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miSSion on Correctional Facilities: and Services. NO£CP IS a technical assistance effort to stimulate 
new and accelerated offender services through prime SPOI)SOf agencies aesignated under the Com pre; 
henslve Employment and Training Act of 1j)73, as amended. 

NOSCP is an umbreHa"prog~am with three functional units: the Clearinghouse on Offender Employ­
men~ Restrictions, the Female Offender Resource Center, and "the Pretrial Intervention Service Center, 
The programs address such subjects as the disabilities of conviction and incarceration, empfbyer atti­
tudes and perceptions,different treatm,llnt of m\l.le and female offenders, and alternatives to incarcera­
tion. In addition, N05CP mainfains a'clearinghouse Information E52hange toc,ompile data on all 
'existl,ng offender service prOgrams., " ,,;,;; 4 
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PR E F A nJE 

If IItime is the greatestinnovatof,1I these are vintage years for 
L-- l C (> 

the pretrial intervention movem~nt. No longer experiments, many.of 

the hundreds of demonstrat'ion projects 1 aunched over the past decade 

have transitioned into permanententities.Apd a new waive of pre-
c 

trial activity is expected to help di~.ert system overload problems 
CI 

faced by local criminal justice agencies. In both situations there 

is 0 need for ~,trategic planning. , To assiSt in the processothe 

~~~;~ional pr,etrialcln~ervention Service Center haspre~~rd this " 
'experienced-based'pl anni ng gui de. Its purpose is to Cvl~pl ement 

efforts!inderway to profesj~ionalize the lI'emerging piscipline" in ways 

that will improve pretrtal intervention pra~.tice. 

Through this publication the Center: is afforpedthe opportunity 

to share four years experience in facilitative.,technica,l.;oassistance 

in program development. For obvious reasons theOPGUIV'E does not include 

or represent a pre-packaged program model. The expectation i'S that 

local planners and program=-operators will write' that chapter in plan-

ri i ng guides developed for the5r communities." 

Major topics covered in the GUrVE fix targets tor planning new 
'" projects and strengthening established agencies providing pretrial G 

intervention serv;ce$". ' Part I lO'bks at activation efforts from a 
, ~ () 

Mstorical and experiential perspective.' Pa'rt II offers a plannirfg 

framework for proje~'t' deve 1 ol3ment and Part II I i denti fies cri ti ca 1 

issues in'program administration relating to legal, political and 

institutionalization problems. Also included is a section with /v 
" ;s 

resource material's and a listing of selectea references to., pretrial 

intetvention literature. 'Z) 
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A C K ~ 0 W LED G MEN T S 

I 
The idea for a manual~ to guide planners in the development of . /. 

pretrial intervention models was that of Frank J. Jasmine. 1,t was 
_ Ii 

his view that such a tecl~nical assistance resburce would generate 

experience-based plannin:~ concepts and complement his activation field 

work as Director of'theiABA National Pretrial Intervention Service 

Center .. 

PRETRIAL INTERVENTION SERVICES: A GUIVE FOR PROGRAM VEV~LOPMENT' 
~~:,\ was prepare.d by Messrs .i/Leon G. Leiberg and J. ,Gordon Zaloom of 

Development Services G~16up, Incorporated. The co-authors are 

\\..'-- experienced innovators iravin9 directed Project Crossroads and the 

>t"Hudson County Pre-Trial,; Intervention Project, respectively." Most 
I: 

rec~t,ly Mr. Lei berg sEtrved as di rector of the Hutua 1 Agreement 
f ' ' 

Program sponsoreg by t~e American Correctional Association. 

The desire to be qriginal in th,e substantive presentations needs 

to be balanced with a ~tatement thatman,Y sources contributed to the 
'I 

GUrVE either th~ough ex peri ence, development of resource material s', 
trai~ing and i~reativitY;~ Without th)eir ~bllective inputs this GUIVE 

" • ~ [I 

would be a project for ~nother day. 

i: 

Special thanks arei'ldue Sharon J. Winkler for her editorial a$sis-

tarlce and Bernadette W. ')rice who labored diligently in typing of th~ 

final manuscript. 
.','-.f 

,,,,, The GUIVE is' one oi a series of technical assistance publications 
II 0. • 

made possible under U. S. Department of Labor 'Contract Number 99-6,,:, 

581-03-02. 

February 1977 
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PART 1 

PRETRIAL INTERVENTION! OBJECTIVES AND PRACTICE 

A. Ove~view 

Today, it is estimated there are 148 diversion type projects 

operating in 37 states, the District of Columbia, Puerto Rico, and the 

U. S. Virgin Islands. l Ten years ago the first"experimental models 

were initiat~d 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 
a,s 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 ex~cution of 

demonstration projects was preserved in the experimental ye~~;,s. Tfie 

result produced wide variations in administrative, operationci1 and 
; G \ 

evaJuation schem,as~ Now there is a movement to establish forl~~l sanc-
\. 1 

tions Which prescribe uniLQrm policy and procedure for th'e diversion 
h' 

process. Program authorization formats have been adopted by ~tate" 
legislatUres, appellate courts and criminal justic'l~, staJ1_dards ,and goals 

-----...) 

committees. The impe:!:us ;s towards state-wide opportunities f,:or diver-

sion and the establishment of pre-trial service agencies to Cl:dminister 
,-

a variety of support services to defendants. 

These efforts to solidify pretrial intervention practice will 

most. likely trigger a period of reexamination during which refinements 

will be made in program goals ;,and objectives. Participants taking a 

second look at the di'~rs~on pro~ess will include the courts, evalua­

tion specialists, /~~rimlnal justice planners and local govennmtptpolicy: 

makers. This publ ication was conce1ved and organized to fulfill {1 need ., 

" . 
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I 
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for ~nuidance in the decision m:,~ing prbcess. Part I of the G(!IVE fea- n~ .i( . . ',,; 
,>:!, [1 of experi menta 1 demons tra t i nn proj ects ~as opened in 1963 Jyj th fundi n9~ " 

tur~~ a hi stari ca 1 perspecti ve ~n the early di versi on mOVf~ment. Part II i ,I II of a research component to an on-going ~~ogram of education and tratn-
describes a planning framework 1\:or project development ~~d Part III \fll ing operating at the Riker's Island jail in New York li,1t.}~i In 1964, 

" 

';01 a'*es key problem areas i n p~.ogram rna i nten'ance. . . . . ., 
0> ~.) P inmate projects were initiated at the Lorton Youth Facility of the~' . 

/ 'I,! District of Columbia Department of Co~rections and at the Draper 
B. Develop'mental History Correctional Center, a state prison in Alabama, to testthl/it'feasibility 

This section of the GUrVE o:ffers a historical pey'spectiVe on events ! 
sh9ping the decade of ex~erience in early diversion programmi!hg. Tre i 
establ i shment of an employment and training program for offenders at the I 

1 u. S. Department of Labor provid~~s an interesting case study on activa- \ 
tion tec~Jniques.3 Armed with a 'limited "special programs II authority iry 
Title I of the Manpower Development and Training Act or 1962, the Depart­
ment made an administrative dedsion to inG;~ud~ offenders within the 

, 

scope of ~!Jthor;zed manpo~er sef'lvices. Initially prison inmates.w~re 
notconsi de~t:ed to be part of th~l: Act I s target population; they were not 
specifically mentioned and werenot unemployed in the technical sense. 

I".) 

, 

of coridLlcting education-skill training inside penal instituthms in 
order to effect post-release job placement. 

These projects were paralleled by an in-house study by ORO of the 
vocational training needs in correctional institutiO~s. That~study, 

MANPOWER RESEARCH BULLETIN NUMBER 8, found that prov; s ions fori) such 
./ 

training ~ere largely inadequate, and that prison industries tiid not 
serve well as training grounds. 5 Also during this time, the focus of 
Rand D programs was expanded by administrative authorization to make 
inmates on work release eligible for MOTA tr~ining gt·anJs. 

Responsibility for the conl;::eption of a manpower program for offen­
ders was fixed with the Office of Research and Development. According 
<.. I , 

to a sen i or staff member at ORCI, pri soners were cons; dered manpower 

e1i'gible for severa 1 reason~>.:: 
).-/ 

liThe basic I"l3a?on was economic,'foHowed closely 
by ahd .adnlixed wi th the idea of the, equ; ty . of 
extending social services to a speclallY~ls­
advantaged group. Thel'e was awareness ot c

the 
fact that approximately 200,000 Federal and State 
prisoners were released annua~ly, mo~t of;whom 
were ill-equipped to compete ,n the Job market. 
Uncounted others left local institutions. This 
was both a loss of potential manpower to the 
economy an~ a burden on welfare and other social 
services." 

: I 
I 
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Amendments to the Manpower Developm~nt and Training Act in 1966 
authorized an "Experimental and DemOf'"lStration Prr6)gram of Training and 
Education for Person's in Correcttona1 InstitutiLlns" (Title II, Sec. 251). 

Its effect was to spawn a seri es o.f offender manpower programs from 
1966-1970 in a variety of correctional settings with subgroups within 

A strategy was developed by ORO in the offender; manpower area to 
probe at the three i points ill the "total criminal justi ce' system where 
service delivery could impact with some effectiveness .. These are: (i) 

After a\'rest,"but before trial; (ii) At sentencing to pi~obation stat~s; 
(iii) After incarceration, but usually within six month,s\ to a year of 
eligibility for'>parole~ or i::ompletion of sentence. The ORO portfolio 
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the offender population. 1967 program initiatives included bonding 
support for ex-offenders, and fi rst-round fundi ng of pretrial "i nter­
venti on alternatives in the District of Columbiq ana) New York City. 
The following year ORD released the Pownall Report which reinforced 

I) 

the hypothesis of a strong cotTelation between recidivism and stable 
employment. 

Moving from the special proJ~~cts approach to groupings of Rand D 
programs~ ORD in 1973 funded a s~cond round of pretri al irfte~~enttcm 
demonstrations in nine~,additional cities. First phase funding was 

'~ ,. . 
entirely with Labor Department manpower funds to be followed py 
second-phase support with joint funding by the Law"Enforcement Assis-o 
tance Administration of the U. S;,;\;'Department of Jus,tice. Capitalizing 
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on a \decade of corrections manpower programming, the Rand 0 portfolio 

was e~,panded t&'::,include s1;:.atewide efforts at specialized jO~ placement 

foy' ell-offenders administered by public employment service agencie,s in 

fi ve s~t~tes, and the development of' plans in e; ght states for: compre­

hensi v,,~ manpower programs for offenders. 

dRD ma!1~we~ pro'grams for offenders developed in three stages. 

First i:llas the birthing of special projects followed by multiple program 

'initiatives. Next was the tecnnology transfer segment to(,facilitate 

changes in public policy or governmental decision making. For this; 

purpose professional associations were engaged in the fol191rJing 

"utilizaj~ionlt efforts. The American Bar Association received funds 

to wor;~;) on the modification of stat~tory and regulatory bar'riers to 

ex-offender employment. A second ABA project !'i:·~tablished ,I clearing­

house/technical assistance service to expand and strengthen pretrial 

intervention programs. In addition the American Cor~ectional Associ­

ation received support to give technical assistance, to states desirous 

i: of implementing Mutual Agreement Progr(~mming in the area of parole. 

() 

The Comprehensive Employment and Training Act .of rJ973 extended 

thenationa 1 strategy for offender programs by authori zi ng techni cal C) 

assistance effor~) under Title III. Many of the ORO demonstrations 

have been replicated in a regional grants program sponsored by the 

Offender Program Unit within the Ofrice of Community Employment of the 

Employment and Training Administrat~on, U. S. O~part~ent of Lab~r. 

Most impolrtant ;s that CETA requires each state to develop a compre­

hensive program of employment and training for those in need of skill 

training, work experience and jobs. Offenders are obviously a group 

in particular need of these services. Access to CETA resources is 

possible in a coordinated effort between criminal ,justica.and manpower 

systems .J!opefully prime sponsors of CETA programs will see this 

connection and accord offender programs high priority in compreh~nsive 

plans. 

4 

,,'/ 

,:;, (~:;.) 

Advocacy for Oi'version 

" 
In its 1967 report, the President's Commission on Law Enforcement 

and the Adminisb'at'ion of Justice stressed the need for formalized 

diversion programs for mentally disabled or deficient persons, so that 

th~:rno~1-84$r-l;rpriate programs could 'be made available to them at the 
' ':/ !,) 1,,"7:'.(, . " -:-.. 

earlie5t possible point in the process: lilt is more fruitful to discuss, 

riot V!1i'6::/ ca~1J%:~~t~'~,and~ convi cted as a matter of law, but how the 

OffiC~~SIW~i~h~~~~~}f~~*'fi\i;at;on of criminal justice should deal with 

pc )jp·le ,\'ihd'; ~r~~e~t!'!5'~~E!~'lar needs i),nd problems. II The Gommi ssi on recom­

rr~e1:ed: 'tr~a~1~~~~~l1tification and diversion to other community reso,urces 

of t1\OSQ Of-~,~~h'~ in need of treatment, for whom criminal dispOSition 
:,,' '1\ f / ':, It ':, ',,;~ , 

does not al)pftar requi red. II . 1,\ 
\( 
1 \ 

Sfnce \~he Commission report, diversion programs have been endorsed 

by a "number\:bf sources. The 1970 President's TaskcForce on Prisoner 

Rehabilitation recorrnnended divertin'g the general Offender population 

into ~xperimental programs "to determine the effectiveness of pretrial' 

counse 11 ng and supervi s i on. II Mi nimum Standards for Crimi na 1 Justi ce 

adopted by, the ,.1\meri.carf Bar Association, in that same year, urged both 

prosecutors and defense attorneYs to explore the possibilities of eariy 

diversion. Criteria 0and procedures for the concept were reco~ended 
in the COuRTS ANV CORRECTIONS REPORTS issued in 1973 by the National 

Ire Advisory Commisston on Criminal Justice Standards and Goals. Finally, 

"J presidential support for continued efforts at diverting se1ected law 

violators was voiced by Gerald R. Ford in his June 19, 1975. "Message 
on Crlme. 1I 

These national study groups and organizations were buttressed ;n 

thier. advocacy for the intervention tech.nique by stateWide associations 

forrn~d in Maryland, Michigan, New Jersey and New York during 1974-1976. 
Their connection with the National Association of Pretrial Services 

Agencies could forge a solid base for expansion and professionalization 
of the lIemerging discipline ll of pretrial services. 

~ cY 
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Adjunctive to'these events' is the effQt't to legit'i-mate pretrial 
intervention progr·ams. Enab1i,lig leijislatit)n now exis;t:s in seven states 
and jud16ial' rules of procedure are;n force in the states of Pennsyl­

'vania and New Jersey.6 

C. Variations .lE Intervention Programs 

To distinguish the concept under discussion from oth€JY' alternatives 
to criminal processing the following definition~ borrowed from the 
National Advisory Commission ~n Criminal JUstice'iStandards ~and Goals, 

is adopted f9r use in this guide: 
r ,~, 

II 01 ver:don refers to forma 11 y ac;knowl edged and 
organized effor~s to utilize.alt~rnatives.to ~ 
initial or contlnued processlng 1nto the Just1ce 
system. To qualify a~ diversi~n~ .suc~ efforts 
must be undertaken prl0r to adJudlcatl0n and 
after a legally proscribed action has occurred." 

\.\ 

One principle associated with the innovation·phenomenom\'that 
holds for the rapid growth of criminal justice diversion programs is 
the multiplicity of operational models. Flexibility was the pass~ord 
during early experimental years and has s'erved to accommodate a wide 
range of program configurations. That part of the move~.ent which has 
stabilized is the set of objectives to be achieved throVgh diversion~ 
ary alternatives. These are: 

__ To substantially increase the employability of selected 
defendants through the app 1 i cati on of i ntensi ve sho,rt­
term vQcational counseling, employment 'placement ser­
vices, vocational training and educational placement; 

__ To substantiarly reduce unemployment and recidivism 
among the defendants served; 

__ To assist i'n 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 (pn) operating within these 
guidelines are divided into pr.'pgrams both for adults and for juveniles. 
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Although many service aspects are similar, the procedural and theoret-
ical differences betWeen the crirrdniAl and juvenile justice systems are 
great, and the two types of" programs differ considerably. 7 Ad~,lt pro­
grams can be classifie'd~into three categories l..~ distinguish t~!eir 
dominant characteristics with recognition of the potential for overlap 
in each. 

(i) Classification by Administrative Authority 
\I, 

Prosecutor, court, legal defense, private communitY\~/-" . ~ 
service programs and public service agencies. Administration of PTI' 
by any of th~$e groups will, by the nature of the needs of each, pro-

'I, 

duce fairly wide variations in practice and procedures. 

r 
(it) C1 assi fi c,~tion' by Treatment Objecti ves 

Drug treatment, employment secu~ity, alcoholism diver-
sian, mental health services, "multi-problem" orten ted diversion. 

'-:"\. 

(iii) Classification by Procedural Outcome 
Dismissal of charges is a salient feature of the classic 

PTI program. The incentive however 3 ;s not held ou'~\ to all prospective 
divertees. In some programs a "successful ll outcome may only lead to a 
favorabl e recol11J1endation at sentencing. 

I) 

Administrative Authority 

Prosecutor Di version: The best known model s which are manage,? by 
local prosecutors are the Dade County PTI Project (Florida) and the 

'\ ! 

Citizens! Probation Au~hority (Flint, Michigan). 1\ a \ 
<\ 
'~ 

Deferred prosecu,tion programs have evolved from or been initiat~,d 

by the need to f~rmalize. pr~s.ecutqr discretion in the ~eening of \ 
cases coming for decision and action,'j The prosecutor has three fundaJ\ 
mental responsibilities: charging c~imes, settling (plea bargaining) \ 
and trying cases. Charging a person with a crime is a delicate and 
complex responsibility. It is delicate because not everyone placed 
under arrest should be charged,nor could eXisting court and jail 
facilities accommodate them all if they. were tri!~d and conv; cted~~TIre-=~=,: 
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ability of the system to balance the crime problem against the defen:"'" 
dant1s best interests depends on an understanding of both community 
expectations anq the limitations of the entire system of criminal 
justice. 

In a significant sense, thew, deciding whether to charge a crime-- /\ 
and the selectiOn of charges tp be made--obviously calls for the· j 

extensive use of discretion. Indeed, "prosecutorial discretion ll has 
long been recognized as one of the major characteristics of the pro-

.0 secutor IS offi ce. 

The dilemma 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 
process. 

Prosecdtor diversion, then, focuses on procedure; services to 
defendantsi/'i s a secondary goa l--though prosecutor programs may have 
strong service-referral capacities. The need for services to 
defendants is of lesser importance here (a'rld indeed many defendants 
need or require little service); what is importantls the rationale 
and method for exercising prosecutorial discretion in the charging 
decision. 

Court Diversion: This model sha'res with the Prosecutor model a 
strong emphasi J~rocedure and the desi re to reduce cas,e backlog. 

() i 
Here the distinguishing feature is that prosecutors hav, influence if 
not decisional power over the PTI decision making process. However, 
the focus on service is likely to be greater since trye judicial 
responsibility extends to the final disposition of r./riminal m}t;ter~s. 
Agencies operating tn a judicial setting are: probation, pre~ial 
release, a sep'arate'PTI program under direct jud'icial control or 
~)erviced by the Office 'of the Court Administrator. 

t! 
!I ~ 
i 
t 
I 

8 

Legal Defense: Viewed as the provi'der of "last reso.rtll diversion 
services, defender-operated programs take on a firm advisory roll;!. 
Staff functions includeocounseling in the diversion decision, develop­
ment of service pl ans and referral to comrnunity·~based treatment pro­
grams. Having the public defe~er or legal aid staff attorney involved 
offers a balance' in the adversary system at critical stages in the 
pre-trial process. 

Defense programs, then,-usually provide legal and social services 

o (: 
: I 

to,. aefendaot~; the results of whi ch are used ,at sentenci-ng~n.Y'-{)1ea-~== ~--~~~~ ,="=----. -, I 

negotiation to s~cure favorable dispositions. 8 i: 
II 

" Private Community Groups: Many early PTr programs were operated 
by agencies outside t~e crimin~l justice 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, Nocational 
specialists and job placement personnel. Some programs have staff 
members outposted to'courts and jails to select or recruit candidates 
for PTI. 

The present trend is to have this f[Jnction performed by regular 
criminal justiceupersonnel, 
notification of p~rticipant 
judge. 

such as pretri a 1 release staff, wi,th 
availability from the PTr pros~tutor or 

Non-Criminal Justice Government,Service Agencies: The best 
example is the manpower model op,e-rated"by a state or local employment 
and training offic~.9 While'similar to PTI prggrams administ~red by 
private groups; the service orientation is focused and the delivery 
capability mo~b intensive since these agencies usually have direct 
acces's to training and job slots and may be able to provide fUl)ds 

" Jor supporti ve servi ces.. ~(, 
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)\ Ob' t' " Classification by Treatment Jec lve ' 
Drug Abusers: It;s now gen~ral1Y a~cepted "'that, diversionary 

programs were initiated to provide an alternative to prosecution, and 

as an experimental manpower resource stl"ategy conceived by DOL in 

the late 60's add e'arly 70's. But indifpendently, the idea of diver­

sion developed in otherc~ector,~ in res'ponse to different ne,eds. 
1<: : 

" 

,; In 1971 the White House Speci a 1 Acti.o!LOffi ce for., Drug Abuse 

er~.)lenti.Im-"(~SAODAP"J;dEVerol:rea~'the~·~~~~ept of di versi on for drug 

addicts under the r~bric of· Treatfhent Alternatives to Street Crimes 

(TASC).10 Conceptually~ TASt)-{jts withi,~;1 the classic definition of 

PTI: criminal matters are dismissed aff~r syccessful participation 

'.;:;.- ina drug rehabil i tati on program. Recruitment was to be by mass 

urina1;siS screening of defendants in jail awaiting trial. TASe 

funds were restricted to use for drug-dep(;ndent defendants, and the 

initial focus was on heroin addicts. 

T 
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The TASC program designers apparently were not aware or reje~l:ed II 
the experiences of the early DOL projects, and did not anticipate,/ 11 
that treatment of heroin-addicts was a high risk proposition. M,any II 
participants were likely to fail and thus face multiple charges/. \1 
As a result the focus of TASC changed to permit "intervention!):' at pre- ! I 
an,d post-conviction, '1 .e. ,at the point where the criminal j~jstice i j 

• II It f '! 
system woul d permi t drug treatment (thereby beCOlm ng a form l) pro-, ~ 

ba t ion) . A 1 coho 1; c defenqants were excl uded "from t~ese se~:r;ces-- 11 

unless they could' be shown to ,b,e "poly-drug abusers." ,1/':'1,,':11 
c, ,,~, 111 , 

Alcoholics: With the resurgent recogn;'tion of alcohj;'lsm and \') 

alcohol-abuse as the nation's most serious drug problem, ~iversion i I 
systems and programs were developed with the ser~ice focus on det,oxi-cl 

fication efforts. Usually eligibility is restricted to status vio- ,I 
, ! I 

lators or fhos~~charged only with alcohol-related mis~emeanors. ,'I 
Numerous law reform efforts to decrimipalize tfie problem of cpronic U 
alcOholism removed status I\offe~,d!=rsll from criminaljustiC~ control, ,1''1 
and"pnovided statutory procedujks for diversion of misdemeanant Ij 

f / /1 
/1 / l! 1/ I • 

./') =' j! 
,5.' ! 
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o 

(tlcoholics (New J:~seyls Alcoholism T~eatnJnt and Rehabiljta.tion Act, " 
1976).11 "" I' 

Employment Security: Programs irfttiated by DOL naturally focused 

(, on defendants in high unemployment categGries:~ young'males out of 

work charged with property or economic crimes. Counselors and career 

job developers readied defendant; for employment, and placed refer;'als 
II 

in jobs. ' Charges were ~sually dismissed. 
." .~ 

".;;(Tllese initial programs were all administered by non-criminal 

Ju~ti~e agenCies working by agreement with prosecutors and judi(,ial 

officials; but not As part of regular court services. 

;'.". The use of DOL funds restricted eligjbil ity in these programs 

to tfii6i~l[lempl.Oyed. However, by the time DOL funding= phased out in 

1973, th;:s criterion was relaxed so that today many if n9t most of 
i 

these programs are geared to service "multi-problemll cases. 
o .. 

Multi -Probe' ell! Cases: Th i s type of pro,gr~m developed wi th., LEAA 

fUn~ing under the aegi's of e:ourts or ,all;ied probation departments. 

The )th rus tis st~9ii~ 1 y se 1~ ce or1 en ted, bu t the mo de 1 reco?n i zes tha t " 
def~ndants come in allsii-k. colors, and ages and with a multiplicity ,,=,,, 

·of problems demanding attention. While direct service is usually 

limited to pers()nal counseling (and sometimes direct vocational coun­

seling and career development), the programs refy on effective communi-

(f ty referral to other agenc-les supplying specialized services. 

\\ 

D. ':'Practi ca 1 Experi ence :.; Problems and Issues . o 
-) . 

M~ch time~ 
a 

energy and money DC!:S; been expended in applying ·the 
-..;1"-,:' !)if, 

pretrial intervention concept ·to>s#ir1tation,al environments, In the 

process 5 planning strat'egies'are fully tested hy externa1 0 and internal 

forces then 5 by design of default~ are reShaped on the basis of actual 

program experience. This is 'to be expected in social experiments con­

ceived to correct deficienciesoin a legal~system, its participa~ts 

;and <~he Gommunity at large. So it is -with l:f~versipnary alternatives 
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targeted to reverse and impact the f}ow of cases at certain interve~tion 
points in the criminal justice process. The expectations are that a () 
structured system is needed to insure: (i) an equitable decision making 
process; (ii) equal treatment fo~ /9-, heterogenous population; (iii) 
accountability in program performance; (iv)" protection of pa,rticipant 
rights and policymaker responsibilities; and, (v) documentable results. 

The balancing of these principles has been a source of concern to 
all parties privy to the early diversion concept. Some of the related 
problems an~ issues can be identified and resolved ~arly in the plan­
ning stage ~~ilce others are negotiated afte'r a partic.ular crisis 

_~ ,i \':J situation develops. ,~To assist planners in the development of ~xperi-
ence-oriented diversion models, these considertl-tions, keyed to external 
and internal forces at work in shaping program methodology,are offered: 

- (J 

External Factors 

Philosophy (i) 

(ii) 

(ii i) 

Expansion of Social Controls is a complaint 
often leveled against pretrial tntervention 
programs. At issue is the tendency to over­
utiJize the conc~pt by diverting persons who 
otherwi se woul d 'not be dea 1 t wi th bY'J the 
justice system. To safeguard against abus~s 
of this nature, legal procedural safeguards 
are recolTll1ended at the" screening/intake 
stages to" exel ude persons, for whom prosecu­
tion is questionable. 

Target populatfon is a control. on eligibility 
criteria when ,fixed on the ,bas'ls of offense­
oriented and peY'sonal consideratl0ns. PoliCY q, 
on program eligibility runs the gamut from 
open-ended admissions and exclusionfry cri­
teria to selected segmegts of the general 
offender population. Decisions will involve 
the prosecutor, judiciary and defense bar 
depending on who has Jei;lp responsibility 
for program referral s. ":'>: 0 

~\ \\. e-

Di ffer~ntia 1 Treatment for'di ve,rtees in need 
of varying levels of supervision and servjce 
is a strategy gaining acceptance in the 
diversion corrmunity. ,~J,t, becomes a primary 
considerat,ion in deteY'lTlining the population 
to be served and planning for utiliz(l.ltion of 
scarce treatment resources. 
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. 
( i v) Sys~ems Approach in the delivery of servi ces 

is a concept to facilitate coordination of 
pre-,trial service agencies and resources. 

(i) 

(i 1) 

No operationaJ model exists, but in theory 
a designated agency would be responsible for 
a wi~e ran~ of referral options and support 
:serVl ces to defendants at the Rretrial stage 
(e.g. pre-arrest citations, re20gnizance 
programs, supported work, diversion alterna­
tives). 

Exercise of Discretion is a function that 
follows the power to initiate the charging, 
sequence or set limitations on socfal conduct. 
Typically authority is vested in the prose-
cutor and courts, resJ:1Efctively, and depending 
on the legal status o~spect;ve diver-
tee, one or the other wll contsPl entry . 
and exit decisions. . 

Program Adm'inistration option ~ vary as' pro-
ject~ are ~ituated at various locations "within 
andou'i::side the crimiQal justice system. The 

~ question as towhi ch agency model works best 
has~et to pe decided by program evaluators. 
A t~end seems to be deve~oping wher~by Pil~ 
proJeC!ts sponsored by prlVate organlZat;on 
become institutiona]ized within the justice 
system, usually as partof'local. probation 

~;departments . " 

e' 

(i i i) Sanctions to formalize diversion procedure 
and) policy have been adqpted by several 

(1 v) 

(v) 

110) 

states in the form of enabling legislation, 
judicial- rul-es o,fprocedure, and definitive 
standards and goals. The push'for program 
authorization usually develops after 'an 
adequate peri od cofdem~nstration work has 
occurred 

Accountab~c;ty in" diversion 'operations serves 
to demons' rate the credibility and integrity 
of the program. Reporting~ b~dgetary con­
trols, checks and balanqes in th~ screening, 
intake and admirli strati~e components are" 
several of the forms used. 

Institutionalization of demonstration pro­
jects requires a decision be made on contin­
uation of th~Qr:yice as an integralf,part of 
the criminal justlce apparatus. To be recon­
ciled are political and economic realities 
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tha t often wi 11 ha ve a di Y'ect bea ri ng 011 the 
outcome .' 

Internal Factors 
; L 

£rocess 
.~ 

o ' 

Results 

Q 

Planning--Important considerations are the 
early involveme~t of key Grimtnal justice 
offJcials responsible for detention fqci)i­
ties~ c~iminalinformation systems~ and 
prosecution, defense,,,and judicial functions. 
A 1 s~, assessments s~pul d . ~~ mad~ of .,;~he popu-
1 at1 on to be served,' then;Nserv'Lce nl~eds and 
resources (;available in the community. Further, 
operating policies, and procedures should be 
developed and approved by par~~cipating 
organi zations. · ,> 

(ii) Administration--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 accor'ding to functional \, 
responsibilities. Pre-service, and employee 
development plans should also have priority. 
"Finally, job descriptions should be written 
for each position in advance of hiring pro~) 
gram staff with due regard for affirmative 
action and equal employment opportun°ity 
regulations. 

(iii) Implementation--A bookkeeping system should 
.,,:--0.'_"-' --be i,'nsta 11 ed for -tracki ng of program expend;-

(i) 

tures,early in the 1 i fe of the program; ae 
data g'i:lt,hering process operational; inter­
ag~ncy wqrking agreements firme4 up; and, 
timetables, established for pertinent work 
tasks. . 

Information Systems Shoul d~ be programmed to 
collect and analyze data on pppulation 
cha/racteristics" staff performance, case 
diJpositions, distriBution of resources and 
their utility in the treatment objectives, 
and cost/benefit analysis. Data'needed to 
guide management and decision making should 
reF=eive priority consideration. " 

.) 

(J 

"', (i i) Research should include a capabili'ty and 
capacity, either in-house or independently, 
to evaluate program consequences on the 
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participants, justice system and communi~y 
at lal"ge. ' 

(iii) Cost Benefits, both external and internal 
. should be assessed and documented in relaiion 

to program goals and objectives. 

n(iv) ~mpact~ or diversion ,results should be measured, 
1 n . t~rms ~f c~anges 1h thepar'ttci pant, 
crlmlnal Just1ce system and target community. 
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PART I: FOOTNOTES 

L Directory of Criminal Justice Diversion Programs, 1976, compiled 
by the ABA National Pretrial Interv~Yltion Service Center, 
Washington, D. C. 

2. 

3. 

4. 

5. 

" 

8. 

9. 

10. 

11. 

/' 

Prototype models are Project Criossroads (Washington, D. C.) and 
th~IManhattan Court Employment Project (New York City). 

<" I!:;, 

Roberta Rovner-Pieczeni k/The First Decade of Experi ence: A Syn M 

thesis of Man ower Rand D Projects in Criminal Justice and 
Corrections 1963-1973)~ prepared for the U. S.~ Department of 
Labc.r, Apr; 1 1973. " ~ 

, 
"A Case Study: Development and Implementation of a Manpower Service 
Delivery to the

il
Criminal Offender in the U. S." Paper' prepared by 

Dr. Charles W. Phillips for the Intergovernmental Group on Social 
Policy of t}le Organization for Economic Cooperation and Development. 

Result~<of a recent survey of prison industries are reported in 
VocaMonal Prepatation ;n U. S. Correctional Institutions: A 1974 I 

S.4KveY, prep,aredfo,rthe Labor Department by B~ttellel.!Columbus ' 
,La oratories, Columbus, Ohio, December 1975. " 

State laws and their dates of enactment are: Connecticut (1973); 
Florida, Massachusetts and Washington (1974); Colorado, Arkansas 
ana Tennessee (1975). 

Examples of juvenile diversion models are descrfbed in Juvenil~~ 
Diversion: Phase I Report of the National Evaluation Program, ) 
LEAA National Institute of Law Enforcement and Criminal JUS~ 
September 1976. Also see!) Juvenile Diversion: ,8.,Selected ~lio-
graphx published by the NILECJ, July 1976. ' ' 

') 

A representative pilot project i~ operated by the Legal Aid Society 
of New York. ' 

A representative project is sponsored bY 0 the Georgia Department 
of Labor. 

Presently there are 37 TASC projects opalating in 30 states with 
LEAA funding support. Since program ine~~tion in December 1972 
approxim~tely 27,000 drug addi cts have pal~ci pate9 in 1\iSC treat;.. 
ment proJects. "<>-c:c, rd) 

" ",~~ r 
Alcoholic diversion guidelines are pres~nted in piV8Y;"S'ion of the 
Public Inebriate from the Criminal Justice System, LEAA Prescrip­
tive Package, 1973. 
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PART II 

PLANNING FOR PROJECT DEVELOPMENT 

Introduction 

~lanning human seY'vices delivery has become a specialized field 
about which endl essdocuments have b~!en writ~n. Few new wrinkles ,have 

. # 
been added to the basic planning prinCiples, but the concept has taken 
on new meaning in strategies of crime cdhtrol,l energy,codservation, 
manpower uti.li 7,ation,

2 
economic stimuli and the like. Another dimen. , 

si~on recently added is the mulfi·year plan for projecting servi'ce 
needs and resources usually over a five year period. Within the com ... 
prehensfve planning model are sub-p,arits direcijJ)g specific resource;"J 
tq an identifi,ed problem or situation analyzed. It is Q;t this lower­
level planning strata where project a~;tivity ;s Q~scribed and is the 
point at which pretrial ,intervention E~fforts are shaped. This section 
of the Guide describes a process for di,version program development 
which accents a~-~'Component for employmEHl,t services. Emphasis i~ placed 
~,n elements dealing with: coordinatit)n of services, cstaff selection 
and training, administration and management, budgeting of program 

, costs il'nd evaluation. 0 ' 
( \ 

A! A Planning seguence(~;' 

Step 1 in pl anning~ a pretri al interve,nti on project is to formulate 
c and reformulate the problem until the functional objectives are clearly 

and precisely defined and the best course of action is chosen. A clear 
statement of project objectives is es!~ential to project definition, 
mandatory for project guidance and required for project evaluation. 

, i" " 

Stee ~ involves the location and acqui~ition of information on! 
the population ~o be served; the community, in which the project will 
operate and to which intervention serVices will be avai,lable; the 
specific job market to be accessed; and, information on addition.p.Y 
factors in or out of the target community that will influence the 
project (e.g. technical consultants, existing diversion alternatives). 
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lNFORMABON ~JDS AND POSSmLE SOURCES ,OF INFORMATION 
)\ ',) 

~) 

-:":) 

Possible Source 

Informllt,ion Ntied 
Guidance on objectives 

and 
courses of action 

Community resour.ces 
Fa¢i1ities 
Supportive services 
Public support 

'. 10b M~~ket' 
~~ "~" 

Other factors 
Complementary 

programs 
Competing programs 
Funding 

State and area LEAA offices; city. 
county, and state manpower 
planning agencies; criminal justice 
planning agencies; corrections 
agencies and officials; courtsj 
law enforcement agencies and 
officials; sherrif; chief ofpoli:c; 
ex offender organizations. 
Business organizations 
Volunteer organizations 
Community Health and Welfa.re 

agencies 
Local govemmCJ,1t agencies 
Civic: 'lind fraternal groups and 

organiza,tions ' 
Education' 'agencies and schools 
tndustry and labor officials 
News "media 
Professional groups and 

organizations , 
Religious groups and, organizations 
State employment services· 
Local employment services " 
Private plal:ement as'Zflcies 
Business and industry people 
Labor officials 
Chamber of Commerce· ~ 
EconomIC! DeveTopmentoffice 
Newsumedia (want ads) 
Occupational Outlook Handbook 

(DOL). 

OOflea make job market Jtudlts. 

Sd~rae: Job Tr~g and Plac&ment for Offenders 
~" 

and Ex-Offenders, An LEAA 1?re$orip,ti ve 

(i,) 

pa;age :0 'r . "/ 
Step:> introdu:es 'the' Pl"anning group. Its functions are to ana-U 

lyze the information and data collected, review thetentatiNe ohjectives 
and concepts for project operation, and make any necessary revisions 
in the light of the information. As thepobjectives are established, 
evaluation measur~ must be refined and p.roject evaluation lplanned, 
at least tentatively. 

Step 4 is a listing of functions to be performed by the project 
and identification of activities related to overall 'operation Qbjectives 
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. 
and concept. One classification of the major functions is Operations, 
Administration, and Research and "Evaluation. Another possible break­
down is: 

, 

(i) 

(ii) 
( iii) 

(i v) 

(v) 

Cl ient operations and processi'ng 
Planning and J'roject "Development 
Administration, Business and s'!ldget 
Management and Control 
Evaluatiof,~ (1 

Step 5 provides that a master plan and planning schedule be prepated, 
based upon the preliminary plan and any new information. Staff planning 
areas should be crystal;zed~and planning and implementation tasks 
~ssigned. A detailed budget completes the effort~ and a strategic plan 
can be assembled for approval. 

Stee 6 ensures that the necessary organizational planning occur 
() before a'suitable organization is developed, before staff training is 

planned and before staff is hired. This re'quires an analysis of all 
activi ties and responsibil i ties in the fom of work tasks. These 
tasks are or:,ganized by common characterist'ics o,r functions to indicate 
the groups.of the organization. 

. Step 7 provides tffa\L:nteragency relations be established early 
1n the plann~ng process. ?ooperation a~d assistance will be needed 
from thepollce~ prosecuJr, courtsit' corrections offic;als,employment 
servic"e agericies, and he~lt~and welfare departments. At a mini'11,!lm at, 
directory of agencies and individuals that the project might deal w~Ct1f 
should be compiled includ';lngdirect contact information. 

,; 

Step 8 requires every project to have an advisory committee 
representativepf community~ crimina1 justiFe and business interests. 
Such a group is particularly important to a new project. The group 
should meet pe~iodicallY with key'project staff to determine the status 
of the project and provi de advi ce, gui dance and SUPPO\ .. t. 

o 

/D. 
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Step 9 provides the information which public and lo'c~l government 

officials need to show that the project in their community has vallue ' 

and merits suppor!(~ A two-way community relatipns service should be 

established linking the public and project staff in matters of mutual 

interest. 

Step 10 estab 1 i shes procedures for record keepi ng" management and 

control. Information needs to be anticipated include project effect 

on individuals and tire communitys costs, use of funds, benefits and 

socio-economic data on the participants and ,former particip~nts. 

Depending on the size of the project there may be a need for automated 

data Pt9cessing to'complement a manual system. If so, "guidance will 

'be needed on integrating research, administration and operations 
\\ 

records. 

§tep 11 provides for the necessary on-going guidance for recycling 

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 anti~ipated level of funding; 

(ii) 

(ii i) 

(i v) 

(v) 

(vi) 

i' 

Client source and intake rates; 

Client character~stics and needs;. 

Changes in the job market reqUliring adjustment,s in 
training, placemerit and follow-up activities; 

Availability and effectiveness of supportive services; 

Changes in ot~er projects and in allied agencies that 

~ will influence the operation; and 

}"'} (vii) Research and evaluation requirements._ 
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(v) Staff replacement and procurement; and if possible~ 

integration into the justice system to pOSitions with 

career and promotion potential. 

S.' Administration and Management 

It is important to remember that a nqn-traditional approach is 

embodied in the early diversion concept, which by its very nature 

op€irates in the "twilight zone ll of thr. criminal justice process. 

Accordi ngly, a hybti d program wi 11 requi r~ a healthy mi x of ~ersona 1 i­

ties and skills to preserve its interdisciplinary character.'" 'ln this 

context, the course of programmati c events wil'~l be gui ded through 
-, ~ G 

the project's administrativ,e policies. These management guidelines 

need to be reflective of diversion policy and practice as situations 

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

'tance of tone-setting gUi,delines is best exemplified in the, f()llowing~lcl 

.conflict Situ~ti~ns known to have been experienced by establishe,~ 
\, 

projects. 

. The.rehabilitative and reformative qualities of pretrial inter­

vention are predicated on.a need for change in the criminal justi~L 
system ~nd i'ts methods +rbr correcting otferfcfer behavior. In this ·~6n­
text, ir.ter~;ention staff ~ill see themselves -as change agents, and 1'n 

the, process may find it necessary to function in a participant 'advocacyo 

rofe, . .~ 

\~ 

'C-;-AsmostP~ograms serve, ~~e jUsti~e system i~ ~n ad~isO~y capaci t~, 
there is a de11cate balance tq be achleved by crlmlnal Justlce authorl- . 

ties and servic~ provide.rs in \erms of decision making responsibilities. 

Adiscussion of ,potential confl\~c~ situations and their resolution 

snould be part of the staff tral\lng program. 

Another point of conflict aJ~ears inc the struggle to maintain a 

high volume °of diversion services\at low cost. The bird occurs in' 

efforts to satisfy program ObJecti'es such as the reduction in case 

. backlog and the economics of inter~!=lntion alternatives. As a result, 

p. \ 1 
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pressure on "program admi ni strators will be great to produce IIsuccessful" 
cases in 1 arge'numbers to convi nee eval uators of progra~?act. Dij~er­

ential t~eatment\\modalities to accommadate varia~s se~vice and su~e~,-) 
vision ,needs", of c.\ivertees may ease the prablem sltuatlon. Otherwlse, 

" the divergence of\expectations and autcame will in large measure be 
....-... \\ ' 

cantro 11 e~)by e lig(~ bi 1 i ty and case load gui de 1 i nes far a II hi gh ri s k" , . 

or "l aw risk" popul\tion to be served. 
'\ ~\ 
~ 

In its purest fo\~ the intervention madel functions as a pretrial 
rehabil itation program\for sel ected crimina,1 cases. The nomenclature 
far th~se programs res~)~bles the typical screening/inta~e assessment/ 
treatm~nt sequence estab\ished far adult ~nd juvenile delinquency 
cases. Correcti ona 1 agen~5 es 1 ega l1y consti tuted to perform these 
pre-po~t adjudication func'~,;ons may take exceptian to delegat;onof 
their authority ta outside organizatians. Consequently, the "protec-

'\ 'I 

tinn afr;turf" issue loams large. Its resolutian brings inta playa 
combinatia'n 'Of politics and palicies to determine the primary and 
secondary agencies having resparlsibility far diversion alternatives. 
The force 'Of campeting interests usually appears first at the demon­
stration funding stage and again ~h~n a permanent location for the 
praject is being considered. The'.:!i'nvolvement 'Of key afficial~ fram 
a~lied agencies early in the planning pracess will expose the tender 
areas and the praspects for. negotiatian 'Of a callabqrat,ive pragram. 
AlsD, it is suggested thattensians~anobe eased by placing criminal 
justice. administrators on the project advisory baard. In this way 

. their inputs and oversight 'Of implementation develapments can be en­
couraged. 

Whether serviced in-hause 'Or by referral, participants will 
require a mix of helping services Jram call1i1unity-based a,gencies. legal, 
meqical, health, educatian andemplayment assistance are the typical 
resaurces uiilized. Att~ntian shauld be given'.ta esta~lishing linkages 
with these serv4ce providers ta insure caordination 'Of effarts. Lines 
of coordination ne~d ta be planned with supportive service agencies 
and results monitored thraugh perfarmance cantra,~ts negatiated for 

" .> . 
services purchased. Difficulties will probably be encountered in the 
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areas of participant eligibility, service priat:\ity, reporting pra~edures, 
confidEmtiality of disclosures, and adjustment 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 suppart system 
as part 'Of the overall planning effart is a camman facult among pretrial 
interventian prajects. At a minimum, management and decisian-making 
intelligence is stiffled. Recently 'a studybf research methadalogies 

, 
and fi ndi ngs 'Of majar dema.nstration pragrams was undertaken far the 
Natianal Science Foundatian by Dr. Raberta Ravner-Pieczenik. 3 She 
identified eleven general recammendatians far future "evaluation re­
search which are restated bel 'Ow. 

)7 

First, evaluatian research shauld be an integral part of pragram 
planning and operatians. 

Second, policymakers must be educated ta understand the strengths 
and limitatians 'Of evaluation research in the sacial action 
context. 

o 

Third, policymgkers should have an earlly involvement with the 
evaluative research pracess sa that the end "praductll is 
credible, useful for decision making, and satisfies expec-
tati ons. ii 

Fourth, if research is to be de~igned, implemented, and inter­
preted in a meaningful way:--and then used by policymakers':­
the palitical, economic, social, situational and historic'al 

" 

'realities of the communij:y and criminal justice system must 
be understood by the evaluatian team. 

Fifth, a variety 'Of evaluative models and techniques shauld be 
explared to~?ccammodate the diversity of qUestions and 
priorities on which research must fOGUs. The classical 

",.j';." n 'I 

experimenta 1 model is not necessari l'yi1\the i'dea 1 'One, tp 
replicate. ... " 

Sixth, the cone'etion ;Qf pragram data should be desi.gned to feed 
back, infarm~tian ,on a cantinuing'basis\'.lto enable adjustments 
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il in both the program and its resea rch des i gn . 

S.eventh, the data collected should be utHlzed foro heuristic 

purposes, to refine ; nforma t} on about the condi tl~ ons under 

which a program works b~st; rather than for comp&rative 

purposes ac;:ross pro9yams. ~/" 

Eighth, assessmeylt ofprogr~fI1 impact on the. criminal justice 
J 

system sho1..\l debe conducted ~jth the same comprehensi veness 

as that gi:Men to_pmgFalfri;Pact on the participant. 
I .<~OC.·· 

Nin~h,}!iffercrnfeval uation strategi es and priorities are .. 
if - necessary ~,nd should be developed to meet local and natlonal 

II 

data needs t (I 

" 
Tenth, evaluative research should attempt to distinguish the 

relative effectiveness of alternative approachesbnd'Hfe'(-:-
:... --;:;::-

ent participants. 

Eleventh, a broad base of information on the operation of a 

criminal justice system is needed to place in perspective 

questions of policy pertaining to PTI. 

C. Staff Selection".,and Trainiilll 
\, 

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 life of the project. To assist in the 

recruitment and selectio~1 of personnel the master plan should include 

employment guideline~ with a schedule indicating when each position 

is to tie filled. Co~'pl,ed::i;lto this is the preservice orientation and 

training plan. 4 Since staff recruiting steps must ~e takeh early in" 

the planning phase, the develbpment of an organization structure and 

the preparation of job descriptions are priority tasks. 

A common staffing pattern for pretrial intervEmtio~ projects 

consists of the administrator, mitidle manag~ment and line personnel, 

with part-time speci'alists for technical services (e.g: psychologist, 

'~xpert in voc'ational rehabilitation, staff trainer, accountan,t, legal 

counsel, evaluat';on assistan!s). \"~ 
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Options for staffing a project include, but are not 1 fmited to, 

use of loan personnel fro~Dcooperating agencies, student interns 

'assigned by local institutions of higher eduaation, recipients of 

public service employment grants, and., communityvolunteers. 

\1 

~ ,,?".;;' Ii .. i ~ 
The precise mix and q!2-:'·,:~r/i,c6(tiOrlS of the work force will depend 

I. 

on the 'level of services' rendered" oper:~tional mode of the project, 

and bUdgetary considerations. In the absence of specifiJ exp~rience, 
some assumptions will be made 9S to the staffing arrangelent. A sample 

format appears below courtesy of Phyll is Groom'and JohnN. McCreary, 
authors of JOB TRAIMING AND PLACEMENT FOR OFFENDERS M.JV EX-OFFEN12E1?S1 

"" an LEAA Prescriptive Package. 

IJ 

SAMPLE DETERMINATION OF STAFF REQUIREMENTS 

I. Assumptions:' 

(J) Staff is aD a "0 hour w~1: ~d 5D 'I'.'~ks iyur. D 
(2) The average time spcnt by an offender in the 

project is 6b days. 
(3) The follow-up period after lea viog the project 

is J year. 
("> The activity is covered by It least twg staff 

memben 24 hours a day, 7 days I w~k .. 
(5) Average follow-up time per participant is esti­

maled IS 8 hours per year. 
(6) Individual counseling is 2 houn I !o'eek, 8 houn 

Im09\\ . • . 
(1) GroLl;:" COUnseling is :2 houn I week per uoup 

of 10 participants. 
(8) Counselor administration time is Vol hour per 

hour of counseling. 
(9) The intake into the project is estimaled as 300 

offenders I year. 

n. PlanniDg Calculations: 

(f) Mean daily popullition.in the project: • 
CI) (300 per year) x (60 days each). = 18000 

man days. 
(b) (Uopo man days) I (365 days per year) = 50 
. people Iverage daily Po,Pulation in .. project. 0 

~~) Follow-up work load: ' .~ 
I.' Ca) None beiD, followe4 up lIt start and a maxi­

mum of 300 beiDg folic_wed .tftcr a year, 
therefore maximum average DUmber followed 
liP themt year is 1 so •. 10 the ICCOnd year 

• the maJjlll.lll;D lanull loadi$ 300. 
(b) The muimumpossible follow.up load the 

\ Int )'UI' is.,estimated as foUaws ". 

~0f!J" "" /:IlIo"'IIP MOllth OIl /oITo.,.." 
1 0 1 ISO 

(e) Actual follow~~ loads will be smaller be. 
eauseof attrition in the population being 
followed. 

(3) N~m~r or counselors needed for proj~t: 
Cal Individual counselin& time . 

= .SO x 2 hrs. per \1;1.:. = 1.00 hrs. per wk. 
(b) OrolJp counseling time = (50 mclillO per 

~oup) x :2 hrs. per 9.-1:. = 10 hrs. per wk. 
(e) Total = IJ)() + 10 = 110 hrs. pc: w~k. 
(d) Counselor ,admin, ti!:pe= Vol of 110 = 55 

hrs. 
ee) Total timp:: UO + 55 = 165 

HiS hrsJ40 hrsJwk. = " counselors needed 
NOn:.: An alternative system is to detcrmine the 
proper case load and divide it into the meandail~ 
poplLlation. If someone has established the case 
load A$ 1010 J, IUOUp or SO needs 5 counsel on. 

("> N\lIlJj)er of cOunselclfS Deeded for follow·up IC. 
tivit>y. 0 

(a)/Muimum possible follow-up time the first 
'lear is (ISO men) X (8 hrs. per man) = 1200 
mhr. 

il (b) Number of people Deeded lor 10110'" ~p is 
" (1200 mhr/1824 hrs. per yur) = 0.67 or 

1 person. I) 0 C'." I, 

(e) Toward the.elld of 'the year the tI\IIIJW under 
foUow up 'Yo'W .lIbilize.,.lf foUow-1.Ip is 8 hr$'. 
°ptr year perJDlln I maximum or 2400·,mae 
hours fou~1 up 1I'0u1d be requiffii. ~ince 

, many ot., ihjj follow·up- popullU!)Q Yt'iIf'be 
" \ "lost the Jo~d lIhould be much less and one 

person may be -Ible ·to -handle it, but he 
would need some helji' or pUl iI! Iiol of over­
dme .iDee SO,weeb at,", hn. Per .. ~ Ii~ j 
CJl)Iy 2000 ~ 0 "jI <;:, 

1 25 • 17S 
, 50." J 200 
• 1S '\11 10 . 22S 

() fJ ""m. Fl. rOm the above the ~lanners can M. tjmate that, 
"iheproject will Deed' about 5 or' people fo~p 

couiiseliDg and .10110'" apt I ratio or about If) o~ $ 100 U () 250 
, 125 12 27.s..SOO to I. (": i 

, {' 

25 

__ 11 ___________ ~~~~ o 

o 

/ 

i:' 
, 
':i 
i~ 

(i j-l 

) " 

If 
I , 
~ ,-
'I r 

ii. 
i;;, 

iT 
" ., of,: 



l'l 

o 

"P. 

The heavy emphasis in counseling by most pretrial intervention 

projects requi res that close atten,ti on be gi ve~ to hi ri ng for th,~se 
positions. Counseling staff should possess these qualities: 

(i) Competence~-the ability to do the, job or l,earn to do it; 
(ii) Maturity and demonstrated responsibility; 

(iii) Empathy:-ability to establish rapport with different 

kinds of' peopl e; and " 

(iv) Flexibility--ability to adapt to the needs of the job. 

Additi:cnal strengths would include the ability to operate in bi': 
~ . 

lingual and biculturali'situations since many referrals in some cOITlTlLini-

ties do not speak, read or write English and'come}rom diverse cultural 

backgrounds. The counseling staff should also reflect, in rough 

proportion, the projected intervention population as to ethnicitj' a~d 

race. A well balanced staff:, will include women and men equipped to 

deal with situations encountere'd by multi-problem participants. Final .. , 

ly, the counseling staff should include--at l:ast in a supervisory 

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 compl'ex cases, and :serve 

as liaison to conmunity and governmental social welfare agenciesjl 
. u i 0 

~. ! 
Staff tra i ni ng is essenti a 1 before and duri ng a pl{fJject. Hie 

most effective staff training is that conducted at the project site; 
Q ", 

with outside specialists" or programs brought in for sp~cific a;;si"stance. 

Program ~dministrators should arrange for a prabtical training experi-
- '.j. 

ence wHich ~ncludes: o 

(i) Understandi ng of the phi 1 osophy, goals, and pol i cy ~ 
1.1. G 

developed for the pretrial intervention model. 

(ii) Familiarization with the charact~ristics and background 

"';..... of the. participating population. " 

(ii1]-' Orientatign to the'policies,'j:\ractices, and personali-
:;:; . . '8 P . :J 

. ties in. th,e criminal justice system. 

(iv) C)Reviev~iof statutoryOlaws and administrative r~gU~atio~s 

on cODfidentialitY, offender employment restrlctlons, 
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(v) 

(vi) 

(vii) 

(viii) 

( ix) 
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sexdiscrimi nation ,0 pers~}lal 1 iabi 1 i ty; el igibil ity 

for government funded social services, and criminal 

court rules of procedure. 

Introduction to and familiari~ation with supportive 

. agencies, community services, and others having a 

special interest in p~oject activities, e.g. police, 

courts, prosecutor, employment, and training resourct~. 

Training on counseling methods and techniques. 

U'tilization of case studies on pro~lem-solving techniques. 

Location, development, and use of descriptive materi?ls 

and visual aids that will make the proj~ct more effec-

tive. 

Development of objective means of self-evaluation and 

individual participant progress evaluation. 

'D. Interagency Coordinati on 

As a connecting link between the criminal justice system and 

cOlTilluni ty servi oes, pretri ali ntervent i on proj ects are ina uni que, 

position to effect interagency relationshi.ps in the delivery of 

supportive ~ervices to parti~ipants. A strategy for sfuch should!. be 

articulated as, a separate section in the master plan. There .are a 
o 

wide range of possibilities to facilitate a unified approach to sharing~",_c __ ... _ 
10#/ ~ c..--, 

of information and resgurces among cooperating agencies .. In some cases 

cooperative efforts are mandated (i .e., funding agencyguidelines,'i 

administrative regulations, enabling legislation), and in .others it is 
.I) • 

presumed to happen. Administrators of pretrial interventiqn services 

should taken an activ§ r'Ql~. in planning coordination mecharyisms tailored 

to fit the unique mission of the~e programs. 

A conti nuum of efforts,runn1 ng the gaJ~ut \. f~.om i nt~ragency coopera-' 

tion an'd c~ordination to consolidation of servic~s is, suggested in the 

fo ll.owi ng .examp 1 es . G 

(i) Creation of an advisory board representative of 

criminal justice officials, administratorsdof 

community service agen~ies, and the public at 
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(i i) 

(i i i) 

(i v) 

(v) 

(vi) 

(vii) 

(vi i i) 

Ox) 

(x) 

'\ 

" '\"::-
\" \\ 

\\, 

large can facilitate dialogue 6\~"interagency 
problems and issues. Mutual agr~~nts of 
coope,ration should 'be encouraged in \tttis forum. 

",. 

Joint funding of demonstration projects:,js another - ~ 

method to foster colloborative programmin"9' among 
II 

agencies in the public and private sectors. Such 
venture~ are encouraged in grants program guide~ 
lines issued by federal agenoies. 
Establishment of a public information office;':~s 
b . 

(i'art of the model program to open and maintain 
channels of communication between staff and ti ,: r ~} 

various segments of the commuhity. 
Issuance of an executive order by the chief 
elected official which sets forth ghlidelines for 
interagency sharing of information and resources. 
Provision can also be made for creation of a 
coordination council with membership qualifications, 
powers and duties clearly designated. 

" 

\) 

Periodic conferences scheduled at which statewide 
~ . 0\ 

or local problems and issues can be discussed by 
policymakers and staff from various disciplines. 
The event could also serve as a trainingsess;on. 
Establishment of a statewide association of pretrial 
service agencies to advance professionalization, 
research and policy objectives. 
Enactment of statutory policy which mandates, with 

-"" I 

incentives, programs of cpordination among public 
agencies responsible for the delivery of social services. 
Regional compacts to insure the equitable distribution 

.of resources to support statewide pretrial intervention 
opportunities under purchase·of service contracts. 
Mutual agreements to formalize working relationships 

II 

between criminal justice agencies and pretrial service 
programs. 
Authorization by 1 egi sl~~tb;l,=or \ldmi ni strative directi ve 
for the establishment, maintenance and support of a 

c"Y_~ • 
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unified pretrial services' agency responsible for the 
administration of diversionary alternatives to the 
criminal justice process (e.g. bail, release o~ recog­
niZance, supported work projeFts, early diversion 
serv; ces). 

E. Budgeting Program Costs 

Funds for pretrial intervention ~rograms may be available from a 
variety of federal and state sources, and the plann,ing group should, 
after developing the intitial planning document and during meetings 
with criminal justice officials, identffy and b~gin meetings with 
potential fun9ing sources. Advice should be sought from 'the State 
Law Enforceml~t Planning Agency,6 and its local counterparts to deter­
mine what program initiatives have funding priority. These are identi­
fied in the approveq 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 
~trength~ the ctiminal justice system. Another potential source of 
program support would be the local prime sponsor of employment and 
training services. These agencies are~art of local government and 
receive federal funds under the Comprehensive Employment and Training 
Act of 1973 for the development and support of comprehensi ve' IImanpowerH 
programs.7 Funding to the states from the Department of Health Educa~ . , 
tion and Welfare ,unr;!er Title XX of the SOCial SecuY'ity Act 9f 1975 may 

"be. available for certain service delivery aspects of the pr,bgram.8 And~ 
for particular service needs (e.g:, alcohol-abuse or drug-abuse treat ... 
ment) funds may be available from HEW's National Institute on"Alco­
holism and Alcohol Abuse ,,(NIAAA) or LEAA' s Treatment Alternatives to 
Street Crime program. 

It is often possible to secure several grants f;Qm government 
agencies to make up .,a joint funding package f~r the diversion program. 
Although doing so will requireoconsiderably morepropo~al writin~ 
and reportin~ during program operqtion, integrated funding allows " 

c . 
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planners to taHo:r/the program tOe local needs without altel"ing the iJ 

concept completel.r to suit a single funding agency· s requiy'ements. 
F~r example, TASC funds may on1y ge used for drug-abusing defendants. 
If a TA.SC ~l'ant, 1,~combined with one from CETA for emp10yment-counseling 
services, and from the state law enforcement planning agency for 
justice system a~fministrative components, it will be possible to 
opera te a program thato·can enroll and sf'.rvi ce a broad range of defen-

o dants. ...., 
';:Ii 

Private foundations, pal~ti cUlarly sma 11 local foundations, may 
n - () 

have a: strong interest in a local crime control problem or a particu-
lar program initiative and can serve as a/elxible source of funds, 

, especially if approached for \~elatively small amounts for initial 
p 1 anni ng or start-u'p cos ts . 9 

I) ::.' 

While federal or private foundation funds are usually easier to 
secure than local government revenues,it is of crucial importance that 
local,;' 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
a1ization of th~1 program with complete local funding, the best course 
of action ;s t6 secure the greatest possible contributions from the 
local government in the beginning. Though fa,deral funds may contin~~ 
to be avaijable for several years, a loca'l funding commitment will 

rttli nimi ze the poss; bi 1 ity--and often probabil,i ty--of a program's 
demi se before a reasonable peri ad of operation has been' completed (3-5 
years) • ", \~ 

In order to secure funding from m~',:ltiple sources and to facjlitate 
1 ater 1 oca 1 funding, takeover program budgets "shoul d be kept as slim " 
as possible. For private programs, it is wi.se to" consult with local 
government to establish staff salaries at ~cceptable levels. Problems 
have been encountered when federal funds at'e no longer a va i 1 ab 1 e to 
support staff salaries which have exceeded pay scales authorized by 
civil service agencies for comparable positions. 
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A variety of techniques can be used to keep funding levels down. 
Seek out the donation 9f used furniture fr9m a local corporation to 

1/ 

"eliminate the cost of new items. Ask for the tempbrary loan of court-
service p,ersonnel to work with the p~ogram; ~r seek t~e aSsigllmen~ Ofr ' 
counselors, even ~~ime~ from soclal serVlce agen~es. A partl· 
cularly good t~chn~fe for sypplementing small couns~ling staffsisQ 

to use graduate-student interns from schools of sotial work, crimi­
nology and psychology. These students, usually highly skilled and" 
dedicated can often be hired at little cost •. Most schoolsthowever; , ,:,::~, -

will require on-site supervision by an experienced professional coun..: 
selor. Therefore,;~ is good economics to invest in hiring a high1y 
qualified and experienced {;ounseling supervisor--perhaps from the 
school from which the interns will be sought. 

Sample budgets to support employment and drug addict diversion 
projects were produced by the Correctional Economi'cs Center of the 
American Bar Association Commission on Correctional Facilities and 
Services. The task was part of its.overall mission to analyze and 
estimate the costs of implementing corrections standards reeonm~nde9 
by the National Advisory Commission on Crimi~al Justice Sta"ndards and 
Goals. A condensed version of the Center's budgetary analysis of 
pretrial diversion costs is reproduced,here in the ·form of sample 
budgets with commentary to explain how cost estimates were compOted. 
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COSTS INCURRED BY DIVERSION ACTIVITIES 

Three types of costs are<~ncurred by diversi,on activities-­
crimim..\l justice system public expenditures, most of' which will appea,r 
in the budgets of criminal justice agencies; e!ternal costs borne by 
non-criminal justice agencies and private it'ldividusls or groups; and 
0ppol:.tunity costs, associated with the fact that when one.actj.v1ty is 
tind~i~!aken, another is foregone. In the sections which follow, each 
of txtese types of costs is first discussed separately. A concluding 
section discusses the total costs (which includes all three types) for 
diversion activities providing different kinds of servif!es. 

CRIMINAL JUSTICE SYSTEH PUBLIC EXPENDITURES 

Criminal justice system costs for diversion include direct 
outlays for, or the imputed value of, goods and services pro\Tided, by: 
law enforceme:lt agencies; courts; legal services agencies ~ 'bureaus 
or firms; other agencies, 'organizations or individuals whose stated 
mission could not be carried out if there were no crime; and activities 
of organizational units or individuals financed by any of the above. 
Because diversion activities are primarily financed through governmental 
sources, the costs estimated here are called criminal justice system 
tipublic "expendi tures • 

EmployWent Diversion 

A set of criminal justice cost istimates in the form of a '~ 
sample budget for an employment diversion activitY' designed to serve ~" 
clients in a year is shown in Figure 2. lIt interpreting these ~// 
cost est:f:mates, the following features of the sample budget should be 
noted: 

• 

• 

o 

"These cost estimates are "intended to be applicable 
to. a diversion activity regardless of the sponsoring 
agency. They are based on activities locally initialed~) 
and implemented, but should also be useful in planning 
local component~ of statewide diversion activities. 

Cost data from exemplary models of employment diversion, 
specifically seventeen Department of Labor-sponsored 0 
activities, w.ere collected and usedin preparing these 
estimates. Costs are based on~]t,!1T.~e-month diversion 

cc. cperiod "hi\tYP1C'~1Y for dCfents in these activities { 

\r;) \V 
~, 
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Figure 2 o 

Expe dit D S~le Budget of Annual Criminal Justice 
n u es or an Operational, Employment Diversion Activifya 

OTHER DIRECT COSTS 

,Travel 
Consultants 
Supplies and Equipment 
Duplication Services 
Rent, Utilities, and Maintenance 
CommUnications 
Administration 
Bonding and Insurance 
Clients Emergency Fund· 
Miscellaneous '. 

.}\ 
TOTAL OTHER DIRECT COSTS )/ 

!:OTAL AimvAL CRIMINAL JUSTICE EXPENDITURES 

AVERAGE COS'!' 

At Design Capa<!ity of 
260 Clients Perco yearb 

Per Clillnt Year 
Per Clier.;t 

At Actual Total Clients Per Client Year 
Served of 250 Per Yearc Per Client 

Per "Successfully" Te~nated Client 
at 200 Pet Yeard 

rif 

AMOUNT !1974 DOLLAR& 

A~GE AVERAGE 
to HIGH 

$ 14,700 $ 21,600 
8,200 12,700 

67,200 89,600 
26,700 32,400 
11,000 15,800 

6,600 9,500 
5,700 8,100 

140,100 189,70Q 
2J.,015 28,455 
1,000 1,400 

$162,115 $219,555 

$ 6.600 $ 9,000 
1,400 2,000 
6,600 9,000 
1,400 2,000 

12,000 16,300 
4,600 6,200 
6,200 8.400 

400 600 
3,500 4.800 
2,000 2,800 

$ 37,500 $ 51,300 

$206,815 $280,655 

$ 3,182 $ 4,318 
$ 795 $ 1,079 

$ 3,309 $ 4,490 
$ 827 $ 1,123 

$ 1,034 $ 1,413 

7.4% 
4.3 

32.2 
12.1 
5.S 
3.3 
2.8 

(67.7) 
rO.l 
0.5 

(78.3%) 

3.2% 
0.7 
3.2 
0.7 
5.8 
2.2. 
3,0 
0.2 
1.7 
1.0., 

(21.7%) 

100.0% 

. aThis budget 1.nc;;Ludes only those costs of ;,';' , '.. . 
borne by thl: criminal j>:1stice system. Excl d d an emp1~~entd1version 'activity whiCh ah 

. outside the criminal justice system--such 6: :a are the coats of se~ices typically p~ovided 
arid vocaticna1 testing. These services· to whic~p~~r t~ai~~ng, aptitude testing, GED tutoring, 

., external costs. Also excluded from the abo b d,ers on clients are referred are treated as 
ing the individua" 'ient~s 10BB of the ri ~~ u get are opportunity costs of diversion, includ-
society of incren ~rime COmmitted bC dig 50 a speedy trial and any potential risk to 0 

~ y vers ... on clients.. " 

bDesign Capacity associated With' this sa le b d' 
(;' is 65 clients being served at anyone time with!lIp u get for an employment diversion activity 

for a total l!laXimum number of 260 '"eli t' d a typical c1ientl~ tenure of thl'ee oonths 
" '1 en s serve annually. See the text for more discussion. 

~stimate:~eel thll text for the rationale behind "actual per cl:1ent"o,/it\ct "per successfUl cli~nt'l 
§ 

dA'" ; successfully" terminated el1e t !:I. " v 

result 'Pf his ~articiPation in the divers~on :C~~:i~~~ ~st whOlIl CM1:"geS are dropped "as (1 

ep£r<;,\ntsges fur. the high and 1 i" 0 

tho,se shown he'r\\ are the 'average for th ow e:st ,mate~ are not identical bec:ause of rounding; 
because of rQundlng. e 0 grcup ngs. Percentages may not add to 100 

33 
o I" 

1 i 

= 
, ' 

I) 

o 



~ ....• 

'.jl 

-~- ----~--- -.. , ,-------

., The sample budget is for an on-g~ing operational 
activity and as such excludes the higher start-up 
costs. 

• For each budget item, two estimates ar~ given, an 
average high and an average low; neith~r repre-
sents the extreme. The costs of three out of four 
similar activi~ies are1expected to fall within the 
sample budget's range. 

• The samplE~ budget includes only th\;)se expenditures 
incurred by the criminal justice system in the opera­
tion Qf a diversion activity. Excluded from this 
budget are external costs for services outside the 
criminal justice system to which the diversion 
client may be refe~red (such as job training) and 
opportunit~ costs to society'and to the indiv,idual. 

Diversion activities, like most crtminal justice 
£unctions--and most governmental services--are labor 
intensive. Thus a high percentage·of a diversion.;:' 

': activity's budget goes for personnel expendi tur~~ • 
)/ 

;/ 

, ~ 
• Certain budgetary trade-offs occur. For exslJly1e, consider 

the trade-off between rental costs and tr~~~l: if 
a diversion office is located in a neighborhood safe 
for night counseling seasionsp near public trans­
portation and the courts, rent will probably be 
higher hut travel costs 1000er~ 

As a result of the cost analysis r~flected in the sample ~ldget 
shown in Figure 2, a typical, opert'ltional,t~ployment diversion activity 
serving approximately 260 clients per y~ar 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 
fro~ 180 to 885 clients served per year, did, not indicate any systematic 
average ,cost differentials (higher o~,lowe.r) which could be attributed to 
8cale (total t'~rsons served). There£or~ average cost estimates based on 
this 8ample budget, discussed below, are expected to approximate the 
average costs of activities which vary in sC31e over the range surveyed. 
(In more technical economic tenns, no n~conomies of scale II were dis­
eover~d;'J.ong run "marginal costs" equal average costs, allowing for 
some 'factor, indivisibilities discussed. below.) 

lwnen "range of costs" . .is dicussed ~ubsequently in this report, 
, 1t refers to the range be~een 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 concerned not O~lY with total activity 
costs, but also with the averagec~coBts per \\aervice unit. Because the 
goals of diversion actiVities are to provid~ services to clients~ the 
number of clients served is the "service un~\t" for which average costs 
are estimated. There are many approaches to~measuring these 

"ll ~ averages or per client costs for a diversi~~n activity. Five 
are estimated with the sample budget shown i \ Figure 2 and discussed 
below: ' 

~ , 

Average cost at design capacity p~r client year 
and per client , " \ 

, \ 
Average cost at actual capacity P~f client year 
and per client, and ~ , 

~ 
~ 1 

Average cost per IIsuccessru1.1y" te~l;ninated client. 
(i '. . Ii, 

" ~ 
• 
The diversion activity presented in ir}e s\ample budget is 

designed to provide a client with three months' ~~rvice and to 
accotmnodate up to 65 clients at anyone time. Th4s the m.axi1\lttm potential 
or ann~al "design capacity" of this model activit~~ is 260 clii~nts per 
year. \\ 10 • 

\i 
Most programs, once they are accepted byt~e local prosecutors 

and judges, tend to operate near capacity. Thus tH'e estimate of 
actual number served shown with the sample budget i~ near, but not 
quite at capacity _ (250 or 96 percent capacity), to ~.l1uBtrate that enrall-

., \' 
ment below design capacity will increase the ave,rag~\ costs (at design -
capacity, $795 to $1,079 per clie~t; at actual capac~ty, $827 to $1,123, 
per client). The higher costs for operating below d ~sign capacity are .. 
due to the indivisibility effects of the·resources nlobilized in a diver­
sion effort •. For example, it is impossible to adjust th~ ~ouri.t of thE! 
office space rented, the numbe; 'On the staff and the hours'·per week for 
Which ~ta~ is paid,in response to the week-to-week fluctuations in the 
number of diversion clients to be served. 

-1( 
\r-\ -:-----....;-.---

. ~ lIn no case does the _, base for the average represent the expected 
flow of people through the s81llplr,e activity during 1974. To inGlude both 
clients terminated'during the ·first week of 1974, who received services 
primarily covered in 1973's budget, and clien'ts enrolled dur~ng the last " 
week 0,£ 1974, who will recetve most H services duri~ 1975, would be to 

~underestimate the per capita coats or providing diversion services. 
f L 2These design capacity estimates are based on the actual enroll-
~~~~s per~onth and the caseloads per counselor of activities surveyed. 

f'~ i~ assumed that a counselor's caseload responsibility includes some 
II fo~1ow-up on former clients. 

~) , , 
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The average costs per client year are useful measures for 
"comparing dive-rsion activities 'with alternative criminal justice 
activities (such as the average cost per inmate year. for aninstitu­
donal-based prog:t~~). They are estimated by dividing the c total 
annual budget by the number of slots for clients (65 at design 
capacity; between 62 and 63 at actual capacity). 'thes the per client 

o year costs of divgrsionra~ge between $3;182 arid $4,318 at design 
capacity, $3,309 and $4,490 at actual capacity. The terms "design 
capacity" and W'actus1 capacity" make no distincti:on between partici­
pants'who stay:t;hs,full three months and those who drop out. !n 
fact, approximately 80 percent of the participating. clients in the 
activities surveyed were "successfullylt terminated, that is charges 
were dropped (by the judge, at 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 

l\ ;;;: 

are considerably higher than those for average cost per total actual 
clients served (also sometimes desc~libed. ~s per client enrolled) t 
which range from between $ 82 ',7 and $1,123. 

J\ ,t 

The a';;.~erage 'cost per ~nrol1,ee at actual capacity ($827 to 
$1,123) tends .. to understate the true cost caf achieving the activity's 
,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 p8r "successfullt client ($1,034 to 
$1,413) tends J:opverstate the actual cost per client ~ince "success" 

. is narrowly defined as t;he decision by the court t6.dropcharges on the 
·individual." A better definition would include as IIsuccesses" those 
individuals who drop out of the diversion activity (and so are . 
prosecuted) but who do not recidivate and have better employment recQ1:ds 
as a result of services rendered from the diversion activity. Unfortu­
nately, there is no data to mea.sure the benefits these drop Ol,1ts 

. receive from their brief encounter with diversion. 

Drug Diversion < 

A set of criminal justice cost estimates in tnefoPll of a 
sample budget for a drug diversion activity de~igne'd to serve )200 'i 

clients in a. year is shown in Figure 3. Cost estimates are f;) 
. based on.,a survey of projects sponsored by LEAA's Office op;Trel;ltment 
Alternatives to Street Crime (TASC)e !he general discu~Gion of features 

•. 0£ the employment diversion sample budget, presented in' the previoUS 
II section, is also capplicable to this sample budget. 
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rilure 3 

Sample Jlud,et of ADnual Crillinal Juadce 
~xpenditure. fo. an Oparational DrUB Div.r.~on Activity 

PE~ONNEL SERVICES 
Wag.. and Salad .. 
Admini.trat~ve Unitl 

Project Director 
Deputy Direetot" 
Adminiatrative ~.i.taDt/Bookkepper 
Saeretary 

Intake and n1agooltie Unit 
Clinical P.ychiatrilt 
Social Worker 

., Couna.lor 
Secreeary 

Screenins Unit 
Superll~aor 
Interviewera (3 @ $8.,300 and 9.400) 
Lab Taehnician 
lacort 

Court Liai.on Unit (2 @ $8.800 and 9.800) 

Tracld.n& Unit ' 
Supe~Jlor of Evaluation 
C .. e 'u.n_,er. (4 @ t9,300 and 9.600) 

u Seati.tieal Clark 
beord. Clark 
Sacutary 

Total Wage. and Salar1a. 
'dnge Janaf1t • 

totAL PERSONNEL S!1lV1C!S 

~R~ikECT COSTS 
Traval ' 
Iquipunt 
Suppl1.. ,. 
Duplication Sarvie •• 
lant, Utiliti.. and M&~ntan~'c. 
CQ1:ll\.l1\icationa 
Urinaly ... (.5.000 @ $2.7.5 and $3.00) 
Mi.callane(lU' 
~ OTHER DIRICT C~TS 

'rotAL ANNUAL CRIMINAL JUSTICE Ul'ENDITuRES 
~ 

AVlIAGI COST 

ret Cl1et1t 'tNt (250 ,er l8l~,t) 

ret Client 14farral (500 ,.r Tear) 

'et "Sucee .. fully" t.ndnated CUent 
(350 per Tear) 
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AKlUNT (1974 DOLLARS) 

AVERAGE 
HIGH 

f 17,600 
9,800 
8.8M 
6;800 

17,600 
8,400 
9,200 
6.800 

10,200 
33,200 
6t SOO 
1,300 

17,600 

11,200 
37,200 
1,300 
6,300 
6,800 

228,6~0 
34,2~0 

$262,890 

• 11,000 
1,300, 
5,700 
2,300 

14,300 
3,300 

" 13,7,,0 
18,200 

• 69.~ 

$332,140 

AV!lAGE 
toW 

$ 22.
101] 14,100 

13,700 
7,900 

27'300~ 11,300 
16,200 
7,~00 

U'''U 37,600 . 
9,800 
8,200 

19,600 

11"~~ .... dO 
8,400 
7,400 
., ,90/) 

2E10."01~ 
42,10,~ 

f322.aO.5 

• 13"OD 
o 1,600 

$,901P 
2,901') 

17,600 
4,101) 

1$,00\) 
24,20~) 

• I!S .80~1 
,408,605 

• 1.643 

1,167 

? 

" 
/,..T:i& 
(,., 

~. or 
TOTAL 
COSTS 

l3.~ 

14.1 

1&.7 

5./) 

19.2 

(68.7) 
10.) 

(79.0%) 

).3% 
0.4 
1.7 
0.7 

,4.3 
1.0 
.3.9 
5.7 

(21.0%) 
\ '.' 

100.0% 

» 
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" 
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Base~ on the estimatesf .hewn in Figure 3, a drug diversion 
act:1.vityin a l,arge city acco~tmodating 250 c1ient$ at any time is 
.ad.mated to cost between $332~ 740 and $408,605. ,~e typicB.~ client's 
tenure ia aix months; thus 500 clients can be accepted by thl! diversion 
activity during a year for reflerra1 to drug tr.~~tment. Based on specific 
activities ;urveyed, an estaimted 70 percent Ol~ ~!s'O of these client's referred 
will be. "successfully" tepninaeed. "Successful" termination 1Iie8.ns 
they will complete 'the requirements of the drug diversion activity 
(including the requirements of Idrug treBttment) Ilnd their cases will 
either be dismissed by the cour\t;~~r their penal'!:ies will be reduced.

1 

The .wet of average costs associahd with the ean'!Ple budget shown in 
Figure 3 includes the following: 

c. 

• $1.331 to $1,643 per client i~arj 

• $655 to $817 per client ref~rral, 

.. $951 to $1,167 pelt' nauccessfully" terminated client. 

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

~Dismissal of chargEf.t;:?for successful clients is nearly universal in 
employment diversion but is less COiiiiiWi'l. in drug ,diversion. Most .drug diver­
cion activity designs, including the original 'plans for TASC, provide dis­
missal of charges but judges and prosecutors in several cities have not been 
~nenable to this approach. Thus in 1975, only about 15 percent of TASC'a 
pretrial clients have charges against them dropped. The pattern varies from 
city to city. In San Juan's TASC, all successful clients have charges 
against them dismis3ed. So do most of the successful clients in Newark'. 
and Camden's TASC. But dismissal of charges is never the outcome for 
Richmond's TASC clients. In other drug diversion activities (for example, 
Washington, D.C.ts Narcotics Diversion Project) .nd in div'~rsion activities 
that i~clude drug offenses (for example, Operation ~tldway in Nassau County 
New York and Priority Prosecution Project in Denver) dismissal is more co~ 

·0 mon than in TASC •.. However, TASC data were used ib this analysis because 
tbese were the only data available and because dismissal of charges does not 
affect the eoste incurred by the criminal just±~~yBtem. li.S. Perlman, 
Legal I's8ues in Addict Diversion: A Layman's Guide (Washington, D.C.: 
Drug Abuse Council, Inc. and American Bar Assoc1at!ou, Commission on Cor­
rectional Facilities and Servic'es, 1974), p. 52; Science Systems': Inc., 
"Comparative Evaluation 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 13eter Regner .. 
LEAA, Washington, D.C.; Harvey Levinson, Nassau County District Attorney'. 
Office; Ken Wilks, Narcotics Diversion Project, Washington. D.C. and Dale 
Tooley, Denver District Attorney's Office, all on February 19, 1976. 
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Other Types of Diversion 

The only other type of diversion for which crimicil.l justice 
costs have been calculated is conflict intervention. Conflict interv~antioll 
can be described as a form of diversion which typically occurs at the first 
point of contact with t~e criminal. justice s~~Jtem when pollee are called 
in to set.tl~ a dispute. Costs of conflict intervention include Iltrain.1.ng 
police officers in crisis management! (about $1"',000 per officer) au,d ex·· 
penses incurred each time a case is handled (about $27 per case»)~ 

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 pro\~ding 
services to diversion clients do not differ from providing servi'C;~s to 
tbe 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 1llEi.y cost up to 
$1,079 per client; the job training may add up to $2,400 per client, 
for a total of $3,479. A similar relationship between criminal 
justice expenditures and external c.osts exists in other types of di­
version. External costs of various types of diversion are: 

• For drug diversion, betWeen $515 and $1,813 per client; 

• For alcohol diversion, between $53 and $1,274 per client 
stay; /::, 

• For mental illness diversion, between $S ana\~73 per 

~ 

client day. \ 

The wide range in each type of external costS is due to a w1~~ range 
of treatment modalities. ~or example, in the case of costs fd~. 
drug treatment shown in figure 5 on page 49, the lower estimate\is 
for a drug-free residential community. 

" -.. 

lCorrections,' pp. So-Sl. 
, 

2Training costs are from pr~~minaTY results of an LEA! evaluation 
of crisis management in several U.S. cities. The $1,000 estimate inclu~es 
both the time of the officer and the costs" of professional instructors 
and materials. Interview with Louis Mayo, LEAA, Washington, D.C., 
8 October 1910. Average cost pe~, e'ase is based on data from the Night 
Prosecutor Program in CobumOus, Ohio, presented in Office of Technology 
Transfer National Institute of Law Enforcement and Criminal Justice, 
Exemplaty Programs (Washington, D.C .. : U.S. Department of Justice, Law 
EnforcementoMsistance. Administration, April 1975),,,p. 7. 

il 
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Figu7:e 4 
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Estimates of External Costs Incu7:7:ed as a Result 
of Employment Diversion Referrals, 

" SERVICE COST PER CLIENT 
(1974 dollars) 

I, 

/1 -JI 
I' 

II 

Psychol,!gica~ Testing $ 75 ;1 
I, 

II Psychological CO."1lSe1iDC 
S bpu,. @ $40/hour l l:-, 

$200 
II . 

-
Legal Assist&nce -, I 

1 1 hour @ $25/hour $ 25 ! 
I' 

Educational 'Training' ::' $350 
II ,. 
\~ 

:) ,\ 

Vocational Training $2,00o-$2,40d 

I,' 
}I 

~ 
if 

~ II 

Il 

(:~ 

.\ 
, 

~ ~ ,; I 

SouJ"ce: 'Atlanta Pretrial Intervention Project, 1'Proposal fOJ" Action, tJ 

Atlanta, 1975,(M~eograph~d), and J. Blackburn, u.s. DepaFtment of 
Labor, interview with A.Watkins, 14 May 1975. 
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Figure 5 
/I 

Estimates of External Costs Incurred as a Result of o 0 

Drug Diversion Referrals to Drug 
Treatment Projects, by Treatment MOdality 

\, 1\ 

\~ " 
MODAL;tTY ';'" COST PERI CklENT YEAR '\ (l(H4' (foiia~s) -\ , 

Cj " 

Drug Free~esidential \\ "~~ft 
,f-

Co~unity $6,254 

" W·'," \\ ., Q 

1\ ~; 
Outpatient Abstinence \ ~. 

'Clinic \ $;1.,278 '\ . 
~. 

'" II, " ,-

Da.y-.Care, Drug-
'ree Project $2,750 

I 

0 

Outpatient Methadone " 
!reatment Center $1,300-$2,100 

" 

, (, , ) 
Residential MethadonE! r( 

$5,135 0 Maintenance Project: ~ '} 

o '~ ':'::\". 
I' 

; '-': 

() 
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COST PER' CLlENT, 
, 

i) 

$1,813 
1\ 

$ 592 

" 

not available 

Ii $ SIS 

0 

$1,000 
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OPPORTUNITY COSTS 

The opportunity costs of diversion are 9ifficu1t: to quantify 
in dollars. Often they depend on the local circumstances. The diver­
sion client, pays a high opportunity cost if he or she must give up 
certain rights (such as a speedy trial) in order· to participate. 
Such issues ~e of increasing concern to de.r.:ision mak~rs.1 Also of 
concern to decision makers are the opportu~:tty ·Co~t8 'paid by society 
aE!.\ a result,; of implementing diversion activities, such as any :Hlcrease 
in c:r;'ilIle(\.ofumieted by diversion clients. (The increaoed riskcis est!,.. 
mated tc be lJIinimal..,2) ~ 

TOTAL COSTS OF DIFFERENT TYPES OF DIVERSION " 
. 

The decision maker should consider (and his analyst should 
o estimate) the total costs of diversions including e~ternal costs and 

Iloppor,tunity COSJ:s and not just criminal justice e;Kpendit~resshbwn in 
! budgets. Putting together information in previous sections:' 

f . 
j . G If • Based on available data, crim~nal justice expendi-

;/" tures per client for employment diversion range 
between $7·95 and $1,079,' for drug diversion between 
$655 and $817. 

1 . ~ 
See Perlman, Legal Issues in Addict Diversion: A Layman's Guide 

and H.S. Perlman and P .A. Jaszi, Legal Issues in Addict Diversion:· A 
Technical Analysis (Washin$ton, D;~ C. : Drug Abuse Council, Inc. C and .. , 
American Bar Association, Commission on Correctional i'acilities and 
Services, 1975); M.R. Biel, Legal Issues and Character;J,stics o£Pretrial 
Intervention Programs (Washingtons D.C.: American Bar Association, 
National Pretrial Intervention Service Center, 1974); Nancy E. Goldberg, 
"Pretrial Diversions: Bilk or Bargin?" N&tiona1 Leg81 Aid and Defenders 
Association Briefcase 31, p. 490; Daniel L. Sko1er ~~ "Protection of the 
Rights of Defendents in Pretrial Intervention PrograUl$,~!I American Bar 
~Association. Res~urce Cent~' on Correctional Law and Legal S~rvices,' 
Washington, D.C., 1973;~rid National Pretrial Intervention Service Center, 
Legal Opinions on Pretr~al Diversion Alternatives, Kramer v. Municipal 
Court 49 C.A. 3rd 418, Information Bulletin No .• 1, August 197.5. 

2See Roberta~Pieczenik, Pretrial Intervention Strategies: An 
Evaluation of Policy-Relate,d Research and. Policy Maker Perceptions­
(Washington, D.C.: American Bar Association, Commission on Correctional 
Facilities and Services, National Pretri~.l In~rvefltton"'Serv1ce Center, 
1974), p. 231., . 
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D. Evaluation 

Programs have a'choice in the methods fqr testing thei)" efficiency 

and effectiveness. i'-f the commitment is strong",an empirical research 

study will be conducted. 'A moderate interest wi11pY'obably result in 

a process evaluation of intervention program~operations. Opting to' 

do the mfm~f\':::.:.assessment usually turns out a descripti ve analysi s of 

the activ~ty. This is not to say that all programs should conduct 

the clasl/ical experimental model. There are strengths and 'limitations 

of evaluation research in the social action conteXt. MOl~eover, the 

cost of perform; ng. an in-depth eva 1 uati on of pretri ali nt'eryention 

services is substantial, and many programs are not high volume oper.a-
~. , 

ti cns th~t woul d justi fy a full scal e assessment,. To be sure~ there 
5 

is a mi ddl e-ground that argues in support of the capabil i ty to assess 
,D /1 

the extent to which program goals and objei'ctives!!are realized. 

Planners in formulating the substantive eV9)uatl0n design and its 
Ii. • 

supporting budget are advised to include a syst~lm of::;'data collectlon 
" 

sufficient to accommodate the diversity of ques'~ions and priorit'ies 

on which research must focus. 

As part of the initt;al planning process1 p'lanner~c should obtain 

from local and state judicial and law enforcemEmt authorities, basic 

data about arrest and convictions in ~he target jurisdiction. In 

presenting partici~ant eligibility criteria;) this data s',hoUld be 
used to establish baselines against which the!program can be measured. 

. ' 
"For example, if the prq,gram intends to accep~: all ad\;llt defendants 

charged with simple assault and battery, the/plan should sp:cify the 

number of persons--by race, sex an,p g,g~--arrested in the jurisdiction 

during th~prior year, and predict that the program will enroll a 

cert,ai n percentage of such defendants. 

'If rearrest and reconviction data are availab1e, it should be 

used to establish a baseline for successful PTI parti;dpation. If a i/ 

certain percentage of the target defendant pop&lati~~ was rearrested; 

() 

o 

n 
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the program should state its inte"ntion of producing a population of 
dismissed cases with a lov/er rearrest rate. 

1,;) I} 

Whether or" not vavid data are available, the plan must establ i~sh 
goal s fO'~~"lC~mbers -of entri es and numbers of cases successfully com ... 
leting the pfogram. It;s considered important, also, to define 
"success ll in terms of defendants, who after dismissal, do not return 
to the)criminal justice system through rearrest. 

Data collection forms should be designed tqproduce essential , 
\ ~, " ' 

informatton on program operations. The forms of established programs . " 
should be used as examples. At minimum, howevjr, 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 
employment history af each defendant. These data"arelikely to be 
significant in determinip9 defendant success or failure. S,uch data 
are also essential to the life of the program; without them, the pro­
gram will be unable to produce documents that can be used to convince 
officf~ls that the program is functioning and worthy of continuation. 
And good 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. 

Planners should understand that reathing~'£lid conclusi~<ls about 
the effe,ctlveness of the PTI program is ,'as a p~ac.~ical matter, not 
possible. The techniques, cpnstraints and controversie's in the

O 

design 
and appli~ion of control a1hd compraison group testing is covered 

. <-::;2 

by Or. Pieczenik in her report J:itled, PRETRIAL INTERVENTION STRATEGI~~ 

AN EVALUATION OF POLlCY-RELATEV.,,/RESEARCH ANV POLICYMAKER PERCEPTlONS~ ',~ n . n 
Neverthel ess, some rudimentary/Jform of comparison should be planned. ~ . 
The fundamental is\~ues should be explored and an understanding r~ached 
with both the funding agencies and criminal j,~sticeofficials before 
the plan is finalized and the PTI program is implemented. 
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PART I I : ,-,FOOTNOTES 

Quantjtative Tools for Criminal Justice Planning, Law Enforcement 
Assi,stance Administration, Washington, D. C., 1975. . 

/-, 
~) 

(t1a~power Program P1anning Guide, U. S. Department of Labor, 
W~hington, D. C., April 1974. 
~ 

Rob~rta.Rovner-p~~czenik, Pretrial Intervention strategies: An 
Evaluatlon of'Pol1cy-Re1ated Research and Policymaker Perceetions, 
Lexington Books, Lexington, Mcssachus~tts, 1976. 

4. See, liThe si i'1ection and Training of Advocates and Screeners for 

5. 

6. 

7. 

8. 

9. 

a Pre-Trial DiVersion Program, II The Court Resource Program, 'Boston~ 
Massachusetts, 1972; "Manual for Volunteer In-Service Tra;ning~1I 
Palm Beach County Pre-Trial Intervention Program, West Palm Beach, 
Florida 1975. 

Removing Ofr-encter Employment Restrictions: A Handbook, ABA 
Clearinghouse on Offender Employment Restrictions, Washington, 
D. ~., March 1976. 

For a listing af LEAA State Planning Agencies and report on crime 
control program developments, see, IIState of the States on Crime 
and JUstice,1I National Conference of State Criminal Justice Plan­
ning Administrators, Washington, D. C., May 1976. 

A Guide to Seeking Funds from CETA, U. S. Department of Labor, 
Employment Standard.s Administration, May 1976. 

Using Title XX to Serve Children and Youth, Chi1,~ Welfare League 
of America, Inc" New" York, New York, Apri 1"1975. , 

~ , 

The FO'tlndation Directory, Edition 5, The Foundation Center~' 
New York, New York, 1975. 0 
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A. Legal Analysis 

PART III 

CRITICAL ISSUES 

Stripped of its innovative qualities, the concept of pretrial 
intervention becomes a pre-adjudication intake center servicing the 
criminal justice system. While juvenile courts have traditionally 
performed this function,l the prosecutor is the screening authority 
for ,adul t criminal cases. 2 The exerci se of prosecutori a1 di scretion 
in t'he charging function acti~ktes the adversary system involving 
the judiciary and defense counsel in formal proceedings to dete':rmine 
the defendant's guilt of innbcence. By interposing a paraleg,f 
intervention program, certain constitutional requisites are confronted 
in the criteria established for eligibility,treatment and disposition 
of individuals afforded the alternative to pr~secution.~ The subject 
is covered in a publication available from the ABA Pretrial Inter­
vention Service Center under the title, LEGAL ISSUES IN THE PRETRIAL 
INTERVENTION PROCESS: A GUIVE TO POLICY VEVELOPMENT. 

A sampling of legal issues to which planners should be sensitive 
in the development of intervention alternatives;s.provided on the 
following pages. Their inclusion is meant neither to rigidify or 
unduly bureaucritize the ~romising alternativ~ to prosecution embodied 

, in the PTI strategy. However, by virtue of its rapid growth and nature, 
pretrial inte:vention must be prepared to pass legal muster and enjoy 
an optima-I legal environment if it is to make the difficult transition 
from "experiment" to "institutionalized" technique. 
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Situation 
(::) 

9 

Decision to Divert 

Admission of Guilt 

r-:-: 

r-~;:~~:=-::::::::--~-:::::-=-:-·:-::··: --

o 

4:::a 
\.0 

~. Situation 

Time limitation of 
diversion period 

Legal assistance. 

Hearing prior to 
reinstatement for 
prosectuion 

rJ 

Ij 

,':;. •• j 

Legal Issuers) 

Separation of Powers' 

Waiver of right-to plead 
not guilty, privilege. 
against self-incrimination, 
right to trial by jury and 
~to cOhfrontation of wit­
nesses 

Legal Issue(s) 

Waiver of right to a 
speedy trial, .waiver 
ofappl icabl;,e statute 

.of 1 imitations 

Right to counsel 
,"--~,,-

-...,: 

Due. process guarantee 

~ 

o 

Analysis 

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

rcand to promote society's interest in retribu­
- tive justice. 

Prosecutor 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 cqntinued, 
deferred or dismissed. 

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

vpell ing intere'dt to obviate such fundamental 
rights. As to the requirement of a guilty 
plea;s, it must be the least restrictive method 
available to serve a legitimate state interest. 
At the very least, the same procedural safe­
guards'would be required where a defenaant 
pleads guilty to gain entrance in a PTI pro­
gram as where he/she pleads guilty in) the 
usual circumstances. 

c 

I) 

o 
~I 

;?' 
if 

ff 

.----, --"~,~-, -~'-----a-

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 u:f1due 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 IIcritical ll stage and 
thus meet the test to warrant assistance of 
counsel. Recommendation is that legal services 
be provided to protect the defendant and the 
prosecuti on. 

Where substantial threat of loss of liberty, a 
due process. hea ri ng is requi red before the 

~ participant,' s status- may be terminated. Opinion 
is that haJ,ing authorized the diversionary 
alternativ~ to prosecution, the state should 
not be able to arbitrarily and summarily revoke 
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B. Political Realities / 
c 

PTr programs, in order to become and continue to be operational 
must serve the needs of the critilinal justice system. While reform­
minded officials may welcome the rehabi"Jitative thrust of the program, 

" 
others will view PTr simply as a means--potentially--of lowering costs~ 
and reducing caseloads and court congestion. 4 

A primary reality is that PTr programs work with defendants who 
may need little rehabilitative services, simply to get them out of 
the system, or to take cases that might have been dismissed normally . 
(while keeping control over the defendarlts) with little, regardr' 
the program IS potenti a 1 for worki ng effectively towards deter1i ng 

5 . V 
criminal conduct. Additionally, in the beginning the program is 
Jikely to receive only non-serious cases--even where rehabilitation 

1".1 

is considered~-because the PTr program must prove to justice officials 
that it can produce~ositive results. 

rnorder to establ ish credibil ity and integrity with criminal 
justice authorities, many pY'ograms have deliberately g~ared defen­
d~mt selection to take only cases that ~re unlikely~g_ fail. While \s ~~ 
such selection does serve the system, a PTJ program shoufd~~~k ,. 
continuously to test its rehabilitative capabilities in dealing ilwi'th~~,~ 
defendants most in need of intervention .treatment. . -.~ 

, 

PTr programs composed of staff coming from outside the criminal 
justice comnunity will .come to realize that the' system is essentially 
a closed one aryd that privately-operated programs are not 'likely to 
maintain their independence. The better course is to initially 
explore the options for integration and institutionalization of a 
private program into (t.l1e justice system. Possibilities would include 
,-~ J) ~ 

merger with probation departments and pretrial release agencies which 
are the "service arms" of the court and could maintain the PTI 
activity.6, 

o 
o 
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1 h k . r. th . . b t· d t t . For examp e, w en wor 1ng W1 1n a pro a 10n epar men , 1n 

certain jurisdictions, the hiring policies of civil-service systems 

may mat~e the acquisition of experienced and skilled .staff difficult. 
. ,\ 

And for"~rivate PTI prpgrams,~ at the point of institutionalization, 

civil service systems may calIse the 'dispersion of an effective staff. 
\ 

To counter this problem, job \jescriptyons setting forth personnel I . . 

qualifications and skills shoi~ld be built into the progY'am at its 

inception. In this way is is hoped 'thejfirect experience gained b.y 
.'~' .' 

staff will be rE~cognized 
\ 

and their retention as permanent employees 
faci 1 iated. \, 

II Probably the most sens'~=2ive area politically for PTI programs J 
involves the respective roles of prosecutors and judges. Many pro-' 

secutors view PTI decision making as solely within their. discretion . 

The PTI concz;pt, however, invqlveS:"elements of "pre-trial sentencing" 

as well as prosecutorial dlscre'C'ion a,nd does not fit easily into 

the traditional spheres of decision making of either courts or pro­

secutors. This issue has reached the Suprell1e Court level in New /"'~; 

Jersey in a case titled, STATE v. LEONARVrS, etc., 71 N.J. 85 (lGn;:, 
which held that in accord,ance with pertinent judicial rules the 

court has final decision-making authority over all aspects of PTI 

. cases. The case, however, has, been reargued and a decision' is pending 

as of February ,1977 . The r~a 1 ity is that' h:8,!h prosecutors and " " 

judges need to be i nvo 1 ved in PTI for the plllog¥am to work and to 

evolve into a permanent part of th~ criminal justice system. 

C.Institutionalization Problems 

Assuming that the demonstration program succeeds, i'.e., is 

accepted by local officials and operates effectively with,the criminal 

justic~ sy~tem9 the next 'step is its institutionalization.~ Institu-

tionalization, the total integration of PTI 

process, is the program's ultimate goal. 
-~, 

into the~stil19 criminal 
",!!, 

J.JJ: . 
I' ,I, 

If administration of a pilot program was the' responsibi~\ity of a 

non-criminal justice agency (and staffed "with !J~n-regular crl;minal 
\ c 7~I, I 

/ ~\ 

\ 
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justice personnel) as soon as PTI gains a level of acceptance by 

decision-makers, negotiations should begin to explore transfer options 

for a permanent location either within the justice system or with an 

appropriate comm~nity service agency. The transition will not be 

actompl i shed rapi qJly, 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 several employees from the local probation department--

whose qualifications meet the program's operating style--to wor,k 

alongside PTI staff. Probation officers can learn the PTI system 

and philosophy from the resident staff,and problems resulting from 

an abrupt transfer of administration are lessened. 

For the program's non-civil service, non-traditiona~ staff, plans 

should be made and methods devised for retaining q,S many as possible 

who can be q~la"iified and wish to remain with the PTI program. This 

will likely require negotiations with the state and local civil 

service authorities, probation unions, etc., and the support of 

judges and prosecutors. ~ 

In,;tegration of the demonstration model to a permari~nt cOl,lrt 

service'program is virtually inevitable. After the initial ~xperi­

mental phase, perhaps 2,or 3 years, ,federal and foulJdation funds ./ <' 

will likely no longer be avai1'able, and local and state govern~f1t 

assumption of costs will tfecome necessary .. State and 10cal,90vern­

ments already share the' costs for court services and willA;e reluc­

tant ,to pay Mr a duplicative service when the PTI function can, 

with minimal budgetaryiticreases, be absorbed in tpecriminal justice 

a,pparatus. Jf 
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PART III: FOOTNOTES 

1. For a review and analysis of these decisions in the diversion 
context, see Maron, IIConstitutional Problems of Diversion of 
Juvenile Delinquents," 51 Notre Dame Lawyer 22 (1975). 

2~ Note, IIReviewability (if Prosecutorial Discretion: Failure 
to Prosecute;" 75 Columbia Law Review 130 (1975). 

l , 
3~ Robert W. Balch, "Deferred Prosecution: The~,Juvenilization 

() of the Criminal Justice System," Volume 38 Federal Probation 
') 46 (l9741~. D~iel L. Skoler, "Protecting the Rights of 
De'fendari\t~ Pretrial Intervention Programs, Volume 10 
\,~Y'~minal Law Bulletin 473 (1974); Harold S. Jacobson and 
,tJuditr~.T. Marshall, "Defender Operated Diversion-Meeting 
Requi rements, of the Defense Functfon, II NLADA Briefcase 
(June 1975). 

4. See, analysis of policymaker survey and interviews conducted 
bx"Roberta'.Rovn~r-Pi~czenik in Pretrial Intervention Strategies: 
An Evaluatlon of POllC -Related Research and Polic maker 
Perceptions, Lexington Books 1975. 

5. Frankl in E. Zimring, "Measuring the Impact of Pretrial 
Diversion from tf1e Criminal Justice System," 41 University 
of Chicago Law RevieW 224 {1974}. 

6. Note, "Administration of Pretrial Release and Detention: 
A Proposal for Unification," Anduri and Terrell, 83 Yale 
Law Journal 153 (1973). 
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APPENDIX A 

PROJECT CROSSROADS RESOURCE MATERIALS 

GENERAL SESSIONS COURT PROGRAM DEVELOPMENT 

A. Negotiations 
~ ~ 

Negotiations to implement Project Crossroads in the District of Columbia, Co~rt of\;'? 
General Sessions began in June 1968, at which time Judge Harold H. Greene, chlef Judge . 
of the court designated Assooiate Judge James A. Belson to be his liaison with the proj-,. 
ect and to a~sist in working oLlt the details of integra'hng such a program into existing 
court procedure s . 

Judge Belson called a 1::l1eeting fn late June to discuss the project With repr~senta­
tives oj: the v~rious court divi:Eiions and Mr. Joel Blackwell, Chief of the General Sessions 
Division of the United States Attorney's Office. All participants a(;Jreed that the program 

'was dei~irable and offered any as sistance necessary in setting it up. Mr. Blackwell 
designat'ed two assistant Unitl;ld States attorneys from his office to work closely with pr,oj­
ect rep~esentatives in developing 'Bn operational plan compatibl~'wHh the establ,ish90 pro­
cedures;"of procesSing criminal caseS through the V. S. Attorney s Offico uno whiCh \\'l)uld 

be accslPtable 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 andi the two assistant Uni'ted States attorneys, Henry Greene and Charles Work, receiv­
ing a thorough orientation on j5rosecutorial and judicial operations of the court, while de-
veloping and modifying project operating procedures. \/ 

Mso during this period, the project sought and received the 'Cooperation of the DiS­
trict of C~olumbia Bail Agency which administers the government bonding program for crim­
inal defEindants 1n the General Sessions Court. Bail Agency interviewers screen each de­
fendant p,':"ior 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 sereening information would enabl(::! a project representative to rle- \y; 

termine which detainees were ,eligible for Crossroads without reinterviewing each defen­
dant, it was considered impSrtant to obtain this privilege for project recruiters. Mr. 
Robert Niles, director, and Mr. Robert Cecil, assistant director, pf the Bail Agency wore 
very cooperative in consenting to a close working relationship between Bail Agancy and 
project gtaff. 

BY' late i\ugust, operational procedures,cfor the cGeneral Sessions phase of Project 
Crossroads were completed. Approval for implementation of the program was received from 
the Board of Judg~s 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 qf the court. 

B. Cdteria 

It was never anticipated that Crossroa,ds wOlllCl acc~Pt all categories of defendants 
into the prO-ject. Limifed sta.ff capabilities and the focu_~/ of the project precluded1:he en­
rollment of drug addicts and alcoholics. Since one of the primary emphases of the pz:ogram: 
is employment, it was also ft~\lt that a participant should be either unemployed, underem­
ployed ,(e. g. I earnings' of less than approximately $ 70 a week), desirous of part".till~e work 
if in school, or, if employed, likely to lose his job because ~f his arrest. It was de­
cided, on the other hand I that if a defendant was'engaged in a "hustle" which Drought him 

) a large income, it would be unrealistic, in most cases, to expect him to ge very i~ter~, 0 

ested in pa:rticipating in Cros!~roads. Initially, the project s,taff ,/ftecided it,' could be, most· 
successful with youthfpl first offenders, but Judge Belson pomted out that It was qUlte un­
usual for a~ youth from the inner gity to be a first offender. It Walb""subsequently agreed 

<? 

() 
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that the project should attentptto accept those youths who had not "served time" and who 
had not committed crimes involving serious assaultive bel1avior. In keeping with NCOY's 
focl,1s on youth, the ages.pap.of the population to be served was set at 18 to 26 years of 
age for both males and fema~es. 

('1 

The U.S. Attorney'~ Office made substantial changes in the proposed criteria, how­
ever. 'l'wo requirements I '-in particular I 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, excep~rt1:g only offensesprosec~ted by~pe Corporation Counsel (1. e. t 

disorderly conduct andti'affic cases), 2 .,; Crossr~(;is may not enroll defendants charged 
with felonies or withrtlisdemeanors involving viole~)ce,' "with the possJble exception of 
selected first offenders charged with simple assaults on relatives ,who haTle no objection 
to a disposition involving diversion of Project Crossroads ," Defendants whom the Office 
of the U. S. Attorney agreed to allow Crossroads to handle were those charged with such 
offeNses as petit larceny involving shoplifting , attempted unauthorized use of a vehicle 
wh"el1 there is no property damage J offenses arising from family disputes when no serious 
injury is involved (e. g •. ,"simpleassault, threats, destroying property), bad checks, and 

c minor destruction of pr'bperty. An additional prerequisite for Crossroads eligibility estab­
lished by the U . S~ Attorney's Office is that the defendant must be r~leased on his pf"rSon­
al recognizance by the ,court during the pre-trial period. 

After two months of project operation I the "criteria were extended to include unlaw­
ful entry and taking property without right, and in the last quarter of Pnase r, the projeqtwas 
given p~rmis sion by the U. S. Attorney' s Offi'1~ to accept defen9ants charged with solieit­
ing for prostitution and, on a case by (;'!..se basis, youths charged with possession of 
marijuana. * Defendants f,harged with offenses outside of the categorie$ enumerated were 
accepted into th~projectwhen their attorneys were able,.,for one reason oranother, to 
prevail upon the U. S., !~ttorney' s Office to make an exception to the established crit€ria. 

C, Recruitment 

1. General 

Initially it was expected that any defendants who met ,project criteria would be in­
vited roy the judge to speak with a pro~ect represent"ative immediately after arraignment. 
This process require:!i, 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 t to ar,· 
range the recruiting procedures so that a defendant need appear only once in court. This 
change Gand several others were made so th,at Crossroads would be implemented with the 
least pGlssible disruption ofestahlished courtroom pI.:pcedures. 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 c~nsidered deSirable to interfere as little as Po~sible with detention 
procedures. In this regard, the District of Columbia Bail Agency has been extremely help­
ful in making avar~able background informatlont,ln the defendants in the General Sessions 
Cour.t lockup each morning. This requires only one project representative to be stationed 
in the cellblock to screen candidates. This screener intervie.y;s 'onty those prisoners 

~ who, from information contained in Bail Agency question~~res, appear ,to be good pros-
~- pect!;UQr project participation. '~!J') 

*A list of the \Dffenses falling within the Project Crossroads criteria as of May l~, 1969, 0 

i.s presented at . 
c' 
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2. Sources 
() 

Project participants are recruited from thref~ sources:' defendants who are detained 
in the court cellblock. prior to arraignment, defencj~l).ts whose cases are a.lready in the pre­
trial stage and who are referred by defense couns/p or assistant U. S. attorneys, and de­
fendants summoned to court by citation. * 

Lockup cases account for the largest proportion of (;;ros;~oads enrol1ees and is the 
group on which direct recJ:Jlitment efforts are focllsed. In the early months of project op­
eration, however, referrals by both defense and prosecuting' attorneys of cases which 
originated before the commencement of Crossroa,ds and y.rhich were still pending trfal sup-
plied most of the participants • ~ . 

As the reS'ervoir of eligible pre-Crossroads cases remaining on the court docket 
diminished and almost all new defendants appearing before the court were screened by the 
pro'ject 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 bec,ause of a mj,)'lOr Ifability which subsequently'was rC'movC'd 
(e. g. I when first inter'Vi,~wed was allegedly under a doctor's cure 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 participan'ts I 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 qucs­
t}onnaires 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. rAttorney'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 
participar'tt's case is being "papered II (i. e. , when formal charges against a defendant are 
being drawn up), he can discuss the case with the arresting o~ficer and read th'e statement 
of facts should circumstances surrounding the offense be important. * He can also view 
the defendant's Brior record, if any, ~ithout the necessity of contacting and receiving 
clearance from tho police identification ~ureau. In most

a 
cas~p, 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 detentionountil arraignment fhe next morning. Lately, 
in some misdemeanor cases, police have been vei'Uying information given by the de­
fendant and then releasing him on his promise to report to court on the arresting officer's 
next scheduled day in court. 

**For example, it might be imP9J"};ant in the case of an unauthorized Jlse of a motor vehicle 
oharge tp know if the defen~(clnt appears to be a professional car thief who t.\rorks as part 
of an organized ring and Whb would, therefore, be unlikely to "be satisfied with a job 
paying $1. ftO per hour; or to take the other extreme, if he were a passenger in an auto­
mobile taken by teenagers for a joyride and abandoned in the same city a few hours 
after the theft. D .. '. 
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information already has been included on the screening sheet by the project1s cellblock 
interviewer I who has access to the Bail Agency'? copies of defendants~ polic€;1 reoords. 

Mter rt,eviewing this information, the representative then decides if thel d~fendant 
meetS' Orosstbads' criteria. If. he does, and if the as?istant 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 oontinuance in the 'case. The Crosssoads representat~'ve 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
blook interview have been verified by the Agency. 

\" 

The representative then goes to the courtroom to see which defense caunsel 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 Crossroi~ds repre­
sentative keeps the card and then checks with Bail Agency personnel toascer~ain 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 progratn, in­
cluding the necessity for a nin~ty-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. 

,Finally, the rep[.)sentative then returns to the courtroom and attaches the yellow 
card to the prosecutor's papers so that the assistant U. S. 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,~ticiPant. 

, 1,), 
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 screening process. 

D. Reporting Requirements 

The U. S. Attorney specifically requested the project to submit piweekly reports on 
each enrolle8. 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 warrant~d a nol-prossing (termination of criminal prosecution) of 
the charges. Second, it was decided that if the biweekly reports indicated a significant 
lack of cooperation or any further alleged misconduct, then the trial date would be ad-
vat~ced. * ' 

= 
Implicit in the request for biweekly reports was a desire on the part elf the U • S. 

Attorney to see how the project operated-.-to see what was being dane for the participants 
and how much contact there was between th,e project and its enrollees. With these con-
Siderations in mind, it was decided that the initial reports should be rather 

*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 timecthe motion to ad'Vance is favorably acted upon. 
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complete." The Office of the U. S. Attorney had also requested some rather specific infor-
mation ab'but participants (see Memorandum to Counselor~), and this was, 
supplied whenever it could be done without breaching confidentiality. 

As expected, the writing 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 sta~f 
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 their>IYcase­
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 J it was, 
decided, as a compromise, that the first and final reports would be comprehensive I similar 
to those which had been written during the initial period of project implem~)1tation: but 
that the interim reports wouldF,consist of a short, mimeographed form 
which could be filled out rap~Jly by the caseworkers. 

E. Disposition of Cases 

On the morning of the date set for a participant's trial (at the end of the ninety'-d~y 
continuance), there is a disposition conference attended by the defendant, his attorney 
and C ro'ssroads counselor I the Court represeiitattve for the project, and, a senior member 
of the U. S. Attorney's staff. At the tiine of this conference I the charges may be no1-
prossed, a further continuance granted to affordo the project more time to work with the de­
fendant I or the 'defendant may go to trial., All pr.oj ect recommendations that the charges 
again,st a participant be nol-prossed were followed by the U. S. Attorney's office during Phase 1. 

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
l.\\lnce, either by obtaining and holding employment or by enrolling 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 thqJ: the case be 
nolled, the participant's entire file is reviewed at the conference before a decision is 
made in such a case. Defense counsel receives his copy of ~he prq'ject'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. 0 

F, Relations with Court Persf)nnel 

1. Prosecutors 
, " " D 

(i., In the Court of General Ses:~ions I the people who decide wwan defendants are a1-
lowea mto the Crossroads program''and wh'S.~h cases will be nol-p.fi?ssed are those who 
work with the Office of the U. S. Attorney. * It is very important; therefore, that the 
project develop a good working,,+-~lationship with the prG>secutorial authorities', 

L c ';&jld[~). . 
~ In some jurisdictionS' charg'les must be dismGse<:LQ.y a judge in open court. Since As­

signment Co)).rt judges rotate freq~ently, and beda~e the attitudE; of jucl~f&s towards a 
program such ~s 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 I and although this is done formally in open court, 
the judiCiary merely oversees tHe dismissal of charges. TheGdisposition of Crossroads 
cases is actuallY determino:i beforehand, at.a conference with the prosecutor. 
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The effectiveness of that relationship depends largely on the degree of confidence 
felt towards the projecti s cqurt representatives, • P iscretion is important; the representa-' 
tives have access to the prosecutors' files and other information to which the defendants 
and defense attorneys with whom thGey deal are not enllitled. It is also important that the 
representatives dernonstrate good jUdgment and integrity when they are asked: as they 
frequently are I to make a recommendation on a specific case or to give an opil'lion as to 
the project'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, efficiently run and servi~ing its clients in an 
.effective manner will eventually develop credibility, even with court personnel for whom 
«(he project represet1ts 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 whiph~fuey feel 
"turns loose" those ['people whom they have just apprehended. All officers cooperate in 
making information available to the project, however, when it,pecomes obvious to them 
that the assistant U. S. attorney papering the caSe de~ires them to do so. Many other 
poli<::e officers cooperate with project personnel for better reasons, and often make much 
more soph,isticated judgments abo~t people 'Y"hom t,hey arrest than does )he public in gen­
eral. Ofhcers are also usually wllhng to gIve a first offender a break "!5ecause they dis­
tinguish this person from someone who is a chronic law violater. 

3. The Judi ci ary 

The reception the 'projectChas receiV:,ed from the judges who sit in Assignment 
C.ourt and gran~,}h: cd~tinuances necessary for participation varies. Most judge§ are ob­

'jvlOusly enthusla~tlc abiout the program. They not only grant continuances in the cases of 
. the participants I but also often take a few minutes of the court's time to explain to the 

defendant that he is receiving an opportunity which is denied to many and of which he 
should take full advantage ..,(0) 

''II 
Some juc;iges I on the other hand, are te$\(sconvinced that a til'S t offender program 

is to the benefit of either the defendant or th l community. Even those judg.es, however, 
have yet to ~efuse a"request for an extended ~ontinuance need€!d for Crossroad$ participa­
tion, when such a continuance was requested by the project 'epr('sentative and the prose­
cutor .. One possible reason why even judges' not especially sym\-dthetic to thE!! aims of C 

the program have cooperated is that the logistics of project recnlitmC'nt ha'.7e been ar­
ranged so that the only additional action a judge needJake 'Ir .. Lg arrai~n:,1ent is to agre.e 
to a continuance date a few weeks 1:atel .. nan it 'Nould non: .ly be. ThNC are no delays '0' 

to interview potential participants as there wou1 'h 3 beUl under the initial procedures 
planned before the program became operationai, , ""ecisions as to whether or not a de­
fendant meets project criteria are made before he reaches the courtroom. 

The project staf( also makes .a sf:ecial effort to keer lines of communication with 
the judiciary ope,n. 'Memoranda and reportR are sent to the chief iudge for distribution 
and keep the judiciary informec:i of proje,,', results and about 10g3;":1cal problems l'Df re­
cruiting and their solutions--problems which may have come t,~· judge's attention while 
he was in Asslgl1,ment Court. Knowing Cr(" :tds' problems anu the attempts made to re- . 
solve them n6.poubt inclines the j\'~ici;>\ :ltient with the minor difficulties en-
countered in gettihg a smooth runnll1g sys_ Gcruitment worked out. In additiofi, 
whenever a new judge is placed in tpe Ass: H".1t Court, the project representative intro-
duces himself in chambers and invites qU8'SLUl .. J about the program. Finally, the judge 0 
who serves as liaison with the project is often contacted to determine liow.the other mem-
bers of the bench.are reacting to the .. new (" ·~·t servi~e being provided. . 
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4. The Bar 

. With one or two exceptions I the attorneys practicing inilthe Court 0f General Ses-
sions have been very enthusiastic about Crossroads and have ~p<:pressed confidence in the 
project's court representatives. An important factpr in fostering this confidence is the 
court representatives' observanqe of protocol in their dealings With defendants and de­
fense counsel. It is project policy to request permission from I~n attorney to speak with 
his client about the progra1'l\,' JiAlthough a project a.greener speaks briefly with the'poten­
tial participants in the cour~ellblock each morning before defense counsel are appointed, 
no offer of project participation is made at that time; that rel?Ponsibllity is left to the CQurt 
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 em:olled. 

. " 
One problem area in the relationship between the project anq attorneys practicil1g 

in General Sessions Court, however I is that some attorneys will request Crossroads con­
Sideration for a client even though the defendant is employed in a well .. ~paying job which 
offers future advanoement 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 opportunity 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 9/ $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 rev(~rse;: an unemployed defendant receives an opportunity. to avoid a criminal conviction, 
"vhll~a similar opportunity is denied to a defendant unluckY enOugh to be steadilY employ­
ed. In practice I however I the situation is rarely as unfair as that pictured; t,he steadily 
employetl defendant with strong community ties is n:tuch" more likely than the average 
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 I project criteria allow enrollment of anyeinployed defendant whose 
"job is 11'1 jeopardy. II Ve!Yo few young adult defendants othervVise eligible for the program 
are so situated that their presentrfl~§>loyment situation would not be jeopardized by their 
conviction of a criminal of£en'ile, "arih the project reoruiters have ,used this justification to 
enroll a substantial number of employed btlt otherwise qualified defendants in the Cross­
roads Erogram •. In almost eVery case of this nature, the participant did, in factJ reguire 
eit~. ~project staf. r intervention with his .. emPloyer to save his jobc'or placement assistance 

"," . be&~.cle his job was lost as a result of his arrest.' 0 \, 

,~ . 

Nevertheless, recognizing that a criminal conviction for one holding a steady job 
may hamper his ,career advancement or future employability and, perhaps I 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 en):"o11-

.,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-

,tnent a s 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 
counseling. program and maintain contact with the project as least once a week. This new 
a,rrange'tnent should result in no candid9 te being dl?nied project enrollment becp-use of a 
s~tisfactory emplOYment situation and should allay the concern expressed by some at­
torneys :about project Cri~ 
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5. District of Columbia Bail Agency 

The personnel of the Districfof Columbia Bail Agensy (staffed primarily by law 
school students) have been outstanding in their cooperation' with the projectA These young 
men actively look for potential partiCipants for the p~ogram, and they serve as a valuable 
back-up for the project screeners. 

6. Bondsmen 

Although an additional requirement set down by the U. S. Attorney is tha t all partiei­
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 thrp proj~f~~. One of these petrticipants was lured out of the jurisdiction by 
a high'"'tpaying (through dangerous,,:,sounding) job painting radio towers in West Virginia. 
Unfortunately, since it appeared that the defendant was not planning to return to the D±s~ 
trict of Columbia, he was terminated from the project l his ninety-day continuance vacated 
and his trial date advanceg in accordance with procedures established to nl('ct this ('01\­
)tingency. The bondsman objected to having to produce the man earlier than anticipated. 
To alleviate this p.Joblem 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 mopey-bond release, but no ad­
ditional difficulties have been encountered. 

G. Community Relations 
c 

Both the local press and the community at large have expressed support for rehabil­
itative programs direQted at the legal offender in the District of Columbia and, tn 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 or life haVe volun­
teered their time .and resources to tutor participants I arrange field trips, provide housing 
assistance, and.make aV,ailable employment and educaUonalopporturiities previously 
b~.yond the reach of the young men and women served by the pr01ect. '. .. 
\j . 

, Whether the community'support would be as gteC).t"if the project worked with ac-
cused felons rather thq.n its current misdemeanant population, however, is uncertain, 'and 
the answer coLild affect the planned expanSion of project offense category criteria during 
Phase II • Certainly the public woutd be less tolerant of the inevitable occurrence of re­
cidivism in a program such as Crossre>ads if the repeaters were felons who had,) b~en given 
special treatment by the court, particularly if the second offenses were felonies as well. 
However! given the publip' s willing.ness to accept and understand the project's less than 
100 percent success rate with ,participants during Phase I and the growing ,Gonsensus- that 
conviction and incarceratiqp tparticularly of young first offenders ( are by no means a re­
habilitative eXPcerience for the individual, the prospects appear favorable for continued 
and sincere community support of the Crossroads program if it is expanded to include cer- c 

tain rJlon-violent felonies among Us criteria fbr offense eligibility during the next phase. 
. ~~ 
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Court of General Sessions pey-lonnel and' 
Defense Attorneys :// 

Direcb:)r I 

Expansion 

'l'h(k Ufl1ited "States AttorneJij)s Office has recently 
approved exp&nsion_o~ __ Pi'_~jec~ Crossroclds enrollment criteria to 
extend the opportuni t'y for -pr·e..;trial diversion ttY a broader 
range of defendants. The modified criteria, which are effective 
immediately t are as f,Dllows: 

1. SE~ AGE: 
age. 

Males and femal.s between 16 and 40 years of 

o 
2. RESIDENCE: W8shinqton, D. C., Metropo~itan Area. ---.--, 
3,. 

4. 

o 

E"nPLOYl'!El-1T ~"TAT~_~: ,..Nnemployed, ,:mc;1E!xemployed, or job 
'in jeopar~y~becauset~f arrest; for juveniles, tenuous 
school enrollment or school dropout. 

0, 

CIJARGBl?r Pet,it larceny, auto theft (attempted), 
;:;-C-eivTng? stolen property, f'alse pretenses, forg'ery, 
soliciting fo~ prostitutio~F burglary T~/ sinrple assault 
(inVOIVinu; relative), ~rt.raw~ul entry, presence ';'n 
i,llegal es abllshment, destroying proper~y, procuring, , 
pocketboo ,snai;.ch where there is no inj u~ y to the victim, 
pvossession of c;p~phetamines or ,barbi tu~~ .. s: SJ?eci,~} cases 
referred by AS~;J.stant U. S. i\~torneys '"'a"lfd Judges. -
~ . 

NOTE: Drug~ddicts, eh onic alcoholics, and ~defendants 
.--- with serious psy, ological disorders are excluded. 

PRE-TRIAL, ~E ,l}~T~'!p.E.: ~I'ust qualify for pe,rsonal 5. 

::::RA:::::~, .<t:~~::"~:~.~,,, and Se?ond offenders with 
reasonable laps ~: . .i:f:~.),w~t .~,,'.,:, e n prevJ.ous conviction and 
curl;ent charge. '"> \'t ,ot·. , _ 07, ',." .. '.': '." C 
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M~mor'andum of Understanding Between the 
Juvenile Court of the District of Columbia and the 

National Committee for Children and Youth-Project Crossroads 

/! 

IcY' CRITERIA 

The eligible group will consist of: 

1. Juveniles, male or female I 16 years of age or older; 

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

3. Who have never been ,committed to a juvenile i stitution as a result of 
being adjudged involved in a delinquency offense; 

" 
4. Who have not been adjudged involved in a deli~quen~y: offense within 

one year prior to project referral; and . . 

5. Who suffer neither from drug addiction !lQf. severe personality disorders 
at the time of W-0j ect referral 

Youths who meet';the above criteria may be referred to Crossroads for any of theDfol­
lowing offenses: 

Assault: Simple 
BurgJary II 
Disdrderly Conduct 

"False Pretenses 
Petit Larceny 
Prostitution 

n 

'Receiving,. Stolen ,Goods 
Taking Property WHhout Right 
Tampering with Auto 
Unauthorized Use of"Auto (as a pas..:. 
~enger) " 

Unlawful Entry 

, Under special circumstances, youths charged with the following offens'es w~Qother"'; 
wise meet the first five criteria may be referred to Crossroads at the discretion Clf the In­
take Officer and with the approval of the Head of the Intake Division I or an officler; deSig­
nated by the'head of the division for that rtctrpose: 

Aggravated Assault 
Burglary I 
e'Srrying Dangerous Weapon 

(j \rn.clUdir-~Un) , 
Forgery . 
Grand Lar~ 

(not 

\ 

Property Damage (I 

Purse Snatch 
Robbery (Fear I Forceahd Violence) 
.Unauthorized Use of Auto (Driver) 

; LS I 1 II • REFERRA 

lol Referrals will be made by the Intake Division of the Juvenile Court.~ In the event that 
; \ referr'kt!.s are made to Crossroads from other sources (attorneys I friends, etc.) Qtossroads 

,,' ~':, '1 will consult with the Intake O£:~icer of the prop~sed participant as to his eligibllity. 
\'9. ' i! .~. tf "" 

'., \ j 

III. PROJECT SERVICES 

1. 

2. 

Education: BY, "P:ovi~ing individual remedial edud!ation and IflSsistatlce 
.Jo r-eturn to schooL "If out of schooL II ~ fl 

,__ II 

Employ1nent:~ Full- or P1'1t:-ume remu.ner~ted e.mp:joYI]1ent atii10t ie,ss 
than minimum wage scal In occupatlOns provldihg for the possibIlity 
of continuing r~sponsibili' es, training an2 inc~eased income. 

a 'il d 
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3. 

----;::-~ -----;;--.--.-,~·r--

or Training: In both the PU.~ .. liC and private sector w.lth Pri~ary focus on 
area manpower training programs, and in occupational ar~~~s of interest 
to the participant. - . II ' '" 

4. Housing and Family Needs'? By making full use of Welfare .iand Health 
Department resources of the! District of Columbia to insur~: that critical 
needs are being met. . Ii ..,V 

Counseling: UsiQ-g intensive short te~ individual and gro!~p counse1i~ 
techniques to attempt to"stabilize ~~. individual in an eff91rt to modify 
attitud. es which will improv~ e~ployabtH.ty and deter from i~urthe~ anti-
social behavior.; .. .". II . 

II '" I '~';, 

(1 

REPORTING REQUIREMENTS I 

II 

. I .. 

L Weekly Report - Crossroads will submit weekly to the Ctief T~dge,. the 
Director of Social Services ,and the Intake D.ivision a r~port setting 
forth the names, ages, charges, and sourceS of referral~ 'of all partici­
pants accepted into the project the prevfous week. 

2. Program Letter - Within three weeks of the date of referral 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. 

3. Final Letter - At the enq; of project participation a finalletter"will be 
submitted describing the progress, activities, cooperation, at)dat-; 
titudes of the participant while in the project. 

V. TERMINATION FROM THE ~ROJECT 

i) 

fi 

A termination letter will be forwarded to the Court in the case of marked m;m-cooper­
ation with the project or in the case of a new law violation, and the juvenile will then"be 
subject ~o the usual CO\JIt procedures. Hearings for £!:le juvenH~_s who have responded 
favorably to the project will b~ scheduled before the Hearing Officer approximately three 
months from the date of referral to the project. An AssistaQt0,Corporation Counsel is"to be 
given adv~ance notice of alL such hearings before the ~ea(qirrg=Officer •. At the hearing the 
juvenile win be represented by an attorney. A Project aib-s.sroc;>,ds worker will also be 
present. The Hearing OfUcer may.,recommend to a judge, th~~ the petition be dismissed, or 
he may direct ~~at the petition b~ .heard before ~ ~udge who'A~.ay closel,t without a find!ng, 
continue for dtsPQsltion, or cont~~ue for disposlhon, or con1;lnue for tnal., < 

_ \\ ;, . c, " •. 

/] .:..c_-__ ,;=....;_=--'-'-Jii,!= (; 

II 

Direc~or ,Project crassroads Chief Judge, D. C. Juvenile Court 

o . 

DATE! September 26, 1969 
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CELLBLOCK SCREENER'S DUTIES 

i' 
II 

At least one Crossroads representa.t~ is assig· ed daily to conduct a preliminary 
.screening of defendants detained in the Genet-al sessio~. s Court cellblock p.rior to their ar­
raignment. The primary purpose of this screening is to,I,make a tentative determination as 
to .the eligibility of each defendant for Crossroads part~cipation I based on age t offense 
category, prior criminal record I admitted or apparent na,rcotic or alcoholism problems, em-
ployment statU's, and willingness to participate* ! 

'j\ J , 

'.' This information, when passed on to another pr~'ject representative in the U. S. At-
tomey's Office I is the basis on which the representati~:e can either request an as's-rstcC!nt 

'«"-..J,;-:--;::c_Jr. S. attorney to agree to a defenda~t' s participation in:, Crossroads or show Ci3,use why a 
--,;"- specific defendant is ,~ineligible. ' 

A second, but equally important, purpose of thiS screening is to determine if any 
of the G'efendants detained for arraignment are currenI:'· project participimts. Prompt notiC'\' 
of such an OG~1Urrence to the project office may avert possible embarrassmen,t to both 
Proj ect Cros s~oads and the U. S. Attorney I s Office I which would be to the de~triment of 
present apfffuture participants., , 

The project staff's access to the General Sessions Court cellb18ck is at the dis­
cretion ·of the U :'S. Marshall in charge and by reason of our cooperatJ;4e ahangement with 
the D. C. Bail Agency. The proj ect screener, therefore I must be aware that his condu'Ot 
could jeopardize either r~\lcrtionship. Screeners are introduced to both th~ UC.S. Marshalls 
and the Ball. Agency ,interl}iewers by a senior staff member prior to assignment. 0 

c:? f .' --
Following is a l!Jst of the Pl:ocedures required from staff members assigned to 

screening dut'les hiJhe General Se'ssions Court. ~uggestions regarding modification of 
these procedures should be brought to the attention of the section supervisor. " 

1. A~eJno later than 8:30 a.m. I report to the Court Liaison Office 
(Room 1'14) in the Genen;ll Sessions Court building and r:equest the D. C. 
Bail Agency' s:~ copies of the pblice records of defendants' confined in the 
Court cellblock. 

(i 2. Proceed directly to the c~l1block in the basement of the build-
. ~ 1ng (via elevator at F Street entrance). Should your acces s into this re­

stricted ar.ea be challenged 1 identify yourself as a Project Crossroads 
representative working with the D. C. Bail Agency." 

~ 
., ~ 

3. Report to the male lockup section of the main cellblock where 
BaH 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 I) 

names of both mal,\~nd female defen~ants in l:he~ourt ceUblock. 
,~ \, 

4°. Using\ the "charge" column of the lockup list as a guJde, 
write down the IdckuPJ7.umber, name and alleged offense of aU defen­
dants whose charges ~1l within the project's offense criteria. (A list 
of qualifying offens~s and their abbrevip.tioi1s are included in the proj­
ect criteria attached to these <;:Juidelines.) If ~here"ii any doubt about 
offense category, consult with a representative o.t .~~13 Bail Agency. 

'.17) 

o - ,. ., 

* A detailed list or eligiJ?pity criteria is attached. 
, CJ _. 
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" After completing the list, draw a line across the paper and repeat the 
lockup numbers underneath, leaving blank spaces for indications qJ rea­
sons for ineligibility as these!develop. 

PL (petit larceny) Example:" #15 John L. Doe 
#25 Mary Brown UUV (unauthorized use of a motor 

vehicle) 
#30 James Smith DP (destroying property) 

~--------~~----------------------------------~-

.#15 
#25 
#40 

5. While reviewing tht;:! lockup list be alert for the names of cur­
rent project participants and ntJtlfy the project office by phpnC' from thE' 
cellblock if any appeat~.' . II 

II 
6. Next, place the collies of 'the sJefendants' policy records in 

alphabetical order I at the sam~ time checking them against the names 
on your preliminary list. Should this check reveabteasons for elimin­
ating any of the names on your list (e. g. 'Prior criminal conviction, 
presently on bond or parole, age over 26) I cross out the defendant's 
name and indicate the reason for ineligibility next to the lockup number 
below the line. n 

Example: :jfl:-5--f0hfri..-Bee----....p.:s­
#"r6-M.al"Y"£fewn-----y%V-
#30 James Smith DP 

() 

-----------------~-----~----------------------

#15 Convicted of petit larceny in'1967 

#25 Presently on personal bond pending tri'al on 
coarge of 'p. L. ? 

#30 \ ; 
7. As Bail Agency interv.iewers complete que~tionnaires on fu~ 

various defendants ,check these carefully against the name9 on'your :, 
list, especially for past or present narcotic or alcoholism problems,f . 
age, employment status, and admitted juvenile record.. As ~dditional 
names are eliminated from the list; donJt forget to mark dow'A the I;,~a­
son for ineligibility as shown above. 

. 8. While waiting tc) complete ·the eliminat'· i'11' ess,. assist 
the "Bail Agency intervieweri~ by noting the. defe~' s 10 u. {npmbe. r." 
on the upper left hand corner of each question b/,-:e comple sd b'y the 
interviewers, and place a chI eck on the lockup ~ opposij; the de­
fen,pant's name. Also, if a~ plicable, number an ~el t ,;m co-py of 
the -def.endant' s poHce recortl in the completed questioiilialre. Similar-
ly J Bail Agency intJrviewer~!1 will "usually, assist you )11' giving priority 
to those defendants on your :freliminary lisf.'// 

9. Complete a Cro!~;~roads Screening I~f6rma;io@ Form on eacb 
defendant remaining eligible;,for participation ¥l:er checking both police 
records and bail questionnail~es, using iriformlltion contained in the lat-
ter document. ,Q /' 
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10. Speak briefly with each eligible defendant i I the "appropri­
ate (male or female) sectiQn of the cellblock. Verify th !fdata on the 
Screening Information FQrm and clearly e~plain the proje ft to the in-
diVidual, including the obllgaticms of maintaining. weekllf"contact and 
following through on employm(?nt interviews. Be alert f :Ir indications 
of narcotics use (some of the symptoms are included in '~: ttached proj­
ect criteria). Ask defendant if he or she would be Wil1~ g to partici­
pate if ultimately found eligible and note the response il n the Screening 

Form. K~ , (J 

11. After intervi!i!wing each eligible participa~, t proceedodl-" 
rectly to the U. S. Attorn~y' s Office on the first floor ~ the Court buUd-

aD 

o 
0' ,:, 

o 

ing. Give Q,oth the preliminarY~ screening list (dbntai~rIn9 reasons for in­
eligibility) and the Screening Information Forms (eligi es) to the Project 
Crossroads representative stationed in that office. +' C 

. T~is completes your screening duties foro tlJe qay, fe a br<;aR for a C~lP of ("offcl(' 
and return to the project off! ce. "" I ~" ,',' , Q 
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CROSSROADS SCREENING INFORMATION' 

'NO. DATE: _______ ~ ______ __ 
6-:::- o 

NAME ADDRESS ______ ~~ .. , _____ PHONE: ____ ~ _____ _ 

o 

U.S. # CHARGE AGE ______ _ 

EMPLOYED WHERE 
"~I 

WAGES "JOB IN JEOPARDY NO. OF DEPENDE1'1TS ____ _ 

STUDENT TENUOUS ADJUS.TMENT _____ WANTS PART-TIME WORK ~_ 

CURRENTLY ON DRUGS __ EVER? ALCOHOLIC ___ MENTAL DlSORDER 

ADULT RECORD ___ _ JUV.ENILE OFFENS.ES __ _ SERVED TIME _______ _ 

SP~CIFY: ____ ~------------~~----~~--------__ --~--------------------~ 
u. S II ATTORNEY: _..-,,....-___ --'-______ _ 

WHO REFERRED _____ ~ ___ ___,,,~---LOCKUP ___ ~ CITATION __ _ 

PENDING CASE _______ INFORMATION VER~IED BY BAIL AGENCY? __ , ROR? _~ __ _ 

WILLING TO PARTICIPATE _____________ INTERVIEWER .~ :-______ _ 
~~ , "== 

COUNSEL ____________ ADDRESS & PHONE: 

o 

CONTINUATION DATE _______ _ AS~IGNMENT JUDGE ___________ _ 

PARTICIPATING? ------ lF NOT, WHY NOT? ______________ __ 

PARTICIPATION OK'D BY ______________ --,-________ 1._., _~ 

REMARKS (Put'Additional Information" to Aid Counselors HereJ: 

~~~~1 ______________________________________________________ _ 

nsp!1-23-69 
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Research Design 
,J 

Pr9ject Cratssroa<;is, by providing intensive manpower servic~s to first time c~imin""" 
al offenders, offers an alt~rnative to criminal adj1:ldication through economic stabiliz~tion. 
The following report outlines eata gathering methods and subsequent procedures forpnaly-
sis. " 

At this time it will be difficult to absJ\act all the possible questions which will be 
asked of the data. However!. the major areas Ipf the final analysis will include the follow-
ing: . Ii " ' 0 

1. The range of services ,re?eive~f by Project prossroa.ds t>frticip~nts. 
This calls for a program descnptlon as,: well as summary statisti.!cs of em-

~:O:.Z:~;1;~;;;;;:~;~;~;;~;;~1~F.:~~;1 ~~~1::I~f:~~[:~ da~~~~s" 
sons betwe~n participants and a 15bontrot group of non-particip£nts will pe 
undertaken in the areas of employment ~nd legal behavior. IncJ.uded will 
be an evaluation of the ~yPe of indfvid~~l mO,st successful in a Grossroads~ 
type program. Such vanables as age o~, partlCipant, sex, charge categoryr::, 
previous employment, and education~tl bistory will elicit a profile which 
will differentiate "high risk" from '<low Jlrisk It categories of participants", " 

3 . An understanding of program stJ:~cture and operations and 'those 
specific program factors which explain hs effectiveness. Included will 
be an evaluatiop of the time period nec~ssary for working intensively Witl1 
participants and the relative value of th 9 different se. rvices afforded a par­
ticipant. An evaluation of the impact Oil the staff its,elf will be made., 

, 4. A cost analysis/effectiveness s\;UdY determining the cost of '~ro-
gram operations and evaluating the bene~~ts to the court's ,,~husiness com­
munity, etc. Comparisons will be made \between participants and non,,-
participant controls. \'1 . 

~ .II 
A description of the goals of Project Cros,'sroads and services offered to partici­

pants can be found in previous interim reports. Vvhile these will not be repeated' in this 
monograph, a word about goal-setting is approprilate. The goals of any org&n,ization ~e­
termine the kinds of goods and services it produdes and offers to the communrty. f.' ProJect 
Crossroads is no exception to this principle,. Th~! project is and has been sUbbect to eval.­
uation by J:?oth the Department of Labor and the Di'strict of Columbia courts. Goals and 
program operat-ions are necesl?;arily a compromise ,between contractual obligations and 
original program conceptualization. <7 

, Utilizi;9 the aforementioned topics as gui~es to the final analysis, the following 
report has been arbitrarily divideq into divisions V\rhich permit clarity of preJ)entation: 

I­

II-

'} I. 

measures of program effectiveness fqlr participants 

the structure and operation of the prqgram 
I 

III- relations between Project Cr6sl:i~pads,and its Itenvironment"-the 
court I employment market and sQ;cialagencies. 

, I) 

o· 

An earl1er communiqation proposed that all datu be coded and transferred to IBM 
punch cards. Not only would this facilitate analysts but it would allow Project Crossroads 
results to be compared with findings fro~;~ther dem(:)nstration projects. Also, questj.ons 
could be put to the data at a later time ,~,k.it:h are not of immedf,ate concern. 
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I PrOgFam oEffectivene$:s [Qr Participants (Research ,questions 1 & 2) 
" ~{J:~ ~ 

D 

Behavioral and attit~~~nal indicants will ~ie useCt to measure program effectiveness':~ 
1\nalysis wHI emphasize the' ~~haviora1 indices because these are more easily measure-

(> rable. ~,?-, 
~':~ 

Legal Indicants 
t? 

Cl 
o a 

o 

The foHowing indicants will' serve as operational definitions for the'" legal '!'suo-
cesS" of the program as~ffects particfpants: v 

a: Type o~ adjudication of originaL charge (e.g.'dismissal,jle1d fpr 
trial, etc.)" . ", -' ~ 

b.! Recidivism while enrolled in Proj ect Cros sroads (e. g. arrest and 
con,{iction record) . " " 

.) , c. Recidivism after termination from Prqject Crossroads (e.g. arrest 
'and conviction record) , ~. If 

d. 5eriousness of sl\,bsequent offenses (e. g. Jelony vs .0 misdemeanor I 
personal vs. property offense, etc.) Q 

() 

1Y.Q.e ,of Adjudication, 

The court' s-,dlsposltion 9f the charge or complaint filed against th~ pal"tibiPant will 
influence the nature ()f his futUre contact"with taw enforceme~ agencies as w"ell as his 
future employment pos sibilit~,es. A dismissal of the charge fo!: the first of.1'ender win be 
considered "desir~ble" from the participant' 5 viewpoint and II"successfut1' for that of the 
program. From the court p,erspective a dismissal reduces case back19c!d and saves man­
power hours and costs incurred in continuing prosecution. 

A frequency tabulation of legal dispositions of proj~ctparticipants (including ao\­
companying percentages for both juveniles and adults) wHfl;>i{"'presented. This infor'matlQn 
Will be pbs~racted from the P?rticipant Termination ForlTh, /;;,~ Statistics for par-\ 
ticipg,nts WIll be compared wlth: (1) annual court statistfus and (2) a randomly selected ' 
control sample of juveniles and adults~' \ 

(, (' 

Recidivism 

Recidivism as reported in the Unifgt"a( Crime Report--1967 varies by age of offend-
<.f6r , crime type and other var~ab1es, but ,J:~tnains consistently high acr~ss all categories " 
(e.g. of offenders under 20 re:leased vorn,custody in /J,963 b ,7D% recrolvated wlthin four Q 

years~: Proj ect Crossroads I • by afjBcting the. dismis!@.l of"charges avoids exposi;lre of the 
parUClpant to the corruptirfg ,~n~y.ence of the Jail or prison, while giving ,him the -possibil- ' 
lty of a legitimate economic 'st~ke in the community. ' 

\:l " ~ , 0 ?J CJ , 

Recidivism rates for participant§ during programenrolnnent will be abstracted fr;m' 
the Parti¢ipant Terminaticn Form ~ Frequencies will be calculated separately for juveniles 
'dnd adu~ts, as will th~ following: dismissals and non-dismissalsj favcrabfe and unfavor­
able termination~; personal and property offenses: tni~demeanor and felony charges; and 
Q~het rel~yant;{p:l.fferentiations.t Statistic::f on re9idivism rate fd1lowing, prog(am termination 
~will be a15s~.cted f!iom the Partipj.!;l,ant Follow~up Form., A longitudinal analy::-
, si~ of r;,9Js:1ivIsm will be dOl1e at ~hr:e month mtervals fot dne y&ar cafter prograni term in­
ahOn;cz.Mccording to nati~na2 stat~stlcal trends l the largest perqentez:ge of recidiyism oc­
cur~:within a y~ar fo\lowlU? custody. ~he 10ng,er ~he period ofGnon-recidivism, th~less 
like1y the indivldual ~o,l'eCldivate. Wlule follow-1Jy information on a randomly selected 

o group of Jlarticipants will be attempted.'~ '1:l [) 

'iJ eo 
.:;:, 

o 

G '" 0 
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c J co , 
¢ Recidivism rates c;?f project participants wiU be compared witmrates of the control 

sample of non-participants. The follow-up fOrm fOf controls is not yet completed. Follow­
up for control will occuroa year after case disposition • ",In order 'toeontrolf.cro.!tWaJid fol­
low-up responses, it is suggested that a thorough check of court files be un~rtak.erd'or c_, 

recidivism statistics for a seleQt number of participants. 
- (;; ~ ':' 

C, 

G " coser"iousness of SUbSeq(:j~n~::{fenSe ' 
f) ~": ,0 

'" ' ,() ~,'\ C 

Recidivism can be measu~"Eld both quantitatively and qtfalitatively. Thus, the n1a-
ture and seriousness of a subsequent offense may be as important in understanding crime 
patterns as the absolute number. 

"" ,Subsequent offenses will be classified and evaluated on a number of categories I 
including misdemeanor vs. felony charge, personal vs:' prop~,rty offense, seriousness of 
,first charge vs. subsequent charges. . 

Statistics on the above in8ices will be tabulated and then cross,...tabulat:ed against 
such variables as: legal disposition' of partiq1pant (dismi&sal vs. non-dismiss,al); term~n­
ation recommendation by counselor (favorable vs. unfavorable); age €lategories (juvenile 
vs. ad\::~t offenders); .educational background (high school graduate vs. non-gra,duate); 
and other relevant variables. ' 

c ~\C EIJlPlOyme~ta will be abstracted from the following records: 

1. Intake Record : an interview schedule whi~h records 
a participant1s legal, employment, educational and family history. 

2. Participant Termination Form: summatizes information ~:ecorded 
during project participation. ' 

3. Participant Employment Record. 
ment services rendered to the participant. 

: recordS all employ-

4. PartiCipant Foliow-up Form: provides longitudinal employment 
information after projeci: termination., . 

r:J In addition to the major indicants of employment success the aforementioned forms 
also yield vahiabH) information on work-related problems, turnover rate:?, and future vo­
qatio""nal aspirat~ons. Although ancillary, this info:cmation will allow interpz;etation of other 
employment findings. ' , " .. 

Educational Indicants 
C' 

The educational dIvision of Proj("~ct Crossroq,ds displays a secondary role in project 
operatlcms and partiCipation is on a voluntary basis. Yet, in itself, taking pa~:t in the pro­
gram,tnight be an important indicant of serious intent for self-improvementObY' the partici­
pant. D' '" 

c, 

, For purposes of m~asuring educBitional "success" for those volunt~rlnQt partici­
pants / the foiJo'W'ing indican~s wi!l be used: Separate tabulations will b~kept for the par-
ticipants and control sample, and for arrest and Qf)nvictiot1 rates. G' 

(l 

Employment Indicants 

, Proje'at Crossroad's, as a manpower service, securesenwloyment for thi~ unemploy­
ed aned und~iremployed. Quantitatil;!~:Ttf~}iisute~ of employment (e. g. PQf:lition, salary) will 
be deemed Impo~tant from both the ,cdfrtmUnity' S and participant's viewpoint. Qualitative 

" 
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factors of employment (e. g. attitude toward work I relationship with fellow employees and 
employer) wHt also shed light upon the work problems of the relatively unskilled, poorly 
educated worker. This will effect his long-run job potential. 0 I!o 

Th'e following indicants wilh,serve as emploYment "succe~" of participants: 

a. Referral's and placements thrqugh Project L:roqsroads, for employ­
ed and formerly unemployed participants. 

b. Improved salary for the period including: (1) employment bMore 
entering Crossroads and last Crossroads job heldf(2) employment entering 
Crossroads and leaving Crossroads: (3) employment at Crossroads termin­
ation and throw;lh last follow-up. 

0. Jo:q m9bUity for the period including,: (1) employment before ent~p"/ 
ing Crossroads and last Crossroads job held; (2) employment entering pross­
roads and leaving Crossroads; (3) employment at Crossroads termim;tfon and 
throut;th last follow-up. . , 

Iff 
d. Improveme\~t of skills through job trair;ng programs and suhsequent 

placement. \\ '. ' 
"\\ (; .~/;::; -;-::- (.1 

e. Favorablce OIlrthe-job work characterisf7cs at proj~ct termination: 
regularity ·o(,work, pl~\omptness t etc. 

1.
' 

f. Decreased welfare pgyments and unemployment compensation re­
su.lting from CrosSrOadl\l job placements or employment thereafter. 

.. I 

<i.. Enrollment: and attendance in tWeducational program, 
. ')J . 

2. High schoof equivalency diplomas received during proj-
ect~yr because of pr,\~\ject incentive. ( 

'Ji 
.3.. Comph tion~ of remedial course of study (either during 

Crossroads~nrollmen£\, or after termination). 
, • 1.1 

4 . ~ Attenda~'1ce in t'J;le educational division after formal proj­
ect termination .il 

5. Re-entry intg h.i\'fh school of dropouts, because of proj­
ect efforts. 

For .. purposes of st9tlStics, we"'will tabulate numbers of enrollees in different prc­
gfilms of study and i!1.d.~.l,dE/the av:erag(;\ number of. hours of instruction per enrollee. Cross 
tabulation willhedoh·e Letating such vl;triab1es as age of participant I charge I legal "suc­
diess" etc. with educational variables. Most information will be abstracted ftom the Edu-
cational Division MO~1thlYRcp6ti;- and the Participant Termination Form. 

", 
Art eVqluadon of thf': :ef:tec:tiven~o.s of Project Crossroads for speCific types of par­

ticipants wHl he atitempted by cross tabtilatln,g legal and employment Itst!Ccess" and "fail­
ure" cat~Gories with specific personal (e.'g~ag~, charge, sex) and prugram (e.g. easy to 
contacJ f enrolled in education) vari?;hles., Profi1~s of "high."and It low" risk participants 
wWhe derived. 

\ 

l.L_1:;t.!J;.l~ture ans! Operations of Project Cros~~roads (Researt':'h guestions 3 & 4} 

c·, 
\, 

The measurement of a program's E'fieqtiveness is nm: Ci ":::~l~,.:.titt<to for explainir, 
success. An analysis of Project CrO$zroads\~perations should ~oo,~;. ~ structural properties 
of the program wbich contribute to 1Jtogram su·ocess. UnfortuI'lqtely, v':"~at· on in program 

14 

, J 
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I" 

~ ~tructure is non- exist~nt. For example I it would be difficult to say with certainty that a 
particular division of the' pr~am should be expanded or diminished. It may be that all 
project divisions are unnecessary as they now exist, because only a hint t~at the. charge 
may be dropped offers enough incentive for change,d behavior. It is suggested that future 
expetimental and c;1erp.onstration projects' concern themselves with program variables as 
well as program outcomes so that a program's effectiveIbess can be precisely e}{plained. 

Yet; an attempt to explain Project Crossroads will be made here. Specific aspec:ts , 
of the program will he evaluated by both staff and participants. . '" / ' 

A retrospective analysis of employment d~ should refl~ct the average tfme period 
needed to render adequate employment services to participants (in terms of job turnover 
and stabilization). 

"Staff Tnformation II I::' 

Inte?im reports have described the development of the pro)-@ct from initial "growing 
pains" ,through present maturity of operations. Ideally ,an outside observer would take , 
systematic note of staff operations. FOf example, he would note the results of personnel 
attrition and replacement; staff relationships which affect the wbrking atmosphere ,~ etc. 
Under existing conditions, the following information will be utilized. . 

Quantitative 

Systematic, quantitative measurement of st'lff activities (instituted September 1969) 
will be abstracted for the counseling ~ivision from the Participant Action Fo~ 

1. Contac:ts completod by the cbunsolor with the participant and 
those made in behalf of the participant. 

2. Place of contact (e. g. home, office) 

3. Type of contact (e. g. k/1phone, !Jorsonal) 

4 # Initiator of contact 

:>. Nat!ure of prG:llems discussed 

6. Manner in -:J!'lich problerr~s weft nanc!:c(;/j cOUE'selor or LJartir 
pant. 

A summation of this in~'l)rmation af.)cars on th" SUi)ervisor's W( 1':1'1' l1eporto 

The activi'::icG f~f the ( ployment 'jtaff will be c,l;Jstract( 1 from thE: Empln:"llont 
Monthly Report ar· l:l" ;;:,p~oyment I:Gtivity Formo ',!.. "0[;:-, forms 
will yield q:.tantitati:v(: J"nnat:();'l)nc(~'ling" 

1. Placc;,lcnt activities (r • '}. c;tatistics of placf'ments I time r;p-::nt 
with pari:lcipant) 

2. Piold activ\.~E''; (e.0. type of activity and tiL.'] s~)eni:) 

3. ;) devc.:!opmrn.t acUv ties (e. g. :lumber of contacts per week I 
mode 0: contact, time srJent on 2'. contact) 

Tho aciiv),tl,es (Jl .:') ec;lJcat~on'l division UfO q1,lcntitativelj stm::noriZt . on tho Ed-
,,,r.;,.rmal M-':'mthly ~'{epo!'t. " ,.c statisiics are available: 
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1. Statistics of participants and tutors (e. g. numbers t turnover)' 

2. Activities o~ tutors (e. g .-subjec~ areas taught, time spent per 
participant, per week) 

Qualita)thTe 

Although quantitative measurements for some aspects oLstaff activities will be 
, undertaken, ,they do not represent an accurate picture of a tvfaIlob. A Crossroads job 

that involves close relationships between staff and participunt, 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. 

Our only clue to some of these intangibles if/HI be in the form of "soft" data. The 
final repo~·t all staff members will cover their perceptions of the following: 

1. Objectives (goals) of their job 

2. Mode of Q:pera~ion neccssary 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. 

In addition t? the '~ove, supervisors will include in their reports u critique of op­
orf'tio: . fron: an ,"'jmi~is4qtivo point of view (eory. intra-division staff relations). A de­
tu ,,1 gu~"le :"01' L.2al ::[. xting procedures will bE:! completed at a later date. 

"he t1j1al.~':,s ,,! a I~:ojE:::::t whose end 1->2 :luct involves changes in individuals can 
cot i'.:r; r;r;.':11p,\( ":.ti-:out feecr;o'ck !'rom the indivi~'Jals affected by the pro~ram. For this 
P8fSiJ8Ctiv(') ()L~oj('et ope: ; 'on,) a Participant EvaL1.ation Fr,~'m will be 
OUti;1cly hcmdeu :.0 every ~~rt~cipant by his counselor. r: ,cstions )re simple, asking 

20. 3.:1 r;vc. ~\mtion of the program I as opposed to an evaluation of i}articnlar staff memi'c'fS. 

post AnC!lysis 

"In cVulu2 ;n of program opE:rationc would not r ',~ict('"fl ilvut a cost analysis/ 
effectivrnes s sturJ:ri. Vvnile cost stud it;; :; of this t::lPC' d.", , .;;- '"I." procedure for business 
corporatIons they 8.['0 just comi!1g into 'Vogue for the stl:. -1. of s('cial problems which finan­
;"'ially burden the taxpayer. 

In addition :::0 calcu1ati.ng the real '.,Jo.'ut!Jlt:; costs of the project in relation to the 
n·.1:.1ber of participants served, a Gost pc:. !tiveness study will compare a random sample of 
participants with the control s:;;np1 .. a.-participants in terms of court and other costs, 
(e.g. unempl)yment compt:n::'· ,iO~l). ~; detailed analysis of average legal costs will be 
based on an updating or \ )sts already computed by the Department of Correction in the 
Dist!'ict of Colunmia, 0.ppear.ing in B. Cantor's and S. Adams I, The Cost of Correcting 
YoutHful Offenders (September 1,968). Legal costs for arrest, court action, institutionali­
zation and parole and probation supervision have been estimated. Follow-up information 
of 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. 
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In The Environment and Project Cr@ssroads ," 

\\ 

The "environmentll in which/f:1n organizat;on sudh as Project crossr'l;hds exists in­
fluences its operation. Emplbyment statistics (e.g. number0I placements) are determined 
in part by the job market. Programvariation (e.g. rendering full services to some partici­
pants ("and partial services to others) is bound by court stipulations. Outside social ser­
vices neoessary 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 I the "envitonment" or II field " is an tntervening and 
~ometimes determining variable, itself, in influencing program OPC16~ ':' . 

lob Market ,7 'II 
o ,Ii 

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 I problems f tYpes of relationships 
established I suggestions for future job developing, etc.) will bepontained 1:(} final job de'""\, 
veloper reports. The Employment Activities Record will reveal certain obj eC(fve informal' 
tion regarding the type of companies contacted, mode of c9ntact, time spent "developing" 
a contact, etc. Together" the records anddinal report will offer a picture of the job de­
veloper l 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 t small 
private, etc.? What is the rate of turnov~J 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 answet:ed 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 
(AppendixL) . 

Courts 

Relations with the courts (juvenile and general sessibns) will be described in 
terms of chronology by staff supervisors and the project director. The ways in which di­
rect court restraints (e. g. charge categories deemedJlCceptable) and operations (e.g. 
court recommendations,for eligible participants) influence Project Crossroads will be an­
alyzed.<3 Suggestions fdr improved working relations will be offered. 

SOCial AgenCies (/ 

. Contactp,wee,n Project Crossr?ads and outside Social '.;service agencies (e. g. 
hospltals, welfare bureau, ~tc.) 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 partioipants. This will be coupled with the final re­
port of the staff. emphasizing the types of working relationships maintained (Uany) with 
outside agencies and the importance of these agencies to Crossroads operations. Sugges­
tions for inter-agency information transfer and utilization will be offered. 

conc~4din9 No~e cl 
G :1 

, The measurement and assessment of an experi~mentation i:tnd demonstration prpject 
is a difficult task. Variables of concern ate numerOt(s, involving personal, organizational 

J) and environmental factors (not to mention time, place, etc.) Qpntrols 'are necessary I al­
thouc;;h imperfept.Evaluations are critical, although .imprecise at 'times. To put a program 
into operation constitutes the "means II of the system, according to a researcher. An ade­
quate understanding of the program' $, operation and effectiveness is the real "goal." 
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'" APPENDIX B 

Tl~ MANHATTAN COURT EMPLOYMENT PROJECT 

U OF THE VERA (t??~STITUTE OF JU:;:'ICE 

7f 

CAREER, DEVELOPMENT" 

STAFF 

o 

,f] 

f) 

Ii ' 
The director of the Career Developtnen{l!nit came. to the ProJect from Project Develop, a 
job training and placement prograrn for persons just released from New York State prisons 
(an earlier experimental and demonstration project of th6'~anpower Administration, U.SI' 
Department of Labor). While director of Project De;velap, he had decided that two 
traditionally separate tasks-interviewing applicants and promoting job accounts-should pe 
handled by the same person. He had observed that those responsible for interviewing often 
lost contact with thy reality of the job market, whil~.,thClse who promoted jobs were often 
insensitive to applicants' problems. His thinking influehced the formulation of the Project's 

"Career Developer (CD) position. Project administrators decided that the person who helped 
ar~articipant define his job skills would be the same person who found that participant his 
;1~~). Project adm~{trators were not necessarily interested in individuals with psychology 
credentials" although one of th~ original developers had a master's degree in psychology. 
They were definitely not interested in gregarious~ hard-selljob promoters. 

In December 1967, the Project advised 24 agencies of its Career Development staff n~eds. 
Most of the experienced promotional developers referred were talkers rather than listeners. 
The Project needed people who would invest time and energy in their relatij?nships with 
participants, helping them to clarify and direct their thinking about opportunitIes in the.;job 
market.(I'.·lroject administrators eventually decided that they would ht;lve to sacrifice 
experience in order to find developers committed to the philo sophy (I 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 p1acement agency, a third ca~n from 
Project Develop, and the fourth had worked for an anti-poverty agency in Newark, J!-
JOB DEVELOPMENT . J 

i; 

The first task of the Career Development Unit was to develop a reservoir of available jobs. 
By the time the fitst participant was accepted into'the Project in Feprqary 1968, the unit 
had canvassed 60 private and public, large and small firms in the nietrop~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 alld 

(-:limited job offerings, were less able to accommodate the Project's needs. -

CDs d~d, however, try to impress small employers with the Project's aims in th\~ 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 
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MANHATTAN COURT EMPLOYMENT PROJECT o 

eligible for private corporation tdtinin,~ programs subsidized by the federal government 
under the Manpower Development and Training Act. 

{) 

Large and Small Firms 

CDs t~nded at first to try to, place participants in smail firms even though openin~ mere 
/ were.'mfreq~ent. and unpredIctable. Ca~eer Developers ass~ed that small firms woulCf" 
" , prOVIde a fnendber work atmo.sphere ana woul~ be more fl .ibty about job requirements. 
~ey also. t~ought that sIl!all frrm employers mIght be more kely tQ develop relationships 
wlth partICIpants a,nd therr Career Devel,?pers than. large firm erhployers. After one year, 
h0wever, .CDs reah~ed that placements ill large f~ms were JJl9re desirable. Large firms 
?ffered 'Yl~er b~neflts, chances for advan~ement (growth I~nd upgrading are generally built 
~nto P?SItlons ill .large corpor~tions), and o~-the-job trallning pr\~grams. Cps have pla~ed 
mcreasillg emp~~sIs on developmg accounts WIth large firnl;s-particularly thos~ witli trflining 
P!ogram,s SubsIdIzed by the Manpower Administration--~f the U.S. Department of Labor. 
S~nce elJ.lployers with MA (Manpower Administration}J~\ntracts are publicly com(mitted to 
hrre. the ~ard-core' unemployed, participants are m.pre likely to succeed in their companies 
than elsewhere. . 

Trainirtg Progranis 

Fr'?II? the beginning, Project staff member~ felt th.at ~t,\was bett~r to pla~~ a participant in a 
trall1!ng pr~gr~I?, where he could learn a .s~ill than m .a\~lead-end Job. Trammg programs have 
varymg d~SIraulhty, however. Most partlCIpants are lIDmature and have almost no patience 
for workmg towards a deferred goal. Unless support and possibility for advancement are 
demonstrate? .soon after a participant is placed, his job may become meaningless to him. 
L:ngthy trammg programs remind him of school, which was too often associated with ("­
faIlure. _,' CDs have found that publicly financed training programs, as opposed to MA 
programs, do not pr~v~de eno~~ support ~or pa!ticipants. Of the frrst 350 participants, 
only 30 accep~ed trammg p~sI.tions m publicly fmanced schools or agencies arid only six 
completed therr courses. Partlcipants are much more willing to accept training positions in 
MA programs w!lich offer (in addition to training) remedial education, a reasonable starting 
salary and promIse of advancement.' 0 

" 

Employers 
" ~ 
Virtually every employer approached bYtJ the, Project has voiced a commitment to hire the 
hard-core unempl?yed, But few a.re awam."pf the real proble{rls involved. As one Career 
Developer wrote m a mmnent of f~ustra~ion: "What firms seem to be looking for are 1) 
hard-core une.mplo¥ed who behave lIke mlddle-clas~;ymployed, or 2) hard~ore unemployed 
who behave like mIddle-class employed after severa},: Pat O'Brien lectures by a supervisor." 

'/1 \1 

CDs' approach with employers has been to di~cuss f;ankly" the work and 'criminal 
b~ckground~cof the particip~ts they plan to refer. This candid approach results in the 
WIthdrawal of many J?rospectlve em~loyers, but it insures sympathetic cooperatiop: ftom the 
employers wJ19~mall1. CDs emphaSIze that they and -the Reps will follow each participant's 
progress clrely. " I .. ,,' 0 ' 

To increase the pool of available jobs, Career D~;elopers visit at least one potential 
eI?~loyer each week., The field visit is an essentj,aLpart of job development and the most 
dlf~lCu1t. 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 co~mit his fIim 
to hiring a nUIJ,10er. of participants. ;;rhe Project has tried to develop relationships with::, 
employers on ",\Ihom It can depend for ~t least 12 placements per year. {~7i 
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Career 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 "I,\eQcy supplies the right man. CDs don't always have 
to wait, however, for";),pehings in firms \1ith which the Proj~c! dea,ls regularly. A CD@an ask 

JA an employer to accommodate the needs ahd goals ofa partlcIpant for whom there may not 
b~ an official job opening. For example, "one pa.rt;cipant with a talen't for sketching was 
~lred by the Art Department of a large company &i~n tp.ough the list of positions available 
mc1uged o~IYT the usual entry~l~vel clerical j,?b~. Th~ Proj~ct has tried not t6 6lccept job 

.Qrdenj'PaSSlv~lY or to urge partIcIpants to .take any ava.!lable Job. ., 
, (\ 

"Once CDs achieve working relationships with large fJrns, thex take care to main~~in thep1. If 
several participants fail to appear for interview~ or do poorly on the job., the n~t ref~ls 
Wilfl ~be the Project's most stable participants. Sometimes applicants may not be~or a 
10. n~ .time: ,The Project tries !lOt to jeopardize its rela. tionships With. comp.~ies that m~y have 
op 'nmgs m the future-partIcularly those that offer programs for upgradIhg empioyees. 

• II 
(l '. 

Dur l1g the last three years, the Career Development Unit has contracted with over 400' 
firms,' unions and training programs. C. Dsu.se a system af shared accounts. Each CI) makes 
independent contacts with businesses; but all ell1;ployment information is pooled and 
recorded in Proje,t;t files. The system of shared accounts was introduced for the benefit of 
new, inexperienced Career Developers, Who can "rely upon job oppq;tunities already 
developed by co-workers rather than having to start from scratch. \, 

. REFERRALS . 
0'\ ,. I' 

AUhougJI the Career Development interview has been~ tied as closely as possible to the 
forIT}a~ .mt~ke.procedure, the initial CD interview is cOnducted'1>rirnarily. to sustain the 
partlc:lpant s mterest. When acperson has been arrested, booked, jailed, int~rviewed and 
brought before a judge in less than 20 hours, he is not in the best st~te of mind for job 
counseling. Few participants are sent to Job interviews on their first day in the Project but 
h~lf are sent within their first week. i, ' 

" " 
When the' initia(lnt~rview takef~ place, the CD ebtains the following information on a 
participant;"~employrhent bacls,gr6p.nd: 

D 

1. percentage of previous ytm: the particilJa,nt wa~ employed; 

2. length of time the participant i;brked at his most recent job; 

3. type of jobpe most recently held; 

4. salary he l1),bst recently earned. 

The typical partic,:ipant~with a ghetto background, little advanced schooling, few skills and 
scanty employment experience-has never faced a range of job (opportlinitiesor been in a 
.position to exercise a meaningful preference. CDs ask participants about their interests, their 
former jo~ experiences and their ambitions. At some point. they ask each participant to 
choose.,.a Job. When the CD, the. participant and his. Rep. are s,atisfjed with the choice, 
empIHyers a~~ called and attempts to arrange an interview ar~,made.· 

0;:;"-';' (~~\\ I' ~ '1f :~><-, 

A C~re~r Deyeloper draws on three sources for jobs: large companies ("house ';accountsH
), 

~ompames With small,er,jand less ff1quent manpower needs, and new contracts.lfhe findf> an 
opening, he t~l~s witH. the participant to prepare him for the coming interview. He maYit~lso 
help the JartIClpant prepare for any tests he may be asked to take and write him a letter of 
recommendation. ' 
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MANHATTA1\.l COURT EMPLOYM;'NT PROJECT .. . 

A PaItiCiP~t'S @.st j<?b ~erview is rarely his last. CDs average 02.2 .referrals for every 
placement. The followmg table r~veals the frequency with which participants are referred. 

I' 

FREQUENCY OF REFERRALS 

~~Of 
~) ~_pr_o~de_c_t __________ 0y_e_a_r_o_n,:~")------y-e-a-r-T-w-o------y_e_a_r_T_h_~_ee ________ T_o~t-a\+i--------

~ No. Times 

':; 

Part. 
i, ~ 

< t ,~~:~':~ 

Referred No. Percent, No. Percent No. 'Percent No. Percent 

Once 102" 39.8% 114 50.4% 79 61.2% 295 48.3% 
Twice .62 24.2% 49 21.7% 20 15.5% 131 21.4% 

11.3% 27 -"12.0% t5. 11.6% i'l J 1.6% 
12.1% 16 7.1% 7, 5~4% 54 08.8% 

3 Times 29 .. 
4 Times 31 
5 Times 13 5.1% 10 4.4% 

(.\ 

4 3.1% 27 4.4% 
6 Times 9 3.5% 4 1.8% JI2 1.6% 15 2.5% 

7-11 rimes CI 10 3.9% 6 2.7% 2 0 l.q% 18 2.9% 
Total No. 
Part. 256 226 ·.129 611 
Referred 

--"'-~";:-~'--"""""".~" 0 

Most participants who fail to report for a job interview do notd;;eIiie4:mck~th; Project 
without prodding. Similarly/when a ~~!:Uqipant=u~ an, interview and is not 
°hired-especially wh;en the intervi~,fer~'aOes not explain why he is not hired-he generally 
does not return to the Project unless he is given:'a great deal of encouragement. If a CD feels 
an employer has m:i\de a mistake in not hiring a participant, the CD may talk to the 

,employer. Some employer> rejections have been enormously frustrating: one participant was 
rejected from a hard-core progranr because of his poor work backgroUJld-essentially~ 

= because he \I,!as hard-core. In any case, CDs try to learn from their placement attempts. And . .,~.~, 
sinceCthe Project strengthened its counseling program, appointments missed by participants. 
have been cut in half. ' 

Year of Total No. y Twice 3 Times . Once 
Project Part. Placed No. -rerceRt No. Percent No. Percent 

Year One 177 ~ 111 62.7%\ 44 24.9% 17 9.6% 
Year Two ~54 101 65.6%'\ 41 26.6% 8 5.2% 
Year Three 01 75' 74.3% \, 19 18.8% 6 5.9% 

432 31 10 TOTAL '. 287 66.4% 104 24.1% 7.2% 2.'?,% 
--------------~------------~,r-------~~------------~-----------. 
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Careel" Development 

Career Developers believe" that the critical ~terminant of whether a person will stay on the 
job is the extent of the employer's comIh~ent to help him succeed. Employers who are 
willing to: 

or cleanrn:inal 
i 

2. offer a training program with remediation and counseling 

I' 3. provide systematic up-grading for unskilled jobs, and . ' . 

4. commit their administrati~e an~ supervisory staff to the ~9wtli and develo~iment of 
entry-level employees Ii 

r.~~, I, ' 

succeed with the Project's participants, and participants succe~d with thel?' No em~l.Joy~ent 
project-court-based or otherw.:;;e-ought to funnel untramed, unskilled perspns mto 
dead-end jobs. 'J' 

PROJECT IMPACT ON EMPLOYMENT 

Not every parti\(ipant is in need of or ready for employment: some are satisfactorily 
employed at ently; some find employment through their own efforts; some are students; 
and some have p~rsonal 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: 

0 
Year of Total Total Total Percentage o~ 

No. of 17' Placements Project Participants Referrals Placement!) Per Referral 
~' 

-::' 

First 450 626 270 43.1% 

Second 450 477 219 45.9% 

Third 400 264 11 135 51.1% 

Total 1300 J367 624 45.7% 
" 

Not every referral results in a placement, but the number of referrals does indk.ate 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 th_c two previous years. Nevertheless, 
more placements per CD referral res,ulted during the thud year than in the pr~vious years. 
Because CDs now work more closely with a participant aud his Rep, they are able to make 
more appropriate referrals-referrals that will !horeoften r~sult in placements. 

The most favorable view of the Project's impact ~n employmept can be Sedi\}h terms of its 
dismissed participants: ," I,~ 

(1\ 

r 
'j 
~ 

I 
'1' 
, , . 

MANHATTAN eOURT EMPLOYMENT PRpJECT 

EMPLOYMENTBTATUS., OF DISMISSED PARTICIPANTS 
AT INTAKE (BEFORE) AND AT DI~MISSkL (AFTER) 

c' 

() 

Employment First Year . Second Year Third Year " ,:1 

Status Before " After Before After Before" After 
No. Percent No. Percent No. Percent No. Percent No. Percent No. Percent 

Unemployed IiI 79.3% 2 1.4% 107 54.9% 0 0.0% 109 49.1% 0 0.0% 
Employed 20 143% 128 91.4% 84 43.1% 186 95.4% 68 30.6% 176 79.3% 
Students 9 6.4% 10 7.2% 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. 

o 

D I 

,) 

Participants who achi~ved dismissal of charges inyariablY'improy~d their employment'status 
during their time in the Project. Although satisfactory vocational adjustment was in most 'v 

eases required for dismissal, the findings are significant nonetheless,f!specially in view of the 
Project's impact on participants' salary levels: . 

SALARY LEVELS OF DISMISSED PARTICIPANTS 
AT INTAKE)~,EFORE) AND AT DISMISSAL (AFTER) 

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 5.3% 3 3.i% I 1.6% 6 4.6% 3 3.2%. 6 "4.1% 
$121-30 0 0.0% 5 5.4% 1 1.6% ,,4 3.1% 6 6.5% 6 4.1% 
$111-20 I 5.3% 8 8.6% 4 6.1% 9 7.0% 8 8.6% 20 13.6% 
$101-10 1 5.3% 12 12.9% 1 1.6% 6 4.6%~, 11 11\~% 12 8.2% II: 
$91-100 1 5.3% 18 19.4% 7 10.8% 29 22.5% 18 19.4% 26 17.7% IJ' $81-90 2' 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% Jl 11.8% 29 19.7% I" 

$61-70 7 36.8% 7 7.6% IT ,,26.1% 14 10.9% 7 7.5% 9 6.1% 
$60 or less 2 10.5% "6 6.4% 6 9.2% 4 3.1% ,,6 6.5% 3 2.0% ,. ,I 

93 TOTAL 19 93 65 129 147 
" 

The Project was most able to elevate the economic status of participants who enter~d the 
Project at the poverty level. 

'l 

The figures for the third year are not as impressive as those for the other years because a 
change in the' minimulll wage law in July, 1970, reduced the number of persons earning $80 
or less per week, and because the participant population contained more studerrts than in 
previous years. _. " 0 -_l 
Surprisingly, starting salaries have no effect on whether a person will stay o? thejob. ~ect 
administrators conducted a study that showed exactly the same retentIOn rate for Jobs 
paying more than $90 per week as for jobs paying less than that. More participants were 
fired from higher paying jobs, and more were quitting the low paying ~es. Raises" not 
starting salaries, may be the key to job retention. Career Developers h~V:e suggest~d that 
employers start participants at salaries lower than planned ISO that small, frequent raISes can 
be given, each one based on merit. . 

" 
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STAFF 

During the planning stages, Project administrators learned that academically trained 
counselors were in gn~at 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 positions and 
immediately became more comfortable with the plan as they examined the tangential 
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 
diamatic commercial to all employers who would eventually be contacted to hire Project 
participants. ' 

To find non-professionals, Project administrators sent notices to every agency in the city 
that trained, helped or found jobs for ghetto residents. They ~sked' tlpecifi~ally for 
applicants with personal warmth, nn more than a high school educatIon (college graduates 
were not considered) and knowh'!\,{ge of New York City. Within three days there 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 finally all 
agreed that it did not maJfe sense to, leave positions open just in order to locate qualified 
whites and non-offenders. ' ,. 

The first 91 appl~cants were intervlewE~d individually; 55 were· asked back for interviews in 
small. groups; 15' came b~pk for final group inte:r::views. Nine were hired; All had prison 
records rlln~ing from tW? mon,tlas to .ei~ht ye~s, on C?3fges includ~g a:rne~ ro?b~ry, 
burglary ana car'1theft. WIth theIr permISSIon, Project admmistrators reVIewea theIr crIn1mal 
and employmen~.\reco.rds. One of the ni~e was eliminated when it was f?und that he had not 
been candId about hIS past. The remamder had been frank, and thelr references--forrner 
employers, parole officers, narcotics program administrators-offered no informati,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 aDd supervise the new counselors, an Associate Director of Counseling and two 
CQunseling Supervisors had been hired. All had civil service backgrounds, academic 
credentials, and counseling experience, and all welcomed the challenge of working with 
110n-professionals. 
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MANHATTAN COURT EMPLOYMENT PR'OJECT 

" 

In ~anuary, Project staff m~mbers, Vera Institute administrators; court and police personnel, ',I 

socIal workers ami psychologists discussed their ownjo~s and organizations with toe trainee 
counselors, as part of a planned training period. The tra~nees toured the colirts, practiced 
interviewing at a ~oard of Education counseling center,:and visited social agencies in the 
city. They met fre'quently as a group with their Superviso!$ to discuss their feelings about 
the job, their strengths ani:1~'~a~n~~:;;;i> their backgroundsi their futures, and the social 
implications of what they were attemptm'il. Most had been adversely affected by their prison 
experiences: they were suspicious of th{( courts, their Supervi'sprs and the Project's goals, 
Perhaps their greatest fear was that they would fail or the job wo~d fail th\'~m. 

TIle training period lacked precise focus. No one knew exactly \ror what job the trainees 
were being prepared. Would the job center around a field base, Ufice base or counseling 
center base? Would the trainees peak at being supportive, or was the Project,)staff good 
enough to trairl' them to counsel? How would they' be trained on the job: how much would 
be teaching, how much counseling, i.e., helping them to understand their own fears, 
anxieties and problems so tha.t the,y would function better in counseling roles? 

At theend of the training period, everyone agree~ that the trainees, would have to 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 
indiVidual and group techniques; the counseling Job would involve a combination of office, 
field and counseling center bases; and particip.ants would be given tasks to perform 
(attendance and involvement at group and individual counseling sessions) rather than just 
being visited ift 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 particip,ants, the court, and other 
agencies, they chose "Representative" and have since be~om~ the "Reps." , 

Retrospective 

'The history of the first group of Representatives, only one of'vvhom 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 dilig$)ltly but had had little success in relating to participants. He is 
now in an administrative pdsition with an anti-poverty agr;~'l~~y. The fourth suffered a 
recurrence of an internal ailment related to his previous di~lg addiction and, even after 
partial recovery, was t,oo weak to resume his position. The fifth resigned after a year and 
one-half to enroll in :~ol1ege full time. The sixth was unable to adjust to the Project's 
structured program. The seventh was not functioning well on the job primarily b~0ause he 
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., functiqned well, and were easily trained. 

II 
In retrospect, the soundest and most fortuitous decision made w~s to bt\i1d a counseling 
program on the talents and experiences of non-professionals with backgrounds similar to the 
participants. From the beginning, the Reps have provided the credibility essential for 
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"Counseling 

effectiv~;counseling. 

History of Staff Responsibilities 

Repr,esentatives 

Representatives' responsibilities have changed continually during the Project's three years of 
operation. For the first two years, the Rep's job was to: . . " " 

1. helpscreen prospective participants; 

2. take primary responsibility for the progress of 15. to 2h5 participalnts'tlat~emptilolg to 1 
gain' each one's trust and cooperation, and helpmg t em to ~o ve leIr pers na, 
financial, legal, medical and vocational problems; . 

3. 

4. 

5. 

6. 

7. 

8. 

II 

refer participants to appropriate services and agenq~es(inc1udii1g the .Project's own 
Social Services Unit) when needf!d; \\' t', . 

meet with all his participants ,one night a week at the Project's club house far 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; 
,Y 

,fffari1tain statistical and descriptive records of each participant's progress; 

determine the appropriate time to refer the participant to the Project's Career 
Development Unit, advise the CD of the participant's needs, and follow the Career 
Development Unit's work with the participant; 

9. hel,p participants secure the return of fingerprints and bail money when appli~ble; 

i O. he1p vacate bench warrants (that is, get a defendant who mis%ed a court appearance 
back on the court calendar without penalty); '.' 

11. prepare an iOitial recommendation for the dismissal, adjburnment, or termination of 
his participants' cases for the court; , 

12. appeat;, in codrt with each participant to provide information about,,his progress; 

l;continue his own training as cou~selor through individual s~ssion~ with his 
Supervisor and group meetings on~e a week with the whole counselmg umt; and 

14. ~eet applicants for the position of Representative and interview them in a group 
setting. \~ 

These responsibilities have been modified in three major,respects: 

t Reps"nO l?nger screen potential participants. , 

o:? Reps no longer appear with participants in court. . 

3. Career Developer~ and Reps work in tea~s to service and counsel part&ipants .. ? 

II 

" 86 

b 
1 
I 

i 

I 
I 

I 

f 

I 

I 
I 
I 

1 
, I 

MANHATTAN COURT EMPLOYMENT PROJECT 

Except in rare instances where a Screener is u(tsure of drug use, Reps no longer interview 
defendants before intake. Screeners have leatned from Reps how to evaluate potential 
participants. Screeners also have assumed responsibility for Gourt appearances to free Reps 
from l\ time-cons timing delays in court. Team work between Career Developers and 
Representatives will be discussed later. 

Supervisors 

Originally T only 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 Reps plan for group sessions; 
\l 

4. provide.. job-related counseling for Reps, including weekly group sessions for 
counseling staff. 0 

With the subsequent 'coordination Of the career development and counseling units of the 
Project, the position of Counseling Supervisor underwent·extensive redefinition. 

The Team Approach 

The Project's counseling and emploYIl1ent services originally were designed as separate 
units-Hum;:l11 Services and Caree! DeVelopment-each headed by an)Associate Project 
Director. Project administrators thought that this functional division of ~responsibilities 
would facilitate staff training and supervision. 'J 

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 af or dissatisfaction with work, schooling or' training. Emotional problems, while 
possibly job-related, were strictly the province of the counseling, unit. CDs worked hard to 

"place participants, but lost contact wit~m once they were hlred. Career Developers felt 
they we~e functioning (~imply as p~~~ent machines, which gave ~~hem little satisfaction. 

The first Repres~ntatives brought strong feelings of inadequacy a~djnsecurity to their ms. 
They overestimated the degree of intimacy they could, develop with participants; they 
expected instant confessions of personal problems. While their expectations ',!;~l'e rarely 
fulfilled, they felt that what.ever participants did tell them should' be cO.Q,fidentiaI. 
Consequently, Career DevelopJrs were operating with insuffiCient information. Participants' 
case files were not available to them, depriving them '-'of important information on 
participants' job strengths and weaknesses. Neither the Reps nor the CDs were benefitting 1\ 

from the others' insights. 

The staffi;'i~ pattern cre~ted problems be§nnd operaqons: it did not provide career 
opportunities for employees. As long as prc'fessionals staffed the Supervisor positions, the 
Rep was in a dead-end job. Career Developers were lirnit('i1i'in upward mobility t9 one 
position-Associate Director of Career Development. '2-

I) 

After analyzing these problems/'Project administrators decided in January, 1970 to create 
teams consisting of two RepG a1'1d oUe CD (the staff ratio). Representatives in each team are 
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partners and cover for each other on field"days, vacations and sick days. The Career 
Developer vocationally services both their case-loads. The three now share a set of l·eco~~s. 
They work closely as a team, exchanging confidential information as a matter of course, The 
office has been rearranged to facilitate the team work-desks are grouped in threes. 

The Supervisor's position has been restructured to suit th~ team approach ~nd to pr0V!de 
promotiona}; opportunities for both Reps and CDs. The baSlc SupervIsory umt now conSIsts 
of six memcers in two teams: 

Supervisor 

An Assistant to the Su,:pervisor has been added to the structure to provide clerical support. 
There are presently tyio such units of six, each headed by a Supervisor who had been a Rep. 
(CDs also Call be pro1"hoted to Supervisor.) . 

In time, it became apparent that there was a need for the professionalysychologist t~ assist 
staff training and counseling. It had been awkward for the professl0nals 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 ~vas difficult to function as 
both Supervisor and Counselor of an employee who might bD reluctant to discuss fears and 
anxieties-possible obstacles to efficient functioning-with a counselor who was also the 
Hboss". 

~..:.' 

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 st~ff 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 fOJ 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 
and w~~~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 thl1!e were 
as many as 10 different group counseling plans. It was hard sometimes for Reps and 
p~rticipants 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 participants involved in group, dismissals were bei~g 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 

d to penalize him with an adjournment instead of dismiss at 
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The program lacked definition; the Project needed to state its objectives more clearly and to 
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 therap;utic communities, Where five had held staff and administrativ~ 
pos~tjons. They brought to the Project the ."confroI?-tatio,:" style of counseling wJ1ich 
encourages group members to, express aggressively therr feelmgs towards each other. ~eps 
who had been working in the Project argued that this ~pproach could pot succeed 111 II 
non-residential setting. After much discussion, a counselmg approach was developed that 
was built on the experiences of both groups of Representatives. 

The new program is much more stru?tured. ~ol!owing an exte~sive ~take !ntervie:w wit~ a 
new participant, the Rep schedules hIm for ~IS fust gro~p meetmg, Onentat~on. O~1enta!1~n 
eases the participant into a group and explams what WIll be expected of hIm WhI!e he IS !ll 
the Project. After completing Qrientation, a participant is promoted to an o~-gomg group 
headed by his Rep. On-going groups are taped. The tapes are used by Tramers to help 
Supervisors and Reps analyze, identify, and understand participant.~' problems. 

Reps conduct group sessions at the Project's Lispenard Str~et clubhouse, l?c~ted a fe~ 
blocks from the court building. The highly charged atmosphere of ~he ~nmmal CO}-lft 
Building is not conducive to honest group.confr~)lltat~on. The c1ubhous~ IS a five-room GUlte, 
generously furnished by Playboy Enterpnses WIth bnghtly-colored charrs, low coffee tables, 
a paperback library, a pool table and'a stereo set. .. 0 

FIELD VISITS 

Reps have always made field visits to participants' homes. Seeing a participant on his own 
"turr' 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 atintake to th~ fir?t available 
Rep. Participanti'riVere dist:ibuted equal~y so that ~o .R~p had mOI:e th~n 20n:t hIS caseload. 
Later, caseloads were organIZed geographIcally to mimmize travel tIme III the fIeld. 

., 

Originally, Reps spent half their time in the field. Project administrators knew t~e R~l?s felt 
uncomfortable in an office setting, and they wanted to take adyantag~ of theIr abihty to 
move easily in the city's ghetto neighborhoods. ~s t~e couns~lmg program became ~ore 
defined, however, Reps have had to,spend mor~ ~lme m.the of~lce t? :epoI;i to S?pervlsors, 
prepare for .group listen to tapes and attend trammg seSSIOns. FIeld VISItS still ar~ ll;tportant, 
but they are sch;duled carefully. No Rep goes into the field without an appomtment. ~Ie 
makes his first home visit during a participant's se~ond w~k in the Project. Later, h~ ViSl!S 
the participant at his job or at school to check hIS attenoance record and speak WIth hIS 
employer or teacher. A Rep now spends one and one-half days in the field-half theprevious 
field time. 

HIRING 

Project administrators now know what it tak~s to be a c~mpeten!, 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; 

3. ability to express themselves verbally and in writing; 
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Counseling7 

4. potential for development; ,~, 

5. friendliness and an ability to relate to participants while maintaining objectiyityj and 

\6. willingness and ability to accept constructive criticism. 
'I\! 

PrdC2dures for hiring Reps have changed. At first, the entire staff of Representatives)l 
inf.erviewed all applicants ','and passed their recommendations on to the Supe:f;.;isOl:. This 
system took too much of the Representatives' time. Now the Counseling Supervisor sees the Ii: 

applicants fIrst and eliminates all but the nibst qualified. The Reps as a group then interview 
those who remain, using theebnfrontation-style approach, for whichl the applicants have not 
been prepared. By applying this kind of pressure, the Reps and Supervisors learn a great deal 
about an applicant's strengths and weaknesses. It is a grueling interview, but a mistake in . 
hiring a Representative js considered damaging to, the Project and a disservice to the' 
applicant a,nd to participants. 

" CONCLUS;rON 

The counseling unit's most significant achievement in the last three years has been the 
development"of a sophisticated and effective cOJlllseling program that draws on the talen,ts 
both of non-profpssional Representatives and of Career Developers. Arranging the two staffs 
in teams has encouraged CDs and Reps to produce for each other as well as for participants. 

c 
'U 

And they have produced. During the first year of operation, dismissals of charges were 
recommended and accepted for 38.9% of the Project's participants; during the second year, 
the rate was 45.6%; and during the third year, '61.4%. During the first 22 months of 
operation the rate of rearrest among active participants was 12%; during the last six months 
the rate was 2.9%. During,,the fIrst 22 months the Tate"of participant attendance at group' 
counseling sessions was 45%; dining the last six months it was 67%. And despite the deart1!.=,. 
of jobs available on any level, an average of 78% of the participants were working, rna­
training program, or in school during the three-year perioq. 
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REPORTING FORMS ,DEVELO\rED BY 

ABT ASSOCIATES, INC. FOR LAB~~~t 
~ il 

DEPARTMENT 
'T 

" 

Individu .. Information RtlCord Project Na~i~--________ -,-__ _ 

PART I: SCRE~NING INFORMATION Dall! __ ',...:-COln/llelt-d hy -----...,, _____ ...:. 

------------------------------------
IDNI$,D [} hi 

1 Defendant: 6 a. soc~'~ ~ecurity II, __ :-~:' _______ _ 

Name~-_----------~---_ Address ________________ ___ 

Telcph-.n::e:":/t.----------------;,·:·, 

Nearest Contact: 
Name ' 
Addre~s~s~·---------------------

Tele~hohen , 
Re4.ti,oP to D~cC'2l."..en::-d".,a~n7t:'----------

b. F.D~II:,H ___ ·' __________ _ 
liC. Othe1f, _____________ _ 

7 A. Date !~£ arreat I I 
---=m~o~n~ffi~---d~a~y~~y-c~·~-r-, 

b. Arr~~t charge:_,.--_-,-,., 
1._" _Felony z. __ ~i£':"sd~e:-;:,\\::-,I:-:la~n':"CJr""'---

8 a. Case NO.5'~=-__ , __ _ 
s:,-:;P. Preliminary 

(, Continuance Date I , I 
2 Sex: 1:,_M31e Z. Female -,-- m9nth day year 

c. CClU-rt: "':.~~';' ;;;. 

3.Race: 3a If Spanish Surl)ame: 
;' ;~(--------------

9 a. Dellense attorney: ;,;, 1. White 
2.-S1ack 
3.--Arnerican lndiap 
4 •. --0riental 
S. • Other 

1. Mexican-
--American 

2. c) Puerto 
--Rican 

3. __ 0ther 

c' 
Nal;ne " Adllre88 ____________ _ 

TeUephone # ____ ,--------, 

4 Bb:thdate:.-:::=:;t:"C ___ -,=~ 4a Age'~ ___ _ 
(month) (year) 

b. Pr;'sccuting attorney: 
c. JUiiIge: .--"'-----'"""1\',---1-
d. ~re"tingofiicer: 

5" Refe'rred By: 
10 Labq,r force status at !:Une' of arrest: 

1.":_Employed 
1. __ Projectscree'i!¢rs 
2. __ Prosecuting .?'ftorney 
3. __ .1"OOge / 
4. __ De£ens~ttorney 
5,_ .. _Probacllion/parole 
6._' _Part.ic:tpant (check if family member 0 ) 
7._Cor.nm);1nitysource (specify: ) 
8. __ 0ther (!!pedly: ) 

Z • .;_Une~)ployed: iI of "'eeks __ .... ,~" __ 
3~.· In school: --,---,--rr----
,~,- (lichoo!) !r,radv" 

10a Cur):ent or most recent job: 
Job. ' TiUe:'--_________ ----
DO'r Code 
Nurpber ort w~ee:7k:-:s-:a:-::t-:t1':'!u.'-· s'-j~O'h--.:.j1--

11 Legal status at time of .an-ert: AVI~rage hours/week A\'eriige 
" 'I" . hourly walle 1. C1ear-

2.--0n probi1;ion!parole 
3. OI'lt'ges pending: 

I '. . 
10b If'rurrenUy employed, specify: 

Eti' p~oyer Name. __________ ...... ___ --
1. release on 2._bail 3.--.perso. nal 

recognizance , 'cond 

12 Prior Record: 
I. __ None 

Age Charge Disposition::: Relea~e " •. 
Statu::; 

Z._Juvenile 
/) a 

3. __ Adult i\-
11:.1 

.U convicted and incarcerated, indicate ACtual tilne served iW 
•• If convjcted and b'icarcerat~d, inc!icate re~ease Wp~ pn ::' 

that .entence. e. g. "parole to 7/71" .. 

13 .Ki\ B. AnyE'/idente Of 
An Pa.t R"cord ? Current Problem~ 

No Yes No Yes 

2. __ . 
1.__ 14.--" 1. 

1. 2.. 1. 2. 
1.= 2..., 1.-_,..= 2.-:"1 

check one:~ ". dt~t:k onc,.,J' 

a. Excesaive 
, alcohol use:o 
b. Mental. _ 

illnes.: . 
c. Drug use:. 

addiction ,--addic~ioll: 
~2.vy abuse _hea,1RY!:!.b~.e :/ 
=oc:cadonal use _occasional UII~] 

j 
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'" Address, __ ~ ____ _ 

14 Handidpped or speCla~ healthpl'obtem: 
1. __ Yes--7>Descnbe: . 

Z. __ No 

15 Admission Status: 
1. __ Accepted as particlpa?~. 
2. __ Accepteci as Non-Pa~ticlpant \'i 

Not Accepted: . } 
3. Assigned to contir~l.l group 
4.--:-to show 
5.---Prose'cu!:i,,~ d.e!:ie~ 
b.--Attolmcy unwill~ng " 
7. _Jndividual utl\vU!ing 
8. Court denied 
9. --Juvenile reco.rd 

10.-' -Adult record 
11. -Drug problem 
12. Other C"pecuy: ______ -, 

15a 1I Cl). (2). or (3) above checked, 
auign InN ana reco~d in boxe, above. 

i. 
0' 



'I) 

Jndividuallnformstion Record h~ectName ____________________________ __ 

-----------------------------,---PART II: INTAKE INFORMATION Pate Completed 13y ________ _ 
Name of Defendant ______________ _ 

Coutt Date ___ _ 

1._ Patticipattt 

2_ Control 
ID No. 0 LIllJ 

r-~----"--------""---""--~--" ______ ~ ____ ~ ____________ ~ ________ ,, ________________ ,, 
, ,T ... ength of residence in p:J:'oject are'a 

5 

8 

9 

10 

10a 

11 

Marital status: 

1. Never married 
2. ---Married 
3, -Widow/widower 

t:(m:::-::o:::n'Lifhr':s:-;)-~ -:(y-e-, a-r-s-:")-

3 Head of huusehold: 

1. Self 
2.-Mothflr 
3.---:Father " 

,4 At time of arrest, living: 

1. Alone 
2, With parent(s) 
3. With relative(s I 

4. --Divorced/legally 
---separated 

4:._0ther (specify: 4,_With spouse u 

, ) 5. With friend/ opposite sex 

Veteran statu.:; 

~ 1. ~Non-veteran,\ 
2.' '.:.' Recent veteran 
3._0ther veteran 

Father 

Name: 

Address: 

6 Number of dependents: 

Ages: ___ _ 

------.~ 

<> 

Mother 

6._With £riend/'l,ame sex 

7 Primary source O~I income: " ':h 
1. __ U. 1., 4. _Exi1ployment 
2.. __ Welfare (spouse) 
3. __ Employmel1t 5, ___ Parents 

(self) 6. :Friends 
7. ,Other 

C~yman 

Occupation: 
-------------~!i 

, 

During the last 12 months prior to arrest. indicate: 
.~, 

~. Number of IJmployers !L ':, Receiving Number of Weeks 

b. Pl"imary occupation: f O~:rrently received in last 
Yes No 12 months 

Job Title, 

DOT Code: ~~ g. Unemployment . ":, Insurance 1- (I 2. v - --c. AVe?age hourly wage h. WeUare AVerage hours /week. Allsista:hce 1. 2. -- --d. Total estimated earnings during this p~\riod: 
,1 

Number of weeks une:mployed 
i. If living with family {parents, relatives. spouse', e. - estimated total family incpme $ 

f. Number oC weeks employed ~umber in family ~, 
;; 1./ 

" part-time 1Uit:trme -
Any training program eip":!;t"ience prio~ t~"':arres.t? 

Program Name Dates Attended 
:From To 

completed? 
Yes No 

Type of Trainin~~ (skill area) 

~ 
Other relevant progrant ei,Xperience, e. g., counseling program, educational activifies (outside of regular 
public school attendance)· or other "offidatly sancti"ned" activities (community programs, MA, etc.) 

Program Name Type ~f Progt;;.m () Dates Attended Completed? 
From To Yes No 

---------------~-----

Highest sch(llol grade completed 
1£ less than 12, reallon £Qr leavr.in~g~lI:-:c::1h~o~o~l~:--- 1') 

11:. Occu:pational i~lterest: ___________ _ 

D~T Code _________ _ 

I' w' 
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.-1/ : 

~'~----------~ 
1"1' 

CASE PROGRESS RECORD 
l'rO!ei:1 NitRIC ____________ ~ ___ _ 

COU=IOf', N~llIe _____ -:-____________ _ 

Vatt ot' Intake ______ Cour. Dole _____ _ 

Panicil'~OI'S Nnme ______ -::-:~:__;:;-;::;::::;;;::; 

10 No. 0 LIOi!J 

1 Ernploymt:nl Rtew." Ind PI.cemenfs (bet)n limn Job held al enrollment. If Iny. an~ ,coord.U sllb~ucnl r«err~1s ,nd p!;tcemenu) 
PLAnU! 

!>al. 

). 

A. 

5. 

,. 1 • 9roJe~t .t.tff. 1- other 

Job III)' Souru~ ~f 
Jub"-

2 Training Promm Exoerjeoct (begin with lralning activlIY al enrollment. if lIny, .nd record aU :lUb~quent ,ermals and placemenls. Do nDtlnclude any prOl~'t.;ponsor~! 
tlIitllngactJvity) L!"ROLLEO (OMrUllU? 

I'rOF"" !'lame 

I. 

3. .. 

TYJ>< o( T'al.1na 
(sl:iU am) HnfWk 

ToW \',ro",," HO""r.-__ _ 

Sian/End O.te$ ""hy Not? 
Ve. Re~lvln, ,upend? 

If yes, ~etUf a."'d!Jn\ 

.1 

3 Educatj!ll!.~(begin with edu~lionaJ .ctiVitY al enrollment. if any, ~nd ,.cord.all rulw:quegl.. referrals and pl.cement!. 
own tducationill companent) Iti4Roh.tm· 

Do not Include enrollmenl,O the pro,e';:', 
'VMrLETED? 

!>ale 

InW:eActJYIty 
I. 
%, 
3. 

4. 

4 ARncv Referrals: 

2. 
1. .. 
5 ~mces by Project Staff; 

Stn'lte Houn 
Coote"" 

Date 

Yes NIl' RCCC1'f1n& SUf"'Cnd' 
1f yes. weeldy amount 

No~WhyN.I? HnJIVk SIan/End Dale. Wh ~lol~ 

TotaJ PIOF"" Ho." '--__ --' 

PROBLEM ALLEVIATED' 

5a AII.rmbutiQ~, tnler total bows by ""1Yie~ code: 

HoWl nale l>mioo CocI4 ToW Houn ToWH..., 

hgf-----t l 1. 
8. 

10. 

~ I,ullule any Ji!WIcial assistance m~eiv.t! 'by the putie'plnt (ro\'ll ptoject 
,~.- aUQ_ or IQlU) lnd ~ssisunce funds II)' weekly totals: 

~;--~-+---~----+--1--'~----+--+--~' 

[·I~f[n··'rIr'l- [-ill 
·SERVICE CODE O· routine cbect 
1·<.ou .... lIne: ':, 1 • in6mdU~ wun-uns 

2 - "ou~ _n .. Un, 
EmplOy""n!: 3 -lol:l dc-tt\op""n\ \n'~~ 

of • -employer Ultervicwi 
Edu~tion. :5 • JndrrJdU&l Ull\nltllO,. 

6,. cb:s.C/Om untruetton 
YOCl~OtW Tt&1tUnl; 7-

c, (cod. bY 9Ccupati<lnal Ut1l 

.. d DOT ~ode 01 """"" t· 
olfrn:dl /) 'a --:;J 

Othc1' ·(dtlCrl~ ~d en'~f code 10- _.-
I 

10 when .~~",p".te) 
-.... 

6 WI any t<.t. ~d.rnln;.t<rtd durin, the frouam andaeo/e. onthos. telU: 

!>alo(.) ~dmlnll"~ 
Inlbll R .. Ted - At!tJr,,,,,,,,t 

""iI'Ide 
, ... Iliam<o 
tenolllllty 

Tlu. ____ _ 
Iltlo ____ _ 
T1t1c ______ _ 

TiUo _______ _ 

CAn -r -r -n ..... -;- "<l T -r 71 
13., Otbrr. _ nUt '_ 
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------------------------------------~ .. ~--------------------------

TERMINATION "ReCORD 
·~~ectName ______________________________________ __ 

P~rticip3nt's Name _______________ -"-_________ _ 
Addr~s _________ ~ ______ ----~o~--------

IDNo·OI 
1 Project Recommenda't~ons Date.·~' _____________ _ 2 If No Recortlmendation, <:heck the one most important 

reason: 1. No Recommendation 
Z.--. --Dlsmisaal 
3, _Continuance -----) Continuance Granted? 

G 1. No 
~ 2,_Ycs, for __ --:days-

(Do not complete this £o:rm ulltiJ 
final recommendatiohhas be'en 
made and recorded below. ) 

laFinal Project Recommendation: 
Date~ ____________ __ 

1. Dismissal 
2._No Tecomm~ndation 

1. Absc.onded/unable 
---to locate 

2. Re-u:rested 
3. -Administrative ,. 
4. ----Ina titutionallzed .' 
5.-----Election for t:ri<11 
6. Poo:r adjustment 
7. Lacl<: of cooperation! 
--. -intercst 

.r;'.~ ,.-

LB. Misconduct/ 
-c-, -violent beha~r 

9. Drugs ~ 
I D.-Alcoholism, ~ 
11. Other (spec'Uy:'" 

3 Pre-Trial Rc-Ar:rest(s): (Record any arrest that. qc~urred 
pl.'ior to adjudlca,tion £o:r the origin~1'\fI£ense whethe'r or hot 
that :re-a:rrElst :resulted in terminati;;'\j\without recommendation) 

4 P~e~Trial Status on ne-Arres,'i(s):' 
1. Bail ,I 

·Z.---Pe:rsonal bOr)d 
3.--R.O.R. Date!s) of Re-Arrest Cha:rge(!ll Felony Mis'd. 
4. D"ltalned 

1. ____ ~-_ ( totilTT<!ii:Y~ 
5. ___ Remained in project Z •. ~ ___________ __ 

3. ______ _ 

7 

B 

Status at TerminaUon 

t. Employed 
2.-1n School 
1. -In Training 
4. -Job and School o':r Training 
5. Holding fort 

1. Job 
2.--'l':rainlng 
3. -,,-Other (speci£y: ________ ."".~. . . ." .. ~)) 

6. __ 0ther{lIpeci!y: _____________ · __ _ 

1£ Continuing (in-house) Project Activity Scheduled, check 
appropriatei:em(s):" 
1. __ Eclucation if ot days ___ _ 
Z. Training It of clays _____ _ 
3.-foun$eling (excluding normal follow-up activities) 

II o{ days 
" .. 4'. ___ Othe:r (s{1-ec--r"'["'y.--- -: ! 
. if o£ days ____ _ 

Court Disposition (check 3ppropriate outcome(sl (m Original A:r:rest and any Re-A:r:rest that occurred. du:ririg p:roject paTticipation 
w;'cther o:r not that re-arTest resulted in a~ili~avorable te:rmination. 

a.Original Ar:rest I( T.I~te of Af3udication: . ___ ._._. ..... ._ ........ _ 
1. ___ Dismi811~d, 0 
Z. AcqUitted 
3. --Continued without finding If 

Sentence 

1. ___ Suspended Sentence 
Z. _____ Probation" ____ ~~~-__ - __ --------­

(te:rml 
4.--'·-Milldemea~r conviction -ii-________ "-fi_--->.;ll

r
_· .... oJ\3. Fine 

S.----Felony conviction \l , 4. Imprisoned __ "'"'"_-,. ________ ---
6._0ther (specify: _'C_* _________ -"-__ ,) (term) 

b. Re-ATrest(lI) Date(e}o£ Adjudication: _.______ rS':"e_n_te_n_c_e-=-__ -:-"!'"'::--:-------------_-, 
1. Disffii8IJed 1. Suspended Sentence 
Z. -AcqUitted Z, -Probation 
3. Continued Wi.thOllt findi.ng --- '----...,.,{t,-::~~r~m=) -----------.....:.:-, -c. 
4. Mi.ademeanor conviction _-, _____ ...;. ________ ~ ... 3, Fine ~ 

5. -Felony convi"Uon ' 4, -Impri.oned:....._-:-:::==>""" ____________ _ 
6. Othe:r (apec:Uy:.~,,'--________________ . (te:rm) 

Legal COl,lnllell 

a.Ol'iginat Ar:rest'b.Re-Al'rest(sl 

1. I • Retained 
~ ----; 

Z._ 
3. ___ _ 

4. __ 

Z._ L!:gal aid 

3._ 

4._ 

GOUJt aaaigned 

None 
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9 ., Plea: 

a.. Clrigihal Ar:r.Q8t 

1. Z.-,-,---
3.-'--0 
4-1---' 
!i.--:-

b.Re-Arrest(e) 
l. " .,. 
2..-
3.0----
4.-5.:=: 

Guil~ 
Not guilty 
Nolo 
No plea 
Olher (specify: 

-----______ 1 " 
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