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The National Offender Services Coordmatuon P;oéram s funded by the U.S. Department of Labor,

Employment and Training Administration, ‘and sponsored by the American Bar Association, Coni="~

mission on Correctional Facilities and Servlces NOSCP is 3 technical assiEince effort to stimulate
new and accelerated offender services through prime sponsor agencies designated under the Comprer
hensive Employment and Training Act of 1973, as amended,

NOSCP. js an umbrella” program with three functional units: the Clearinghouse on Offender Employ-
ment Regtrictions, the Female Offender Resource Cender, andthe Pretrial Intervention Service Center.
The programs address such subjects as the disabilities of conviction and incarceration, empfyer atti-
tudes and perceptions, different treatment of male and female offenders, and alternatives to incarcera-
tion, In addjtion, NOSCP mainfains a clearinghouse Informatjon Exthange to compile data on all

The views or opimons in this publication do not repre’=ent the official pos]tlsn‘ of tke sponsoring
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“experienced-based p1ann1ng guide.

PREFAGCE  °

=

If "time is thgﬂggeatest ‘innovator," these are v1ntage years for

the pretrial intervention movement No longer exper1ments many of

the hundreds of demonstrat1on projects Jaunched over the past decade

have transitioned into permanent entities. Apd a new waive of pre-
trial act1v1ty is expected to help divert systém overload problems
faced by Tocal ¢riminal justice agencies. In both situations there :
is A need for strafeg1c planning. . To assist in the process. the K
gtional Pretrial. Intervent1on Service Center has prepargd this

its purpose is to eumz1ement
efforts underway to professionalize the “emerging discipline" in ways
that will improve pretrial intervention practice. ~

N [

Through this publication the Center is afforded the opportunity
to share four years experience in facilitative. technical.’assistance
in program development.
or represent a pre-packaged program model. The expéctation is that
Tocal planners and program-operators will write that chapter in plan-
ning guides developed for their communities. .

Major topics covered in the GUIDE fix targets for planning new
projects and strengthening established agenciéz providing pretrial o
1ntervent1on services, « Part I lobks at activation efforts from a '
bistorical and experiential perspect1ve.’ Part II offers a p]annlm@
framework for project’ development and Part fII identifies critical
issues in program adﬁiﬁistration relating to Tegal, political and
1nst1tut10na11zat1on problems. Also included is a section with 7
resource materia¥s and a 1isting of selected references to pretr1a1
1ntervent1on literature.
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PRETRIAL INTERVENTION: OBJECTIVES AND PRACTICE (U

Today, it is estimated there are 148 diversion type projects
operating in 37 states, the District of Columbja, Puerto Rico, and the
U, S. Virgin Is1ands.1 Ten years ago the first experimental models
were initiated to test the feasibility and consequences of diverting:
first offenders to community treatment programs as an alternative to
prosecution.2 The prototypes, as with their successors, were conceived
as a joint venture in criminal justice reform between justice system
officials and the newly formed pretrial service agencies. Part of
the bargain struck was that prosecution would be deferred and/or crimi-
nal charges dismissed against divertees who satisfied treatment and
behavioral objectives. In breaking with tradition formal incentives
and stipulations were established to guide decision making in the
placement, service delivery and outcome sequence.

As could be expected, flexibility in the design and exgcution of
demonstration projects was preserved in the experimental yeQYs. The
result produced wide variations in adm1n1strat1ve, operat1onﬁ1 and
evaluation schemes. Now there is a movement to establish formal sanc-
tions which prescribe uniform policy and procedure for the d1Ver51on
proce@s‘ Pkogram authoriﬁétion formats have been adopted by $tate"
committees. The impetus is towards state-wide Opportun1t1es for diver~
sion and the establishment of pre-trial service agencies to administer
a variety of support services to defendants. S

These efforts to solidify pretr1a1 intervention pract1ce w111
most. Tikely tr1gger a per1od of reexamination during which refdnements
will be made in program goa]s and objectives. Participants taking a
second look at the diversion process will include the courts, evalua-~
tion specialists,- ZSriminal justice planners and local government pol1cy—. -
makers. This publication was conceived and organized to fulfill a - rieed
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for qu1dance in the decision mak1ng process . Part I of the GUIDE fea-
tures a historical perspect1ve mn the early diversion movement. Part II

» » describes a planning framework ﬂor project development and Part III

/

1sola%es key problem areas in program ma1ntenance N

/{

B. Deve1opmenta1 History f

This section of the GUIDE offers a historical perspect1Ve on events
shaping the ‘decade of exper1ence in early diversion programm1mg. Ve
establishment of an employment amd training program for offenders at the
U. S. Department of Labor prov1d>s an interesting case study on activa~
tion techn1ques 3 Armed with a 11m1ted "spec1a1 programs" authority 1n
Title I of the Manpower Deve]opment and Training Act of 1962, the Depart-
 ment made an administrative decision to incjudgyoffenders within the
- scope of authorized manpower services. Initially prison inmates;were
noticonsioered to be parf‘of thm Act's target population; they were not
specifically mentioned and were;not unemployed in the technical sense.

= ]

Responsibi]'tjﬁfor the conbeption of a manpower program for offen-
ders was fixed with the Office of Research and Development. Acc¢ording
. to a senjor staff member at ORU prisoners were con°1dered manpower

eiigible for several reasons..

"The basic reason was economic, “followed closely
by and adaixed with the idea of the equity of
exterding social services to a specially dis-
advantaged group. There was awareness of the
 fact that approximately 200,000 Federal and State
prisoners were released annua]]y, most of :whom
were il1-equipped to compete in the job market.
Uncounted others left local institutions. This
was both a loss of potential manpower to the
economy anﬂ a burden on welfare and other social
services. )

i
/
//

A strategy was developed by'ORD in the offender. manpower area to S
probe at the three points in the total criminal Jus£1ce system where
service de11very could 1mpact with some effectiveness. These are: (i)
After arrest, but before trial; (ii) At sentencing to probat1on status;
(111) After incarceration, but usually within six months to a year of
eligibility for’'parole, or uomp]et1on of sentence. The ORD portfolio

e

W ,

. ‘j{ “
of experimental demonstrat1on progects as opened in 1963 with fund1o§r“/v
of a research component to an on-going program of education and train-
ing operating at the Riker's Island jail in New York o?t}s, In 1964
inmate projects were initiated at the Lorton Youth Facility &f ihe
District of Columbia Department of Corfections and at the Draper
Correctional Center, a state prison in Alabama, to test~tﬁ%{ﬁeasibi]ity
of conducting education-skill training inside penal institutfsns in
order,to effect post-release job placement. ’

These projects were paralleled by an in-house study by ORD of the

vocational training needs in correctional 1nst1tut1ons That(study, '

MANPOWER RESEARCH BULLETIN NUMBER &, found that prov1s1ons fov such -

‘training were largely inadequate, and that prison industries did not

serve well as training grounds,5 Also during this time, the focus of
R and D programs was expanded by administrative authorization to make
inmates on work release eligible for MDTA training grants.

Amendments to the Manpower Deveiobméht and Training Act in 1966
authorized an "Experimental and Demorstration Program of Training and
Education for Persons in Correctional Institutikos" (Title II, Sec. 251).
Its effect was to spawn a series of offender manpower programs from
1966-1970 1in a variety of correctional settings with subgroups within
the offender population. 1967 program initiatives included bonding
support for ex-offenders, and first-round funu1ng of pretrial 1nter~
vention alternatives in the District of Columbia and New York C1ty ,
The following year ORD released the Pownall Report which reinforced
the hypothesis of a strong correlation between recidivism and stable
employment. 5 /

Moving from the special proserts approach to groupings of R and D
programs; ORD in 1973 funded a second round of pretrial 1u/‘cer)nemtm"'l
demonstrations in nine. add1t10na1 c1t1es First phase, fundlng was
entirely with Labor Department manpower funds to be followed by
second-phase support with joint funding by the Law Enforcement Assis-°
tance Administration of the U. S,iDepartment of guétice. Capitalizing
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1 5
on a\uecade of correcf1ons manpower programmlng, the R and D portfolio
was ekpanded to-include statewide efforts at specialized JOb placement
for ex offenders administered by pub11c employment service agencies in.
five &tates, and the development of plans in eight states for compre-
hen51w$ manpower programs for offenders.
i '
dRD manne*’* programs for offenders developed in three stages.
First was the birthing of special projects: followed by multiple program
lnﬁt1at1ves Next was the techno]ogy transfer segment tocfacilitate
changes 1in public policy or governmental decision making. For this
purpose professional associations were engaged in the following
"uti]iza§1on“ efforts. The Amer1can Bar Assoc1at1on received funds
to work on the modification of statutory and regu]atory barriers to
ex-of fender employment. A second ABA project #stablished a clearing-
house/technical assistance service to expand and strengthen pretrial
intervention programs. In addition the American Correct1ona1 Associ-
ation received support to give technical assistance. to states desirous
"of implementing Mutual Agreement Programming in the area of paro]e.y
| : | AR O
- The Compreheﬁsive Employment and Training Act of 1973 extended
the nat1ona] strategy for offender programJ by author1z1ng technical
assistance efforts under Title III. Many of the ORD demonstrations
have been replicated in a regional grants program sponsored by the
Offender Program Unit within the 0f71ce of Community Emp]oyment of the
Employment and Training Administration, U. S. Department of Labor.
Most important is that CETA requires each state to develop a compre-
hensive program of emb]oymenf and training for those in need of skill
training, work experience and jobs. Offenders afe obviously a group
in particular need of these services. Access to CETA resources is
possible in a coord1nated effort between criminal justice.and manpower
systems. %opefu]ly pr1me sponsors of CETA programs will see this
connection and accord offender programs high pr10r1ty in comprehensive

—

plans.
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AdVOC&Cy or Dive sion ) b / .
for Diver iQ et B
]

In its 1967 report, the President's Commission on Law Enforcement éf%ﬁ

and the Administration of Justice stressed the need for formalized

dive sion programs for mentally disabled or deficient persons; so that

tbﬁ;mos, agyrmprﬁate programs could be made available to them at the

earl1est p0551h1e point in the process: "It is more fruitful to discuss,
‘~nand%conv1cted as a matter of Taw, but how the

gration of criminal justice should deal with

_tial”need§ and problems." The Commission recom- P

\‘%1f1cat1on and diversion to other communit ty resources J

in need of treatment, for whom criminal d1spos1t1on

of th@sc of‘;*3

ﬁ“ﬁ&

Since the Commission report, diversion programs have been endorsed
by a number Bf sources. The 1970 President’'s TaskoForce on Prisoner
Rehab1}1tat19n recommended diverting the general offender population “
into sxperimental programs "to determine the effectiveness of pretrial %
counse]ing and'supervision " Minimum Standards for Criminal Justice
adopted by the Amer1can Bar Association, in that same year, urged both
prosecutors and defense attorneys to explore the possibilities of eariy 4
diversion. Criteria and procedures for the concept were recommended -
in the COURTS AND CORRECTIONS REPORTS issued in 1973 by the National
Advisory Commission on Criminal Justice Standards and Goals. Finally,
presidential SJpport for continued efforts at diverting selected law
v1o]atpr was voiced by Gerald R. Ford in his June 19, 1975. "Message
on Crime." N ' | )

S
o~

These national study groups and organizations were buttressed in ”Ovﬁ
thier advocacy for the intervention technique by statew1de associations
formed in Mahyland M1ch1gan, New Jersey and New York during 1974-1976.
Their connect1on with the National Association of Pretrial ‘Services
Agencies could forge a solid base for expansion and professionalization 8

of the "emerg1ng discipline" of pretr1a1 services.
//K =
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Adjunctive to these evénts is the ef%o%t to legitimate pretrial
intervention programs. Enabling Tegislation now exists in seven states
and jud%éiafrruies of procedure are in force in the states of Pennsyl-
‘vania and New Jersey»».6 |

C. Variations in Intervention Programs

To distinguish the concept undey discussion from other alternatives
to criminal processing the following definition, borrowed from the
National Advisory Commission on Criminal Justice Standards and Goals,
is adopted for use in fhis guide:

“DiverSicn refers to formally aqknowﬂgdged and
organized efforts to utilize alternatives to
initial or continued processing into the justice
system. To qualify as diversion, such efferts

must be undertaken prior to adjudication and \
after a legally proscribed action has occurred.

One principle associated with the innovation'phenomenomfthat
holds for the rapid growth of criminal justice diversion programs is
the multiplicity of operational models. Flexibility was the'password
during early experimental years and has served to accommodate‘a'Wide
range of program configurations. That part of the movemgnt which has
stabilized is the set of objectives to be achieved throUgh diversion-
ary alternatives. These are:

-- To substantially increase the employability of selected
defendants through the application of intensive short-

term vocational counseling, employment placement ser-
vices, vocational training and educational placements

-- To substantially reduce unemployment and recidivism
among the defendants served; .

-- To asSist in effecting change within the traditional
justice system; and

—- To remove the stigma of a conviction record for citizens
who can avoid future criminality.

. Pretrial intervention programs (PTI) operating within these
guidelines are divided into prugrams both for adults and for juveniles.

e
N

[l
LL%@/'// Lol

: .

‘Although many service aspects are similar, the procedural and theoret-

in each.
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ical differences between the criminal and juvenile justice systems are
great, and the two types of programs differ considerabw.7 Adylt pro-
grams can be c]assifiedﬁinto three categories %1 distinguish tﬁgir =
dominant chanacteristicsjwith recognition of the potential for bverlap .

(1) Classification by Administrative Authority ] .
Prosecqtor, courti legal defense, private communit¥>¢¢f?‘
service programs and public service agencies. Administration of PTI
by any of these groups will, by the nature of the needs of each, pro-
duce fairly wide variations ‘in practice and procedures, i

= ;
& : /4

(i) Ciassificationﬁby Treatment Objectives

Drug tred%ment, employment secugﬁty, alcoholism diver- yji B
sion, mental health services, "multi-problem" oriented diversion. fﬁ o
(ii1) Classification by Procedural OQutcome \

Dismissal of charges is a salient feature of the classic
PTI program. The incentive however, is not held out to all prospective
divertees. In some programs a “successful" outcome may only lead to a
favorable recommendation at sentencing. - : \

. !
1

Administrative Authorfty | . !

N

Prosegcutor Diversion: The best known models which are~managég by
Tocal prosecutors are the Dade County PTI Project (Florida) and thg

i \ A\

Citizens' Probation Authority (Flint, Michigan). AS
. t | \

Deferred prosecution programs have evolved from or'beén initiatﬁd

\Jz \

by the need to f9rma1i2&,prqsecutqr discretion in the screening of by
cases coming for decision and action., The prosecutor has three funda~
mental responsibilities: charging crimes, settling (plea bargaining) !
and trying cases. Charging a person with a crime is a delicate and }
complex responsibifity. It is delicate because not everyone placed i%

a

1. ’

under arrest should be charged, nor could existing court and jail

facilities accommodate them all if they were tried and convicted? The "“‘2%]‘

i N
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ability of the system to balance the crime problem against the defen--

dant's best interests depehds on an understanding of both community
expectations and the ]1m1tat1ons of the ent1re system of criminal
justice.

In a significant sense, then, deciding whether to charge a crime--
and the selection of charges to'be made--obviously calls for the -,
extensive use pf discretion. Indeed, "prosecutorial discretion" has
long been recognized as one of the‘major characteristics of the pro-
secutor's office.

- The di?émma posed by traditional options to charge or close the
case can be eased with the diversion alternative including procedural
safeguards to‘guarantee the ends of justice will be served in the-
precess. #7

Prosecutor diversion, then, focuses on procedure; services to
defendanthﬁs a secondary goal--though prosecutor programs may have
strong serv1ce~referra1 capacities. The need for services to
defendants is of lesser importance here (ahd indeed many defendants
need or require Tittle service); what is important s the rationale
and method for exercising prosecutorial discretion in the charging _
decision. | |

Court Diversion: Th1s mode] shares with the prosecuter model a

B
~ strong emphas1$ on procedure and the desire to reduce caSﬁ backlog.

Here the d1st1ngu1sh1ng feature is that prosecutors have influence if
not decisional power over the PTI decision making process. However,
the focus on service is 1ikely to be greater since tbé judicial
responsibility extends to the final disposition ofld}imina1 matters.

Agencies operating in a judicial setting are: probation, pretyial

 re1ease, a separate PTI program under direct Judtc1a1 control or ~

serv1ced by the Office of the Court: Adm1n1strauor

4
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s

, for support1Ve services.

Y

Legal Defense: Viewed as the provider of "last resort" diversion
services, defender-operated programs take on a firm advisory role.

Staff functions include counseling in the diversion decision, develop-
ment of service plans and referral to comtunity-based treatment pro-
grams. Having the public defender or legal aid staff attorhey involved .
offers a balance in the adversary system at critical stages in the '

pre~trial process.

) ' ' . c , .
f Defense programs, then,-usually provide legal and social services

to. defendants; the results of which are used .at sentencingor plea . .. ...

negotiation to secure favorable dispositions.S

Private Community Groups: Many early PTI programs were oﬁerated“
by agencies outside the criming] Jjustice system, usually under contract
with a governmental'agency or by memorandum of agreement to function
in a third-party capacity with criminal justice officials. These are
primarily service-focused efforts, staffed By counselors, socational
specialists and job placement personnel: Some programs have staff cw
members outposted to: courts and Ja11s to select or recruit candidates
for PTI. ‘

§

Y

The presént trend is to have this function performed by régular
criminal justice«personnel, such as pretrial release staff, with
notification of part1c1pdnt availability from the PTI prosetutor or
J Ung A B, ) ©

Non-~- Crimina1 Justice Government Se?vicé‘Agencies. The best
examp]e is the manpower mode] opPrated by a state or local employment
and tra1n1ng office. ? wh11e similar to PTI programs adm1n1stered by
private groups, the service orientation is focused and the delivery
capabi]ify moré intensive since these agéncies usually have direct

access to tra1n1ng and job slots and may be able to provide funds

/zﬁ o © o [
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f © Classification by Treatment Objective . ’ | | ‘ a]coho11cs (New Je;sey s Alcoholism Treatwé;t and Rehabilitation Act .= @,
| . : Drig Abusers: It is now genera]ly acceptedfthat,d1vers1onary Y | 3 1975)- C T o ’ :
% programs were initiated to provide an alternative to prosecution, and o w Ly =N
| as an exper1menta1 manpower resource strategy conceived by DOL in I . : Employment Security: Programs irfitiated hy DOL nacura11y focused
} 3 the late 60's arid early 70's. But indépendently, the idea of diver- ° “on defendants in high unemployment categories:- young males out of
j ’ sion developed in ot%erﬁsector§fin response to different needs. : . o work charged with property or economic crimes. Counselors and career
{ L ‘ . : job developers readied defendants for emp1oyment and placed referrals
| In 1971 the White House Specia]vActioQSOffice for, Drug Abuse o o din JObS " Charges were usua]]y dismissed.
L Prevent1eanSAGDAP)AUEVeTopedffhe7cohcept of diversion for drug ' . .
%:z::: T ﬂ:add1cts under the rubric of Treatment A1ternat1ves to Street Crimes , - | \;ihesé initial programs were all administered by non- crimina] .
! o (TASC). 10 Conceptually, TASE-fits within the classic definition of N ¥ Ju§t1ée agencies working by agreement with prosecutors and judigial
E‘ A PTI: criminal matters are dismissed aftek successful participation | L officialsy but not és part of regular court services.
- ina drug rehabilitation program. Recruitment was to be by mass o \, L
| /f urinalysis screening of defendants in jail awaiting trial. TASC | LY 2q; The use of DOL funds restricted eiigjbi]ity'in these programs El
B ﬂ funds were restricted to use for drug-dependent defendants, and the a / to th&,unemployed However, by the time DOL funding»phased out in fi‘
, ﬁg ~ initial focus was on heroin addicts. t ‘ ) *”ﬁ ’ 1973, thTS criterion was relaxed so that today many if rot most of ‘
! 1 : | / v > these programs are geared to service "multi-problem" cases.
?q u / -~ The TASC program designers apparently were not aware or regecied ’: - - - zf' n o ' L o
' s " the experiences of the early DOL projects, and did not ant1c1pate . | Multi-Problem Cases:  This type of program developed with, LEAA
f{ ' that treatment of heroin-addicts was a high risk proposition. Many : h . funQ1ng under the aegis of gourts or a111ed probat1on departments
/ " * participants were 1ikely td fail and thus face multiple charges. | % The 'thrust is strong1y se che oriented, _but the model recognizes that
: / As a result the focus of TASC changed to permit ”1ntervent1on" at pre- . , deféndants come in all ‘si B8, C colors, and ages and with a mu]t1p11c1ty
i_ f and post-conviction, i.e., at the point where the criminal Just1ce .of problems demanding attention. While direct service is usually :
co system would permit drug treatment (thereby becoming a form of pro- O(é . Timited to personal counseling (and sometimes direct vocational coun- . :
bat1on) Alcotiolic defendants were excluded “from these sery1ces—— ' seling and career development), the programs rely on effective communi- & ;E
unless they cou]d be shown to be “poly-drug abusers.' ? : ‘ .ty referral to other asencies supplying specialized services. ) v?i
. /’ | : W o . S : & N
o Alcoholics: With the resurgent recogn1t1on of alcohé%lsm and i ‘. D. ?Practical EXparienpé:; Problems and Issues * , o L -%;
alcohol-abuse as the nation's most serious drug problem, d1Ver31zn | ' weh timé; energy and moaevfhasabeen é;pended i app1yihg'the o gi
i systems and programs were developed with the service focus on de ox1-o ¥ LT Lo S T T LA
X _ fzcat1on efforts. Usually eligibility is restricted to status v1o— § ot p:iﬁ:;z] J?Z:::int;Z:aizn?zgfa:Z fu]{at;ZZildQZV1:Z:Zi:;?:anznf::Zrnaﬁ
. . Jators or those*charged only with alcohol-related m1sdemeanors o ﬁ' ‘ iorces ;th by :eéign oi1dafad1t“ﬁar: resaaﬁedyon the baais of actual
o Numerous law reform efforts to decrimipalize the prob]em of chronic programvexp;ﬁience. This s %o b; expected in social experinents con- o
a1coho11sm removed status "offenders“ from criminal Just1ce control | | ) ; ceived to corvect deficiencies.in a legal system, its partiéipants j
?wﬁ and pn9v1ded statutory procedufes for diversion of m1saemeanant - g B {‘ i and She community at Targe. aSo it 1sAWTt;‘ﬂiversiQnary alternatives e,
C . / . ; & ) ik s e ‘ o
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targeted to reverse and impact the flow of cases at certain intervention ' oo | (iv) Systems Approach in the delivery of services

AR - . s ] ectations are that a ¢ . \ is a concept to facilitate coordination of
points in the criminal justice process The exp ; > . pre-trial service agencies and resources.
structured system is needed to insure: (i) an equitable decision making a - No operational model exists, but in theory

s , - : us population; (iii) , i a d§s1gnated agency would be responsible for ®
process; (i1) equal treatment for/?gheteToqeno P ? | (‘ ) | a wide randge of referral options and support
accountability in program performance; (iv) protection of participant ‘ o ?ervices to defendants at the pretrial stage

: : nsibilities; and, (v) documentable results. bl e.g. pre-arrest citations, recognizance
rights and policymaker responsibilities; and, (v) progr§ms, supported work, diversion alterna- 3

tives). ’ h
The balancing of these principles has been a source of concern to i U i
all parties privy to the early diversion concept. Some of the related BRI ) Policy (i) Exercise of Discretion is.a Function thqt
, iy d resolved early in the plan- oL ‘ : ©  follows the power to initiate the charging
proPlems 3"9;1S§UES can be identified and v & Y .. | sequence or set limitations on social conduct.
ning stage wanE others are negotiated after a particular cr151§ % - ‘ 5 Typica11ﬁ,author1ty is vested in the prose-

. . : % the development of experi- v , cutor and courts, respectively, and depending LRI
situation develops.  To assist p]anners“1n. ‘ P ) : E on the legal status of the prospective diver- ;
ence-oriented diversion models, these considerations, keyed to external ; . L tee, one or the other wil conﬁ;p] entry ST
and internal forces at work in shaping program methodology, -are offered: ' : and exit decisions. ; ; §

i a ” |
% : ) ‘ ~ (i) Program Administration option® vary as pro- !
N ‘ : : jects are gituated at various Tlocations within 1
External Factors AP, . o 5
. _ , and -outside the criminal justice system. The A
i i) Expansion of Social Controls is a complaint ~ Tquestion as to which agency model works best
Philosoph “(1) E?geg Teveled against pretrial intervention : ) has et to be decided by program evaluators. '
brograms. At issue is the tendency to over- . . . A trend seems to be developing whereby 91125 ! i
utilize the concept by diverting persons who ) _ projects sponsored by private organization 3
otherwise would not be dealt with by.the : (P ! ‘ hecome 1”St1$¥t1°"a31?9d w1?h1n]the gus@1ce !
justice system. To safeguard against abuses i system, usudlly as part of local. probation ;
gg this ngture, legal procedural safeguards ? ~departments. - - < S £
are recormended at the screening/intake ’ S pas oy , o . Y
stages to’exclude persons, for whom proseéﬁ- } (ii1) Sanctions to formalize diversion procedure !
tion is questionable ' and policy gave beenfadqpt$d by several ;
_ : : ! states in the form of enabling legislation, 7
. . o N i judicial- rules of procedure, and definitive :
(ii) Target Population is a control on eligibility i & L s A aa e ey b nitiv Y
T erTa when fixed on the.basis of offense- j : o . standards and goals. The push’ for program S
g:izzted and personal consideratfons. Policy ¢ | 5 authorization usually develops after an i
on program eligibility runs the gamut from . : adequate period ‘of demonstration work has : 5
open-ended admissions arid exclusionary c¥i- B occurred . i S ok
i Tected segmepts of the general i : o RS Co ~ L
| gigéﬁd:g ;gpulation.g Dgcisions will involve o f . (iv) AEEQHHEEP%liEM.’” diversion ‘operations serves . Bt
the prosecutor, judiciary and defense bar ’ to demonstrate the credibility and integrity
depending on who has lead responsibility ; of the program. Reporting, budgetary con- ». g1
for program referrals. i L J R ?rols, checks_gnq‘balan?e5'1n the screening, s:?
| : - . o . L intake ang administrative components are ‘ ik
(iii) Diffarential Treatment for divertees in need ‘ several of the forms used. 1
3 i arying s of supervision and service , . 5 - ) |
L of varying levels of sup tance in the . ’ - (v) Institutionalization of demonstraticn pro- g
: <7 is a strategy ga121ng %gcﬁp ; rimary | ‘ jects requires_a decision be made on contin P
‘ T o ! diversion community. It becomes a primar : P : > e . ; RPN el
o ° consideration in determining the population | L uation of thed ervice as an integral,part of g
“ ) ’ to be served and planning for utilization of i ‘ g the criminal justice apparatus. To be recon- i
_ scarce treatment resources. B | , | " ciled are political and economic realities | -
. - @ , : ‘; | a :
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Internal Factors :

P{PCess

Results

of

(1)

that often will have a direct bearing on the «
outcome. - ’ o ,

o

<

Planning--Important cons1derat1ons are the-
early involvement of key criminal justice !
officials responsible for detention facili-
ties, criminal information systems, and
prosecution, defense_and judicial functions.
Also, assessments shou]d ?e made of .the popu-
Tation to be servedy thei{’service needs and
resources available in the community. Further,
operating policies. and procedures should be
developed and approved by partgr1pat1ng
organizations.

Administ?étion-—Once a staffing pattern has
been developed, guidelines should be drawn
for hiring, retaining and dismissing personnel.
Another consideration is the staggering of
staff acquisitions according to functional
responsibilities. Pre-service and employee
development plans should also have pr1or1ty
Finally, job descr1pt1ons should be written
for each position in advance of hiring pro-
gram staff with due regard for affirmative
action and equal employment opportunity

9

‘regulations. °

(1)

= (1)

Q

Implementation--A bookkeeping system should

“be installed for tracking of program expendi-

tures.early in the life of the program; a-
data gather1ng process operational; inter-
agency warking agreements firmed up; and,
timetables established for pertinent work
tasks. -

Information Systems should be programmed to
collect and analyze data on population
chakacter1st1cs, staff performance, case
d14pos1t1ons, distribution of resources and
their utility in the treatment objectives,
and cost/benefit analysis. Data needed to
gulde management and decision making should
receive priority cons1derat1on.

Résearch should include a capab11fty and
capacity, either in-house or independently,
to evaluate program consequences on the

Q’,.;

o

s ‘

«

(i41)

' ;/ A
o g ¢ o
i~ ' S
o

part1c1pants Just1ce system and community
at large. °

Cost Benefits, both external and internat,
- should be assessed atid documented in re1at1on
to program goals and obgect1ves.

(iv) Impact, or d1vers1on resu]ts should be measured,
in terms of changes in the. participant,
criminal Just1ce system and target community.
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PART I: FOOTNOTES

Directory of Criminal Justice Diversioin Programs, 1976, comp11ed
by the ABA National Pretrial Intervention Service Center,
Washington, D. C. ) \

i .

Prototype models are Project Cvossroads (Washington, D. C.) and
thé Manhattan Court Employment Proaect (New York C1ty).

Robefrta Rovner Pieczenik, “The F1rst Decade of Experience: A Synu
thesis of Manpower R and D Projects in Criminal Justice and
Corrections (1963 197 )s prepared for the U. S. Department of

Labor, April 1973,

"A Case Study: Development and Imp]ementaﬁ1on of a Manpower Service
Delivery to the Criminal Offender in the U. 5." Paper prepared by
Dr. Charles W. Phillips for the Intergovernmental Group on Social

Policy of the Organization for Economic Cooperation and Development.

Results- of a recent survey of prison industries are reported in
Vocational Preparation in U. S. Correctional Institutions: A 1974
Survey, prepared- for the Labor Department by Battelle’Columbud

Ja oratorles, Columbus; Ohio, December 1975,

| State Taws and their dates of enactment are: Connecticut (1973),

Florida, Massachusetts and Washington (1974); Co1orad0, Arkansas
and Tennessee (1975). ‘ .

Examples of Juven11e d1vers1on models are described in Juven11£
Diversion: Phase I Report of the National Evaluation P ragram \
LEAA National Institute of Law Enforcement and Criminal Just ,é/
September 1976. Also see, Juvenile D1ver510n A‘Se1ected\B1b11o-
graphy published by the NILECJ, July 1976. .

A representative pilot project is operated by the Legal ‘Aid Society |

of New York. S

A representative project is sponsored by-the Georgia Department -
of Labor.

Presently there are 37 TASC projects ope#gt1ng in 30 states with
LEAA funding support. Since program 1rba§t1on in December 1972
approximately- 27,000 drug addicts have pak\jc1pated in TASC treat-
ment projects. y

\

//
Alcoholic diversion gu1de11nes are presented in D\Vexs1on of the

Public Inebriate from the Cr1m1na1 JUot1CE System, LEAA Prescrip- -
| the Package, 1973. .

16

PART II - .
PLANNING FOR PROJECT DEVELOPMENT |

Introduction

Piann1ng human services delivery has become a specialized field
about which endless documents have been wr1ttnn Few new wrinkles -have -
been added to the basic planning pr1ncwp1es, but the concept has taken
on new meaning in strateg1es of crime contrcﬂ,1 energy coflservation,
manpower ut111zat1on,2 ecoriomic stimuli and the 11ke‘ Another d1men~4
sion recently added is the mu1t1*year plan for projecting service
needs and resources usually over a five year period. Within the com-
prehensive planning mode1 are sub-parts d1reeﬁ1ng specific resources
to an identified problem or situation analyzed. It is at this lower- C
level planning strata where project activity is dascribed and is the
point at which pretrial. 1ntervention efforts are shaped. This section
of the Guide describes a process for diversion program deve]opment
which accents é,tomponent for employment services. Emphasis is p]aced

/

S

‘on elements dealing with: coordination of services, staff selection

and training, adm1n1strat1on and management, budgeting of program
costs and evaluation. P

" A, A Planning Sequence’

Step 1 in planning a pretrial intervention project is to formulate

 -and reformulate the problem until the functional objectives are clearly
and precisely defined and the best course of action is chosen. A clear 0

statement of project objectives is essential to project definition,
mandatﬁry for project guidance and required for project evaluation.

i
W

Step 2 involves the location and acquisition of infoﬁhation on:

the popu]at1on to be served; the communlty in which the proaect witl

operate and to which intervention services will be ava11ab1e, the -
spec1f1c job market to be accessed; and, information on addbt1onaT
factors in or out of the target community that will influence the
project (e.g. technical consultants, existing diversion alternatives).

Q
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INFORMA'HON NEE /DS AND POSSIBLE SOURCES OF INFORMATION
LN Possible Source

% .
W Information Need State and area LEAA offices; cvy,
Guidance on objectives county, and state manpower
and planning agencies; criminal justice
courses of action planning agencies; corrections
© agencies and officials; courts;
law enforcement agencies and .
officials; sherrif; chief of police;
¢x offender organizations. A
Business organizations \
Volunteer organizations
Community Health and Welfdre
agencies
Local government agencies .
Civic-and fraternal groups and &
3 organizations - : ‘ '
Education agencies and schools \
Industry and labor officials G
News ‘media
Professional groups and o
organizations . ’ A
Religious groups and organizations
. State employment services*
Local employment services *
Private placement agincies
Business and industry people
" Labor officials :
. Chamber of Commerce® ~3,
b . Ecopomic Development office
News-media (want ads)
Occupational Qutlook Handbook
(DOL).
Other factors i
Complementary
programs
" Competing programis ) )
Funding ' ke

5 Commuinity resoutces
Fagilities
Supportive services
© » Public support

., Tob Market.,

*Often make job market studies.

"So%rce: Job Tr.EﬁEg and Piac'ement for Offenders

and Ex-Offenders, An TFaa Pregcriptive
Package ’

4 S : ‘ J

teg 3 introduces the’ plannxng group. Its functions are to‘ana—k\wﬂ//

lyze the 1nformat1on and data coliected, review the tentative objectives

‘and concepts for project operation, and make any necessary revisions

in the 1ight of the information. As the-objectives are established,

- evaluation measures must be refined and project evaluation ‘planned,

at least tentatively.

Step 4 is a 1is£ing'of,funct10ns to be performed by the project
and identification of activities related to overall operation objectives

- i ;. &

18
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o~ before a suitable organization is developed, before staff training is

-

and concept. One classification of the major functions is Operations,
Administration, and Research and.Evaluation. Another possible break- s

down is: ‘
(i) Client operations and processing
(i1) Planning and Project Development
(ii1) Administration, Business and Budget
(iv) Management and Control < o
(v} Evaluatioy o o

Step 5 provides that a master plan and p1anning'schedu1e be prepaféd,
based upon the preliminary plan and any new information. Staff planning
areas should be crystalized and planning and implementation tasks
assigned. A detailed budget completes the effort, and a strategic p]an .
can be asoembled for approval. |

Step 6 ensures that the necessary organizational planning occur

planned and before staff is hired. This requires an analysis of all
activities and responsibilities in the form of work tasks. These — 1¢
tasks are organized by common character1st:cs or functions to indicate .
the groups_ of the organ1zat1on : ‘ vw
teg provides tha1/jnteragency re]at1ons be estab11shed early |
in the planning process, ~jooperation and assistance will be needed w
from the pol1ce,‘proseCU// . courts, corrections officials, employment . o
service agencies, and health and welfare departments. At a m1n1mum aJ‘ ' ”
directory of agencies and individuals that the project might deal w1th o
should be compiled including direct contact information.

"o

=

= S
;§teg 8 requires every project to have andadvisory commi ttee ' N :

- representative of community, criminal justice and business interests. . B
Such a group is particular]y important to a new project. The group =~ ‘ "}
should meet periodically with key: proaect staff to determ1ne the status o '
of the proaect ahd provide advice, gu1dance and support.

19



o : Step 9 provides the information which public and local gdyernment
: G;; officials need to show that the project in their community has value -
B ' and merits suppory: A two-way community relations service should be
established linking the pub11c and project staff in matters of mutua]

&

interest.

Step 10 estab]isﬁes procedures for record keepjngi management and
;;“ control, Information needs to be anticipated include pfoject effect
” on individuals and the comunity, costs, use of funds, benefits and
socio-economic data onkthe participants and former participants.
Depending on the size of the project there may be a need for automated
data processing to complement a manual sysiem.'~1f S0, .guidance will
‘be needed on integrating research, administration and operations
records.

Step 11 provides for the necessary on-going‘guidance for recycling f

the planning sequence following a period of project implementation. In
advance of this task the following information will be needed:
(i) Sources of funds and ant1c1pated level of fund1ng,
(ii) Ciient source and intake rates;
(i9i) Client characteristics and needs;. ,
“(iv) Changes in the job market requiring adJUStments in
"~ training, placement and follow-up act1v1t1es, ,
(v) Availability and effectiveness of supportive services;
(vi) Changes in other projects and in allied agencies that
_ .~ will influence the operation; and '
{vii) Research and evaluation requirements.

a
&

-0

Locking to the near term future (1-3 years ahead) the following
Jdnformation will be vital in planning for the contihuation of the

o "7 project: - ”
. o (i) Potential. changes in the JOb market,
5. : (ii) Potential changes in the cr1m1na1 JUStJCE and correc-
= _ tions systems that will haveean influence on the project;
. ;:5¢; . (1ii)w Rep]acement’and disposition of qbsolete:equipment;
- . (iv) Plans for exmans1on, contraction, relocation or cur-

: ! tailment of_operations; and

20 V \\\
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“the proaect s administrative policies.

"Lsystem and its methods” f/r correct1ng offender behav1or

; back]og and the ecbnomics of 1nter0ent1on alternatives.

Y

~ . = (::k

(v) Staff replacement and procurement, and if possible;
integration into t

career and promot1

& justice system to nos1t10ns w1Lh . ,
potential. o #

B.» Administration and Management

It is important to remember that a non-traditional approach is
embodied in the early diversion concept, which by its very nature
operates in the "twilight zone" of the criminal justice process.
Accordingly, a hybrid program will require”a healthy mix of personali-
ties and skills to preserve its 1nterd1sc1p17nary character'w In this
context, the course of programmatic events will be guided through '
These managemeut gu1de11nes ‘
need to be reflective of diversion po11cy and practice as situations

will deyelop to test their utility and resolvent qualities. The impor-

* tance of tonejsetting guidelines is best exemplified in the following =

conflict situetianﬁ known te have been experienced by established
projects. ' :

- The rehabilitati%e and reformative qualities of pretrial inter-
vention are predicated on a need for change in the cr1m1na1 Just1gef
In this con-
text, interyention staff will see themselves as change agents, and in -
the, process may -find it necessary to function in a part1c1pant advocacy

rote. : : ] o N

W :
~As most” programs serve %be JUSt]CE system in an advisory capacity,
there is a delicate balance tg be achieved by criminal justice authori--
ties and service providers in \erms of decision making responsibilities.
A discussion of potent1a1 conflifct situations and the1r resolution
should be part of the staff tra1n1ng program.

|
Another point of conflict appears in. the struggle to maintain a

high volume of diversion servicesl|at low cost. The bind occurs in
efforts to satlsfy program ob3ect1 es such as the reduct1on in case
As a result,
P | \ iy
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preéssure onﬁbrogram administrétors will be great to produce "successful"
cases in large numbers to convince evaluators of program<ﬁ?pact lefer—
ential treatment modalities to accommodate various serv1ce and supeq/\
vision -needs: of Q1vertees may ease the problem s1tuat1on Otherwise,
the divergence of\expectat1ons and outcome will in large measure be
contro]]eﬁjby e11g\b111ty and caseload guidelines for a "high risk"

or "low risk" popu]at1on to be served.

\\
In its purest f&km the intervention model functions as a pretrial

rehabilitation prograﬁ“for selected criminal cases. The nomenclature
for these programs resembles the typ1ca1 screen1ng/1ntake assessment/
treatment sequence estab§1shed for adult and juvenile delinquency

cases. Correctional agena1es legally constituted to perform these

pre- post adjudication funct1ons may take exception to delegation ‘of
their authority to outside opgan1zat1ons. Consequently, the "protec-
tien of ;turf" issue looms 1afge. Its resolution briﬁés into play a
combinaiion of politics and poTicies to determine the primary and
secondary agencies having respoﬁsibi]ity for diversion alternatives.

The force of competing -interests usually appears first at the demon-
stration funding stage and again when a permanent location for the
project is being considered. Thé%$hv01vement of key officialg from
allied agencies early in the planning process will expose the tender
areas and the prospects for'negotiation of a collaborative program.
Also, it %s suggested that tensions can be eased by placing criminal
justice administrators on the project advisory boérd. In this way
“their inputs and oversight of implementation developments can be en-
couraged.
. Whether serviced in-house or by referral, participants will
require a mix of helping services(f%om community-based agencies.' LegaT,
medical, health, education and‘employmeni assistance are the typical
resources utilized. Attention should be given .to establishing Tinkages
with these service prov1ders to insure coordination of efforts. Lines
of coordination need to be planned with supportive service agencies

and results mopjtored through performance contragts negotiated for
services purchasédm Difficulties will probably be encountered in the

¥

poeictabe

areas of participant eligibility, servicé priority, reporting procedures,
confidentiality of discldsures, and adjdstment of training programs

to fit the short term diversion period (3-6 months). To the extent
feasible these hurdles should be cleared with top level administrators
-of the cooperating agencies. '

Failure to incorporate a research strategy and support system .
as part of the overall planning effort is a common facult among pretrial
intervention projects. At a minimum, management and decision-making
intelligence is stiffled. RecentTyia study of research methodologies
and findings of major demonstration programs was undertaken for the
National Science Foundation by Dr. Roberta Rovner-Pieczenik.3 She
identified eleven general recommendations for future evaluation re-
search which are restated below.

First, evaluation research should be an integral part of program
planning and operations. ,

Second, poiicymakers must be educated to understand the strengths
‘and Timitations of evaluation research in the social action
context. . -

Third, policymakers should have an early involvement with the
evaluative research process so that the end "product" is
credible, useful for dec1saon making, and satisfies expec~
tations.

Fourth, if research is to be des%gned, 1mp1emented and inter-

’ preted in a meaningful way--and then used by poTlicymakers--
the political, economic, social, situational and h1stor1ca1
realities of the community and criminal justice system must
be understood by the evaluation team, ‘

Fifth, a variety of evaluative models and techn1ques should be

" explored to accommodate the d1ver51ty»of questions and
priorities on which research must foqus The c1ass1ca1 .
exper1menta1 model is not necessar11ymthe 1dea1 one: to -
replicate.

Sixth, the co]lect1on of program data should be des1gned to feed
back 1nformat1on on a cont1nu1ng ‘basiseto enable adjustments ’

@
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s in both the program and its research design.

Seventh, the data collected should be utiiized for heuristic
purposes, to refine 1nformat1@n about the conditions under
which a program works bESu, rather than for comparative
purposes across programs. //%”

Eighth, assessment of program impact on the. cr1m1na1 justice
system shou1d ‘be conducted w1th the same comprehensiveness
as that g1u%n to _prog Fam 1mpact on the participant.

Ninth, differe S “evaluation strategies and priorities are

v 'd;cessary gnd should be developed to meet local and nat1ona1
data needsx~

Tenth, evaluat1Ve research should attempt to d1st1ngu1sh the <%

relative effectiveness of alternative approaches uii d%ffel;

ent participants.

Eleventh, a broad base of information on the operat1on of a
criminal justice system is needed to place in perspective
questions of policy pertaining to PTI.

C. Staff Selection-and Training . e

It is generally agreed that the quality of a project depends
primarily on hiring a good staff and providing incentives for their
development throughout the 1ife of the project. To assist in the
recruitment and selection of personnel the master plan should include
employment gu1de11nes with a schedule indicating when each position
is to be filled. Coup] k0 this is the preservice orientation and
training p]an.4 Since staff recruiting steps must be takeh early in’
the planning phase, the deve]bpment of an organization structure and
the preparation of job descriptions are priority tasks. >

B

A common staffing pattern for pretrial intervéntiog projects
consists of the administrator, middle management and line personnel,

with part-time specialists for technical services (e. g. psychologist,
‘expert in vocational rehabilitation, staff trainer, accountant Tegal

counsel, evaluation ass1stants) w 7

s

o - o
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“assigned by Tocal institutions of higher education, recipients of

» N v - © : °
Options for staffing a project include, but are not 1imited to, )
use of Toan personnel froﬁtcooperating agencies, student interns

&

public service employment grants, and;cOmmunityﬂvo%unteers. : f . ?
= S h : A L
The precise mix and qv"Aﬁ1Cdt]0nS of the work force will depend h
on the level of services: rendered .operational mode of the project,
and budgetary considerations. In the absence of spec1f1§ experience, ’
some assumptions will be made as to the staffing arrange/ent A sample

format appears below courtesy of Phy1lis Groom-and John M. McCreary,
authors of JOB TRAINIJG AND PLACEMENT FOR OFFENDERS ANV EX~OFFENDERS

an LEAA Prescriptive Package. : \ ’ w N

SAMPLE DETERMINATION OF STAFF REQUIREMENTS - oo v

(&) Actual follow-by loads will be smaller be-

: . cause “of atmuon in the population being ' 2
KN emsnst-
(1) Stafl is on & 40 hour week and 50 wecks ayear. D followed.

The average ' e, .

@ pro;e:t is 680 ::;: speot by an offender in l.bc (3) Nymber of eounselors needed for project: S

() The follow-up period after leaving the project (x) Individual counseling time B
is 1 year. "‘:goXhZh!s perkv.k >

(4) The sctivity is covered by at least tw = 1S, per W,

)members 23] hours a day, 7yda)s s week, | 9, stafl ®) Grolip counseling time = (50 mden/10 per

(5) Average follow-up time per participant is esti- Eroup) x 2 b, per wk. = 10 his. per wk.
mated &s 8 hours per year. () Total = 100 - 10 = 110 brs. pe: week. .

(6) Individual counseling is 2 bours a ‘week, & bours @ hc:;unselor #dmin. time = ” °1 110 = 55 N &
a month, )
Grou- tounseli (e) Total imei== 110 4 55 = 165

me 10 particimane, - Bours a week per group 165 hrs./40 hus./wk. = 4 counselors needed

(B) Counselor administration time is 3 hour per NOTE: An aliemative system is to determine the
bour of ‘counseling. proper case load and djvide it into the mean daily

(9) The intake into the project is estimat ed as 300 popuiation, If someone kas established the case
offenders s year. Soad 25 10 10 1, & group of 50 needs 5 counselors.

{4) Number of counselors needed for !ollov.onp ac- v
tvity, . T,
(a)lemum possible follow-up time the first

Z:;:r 5 (150 men) x (8 hrs, per may) == 1200

1. Assumptions:"

S T T T A S T R e

X Planning Calculations:

(1) Mean daily populilion‘indhe project: -«
(®) (300 per year) x (60 days each) = 18000

man days. oy Sb) Number of people needed for follow up. is h
(®) (18000 man days) / (365 days peryear) = 50~ §12°° mh/1824 brs. per year) = 0.67 or . e
l¢ average dail ulation in, project. © person. g
) Folmﬁp work Igmd y pog B prol {c) Toward the end of thc year the number under i
() None being followed up at start and a maxi- follow up will sabilize.<If follow-up is 8 brs. Lo R
mum of 300 being follgwed efter a year, Per year per poa a maximum of 2400 mac o
therefore maximum average nuiber followed . bours follow/up would be required. Since / k <A
~ ®p the first year is 150. In the second year " many of thy follow-up population will be  / EN
¢ the maximum annval Joad s 300, - o o Jost the Jord xhould be mouch Jess and one / R
. () The maximum ‘possible follow-up load the person may be able o handle it, but be  / ~ \\
first year is estimated as follows would need some belp or put in & Jot of over- ,// : \\3} '
» Morsth  On follow-wp  Momth  On follow-xp ::;; g‘nxc)eoso veeks af 40 bis. per werk Bives : A
‘u 1 ° 7 150 b o N :
: :ﬁ c : ;;g NI From the above the Janoers can estimate that
4 % v 10 -3¢ > the project will need about 5 or € people fo /
s 00 g1, 250 counseling and follow up, a ratio of about 1§ Lo
” 6 $s L 2 275-300 to 1. &
5o » ‘ : ' /:) "‘ﬂ
/ o E ¢ : <¢f/ / SRR
! 25 w7 ‘ | ’/ e
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The heavy emphas1s in counse11ng by most pretrial 1nterventnon

projects requ1res that close attent1on be given to hiring for thpse

Counse11ng staff shou1d possess these qualities: b
(i) Competence--the ability to do the job or learn to do ity
(ii) ‘Maturity and demonstrated respons1b111ty,
(ii1) Empathy——ab111ty to establish rapport with different

kinds of people; and ©
(iv) Flexibility--ability to adapt to the needs of the job.

positions.

Additf%pé1 strengths would include the ability to operate in bi-
Tingual and bicultural” situations since many referrals in some communi-
ties do not speak, read or write English and' come from diverse cultural
backgrounds. The counseling staff should also reflect, in rough \
proportion, the projected intervention population as to ethnicity and
race. A well balanced staff will include womeh and men equipped to\

deal with situations encountered by multi- prob]em participants, Fvna1a}

1y, the counseling staff should include--at least in a superv1sory
capacity--persons with professional training and experience in the
field of social services. These staff members will be needed to.
counsel and train co-workers, handle the more comp]ex cases, and serve
as 11a1son to community and governmeﬂtal soc1a1 welfare agenc1esf
: l
Staff training is essential before and during a prjject. The
most effective staff training is that éondugted at the project site,

with outside specia]istélor programs brought in for specific assistance.

Program administrators should arrange for a praktical trainihg experi-
ence wliich includes: ¢ | =
(1) Understand1ng of the ph1losophy, ~goals, and po11cy
deve]oped for the pretrial 1ntervent10n mode].
(i1) Fam111arizat1on with the characterxst1cs and background
- of the part1c1pat1ng population.
(1“‘7* Orientation to the po11c1es,\praut1ces, and personali-
. ties in, the criminal justice system.’
(iv) ,Rev1ew of statutory Taws and adm1n1stvat1ve regulations

on conf1dent1a11ty, offender employment restr1ct1ons,5

f\

g
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_articulated as. a separate section in the master plan.

iy

sex discrimination,  persohal 1iability, eligibility
for government funded social services, and c¢riminal

AN

court rules of procedure.
(v) Introduction to and familiarization with supportive
" agencies, community services, and others having a
- special interest in project activities, e.g. police,
courts, prosecutor, employment-and training resources.
(vi) Training on counseling methods and techniques.
(vii) Utilization of case studies on problem-solving techniques.J
(viii). Location, development, and use of descriptive materials
*and visual aids that will make the project more effec-
tive. ( ’
(ix) Development of objective means of self-evaluation and

individual participant progress evaluation.

D. Interagency Coordination . , N 0 ”

Aé a connecting link between the criminal justice system and
community services, pretrial intervention projects are in a unique
position to effect interagency relationships in the delivery of
A strategy for siuch should, be
There are a
wide range of possibilities to facilitate a unified approach to sharing
of information and ﬁésgurces among cooperating agencies..’In’some cases%
cooperative efforts are mandated (i.e., funding agency guidelines,"
administrative regulations, enabling legislation), and in others it is
presumed to happen. Adminiétrators of pretrial ingerventiqn services
should taken an active role in planning coordination‘mechapisms tailored
to fit;the‘unique mission of these programs. q )

supportive services to participants.

A continuum of efforts runn1ng the gamut from interagency coopera--
tion and coordination to consolidation of services is suggested in the
f0110w1ng examples. R e

S

(i) Creation of an adv1sory board representat1ve of
criminal justice officials, ‘administrators of '
community service agencies, and the public at

£

3]
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(ii1)

(iv)

~ problems and issues.

of rescurces to support statewide pretrial intervention

large can facilitate dialogue ghQinteragency
Mutual agrééﬁ\nts of
cooperation should be encouraged in LQ}S forum.
Joint funding of demonstration proaects 1s another
method to foster colloborative programm1ng among
agencies in the public and private sectors. Such
ventures are encouraged in grants program guide-
1ines issued by federal agencies.

Estab11shment of a publ1c information off1ce as
part of the model program to open and maintain
channels of communication between staff, and
various segments of +the commuhity.

Issuance of an executive order by the chief
elected official which sets forth guideiines for
interagency sharing of information and resources.
Provision can also be made for creation of a
coordination COdncil with membership qualifications,

powers and duties clearly designated. . kY

Periodic conferences schédqled at which statewide

or local problems and issues can be discussed by
policymakers and staff from various disciplines.

The event could also serve as a training session,
Establishment of a statewide association of pretrial
service agencies to advance professionalization,
research and policy objectives.

Enactment of statutory policy which mgndates, with
incentives, p?ograms of coordination among public n
agencies responsible for the delivery of social services.
Regional compacts to insure the equitable distribution

opportunities under purchase of service contracts.
Mutual agreements to formalize working relations@ips' ’
between criminal justice agencies and pretrial service
programs . ‘

Authorization by 1eg1s]at10n:0r ndm1n1strat1ve directive
for the establishment, maintenance and support of a '

28
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unified pretrial services agency responsible for the .
administration of diversionary alternatives to the \
criminal justice process (e.g. bail, release on recog- }
nizance, supported work projects, early diversion
services).

E. Budget?hg Program Costs‘

Funds for pretrial intervention programs may he available from a
variety of federal and state sources, and the planning group should,
after developing the intitial planning document and during méetings
with criminal justice officials, jdentify and begin meetings with
potential funding sources. Advice should be sought from the State
Law Enforcement Planning Agency, and its local counterparts to deter-
mine what probram initiatives have funding priority. These are identi-
fied in the approved comprehensive plan for criminal justice administra-
tion as required under the Omnibus Crime Control and Safe Streets Act.
It provides for a national grant-in-aid program under the aegis of the
Law Enforcement Assistance Administration (LEAA) to improve and
ftrengthgg the criminal justice system. Another’potentia1 source of
program support would be the Tocal prime sponsor of employment and
training services. These agencies are -part of local government and
receive federal funds under the Comprehensive Employment and Training

“Act of 1973 for the development and support of comprehensivéi"manpower" w
”programs.7

Funding to the states from the Department of Health, Educééi
tion and Welfare under Title XX of the Social Security Act ¢of 1975 may

(be-avai]ab1e for certain service delivery aspects of the pﬁ%gram.g And,

for particular service needs (e.g:, alcohol-abuse or drug-abuse treat-
ment) funds may be availablé from HEW's National Institute on*ATco—
holism and Alcohol Abuse (NIAAA) or LEAA's Treatment Alternatives to
Street Crime program. )

It 15 often poss1b1e to secure several grants from government -
agencies to make up a joint fund1ng package for the d1vers1on program.
Although doing so will requ1reocons1derab]y more proposal wr1t1ng
and reporting during program operation, integrated funding.a11oW§ ’

29 0

@)

e T

P

NS




o

i

T U IR

h] =
TN
AN

15

planners to tailéy the program to. Tocal needs without altering the
concept qomp]etelyfto suit a single funding agency's requirements.
For example, TASC funds may only be used for drug-abusing defendants.

If a TASC grant, 1s combined with one from CETA for employment-counseling
services, and from the state law enforcement planning agency for

justice system agm1n1strat1ve comptinents, it will be possible to

operate a program that-can enroll and service a broad range of defen-
dants. <

- L
Dy e

Pr1Vate foundat1ons, particularly sma]] local foundations, may
have a strong interest in a local crime control problem or a particu-
lar program initiative and can serve as aﬁfe1x1b1e source of funds,

" especially if approached for relatively small amounts for initial

planning or start-up costs.’

While federal or private foundation funds are usuélly easier to
secure than local government revenues, it is of crucial importance that

Tocal, county or state funds be sought for program support at the

outset. Usually such funding will be required to match federal
dollars, and as the ultimate goal must necessarily be the institution-
alization of thq)brogram with complete local funding, the best course

" of action is té secure the greatest possible contributions from the

local government in the beginning. Though federal funds may cont1nua
to be available for several years, a local funding commitment Will
“minimize the possibility--and often probability--of a program's

demise before a reasonable period of operation has been compieted (3-5

years). B . b

In order to secure funding from mq&tiple sources aﬁd to .facilitate
Tater local funding, takeover program budgets‘should be kept as siim
as possible. For prfvate programs, it is wise to consult with local “
government to establish staff salaries at acceptable levels. Problems
have been encountered when federal funds are no longer available to
support staff salaries which have exceeded pay scales authorized by
civil service agencies for comparable positions,

30
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A variety of techniques can be used to keep funding levels down.

Seek out the donation of used furniture from a local corporation to

counselors, even
~cularly good tech

=aliminate the cost of new items.

i

nology and psychology.

selor.

school from which the interns will be sought.

Sample budgets to support employment and drug addict diversion

A parti-

These students, usually highly skilled and .

- dedicated, can often be hired at little cost.
- will require on-site supervision by an experienced brofessiona1'cound

Ask for the tempbrary toan of court-
service personnel to work with the program, or seek the assignment o
ime, from social service agencies.
for supplementing small counséiing staffs .is®
to use graduate-student interns from schools of social work, crimi-

Most schools, however,

Therefore, ¢ is good economics to invest in hiring a highly
qualified and experjenced counseling supervisor--perhaps from the

o

projects were produced by the Correctional Economics Center of the
American Bar Association Commission on Correctional Facilities and
The task was part of its overall mission to analyze and
estimate the costs of implementing correctwons standards recommended
by the National Advisory Commission on Cr1m1nal Justice Standards and
A condensed version of tha Center's budgetary analys1s of
pretrial diversion costs is reproduced here in the form of sample

Services.

Goals.

budgets with commentary to explain how cost estimates were compited.
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| o ,
. é Sample Budget of Anpual ' ) "
; ) ual Criminal Justic )

: . Expenditulles for an Operational, Employuwent Divers‘fcvi: Ac:t::'.vi(’.‘/ya

! , frEn AMOUNT (1974 DOLLARS T PERCENT

COSTS INCURRED BY DIVERSION ACTIVITIES ‘
SR
H 5 - - oF
w e o | e e mw
Three types of costs are<incurred by diversion activities- i Mws =
crimirl justice system public expenditures, most of which will appear Wagesdand Salaries .
b : 3 ies; external costs borne 3 Administrator
in the budgets of crimi;}gl Justice agencles; externa t rne by g 1' Career/Job Developer § 14,700 § 21,600 7,42
non~criminal justice agencies and private individuale or groups; and ; 7 Counselors ($9600~12,800 per counselor) 8,200 . 12,700 4,3
opportunity costs, associated with the fact that when one activity is 0o i;czeezxers (98900-10,800 per screener) 22'388 229'288 R
Rl e i 4 3
: undsytaken, another is foregone. In the sections which foilow, each 1 sscie"tzg‘/';xz;:ziﬁ;:‘:’ . 11,000 15,800 1§§
¢ of these types of costs is first discussed separately. A concluding s 1 Accountant, Ralf~time 2’338 B 3.3
gection discusses the total costs (which includes all three types) for \’ . mﬁgi"é e;’zgzi ‘“2‘1155&1“125 140,100 183’%88 (5%‘?)
3 \, - * * .
diversion activities providing different kinds of services. i ‘ Overtime ;> percent) 21,015 28,455 0.1
, _ )| TOTAL PERSONNEL SERVICES 1,000 1,400 . 0.5
| § i $162,115  $219.555 (78.3%)
. : S THER DIRECT COSTS S
P : CRIMINAL JUSTICE SYSTEM PUBLIC EXPENDITURES B . ;
S : Y ~Travel
‘ : . L . B Consultants $ 6,600 $ 9,000 3.
j Criminal justice system costs for diversion include direct _ 2 Supplies and Equipment 1,400 2,000 07
L outlays for, or the imputed value of, goods and services provided by: o g Q“Pi’ﬁ*;‘““ Services i"zgg 2,838 3.2
i  law enforcement agencles; courts; legal services agencies, bureaus : : cggmﬁ,dg:ﬁ:;:s’ and Maintenance 12,000 16,300 g'g
: or firms; other agencies, ‘'organizations or individuals whose stated . : Administration ‘ ‘ 2'2008 6,200 2.2
L migsion could not be carried out if there were no crime; and activities 5 : 32222‘25 ;gd Insum;ce e ' 400 a,ggg 3”‘2’
. L . er . . : . .
< of organizational units or individuals financed by any of the above. : [ Miscellemeour > o4 3,500 4,800 13
Because diversion activitles are primarily financed through governmental o 014, OTER R 2,000 2,800 1.0 .
sources, the costs estimated here are ealled criminal justice system DIREGT COSTS )/ v $ 37,500 551,300 - (21.7%)
v " o *
public" expenditures. : N , i IOTAL ANNUAL CRIMINAL JUS XPE; ,
o | ‘ USTICE EXPENDITURES $206,815 $280’655 100,02
: , . & ' AVERAGE COST ’
' Employment Diversion : | === )
ke - I . i
c : : i : At Design Capadity of Per Cli
: o . =1 o . : ent Year $ 3,18 p
A set of criminal justice cost estimates in the form of a N S 260 Clients Per-Year®  Per Cliewt $. '-,9§ g :’8;3
- M ] -
sample budget for an employment diversion activity designed to serve 2\6\\ , ‘ At Actual Total Clients Per Client Year $ 3,3 ’
clients in a vear is shown in Figure 2. In interpreting these o LS Served of 250 Per Year® Per (lient : ’ng g i,ggg ,—,
. of . N %
cost estimates, the following features of the sample budget should be - ‘ . Per "Successfully" Terminated Client
noted: . B T at 200 Per Yeard - -
: . i . 2 ) : £ , § 1,034 § 1,413
. » These cost estimates are intended ¢ be applicable g \ /) : “This budget includes only those costs of ap o 1 ) .
‘ to a diversion activity regardless of the sponsoring I . o :::": dby ghe eriminal justice system, Excluded are th:p cgﬁi“ﬁf’di;’if,i““"“ctivicy “hich ate
s . : . - e B - 8 c s h
o agency. They are based on activities locally initialed- W - 5 " and vo:a:i:n:;iﬁ::inéusté;‘:s:ystem;-sugh &8 manpower traiping, ap:1cuaistiﬁiizfléﬁ‘iﬁiifng
and implemented, but should also be useful in planning b { , external costs. Also excluded ff;iZ :}: §§0321§’.}a§§¥e§52°“" clients are referred are treated as
: ‘ local components of statewide diversion activities. ’ [ :gfi::e igdividua" "dent's loss of the right to speedyoggzzzu:igyaﬁostgtﬁ gi‘{&sim’ dnedud-
E w . ‘ . / i y nerez crime committed by diversion clients. . Y potential rigk to
i e Cost data from exemplary models of employment diversion, . S BDesign Capacity associsted with th . '
‘ g ot : ¢ 18 65 el this sawple budget for en empl ’
. specifically seventeen Department of Labor-sponsored X g for & totel cancing e 2% any Ane tine, with a typical client's tenure of Z‘ﬁ}f:?iﬁ;‘c;:“"*“
 activities, were collected and used in preparing these = s . 0 ?60 cllents served anmually. See the text for more discussion.
- estimates. Costs are based on g thrée-month diversion i f CSee the text for the ratiomale behipd " . o
> - Pl ¢ 3 * nd "actual per client"“ang." ‘
: ~-..period whi\\h 1s typically for clifents in these activities,.- éstimates. . . P et and. "per successful cldent"
N L R I da "successfully" terminated clie t p o
. o - inated : 4 ’ 3 o
N \\ . i\ ) 3 N result Hf his p//articipacion in the diversgon :cg:i:s?i? 8t whom charges are firopped as.a
. . - N S . =
Ry L D . : N . Percantages for the high and low estd )
. s / A : those shown hére ar y estimates are not identical because of rounding;
LT _ “ ‘ . \\,;/ S ‘ because of rounding, the average for the two groupiugs. Percentages may not add to 100
» : _ oL e ) ' // t, ’
i © /‘ A
. { 33
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e. The sample budget is for an on-going operational | ﬁ;
activity and as such excludes the higher start-up '
costs. :

] For each budget item, two estlimates are given, an
average high and an average low; rneither repre~
sents the extreme. The costs of three out of four
gimilar activities are_expected to fall within the
sample budget's range.

] The sample budget includes only those expenditures
incurred by the criminal justice system in the opera-
tion ¢f a diversion activity. Excluded from this
budget are external costs for services outside the
eriminal justice system to which the diversion
client may be referred (such as job training) and
opportunity costs to society and to the indiyidual.

@ Diversion activities, like most criminal justice
functiong~-~-and most governmental services-—are 1abor
intensive. Thus a high percentage of a diversion.

= aetivity's budget goes for personnel expenditur@é.

® Certain budgetary trade-offs occur. For exaqgle, congider
the trade-off between rental costs and travel: if
a diversion office is located in a neighbsrhood safe
for night counseling sessions, near public trans-
portation and the courts, rent will probably be
higher but travel coste lower. - ¢

As a result of the cost analysis reglected in the sample budget
shown in Figure 2, a typical, operational, “employment diversion activity
serving approximately 260 clients per year is estimated to cost the
criminal justice system between $206,815 and $280,655 annually. Analysis
of cost variation across the projects surveyed, which ranged in size-
from 180 to 885 clients served per year, did not indicaté any systematic
average cost differentials (higher or lower) which could be attributed to
scale (total persons served). Therefore average cost estimates based on
this sample budget, discussed below, are expected to approximate the
average costs of activities which vary in scale over the range surveyed.
(In more technical economic terms, no "economies of scale'" were dis-
coverad; long run "marginal costs" equal average costs, allowing far
gome factor indivisibilities discussed below.)

)

1When "range of costs" is dicussedIEubseQuently in this report,

. it refers to the range between these two average high and average low cost

estimates. Thus such discussion also excludes extremely high or extremely
low average costs. .

”
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A cost analysis is concemed not on ly with total activity
costs, but also with the average.costs per service unit. Because the
goals of diversion activities are to provid¥ services to clients, the
number of clients served is the "service unit" for which average costs
are estimated. There are many approaches to\measuring these
averages or "per client" costs for a diversi\n activity. TFive
are estimated with the sample budget showm igiFigure 2 and discussed
below: X § :

i
® Average cost at design capacity ﬁe: client year
and per client, . \
\\
® Average cost at actual capacity p F client year
and per client, and e\

%

® Average cost per successfuely" terhinated client.t

The diversion activity presented in the gample budget is
designed to provide a client with three monthls® mervice and to

accommodate up to 65 clients at any one time, Thys the maximum potential

or annual "design capacity” of this model activity is 260 clments per
year, \ - _

Most programs, once they are accepted by’ t\e local prosecutors
and judges, tend to operate near capacity. Thus the estimate of
actual number served shown with the sample budget i& near, but not
quite at capacity (250 or 96 percent capacity), to
ment below design capacity will increase the average costs (at design
capacity, $795 to $1,079 per client; at actual cepazvty, $827 to $1, 123,
per client). The higher costs for operating below désign capacity are-
due to the indivisibility effects of the-resources mobilized in a diver-
sion effort. - For example, it is impossible to adjust the amount of the
office space rented, the number on the staff and the hours-per week for
which sreﬁﬁ is paild, in response to the week-to-week fluctuations in the
number of diversion clients to be served.’ :

-

L

B : U
- “

flow of people through the samp;e activity during 1974. To indlude both
« clients terminated during the first week of 1974, who receilved services
- primarily covered in 1973's budget, and clients enrolled during the last

week of 1974, who will receive most”services duri g‘1975, would be to
//underestimate the per capita costs of providing diversion services.

2These design capacity estimates are based on the actual enroll~-
ets per(month and the caseloads per counselor of activities surveyed.
t 13 agsumed that a counselor's caseload responsibility includes some
llow-up on former clients.

\\))
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The average costs per client year are useful measures for
_comparing diversion activities with alternative c¢riminal Justice
activities (such as the average cost per inmdte year for an institu-
tional-based program). They are estimated by dividing the-total
apnual budget by the number of slots for clients (65 at design
capacity; between 62 and 63 at actual capacity). Thes the per client
vear costs of diversion range between $3,182 and $4,318 at design
capacity, $3,309 and $4,490 at actual capacity. The terms "design
capacity and actual capacity" make no distinction between partici~
pants who stay the  full three months and those who drop out. In
fact, approximately 80 percent of the participating clients in the
activities surveyed were 'successfully” terminated, that is charges
were dropped (by the judge, st the recommendation of the diversion
activity staff) as a result of three months of participation in the
diversion activity. Therefore 200 (80 percent of actual capacity,

250) is used as the base for estimating average cost per "successful
termination. Assuming this 80 percent success rate for the activity
in the sample budget, the average cost per client ' 'successfully"
terminated would range between” $1,034 and $1,413. These estimates
are considerably higher than those for average cost per total actual
clients served {also sometimes described as per client enrolled),
which range frcm between t827 and Sl 123.

‘The aéerage ‘cost per enrollee at actual capacity ($847 to .
$1,123) tends_to understate the true cost cof achieving the activity'e
goal of diverting an individual from the criminal justice system,
Those who do stay receive more benefits.than those who voluntarily
or involuntarily drop out and thus do not have their cases dismissed.
On the other hand, the average cost per "suzcessful’ client (51,034 to
$1,413) tends to overstate the actual cest per client since "success"

18 narrowly defined as the decision by the court to drop charges on the
‘individual. A better definition would include as "successes" those
individuals who drop out of the diversion activity (and 80 are
prosecuted) but who do not recidivate and have better employment records
- as a result of services rendered from the diversion activity. Unfortu-
nately, there is no data to measure the benefits these drop outs
,freceive from their brief encounter with diversion.

i qug‘DiversiOnv 3 ‘Q i

: A set of eriminal justice cost estimates in the form of a.

| sample budget for a drug diversion activity designed to serve 500

{ clients in a year is shown in Figure 3. Cost estimates are .

. based on.a survey of projects sponsored by LEAA's Office on Treatment

: Alternatives to Street Crime (TASC).. The general discusszion of features
. of the employment diversion sample budget, presented 14 the previous
‘eection, is also applicable to this sample budget.

“ B Pigure 3

e Sample Budget of Annual Criminal Juu:ice.
o qunndituru for an Operational Drug Diversion Accivicy

© et

AMOUNT (1974 DOLLARS)

SRR

. ~ PERCENT
. 1TEM £ ) or B
) AVERAGE AVERAGE TOTAL
HIGH __LOW COSTS
 PERSONNEL SERVICES ,
Wages and Salaries .
Administrative Unit! -
Project Director $ 17,600 § 22,100 .
Deputy Director 9,800 14,100 1368
Administrative Assistant/Bookkepper 8,800 13,700 R
Secretary 5,800 7,900
Intake and Diagnostic Unit —
Clinical Peychiatrist 17,600 27,300 : 2
Social Worker 8,400 11,300 14,1 R
’ Counselor 9,200 16,200 B
Secretary ‘ 6,800 7,900
Screenivg Unit - : . . i
Superiisor ~'10,200 11,300
Intervievers (3 & $8,300 and 9,400) 33,200 37,6007 16.7
Lab Technician 6,500 9,800
Kscort i 7,300 8,200
Court Lisfwon Unit (2 @ $8,800 and 9,800) 17,600 19,600 5.0
Tracking Unit . .
Supervisor of Evaluation - 11,200 11, 600 o
Case Managers (4 & 89,300 and 9,600) 37,200 38, AG0 )
v Statistical Clerk 7,300 .&OO 9.2 =
Records Clark 6,300 7,400
Sacretary 6,800 7,500 '
Total Wagen and Salaries ; 228,690 280, 7010 (68.7) .
fringe Benefits ' 34,250 4‘3,10,5 10.3 '
TOTAL: rzasoquL SERVICES $262,890 $322,B05 (79.0%)
QTHER LIRECT COSTS - : . - R
Teaval : N : $ 11,000 4§13, SOD 3.
Equipment . D 1,300 ,1.600 0.h ¥
- Supplitl - ' 5;700 6.90‘p 107 5
Puplication Sctvicu ~ 2,300 2,900 0.7
Rent, Utilities and minunmcc 14,300 17,600 v hed
Commymications : 3,300 4,100 1.0
Urinalyses (5,000 @ 82,75 and %3, 00) 13,750 15,000 3.9
© Miscellanecus : , 18,200 24,200 5.7
TOTAL OTEER DIRECT COSTS N © 8 69,850 ¢ 85,800 (at.om)
TOTAL ANNUAL CRIMINAL JUSTICE zxrewnxruxxs $332,740 $408,605 300,02
AVERAGE COST , “\\ ).
e \ #
N\
Par Client Year (250 per Yeur) \\ $ 1,331 $ 1,643
Fer Clisnt Referral (500 per !ur) \ 665 8 . W17
Tar "Succesefully” Tcrliund Cldient \g ,
{350 per Yaar) 951 - § 1,167 N
. \
4 ‘3 : X\ ’ 2
) N ‘
\\‘ .
3\ . <’
R\\\ ) ‘ &
\ :
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- mon than in TASC. .

Based on the estimates shown in Figure 3, a drug diversion
activity 4n & large city accommodating 250 clients at any time is
estimated to cost between $332,740 and $408,605. The typical client's
tenure is six months; thus 500 clients can be sccepted by thi diversion
activity during a year for referral to drug treatment. Based on specific
activities gsurveyed, an estaimted 70 percent o¥ 350 of these clients referred
will be "successfully" terminated. ''Successful" termination means’
they will complete the requirements of the drug diversion activity
(including the requirements of drug treatment) and their cases will
either be dismissed by the court or their penalties will be reduced.

The aet of average costs assoclated with the sample budget ghown in
Figure 3 includes the following: ,

® $1,331 to $1.6434per eglient ﬁiar;
® $655 to $817 per client referrai;
¢ $951 to $1,167 per “successfully” terminated client.

Average costs of drug diversion activities in small towns and rural
areas tend to be higher.

1Dismissa1 of charge: for successful clients is nearly universal in
employment diversion but 4s less common in drug diversion. Most drug diver-
gion activity designs, including the original ‘plans for TASC, provide dis-
missal of charges but judges and prosecutors in several cities have not been
amenable to this approach. Thus in 1975, only about 15 percent of TASC's
pretrial clients have charges against them dropped. The pattern varies from
city to city. In San Juan's TASC, all successful clients have charges
sgainst them dismissed. So do most of the successful clients in Newark's
and Camden's TASC. But dismissal of charges i8 never the outcome for
Richmond's TASC clients. In other drug diversion activities (for exampile,
Washington, D.C.'s Narcotice Diversion Project) and in diversion activities
that include drug offenses (for example, Operation Midway in Nassau County
New Yark and Priority Prosecution Project in Denver) dismissal is more com-
However, TASC data were used fir this analysis because
these were the only data available and because dismiasal of charges does not
affect the coste incurred by the criminal jus** ~4ystem, H.S. Perlman,
Legal Issues in Addict Diversion: A Layman's Guide (Washingtonm, D.C.:
Drug Abuse Council, inc. and American Bar Assoclation, Commission on Cor-
rectional Facilities and Services, 1974), p. 52; Science Systems, Inc.,
"Comparative Bvaluation of Five TASC Projects," Report submitted to the
National Institute on Drug Abuse, U.S. Department of Health, Education and
Welfare, June, 1975, p. 10 (Mimeographed) and interviews with Peter Regner,
LEAA, Washington, D.C.; Harvey Levinson, Nassau County District Attorney's
Office; Kea Wilks, Narcotics Diversion Project, Washington, D.C. and Dale
Tooley, Denver District Attornmey's Office, all on February 19, 1976.
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Other Types of Diversion 3

o

The only other type of diversion for which eriminsl justice
coste have been calculated is conflict intervention. Conflict intervention
can be described as a form of diversion which typically occurs at the first
point of contact with the criminal justice sydtem when police are called
in to settle a dispute.™ Costs of conflict intervention includettraining

‘police officers in crisis managemedf (about $1;,000 per officer) apd ex-

penses incurred each time a case is handled (about $27 per case).’

a

EXTERNAL COSTS

External costs associated with a diversion activity will depend
on the needs of each client and the types of services provided to fill
those needs. Typically, the non-criminal justice costs of providing
services to diversion clients do not differ from providing services to
the general public. External cost estimates for employment diversion
are shown in figure 4 on page 48. These may exceed criminal justice
expenditures, For example, the diversion activity may cost up to .
81,079 per client; the job training may add uwp to $2,400 per client,
for a total of $3,479., A similar relationship between criminal
justice expenditures and external costs exists in other types of di-
version. External costs of various types of diversion are:

® For ﬁrug diversion, between $515 and $1,813 per client;

® For a;cohol diversdion, between $53 and $1,274 per elient
stay;

. For mental illneas diversion, between $5 and\$73 per
client day. \\\
N
The wide range in each type of externmal costz ig due to a wi§\
of treatment modalities. For example, in the case of costs fo
drug treatment shown in figure 5 on page 49, the lower estimaté\ia
for a drug-free residential community. ;

range

1Corrections,"pp. 80—81.

27raining costs are from pre \\ nary results of an LEAA evaluation
of crisis management in several U.S. cities. The $1,000 estimate Includes
both the time of the officer and the costs of professional Instructors
.and materials. Interview with Louls Mayo, LEAA, Washington, D.C.,
8 October 1970. Average cost per, c¢ase is based on data from the Night
Prosecutor Program in Columbus, Ohic, presented in Office of Technology
Transfer National Imstitute of Law Enforcement and Criminal Justice,
Exemplary Programs (Washington, D.C.: U.S, Department of Justice, Law
Enforcement -Assistance Administration, April 1975), p. 7.

i
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< X Figure 4 |
@ . < in?‘i’ [ ”
.o Estimates of External Costs Incurred as a Result Bl Figure 5
of Employment Diversion Referrals. fi y g
” ' | Estimates of External Costs Incurred as a Result of .-
b . i Drug Diversion Referrals to Drug R
- , . Treatment Projects, by Treatment Modality :
SERVICE - © COST PER CLIENT - R " el
¢ ‘ (1974 dollars) - | v‘ |
' '/7 i ( ‘\\\‘; :} \ ' - \\\“\\5
Psycholosgic/,/el Testing ;o $ 75 fj : v MODALTTY . ‘\\ COST PEKCLIENT YEAR COST PER CL m .
Psyéholos;iéal Counselin: . ) 1’/ 3 : L < G ® \\ (1874 dollare) | “ b
5 hourg @ $40/hour C . $200 ’} | % A
“ . o - / ‘ Drug Free:Residential =] '
Legal Assistence : i | } i , \ { “ .
1 hour @ $25/hour i s 25 (\1 e 5 Community $6,254 $1,813
] ' : 2 ) : B . '
; s R : ) I \ . ; o = - ; .
Educaticnal Training - / $350 \\\ f ’ . = \\V\ X\'
o g ' ) ? i . - | \‘;\ B
/ - Y : Outpatient Abstihence Y
Yocational Training : / $2,000-52,400 o . ECIJT:L nii o \\\ gl. 278 592
/ R\ S ’ 3 ' : .
; o i , 4
i N : ~ : i .
- “ : g . Day-Care, Drug- ) ’
: ' : ) ; : . Free Project $2,750 “not available
) }’ ﬁ\ Y
Outpatient Methadone = ‘ , A N
. - . Treatment Center $1,300-$2,100 ! $ 515
s ) ' : : . Residential Methadone ( s ° o
\ : : 7 5 Maintenance Project \ , $5,135 0 ; $1,000
: a < i \;;. .
’ s -
JT N . ER Xy, e
: Source: Atlanta Pretrial Intervention Project, "Proposal for Action,™ f .
L Atlanta, 1975, (Mimeographed), and J. Blackburn, U.S. Department of / ’
S , Labor, interview with A. Watkins, 14 May 1975. f
N “ ) ' ‘! ‘ ! ) N | ] R ) ’ . " 3 o w Q 4 ” ;\
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D. Evaluation . N

OPPORTUNITY COSTS Programs have &’ choice in the methods for testing their eff1c1ency

|
i
; commitment is strong.an empirical research
The opportunity costs of diversion are difficult to quantify i and effectiveness. IF the co 9. P s
in dollars. Often they depend on the local circumstances. The diver- N study will be conducted. ‘A moderate 1nterest will.probably resu 1nw By
sion client, pays a high opportunity cost if he or she must give up , Pl . o broaram operations. Opting to o
certain rights (such as a speedy trial) in order to participate. | a process evaluation of intervention prog P p )
Such issues are of increasing concern to decision makers.l Also of ] , do the miffimais assessment usually turns out a descriptive analysis o
concern to decision makers are the oppcrtunity costs paid by soclety i ) A , that all programs should conduct
as a result of implementing diversion activities, such as any ffcrease ' ; the act1jfty This is not to say prog d Timitati
o in crime committed by diversion clients. (The increaoed rigk -is esti~ | the classical experimental model. There are strengths and limitations
o O nsted £0 be mininal.) | of evaluation research in the social action context., Moreover, the
’ ) / cost of performing an in-depth evaluation of pretrial interyention
’ ‘e TOTAL RO DIFFERENT TYEER OF DIVERSION - & i SEPVTC&S is substantial, and many programs are not high volume Opera-
The decision maker should considér (and his analyst should % tions that would justify a full scale assessment. To be sure, there

<  estimate) the total costs of diversion, including external costs and : i

. ‘ S support of the capability to assess
”opportﬂnity costs and not just criminal justice expenditures shown in . L ; is a middle- ground that argues in supp p .
/ budgets. Putting together information in previous sections: : ¥ the extent to wh1ch program goa]s and ObJECt1VGS are realize
2 Ve ‘ ) ‘
/ // e Based on available data, criminal justice éxpendi— " ‘ d it
// // o tures per client for employment diversion range ¥ Planners in formulating the substantive evaluat1on design and its

« ;o ’ between $795 and $1,079, for drug diversion between

- : $655 and $817. . supporting budget are advised to include a systém of*data collection

t

‘ sufficient to accommodate the diversity of quest1ons and pr1or1ttes
ﬁ on which research must focus. !

]

i

!

15ee Perlman, Legal Issues in Addict Diversion: A Layman's Guide
and H.S, Periman and P.A. Jaszi, Legal Issues in Addict Diversion: A
Technical Analysis (Washington, D.C.: Drug Abuse Council, Inc. “and -
American Bar Association, Commlssion on Correctional Facilities and
Services, 1975); M.R. Biel, Legal Issues and Characteristics of Pretrial

[

As part of the 1n1t1a1 planning process, pﬂanners should obtain
from local and state judicial and Taw enforcement authorities, basic

Intervention Programs (Washington, D.C.: American Bar Association, o f data about arrest and convictions in-the target 3ur1sd1ct1on In
: National Pretrial Intervention Service Center, 1974); Nancy E. Goldberg, . ! ' ility criteria, this data shou1d be
! “"Pretrial Diversions: Bilk or Bargin?" National Legal Aid and Defenders ’ ! presenting part7c1%ant eligib1lity ’

Association Briefcase 31, p. 490; Daniel L. Skoler, "Protection of the
Rights of Defendents in Pretrial Intervention Programs,” American Bar

;é . used to establish baselines against which the iprogram can be measured.

: : ’ o ram intends to acce t all adylt defendants
yAssociation, Resgurce Center on Correctional Law and Legal Services, o : - For example, if the program 1 P " d fv the

o Washington, D.C., 1973; _znd National Pretrial Intervention Service Center, o " charged with simple assault and battery, the’ p1an shoul 5P9C1 Y
; ’ Legal Opinions on Pretrial Diversion Alternatives, Kramer v, Municipal B . sex and e--arrested in the Jur1sd1ct10n
K*\&J Court 49 C.A, 3rd 418, Information Bulletin No. 1, August 1975. f o number of persons by race, 29 11

25N ' ) ‘ _ : during the prior year, and predict that the program will enroll a

c <See Roberta-Pleczenik, Fretrial Intervention Strategies: An 5 ” , 0 efendants.
P Evaluation of Policy-Related Research and Policy Maker Perceptionms B ' certa1n percentage of such d

{Washington, D.C.: American Bar Association, Commission on Correctional ' o

; i;;t%ities and Services, National Pretrial In %ervantlon Service Center, . SO v “If rearrest and reconviction da%a are avai]ab?e, it should be
< P. 231.f N R :
’ : ¢ ’ L = W used to establish a baseline for successful PTI participation. If a

e certain percentage of the target defendant popblatuom was rearrested,

3 . o [

i
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the program should state its intention of producing a popu]at1on of
dismissed cases with a' lower rearrest rate.

Whether or-not vatvid data are available, éhe plan must estéé]msh

goa]s for\"umbers of entries and numbers of cases successfuily com-

leting the program It is considered important, also, to define
"success" in terms of defendants, who after dismissal, do not return

to the’criminal justice system through rearrest.

— T
P

Data collection forms should be designed té produce essential .
informatton on program operations. The forms o? estab1ishedcprograms
should be used as examples. At minimum; however, the data must show
the number of defendants processed through each stage of PTI pro--
ceedings, as well as the sex, race, age,”charge, prior record and
etfiployment history of each defendant. These data-are 1ikely to be
significant in determining defendant success or failure. Such data
are also essential to the 1ife of the program; without them the pro-
gram will be unable to produce documents that can be used to convince
officials that the program is functioning and worthy of continuation.
And dood longitudinal reporting can be used to convince criminal jus-
tice decision makers to permit the expansion of eligibility criteria
to include cases of a more serious nature. “ |

#

o

Planners should understand that reach1ng\§o11d conclus1¢ﬁs about
the effect1venesq of the PTI program is,-as a prac»xca] matter, not
possible. The techniques, c@nstra1nts and controversies in the design
and app]1é&$1on of control and compraison group testing is covered
by Dr. Pieczenik in her report tit]ed PRETRTAL INTERVENTION STRATEGIESK
AN EVALUATION OF POLICV—RELATEU 'RESEARCH AND POLTCYMAKER PERCEPTIONS -
Nevertheless, some rud1mentaryu#orm of comparlson-shou1d be p1anned
The fundamental issues should be explored and an understandwng reached
with both the funding agencies and criminal justice. officials before
the plan is finalized and the PTI program is implemented.
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PART 11: ~FOOTNOTES

Quantitative Tools for Criminal Justice Planning, Law Enforcement
Assistance Administration, Washington, D. C., 1975. .

<

Manpower Program Planning Guide, U, $. Department of Labor,

WEﬁh1ngton, D. C., April 1974.

Roberta Rovner-Pieczenik, Pretrial Intervention Strategies: An
Evaiuation of-Policy-Related Research and Policymaker Perceptions,

Lexington Books, Lexington, Massachusetts, 1976.

See, "The s#lection and Training of Advocates and Screeners for
a Pre-Trial Diversion Program, " The Court Resource Program, Boston,
Massachusetts, 1972; "Manual for Volunteer In-Service Training,"
Palm Beach County Pre-Tr1a1 Intervention Program, West Palm Beach,
Florida 1975.

=
Removing Offender Employment Restrictions: A Handbook, ABA (
Clearinghouse on Offender Employment Restr1ct1ons, Washington,
D. £., March 1976. ,

For a listing of LEAA State Planning Agencies and report on crime
control program developments, see, "State of the States on Crime
and Justice,"” National Conference of State Criminal Justice Plan-
ning Administrators, Washington, D. €., May 1976. .

A Guide to Seeking Funds from CETA, U. S. Department of Labor,
Employment Standards Adm1n1strat1on May 1976.

Using Title XX to Serve Children and Youth, Child Ne1fare League
of Amer1ca, Inc., New.York, New York, Apr11‘197o

The Fouhdation Directory, Edition 5, The Foundation Center,- .
New York, New York, 1975. - _
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Situation

3

[

Decision to Divert

Admission of Guilt

Legal Issue(s)

i~

Separation of Powers

Waiver of right to plead
not guilty, privilege
against self-incrimination,
right to trial by jury and
*to confrontation of wit-
nesses

61

Situation .

‘Time limitation of
diversion period

Legal assistance .

Hearing prior to
reinstatement for
prosectuion

Legal Issue(s) =7

Waiver of right to a
speedy trial, waiver
of applicable statute
cof Timitations

Right to counsel

J

Due, process guarantee

\

Q -

N
X

Analysis

Prior record - multiple or violent offenses may
properly be excluded if they are poor rehabili-
tation risks, for protection of public safety

rand to promote society's interest in retribu-

tive justice.

?rosecutor is recognized as authority to divert
individuals to a pretrial intervention program
before they are formally charged. -

Where intervention occurs after charges have
been formally placed, the prosecutor function
is only advisory to the judicial function of
determining if prosecution is to be continued,
deferred or dismissed. , o

These rights may be waived, if not induced
by threat, coercion, improper inducement or
promise of immynity. State must show a com-

“pelling interest to obviate such fundamental

rights. As to the requirement of a guilty
pleas, it must be the least restrictive method
available to serve a legitimate state interest.
At the very Teast, the same procedural safe-
guards-would be required where a deféndant
pleads guilty to gain entrance in a PTI pro-
gram as where he/she pleads guilty in. the

usual circumstances.

-

{

7

3

Analysis

Right to a speedy trial vests after prosecution
is instituted through indictment or information.
Law is not settled in pre-charge situations.
Judgment is that absent voluntary waiver, the

applicable statute of limitations and due process

protection would bar undue delay after arrest
but before indictment or formal charges are
filed. :

These waivers should be renewed if period of
diversion is extended.

Right to counsel attaches where diversion
occurs after formal charges have been intitated.

Law is unsettled on right to counsel when diver-
sion occurs prior to the bringing of formal
charges. Judgment is that to partake-of
diversion benefits, defendant may be electing
to forego trial by jury and proof of guilt.

This would be seen as a "critical" stage and
thus meet the test to warrant assistance of
counsel. Recommendation is that legal services
be provided to protect the defendani and the
prosecution. - o

Where substantial threat of loss of liberty, a
due process, hearing is required before the
- participant's status may be terminated.
is that haﬁﬁng authorized the diversionary
€>a1ternativéfto prosecution, the state should

not be able to arbitrarily and summarily revoke

Opinion
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B | 3 | B. Political Realities // -

PTI programs, in order to become and cont1nue to be operational |
must serve the needs of the criminal justice system. While reform- ” %
minded officials may welcome the rehabilitative thrust of the program,
others will view PTI simply as a means--potentially--of lowering costs->
and reducing caseloads and court congestion, |

ments

requivre

I

i
S U

/

©

A primary reality is that PTI programs work with defendaﬁﬁs'whb‘ i
may need little rehabilitative services, simply to get them ocut of: }
the system, or to take cases that might have been dismissed norma11y S 'y
(while keeping control over the defendants) with 11tt1e regard for
the program's potential for working effectively towards deter’ing
/ 5% criminal conduct. 5 Additionally, in the beginniﬁg the progra& is
/// 3 o ‘ ]1ke1y to receive only non-serious cases--even where rehabilitation
is considered--because the PTI program must prove to justice off1c1a1s
7/ . ‘ that it can produce positive results.

No absolute right to counsel,
hed on a case by case

> Analysis

S

of necessity.

inquiry

<
Hearing should be conducted by a neutral and

that authorization without meeting
of elimental due process.
but that it be furnis

detached person.

e 44

Fi | ] In order to establish credibility and integrity with criminal F?
/ ' S justice authorities, many programs have deliberately geared defen- é
S ] dant selection to take only cases that Qre un11ke1y~\o fa11 While : ' i
such selection does serve the system, a PTI program should\\ ;
continuously to test its rehabilitative capab111t1es in dea11ng W1 Fre a ?

defendants most in need of intervention :treatment. - . 4 ““;

Legal Issue(s)

;f ) / f?‘ PTI programs composed of staff coming from outside the criminal ;
% ' o g ! k ‘ justice community will come to realize that the system is essentially
| \ ’ ' / | : 0 a closed one and that privately-operated programs are not likely to

= ( i ) " maintain their independence. The better course is to initially
/V/ o / a | ' "~ explore the options for integration and institutionalization of a ' .
‘ ' 3 pr1vate program into (the justice system. Possibilities would 1nc]ude
J o " merger with probation departments and pretr1a1 release agencies whlch
/ | , “ are the "service arms" of the court and could maintain the PTI ‘
/ : activity.ﬁk | ) ' | R ~§E

m”<z :M i

Situation
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For eiamp]e, when workingwwithin a probation department, in
certain jurisdictions, the hiring po11c1es of civil-service systems
e the acquisition of exper1enced and skilled staff difficult.
And for\ pr1vate PTI programs., at the point of institutionalization,
civil serv1ce systems may cause the 'dispersion of an effective staff.
To counter this problem, job descr1pt\ons setting forth personnel
qualifications and skills show]d be built into the progﬂam at its
inception. In this way is is hoped the _direct experience gained by
staff will be recogn1zed and their retentTOn as permanent employees
faciliated. A

UProbab]y the most sensidive area politically for PTI programs }
involves the respective roles of prosecutors and judges. Many pro-
secutors view PTI decision making as solely within their discretion.
The PTI coanpt however, invalves elements of "pre—tr1a1 sentencing"
as well as prosecutoriai d1scretﬁon and does not fit easily into
the traditional spheres of decision making of either courts or pro-
secutors. This issue has reached the Supreme Court level in New w
Jersey in a case titled, STATE v. LEONARDIS, etc., 71 N.J. 85 (197bJ,
which held that in accordance with pertinent judicial rules the
court has final decision-making authority over all aspects of PTI
The case, howéver, has been reargued and a decisicn‘is‘pending
as of February, 1977. The reallxy is that hgth prosecutors and ANy
judges need to be involved in PTI for the pWOgram to work ‘and to y
evolve into a permanent part»of the criminal Justjce-system. ’

C. Institutionalization Problems

=Y

A

-Assuming that the demonstration program Succeeds, i.€., is
accepted by Tocal officials and operates effectively with the criminal
Justice: system, the next\step is its institutiona]ization" Institu-
tionalization, the total integration of PTI into theﬁex1st1ng criminal
process, is the program's ultimate goa] ; j :

If adm1n1strat1on of a pllot program was the respons1b1u1ty of a -
non- cr1m1na1 Just1ce agency (ana staffed wath nnn regular cr1m1na1
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justice personnel) as soon as PTI.gains a feve] of acceptance by
decision-mﬁkers, negotiations should begin to explore transfer options
for a permahent Tocation either within the justice system or with an
appropriate community service agency. The transition will not be

accomplished rap1m]y, and if done over a period of 1 or 2 years can
be accomplished smoothly.

The transition, for example, might take the form of bringing
into the program.sevéraT employees from the Tocal probation department--
whose qualifications meet the program's operating style-~to work
alongside PTI staff. Probation officers can learn the PTI system
and philosophy from the resident staff, and probiems resulting from
an abrupt transfer of administration are lessened.

For the program's non-civil service, non-traditional staff, plans
should be made and methods devised for retaining as many‘as possiblé
who can be quaiified and wish to remain with the PTI program. This ,
will Tikely require negotiations with the state and Tocal civil
service authorities, probation unions, etc., and the support of

—

Integration of the demdnstrationzmode! to a péfmaﬁént court
service: program is virtually inevitable. After the initial experi-
mental phase, perhaps 2 or 3 years, federal and foundation funds
will Jikely no longer be available, and local and state government
assumption of costs will become necessary. .State and local govern— _
ments a]ready share the costs for court services and wx]]/oe reluc-
tant to pay/ABr a dup11cat1ve serv1ce when the PTI funrt1on can,
with minimal budgetary Jncreases be absorbed in the “criminal justice |
apparatus. o ) J
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PART III: FOOTNOTES - APPENDICES
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;
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Defendants™~in Pretrial Intervention Programs, Volume 10
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Requirements. of the Defense Function," NLADA Br1efcase
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Perceptions, Lexington Books (1975). @ o ’ :

‘ C." Reporting Forms Developed\by Abt Assoc1dtes Inc.

5. Franklin E. Z1mrrng, "Measuring the Impact of Pretrial o for Labor Department ! e

Diversion from the Criminal Justice System," 41 University ' . ' '
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APPENDIX A

PROJECT CROSSROADS RESOURCE MATERIALS

GENERAL SESSIONS COURT PROGRAM DEVELOPMENT
A. Negotiations ' _U . . ‘.

Negotiations to implement Project Crossroads in the’Lﬁistrict of Columbia Court of\ff
General Sessions began in June 1968, at which time Judge Harold H. Greene, chief )udge
of the court, designated Associate Judge James A. Belson to be his liaison with tihe.proym
ect and to assist in working otit the details of integrating such a program into existing
court procedures. ‘ )

Judge Belson called a seeting in late June to discuss the project with representa-
tives of the various court divigions and Mr. Joel Blackwell, Chief of the General Sessions

Division of the United States Attorney's Office. All participants agreed that the program
*was desirable and offered any assistance necessary in setting it up. ' '
designdted two assistant Unit2d States attorneys from his office to work closely with proj-

Mr. Blackwell

ect representatives in developing an operational plan compatible“w,ith_ the establish‘gd pro-
ceduressof processing criminal cases through the U.S. Attorney’s Office and which would
be acceptable to Mr. David G, Bress, United States Attorney for the District of Columbia.

Over the next two months, project representatives worked closely with Judge Bel-
son and the two assistant United States attorneys, Henry Greene and Charles Work, receiv-
ing a thorough orientation on prosecutorial and judicial operations of the court, while de-
veloping and modifying project operating procedures. . :

Also during this period, the project sought and received the ‘tooperation of the Dis-
trict of Clolumbia Bail Agency which administers the government bonding program for crim~-
inal defendants in the General Sessions Court. Bail Agency interviewers screen each de-
fendant prior to arraignment in order to make a recommendation on the defendant's ac-
ceptability for release on personal recognizance between arraignment and trial. Because
access to Bail Agency screening information would enable a project representative to de-
termine which detainees were ieligible for Crossroads without reinterviewing each defen~
dant, it was considered imp&‘tant to obtain this privilege for project recruiters. Mr.

Robert Niles, director, and Mr. Rebert Cecil, assistant director, of the Bail Agency were
very cooperative it consenting to a close working relationship between Bail Agency and
project staff, p ” “ y

By late August, operational proceduresofor the General Sesslons phase of Project
Crossroads were completed. Approval for implementation of the program was received from
the Board of Judges on September 5, and from U.S. Attorney David Bress on September 6.

Following is a description of the criteria for enrollment, recruitment procedures,
reporting requirements and disposition procedures approved by the judicial and prosecutor-
ial authorities of the court.

B. Criteria B S . @ “

It was never anticipated that Crossroads would accept all ¢ategories of defendants
into the project, Limited staff capabilities and the focus of the project precluded the en-
rollment of drug addicts and alcoholics. Since one of tiie primary emphases of the program.
is employment, it was also felt that a participant should be either unemployed, underem-—
ployed {e.g., earnings of less than approximately $70 a week), desirous of part-time work
if in school, or, if employed, likely to lose his job because of his arrest. It was de-
cided, on the other hand, that if a defendant was ‘engaged in a "hustle" which Brought him

- a large income, it would be unrealistic, in most cases, to expect him to ?9; very inter- |
ested in participating in Crosisroads. Initially, the project staff decided it could be most

successful with youthful first offenders, but Judge Belson pointed out that it was quite un-
usual for a youth from the inner city to be a first offender. It warsssubsequently agreed

D
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that the project should attempt to accept those youths who had not "served time" and who
had not committed crimes involving serious assaultive behavior. In keeping with NCCY¥'s *
focus on youth, the age span of the population to be served was set at 18 to 26 years of
age for both males and females. .

The U.S. Attorney's Office made substantial changes in the proposed criteria, how-
ever. Two requirements, “in particular, narrow the group of first offenders with whom the
project is able to work: 1. Crossroads may not consider defendants with any prior crim-
inal conviction, excepting only offenses.prosecuj:\ed by the Corporation Counsel (i.e.,
disorderly conduct and traffic cases), 2., Crossronds may not énroll defendants charged
with felonies or with misdemeanors involving violegce, "with the possible exception of
selected first offenders charged with simple assaults on relatives-who haye no objection
to a disposition involving diversicn of Project Crossroads." Defendants whom the Office
of the U.S. Attornéy agreed to allow Crossroads to handle were those charged with such
offéilses as petit larceny involving- shoplifting, attempted unauthorized use of a vehicle
when there is no property damage, offenses arising from family disputes when no serious
injury is involved (e.g., simple assault, threats, destroying property), bad checks, and
minor destruction of property. An additional prerequisite for Crossroads eligibility estab-
lished by the U.S. Attorney's Office is that the defendant must be released on his person-
al recognizance by the .court during the pre-trial period. . s

After two months of project operation, the criteria were extended to include ‘unlaw=-
ful entry and taking property without right, and in the last quarter of Phase I, the projectwas
given pérmission by the U.S. Attorney's Offige to accept defendants charged with solieit-
ing for prostitution and, on a case by ¢ase basis, youths charged with possession of
marijuana.* Defendants gharged with offenses outside of the categories enumerated were
accepted into the project when their attorneys were able,-for one reason or another, to
prevail upon the U.S, Attorney's Office to make an exception to the established criteria.

t ~
@ ) o

C. Recrvitment
r 1. General

Initially it was expected that any defendants who met.project criteria would be in-
vited by the judge to speak with a project representative immediately after arraignment,
This process required, if it is determined that the defendant is eligible for participation,
that the case be called again later in the day. It was decided ultimately, however, to ar-
range the recruiting procedures so that a defendant need appear only once in court. This
change afid several others were made so th\‘at Crossroads would be implemented with the
least possible disruption of established courtroom procedures. By the time a defendant
appears before a judge for arraignment, he has either been eliminated from consideration
for the project, or both the project representative and the prosecutor recommend that he be
enrolled in Crossroads. To date, with no exceptions, the judiciary has accepted these
recommendations and granted the requested ninety-day continuance.

. It was also considered desirable to interfere as little as possible with detention
procedures. In this regard, the District of Columbia Bail Agency has been extremely help~
ful in making available background information < the defendants in the General Sessions
Court lockup each morning.  This requires only one project representative to be stationed
in the cellblock to-screen candidates. This screener interviews only those prisoners
who, from information contained in Bail Agency questionngires, appear {o be good pros-

*pects.for project participation. 7 @

o
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%A list of the offenses falling within the Project Crossroads criteria as of May 15, 1969, -
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Project participants are recruited from thrq;g sources: defendants who are detained -
in the court cellblock prior to arraignment, defendants whose cases are already in the pre-~
trial stage and who are referred by defense counsfl or assistant U.S. attorneys, and de-

fendants summoned to c¢ourt by citation.*

Lockup cases account for the largest proportion of Crossroads enrollees and is the
group on which direct recruitment efforts are focused. In the early months of project op~-
eration, however, referrals by both defense and prosecuting attorneys of cases which
originated before the commencement of Crossroads and which were still pending trial sup-

plied most of the participants.

As the reservoir of eligible pre-Crossroads cases remaining on the court docket
diminished and almost all new defendants appearing before the court were screened by the
project prior to arraignment, pending cases accounted for a decreasing share of project
enrollment. In the second half of Phase I, they consisted of defendants who originally
were determined ineligible because of a minor lfability which subsequently 'was removed
(e.g., when first interviewed was allegedly under a dactor's care and unable to work) , Or
who initially did not meet the offense criteria but whose attorneys were able either to get
the charge reduced or to prevail upon the U.S. Attorney's Office to make an exception in
their client's case. ‘

Citation cases account for the smallest proportion of project participants, for two
reasons. First citations are issued most frequently in traffic cases and are thus outside
of the U.S. Attorney's jurisdiction. Secondly, the defendant who qualifies for a citation
is more than likely to be older than 26 years (the project's age limit), employed satis-
factorily, and fairly certain of having his charge dropped.

3. Procedures

As noted previously, most recruiting is done from among those defendants who ap-
pear in lockup. Each morning a representative of the project reviews Bail Agency ques-
t\\ionnaires in the cellblock where prisoners are held prior to arraignment. A preliminary
screening sheet is completed on each potential participant and brought to
another project representative in the U.S, Attorney's Office. This information is then.- -
available when an assistant U.S. attorney refers the case to the project representative so
that a decision as to eligibility can be made on the spot.

Because the Crossroads representative sits with the prosecutor while the potential
participant's case is being "papered" (i.e., when formal charges against a defendant are
being drawn up), he can discuss the case with the arresting officer and read the statement
of facts.should circumstances surrounding the offense be important.* He can also view
the defendant's prior record, if any, without the necessity of contacting and receiving
clearance from thc police identification }gureau. In most cases, however, the latter

*When a citizen is arrested for a misdemeanor he is taken to a precinct and booked., He
may then post bond or be held in detention until arraignment the next morning, Lately,
in some misdemeanor cases, police have been verifying information given by the de-
fendant and then releasing him on his profise to report to court on the arresting officer’'s
next scheduled day in court.

**For example, it might be imp/}o;}:ant in the case of an unanthorized u“se of a motor vehicle
charge to know if the defengant appears to be a professional car thief who works as part
of an organized ring and whb would, therefore, be unlikely to-be satisfied with a job
: payi‘ng $1. f0 per hour; or to take the other extreme, if he were a passenger in an auto-
mobile taken by teenagers for 2 joyride and abandoned in the same city a few hours

after the theft, - 7
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information already has been included on the screening sheet by the project's celiblock
interviewer, who has access to the Bail Agenoy'g copies of defendants! police records.

Bfter reviewing this information, the representative then decides if the defendant
meets Crosstoads’ criteria. If he does, and if the assistant U.S. Attorney papering the
case agrees, the latter signs a yellow card which states that the government has no ob-
jection to a ninety-day continuance in the case. The Crossroads representative keeps the
card and then checks with Bail Agency personnel to ascertain if the defendant will be
recommended for personal bond and if his address and other information given in the cell-
blosk interview have been verified by the Agency. . : .

. . . !
The representative then goes to the courtroom to see which defense counsel is ap~
pointed to represent the potential participant. He explains the Crossroads program, in-—-
cluding the necessity for a ninety~day continuance in the case. The Crossroads repre-
sentative keeps the card and then checks with Bail Agency personnel to-ascertain if the
defendant will be recommended for personal bond and if his address and other information
given in the cellblock interview have been verified by the Agency, ;

The representative then goes to the courtroom to see which defense counsel is ap-
pointed to represent the potential participant, He explains the Crossroads program, in-~
cluding the necessity for a ninety-day continuance, to the defense counsel, and if the
latter agrees to his client's participation, the project representative visits the cellblock
to verify the defendant's willingness to participate. At this point, the defendant is given
a prospectus , which outlines the benefits and obligations of the program and
is asked to report to the Crossroads office as soon as he is released.

-Pinally, the rept‘\)sentative then returns to the courtroom and attaches the yellow
card to the prosecutor's papers so that the assistant U.S8. attorney in court when-the case
is called will know the defendant has been approved for Crossroads participation. The
government will then concur in defense counsel's motion for a continuance when the case
is called, and the defendant, when the motion is granted by the court, becomes an ad~-
ditional official project p%gticipant.

Recruitment in the Court of General Sessions is very aggressive. Project repre~
sentatives usually do not wait for an assistant U.S. attorney to bring a case to their at-
tention. Using the information gathered in the cellblock, the recruiters call any potential
cases to the attention of the prosecutors papering the cases so that few, if any, eligible
defendants slip through the screering process.

o

D. Reporting Requirements

The U.S. Attorney specifically requested the project to submit hiweekly reports on
each enrollee. These reports serve two purposes. First, it was felt that a series of re-~
ports would make it easier for the prosecutor to ultimately decide on whether-or not the.
participant's progress warrantéd a nol-prossing (termination of eriminal prosecution) of °
the charges. Second, it was decided that if the biweekly reports indicated a sigrificant
lack of cooperation or any further alleged misconduct, then the trial date would be ad-

’ fony
Implicit in the request for biweekly reports was a desire on the part of the U.S.
Attorney to see how the project operated-~to see what was being done for the participants

and how much contact there was between the project and its enrollees., With these con-
siderations in mind, it was decided that the initial reports should be rather

{d
s o
o
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*Advancing the date of trial means, with the docket in its present condition, that a trial,
if a jury demand is made, will take place (at the earliest) approximately six weeks from

_ the time-the motion to &dvance is favorably acted upon. .
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complete.; The Office of the U.S. Attorney had also requested some rather specﬂ‘zc infor-
mation about participants (see Memorandum to Counselors), and this was.
supplied whenever it could be done without breaching confidentiality.

> As expected, the wntmg of these lengthy reports consumed a substantial amount of
staff time, especially since many of the reports were put in finished form by a senior staff
member. After a few months of operation, it was decided to attempt to reduce the number
of required reports. The U.S. Attorney's Office wished us to continue some form of bi-
weekly reporting, however, and even some staff members felt that the reports were valuable
in keeping pressure on the counselors to maintain at least minimal contact with theirscase-
load. The reports, it was felt, also represented a regularized administrative check on the
status of each case in General Sessions Court.

After some discussion with representatives of the U.S. Attorney's Office, it was.
decided, as a compromise, that the first and final reports would be comprehensive, similar
to those which had been written during the initial period of project implemeptation, but
that the interim reports would consist of a short, mimeographed forn
which could be filled out rapxdly by the caseworkers.

E. Dlsposmon of Cuses

On the morning of the dute set for a participant's trial (at the end of the runety—day
continuance), there is a disposition conference attended by the defendant, his attorney
and Crossroads counselor, the Coust represerttat;ve for the project, and a senior member
of the U.S. Attorney's staff. At the time of this conference, the charges may be nol~-
prossed, a further continuance granted to afford-the project more time to work with the de-
fendant, or the.defendant may go to trial.. All project recommendations that the charges
against a participant be nol-prossed were followed by the U. S Attorney's office during PhaseI.

A favorable recommendation is made if the participant has been cooperative with
the project and if he has made constructive use of his time during the ninety- day contin-
uance, either by obtammg and holding employment or by eprolling in and maintaining.
regular attendance at school or in a training program. Not all participants receive favor-
able reports, however. If the project does not specifically recommend that the case be
nolled, the participant's entire file is review ed at the conference before a decision is
made in such a case. Defense counsel receives his copy of the prgject's final recommen-
dation a few days before the end of the ninety-day continuance, so that he will have time
to prepare should it appear that the case will go to trial. > "

o)

F. Relations with Court Personnel

1. Prosecutors

. In the Court of General Sessions, the people who dec1de wtyf:ﬁ defendants are al-
lowed into the Crossroads program: ‘and wh:sh cases will be nol- rpssed are those who
work with the Office of the U.S. Attorney.* It is very importan%; therefore, that the
glationship with the presecutorial authoritiess

*< In some jurisdictions chargés must be dlsmlssecth a Judge in open court. Since As-
signment Court judges rotate frequently, and beds C’rTse the attitude of ]ucsgés towards a
program such as Crossroads varies somewhat, project participants would probably not be
afforded consistent treatment under such a system. In the District of Columbia a case
may be nol-prossed by the prosecutor, and although this is done formally in open court,
the judiciary merely oversees the dismissal of charges. The°disposition of Crossroads
cases is actually determqu beforehand, at a conference with the prosecutor.

'
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., viously enthusidistic about the program.
“the participants, but also often take a few minutes of the court's time to explain to the

" the judiciary open.

< L '

The effectweness of that relationship depends largely on the degree of confidence

felt towards the project’s court representatives; . Discretion is important; the representa-"

tives have access to the prosecutors' files and other information to which the defendants
and defense attorneys with whom they deal are not entitled. It is also important that the
representatives demonstrate good ]udgment and integrity when they are asked, as they
frequently are, to make a recommendation on a specific case or to give an opmion as to.
the projéct's capabilities toward certain defendants. It makes for good recruiting when a
prosecutor has enough confidence in the project representative that his advice is sought
and followed.

A project which is well organized, efflclently run and serv1cing its clients in an
effectlve manner will eventually develop credibility, even with court personnel for whom
‘Yhe project represents a radical departure in methods of operation. Crossroads seems to

- have gained that confidence.

2. Police . . -

Many policemen are not especially enthusiastic about a program whi_oh*gey fecl
"turns loose" those 'people whom they have just apprehended. All officers cooperate in
making information available to the project, however, when it becomes obvious to them
that the assistant U.S. attorney papering the case desires them to do so, Many other
police officers cooperate with project personnel for better reasons, and often make much
more sophisticated judgments about people whom they arrest than does the public in gen-
eral. Officers are also usually willing to give a first offender a break “Jecause they dis-
tinguish this person from someone who is a.chronic law violater.

3. The Judiciur);
The reception the ‘project“has received from the judges Who git in Assignment
Court and grant the coptinuances necessary for participation varies. Most judgeg are ob-

They not only grant continuances in the cases of

defendant that he is receiving an opportunity which is denied to many and of which he

- should take full advantage. oo

Some judges, on the other hand, are Jess convinced that a tirst offender program
is to the benefit of either the defendant or thi commumty. Even those judges, however,
have yet to refuse arrequest for an extended gontmuance needed for Crossroads participa-
tion, when such a continuance was requested by the project “epresentative and the prose-
cutor. . One possible reason why even judges not especially sympathetic to the aims of
the program have cooperated is that the logistics of pro;ect recr‘wtmmt have been ar-
ranged so that the only additional action a judge need take Fa.g arraign: aent is to agrée
to a continuance date a few weeéks ate: .han it would norr ily be. Therc are no delays *
to interview potential participants as there woul-'t . becn under the initial procedures
planned before the program became operational . secisions as to whether or not a de~
fendant meets project criteria are made before he reaches the courtroom.

The project staff also makes a sgpecial effort to keep lmes of communication with
“Memoranda and reports are sent to the chief judge for distribution
and keep the judiciary informed of projec’, results and about logis*ical probléms of re-
eruiting and their solutions~--problems which may have come t-  judge's attention while
he was in Assignment Court, Knowing Cr¢- ‘
solve them no’ doubt inclines the juiicia. atient with the minor difficulfies en-
countered in gettmg a smooth running sys. . acruitment worked out. In addition,
whenever a new judge is placed in the Ass: w it Court, the project representative intro-
duces himself in chambers and invites questiur s about the program. Finally, the judge o
who serves as liaison with the project is often contacted to determine how.the other mem-
bers of the bench are reacting to the.new ¢ ' rt service being provided. g

o

aris' problems and the attempts made to re-.
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4. The Bar "

With one or two exceptions, the attorneys practicing injthe Court of General Ses-
sions have been very enthusiastic about Crossroads and have el presséd confidence in the
project's court representatives. An important factor in fostering this confidence is the.
court representatives' observange of prptocol in their dealings with defendants and de~
fense counsel. It is project policy to request permission from 3; n attorney to speak with
his client about the prograrq'\i/Although a project screener speaks briefly with thepoten-
tial participants in the cour éellblpck each morning before defense counsel are appointed,
no offer of project participation is made at that time; that responsibility is left to the court
representative who always consults with defense counsel before doing so.

In addition, defense attorneys are invited to phone or visit the project office to _
speak with the counselors about their clients' progress. Attorneys also receive copies of -
the project's initial and final reports'to the U.S. Attorney's Office on each participant,
‘and are immediately notified if it comes to the project's attention that one of their clients
has committed a new offense while enrolled,

Qne problem area ifi the relationship between the project and atto"méys practicing
in General Sessions Court, however, is that some attorneys will request Crossroads con-
sideration for a client even though the défendant is émployed in a well-paying job which
offers future advancement possibilities. Naturally, these attorneys are interested in hav~
ing their clients avoid the stigma of a criminal conviction and want the client to avail
himself of an &pportunity which increases his chances of doing so. However, due to the
project’s emphasis on manpower services, enrollment in Crossroads is not-available to
the relatively well-employed (earnings in excess of $70 per week for a single man) and
otherwise non-disadvantaged defendant.

, Many attorneys argue that the de facto result of this restriction is discrimination
in reverse; an unemployed defendant receives an opportunity te avoid a criminal conviction,

while-a similar opportunity is denied to a defendant unlucky enough to be steadily employ~ .

ed. In practice, however, the situation is rarely as unfair as that pictured; the steadily
employed defendant with strong community ties is much more likely than the &verage
Crossroads participant to be successful, through his defense counsel, in having the :
charges against him dropped by the U.S, Attorney's Office, without Crossroads participa-
tion, solely on the basis that he is a first offender.. This is particularly true when the
charge is petit larceny, receiving stolen property or destruction of property, the major of-
" fense’categories among Crossroads participants, - : ,

In addition, project criteria allow enrollment of any ‘employed defendant whose
“job is in jeopardy." Very few young adult defendants otherwise eligible for the program
are so situated that their ‘presentrgrggloyment situation would not be jeopardized by their
conviction of a criminal offense, and the project recruiters have.used this justification to
‘enroll ‘a substantial number of employed but otherwise qualified defendants in the Cross=~
roads, program, . In almost every case of this nature, the participant did, in fact, reguire
eit pa project staff intervention with his erployer to save his job-or pl8cement assistance
"bedaw$e his job was lost as a result of his arrest. S _

' Neverthelé/ss, recognizing that a criminal conviction for one holding a steady job
may hamper his career advancement or future employability and, perhaps, his prospects
for acceptance by a college, the project director and the project's liaison officer in the.
U.S, Attorney's Office reached an agreement in late May which allows Crossroads enroll-
-ment to defendants who meet all other project criteria but do not require educational re~-
> mediation or employment assistance and who otherwise would not receive special treat-
“ment as first offenders directly from the U.S. Attorney's Office. Such participants would
be enrolled for ninety days during which time they would participate in the project's group
wounseling program and maintain contact with the project as least once a week, This new
arrangement should result in no candidate being denied project enrollment because of a
‘S‘Qf;tisfactory employment situation and should allay the concern expressed by some at-
torneys about project crigw ~ » : .

©
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5. District of Columbia Bail Agency “

The personnel of the District of Columbia Bail Agency (staffed primarily by law
school students) have been outstanding in their cooperation with the project. These young
men actively look for potential participants faor the program, and they serve as a valuable
back~-up for the project screeners.

S

6. Bondsmen

Although an additional requirement set down by the U.S. Attorney is that all partict
pants must meet Bail Agency requirements for personal recognizance, some defendants who
meet such requirements but who post bond at the station house to avoid a night in jail are
accepted into the projéii. One of these participants was lured out of the jurisdiction by
a high-paying (through dangerous-sounding) job painting radio towers in West Virginia,
Unfortunately, since it appeared that the defendant was not planning to return to the Dis=
trict of Columbia, he was terminated from the project, his ninety-day cortinuance vacated

.and his trial date advanced in accordance with procedures established to meet this con-

tingency. The bondsman objected to having to produce the man carlier than anticipated.
To alleviate this problem in the future, it was decided that if a participant was not on per-
sonal bond, his bondsman would have to agree to his participation in the project, with the
attendant possibility that the defendant would have to be produced before the end of ninety
days. Only two or three Crossroads participants are on money-bond release, but no ad-
ditional difficulties have been encountered. '

&

G. Community Relations

Both the local press and the community at large have expressed support for rehabil-
itative programs directed at the legal offender in the District of Columbia and, in general,
view Project Crossroads as an innovative and welcome addition to the city's criminal
justice process. Indicative of this support, citizens from all walks of life have volun-
teered their time and resources to tutor participants, arrange field trips, provide housing
assistance, and.make available employment and educational opporturiities previously
}\?g\yond the reach of the young men and women served by the project. h :

3 , ‘

Yhether the community support would be as great’if the project worked with ac-

. cused felons tather than its current misdemeanant population, however, is uncertain, ‘and

the answer could affect the planned expansion of project offense category criteria during
Phase II. Certainly the publi¢c would be less tolerant of the inevitable occurrence of re-
cidivism in a program such as Crossrvads if the repeaters were felons who had been given
special treatment by the court, particularly if the second offenses were felonies as well.
However, given the public's willingness to accept and understand the project's less than
100 percent success rate with participants during Phase I and the growing ,consensus that .
conviction and incarceration; particularly of young first offenders, are by no means a re~
habilitative experience for the individual, the prospectis appear favorable for continued

and sincere community support of the Crossroads program if it is expanded to include cer~ - )

tain non~-violent feloni€s among its'criteri»a for offense eligibility during the next phase.

)
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PROJECT CROSSROADS
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Court of General Sessions Pepsonnel and

TO:

Defense Attorneys //
FROM: Director, Prd%ﬁff*Cros§f6ads o
SUBJECT: Expansion of Eligigiigty Criteria

3

A

The unlted States Attorneﬁ9° Office has recently
approved expansion of Eﬁoject Crossrodds enrollment criteria to
extend the opportunlty for pré-trial diversion to a broader
range of defendants. The modified critexria, which are effective
immediately; are as fpllows:

1. BSEX, AGE
age.

Males and females between 16 and 40 years of
T .7

2. RESIDENCE: Washinqton, D. C., Metropolltan Area.

Aj

or job
tenuous

3. ENPLOXhENT STATUS : /gnemployed, tmderemnloyed,
'~1n Jeopardy‘because{ f arrest; for juveniles,
school enrollment or school dropout.
4. HARGES* Petlt larceny, auto theft (attempted),
rece1v1ng>stolen property, false pretenses, forgery,
soliciting fon prostitution,- burglary II, simple assault
(involving relative), “nfawful entry, preéence in
illegal ez{ibl;shment, destroying property, procuring,
pocketbooki snatch where there is no 1n3ujy to the victim,
possessmon of amphetamines or barbiturat/s. Speci ﬂ cases
referred by Assistant U. S. A&tcrneys~and judges.

Drug dd:;;;T\:h>on1c alcoholics, andcﬁefendants
with/serious psydhological disorders are exciuded.

Must qualify for personal
_terla of the Disg trlcF of Coclumbia

NOTE:

and second offenders with

O

LGL/mmj

SRS

ettt v

I

O

Memorandum of Understanding Between the
Tuvenile Court of the District of Columbia and the
National Committee for Children and Youth=Project Crossroads

1/ CRITERIA

The eligible group will consist of:
1. Juveniles, male or female, 16 years of age or older;

2. Who are not currently under the )urlsdlction of the Court, nor awaiting a
hearing on a prior delinquency charge;

3. Who have never been committed to a juvenile i stltutmn as a result of
being ad;udged 1nvolved ina delmquency offense

1\
4. 'Who have not baen adjudged involved in a delinquency offense within
ohe year prior to project referral; and ) ®

5. Who suffer neither from drug addiction nor severe personality disorders
at the time of project referral

Youths who meet ’the -above criteria may be referred to Crossroads for any of the'fol-
lowing offenses: .

Simple

Assault: ‘Receiving Stolen Goods

Burglary II Tgking Property Vithout Right

Disorderly Conduct © n  Tampering with Auto ‘ ., ©
~False Pretenses v ’ Unauthorized Use ofAlito {as a pas~'
Petit Larceny -  senger) 0 S

Prostitution Unlawful Entry

Under special circumstances, youths charged with the followmg offenses who other=
wise meet the first five criteria may be referred to Crossroads at the discretion ¢f the In-
take Officer and with the approval of the Head of the Intake Division, or an ofﬁd,er desig-
nated by the head of the d1v1s1on for that pdrpose:

Aggravated Assault Property Damage =@

Burglary I ‘ Purse Snatch ‘ e
b\rrymg Dangerous Weapon (not Robbery (Fear, FPorcez-and Violence)
mcludigx gun) Unauthorized Use of Auto (Driver)
Forgery y . - N ‘

Grand Larcen S

[

. REF‘ERRALS L o L e

Referrals will be made by the Intake Divismn of the Iuvemle Court, In the event that
referra‘s are made to Crossroads from other sources (attomeys friends, etc.) Crossroads

D.wwﬂl consult with the Intake Oi‘f_xcer of the proposed participant as to his eligibility.

/ =

1II. PROJECT SERVICES

1. Education: By prov1dmg individual remedial edudatxon and pssistance " L
o to return to school, if out of school. }f N

2. Emplo¥ment:” Full- or pgrt- t1me rémunerated emp,loyment at riot less
. than minimum wage scald\in occupations’ prowdi/lhg for the ﬁossibuity
~of continuing responsﬂnh\ es; trainmg and increased income.

. ]
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V. TERMINATION FROM THE PROJECT

\
\
i
|

3. or Training: In both the publi.c and private sector with prifnary focus on
area manpower training programs, and in occupational areas of interest
fo the participant. e ~ : =

4. Housing and Family Needs? By making full use of Welfare and Health
Departmetit resources of the District of Columbia to insure that critical
needs are being met. | ” -

5. Counseling: Using intensive short term mdx,viduael and gxo“.\p courselm9

techniques to attempt to-stabilize the individual in an effc”rt t6 modify
attitudes which will improve employabntty and deter from [further anti~
social behavior: f ’

IV REPORTING REQUIREMENTS ~ ° | o

1.

Weekly Report - Crossroads will submit weekly to the O/ 1ef Tudge, the i
Director of Social Services, and the Intake Division a re ort setting
forth the names, ages, charges, and sources of referral4 ‘of all partici-
pants accepted into the project the previous week.

Program Letter — Within three weeks of the date of reférral Crossroads
will submit to the Intake Officer a letter outlining the focus of the pro-
gram planned-for the individual participant and acknowledging his of-
ficial enrollment in the project.

o

Final Letter - At the eng, of project participation a final letter.-will be
submitted describing the progress, activities, cooperation, and at=
titudes of the participant while in the project.

A termination letter will be forwarded to the Court in the case of marked non-cooper-
ation with the project or in the case of a new law violation, and the juvenile will then-be
subject to the usual Court procedures. Hearings for the juveniles who have responded
favorably to the project will be'scheduled before the Hearing Officer approximately three
months from the date of referral to the project. An Assistaanorporatlon Counsel is'to be
given advance notice of all such hearings before the I-Tea'f*ln*g—Offlcer. At the hearing the
juvenile will be represented by an attorney. A Project (iwéssroads worker will also be
present,

The Hearing Officer may.recommend to a judge. tha\: the petition be dismissed, or

he may direét that the petition be heard before a judge who J:nay close it without a ﬂnding, o

continue for d¥spasition, or cont) \me for disposition, or conhnue for tr1al

\{ O oy
. i
[ .
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NO‘"hiéf‘]udge, D.C. Juvenile Court

" DATE:

Director, Project Crvﬂssroads

@

September 26, 1969
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CELLBLOCK SCREENER'S DUTIES

[L‘\i% . 1“ | * ;

#

At least one Crossroads representam@ is assigiied dally to conduct a preliminary
screening of defendants detained in the General Sessions Court cellblock prior to their ar-
Yaignment. The primary purpose of this screening is to|make a tentative determination as
to the eligibility of each defendant for Crossroads parthipatlon based on age, offense
category, prior criminal record, admitted or apparent ndrcotic or alcoholism problems, em-
ployment status, and w1llmgness to participate* ;

" This information, when passed on to another préqect representative in the U.S, At~
torney's Office, is the basis on which the representatwe can either request an assistant

\1‘“7 1%, 8, attorney to agree to a defendant s participation in Crossroads or show cause why a

VN

Ji

“specifi¢ defendant is.ineligible.

A second, but equally 1mportant purposeé of thlS screenmg is to determine if any
of the gefendants detained for arraignment are current project partxclpants. Prompt notice
of such an ocjfurrence to the project office may avert possible embarrassment to both
Project Crosgroads and the U.S. Attorney's Qffice, which would be to the détriment of
present apa “uture participants. .

The prOJect staff's access to the General Sessions Court cellblock is at the dis~
cretion of the U.S., Marshall in charge and by reason of our cooperative arrangement with
the D.C. Bail Agency. The project screener, therefore, must be aware that his conduct
could jeopardize either rg»latlonshlp. Screeners are mtroduced to both the U.S, Marshalls
and the Bail Agency mter/i iewers by a senior staff member prior to assignment. ’

&

Following is a 16t of the pr ocedures requu‘ed from staff members assigned to
screening duties in.the General Sessions Court. Suggestions regarding modification of
these procedures should be brought to the attention of the section supervisor,

1. Atno later than 8:30 a.m., report to the Court L1aison Office
(Room 114) in the General Sessions Court building and request the D.C.
Bail Agency's, copies of the police records of defendants confined in the

~ Court celllslock.

o 2. Proceed directly to the cellblock in the basement of the build~
>in’g {(via elevator at F Street entrance). Should your access into this re-
stricted area be challenged, identify yourself as a Project Crossroads

representative working with the D.C. Bail Agency.s )
3. Report to the male lockup section of the main cellblock where
Bail Agency personnel will be interviewing defendants, Place the en-

. velope containing police records on the small table reserved for the in-
terviewers' use and examine the Bail Agency's copy of the day's lockup
list which will usually be located on the table. This list contains the o
names of both male&and female defendants in the Gourt cellblock

A
£, Usmg the " charge“ column of the lockup list as a gu;de,
write down the lockup umber, name and alleged offense of dll defen-
dants whose charges fffll within the project's offense criteria. (A list
of qualifying offenses”and théir abbreviations are included in the proj-
ect criteria attached to these guidelines.) If there 45 any doubt about -
offense category, consult with a representative of. »Je Bail Agency.

[l
o

N - ; ;

*A detailed list of elig\i}iility criteria is attached. ~ ) :

/ 3 < N o y
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After completing the list, draw a line across the paper and repeat the ' ‘ 10. Speak briefly with each eliglble defendant il the apprOpri- L e 9
lockup numbers underneath, leaving blank spaces for indications of rea- ate (male or female) sectiqn of the cellblock. Verify thejdata on the y o,
sons for ineligibility as these .develop. o . Screening Information Form and ¢learly explain the proje t to the in- -
5 : ' dividual, including the obligatiens of maintaining weekljyicontact and
Example: #15 John L. Doe  PL (petit larceny) ‘ following through on employment interviews. Be alert f :}r, indications
#25 Mary Brown UYV (unauthorized use of a motor : of narcotics use (some of the symptoms are included in iattached proj-
vehicle) ‘ .gct criteria). Ask defendant if he or she would be williflg to partici- =
" ., #30 James Smith - DP (destroying property) & . pate if ultimately found eligible and note the response {jn the Screerung )
Sy i Form. ‘
P S e e ———————— SSB L . : . . o
. : i 11. After interviewing each eligible participa ‘(/, proceed, di~ -
#15 ' ' rectly to the U.S. Attornéy's Office on the first floor ;& the ‘Court build- :
#25 0 S / ing. Give hoth the preliminary: screening list (dontan/v' ng reasons for in- “
#40 (7 , / eligibility) and the Screening Information Forms (eligi es) td the Project o
i ' Crossroads representative stationed in that office. ‘e

5. While reviewing the lockup list be alert for the names of cur-
rent project participants and ncbtify the project office by phfno from the !
cellblock if any appears

.- This completes your screenino duties for, tbe e‘ay.
‘ and return to the project office.
i @ °

6. Next, place the cobles of the defendants' policy records in
alphabetical order, at the same time checking them against the names
on your preliminary list. Should this chec¢k reveal.reasons for elimin- ;
ating any of the names on your list {(e.g. brior criminal convietion, o Al s - ‘ 0
presently on bond or parole, age over 26), créss out the defendant’s Ty
name and indicate the reason for 1ne11g1b111ty next to the lockup number :
bélow the line. ) g\”z @ - : N .

ze a break for a cup of coffee

i o a

Example: ‘#}&—}dm-},—.—Boe---—'—PL-‘ ) . . ‘
#26~Mary Brown-~~~~HU¢ . e {!i
#30 James Smith DP ‘ . J

Q

o s B, g ]t B, T 7 Y0 a0 O S e T g Ot . e o O s,

7 N L : f

#15 Convicted of petit larceny in 1967

g
e

e
o

A\

#25 Presently on personal bond pending trial on Lo
charge of P.L. ;

v e | \ L

. 7. As Bail Agency interviewers complete questionnaires on thé
various defendants, check these carefully against the names on your !
list, especially for past or present narcotic or alcoholism problems, .
age, employment status, and admitted juvenile record. As ddditional
names are eliminated from the list, don't forget to mark dowh the rsa~-
son-for ineligibility as ShOWn above, c

e
e
4
@

L
===
4

3]

A

. 8. While waiting te complete ‘the ehmmat ess, assist
the Bail Agency interviewers by noting the defenddnt's 10 up number o ' B
on the upper left hand cornér of each question @ée comple\ed bS/ the . Sy ¢ : , ‘ ‘ N
interviewers, and place a cihieck on the lockup M the de—~ ‘ ' Do | "y « v . ‘
fendant's name. - Also, if aﬁLphcable number an: copy of g , ‘
" the défendant's po }ce record in the completed questlor{'xaire. Similar~
»ly, Bail Agency mtirwewprs will &isually-assist you }fy gwmg priority
to those defendants on your \(prehmmary list,

i et S et

9. Complete a Cros sroads Screenmg Infrbrmatloa Form on each o
defendant remaining ehgible for participation ax.f:er checking both police
" records and bail questlonnaues usmg mYormatlon contamed in the lat- : ,'
ter éocument. N ‘o S o X /
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At this time it will be difficult to absdact all the possible questions Which will be

I ¢ % =’ ' N . i 1
i R‘eSearch Design .0 H
‘ ‘ B { Project Cressroads by providing intensive manpower services to first time crimin~*
. . 7 : . ] al offenders, offers an alternatlve to criminal adjudication through economic stabilization. ;
CROSSROADS SCREENING INFORMATION ) 5 glif following report outlines cata gathering methods and subsequent procedures for Analy- Cﬂt
l

‘NO. _ " . DATE

— ﬁ asked of the data. However, the majof areas’of the final analysis will include the follow- i
NAME ADDRESS L PHONE: ~___ < ng o o
’ , ) S i ‘ 1. ‘The range of services receive \by Project Crossroads partxcipants. Y
U.S. # - CHARGE - AGE i This calls for a program description ag 'well as summary statistics of em- N
EMPLOYED ,, - WHERE : ' ) ployment plaéements, legal dlspositioizs, etc. v . '
' . STAR T ‘ i 2. An evaluation of the effective ess of specific program operations
WAGES JOB IN IEOPARDY - NO. QF I?EP ENDENTS H in terms of short~run find long-ralgge b [lnefxts to participants.” Compari~ -
. g _ . sons between participants and a %ontrol group of non-participants will be
STUDENT ______ TENUOUS ADJUSTMENT i WANTS PART-TIME WORK : ‘,\, undertaken in the areas of smployment @gnd legal behavior. Included will
: ' . B be an evaluation of the type of individ 5l most successful in a Crossroads-
?
CURRENTLY ON DRUGS —_— EVER? ____ ALCOHOLIC _____ MENTAL DISORDER _____ o : type program. Such variables as age 31 participant, sex, charge category. ;
N Q . ! previous employment, and educational history will elicit a profile which . .
ADULT RECORD __. ~ JUVENILE OFFENSES _____. ~ SERVED TIME . ‘ will differentiate "high risk"” from "1owﬁrisk" categories of participants, -
oA 7 . 3 o : .
PECIFY: . s - — _ L 3. An understanding of program stzjucture and operations and those
U.S. ATTORNEY: s ¢ i specific program factors which explain its effectiveness. Included will
AT : & ) i be an evaluation of the time period necessary for workmq intensively with
iy o : . H participants and the relative value of thi¢ different services afforded a par-, :
WHO REFERRED - e - LOCkUP ____~CITATION ___ i’ trclpant. An evaluation of the impact of the staff itself will be made. ’
u \ ) : ! ! K
PENDING CASE INFORMATION VER}QIED BY BAIL AGENCY?-—_-;— ROR? l , 4. A cost anaxysis/effectweness study determining the cost of pro— J
. v : i gram operations and evaluating the benetits to the courts, business com- ;
WILLING TO PARTICIPATE INTERVIEWER _ ~— & munity, etc. Comparisons will be made between partlcipants and non- . g
COUNSEL __ ADDRESS & PHONE: - §, . participant controls. ) ,’
o \‘ A description of the goals of Project Crossroads and services offered to partici- %
| pants can be found in previous interim reports. While these will not be repeated in this 4
r ) monograph, a word about goal-setting is appropriate. The goals of any organization de- ;
CONTINUATION DATE ASSIGNMENT JUDGE o termine the kinds of goods and services it produces and offers to the community. / Project :
. ‘ : I ) Crossroads is no exception to this principle. The project is and has been subject to eval- a
PARTICIPATING ? IF NOT, }NHY NOT? , b uation by both the Department of Labor and the District of Columbia courts. Goals and ‘
‘ ) o P ©  program opérations are necesgarily a compromise between contractual obligations and fe
N original program conceptualization. ; & B
r/j !

PARTIGIPATION OK'D BY ' .\\ i c » f : ' Utilizir;; the aforementioned topics as guides to the final analysis, the following, pot
' 'report has been arbitrarily divided into divisions which permit clarity of pregentation: | it

REMARKS (Put'Additional Information to Aid Counselors Herej:

S > 7 ‘ I-  measures of program effectiveness fqr participants . o
. ) ® i = - o
. } ; o

v ., ) II-  the structure and operation of the prd,“éram o
o B - . H ’ |

i

¢ : . 5 III- = relations between Project Crd’\ssj{;oadsa and its "environment"~the
» court, employment market and sccial ‘agenciesv.

|)

. An earller communication proposed that all data be coded and transferred to IBM
punch cards. Not only would this facilitate analysis but it would allow Project Crossroads -
results to be compared with findings from ther dempnstratmn projects. Also, questions :

- o 1 -« cpuld be put to the data at a later time wbitb are not of immediate concern.
3 i § ©
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1 Program Effectiveness er Participants (Research questions 1 & 2) “ R ) N d Recidivism rates of project participants wiil be compared withorates of the control
" ) - - contral -
Behavioral and attitu‘iinal indicants will be used to measure program effectivenessi? “F sanfxp le of t?.e? pﬁ?fj’f&“?'eg.hgff:ilgg'sg Izuf; ngsfgfon" I?‘osréznt%t gsrttsgm‘a{'eitggaligoflol?y
Analysis will emphasize the ghavioral indices bécause these are more easily measure~ A up Ior control will oc ¥ p bt ;{ ; g b o mld
L ble ) ‘ Ny : ~ . low-up responses, it is suggested that a thorough check of court files be undgrtaken for - -
o ERE o ‘ ‘ recidivism statistics for a select number of participants. .
e Legal Indicants [ s \\ ) : . B S o ® i
The fo}lowing indicants Will serve as operational definitions for the legal “suc~ ’ e -Serfousness of Subsqugr{%ffense ‘ °

n .
cess" of the program asé;é tfects participants: v ‘Recidivism can be measuied both quantitatively and qualitatively. Thus, the na-

" ture and seriousness of a subsequent offense may be as important in understanding crime

a. Type of adjudication of original charge (e, g. dismissal,,held for pattems as the absolute number.,

trial ete.) o ‘ .

a

S e

‘ Subsequent offenses will be classified and evaluated on a number of categories,
including misdemeancr vs. felony charge, personal vs. property offense, seriousness of =
Jfirst charge vs. subsequent charges. o .

e

b, Recidivism while enrolled in Project Crossroads (e.qg. arref-‘t and
conviction record) . .

S ——

v}

Statistics on the above infices will be tabulated and then cross~tabulated against ;
such variables as: legal disposition of participant (dismissal vs. non-dismissal): termin- ‘ .
atidn recommendation by counselor (favorable vs. unfavorable); age categories (juvenile
vg. adult offenders); educational background (high school graduate VS, non-graduate);
and other relevant variables.

&

i ¢. Recidivism after termination from Pr,oje'ct Crossroads (e.g. arrest

13
) ‘and conviction record) ) ,,
- 4
: ¥

)/ Y~
\\/

d. Seriousness of subsequent offenses {e.qg. jelony vs.”misdemeanor, i
personal vs. property offense, etc,) - i

e of A d[u dication ] L ( | . B - A oo E!pployme ata will be abstracted from the following records

A Pt
: By ‘ 1. Intake Record ¢ an interview schedule which records
The court's- disposition »f the charge or complaint filed against the parucipant will - L N .
influence the nature of his future contact.with law enforcemenci agencies as well as his H B a participant's legal, employment, sducational and family histo Ty
future employment possibilities. A dismissal of the charge for the first of/ ender will be 1, S \ 9. Participant Termination Form: summarizes information recorded

considered "desireable" from the participant's viewpoint and "succe.;sfui" for that of the
program. From the court perspective a dismissal reduces case backlpdd and saves man- i ¢ durirg project particip ation. ;
power hours and costs incurred in continuing prosecution. o - . T3, Participant Emplovment Record : records all employ-

" A frequency tabulation of legal dispositions of) projegt rartmmants (including ac\- . ‘ ment setrvices rendered to the partiCIPaﬂt~
companying percentages for both juveniles and adults) will’be presented. This information - 4

7 o ‘ ‘ . Participant Follow-up Form: provides longitudinal employment
will be abstracted from the Participant Termination Form, 7 _# Statistics for par : information after proje ot termination.

ticipants will be compared with: (1) annual court statisid:s and (2) a randomly selected ‘\ l

control sample of juveniles and adults, - . . J i ©  In addition to the major indicants of employment success the aforementioned forms
: - s Lo . ‘ e also yield valuable information on work-related problems, turnover rates, and future vo-
Recidivism s " . ! cational aspiratjons. Although ancillary, this 1nfor;ma‘r1on will allow interpretation of other
Seealylel e e ; : ? Y empldyment findings. “u
Recidivism as reported in the Umform Crime Report—--1967 varies by age of offend- \ ; ) & oL , C ;

er, crime type and other variables, but remains consistently high acroas all categories Y oe . : : “ &

“He.q. )of offenders under 20 released from.custody in 1963, .70% recidivated within four ° \W . Educational Indicants . ) S
years). Project Crossroads, by affecting the dismisial of*charges avoids exposfrre of the . | - !! ' i \ \ & role in project
participant to the corrupting mflun{ipce of the jail or prisoh, while giving huﬁ’ the possibil~ - g The educational division of Project Crossroads displays a secondary role tg o] - "
ity of a legitimate economic st.ike in the co mmunit \ 7 operations and participation is on a voluntary basis. Yet, in itself, taking paft in the pro 8

y " Y. ) © o \ grar;i inight be an important mdicant of serious intent for self—improvement by the partici-— ’
Recidivism rates for part1c1pants during program enrolIment will be abstracted from‘ ¥ ‘ pan ‘ B K o

the Participant Terminaticn Form: Frequencies will be calculated separately for juveniles . ‘ " " n rtici- © T cl
and adutts, as will the following: dismissals and non-dismissals; favcrable and unfavor- S " ﬂf‘ orf pﬁrp\;isesiog mea:ul;livr:lgl Zi“ﬁi";lg naée Z‘;gff ?;Zbuﬁiﬁgfﬁ i,ﬁ?lﬁif;i‘gtﬁoﬁiﬁ; par-

. able terminations; personal and property offenses, misdemeanor and felony charges; and ; i Z. f ants, t N r?d Zgn?rilrsalnia?es and for arrest anclij Qonviction rates .

. other relevant differentiations Statistics on recidivism rate following ptogram termination IR 1c1pan 5a pie, ) ¢

- »will’be ab’stiracted from the Particihant Follow-up Form. 5 A longitudinal analy- A ’ < 0

. sis of regidivism will be done at three month intervals for one yéar after programi termin- ' IR o ‘ . R
'ation/,/v/acccrding to nationa? statistical trends, the largest percentage of recidiyism oc- RIS \\ ) Employment Indicants - 4 a
curg #ithin a year fo lowmg custody. The longer the period of non—recidiwsm, thenless Lo \ ’ -

g  Project Crossroads, as a manpcwer service, secures employment for the unemploy

};ﬁ;ﬁlg g?e ;?g?{;iﬁls V?éf%f?&g; t;/ghile follow-lip information on a r andomly Sele‘z"f?d Lo ed and underemployed. Ouantitative Tibnsures of employment (e.g, position, salary) will .
o Fpart o pted. , 9 . R ‘ Cbbe \ . be deemed 1mportant from both the ccinm‘u’lity s and participant's viewpoint. Qualitative !
. @ o . S 2 # VT : - S
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_structure is non-existent. For example, it would be difficult to say with certainty that a
particular division of the program should be expanded or diminished. It may be that all =
project divisions are unnecessary as they now exist, because only a hint tbat the.charge

may be dropped offers enough incentive for changed behavior. It is suggested that future
experimental and demonstration projects concern themselves with program variables_: as

. well as program outcomes so that a program's effectiveness can be precisely e}gp};ﬂtléd.

factors of employment {e.g. attitude toward work, relationship with fellow employees and
employer) will also shed light upon the work problems of the relatively unskilled, poorly
o ‘_

pat

educated worker. This will effect his long~run job potential. &

[ S
o

The following indicants will, serve as Iemployment "success" of participahts:

a. Referrals and placements through Project f)roasroads, for employ~-

ed and formerly unemployed participants. : Yet, ah attempt to explain Project Crossroads will be-made here. Specific aspects ;

g » i b of the program will be evaluated by both staff and participants. 7
o . b. Improved salary for the period including:; (1) employment bé&fore ] a2 :
\‘ entering Crossroads and last Crossroads job heldf"(2) employment entering A retrospective analysis of employment dat¥ should reflect the average time period o
Crossraads and leaving Crossroads; (3) employment at Crossroads termin- o needed to render adequate employment services to participants (in terms of job turnover ‘

ation and through last follow-up. and stabilization).

x . \ . ; . : . i

P 7 ¢. Joh mobility for the pericd including: (1) employment before enter~ o b ‘ o -

, ing Crossroads and last Crossroads job held; (2) employment entering Cross- . o . Staff Information ’
roads and leaving Crossroads; (3) employment at Crossroads termination and T ‘ '

-, through last follow-up. : s a

! -

Intezim reports have described the development of the project from initial “growing

. T - 7 ¢ s ‘pains” through present maturity of operations. Ideally, an outside observer would take
d. Improvemexat of skills through job trairing programs and subsequent - S I systemétic note of staff operations. For example, he would note the results of personnel:
placement. | ' . ' o attrition and replacement; staff relationships which affect the working atmosphere,” etc,
b N ¢ T “ e , Under existing conditions, the following information will be utilized. ;
‘ e. Favorable on-the—-job work characteristics at project termination: 3§
regularity of work, piomptness, etc. ‘ P »
Lo ) ! ' L Quantitative

~ f. Decreased we.“f;\fare payments and unemployment compensation re~ . _
‘sulting from Crossroad# job placements or employment thereafter. , i : Systematic, quantitative measurement of staff activities (instituted September 1969)
: ’ ' “will be abstracted for the counseling division from the Participant Action Form§

-i, Enrollment and attendance in ’cj;e’éducationél grogram. . . , L
2. High Schoo} equivalency diplomas received during proj- L . 1. Contacts completed by the counsclor with the participant and
ect-or because of pripject incentive. . ' : those made in behalf of the participant. :
' 3. Complr tion/“csf remedial course of study (either during o 2. Place of contact {¢.g. home, office)
Crossroads .,enr‘ollmemi?g;ﬁ or after termination). . ' . '

- Lo : » S 3. Typeé of contact (e.g. t¢ cphone, personal) ;
A 4, Attendatice in the educational division after formal proj- - - NG :
by N + ect termination. . i : ' 4, Initiator of contact )
RN 5. Re-entry intg hiyyh school of dropouts, because of proj- %, Nature of pr¢ilems discusged: : B
"~ ect efforts. ; . ‘ ‘”
v ‘ : L ) 6. Manner in which problems werc handled 7 counselor or partic .-
L For purposes of staristics, we'will tabulate numbers of enrollees in different pre— ‘ pant.
grams of study and inglude the average number of hours of instruction per enrollee. Cross i :
takulation will be done relating such varidbles as age of participant, charge, legal "suc- A summation of this iniormation apears oa th Supervisor's We kly Repork,
7 dess" etc. with educational variables. Most information will be abstracted from the Edu- ? o
cational Division Meuthly Repori- . and the Participant Termination form. § The activities <f the ¢ ployment staff will be uistracte | from the Emploraent
- = B : Monthly Report arn tho Draployment Lctivity Formg Trent: forms
~ An evaluation of the effectiveness of Project Crossroads for specific types of par- will yield guantitative ~formation -onccrming:
: ticipants will be aitempted by cross tabulating legal and employment "su:iccess™ and "fail- |
L ure" categories with specific personal (e.g. age, charge, sex) and program (e.g. easy to 1. Placement activities {«.y. statistics of placements, time spont
contact, enrolled in education) varishi¢s.. Profilez of "high'-and "low" risk participants ' with participant)
wil} be derived. . o PR
. e , : e R 2. Field activ ties {e.q. type of activity and tir. spent)
L b
5. I Strueture and Operations of Project Crossroads (Researsh questions 3 & 4) ; 3. [ s devclopment activ ties (e.g. umber of contacts per week,
' T ‘ i e ‘ : mode of contact, time spent on o contact)
The measurement of a program's eficgtiveness is noi.& sunatitute for explainir ; »
success. An analysis of Project Crossroads wperations should locew» structural properties ~ The aciivities i educations! division are quantitatively summarizc . on the Bd-
F of the program which contribute t¢ program success. Unfortunstely, weviai’on in program . woarional Menthiv Report. o0 .c statisiics are available: \
7
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Y
1. Statistics of participants and tutors‘ (e.g. numbers, turnover)®

2. Activities of tutors {e.g. -subject areas taught, time spent per
participant, per week)

Qualitative

Although quantitative measurements for some aspects of staff activities will be

- undertaken, they do not represent an accurate picture of a tf?ta/f\ ob. A Crossroads job

that involvesd close relationships between staff and particip&nt staff and staff and which
offers changed individuals as an end product, relies on many tangible, difficult-to-
measure variables. For example, no measurement can be taken on the enhanced feeling of
self-worth a participant carries from the program.,

Cur only clue to some of these intangibles will be in the form of "soft" data. The
final repost of all staff members will cover their perceptions of the following:

1. Objectives (goals) of their job

2. Mode of cperation necessary to achieve the objectives

3. Problems which must be dealt with on a continuing basis

4, Suggestions for change in division operations and their own job.

“pve, supervisors will include in their reports a critique of op~
A de-

In addition 17 the
aratio: © frox an ~imivistrative point of view f(e.q. intra-division staff relations}.
wd gu;ﬂe for 1.aal @ oporting procedures wili be completed at a later date.

Parti~ipant Information
“he aralv o i a pr o,e::t whose end pr- duct involves chcmges in individuals can
rot be compile itk out feeChack “rom the indivicuals affected by the procram. For this
perspective ¢ Tojont oper fiong a Participant valj.atlon Foam will be
UL 1ely haadeu o every porticipant by his counselor. iestions are simple, asking
for an avcluation of the program, as opposed to an evaluamon cf particular staff membsrs.

Cost Analysis

iwout a cost analysis/
Lot procedure for business
of g~cial problems which finan-

An evalua on of program operations would not b slete W
effectivrness study. While cost studics of this type w
corporations they arc just coming. into vogue for the stL"

~ially burden the taxpayer

In addition fo calculaiing the rea cnerating costs of the project in relation to the
number of participants served, a cost +F - ciiveness study will compare a random sampie of
participants with the control snmpis © .,;n—participants in terms of court and other costs,
(e.g. unemplovment compens: icn). o detailed analysis of average legal costs will be
based on an updating o ¢ »sts already computed by the Department of Correction in the
District of Columpia, appearing in B. Cantor's and 5. Adams®, The Cost of Correcting
Youtiiful Offenders (September 1968). ILegal costs for arrest, court action, institutionali-
zation and parole and probation supervision have been estimated. Follow-up information
uf a year's duration will be included.

Full details of the cost study have not yet been elaborated. At the present time,
contracting for the services of an individual specializing in economics and cost analysis
is being considered.

7.",,«‘~.h”
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IT1I The Environment and Project Crossroads

* r\:\»

The "environment" in which“4n organization such as Project Crossr\r:igdb exists in-
fluences its opération. Employment statistics (e.g. number o’f placements) are determined
in part by the job market. Program variation (e.g. rendering full services to some partici-
pants and partial services to others), is bound by court stipulations. OQutside social ser-
vices necessary for participants (e.g. type-of aid and immediacy of service) is related to
the kinds of relationships which exist between staff members of PrOJect Crossroads and
the outside agency. In order words, the "environment" or “field" is an J/ntervemng and
sometimes determining variable, itself, in influencing program operat;cns. <

Job Market &‘/ / o

The job market available to participant is a function of both existing job and train~
ing opportunities in the area and the effectiveness of the job developers in uncovering po-
tential positions. @ , - -

Information on job development (e.g. description, problems, types of relationships
established, suggestions for future job developing, etc.) will be contained in final job de=
veloper reports. The Employment Activities Record will reveal certain obj ec{';ve informa-,
tion regarding the type of companies contacted, mode of contact, time spent "developmg“
a contact, etc. Together,. the records and-final report will offer a picture of the job de-
veloper's operation.

Yet, the gap between job developing and job placement is an important one, Do
all companies who promise jobs, "come through"? Which types of employers and com- °
panies are most amenable to working with our project~-government, large private, small
private, etc.? What is the rate of turnover for different kinds of positions? What kinds
of positions are available to our participants? When is on-the~job training offered? Does
training enhance salary prospects? These and many other questions will be answered by
portraying a picture of the realities of the job market as they affect the program. Most of
this information will be abstracted from the Job Placement and Training Placement Forms
(Appendix L).

Relations with the courts (juvenile and general sessitns) will be described in P
terms of chronology by staff supervisors and the project director. The ways in which di-
rect court restraints (e.g. charge categories deemed acceptable) and operations (e.g.
court recommendations. for eligible participants) influence Project Crossroads will be an-
alyzed.< Suggestions for improved working relations will be offered.

Social Agencies

i

Contact beiween Project Crossroads and outside social® §erV1ce agencles {e.qg.
hospitals, welfare bureau, etc.) will be monitored. Abstracted from the Participant Con~
tact sheet and the Employment Activities sheet will be contacts made between Crossroads
and other agencies on behalf of the participants. This will be coupled with the final re-
port of the staff, emphasizing the types of working relationships maintained (if any) with
outside agencies and the importance of these agencies t& Crossroads operations, Sugges-
tions for inter-agency information transfer and utilization will be offered.

Cox‘ié]{{ding Note . ” ‘; / ; \\

The measurement and assessment of an exper\mentatlon and demonstration proj ect

is a difficult task., Variables of concern are numerous, involving personal, organizational

and environmental factors (not to méntion time, place, etc.) Controls are necessary, al-
though imperfect. Evaluations are critical, although imprecise at times. To put a program
into operation constitutes the "means" of the system, according to a researcher. An ade~ .

quate understanding of the program's operation and effectiveness is the real “goal." e
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~ experiencé in order to find developers committed to the philosophy
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TV% MANHATTAN COURT EMPLOYMENT PROJECT

v / OF THE VERA INSTITUTE OF JUSTICE
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CAREER DEVELOPMENT -

9

i

STAFF

: R ‘ L
The director of the Career Development Unit came. to the Project from Project Develop, a
job training and placement program for persons just released from New Yj’qug State prisons
(an earlier experimental and demonstration project of ‘th@{\/[anpower Admlx}lstratxon, U.S.
Department of Labor). While director of Project Develop, he had decided that two
traditionally separate tasks—interviewing applicants and promoting job accoun@s—-ghould be
handled by the same person. He had observed that those responsible for interviewing often
lost contact with the reafity of the job market, while-those who promoted jobs were often
insensitive to applicants’ problems. His thinking influénced the formulation of the Project’s

.Career Developer (CD) position. Project administrators decided that the person who helped

5.5, Project admu‘g’s/frators were not necessarily interested in individuals wi_th psychology
credentials, although one of the original developers had a master’s degree in psychology.
They were definitely not interested in gregarious, hard-sell job promoters.

a,.ﬁarticipant define Jis job skills would be the same person who fournid that participant his
4

In December 1967, the Project advised 24 agencies of its Career Development staff needs.
Most of the experienced promotional developers referred were talkers rather than listerers.
The Project needed people who would invest time and energy in their relatipnships with
participants, helping them to clarify and direct their thinking about opportunities in the.job
market./ _’f‘»’?y()ject administrators eventually decided that they would t%» ve to sacrifice

' of the Project.
Forty-five applicants came for interviews; four were hired. One had been a job developer,
another had worked for a minority-group: college placement agency, a third carrj}‘ from

S

Project Develop, and the fourth had worked for an anti-poverty agency in Newark, N
JOB DEVELOPMENT

The first task of the Career Development Unit was to develop a reservoir of available jobs.
By the time the first participant was accepted into the Project in Fe/}:.fﬁasy 1968, the unit
had canvassed 60 private and public, large and small firms in the metrop\f,&litan area. Staff
discovered that large companies were able to plan for their employment needs and could

establish permanent accounts with the Project. Small firms, with infrequent turnover and
g,f\lixnited job offerings, were less able to accommodate the Project’s needs.

CDs did, however, try to impréss small employers with the Project’s aims in thg hope that
these employers would call the Project if openings did occur. Staff also talked to non-profit
vocational placement agencies. The Project arranged with the City for designation as a
Neighborhood Manpower Center, which gave it access to jobs and training programs
developed by the City’s Manpower and Career Development Agency. In addition, the
Project was permitted to certify its participants as “hard-core,” thereby making them

Q4

S

“ provide’a friendlier work atmosphere and would be more fl§

=3 . ' o
° 4

MANHATTAN COURT EMPLOYMENT PROJECT .

eligible for private corporation training programs subsidized by the federal government
under the Manpower Development and Training Act. ' '

Large and Small Firms =y
CDs tended at first to try to place participants in small firms even though openings tlere

ible about job requiréements.
They also thought that small firm employers might be more likely to develop relationships
with participants and their Career Developers than large firm ex‘f\;ploye_rs. After one year,
however, CDs realized that placements in large firms were mare desirable. Large firms
offered wider benefits, chances for advancement (growth jand upgrading are generally built
into positions in large corporations), and on-thejob tra{ning prbgrams, CDs have placed
increasing emphasis on developing accounts with large firns—particularly thoss with training
programs subsidized by the Manpower Administration £f the U.S. Department of Labor.
Since employers with MA (Manpower Administration)#é‘mtra\‘cts are publicly committed to
hire the hard-core' unemployed, participants are more likely to succeed in their companies
than elsewhere, '

. were “infrequent and unpredictable. Career Developers ass%}lned that small firms would”

Trainirig Programnis

From the beginning, Project staff members felt that i* was better to place a participant in a
training program where he could learn a skill than in a“@ead-end job. Training programs have
varying desirability, however, Most participants are immature and have almost no patience
for working towards a deferred goal. Unless support and possibility for advancement are
demonstrated soon after a participant is placed, his job may become meaningless to him.

Lengthy training programs remind him of school, which was tco often -associated with

failure. -CDs have found that publicly financed training programs, as opposed to MA
programs, do not provide enough support for participants. Of the first 350 participants,
only 30 accepted training positions in publicly financed schools or agencies and only six
completed their courses. Participants are much more willing to accept training positions in

MA programs which offer (in addition to training) remedial education, a reasonable starting

salary and promise of advancement. . >

I

Employers

Virtually every employer approached by, the:Proiect has voiced a commitment to hire the

hard-core unemployed, But few are awarg. of the real problems involved. As one Career
Developer wrote in a moment of frustration: “What firms seém to be looking for are 1)
hard-core unemployed who behave like middle-class employed, or 2) hard~ore unemployed
who behave like middle-class employed after several Pat O’Brien lectures by a supervisor.”

CDs’ approach with employers has been to discuss frankly the work and “criminal
backgrounds--of the participants they plan to refer. This candid approach results in the
withdrawal 'of many prospective employers, but it insures sympathetic cooperatior: from the
employers who_remain. CDs emphasize thgt they and the Reps will follow each participant’s

J;

rogress closely.
progr /, y

To increase the pool of available jobs, Career Developers visit at least one potential
employer each week. The field visit is an essentjal.part of job development and the most
difficult. In a short time, the CD must find out what the employer’s needs are, describe the
Project, allay the employer’s fears about hiring defendants, and get him to commit his firm

to hiring a number of participants. The Project has tried to develop relationships witl/r::}

employers on whom it can depend for at least 12 placements per year. 1

79

g




\ _Carcer Development

Usually an employer goes to a Manpower agency to ﬁll a specific need—he tells the agency '

job developer what he wants, and the aQ’ ncy supplies the right man. CDs don’t always have
to wait, however, for. upemngs in firms With which the Project deals regularly. A CDgan ask
an em ployer to accommodate the needs and goals of a participant for whom there may not
be an official job opening, For example, one parficipant with a talent for sketchmg was
hired by the Art Department of a large company &ven though the list of positions available
included only the usual entry-level clerical jobs, The Project has tried not to accept job

orderspassively or to urge participants to take an&r available job.-

. g
"Once CDs achieve workmg relationships with large fums, they take care to main \am them. If

several participants fail te appear for interviews or do'poorly on the job, the n %t ret‘ev{ls
will >be the Project’s most stable participants, Sometimes applicants may not bek.,m./ or a
long/ time. The Project tries not to jeopardize its relationships with companies that may have
op <ungs iff the future—particularly those that offer programs for upgradmg employees.

Dur ag the last three years, the Career Dévelopment Umt has contracted with over 400
firms, unions and training programs. CDs use a system of shared accounts. Each CY makes
mdependent contacts with businesses; but all emiployment information is podled and
recorded in Project files. The system of shared accoiints was introduced for the benefit of
new, inexperienced Career Developers, who can rely upon job opp,,uumtres already
developed by co-workers rather than having to start frem scratch,

" REFERRALS

G-

Although the Career’ Devel.epment 1nterv1ew has been_tied as closely as possible to the
formal intake procedure, the initial CD interview is conducted ‘primarily . to sustain the
partlmpant’s interest. When a .person has been arrested, booked, jailed, interviewed and
brought before a judge in less than 20 hours, he is not in the best state of mind for job
counseling, Few participants are sent to job mterv1ews on their first day in the Project, but
half are sent WIthm their first week : ,

 When the mxtlal interview takeg place the LD ebtains the following mformatxon on &

participant’s employment background:

‘ o s

1. percentage of previous )\'\eax the participant was employed;

: o T ’ N
2. length of time the participant V}/,Arked at his most recent job;
3. type of job lre most recently held;

4, salary he most recently earned. . =

b

e e

e e A,

&,

The typical partxclpant—wrth a ghetto background, little advanced schooling, few skills and ‘

scanty employment experience—has never faced a range of job opportunities or been in a

_position to exercise a meaningful preference. CDs ask partlcxpants about their interests, their

former job experiences and their ambitions. At some point they ask each participant to
choose.a job. When the CD, the, participant and his Rep are satisfied with the choice,

emplcryers are called and attempts ¥o arrange an interview are.made. \
ﬂ o r‘;v

. A Career Developer draws on three sources for jobs: large compames (“house’ accounts’ %,
. ¢ompanies with smaller and less frzquent manpower needs, and new contracts. If he finds an

" opening, he talks with the participant to prepare him for the coming interview. Hé may:zlso

help the pmt101pant prepare for any tests he may be asked to take and write him a Iel*er of
recommeéndation. . ‘

it
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A pai’thlp%t’ fitst job interview is rarely his last. CDs average 2 2 referrals i’or every
placement. The following table ereals the frequency with which partlclpants are réferred,

F REQUENCY OF REFERRALS

]

Projg&f “Year One Year Two Yea? Three Total :
~ T T BRE
No. Times . ° S
Pal't . - i v ol G !
Referred No. Percent. NMNo. Percent No, Percent ~No. Percent l - o |
Once 102° 39.8% 114 '50.4% 79 61.2% 295 48.3% \
Twice 62 242% 49 . 21.7% 20 15.5% 131 214% N
3 Times 29 113% 27 12.0% 15 11.6% 71 11.6% N
4Times 31 121% 16 71% 7. 54% 54 -8.8% N
5 Times 13 5.1% 10 4.4% 4 3.1% 27 4A4% )
= __6 Times 9 35% 4 18% "2 . 1.6% 15 _ 25%
7-11 Times _ 10 - 3.9% 6  2.7% 2 o, 1.6 18  2.9% N
Total No. o
Part. 256 226 . 129 611 P
Referred . . i
N /%fﬁvﬂ,‘.«,wx.: — :_:r:,_\w,,\@%
Most participants who fail to report for a job interview do noi:gemvo’a’k to the PI‘O_]eCt
without prodding. Srmllarly, 7when a pa/rnmmn* appeats for an. interview and is not 5
-hired—especially when the interviewsr-toes not explain why he is not hired—he generally o .
does not return to the Project unless he is given’a great deal of encouragement. If a CD feels -
an employer has made & mistake in not hiring a participant, the CD miay talk to the A
~employer. Some employer rejectlons have been enpormiously frustratmg one participant was ;?M’/"/”’“ i

rejected from a hard-core prograni because of his poor work background—essentially;

_ because he was hard-core. In any case, CDs try to learn from their placemerfc attempts. And -
smcej the PI‘OjeCt strengthened its counsehng program, appomtments m)esed by participants.

have been cut in half,

PLACEMENTS

: o oe ‘ S , 8
~ Participaitts require not only several reférrals, but also several placements. Although some |

participants seek new placements because they are ready for better jobs, most seek new

\\ placements because«they have been undble to retain their previous jobs. In general, they-

““have poor work habits, They have failed at work, af school, and often with family and
fnends About 34% of the Project’s participants have to be placed two or more times:

© 7 FREQUENCY OF PLACEMENTS o
Year of Total No, 7 Once " Twice 3 Times 4-6 Times =
Project Part. Placed No. Percentt No. Percent No. Percent No. 0. Percent
YearOne ' 177 ® 111  62.7% L 44 249% 17 9.6% 5 2.§%
Year Two l54 101 65.6%. 41 26.6% 8 5.2% 4 2.6%
Year Three . 101 * 75+ 74.3%! 19 188% 6 59% 1  10%
TOTAL ~ 432 287 66.4% 104 24.1% 31 7.2% 10 2.3%
81
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Career Develobmént

Career Developers believe' that the cntlcal j ferminant of whether a person will stay on the’
i

job is the extent of the employer’s comm ent to help him succeed. Employers who are

willing to:

o 1 o]
1. lower entrarce requirements (walvmg de r diplomas or clean 1cnmmal
€ records) g ) G : {

R

2 ofter a'training program w1th remechatlon and counselmg [

4, commit their adrmmstratwe and supervisory staff to the growth and develo rrment of
entry-level employees !

3. prov1de systematic up-gradmg for unskilled jobs, and

succeed with the Project’s participants, and partlcxpants succeed with them. No emﬁ:loyment
project—court-based or otherw;;e~ought to funnel untramed unskilled persons. into
dead-end jobs. . ’ 5

[

PROJECT IMPACT ON EMPLOYMENT

Not every partitipant is in need of or ready for employment: some are satisfactorily
employed at entry; some find employment through their own efforts; somie are students;
and some have personal problems which impair their ability to accept the responsibility of
full-time employment for a significant number of Project participants as the following table
shows:

&g " Total

Percentage of

Year of Total Total ~

Project ‘ Pagi%lgz;fnts /}Refe‘nals Placemernts 1;2? ‘i{’é?:fésl
First 450 " 626 270 43.1%
Second ~ 450 477 219 45.9%
Third ‘ 400 264 j135 51.1%
Total = 1300 1367 624 45.7%

Not every referral results in a placement, but the number of referrals does indicate the
extent of the career resources that the CDs have been able to develop. The decline in the
number of referrals during the third year was due largely to the tightness of the job market.
There were fewer job openings during 1969-70 than in the two previous years. Nevertheless,
more placements per CD referral resulted during the third year than in the previous years.
Because CDs now work more closely with a participant and his Rep, they are able to make
more appropnate referrals—referrals that will more often résult in placéments.

The most favorable view of the Project’s lmpaet on employment can be seen\m terms of its
dismissed partlcxpants : o P

i
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EMPLOYMENT STATUS OF DISMISSED PARTICIPANTS
AT INTAKE (BEFORE) AND AT DISMISSAL (AFTER)

Employment | First Y_'_e;ar . Second Year Third Year - //
Status Before - After Before After Before, | After
No. ‘Percent» No. Percent |No. Percent[No. PercentNo. Percent[No. Percent

Unemployed 111 79.3% | 2 14% |107 54.9% | 0 0.0% {109 49.1%| 0 0.0%

Employed 20 14.3% (128 91.4% | 84 43.1% (186 95.4% | 68 30.6% 176 79.3%
Students 9 64% |10 72%| 4 2.0%| 9. 4.6% |45 20.3%| 46 20.7%

Total* 140 140 195 195, 222 222

*Total number of dismissed participants was 626; however, employment data was complete
for only 557.

Partxcxpants who achleved dismissal of charges mvanablylmproyed their employment status
during their time in the Project. Although satisfactory vocational adjustment was in most
cases required for dismissdl, the findings are significant nonetheless especxally in view of the
PrOJect s impact on partmpants salary levels:
SALARY LEVELS OF DISMISSED PARTICIPANTS i
AT INTAKE %{EFORE) AND AT DISMISSAL (AFTER) )
o :

pI'SVIOUS years. 0

‘ First Year Second Year Third Year

Weekly Before After Before | After Before After

Salary  |No. Percent{No. Percent |No. Percent|No. Percent{ No. Percent | No. Percent-«
$131- 1 53%| 3 3.9%| 1 1.6%| 6 46%| 3 320 6 4.1%
$121-30 | 0 00%| 5 54%| 1 1.6%|.4 3.1%| 6 65%| 6 4.1%
$111-20 1 53%| 8 86%| 4 61%| 9 170%| 8 86% | 20 13.6%
$101—-10 1 53% (112 129%( 1 1.6%| 6 4.6%|11 11.8% | 12 82% |
$91-~100 ' 53%|18 194%| 7 10.8% |29 22.5%|18 19. 4% 1 26 17.7% |
$81-90 27 10.5% |23 24.7% | 11 16.9% |26 20.2% |23 24. 7% 36 24.5% ||
$71-80 4 21.0% |11 11.8%|17 26.1%|31 24.0% |41 11.8% | 29 19.7% |
$61-70 7 36.8%| 7 7.6% |17 261% |14 109%| 7 1.5% 9 6.1%
$60orless| 2 10.5%:'6 64%| 6 92%)| 4 ’ 3.1% | 6 6.5% 3 2.0%]
TOTAL 19 93 {65 129 . 193 147

The Project was most able to elevate the economic status of participants who entered the
Project at the poverty level

o

The flgures for the thlrd year are not as impressive as those for the other years because a
change in the mlmmumwage law in July, 1970, reduced the number of persons earning $80
or less per week, and because the participant popula’aon contained more students than in

: /’
Surprisingly, starting salanes have no effect on whether a person will stay on the JOb E'/éjecr
administrators conducted a study that showed exactly the same retention rate for jobs
paying'more than $90 per week as for jobs paymg less than that. More participants were
fired from higher paying jobs, and more were quitting the low paying ones. Raises, not
starting salaries, may be the key to job retention. Carecer Developers have suggested that

employers start participants at salaries lower than planned so that small, frequent raises can
be given, each one based on merlt . ;
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During the planning stages, Project administrators learned that academically trained
counselors were in great demand and expensive to hire, and they suspected that
non-professionals, whose backgrounds and sensitivities were similar to potential
participants’, could be trained to perform as well, or better, than “pros.” .
Project administrators decided to use ‘“non-pros” in the counseling posifions and
immediately became more comfortable with the plan as they examined the tqngenhal
benefits. Beyond the obvious plusses of having a staff that could be believed by participants,
a staff that could easily be expanded—and duplicated in other cities, since it derived from a
relatively untapped labor source—the Project itself, if it functioned well, would become a
dramatic commercial to all employers who would eventually be contacted to hire Project
participants, ‘ P

ey

To find non-professionals, Project administrators sent notices to every agency .ir} the city
that trained, helped or found jobs for ghetto residents. They a.sked“specxfxgally for
applicants with personal warmth, o more than a high school education (college graduates
were not considered) and knowledge of New York City. Within three days fthere were 91
applicants, who -generally represented the agencies’ difficult-to-place clients. Project
administrators were reluctant to see the job restricted to blacks and ex-offenders, for
reasons of both staff morale and public opinion; but staff members and applicants ﬁnall,y‘all
agreed that it did not ma}ge sense to. leave positions open just in order to locate qualified
whites and non-offenders, ' : -

The first 91 applicants were interviewed individually; 55 were asked back for interviews in
small, groups; 15 came bagk for finai group interviews, Nine were hired. All had prison
records ranging from two montlis to eight years, on charges including a;me@ robbery,
burglary and car;theft. With their permission, Project administrators reviewed their criminal
and employmentjrecords, One of the nine was eliminated when it was found that he had not
been candid about his past. The remainder had been frank, and their references--former
employers, parole officers, narcotics program administrators—offered no 1nformat;\on to
discourage their hiring. All began work shortly after New Year’s Day of 1968. Thus the road
from ““pros” to “cons” was walked in part decisively, in part fortuitously.

Initial Training

To train and supervise the new counselors, an Associate Director of Counseling and two
Counseling Supervisors had been hired. All had civil service backgrounds, academic
credentials, and counseling experience, and all welcomed the challenge of working with
non-professionals. ‘

i
it
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In January, Project staff members, Vera Institute administrators, court and police personnel,

. social workers and psychologists discussed their own jobs and organizations witli the trainee

counselors, as part of a planned training period. The trainees toured the colirts, practiced
interviewing at a Board of Education counseling center,'and visited social agencies in the
city. They met frequently as a group with their Supervisors to discuss their feelings about
the job, their strengths and “weaknesses, their backgrounds; their futures, and the social
implications of what they were attemptini. Most had been adversely affected by their prison
experiences: tliey were suspicious of thi} courts, their Supervitors and the Project’s goals.
Perhaps their greatest fear was that they wouid fail or the job would fzil them.

The training period lacked precise focus. No one knew exactly for what job the trainees
were being prepared. Would the job center around a field base, office base or counseling
center base? Would the trainees peak at being supportive, or was the Project,staff good
enough to train’ them to counsel? How would they be trained on the job: how much would
be teaching, how much counseling, i.., helping them fo understand their own fears,
anxieties and problems so that they would function better in counseling roles?

At the end of the training period, everyone agreed that the trainees would have tc function
supportively at first, simply ‘“‘rapping” with participants, but it was hoped that ultimately
the trainers would do counseling as well. The counseling program would encompass both
indiyidual and group techniques; the counseling job would involve a combination of office,
field and counseling center bases; and participants would be given tasks to perform
(attendance and involvement at group and individual counseling sessions) rather than just
being visited in their own neighborhoods and homes. '

The staff also decided during those four weeks on a job title. The trainees did not want a
name that linked them with any existing jobs or that carried menial connotations. Since
they were responsible for representing the Project to participants, the court, and other
agencies, they chose “Representative” and have since become the “Reps.” ;

Retrospective

"The history of the first group of Representatives, only one of ‘'whom is still with the Project,

highlights some of the Project’s early problems, The first Representative disappeared in
March 1968, reappeared a few weeks later and then disappeared again, which. surprised
everyone since he seemed to be among the most self-confident and effective Reps. The
second was discharged after seven months because his mercurial shifts in temperament
strained his relationships with his Supervisors and fellow Reps. The third resigned after 10
months. He had worked diligéntly but had had little success in relating to participants. He is
now in an administrative position with an anti-poverty agsisy. The fourth suffered a

recurrence of an internal ailment related to his previous driig addiction and, even after

partial recovery, was too weak to resume his position. The fifth resigned after a year and
one-half to enroll in jollege full time. The sixth was unable to adjust to the Project’s
structured program. The seventh was not functioning well on the job primarily bacause ke
had not dealt adequately with his own problems, ‘

Because the Rep’s job was ambiguously defined and its demands untested, it had been
difficult to screen applicants intelligently. As Project Administrators gained experience at
interviewing and hiring, and as the Rep’s duties were defined, the Project began to hire Reps
who behaved responsibly, functioned well, and were easily trained.

In retrospect, the soundest and most fortuitous deéision made was to build a counseling

program on the talents and experiences of non-professionals with backgrounds similar’to the
participants, From the beginning, the Reps have provi\ded the credibility essential for
. \5
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effective,counseling.
History of Staff Responsibilities
Representatives

Representatlves responsibilities have changed continually durmc the PrOJect s three years of
operation. For the first two years, the Rep’s job was to:

1, help screen prospective participants;

2. take primary responsrblhty for the progress of 15 to 25 part101pants attempting to
gain each one’s trust and cooperation, and helping them to solve their personal
financial, legal, medical and vocational problems; .

2
3. refer participants to appropriate services and agencles (mcludmg the PrOJect § own
Social Services Unit) when needéd; ‘\ i .

-4. meet with all his participants one night a week at the Project’s club house for a
group counseling session;

make field visits to participants’ homes at least once during their time in the Project;
plan each group meeting, with his Supervisor;

e . v
L g o el .y .
#aintain statistical and descriptive records of each participant’s progress;

‘9°>j?"§"

determine the appropriate time to refer the partlclpant to the Prqects Career
Development Unit, advise the CD of tlie participant’s needs, and follow the Career
Development Unit’s work with the participant;

9, help participants secure the return of fingerprints and bail money when applicable;

lO. help vacate bench warrants (that is, get a defendant who missed a court appearance
back on the court calendar without penalty);

11. prepare an initial recommendation for the dismissal, adjournment or termination of
his partlcrpants cases for the court; ‘

12. . appear, in court with eaéh partxcxpant to provide mformatxon about hlS progress;

o

13, continue his own training as counselor through individual sessions with his -

Supervisor and group meetings once a week with the whole counseling unit; and.
14 meet apphcants for the posrtlon of Representatlve and interview them in a group
settmg \ \
These respon31b111t1es have been modified in three major 1espect: b
1. Reps no longer screen potentral part1c1pants
=2, Reps no longer appear with partmpzints in court.

3. Career Developers and Reps work i in teams to service and counsel part&crpants

=
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MANHATTAN COURT EMPLOYMENT PROJECT

Except in rare instances where a Screener is unsure of drug use, Reps no longer interview
defendants before intake. Screeners have learned from Reps how to evaluate potential
participants. Screeners also have assumed responsibility for court appearances to free Reps
from ! time-constiming delays in court. Team work between Career Developers and
Representatives will be discussed later. ,

>

Supervisors

o

Originally, dnly professional counselors were considered for the position of Counseling -

Supervisor. During the first two years of operation, the Counseling Supervisor’s chief duties
were to:

1. oversee all unit activities;

2. maintain statistical records of Representatives’ activities, track the progress of
participants handled by their unit, and write reports on participants for the court;

3. teach counseling techniques and help Repsplan for group sessions;

4. provide job-related counseling for Reps, including weekly group sessions for
counseling staff o
i
With the subsequent toordination of the career development and counseling units of the
Project, the position of Counseling Supervisor underwent€xtensive redefinition.

The Team Approach

The Project’s counseling and employment services originally were designed as sepérate
units—Human Services and Career DeVelopment—each headed by an Associate Project
Director. Project administrators thought that this functional division of Jesponsibilities
would facilitate staff training and supervision. B

From the Career Developer’s point of view, however, the situation presented a continuing -
morale problem. The CD’s work with participants centered only on vocational problems--

lack of or dissatisfaction with work, schoolmg or' training, Emotional problems, while
possibly Job-related were strictly the provmf‘e of the counseling unit, CDs worked hard to

.place participants, but lost contact wi /t%m once they were hired. Career Developers felt

they were functlomng 51mply as pla )nent machmes which gave &hem little satisfaction.

The first Representatwes brought strong feelings of madequacy all*dnnsecunty to their j=hs,
They overestimated the degree of intimacy they could, develop with participants; they
expected instant confessions of personal problems, While their expectations were rarely
fulfilled, they felt that whafever participants did tell them should be confidential.
Consequently, Career Developers were operating with insufficient information. Participants’
case files were not available to them, depriving thein ‘of important information on

participants’ job strengths and weaknesses Neither the Reps nor the CDs were benefitting "

from the others’ insights.

The stﬁffmg pattern created problems beyond operations: 1t did not provide career
opportun1t1,es for employees. As long as prcfessionals staffed the Supervisor positions, the
Rep was in a dead-end job. Career Developers were limited in upward mobility to one
posxtlon-—Assocrate Director of Career Development. 0 "

After analyzing these problems 7Project administrators decided in J anuary, 1970 to create

teams consmtmg of two Reps aiid one CD (the staff ratlo) Representatlves in each team are

B

.87

o




Counseling

partners and cever for each other on field days, vacations and sick days. The Career
Developer vocationally services both their caséloads. The three now share a set of recozds.
They work closely as a team, exchanging confidential information as a matter of course. ‘[iie
office has been rearranged to facilitate the team work—desks are grouped in threes. '

The Supervisor’s position has been restructured to suit the team approach and to provide
promotiona) opportunities for both- Reps and CDs. The basic Supervisory unit now consists
of six members in two teams:

Supervisor
[ Assistant to the Supervisor
Rep [—] CD — Rep}—"— Rep —{CD Rep

An Assistaﬂt to the St;;éervisor has been added to the structure to provide clerical support.
There are presently two such units of six, each headed by a Supervisor who had been a Rep.
(CDs also can be promoted to Supervisor.) )

In time, it became apparent that there was a need for the professional psychologist to assist
staff training and counseling. It had been awkward for the professionals to function as
Supervisors. Much of their time and talent was dissipated in administration, retrieving data,
writing court reports, and preparing unit reports. Moreover, it was difficult to function as
both Supervisor and Counselor of an employee who might be reluctant to discuss fears and
atlljxieties—-passible obstacles to efficient functioning—with a counselor who was also the
(19 OSS”, )

The. decision to use promoted Reps and CDs as Supervisors was coincidental™with the
decision to take the professional psychologist out of the chain of command so that he could
function solely as a staff trainer and counselor. The position is called “Trainer”.

One Trainer was needed for every two supervisory units, plus one to concentrate on training
for Screeners and on special training in vocational counseling for CDs.

Adding Trainers to the staff has strengthened the counseling program. Specifically, they
have been instrumental in articulating job relevance, psycho-dynamic concepts and
managerial needs. They have helped the entire staff to communicate freely with each other

st

and wi_"participants, and helped the administrators with their daily responsibilities,
GROUP COUNSELING

For more than a year no one was sure what Reps and participants could accomplish together
in the space of three months. The Project experimented constantly; at one time there were
as many as 10 different group counseling plans., It was hard sometimes for Reps and
pztrticipants to know what was expected of them. No one knew exactly what a participant
had to do to get his case dismissed: work and attend group sessions? work and get involved
in group sessions? just work? Administrators realized that while Supervisors were telling
Reps to get participantsinvolvedin group, dismissals were being granted to participants who
spent 12 weeks being quiet, obedient, and uninvolved. Many Representatives did not feel
comfortable in their relationships with participants. While trying to understand Reps’
difficulties, Project administrators were anxious to develop the best possible program. But,
they felt that if the program wasn’t good enough to get a participant involved, it wasn’t fair
» to penalize him with an adjournment instead of dismissal,

88
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The program lacked definition; the Project needed to state its objectives more clearly and to 7

find or train Representatives who could achieve them.

In the summer of 1969, six new Representatives wete hired. All were ex-addicts who had
graduated from therapeutic communities, where five had held staff and administrative
positions, They brought to the Project the “confrontation” style of counseling which
encourages group members to. express aggressively their feelings towards each other, Reps
who had been working in the Project argued that this approach could not succeed in a
non-residential setting. After much discussion, a counseling approach was developed that
was built on the experiences of both groups of Representatives.

The new program is much more structured. Following an extensive intake interview with a
new participant, the Rep schedules him for his first group meeting, Orientation, Orientation
eases the participant into a group and explains what will be expected of hint while he is in
the Project. After completing Orientation, a participant is promoted to an on-going group
headed by his Rep. On-going groups are taped. The tapes are used by Trainers to help
Supervisors and Reps analyze, identify, and understand participants’ problems.

Reps conduct group sessions at the Project’s Lispenard Street clubhouse, located a few
blocks from the court building. The highly charged atmosphere of the Criminal Court

Building is not conducive to honest group confrontation. The clubhouse is a five-room suite,

generously furnished by Playboy Enterprises with brightly-colored chairs, low coffee tables,
a paperback library, a pool table and-a stereo set, o

FIELD VISITS . .

Reps have always made field visits to participants’ homes. Seeing a participant on his own
“turf” gives a Rep a more complete picture of the participant. He can double-check the
participant’s address, meet his family and friends, and talk to them about the program.
When the Project began in 1968, each defendant was assigned at intake to the first available
Rep. Participantsiwére distributed equally so that no Rep had more than 20 in his caseload.
Later, caseloads were organized geographically to minimize travel time in the field. ¢

Originally, Reps spent half their time in the field. Project administrators knew the Reps felt
uncomfortable in an office setting, and they wanted to take advantags of their ability to
move easily in the city’s ghetto neighborhoods. As the counseling program became miore
defined, however, Reps have had to spend more time in the office to report to Supervisors,
prepare for group, listen to tapes and attend training sessions. Field visits still are irgportant,
but they are scheduled carefully. No Rep goes into the field without an appointinent. He
makes his first home visit during a participant’s sevond week in the Project. Later, he visits
the participant at his job or at school to check his attendance record and speak with his
employer or teacher. A Rep now spends one and one-half days in the field—half the previous
field time.

HIRING i

Project administrators now know what it takes to be a competent, successful
Representative. To maintain the caliber of the staff, they look for candidates with:

1. ability to differentiate between thinking and feeling;
2. ability to deal with office pressures; « o

3. ability to express themselves verbally and in Wri’tinig;
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/ ” ‘ ABT ASSOCIATES ¢+ INC. FOR LAB!)R‘ DEPARTMENT i
. 4. potential for development; o | : ' R . j
s . o B ;‘ : P . i
F o - 5. fnendlmess and an ability to relate to participants while maintaining objectiyity; and N ’ A - I . ;
‘ “ Individuat Information Record . Project Nnﬂ;‘ﬁ :
2 wﬂlmgness and ability to accept constructive criticism. * _PART: SCREENING INFORMATION  Date—_._Completed by ) o ,
‘ Prgcedures for hiring Reps have changed. At first, the entire staff of Representatlvesf\} w7 1 ‘ . ) ;j - o~ [] LIET] >
interviewed all applicants~and passed their recommendations on to the Supegvisor, This = 1 Defendant: 6 2. Socia 5ecumy 4 = '
T system took too much of the Representatlves time. Now the Counseling Supervisoisees the  _ j Name_ . b, F.B ﬁ I # ; R ;
Cte - applicants first and eliminates all but the most qualified. The Reps as a group then interview } : Address 2 Othet ; o
¢ £, - N
those who remain, using the confrontation-style approach, for which, the applicants have not ) Telephnie k" - = 7 a. Date of arrest / ;- . ‘
O been prepared. By applying this kind of pressure, the Reps and Supervisors learn a great desl v Nearest Comtacts ; . Tonth  day  yeéar , ™~
about an applicant’s strengths and weaknesses. It is a grueling interview, but a mistake in 0 _ Name ‘ b, Arrept d‘ra:ﬁ;{y et v
hiring a Representative _is considered damaging to:the Project and a dlssemce to the : | Address. = ’ LR 3
applicant and to participants. , ) J Telepholis 8 a. Gase No. e ‘
, 2 o t ~ “3:b, Preliminary B ]
. Relatmn to Dcfendant - ! .
. CONCLUSTON ! ‘ Continuance Date ] ./ =
i B o | . : ’ month day year
: \ 2 sex: ____ Male 2.___ Female c. Gougt :
! ' , . ) ;
The counseling unit’s most sxgmflcant achxevement in the last three years has been the 3.Rlace= White 3aIfI Spamﬁ St}zgme: R O a. Definse attorney: o~
development _of a sophisticated and effective counseling program that draws on the talents : 2. Black e aeridan Nane ot g
f both of non-professional Representatives and of Career Developers. Arranging the two staifs ‘ . i.—_—gxneric?n Indian  2._9 _Puertc . Address
P & R . rienta o Rican
in teams has encouraged CDs and Reps to produce for each other as well as for partmpants. 5 Other ‘3., Other Telephorie # 7
- . o b. P sting att L s
And they have produced. During the first year of operation, dlsmlssals of charges were S 4 awthaate;( - 4a Ager o J‘,’,E’;:f’“ g attorney: —— P
recommended and accepted for 38.9% of the Project’s participants; during the second year, ] i month)  (ysar) d. A:rrestmg officers ) < o o i
the rate was 45.6%: and during the third year, 61.4%. During the first 22 months of . 5 Referred By: ‘
operation the rate of rearrest among active participants was 12%; during the last six months § , é:--f,;gfe‘;?;:;;“’f::ney 10 L:bf“‘ force l‘:f;::“ at time of @rrest:
the rate was 2.9%. During . the first 22 months the rate ‘of participant attendance at group g . ' 3.7 " Judge : 2. Une!:nployed # of weeks ,
counseling sessions was 45%; during the last six months it was 67%. And despite the dearthﬁ L . é'—i-?iii‘;s%"?i‘:ﬁ{ - 3‘ " In achool: - S i
- - . 4 ) |
of jobs available on any level, an average of 78% of the participants were working, in a 6. pani Jl::nf(chezk if family member[]) 10 (schiool) - fyrade), L
training program, or in school durmg the three-year period. 7o Commiinity source (specify: ) a ?:;‘ﬂ_:-‘l‘ge‘f’ most recent job: ol
. . \] 8. Other {apecify: ) DOT Coda - - 2 : o
" o Nurhber of weeks at t’u,s jOO
4 8 N . S, ’ ’ 11 Legal status at time of arrest: < Avt“rage hours/week S::r;%faae
i e -’ N 1. Clear - v -
oo B v ; 2. On probation/parole - i0b 1r Iurrcntly employed, specxfy. i o
H = . : © 3. Charges pending: ErJ ployer Name ‘
: : : =, { , L. . releaseon 2, ba.xl 3.__personal Address
e o : h ¢ recogmzance N ond;: i C
‘ ~ . o r Sf
N 12 Prior Record: - ' - : 1 14 Handmépped or special health probiem:
0 o . L. __ None Age | Charge Disposition™ Re?;iﬁ_w : lo___ Yes——pDescribe:
. : 2, Juvenile] - J 2. No o
Y ) i ' ‘ nE i
’ . S 1 Adult ] ‘ ] i 15 Admission Status: i
‘ _ . Jif{\ 1. Accepted as Participant i
B *If convicted and incarcerated, indicdte actual time served i;&“ 2.____Accepted as Non-Participant 4 - :
**If convicted and incarcerated, indicatereleasetype on - Not Accépted: : @
- N ﬂ\lt lentence, e.g. 'parole to /7 3. Asaigned to contial group : ;
o ) ) N ) . ‘ ' o . s 13 Al B. A-W'vaden::e Of 4o__Nashow . B o4
: L . ) % Any Past Record ? | Current Problem?® 5. . Prosecuiion denier i
) 7 B . > Y by Attorney unwilling »
o ; No Yes No Yes e
| . ’ a. Excessive - y - 7. . ndividual unwilling
*“aleohol uses, |1 z o 1. 2 5. __Coust denled
) ; . N . i +4 S
o . . ] ’ b- gﬁnt:}, RN 2 ' 1 2. 10, ° ‘Adudt record
: . ' < Drueg waes 1 s 2' - 1. 2 ‘ 11. D:ﬁxg p(roblelrfn | : .
o “ - e : . * * B 12,7 Other {spec
7 : - ‘ [ehack one::,} —_ I1cheek one—*l pesty '
" S ) addiction . addiction "{Ba i (1), (2), or (3) above checked,
s ) . W ¥ | T heavy abuse __heayy abuse | assign ID # and record in boxes above.
- “ """ ° TToccasionaluse Toccasional usg .
o \ o IR
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Ch 7 — - — _
; g : . - o
2 . CASE PROGRESS AT ' . N o Lot
3 Individual Information Record b N CoRp ¢ Frofect Nume
4 ; ) Project Name ; s ,~ Counsclor’s Nanie :
PART {I: INTAKE INFORMATION Pate . . Completed By : . ] ‘ Date of' Intake eomeeee o, ‘Cotrs Date .
: o ‘ Name of Defendant | Participait’s Name ) :
‘) 5 ; 3 s
=~ ’ Court Date . o . . 1D No. D m
q / ‘ ;1)__. (l;amcql)ant ID No. D [:E]:D ; . ) .
- Contro B 3 Employment Refestals and Plackments (begin with job hi#ld st enrollment, if any, and record all subsequent referrals and placements )
e ; n . n : H y J} : N PLACIDY
1 Length of residence in project area ” Date Employer Name Job Tike DOTTote HourWeek | Hourly Wage V08 ;"“’:‘“’ffmr:‘yncn' © NamWhynor | SOMRET T gegun Lot
. {months). "~ (years) it fob a1 Intake KR - ’
¢ - : X : | ‘
e 2 Marital status: 3 . Head of htusehold: .‘4 At time of arrest, living: ? 2 N #
% 1._______Neve1: married ' 1. Self : 1. Alone ‘jé : ! z B
; 2, Married 2, Mother © 2. _____ With payent(s) E 5 7
Y 3. _Widow/widower , 3. Fathex 3. With relative(s) 3 3
B 4. qurced/legally L 4, ‘ Other (speclfy:v 4, Wgth spouse ' v i 1 = projeet §taff; 2= other
v separated . - } 5. With friend/opposite sex i
K A 6. With friend/ game sex i 2 ..Ilimmﬁnm%imtimss(begin with training activity at entollment, if any, and record all subsequent referrals and pl ts. Do not include any projectsponsors
7 S 4 Lraining actyvity ‘ "NROLLED? COMPLEILD?
5 veteran status: // 6 Number of dependents: * 7 Primary source of income: .\ ! Yei @
. . H i ' o X T { T Ng Reqeving stipend? Caps
“1.__° Non-veteram 1. U. L ﬂ' 4. E)fhplcyme nt 3 * Dute Propam Kume e Start/End Dates % by Not? Iyes weekly amount] ¥4 No - Why Not?
o i 2,757 Recent veteran ‘Ages: 2. Welfare’ {spouse) ! Atake Activity £ % &
3. Other veteran T 3. ___Employment 5, Parents ’ ‘ i
@ ——— T {self) 6. Friends . S
& X 7. Other . - -
& ' y ————— . { 3 . 5
. " ’ " - . E“ . Tatil Program Hovis -
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