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ABSTRACT
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ctured interview schedule had been

of Impact program events, The questions also included certain func-
tional areas such as "interagency coordination' which encompass a con-
tinuous series of discrete events and seemed likely to be best captured
in summary, rather than chronological, form. In some cases, the inter-
view schedule was followed quite closely.

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

would ask a few questions to fill in gaps which seemed immediately
apparent.

Several rules have been followed in the presentation of the find-
ings of this study. Information derived from written records has been
attributed to its source, However, in the interests of confidentiality,
the sources of quotations drawn from interviews have not been cited,
Finally, since the personal identities of the actors are less important
than their institutional positions, they are identified, wherever pos-
sible, by their organizational titles rather than by name.

Limitations of the Study

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

There are more specific problems with this particular study which
must be recognized. The validity of the information acquired through
interviews is open to question because they were conducted at least
eighteen months after the program began and the recollections of the
respondents may not always have been reliahble. On the other hand, too
little time may have elapsed before the interviews were conducted.

The program was in full operation while the study was being carried
out. After an evaluator has come and gone, the participants in a
program still need to carry on with very real personal and political
relationships to accomplish their jobs. Thus, some of the respondents
may have perceived certain information at their disposal as sensitive
in nature and some reservation on their part was probably inevitable.
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In the case of written records, three problems are apparent. The
tone and degree of selectivity of some documents led te the conclusion
"facts"

that they had as their purpose not only the recording of the
but also the providing of a rationale for a past or future decision.

Moreover, some documents were not strictly contemporaneous but rather
Thus, the passage of

constituted written summaries of prior events.
time may well have affected the emphases of the writer. Finally, it is
probably a condition of bureaucratic life that the more routine and non-
problematic the events, the fewer the memoranda and letters generated
by the actors. When conflicts arise and issues are drawn, the formal
and informal communications among those responsible for a program will
normally increase. Thus, available records are more likely to reflect

" or management crises about which decisions are difficult and

"problems
which tend to be forced upon the organizational hierarchy and thereby
generate even more paperwork. The danger here is that the researcher

would conclude that a particular program was characterized solely by
one problem after another. Yet, there is a routine "evervday life" in
any human activity, political and otherwise, which is no less real and

important than are conflict and crises.

The Utility of the Case Method

In many ways, however, the very characteristics of the method which
weaken it serve as its strengths. While the following report is long
on description and short on analysis, its level of detail should be
sufficient to permit the reader to draw his own conclusions from what

is here presented rather than force him to accept solely the frame of
The study attempts to deal with social and
To a large extent, the participants
Their definitions of

reference of the writers.
political life on its own terms.
were taken at their own written or spoken words.
reality, their statements of problems, their qualitative judgments,
were reported but not to any significant degree analyzed for their

Eventually, the findings of the case studies

"objective'" validity.
In

will be synthesized and analyzed for their overall significance.
the meantime, it is hoped that the events described in each of the

studies can usefully speak for themselves.
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

The selection of Atlanta, a city not listed among the 38 firsu
given consideration for inclusion in the LEAA's High Impact Anti-Crime
Program, was a bitterly contested decision which resulted in a civil
action being brought against the LEAA on behalf of Miami, Florida,
another eligible city located within the geographic area under the over-
sight of the Region IV Office of the LEAA. In a subsequent motion to
dismiss the action brought against it, the LEAA presented a full com-
plement of data to indicate that its choice of Atlanta over Miami had

been the product of considerable analysis and had not been arrived at
in either an arbitrary or capricious manner.

Very shortly after the public announcement of Atlanta's selection
as an Impact city, there developed a misunderstanding over the defini-
tion of the roles and responsibilities of the various levels of govern-
ment involved in the administration of the Impact program. The major

dimensions around which the role issue revolved were four in number and
are «.ated as follows:

(1) whether the mayor had the primary authority to determine
how Impact funds would be spent;

(25 whether Fulton County, in particular, would have a formal
role in the Tmpact decision-making structure;

(3) whether the role of the state was to review individual
Impact plans and projects on the basis of their merits
or merely to ensure their compatibility with the state's
comprehensive criminal justice plan; and

(4)

whether the Region IV Office or the Washington Office

of the LEAA would have the primary responsibility for
resolving these conflicts.

Despite numerous communications among policy-~level »fficials in-
volved in the Atlanta Impact program, the issue of 'who had the power
to do what!" was left unresolved for some time. Clearly, some of the
problems which developed in the early months of the Atlanta program
were due to the dynamics of interpersonal relationships. Moreover,
there were "objective" circumstances in the environment of Impact pro-
gram planners which increased the probability that individual personality
characteristics would have some effect upon the management of the pro-

gram., The major contributory circumstances were three in number and
may be stated as follows:

First, the Impact program was unprecedented
in form and content.

Second, Impact was an action-oriented, demonstra-
tion program; the planning process had an emergency quality to it and
time was in too short supply. Finally, Tmpact was viewed as having
been formulated in a highly non-structured context. Thus, key Impact
participants found themselves in a totally unfamiliar setting in which

xi




they cculd not depend upon prior experience or institutional norms to
define their dindividual roles.

It was precisely due to the problems just enumerated that the
Region IV Administrator of the LEAA found it necessary to make a series
of key policy decisions, by August 15, 1972, to salvage the Atlanta
Impact effort, at that time floundering because of 'differences of
approach, communications problems and hostilities at all levels."

Much of the early Atlanta Impact difficulty centered on the locus
of the Crime Analysis Team. As originally constituted within the
Atlanta Regional Commission's organizational structure, the CAT was to
have responsibility for developing, administering, evaluating and
coordinating Atlanta's Impact program. As such, it was agreed that
the CAT would be a distinct entity within the ARC structure. This
agreement, in the view of the Regional Office of the LEAA, was never
adequately adhered to by the ARC. By the end of the first two years
of the Atlanta program, the ARC~CAT had lost much of its credibility
because of "inadequate work" being done and "information [being] with-
held" and an inability to trace accountability to any one individual
in the ARC structure. This dissatisfaction led to a move, during July
1974, to transfer the CAT functions wholly to the City of Atlanta.
This transfer was accomplished as of January 1, 1975.

Under Impact, Atlanta implemented 22 projects and received LEAA
funds totalling $18,049,471. The police, only criminal justice system
component over which the city maintains sole jurisdiction, received
awards amounting to $11,325,213 or 63 percent. Juvenile .and adult cor-
rections received $5,175,151 or 28 percent of all awarded funds.
Atlanta's five planning grants amounted to $1,192,879 or seven percent
of the total Tmpact awards. This means that Atlanta expended less than
two percent of Impact monies on project: which the city functionally
classified as either courts ($135,585) or the community ($220,643).

One of the areas where the Atlanta program received consistently
good marks from all governmental levels reviewing the Crime Analysis
Team's efforts was that of evaluation. The Georgia Institute of
Technology performed all of the project—level evaluation work done by
Atlanta until June 1975 when the second of its two evaluativn contracts
expired. The decision to contract for rather than develop an in-house
evaluation capability was made by the ARC because of its perception
of the nature of its commitment to Impact (i.e., a short-term, one-
time commitment to a program which would be phased out after a three-

year period).

On October 30, 1974 the Crime Analysis Team was incorporated into
the City of Atlanta governmental structure by Special Ordinance. The
new CAT, housed in the Office of the Mayor, was to serve the chief
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1.0 INTRODUCTION
1.1 The High Impact Anti~Crime Program

The High Impact Anti~Crime Program, ‘announced by the Law Enforce-
ment Assistance Administration (LEAA) in January 1972, represented a
noticeable departure from prior agency policy in at least two ways.
First, previous LEAA programs had generally been directed toward im-—
provement of the criminal justice system. Grant monies had been spent
mainly on modernizing equipment, training personnel and refining the
operational techniques of criminal justice agencies. The Impact pro-
gram defined its goals in terms of crime rather than of the criminal
justice system, It had dual purposes: the reduction of stranger-to-
stranger crime and burglary in the Impact cities by 5 percent in two
years and 20 percent in five years, and the demonstration of the utility
of the comprehensive crime~oriented planning, implementation and &valua-
tion process, This process includes an analysis of the victims, offend-
ers, and environment of the Impact target crimes; an elaboration of the
cities' crime problems in quantified terms; the development of a set of
programs and projects to address them; and the evaluation of the effec-
tiveness of the projects and programs implemented. Second, the program
represented a marked change in the character of the administration of
LEAA discretionary funds which previously had been parceled out in small

amounts but would now be concentrated largely dn a single program thrust,

The Impact program was carried out in the cities of Atlanta,
Baltimore, Cleveland, Dallas, Denver, Newark, Portland (Oregon), and

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

(a) Since it was assumed that the funds available would have
little measurable effect upon the largest cities and
because the target crimes were les§s frequent in cities
with populations below 250,000, only cities with popula-
tions between 250,000 and 1,000,000 were considered for
inclusion in the program.

(b) The overall crime rate and statistics for robbery and
burglary of each city in this population category were
examined.




To assure geographiec distribution no more than one city
was to be selected for each LEAA region.

{d) In those regions where the above criteria resulted in
more than one eligible city, the final selection was
:ed on an assessment of the city's ability to manage

3 program,

(c)

1.

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

in its own way to the policy guidelines established by the LEAA for the
management of the program. However, there were a number of activities
which were expected of all the cities and these serve as a convenient

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

(a) Distribute and analyze a questionnaire which had been
devised by the National Institute of Law Enforcement

and Criminal Justice to provide a basic store of infor~-
mation upon which to build its crime-oriented plan.

(b) Establish a Crime Analysis Team (CAT) as the organiza-
tional mechanism for the coordination of the planning,
monitoring, and evaluation of the Impact program.
Develop an application for the funds made available by

(c)
the National Institute to carry out the planning and

evaluation functions. The application was to include
a "plan of operation' for the CAT which would describe

how it intended to develop a master plan and organize
its evaluvation function.
Gather data for and carry out program evaluation at the

(d)
local level.,

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

(£) Coordinate the development of projects, monitor their

implementation, and evaluate thelr effectiveness.

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

the appropriate representatives of the President of the United States,

the Governor of the state, and the mayor of the city. The Regional

Administrator, the SPA director, and the CAT director or the mayor
were personally to form a "partnership" responsible for program policy

in their Impact city. & "Policy Decision Group" composed of three
P .
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decisions which counted were indeed within the province of the few

rather than the many. Thus, former Mayor Ivan Allen, Jr., could remem-

ber how it was in the sixties:

We were the presidents of the five major banks, the heads of
the Atlanta headquartered industries like Coca-Cola, the
presidents of the three utilities, the heads of the three or
four top retail establishments, the managers of the leading
national firm branches in the Southeast....

Banker Mills Lane got the stadium nroject rolling...banker
Ed Smith made it possible for my second bond issue to be
understood by the public and passed. Robert Woodruff of
Coca-Cola endorsed with anonymous gifts nearly every critical
fund-raising drive to come up...bank President Billy Sterne
made Economic Opportunity Atlanta the strongest anti-poverty

program in America...department store executive Dick Rich
spear—headed attempts at rapid transit....

In every case, all I had to do was suggest that Atlanta had
a need, ask a member of the "power' structure to look after
it, and merely sit back and wait until it was done...whether
we were sincerely liberal is inconsequential.

We succeeded
in Atlanta because we were realistic. (1)

As Aflanta entered the 1970s, however, the situation would begin

to change. TFor the first time, blacks would comprise the largest seg-

ment of the population, and almost immediately, the effect of their

majority status could be felt in Atlanta politics. For example, the

winning mayvoral candidate in the 1969 election, had successfully wooed

Atlanta's black electorate. Significantly, he was not known to have

especially strong established ties with the business community. Then,

in 1973, Atlanta became the first major scuthern city to elect a black

mayor. The rules of the game of local decision-making seemed no

longer to hold,<2> and if evidence of the influence of the Atlanta

business community upon the Impact program were &0 be sought, it would
be hard indeed to find.

There was, however, at least one factor in the larger political

environment of Atlanta which seems to have had some bearing upon the
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The prior personal and political relationships of those involved
in the management of the Atlanta Impact program also had no small

effect upon its management. For example, the executive director of

the Atlanta Regional Commission and the chairman of the State Crime

Commission (SCC) were said to have had a history of personal and

political conflict. When the Impact program began in Atlanta, the SCC

chairman had only recently failed to obtain an expected appointment to

an ARC criminal justice advisory body. The expressed reason was that

for the latter official to serve in an advisory capacity at this point
in the decision-making process while continuing to maintain final
authority over LEAA block grant plans and programs in his office as
chairman of the State Crime Commission, appeared to constitute a con~
flict of interest. The relationship between the two officials was

not improved by this decision, however. Those interviewed believed

that there also existed a certain institutional and professional

rivalry between the two agencies. One local observer suggested that

such a problem is common in the relationship between any regional
agency--which is likely to see itself as "'closer' to local problems--
with a state agency. A further conflict existed between the City of
Atlanta and Fulton County, which were said to have a tradition of
political conflict; recent efforts by the city to annex portions of

the county had only added to the atmosphere of city/county hostility.

In sum, linkages between the larger socio-economic and political
environment and the shape and direction of the Atlanta Impact program
were not immediately apparent. This is to say that the larger social
and political cleavages which divided the community as a whole were
not obviously reflected in the policy and program choices of the
Impact program bureaucracy. In the main, the political conflicts
which underlay the program in Atlanta were fought ocut within a more
narrow framework. The heavy involvement of the county and state, the

history of city/county conflict, the absence of a single authoritative
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2.0 THE PROGRAM BEGINS
2.1 Atlanta is Selected

Atlanta, the eventual Impact city choice for Region IV, was not

listed among the 38 cities given prime consideration for the High

Tmpact Anti-Crime Program. As Table I demonstrates, Miami, Jacksonville,

and Tampa, three Florida cities also nominated as possible Impact
choices, along with three other Region IV cities (i.e., Louisville,
Kentucky, Birmingham, Alabama and Memphis, Tennessee) can all be found
among the 38, with Miami having a total Index crime rate ranking of 7,
placing it ahead of all other final Impact selections except Newark,
St. Louis and Denver. Despite Atlanta's absence from the list, LEAA
headquarters, by December 1971, had narrowed the field (in Region IV)
to Atlanta and Miami. A month earlier, the director of the LEAA's
statistics division had suggested a choice between Atlanta and Tampa.
He perceived Miami, despite its having satisfied the Impact crime rate
requirements, as a less than good choice for twe reasons. First, he
believed that Miami's metropolitan governmental structure would make
it politically difficult to limit the Impact program to the city
proper. Second, he believed that implementation of the program in
Miami would require funding the Miami Beach and Dade County police as

(5)

well as the Miami municipal police. The Regional Administrator,
though, on November 23, "strongly recommended' against Tampa and sug-
gested that Jacksonville or Miami become the Region IV choice.
Regarding Miami, the RA stated his belief that his office could over-—
come both the political and administrative impediments in Miami fore-
seen by the LEAA headquarters. Washington's response was to rule out
Jacksonville, ostensibly because of its relatively low ranking on the
robbery and burglary selection criteria and to recommend that "if we
do not go with Atlanta, still the first choice...we should go along

n(6)

with Miami.

The task of the Regional Office now was to make exploratory visits

to both cities to ascertain their willingness and ability to administer

9



TABLE |

SELECTION CRITERIA FOR IMPACT CITIES *

“

TOTAL INDEX ROBBERY BURGLARY POPULATION
CRIME RATE RATE RANK
CITY AND STATE RATE RANK  RANK RANK

; 24
NEWARK, NEW JERSEY (2%%) 1 2 ; ‘
SAN FRANCTSCO, CALIFORNIA(9) 2 g 4 .
OAKLAND, CALIFORNIA(9) 3 ’ L ’
WASHINGTON, D. C. (3) 4 1 4 2
ST. LOUTS, MISSOURI(7) 5 4 2 1
DENVER, COLORADO(8) 6 L5 ; 19
MIAMI, FLORIDA (4) 7 ; 2 8
BALTIMORE, MARYLAND (3) 8 3 18 .
PORTLAND, OREGON (10) 9 lf 1 23
BOSTON, MASSACHUSETTS (1) 10 l( 2 10
RICHMOND, VIRGINTA(3) 11 19 N 3
NEW ORLEANS, LOUISIANA(6) 12 9 0 ’
CLEVELAND, OHIO(5) 13 ¥ 3 ;
DALLAS, TEXAS(6) 14 2 : 2
SFATTLE, WASHINGTON(10) 15 16 o Lo
KANSAS CITY, MISSOURI(7) 16 19 I 20
PITTSBURGH, PENNSYLVANIA(3) 17 12 :2 1
LOUTSVILLE, KENTUCKY (4) 18 18 2 i
MINNEAPOLIS, MINNESOTA(S) 19 52 16 "
TAMPA, FLORIDA(4) . : 1 i
PHOENIX, ARIZONA(9) 21 2 H i
HONOLULU, HAWAII(9) 2 :2 I u
NORFOLK, VIRGINTA(3) 23 22 27 %
JACKSONVILLE, FLORIDA(4) 24 25 13 ’
ST. PAUL, MINNESOTA(5) 25 il 1 2
AKRON, OHIO(5) 26 : 2 »
COLUMBUS, OHIO(S5) 27 2 2 1
SACRAMENTO, CALIFORNIA(9) 28 31 24 o
LONG BEACH, CALIFORNIA(9) 29 21 33 o
BIRMINGHAM, ALABAMA(4) 30 SZ i 3
SAN ANTONIO, TEXAS(6) 31 gg % .
FORT WORTH, TEXAS(5) 32 28 21 22
TULSA, OKLAHOMA(6) 33 3 36 28
OMAHA, NEBRASKA(7) 34 30 s %
MEMPHIS, TENNESSEE(4) 35 33 3 !
SAN DIEGO, CALIFORNTA(9) 36 34 i 8
INDIANAPOLIS, INDIANA(S) 37 26 3 ‘
MILWAUKEE, WISCONSIN(5) 38 38

# 1970 RANKINGS OF TOTAL INDEX CRIME RATE, ROBBERY RATE, BURGLARY RATL

AND' POPULATION FOR 38 CITIES 250,000 TO 1,000,000 POPULATION

; TY
#*THI, NUMBER IN PARENTHESES DENCTES THE LEAA REGION IN WHICH EACH CI

18 LOCATED.

(SOURCF: STATISTICS DIVISTON, LFAA, SEPTEMBER 1971.)
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the Impact program. On December 21, Regional 0flice officials met

with the Mayor of Atlanta, the SPA director, the executive director of

|
the Atlanta Regional Commission, and other city and state official

s to
discuss the program. The mayor agreed that the program would be carried

out within the framework of the state criminal justice planning system

and that the city would make matching funds available. The mayor pro-

posed that the Atlanta Regional Commission carry out the Crime Analysis
Team functions required by the ground rules of the pProgram because the

City of Atlanta did not possess the necessary planning and evaluation

capability. Besides, he reasoned, the ARC was already responsible for

LEAA block grant planning for the Atlanta metropolitan region; and it

possessed in-house resources, such as a data center, which tied in

with the requirements of the Impact crime-oriented planning, implemen-—

tation and evaluation process.(7) A formal expression of interest in

the Tmpact program came from the ma

yor to the Regional Administrator
on December 23, 1971.(8>

On January 7, 1972, the Regional Administrator informed the LEAA

headquarters that a similar visit to Miami had confirmed his earlier

belief that Miami/Dade County had the highest probability of success-
fully implementing the program and that Miami was still the

whelming choice" of the Regional Office.

"over-

He further recommended that

the program area include all of Dade County, an alternative which had

been ruled out a month pPreviously by the LEAA because the county did

not meet the statistical criteria for the selection of Impact cities

and because of potential administrative difficulties in dealing with E

the 18 separate police agencies within the county.(g) However, the

LEAA headquarters staff appear to have remained unconvinced that the
program could be made to work in Miami/Dade County, and the final
list of Impact cities included Atlanta rather than Miami.(lo)

11
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: v Miami would continue to be bitterly
The selection of Atlanta over Miami would co

i i - »ivil action
contested for some time, and did, in fact, result in a civil ¢

s . . el
being brought against the LEAA on behalf of Miami. In the suit, filed

with the U.S. District Court for the Southern District of Flor?da, a
nonprof{it corporation, called The Police Civil Action As§ociat10é of |
Florida Tne., requested that federal assistance to the City of Atlanta
under the Impact program be enjoined and the LEAA be ordered "to %rant
such funds as have been allocated for the LEAA Region IV to the City

nf Miami, Florida."” The plaintiff alleged that Miami had been denied
3 [OF & 4 » .

"arhi S : icious
i aus § itrary and capri
participation in the program because of an "arb 3

decision” of the LEAA to grant federal assistance to Atlanta.

In its subsequent motion to dismiss rhe action brought against
it, the LEAA would provide additional data to explain its selection
3 - ' 7
of Atlanta, and would ask that the suit be dismissed, principally,

P (4 3 A

, feit in the discretionary
because the action it had taken was implicit in the discretionar:

ini erris ar -, the
authority of then LEAA Administrator Jerris Lecnari, 1In part,
I3 R LY

LEAA statement contained the following additional data regarding the
selection cof Atlanta over Miami:

Four cities were tentatively considered for federai ass%iiznce
in LEAA Region 1V: Atlanta, Miami, Tampa, and Jac gﬂnYlérige
All of th= ecities dinitially consider?d suffe¥ed serto?;0,0064
problems, defined as mcre than 3500 1ndex‘cr1m§s.p§{tngion
population....As previously announceq by the A mln(Jisf ;kfedéral
only one city of the four could be flgally §electe E .
assistance. In the exercise of his dlggfetlonary aut o; {&
the Administrator determined that the ngy ovatlgnFa.s osas

be awarded grants under the program. ’Thls determlnaﬁlon was
based upon the judgement of the AdmlnlsFrator that the pi gen
would be most effectively implemented2 if Atlanta weri ; otorS
as the demonstration area in LEAA Reglon.IV....SeVSra. tain
led to this determination. While the crime rate pLeszn el
Miami...exceeded that of Atlanta, both were'confronte Yt e
serious crime problems. In terms of measuring the resude:iréble
the program, once implemented, Atlanta seemed Fﬁe more >

of the two candidates. At one level of analysis, sirlouz .
crime appeared to be contained in Atlanta.proper,.v7erﬁit o
Miami serious crime was evident not only in the city, Lu
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surrounding communities, Tn effect, serious crime "spilled-
over" from the metropolitan Miami area into adjacent local=-
ities. If crime (i.e., robbery and burglary) were to be sub-
stantially reduced in incidences, any program which addressed
the City of Miami would also have to consider the crime prob-
lems of the surrounding area,...Since serious crime was not
contained within the city, federal assistance would have also
been required for the neighboring communities: Dade County,
North Miami, ‘North Miami Beach, and Miami Beach. On the
other hand, serious crime was isolated in the City of Atlanta.
The "spill-over" effect of serious crime did not appear evi-
dent in Atlanta's surrounding localities, Federal assistance
could be concentrated on the City of Atlanta, and the results
of the program more easily discerned. As a demonstration
project, the program, if implemented in Atlanta, would have

a more visible effect, because the metropolitan crime prob-
lem appeared isolated and, therefore, less subject to in-
fluence by factors beyond the control of the city. Greater
program effectiveness could be expected, as a consequence,

in the City of Atlanta than would have been the case, had
Miami been chosen as the grantee,.,. )

In addition, the jurisdictional capability of Atlanta's law
enforcement system appeared greater than that of Miami.
The City of Atlanta provided the police administration for
Fulton County, whereas no similar grant of jurisdictional
and administrative authority appeared to be the case in
Miami....Even were there to be a serious crime problem in
the adjacent community, Atlanta might then adequately deal
with the contingency without the necessity of federal
assistance for other communities, In Miami, where the
"spill-over" effect of serious crime was evident, no such
jurisdictional authority existed. To deal with the serious
crime problem in Miami, other communities would have to be
granted federal assistance, However, the Administration
had previously announced that no more than one city would
be selected for federal grants in any one LEAA Region.
Assistance could not be granted other communities, then,
without changing the precgram's basic premise. Moreover,
if more than one community or city were chosen for federal
assistance, this would require increased administrative
efforts in obtaining a coordinated and cooperative imple~
mentation of the program.

It was, therefore, the Administrator's determination that
the City of Atlanta receive federal assistance under the
program to "ensure the most effective implementation of
the program," for federal aid would then be concentrated
"in an urban area with a comparatively isolated serious
crime problem avoiding the scattered, spill-over effect"
of the crime present in such cities as Miami....(ll)

13
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In sum, it appeared that the LEAA Administrator's choice of
Atlanta over Miami was the product of some analysis and had not been
arrived at in an arbitrary or capricious manner. The Florida court
would eventually rule in favor of the LEAA, indicating, too, that the
LEAA Administrator's decision had been made in accordance with the law

t pr : idelines.
as well as the previously announced Impact program guideline
as well as 3

2.2 The "Role Issue" Surfaces

Very shortly after the public announcement of the selection of

Atlanta as an Impact city, there developed a misunderstanding over the
definition of the roles and responsibilities of the various levels of
government involved in the - ’ministration of the Impact program. What
came to be called the "r¢  ssue'" by the Regional Office had several
dimensions. These included, first, whether the mavor had the primary
authority vis-a-vis Fulton County and the State of Guorgia to determine
how Impact funds would be spent. From the mayor's point of view, the
issue was whether he possessed a "veto' power over Impact policies and
programs, Conversely, the controversy could be stated in terms of
whether Fulton County, in particular, would have a formal role in the
Impact decision~making structure. (Atlanta is almost wholly in Fulton
County; however, a small portion of the city lies within Dekalb County.)
Another question was whether the role of the state was to review
individual Impact plans and projects on the basis of their merits or
merely to ensure their compatibility with the state's comprehensive
criminal justice plan. The second issue revolved around whether the
Regional Office or the Washington Office of the LEAA would have the

primary responsibility for resolving these conflicts.

Many of those interviewed recall that, at the very beginning of
the program, the city's role was believed to be paramount. The public
was said to believe that 'the mayor had gone to Washington to get a
big green bag full of money." Further, "...the city caught certai?
catchwords—~within corporate limits, 20 million'dollars, reduce crime,

14

and then inferred it was 'our' program. The mayor thought he was the
boss." Again, "There was a lot of publicity about the program and an
immediate hassle. The mayor said it was the city's money...." The

mayor, in effect, imagined that he would receive a check for $20 million
"payable to (himself)_n(lz)

One of those interviewed suggested that this impression came about
because the mayor attended only the promotional session announcing the
program where little was said about its detailed implementation. As a
result, "he came away with the impression that the cities were getting
$20 million each..,.0Only later did he understand there were guidelines

and restrictions. Thig led to some disillusionment."

A second explanation would refer to some "misimpressions" that
had been made at the time of the announcement because "the announce-
ment was made prior to all details being worked out and some top-level
federal statements concerning the program were inaccurate." One such
misunderstanding was the mayor's belief that "the city government
would receive all the program funds and spend them completely as the

city thoughtmfit.”(lB)

A third factor may have been the play given the program by the
Atlanta press. One- respondent suggested that '"the press played a big
role in giving the impression that the mayor had $20 million to do
whatever he wanted with. The mayor thought he had a God-given right
to it. The paperwork was purely incidental.'" One circumstance, in
particular, appears to have contributed mightily to the media's belief
that Impact was the "mayor's program." This was the extent to which
the mayor pointed to the importance of his own intervention in the
Impact city selection Process. The press package released by the

Office of the Mayor on the day the Impact program was officially
launched claimed that:
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Tn the initial announcement a month—and—afhalfdago%higlanta
. inclrded in the cities to be con81d?re - 5 ihe
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noted a week later:
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r i am tha
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the next two years. (14)
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" 's conclusion that
The record would not seem to support the mayor
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his personal representations had a significant effect up
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ss by the LEAA 1n

sideration b -
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late November 1971. Nevertheless, the impression that Atlan

i of the mayor
its selection as an Impact city to the personal influence

‘ i i by the local
would remain and would continue to be given credence by

media until as late as September 1972.

i 11
While the mayor appeared to believe that the city OT he personally

i i i f the
would be principally responsible for setting the direction O

i d that the
Impact program, the commissionexs of Fulton County believe
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make-up of the local criminal justice system required the county to
play a substantial role in Impact program .policy-making. Their posi-
tion would later be expressed to the National Association of Counties
when that organization formally protested to the LEAA Administrator
the lack of involvement by counties in the planning and implementation
of the Impact program. The county commissioners were ''proud" of
Atlanta's selection but "gravely concerned that Fulton County was not
from the beginning included in the preliminary consideration or desig-

nated as a full and active partner in the program. Fulton County has

always played and will continue to play, a major role in Atlanta's

criminal justice system." The commission chairman went on to say,

"Generally speaking, it is appalling to note how little consideration
is given to counties by the federal government. Federal funds are

always channeled to the cities tc assist them in resolving their prob-

lems."(ls) This position was reinforced by the comments of an ARC

respondent who said, '"The mistake in Washington is that they talk

about 'cities' and not 'urban areas.' They forget that, in the South

and West, counties are a very strong force constitutiomally.”

Although a formal statement from the Administrator of the LEAA,
giving his Regional Administrators 'primary cognizance' over the
administration of the Impact program, would not be issued until
February, the Regional Offices had already been given the authority

to determine how the Impact program within their regions should be

structured. At a December 23, 1971 meeting of Regional Administrators

and the LEAA headquarters staff which included the LEAA Administrator,

it was decided that "responsibility and authority for implementation,

awards and grantee relations...are vested in the Regional Administra-

tors...." The ROs, SPAs and cities would be responsible for ''struc-

turing the program." However, because there was "a great diversity of

talent, stability and organization," it was understood that approaches

would '"differ among the cities." A discussion of "operations strategy'
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city and an outline of the steps which would be t?kén next to bfgliery
to implement the program. However, 1t seems signlflca?t thatft;:e
first step would be for the mayor to meet with the chalrm?n o -
Fulton County Commission "to lay the basis for the extenélve sta :
work (which would) be necessary to create the...focal po%nt for t é ]
crime analysis and evaluation..." within the Atlanta Regional Comm%s
sion. Furthermore, after reminding the ma}or that the State‘Plaznlng
Agency would subgrant and monitor all Impact grantst t&e RegloZii
Administrator noted that Atlanta's selection for this 'partner P t
effort" had been based upon the mayor's ''recognition that.the Atla?fé—
Police Department's improvement alone (would not) result in & sigil i
cant crime reduction. As we all know, there arelother units of the
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system involved in impacting crime and this approach to reduction of
crime necessarily includes courts, prosecution, corrections, probation,

juvenile court, treatment, public liaison, prevention and other, as

yetr unknown, items." Most of these "other units" of the system, of

course, were under the jurisdiction of the county and state. Two days

later, the Regional Administrator forwarded to the LEAA headquarters a
copy of his letter to the mayor and a memorandum attesting to the need
for a ''cooperative effort'" by the city and Fulton County since the

county performed the major share of every local criminal justice func-

tion with the sole exception of the police department. He went on to

"predict total failure in Atlanta if such an arrangement should not be
feasible" and recommended that "if we cannot iron it out with the

mayor (which I truly feel that we can, but only with strong backing),

we then consider moving on to another city.”(l7)

Circumstances prevented the Regional Administrator from receiving

the "strong backing'" that he had requested. The following day, no

doubt after the mayor received the Regional Administrator's letter
(and probably before the LEAA headquarters received his memorandum
asking for support in his efforts to work out a solution to the local
political problems which seemed to threaten the success of the pro-—

gram), the mayor telephoned the Administrator of the LEAA to discuss

the issue., That same day the LEAA Administrator informed all Regional

Administrators of his understanding of the outcome of the call.

The LEAA Administrator stated the following:

[The Mayor of Atlanta] says the mayors have a veto. I refuse
to proceed on a veto concept, but rather to proceed on the
more affirmative partnership concept. This program is a part-
nership between the ~ity, state and federal government. These
three entities, reprcsented by the appropriate appointees of
the chief executives of each...form the partnership. They, in
the end, must be responsible for obtaining the objective sought
and responsive to program and project designs coming from the
planning group which address the objectives.
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Obviously, other agencies and levels of governmgnt~—courts,‘
corrections and county, etc., must be ianlved in the plagnlng
process because in many situatiomns they Wlll.execute tactics
and techniques required to obtain the objective.

It is appropriate, therefore, to advise Fhe_police.chief, ﬁhe
sheriff, the county board or county commission chairman, ﬁ e
regional criminal justice chairman, ete., that although their
comments and interest are not only welcome and necessary at
the planning, program and coordination leve%s, they are not a
member of the policy group [partnership] which must approve
the overall program and its project components.(18)

On February 2, the mayor wrote to the LEAA Administrator to con-~
firm his understanding of the telephone conversation, namely, that
"we agreed that all programs and projects to be conducted under the

Atlanta High Impact Anti-Crime Program must have the approval of each

of the following:

(a) The President of the United States or his representa-
tive;

(b) The Governor of Georgia or his representativ%ig)
n

(c) The Mayor of Atlanta or his representative.

On February 4, the Regional Administrator passed on to the mayor the
substance of the LEAA Administrator's memorandum. The mayor's res-
ponse was that his conversation with the LEAA Administrator had been
"much less complicated and more to the point,'" and he attached to the
statement received from the RA a copy of his letter "confirming that

. : " :
conversation" which in the mayor's view, set out in a "straightforward

fashion" the agreement made between the LEAA Administrator and himself.

The outcome of the conflict was summarized on February 3 by the

Regional Administrator as follows:
The response of the mayor to his conversation with the
LEAA Administrator was one of "positive acceptance."

Now that the mayor had "won his position" he might make
a "peace offering" by conceding a non-voting membership
on the Impact policy committee to the county commission
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chairman, although this was doubted. In any event, the
mayor would chair the Impact Task Force and the county
commission chairman would be a member of it,

The Regional Administrator recognized that the peace was an
"uneasy one at best" since the mayor was attempting to annex portions
of Fulton County without a referendum, a move opposed by the county
commission chairman and the residents of the county. He recommended
that in the future, ”flexibility be afforded as to the overall policy
board composition" since the make-up of the criminal justice system
in Atlanta required that the chairman of the county commission be

part of the overall policy committee.(ZI)

Despite the numerous communications among policy-level officials
involved in the Impact program during the first month of its existence,
the issue of "who had the power to do what' was left unresolved and
would surface again, It is true that the LEAA Administrator's inter-
vention did nominally resolve the question of county pParticipation in
Impact policy decisions, As a practical matter, however, the Regional
Office staff felt that the Administrator's decision left them with a
situation which continued to "fester from day~to-day." Three months
later, the RO coordinator could still speak of the "hostility between
Fulton County and the City of Atlanta in matters regarding annexation
and other administrative issues" ag Providing a "potential source of
problems in the Impact program."(zz) As of mid-June, the mayor still
had not appointed the chairman of the county commissioners to the
Task Force., The Regional Administrator perceived his failure to do so
as a problem which needed to be addressed at a meeting of Impact pro=-
gram officials.(23) However, at this time, state and city officials
Indicated that no adverse word had been received from county officials
regarding, the mayor's lack of action, Perhaps the ‘participation by
county criminal justice officials on the Task Force, to some extent,
may have assuaged whatever hostile feelings the county may have pos-~
sessed toward the Impact program,
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Although the LEAA Administrator's memorandum settied %ne issue
of the manner of county participation in the program, it aid ?nt -
directly address the question of federal/state/ciny relaiioni;:is
the Impact program. In fact, it circumvented entirely the a o
dimension to the mayor's claim to supremacy, namely, that sinc ,t
by virtue of his position as mayor, had to give his"assent to Impj:r
policies and programs, conversely, he would have a ''veto no:ezlo
the Impact program. The LEAA Administrator had :ot addresae. :e
question of what would happen if any one of the three-entities -
which formed the "partnership" and which were "respon51ble.for obta
ing the objective sought and responsive to program and project

. . "
designs coming from the planning group whic% aidresz 2h:d;§ii:ti:i2;
did not agree with the other two "entities." The % AL e
appears to have believed that a consensus would arise.eventua v o
everyone proceeded on the basis of 'the more affirmative parane:zlizf
concept.'" From the point of view of the Regional Office, t?is e
was not well-grounded in political reality. Indeed, as early as "
February it was clear to the Regional Administrator that the mayo
still felt he had "a veto power by virtue of his comment that any
program funded...must have the 'ap%gzgal‘ of each of the three

i i " ct, the issue was re-
members of the policy committee. In fact,

solv viu 1at he
solved only temporarily by the mayor apparently having felt ti
had "won his position" on his definition of his relationship to
1 :
y volv i . The
county, state, and federal officials involved in the program
?

another form.

There can be no denial of the significance of the '"role issne,"
especially in the earlier stages of Atlanta Impact program planniiim
and implementation. However, it can be reported that Impact prog
planners differed in their assessment of its importance. Some re-

spondents at the state and local levels recall having felt that the
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Crime Analysis Team Relationships,
number of organizations and compone

with which the CAT was required to

that the central role accorded the Crime Analys

"saber rattling" of the mayor "would never come to much becauge

decision—making in the program would be Spread out over ti
any problems could be gradually worked out."

of the Regional Administrator, however,

me so that
From the point of view

there was a possibility at

the time that the conflict between the city and the county and the

mayor's brandishing of his "veto power" would threaten the existence

of the program,

The final test of the significance of the inter-governmental

Problems which surfaced in Atlanta 4in January 1972 would be whether

they could be said to have had a discernible effect y

pon program
implementation and administration;

whether, for example, as a result

of the friction between the mayor and county commissioner

S, county
crimin

al justice officials refused outright or were reluctant to co-

operate with Impact program planners. Concrete evidence, in answer

to these major Programmatic issues, would likely

be forthcoming in
the months ahead.

2.3 Preliminary Steps Are Taken:

A Crime Analysis Team and an Impact
Task Force Are Established

As these larger political problems temporarily receded in impor-~

tance, a number of preliminary steps were taken during the months of

February and March to begin the Impact program. onp February 2, the

mayor formally asked the Atlanta Regional Commission to house the Crime

Analysis Team and carry out its functions. As originally constituted

within ARC's organizational structure, the Crime Analysis Team would

have responsibility for developing, administering, evaluating and
toordinating Atlanta's Impact program. prescribed 1

argely by the LEAA
guidelines., Table IT,

Impact Program Relationships, and Table 111,
are attempts to reflect the large
nts of the criminal justice systenm
interface. It was hypothesized

is Team would encourage

23



TABLE II

LEAA
(WASHINGTON)

REGIONAL OFFICE
LEAA

OFFICE OF THE
STATE CRIME COMMISSION

ARC

TASK
FORCE

CAT

(SOURCE:

ATLANTA IMPACT PROGRAM RELATIONSHIPS

CRIMINAL JUSTICE
AGENCIES

ATLANTA IMPACT PROGRAM:

OTHER LOCAL
STATE AND
FEDERAL AGENCIES

PLAN OF OPERATION, AUGUST 1972.)
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TABLE 111

ATLANTA CRIME ANALYSIS TEAM RELATIONSHIPS

TASK &

FORCE

L

(SOURCE:  ATLANTA IMPACT PROGRAM:

LAW
ENFORCEMENT -
ASSTSTANCE
ADMINISTRATTON
REGIONAL
OFFICE
LAW
MAYOR
ENFORCEMENT
ASSISTANGE
ADMINISTRATTION
CRIME X S— STATE
ANALYSTS PLANNING
TEAM Yooy AGENCY
ATLANTA CRIMINAL
REGIONAL Semmsefy JUSTICE
COMMISSION AGENCIES

PLAN OF OPERATION,

AUGUST 1972.)
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informational flow among and between the agencies it was to serve as

an across—system coordinator. Reinforcing such a hypothesis was the

fact that all the units of government responsible for the administra-

tion of the Atlanta Impact program were located in the city (a phenom-

enon which occurred in only one other Impact city: Denver, Colorado);

this clearly should have facilitated information flow as well as inter-

agency cocurdination. In point of fact, however, the very opposite’

appears to have occurred.

Atlanta's mayor had asked the ARC in early February to set up the
)

framework for a Task Force to provide policy guidance to the program.a
Regional Office, SPA, ARC, and city officials met five days later, on
February 7, to discuss procedural approaches to the administration of

the program and the data categories needed to define the robbery/

burglary problem in Atlanta. The Regional Administrator reiterated the

availability of $25,000 for immediate drawdown by the ARC for start-up

expenses and said the ARC would be informed of the procedures for

applying for those funds as soon as they were developed. (Eventually

the ARC would be asked to use the ''short-form" application to obtain
The application would be submitted to the Regional Office

the funds.
The ARC director indicated that

on March 3, and approved on April 3.)
the Crime Analysis Team would be a distinct entity within the ARC

organization, separate from but coordinated with the existing regional

— . . . . 26 o
criminal justice planning unlt.( ) Other Impact-related activities

during the month of February included the designation of a program

coordinator by the SPA on February 16,(27) and the initial allocation

of $50,000 to the ARC and $25,000 to the SPA for planning and evalua-
tion of the Impact program on February 24.(28)

The RO and SPA coordinators spent the first week of March in
extensive discussions concerning an appropriate format for the Impact

master plan. They based their conversations upon the State of
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upon SPA comprehensive Plan guidelines (29)

In the meanti
. ntime, the Atlanta Regional Commission management had
recruited a potential CAT director, e

overnment

at the Uni i
niversity of North Carolina with responsibility for police

duties as CAT director on April 3
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ire developed by the National Institute of Lay Enforc
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the coming months Th
. e schedul
ule would be begt developed "in partner-

neglect of i
g of some vital ares." Finally, it was felt that a formal

various roles and functions™

(aLs of the agencies involved in the Impact

Program,
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The roles and reSponsibilities of Impact program participants
became the subject of an all-day conference among the RO, SPA and
CAT staffs on April 21. According to & Regional Office participant,
the meeting "delineated and strengthened...the coordinating functions
and decision-making authority of the SPA and RO coordinators....In
effect, the absolute necessity for maintaining the regular SPA-LEAA
communications channels was confirmed.'" The CAT director, though,‘
had anticipated a more direct relationship with the RO. He expected
"preliminary decisions to be made between the ARC and the SPA, with
final decisions being generated directly between the ARC and the LEAA.

This approach was completely rejected by the LEAA as contrary to the

initial condition it had imposed that the Impact program be administered

2
according to regular channels. ARC accepted this position.” (32) e

National Impact Coordinator also attended the meeting and concluded
that it was ''helpful in defining the working relationships" between
the RO, SPA and CAT. In his words, ''The CAT director...initially
felt that he should deal directly with the Regional Office concerning

Impact. It was explained that this type of circumvention was not

compatible with LEAA/SPA tradition and policy."(33) The meeting also

resulted in acceptance of ‘the draft format of the Impact master plan

which had been prepared by the RO and SPA coordinators.

Table IV depicts the organization of the Crime Analysis Team in
Atlanta when Impact begam. Thirteen full-time positions are accounted
for in Table IV. Additionally, the narrative of the 1972 master plan
indicates that the ARC was budgeting 1/6 of the time of its director
of governmental services and of his gecretary to Impact. Table V
is fhe original budget proposed by the ARC to perform program plan~—
ning and evaluation of Atlanta's Impact program. It sought support
from the LEAA in the amount of $970,010 for a 27 month period. Under
professional gservices, the ARC budgeted a total of $407,101. These

funds would be used primarily to pay for professional consultants in
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TABLE IV
ATLANTA CRIME ANALYSIS TEAM ORGANIZATION

DIRECTOR
ASSIiTAN l a H
T
) ASSISTANT ASSISTANT ASSTSTANT
IRECTOR DIRECTOR DIRECTOR DIRECTOR
LIAISON
- LIAISON LIAISON LIAISON
. COURT CORRECTIONS COMMUNITY
SECURITY
ELEMENTS
PROGRAM GRANT

MASTER  PROJECT EVALUATIO
N INFOR~
MANAGEMENT ADMINISTRATION PLAN SELECTION . .

MATION
AND DESIGN SYSTEM
SUPPORT PERSONNEL
ADMINISTRATIVE GRANTS CLERK/TYPISTS
ASSISTANT MANAGER |

SOURCE:
{ CE ATLANTA IMPACT PROGRAM: PLAN OF OPERATION, AUGUST 1972.)
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ATLANTA IMPACT PROGRAM BUDGET

TABLE V

PERSONNEL, FULL TIME
PART TIME

PROFESSIONAL SERVICES

INDIVIDUAL CONSULTANTS

GENERAL CONTRACTS

TRAVEL

EQUIPMENT

SUPPLIES & OTHER OPERATING
EXPENSES

TOTAL

CAT

$327,320
5,000

4,185

400,000

22,040

18,137

68,328

$845,010

SPA TOTAL.

$ 90,638 $422,958
2,916 7,101
400,000

7,500 29,540
3,182 21,319
20,764 89,092
$125,000 $970,010

(SOURCE: ATLANTA IMPACT PROGRAM:

PLAN OF OPERATION, AUGUST 1972.)
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the following areas: (a) information system development; (b) develop-

ment of evaluation tools and techmiques; (c¢) data analysis; and (d)

public information. Interestingly, nowhere in the CAT organizational

structure is anyone listed as having a direct association with program
evaluation although it is listed among the program elements.

In
explanation, the revised master plan states:

The Model Cities Evaluation Institute suggests a minimum
evaluation staff of seven persons for one large city. In
addition, they suggest a minimum of four persons for com-~
' puter support. The smallest [evaluation] staff suggested
for a city is three to four persons plus survey-takers.

The necessity for additional...professional complementa-
tion will be accomplished through the use of consultants

in predetermined areas as well as when circumstances and
needs warrant their assistance....(34)

It was the ARC's intent to use the University of Georgia's
Institute of Government to perform its overall program evaluation.
As matters would develop, however, the Georgia Institute of Technology
would become the principal evaluator of the Atlanta Impact program
with one of the four original CAT assistant directors, a sociologist,

serving as liaison between Georgia Tech and the ARC,

A final major step in creating the Impact program structure was

the establishment of a Task Force to give policy guidance to the

Impact program staff. On April 4, the Regional Office coordinator

had reminded the CAT director that selection of a Task Force was a

"top priority." Citing the example set by other Impact cities, which

had designated sub-groups in the Task Force membership for police,
courts and corrections, she informed the CAT director that prior to

his arrival, it had been agreed that the mayor would appoint and

chair the Task Force. Except for the selection of the CAT staff, the

RO coordinator considered designation of the Task Force to be perhaps
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the most important decision facing Atlanta and asked that the LEAA
and the SPA be permitted to review the Task Force nominations and

suggest additional types of representatives prior to the public

announcement of its selection.

The Task Force membership was announced on May 11, and it met

for the first time on May 15. Table VI contains the names and
affiliations of each person named to the Task Force's executive com-

With Mayor Sam Massell as chairman, the

mittee and four sub-groups.
Only Atlanta Chief of

Task Force membership totaled 29 persons.
Police John Inman was appointed both to the Task Force and to its

executive committee. Since the executive committee of the Task Force
was to be responsible for providing "advisory counsel and assistance
in arriving at the strategy and programs to be emploved in reaching
[Impact] goals," this dual appointment accorded the police chief could
be interpreted as giving his agency an unfair advantage in the coming

battle for Impact funds. The mayor, too, emphasized that the Impact
program was an "Atlanta program,'
lose sight of the fact that our specific geal is the reduction of

He referred to the LEAA Administrator's confirma-

' and that it was '"essential not to

crime in Atlanta."
tion of the policy that "each program"” funded under Impact must be
approved by the President, the Governor of Georgia and the Mayor of

lanta, or their representatives. It was, however, "absolutely

necessary'' that those concerned approach the problem "as a community
, 5
of interest and as partners.”(3 )

The Task Force met again on May 25. The Regional Office coordi-

nator described the Impact progtam and the functions of the Regional

Office, which in addition to review authority, would include that of
working closely with the CAT on a daily basis. The SPA coordinator

described his role as that of a reviewer who would have a close daily

working relationship with the CAT and provide liaison and technical
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i i sk Force
director then outlined the contribution expected of the Tas , )
. i i icy" eac
hat i to provide 'policy guidance in an advisory capacity at

that 1is,

e was also
stage of the development of the program plan. The Task Force W :

.

(36)

i i eeting also saw
corrections, courts and community security. The m g ’

7o ice vote.
the public information grant proposal passed by a volc

h
At a CAT staff meeting on May 30, the Task Force was further

i ermi oad objec-
defined as functioning on two levels: it would determine br i

v vi i -Task Force

tives, and to a lesser extent, review projects. The sub-T

' : { —
v v ecutive cOm

members would act as advisors to develop the plan. An ex

37)

S.
mittee of the Task Force would approve grant request

Records indicate that the sub-Task Forces met with some fre-—
i ar—
quency. However, the Task Force was described by some program P

" meetings were marked by
ticipants as generally a "yeak'" group whose g

poor attendance.

9.4 Data Problems Develop

During the month of April, the Impact program bureaucracy began

to contend with what were perceived as serious deficiencie% in the
data available in Atlanta to perform crime-specific analysis. It was
clear to the Regional Office staff that carrying out the Impact pro
gram would require changes in the reporting and records systems of

(38)

all local criminal justize agencies involved in the program.

ey d been reached.
lem and to measure whether Impact prcéram,goals ha
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A survey completed a year previously by the International Associa-
tion of Chiefs of Police (IACP) had pointed out a number of deficiencies

in what it called an "out-dated" information system in the Atlanta

Police bepartment. Although the new police chief had publicly com-

mitted himself to following the IACP recommendations, it appeared that

he had not yet acted on his promise.(Bg) The Regional Oifice believed

that the implementation of the IACP recommendations had to be addressed
at the "earliest possible date.”(AO)

On April 20, the RO staff and the CAT director met with police
department planners and on April 24, with the chief of police himself,
to discuss the problem, the chief was said to have made a "complete

commitment'" to make the necessary changes in the department's reporting

system. The Regional Office's position was that while LEAA had pro-

vided, and would continue to provide technical assistance, neither it

nor the CAT could change the system. The burden of responsibility for

action rested upon the chief of police who had to communicate to his

supervisory staff the need for speedy resolution of the reporting
problems of the department.(AI)

As a result of a number of meetings over the next month, the

police department agreed to submit an application for Impact funds to

modify its field reporting system. The grant application was sub-

mitted in early June to the CAT, which found it to be in too rudi-

mentary a form for approval. There was a delay in its resubmission

because the planning and research department placed a higher priority
upon completion of a grant application for funds to support an over-
time patrol project. Further discussions, following a trip to
Baltimore to review the police field reporting system there, even-—
tually resulted in the submission of a grant applicaiion in early

September and approval by the Regional Office on November 5.
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d S

i idity of
May were devoted to attempts to determine the extent and validity

-1 irt
available data. Agencies contacted included the Superior Court,

. ‘n

Juvenile Court, District Attorney's office, the Data Processing
i the
Center of Fulton County, the DeKalb County Juvenile Court, and '

Atlanta Police Department.

Although it was impossible to determine from the preliminary
i 35 i 1d be
work done by the CAT staff just how receptive these agencies wou €

in facts
to satisfying the data needs of the Impact program, certain

seemed imminently clear. ‘
ut (their) accuracy
"Corrections" had accumulated '"many data elements b (

1" the ""ail 1
(was) questionable due to (the) collection process. At i ,

i icien! int~ s and little data
CAT staff found an "inefficient use of print-~out

42 i f the crime-oriented
usable for Impact."( ) At the very foundation o

1 d
planning, implementation and evaluation (COPIE) cycle™ was the nee
Atlanta, it seemed, had very little usable
The

for a reliable data base. -
data to perform the crime-specific analysis Impact required.

i ' rehen-—
program's planners would use this opportunity to develop a comp '
sive data base, whose need had been rendered apparent by the CAT's

o ‘ustice
preliminary survey of the key components of the criminal justice

system in Atlanta.

lThe COPIE-cycle is an instrument for increasing knowledgzgeiizsizz;:%
research capabilities and improving ?rggram'and age?cyc:ion ey
Tt targets the integration of the criminal justice un rove et en
planning and evaluative research and its goal isian 1§§ oved Systen
capability for comprehensive and iterativs plann ng:,i 2e;en Cteme
and evaluation at the local level. The model contains

(i.e., basic data analysis, problem identification and prioritization,
+ LA ]

. . A olect
strategic planning, tactical planning, evaluat}on pla;n;ng,mgzejcom_
implementation and data collection and evaluation). o]

to
plete description of the Impact COPIE—cygle, the.reage? iieiegiziigng
MTR-6645 (Greenfeld, Lawrence A., Analysis of Crime-Orien

: 1A
The "courts'" had 'very little data available.

in the Eight Cities of the High Impact Anti—Crime Program) .
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3.0 THE CAT DIREGTOR ASKS FOR AN EXTENSION OF THE DEADLINE FOR THE
PLAN OF OPERATION ‘

Under the terms of the original grant award dated February 24,
the "plan for a plan" or "plan of operation" of the Crime Analysis
Team was due to be submitted to the Regional Office on May 24. How~
ever, during the time in which the plan of operation was to have been
prepared, there were few staff resources available at the CAT to pér—
form the task. The director himself had arrived on the job on April 3,
The community specialist was hired on April 17, the courts specialist
on May 8, and the police specialist on May 15. As the May 24 deadline
approached, the CAT director made two key decisions. He would seek an
extension of the deadline for the plan and he would obtain the ser-
vices of a consulting firm to analyze existing criminal justice data
systems and recommend an overall information system for the Impact
pProgram. In the words of a report by an SPA official, the consultants
were to "analyze the existing data system, determine the minimum level
of acceptable data elements, develop the data elements and a system
for their collection, develop an interim system for immediate valid

data retrieval, prepare the means to implement the optimum system, and
develop an evaluation plan.”(43)

The Regional Office informed the CAT director on May 18 that an
extension would be approved if he documented the need for the exten-
sion, outlined the steps to be taken to meet the new deadline, and
submitted a revised budget for the extended time period.(44) In a
letter dated May 22, the CAT director formally asked that the RO
extend the deadline for submission of the plan of operation from May 24
to July 15 because there had been a delay in the hiring of the CAT
staff and director; the ‘consultants for the crime analysis had been
chosen only within the past week; and the initial analysis of informa~
tion systems took more time than expected.(45)
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That day, the RO, SPA, and CAT staffs met to consider the CAT

director's request. The Regional Office position was that further

details would need to be provided before the request could be approved.

The CAT director responded that he could not Neommunicate' with LEAA

and asked that the RO and SPA coordinators work with a designated

member of the CAT staff to develop the detailed rationale desired.by

the RO, While the Regional Office appeared particularly concerned

with receiving from the CAT a detailed outline of how the "plan for

a plan" would be developed within the new time fr
input from the CAT dlirector.

ame, the task became

an impossible one to perform without

On May 25, the Regional Administrator recommended to the SPA director

that he authorize an extension until Mav 30 to permit the CAT director

to work up his justification for the July 15 deadline. This extension

was verbally changed the next day to June 2, when a meet ing would

be held at which the CAT would discuss the progress of the program

and plans for its future. The CAT formally renewed its requast on

May 31 «nd included a series of work schedules for its gtaff and

consultants.

The ARC reply was written by its executive director. The

rationale read as follows:

1. Delay in hiring the director and staff to the progranm
(all personnel were not available until May 15, 1972).

2 Initial analysis of information systems presently
available required greater time than was originally
anticipated; compounding this delay was the fact that
data surveyed could not be verified as to quality, usa=
bility, and scope. gince the entire foundation of the
Impact program is basically dependent upon & sound,
reliable data base, it was obvious that to accomplish
this requirement technical assistance was needed.

3. Consultants were interviewed (May 17~-19, 1972) for

the crime analysis (data analysis) and a firm was chosen
May 22. Their time schedule includes jinitiating their
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?nalysi§ by June 9, completing an outline by June 16
gr review by the Impact team, and submitting their
final report by June 30.(46)

From the point of view of the SPA coordinator, the major reason
for the need for an extension was the "emergence of a major problem
in the area of crime data." 1In a report to the State Crime Commiss;é;
he noted that no significant portion of Impact funds would be released,
before the completion of a comprehensive crime analysis based upon
eftensive and valid data, and went on to point out that a "...pre-
liminary survey of criminal justice data sources for Atlanta confirmed
that which had been suspected on the basis of earlier studies, Much
of the data necessary to do crime analysis was not present and little
of what was available was verifiable.'" It was due to the "magnitude
and immediacy' of the problem that the CAT felt obliged to hire con-

sultants and seek an extensi 1d
7 nsion of the deadline for the plan of cpera-

tion.

'In.an internal memorandum to his superiors at the Atlanta Regional
Commission, the CAT director on May 30 outlined a more complete set of
factors which, in his view, had contributed to the delay, 1In additio
to slippage in hiring the staff and problems with the existing data )
?ystems, the delay came about because "a great deal of time was spent
1? developing a Task Force through the Mayor's Office' which the
director had originally thought to be required, but which later turned
out to be optional. Furthermore, the director had also understood
originally that he would have a significant degree of flexibility, but
had later learned from the LEAA that this was not to be the case.’
Considerable time had been spent "trying to appease LEAA, the state
and the Mayor's Office.'" Finally, the major factor, from his point’
of view, was a lack of understanding shown by the SPA and the LEAA.(AS)



The meeting held on June 2 proved a watershed in RO/CAT relations.
The CAT director justified the delay in submitting th? p%an o% ?péra—
tion by pointing to staffing delays, data problemsi dlfflcultleb 1z'n
the sélection of Task Force members, and difficulties in understa?ll g
LEAA requirements, especially those concerning the degree of di;él' )
and sophistication needed for the plan of operation.. An ARC o z:;a
claimed that LEAA required so much red tape and detail that the
had been prevented from performing its task. According to an RO
account of the meeting, ARC representatives could not, or would not,

"be specific' about this contention.

The RO coordinator responded by noting that the LEAA had attempted
to serve in a partnership with the ARC and the SPA. Problems had )
devélopéd when the CAT director did not provide a "management plan ]
and when both the RO and the SPA could not discern any progress towar
development of the plan for a plan or the overall program plan. Theb
RO had then asked for a detailed justification for the request for the
extension because it was the considered judgment of both that such

. L5 (49)
detail was needed to insure completion by July .

As a result of the meeting, the Regional Administrator on June 5
recommended to the SPA director, first, that the extension ?e grante:.
The plan of operation was to be submitted on July 1%, and discussed 1Zd
all parties on July 21, Second, the Regional Administrator fecommeni
that all requests from the CAT to the LEAA for technical assistance ef
submitted in writing to the SPA. During the meeting, CAT and ARC staf
had claimed that it was difficult to distinguish between thé roles of
SPA and RO staff as informal advisors and authoritative reviewers. To
avoid further misunderstandings, the Regional Administrator rever?ed
to standard procedures whereby all communications between the Regional

PA (50)
Office and CAT would be conducted through the SPA.
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4.0 PUBLIC AND OTHER PRESSURES TO MOVE THE PROGRAM MOUNT

Throughout the short life of the Atlanta Impact program,

had been pressures from a number of quarters to show results,

Was a certain impatience with and,
whole COPIE-cycle concept (see the footnote,
related to program development.

by mid-summer that the pace of the Program was too slow and th

research needed to be replaced by action.

there

There

perhaps, misunderstanding about the
page 36 above) as it

A consensus appeared to be developing

at

First, the chairman of the
State Crime Commission, in hisg capacity as director of a group called
the Atlanta Metropolitan Commission on Crime and Juvenile Delinquency,

criticized the lack of progress in the program.

June newsletter he had asked the following:

Regional Commission?

pletion of the plan of
planning grant missed?
to take advantage of the
Police and probation offi
this program, in fact, aimed at reducin
term period (as originally described), or is it another

research and evaluation effort?...We are interested in act
now which will result in the immediate reduction of crime.

A local columnist Commented on the Commission's repu
situation by claiming,

opportunity to fund overtime pay

and evaluation effort' by now.
Report can succeed re
sidewalk.”(Sl)

While the CAT and the rest of the Impact brogram structure

still struggling to develop a master plan, the
pressure to develop projects that could be funde

d on an interim
As early as January 24,

the city had been informed that several
grants could be funded pPrior to completion of the master plan.

could include a three-month overtime authorization for police pe
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In the organization's

Why was the 90-day deadline for com—
operation to qualify for the two-year
Why has the City of Atlanta failed

of

cers for a three-month period? Is
g crime over a short-

ion

rt and on the
"Certainly, we've had enough of a 'research
...This sort of thing can go on forever.

port as the criminals enjoy themselves on the

were

re was also enormous

basis.
action
These

rsonnel.



The Regional Administrator had also pointed out the need to fund
immediately a public information program to let the public know what

. . (52)
Impact was about and to gain support for it as a program.

Despite the pressure from every quarter, neither grant applica-
tion was ready for submission until late*June.(SB) The ARC executive
director privately informed the mayor that many of the delays encoun-
tered were '"those over which the ARC [had] no control.”<54) In his
view, much of the burden of responsibility for the absence of progress
in project development rested with the operating agencies of the city.
The CAT could not develop an application for high-intensity street
lighting in high crime areas without information from the City Traffic
Engineer and the City Data Processing Division, and these data, so far,
had not been forthcoming. A field reporting system grant application
was to have been submitted by the police department on June 1 but was
not completed until mid-July. The police overtime grant application
was submitted on June 14 and forwarded to the SPA on June 15. However,
as of July 17, all that had been received from'the SPA was an acknowl-
edgment of its receipt. The ARC director informed the ma&or that the
police department was ''doing everything requested,' but its werk
required a ''great deal of time and assistance from the CAT." Finally,
he'noted that the LEAA had imposed strict planning requirements on the
Impact program because, in his view, that agency had received much
criticism from both Congress and the mational media for "funding pro-
grams without adequate planning." The Impact planning process required
the collection of "sufficient amounts of reliable data upon which to

base the planning effort....”(ss)

By mid-July, the situation seemed sufficiently grave to the
Regional Administrator that he sought the assistance of the LEAA
headquarters. He reported to Washington that the public and the city

government were experiencing frustration because of the delay in
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if steps were not taken to implement it.

; . - He asked, therefore
immediate release of $1 million to , > for the

his office so that it could be

3

high visibility" j i
g sibility" projects in the Prosecution, judicial

» and corrections

area i 3 i
» wWith the understanding that the Projects would be directly

Impact | i
P Program objectives, Washington headquarters approved the

request the very next day.(56)

2 g

major objective was to increase preventive
areas of Atluuta.

patrol in two high-crime
The Crime Analysis Team would later state that the

: . . .

- s

the need for a "vigj i
visible operational Project 'on the streets'" to off-

iticism of Program delay. The
of the police department, however,

set mounting cr
”undeylying motivatdion"
was said to- be that of a desire '"'to

provide '
salary supplements for personnel who [would] participate.”

The proi ' { i
Project became operational in mid-August and empioye& 18.oveftime
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5.0 THE PLAN OF OPERATION IS SUBMITTED FOR REVIEW

18 and
The plan of operation was submitted to the SPA on July

The SPA fiscal speclalist, kS |
£ $970,010 identified certain fiscal and budgetary deficienc
Q - b

Il‘-} l) n to [} 8! l (le(l l[at { ]le ]lelh()(l()]() y f()t data analySlS
< .

i ound to be
nevertheless nomn Specific; the operatlonal structure he f
)

PC)SL] Lve aspe(:t ()j l:he p]arl. Iet aIl()LheE taij nle[[lb T C()Ul{nentl[lg (5331
S e 3

. . . } £ .

four SPA staff members to review the plan.

i antage point.
association with the prograim, he spoke from a unique Vv ge p

i ead ''somewhat like a
He found that the program management section I

i i normative in
theoretical text book, definitional, eXxpository, and

i nd." On the other
nature with little application to the matter at ha

! Y” chapters
hand he thought the general appl.pach and 'methodolog P
3

i 1 : " chapter was thorough
were clear, but non-specific. The ‘task areas P

imi i ard and
3CC resolution requiring that the ARC Criminal Justice Bo

] ication, and
SCC Executive Committee act on each Impact project applic s

i i -si ch SPA
that the SPA director and Commission chairman co-sign ea

g a
ce .

i icient for
the CAT that the original sum of $500,000 would be insufficien
v i an
planning administration and evaluatlon of the Impact prograim, d
2

' i funds would
that a single action grant for supplemental evaluation Iu

b vi j tifica~-
e feasible although the plan failed to pro ide adequate jus

]
tion for this approach. He then recommended approval of the plan,

(57)

i ici i esolved.
provided that t+he most serious deficiencles were ¥
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in reviewing the rather large budget request

Given his relatively close

The RO coordinator completed her review on July 21. She found
the plan to be "rife with philosophical discussion, redundancies,

inconsistencies and inferences with limited specific delineation of
methodology. On the other hand,.

and evaluation." The timetable for accomplishment of certain tasks

outlined in the plan was questioned as being unrealistic. Moreover,

the plan made no provision for funding interim projects on the basis

of existing data and "informed judgments." The evaluation section was

found to be "totally inadequate' although the grant administration
process proposed in the plan was found to be 'concise, comprehensive,

but unrealistic in terms of the number of manhours which would be

required to administer the Impact program.'" In general, the RO coor-

dinator believed that the plan lacked a necessary level of detail
regarding exactly how the CAT proposed to accomplish its objectives.
She nevertheless recommended approval of the plan with special con-
ditions, since to reject it outright or approve it after extensive

negotiations, would only cause further delay in impleﬁentation of the

program. In any event, although the plan did not meet the "standards

of specificity" which the Regional Office had hoped to achieve, '"the

codcepts, overall approach, and the general methodology'" appeared
sound.(58)

On July 24-25, all the program participants, representing the

various levels of government and agencies involved, took part in a

series of meetings to discuss the plan of .operation and the status of

the program. As matters developed, a dichotomy emerged separating

meeting participants into two factions: those interested in "action

now'" and those committed to the value of planning in general and

crime-oriented planning in particular. The executive committee of

the State Crime Commission met first on the morning of the 24th in

the presence of RO and ARG staffs. One committee member stated the
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..a high premium is placed on develop-
ment and implementation of reliable data systems, analytical techniques,




yram to ''crank
at the plan's data system would allow the prog -
building

opinion th ) 8
i isti ata while
up" at a relatively early date, using existing da

«@
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sooner. The SCC chairman questioned whether the data being sought
were needed by the line eriminal justice agencies themselves, or.
whether they would be primarily of use to the CAT for its i?n crlmi"w
analysis. In response, an ARG official insisted that the 1nf0fm3 io
was needed by the agencies themselves, if the program was t? bhuil

into those agencies a sound management and plannin%(gg?abillty to -~
carry forward afterv the Impact team was long gone. When one CT
mittee member expressed the opinion that enough need could be demon
strated to take action now, and that he would "rather see mistakes
made as the result of hasty activity than see mistakes madé from
inactivity,”(60) others present pointed to the difficulty in tfdnS“
ferring successful projects without good data to reliabl? justify
recommendations for transfer and expressed a strong hope that an o
intelligent analysis of the data would prevail over the "g?t reaction
approach. One member countered with the thought that ?e did not ?up
port studies for the sake of studies, but only to obtain such basic
and vital information as who was committing target crimes, and where.
The committee then approved the plan, subject to the conditions o?t~
1ined by the SPA staff, and the meeting was adjourned with a commit-
ment to support the Impact program and to act quickly on Impact

(61)
matters so as not to further impede its progress.

The afternoon of the 24th found the SPA and the LEAA Regional
. . - to
and Washington Office staffs in a meeting at the Regional Office
accomplish three tasks germane to Atlanta Impact program implementa-

tion: (a) to summarize SPA/RO reviews of the plan of operation;
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(b) to discuss the State Crime Commission action of that morning; aud

(¢) to determine the reactions of Washington headquarters to the plan

of operation. This meeting led to a consensus view that the "plan was

poorly conceived, that forward movement was difficult to discern, and

that the timetables for implementation of the program were excessively
distant.”(62)

The next day city representatives again joined the meetings with

SPA, RO and LEAA headquarters staff members. The entire morning was

occupied with a general discussion of the status of the program. The
Regional Administrator outlined the problems perceived by the LEAA:
the delays, data deficiencies, funding timeframe, the inadequacies in

the plan of operation and the dubious quality of the input of the con-—

sultants retained by the CAT. The National Impact Coordinator ver-

balized his concern over the slow start-up of projects. The ARC
director responded by stating his willingness to move to fund projects
immediately on the basis of existing data; however, he also pointed
out the difficulties arising from the need to develop a data base
while withstanding official and public pressure to move the program.

The afternoon was spent in a detailed discussion of the Atlanta plan
of operation, |

The National Impact Coordinator would later state that the
meeting indicated first, that the CAT, as presently constituted, did

not have a sufficient grasp of the Impact program, and he doubted

seriously the ability of the CAT to conduct the program. Second, it

was clear to him that there was a "communications problem" with the

CAT. Regardless of the accuracy of an assertion by the CAT that the

LEAA had "changed the signals," the fact remained that the CAT had

"failed to respond to documented RO guidance and offers of continued
(63)
"

technical assistance. He, nevertheless, was able to see two

positive results of the conferences. First, agreement had been




i lysis of
reached on a strategy that would allow the CAT to begin an analy

i : ion. Second
existing data to generate projects for speedy implementation s

ared to have "buried the hatchet" on a 'number of per-
(64)

the meetings appe

i i i astly dif-
assessed the personality issue as having culminated in a v y

i d his
ferent way She reported that the chairman of the ARC extended hl

e chairman of the State Crime

(65)

"
hand "'symbolically and actually" to th

Commission who, in effect, refused to accept 1t.
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6.0 THE MANAGEMENT OF THE CAT IS CALLED INTO QUESTION AND THE PLAN
OF OPERATION IS APPROVED ‘

During the month of August, as the CAT staff worked to revise the
plan of operation, SPA and RO officials moved to counter what they
considered to be deficiencies in the management of the program by the
Crime Analysis Team. At the regular meeting of the State Crime Com~
mission in early August, several members voiced concern over the iack
of progress of the Impact program under its current leadership. The
consensus of the group was that the problems which had been encountered
thus far had not been insurmountable and that decisive action could
have moved the program more quickly. After one member pointed out that
it was the State Crime Commission which was the grantee for Impact
funds and that it was time for it to assert its supervisibn over the
Impact program, another member moved that the Commission act to assume
supervision of the program on a day-to-~day rather than on a general
basis and that it do so through the person of the Commission chairman.
Although the chairman expressed some hesitation about his assuming this

role, the motion carried unanimously.(66)

Two weeks later, the Commission member who offered the motion to
have its chairman assume supervision of the program was said to have
told the CAT director he had done so because he had received incon-
sistent information about the program and wanted to make sure that the
policy making board governing the SPA had one person advising it of
"exactly what was going on.”(67) However, after the director of the
ARC protested the Commission action in an August 18th letter to the

SCC chairman, the latter informed the Governor of another rationale

for the Commission's decision. In part, be wrote the following:

The Board's recommendation...demonstrated its concern over
the lack of progress of the Impact cities program as of that
date and recognition of the Board's responsibility for super-
visory oversight of all criminal justice programs funded
through the use of LEAA funds in the State of Georgia. (68)
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nt involved

CAT staff believed that the differences between the Regional

Office and the CAT arose from the CAT director's emphasis upon manage-

ment by objectives and results. His approach was incompatible with

what the CAT perceived as an undue emphasis by the Regional Office upon

means and process which, in their view, resulted in losing sight of
the larger goals of the program.

Throughout this period, the RA believed that the plan of operation
should amount to a detailed formal written statement of what exactly
the CAT director planned to do to implement the program. He had been
informed by the LEAA that the CAT must develop a "work plan" for manage-
ment of the program and achievement of the goals for crime reduction.

The LEAA would provide assistance when requested but that assistance

would come only when the CAT assumed a leadership role in the program.(7o)

One negative result of the CAT director's management style
reported by a CAT staff member was that while "LEAA wanted [the CAT
director] to lay it out, to articulate it himself, he, in turn, would

tell the staff to do it but they didn't know what was on his mind and

thus couldn't tell the Regional Office." A second type of response

received by the RO from the CAT director was that the "team" of RO/SPA/

CAT staff would produce the required plans. By early June, the RO

coordinator, in apparent frustration over the laissez faire leadership
style of the CAT director, reported that 'contacts with [the CAT] have
reached the point [at] which the lack of specific plans has become the

major topic of conversation resulting in hostility at all levels,”(7l)

This narrative, as reported thus far, would be incomplete were
mention not made of the feeling, among those interviewed, that at
least some of the problems which developed in the early months of the
Atlanta program were due to the dynamics of interpersonal relation-

ships. It is reported, for example, that "there were some real
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pe;sonality clashes, no doubt about that. We had‘a 520 :1ii;?nnpxa—
gram and...real strong personalities [at the RO, SPA, an 57‘ litieg N
Again, "Some [of the problem} was due to [the s:rong]‘pefsona ibl;.to
the Regional Office and State Crime Commission. It is 1mposs,t1
determine (and it would be inappropriate to specul?te) wh?ther lleyune
"hostility at all levels" reported by the RO coordinator in early June

i ‘ anagement of the
had developed because differences in approach to the manag

i " "personality
program had been difficualt to reconcile because of 'per

clashes," or whether the personality clashes themselves arose from
differences in management philosophies. It does seem reasonal?le,1
though, to suggest that there were "objective" circumstances 1§a;;iity
environment of Impact program planners which increased the pr?

that individual personality characteristics would have sofe effect .
upon the management of the program. In retrospect, the circumstanc
might be recreated as follows: First, the Impact program was unpre-

irtually
cedented in form and content. The COPIE-~cycle concept was vir

i i - 3 ion program.
untried Second, Impact was an action-~oriented, demonstrati prog

The planning process had an emergency quality to i? and tlmé wailzzed
too short supply. Third, Impact was viewed as having been formt ' 3
in a highly unstructured context. Several key actors recallffefflng
that the program had been announced without a great deal of ?ra ~
thought, as representing a good idea conceptuall? but as %a%klzgoiz.
cific guidance for implementation. There were, in the words o . >,
"lots of unknowns. It was an unstructured program that gradually
became structured. [But] at the time, the program was so new that )
everyone was still having a hard tiwe defining what it was allnibf:t'
Fourth, in what may have objectively been a pressured and uncer aLt
situation, staff members of the Regional Office, SPA, and CAT s?en )
the first several weeks of the program in close, informal, and intens
interaction for substantial periods of time. One participant recalls
having "met day after day into the night," to discuss how to proceed

with the program.
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In sum, the actors found themselves in g totally unfamiliar

tion in which they could not depend upon

situa~
Prior experience or institu-
tional norms to define their individual roles.

It is in precisely such
circumstances that individual per

sonalities are more than likely to have

@ strong effect upon the decision—making pProcess. In this context, it

might be expected that, as one early Atlanta Impact planner stated, the

meetings "got into differences of approach, there were communications

problems,'" and eventually, as already noted,

hostility developed "at
all levelg,"

By early August, "continuing staff input" from the RO and SPA

claiming that the competence of the CAT was que

stionable, and that the
original version of the plan for a plan was una

cceptable, had caused
the Regional Administrator to begin a series of

attempts to resolve
the situation.

It was bis belief that the Atlanta Program could be
salvaged if the executive director of the At

lanta Regional Commission
took a personal hand in its management.

On August 2, he informed
the director and deputy director of the A

had been leveled at the CAT director,
and was told by the ARC director two d

RC of the criticism which
gave them his recommendation,
ays later that there were prob-

ot solve with immediate action,
the Regional Administrator met with the mayor and the
City Administrator and repeated his concerns,

On August 8,

telling the mayor that
any cecisidn on the matter would be his becaus

e of his responsibility
for the Program,

The mayor also expressed his belief that the pro-

gram could be salvaged if the ARC director gave it his personal atten-

On August 15, following a series of meetings between the RO and

a conference was held at the Mayor's Office and was
the directors of the ARC and SPA,

SPA, attended by
the mayor, the chief of police and
the Regional Administrator. The ARC director said that he was in the
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initial phase of the street lighting project, there fould be izizlng
for police stake-out squads. A corrections and»?OSSLbiz ? iztrator
project would also be funded initially. The Reglonal..amln } N
agreed to expedite the release to the CAT of the remalnoj: o} ;ie .
planning funds for the development of the master plan. When
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performance of city and county agencies 1n the manage

grants approved by that time.

Despite these decisions, by the latter part of August it s;iilin
seemed to the Regional Administrator that "¢here was no way ?o ]
the situation at hand" although he was not yet.“ready to”admlt sii
render on the program for Atlanta.' The alternative to staggerARi
along' with the staff at hand would be to mOV% the CAT fromIthihe-RA's
where it was situated, to another entity within the city. n

i1 (72)

[IEW R .

view, such a move would be even more disast.ous
)

i -isfied b
The chairman of the State Crime Commission seemed satisfi v

i 1ve himself
the promise of the executive director of the ARC to involV
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personally in the management of the program. On August 21, the SCC

chairman informed the mayor of his conviction that the August 15
meeting would result in a "much better understanding' among the various
levels of government concerned with Impact and that he had been recas-
sured by the statements of the ARC director concerning the qualifica-
tions of the CAT staff and his personal commitment to the program.‘73)
Several days later, when he wrote the Governor to inform him of the

rationale behind the decision to allow the State Crime Commission to

directly manage the Impact program, he indicated that the ARC director's
rersonal interest in the program coupled with his statement that he

would personally vouch for the performance of the Crime Analysis Team
had been 'reassuring and in response to the concern of the Crime Com-

mission Board as expressed in the action which it had taken on
August 2."(74)

In the meantime, the CAT had resubmitted the plan of operation to

the SPA. An SPA staff review indicated that, with but one exception,

all conditions proposed by the previous review had been met. In the

view of the SPA staff, the plan did not incerporate State Crime Com-
mission policy on regional planning agency review which required that

the regional Criminal Justice Board review all local Impact applica-

tions on the basis of merit and of conformity to the state plan. The

staff therefore recommended that approval be totally :conditioned unon

ARC's acceptance of this policy.

The ARC director was informed of the decision by telephone on

August 18. His written response, dated August 21, was one of disap-

pcintment that the SPA had failed to accept what he called ARC's

established policy and procedures for project review. He requested

that the SPA ask the Governor to sign the plan using the SCC language

with the understanding that the LEAA would make the final determina-
tion.
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personally in the management of the program. On August 21, the SCC
chairman informed the mayor of his conviction that the August 15
meeting would result in a 'much better understanding' among the various
levels of government concerned with Impact and that he had been reas-~
sured by the statements of the ARC director concerning the qualifica-
tions of the CAT staff and his personal commitment to the programn(73)
Several days later, when he wrote the Governor to inform him of the
rationale behind the decision to allow the State Crime Commission to
directly manage the Impact program, he indicated that the ARC director's
personal interest in the program coupled with his statement that he
would personally vouch for the performance of the Crime Analysis Team
had been '"reassuring and in response to the concern of the Crime Com-

mission Board as expressed in the action which it had taken on

August 2.“(74)

In the meantime, the CAT had resubmitted the plan of operation to
the SPA. An SPA staff review indicated that, with but one exception,
all conditions proposed by the previous review had been met. In the
view of the SPA staff? the plan did not incorporate State Crime Com-
‘mission policy on regional planning agency review which required that
the regional Criminal justice Board review all local Impact applica-
tions on the basis of merit and of conformity to the state plan. The

staff therefore recommended that approval be totally conditioned upon

ARC's acceptance of this policy.

The ARC director was informed of the decision by telephone on
August 18. His written response, dated August 21, was one of disap-
pcintment that the SPA had failed to accept what he called ARC's
established policy and procedures for project review. He requested
that the SPA ask the Governor to sign the plan using the SCC language

with the understanding that the LEAA would make the final determina-
tion.
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7.0 THE "ROLE ISSUE" RESURFACES

Cf the several projects suggested for ea: !~ funding under the

Impact program, as stated previously, the mayor had attached the highest

priority to the street lighting project. Serious discussion of the

project had started in June; however (as discussed above, page 42), the
CAT director experienced a great deal of difficulty as he attempted to
coordinate the responses of the various city agencies which would have

to be involved in developing and implementing it. The project applica-

tion did not reach the SPA until August 29, nearly two months after the

initial work on the project had begun.

It took the SPA but two days to reject the grant application out-
righkt, because of cost/benefit considerations which arose from the

proposed location for the project. Given the crime patterns in the

area, the SPA concluded that if the city met its goals of reducing
robberies by ten percent and burglaries by five percent, it would have

prevented only six Impact crimes at a cost of nearly one million dol-

lars. On that basis, the SPA staff could not recommend endorsement of

the prDject.(76)

On September 13, the mayor resubmitted the application and asked
for its approval on the grounds that the state had no authority to

reject it. The mayor perceived the SPA action as having raised '"serious

questions as to jurisdiction and authority which must be resolved if
the Impact program is to continue under the jurisdiction of my office."

In a letter to the SPA executive director, the mayor's position was
stated as follows:

It 1s my understanding that the role of the State Crime
Commission with regard to the Impact program is to review
grant applications to ascertain compliance with the State
of Georgia's Comprehensive Criminal Plan. Since your
review does not indicate any inconsistency with the state
plan, I must, therefore, assume that you found it not to
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be inconsistent. It should be further noted that the proj-
ect was not deemed to be inconsistent with the regional
plan. Consequently, your action in reviewing the details
and merit of a particular project beyond that necessary te
insure compliance with the state plan appears to me to be
an exercise of authority beyond the jurisdiction of the

State Crime Commission.(77)
Two days later, the mayor followed up his letter to the SPA executive
director with an "updated analysis' of the data contained in tne

street lighting grant application with the hope that the additional

information would allow the SPA to give a favorable recommendation
(78) The SPA interpreted the mayor's letter as

to the project.
Its Impact

evidence of his backing away from a confrontation.

coordinator viewed the updated analysis as an "apparent attempt to

rescind the appeal' forwarded two days previously. The SPA, how-

ever, believed that the questions raised by the mayor concerning

its authority to approve or reject applications were ''serious" and

should be resolved regardless of the city's new posture. At the

same time this policy decision was being disputed, the SPA decided
that it would use its normal procedure to review the application in
terms of the additional data provided by the mayor and transmitted

that information to the Region IV Office in a memorandum.(7g)

A staff review of the updated analysis found it ”confusihg, con-

tradictory, and erromeous.' The staff extrapolated from data con-

tained in the plan of operation and concluded that the "cost benefits

derived from this project remain questionable and the goals of the

project appear understated." The project would cost $966,000 to
satisfy goals that would only reduce robbery and burglary by eleven

incidents in six months.

endorsement of the project.
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8.0 THE LEAA ADMINISTRATOR MAKES A DECISION

A visit to Atlanta was planned for late September by the Ad-
ministrator of the LEAA to annocunce 'good news" about LEAA programs
By mid-September the Regional Office had begun to believe that his

visit would provide an opportunity to make key decisions concerning

the future of the Impact program in Atlanta. The RO coordinator,

in particular, saw the "role issue' as the major priority which
. . . 83
would face the Administrator during his VlSlt.( )

The LEAA Administrator met with the Governor on September 26.
At the meeting, he stressed the importance of the role of the state

in the program and expressed confidence in the performance of the
SPA director and his staff. The Governor, in turn, pledged his
continuing support for the Impact program. That same day, the mayor
held a press conference and told reporters that he was ''very
disappointed" that the street lighting grant had been turned down.
"This was my top priority," the mayor said. "It has worked in
Washington, D.C., and in Wilmington, Delaware, and the mayors there

said this is the greatest thing that they ever had. "We will have to

7
reapply and re-design our applicatiOn.”(84)

The very next day, the LEAA Administrator met with the mayor.
"Informed sources" were quoted by the local press as saying that
the Administrator informed the mayor that "Atlanta was in danger of
losing its $20 million High Impact crime-fighting grant from [the

LEAA] unless the city comes up with a suitable plan for spending the

money within 30 days." For the moment, however, the mayor would

only describe the conference as a "soul-searching session' during

which "some personalities and policies' were discussed.(85)

The local response to the visit of the Administrator was one of

concern. One columnist explained "Washington's" problem with the
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problems with respect to lines of communication and authority among the
CAT director and staff, the mayor, the ARC, and the state; and the role/

veto conflict could be reactivated at all levels.(sg)

On another level, the executive director of the ARC was concerned
about the future of the CAT director and was reluctant to seek his
resignation. On October 2, '"reliable sources" were quoted in the
pruss as saying that the CAT director had met with the ARC director
that day and offered his resignation. Following the meeting, the ARC
director was quoted as saying, ''We discussed a numbor of possibilities.
For [the CAT director] to resign is not the answer. [He] has not

resigned and I'm not going to fire him.”(go)

Nevertheless, on October 3 a committee of federal, state and
local officials were able to reach a consensus opinion, covering five

major points, which they believed to be consistent with the LEAA

Administrator's concerns:

e The current CAT director would resign effective November 1.

e The SPA would take a more active role in the Impact program
and would physically locate its Impact coordination unit
within the ARC.

® The CAT staff would be merged with the ARC criminal justice
block grant planning staff under the direction of the ARC
regional criminal justice planner who would, in effect,
become the Impact CAT director.

@ The current CAT staff would be reviewed by the new CAT
director.

® An administrative assistant, with police expertise, would be
employed at the upper levels of the Atlanta police departnent
to coordinate the Impact program within the city.

When informed of the five-point plan the following day, the LEAA
Administrator rejected it outright because the CAT director would not
be responsible directly to the mavor. On October 5, the Regional

Administrator wrcte the LEAA Administrator of the genuine concerns
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EVALUATION
9.0 A SECOND CAT DIRECTOR IS CHOSEN AND THE MASTER AND

PLANS ARE APPROVED
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The new CAT director took charge of the Impact program on

November 1. He was not, however, new to the ARC structure but had,

in fact, been hired by the Commission at the same time as the outgoing

CAT director. Commenting on the circumstances which brought him the

director's post, while shedding some light on the historical develop-

ment of ARC/CAT relationships, he has since stated the following:

The Atlanta Regional Commission was only founded at the end
of 1971. Before that, one of the four entities that joined
to form the ARC administered the block grant program. So,
in reality, the block program for the Atlanta region was
initiated under the ARC at the same time as the Impact pro-
gram....And, although it's true that the block program was
running three or four months before Impact, we really put

it together administratively at the same time Impact came
along.

The block program was administered by me on a regional basis
and I joined the ARC at the same time the first director of
the Atlanta Impact program was brought on board....And the
two programs ran parallel with each other from February/
March 1972 through October 1972, at which time they were
consolidated....So, I ran [that portion of the Atlanta
Regional Commission] from November 1972 through March 1974

[when I left the agencyl] as one planning entity--Impact
and block....(96)

What had really occurred, then, was that one CAT director who had
been responsible solely for Impact program administration, was now
replaced by another ARC employee who would have to divide his time
administratively between Impact and the regional block program.

Unsurprisingly, the new director opted for action. Rather than 're-

invent the wheel' and further delay implementation of the program, he
decided to endorse the plan in principle despite what he termed cerxr-

tain recognizable "inadequacies." He added some data relative to

objectives and sub-goals which he considered germane, and formally
endorsed the plan on November 21.
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On November 28, the Regional Office, SPA and CAT staffs met to
discuss the plan. The consensus of state officials was that the
quality of the plan ~-as questionable but that revising it would mean
further delay in the program. The state group further agreed that in
any event program objectives could still be met by emphasizing the
review of individual project applications. The plan and these senFi—
ments were officially transmitted to the Regional Office by the

Governor on December 7.

The formal SPA staff review of the plan was not favorable. The
staff questtoned the pian's reliance on existing data, although
the document was flexible enough to allow revision as better data
became available. In addition, prugrams and projects were not
specifically related to problems identified in the plan. Finally,
the plan was found to be so flexible that it often was noncommittal,
subject to much interpretation and, therefore, offered little utility

ae a functional plan.

Nevertheless the SPA believed its hands were tied and it felt
duty bound to accept the plan. After all, rejection of the plan might
mean termination of the program by the LEAA or, at the very least, the
loss of fiscal year 1972 funds. Since the plan was flexible enough
to allow the new CAT director to provide inputs and not to limit “"the
numbers of types of potentia; projects, and in view of the conse-
quences of further delay, the staff recommended acceptance of the
plan. Their recommendation was made with the understanding that
updates of the plan "must" address the five-year, 20 percent program
goal which was not handled in the plan and with the understanding that
the SPA would review each project not for‘its relationship to the

master plan but on its own merits.(97)
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Within the environment or crime-~setting category, burglary
and robbery were analyzed separately. For burglary, the
following factors were considered: residential versus non-
residential, day and time of occurrence, and geographical
location, Open space, commercial, and residential robberies
were analyzed by day and time of occurrence and geographical

ared.

Robbery and burglary offenders were characterized by sex,
age, race, and socio-economic background. In addition, the
census tract of residence was compared to the census tract
of offense for robbery and burglary offenders.

Limited information was available to characterize the robbery
victim. The type of business victimized in commercial rob-
beries was further analyzed according to broad types of busi-
nesses (i.e., commercial house, chain store, bank). Victims

of open-space robberies were characterized by race, sex, and
proximity to place of residence, when the offense occurred. (99)

In addition, the plan related descriptions of four major areas
of the existing criminal justice system to the victim/offender/
environment analysis in order to identify problems within each of
these functional areas. As a result of this analysis, the following

priority problems were identified within the Atlanta master plan:

Police [e High incidence of residential high crime areas
lice
le Open—-space robberies in identified high crime areas

¢ Excessive case processing time
Courts @ Inadequate treatment of jurors and witnesses
l® Inadequate capability for the management and

processing of criminal court cases

e Excessive recidivism

Correct-

ions e High rate of staff turnover

@ Increase in severity of crime among juveniles
. ® Inadequate referral resources to be used as alterna-

Juvenile tives to the juvenile court
Rehabili- .

tqt;on Excessive number of school drop-outs

C

¢ Inadequate staffing at the intake and supervision
and treatment stages in the juvenile justice system

b Lack of adequate information systems
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Five program goals were then established which defined the broad

strategies to be adopted in addressing the stated problems These
were ! ‘

® Reduce the number of high {
percent. ght crime census tracts by 20

¢ Reduce the number of

persons becoming victi i
by 10 pomcens” g ctims of crimes

® Increase the apprehension rate by 5 percent
® Decrease court processing time by 25 percent

® Reduce the number of arrested offenders by 20 percent

T E i
he plan also defined Program sub-goals, or more specific strategies

to be used in reducing crime. Table VII shows the relationships

am j
ONg program goals and Projects proposed for implementation in the

Atlanta plan. In addition,

pProject ddeas.

it contains the names of 29 possible

Several Proposed projects (i.e.,

Li . ,
ights, Hellcopters, Overtime Police, and Command and Control)
cross

more than one of the 14 stated program

possible Projects,

Team Police, Street

objectives. Table VIIT lists
cites the aggregate number for those Projects

crossing mo i i
g re than one program objective, and includes the estimated

The $28 million estimated cost
was, except for Cleveland's and Newark's
M

cost for implementation.
for projects

. the largest dollar figure
initially requested by any Impact city. X

' : For several reasons, the
seemingly "out-of-Iline"

budget request shown in the Atlanta master plan

was not dist i i
diguurblng. First, the master plan itself only contained sug-

est j i

g ed types of Projects for implementation under Impact, and it stip

ulat loriti .
ed no priorities for the selection of individual Projects Second

PA and RO

An individual bagig and

3

acco i i a8 y Y
rdlng tO merlt Py b\ Sed Upon the Impact guidelines . Finall Onl
s

one I i i
mpact project, the Police Overcime Patrol, had been implemented

by the time the master plan received re

s gional LEAA approval in December

Atlanta'sg i i
problems of interagency coordination eventually cul-

minated in i
a very slow pace of implementation with the average project
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TABLE Vii

TABLE Viii
LIST OF ATLANTA PROJECT IDEAS PROPOSED FOR IMPLEMENTATION

ORGANIZATION OF PROPOSED PROGRALIS AND PROJECTS FOR THE ATLANTA iIMPACT PROGRAM

AND ESTIMATED COSTS IN LEAA FUNDS
Project Ideas Estimated Cost

%5 1. Special Security Units $500,000
i . 2. Hours 200,000
| 3. Property Ident. 100,000
4, Team Police(é)* 6,000,000
5. Street Lights(3)¥ 4,000,000
6. Education Program 100,000
7. Helicopters(a)* 40,000
8. Overtime Police(?)* 800,000
9. Interagency Communication 100,000
10. Command and Control(z)* 1,700,000
11. Closed Circuit TV 1,000,000
12, Stake Out 2,000,000
'é 13. Management Information System 400,000
é% 14. Increase Deterrence Ability 100,006
T 15. Special Felony Squad 400,000
16. Prosecutors Management Information System 1,200,000
17. Judges/Public Defenders 200,000
18, Video Tape 200,000
19. Court Reporter 100,000
20. automated Transcripts 100,000
MEEFEE 21. School Board 1,500,000
ERkEL 22. Police Athletic League 500,000
G 8 23. Overtime Probation 300,000
"'22%%55% 24. Special Parole Treatment 3,500,000
v " 25. ' Outreach 200,000
g%gj é%i 26. Alternatives to Treatment 1,500,000
_qagégzﬁgs : 27. Treatment Alternatives to Street Crimes 200,000
HELBEa.y f L 28. Police Narcotics Unit 600,000
E 29. Education ' 100,000
é 38 £x 28,000,000

E i ENE §§ *The nuﬁBer in parentheses reflects the number of program objectives

? % E] FEE £& this project idea crosses.
4 4 @ "

(Source: Atlanta Impact Program Master Plan, November 1972.)

70 71




i tion (100)
beginning operations as late as 21.4 months from program incep .
egl

S

i ities
fully operational the LEAA headquarters would notify all Impact ci
u y , . . . 0' 3 l dln
that each would be constrained to a $20 million ceiling, including

funds for planning and evaluatiomn.

The final formal milestone in the Impact planning process was

il 24
reached with the approval of the evaluation plan by LEAA on April s

, for-
1973 The evaluation plan had been completed in pecember and for

t of $99,000 with the implication that

101
ded in the future.( ) The CAT was

warded with a budget reques

additional funds would be nee

] rtial
asked to budget for total required costs rather than ask for pa

T t
funding. The plan itself was found by the SPA to be an "excellen

i i rpose. A revised budget was
document'' which clearly met 1its stated purp

" *
i i xperience has
formulated and submitted with the explanation that "exp

i i e under-
demonstrated that the manhours required for evaluation wer

i i i is also
estimated in the original budget. The increased time required 1

i " i valuation
due to an increase in the number of projects. The final eva

(102)
figure approved was $331,790.
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10.0 IMPACT PROJECTS ARE DEVELOPED, IMPLEMENTED AND EVALUATED
10.1 Projects are Developed

With the approval of the master plaﬁ, the Impact program struc-—
ture in Atlanta moved into what might be termed its project development
phase. The 29 different project ideas included in the plan were merely
a beginning. It was the process of project development which was key
to the operation of the program; in Atlanta, this process took se&eral
forms. In some cases, the CAT gave master plan data and problem analy-
ses contained therein to operating agencies and asked them to construct
solutions. In other cases, the CAT itself developed solutions and
sought agencies to carry them out, although there is said to have been
no "hard-sell' approach to line agencies. In still other cases, public
and community age.icies "floated through the door" of the CAT seeking

Impact funds to support projects. Active solicitation by the CAT,

though, was less important than word of mouth and general news coverage

of the Impact program in causing community and public agencies to seek

out Impact program funds.(103)

Prior to submission of a formal grant application, agencies inter-
ested in obtaining Impact program support for projects were nsked to
fill out a "problem-solving statement,' which served as a preliminary
statement of how they proposed to solve a particular problem. Where
the proposed project did not appear to fall wirhin Impact program guide-
lines, the CAT staff would work with the agencies to redesign project
ideas so that Impact program goals might be met through their imple-
mentation. In general, in the early stages of the program, operating
agencies were more likely to initiate project proposals. However,
as the program progressed, the CAT found il necessary to take a more
active role in initiating project ideas. There was some tendency for
agencies to balk, once they were involved in the process because they

were used to the block grant approach which, unlike Impact, had not
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alled for detalled and specific quantification of objectives, evalua-
cal

i i hey had
tion components and other requirements. Line agencies found they

i if re than usual."
to “document and justily mo

. . . o
The SPA staff described their role during this phase of the pr

the SPA
gram as one of grants management. AS of the summer of 1973,

i every
at his agency felt obliged to return every

ordinator reported th .
N . One communi-

s . : 1" ] "

P . £
cation from the SPA to the CAT in early May indicates the kinds o

i i eview. The
questions raised by the SPA about projects submitted for r

$PA coordinator wrote as follows:

many of the same issues and
£f are appearing in several
g issues are consistently

....It is becoming apparent that
questions raised by the state sta.
application reviews....Thé followin
being raised by staff reviews:

participants?

. : . £ fect
1. What are the criterila for selection of proj o8

2. Who applies the criteria and makes the schedule?

All participants in the Impact program structure reported that

] » N 2 SS.
thers had been significant or noticeable delays in the review proce

In the first place, the formal review system was comple*. Within the

City of Atlanta alone, there were numerous offices (such as that of

f on grant appli-
s added to

the City Administrator) which were required to sign of

When the municipal governmental review structure wéa
the SPA, and finally

cations.
that of the regional planning review requirements,
the Regional Office of the LEAA, it became quickly apparent that the

three and one-half month review period anticipated by the master plan

i lci i he
was totally unrealistic. Indeed, one participant believed that t

review cycle was so belabored that an individual grant application

i by all the
came out of it ''looking 1ike a dead snake, beaten toO death by

reviewvers."

74

Second, grant applications returned to operating agencies for
revision by the CAT or SPA staffs would often be delayed by the failure
of the line agency to take action on the revisions which had been sug-
gested. On the other hand, it was suggested by CAT staff that the
project-level personnel found the revisions required by the SPA to be
excessively detailed and misguided since, in their view, ''making a

program on paper doesn't necessarily make it work."

Third, program participants were generally unanimous in their
belief that the problematic working relationships between the CAT and
the SPA had had some negative effect upon the management of the Impact
program, particularly in terms of the grant application review process.
The CAT staff felt that the SPA staff were not competent to review, in
substantive terms, the grant applications submitted to them. The SPA
staff, in turn, appeared less willing to "take things for granted" with
project applications submitted by the CAT and seem to have engaged in
rore 'mit-picking' than might otherwise have been the case. As a

result, project applications were caught up and delayed in the cross—

fire between the two agencies.

Finally, at least one observer perceived a '"definite philosophical
difference" between the chairman of the State Crime Commission, who
favored '"police-oriented" projects, and the CAT director, who supported

a "'"more comprehensive approach to the total Problem,”(los)

Although key participants differed in their assessment of the

degree to which the relationship between the CAT and SPA was affecting

-the program, they were, nevertheless, agrezd that there had been at

least ''some' negative effect. As the program was well into the second
year of its operation, there were attempts by the staffs of both

agencies to regularize contact and share concerns to improve the
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communications channels between them, Regular monthly meetings between

the staffs and agency heads were suggested as ways to improve relation-

ships and the management of the program.

It was In the context of what were seen as delays in developing
and implementing projects and in the midst of an impending mayoral
election that the mayor took agtion on his own. On July 9, he askéd
the chairman of the State Crime Commission to serve as his ''personal

representative in a concentrated effort to expedite the. implementation"

of the Impact program. DBy way of explanation for having asked the SCC

chairman to assume these Impact oversight responsibilities he then

added:

The Impact program has made considerable progress over the
past six months, during which time some $6 million has been
committed to various projects. Nevertheless, there is still
some concern that the progress of the program could be speeded
up and I am anxious to do whatever is necessary to fully
utilize this program to cut crime in Atlanta....[The State
Crime Commission chairman] will be especially valuable in
dealing with the complicated intergovernmental relationships

involved. ... (106)

10.2 Atlanta Implements 22 Projects as Part of Its Impact

Program

As stated earlier, only the Overtime Patrol, an Atlanta Police

Department project, became operational during the first yvear of the
Impact program. liowever, by the end of June 1973, 13 projects had
recelved Impact awards amounting to approximately $6.3 million in
federal funds. Of this total, $3.5 million was awarded to juvenile
and adult corrections projects, with the remainder being disbursed

among the police, courts and the community. Eventually, Atlanta would
implement 22 different projects as part of its Impact program.

Table IX is a list of implemented Atlanta TImpact projects, the total
federal dollars awarded to each and the percentages by functional

area of all awarded funds. (The functiomal breakout shown in
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TABLE 1X

USTOFIMPLEMENTHDATLANTAIMPACTPROJECTS

PROJECT

COMMUNITY :

1. Street Lighting

POLICE

1 dvert ime Patrol
Zo0 Modificd Field Reporting Svstem
3. Anti-Robberv/Burglary )
40 Administrative Assistant

). Expansion of Helicopter Patrol
. Data Processing Improvement

7. Target Hardening through

Upportunity Reduction (THOR)

8. Model Cities Crime Con:irol Team
Y. Anti-Robbery

0. High-Crime Foot Patrol
11. Anti-Burglary
12, Anti-Rape '

COERTS

1. Special Prosecutor's Syuad

JUVENTLE CURRECTIONS

1. High Risk Juvenile Parole

2 Atlanta Street Academy

}. Coonrdinated Juveni'e Work Releas
4. Intersified Qutreach Probation

ADULT CORRECTTONS

. Therapeutic Community
Rdmbﬂiuwimanmwm
g. jntensive Probation Counselling
3. Intensive Emp lovment
4o Manpower Training Services
tor Ex-0Offenders

TOTAL PROJECT FUNDE

Lo Impact Planning

20 Tupact Evaluation

3. Victimization survey Analvsis
4o Crime Analysis Team ’

5. State Impacr Coordination Unit

GRANI) TOTAL

SOURCE: At a (iri is T
(BOURCE:  Atlanta Crime Analysis Team, Qctober 1975)
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AWARDS

B 200,643

200,643

93,441
72,750
795,449
38,246
1,504,461
48,960

3,646,244
450,046
1,828,371
501,972
2,023,662
319,556
$11,325,7013

8§ 135,585

135,385

204,062
636, 000

30 170,964

1,000,934

$ 2,011,960

133,

333,33

§ 3,163,191
$16,365,592
625,000
431, 790
29,905
194,267

ek 1 917

$ 1,197,879
$18,049,471

PERCENTAGE
OF_YUNDS

637

i

177

7%
s







i tal
from other breakouts supplied to MITRE.) Of $18,049,371 in to

i ly crim-
awards $ll,325,213 or 63 percent, went to the pollce, the on
»

l - 5 Tr

78 percent of all awarded funds. Atlanta's five planning grants '
o rds.
amounted to $1,192,879 or seven percent of the total Impact awa

Impact
This means that Atlanta expended less than two percent of Imp

($135,585) or the community ($220,643). Tt should be noted,hézweZii,
that the Atlanta Police Department‘s Target Hardening thro?g PP

tunity Reduction (THOR) project is 2 community~focused pr?Ject _—
accounting for $3,646,249 of the funds awarded to the police.

Impact projects are described below.

10.2.1 Community Projects

10.2.1.1 Street Li htin ‘ .
Implemented by the City of Atlanta, this QrQJectozrizzgis o
he adzgfion of 137 400-watt high pressure SOdlU?SVigO—watt high
o jon of 45 400-watt mercury lights to 4 in the highest
.ssure sodium vapor lights. The lights WeTe giiceroject ran from
pfiiEtime robbery and burglary census tracts. bl ’ oals the reduc-
ool Deonmbér 1974 and had as its quantifiable g ct area and
I al - . i e
T mighttime robberies by 15 percent in t08 PEOSC o Ty 5
thé reduction of the total of other nighttime Imp ‘

the convers

percent.

10.2.2 Police Projects

10.2.2.1 Overtime Patrol

i trol manpower
R 4 se preventive pa
; ‘ect was designed to increa 15, 1972 to
. Th;? E?iiime areas of Atlanta. Operated fiomtiu%21ic; Department
in zziy ii 1973, the project assigned sworn AttiZe e The
an > 4 n an over - .
eventive patrol units on. : ehension

perso?é81izz EZre used for prevention, interception and appr
patrol un

rs.
nnly and were comprised of two-man patrol ca
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10.2.2.2 Modified Field Reporting System

When the Impact program began, the Atlanta Police Department's
existing field reporting forms were felt to be inadequate and to
exacerbate the problem of incomplete and inaccurate data collection by
uniformed officers, Impact funds wzre used to modify the forms to
include more data elements and less narrative entry. The revised
forms were reviewed by trained personnel within the reporting division
for final review, coding and categorizing of the data. It was hoped
that the reporting modification would enable those concerned with,
planning, evaluation and manpower allocation to better utilize data

input, predict high crime areas and trends, and plan for resource and
manpower allocations.

10.2.2.3 4nti-Robbery/Burglary

This project established a plain clothes Anti-Robbery/Burglary
(ARB) Division within the Atlanta Police Department. Stake-out teams
of two or more officers were assigned to observe businesses which were
likely to be robbed or burglarized. The division also included a
civilian-clothes (or disguised) patrol of officers in high burglary
and robbery areas who served as both stake-~out and information gath-
ering elements as well as an anti-receiver of stolen property unit.
The project's quantified objectives were the reduction of robbery by

30 percent and burglary by 10 percent throughout the city within one
yvear of implementation.

10,2.2.4 Administrative Assistant

This project provided an administrative assistant for the Atlanta
chief of police. Duties performed by the administrative assistant
included the following: (a) maintaining continuous liaison with other
law enforcement agencies; (b) conducting research, staff studies and
gathering statistical data relating to the operation of the Atlanta
Police Department; and (c) planning, recording and disseminating

depgrtmental policies and procedures. This project was funded from
April 1, 1973 through December 30, 1974. ’

10.2.2.5 Expansion of Helicopter Patrol

This project added four new helicopters and 27 additional per-
sonnel to the helicopter section of the Atlanta Police Department.
The project's overall goal was to make the patrol capability of the
police more effective by increasing their observatiou ability and the
visibility of police on patrol, and by providing rapid response time
of police to the scene of a crime. As its quantifiable goal, the
project expected to reduce burglaries and robberies in four zones
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(i.e., 1, 2, 3 and 4) of the city by 15 percent within 24 months from
the time the expanded helicopter patrol became operatiomal. In 1972,
there were 12,469 Larglaries in zones 1, 2, 3, and 4 and 2,182
stranger—-to-stranger commercial and open-space robberies. Therefore,
the projected reductions were: (a) burglaries - 1870 and (b) rob-
beries ~ 327. The helicopter patrol became operational on January 1,

1974.

10.2.2.6 Data Processing Improvement

The Modified Field Reporting System was implemented as a part of
Atlanta's Impact program to improve the quality and increase the quan-
tity of police reports. The Data Processing Improvement project pro-
vided funds to hire additional personnel needed during the data
preparation phase, as a result of a reported 420 percent increase in

computer coded documents.

10.2.2.7 Target Hardening through Opportunity Reduction

Funded in the amount of $3,646,249, the Target Hardening through
Opportunity Reduction (THOR) project became operational in January
1975. THOR is a community-focused crime prevention project to reduce
burglary, rape and robbery. The project includes security survey pro-
grams, property ldentification, public education and awareness pro-
grams, citizen involvement, police training and legislative reform.

10,2.2.8 Model Cities Crime Control Team

This project, which provided a 17-man unit to patrol the "Model
Cities" area of Atlanta, became operational on September 16, 1974, The
team consists of community service officers and sworn police officers.
The overall project goal is the reduction of Impact crimes in the
Model Cities area by 10 percent within the first year and 20 percent
by the end of the grant period. Specific (though not stated in
quantifiable terms) objectives are: (2) to reduce police respomnse
time to reports of Impact crimes; (b) to foster community involve-
ment in crime prevention and increased cooperation with the police
department; (c¢) to reduce incidence and fear of Impact crimes in the
Model Cities areaj and (d) to secure citizen cooperation and involve-
ment in two other Impact projects (i.e., the Helicopter Patrol and

THOR) .

10.2.2.9 Anti-Robbery

This project is a modification of the Anti-Robbery/Burglary proj-
ect discussed earlier in this chapter. Two primary approaches are
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being used. They are: (

disguised to portra i
‘ Y various social
qecoys, and (b) police offi anq .

10.2.2.10 High Crime Foot Patrol
a0 T00t Patrol

e EZiieSroject, funded in January 1975 pro
“éduce open-space robbery by 25 :
by 10 bercent, residential burglary.by lge;:ig

vides for a foot patrol

t, commercial robbery

ent and non-residential
Forty uniformed

Patrol areas are selected

10.2.2.11 Anti—Burglary
——ooourglary

Funded in January 1975, thig i !
reduaiiD a : 75, Project's overall oo i
anti“burglziynoztisi1den§1al burglary by 10 percent.g ?& ;scfﬁze
neLdnglaz bzr : ?ss1g?ed to areas identified ag hiéh in theS -
fences op o b glary; anti-receivers, to identify and arres 50
< en goods; and PTOPerty management to ensure izzntigi

cation of stolen goods Tt
at . e proije i i in {
form through September 30, 1917?6.J W continue in e present

10.2.2.12 Anti—RaEe

This unit i
of raps Victims?ainbzsnegisifnsd Fo lmprove services to and treatment
ond he Jret in & 0 increase the number of ra es
Pe conviction rate by 25 percent, InvestigationpandrEESQEEd

ap 1 P .

niques; (b) maintaining equipment and office
izeizcregse embarassment of victims; and (c) oper-
unit (van) to be used to talk with witnesses

reporting the crime."
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10.2.3 Courts Projects B
i tect as part of 1ts
1anta implemented a single courts proj : EES ars
I étéiggia;mp Funded at the 1evel of $135,585 in federal s
mpac ) . .

it is described below.

10.2.3.1 Special Prosecutor's Squad )
o i i i eys to tne
This project added four assistant dlstr}ctoizzzzn yspecifically,
taff of‘the Fulton County District Attorney s of hanéle P Lo on
T . i secute a § ‘
g€ e were hired to screen, PTroO . _ ' SR
T law{elbi;ZIZases The project's revised lntermedéitedzziefrom
all ¢ cr . : ; e
3iie¥mpz§) to reduce court processing t;me foroﬁzzicimplementation
L ithi 2 months from pr -
¢ e of 78 days within 1 ‘ Plementas om
dzda¥i§a%o increase the conviction rate for Impact def
a

79,4 percent to 84 .4 percent.

10.2.4 Juvenile Corrections Projects

10.2.4.1 High Risk Juvenile Parole

i ject was

Funded from July 1, 1973 through June 303 1975, Egiiegr;;egoo
designid to reduce the incidence of 1?22Ct ;;:mziOEZZt e and inten-
ngeﬂile paro%eesaﬁZeZoinZZElzzgf Eizh {individually and inésmallrﬁzzups.
The SU?ErViilOﬁsed on interrupting criminal careers, base onnz o
T Pionee ‘Zi offenders exhibiting similar behavi?ral‘patterh'; -
eXPefiEHCE'Wl the offender's return to a youth instlgutlon ortc:;me
in preventznﬁt criminal justice system. The prgject s ogg ourcent.
1n§0 tge awis the reduction of recidivism of cllgnts to 2oopi1ient
;ﬁieiﬁrZi activity objectives were: (a) to Erov1de Fﬁzs O e inely

1 ‘with more intensive parole superYis¢on servi S8 T P per
D ered, b) to restrict caseloads of project team membe o
OfferEdériiie worker and (c) to provide intensive aftercare se
zguggOsjuvenile of fenders over a two-year period.

10.2.4.2 Atlanta Street Academy

June 30,
i i July 1, 1973 through
i iect was in operation from ) : June
1975 izéswzzoéesigned to provide alternative educatlonffiietzuglic

ffenders oY potential offenders who had dropped ogt z e e
ochozl system. The sources of referral to tze prgizz oTe e mtiei-
- : ths themse .

treet workers and the you o

niledCiEZE’yiuzhs who atte;ded the Street Academy wo?ii Zi;ilzr e
gizidence of delinquent behavior than other youths wi

grounds.

82

Although the project was operational prior to Impact funding,
Impact caused a shift in project focus from provision of alternative
education to prevention of target crimes being committed by clients.

An innovative feature of the project for Atlanta was the provi-
sion of education to public-school dropouts in a non-traditional setting.

The project's outcome objective was to prevent 50 percent of 325
youths enrolled in the Street Academy from committing an Impact crime
within one year after the completion of six months of enrollment in
the project. Two intermediate objectives were: (a) to have 15 per-
cent of project enrollees pass the GED examination within one year
and (b) to increase the number of enrollees demonstrating improved
self~esteem, awareness of career opportunities, etc. Finally, the
project had two activity objectives, namely: (a) an average daily
attendance rate of 75 percent for the first six months of project
operation for students not passing the GED, and (b) academic services
to local juvenile probation aid parole departments.

10.2.4.3 Coordinated Juvenile Work Release

Operated by the Atlanta Business League, Inc., this project was
designed to reduce recidivism among juvenile offenders by providing
part—time and full-time employment with businesses belonging to the
Atlanta Business League. The project also provided for an intensive
informational and educational program aimed at acquainting target
area businessmen and residents with crime prevention strategies and
methods. As a result of these efforts, the project anticipated an

improved spirit of cooperation among community residents, businessmen,
and juveniles,

This project had two outcome objectives as follows: (a) reduce
the rate of recidivism of project enrollees (60 juveniles, aged 13 to
17) to 13 percent per year, and (b) reduce the number of robberies and
burglaries committed against high-crime area businessmen by 10 percent
during the first 12 months of project life. The project's single
intermediate objective called for 60 percent of all project enrollees,

who had ever been employed during the project, to retain that employ-
ment for a minimum of six months.

The activity objectives were:
{(a) provide each enrollee with a job and (b) conduct workshops and

seminars for target area businessmen and residents.

10.2.4.4 Intensified Outreach Probation

Implemented by the Fulton County Juvenile Court, the major focus

of this project was to contribute to target crime reduction by pro-
viding intensive probation and processing services to approximately

200 potential target and actual target offenders identified by the
Fulton County Juvenile Court.

The reduction in crime was to occur as
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This project's treatment
it maintained

d was community-based.

reduction in recidivism was also achieved.
approach differed from regular treatment in two ways:

lower caseloads than normally expected an

The project's outcome objectives were: (a) to reduce the recidi-
vism rate among the selected group of 200 juveniles by one-third,
(b) to reduce the number of juvenile cases of target offenses by 10
percent by July 1974 and 14 percent by November 1974, (c) to reduce the
number of burglaries and street crimes by juveniles in selected high
delinquency areas by one~third. As an intermediate objective the -proj-
ect planned to reduce the time between initial detention and disposi-
tion hearings from 43 to 26 days. Finally, its activity objectives
were two in number and are stated as follows: (a) to identify, within
a one-month time frame, 620 youths, 420 to serve as controls and 200
to enter the project and (b) to complete the hiring of all staff.

10.2.5 Adult Corrections Projects

10.2.5.1 Therapeutic Community Rehabilitation Program
(Project DOOR)

The Department of Offender Rehabilitation (DOOR) Therapeutic
Community combines the concepts of counselling and work release to
provide a community-based offender treatment program designed to
reduce recidivism among ex—offenders. Operating two therapeutic
treatment facilities, one for parolees and probationers and the other
for inmates serving the last 8 to 12 months of their sentence, the
project relies upon a variety of different counselling approaches
(e.g., directional counselling, transactional analysis, reality therapy,
etc.) to assess offenders in their reintegration into socilety.

An innovative feature of the project is the combining of coun-
selling and a work release program in a fashion which radically departs-

from previous treatment approaches in Georgia.

Project DOOR became operational on September 15, 1973 and is
funded through June 30, 1976. The project's outcome objectives are:
(a) to achieve a 20 percent reduction in the recidivism rate among
Impact target offenders participating in the Wheeler House project
component, when compared to a control group, and (b) to achieve a 20
percent reduction in the recidivism rate among Impact target proba-
tioners and parolees participating in the Cateway House project com-
ponent, when compared to a control group. The intermediate objectives
were to graduate 220 and 180 men from Wheeler House and Gateway House
respectively by April 30, 1975. The activity objectives called for
the implementation of four community treatment centers in Atlanta and
the thorough investigation of recidivism and the behavioral charac-

teristics of the recidivist.
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10.2.5.2 Intensive Probation Counselling

This proi .
ling to 308 péigg :as to prov%de one hour weekly of intensive co
burglary. ook ns on probation in Fulton County for robbery 37581*
seliiny . T tofziuzmof gOOfwere to receive six months of sﬁcgncozz
; e ount of counselli i ; » -
ncnths (2 ¢ . ng time is a ‘O -
Flam;ed(;i ﬁgg‘tlgjl‘”th 6 months each). Additionallypp;h?;x%lytm
S group of 330 probati ) jec

group of ioners as well as :

p probationers who would receive testing and no zgiizeilFESt

elling.

These latter two
groups were non-repeating: i
observed for the entire 18 months pearings rhat 1s, they were to be

Counselling was provided in

. . t
tion Offices as well as three nei he main Fulton County Adult Proba-

SNTRNN , hborhood i
nev" probat . g od counselli
probation officers were to be hired for this ngjgizters.h TEn

N » €eacn o
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probation of?iiiilgngicﬁo”wozk unﬁer and be advised by a "veteran"
2 ; ST veteran’ office .
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of t@e group receivingstgzsiéglzflno and che e cop reeaiE:
testing nor intensive counsellin b
feduced recidivism of those coungegir
increased amount of time spent with :

Moni ,
and the group receiving ne?iﬁgilng
e also to be accompiished. The

d should occur because of (a) an
ach probationer; (b) increased

. . lem of 20 percent for those
selling, those not receiving such coun-

This project initiallv b

ind Pecember 1974, . egan to provide services in Julv 1974

10.2.5.3 Intensive Employment

. This project seeks to reduce recid
Lor.Impact offenses) among clients b |
@url?g the first year after the
1t aims to provide its clients

an adequate wage and to educate
the potential benefits of hiring

1visw (as measured by arrests
s oth during pProject enrollment and
y' ave left the project. To this end
with meaningful employment which pays,

businessmen and the i
ubl i
ex-~-offendars. ’ T regarding

The i !
(a) to regzZie;;P: ;Wg O?Siome o?jECtiveS are stated as follows

) ecidivism (i.e ;
project enrol €., rearrest of an of .

- and (b)lginiidto 10 percent on an annualized basgsfssdgr during
offender within one uce lyge IT recidivism (i.e., rearrestwofeapgember 20,
o i year of completd :
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120 clients with jobs within two
business owners per
offenders.

a) to provide
agd (b) to meet with 15 new
e employment needs of ex—

activity objectives:
weeks of enrollmen?,
month to discuss with them th

Services for Ex-0Offenders

iti trialization Center (0IC)

Lemented By OppcrtugigiiZeiniiill training to 150 adglt .

reduce recidivism among project.cllegte e
Specifically, the project 1s
d five counsellors on the

10.2.5.4 Manpower Training

Imp : .

of Atlanta, Inc., this progic
hopes to

Impact offenders and :
bypsix percent over 2 one year period.

. . an

focusing the services of 10 instructors . e counse Lo e coun-
ision of work gkills for Impact trainees.

provi

. ecial
. . t, job placement, SP
: vocational, job development, ic, elec—
SEIilng (eéius gzd traini;g (e.g+> secretarlalﬁ aUtoim;ZEinto’be ased
studies, etc. . ) Some of the equlp
: i raphic arts, etc.). ; vided through
%rlcalaiigizi’tiaiiing was purchased by 0IC with funds pro
in voc

this grant.
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11.0 THE LEAA TASK FORCE VISITS ATLANTA: PROGRAMMATIC DIRECTION AND
AGENCY ROLES ARE REFOCUSED

The LEAA, on October 18 and 19, 1973, performed a Task Force visit
to review constructively Atlanta's Impact program as it related to the
roles and responsibilities of the ARC, SPA and RO. The subsequent
report of Task Force findings, in the opinion of the RO coordinator,
was "'especially helpful' in placing Atlanta's Impact program into a
realiscic perspective. The eight-member team, comprised of individuals
from the National Institute and the Region IV Office of the
LEAA, looked at the Atlanta program from six key vantage points:

(a) Administration and Grants Management, (b) Financial Management,

(¢) Data Collection and Analysis, (d) Planning and Evaluation, (e) Tech-
nical Assistance and (f) the Courts Role in Impact. After presenting
its major findings across the six areas, the Task Force summarized the
strengths and weaknesses of the program and offered recommendations for

improving upon the noted deficiencies.(107)

The more interesting
findings relate to the roles of principal agencies involved in the
decision-making process and inter-governmental relationships, data

collection and analysis, and planning and evaluation. These are cited

helow:

I. ADMINISTRATION AND GRANTS MANAGEMENT

A, Tripartite Role and Inter-Governmental Relationships

Due to past conflicts, "affirmative partnership'" roles
between ARC and SCC have become uncooperative roles.
SCC is not involved in the program, other than review
of applications. ARC does not communicate fully to
SCC, feeling that the more information it provides to
the state, the more questions the state will raise.
ARC's position has prompted a negative attitude of
non~-involvement on the part of the state.

The poor intergovernmental relationships have been
coupled with a lack of mutual expectation of each
party's responsibilities. The key needs in Impact
administration are: :
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1 Improved communication and relationships.

2 Reclarification of an agreement t? roles
. as outlined in the plan of operations,
and,

3; Cooperative carrying out of role respon-
gsibilities.

Accountability — Five Levels of Government

t' s b g 3

not directly accounta 1y (Ot oeren. ravo

rs the "delivery system . en
Thisogzﬁiility is distributed to several qlfigrzgiylev s
éioptakes the final responsibility? Who is fin

(}
accountable for the Impact program:

i C

Tt is true that placing the Impact progii?nwtiieﬁﬁ. e

: it from local politics to a cert N et
T erom 1 not directly a political veh1c1§ for g has,
Prog?am 1i directly affected by city elections. 1; s
o o ?ot d out by ARC as an advantage. Howeverz tdoug
beendpo;n iovide a buffer against city politics, 1to Zim
iii pzivige direct accountability £for the Impact Prog .

In summary, the delivery system and accz;zzagiizzz igr
Impact is inadequate because there arei e élanning
government involved, and ARC is a.[reg o

commission, not & governmental unit.

)2 ticn

Plan of Opera |

The plan of operation established a Task Fo;ze éggizgzl
riug) including representatives frog the city S
?ustice agencies and the Mayor's OiflceéLaZEzizl in;ut

i —exi t, except for occ
is virtually non existent, £ .
from individual members of the gub-Task Force

i i ~ytive
At the state level, the participation ?thiieeziézgtion
i i 1y non-existent, W P
committee 18 virtual
of application review and endorsement by
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ble to the city (0ffice of the Mayor) -

the SCC chairman.

IT. DATA COLLECTION AND ANALYSIS

A. ARC Competence

ARC is currently collecting and analyzing data in a
thorough, statistically sound manner. Data work has
expanded beyond the original Atlanta Police Department
grant to modify records to a comprehensive unified system
to be applied on a regional basis. Data are being col-
lected from all criminal justice agencies in the Atlanta
area. ARC has expertise in collection and analysis and

does not seem to need technical assistance from the state
or LEAA.

Delay in Master Plan Update

The need to collect data from the "universe' instead of

from a sample has delayed the collection and analysis for
the update, which was due 1in October.

III. PLANNING AND EVALUATION

A,

Master Plan Updates

ARC has not complied with the update requirement, due to
a delay in data collection. Originally due by October,
it won't be in until the end of December.

There seem to be two planning processes in use. The first
one is in use now and consists of funding individual proj-
ects based on present data from the original master plan.
About 813 million in projects are to 'be funded in an
initial planning phase of Impact. These projects, after
implementation, are then to be evaluated. At evaluation,
determinations are made for re-funding of successful proj-
ects (re-funding with the possible remaining $7 million).

This is a trial and error method based somewhat on current
data.

The second process is described in a paper on crime-
specific planning. It appears that ARC has been trying

to use the crime~specific approach but lacks wvalid data,
so it is delaying writing any plan at all.

If the planning does initially involve a trial and error
method until the valid data are collected and analyzed,
then this should have been stated in a master plan update
months ago. It would at least provide some insight as to
how projects are selected. SCC is concerned about proj-
ect selection and project-by-project reviews without an
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overview of Impact planning processes or goals. ARC has
- repeatedly expressed the inadequacy of the original master
plan, yet this plan is all SCC or LEAA have to depend on.

When asked to prioritize project applications being sent
to SCC and LEAA for the remainder of the program, ARC was
reluctant. Priority setting requires Task Force (policy
group) input, which the CAT seems to want to avoid.

Because there is no priority structure or overall plan
showing the ideal complete program, the state review of
projects is hampered. Some means of phasing out Impact
at the end of funding must be established, either by a
deadline date, a definitive list of projects to be funded,
or a master plan update submitted forthwith.

B. ARC Rapport with Operational Agencies

ARC has developed close communication and good rapport
with local agencies, which has facilitated publicity of
the Impact program and attracted many potential sub-
grantees.

C. Evaluation Component

ARC's Impact evaluation plan is considered one of the move
sophisticated components in the national Impact program.
ARC and Georgia Tech seem to be learning this relatively
new area of criminal justice evaluation as the program
progresses. Though project goals are sometimes set unreal-
istically high, the evaluation appears to be honest and
objective....(108)

Thus Atlanta's Impact program was viewed as having much to recom-
mend it, in particular the extensive and sound data collection and
analysis planned, the level of sophistication of the evaluation effort
and the program's apparent good rapport with local agencies. There
were, however, some major problems with the program as it was then
developing. For one thing, there was the quality of relationships
between the CAT and the SPA. This situation had, in turn, triggered
another problem: the shift of state responsibility back to the l
Regional Office. But there were other problems, too. There was the

seeming lack of plans to Institutionalize Tmpact planning techniques,
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lled for, as first order strategies, a master plan update
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ING
12.0 THE MASTER PLAN UPDATE IS COMPLETED AS O™HER ISSUES AFFECT

IMPACT DEVELOP

work on the master plan update had begun as early as

Serious

assaults, after which another effort would be directed toward finding
the correct census tract for each offense in the original sample and

collecting offender-based transaction system (OBTS) information on

ory provide

April 1973 and documents reviewed for this program hist eroons avrested for offences included tn the oripinel somle. In the
s

a useful record of the day~-to-day planning activities from April meantime, CAT staff continued to work on the development of matrices

for the analysis of the data.
through September. :

developed data collection instruments

During April, the CAT had During the week of May 21, offenses in the original samples

ed that these data would be

- cleared by arrest were separated, and information on each offender
for 1972 Impact crimes and anticipat y ) |

collected during May - July and analyzed during June - August. The was transferred to the offender-based tracking form to prepare for

ice department to co-

. searchi the poli £ 1 s '
GAT also made liaisen contacts with the po earching the police department's ID records for other data elements

ordinate the data collection and hired five temporary employees to The offense sample was reintegrated and sorted by street address to

help the permanent CAT staff collect the data. permit the search for the census tract in which the offense occurred.

Simultaneously, the offender sample was being sorted alphabetically

lding a 99%

| ‘ ‘ . S P K3 . l .
A comsultant advised the CAT that & sample size yi° by last name to allow searching the police department's ID section

. master name index.
confidence level would appear as follows:

CRIME TOTAL REPORTED 1972 SAMPLE SIZE During the last week of May, census tract numbers were linked
to the location of each offense and the CAT then began the process of
. 185
Homicide 222 %85 linking census tract numbers to the addresses of offenders in the
2 - ‘
Rape 74 550 gample. After the latter exercise was completed, the police depart-
Robbery 3,0 510
Aggravated Assault 2,143 640 ment ID number was entered on the ORTS form and the criminal history
: 14,542
Burglary ’

jackets of each offender were reviewed for arrest and commitment data.

d the suggested sample for Superior Court actions found in the files of the Superior Court. In
e

universe of homicide and rape offenses an

d to establich the victin/ the meantime, the breakdown of target crimes by census tract was being
o

. ; CAT also planne .
the three other crimes. The ind assault inci- tabulated to allow analysis at various levels of detail.

of fender relationship for the universe of robbery

i i the
i bageline from which to measure
n order to establish a Dat all five crime By June 20, a problem had developed in that the police department's
ata on

computer software for analysis of 1973 target crimes would not be

dents 1
change in stranger—to-stranger crimes.

i i id-May.
caregories e e conered ’ ready until November or December. The CAT decided that it would not

g 3 C

victim/offender relationship for the universe of robberies and
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would collect the universe instead of a sample. Two part~time staff

members were put to work collecting robbery data covering the first

six months of 1973, after which they would begin to coliect data on

t+he other Impact crimes. By July 27, the CAT had completed its tal-

e 1972 offense data and had finished the collection of 1973

g Division now believed

lying of th
robbery data. since the City Data Processin

it could furnish a printout of offenses by census tract by November

1973, the CAT decided to end its manual collection of 1973 data.
gince the robbery sample had already been collected, it was decided

to reduce the data to census tracts manually to provide a cross—

validation check of the computerized data.
The week of August 10 saw a further problem develop. An initial
alvsis of 1972 high-crime census tracts was made and compared to

an

those in the original master plan. Only 50 percent were similar.

The CAT consultant concluded that poth samples were valid on a city-

wide basis but mnot when broken down by census tract. Consequently,
the CAT would need to collect, reduce and analyze the universe of
all 1972 target crimes in order to identify high-crime census tracts
accurately, with a consequent major effect on the cost and schedule

for the master plan update.

During the week of August 13, the staff prepared an putline of
selected demographic information for profiles of census tracts and
an outline of graphs and charts for the plan update. The staff also
designed and printed abbreviated forms for collecting the universe
of 1972 target crimes. These data were begun tO be collected and
were expected to be completed by mid-September. BY October, the CAT
was in a position to write chapters on ipndividual target crimes
and by January 1974, the updated master plan had made its way through
the review cycle to the SPA. Thus the CAT, in a period of slightly
less than eight months, had completed the master plan update. Although
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{oni ,
significant hurdles (i.e., review and approval by the SPA and the
Region IV i i

g Office of the LEAA) were immediately ahead, a general feeling

among CAT mem i i
bers was voiced by the director, who has since stated that

1! > .
for a first-time effort, it worked real well.”(log)

There ha i i
d been occurring, simultaneously with its work on the
master
plan update, other events that were exogenous to Impact bué

which were bound t
o have some reper i
percussions on the program's ad-

ministrati i -
tion. 1In the first case, the incumbent mayor of Atlanta

had been enmesh i "'ni '
meshed in a "nip and tuck' battle for his political life

commencing with the October 3rd primary. His chief opponent, th
s e

incum i i
bent vice mayor, had in the primary, defeated the mayor by a

2,5 to 1 i
o margin. The mayor, meanwhile, had just managed to salvage the

.
klad st i y W .

oppone
pponent polled 59.2 percent of the vote. The winning candidate's con-

. . .
StltUEHC], &CCOI’dlﬂg to The Atlanta Constitution had included, not only
]

a "crushi jori
ushing black majority,'" but also '"a surprisingly strong showing

among whi " i i
g te voters,'" enabling him to become the first black mayor ever

been the i
No. 1 issue in the mayoral race. The incumbent mayor who had
. b

g ¥

On a
nother level, some problems had developed which directly
involve
i d the Atlanta Police Department. e police issue contained at
east th itd " i .
ree critical areas. First, the media and some political can

didates a
ppeared concerned over the matter termed ''policemen and pistol
and shooting" i i L
ing' which focused on policemen involved in the controversial

de
aths of several suspected offenders and numerous allegations of
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olice brutality. gecond, the Justice Department‘s Office ziaiIZtlwas
Ziggts Compliance had warned the Atlanta police ?epartmizz e
out of compliance with federal hiring practices in resp N attect
and women. (This matter, if not settled rapidly, could ;e e
the flow of Impact funds to Atlanta.) Third, therenzaihz s
the police department in the total city structure ihe o tion,
between the chief of police and the mayor—-elect. )

while controlled entirely by the city, was, n?verfhéiezi;vjzzezzzzem

i ause it was not under the city's civi .
;2i2p::iizzi:ii in the view of the mayor-elect, encouraged an ''unpre-
cedented degree of cronyism'' in promotional ﬁréctices. lﬁe w:i Z:tment
record, both for "g gystem of accountability" in thé police f ihe

and as having been "yigorously opposed' to the appointment O .
chief of police. Even before the election, there h%d Eee: a tZZi: >
led principally by black leaders, asking for the chlei sA.eZifronta_
because of alleged "insensitivity to racial problems. o e
tion thus appeared imminent in the months ahead; y%t large a:o? N
Atlanta's Impact funds were locked into police prog:?tsiacizentnto "

i final case, there was the issue of crime diSp

Zz;zibi?d In increasing numbers, suburban Atlantans in ?1ayiont Ziziib,
and Cobb Counties were complaining that Impact was forcing crim

to give up the city for the suburbs.'" The ARG, where.the iiTtZize
located, was & regional planning unit and was responsible ) "
suburban jurisdictions as well as to the City of Atlanta. owf:om !
the city perceive the ARC role, in the light of néw pressmiresres .
suburban members to whom the regional planning unit was also pf N
sible? ''Some black residents of Atlanta' according to & mejbethCh

RO staff, 'perceive the Atlanta Regional Commission as a body W

i i uburban
dilutes political power of city residents and increases s

13.0 THE ARC DECISION TO CONTRACT FOR EVALUATION

AND THE EVALUATION
PROCESS IN ATLANTA

13.1 The ARC Decision to Contract for Evaluation

One of the few areas where Atlanta's Impact program received con-

sistently good marks from all governmental levels reviewing the CAT's

efforts was evaluation. This success appears linked to the decision to

let a contract for technical assistance with the Georgia Institute. of

Technology's School of Industrial and Systems Engineering (hereinafter

referred to as Georgia Tech). Although the first of two Impact evalua-

tion contracts with Georgia Tech began on August 1, 1973, the school's
association with the CAT had begun much earlier. Georgia Tech's chief
evaluator for Impact has since explained the situation:

There were only a couple of projects on the street...and the
evaluation of them had been handled by ARC under the guidance
of a couple of the Georgia Tech professors acting as consul-
tants. I think this made ARC aware of the fact that once a
large number of projects were implemented they were going to
need more [evaluation] help than they had in-house...more

capability...so they turned to Georgia Tech to prcvide that
assistance.

I guess one point to clarify here is the role of Georgia Tech
versus the ARC role. Overall evaluation of the Impact pro-
gram was ARC's responsibility and they maintained that res-
ponsibility throughout....And within ARC there were people
assigned to individual projects to perform monitoring activ-
ities....Periodically, the Georgia Tech people performing the
evaluation would meet with the project people....[We] didn't
live with them daily but as a result of the analysis we did,
typically we would go down, present our analysis to the proj-
ect people, talk about the results and conclusions...and get

their comments and incorporate them into any fixed analysis
we turned out.(1l1ll)

Thus, Georgia Tech had been involved with the Atlanta CAT as a

project-level evaluation consultant as early as the latter part of

S
l t . )

£ the city which ended in January 1973 and was not refunded based upon the evalua-
i lements © e

ARC is under scrutiny by some e

problem...[and]

tion results.
(110)
11

Prior to its first contract with Georgia Tech, the CAT
power structure.
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had let contracts to two California-based consulting firms (INTASA,
Inc., and Public Systems, inc.) to assist with the development of the

Atlanta plan of operation and to develop a unified computer system for

the Atlanta Police Department. In particular, the contract with PSi

had been fraught with problems, centering on delays in meeting con-

tractual obligations and PSi's use of a subcontractor to "perform cer-

tain computer programming."(llz) Despite these problems, which wete

eventually settled equitably, the CAT nonetheless preferred to contract
for evaluation services rather than develop an in-house capability.

From the standpoint of the ARC, a regional planning unit, Impact was a

one-time, short-term commitment which was a source of "some problems"

of a jurisdictional nature. The ARC executdive director explains his

agency's position this way:

We, as a regional planning agency, were required to do plan-
ning for one jurisdietion, the City of Atlanta. It had some

of the same problems that would have occurred if a regional
zoning agency tried to do zoning for a local city....We knew

in the Impact program was one of short duration, in
agency life span, and it was not my intention to

an enormous staff for such a short period of time.(113)

our role
terms of
build up

The ARC, then,
a three~year period and its commitment was for that period of time.

saw Impact as a program that would be phased out after

Further, Impact was a city program placed in an agency whose functions

were regional in nature and which lacked direct political account-

ability for the program. There was yet another reason why the decision

to contract for evaluation seemed the more reasonable course to the ARC.

In a recent interview, the second CAT directcr stated the following:

When I came on board, we had to make the decision either to
roll with Georgia Tech or develop our own in-house capability.
At that point in time, evaluation, nct to mention the crime-
specific approach was new. Evaluation hadn't been fully
transferred to the criminal justice system....Evaluation
expertise just didn't exist, period, and you couldn't pay the
salaries to attract evaluators on an in-house staff unless
you totally put the salary structure for them out of line
with the rest of your staff....It was the cost...and the time
....We needed that expertise immediately. It's not something
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we co

e haglgode;e%op....So from a cost basis and a time basis
10 choice but to contract with these peopl Thad

evaluation expertise. (114) people who had

Thus, it i
e , appears that two major factors contributed to the ARC's
cisio ‘
0 to contract for evaluation: (a) the ARC view of it mmi
ment to Impact as short ' \ s
~term, coupled with it
s diffuse regional
ponsibilities and (b) e e
the cost and time
elements, coupled wi y
pne ‘ s P with the
v ility of local evaluation expertise, within the university
setting, v Ldd
g Overriding these factors, however, was the issue of rol
e

essary. "If T i i
had it to do over again, I would Probably eliminate the

SPA and ARC because," said he,

"
t
broth.”(115> here were too many cooks spoiling the

duced evaluations fo
r 14 of Atlanta's 29 operational Impact pProjects.

13.2  The Evaluation Process in Atlanta

For the i
‘ At.Lanta program, evaluation was defined as "the Process
of deter;uining the amou \Y
nt of Success in achi i i >
' . ”( I)Il le ing predetermlned goals
and ObleCt.LUes. The evaluation Process consisted of three ma .!OI'
ele e s (a) P 1 g |
ment la[llllll fOI the evaluatiov of ] Programs
. Projects and
(b) monitori - i i "',
' ring the on g01ng Projects and the program, and (C) deter
minin th ] n e‘
g e degree of and reasons for success of the Projects and th
Program. \'% i y
' g Thus, the e aluatlon Process in Atlanta may be broken dOWIl
i
into three basic components: evaluation planning, evaluation moni
1

toring and evaluation analysis (see Table X below)
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TABLE ¥

THE COMPONENTS

REOUIRED

MODTFICATI NS

OF THE ATLANTA EVALUAT

10N PROCESS

EVALUATION PLANNING
" QUANTIFY GOALS AND OBJECTIVES

* FORMULATE EVALUATION AND DESIGN
*DETERMINE DATA NEEDS
‘DETERMINE METHODS OF

*ESTABLISH REPORTING
MECHANISMS

ANALYSIS

|

EVALUATION MONTTORING

GRAM
o et et s
T ) i .
TBUTTION
ENT * ASGESSMENT OF CONTR
‘MONTTOR EVALUATTON COMFCH A PROGRAM GOALS AND
IMPLEMENTATTON O e
SCOPE
MONTTOR PROJECT/PROGEE &  DETERMTNATION OF REASONS

MONITOR SCOPE OF
PLAN

THE EVALUATION

FVALUATION ANALYSTIS
"SUCCES

FOR SUCCESS

S LEVEL DETERMINATION

EVALUATION REPORT FOR TH

E ATLANTA HIGH

(SOURCE: GEORGIA TECH INTERIM

TMPACT PROGRAM, JUNE 1975.)
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13.2.1 Evaluation Planning

The evaluation plan provided a structure for the analvtical input
to be used in assessing the potential value of the projects and pro-
grams, and detailed the project/program evaluation efforts and require-
ments. Seven activities c¢r steps were included in the planning effort.
These were:

(a) Formulation of measurable goals and objectives to include

(1) the identification of desired end results and (0) the

identification of any important limits under which the re-
sults were to occur.

(b) Identification of the criteria to be used in measuring the
amount of success in achieving the goals and objectives.

(¢) Identification of the performance measures for each criterion.

(d) Selection of an evaluation design that was practical, given
existing resources and conditions.

(e) After thorough consideration of data necessity, availability,
reliability, validity and cost, determination of (1) the data
elements necessary for each performance measure, (?) where
the data were to be found, (3) how and when the data were to
be collected, and (%) how the data would be managed.

(f) Determination of the analytical techniques that would be
applied to the data to yield (1) information regarding
accomplishment and (2) informaticn to aid in developing causeg
and effett relationships explaining the results obtained,
and,

(g) Establishment of the mechanism necessary to report analytical
results to decision-makers and others needing this informa-
tion. ’

Performance of the above activities was used by the evaluation
analysts to produce the evaluation component for the various projects
in the program. A flow chart of the evaluation planning process is

shown as Figure 1 below.

13.2.2 Evaluation Monitoring

The monitoring process, which ensures that the projects and pro-

grams are implemented as described in grant applications and evaluation
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(SOURCE:

Fn%p SPECIFY MEASURABLE GOALS AND OBJECTIVES

s FORMULATE A PRACTICAL EVALUATION DESIGN

ms SPECIFY DATA COLLECTION PROCEDURES

ﬂﬁFﬁSPECIFY APPROPRIATE DATA REDUCTION AND
ANALYSTS TECHNIQUES

FIGURE 1

THE ATLANTA IMPACT PROGRAM
EVALUATION PLANNING PROGESS

7 NTA
GEORGIA TECH INTERIM EVALUATION REPORT FOR_THE ATLA

TMPACT PROGRAM, JUNE 1975.)
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plans respectively, requires obtaining the data necessary for deciding
whether to continue, modify, or stop on~-going projects and programs.
Four major monitoring categories were established by Georgia Tech
evaluators:

(a) Project/program implementation monitoring to ensure that

the project or program was being carried out as planned
and that goals and objectives were being met.

(b) Evaluation compcnent implementation monitoring to determine
if the evaluation plan was being carried out as specified.

(¢) Monitoring project/program scope to ensure that the project/
program design and expected success levels remained reason-
able and realistic as project experience was gained and
changes in environmental conditions occurred, and,

(d) Monitoring the scope of the evaluation plan to ensure that
the evaluation plan remained an effective tool in analyzing
the success of a project.

13.2.3 Evaluation Analysis

The analysis process providedlinputs for the project/program
monitoring process, and at the conclusion, was to have provided mea-
sures of the degree of success and was to have helped explain the
reasons for such success., The four essential evaluation analysis
activities were:

(a) Success-level determination to obtain the degree of success

of a project/program in achieving its interim and final goals
and objectives.

(b)' Statistical analysis to determine if the level of project/
program performance being achieved was significant in a
statistical sense.

(¢c) Assessment of contribution to higher level goals and objectives

to assist in program planning and control and in interim eval-
uation. (The planning effort resulted in the establishment

of four sets of achievements designed as goals, sub~goals,
objectives and sub-objiectives. At the highest level, the
analysis took into consideration the LEAA goals and at the
lowest level, the project outcome goals, In between, two
levels were established to logically relate the possible proj-
ects to the LEAA goal in such a way as to guide the selection
of projects with the highest expected impact and to assist in
interim evaluation.)
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(4) Determination of reasons for the degree of success achieved
(to be performed at both project and program levels). This
analysis was to provide insights into activities, cause-
effect and other relationships to assist in the design and
implementation of other crime control projects.

13.3 The Link Between the Evaluation Process and the Program Structure

In Atlanta, in order to tie together the key steps of the COPIE-

cycle, an overall program structure was developed. The objectives were

(a) was explicit in its intention to

to develop a structure which:
{c) would

reduce target crimes, (b) was consistent with the LEAA goals,

convey to all participants exactly what the program was expected to

accomplish, {(d) would keep the program on course during execution,

(e) would aid in reporting progress to others, and (f) would facilitate

evaluation of projects and the program. Tt was through its program

structure, then, that Atlanta ensured that a crime-oriented approach

was used during its Impact program. That original structure is shown

as part of Table VII on page 70. In the perception of Atlanta's evalu-
ation contractors the Impact program would require a structure which

both specified the needs and facilitated the evaluation of the various

projects and the overall program. Additionally, to meet the overall

Impact goal, the evaluation analysts felt the structure should provide

aid in selecting projects. Needs were to be identified through the

data analysis. Next, a program structure was to be developed to link

the problems to possible actions so as to guide the selection of proj-

ects with the highest expected impact. Sub-goals would be used to

These, in turn, would divide the pro~

identify general action needs.
Per—

gram into parts requiring significantly different project types.
formance measures and quantitative targets were established for each

sub-goal; however, these sub-goals, generally, were not specific enough

to relate needs to agency projects. Consequently, to achieve this

level of detail, Atlanta evaluators developed a third level in the

program structure. At this third level, distinct objectives which were

felt to be feasible within each sub-goal component were identified and
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evaluators be] i
ieved that if they could be met, then the ma+
ajor program

goal would be met as well

3 t.he e'alu""tcrs
g

occurred in J
anuary 1973, Table XI, below, depicts that
revision,

g ] t
g

gram structure
» Shown as pPart of Table VII on page 70, r 1
» Téveals a number

of significant ch
anges. For example, S
» Sub-goal 1 became "
Reduce the

Number of Reported Burglariegs by 6 per
Burglaries in 1972" instead o
Tracts by 20 percent."
explained it,

the Program st
structure, Additionally, the revised sup goal
; —goal would avoid

the double counti
ting that could ha
Ve occurred with sub H
—80oais 1 and 2 as

origi i
ginally defined, Another revision to ¢

in Apri i
Pril 1974, Thig revision deleted the

Program Structure, submi
added ap objective.

rape,

b

Georgia Tech
als
forecasting 1974 crime-

O completed tyo models for

levels s @ study

C
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Since its contract expired on June 30, 1975, and Atlanta's Impact pro-
gram would continue through the end of 1976, it was not possible for

Georgia Tech to perform more than an interim evaluation; conclusions

and recommendations were therefore tentative. Among these were the

following remarks:

The concept of crime-specific planning and its performance- -
oriented demands was relatively new. Rather than building
upon a base of experience, the Impact program was perhaps
the first large-scale implementation of this approach within
the system, Local agencies and governmental organizations
were not experienced in the generation, conceptualization,
and development of mission-oriented projects, nor were they
experienced in the complexities of project management. This
resulted in delays in both the development of project propo-
sals and in the time required to achieve effective project
operations once grants had been initiated. At higher adminis-
trative levels, there is a need to keep mission-oriented pro-
grams apart from normal bureaucratic operations. There must
be a dedication and commitment to accomplishing the overall
program mission and when required positive action must be
forthcoming so that the program does not flounder. TIn the
Impact program many proposed projects were new in concept

and were originated by agencies inexperienced in dealing with
s bureaucratic (omplexities. In such instances, if the basic

2 approach is sound the project should be initiated and greater
: reliance placed on project monitoring activities to assure

£ that anticipated results are achieved..

AM STRUCTURE

BY

5%

REDUCE TARSET

TABLE XI

THE REVISED ATLANTA 1MPACT PROGR
CRIMES

INCKREAS
ON=SITE
ROBBERY

In spite of these problems, it is remarkable how much has been
accomplished by the Impact program. On a crime reduction
basis, although the Impact goal has not been achieved, there
were, successes in reducing historical trends in burglaries

and in the reduction of commercial robberies. Experience

has been gained throughout the local criminal justice system
with performance-oriented projects. There is a learning
effect involved in project operations and already some proj-
ects have exhibited improvement in performance over time.
Unquestionably experience will be required at all levels of
the criminal justice system to obtain effective results from
the crime~sgpecific planning approach. The Impact program

has provided a start, the initial inertia associated with

any innovation has been overcome, successes have been achileved,
experience gained, and knowledge obtained from the failures.

It now remains to build constructively upon this foundation
provided by the Impact program....(l1l7)

COMMERCIAL
ROBBERIES

4
B3}

TECH INTERIM

REDUCE
RESIDENTIAL
LI

BURGLARIES

GEORGTA

REDUCE
BURGLARLIES
BY

5

RELUCE
NON-
RESTDENTIAL
BY
5%
(SOUHCES

BURGLARIED
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t a
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rk on the Atlanta P
Georgia Tech's evaluation WO

m Ctu 801810ﬂ t h e ut
crY ic l Il t

Georgd £ 1974 relating to the loc

had occurrad during the winter O

us Of the

Crime Analysis Team.
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the Impact bureaucracy.

factors:

had always been strained.

14.0 THE DEMISE AND REBIRTH OF THE ATLANTA CAT:

A CASE TFTOR POSITIVE
INTER-GOVERNMENTAL RELATIONS

Although the master plan update submitted in January 1974 would
not be approved until July 1974, the problems which both the SPA and
RO perceived with the update (and there were many), took on the aspects

of a second-order priority because of a major crisis which developed

over the Crime Analysis Team itself. There was an expressed feeling on

the part of several key participants in the Impact process that the

program was at such loose ends during this period that it seemed likely
to die due to problems of leadership.
dinator:

For example, from the RO coor-

T don't know how it [the CAT] managed to continue....
The main focus at that period of time was on what was
going to happen to the CAT. Was it going to stay at
ARC? Was it going to dissolve completely? Were we
going to lose Impact totally in Atlanta? Were we
going to just forget about the rest of the program?
Were we going to get further funding? Was there a
chance that the CAT could survive in some way?(ll4)

From the SPA coordinator:

[The CAT] organization [was] untenable because...it
perpetuated the troublesome confusion regarding roles and
responsibilities both within ARC and among the different
levels of government involved, (11

And finally, the Region IV Administrator:

The ARC Crime Analysis Team [had] virtually dissolved.(lzo)

The demise of the Atlanta CAT, then, was the major issue facing

The problem seems traceable to at least three

agency relationships, personnel turnover, and final Tmpact

funding deadlires.

14.1 The ARC Loses Its Credibility With the SPA and RO

In the first place, relationships between the ARC and the SPA

When the current SPA coordinator took over

the state's responsibilities for Impact in March 1974, relationships
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between the LEAA RO and SPA, which were never poor, improved markedly.
Indeed, the two Impact coordinators worked so closely together that

they were perceived by some city participants in the program ?s sgeaking
121
1]

with "one voice," and allowing "little room for negotiation.

In the second place, there were major changes in administration

of the Impact program at all three levals. On March 8, the second CAT

director resigned to become the director of the Atianta Crime Commis—

sion. There was also turnover at the Regional Office of the LEAA. As

the RO coordinator explains it, "We had an Acting Administrator who

was anticipating a new Regional Administrator ceming on....We had a

bad period of time in our office without definite leadership [and]

1
there was also a turnover at the state 1evel."( 22) Where the ARC was

concerned, it was also experiencing some additional staff problems.

With the resignation of the CAT director, the ARC director of Govern-

mental Services assumed the role of interim CAT director. However,

wholesale staff defections were expected becauge of the uncertainty

surrounding the future of the CAT within the ARC.

In the third place, all applications for final funding were to
be submitted to the LEAA by September 30, 1974, and Atlanta had, as of
March 1, 1974, approximately $13,000,000 remaining in unobligated

funds. The drawdown of their funds could not begin until Atlanta's

master plan update was approved and the CAT within ARC was being per-

ceived as "dragging its feet." On April 9, the Acting RA wrote the

SPA director the following:

Given sufficient lead time, it was envisioned that a Crime
Analysis Team would be able to demonstrate that its range of
activities would prove of such benefit to the city in planning
and evaluating criminal justice programs that, in some fashion,
institutionalization could be accomplished. For example, the
CAT could be picked up in its entirety as a permanent part of
the city government structure, or particular activities could
be singled out for continuation with city or state support.
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zation of the CAT and éven suggested that it

G.IltlIetV as a Pernlarlen»t part O-f tlle Clty SEIUCCUIeﬁ Illere was no

the CAT through FY '7s, However ntinuation of support to
y

would need to address with respect
evaluation,

there were other matters the CAT

N . to planning, Program management and
iven the time constraints the CAT |

office would r i
ecelve a formal Proposal for CAT/Spa continuation g
upport

] .
RA's Communique, the SpA director transmitt

interim CAT director.

lining the Specifics of the draft conti

nuatio
see by April 18. Ag 4 minimum " Proposal he expected to
nimum,

the draft document was to include the

delineation of th .
. ; € specific responsibilitq
fications assigned to each. F bilities &

b .
(b) grgzsgzlgFlon of where the CAT will fit into the ARC
e coa 1on'structure, including what decision has b
ncerning the formal naming of a pey pProject dieen

(c¢) A complete and detailed description of

utiliz i . .
tha resgeielitlve Lo its remaining Planning functions
phase~out © ?ppl}catlons’ pProgram zdministration ané
importa s mon%tqung and evaluation, Of particular
nition Z‘Eeci‘éréé‘% the continuation phase will be gufi

. —~oLC~LEAA roles in monj ; -
Project deviations or problems nitoring and correcting

(d) The efforts mad i
( @ to institutionalize the CAT!
3 3 . ‘ T - .
igdtﬁva%uatlon capabilities, Indices of locai giqnnlng
e form of matching funds if available, shoulgpgst,

included, as well ag la
n
of federal SUPPOrt.(l§4) S for the CAT beyond the end
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i CAT
Working under enormous pressure, the ARC managed to submit a

i ] the
continuation application on April 26, just four days before

. : £
announced deadline. They were asking for funds in the amount O

AT mem-—
$269 882 to cover the equivalent of 8.39 staff members. All C m
>

bers were to be funded throu ' :
November 1975. 1In reviewing the grant application, the SPA coor

"much overlapping

gh June 1975 and the evaluator through

. " .
dinator found it to be "eonfusingly written'' with
. . . us—

information.'" In her view, the applicaticn was no more than a ]

(125)
tification for continuing the present CAT staff for another year.

. . . sub-
The decision was made to return the application to the ARC for su

stantial revisions.

y W i T.
On Ma 10 a meeting as held to discuss the future of the CA
3

isi hed
The ARC SPA and RO were all in attendance. The decisilon was reache
H

to continue the CAT in the ARC through FY '75 for purposes of moni-
toring and evaluation. Institutionalization would now take a second-
arv role to phasing out of the Impact program. On May 17, the ARC
application for continuation of the CAT was resubmitted to the SPA.

: i dum
Again it was rejected as unacceptable. On May 30, in a memoran
’ .

to her superiors at the Region IV Office, the RO coordinator would

articulate the problems with continuing the CAT within the ARC as

follows:

key agencies involved in

are some problems among the . :

gﬁ;iit administration. The CAT lost much ofhlts gredi:il;zzk
i i hich inadequ

during the first two years of Impact in w

was d%ne, information withheld, and changes made by the CAT

without grant adjustment requests.

‘Now ARC has submitted an application‘for continuation 9f thedCAT
for another year. The state has reviewed the application an

notes two alternatives:

1) rejection, or 2), substantial reduction of thefawaii 2: fund
half of the staff proposed. The crux of the CAT func ;ase_
will be evaluation and monitoring, which amounts to 3935

out of the Impact functions and Fhe CAT by June 30, .

The mayor has endorsed this application.
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One fact which gnaws at the decision to continue the CAT for
another year is the handling of the current CAT grant. Sub-
stantial changes occurred under the present grant, such as
changes in staff positions, turnover in staff members, dis-
solution of the Task Force, unilateral extensions of dead-
lines, and budget category transfers, All of these changes
took place without requests for prior approval from the state
or LEAA,

A budget revision request, which has been in the mill since -
November 1973, has still not reached the Regional Office.
The state has reviewed several submissions but has bounced
them back to ARC for rewrites.

In light of the problems with the current grant, a continua-~
tion grant may be just a continuation of previous problems. (126)

In a nutshell, the problem was one of the ARC's credibility with
the RO/SPA, and of its future viability, both already damaged by staff

defections, and by the inability to trace accountability to any one

individual within the ARC structure. This latter problem had prompted

the SPA coordinator to write the following in a memorandum addressing
the issue of the ARC-CAT continuation application:

Responsibility for performance is diffused among all the CAT
members. I think one control point for information and account-
ability must be established. Under the current and proposed
arrangement, correspondence is initiated by each CAT member, so
that often the members are unaware of each other's actions and
no one person has an overview of the entire operation. In
addition, [the interim CAT director] is almost never available
by telephone and the other members, to whom the calls are

referred, are frequently unable to answer the questions asked.(127)

Consequently, the meeting of July 22, where representatives of all
four governmental agencies came together to decide the fate of the
Atlanta CAT within the ARC was really something of a fait accompli.
The ARC would withdraw its application fa} continuation of the Crime
Analysis Team and the application would be resubmitted by the City of
Atlanta. The implications of this move, viewed by the SPA and the RO
as essentia}, were.many. Most importantly, though, it meant further

delays in revitalizing the Team, and with the ARC serving only in a
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1ame duck capacity, the situation was likely to worsen before getting

better. In effect, "day~to~day administration got left by the wayside

at that point,'" the RA coordinator has since explained. 'There wasn't

that whole period was one

much monitoring of the projects either. S50,
T t (128)

of negotiation....The focus became the future of the CA

14.2 Further Political Developments

Tn the City of Atlanta, where the CAT would be housed, three

events of a political nature had occurred which were 1iable to affect

the Tmpact program. These events were interrelated, having all grown

out of the continuing conflict between the mayor and the chief of

police. First, there was the matter of the mayor's attempt to fire

the police chief. As the Atlanta news media report the circumstances,

it was in mid-April that the police chief won a restrainin
preventing the city from

higher level in the munic-

g order from

a Fulton County Superior Court judge,

appointing & public safety commissioner at a

ipal organizational hierarchy than the police chief's own position. On

May 3, the mayoT had fired the police chief; however, the dismissal was

ruled illegal by a neighboring DeKalb County Superior Court judge. The

case was to go before the Georgia Court of Appeals in September. The

appellate review process had been begun by the police chief and, in

effect, served to prevent the mayor from appointing & public gsafety com

missioner until such time as the appeals court rendered a decision.

Second, the legal struggle between the mayor and police chief spilled

over into the police department. It seems that during the mayor's

abortive attempt at firing the police ~hief, he had appointed an acting

chief. Consequently, two factions developed within the police depart-

ment, one camp loyal to the chief and one camp supporting the acting

chief. During the dgbacle, it was unclear who was in charge. When the

decision was reached that the chief could not be ousted, those officers

supporting the mayor were immediately demoted and transferred. According

to The Atlanta Constitution, the chief emerged from the struggle "in

n(129) Despite the apparent victory
114

a stronger position than ever.

. 3

Ol 1 P : y .

sub i
ubpoenas and faced impeachment by the City Council

zz:lzihavaserious repercussions for Atlanta's Impact ::§Ziair::iizsthe

” fhenEOli:ehadlid:;cateé ?warding another $5,000,000 in Impact funds
. '. e opinion of the RO coordinator, this may have

constituted "a source of conflict due to the mayor's dispute with the

police de .
partment and his [avowed] interest in social programs 1 (130)

14.3 Th i i
e CAT Function is Transferred to the City of Atlanta

Once i i
it had been decided where the CAT would be located the
H

a g

to the SPA i
on August 24, slightly more than four weeks from the July 22

tion to th i
e city. The application was found unacceptable due to a

. :

(a) g%%iizpiizﬁtiﬁns must be received by the LEAA Regional
the State Crime C mmissi i
later than September 30, 1974?mmi~310n'5 certification no

(b) All action : -
project applications must be
consi
the Atlanta Impact program master plan updaieStent with
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A

e Analysis Team in operation in

inue.
rder for the funding of the Impact progra: t?mc22§1;20—
%he CAT is an integral, critical part of.t e ;Oprams
gram, and without it there can be no action prog
b

funded with LEAA Tmpact funds.

(¢) There must be a Crim

‘o he
Addressing the problem of no operational CAT within the ARG,

then proposed the following strategy:

i i immediate
i igh to consider 18 the
ton which you may Wis : s t : e
One'soitgzn of a Task Force to form an ”%ntﬁ¥1m QAE éXTocould
iiizg?mmediate deadlines can be met. ?hls 1n§er;:intained
exist‘as an instrument whereby cgnginulgeriionzl e
i i " CAT is fully o ] . '
e City's "final" C ; ' . han
%ztiirzg” Teai is vital, as it will be the ?01nt zlizgztiation
thz Regional Office will coordinate its review an

of action projects.

follows:
ithout the existence of an operational CAT. He concluded as
wi |
an acceptable CAT application is ;eciigid
in this office by the September 30th deadline, and fur

i i aster
assuming that action projects con81§tentfz1th(Ezithith .
lan update are also received in this of ce.the e
zification from the State Crime Commission), .

schedule will govern: )
(a) By October 15, 1974, LEAA will have either approve
or disapproved the CAT application.

i i i d and awarded on
he CAT application is approve _
® gitzbZr 15, 5374, the CAT will be expected to be opera

tional by December 1, 1974.

....Assuming that

(c) No action projects will be awarded until the CAT is

operational.

ffice no later thap
swards must be made by this of D
@ %iiemzzr 31, 1974, or the money will revert to other

programs.(lBl)

t no
What it all came down to was this: No functional CAT mean

i h
money, and since Steps (b) through (d) above hinged upon the
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completion of Step (a) the city would have to act hurriedly. It was
now September 9 and in just six more days, the LEAA was to have "either

approved or disapproved the CAT application."

On September 11, the mayor met with SPA and RO officials and
ironed out all major issues concerning the CAT. On September 13, the
city submitted a revised application to the SPA, which was then reviewed
and submitted to the RO with the state's endorsement. The Region IV
Office's initial endorsement of the CAT continuation grant then occurred
on October 8, 1974. Two major steps were immediately ahead: the now
defunct CAT must be operational by December 1, and all Impact funds had
to be awarded by December 31, or they would be lost to the City of
Atlanta. Correspondence covering the months of October-November 1974
reveal that this was a period of unprecedented cooperation among the
various governmental levels responsible for Impact administration. By
November 20, the SPA coordinator could notify all Impact project direc-
tors of the transfer of the CAT from the ARC to the City of Atlanta.
Thus, Atlanta had succeeded in transferring the CAT functions to the
city under difficult conditions. In retrospect, the transfer appeared
to have been successfully made for at least three reasons, two of which
are addressed in the following comment made by the RO coordinator:

First, I think the mayor realized he was going to lose a

tremendous opportunity for Atlanta if he allowed the Crime

Analysis Team to go down the drain. Also, he had tradi-
tionally been interested in crime reduction programs....Now,
if the press had gotten wind of the fact that Atlanta might

lose millions of dollars by not continuing the Crime Analysis
Team, it would have looked very bad for him, politically.

Second, the Regional Office was very interested in keeping
the Impact program and there was a miundate. We said that
they could not receive any more Impact money unless the
Crime Analysis Team got started up again. So....it was two
things really. They had $13 million at stake and the mayor's
interest [in getting that money for Atlanta].(132)
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lted 3 d H
-

the

e CAT transfer possible.
ns associated with the Atlanta program,
n-making decentral-

appears to have made th

is believed by some perso

evidence does indicate that the principle of decisio o e
jzation was indeed adhered to by the Region IV RO/?PA sta to.be _—
Year, 1975, would bring with it a new Crime Analysis Team e
by a Harvard-trained attorney who had been, for seven years,

tor of the Atlanta Legal Aid Society.
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15.0 THE CITY OF ATLANTA INSTITUTIONALIZES THE CRIME ANALYSIS TEAM
AS STAFF TO THE CRIMINAL JUSTICE COORDINATING COUNCIL

15.%. The Functions and Structure of the CAT/CJCC are Delineated

The Crime Analysis Team was awarded a grant of $194,267 in LEAA
funds on October 30, 1974. It was incorporated into the City of Atlanta
governmental structure by Special Ordinance at the same time, becoming
operational in January 1975. The CAT, housed in the Office of the
Mayor, was to serve the chief administrative officials and the City
Council as an omnibus criminal justice planning and evaluation unit and
was expected to build upon the COPIE~cycle concepts begun under the
prior Impact planning unit. The new CAT, then, would serve two basic
purposes. It would administer LEAA money provided to the City of
Atlanta (by obtaining, overseeing, monitoring and evaluating grants)
and would serve as staff to the newly created Criminal Justice Coor-
dinating Council (CJCC), the local criminal justice planning unit for
the metropolitan Atlanta area (i.e., Atlanta and Fulton and DeKalb
counties). This was different from the ARC, which planned for a seven-
county region, althougl, technically, the new CAT, too, qualified as a

regional planning unit and was to receive Part B funds from the SPA.

Since the City of Atlanta was located in both DeKalb and Fulton counties,

it was reasonable for DeKalb County to be included im the area for which
the CAT would plan.

The Crime Analysis Team became fully staffed in April 1975. As
presentli constituted, the CAT has 18 staff members. Table XII, which
summarizes the organization of the CAT, is also an attempt to reflect
its various functions (i.e. planning, evaluation, and grants management).
The Bureau of Police Services' small planning and research unit was
reassigned to the Crime Analysis Team and this relationship is also
reflected in Table XII. As already discussed, the CAT serves as staff
to the CJCC, and the CAT director is the executive director of the CJCC
and a permanent member, as is the mayor of Atlanta, who serves as

chairman of the CJCC. The CJCC, then, is the policymaking body and,
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TABLE XVH

TEAM
TIONAL CHART OF THE ATLANTA CRIME ANALYSIS

THE ORGANIZA

GRANTS MANAGEMENT— ‘

Lois Johnson, F/A i
Keith Collier, CJP 1
Dianna Johnson, RA
Charles Burris, RA

“.,;a--um-um.‘.,h“.'Q

eGSR GRS iy, ‘. g,

~CAT/CJICC—

Michael H. Terry, Director !,
5 Caro! Brantley, Systems Coordinator ;
\ Tom Bowman, C.CC Coordinator ;
b Joyce Jackson, Secretary y
\\ Patricia Adger, Secretary | //
N {# _PLANNING—

| N
{ —EVALUATION-—

di Larry Dingle,
! CJP 1il

/ John Brown, CJP I
/ Richard Clarke, RA

Kent Ryan, Vo
Evaluator 1H 3y

Samit Roy, QMA N

Doris Hegmon, \
Evaluator |1 \ ,
ie Vickers,
\, Joan Hudson, RA \\ p RO;{\A@ Vic |
BPSP & R: ~ Ve
~ gill Donald >
Bill Taylor

/2 Jackie Mays, RA 4

ACRONYMS USED:

cJCC: Criminal Justice Coordinating Council
CJP: Criminal Justice Planner
RA: Research Analyst

E/A: Einancial Analyst -
MA: Quantitative Methods Analys .
gPS p & R: Bureau of police Services Planning and Research

S 5.
(SOURCE: ATLANTA CRIME ANALYSIS TEAM, OCTOBER 187 ),
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in addition, holds responsibility for establishing a master plan for
criminal justice, approving all grant applications, and coordinating
planning and problem areas which cross agency and political jurisdic-
tional lines. Table XIII lists the names and organizational affilia-
tions of the various members of the CJCC. As presently constituted,
there are 29 members, six of whom are without obvious ties to a unit
of government. Omitted from the list of CJCC members is the name of

Atlanta's chief of police.

The Tmpact program having surfaced the inadequacy of regularized
community involvement in Atlanta, a CJCC citizen's advisory group was
also established. Called the Atlanta Task Force on Crime, all but two
of its 25 members were private citizens. The name and committee assign—
ments of Task Force members are shown in Table XIV below. The combined
membership of the CJCC and the Task Force thus totals 54 persons. Based
6n their expérience with the original Task Force, both the SPA and RO
coordinators expressed some concern that the new group would be "much

n(133)

too large and unwieldy. However, both the mayor and the CAT

director remained committed to the ideal of involving individuals repre-
senting every strata of the metropolitan Atlanta area in the criminal
justice decision-making process and this commitmenf, in their view,
called for a CJCC and Task Force that were truly representative of all

Atlantans. The CAT director has explained their position as follows:

Thé mayor is absolutely committed to more community involve-
ment in all of his administration...and the CJCC expands the
scope of concern and involvement beyond the traditional
actions within the criminal justice system....I served, for
some short period of time a year ago last spring, on the
Citizens' Advisory Task Force on Impact for the mayor. We
were attempting to get the last grants developed...and we
became very aware that there had been virtually no community-
level involvement over the prior three years of Impact. The
CJCC, I feel, is crucilal to getting the community input, and
the development of the Citizens' Advisory Council to the CJCC
is going to mean even more involvement of the community.(134)
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TABLE XiH

THE CRIMINAL JUSTICE COORDINATING COUNCIL
OF THE METROPOLITAN ATLANTA AREA

2. MR. MICHAEL H. TERRY, 12. THE HONORABLL PIFRRE HOWARD, JE., 2
EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR, C.JGE, AND SENATOR, GEORCIA GEFNERAL ASSEMBLY DISTRICT ATTORNEY, FULTON CCUNTY
DIRECTOR,
CRIME ANALYSIS TEAM,
CITY OF ATLANTA
3. DR. ALLEN L. AULT, 13. MR. J. D. HUDSON, 23. MR. GREGORY STALLS
COMMISSIONER DIRECTOR, BUREAU OF CORRECTIONS, CITIZEN MEMBER
GEORGIA DEPARTMENT OF OFFENDER CITY OF ATLANTA
REHABILITATION/CORRECTIONS
4. THE HONORABLE RICHARD BELL 14. MR, HERBERT T. JENKINS, SR., 24. THE HONORABLE LEROY N. STYNCHCOMBE,
DISTRICT ATTORNEY CITIZEN MEMBER SHERIFF, FULTON COUNTY
COUNTY OF DERALB
5. THE HONORABLE GOODSIN '‘SHAG" CATES 15. THE HONORABLE R. E. JONES, 25. ALBERT L. THOMPSON, ESQ.,
CHAIRMAN, FULTON COUNTY COMMISSION CHIEF JUDGE, ATTORNEY AT LAW
MUNICIPAL COUR1l, GENERAL CITIZEN MEMBER
z DIVISION, CITY OF ATLANTA
N 6. THE HONORABLE DANIEL DUKE 16. MS. PORTIA LASONDE, 26. MR. JACK E. THOMPSON,
SFNIOR JUDGE CITIZI:N MEMBER COURT ADMINISTRATUR,
CRIMINAL COURT OF FULTON COUNTY FULTON COUNTY
7. THE HONORABLE A. REGINALD EAVES 17. DR. GE’OR(;E NAPPER 27. MS. LOUISE W. WIENER,
COMMISSIONER, DEPARTMENT OF CITIZEN MEMBER CITIZEN MEMBER
PUBLIC SAFETY,
CITY OF ATLANTA
8. THE HONORABLE LEON S. EPLAN, 18. MR. JAMES H. PACE, 28. MR. D. E. WILKINSON,
COMMISSIONER, AID TO OFFENDERS YOUTH SERVICES, METRO ATLANTA
DEPARTMENT OF BUDGET AND PLANNING, PROGRAYM DIRECTOR,
CITY OF ATLANTA . GEORGIA DEPARTMENT OF HUMAN
RESOURCES
9. THE HONORABLE DAVEY L. GIBSON, 19. MR. INMAN C. PHILLIPS, DIRECTUR OF 29. THE HONORABLE Q. V. WILLIAMSON,
COMMISSIONER, COURT SERVICES, FULTON COUNTY COUNCILMAN-AT-LARGE, PGST 17,
DEPARTMENT OF COMMUNITY AND HUMAN ADULT PROBATION DEPARTMENT CITY OF ATLANTA
DEVELOPMENT,
CITY OF ATLANTA
10. THE HONORABLE MILDURED GLOVER, 20, THE HONORABLE ROMAE T. POWELL,
REPRESENTATIVE, GEORGIA GENERAL JUDGE, FULTON COUNTY JUVENILE
ASSEMBLY COURT
!
‘ (SOURCE: ATLANTA CRIME ANALYSIS TEAM, OCTOBER 1975)
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THY EONCRABLE MAYNARD JACKSON,
CHAIRMAN OF CJCC AND
MAYOR, ©ITY OF ATLANTA

1.

11. ThEZ HONORABLE RICHARD CUTIMAN, IR,,
COUNCILMAN, DISTRICT #8,

21,
CITY OF ATLANTA

pid

THE HONURABLE DAVID SCO1T,
REPRESENTATIVE, GEORGIA
GENERAL ASSEMBLY

THE HNNORABLE LEWIS R. SLATON,




By late March, the new CAT had developed what it perceived as an

approach to criminal justice planning that was well suited for Atlanta.

Their planning approach was based on three assumptions:

(a)

(b)

(c)

The Criminal Justice Coordinating Council, employing CAT
as its staff, will assume the mandate for all criminal

justice planning for Atlanta....

We [the ¢Jjcc] have adopted two planning vehicles: system

improvement and specific crime reduction....We believe that
the system

the pesiting of crime reduction goals common to
as a whole will encourage the coordinated implementation of
change within individual facets of the system. CAT assumes,
in turn, that changes in system components can be initiated
and coordinated with a successful result of specific crime

reduction....

Because planning recommendations of the CAT will be con-
stantly wedded to the decision-making and implementation
functions of the ¢Jjcc, this planning approach sets & pro-
cess in motion rather than outlining an eventual research

product.

Given the aforestated approach, the CJCC/CAT envisioned ten plan-—

ning steps. Briefly stated, these involved the following activities:

(a)

(b)

(e)

(d)

(e)

(£

(8)

The CAT will assess all currently availéﬁle criminal justice
data and will establish procedures to collect the data.

Using all data sources, i.e., quantitative and qualitative,
the CAT will tentatively select crimes to be targeted for
reduction.

The CAT will then analyze all facets of the system in terms
of services available, manpower allocation, etc.

The CAT will next jdentify the major problems and set rea-
sonable goals for treating those problems.

The CAT will draft prioritized position papers on goals
for use by the cJCC in decision-makinge.

The CAT will suggest objectives and aims for system
components, where aims refer to particular changes to

be implemented in the system.

The CAT will identify all variables essential to the
implementation of solutions to & given goal.
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(h)

T .
t?gngAgozlii.driy together a complete set of recommenda-
- ectiv i
oten. J es and aims for all components of the
(i) ii;irbggﬁ ?JC% acts on its reéommendations, the CAT
implement
riee. p ent and evaluate the chosen crime strate-
(j) The CAT will work f i
. i or intercomponent cooperati i
implementing aims or objectives. (135) perarion =

l b

formulatio
n of measurable g
oals for crime i
reduction and s i
ystem improve-

ments by J 7
uly 1975. Three months beyond that point in time, Octcber
H

1975, it
s was expected that the CAT would have develcped a planning

structur i i iviti
e to guide its activities from October 1975 to October 1976

The 1975 pl
plan was to have three components: a statistical abstract
3

research papers, a Padyd
, and an initial one-ye
ar, comprehensive pl ;
an. Section

one, the statistical abstract section, would present an analysis of th
data gathered from the records of criminal justice agencies and would )
serve as an update of the 1972 and 1973 Atlanta master plans Th
research "issue" section (i.e., section two) would analyze tée da:a in

b

the O i
ffender Based Transaction System (OBTS) and recidivism data

Crim i

assezsAgiéxii:i OBTS,.and Re?idivism. Crime analysis, will

bery aggravategate eight major crimes: homicide, rape, rob-

tion, g .assault, burglary, larceny, handgun vi’l -
lon, an narcotics and dangerous drug abuse ved

will develop three sets of profiles :

cribe the offense: :

oD The analysis
e first will des~—
place of occurrence, time of occurrence,
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type of offense, and other characteristics of the offense,

such as weapon used, extent of injuries, and property taken.
We will develop profiles on victims: age, sex, race, census
tract of residence, education, employment, victim/perpetrator
relationship. A third set of profiles will describe the
offender: age, sex, race, census tract of residence, educa-

tion and employment.

This crime-specific analysis will be useful in several ways.
First, it will give criminal justice decision-makers a better
idea of what is occurring around them in crime. Second,
detailed knowledge of a particular crime aids in planning
manpower deployment and new programs to deal with that crime....
Third, follow-up analysis of specific crimes (will) allow
evaluation of currently employed crime-specific strategies.

OBTS statistics will deal with the major decisions made about
each offender as he passes through the system. The decision
points include arrest, commitment hearing, prosecutive action,
grand jury, prosecutive action again prior to trial, the

trial court experience, etc. Relative to juveniles the pro-
cess 1s as follows: arrest, intake, petition, investigation,
preliminary hearing, court hearing, etc. We will look not
only at the decisions made but also at the amount of time
that passes between decision points,

I ation developed in the OBTS section will also be valu-
ab.. to criminal justice personnel. 1) It will aid in
identifying those points in the system where suspects or
offenders "fall out" of the system; if this fallout is
judged to be too heavy, remedial action can be taken. Also,
this feature allows an agency to know where its clients come
from, where they go, and what happens to them after they
leave. 2) OBTS facilitates the consideration of time as a
variable, allowing the determination of the average time
required to prc a defendant between two decision points.
3) It identifies tue number of people at each decision point
at a given time, so that workloads and bottlenecks can be
identified. 4) It promotes a uniform unit of analysis so
that the flow of clients can be better understood....5) OBTS
promotes the comsideration of the criminal justice system as
a system, encouraging cross—component analysis of criminal
justice problems.

The third part of the statistical abstract, recidivism,...

will study felonies that occur within a three-year period

after the offenders' release from the criminal justice system.
Recidivism is important to know about, if only because much

crime is committed by repeat offenders. However, if the goal

of corrections is to reduce crime, then recidivism is an essen-
tial indicator of success in the rehabilitation of offenders.(136)
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Even if th
e new CAT were to rely, in large measure, on the work

to lead to further difficulties.

It was April 24 wher. the SpPA coordinator delivered
3

in writin
& statement to her agency's executive o

director indicating all was not

well wit
h the new CAT and further, that a problem of role perception

. . s . . .
g l

staging Impact. "CJCC ang block are i

mportant but not more 1 '
than Impact,' ghe Wrote.(137) mportant

In addition, €very penny being used to
exc
o ept for a small spaA grant in Part B funds, was Impact
¢ .

hough she recognized the CAT wag putting in an enormous

a ,
mount of work on special conditions,

run the CAT,

money.

— I . she was still concerned with such
monitoring because bett
er than four month
s had passed

y of a serious effort at moni-

‘ t moni

torlng by the CAT. That Very same day
]

and RO met with the CAT to discuss its p

management responsibilities,

Tepresentatives from the SPA
lanning Process and grantg

As a follow-up to that meeting, the SPA

terms of the agreement reached in the A

Pril 24 meeti ,
Planning process, eting. Regarding the

he expected the CAT to submit justifica

. . tions, 1
writing, addressing the following areas: T
(a) How the citv!' i
(a A | ¥'s plan will fit into bot !
plan and the ScC state plan. ke
steps which have or will be ta
effort with ARC's, and to insu

S§ regional
Please describe specific
ken to coordinate the CAT's
re that the CAT'g timeframes

(b) What is meant by "data bank."

(c) Briefly, how the three plan components
abstract, research papers, ’
together into a whole,

poner the statistical
and initial plan, will fit
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In relation to Impact grants management, it was agreed that the
CAT would submit the following:
(a) A formal monitoring format and time schedule. These will
be open to SCC and LEAA comments and suggestions.

(b) The names of the CAT staff members to whom monitoring and
grants management responsibilities for specific Impact
grants have been assigned.

(c) CAT staff reviews of all Impact applications and grant
adjustment requests. CAT reviews should screen out all
computational errors, unallowable costs, and unjustified

expenditures. (138)

Problems between the new CAT and the SPA/RO were not solved,

however. Writing (May 9) to the Region IV Administrator, the RO coor-

dinator saw the situation thusly:

The Crime Analysis Team is not fulfilling its Impact responsi-
bilities. There is more emphasis placed on the Criminal Justice
Coordinating Council than on Impact projects. Specifically, the
CAT is deficient in the following Impact areas:

(a) Monitoring - On January 24 and February 5, [the SPA
coordinator] and I met with the CAT and emphasized the

monitoring responsibility. The only monitoring that
has taken place since then has been initiated by SCC
and LEAA,

(b) Evaluation -~ We have received no evaluation reports
since the new CAT started, The CAT wants to change
Georgia Tech's evaluation methodology. The CAT has
hired fiscal specialists as evaluators.

(c) Grants Management — One person has been assigned to
do grants management activities. The project directors
have been contacted by a particular CAT member as a
liaison. Grant adjustments have arrived at the State
Crime Commission with unnecessary errors. Most of the
grant adjustment requests have nad to be returned to
the CAT for corrections and additional information.

In general, the CAT is poorly managed. There is no follpw-up
work done, apparently because assignments get shuffled and lost
among the staff. Each time a new member is hired, the assign-

ments get shifted....
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In addition to lac
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times with him
s> and he has .
"deputy" director, stated he will not appoint a

In summary, the failure of the CA

ponsibilities satisfactonily is aT to fulfill its Impact res-

( PrParently due to:
a) a poorly managed staff in whi

well-defined nor delegated,

(b) making CJCC-related matters the first

. riori
emphasis of Impact responsibilitieg Prio¥ity and a de-

This is a violation o
to two specific state
1t

f the intent of our grant.

! I
ments in the grant: refer you

It was certainly the most seriou

. 5 indictme 1 i
Analysis Teanm thus far, 7% oF che mew crine

2 2

for the dilemma the CAT was facing:
ditions att 1
o ached to the final group of Impact g8rants that had b
. .
arded prior to the September 1974 cutoff date e

a1
ince explained the situation as follows:

I think that the thip

in that
division of philosophs, oo
last group of grants awa

pProbably caused almos

C t a

at some point along the way, was the
rded under the Impact Program

time ARC actually stopped
on board....What happened -
those grants from ARC and
They were faced, I think
The question was: do yo&

that is, the countless special con-

The CAT director hag
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award them and encumber them with significant special con-
ditions and rely on the new Crime Analysis Team to respond

to them? Unfortunately and fortunately, they chose the lat-
ter course. This meant that we came into a situation where,
in fact, the grants that we were responding to, by way of
special conditions, should have been totally rewritten,
totally reworked--never should have been awarded the way

they were-—and all of that. So, we were dealing with 20 to
25 special conditions on three or four grants. Major special
conditions--total budget narrative rewrites, total new bud-
gets for the Bureau of Police Services, standard operating
procedures manual, an EEO Affirmation Action Manual that had
never been written. Things that aren't produced in a matter
of weeks but are rather substantial undertakings. I think
that it's very easy for friendships to get frayed in a situa-
tion like that where grants had been awarded as of January 6,
1975 but with special conditions--prior-to~expenditure special
conditions—--that made it terribly frustrating because here
you were with the money but the grants could not operate until
vou did these things, and these particular things could take
two to three months to respond to., Basically, we had to re-
work the whole planning process in developing some of these
grants. I think that's where it began and although I'm
totally sympathetic and totally in agreement and very pleased
that they chose that procedure rather than rejecting the
grants, it did get us off to a very bad start....(l40)

Despite these problems, the CAT was able to clear enough of the
special conditions attached to the final grants awarded to satisfy the
Region IV Office of the LEAA. By July 15, the R0 coordinator would,

in addition, rzcommend the awarding of funds to assist the CAT toward

institutionalization:

I am submitting a request to consider the awarding of capac-~
ity building to the Atlanta Crime Analysis Team/Criminal
Justice Coordinating Council....

LEAA priorities clearly support improvement of state and
local ability to plan, manage, and evaluate [criminal jus-
tice programs]. The Atlanta CAT/CJCC is an example of an
entity attempting to build the needed capacity....The CAT/
CJCC gets to the heart of LEAA's purpose: comprehensive
planning and coordination of the criminal justice system.

Therefore, it is recommended that we sericusly consider funding
the Atlanta CAT/CJCC....(141) x

@

130

On A
ugust 4, 1975, the CAT bpresented a tentative outline for itg

g o

th , -
e Region IV Administrator wrote the LEAA Administrato
50 r,
peércent support in Fy 1976 for the CAT/cJcc because of
belief that the institutionalization o
dinating Council wag "

recommending
his staff'sg
f a viable Criminal Justice Coor-

a good faith effort to constructively and inde—

pendently deal with Atlanta's crime problems n(142) By mid-Octob
. 1d-Uctober,

[ .
i

. leted its f I~
house evaluation of an Impact project e

Th i
e Atlanta CAT, as this history concludes, isg bustling with

e SPA/RO appear to
» although having Successfully

activity, and relationships between the CAT and th
be aecidedly less Strained. Atlanta

the largest criminal justice plan-
. e entire Impact pProgram, faces yet

e final Impact Projects awarded in Atlant
until August 1975 angd those projects

another problem,
become operational .

the CAT director, » according to

"o
will come nowhere near spending all

tha
the September 197¢ cutoff date." S

Consequently, ne i
gotlations are
underway with the LEAA to extend the cutoff date o

pose of expenditure, » wholly for the pur~
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16.0 EPILOGUE: AN INTERVIEW WITH THE MAYOR OF ATLANTA, GEORGIA

program experience in Atlanta,
Maynard Jackson, Mayor of Atlanta, Georgia, was t

As a final (albeit pecessarily subjective) overview of the Tmpact

the following interview with the Honorable
aped on September 29,

1975 at the Atlanta City Hall.

2

Mayor Jackson, the Impact program was geen as an experi-
ment in New Federalism with the cities gi ~n & major sav
in the planning and implementation of a large-scale
federal program. In your view, how effectively did
inter—governmental relations function in the case of
Impact, and how well did the partnership between LEAA-
Washington, the Regional Of fice, State Planning Agency

and your office work?

1 honestly am unable to assess how effectively the rela-
tions were established and pursued between LEAA locally
and the Stare Crime Commission and the city of Atlanta,
except to say that generally my impression 1is: relations

were effective, open~—communications were open. Ulti-

mately, of course, W€ established a city Crime Analysis
Team and a Criminal Justice Coordinating Council. The
Crime Analysis Team is the agency which officially pur-
sues all these inter—governmental relations on behalf
of the Impact program. My impression is that the only
possible area in which we might have had some problems
might have been on the state—level because of the way
the State Crime Commission itself was established at
the time. I think, however, those matters have been
resolved, and Governor Busbee has strengthened the State
Crime Commission from gseveral different points of view.
One concern some people had, as they expressed it to me,
was related to the former chairman of the State Crime

Commission, who was also engaged in consulting for the
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State of Georgia in the area of criminal justice. Many
felt, under his chairmanship, that there were too few
bl )
ack Georgians on the State Crime Commission; therefore
b

t
here was some question about the credibility of the

concerns are. I simply relay them because they were
discussed openly, even in the newspapers. But I am
confident the relations we have now are probably as good
as can be expected by anyoody, under the circumstances,

and I think the relations are adequate.

Ma
yvor Jackson, the Atlanta Impact program attempted to
maint

ntain an open-door policy toward citizen groups What

has be 3 i
| been the city's policy toward community involvement
in Impact during your administration?

Well, ! i
: the city's policy, it seems to me, 1s one to which
t
e Public Safety Commissioner, I think, can speak more
dir —_ '
ectly than I--and the Crime Analysis Team director as

well. ] w y y
L The policles were established originall as you
’

wel
1 know, under my predecessor. I honestly don't know

what the policies were at that time. Now, the official
policy of this administration, on the question of co;i
munity involvement in every aspect of city life, is that:
number one, 1t is necessary; number two, it must be far .
more than token, and therefore, must be structured; and
n?mber three, there ought to be some monitoring me;ha—
nism which will ensure that the structure designed to

uare i
guarantee the participation of citizens is working
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on of citizen involvement, which has

Now, one manifestati
and which has

occurred only during my administration,

clearly had a beneficial effect on the Impact program

n of the criminal justice system,

and on the coordinatio

as a whole, has been the est ablishment, within the past

several months, of the Criminal Justice Coordinating

Council. There are person
officials——a few local and state.

are public officials by appointment.
1ude the Task Force, are private

s on the CJCC who are elected

There are others who

But the largest

gingle group, when you inc

citizens. Their {nvolvement, I th.ink, has been extremely

helpful.

What about the newspapers in Atlanta, Mayor Jackson. We

read, almost on & daily basis, something about Impact in

Do you feel that theilr contribution

the Atlanta papers:
1 has been a positive one OF has it been somewhat

overal

negative?

1 would say, by and large, there was.an inadequate appre-

ciation of the program's goals and especially of its
operation. The result was that in some cases there was

bout an apparent lack of movement and criti-

criticism &
cism of the city's role when, in fact, it was the state

that already had the city's package and wa
This meant, therefore, that

s reviewing it

before giving it a decision.

the city had discharged its obligations and was awaiting

All in all, I would have to say
the city

what they

the state's reaction.

that I suspect the vast majority of people in

t been negatively influenced by
that there is a $20 million program,

probably have no
read, are aware

probably have some modicum of understanding about what
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1 .
iz'z j::zzz:j Eo do, but not a real appreciation of what
. o do, and 1f that is true, then the pre-
dictable opinion, by and lérge, would be that the
ferring to the city, would say, "they've got a l;i’ozé—
money and I don't see anything that's happening with it."
Mow, we have been able in this administration, I think °
to overc?me a great deal of that through a lot of publ;cit
s?rroundlng THOR, the Target Hardening Opportunity Reduc~ ’
th? project, which has had, I think, the single most
positive influence of all the Impact projects. Our wor
o? course, now, and the real potential for bad publicitry’
might be coming out of what happens when the money doe ’
fun out, If the money runs out we are projecting now ihat
in 1976, there are several programs presently operational
such as the helicopter squad which will have expired in ’
1976, and a few others that are scheduled for some ph;sed
out posture. We're going to nged abovt $6 million if the
federal dollars are not continuea. Now if the money runs
out and if Atlanta is incapable of filling the gaps IJn
t?i?k there's going to be a very negative reaction ;y
citizens as a whole; probably on the theory thét we had
a program and we knew or at least the city officiall
kne? that it was a program for five years, designed Zo
achieve specific limited goals, but now we've geared u
fcf it and the money is no longer there. I think we‘rp
%01?3 to hear some of that 1f the money runs out and i:
it is not replaced. I sincerely hope that we're going

to fi
_ nd some way to be able to continue these program
with federal help. s

0f course ! i
s LEAA's original plan was for cities to pick

up successful programs with local funds,
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fully understand. Now, my bottom line on this question,
I fully .

tllerefo 3 .

i ion—— s a lack
blicity prior to this administration--there wa
i s
: 1 think that the present opinion

ublicity.
e T would say, there-

of the general public is favorable.

fore tklat t]:).e publi ci ty ge[lerally has beeIl favorable
]

during this administration.
ing: Through
Now, in additior., let me add one other thing: T g
, ini o1 been
ertain policies of this administration, we have
) i i issue
able to take police brutality which was a major s

i i it to
especially in the black community, and deal with 1

—--anywhere.
the point where it is now no issue at all--anyw

c i related to the Impact
That's been my policy. While not

community and the police bureau has improvgd.

1
9 7 i W i as

Decoy and SWAT squads?

i for-
What I think we did was to take a very firm straightfo )
; did.

ward position favoring the Decoy Squad; I personally
on the other hand, I took a position indicating that the

SWAT Squad also was a favorable operation provided--

iti ition not
and then I named specific conditions. Any condition.

ini i its
being met, however, would in ay opinion, justify

discontinuance. The SWAT Squad Lad been virtually un-

i i emel
controlled and, therefore, was viewed in an extremely
k a

negative way. We confronted the problem and I too

i i ertain
position favoring continuation of it provided ¢
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conditions were met. Now, we set those conditions into

place and there is firm control of the squad now. Tt is
operating effectively. We believe there is no place in an
urban police operation for speciclists who sit around
doing nothing--just waiting for a highly inflammable
situation to break out. The SWAT Squad, therefore, has
been given broader utilization while continuing its
special training and special uses, but under very highly
controlled situations, Decoy, we felt was ildentical,

that it was useful; it was desirable; but it must be
controlled. Those conditions have been met and we are

satisfied with the operation of it,

Impact was aimed at all elements of the criminal justice
systen in Atlanta. How would you characterize the role
of the police, courts and corrections in Impact, and
which of these functions would you deem most successful

in relating to Impact in terms of its goals, and which
the least successful?

Well, I think this raises the whole question of the
coordinaﬁibn of the criminal'justice system in the Atlanta
area with Impact and generally with police activities.

I would say that before the formation of the Criminal
Justice Coordinating Council there was grossly inadequate
coordination of the criminal justice system in this area.
There is,now, greatly improved coordination. I think

that Impact, insofar as the covperation of the other
elements, i.e., the non-police elements of the criminal
justice system are concerned, was viewed, not as a broad

program, “ut probably viewed as it affected the opinion

of people because of specific components of the Program,
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i.e., Impact was viewed favorably or negatively di?izdt:i
on how one viewed THOR or another program, the He ; rz
Squad, or Decoy, OT Anti-Robbery, or‘one of the o:deap;re—
I honestly don't believe that there is a widespre

hat Impact generally, as an overall program,

There has been, to my knowledge,

ciation for w
has attempted to do. ’ o
bsolutely no official posture of oppoving Impact, l
. i its ele-

of ficial posture of declining to cooperate with

i i moving
ments Impact, though, really got coordination

his
when we kind of took the bull by the horns in thi

i i juris—
What really does the city have directly under its Jju

1 1 97
diction, other than the police function:

i icipal courts.
Also under our jurisdiction, we have municip

ici it's called
One is clearly strictly a municipal court and it's

ivisi i ethin
the Municipal Court General Division. There is som g

has state
else called the City Court of Atlanta. It also

ju v c- mayor, by
‘urisdiction over traffic-related matters. The mayor,
j icipal
law, makes appointments of the judges on the Municip
>

i Prison
Court As for penal institutions, we have a City

Farm that we took out of the police jurisdiction and puz
into a new Department of Community and Human Devel?iTintion
on the theory that it really should be about rehabili :
and, therefore, was more in line with human developmen

. g g
t a

i jurisdiction.
justice system generally under city jurisdic

i about
One of the original purposes of Impact was to bring
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local level., Could you give your assessment of the changes

in criminal justice planning and program evaluation in

Atlanta as a result of the TImpact program?

For the very first time, all the elements of the criminal
justice system are talking to each other, People now
understand that ideas on criminal justice planning in
Atlanta are going to come through the CJCC., It is fully
staffed by the Crime Analysis Team, of course, which

operates directly out of my office. Now, we discussed where

that team should operate and, as I recall, the word kind of

filtered down from the state that the state would prefer
that it have direct access to me. We went along with that.
At the very next CJCC meeting, we expect to have action
taken on the first proposed major plan that has been put
together., 1It's now being analyzed by the members of CJCC
and I think it's going to be a landmark step. At least
we'll know what the goals are on a coordinated basis,

We'll know what the major approaches ought to be to

achieve those goals--the supporting policies and the
Projects and how those Projects carry out the policies
which lead to goal achievement. I think that's a tremen-
doué step forward. So, to give you probably what is a

very premature analysis or premature assegssment of how

‘the coordination is going in the criminal justice system,

preliminarily, it is working extremely well. Attendance

is good. Actions have been substantial, and the level of
appreciation by the participants is much higher than
before. We have Superior Court judges who themselves come.
I think that's rather significant, Now,‘let me mention

one other thing to you: Atlanta has now undertaken the

program called TASC which is the Treatment Alternatives
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i u
to Street Crime. In fact, they were here just before yo
got here and I now have a brochure giving a very pre-

H j an
liminary evaluation of where they stand; they just beg

in June.

i \Y .ties
TASC was Of COurSe, implemented in se eral Impact cl
3
{ f the
but it was not implemented in Atlanta as a part o]

Impact program, was it?

der my predecessor.
That's correct. Atlanta declined TASC un v

i ss
We decided to put it together. It was a painful proce

because there were so many elements involved, so many
groups, so many people, and trying to achieve apgreement
on what crimes would permit diversion. It was more than
just a notion. We did achieve that. It took a great .
deal of personal involvement by me because I kind of t:1:k
people wanted to look me in the eye and hear from me tha
we were not going to divert heroin dealers, we were not
going to divert muggers and rapists, and wan%e? to be :ure
they understood. We got our agreement in writing. Ou N
of that experience came, I think, a level of the ap?reCLa
tion of the potential for cooperation in this city in

the criminal justice system., And that's why we're very,
very optimistic about the level of cooperation we can
expect on a continuing basis through CJCC,
What about program evaluation, Mayor Jackson? TFormerly,
the evaluation of the Impact program was done on contract
to Georgia Tech. How do you feel evaluations ought to

be done in the future: in~house or with the continued

use of consultants?
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I intend for us to develop our own capacity to evaluate.
I think that in far too many cases, government abuses
consultancy by not exploiting its in-house capabilities.
So my approach to evaluation is this: number one, we
must exhaust our capacities in-house. Now, where we
absolutely cannot do the job in-house, then we hire some~
one out-of-house to assist us; but that we ought to ask
and demand of the consultant that he or she have as one
of their functions helping us to develop in-house that
caﬁacity. It is my intention that we shall see the
ability to analyze and to evaluate what we're doing--what
the criminal justice syscem generally igs doing~-~what Impact

is doing—~resting in the Crime Analysis Team of the CcJcc.

Looking back over the past three and one-half years of

Impact, Mayor Jackson, what hag impressed you most about
the program?

Well, quite aside from the money which, of course, always
helps, what has impiessed me most? T would say that,
Programmatically, I would have to say THOR has been the
number one star. We have THOR operations throughout the
city. They are like precinct operations. We urge com-
munity organizations to use the facilities there,
including the meeting rooms. That encourages support by
the community. It enhances community-police relations
which, by the way, are at their highest point in the
history of Atlanta--at least in my lifetime. Now, aside
from a specific Program, what has impressed me most of
all about Impact has been that it did commit the local

government to decide which way it could best move in

achieving national goals that were locally adopted goals,
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e v is ¢ deal of
Ib lieve, more and more, that there 1is & great
2

t is generally oOT generically

s not a blanket endorsement

merit in the approach tha

called New Federalism. That 1

there are ends that can be

i i i reas
jally in certaln 2 s o

y and far more SO,
One of those areas

achieved very effectivel

if they were tO be pursued nationally.

the battle against crime. .
going to seeé coming

However, I
is, of course,

s ]
think that one of the things we re

out of the whole Impact program is tha -
n the city ultimately. The money

t it really depends

on the jeadership i

ta s t t

P Y‘ P P 9 v e

g

. ies
h pacity in the elected leadership to set policl
the ca

olice as
will make sure that the people come to see the P

i t an appre-
friends and not as enemies. 1f there 1s no

ciation of that fact by local offi -
the implementation of that broad §

cialdom and if there

is not, therefore,

atter how
am, in my opinion, could not succeed No MW
prograim,

much money was poured into ite.

i is: f you had
The last question, Mayor Jackson, is this: If vy

ag 3 3 3

differently?

. . o
i my opinion, t
i s essential, in
concerned. It 1
program 1is

the next
maximizing the success of the program. Now,
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thing I would do would be to clarify the local goals and

the national Impact goals from the very beginning.

I think that number three there would have to be a far
better public information program which, T am convinced,
could only be achieved by doing number four and that is:
have a citizen involvement program that reaches as high
and as low as one possibly could go. I think there's a
better chance to achieve those ends~~-the ends of the
Impact program--when citizens understand what they are
and trust the people who are trying to implement them.
This brings me to point number five and I've really
already touched on this so I won't expand. I would re-
vamp the entire police approach insofar as training is
concerned. When I became Mayor, training for recruits
lasted six weeks. Now, twenty months later, it is
eighteen weeks, and we've done this by phases. There
was no retraining program annually. There now is. Com-
munity relations now are viewed as one of the most impor-
tant functions of police activities. I can't really tell
you how important it is that there be broad police direc-
tion from the very top on general police matters in order
for a program like Impact to have a good effect and to
have a fair chance to work. You could put $50 million

into a city with a rotten police department and it won't

amount to a damm--to a tinker's damn. So I would say
therefore, that the other thing the federal government
ought to do from the very beginning is to assess its
police departments, where it's going to invest the money
and look at these community relations issues and demand,

from the very beginning, that certain conditions be met.
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