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% UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT OF JUSTICE
LAW ENFORCEMENT ASSISTANCE ADMINISTRATION
NATIONAL INSTITUTE OF LAW ENFORCEMENT AND CRIMINAL JUSTICE
WASHINGTON, D,C. 20531

Prospective candidates for Exemplary Project status should complete and
return the Exemplary Project Recommendation form on pages 21-24 by
January 31, 1978 for consideration by the Spring 1978 Review Board.
Applications received after that date and prior to October 31, 1978 will be
screened for the Winter Board meeting.

Procedures for Exemplary Project Recommendation are detailed on page
19.

James M.H. Gregg
Acting Administrator, LEAA

The National Institute is the tesearch center of the Law Enforcement Assistance Administration.

Blair E. Ewing
Acting Director, NILECJ
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The Program

The Exemplary Projects Program is a sys-
tematic method of identifying outstanding
criminal justice programs throughout the
country, verifying their achievements, and
publicizing them widely. The goal: to en-
courage widespread use of advanced criminal
justice practices.

Rigorous screening procedures have been
established to glean only the very best pro-
grams — those which warrant adoption on
a broad scale. Particular emphasis is placed
on the extent and sophistication of the proj-
ect’s documentation and evaluation efforts.
To be eligible for consideration projects must
demonstrate:

® Goal Achievement: = overall effective-
ness in the reduction of crime or im-
provement in the operations and quality
of the justice system;

@ Replicability: adaptability to other
jurisdictions;

®» Measurability: formal evaluation data or
ather conclusive evidence of project
achievement (minimum of one year’s
results);

@ Efficiency: demonstrated cost effective-
ness; '

® Accessibility: willingness of project
staff to provide information to other
communities.

Candidates for exemplary designation may
include but need not be limited to narrowly
defined and specifically funded ‘‘projects.”
Advanced criminal justice practices may take
the form of procedures, policies, techniques,
or activities which have been integrated into
the daily operations of a criminal justice
agency to provide for more effective and
efficient management and/or to improve the
quality of justice. Two examples among the
Exemplary Projects designated to date are
the Administrative Adjudication Bureau of
the New York State Dept. of Motor Vehicles,
which offers a cost effective alternative to
processing of traffic offenses in the criminal
courts; and the Ward Grievance Procedure of

the California Youth Authority, a confiict-
resolution technique which contributes to
both improved management and greater fair-
ness for the clients of the Authority's cor-
rectional institutions. - The key is that the
practice, program, procedure, policy, or
technique being proposed for consideration
have data indicating achievement in terms
of the five major criteria for exemplary
selection.

Candidate programs patterned after pre-
viously designated Exemplary Projects must
demonstrate that they represent a significant
variation on the existing model or that they
offer better evidence of impact from a similar
program.

In the past, training programs have pre-
sented a set of unique problems relating to
the criterion of measurability. [f training is
aimed at facilitating changes in the criminal
justice system or improving the way a job
within that system is performed, an evalua-
tion of a training program must link action
(impact) to the learning process. In other
words, the evaluation should present data on
job or system impact subsequent to the
training, not merely data on the training
materials, program design or trainee satis-
faction.

The detailed criteria for exemplary project
selection and nomination procedures appear P
in the concluding section of this brochure, -
Candidate projects are initially screened by
staff of the Institute’s Office of Development,

Testing, and Dissemination (ODTD). A small
percentage of projects — those which present

the most clear-cut and objective evidence of

success in terms of each of the selection ]
criteria — are validated by a contractor, .
working under ODTD direction. The valida- I
tion process includes a critical analysis of the }
project’s achievements and an on-site assess- *
ment of its operations. The resulting report
is submitted to a Review Board, which in-
ciudes representatives from the State Criminal
Justice Planning Agencies and LEAA Offices.
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The Board meets every eight months to select
the Exemplary Projects.

Brochures and detailed handbooks are then
prepared on each Exemplary Project to guide
policymakers and criminal justice administra-
tors interested in benefiting from the proj-
ect’s experience. The reports provide con-
siderable detail on operating methods, budget,
staffing, training requirements, potential
problem areas, and measures of effectiveness.
Particular attention is focused on evaluation
methods which allow other localities to
gauge their own success and shortcomings.

To capitalize further on the progressive
concepts of these Exemplary Projects, the
National Institute also sponsors training
workshops throughout the country. Inter-
ested communities have had the opportunity
to learn how to implement programs patterned
after the Des Moines, lowa, community-based
corrections system, the Columbus, Ohio,
citizen dispute settlement program, and the
Sacramento, California, diversion program for
juvenile status offenders. Workshops have
also been conducted on prison grievance
mechanisms, using the California Youth
Authority’s Ward Grievance Procedure as an
example of one highly successful approach.

An Important Note

Informational materials on the projects
designated. Exemplary in August 1977 are
now in preparation. As they become avail-
able, they will be announced through’ the
Selective Notification of Information Service
of the National Criminal Justice Reference
Service. If you wish to receive this free ser-
vice, please write or call:

National Criminal Justice Reference
Service

P.0O. Box 6000

Rockville, MD 20850

Phone: 202-862-2900

For most of the projects designated prior
to August 1977, single copies of informational
materials are currently available from NCJRS
at the address above. Documentation on
some of the older projects may no longer be
available through NCJRS. In such cases,
NCJRS will provide information on purchas-
ing these materials from the U.S. Government
Printing Office. Information on PROMIS is
available from the Institute for Law and Social
Research, 1125 15th Street N.W,, Washington,
‘D.C. 20005 (Telephone 202-872-9380).

The Exemplary Projects

25 as of September 1977
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Community Involvement

Encouraging citizens to join the effart to reduce crime and improve criminal justice in their communities.

Community Crime Prevention Program (CCPP), Seattle, Washington

(January 1977)*

The Seattle CCPP is demonstrating that
crime rates can be lowered if the citizens of a
community are willing to participate in crime
prevention. The goals in Seattle are to
mobilize citizen concern over a rapidly rising
residential burglary rate and turn it into
citizen action to attack the problem.

The four principal tactics used in organiz-
ing a neighborhood — residential security
inspection, property marking, block watches,
and informative materials — are not original.
The CCPP’s success in applying them has
come from careful coordination, the commit-
ment of full-time staff, the cooperation of
the Seattle Police, and the cultivation of a
sense of community in the neighborhoods.

A rigorous evaluation of the CCPP pro-
vides evidence of the project’s success in
meeting its goals.

® Two victimization surveys show bur-
glary rate reductions in participating

househalds ranging from 48% to 61%.

® Citizen reports of burglary have risen
from 51% to 76% of actual burglaries
committed.

® A higher proportion of calls made to
police are burglary-in-progress calls.

® The decrease in burglaries among CCPP
participants has not meant an increase
among non-participants, or in adjacent
neighborhoods.

® The program met or exceeded its goal of
involving 30% of the hcuseholds in each
target neighborhood.

The CCPP was initially developed and
directed by the city’s Law and Justice Plan-
ning Office, using LEAA block grant funds.
Its success has led to its incorporation into
the city’s Department of Community De-
velopment.

Rape/Sexual Assault Care Center (R/SACC), Des Moines, lowa

{June 1976)*

Rape and sexual assault are crimes that
create special difficulties for both the victim

and the criminal justice system. Fear of harass-

ment and humiliation during the medical
examination and legal investigation inhibits
many victims from even reporting the crime,
much less pursuing the case through the
legal process. In handling these crimes,
criminal justice agencies often must cope
with irrational laws, incomplete physical
evidence, and uninfoirmed public attitudes.

The Des Moines Rape/Sexual Assault
Care Center has devised a single, comprehen-
sive program to deal with these muitiple
problems. The beneficiaries of the program
are not only the victims, but the legal system,

* Date of exemplary designation.

T.he. R/SACC victim contact worker accomparies the rape
victim through every phase of case prosecution.

e e

the medical community, law enforcement
agencies and the general public. A small
staff (victim contact worker, project coor-
dinator, secretary, and special prosecutor)
work in cooperation with a 70-member

Board of Directors, who represent local

medical, social, governmental, and law en-
forcement agencies. The Center’s activities
include:

@ 24-hour telephone and personal contact
service, including compassionate assis-
tance to the victim during the medical
examination and prosecutor’s interview;

e referral services to a wide network of
community agencies that can give special-
ized help to the victim;

® in-service training for medical and
criminal justice professionals who deal
with rape victims;

® public education to replace existing
ignorance and misinformation with the
facts about sex crimes.

From the time the Center was created in
October 1974, until its designation as an
Exemplary Project in June 1976, police
clearance rates for rape cases rose from 50
percent to 69 percent. Even more significant
changes were seen in the special prosecutor’s
office, where victims showed an .increasing

willingness to press charges. Before the pro-
gram began, charges were filed in only a third
of cases where the offender was identified;
that figure had jumped to three-fourths of
those cases by June 1976. An equally drama-
tic rise in conviction rates occurred: While
only 40 percent of the cases tried in the pre-
project period resulted in conviction, the
figure rosa to 65 percent in the project’s

first year and to 82 percent in the second year.

Contributing significantly to the improved
record of convictions are legislative changes
in the 1974 lowa Criminal Code that disallow
any irrelevant testimony involving the victim’s
past sexual history and eliminate the require-
ment for corroboration beyond the physical
evidence and the victim's testimony. These
reforms were stimulated by the individuals
who went on to create the Rape/Sexual
Assault Care Center as a necessary step in
gaining the victim cooperation so essential
to successful prosecution of rape cases.

Since R/SACC was named an Exemplary
Project, it has expanded its services to provide
peer counseling through an ongoing support
group for women who have been assaulted.
Additional LEAA funding has permitted one
staff member to travel around the state
assisting other communities in developing
similar rape assistance centers.

Volunteer Probation Counselor Program, Lincoln, Nebraska

(January 1975)

Lay volunteers in Lincoln are successfully
counseling high-risk probationers — mis-
demeanants of ages 16-25 with an average of
7.3 previous arrests and convictions.

A one-year comparative analysis of recidi-
vism in the volunteer counselor program and
a control regular probation program showed
these results:

Vplunteer Control
New nontraffic offenses . . .. .. 15% 63.7%
Multiple new offenses . . ..... 10 52.2

Volunteer counselor meets with young probationer in
Lincoln, Nebraska, Exemplary Project.
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The volunteer program has three main
features that contribute to its success:

® Screening: only those volunteers with
appropriate motivations and resources
are selected.

® Training: an extensive program em-
phasizes both general counseling skills
and crisis intervention techniques.

® Matching: the ability of a volunteer to
respond to the particular needs and in-
terests of the individual probationer
determines assignments.

The program has recently expanded to
serve alcohol and drug abusers and older
offenders.

Law Enforcement and Prosecution

Focusing on target crimes and career offenders to improve case preparation and increase conviction . . .

Improving the efficiency of existing operations.

Major Offense Bureau (MOB), Bronx County, New York

{June 1976)

in the Bronx, New York, special prosecu-
tion efforts against habitual and violent
offenders have dramatically reduced the time
that potentially dangerous criminals remain
free in the community awaiting trial. The
average time between arrest and trial of
repeat offenders has been cut from 400 to
90 days. Equally important, most of those
indicted have been convicted, sentenced, and
imprisoned.

MOB attorneys review criminal histories to select cases
for speedy prosecution.

These results have been achieved by cre-
ation of a Major Offense Bureau in the Bronx
district attorney’s office. Staffed by 10
experienced assistant district attorneys, the
Bureau uses an objective screening procedure
to isolate those cases that deserve priority
treatment. The screening mechanism — a
modified version of the case weighting system
developed by the Washington, D.C. Exem-

plary Project PROMIS (Prosecutor’s Manage-
ment Information System) — ranks cases
according to the seriousness of the crime,
the offender’s criminal history, and the
strength of the evidence.

Eligible cases are immediately referred to
an assistant district attorney who is respon-
sible for the case throughout the entire
judicial process. Special trial sessions that
hear only MOB cases virtually eliminate
scheduling delays.

In its first 30 months, MOB successfully
demonstrated its ability to speed up case
processing while developing complete, well-

prepared cases, as the following statistics
show:

® 99 nercent of the indictments were
voted and presented to the Supreme
Court within 3 days of arrest com-

pared to the usual time lapse of several
weeks.

® 92 percent of those indicted were con-
victed.

® 94 percent of those convicted were
sentenced to prison, compared to less
than half of a group whose cases were
processed traditionally.

® Sentences ranged from 3 to 10 years.

The Bronx approach to processing serious
felony cases also permits substantial econo-
mies by reducing pretrial detention, repeated
court appearances, and duplication of effort
by prosecutors.
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Prosecutor Management Information System (PROMIS), District of

Columbia (September 1973)

PROMIS uses an automated management
information system to select high priority
casas in the U.S. Attorney’s Office, Superior_
Court of the District of Columbia, for intensi-
fied pretrial prepgration by a special team of
attorneys. Pending cases are ranked daily
according to four criteria: (1) seriousness of
offense; (2) defendant’s criminal record;
(3) strength of evidence; and (4) age of case
or number of continuances.

During its first 19 months of operation_,
the conviction rate for cases receiving special
preparation was 25 percent higher than that
for cases routinely processed.

PROMIS also helps the prosecutor’s office
to:

@ spot scheduling and logistical impedi-

ments

® maintain evenhandedness in using pro-

secutorial discretion

® analyze and research the problems of

screening and prosecuting criminal cases

Washington, D.C., Police Officer checks PROMIS computer
printout,

Information on PROMIS is available from
the Institute for Law and Social Research,
1125 15th Street, N.W., Washington, D.C.
20005 (Telephone 202-872-9380).

Street Crime Unit (SCU), New York City Police

(January 1975)

SCU fills the gap between routine, visib}e
police patrol and after-the-fact criminal in-
vestigations. The unit focuses on street
crimes — robbery, personal grand larceny,
and assault. lts primary strategy employs
officers disguised as potential crime victims
placed in an area where they are likely to be
victimized. A plainclothes backup team
waits nearby, ready to come to the decoy’s
aid and make an arrest. Careful screening

e B IR s

: PRARISET SV PSR Ae

Plainclothes officer on duty as part of New York City's
Street Crime Unit. .

of applicants, extensive training and close
liaison with precinct commanders are marks
of SCU's able management. Here is its 1973
record:
® 3,551 arrests (85 percent felonies)
e 76 percent of robbery arrests led to con-
viction
e 95 percent of grand larceny arrests led
to conviction
® Average man-days per arrest: 8.2 (de-
partmental average for all uniformed of-
ficers: 167)
e Cost: nominal increase per arrest and
conviction, due to equipment costs

e Risk: virtually no increased danger to
police or citizens
The unit’s impressive performance is con-
tinuing. In 1974 SCU made 4,423 arrests, of
which 90 percent were felonies. More recent
statistics show a conviction rate of 90 percent.
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Fraud Division, King County (Seattle) Prosecutor’s Office, Fraud Division

San Diego County District Attorney’s Office

{(January 1975)

I.Econc?mic crimes and consumer frauds —
which bilk millions of dollars from unsus-

pectin'g' citizens — are the special targets of
these divisions.

.King County focuses on major economic
1 crimes. Enlisting the investigative expertise
of other agencies whenever possible, King
Couqty’s Fraud Division has logged an im-
pressive record of success: In the first two
and one-half years of operation, 95.5 per-
cent of the Division’s cases were success-

iully prosecuted representing more than
$3.4 million in economic losses,

The San Diego Fraud Division works with
a Ia.rger staff and deals with af/ citizen com-
plaints (15,251 during 1974) concerning
fraud. A vast number of cases were settled
_outside the courts, either through in-house
mv_estigative teamwork or use of the small
claims courts. Like Seattle, San Diego also
prosecutes major impact cases, involving
economic losses totalling millions.

- .. ..
Police Legal Liaison Division, Dallas, Texas

(September 1975)

The Dallas Police Legal Liaison Division
supcessfully integrates two parts of the cri-
_mlnal_ justice system that often operate in
isolation — tha police and prosecutor. Sirice
1973, Assistant City Attorneys have been on
call. 24-hours a day to advise Dallas police
officers on case preparation. In addition, the
attorneys provide regular training for police
in the elements of various offenses, pkoper
search and seizure procedures, and other
aspects of the law,

Tg reduce the number of cases “no-billed”’
or dismissed du¢ to police error, project
attorneys have established a case review sys-
tem. All prosecution reports are reviewed for
legal sufficiency before they are submitted
to the District Attorney’s office. The result?
The number of “no-bills” due to police error
dropped from 13.8 percent to 4.3 percent
fr'on_1 September 1973 to September 1975.
Smylarly, felony dismissals resulting from
pollce error were reduced from 6.4 percent
to 2.6 percent during the same period.

Increased convictions, although important
are not the only measure of the project’s

success. More informed decisionmaking by
police in such sensitive areas as arrest and
search and seizure means greater respect for
the constitutional rights of individuals.

The project was included in the Dallas

cijcy budget at the expiration of its LEAA
High Impact grant.

An Assistant City Attorne i
] Y accompanies Dallas poli
officers on can. police

.
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Central Police Dispatch (CPD), Muskegon County, Michigan

{January 1975)

The Central Police Dispatch consolidated
the radio dispatch services of nine law en-
forcement agencies. Until CPD, the agencies’
service was limited, confused, inefficient, and
costly:

® Eight of the nine departments operated

on a single radio frequency, indepen-
dently of each other

® Only four of the nine departments

had dround-the-clock dispatch service
seven days a week

® Nearly 10 percent of the combined

personnel in the agencies were assigned
to dispatch services

By pooling the radio dispatch resources of
the agencies, CPD provides all nine depart-

rents with around-the-clock, seven day ser-
vice, eliminates confusion and duplication,
and reduces the number of dispatch personnel
required. Use of civilians as dispatchers
adds to the cost savings. The centralized
service also helped implement the 911 emer-
gency system in sparsely populated areas.
CPD has met and surpassed most of the
relevant standards recommended by the
National Advisory Commission on Criminal
Justice Standards and Goals. In fact, by 1975 ,

the program had implemented many of the
Commission’s recommended 1980 standards.

Spurred by the success of this initial coop-
erative effort, the nine agencies have pooled
their resources to create a central narcotics
unit and a crime prevention bureau.

Adjudication and Defense

Implementing improved management practices for the benefit of all participants in the judical process.

One Day/One Trial: Jury System, Wayne County, Michigan

(January 1977) .

Trial by jury is increasingly perceived as
an excessive burden to jurors, according to
a recent survey. Wayne County, Michigan,
courts have adopted a promising alternative to
the lengthy jury term. As the name implies,
under the One Day/One Trial System, jurors
are eligible for service for only one day.
If they are chosen, they serve for the duration
of the trial. [f they are not selected, they
have fulfilled their obligation for the year.

The system taps seven times as many citi-
zens for jury duty, makes better use of their
time, and saves money for the courts.

Computers are used to maintain a current
list of all registered voters for easy access
when jury pools are drawn, A Personal
History Questionnaire sent to all prospective
jurors “‘pre-qualifies”” them. Every morning,
as new jurors convene in the assembly area, a
16-minute slide program acquaints them with
the legal process and their roles as jurors.
Stand-bys are notified by telephone the
evening before if they need to appear.
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New jurors report for duty every morning under the One Day/
One Trial jury system.

Two numerical indexes show that jurors
are being used more efficiently. Where the
number of juror days served greatly exceeds
the number of trials or the number of trial
days, much of the jurors’ time is spent sitting
and waiting to be impaneled on a jury. In
Wayne County both ratios decreased sub-
stantially — 25 percent and 32 percent
respectively, In.addition, jury costs per
trial were cut from $862 to $646.

Perhaps the most significant success of the
program is that more people are sharing both
the duties and benefits of jury duty.
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Administrative Adjudication Bureau (AAB),New York State Department

of Motor Vehicles
(January 1975)

The AAB streamlines the traffic and
criminal adjudication process by removing
most traffic offenses from the criminal

courts in New York City, Rochester and
Buffalo,

Besides removing the unsafe driver from
the streets more promptly, the bureau’s
direct and fast disposition of traffic cases
has meant:

® significant reduction in the criminal
court case backlog: 20 judges and 9
courtrooms relieved of traffic cases

® time spent by police at traffic hearings
cut in half

® more uniform application of sanctions
® discouragement of scofflaws
The AAB’s method combines three basic

elements: (1) merger of the licensing agency
with the traffic offense adjudication agency;

(2) the services of highly-trained adjudicators;

and (3) use of computerized information,

In the fiscal year ending March 31, 1975,
the AAB returned $7.5 million to the trea-
suries of the jurisdictions where traffic of-
fenses took place, a sum representing the
excess of fines collected over its operating
expenses. This total represents a 25 percent
increase in returns Compared to the pre-
vious court system,

Creighton Legal Information Center (CLIC), Omaha, Nebraska

(June 19786)

Comprehensive collections of legal materials
are often scarce in rural areas, Criminal
justice personnel in Nebraska sometimes
travel up to 300 miles to obtain the legal
documentation necessary to support an arqu-

ment — a costly procedure, both in time and
money.

The Creighton Legal Information Center
provides a central | ibrary research facility for
judges, prosecutors, defense counsel, and
police. Student researchers from the Creigh-
ton University Law School compile well-
documented legal memoranda on topics
requested by users. An average of 8.8 student
hours are required to prepare each legal
meémorandum, at no cost to the requestors.
The findings are summarized in a newsletter,
published by the Center, and the complete
document filed for future reference. The
Project also has Prepared a deskbook for
Nebraska judges on criminal procedure and
sentencing alternatives,

Users report that CL| C services have
significantly improved the quality of cases
argued before Nebraska’s rural courts, During

10

the first 14 months of CLIC’s operations,
66 percent of the judges from the eligible
rural counties had used its services at least
once. Ali said they would use them again,

CLIC has a sophisticated monitoring and
evaluation system to tailor project activi-
ties to user needs, The project’s compre-
hensive documentation includes analysis
instructions, computer programs, and man-
agement control forms,

Under an LEAA grant, CLIC has pro-
vided technical assistance to replicating
agencies in 13 states; requests for technical
assistance are stil] pending from about eight
others. In 1978 the Nebraska legislature
will vote on a bijll to make the Creighton
Legal Information Center a permanent,
state-funded program,

For more information on this project,
please write: Creighton Legal Information
Center, Creighton University, 2500 Calj.
fornia Street, Omaha, Nebraska 68178,
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The Public Defender Service (PDS) of the District of Columbia
(February 1974)

as successfully overcome the tradi-
tioiglsl?arriers faced by public defende["Cl
services — high caseloads and poorly pai
and inadequately trained attorneys..
PDS provides quality repr‘esentatlonI to the
indigent defendant from arrest to release

through:

® An ongoing training program beginning
with a special six-week program for new
staff attorneys N

@ Effective management and ad_mlmstra-
tion patterned after large law firms

® Use of supportive services, sugh as 4
psychiatric evaluations, _counselmg, an
other rehabilitation services

® Service to the legal professjon and :che
justice system by sponsoring practice
institutes and encouraging law reform

@ Limited caseloads .
® [ndividualized and continuous client
representation

Corrections

Exploring new directions in the institution and the community.

Montgomery County Work Release/Pre-Release Center (PRC),Montgomery

County, Maryland
(August 1977)

Finding a job can be a difficult and str?ss-
ful situation for anyone. For ‘fhe new ynt-
released offender, it could be andlns;r?;uem

! becoming a productiv - - s

' -Release Center tional, residential,
el tional facility serving sentenced offendersl
‘ o | within six months of their release cr parole
hearing, pretrial detainees, and selected
probationers and parolees..‘ The program
involves extensive supervision, cqunsehnc?
services, social awareness instruction, an
work or education release from the center.

With the assistance of a Work R.ele_aste:
Coordinator, all PRC residents obtain jobs

shortly after their arrival (unless they in-
tend to enroll in a full-time academic or

helps to ease the transitiqn from !ncatl'ger:ctl-
tion to freedom by assuring that its ¢ ients
have employment, housing and cash savings
at the time of release.

: o md by
$200 a month for their room and board.

Many residents also pay fines, restitution,
legal fees, and family support.

Each resident’s activities at the Center
are prescribed by a contractua! agree;n;gt
developed prior to his or her arrival at“ .
A tri-phased furlough/release plan allows

A PRC ciient leaves the Center to join his family in the
community,

11

vocational training program).. All empioye;io
" residents — full-time or part-time — pay up

increasing privileges as the resident demon-
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Juvenile Programs

Providing positive new directions to youth in trouble,

Project New Pride, Denver, Colorado

{January 1977)

Motor skills remediation is one aspect of New Pride’s
comprehensive treatment program.

Project New Pride is a successful attempt to
help juveniles, most with lengthy records of
prior arrest and conviction, to break out of
what could become a lifetime pattern of
crime by instilling a sense of self-pride. The
project integrates education, employment,
counseling, and cultural education — services
which are usually highly specialized and
fragmented. Intensive application of this

service integration approach is the key to
the success of New Prida.

The program accepts Denver County
residents 14-17 years old, who have had a
recent arrest or conviction for burglary,
robbery, or assault related to robbery, and

who have at least two prior convictions for
similar offenses.

A unique feature of the program is its
pioneering work with youth with learning
disabilities. Tests administered to project
youth in the first two years of operation
showed that 71 percent of New Pride partici-
pants had learning disabilities. The Learning
Disabilities Center has recently received a
Separate grant and will be able to serve an
increased number of clients,

The effect on the 160 clients who have

completed the New Pride program has been
significant.

® The non-status offense re-arrest rate for
New Pride clients during a 12-month
period in the community was 27%.
The rate for a control group was 32%.

® 70% of clients have been placed in full-
or part-time jobs, and the re-arrest
rate for employed clients was one-third
the rate for unemployed clients,

New Pride has also pointed up the poten-
tial economic advantages to the community.
The cost of incarcerating a youth in Colorado
is estimated at $12,000 a year. New Pride

spends $4,000 per year to keep a youngster
out of institutions.

Originally funded under LEAA’s Impact
Cities program, New Pride is now an establish-

ed program of the Colorado Division of
Youth Services, :

Community-Based Adolescent Diversion Projec't,Champaign-Urbana,lllinois

(September 1975)

In these two adjacent communities, the
university and the criminal justice system
have joined forces in a successful new ap-
proach to helping juveniles in trouble, Young-
sters who have contact with the police that
would normally lead to the juvenile court
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and the prosecutor are referred instead to
the project.

Undergraduates at the University of Hlinois
fill volunte S roles in the project for academic
credit in p Vchology.‘ The students receive
training an;i supervision by experienced psy-

R

chologists as an ongoing course activity.

Each youngster is assigned to a student
volunteer for a 4%-month period. After
assessing the youngster’s problems and needs,
the student develops a program 'for the
youth using one of two innovative tech-
niques. ‘

The youngster may sign a contract with a
parent or a school teacher that spells out
specific obligations that each party must
fulfill. The contractual agreements involve
real life issues such as curfew hours and
household chores.

Or the student may use the child advocacy
approach, introducing the youngster to edu-
cational, welfare, health, mental hea]th, and
vocational resources in the community and
encouraging their use. .

The project’s diversion power is evident
in the following comparisons between 24
participants and a control group of 12:

Number of Police Contacts
(Academic Year 1974 - 1975)

One Year Dur.ing

Prior to Project PrOJect
Participants 2.21 0.46
Control Group 2.25 2.25

Number of Court Petitions Filed
{Academic Year 1974 - 1975)

One Year Dur.ing

Prior to Project Project
Participants 0.13 0.08
Contro! Group 0.25 0.75

. : s
I e oo Lo Pl 2 sudent coursalor o
out their mutuai obligations.

The project’s experimental phase ended in
1975 and it is now operated by a community
group working with the University students.

601 Juvenile Diversion Project, Sacramento, California

(February 1974)

The 601 Project of the Sacramento Propa-
tion Department provides short. term family
crisis counseling in lieu of juvenile court pro-
cessing for status offenders, truants, run-

aways, and unmanageable youngsters. Youths

and their families meet with 601 project
counselors, usually within 2 hours of referral,
to work out the delinquency problem to-
gether. In cases where the youth cannot
reasonably return home at once, tempora_ry
accommodations elsewhere are sou_ght, with
the consent of both parents and child.

In October 1976, the project was relocated
to Neighborhood Alternative Centers staffed
by graduate student volunteers as well as
regular probation officers.

15

Family counseling session in the Sacramento 601"’ juvenile
diversion project.

T

——




o

j==a ]

Neighborh
(May 1974)
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Services for youngsters living i range of
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ours a day, NYRC offers. . pen 12

® Crisis intervent
term’ aid
- ® Individuyal plans for
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® Counseling and educ
groups of youngsters

® Referrals to ¢ i
' COoperating agenci
careful monitoring and follgw.ﬁiges and

® | egal representation

on, or immediate short-
long-term compre-

ational assistance to

Counselor ang
youth s
Youth Resourcae censt:::eek Job board at Neighpor,
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’ o o .
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Providence Educational Center (PEC), St. Louis, Missouri

At the time of exemplary designation,
PEC was funded under LEAA’s Impr=t Cities
Program and focused on diverting youth with
relatively serious offenses from training
school incarceration. Currently, PEC also
accepts youth referred through the Juvenile
Court's status offenders diversion program.
All referrals to PEC must be certified by the
State as having behavioral disorders or learn-
ing disabilities.

PEC’s program allows most youths to
remain in their homes while participating in
intensive education and counseling in an
""alternative school” setting. Teams of pro-
fessionally trained counselors, educators, and
social workers devise an individual program
for each child, who '“graduates’” when he or

she has achieved the 8th-grade reading level
required for high school admission in St.
Louis and/or demonstrates adequate social
functioning — usually after 9 months from
referral. PEC can accommodate 75 youths in
its educational program.

In September 1974, the Student Work
Assistance Program (SWAP) was launched,
allowing youngsters to spend three hours
studying at PEC and three hours working
in the community each day.

PEC has received continued funding from
the Juvenile Court, the Junior League, the
Mayor's Office of Manpower, LEAA, St
Louis Commission on Crime and Law En-
forcement, and other local civic and service
organizations.

Alternative Service Delivery

Easing the burden on criminal justice agencies by providing mechanisms for delivery of
selected services to the public.

Mental Health-Mental Retardation Emergency Service, Inc.(MCES),
Montgomery County, Pennsylvania (August 1977)

Police are on duty around the clock.
As the only available service agency during
many hours of the day, they must cope with a
variety of social problems, among them
psychiatric and drug/alcohol emergencies that
may not be criminal offenses but neverthe-

The MCES emergency van eliminates the need for police
transportation of psychiatric or drug/alcohol victims.
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less pose a threat to the victim and the
community. Few jurisdictions have developed
alternatives to arrest and detention for
people in such circumstances. One that has

is Montgomery County, Pennsylvania.

MCES is a private, non-profit corporation
and afully-licensed and accredited psychiatric
hospital which supplements police services
by assuming the burden of psychiatric and
drug/alcohol emergencies. MCES offers a
comprehensive 24-hour placement alternative
for police by providing:

e telephone “hot-line’’ assistance

® specially equipped emergency vehicle

® Crisis Intervention Outreach Team

® psychiatric evaluation

® detoxification

® short-term hospitalization

® referral to other agencies for continuing
care

_* , s



To further assist police in handling these
emergencies, MCES formed a Criminal Justice
Liaison Network by placing trained mental
health workers in selected police departments.

Since MCES opened its doors in February
1974, 30 percent of its client contacts have
been criminal justice referrals. Of 152
criminal justice referrals examined by MCES
in a three-month period from June through
August 1976, 103 (68 percent) resulted in
either no charge or charges being dropped.
In many of the 34 cases in which charges
were brought, citations had been issued prior
to MCES referral. o

Another measure of MCES's assistance to
the county police is the amount of police
time saved by the transportation service.
MCES staff logged 970 hours transporting
clients between January 1975 and April
1977. "

Upon receiving accreditation, MCES moved
to a third party billing system. In 1976
third party payors provided 70 percent of the
program budget, and in the first quarter of
1977, 97 percent of billings was provided by
third party payors (i.e., private and public
health benefit plans). '

@

Citizen Dispute Settlement Program {"’Night Prosecutor’’), Columbus,Ohio

(February 1974)

Currently there is widespread interest in
the development of informal approaches to
the resolution of minor disputes as alterna-
tives to arrest or court action. One of the
first such programs to be initiated was the
Night Prosecutor Program, bégun in Colum-
bus, Ohio in the fall of 1971. The Columbus
program provides an out of court method of
resolving neighborhood and family disputes
through mediation and counseling. The
emphasis is on a lasting solution to an inter-
personal problem rather than a judgment of
right and wrong. The program also serves as
a forum for bad check cases, and spares
prosecutors, police, judges and courtroom
staff the workload of minor cases. The
average cost per case handled by the program
is about $20 compared to $100 for prosecu-
tion and trial.

Cases are screened and referred by the local
prosecutor’s office for a hearing within a
week after the complaint is filed. l.aw stu-
dents trained as mediators meet with the dis-
putants during convenient evening and week-
end hours to help them solve their problems
without resorting to formal charges and court
procedures. Counseling is provided by social
work graduate students.
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During the year 1976:

® 6,429 cases scheduled — 3,478 actually
heard (excluding an additional 10,196
bad check cases) ‘

® criminal affidavits filed in only 2 per-
cent of all cases scheduled

® cost per case: approximately $20 (con-
trasted to an estimated $100 for pro-
cessing a criminal misdemeanor, from
filing an affidavit to completion of a
court trial)

The basic concept of the Columbus pro-
gram has been replicated in a number of
jurisdictions, many of which are experiment-
ing with the use of different groups as media-
tors {e.g., professional people or trained lay
citizens) and varying placements of the pro-
gram with or outside the criminal justice
system. Interested communities should
obtain a copy of the report Neighborhood
Justice Centers: An Analysis of Alternative
Maodels, available from the National Criminal
Justice Reference Service.

I
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Procedure for Exemplary Project
Recommendation

Exemplary Projects may be programs
operating at the state, county, or local level
and need not involve LEAA funding to be
considered. LEAA-funded programs, how-
ever, require a letter of endorsement from
the appropriate State Planning Agency with
the sitbmission. Programs may be proposed
for consideration by the operating agency,
local governmental or criminal justice plan-
ning unit, State Planning Agency or LEAA
Office. Programs recommended as Exemplary
Projects should be submitted to:

Model Program Development Division

Office of Development, Testing, and "
Dissemination

National Institute of Law Enforcement
and Criminal Justice

Law Enforcement Assistance
Administration

U.S. Department of Justice

Washington, D.C. 20531

The submission form, Exemplary Project
Recommendation, which covers a description
of the recommended program, is included in
the following pages of this brochure., Also
included is the format that is to be followed
in furnishing the required information, in-
dicated by the various headings for the
attachments to the submission form. In pre-
paring the attachments, please repeat the
headings of the format and provide all the
required information.

The steps in the selection process are:
(1) pre-screening by the staff of the Insti-
tute’s Office of Development, Testing, and
Dissemination; (2) on-site review by inde-
pendent validators of those projects which
pass the pre-screening; (3) selection by the
Exemplary Projects Review Board, composed
of the State Planning Agencies and LEAA
Offices.
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Closing Dates

Applications are accepted throughout the
year.

Applications received prior to January 31,
1978 will be reviewed for a Spring 1978
Board meeting. Applications received after
that date and prior to October 31, 1978
will be screened for the Winter Board meet-
ing.

Applicants are encouraged to submit re-
quired materials as early as possible before a
screening cycle deadline to ensure adequate
time for review and validation.
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Exemplary Project Recommendation

Project Description

. Name of the Program

. Type of Program (ROR, burglary prevention, etc.)

. Name of Area or Community served

(a) Approximate total population of area or cpmmuniﬁi served
{b) Target subset of this population served by the project {if appropriate)

No. Served Period Population

. Administering Agency (give full title and address)

(a) Project Director (name and phone number; address only if different from 4 above.)

{b) Individual responsible for day to day program operations {name and phane number)

. Funding Agency(s) and Grant Numbet (agency name and address, staff contact and phone number)

. Project Duration (give date project began rather than date LEAA funding, if any, began)

s i

T R S

il
i

f\
|

i
j



s,

i)

e

e

See ftem 8).
Breakdown of total operating costs, specify time period:
Federal:
State:
Local:
Private:
Total:
Of the above total, indicate how much is:
(a) Start-up, one time expenditures:

(b) Annual operating costs:

(A complete‘ budget breakdown should be included with the attachments to this form)

Total Tost * Time Period

7. Project Operating Costs (Do not include costs of formal evaluation if one has been performed.

. Evaluation Costs (Indicate cost of formal evaluation if one has been performed)

Principal Cost Categories

. Continuation. . Has the project been institutionalized or is it still regarded as experimental in nature?

Does its continuation appear reasonably certain with local funding?

cut along this line
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Il. Attachments

Please attach the following:

Attachment A — Program Review
Memorandum

This memorandum should contain the
following-elements:

1. Project Summary — brief statement of the
project’s objectives and methods of operation.

2. Criteria Achievement — explanation of the
degree to which the project meets each of the
five Exemplary Project criteria listed below.

Be as specific as possible, using the questions

that follow each criterion as a guide.

(a) Goal Achievement. The project must
demonstrate overall effectiveness in the
achievement of significant justice objectives.

(1) Has the project contributed signi-
ficantly to the reduction of a specific crime or
crimes, or produced measurable improvement
in the operations and quality of the criminal
justice system?

Note: To respond to this criterion, please
list each project goal. Under each, cite what
you consider to be appropriate evaluation
measures. Then describe what evidence
actually exists to support your achievement -
in this area, for example:

Goal: To increase the employment pros-
pects of clients.

Measures: No. of anticipated job place-
ments. Percentage of time employed during
the first year after release.

Outcomes: Number of actual placements,
Number employed full time for the first year.
Number employed for 50 percent of the first
year, etc.

(2) To your knowledge has the project
been generally more successful than other
projects which address the same problem?

(b) Replicability. The project must be
applicable and adaptable to jurisdictions other
than the one in which it is operating.

o
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(1) Does the project address a problem
of reasonably common concern?

~ (2) Does adequate documentation exist
to permit a general understanding of the
project’s methodology and operations?

(3) Are there special features that appear
principally responsible for the project’s
success, e.g., concept, methodology, adminis-
trative expertise, staff commitment? If
superior administration and commitment are
the chief factors, to what extent is the pro-
gram likely to be replicable without these
factors?

(4) What are the restrictions, if any, on
size and type of community (e.g., urban vs.
rural) for which the program would be ap-
propriate?

(c) Measurability. The achievements of the
project must be capable of being objectively
measured., ’

(1) Is the project still in operation and
has it been operating for a long enough

time to test its utility? (e.g., at least one year).

(2) Has the project been evaluated?
Please list all efforts, both prior and current,
as well as those in the planning stages:

Available

Evaluation

Activity Evaluator Duration Documents
Prior

Current

Planned

(3} If there is no formal evaluation
procedure, is there objective evideice that the
program’s goals are being achieved? If so,
what is the evidence?

(d) Efficiency. The costs of the project
must be reasonable.

(1) Is there evidence that the project
has been cost beneficial, i.e., did the benefits
derived from the project justify the expendi-
tures of time, money, and manpower that
went into it?
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(2) Were other, cheaper, or more
expensive projects considered as ways of
addressing the problem?

(e) Accessibility. An outside group of
validators must be able to examine the proj-
ect in detail. |f the project is designated ex-
emplary, law enforcement and criminal
justice personne! from other locales who may
be interested in undertaking similar programs
must be able to visit the project and to
congult with responsible project staff.

/ (1) Is the agency agreeable to having
the project submitted for evaluation, publi-
city, and visitation?

(2) s it redsonably certain that the

project will continue to exist so that evaluators

may collect data; the project can be publi-
cized: and the project can be visited by those
who learn of it through the Exemplary Proj-
ects Program?

3. Outstanding Features — indication of the
most impressive feature(s) of the project.

4, Weaknesses — frank statement of those
areas of project operation that could be im-
proved. (It is assumed that a project will

not be recommended if there are critical

program weaknesses.)

5. Degree of Support — indication of the de-
gree of local suppert, e.g., criminal justice
officials, local government officials, citizen
groups, the news media.
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Attachment B — Endorsements

Each LEAA funded project should have a
written endorsement from the appropriate
SPA. Endorsements from other sources may
be attached if available.

Attachment C

For LEAA funded projects, attach a copy
of the most recent grant application, all
annual progress reports, and the most recent
quarterly reports. If a formal evaluation has
been undertaken, this report should also be

‘attached.
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Exemplary Projects Review Board

State Officials
Henry Dogin, Deputy Commissioner

Division of Criminal Justice Services
New York, New York

John Parton, Executive Director

" Office of Criminal Justice Programs

Columbia, South Carolina ‘

Paul Quinn, Director
Division of Criminal Justice
Department of Local Affairs
Denver, Colorado

LEAA Officials

Mary Ann Beck, Director

Model Program Development Dlwsnon/ODTD

National Institute of Law Enforcement ard
Criminal Justice (Chairperson)

W. Robert Burkhart, Acting Director

Office of Program Evaluation

National Institute of Law Enforcement
and Criminal Justice

Robert Diegleman, Director
Planning and Evaluation Division
Office of Planning and Management

James Howell, Director

National Institute of Juvenile Justice and
Delinquency Prevention

Office of Juvenile Justice and Delinquency
Prevention

Benjamin Renshaw, Director

Statistics-Division

National Criminal Justice Information and
Statistics Service

James Swain, Director
Adjudication Division
Office of Criminal Justice Programs

James Vetrter:, wChief
Police Section
Office of Criminal Justice Programs
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