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The concept of standards and goals 1n crlmlnal justlce has

3aThe ploneerlng work of the Natlonal Adv1sory Commlss1on and
“the subsequent empha51s that the Law Enforcement A551stance

ment of states in the standards and goals developmental pro-j=
cess.f ‘From- there ‘the standards and goals flltered down to
local jurlsdlctlons.- - : R

: In readlng the standards and goals llterature one is
left ‘with the - Jmpre551on “that the bulk of the. work has been
performed--all that L requlred is for people to S
“read the various’ documents and- thelr obvious worth will
‘lead ‘to 1mplementatlon.- Unfortunately,,the world: does not

;A55001a_1on of Crlmlnal Justlce Planning Dlrectors is to ob- .
) s and’ research how new. ideas become operatlonallzed Thus

bkkdards and goals at the local leveﬂ of government

: We would llke to take thlS opportunlty to thank the ;
jurlsdlctlons that volunteered to partlclpate in the progect
‘with. spe01al thanks to the local’ plannlng unit dlrectors.‘v'“ %
Gary Pence (Toledo, Ohlo), Tlmothy Schoewe and Mark Rogackl
(MllWaukee, Wiscon51n), Theodore LlVlngSth (Provo, Utah);

“Mal King (Ventura County,.Callfornla),.Jeff Silbert (Dade
County, Florlda) ‘They and their staff. greatly fatllltated
. the research by- maklng available the worklng documents on

partlclpants 1n the process.~

received considerable. attention over the past several years.l_gii

Admlnlstratron placed on that effort preclpltated the 1nvolve—~

:d operate‘ln‘that fashion. One of the interests of the Natlonal’

*lwe‘welcome the opportunlty to examlne the development of stan-»

Blll Wasson (Salem, Oregon), Martin Loring (Corvallls, Oregon),-~‘

standards and goals and by arranglng the 1nterv1ews w1th the e




standards and- goals. The revrew of‘site documentatlonvandi

exploratlon of varlous 1ssues 1nvolved 1n such undertaklngs-
> for example, breadth of scope, functlon of the flnal documen o
‘selectlon of part1c1pants, meetlng pro esses, etc : :

. There 1s a
that report 1s,

compendlum of summarles of all the‘lnterv1ews conducted 1nl
the course of the progect's research It 1s 1ntended as a
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CHAPTER I. METHODOLOGY

The Natlonal Assocratlon of Crlmlnal Justlce Plannlng

?DirectorSchonstituency-Was interested,in.knowinq,ab99t<théf¢'U‘r”""
v oy e R
= eXPerlence of local plannlng offlces with:standards”andATi

‘goals : Among crlmlnal justtce planners,_the concept of

i
( A

;‘standards and goals was rece1v1ng con51derable attentlon

L
i

'pfrom 1974 to 1976 and the states were generatlng a number
\ & ‘ -
“of reports on the substantlve content of standards and,goalsp

The purpose of thls report ls not to add to that substanced
‘[nor to evaluate how many of- those substantlve standards and
goals have been adopted and effectlvely carrled out but f

6 | R rather to exam:Lne how seven jurlsdlctlons responded to thJ.s

\flurry o£ actlv1ty relatlng to crlmlnal justlce'standards

and goalsa The report focuses attentlon on h@ﬂ 1ocal plan—,

‘pnlng offlces organlzed for the standards and goals effort an'

vOn thefreactions‘Of~participants to;theoprocess‘so?thatﬁothers

an learn from thelr experlences.

. x,

R To do thls, the Assoc1atlon adopted a case study ap-

,fjment-—CrlmlnaltJustlce Coordlnatlng Counc1ls, Counc
z¢£Governments, Reglonal Plannlng Unlts, etc.z"



*“;PFQaCh&~vﬁ‘An*invitationuwas?sent to all members of the

l\Tat.io'ﬁal: Association of Criminal "J{i‘stice-P‘iéﬁiﬁgbiiece
' “hortorsee250 local plannlné offrceS*-to paxtlo pate in thlS
7C}§rogectv Reallzlng the dlver51ty of thelr geographlcrset-ﬁ
“fhltlngs—-urban,’suburban and rural~-there was a conscious at-
"1llitemptgto‘obta1nthe‘part1C1patlonuoffa cross—sectlon‘of'the.
tflfmemherShlp} Consequently the lecter (see APPenle a) n?téd‘k:
i‘that thls research effort called xor two c1ty plannlng offlces,’
1htﬁo 51hgle county plannlng offlces, and two multl—county plan~
’iﬁn;hg_offlces f The letter also outllned crlterla that would
‘elhelused;invselectingf51tesf among‘these;were the avallablllty
'-.ivgffﬁrittealdocqmehtatlon; the,wrltten commitment:Of;QOOPerats
_Lgtiaa;from progpé¢£i§e lnterviewees, the nuﬁber‘of criﬁlnal
”’?efjﬁsticechmponent;areas,coVered'inthe %tahaards ahd goals”
seffort,vaAdﬁthetlengthfof,time;since theacoméletithOf»the )
3f§ré¢ess;~ = ol | |
L Only ten responses were recelved to thls letter of 1n-~e

Vltatlon., We belleve this llmlted response, however, reflects

,r?\The case study approach is useful for gatherlng 1n51ght
hfghfabout the phenomenon in which one is interested. It is
.. more of an. exploratory type research than an- explanatory
L?atype whereln "the researcher attempts to obtain enough -
1nformatlon to. characterlze and’ explaln both" the unique -

it has-in common with other cases. ‘Sellitz, et al, Re=
“search Methods ;E_Soc1al Relatlons,_New York- Holt Rlne-g\
“‘hart~and Wlnston, 1976 ~ : : -

aspects of the casé being studied, as well as those . thlngsﬁar}f -°f




iz

o tratlon (LEAA) rarely flltered down to local jurlsdlctlons tof

V’ duced the addltlonal workload Fortunately th‘“two c1ty and{o¢‘_

the money to:define standards‘andtgoalsyweht~iargelyltofgtatedliiff‘

‘research on standards and goals but rather<as an 1nd1catlon
kflces, two from srngle county plannlng offlces and 51x from .
"“multl—county offlces, so the selectlon cr1terla were applled

. the selectlon to two multl—county Jurlsdlctlons, three were»

‘\jselectednbecause they all scored well on the crlterla and

G

fjﬁbecause the prOlelty of two of the plannlng offlces re-‘d

;;two county plannlng offlces that responded also

f on the selectlon crlterla so that we obtalned the de51red

phenomenon at the local level. As will be discussed later, . -

governments and the additionai,mOhies7made"availabie1to:5tater,f’

'planning'agencieS»by‘the Law Enforcement ASsiStahCeFAdmiﬁiSMw?

part1c1pate 1nxthls standard settlng,process. Thexllmlted

b
i

the fact that standards ahd goals,dete;opmenttWas‘atrareh“ghjf77‘5

response to our“invitation,_therefore,’should not be 1nter"hﬁ

preted as a lack of 1nterest by local plannlng offlces 1n thed{fjtfi

that they had nothlng to report

Of the ten responses, two were from 01ty plannlng of— i~”*" :

[only to the multl county plannlng offlces.o Insteadtof'llmltlngk"

o



o
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e

. The sites selected were:.

city
‘vTOIedd;;Ohioe;

- | Milwaukee, Wisconsin

COunty

LS5

. Dade, Florida

2 Ventura; -
California

Multi-County

Mountainland Associa-
tion of Governments-
Provo, Utah

. District III-

Salem, Oregoh

Dlstrlct V= 2
Corvalllstoreqon

1‘jSalem'and”Corvallis.

-+ Inorder tovfacilitate‘identifying

N fischedules appear as Appendlces B and c.

th The 1nterv1ewees, who were selected by the 1ocal plan—

,\\

the multi-county plan-‘

T’“[hiﬂqfeffices.‘hefeafterlthe report will refer to them by the

" name of the city in which they are located; ie., Provo,

fpﬁ£>; k-4bhee*theglteBSWefevselected,“We“revigwgd‘cepies ef
"fmémoé,fpasitian papers;_repertsvpfihal products, and ether il
7wr1tten materlals prepared 1n conjunctlon with the standagds
tpand goals effort “The reV1eQ of the written materlals conW~"‘:y
"lftrlbuted to. the development of - schedules of 1nterV1ews thatl
fwere used to obtaln the observatlons’of partlelpants in the

ijﬂstandardsfand goals«deVelopmental process.‘ Tne 1nterv1ew

<

D . E ‘ A4
yp‘nlng dlrectors, recelved COpleS of the 1nterv1ew schedule




 prior to the interview in order to trigger their memories,

, personnel Wthh reflects the fact that most of the partl-

Criminal Justice‘Agency o , '.428"' ;‘.:‘/f 62

’vieWed From this number we . obtalned a- varlety of 1nd1v1dﬁal ’gﬁfg‘fi

: part1c1pant's backgrounds and, 1n addltlon, a group perspectlve,

‘a separate tltle, "InterV1ews w1th Persons Who Part1c1pated
| 1n the DeVelopment of Standards and Goals.. rThose'lnterV1ews_fwﬁb -
,prov1de the prlmary record of what happened 1n each of the

steven jurlsdlctlons studled and thus prov;de the prlmary founda-

to help them recall the events, and to gather théirjthoughts=‘”‘p

prior to the actual interview. For he most part the 1nter~&,

viewees were very cooperatlve and were able to recall thelr' L

experiences and obserVations rather well.

The 1nterv1ewees were mostly crlmlnal justlce agency

01pants who were involved in the standards and goals’develop;pri e fﬁf

mental process came from criminal justice line agencies., . = = e

'Participants Interuiewed°

 Number - =~ Percent - .

i

Elected Officials 3 B N

- Private Citizens R | 14 31
Total (Not 1nclud1ng dlrectors) 45,, SR .‘rt '100“

©~ on the average, SlX part1c1panta per s1te were 1nter-

33 #

. i:'
o

show1ng how the developmental process worked at each srte. i;ffa*77ﬁ5

al compendlum of all the 1nterv1ew summarles appears under

a»

; 1o




. ; t’iotl for this repo:ct
B ! This iéport‘is a,distiilétion of obserﬁatibns made-

55”‘7: Sl f‘frqm conducting‘the 4S’iﬁtefvi¢ws, andfeviewinévthe w;ittén_

fﬂ?;  ":' %C:méterials,reéeiVed from‘fhe participating sites and the

"“;,j‘/ genéral‘literaturé on standards and goals. It is a reference

 ;//§ ;”d¢éumentﬁfo; those persons who are about to'embafk on théif'
‘ owﬁ sfandards and goals developmental effort, bﬁﬁkit,iskuse—
‘ful as a‘éenefalvréferencé document for initiating change.
V”Tﬁé repor£ highiighté‘thése administrative concerns‘ﬁﬁat one
may‘have in ﬁrjing tQ;Crganize a change effort; and draws én
; Ehé_experiencés’df,sévén jurisdictions to provide insight -
kas t6iﬂoy thése issues ﬁay b@%handled.'No matter how ap-

pealing one finds standards and goai§ as a concept, the con-

cept will not implement itself. If one is aware of the issues

surroundihg the develoment of standards and goals for criminal
justiCevplanning; the person who is about ‘to undertake the

prOCeSS'will‘be“better prepared'fof‘it.

Q
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: rs affected by th user's concern for developlng an atmosphere

hpurpose of thls chapter 1s to report how standaxds and goals ”f}"fdvﬂ

. Been viewsd in the;11terature~andabyzLEAA; as,wellpasyhow’stanﬁﬁf:755"

‘does not lend itself to a simple response. Standards and

”and,goals, Thus w1th1n the general boundarles that ex1st con~;, 

‘cerning StandardS»and goals, the user has;wade dlscretlon 1n¢h

CHAPTER II. DEFINING STANDARDS AND GOALS | SR
 PROCESS AND PRODUCT o

What are standards and goals? This ba51c questlon

goals is not an amorphotsvcohcept but it is an ambigiOus'

one in that the user may choose to emphasize‘different as- ,;
peots of’the concept in oraer to achieve‘desired outcomes;

It is a muiti—stage.process in&olving the-development of.a
consehsus,(gdals):‘the,deliﬁeation of therpathshto accomplish

the goals (standards); and the development of a plah»to,ime

plement the standards. The user has the choice of emphasizing

the process of developing the standards and gOalsﬁor’ofaEm-.r,f

phasiZing the product that the process deVelcpS} Thé»Chbice

for change in general or ~for 1m§lement1ng SpElelC changes’kfk’-
The degree of concern for ach1ev1ng spec1f1c changes w1ll also} 51 ]§?:
affect the usger's concerh‘ﬁor attalnlng compllance with the’stan;:f‘
dards- and goals and for developlng evaluatlon crlterla rela-t”

ting to adoptlon and effec*ave 1mplementatlon of the standards‘fr‘7:

Gt
v (,) e

determlnlng the shape that one would llke tO/work Wlth heffj :>4
S

~‘J

oy
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dards and goals have been viewed by the various sites

visited for this study.'

A, Planning Literature

‘fraditional comprehensive plannérs are accusromed to
déaling with long range problems that are definable, underf
standable and consensual. The technique of standards and ﬁ
goals‘evolved to‘deal with short range,,unélear, and non-
consensual problems, particularly the noncbnsensualyaspacts
of ﬁﬁe problem area.l

In private sectér‘planning;'the standards and goals

technigque follows a rational decisionmaking process with the
raccent‘onVOptimizing resources. Private sector planning does
this by developing a comprehensive overview of the affected

‘policy area in order to define and locate problems. Afte%

this problem identification stage, goals are formulated and

ytranslated 1nto operattonal criteria. Then evaluation and

”;feedback mechanlsms are establlshed as 1ntegral components

o

: Qf the process.' v o e : A N

The prlvate sector approach to standards and goals

Tgrworks wel’ in an env1ronment with a readlly avallable measure

=

: of;SUCCGSS*—prOflt‘margln. Public plannlng usually does not



enjoy such én environment; consequently Pubkic ?lanning
~ utilization.ofkstandards and goals is geared more toward
consensus building and developing general policies ratﬁer
than formulating specific standards.>’* o - gi
The standards and gqals developmental prbcess is useful

in the pgblié sector because”it offers an opportunity for
elected officials,tbrofessioﬁals,qinterest groups, and the
pubiic to work together in developing a plan, Built into
the Qevelopmental process is an 6pportunity for the négbtia-
tion of goals betweén groups having differentkinteresté.
Usually differences can be resolved; but thegminimum result
of thé goals developmental process should be an uhderstanding,
although not necessarily agreement, of each groupS‘néedé
as well as a clarifiéation of individual agency's goalgys‘Be_,k
cause many public agencies andzéervicé deliVery,systems dé not
ha§e clearly defined or consenéual goals, a forum to discuss
several goals is partiqulérly valuable. |

kiﬁ.ln some situations, gettiné public sector groupé (e.qg.,
Criminal justicé)lto discuss goals may be éﬁmaior bfggkthfbﬁgh}4 '
and if tﬁevPIOCQSSIQQGS nO‘further; iéfcan‘Eé;béésidered'§¥;°‘ ; 
success on‘ﬁhatwlével, Discussing standardé‘aﬁd goals,bh¢w~‘r \

ever, can lead to specific actions if the goals developmental ”

process is followed by a standards formulation progess.




L&

Thls provmdes the pollcymakers thh an opportunlty to choose’

bbl the mean% to attaln thelr goals. By connectlng lmplementatlon

‘ Wlth pollcymaklng, the opportunlty for a smooth change is

.2
& ¥ -

}ejfurtherkenhacced.‘; i _" .:' e i Fm
e Fiﬁelly'the stsﬁéards’ahd éoslsrtechniqﬁe'can,elso*prof
.'if;vlde an’ element of stablllty and cons1stency 1f 1t results
"5‘~Lnkevstandards aﬁd gOals;document orsa~wr1tten plan»thet
does not become obsolete qulckly.: Thls document can be an
'1mportant source of;1nformatlon~—the‘goals pto?1de 1nfor4a-«
kl.tiongf~£uture;dlrectlons‘and,tbe standards pIQVlde lnforma-
bvtiob,on'tostestto'reach thosebfuture‘ditections; The‘docs—

‘ment can also demonstrate the interconnection between agencies

;bwhenlmore then‘onevageﬁcykis'involVed in the effort.

. The majcrlimitation'of,developing'standardsvand:goals

as'a planning'tOOl“is the aifficulty7of determiningsand'los”

"catlng ploblems and then deflnlng reallstlc and practlcal

, .
o

'-%'solutlons ' Preconceptlons and value judgments come 1nto play,,

7S

creatlng an opportunlty for confllct and 111 w1ll Addltlonally,f

v goal formulat;on-ls a'dlfflcuit~task; goals%that are tooyéeneral

are difficultito assess, while~goals that.are'too'specificlreadyy‘

llke program descrlptlons and confuse goals Wlth standards.~

There 1s a 51m11ar problem in. formulatlng standards.’

*”»f@Ohotheooneehand,ﬁgenerslﬁstandards can be so3vague as tocprQVide'j5

’7g;thbfdiréétionftoﬂmeetfﬁhéﬁdesiiedlgOalsfend;eon the other hand,

&4 :




very. specrflc standards can be so rlgld as to prevent the

liexercmse of dlscretlon to meet changlng condltlons._ A further

gnatlves for reachlng a goal Because of tlme and/or flscal con-ff_,
fvStraln%S, the first standard consmdered often becomes the stan~i3
Wlll be affected by the deflned standards and goals.9 The

Wand effectlveness is how well those persons can dealQW1th the
- and goals is a multl stage proﬂess 1nv0lv1ng the development
”[;tlon and the target group.~ The 1deal 1s hard to achleve butf

3"movement in the dlrectlon of the 1deal 1s progress,fknd the’

‘v;:‘Challenge to”the person organl21ng standards and,gf‘ls 1s +to

i

b

‘tproblem 1s the agenc1es' llmlted capac1ty to exPlore all alter-_Vﬁl

d:a‘rdfs'e’lected.8
Standards and goals, as well as . any other plannlng

technlque, w1ll be affected by the complex1ty of the problemg‘fﬁf'

'that it is attempting to address and the target group who\;f fplfﬁ

’effectlveness and competence of those who dlrect the effort o

are impOrtant consideratiOns'and a'measure'of:that*competence?éﬂlff*

R

N
1°lex:.b111ty that standards and goals afford

h As stated at the beglnnlng of this chapter,}standards g:ﬁﬂﬁff;,

of a consensus (goals), the dellneatlon of the paths to ac- ;;’fQ‘KJ

*ompllsh the goals (standards),»and the development of a plan

;_to 1mplement the standards.; Completlon of all three stages fﬂll"”

at once may be dlfflcult, 1f not 1mposs1b1e, glven the 51tua—f o

::o
i




t‘tvdetermihe howhfar’the situatioh will allow one to go.;
?,hv Natlonal Advrsory Comm1551oh | o
tl vmhe-Natiohal:Advisory‘CommisSlon’(NAC} Oh~Crimina1"ﬁ
.é';us{:iqe‘Asftandavrasf and G'boals’be‘gan work in Octo'ber 1"‘1,971, with “
fl_the missioh to proVide substantiveyleadership lh thevfleld 6ff“
vwivcrlmlnal justlcer’i?ocr‘érlorities were of‘mejor concerh;to\‘v
- NAC-v (l) to prevent‘juvenlle dellnquency, (2) to improwe thek

dellvery of SOClal serv1ces, (3) to reduce delays 1n the

,crlmrhal justlce process; and (4) tovincrease citizeniparti—

yfl"CipétiOne}Q In approachlng these four prlorlty areas, NAC

A _ - turned to the leadlng experts in crlmlnal justlce in order

T'trons to those problems mlght_be. The NAC effort also pro—

,tOfdraw_fromxthelr collectlve 1n51ght~what the problems con—

frontlng crlmlnal justlce were and what the potentlal solu—

~ vided a convenient forUm'for.examlnlng'recent~exper1mental‘ .
’finnovatiohs'that‘were»funded by‘the Law‘Enforcement-Assistancev

Admlnlstratlon (LEAA) or by nonproflt foundatlons such as

E “

the Ford or the Rockefeller Foundatlons.f Much was oade‘of
| these solldb fleld tested successful models that provrded con—_
’cretewexamplesiof the beneflts’to be galned from developlng
‘alternatlves to tradltlonal practlces. All the work~thatNNACt
e ',2“1

engaged in was dlrected at fosterlng an atmosphere for change‘ ;

l*:Q‘*ln!ex;stlng crlm;nal'Justrce practlces.




'h‘was only an adv1sory body. State and local governmentsa

"“‘were reSpon51ble for 1mplement1ng the recommendatlons that

’rroundlng lmplementatlon.; NAC was aware of 1ts adVLSory

‘,status and constantly p01nted out that 1ts standards and goalsff;hh"

"‘should serve as models for states when they attempted to de—;,jﬁff{?
»‘urged LEAA to make states take the NAC standards and goals

*identifiable‘ln certaln standards*that-are\eSSentlal to'anyn S

feffectlve crlmlnal justlce system, and these elements serve

'ThlS exhortatron became law w1th the passage of the 1973

| Crlme Control Act whereln states were requlred to undertake :«*7“‘

;resultlng standards and goals 1n the state plannlng agency s
'(SPA) comprehens1ve plan.

'gardlng the requlrement that states develop standards and goals

‘The major problem confrontlng NAC was the fact that 1t

NAC Was maklng and they had to deal w1th the problems sur— Zlyw o

i

velop thelr own standards and goals., NAC had falth 1n the

power of the ratlonale behlnd its standards and goals and theyifﬂf,l”tﬁ

into cons1deratlon when puttlng together the state compre~?j{}fff155i'“

hensrve plan;: NAC belleved "that there are elements readlly

‘L:"n ‘

as the bas1s for minimum standards for fundlng ass1stance;W11 d*“

R BRI

a standards and'goals developmental prOcessfand'tO’lnclude thet‘

2 ' "‘f“531
l‘ Two obserVatlons are 1n order re-v-,‘ )
o N

Bt

nd 1ncorporate them 1nto thelr SPA comprehens1ve plan._,th?fi*

hthlrst we“obserye‘thesamb1Valentmnatureﬁof thejNAC,stanéff?igj

2




ﬁi‘(Dadéﬂédﬁnty; F1orida)'received substantial.supporﬁ for its

| défdsiéhﬁ éoaléév'While £hé-stanaérdsfaﬁdfgéalé1wefé voiﬁntary;,r
” ndné£he1é§s theY hadktb‘bé>¢¢nsiaerea'énd»acﬁediupon‘inya'

~,;  ; mandatéd‘5£ateie?el'étandaids and goais proéess if,£h¢ ;taief‘
  was tO re¢eiVe.m¢ney,froﬁ LEAA;’ Thépower §f~reas§n~Qas aﬁg; g

: mentéd'by the'power éf money (even though the LEAA_aney ccnf =

‘stitutes,less that 5 percent of total criminal justice eXpen—;’

ditures) . Fbriekample, the state of Oregon was a voluntary
participant in a standards and goals developmental process in

': 1973, bﬁt’the following year, -developing statewide standards

’éﬁd gcal$'Was_noylonger'voluntatyg.LEAA‘guidelines,(M 4100)

| fequired‘it;

The seCOnd obsérvation relates to LEAA's heévy reliance

on State;govefnmenf to follow through on the standards”and goals

' effort;' This reliance on the‘states ignores the reality that
k~neaily two~thirds'of'all'mbﬁies'spent on criminal justiéeicomes
‘,fromZIOCal governménts'and many of the:areaS‘that‘are covered

ﬁy standards and goa1s are‘th??KespOnsibilities of;lbcal{goverh—:‘ _'

meﬁts——police,'jails,'prose¢ﬁtion,fand,someVCOurts;'1This'iésué“
is pointed out because it was state not local governments that

‘received diSéretiQhafy‘monies frbm~LEAA'tﬁ'devélbp standards

cei
.

- and gQa1Sg”-idcalu§QVérnments received:next to nothing from

LEAA or from the states. 'Ofﬂthé’sites viSited,'ohly one.

<



. standards and goals ef orts-»thc two ﬁurisdictionsnfrom
,fOregon (Salem and Corvallls) recelved approx1mately $3 OOO
'.;each The remarnlng sites recelved nothlng and so had to

develop standards and\goals out of ex1st1ng budgets.'
kdardS*and-goals process. LEAA adopted standards and goals dﬁ?<

'lnto u51ng 1t - A more subtle element of complrance surfaced
“tions of what the state agenda should be.r By mandatlng a stan—}i

‘come up with something concrete to'place rngthe SPA;comprefddPiVi

4hensiVe'plan; :There Was,little room,for tﬁesintangibles;of;ljllp

"the tone under whlch state and local jurlsdlctlons flrst came::if{
,intO»contacth1thvstandards and,goals.. Part1C1patlonWé;‘nétﬂ;do;jd;
Q.totally voluntary because lnvolvement Was‘precipltataij |
_frear actlon defen31re measure onvdevelopments emanatlng from»

'athe state,"w

' The element of compllance, then,-seeped ‘into: the stan~|;§b"fd§;dff
as a ba51c plannlng tool and forced state plannlng agencles«

wrth LEAA 5 forc1ng state plannlno agencma\‘fcﬂentertaln the
S

‘natlonal agenda for crime and crlmlnal just;ce 1n 1ts consrdera- S S

"dards and goals developmental process, LEAA also shlfted the fof”ffi_?*

focus from the process t0~the product States were forced to

»W’,’

developlng consensus or fosterlng an atmosphere for change.i”f.“'

‘This element of compllance forced by LEAA establlshed

N,

S
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C. ~Conclusion

The first step in‘undertaking étandards'and‘gqals is to
"deVélqg'a foEum where divergent groups can meet to form a

‘consensus. - Clearly>NAC reached consensus as to what it would

-~ like to see happening in criminal justice nationwide. NAC's
 call for action on the part of state governments may have been

premature because the states got involved in standards and goals

without the benefit of developing grass roots consensus. The

Lo}

‘states were preoccupied with LEAA planning guidelines and there

>  was little consideration for internalizing the standards and

goals or trying to create a sense of ownership in them. To -
'f}‘livf . ¢reate a sense of ownership does not necessarily mean re- '

jwriting the NAC or state standards and goals. . In fact the

,proéess followea by moSt of the seyenvjurisdictions,stﬁdied,
ﬂf ‘wheréinvthe NAC'and’state Standardskwere réviewéd, discﬁssed
;?7?ff‘ | ’» agd theh écce?ted,'ﬁqaifiedAOr‘rejected, can lead té a sense
| | 3  pf;owhérshipf' The‘éeven local juriSGictibns tﬁét"hé?&tudiédw
k:ﬁ"ﬁévidencéd ékgood,deal of variety'ih their approach to‘stéhdards

'aﬁd»goals aﬁd that variety stemmed partially from the exten§§7

X

 to which they were able to progress from consensus building

i

to.the’actﬁal implemgntation of standards..

>(ﬁ‘Invchap£er‘III, we Willgdescgiberhow‘each of the differeht,
)L"fjuriSdictibns approachéa standardeand goals."TheSe descriptions

P
U
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| of what actually took place w1ll demonstrate to the reader S

the varlety that can exist in approachlng standards and

goals or any change conCept—-a variety~that.stems fromlthe'e‘“?u"~~'k*ﬁ

different -and, in some instances, unigue characteristics of . =

the local jurisdictions studied. These descriptions will also

better prepare the reader for understanding the discussion of

tal
U B

_ the various issues involving a standards and goals develoémentélofﬂlféﬁ

.process in the subsequent chapters.

S : R T
L Horst W. J. Rittel and.Mezyln w. Webber,~"D11emmas in a
General Theory of Plannln'ﬂ" Pollcy Sc1ences 4 (1973),
p. 158. bl e ; o
| Y s -
- Donald N. Rothblatt - "Rational Planning Reexamlned "

Journal of the American Instltute of Planners (January,
1974), p. 26. : , ,

=N

‘3]Richard~R Nelson, "IntellectualL21ng About ‘the- Moon—Ghetto ;"gj;gs
Metaphor: A Study of the Current Malaise of. Rational w[ S
Analys1s of 8001al Problems," Pollcy SCLences 5 (1974),.

p. 411, ; . . '

4 Dennis A.,Rondiﬁelli, "Urban and Reglonal Development P;@nnlng:?
- Policy and Administratlon" Pollqy 801ences 5. (1974), p. 243

Op. cit., Rothblatt,sp;“27 - EERINE A

® Thomas B. Smithk "The Policy Implementatlon Process,“’e3*"
Pollgy 801ences 4 (1973), p. 209 : g . T

:Op.felt.,thttel and Weber,,p;~159;3=

J. Forbes (ed. ):‘Sfudies»inuéoeial~Scieheetendf?laﬁnigg}?tttffj't
(1973), p. 40. ! T e e T e B

R

9]0p4,c1t., Smlth p. 209




T L TN

g i

[N

"5~-1Q National AdVisbry Commission'onvCriminal Justice Standards
~and Goals, A‘National Strategy to Reduce Crime (1973),

. p. 6.

0 Mrpig. p. 231,

| lz;Advisory'Commission’on Intergovernmental Relations, Safe
. Streets Reconsidered: The Block Granht Experience 1968-

1975, p. 78. | |

TS
S




B ‘ N | N CHAPTER III. STANDARDS AND GOALS AT THE
‘ ' LOCAL LEVEL -
All of the local jurisdictions visited,'except Ventufab
County, California, became involved-in deveioping‘standatds&
.and goals in reaction'to what‘was being:done at‘the state'n
level. That fact is the underlylng context for 1oca1 <~tan-
dards and goals plannlng, but from thererthe different jur;seh'
dictions developed variouskstrategies and expectations, bThis_
chapter describes how the standards and goals process;wofked‘h‘
in each of the seven sites visited.v~ "‘F . L ‘h,'tR}fh

Provo, Utah

Inﬁolvemen% with standards andvgoals coincided with Prcvoiglfi
L»qlb o effort to restructure its Law'EhforcementuPlanningvCounciik

(LEPC) . The planning‘councii was expanded tofinclude.fout7

task forces that‘wetebset updalong"functional;lines'to

deal w1th-’ systems development pollce serv1ces and“communlty

crime preventlon, youth development and dellnquency preventlon,,‘;;mu;y

and crlmlnal adjudlcatlon and adult correctlons. ThlS change e !
’pras made to obtain broader partlclpatlon 1n the plannlng process-

~thus the.planning_qouncil changedkfromva slngle‘bodypof 18}pe:sonsffo

to a group of;fOur‘taskyforces'of apprOXimately’lZVpersons~ea¢hgf
fThe orlglnal plannlng counc1l assumed a new role 1n that 1t

now comprlses two persons from each of the four task forces L
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Wwho peride the forum~for-over§&éwing the work of the four

task forces.
In order to involve persons and agencies who were pre-
viously not involved in Provo's planning efforts for criminal

justice, a letter was sent to ‘@all criminal justice agencies

' and many ancillary agencies inviting them to appoipt a re-

presentative from their agency to one of the task forces.

While this effort broadened participation, it did not obtain

the participation of the leadership from these various agencies.

Noﬁethéless, a balance among elected officials, criminal jus-
tice agency personnel, social welfare agency peréonnel, and
§chooi board personnel was achiéved.

iThe,standardé and goals dévelophental process operated

within this néw»planning mechanism. Although the Provo effort

kWasbdistinct from the State of Utah’effort,»Provo'provided

the task forces with copies of Utah's proposed standards and

goals, Which provided the initial basis of discussion for

'many‘ofvihe standards and goals considered fbrkthe Provo

area. Copies of the National Advisory Commission's (NAC's)

 reports were also available for consideration.

ThefProvo pianning stéff‘took‘a'strong 1eadefship role

o infthéfstandards andigoals effdrt.j Staffitriéd to keep the

- task forces informed on the specific standards and goals:



r:\

and to proyide additlonaljihformationion issues that arosekr
in the discussion surrounding specific standards. Limitedv
resources--manpower and financial--prevented the planning
staff from doing all that it thought che effort requiped.l
Only a few position papers were developéﬁﬁand little iﬁpthe
way of statistical analysis was performed. Although E%e
planning staff felt remiss about not providing sufficient
information to the task forCes, the‘individual task force
members did not complain and felt more comfortable relying.
on their personal observations rather than on quantitafive'data.
The Provo‘planning staff spent approximatelyy40'percenp
of its time on standards and‘goals; In addition to providing
as ﬁuch information as its resources would allowL the staff
tried to weave a sense'of conpinuity throﬁéhout the process.
The staff provided direction to the task;fofces by encouragihg.
vmembers to focus on the issues posed by ﬁhé standards and goals
process rather than oh every 1ndlv1doal stlndard and goal,
The intent of the crlmlﬁal justlce plannlng director was 4l"
to make the standaﬁds and goals concept a ;ehlcle for creatlng
a multl~year plan forkthe Prov0'area. Although the process,‘
’began‘in l975 it is only w1th the 1978 Provo plan that the’“
sctandards and goals, whlch were establlshed by the task forces, ‘

)

‘became part Of;the,Crimlnal justlce plan lﬁself.g

B
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Corvallis, Oregon

Corvallis did not become involved with standards and

goals definition until after the State of Oregon's standards

‘wand goals were drafted and released to the public for comment.

The state's standards ignited such an uproar from criminal

; jusﬁice agencies around the state that the state planning

agency (SPA) had to'promise that nothing would be done with

the standards and goals until they could be reviewed at the

local level. It was at this time that the Oregon SPA offered

the local planning units some finantial assistance to carry

out this review process (approximately $3,000).
The Corvallis standards and goals effort began when the

planning director sent a questionnaire to all of the criminal

justice agency administrators in the district. This question-

naire was designed to gauge each administrator's attitudes

toward the various state standards and goals. This survey of

~administrators' attitudes provided background information

that Waadﬁsed in forming the ad hoc committees on standards

‘and goals. Three ad hoc committees were estéblished-—@he for

each county in the planning district~-the effort, therefors, was

organized'along geographical rather than functional lines.
The supervisory board for the Corvallis planning district

is the Criminal Justice Technical Advisory Committee. All



members of that committee were invited to participate in theé
standards and goals process. In order to involve people out-
side the field of criminal justice, invitatiohs were aléd
sent ;o people who ha§ previously demonstrated an interést in
criminal justice or in commﬁnity affairs. These names wefe Qb~
tained by canvassing other‘agencies in the area about Citizens'
who had ?reviously shown an interest in community affairs.
To open up the composition’of the.standa;ds and goals %ommitteés
even further, information on the effort was provideafto‘the
media and media advertising led to recruiting one additional
person. |
The public response and even’the criminal~jﬁ$tice agenéy

response were less than was desired. Except for the League
of Women Voters, the public expressed little’interest in the
effort, and outside of the police and sheriff departhénté, there
was little interest expressed by the othef c?iminal justice
agencies (prqsecutors and judges). ‘ | “ '  , k:*j

| Consequently, instead of‘ge;ting ngw perSPectives on the |
criminal justice system, Corvallis benefiﬁteﬁ only frém‘thev’,
insightsfof thosé who were-already involvedhin the crimihai
justice planning process. That development was a sourge‘of;

disappointmentkto the participants as well as tofthekCorVallis) ’

‘planning director because they were‘hoping‘té achievé§
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broader representation from the public in order to hear

theif concerns énd tokeducate them about criminal justice.

‘\_Thé committees did not feel particularly constrained[by

the framework imposed on them; i.e., to review and comment

, on‘the'staté's standards;and goals.  The planning staff played

a,coordiﬁating‘rolé in the‘staﬁdards and goélé process. At
 the outset, staff provided the committee members with the

NAC reports, the State of Oregon's drafted standards and

goals, The Challege of Crime in a Free Society, the previous
 Corva11is district Criminal‘justicé plans, and Statistical

data with interpretation. Background information and instruc-

" tions regarding the committees' task were presented verbally.

ThrOUghodt\the process, the,plahning staff provided‘informae
tion to the committées and members felt,that they received

good staff supporf.; Thié“éffort consumed all the money pro-

 vided for it as well as an additional 3 to 6 months of the
~criminal justice planning director's time.
This whdle effortjwas,primarily geared toward accomplishihg

 a~§oca1 review of the"statefstandards,and goals. The review

~was sent to the state with the:undarstanding that the review
would be taken into consideration when the state revised the

" standards anavgéals; To"date;'afterffott'reviews, the State

“"; «bf Oregdﬁ has?stL11}th~cdme¥éﬁt with a finalized version of

o)
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state standards'andwgoals.,

sfSalem, Oregon

gether all the principals in criminal justice'and'the pﬁhlicf

Q‘

‘state standards.

' representatlves of related agencles, and representatlves of

Afprlvate nonproflt agenc1es such as the Amerlcan ClVlchlbertlkS'

As was the case with Corvallis, Salem became 1nvolved‘ff}d3>‘""
only after the State of Oregon drafted the state standards;xv.'

and goals and the state plannlng agency (SPA) made avallable

approx1mately $3 000" for Salem to conduct a reV1ew of those

iy

L TN L S e e T
Salem is unique among the¢ seven jurisdictions studied

in that it sponsored a conference in 1971 that.broughtgtoee‘5h§;thf

to discuss criminal justice priorities. That conference pro-

vided the basic guidance‘to criminal jUStice;planging'intthe{;;;i14“‘”'

Salem area for the following"3 years. The experience with ~

‘that 1971 conference and”its product'was”so good“thattthe,~3

Salem planning office decided to use a“gonference,Settinghasv~'

the mechanism for’reviewing‘thea§£§t§is»standards andugoals; f;,j,ﬁ S

AttWO‘day conference with apbrcXiﬁateiy*100 pefsonslwaé'Plénjacfd
ned.

All of the members of the Salem Law Enforcement Plannlng

Comm13s1on were 1nvxted to attend : Inv1tat1¢ns we:egalth‘ﬁfs;;l:

extended to,members of othervadvisorYtboafdﬁ”lhtthedistrict,fV'

“,,\} S




. liar, therefore, with the concept. Each conferee received
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" Union and the Leagﬁe~of Women Voters.‘;In'addition:listsvof

interested citizens were compiled from other sources within

the'distfict. Thehlist of the 1971 conferenee attendeeshWas

Aalsdjutilized. ~The Salem planning office effectively attained

‘the desired composition of at least SO'percent of the conferees

“from outside of the criminal justice agendies,:and their effort

_to involve critics of the criminal justice system was also

il
S

: successful;

The conference began with a short orlentatlon on stan-

daras;and goals. Many partlclpants had been exposed to the

-'tstate'effort prior‘to thelr local lnvolvement and‘were fami~

_ahcopy‘of the State ofeOreth's'drafted standards,ahd goals
andba bOOklettthat Was,preparedhy‘theSalem>planning'office
on the standards,ah6¥§oais pertinent te the Saleﬁearea.’
Followihg orientatiohhthe conferees,werelthen dividedﬁ
into,smaller'groupsalong;funetiohai‘iihes{+§e1iCe}fcbﬁfts, ﬁu— |

venlle dellnquency, etc. sEabh workshon was assigned!a.reCOrder,

“Tan expert 1n the functlonal area,‘and a fac111tator who saw to
‘:?fﬂlt that the group moved along.: The worksh0ps used the\state
‘ﬂ3standards and goals as the ba51c parameter for conversatlon

ﬂbut some_issuesgoutsidefof'the state documentewerexaISO”diséj o

“cussed.
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'AlOné with the resourCes”set aside underithe grant,
50 percent of the Salem agenoyls time was devoted,tdistan; g ‘rrj'~5jf
dards and goals.  Even so,‘the‘Salemdplaﬁningioffice“laékedhh
the'staff.to'research; analyzeland assees empirioally thelj,
pr0posed”state Standards satisfaotorily; ’Althoughwthe-plane
nlng staff was dissatisfied w1th the’amohnt of 1nformat10n |
1t could provlde,to the part1c1pants,’the'part1c1pants‘weredh'

less negative.’~Most‘felt'that the staff was responsiVefto~“

their informational needs.

‘Tn addition‘tOUthe primaryibhrpose bf”tgé Foﬁf%?enc?ﬁzt
';which was to review the statels standardstandtgoals and’to.d::k
<send that review back to the SPA, the Salem plannlng dlrectorrdf:

saw the conference as prov1d1ng an excellent opportunlty tof;fi
’.generateﬂoommunity 1nterest in crlmlnal jpstice.and‘to‘lnjegtrddlhlhfl

community concerns. into the criminal justice process. The

- conference also served~toeestabliSh parameterSﬁfor‘future'
programs.

’VMilwaukee"Wisconsin;}

“The Mllwaukee experlence W1th standards and goals was

<’

, pecullar from the other jurlsdlctlons studled The WlsconSLn

SPA ordered all local plannlng offlces to partlclpate 1n the‘,j;:f:

W

‘Vastate process rather than requestlng thelr part1c1patlon,g The

"tnrust of the state effort appeared to be one of cooptlng the 52“5

local plannlng OfflCeS by maklng them part1c1pate 1n the process;e
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The State of Wisconsin established a special committee

to develop statewide standards‘andrgoals. ‘This special
 committee was divided alorg functional lines into five sub-

~committees. Thepentire special committee met at the beginning

~and at the end of the effort, with the subcommittees meeting
>yseparatelyﬁin between, - Committee members»were seleoted:by
sthe SPA but subcommlttee chalrs were glven the opportunlty

H to rev1ew the names of those who ‘were to serve on thelr sub—

‘comm;tteet rihe desired composition:of the speciel COmmittee
was' a ctoss—teéresentation of thekfunotional components of
- thekcrininaitjustiCe sYStem and the geoéraphicaltdiversity‘d$h
';~the’statet Some partlclpants felt however, that whlle the
:fbackgrounds of the members Varled the spe01al commlttee was

b stacked"tojsu;t the'SPA's~viewp0int. Although each agency

‘ﬁwasTfepxeSented, 1t was only token representatlon.

L Every local plannlng dlrector was an ex-off1c1o member‘

“of all flve subcomm1ttees,‘1nv1ted to attend all subcommlttee Sl

"‘meetlngs.-'Because these meetlngs sometlmes fellvon;the same

aay-and‘andifferent'parts.of thefstate,'it;was not:possiblé"
:forfthe‘looal“planning,ditectors to participate'fully,’ Inh;

addltlon to establlshlng the spec1al commlttee on standards

‘f and goals, the state held a serles of open hearlngs through—

*fah"out the state. ,The localkplannlng’oif;ces;were'toldfwhen‘theirk PR

df71¢9t9nal'hea¥ing'wagtseheduled‘and&@melaskedttofpubiioizetit;hftf?”:"



,The development of'standards’and,goalsvin,Wisconsin'Wastg*

a state orchestrated process wrth no meanlngful role for the
) %.

'5local plannlng.offlces.' On paper the SPA appeared 1nterested

in pr0V1dlng local planners the opportunlty to lnput to the

standards and goals development process, ‘but in reallty thls L

; dld not occur., For example, the SPA dld not consult the local
plannlng offices regardlng the selectlon of members to the

specmal.commlttee.; The 1ocal»plann1ng offlceSIalso recelved :

no funds for “the standards and;goals effort, but were requlred

to;devote tlme-and resources to 1t.' If they W1shed to travel

" to a subcommlttee meetlng, 1t was at thelr agency s or thelr

»own expense’v 'n order to keep thelr boards and constltuencj |
up to date on the standards and goals act1v1ty,*the? élsere;7i;;tii
vlproduced the state documents aththelr agencyhs oﬁh5é§§eﬁééff" |
In Mrlwaukee the local plannrng offlces (there are two;ej;”hf
!‘the Clty and the 1eglon) chose to llmlt thelr partlcrpatlonm.
-‘to the end of the process because 1t was absolutely 1mp0581ble
.kto part1c1pate fully in the subcommlttees.; Thelr llmlted ref‘;;';?
[sources prevented them from attendlng all the subcommlttee iifft”
meetlngs and even at those subcommlttee meetlngs they dld attend

‘npnthelr part1c1patlon Was restrlcted As the standards and goals”

:‘Jdevelopment process neared an end both4the Clty f

 verked tovard protecting local inferests by voicing opposition




- took a combativekstance‘directedvat defeating particularly
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to thosecstandards and goals that were repugnant to local

~ planning concerns.

The Milwaukee experience was studied because it so

Clearly illustrates what occurs when any concept is forced

upon an agency. Milwaukee and the other local planning of=
fices in Wisconsin resisted the state’effort, developed

no ownership in the standards and'goals, and generally under-

odious standards and goals. |

-standatds~and goals. When he selectéd khe‘members to serve

: fonithat,task\fbrce;~he strived to obtain a balanced perspec-

' ‘Toledo,,Ohio;1

- In December 1974, Toledo received the first report from
tﬁé State of Ohio on standards and goals; “The report focused

on six areas: recruitment and selection of law enforcement

o dffiCers,fpolice—community crime'preventiOn, diversion of
 édults, diversion of juveniles, reducing trial delay, and
":'training.for.court personnel;’AThe»Ohio,SPAVinforméd,Toledo

that it had 90‘days'to review and‘to~comment.on thefreport.'

The local criminal justice advisory council decided to

1

_ réSpondv£o theksténdards ghd goals,‘ The chairperson of the

 édvisory cduncil created a task force tofféView'thekstaté'sb o

a'tiVé,bykdeSignqting one representatiVe;from each criminal



~of. Oth S drafted standards and goals, and the Natlonal Cor— :

‘information was provided during the review process as the

6 months, generallyrdnring lunch. Although tne;task forceh 'ag ffggfdj

‘grecruitment-practices. The groupfconCéntratedyon‘adoptlng‘;Q_Qrgyf}

"standards in these two areas
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justice component, as well as priVate citizens;whO\WEre PR

k known to be artlculate and informed about crrmlnal justlce.

At the start of the process, the Toledo plannlng offlce pro-;*ﬂf°

v1dedfthe task force members w1th the NAC Reports, the statelﬁc~v

i

rectional Assoclatlon s mlnrmum standards. ‘Not much addltlonal

task force,Was content to rely on théir‘collective;experienced

and judgment \but ‘the local plannlng ‘office staff mas heav11y

1nvolved in the task force work* They prepared meetlng agendas utaej;;
for everyktask force meetlng and kegt 1n close contact w1th o ;

the task force chalrperson. The task force met weekly for 8

L

considered breaking'up-intOdsubCommittees and ‘some subcbmmittees‘?‘ e

were established they never*met,' “ T e U :Jenﬁ~at e

The Toledo task force effort entalled rev1eW1ng the state,7

v document standard by standard to make sure that the standards N
were not calllng for somethlng that the c1ty could not do.c‘Tofdf’ o

a llmlted extent the group Was able to generate some extendedj;fxi;f”

dlscu351on in two areas—njuvenlle status offenders and pollce'f‘

AlthOUgh thls partlcular task force had one rather specrsai,:r,
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’ - fic dutyl to perferm-~review the state "Staridards-—-and it has
| since'dissolved, nonetheless,~£he Toledo planning office‘con—
\tinUes to Be'invelVed Qith Standards and geals. dThat‘involve;
;ment,ehoWevef, is generally‘With rather;speeific areas 4e.g.,:
jail Standards) and 1is directed at acHieving immediafe and

concrete changes.

k~dVéﬁtura'County, Califofnia
‘bLikelPrevo‘described earlier, Ventura County assimilated
,vthé development of local standards and goals into its regular
‘_planningpiocess.' In fact, Standards’and goals were viewed
as fhe-toel that would improve Venturafs planaing capacity.
jTheykapproached standardskand'goals by way of a tWO;phaSE
;delphibexercise;
: | The first portion of the exercise inVolved the distri-
bution of a Qdestiehnaire'that soﬁght to‘identify’problem
areas in eriminal’justice. The questionnaire~Wasksent‘to ap-
| proXimately'l¢000dcriminal‘jquice‘practitioners in the Ventura
area. ihe réSponses fo this guestionnaire were then aggfegated
aby,the:Ventura Codnty planningkstaff and thekinEOrmation was
recordedaintoka'so—page deeument that listed the problemsfand

‘needs of]the,venﬁura area»aiong With the supporting data. This

_dddumentAwas then forwarded to participants in the second portion

. of the ‘exercise.

C e
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The second portion of the delphikexercise’dealt,with goai—:
setting. The 100 persons‘who participatedzinsthisVportion
were drawn from the Ventura criminal justicefplanning super?s
visory boafd, its alternates, and itsvtask forces_' No at-
tempt-was made fo involve others,

The»goai—setting'portion of the exercise was plannedvto
consist of three rounds. The first round washah open;ended
questionnaire that enumeratedithe,various issues confrontihg
criminal justice; Responses to the flrst round were then ag-
gregated by the planning staff and subsequently forwarded back
to the participants for round two. When the responses to round
two were returned, the planning sfaff aggregated the informa%k
tion; howevef; the second round‘fesPonSes Werebnot ﬁorWarded
»fof’a third round ofdcomment'becaﬁse the planning‘board‘be-:
lieved that sufficient consensus hadvbeen'reachedkandgﬁﬁat‘a : ’;_ k&f
third round would not be necessary. |

The Ventura County plannlng office undertook the delph1
exer01se because of the 1ack of meanlngful goal settlng by
the supefﬁisory board‘andﬂthe faildre'of the}board to realize'?
lits fuilfpotential.‘ The delphi'techﬁigue was,VieWed‘as_anwopédw
porﬁﬁnity to form a comprehensive andmsystematic~plannidg‘pef{siL
‘spestive for‘oriminai jusﬁice; ‘While it is depersonallslng :

and 1nvolves con51derable paperwork the delph1 exer01se dld




'T"l’;", not consume huge portions of the planning staff's time and

it did involve decisionmakers.

Dade County, Florida .
Dade County is unusual among the sites studied because
it did receive substantial funding from the Florida SPA to
"Earticipate in a standards and goals developmental process.

2

f;   o Thé Dade Counﬁfhplanhing office receivéd a $49,000 graht
; féom the SPAkwhich'enabled‘£hem to hire two full-time staff
»pérsons.' | |
Dade County established five committees to deal with
Standards;and goals divided'byvfuﬁctioﬁal areas-—police,
courts, adult.correétiOns, juvénile corrections,‘and‘preven-‘
tion.‘ Membersvfor each cdmmittee werehselected by the Dade
,]County Criminal Justice Advisory‘COuncil, with thé assistanée
of staff at the planniﬁg office. The‘Advisory Coundil’aimed
for members who would reflect invdlvemént in‘the committee's
”‘ fﬁnctioha1‘a;ea,‘but'whose views and interésts‘were divergent;
Cbmmittee.ggmbers‘wefe assigned iSsueé in‘which'they were
.kconsidered experf. The.AdviSdry Council SOught ptiVate ciﬁizen
: ;pé?tiéipati¢n ih additibn to_liﬁé agency participation and,toka
large'eXteﬁt it‘waé éble tdvattain‘it. |
| Committee members‘were given the Sﬁaﬁe of Flofida'S‘drafte§4<

standards and goals. They were also provided with information
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oh the Dade County standards and goals effort. The eommittees
were free{to go beyond the framework of the state's‘drafted‘sten—
dards Qnd goals and two eommittees aid add sections‘that were"" T
- completely outside the state's frahework.
: . ; ; s ,

In addition to establishing and maintaining a well-organized .
process, the major function of the two fullétimelstaff persons,_‘r
Who were hired from;the SPA‘grant,”wes to attend all the SPA
meetings on stahderds and éoa;skto ens%re thatvtheylocal reoa
ommendations were,incorporatea into the state séandards‘ahdrkb
goals docqment.:,Although ﬁhe‘staff personsvpreperedginforma—
tion for the committeermeetings; most research was.eonducted
by the committee members or their staff. Research;Waskeonauorea
but quantitatiVe dara Were hot complied gf utiiized’vérycmuch; |

The Dade County standards and goals efﬁortjwas gesrggrhk
'toward:generatingeinéut for the state to‘éonsiaer whenrit ;re—h;
hpared'statewide standards and goals. The locai effort did,
however, prov1de a convenlent forum for gettlng publlc and prl-
vate agency offlclels together ahd for educatlng partlclpantsr
about crlmlnal justloe. o |
Summary‘ ‘ |

| As the precedlng descrlptlons have olearly 1llustratedb

,there was a degree. of varlety among the looal plannlng offloes

“'»'1n thelr approacn toward standards and goals. Desplte the f

Varlety, there were a number of concerns common to them all
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‘l’ =In Chapter IV we will examine those concerns and‘how'they,

relate to the function of the standards and goals endeavor.



State of Utah from coming in with its own standards and goals

 CHAPTER IV. THE FUNCTION OF STANDARDS AND GOALS

Thé standards and goals development process functioned
primarily as a tool for local planning, but the application
of the tooi tO‘lOCal planning processes varied. This’chapter
explores some of the questions surrounding the local jurisdic-
tibns' involvement with’standaras and goals. Specifipally‘we’
will examine the motivation for becoming involvea with stan-
dards and goals, the degree of specificity sought from the  ’
process, and the percelved role for standards and goals in
the planning process.

A. Motivation -

Perhaps the most sigﬁificant'factor cbserved among ﬁhe

jurisdictions we visited, which influenced their initial and.

subsequent responses to standards and goals, was whether or

not the jurisdiction undertook the process voluntarily. The

sites spanned a wide Spectrum from totally voluntary (Ventura)

b

to completely 1nvoluntary (Mllwaukee) Provo‘s involvement was

voluntary, but not totally so because it hoped to prevent the

at some later time. The remaining four sites did not have to

participate in the review of state standards and goals but the

suspicion was strong that if they did not, they might live to

regret it. ) B - ey
The recurrent fear that the state was trying to put some-

thing‘over,On'10cai gbvernment cannot be ﬁnderstated.?fThere'was
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“the feé}ing'that the state government was intruding, via stan-

dards and goals, on local prerogativeé.» Past experiences with

-LEAA and/or the state criminal justice planning agencies which

\

PO

_seﬁ local pripritigs; thrdugh national initiatives orvstringent

i

,state'"¢0mpatibility" réqﬁirements, fu#thef intensified this

distrust. To some ‘degree, therefore, gﬁé*state—generated stan-

dards and QOals acted as an impetus towards the‘development of

local standards forvreaSbns of style rather than of substance.

_ This led the local jurisdictions to develop fairly general stan-
tdards;and'goals.

B, .Levels of Generality

’,,As noted previously, the standards and goals process can

“be viewed as héving‘three stages--consensus building, standard
formulétionﬁ‘and‘implementation strategy--and eachistage operates
atﬁafdiffgrent levelfbf generality. - Consensus building is geared

toward prbdﬁcing general goals wﬁile'the(standards formulation

processtand the implementation plan move one in the direction

'of'specificity in‘attempting to achieve those goals.

- Of the sevenkjuriSdiations studied, there was 1ittlé}pr©— 

¥

“éﬁéss-Beyondthe cbnserqubuilding‘stagekofithe‘stéﬁdards;and»
géals,PrOCeSS. %Qonsequéntly; £here was’littlé concern abput‘
lépééificskéhdfthe écqpe of the effort tehdédkto‘bé’brOad’in‘
,ter@s o£ ;heaﬁépical:area cévered.~‘There was‘a1so sﬁéﬁse use

7f}k@f’éuaniiﬁétivé‘data-ithheydevélopmental'proéess.‘ This iéf

' fn!nd£ meant‘to‘be‘dri@ical,‘but rather to point out‘thét these
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sites dld choose to stay at the goal development stage and to“‘

acknowledge that the functlons that these Jurisdlctlons created

@
ol

- for standards and,goals relate verylheavily torthis factr:

Movement toward the f@EEﬁ> tlon of: spe01f1c standards, -

3 B ,4,.4

however, did occur;~”Tcledo, for example, came up Wlth some

specific standards on police recruitmentwpolicieS‘ahdvthe_f; - cérff,,;
. : : : St UUNE R DN IS PRI I O (P
deinstitutionalization of juvenile status offenders. Provo . -

‘also developed some specific standards that were inCOrPOratedr “

into its local plan and Ventura, in addition\tovcoming;up‘>
with some specific standards and goals, committed itself tbrf
trying tO'achieve them over a five year’period. Nevertheless,j7>'

m‘~ﬂnone of the . 51tes reached a level that called for a plan to 1m—tl'il,“d

- Q : _plement the kpro‘posed_standards and goal’s w:.t‘h‘ the desl'gnatlcn A e

of responsibility andhthe‘allocation or resourceslmappedioﬁtrf;fidh

Rathér, the standards and goals document was presented»as_a“

vreference document for the SPA, the local planning office, =

the local_ligf agencies, local,legislatlve bodies,_ahd/localv

“ pﬁblic officials to a"s‘si,st, rthemr in their de‘cisioﬁma‘ki_ng _?hd,}m!? 0
jln‘some‘instances; to‘act'assa’henchrark;that'wodld.assist;atliddm
somé later:timeln»evalhatihg‘how ﬁelltthe'crimiﬁalejhstldex

R T V‘aéenciesrwere‘moving'toward desired'obiectlyes.t g -
c. complimnce e
leen the fact that these jurlsdlctlons remalned‘largely
| at the consensus bulldﬂng stage; thereVWas hot mcch 1n spec;elagi]i

; N : i oh L
',‘.P SRR flcs that they‘could lo k at to see whether or' not the affected
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agencies were‘adoptinglthe;standards'and goals.:‘Furthermoie,

,none.Ofathe jurisdictions Were really in the position to make

»-agencies complyswith’standardsfand goals because they lacked the

e
//-

ApoWer and auhnorlty to do so. Some ofkthe changeslthat the

"'standards and goals called for requlred only: pollcy changes—— ;

~fchanges that WOuld cost nothlng flnanc1ally. vThOSenchanges,
vhowever, were at the>d1scretlon of the partlculailline agency
ékeeutives;,1Qtnef'changes required very lafgéekpenditures

of éonies;,for,example;,anytbing}dealing,with,jail’construetion,
and those ohanges,WOuldkrequirefaction on the partpof the line‘“
agency~ekecutive andrthe localklegislative‘body_, There was'an
atfempt eSpec1ally in Ventura, to go beyond plannlng for the

: expendlture of LEAA monies but the standards and goals were not

l'a'vlable mechanlsmffor forclng change.émSome agen01es, l;ke
~ the Salem police department}‘accepted,the results and utilized
,k%%%em by examining the'agency'S‘policies andkprocedures in

: ;’llght of the proposed standards and goals. Other agencies,’

vphowever,~ev1denced an eclectlc apbroach where they adopted
what they llked and 1gnored what they did not llke.'

: Most of the power avallable to the local plannlng of—~

Qflees_stems from;the LEAA_monles and‘that powerils ratherd

marginal.when onenrealizes-tﬁat those monies7constitute~lesS

s fthan flve percent of total\crlmlnal justlce expendltures at the

‘}5¥flocal level of government.\\ManY of the part101pants were un-

i
I o

\\

.}7certa1n as to how the LEAA monle“\could be used in 1mplement1ng

ek
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standards and goals.‘ Whlle they were not adverse to us 1ng the :
standards and goals in establlshlng fundlng prlorltles, many

of the partlclpants were reluctant to see the standards and,fg -

o

goals become a necessary condltlon for fundlng progects 1n
fear that a good progect would have to be rejected because

S it fell out51de the areas coveredﬁby the standards and goals,

T

effort.

However,‘compliance:waskan isSUe in'anotherﬂconteit,fv
While the specific standands'and goalS'may have been‘perfeotlyafnvg75,
acceptable, forced compliancettossomethingtdeveloped.atanothEtv
governmental level was not. tTo'filuStrate this point#Wegdraw'f'
'upon the observation made’by the~Salemfplanning'director,‘fﬁe‘:‘:'1v‘””

observed that the standards and goals that Salem deVeloped:weréylfﬂ

not all that-different»from,thOSe proposed by the State‘ofw“
Oregon--the ones that createdvan uproar. The fact that people [

had the opportunlty to review them Wlth the optlon to reject v

~them apparently developed some sense of ownershlp in the stan-~dm o
dards and goals and so made standards and goals less threatenlng.ﬁf;de

'ThlS sense of feellng theatened by unknown state deSLgns also

generated a dlfferent thSt on consensua bu1ld1ng, Many'of the

~L,p~ e

s1tes spent as much time dlscusslng not only what could be done,fb
‘ but‘also what could not be*done;k Consequently, 1n thelr reV1ew fff
3 of the state s standards and goals, these local jurlsdlctlons renff

f»jected as,wellvaspaccepted;partlcularfstandards andﬁgcals;jp"l‘fdh
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 An interesting observation about this review process

was made by perSons who participated at both'the state and»'h
;klocal standards and goals development process.' They observed

rthe relatrvely small attentlon that the state effort pald toward

the ramlflcatlons of the standards and goals on local llne

kageneles. Conslderatlonkoflthose ramlflcatlons d;d not surface,:‘

iuntil the standards and goals were discussed at»the local level,
:vdnposltion to partioularhstandards anddgoals reflected such con-
ﬁ;cerns‘aSnthe lack of financial resources or‘nersonnel’to carryv
u;them out and brought about the modlflcatlon or rejectlon of

f,'partlcular standards and goals.

Participants wanted a flexiblebdocument“that left options

fopen'to.individUals and their agencies;‘ The fear or mandated

'standards and goals seemed to be left over from the fear of the

v)\

state mandatlng compllance and preemptlng local government'
’kprerogatlves, and even those 81tes (Ventura and Provo) that
‘voluntarilyibecame 1nvolved w1th‘standards and goals leaned~-

o

:‘toward,fleXibility. One explanation for thls, suggested by a

'\s

1,participant in‘the~prooess, was‘that the 1mplementatlon dates fif
dVdforfthé5standards and goals were too far in the futureefor |

'rigid control.

There-isva lesson to‘be learned about cbmplianceffrdm

| fthe experlences of the smtes v1s1ted for thls study._.JUStff’

T

A
v

‘vas these jurlsdlctlons were noa\lncllned to embrace standards

k“ianﬂ,QOalsgfrom:nat;onal”ana state levels of goVernment bllndly;';“




i

'51m11arly llne agenc1es are not llkelyvto‘rush to accept
T standards and goals develoPed by local plannlng offlces. ﬂbneff
’may'try to obtarn compllance"through,pOWer-—polltlcal 5rié¢On5ﬁ§‘fdgﬁﬂ]
 ic--but local plannlng offlces and state plannlng agenc1es dok;hﬁd‘ﬂf
*not have that klnd of poWer over 11ne agenc1es.i The power of

| ~reason prevails“only if the basic premisesvarejacceptedggjThe:,f-3

gand'goals development process largely‘determined"who'masd

‘the effort Was to improVeipianning.‘ chéver;7imp£5ving°§1ahgo
‘nlng for those jurlsdlctlons that dld not 1n1t1ate the pro-ﬁﬁ
zcess meant flrst keeplng the state plannlng agency 1n check ;3>”;f?‘
‘gby 1m§act1na the state standards and goals to reflect local
‘_concerns. Thls prlmary con51deratlon’and other cons1deratlons vij;;
‘fsuch as 1mproV1ng 1ocal‘plann1ng efforts mere bas1caiiy e#per-f]ﬁfﬁi
blentlal——taklng opportunltles’as they presented themselves.;}i?;”
- Thus some plannlng dlrectors thought that standards and goals.“‘
J’fddwould be useful as a means of 1nject1ng communlty’concerns{~5
Trlnto thedolannrng processband others saw them as helplng;to}

'“.set prlorltles

extent to which one must rely on a‘complianqejstrategy'isfaﬂj;j s

measure of the‘extent'to_whichrthewstandards‘andfgoals{processf°"/

failed to develop a sense of-ownership in those Who'mustfﬁorkri,dl

- with them.

D. Client

" The motiVation,for'becomingminvolved infthefstandards;ff':

suppose to benefit from the program.w Tobvarying degrees,f

¥

’r)

f
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Because Ventura and Provo initiated the standards and

'Qoals,prooess they‘entered,itywith;much elearer;exéeotations
?fas'to how standardsVand’goals7COﬁld help looaltplanninngithout

/»hav1ng to worry about the added con31deratlon of trylng to affect
.state standards and goals. Ventura used the delphl exerc1sev

tO’a551st»the planning'board‘in focusing,on thefmajor‘concerns

"ialthé'aountyis criminal justice system while in Provokstah;
dards and‘goals provided the basis;forta'multi—year plan;v
aNone‘of;the jurisdiotlons,SawkStahdardskand goals,as re-
_s,biacing,theiplanhing:processes that alreaay existed., Staﬁdards

and goals were a tool ‘not an end in themsleves.

E. Educatlonal Aspect

. o ‘ - Many of the l;ne agggoy p‘ersonnel and private citizens who
g participated in the standards and goals development process

ackhowledged the uSefulness‘of the final document~as'a’plannihg
tool. However, thesetpersons,also saw the process and the product

as a Valuable educational tool and most underwent a good learning

experienCe'in whioh'theYValso gained a broader perspective on

thescrimihal justice-system. The~eduoational«benefits of‘stan~‘
'“»_dards and goals were not generally ant1c1pated by many of" the

nfplannlng dlrectors but thelr value is that they can enhance»‘

'quthe‘proSpects for,broad.based, comprehenslve'plannlng;~ff‘

o ;‘“ F.

Summary

The standards and goals efforts in these local jurlsdlctlons




‘;{‘.ii , did'not‘éerve"as the basieAf@r,fevoigtioﬁizihgathedérfhigé%agtft:

justiee SYStem;~;None of;the ﬁUriedictions cannbe*Vieweddagat‘f°d
UdhaV1ng followed a’true standards and goals model’to Lte ftnal
stage alt hough Ventuta dld come falrly clo;e. Rather the 1n~.é'

volvement of most of the jurlsdlctlons Wlth the process was dnf7

affected by a,Susp1c10n of state 1ntent10ns.l In a fleld that fﬂ

- was relatlvely new——local crlmlnal Justlce plannlng--they tended

[

to exp101t those aspects that were useful to them and to 1gnore

those asPects that were of llttle assxstance to them..,;ndaﬂns~i'“"

field that is_characterized by a‘collectlon of 1ndependentn7pA

‘agenc1es lelded along Jurlsdlctlonal and functlonal 11nes,v"~

it is no wonder that they chose to emphas12e t//\consensus,J55 o

“f‘l’ building aspects of standards and goals andvto leave»theydeveiopegﬁxtfﬁf

ment of specific changes to subsequent‘processéssﬁéf'
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cﬁAMER V. ORGANIZINQ THE P“AR’I'ICI’»PAN‘I‘S
j_ The Stanaaras and goais‘procéSS requifes the‘invoivé;
:mehtkdf'pérséné‘beyénd the’planning staff and bbtaining that
iéarticipation‘is‘not a simple task. The planningvoffice coﬁé
.tempiating7the use of staﬁdardslénd.gOals needs to consider
tﬁe-numbéf éf‘persohs it wants to involve ahd therkina of
baékgrbunds)desired;-pfivaée cit;zens,‘elected officials; or
agencY*peisonnEI. kAdditionai decisions’must be made concefning
thé iength bfvtime thesé persdns,are expected to partiéipate
~in the prbcess and‘what(t§pé of meetinngtrucﬁure would best
,sﬁitvﬁhe pianning office's neeas.' The reSpohses to all thesek‘
o CQnsiderations;'of édurse,vwill be hea?ily influenced by ﬁhe
, ?lanhingyoffice's>expéctation for the standards and goals
p?océSs;‘in_faét degisions fidw'easier once these considérations‘
ate iesélved. 'The‘pﬁrPOSe éf tﬁis~ch§pt¢r is to discuss‘the
-variOus options‘that are‘availablé to a planﬁing office fork
‘selecting,andkorganizfngﬂparticipants and some of the merits énd
‘ {pr¢blems'of‘the Vatious available options.
fA.féSéléctiﬁg the ?értiéipantskk
k "'The firSt qﬁééﬁiop confﬁonting the!planﬁihg oféiée deals
 with-tﬁe'seiéction of thé pafticipants. While it is generélly
‘,;qknoWledged that a’ciosé—repieéentation of ali thé qriminal |

justice components is important, there are several other questions
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: . ' that need to be raised. They are: | |

—Should participation be 11m1ted to those knowledgeable,' ,
of the criminal justice process? . v S e

-Should there be community representatlon and to what
extent°

R

-Should the participants be persons in dec1s1onmak1ng
pos1t10ns7 _ X : o7

‘—How are the des1red part1c1pants attracted to the
process? ~

-How will the planning offlce act to maintain partlclpants'

. interest? - ’ | : » -ebﬁk;\

Answefs to the first three qUestionS;Wiil bé,heaViiY¥i§;."
fluenced by decisions cOncerning'the functionrof~the standardsE
and goals process. If openlnglup the plannlng process is one;
of the anticipated uses of standards and goals, then partlcl—‘,'

- pation should be broad. If 1mp1ementatlon of spec1flc changesh»n
: Y\/.' . S
is a major concern, the need to have decision‘makers involved
in the.processfaSSUmes greater dmportancef |
\ Once‘the desired composition is taken care of,;thednext~
; hnrdle is’to,identify sPecific people, fhis;is Pa?tiéﬁlér1?~'_s;n,‘7“
%d‘diffiCUlt‘forﬁhhose planning~offices-that are‘seékiné‘Wide;'
partlclpatlon Wlth the hope of galnlng new perspectlﬁes on'f‘
'crlmlnal justlce.v If the plannlng offlce is trjlng to obLaln .
broader partlclpatlon from elected off1c1als’or agency admlnlstra~?'%€1;
'vtoss, the task is manageable because there are organlzatlonal ‘”_xfjfiv"

‘ oR ’charts that can ass:.st 1n 1dent1fy1ng the type of person desa.red.'
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."Then 1t 1s just a matter of matchlng a name up w1th an organlza~

tional or polltlcal posrtlon. If on the other hand the plan-

~ ning office is trying to obtain broader publlc partlc1pat10n,

then the task becomes less manageable. Allocating slots to

representatives from such,public‘interest‘groups as'the’League

of Women Voters and the American Civil Liberties Union helps;

but 1f the planning office goes beyond that, it is confronted

‘W1th,the 51mple fact that the public is not organlzed in the

sense that there are specrflc persons assigned the responsibi-

lity to monitor criminal justice activities.

In dealing with this problem of trying to identify interested

: private citizens,.some of the local planning offices began their

(N

search by contactlng other 1ocal agencies to flnd out Wthh

cltlzens were 1nvolved,in communlty affairs. The local plan¥
ning office then CQmpiled‘mailing lists and invited these peoplek
to perticipate in the standardskand goals process. This proce-
dure worked moderetely'wellyin Salem where approximately 50n“
?eOple’%ere recruited.‘ Media advertising was also used but

it dld not prove to be very product1Ve, as it produced only

one part1c1pant in response to a’ local newspaper advertlsement

L

. IF there‘Wasqone factor that'faC111tated the selectlon,of

k‘participants,»itkWae'the lack~of:controversy'surrounding‘their
\selection; None of the sites had any'problems dealing with

~ political pressures on appointing persons with particular per-
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spectives. The standards and goals p;ocess’uas?abrelatiuelyL
low profiie operation‘in the sites we Visited

~The final ;roblem with respect to gettlng people 1nvolved
in the standards and goals process 1s gettlng them to attend
the meetings.’ A recurrlng problem among the Jurlsdlctlons v151ted
was apathy on the part of the public and fallure to get agency
admlnlstrators,:prosecutors‘and judgeS'to part1c1p;te_asgmuchc
as the local plannin'g officew_ould h:a'{zé 1ikea.» “';I”hyis was kpa‘r,-‘j;
tieular1§ true in3those jurisdictions that‘sought to;broaden’k;‘”
participation in standards'and gOalsibegond the pianning,boar§,

It is a difficult problem and none of the siteshad‘aneasftah
solution. | f ol
B. The Piggy-Back'ApprOaCh -

A number of planners we interviewed egﬁreésed Concern{ ,
about their inabiiity,to get‘peoplevto participate ;h-thé stan—u
datds and goals process. One suggestion,to,deaikwith;thisn‘ |
problem Wasﬁtb have’short presentations‘(less:than‘an~houf)
on standards,and goais before-regularly SGheduléd,COmmunity S
meetings such;as the,PTA,'éhaﬁber?of'Commerce; brithe Kiwanis;g

Our opinion onithis'isithat‘ié might helpgif'onefwe;e toe?h"
‘useathese meetingshto;disSeminate"information abouttstandardsig*ZV
and goals, but 1t mlght not prove to be productlve as a‘mechanlsm‘:

-for obtalnlng 1nput lnto the developmental process._ Obtalnlng ;af“'“"

”a group s 1nput would regulre more than one hour s tlme- however,‘g,?
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even if one had the opportunity to work with the group

over a piotracted period of time, there is still some

doubt as to’how effective_it‘w§uld be. PréVo piggy~backed

ﬁhe standards and goals process on to its regular planning

procesé and the planning'diréctor was not satisfied with how

that worked out. His dissatisfaétion stems from the fact that

standards and goals were constantly placed on t?e back burner

while fhe participants discussed more immediate concgrn;:that

affected the local planning proceés. .

C. Organizing the Participants

The prbblem of maintaining the intereét of the partici=s

pénts in the standards and goals process can be affected by

the amount of time that theplanning officé’exPeéts from them.

That expeqtation will greatly affect the way the effort is
'korganized; There are some réther basic deéisions here. How

‘intense should the effort be? How long should it last? 1In our

A

J

\studg‘Wg found three major mechanisms:——the delphi, the task
force, and the confeﬁﬁhce. |

Some jurisdictiohs,used a mix of all three; Salém, for
Afexampie, used a conference to get broéder input inté the p%an—'
ning pfocess and then took the resﬁlts of its‘éonfereﬁce and
WOrked them into the oh—going planning comﬁittéeprocess. The ;
éituétion wés simiiar for‘Véntura Which'usedfthé;delPhi to help\. 

- its planning committee to make basic decisions about the future.
o , T R
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In discussing the various techniques we would like to deéln

with the delphi first because it breaks our cognitive bind when
dealing with people; i.e., participation does not require

‘physical presence.

~ 1. Delphi. Delphi is a process of group problem solving

i

e

aﬁd forecasting that does not reguire face~to—facé meetihgs
‘betWeen the group,members (Calléd panelists). The traditiqnal
delphi proéedure consists, of f;ﬁr rounds”oftquestioﬁéhthat,aref ““ 
successively distributed to the paneliéts with the first fdﬁnd%b° 

being fairly open ended. ! The results of each round's questiOn—

¥

naires are aggregated as the basis for the neXt;roﬁnd, until
the final round at which stage a consensus is. ugually reached,?

One major feature of a delphi exercise is that panelists

work independently at their home or office. Because panelists
find their own time to give thought to the issues, they do not
Btats Y R , N
Ny

have to be concerned about setting aside blocks of time to meet
with other participants in the process. The planning office,

therefore¢, does not have to be concerned about finding a meeting - -
-~  time convenient to most participants. However, the amount of

‘time that each panelist spends on the_exeicise is ankindiﬁidual‘; f
‘décision fhatfcannot be ragulated; The deiphivéXeréise,is ; qu
df:work fér thé’péhelisté‘aﬁdwthé work can’bééome tediéus.1 The.’ir  £5
B raﬁking prgcedure~is both‘;umbersomg andvdifficult;‘ Cléérly;«é 
éare mﬁst beftékeh to select reép&hsibie indiviauéis,té pa;tiéiéké; ﬂ“v
,‘géte iﬁ~thekdélphif§éﬁei; Iﬁ'Véﬁﬁura éomé of thé??énelisté:.ﬁ ; f

)

NS ) o BT

2
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s&ated‘that they had to force themselves to complete the

. exercise and found‘that after ranking their preferences, they
‘had to forcé thémsélves not to become arbitrary in the rest of

' the rankings.

A second ﬁéjof‘featurefof the delphi is that each panel-

iSt‘s“response carries equal weight regardless of his/her

J

- fsklll technlcal expertise, or p051tlon. This equality pre-

vents;deoisions from being‘made on the strength'of.a forceful

personality, but it has the risk of the results'béing skewed

by less knowledgeable people with narrow interests,

.On the one hand, a delphi procedure does eliminate the

'problem of people haggling'With each other (a common task
lfofce occurrence); butfon_the other hand itkeliminates'thé'

[:opportunlty for useful inter ““tlve dlscusslon dnd thoughtful

a.

:‘explanatlons of issues. Some offthe delphi dlsadvantages can
. bé mitigated to capitalize on the more positiVekfeature byk

modifying the delphi procedure to suit the jurisdiction's

‘needs. In Ventura instead of ranking the final round re-

e S : L o T P

'sponses independently as in a traditional model, the parti- -
”cigghts;met:togethér‘and decided the final'rahkings‘as’a_jr;
' ‘-zgroup ‘

R h L | ‘ o |
~¥‘,5 By not u51ng a pure delphl model Véntura Was able to cut

@

tllts paperWork and to prov1de an opportunlty for some dlscus—'

> 51on. In domng the flngé_ranklngs at a meetlng 1nstead of in-“:

leldually, they were able tO'make a smooth tran51tlon to the ‘ t/ B




Q
';‘l’; : political realm. ‘At that meetlng, there was- an opportun;ty
for tradeoffs and pOllthal adjustments, but the orlglnal

LV

delphl structure made the vested 1nterestsrless“lnfluentlaL,gpﬂfa

" and made the more participatory than previous planning efforts.
Several modifications to the delphi exercise were sug- .
gQStEdvbY PartiCiPaﬁts in the Ventura'proceSS.' One suéﬁlsﬁg4?"ff"*

gestion was to- 51mpllfy the scorlng system by elrmlnatlng the :f_gy
welght in responses., If this modlflcatlon Were utlllZEd

the partrcrpants‘ task would be ea51er, but aggregatlng the
, §oo
- responses would be,moreidlfflcUIt. Another sugqestlon was

to use a delphi exercise and thensmove.int0~task forces;;“V"J

’Q

thereby gaining the best of both approaches.

‘ R 2. Conference. Just as the delphl enables one to 1nvolve o

and’ llke the delpnl, 1t lasts a relattvely short tlme and

rrequlres a good deal of preparatlon and plannlng.i Salem:}h]V

;had the advantage of haV1ng staged & conference three years

dprlor so it had a pretty good 1dea of what Was requlred to 5f;f,gwl‘

Sy -

undertake thlS approach

The conference in Salem lasted two days and contarned

i

e _'a rather dlsparate audlence-—SO percent Were non-crlmlnal
‘ justlce types.» Thls 51tuatlon placed an educatxonal burden

{ghf' g[li ,;on the plannlng offlce ‘ The plannlng offlce also needed

. &\.r ",

. : : o have a structured program :Ln oroer to funnel partlclpan
"ﬁ,;terests,f Conseqpently the conference beganHW1Lh a p enar'

”‘\; o
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f“se551on descrlblng the effort and then the plannlng office

: organlzed the partlclpants into small groups along functlonal

l;nes—-pollce,‘COurts, COrrectlons,~etc. Each group~Wasgas-

RIS

/R'fvsigned‘three‘People——afrecorder whonkept;a written”record of”"t
ball“thatltranspired; ankexpert'who served as an»lnfonmational
resource, and a facilltator wholwas experienced with'groupsl’

t uhose job was to keep the group from becomlng bogged down |

"’”;on slde lssuesf« S;ncegthe trme’frame‘for partlc;pant.actlvie

7f£y'is‘ého£t, less consideration,need be given tofthe,long% o
‘7“ftermfdedicatlon”ofythe‘particlpants.f Although the partlcl-
~hlpantsvmay‘work very hard and the conference may be very in-
ftense,?the taskils completedfln a short per;od of.tlme,',Har-
~-fnessing inltialentibsiasm and‘eXCltement‘ls:more.Valuable
»Efor thls approach than seeklng out dedlcatedllnd1v1duals;
'The short tlme frame enabled people to get away from the
ltelephone and usual offlce routlne and devote thelr full at—‘

S

"'tentron to thevstandards,and‘goals_effortf

QThemedest'time”requirements for'participants inrstaging'
‘d’a conference has the advantage of attractlng 1arge numbers

'f“jof people, lncludlng dec1s1on makers, but at the same tlme

"hnjlt has the drawback of not affordlng part1c1pants the oppor—g
w'[ftunlty to study issues. in depth nor to develop a great sense
””7fof ownersblp in the product 5 If the conference approach is

b'ii;fused (as 1ndeed 1t was used in Salem) to lnltlate the dlscus~

‘ *;Slon,xto gainjan'apprec1at10n.ofgwhatfcommunrty cOncerns,are

: SN . . L ‘
e . . : . e
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and to feed thatdinformation intO'anothervon—going proceSS}f;fffn““
then one stands to benefit the most fromﬂWhat\the,conference‘~

approach offers.

3. 'TaSkfForce; 'The-taskrforce abbroach Was'usedibyfthosehidhogo
‘jnrisdictions that manted”to.sPendhtime onkthe’nrocesshandéworkfﬁ;é
: ont ideas.’ The task force can take a number oF dlfferent .fsi;r.'ms-4i
a srngle task force or’a group’of task.forces., if 1t is a gronp
;~of task forces, it can be broken,doWn by functlon, geography,

or any other dlmen51on deemed sultable to the Jurlsdlctlon and

| task. The task force approach 11m1ts the number of people that
!vonehcan effectlvely use. Groups of more than 10 or 12 peopfé

become 1neffect1ve work groups-—there are too many personalltles. :

l‘Membershlp can be broadened through exten31ve use of specra-fniy«*f?

"llzed groupspalthough that,works against produc1ng anVOVeral;\}kgc‘

“perspectlve i SR ,‘,' P i

bvg

Selectlng the members of the task force is extremely 1m-iktaﬁ'
” nortant : Strong personalltles need to be balanced by equally :
vstrong personalltles w1th dlfferent v;ewpolnts ’ Equallyxlmpor—f;
tant is selectlng 1nd1v1duals who W1il marntalnvrnterest,,ke:p dk
h*thelr’absences toka mrnlmum, do.the‘requlred backdronnd readrné,

'1and see the task through to the end An 1nd1VLdual who dew,

"‘monstrates 1n1t1al actlve 1nterest and ex01tement may seem711ke

ka good selectlon but may have confllcts that would prevk_t;
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.to recognlze that task forces meet over a lengthy perlod of tlme

‘and the mlddle and end of the process are as 1mportant as the

,beginning. ! ,
Leadership is also very important in a task force setting,
' particuiarlyfwhen taSk;forces are under a timedConstraint; The

 leader is;reeponsible for striking a balance between’a thorough

ehdiscussion of fssuds and meeting deadlines.«bFor example, in
' Dade County, several partlclpants attrlbuted the successful com-,
':~kpletlon of the task to the chalrperson s abllltles to meet dead-
'_l;nes WlthoutisacrlflC1ng’the_Conteht of the discussions..
Finallydthe»enccess‘of thedtasktforce will'befaffected
g_by'how well the group functlons together, and good leadershlp
t plays a role in thlS but poor attendance and hlgh turnover are
Eroften:beyondrthe leader's»control.
:{’aUtiliaing avsmall working grounhapproach,has‘Toledo'did;
‘«inleétablishing!onektaskhforce,dhasfboth.advantagesvand,disé>5‘
‘ﬁ»adVantages.k'Reaching'a-conseneueuis'easierfparticnlarlyfin a;
deitnation’like Toiedo's where'the taekvforcermembers haddall,
hlworked together before- and by 1nv1trng persons w1th clout’ g

ft‘fto part1c1pate, the chances of effectlng change ‘were strengthen— g

' “;»ednln‘thoseffunctional areas'tgatfwere represented«in*the*pro;v"

‘*ag?the handllng of juvenlle status offenders.-,_,;

© cess. However, because the number of participants was so limi-~

'1f;ﬁed{‘themproCessfdidfnot~produce,any broad‘or immediatehimé

fﬁ;pact beyond the changes to pollce recrultment p011c1es andwto W,QI~Lh*":




~The 31ngle taskuforce approach is efflc1ent and approprl-
ate when the functlon of the standards and goals document 1s j1
to lead to spec1flc changes The eff1c1ency is, further 1ntensr-£i[ ke

i

A i
x”fled by us1ng a group Wthh has worked togeth%J before and

B L sU

selectlng a strong cha:rperson._
Establlshlng several commlttees, as 1n Dade County, Provo &iidi

and Corvallls, prov1des an opportunlty for a broad-based ef“,fﬁf;*

S 4

‘»‘ R

fort W1th more part1c1pants than 1n the ushal plannrng effort.lfjiif
Recrultlng the addltlonal partlclpants,vhowever, is very;dlf_gg_%ey
:flCUil and 1nvolv1ng people not prev1ously part of the crlmlnalgiifg
vdjustlce plannlng process has both advantages and dlsadrantages.;;i}ﬂg
3dThese 1nd1v1duals brlng new‘perspectlves to oldvlssues, but at
,takes tlme-for the group to functlon together‘as people become
,acqualnted W1th one another and each other 5 v1ews;~ The move;t{;,;*
.’ment tOWard goals. consensus, therefore, is usually slower.hhhwbd'
,hIn addltlon, persons not preV1ously 1nvolved din crlmlnal Jus-xlfzidf
;ft;Cedpianning-need to'be educated;on.the]rssuesjandaproyrdedgie

With*more'information.l'

;'Tﬁli,:

Of the three 31tes u51ng multlple task,forces, two (Provo"”'h |
tand Dade County) Organlzed them along functlonal llne,c poli

~,7rcourts, correctlons, etc.; Thls apPrOaCh better serves thosf_

'Lfllne agency people who w1sh to dlscuss thelr partlcular fleld(

;fand c1tlzens who have 1nterests onlyvl_{partlcular areas,i'Thls

‘approach. -sioes tnoztf; fos,tefr an ve@ﬂil, systen per:




Y

ﬂ‘!’die;wg {PtovO?did:try’to compensate by forming_a steering committee
i | ,dcomposed‘of~two‘fepresentatives from each task”fOrce.

5 On the other hand Corvallls divided its task forces
hfon,a geographlc basis because of the‘large land mass that
4D1str1ct v encompasses and because of the strong county
. 1dent1ty in each<of the three countaes.‘ While th;s keepsh
1avsystem perspect1Ve operatlng within each worklng group and

"'hereduces travel for the partlclpants,‘lt works against developh
J?‘;ng a reglonal perspectlve.

D Role,of’the Plahgigg Office

oThemlocal planhing office?oan play a highly directiVe role

‘”ffeln the standards and goals development process or it can 51mply

. play a coordlnatlve role.’ The plannlng offlce 1nvolvement in

h;thekStandards and goals'effort ln-affected by the organle
;zationalhmechahism,seieotedf» A planhing office undertaking
1;a,conference>approaohﬂof a delphi e#eroise~hasktokbe'heaviif
‘tiinvolved in‘WofkinQVOUt detailswor‘the approaoh:wili runhthe
hk;tiSk‘of faiiore, A-ooordinative'role issmore3appropriateh
"7vfor the task force approach ‘ If thehtask‘forces arestodbe,;
_1n‘e#1stehce for a Whlle they w1ll de01deahow they want’to
“’soéetate—elunch meetlngs,sevening meetlhgs or5whatever; 'The:
dhplahﬁinghotfioe“maf thenvassume the roletof‘a;resouroe,thatf

’”tNoneTof the local planning offices exhibited a strong direcefﬂ;'

‘”fﬁti&e}fclefto@ardhthe,sPecifio contentdthétdwas,to‘be:covered;_jThelfc*”
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general parameters were either fait accompli from the state -

effort or the general areas were discussed in conjunction -

(=3

with the supervisofy board. ‘Eachkjurisdiétion}alIOWedfpartié eav{

eipants to explore whatever aSpeets of the‘CIiminal'juStiselsysgﬁz"

tem‘it‘desired.
D. 'Summary

The Varlous approaches to developlng standards and goals

‘ dlscussed in thls chapter certalnly do not exhaust the avallableytaﬂ»

‘ poss1b111tles. The~exper1ences of the sevenijurlsdlctlons-‘

studled do, however, p01nt out some of the 1ssues that\one must }_}I*W“
resolve when one‘undertakes1arstandards,andsgoals,process,gaThefF77°w

most difficult aspéctkisiusuallyrabtaining,interestednand,f  i?.gf&t"’

; qualifieafparticipants;p

L. “Timothy J Flanagan and,Mlchael R, Buckman, The Delphl e
Technlque.‘ A Tool for Criminal Justice Planners, School of
Crlmlnal Justlce (SUNY) Albany (1976), pp. 9, 11,

'Robert W*,Poole, Crlmlnal Justlce Goal Settlng, (1973), p.h4.‘f?ff;;‘




S . CHAPTER VI. FOLLOW THROUGH ON THE DEVELOPMENT
/ S ~OF STANDARDS AND GOALS

‘The formulation and quantification
‘of specific standards and goals
~can be a step of permanent
significance in moving from .
rhetorical arguments toward a
working blueprint with built
in guantitative and qualltatlve l
yarksticks of progress.

This.descriptionxby the National Advisory’Commission of
.ivwhat may happen as;arconsequence of developing standards and

~goalstdoes not reflect‘thefexperience of the seven sites we

- hyisited. The way that the local plannlng agency follows through
l-:kon 1ts standards and goals is heav1ly 1nfluenced by 1ts motlva—
’tLOn'to'become 1nvolved-w1th the process. When the goal of
';$the standards and goals process is to create an atmosphere for
"change, follow—through act1v1t1es may approprlately be llmlted
'“yto publlclzlng the product as a resource document or referenc1ng

,the standards and goals.in the»on—gOing planning,process. When

-

tthe~goal is'to'Create’specific{changes Within‘thevcriminal jus-

~fftice SyStemsfollow—through’activities‘become more‘specific and
:;*yattempt to deal Wlth issues 1nvolved in 1mplement1ng the de-
ff{}51red changes- 1 e,, 1dent1fy1ng the agency or person respon-

jhyslhle for brlnglng about the change, deallng with re51stancef

“_,;yto the change,'and eValuatlng how effectlvely the change was

Wif'accompllshed

7

The seven s1tes dld ev1dence con51derable 51mllar1ty 1n

2 ) , (. . | ‘
v‘;thelr use of the standardsvand goals process‘ i. e., as a




H»_él;v
feans of building consensus. Consequently, tﬁe:thrustsof‘
their follow up activities was similarly‘on a general planeid!
thaticalled‘for little concerted action in‘aCComniishing ;
specificfchanges;i |
.Therpurpose ofkthis-chapter'is'to:discﬁSS some;Cf‘thert
issues surrounding the standardd andVQUals fbilcwsthroﬁgh.i7e":'t
'process.>A$he'standards.and goais product ma?fbe'nSed.ana
dreference document,!as animpiementationplank(andda;to01;t¢r‘k
overcome agency resistancekto'changeS),uas a«standard for :
eValuatlng lmplemented standards and goals and as-a follow i

Q .
up mechanlsm to apprlse the partlclpants 1n the standards

and,goals process of the results of;thelrxeffOrts,-’Weubeginl .

" with the use of the standards and goals producit ‘a‘s a réference& I

document.

B, Reference Document’
The standards andrgoals docnment‘can’be usefuldindchane‘

‘ neling interest in‘criminai justice matters to those,areasJ ivfdeV_;Ql
' thatbhave already beenlldentlfled in the development process d;~“iiyﬁ
:There is no need for wrde ranglng dec1s1ons to recur 1f thevt
standards and goals process represented the best collectlﬁeﬂ
kkoutlook on the varlous\issues W1th1n crlmlnai justlce plannlnglai*
“:for the partlcular.jurlsdrctron" Consequently publlc 1nterest{;
'ﬂ:‘can be.addressed throuéh the framework prov1ded by the stan—:tfijj

. . "dards *and, kg;,oalys.‘ The standards and goals document can help

RIS ®
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3V§‘l’” f_”:k.pé0plekto refine‘their inquiries; i.e., by making:them more
5pé¢ific,’ahd, where action is called for, tb,direct dhanges‘
in the context of thé overall‘problem as descfibed‘in the stén?
dards and goais; |

Line’agencies can also use the stgndards and géélé docu-

ﬁent to pérfbrm séif—éssessments of héw Well,theyﬁmeasure ﬁp ‘

 £¢ the expectations found in the document. In Oregcn; the
Salem pélice departmeﬁt and the Marion County sheriff"s‘aéparﬁ-
ment‘did this and the process'énabled them to eValuate their

| owh agendykprocédureslagainst the consensus of an independéni

group in a non-threatening atmosphere.

 7‘I.< . S As persons or agencies begin to refer ‘to the document and
 1[ ’A;tc discover”diséggpancies betweéen desired behavior and actual
L practice,’%he standards and goals document can begin to act
o ‘ : ‘ :

as a precipitator of,change.~.Thelimpetus forychange‘floWs
from the power of reason and this kind of situation can generate
change if the personkor the agency is ready for chahge,  In

fact it may be difficult, if not‘impOSsible,vto,determine whether

' ;the~standards7and‘goals brought,abbut the change or whethér‘they;, o

actéd as a convenient vehicle for facilitating the implementation
:Qf,changes that would have taken place regardless of‘the(stan;
 dards and goals'process;

 ;Iﬁ,mo$tfof'the‘sites we observed the standards and goals

~ document employed in conjunction with the awarding of LEAA




where people are predispbsed toward change@and*aCCept tbe:proe

nthe premlses on Wthh the standards and goals are based

B., Ileementatlon Document

“tance.

RS O

aCtion\monies to fund special projects. This is basicaily‘

the carrot and stick approach to chande wherein the pQWer‘

 of reason is augmented by the power of money‘to induce peonie"

to try something new. By having the appllcant reference the

standards and goals document the appllcant has to demonstratef

how the progect*s goals are Ln'llne WLth the c0mmun1ty consensus;';,"

Using the standards and goals document as’ a reference aca,,@'
cument has its advantages and disadvantages. The documentf

just llke the NAC reports and the SPA documents, can provrdev?'

v 1n51ght into the problems of crlmlnal justlce and stlmulate

conversationnabout what ought tO‘be done. The 1mportance of
the document in terms of providing a rationale for change
should not be ignored, but this‘reliance‘on;the power of reason :

L

to bring about change only works_well‘in”fhdse_jurisdictionsn%”-,~L'

LA

" cess on Wthh the standards and goals are based ' Tne disadﬁanéf
( tage to relylng on the standards and goals product as a reference

rdocument is that it w1ll not lead to spec1flc changes by those N s»d

who are not predlsposed toward change and'who do not accept

o

T

,Askone,movesyfrom the arena that 1s concerned wrth develop_mja‘v, :

f\ F

- ing an:athSphere for change to the arena where spec1f1c changesf'.”ﬂff

‘1are'being'sought, one needs to address the phenomenon of resrs—»fpfif‘
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One very important element that decreases agency resis-
|   ‘."~ . tance is that agency's participation in tﬁe’standards and
%@,.  qéals‘de§elopmental process;, At every site, line agency

representativés participated in the effort and had an opébr-
tunity to consider the ramifications of the proposed stan-
dé?ds andkgoals on’their own agency early in the process.
’The‘line agency particgpants‘adhitted that they looked care-
fﬁlly at the standards and goals relating to their functionai
areas ﬁokmaké sure that their agencies could‘iive with them
 and thatkmany of‘the other participants were amenable to modiiﬁ
fying the sténdards and goals to suit the line agencies.
| ,Participation,*hQWevér, is not enough to ovércome resis-‘
tance. Finanéial considerations were freguently mentioned as
a deterrent to implementingbthe proposed standards and gOals:
- Some of the participants éccepted thissargument} others ex-
pressed the opinion that while some of the proposedﬁstandardsk
and goals did requirekadditional resources, many of the stqn-.
Qfg_'dérds and“goals did not. Many of the proposed standards and
| goals éould be accompiishea,through policy changes. None of
fkﬁhe‘sites attempted to deal with this resisﬁance heaa‘quénd,'
| furthérmore} none of the sites attempted'to ideﬁ#ify who Qas

vre5p6nsible‘for implementing the proposed standards and goais.

'This, of course, comes as no surprise since most of the sites

~ looked upon the process as. fostering an atmosphere for change

rather‘fhan aS‘impiementing a specific change. However,




fpoliciés and on handling juvenile status offenders. These
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for those jurisdictions that are contemplating a standards ° .

and goals process that is expected to produce specific changes,v 

g . .
S
.
r

it is important that they paykcloser'attentionkto this matte

of identifying the person respohsiblebfor implementing;thé,‘

change. Thete should also be greater%antidipatEOn for ageﬁgy,
resistance and considerable préparationvfbr OVercomihg th;t’ - ‘“1?3 
resistance. If there is no prpvision for active follow |

throUgh,'the agencies are likely to pick and choosefamong -

the proposed standards and goals.

There were tWwo sites where there Was.follow,tﬁrOugh on @

the standards and goals. In Toledo ‘there was a conscious

effort,to focus particular atféﬂﬁion on police‘geCruitmént

topics received considerable attention and the committee
& . '

chairperson made it clear that she expected action on these

matters. This close attention‘andtactive“inte;est’in the

handling of juvenile status offenders and polite recruitment

policies were instrumental in accomplishing the changes. Also 7%

in Venﬁﬁra, there was“an enmphasis on ﬁhe’goalsgécOming'fealit¥; ' ; 
This stfon# focus'on»impleméntationldgring~tﬁé dé§elopﬁentﬁprosﬂ, ff
cess was a quce in theQipanges Qctﬁallygbeihé aécbmplished,kk” )
c. Evalqation  o  “¥§‘   : e ::_ 0 |
Because:impiementation Was not,afmajér;cghcérn’toktﬁek s i
‘;“se'ven» ,siteé v‘\7‘ifs“it,e:d,; it‘ should be‘_’ no surprlse that fh;é.rev I R «s
wés‘iittie‘conéiaératipn/for evaanting'héﬁ W511 thé sfan*~,§}7~ -4 @‘ﬁ;
e . | s e SO RAErE s
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~at the developmental Stage by being specific. This speci-““

o

S8

%

!

dards andvgbals were implemented. Ventura was +the only. site

that considered evaluation mat#ers albeit at a general level. °

//

. Véhtura aﬁtempted to word the. standards and goals in perform-

ance -language.

rIf‘érsite is;intérested~in achieving specific change, then

. the planning'officé"should prepare for evaluating the,éffort

i

'ficity would‘be in terms of defining the desired changés

clearly andkdélineating the quantitative measures that will

. be‘exémined and the expected time frame for implementation.

 In addition to no preparation for any evaluation of

 theirfstandarHs and édals;'the sites have taken only limited‘

steps to update the standards and goals. .The two sites'in‘

. -Oregon--Salem and Corvalis—-haveVgone through tﬁrée iteratiqns

of the standards and goals but\that‘has been primarily for
the benefit of the SPA. Ventura and Provo are using the stan-

“dardsiand goals document in their ongoing~planning process and

NS

if changes are to be made they will be made through the plan-
o ning=procéss. vHOWever, there was no formal updatingﬂprocess

triggered by‘pr%bléms or changing conditions in the attempt

to implement the proposed standards and goals.
D.7 Follow up to Participants.
In working on standards and goals one can become absorbed

withfthe prccess and overlook the people whd‘ﬁaf%icipated in

L

e



- noted that: they were not 1nformed about the outcome of the

‘in check. Even if there is nothlng to report the plannlng o 3',5

‘ E; Summary'

‘,Consequently We Were unable to dlSCUSS in any detall matters ffﬁ37dﬂé'

'.and goals effort as a consensus bulldlng mechanlsm, and the-['

bluepr :Lnt ; for ac gomp l i_shing'glgpe‘qi £ C cfhanges {1 bu{:, Q?ather L.tih“

o 3 a'

 the process. A number_of the part1crpants who were 1nterv1ewedj»f‘“

&

standards and goals exercise. This=Was partlcularly t;ue“forx.fTumeb
S R S T e e e
those participants who are not members of the ongoing planning =

process. While~tht§}seems like a minor issue, when people . . -

volunteer their time»and energy for a project, theytliketto

hear if the prOJECb ever results in any actlon. .
: B , :
The lack of follow up to part1c1pants probably stems
from the plannlng dlrectors' uncertalnty as to what standards

and qoals were: suppose to accompllsh beyond keeplng the SPA -

director should report back to the partchpants. ThlS 1s B

a Smele courtesy that makes the partlclpants feel that they

'r‘were not forgottenvlmmedlately after»the'complet;on of the-

Se 0

ey
2y

task. ‘
- s

'~None of the. seven'sitesrvislted planned\tprursue‘an”

-actlve follow—through stage in thelr standards and goals effort,o

such as deallng wrth res1stance, updatlng the documenb and ':fffﬁﬁ

:”rvaluatlon crlterra for measurlng the lmplementatlon of:the >f7f"”

standards and goals.l The seven 51tes V1ewed the f“

standards and goals document dld not assume the‘aura:of a
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-

‘morekﬁodést role of a‘referencehd0cumEnt,to'facilitaté‘dis—'

‘cussing the future directions of criminal justice in the

seven jurisdictions studied.

ke

Natlonal Adv1sory Commlss1on on Cr1m1nal Justlce Standardsfi‘
and Goals, Executive Summarye—Reports of the National

S  Advisory Commission on Criminal Justice Standards and -
SRR ~Goals, (1973), p. 6. L , ’




S

- sites studied here demonstrate; eThese sitesureS§ondedutoﬁe:t’c

,needs.

~stud1ed

Conclusion =

The focus of this report has been on how criminal justice
‘Planners atkseven sitesaoross'the,Unitea_Stateshhave'attemﬁtedﬂrijoﬁiﬂ
‘Fo work Wlth Standards and goais- The process did not alwaﬁs‘uf

,‘follow the Scrlpt for ‘how it ggg_g to work there were’é numbérfFJsf

of a0commodatlons that'needed to brlng‘the Concept tO‘frultiéthﬁdﬁd‘“f

As we haVe_aftemétedbtodemonstrate'inthisdrebort;‘ﬁhegmbéié;eh;;;f‘jf
uation for heeoming involveabinnﬁhéusténdardé,aﬁaugoalsr?r¢ééééud;'%

'opléys afcruciaihro%e?in’determining exPectations,} The;ékié,;jf”'“

" no one right way to approach standards:and'goals asitheaSeuen }f ;ff

vdlfferent needs and showed great varletj in organlzlng the~h?:f7hf

effort in ways that they thought would best achleve those‘?°hjhh

CIEN Sy
There are problems to be encountered 1n 1mplement1ng any
\\\ . . .

: concept.' This document sought to bﬂlng the reader s attentlon f};f?f'f?
-to _some of the major concerns 1n approachlng standards and

;goals and to prov1de 1n51ght as to how to handle those conp .

- a
o

'cerns in 11ght of the experlences of the seven jurlsdlctlons wejfj;V:

S RS i
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: Appendlx A ' e
THE NATIONAL ASSOCIATION OF o
CRIMINAL JUSTICE PLANNING I%RECTORS |

, .

March 3, 1977

Dear Member:

't;s

Thls is in reference to the Assoc1at10n s Grant to
study the standards and goals deVelopmental process at the

- T

local planning unit level. We will do this by using the e

case study format. Our research will include examining =

written reports outlining the procedures to be followed in’
'deveIOplng standards and goals, as well as wrltten records
of what actually transplred at sthe meetlngs that were ‘held.

o e

We will also conduct! on-site 1nterv1ews with’ apprOX1mately
six officials in the jurlsdlctlon who part101pated in the
developmental process. Finally, there will be some llmlted
examination of how and to what extent the. standards and

goals were 1mplemented

The purpose of thls letter is to 1nv1te you to become
one of the six sites that will be éxamined in our case,

the developmental process in two crty, two. county and two

 study approach. We are required, .in the grant, to examine =~

multi-county planning operations. It has been further s«y‘f’

determined by the Executive Board of the A55001at10n that
there be a population breakdown of more than 250, 000 and .

“less than 250 OOO wrthln each of these three groups. gﬁ

Dlstrlbutlon of Sltes to be'Selected"
in Examining the Developmental
Process of Standards and Goals_

POPULATION

g LESS THAN  MORE THAN | © TOTAL
L 250,000 - 250,000 Lo
City 1 L e L 2
Multi-Comnty 1 ISR
TOTAL . 3 3 e




S The following criteria have been developed,to assist in the
“selection of sites within each planning unit and population cell.
Required Criterion ‘ L : ; o

There must be a written commitment of cooperation from the
local planning unlt to assist staff in obtaining the necessary
" written documentation and in arranging for interviews with
persons who were 1nvolved in developing standards and goals at e
the 1ocal level. :

(el

: Welghted Crlterla ‘ S e Points

- L1, The avallablllty of written documentation on

how the Standards and Goals were to be de-
veloped - : L 6

2. ,The availability of written documentation on
' what transpired during meetings in the de-
velopmental process; i.e., minutes, summary
reports, background papers, etc. - . ; 6

3.  The availability of a final report that con- :
tains the ‘Standards and Goals B '5

4. The number of areas for which Standards and
Goals were developed (Police, Courts, Correc-
tions, Juvenile Delinguency, Planning,
Community Crime Prevention -- one point
for each) . : : 1-6

5. Written commitment of cooperation from se-
‘ ‘lected participants in the developmental

process -~ two points for each written S

commitment to a maximum of six letters , 0-12
6. “Timeliness -- one point for every six months ’

since the completlon date of the Standards «

and Goals Process ¢ ; 0-5

These welghted criteria are meant to provide staff with some
objectlve means by which sites can be selected.

If you are. 1nterested ‘in havxng your Jurlsdlctlon(s) partici-
'pate in this project, we would ask that you write to the Assoc1a— ‘
‘tion' 'S new office at: =~ NACJPD :

. 1012 14th Street N.W.
Suite #403
Washlngton, D.C. 20005




We would ask that, in your wrltten reply, you give us

 sufficient information on the weighted criteria so that your,

jurisdiction will obtain its appropriate share of points.

We would appreciate your not sending any of the ‘background

or final report documentation at this time. However, we
would ask that you send your letter of cooperation and as -

‘many other letters of cooperation that you can obtaln from‘

those who participated in the development of the standards
and goals. We would appreciate receiving your reply by
March 25, 1977, 1If you have any questlons please call. -me or
Janlce Stiers at (202)347 -2291. \ o R

N

Sincéfely,“

%zm/a AL

| ﬁ5Mark A, Cunniff
i

Executlve Dlrector

MAC/npk
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IT.

III.

IV;

Appendix B

Areas to be Explored with the Executive

Director and/or his (her) Staff

Vo

Background

1.

L.

‘How did the LPU find out about the Standards

and Goals “program?

What kind of information was made available

2.
- 'about the program; and was the information
sufficient to answer the LPU's initial needs?
3. Was participation in the program voluntary?
Atmosphere
1. What has your jurisdiction's experlenca with re-
search been like? :
2. What was the political climate toward criminal
justice like at the time of the Standards and
Goals undertak.mg'>
3. Were there any major stories in the newspapers
about criminal justice prior to or during the
Standards and Goals process?
4. Were there any dramatic court decisions that
~affected your jurisdiction's agency operations?
5. How would you describe thé‘relatiohship among

criminal justice agencies, and between criminal

~justice agencies and the community prior to the
‘Standards and Goals effort?

Local criminal justice agencies

Please prbvide a general description of the
criminal justice agencies in your jurisdiction,
highlighting eSpec1ally areas of organizational

.concern., For example, how many police agencies
~are there, what is there range in size, etc.

Resources for the~SEandards and Goals effort

1.

2,

‘How much money was spec1f1cally given for the
v Standards and Goals effort? -

Approximately what,percentage of yOur Agency's_



VI.

+3e Re5pon51b111ty- To what extent‘dld dleeu551on i

ES
A

- B-2
time was tied up with Standards and Goals over and

above whatever special monies may have been granted?

3. Were staff resources adequate to meet the cfiem:emc‘is'> 5'
Did the LPU draw upon the staff resources* of line
agencies for assistance?

4. Was outside technical assistance requested? Was it
provided? Was it adequate? '

5. Was there adeguate data available to assist in the

examination of problems?"

Approach ~ ' o
1. Were there any attempts to place a limit on the
‘ scope of the’ effort? If limits were set who de-~
termined these limits? What were the limits?
: 5 , ] , R
2. How were participants chosen? What was the desired
composition? Did they get it? .
3. What procedures were followed for developing StanderdS‘
- and Goals, eg, Task Forces, open hearlngs, posxtlon
papers, etc?
4. How involved was the LPU in prov1dlng dlrectlon to the
- Standards and Goals effort° ,
5. How stable was the process? R B
6. Did you f£find the group focu51ng more on solutlons
rather than the definition of the problem? '
Some side issues within the process.

1. Participation: To what extent was the Standards
and Goals effort looked upon as a vehicle to gen-
erate community interest in criminal justice?
To what extent was it looked upon as a vehicle to ’
inject community’ concerns into the crlmlnal Justlce o s
procee7 B ‘ - : :
2. Autonomy: To what extent did the llne agenc1es
object to outside inspection of their pollc1es
and!%rocedures9 :

« \{ .

take place over who or what agency was to 1m-,
',@

&




., . R e . Sl
plement the Standards and Goals? Was the responsi-
bility for 1mplement1ng accepted by the people so
des,:l.gnated'> . )

4. Evalu%tion:k;Were procedures and measures discussed
that would ascertain whether or not the proposed
Standards and Goals were accompllshlng what was
desired? = ; =

‘./ ¢

'VlieffbutCQme
1. What was the‘intanded use of the final product?

2. Were there any by-products (good or bad) of the
: Standards and Goals process; eg, increased communi-
cation between the community and cr1m1na1 justice
'~ agencies?

‘VII£. _Overall‘Evaluation fa
s )
1. What was your unaerstandLJg of Standards and Goals
' at the beginning of the process? Did that under-
~standing change as the process proceeded? ‘

ey
/

2. What were thé}perceived advantages and disadvantages
to the various routes taken in the Standards and
Goals effort?

3. fWhat is your prognosis of the Standards and Goals
being implemented?



e ~Appendix C -
Areas to be Explored with Participants
in the Standards & Goals Process,

0 - I. Backgrou d

1. What are your observations on how the
~‘group on Standards and Goals was QPrmed?

e ~ 2. How were you notified that you were in-
: ' vited to participate in the Standards
and Goals development process?

3. Why do you think you were seleCted?‘

4. What kinds of information were you pre-
‘sented with on Standards and Goals when
you elected to participate? :

5. Was this information sufficient to
answer your immediate questlons on
Standards and Goals? -

6. How familiar were you with the local
planning process in criminal justice?

II. Experience with the process

0 ‘ ' : 1. When you first began your®involvement
‘ in the Standards and Goals. development
process, what did Standards and Goals mean
to you? Did their meaning’change in the
- course of the development process?

2. How satisfied were you with how the group
functioned, for example did the group have
enough tlme, did partr01pants maintain 1n-
terest, lete? ' ,

3. Did you feel that the group received ad-
equate support to accompllsh its goals;
eqg, personnel supplies, . 1nformatlon°

4., How did ynu view your role 1n the process-,
~ eg, a sounding board, voicing communlty con~
cerns, maklng concrete Rfoposals, ‘ete?
5. What were &he general aséumptlon(s) under
which you worked; eg, affecting cost’

savings; making the crrmlnal justlce system :




oy

6.

10.

11.

12‘

13.

1.

more effectlve,‘lmprovement in- the quallty of
justlce? ‘

Were you sensitive to. any out51de presures in
examining certain issues, eg, impending legis~
lation, appellate court dec181ons, press coverage,

- ete.?

Was the scope of the Standards & Goals endeavor
limited? If so, were you satisfied with how the
limitations were decided upon?

To what extent did you rely on quantitative data
in discussing Standards and Goals? To what ex-
tent did you examine the experiences of other

* jurisdictions that worked with the proposed Stan-

dards and Goals?

Did you find it easier to identify goals Lhen the
standards that would get you to the goals?

“pid you come into the Standards and Goals process
‘with some priorities to be addressed? What were

these priorities and were they addressed to your
satisfaction in the group? '

How .manageable was the task?

Were you concerned about making provision for
implementing and evaluating the Standards and
Goals? Were you concerned about the adeguacy
of resources to carry out the Standards and Goals?
How much consideration did you give to the rami-
fications of the Standards and Goals on the opera-
ting agen01es7

Whom did you see as the audience to which the
final product would be addressed, eg, the public,

‘line agency, local planning unit?

"III. Conclusion

How satisfied were you:with the Standards and
Goals process? Did you feel that you had
sufficient input into the process?

Do you have any observations about what would

have made the process run more smoothly?



5 wl ; : e EE : " LT R
.0 ;
. : o)
. o . !
- 1 v 3
- u
it s
: . . S
. ; P
- N i
, e . i ; 2
& . . i
% h
s : ; - i ; ! o
; El . . S L e ; .
R : : : : @ o
. R s i iU . - B
D iy B i . ’ : @ Vot
: - ? P : 5 = : 5
i . . ’ : e . L
- $T, . B B . : i . B . E
s : E : - § g :
; . ; R o BN : i N : g ; S . il
PRSI I . e Sl . ; o . R G e e =)




W






