating -

2. Council to serve for a one-year term, by and

. with the conﬁrmatlon and approval of the :
~:City Council, s
. except those members of the Cxty Counoll

5. who shall serve for their Current term ,_
. -of office. The terms of the members first
. ‘appomted ‘other than the City Councilmen,

‘“shall expire-in-May- 1971 and then, if
desired by the Mayor, to be reappomted
for one year each May of. the succeedmg
year, ;

o (c) The Crlmmal Justlce Coordmatmg |
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. Council shall have no less than approxi-
i ':mately twenty members and no more. than :
”,approxunately thirty members. :

(d) Approx1mately ﬁve members shaﬂ be

. -private: citizens. *

. (e) The members of the Councd shall

\§\erve without compensation. . e
"} SECTION 6. That the Mayor. shall ap-,

point an Executive Committeeto be

“conﬁrmed by the City Council of not - F
~_more than ten members, three being councﬂmamc S
_appointments as mentloned in Section:5, = e
~-and the balance being selected from the .
'+ general'membership of the Coordmatmg
- Council which shall act on behalf of the

Criminal Justice Coordinating Coungil. -

. 'The:Mayor shall serve as Chanrman of
the Executlve Committee.

- SECTION' 7. That the: EXGCUthG

- Commlttee (a)is hereby des1gnated to -
. actas'the coordmatmg agency for the
-+ City under the provisions of the Omnibus
~ Crime Control and Safe Streets Act, and
“ . (b) shall have the power to review and
- -approve all applications on behalf of

" the City for Federal, State, and local

crime control and criminal justice fundé
~ SECTION 8. That all City ‘agencies

: shall furnish the Director with such

reports «and information as he may deem .

necessary to carry out the functxons
- and purposes: of his office.

SECTION 9. That; the Director: shall

submit an-annual report to the Mayor,
_ the City -Council and members of the
: Cnmmal Justice Coordinating Councd

SECTION 10. That this Ordmance be o

' effectlve lmmedlatley




L "Aig:‘ $200

i Conference of Mayors is funded by a grant fr i t

.- Administration to assist local. ofﬁclals in the deﬁeldp

i “andp programs During the past“ﬁve years the staff]
T sponsored crrrmnal Justxce trammg conferences,‘

Ad:hnn

2N et

l’roceedmgs of the Nattonal Conference on Women and Cr:me, Febr

?f_-_ pp $5 00.

" $500

State Mumczpal Leagues and Crzmmal Jusfzce—Fo
p - $2. 00 , .

: Juvemle Justzce m Metr opolttan Nashwlle, Novem
~New Dlrectzons in the Crzmmal Justlce System Ju
E Commumiy Crzme Prevem‘zon and the Local Oﬁ“ ci
e Rape, Apnl 1974 34 PP-s $z 00 e
Lo urzmmalJustzce Standards and Goal 84 ALocalAppr

i Clzangmg Polzce Otgamzatzons Four Readmgs, N

Ali pubhcatlon requests shonld be maﬂed to the NL(
Eye Street N W Washmgton, D. C 20006

al pubhcatrons of the NLC and USCM Cnmmal Iustlce sta.ff .

o

ur Case Studzes,‘ March 1975,40

ber 1074 15 pp., $2 00.: ‘
1e 1974 16 pP $ 25

&1 Wmter 1974 38 pp., $2 00

>ach March 1974 26pp $2 00
avember 1973 40 pp' $2;00 V
fU SCM Pubhcétxons Center, 1620]; :









