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WILLIAM J. MURPHY 
LIEUTENANT GOVERNOR 

MEMORANDUM 

STATE OF ID.AHO 
OFFICE OF THE LIEUTENANT GOVERI!OR 

BOISE 

October 1, 1978 

TO: Potential Program Participants 

FROM: Lieutenant Governor William Murphy 

SUBJECr: 1979 Canprehensi ve Plan for Crime Reduction 

As Chairman of both the Idaho Law Enforcement Planning Carmission and 
the Juvenile Justice Advisory Ccuncil, it is my pleasure to present to 
you our 1979 Comprehensive Plan for Crime Reduction. This Plan reflects 
the diligent efforts of dedicated representatives from both the private 
and public sectors who have devised a working plan for the reduction of 
crime and delinquency througbout the State. I am grateful to those 
individuals and corrmend them for contributing to the Plan's viability. 

I encuurage you to carefully review this Plan and actively prcmote its 
implementation. Projects offered in the Plan can and should benefit 
Idaho f s Criminal Justice Syrrcem in confronting major crime problens it 
is presently facing. With your assistance in project prcmotion and/or 
development, our citizens can look forward to a safe, secure environment 
through the operation of a strong, effective Criminal Justice System in 
the years ahead. 

Lieutenant Governo 

WM 
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FOREWORD 

Ten years ago, the Idaho Law Enforcement Planning Commission 
(LEPC) was created by state Statute to develop a Comprehensive Plan 
to reduce crime and delinquency. To meet this mandate, this Commission 
annually reviews the State's crime picture and looks at those problems 
which are facing Idaho's Criminal Justice System in dealing with orime 
and the processing of the major criminal offender. Various programs 
which could impaot upon the problems identified are then selected for 
inclusion in the Plan. 

Through federal funding made available under the Crime Control 
and Juvenile Justice and Delinquenoy Prevention Acts, grants are offered 
to criminal justioe agencies and private, non-profit organizations to 
implement projeots within those program areas seleoted. Applioations 
for these funds are made by the agencies~ and awards are given to those 
applicants whose project proposals appear to have the greatest possibility 
of impacting upon the problem areas. 

This dooument outlines the problems identified and programs which 
will be considered for funding by the Law Enforcement Planning Commission 
within the coming year. The programs have been oarefully selected fer 
consideration because of their strong potential for reaucing crime within 
the State. New program proposals are identified, as well as programs 
involving oontinuations for projeots whioh were previously funded by 
the LEPC. Instructions for making applioation are inoluded in the last 
seotion of this manual. 

Potential applicants should use this manual in dete~mining the 
types of projects LEPC will oons.ider for funding this coming year. 
Each program provides a desoription of qualifying applicants, the 
dollar amount allooation for that program and, in most instances, the 
types of data whioh should be included in the applioation itself. In 
addition, most programs inolude a description of the information the 
subgrantee will be required to maintain, should an award be granted. 
Applications for projects not offered in the plan will be rejeoted. 

J 
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PRIORITY CRIMES AND PROBLEM AREAS 

LEPC's Plan for 1979 is two-fold. First, programs have been designed which 
should impact upon the priority crimes of burglary, robbery, and rape. In 
addition, mandates of the Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention Act are 
addressed. Of primary consideration in this area is raroval of status offenders 
fran detention and canplete separation of ,juvel1iles fran adults in detention 
facilities. 

This section provides a brief summary of the priority crimes targeted for 
this year. A summary of the problems identified for impact is also included. 

Priority Crimes 

Burglary 

The number of reported burglaries in Idaho, after showing a decrease in 
1976, increased to 9,004 in 1977. While the number of reported burglaries did 
increase, it is noteworthy that both the frequency and rate of burglaries did 
not climb as high as past trends WJuld have predicted. The number of reported 
burglaries was 6.6% lower than estimated, and the rate was almost 10% lower than 
projected estimates. The 1977 burglary rate for Idaho was 1,050.6, which is still 
lower than tbe State higb of 1,066.0 in 1975. (Refer to Charts I &; II.) 

Robbery 

In 1975 the number of reported robberies in Idaho was 344. This number 
dropped to 332 in 1976 and increased to 339 in lrf77. Based on past trends since 
1967, 373 robberies were projected for 1977, so the actual number reported-(339) 
was ~ less than the estimated mnnber. The robbery rates per 100,000 population 
in 1976 and 1977 were both lower than the 1975 rate of 42.0. The 1976 rate was 
39.9 and the 1977 rate 'was 39.6. This decrease in rate was 12% less than estimated. 
(See Charts III and IV.) 

Rape 

A total of 166 for~ible rapes were reported in Idaho during 1977, a 7.1% 
increase over the 155 reported in 1976. The 166 reported rapes were six more than 
the 1977 projected estimate. The number of reported rapes per 100,000 population 
has increased every year since 1973 reaching 19.4 per 100,000 population in 19'"'17. 
(Refer to Chart V.) 

-1-
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Problem Analysis 

Burgla.ry, Robbery, and Rape 

PROBLEM: Residential burglary targets are too easily penetrated. 

In comparing the percentage of residential vs. non-residential burglaries, in 
Idaho, the residential burglaries have increased from 52.5% in 1974 to 59.8% in 1976. 
However, during 1976, the number of non-residential burglaries decreased while the 
residential burglaries increased. 

One apparent cause could be the opportunity for burglaries to be committed 
where no force is required to enter a s'tructtlre or residence. Statewide, the per­
centage of 1.ll1lawful entries requiring no force increased from 32.0% in 1974, to 
36.1% in 1976. From data collected and analyzed as a result of special studies con­
ducted at LBwiston, Coeur d r Alene, Nampa, and Caldwell , it was determined that of 
the burglary entries requiring no force, residential locations outnumbered non­
residential locations by two to one. This finding was particularly noteworthy since 
the data concerned four separate locations and different calendar years. It was 
also found that doors and windows were in the Trost frequent points of entry for both 
residential and non-residential burglaries. 

Further evidence of the problem. of no-force entries was derronstrated in the 
1976 Nampa burglary study 
through non-force entries of residences as compared to 3% of non-residential 
losses in the same category. 

It was also determined from studies conducted by SAC that Trore non-residential 
burglaries than residential burglaries were cleared in Lewiston, Coeur d r Alene, and 
Nampa. This is consistent with 1975 national burglary clearanee data. 

It is projected that a significant reduction in the opportunity to cormnit bur­
glaries in residences where no force is required would result in a net decrease in 
the total number of burglaries corrnni tted. 

PROBLEM: Cash, televisions, radios, and stereos are popular burglary 
targets beoause they are untraoeable, easily disposed of 
and/or oan be oonverted to personal use. 

By combining the burglary studies of Lewiston, 1974, Nampa, Coeur d r Alene 
and Caldwell, 1975, and Nampa and Caldwell, 1976, over 1,550 burglaries were. 
analyzed to determine popular property targets of burglars. Cash-:was found to be 
the item Trost frequently taken in both residential and non-residential burglaries, 
with 371 (23.8%) reported instances of missing cash. The second Trost frequent tar­
gets were stereos, phonogr'aphs, :r>adios and accessories, followed by televisions. 

-5-



The aD~lysis of 1976 Nampa burglaries revealed that phonographs/stereos/radios/ 
tapes/televisions accounted for 18% of the residential property targets, but 32% 

I 
I 
I of the reported residential dollar losses. The study of the Caldwell residential 

burglaries reported 18% of the property targets in 1975 were phonographs/radios/ I 
televisions, with those targets decreasing to 13% in 1976. The Coeur d'Alene study 
reported 14% of the residential targets were televisions/radios/phonographs or stereos. 

Many i terns (televisions, stereos, radios) have serial numbers, but victims 
have not recorded them. Special note of missing serial numbers was recorded in one 
study conducted by SAC; 50% of items stolen cOlIIlIDnly}mown to have serial mnnbers were 
not recorded by victims (51. 9% in connnercial burglaries, 48. 9% in residential bur­
glaries). 

The 1976 Idaho UCR shows a loss from all crimes of $746,352.49 in currency, 
notes, etc., and $1,332,402.01 in televisions, radios, cameras, etc.; however, only 
two of the other offenses, robbery and grand larceny, might have had any significant 
contribution to losses in these categories. Recovery rates for the two categories 
were 14.6% and 14.5% respectively. Only two types of property have lower recovery 
rates -- office equipment and livestock. 

It is significant that the recovery rates of the two categories mentioned 
previously (currency, notes, etc., and televisions, radios, cameras, etc.) are 
similar. Currency is virtually untraceable and is, therefore, not easily recover'ed 
unless found on the apprehended offender; televi,sions, radios, cameras, stereos, 
etc., have great recovery potential if properly marked. Cash is often converted 
to the burglar I s personal use, but many stolen articles are very o:Dten sold to 
others. 

PROBLEM: A small probability exists that adult burglars will be appre­
hended and convicted. 

It is estimated that in 1976, 17 ,0161~ actual burglaries occurred in Idaho; of 
these, only 10. 3% (1,745) were cleared. This means that 89.7% of the persons who 
connnitted burglaries in 1976 received no negative sanction from the Criminal Justice 
System for the act of burglary. Of the 1,821 persons arrested for burglary in 1976, 
754 (41.4%) were adults and 1,067 (58: 6%) were juveniles. Therefore, the probability 
of an adult being arrested for burglary is 10.7%, or one of every nine burglaries 
connni tted by adults. 

A further analysis based on six 19765 burglary studies shows that 71% of adults 
arrested will be prosecuted. Thus, the chances of an adult being prosecuted for a 
burglary are 7.6%, or one of 13. Convictions were obtained for 57% of those arres­
ted which would mean for all estimated adult burglaries connnitted only 6.1%, or 
one of 16, resulted in a conviction. Of those arrested and convicted, 36.8% were in­
carcerated or imprisoned. At this rate, only 4%, or one of every 25 burglaries com­
mitted by adults, results in a conviction and the loss of freedom through confinement. 

*using Victimization Survey estimates 
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PROBLEM: Of all the adult burglary arrests in the.SAC six-area study, 
40.6% were eventually dismissed or not prosecuted. This may be 
stated in terms of three separate problem areas. 

1. Lack of information about dismissals categorized by the 
prosecution only as "In the Interest of Justice" makes it 
impossible to determ.ine whether such dismissals are caused 
by arrest agency error, prosecutoria1 error, legal techni­
cality, or circumstances beyond control of the Criminal 
Justice System. This situation prevents clear identification 
of the number of other dismissal categories. 

In the SAC six-area' burglary study, 7% of all ar.r>ests ended in dismissal "In 
the Interest of Justice," and it was not known how many of these individuals were 
otherwise prosecuted, how many exited the system through an ar.r>est based on insuffi­
cient information, how many were released through technical errors, etc. 

Dismissals in the "Interest of Justice" comprised 18.5% of all dismissals, which 
would make a significant difference in the size of other categories should it be 
discovered that they were closely related or identical. Entry of specific reasons 
for these dismissals should cause no significant increase in worklbadfor prosecu­
tors. In two cases in Ada County for instance, the prosecutor noted that such a dis­
missal was made to grant :irrnrn.mi ty to defendants in exchange for their testimony in 
another case. This information was helpful in identifying the effectiveness of the 
system and should be of interest to agencies throughout the system. 

NILECJ's May 1977 RESEARCH document on "Indicators of Justice," page 11, states 
" . . . if frequency of rej ections 'In the Interest of Justice' rises dramatically, 
it may signal the presence of abuse of discretion, since this broad undifferentiated 
reason may be used as camouflage." That article further states that; Itadditional in­
sights regarding the possible cause of discretion to reject and the quality of cases 
suJ:mi tted by the police can be gained :from. an examination of the reasons for uncondi­
tional rej ections, if the reasons are accurately recorded." Ada County has made 
obvious strides in specific and accurate recording of case rej ections since early 
1975, but this practice rust become consistent Statewide to facilitate objective 
persual of the Criminal Justice System. 

A follow-up study of combined 1975 adult robbery and burglary arrests was 
conducted manually in order to more clearly identify dismissal causes. It was 
found that dismissals fell into three main subcategories: Inherent (to the 
system), Economic, and· error. 

In an analysis of re-arrest rates , it was- found that dismissals carried a 
37.1% re-arrest rate. This compares to a 23.4-% re-arrest rate for all non-dismissal 
cases. In individual subcategories, inherent dismissals had a 34-.8% re-arrest rate, 
economic dismissals a 4-5.6% re-arrest rate, and error dismissals, a 36.8% re-arrest 
rate. 

. -7-
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EXPLANATION: 

The following flow chart illustrates the number of dismissals 
falling into each subcategory and the percentage of individuals 
in each category having felony re-arrest(s) subsequent to the 
dismissal. 

In evaluating re-arrest rates, compare percentag;es to a 
23.4% re-arrest for non-dismissal cases and a 27.9% re-arrest 
rate overall. 
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2. In numerous cases, police officers were making burglary arrests 
which, because of insufficient evidence, the state could not 
prosecute. 

In 23 cases, or 6.2% of arrests, the State declined to even file charges based 
on the evidence available. In 13 cases, or 3.5% of arrests, the court found the evi­
dence provided no probable cause for binding the defendant over, and in 22 cases, or 
5. 996 of arrests, the prosecutor moved for dismissal on the grounds that there was 
insufficient evidence to proceed. These figures include four cases in which it was 
determined that the defendant had actually corrrrnitted rape (3 cases) or grand larceny 
(1 case), but had been arrested for burglary. The facts of the case could not ob­
viously support an arrest for burglary. These figures do not include cases in which 
evidence was "lost" following initiation of prosecution. (There were 11 cases --
3% of arrests -- wherein witnesses, or victims, were unavailable, and the case was 
therefore dismissed for insufficient evidence.) 

It is not known how many "Interest of Justice" dismissals entailed insufficient 
or "lost" evidence. 

If the 15.6% figures held Statewide, then 118 of the 754 adult burglary arrests 
in 1976 were dismissed or not filed due to weak cases. 

3. Three percent of the adult burglary arrests ended in dismissal by the 
court because of technical violations of procedure by the prosecutor. 

Based on the SAC six-area study, in five cases the prosecutor was not prepared 
to proceed at the time set for hearing; in three cases, dismissal resulted when the 
prosecutor failed to file charges within statutory time limits; and in two cases pre­
liminary hearings were not held within the time limit. One additional case was dis­
missed because the State's evidence lacked proper identification. Although these cases 
constitute a very small proportion of arrests studied, it was verified that several 
cases involved individuals who qualified as habitual or career criminals. In most 
cases, attempts can be made by the prosecution to refile the charges, but it has 
been documented that "spe;edy trial" laws may prevent any further prosecution of 
the case. 

In conference with Ada County Prosecuting Attorney, David Leroy, it was learned 
that the three violation dismissals in that County were the direct result of clerical 
errors at a time when a new cla"'ical staff member was introduced. Conversations 
with Ada County deputy prosecutors revealed that clerical staff was frequently hard 
pressed to handle pape:rrv;ork within a 4o-hour work week, and it is suspected that any 
changes in clerical and secretarial staff muld further inhibit efficient handling 
of paperwork. 

The 3% dismissal figure in this study implies that, Statewide, 22 adult bur­
glary arrests were dismissed due to prosecutorial error. 

PROBLEM: Only one in ten juvenile burglaIis in Idaho is being apprehended, 
and one in.l6 is oeing adjudicated delinquent. 

The UCR reveals that 58.6% of all 1976 burglary arrests were persons under 18 
years of age. The victimization section estimates 17,016 actual burglaries in Idaho 
during 1976. If the assumption is made that the arrest data indicates the propor­
tion of burglaries involving juveniles, then 9,971, (58.6% of 17,016) burglaryof­
fenses in the State involved juveniles. According to the UCR, 1,067 juveniles 
were arrested for burglary during 1976; therefope, the probability of a juvenile 
being arrested for burglary is 1,067/9,971 = 0.107 of lout of 10. 
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The Ada County Juvenile Study found that approximately 60% of the juveniles 
arrested for burglary were within the purview of the YRA or placed on informal 
probation (consent decree). That is, they received some form of punitive disposition 
after renching juvenile court. Two similar studies in other areas (Nampa City and Blainl 
County) indicated the 60% figure in Ada County was higher than the figure in Nampa, 
but lower than the figure in Blaine County. Thus, the 60% figure appears to be 

I 
I 
I 

fairly representative. 

Applying the 60% figure to the 1,067 juvenile burglary arrests in the State 
yields 640 juveniles receiving a punitive dispostion. Based on the estimate of 
9,971 burglaries involving juveniles, the probability of a punitive disposition 
is 640/9,971 = 0.06~. Thus, 64 of every 1,000 juveniles involved in burglaries, 
or 1 in 16, are receiving adjudicated punishment. 

PROBLEM: Commercial establishments need to make cash less accessible 
to robbers, particularly during hours when robberies are 
most frequent. 

Statewide figures indicate that $746,352.49 in Cu:rTency, notes, etc., was 
stolen in Idaho in 1976, with $109,166,.11 (14.6%) recovered. While this figure 
includes Cu:rTency, notes, etc., lost to victims of other crimes, the only other 
offense that might be expected· to have an impact on this category is burglay'Y. 

Robbery victims identified in SAC studies reported the loss of cash more often 
than any other item: Cash was taken in 71 (93.4%) of the 76 robberies analyzed in 
the 1974 Ada County Robbery Study and 13 (68.4%) of the 19 reported robberies in 
Nampa, 1975. 

In 1976, approximately 50% of robberies in Idaho were against non-residential 
establishments. Primary targets of non-residences were convenience markets, gas 
stations, and other businesses which remained open in the evening. (SAC studies 
have shown that the most frequent time of robbery OCCu:rTence was beTItleen 8: 00 p.m., 
and 2: 00 a.m.) Robbers are particularly drawn to these types of businesses because 
of the opportunities of choosing a time when no witnesses are on the premises. More 
obstacles need to be encountered by potential robbers to make robberies less attrac­
tive to them. 

PROBLEM: The prosecution of nearly 25% of adult robbery arrests was 
lost because of evidence deficiencies. 

In the SAC six-area study, 24.1% of adult robbery arrests produced too little 
inforrration with which to prosecute. 'l'he Ada County figure was higher at 34.5%. 
Of the 83 adult robbery arrests in the six-area study, eight were not filed: 
11 were dismissed on "Insufficient Evidence;" and one was dismissed on "No Probable 
Cause. " Twenty-nine of the 83 arrests studied were in Ada County, but the County 
did not file on two and eight were dismissed on insufficient evidence. (It might 
be surmised that Ada Oounty arresting officers were ~lg more arrests that could 
not be prosecuted than arresting officers for the study area were on the average.) 
However, it should be considered possible that the Ada County Prosecuting Attorney's 
Office is simply screfilling weak cases more closely than other counties in the study 
area, thus producing a higher rate of rej ected cases. 
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PROBLEM: There is an excessive proportion of l6-and l7-year-old males 
entering the Juvenile Justice System as compared to other ju­
venile age groups. 

Of the 31,263 males arrested in Idaho in 1976, l6-and l7-yea:t:-·olds represen­
ted aJmost 16.5% of all males arrested, with 2,4-39 and 2,732 arrests respectively, 
which were the highest numbers of any age group. ('These same two age groups also 
had the highest number of ~ale arrests in 1975.) Seventeen-yea:t:-old males accounted 
for more robbery arrests than any other age group, and l6-and 17 -year-old males had 
more arrests for burgla:t:y. 'The l6-year-old males also had the highest number of a:t:­
rests for la.t'Ceny. 

The study of petitions filed on male juveniles in the Ada County Juvenile Court 
in 1975 also illustrates the frequent involvement of male juveniles, aged 16 and 17. 
Of the 1, 163 petitions for which juveniles' ages were known (12 were unknown), 612 
(52.6%) of the petitions were filed on l6-and 17-year-old male juveniles. Peti­
tions dismissed on all ~a.le juveniles totaled 4-14-, and 256 (61. 8%) of those dis­
missed were on the IS-and -17-year olds. 

During 1975, 74- juveniles, aged IS-and 17 -year-olds were petitioned into the 
Ada County Juvenile Court for burgla:t:ies. 'This age group accounted for 90 burglary 
petitions, 4-5% of the 200 burglary petitions filed in Ada County in that year. 

PROBLEM: Youth who have already come into contact with the Juvenile 
Justice System prior to the commission of burglary continue 
to commit burglary and other serious offenses at an alarmingly 
high rate. Thus, the System appears to be ineffective in its 
ability to stop the identified juvenile offender from repeat­
ing his/her crime. 

The Ada County Juvenile Court systems rate model study showed that of the 200 
juvenile petitions filed in 1975, 21% of the juveniles were on probation at the time 
the burgla:t:y offense was committed. Each case was also examined to determine how 
many youths had corrnni tted a recorded offense within the previous year. Records 
of the 200 burglary cases showed that 47% (94-) had committed at least one prior 
criminal offense within the year period and, when status and criminal offenses are 
combined, 52% (104-) of the cases had at least one prior recorded offense, while 48% 
(96) had no prior record within the previous year. These percentages of prior contact 
with the justice system are especially alar.ming considering that not all criminal 
acts conunitted result in apprehension, arrest and petitions being filed. 

A follow-up analysis was made of the 74 youths who itlere 16-17 years old when 
petitioned into court -for a burglary offense during 1975 to determine how 
m:my of these youths reappeared in the Ada County Adult Court System. The time frame 
for the study was a 17-month period frc::m January 1975-May 1977. Initially, these 
74 juveniles (73 ma.les, and one ferrale) contributed to 90 burglary petitions, or 
4-5% of the total burglary petitions filed in Ada County during 1975. For these 
same youths, 23 ma.les (21.1%) reappeared in Adult Court and contriblted to the 
filing of 51 criminal complaints in the above 17 -month time period. 
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Thus, the System is failing to stop the identified juvenile offender from re­
peating criminal behavior. 

PROBLEM: Documented effectiveness is lacking for traditional juvenile 
sentencing alternatives (Health and Welfare, Detention, Pro­
bation) in deterring l6-l?-year-olds from entering the Criminal 
Justice System as adults. 

In a study of burglary petitions against seventy-four l6-l7-year-olds in 
Ada County, it was revealed that a large number of juveniles reappeared in the 
adult system in 1976-77 and were responsible for numerous adult criminal complaints. 
In all, 23 juveniles (31.1% of those studied) enter-ed the adult system on 51 crim­
inal complaints. Of the juveniles placed with the Department of Health and Welfare 
as a result of juvenile burglary petitions, 58.3% reappeared in the adult system 
on 4-5.1% of the 51 adult complaints; 4-7.6% of the juveniles given probation and 
detention entered the adult system on 33.3% of these complaints; 37.5% 
of the juveniles given detention appeared in the adult system on only 7.8% of the 
complaints; 20% of the juveniles placed on probation entered the adult system on 
2% of the complaints, and 11. 8% of the adult complaints studied. Only two dispo­
sition categories, "informal probationll and "other" produced no later adult crim­
inal complaints. 

PROBLEM: It is currently impJssible to follow the juveniles 
who have entered t"le Criminal Justice System in Idaho 
and to trace their eventual success or failure. 

Juvenilec have accounted for over 57% of the Part I arrests in Idaho during 
1976, over 4-3% of the burglary clearances and nearly 26% of the robbery clearances. 
Yet, little is known about the system performance measurements that are critical 
to planners and adrni11istratOL':3. 

Currently in Idaho, responsible sectors of the System have juvenile report­
ing capatili ties addressing their area of focus, but an overall system perfor­
mance analysis is diluted because of non-existent or fragmented data concerning 
the c'h"'l1arnics of the System. 

-':' •• 2 VCR system in Idaho collects data from reporting agencies on juvenile 
al'1:'ests by age, sex, and percentage of Part I crimes corrrrnitted by juveniles; how­
eve:i.. ... , a nwnber of juvenile contacts are made by agencies other than law enforce­
ment agencies. 

The Supreme Court, in its Armual Court Report, records the nwnber of peti­
tions filed and disposed of by county and judicial district, but information 
concerning dispositions by type of offense is currently not available. 

The Department of Health and Welfare does maintain statistics on type of 
offense, client characteristics, periOd of placement and reasons for terrn.li1ation. 

-12-

I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 



------------- -------------------------------------

II 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 

However, data relating to recidivism or revocation rates are not maintained. In 
addition, the data collected by Health and Welfare applies only to juveniles re­
leased to their custody after adjudication. 

Information needed for performance measurements includes recidivism rate, revo­
cations, diversionary measures, detention and socio-economic data, by type of 
offense, age, sex and race. Currently this info!'IlE.tion is retrievable only through 
timely rranual records searches. 

One such search was conducted by SAC personnel who obta:ined assistance from 
staff of the OBTSS; they also utilized the Data Processing Center at the Depart­
ment of law Enforcement and the Computer Center of the State Auditor's Office in 
order to expedite analysis of the vast quantity of data that had been gathered. 

Meet:ings were held in all three LEPC Regions this year to acquire input into 
problem areas unique to the counties within the Regions. Region I did not address 
the issue concerning lack: of juvenile information. Region II prepared a rank order 
to nine areas of juvenile and general concern. Thirty-one persons ranked a juvenile 
offender tracking system sixth, which took priority over the need for tracking 
capabilities directed toward adult offenders. Region III obtained verbal input 
and, with those who corrrrnented, concurred that Statewide information concerning 
processiPg of juveniles and adults is not readily available. As one person com­
mented ~ !lIn order to completely acquire accurate data, there needs to be a State­
wide consistent, oroerly process." 

Since Idaho is contimung its efforts to comply with requirements as set 
forth in the Juvenile Justice Act of 1974, data quantification becomes imperative 
to decision makers. At this time, compliance requirements necessitate extraction 
of records from all of Idaho's 44 counties regarding monitoring of juvenile de­
tentions on an annual basis. Consequently, rolicy makers, administratoL"'s and 
plann:rs are hampered because of a lack: of -timely and readily retrievable data in 
a cor istent and accurate manner. 

PROBLEM: Primary target areas for robbery appear to be convenience 
market.'] and public streets 

According to UCR data, 28.3% (94) of the 1976 reported robberies occurred on 
highways (streets, alleys, etc.); 20.8% (69) occurred in corrrrnercial houses; and 
16% occurred in chain stores. Since there appears to be some definitional confu­
sion in robbery report:ing between the two categories, chain store and connnercial 
house, it is probably more accurate to state that almost 37% of Idaho robberies 
occurred in chain stores and corrrrnercial houses. 

When comparing 1975 and 1976 statistics, highway robberies increased in fre­
quency almost 12%; however, the total value of property loss decreased by 27%. 
The average property value-loss~per-incident for robberies occurring on highways 
was $158.98. The number of commercial house robberies decreased 23% :in 1976 over 
1975 figures, but the total value 0f property loss increased 244%, or from $35,158.36 
to $120,888.75. The average property value-loss-per-1976-commercial-house-:inci-
dent was $1,752.01. For chain stores, the frequency of robberies decreased 10% 
in 1976, but the total property value-loss-per-incident increased 20% over the 1975 
figures. The average property value-lo~-per-1976-chain-store-robbery was $225.62. 
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Two studies, one of 1974 Ada County ;robberies, and another of 1975 Nampa City rob­
beries, revealed that 39.5% of the Ada County robberies, and 31. 6% of the Nampa 
City robberies oCcu.:,r'.r'ed at convenience stores. Another 21% of the Ada County rob­
beries and 26% of the Nampa City robberies occurred on public streets. Thus, the 
two locations of convenience markets and public streets alone accounted for 60.5% 
of the 1974 Ada County robberies and awst 58% of the 1975 Nampa City robberies. 

It was also noted that of the 28 robberies that occurred in Boise during 1974, 
21, or 75%, occurred between the hours of 8 p.m. and 2 a.m. Another important 
observation noted was that seventy percent of the street robberies in Boise dur­
ing 1974 occurred in the downtown area. 

PROBLEM: The Criminal Justice System is not able to deter juveniles 
from becoming robbers. 

In 1976, 332 robberies were reported within Idaho. Of the 191 arrests made, 
juveniles accounted for 29.8% (57 arrests). There were 151 robbery cases cle.an..',j 
with 39 cases (25.8%) involving only persons under 18 yea-rs. The 13-17-yeer-old 
ffi3.1es accounted for 30.6% of all 1976 male arrests for robbery, and the 17-year­
old males alone accounted for 14.5% of all male robbery arrests. In both 1975 and 
1976, the 17-year-old male age group had the highest frequency of arrests by age 
for robbery. 

PROBLEM. The Criminal Justice System is not able to deter Juveniles 
from becoming burglars. 

In 1976, there were 8,613 burglaries reported in Idaho with juveniles ac­
counting for 1,067 (58.6%) of the total 1976 (1,821) burglary arrests. Forty-three 
percent of the burglary clearances involved only persons under 18 years of age. 

An analysis of burglary arrests by sex and age revealed that 93.2% of all 
juvenile arrests for burglary were male, and only 6.8% were female. The 13-17 
year-old males accounted for 50% of all juvenile and adult males arrested for bur­
glarry. A further breakout of arrests by age and sex in 1976 shows that the 16-
and l7-year-old ffi3.1es accounted for a disproportionate share (41. 7%) of all ju­
veniles arrested for burglary. When arrests by age and sex for 1976 are plotted 
(see Graph N, page 78), the frequency of male burglary arrests increases for each age 

up to age 17 where it peaks at 258 arrests; thereafter, the number of arrests by 
age decreases. This same trend is evident for male arrests in 1975 (see Graph 0', 
page 79), eycept the number of male aTTests peaks out at: 228 for the] 6-year-olds. 

Compiled information, Statewide, is not available on how many ne'N youths enter 
the System for the commission of burglary. However, in the As.~a County Juvenile 
S"l-udy records showed that 48% of the juveniles arrested for burglary had not been 
in contact with the Criminal Justice System for at least one year. In a Seattle 
study, l~2% of juveniles contacted for burglary were new offenders. These two 
st\ldies support the problem statement that the Criminal Justice System is failing 
to deter juveniles from becoming burglary offenders for the first time. 

Regional input regarding deterrence and prevention of juvenile crime was ex­
pressed in the following summary statements. 
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" 

Region I 

"Effective strategies smuld be developed to assist communities 
in efforts to develop, improve and coordinate JD prevention 
programs. " 

Region II 

. being able to deal with the juvenile on a problem recognition 
ability and preventative basis, rather than on an after-the-fact 
basis, would have more potential for the reduction of crime than any 
other activity that the community at large could engage in.1I 

PROBLEM: The current prison popUlation at the Idaho Correctional Complex 
exceeds its designed capacity. 

In an advance report prepared by the National Criminal Justice Information 
and Statistics Service , it was stated that, ;"A l"'ecord nuiriber of prisoners were' held 
on December 31, 1976, in State and Federal correctional institutions or housed :in 
local jails in lieu of State facilities as a direct result of overcrowding." 

As of December 31, 1976, Idaho had an increase in prison population of 115 
(20%) over December 31, 1975. This 20% increase is compared to the U. S. State 
institution increase of 11% during the same time period. 

In 1975, those offenders cOnvicted and sentenced to prison for burglary and 
robbery offenses made up 38.4% of the Institution's prison population. In 1976, 
burglars and robbers made up 37.3% of the prison pqpulation. 

Previous years 1 ratios of burglary and robbery offenders as a percentage of 
prison population were not available; however, in talking with administrative per­
sonnel the previous percentages were believed to be fairly consistent. 

The existing Institution (Main Complex, Cottonwood, Security and Medical Unit 
and the four Farm D:mn lU1i ts) had a prison population of 758 people as of June 17, 
1977. The Institution's holding capacity within its current construction limita­
tions is 712, or 6.5% under its current population. 

Pl"'Ojected construction is anticipated to be staLrted in FY-78 and completed in 
FY-80. At the end of the construction period, the Institution will be able to 
house 1,234 prisoners. However, in FY-8l, the projected average daily population 
will pe 1,376, 146 (11.5%) above the capacity of the Institution. 

If no further construction or property acquisitions occur byFY-89, the average 
daily population (projected) will be 2,791 at that time, 1,557 (126%) over capacity. 

All projections are based on linear projections of lIreceived" to "releasell 

ratios. This, in turn, is based on (1) parole policy and (2) indeterminate sen­
tencing. 

Should intervening variables, such as dete:rndnate sentencing crime-oriented 
approach of LEPC to burglary and robbery offenses continue to be e."q)anded, the 
institutional population could be greatly affected. 
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PROBLEM: The Idaho Criminal Justice System is ineffective in preventing 
the identified offender from committing burglary or other 
subsequent offenses. 

In the SAC 1975 Six-Area Burglary study, it was ascertained that 27% of 
those adults studied had previously been arrested for btlrglary, and 42% had 
previously been arrested on felony charges. The dispositions of these prior 
arrests failed to prevent the offender from re-entering the System in 1975 on 
burglary charges. 

PROBLEM: Rape victims were unwilling to pursue prosecution 
of identified offenders in 47% of the cases cleared 
in Ada, Bannock, and Kootenai Counties i'n 1976. 

Rape victims themselves were responsible for the lack of prosecution of 
22 defendants in 21 of the total 45 cases cleared. Twenty-eight cases were 
cleared by arrest; of the 28, 10 cases (involving 11 defendants) were dismissed 
either by law enforcement personnel (6 cases) or by prosecutors (4 cases) when 
victims withdrew cooperation from the case. The remainder of the 45 cases 
(17) were cleared by exception by law enforcement personnel; 11 of the 17 
exceptional clearances occurred because victims informed police that they would 
not assist in any prosecutorial effort even though an offender had been identified. 

Explanations for the lack of cooperation were not always clearly specified 
in the records. However, known reasons varied from victims who felt partially 
responsible for the ensuing circumstances to victims who didn't want their 
families to find out. 

Of the 107 offenders involved in the 84 reported rapes analyzed in these 
three counties, 18 were convicted. Increasing the willingness of victims to 
cooperate with criminal justice personnel should result in more of ;fenders be:ing 
prosecuted and also effect a rise in conviction rates. 
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Status Offenders 

PROBLEM: A large number of petitioned female resident runaways and 
most petitioned beyond·-control youth are being detained 
upon apprehension.* 

An analysis of data resulting from the 1975 Ada County Detention Study 
revealed that of the 186 cases petitioned on charges of runaway from the area, 
female petitions accounted for 73.7%. 

A total of 148 cases involved detention upon apprehension prior to petition 
filing, with 114 cases involving females. Eighty-three percent of the females 
were placed in detention at this time, whereas 69% of the males petitioned were 
placed in detention. 

As part of the LEPC monitor report of detention facilities operating through­
out the State , it was deterncined that Ada County was far above all other counties 
in detaining beyond-control youth. AJmost 70% of the youth detained in this charge 
were from Ada County. 

An analysis of 1975 data from the Ada County Detention study revealed that 
91.4% of the males, and 86.6% of the females, petitioned on beyond-control charges 
were detained upon apprehension. AJmost 40% of. the males and 42. 3 % of the females 
remained in detention after detention hearing prior to adjudication. 

It is the feeling that the primary contributing factor to this situation stems 
from problems within the home. In a Statewide survey of juvenile magistrates and 
caseworkers, 19 of 21 magistrates, and 34 of 29 caseworkc;:...rs, identified home prob­
lems as· the pr:imary contributing factor. Under some circumstances, system per­
sonnel are under the impression that returning the youngster home would not be in 
his best interest. It has also been pointed out that in some cases either the par­
ents or the child refuse to reside with one another. Therefore, the youth is 
placed in detention until appropriate placement decisions can be made by the 
court. 

PROBLEM: Almost all petitioned non-resident runaways are being detained 
upon apprehension and the majority are remaining in detention 
after detention hearing.* 

In Ada County, 28.5% of the youth petitioned on runaway charges were runaway 
to the area in 1975. Of this number, all males, and 94.3% of the females, were 
placed in detention at the time of apprehension, and over 60% were detained after 
detention hearing, prior to transfer (boys: 64.1% and girls: 68.6 %) • 
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1~Statewide statistics are not available with regard to pre/post adjudication detention.-

I 
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Only two shelter care facilities are available in the area for housing youth 
in need of residential placement. The facility for females has a holding capacity 
of seven, whereas the male facility can house twelve youngsters at anyone time. 
These facilities are used also as halfway homes for youngsters returning from the 
Youth Services Center, and for youth :in need of residential placement under the 
Child Protective Act. 

When detention facilities were monitored by LEPC staff :in 1976, law enforcement 
officials were asked what constraints they had on placing status offenders in 
facilities other than detention. Thirty-five of the 44 agency officials responded 
that no alternative facilities were available for placement. Only four agencies 
responded there were no constraints to al terna-tive placement. Three agencies im­
mediately referred status offenders to Health and Welfare; therefore, they were not 
concerned with the possible lack of facilities. One agency responded that lack of 
facilities plus lack of finances made alternate placement impossible and only one 
agency did not respond. 

PROBLEM: Data is limited concerning the processing of status offenders 
through the system. 

Statewide information needed for quality plann:ing for the removal of status of­
fenders from detention is sketchy. Worrration pertaining to status offenders de­
tained lIRlst be obtained through review and manual tabulation of informa;tion from, 
for example, jail dockets or files. In mst instances, it cannot be determ:ined 
whether or not the youth is serving a detention sentence or whether he is being de­
tained prior to disposition. Recidivism rates cannot be detenmined. 

It is also unknown how frequently youth are placed in detention and processed 
on a status offense charge, rather than for a mre serious offense. However, as a 
result of the juvenile detention survey conducted this year , it was learned that mst 
juvenile magistrates were of the belief that very little "mislabeling" occurs. But, 
approximately half of the caseworkers contacted felt a great deal of mislabeling 
occurs. 

PROBLEM: A majority of petitioned resident runaways and approximately 
one-third of the beyond control youth are re-entering the 
System. 

Runaway. In Ada County, during the first six months of the year, 38 female and 
22 male runaways were processed by the System. Of the females, 52.6% re-entered 
the System within six months after initial entry, and 54.5% of the males re-entered. 
Initial dispositions for those cases are presented in the table o~ the following 
page. 

A total of 16 males and 13 females were detained to the County for runaway 
during the first six months of 1975. All cases were dismissed except for one male 
who was placed on probation. He and one female re-ent:ered the Ada County System 
within six months after initial contact. 
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TABLE 1 

ADA COUNTY JUVENILE DISPOSITIONS 

INITIAL RUNAWAY "FROM" AND RE-ENTRY 

January-July, 1975 

Number Number 
Female Re-entering Male Re-entering Total Re-entry 

Dismissal 14 5 7 3 21 8 
Health g Welfare 11 6 4 4 15 10 
Group Home 1 1 1 1 
Probation 8 7 4 3 12 10 
Consent Decree 4 1 4 1 8 2 
Jail 2 1 2 1 
To relatives 1 1 0 

Total 38 20 22 12 60 32 

(52.6%) (54.5%) (53.3%) 

Beyond Control. Thirty-five females and forty males were detained in Ada County 
on charges of beyond control during the first six months of 1975. A1most 43% of 
the females and 25% of the males returned on additional violations within six 
months. Of the 24 cases initially dismissed, 11 juveniles returned. Of those 15 
placed on probation, six returned. The following table provides a swrrrnary of case 
dispositions and re-elltry. 

TABLE 2 
ADA COUNTY JUVENILE DISPOSITIONS 

BEYOND CONTROL AND RE-ENTRY 

January-July, 1975 

Number Number 
Female Re-entering Male Re-entering Total Re-entry 

Dismissal 21 7 13 4 34 11 
Health g Welfare 4 3 7 1 11 4 
Jail 1 1 1 1 
Probation 6 3 9 3 15 6 
Consent Decree 1 1 10 1 11 2 
To relatives 1 1 1 2 1 
Other 1 1 

Total 35 15 40 10 75 25 

(42.8%) (25%) (33.3%) 
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General Overview 

LAW EN.EDRCEMENT PLANNING COMMISSION 

AcrION PLAN 

FY-79 

LEPe's Action Plan for FY-79 will continue to focus on the reduction of 
burglary, robbery, and rape throughout the State. Pr:imary efforts to meet this 
end will involve the implementation of projects with high impact potential for 
meeting the overall goals of the Plan, together with continued research and 
evaluation of both criminal justice programming as w~ll as overall performance 
measurement. 

LEPe's top priority for FY-79, again, is in the area of preventative pro­
gramming. It is expected that all major population areas throughout the State 
will have crime prevention bureaus implemented by 1980 as a result of LEPC 
efforts. In addition, it is LEPe's plan to implement at least one youth 
accountability program rrodeled after the Seattle program. This program has 
derronstrated success in reducing burglaries significantly through the appli­
cation of deterrence activities. 

Efforts to improve apprehension and conviction rates through improved law 
enforcement and prosecutorial efforts will also be continued this year. Analysis 
of the applicability of the PROMIS Program to the State should be coI11.Pleted by 
FY-79. Several projects should also be in the implementation stages, and beginning 
to produce management information which can be used in enhancing system perfor­
mance. In addition, LEPC intends to offer a program new to the State in the 
area of victim services. It is expected that this program, when operational, 
will show a marked increase in clearances as well as conviction rates. Program 
impact will be closely evaluated in both of these areas for use in future 
programming decisions. 

Utilization of sophisticated electronic surveillance and apprehension 
equipment by law enforcement agencies will also be encouraged and evaluated 
this year. In 1979, it is planned that several agencies will be participating 
in an evaluation involving a comparison of the use of this equipment for 
increasing both clearances as well as convictions, vs. the application of rrore 
traditional law enforcement efforts. 

Focused efforts on the habitual offender will be another key activity area 
for LEPC this year. Replication of the Ada County Major Crime and Repeat Offender 
Project in other high-caseload prosecutor offices will be highly encouraged. 
Evaluation of this project has illustrated strong success potential in producing 
high conviction rates and incarceration sentences for the career criminal. It 
is expected that Idaho will have at least two additional projects operating 
under this program in FY -79. 

In an effort to aid the courts in dealing with expanding caseloads re­
sulting from increased criminal case processing, computerized information and 
records systems will be encouraged by IEPC for implementation. It is expected 
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that one to two districts will have implemented by the end of the year information 
systems which should not only save time in case processing, but should also 
reduce possibility of system error which could lead to case dismissal. 

Efforts to reduce recidivism by maintaining quality sentencing decisions 
will be directed toward increasing information available to judiciary when 
making sentencing decisions. Studies' involving,the analysis of sentencing 
decisions as they pertain to recidivism will be promoted tbroughout the State. 

Work programming for offenders will be strongly stressed this year both 
as a .J,X>ssible means of reducing recidivism, as well as a way to reduce costs 
of correctional services. In addition to youth accountability projects mentioned 
previously, LEPC will promote expansion of prison industries prograrrming at the 
State Correctional Institution, and job training at the North Idaho Correctional 
Institution. Continuation of work release programs will also be offered within 
Idaho's highest crime area. 

In the area of training, LEPC will continue to emphasize the need for in­
depth training efforts for personnel within all areas of the Cr~inal Justice 
System. Fund~"'1g will be offered to both the Department of Law Enforcement and 
the Department of Corrections in an effort to move toward the institutionalization 
of on-going, in-house training activities within these agencies. LEPC also 
anticipates that several schools will be offered througbout the State in 1979 
within the various areas of criminal justice which will increase skills necessary 
to impact upon the target crime areas. 

Consideration of the overflow problem facing the Department of Corrections 
will be addressed again this year. Emphasis will be placed upon increasing 
the personal safety of personnel working in this extreme situation and upon 
increasing the security of the institution in an effort to reduce potential 
for escapes. 

LEPC's primary efforts under the Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention 
Act will be directed toward the removal of the status offenders from incarceration, 
the complete separation of juveniles from adults in detention facilities, and 
primary prevention efforts. The JJDP programs offered in FY-79, tcgether with 
discretionary programming for foster care services should produce significant re­
sults in these areas in 1979 and 1980. 
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FY -79 Plan Program Outline 

I. Prevention 

A-I Crime Prevention Programs 
A-2 Increased Patrol 

II. Apprehension 

III. 

IV. 

V. 

B-1 Investigative Training 
B-4 Add'l General Purpose & Investigative 

Law Enforcement Personnel 
B-5 Tactical Units 
B-6 Crime Analysis 
B-8 Law Enforcement Training 
B-9 Electronic Apprehension & Audio Equip. 
B-IO Camrunications Equipnent 
B-ll Victim Services 

Conviction 

C-3 Prosecutor Manpower 
C-4 Major Crime & Repeat Offender Unit 
C-5 Paralegal Program (Public Defender) 
C-6 Prosecutor Training 

Sentencing 

D-l Court Sentencing Resources 
D-3 Court Information & Record Systems 

Corrections 

E-l Additional Corrections Personnel 
E-4 Work Release 
E-5 Correctional Personnel Training Academy 
E-6 Security Protection 
E-7 Law Library 
E-8 Work Progranming for lrunates 

-23-

Federal Amount 

Continuation 
Projects 

$ 98,405 
30,520 

128,925 

5,000 

40,300 
31,886 
43,855 
65,000 

-0-

186,041 

10,920 

17,605 
44/605 

73,130 

24,000 

24,000 

SO, 500 
16,804 

54,304 

New 
Projects 

$ 30,372 

30,372 

19,000 

20,000 

39,000 

56,000 

56,000 

18,000 
20,000 

38,000 

71,727 
21,000 
6,000 

114/273 

213,000 



Federal Arrount 

VI. Juvenile Justice 

F-l Juvenile Crime Prevention Program 
F-2 Rehabilitation of Juvenile Offenders 
F-3 Diagnostic Service for Youthful 

Offenders 
F-4 Juvenile Information/Record System 

VII. Delinquency Prevention, Intervention & Diversion 

G-l Deinstitutionalization of Status Offender 

Continuation 
Projects 

$ 86,500 
52,500 

50,000 
-0-

189,000 

55,500 
G-2 Separation of Juveniles from Adults In Jail 
G-3 Pr:imary Prevention 87,000 
G-4 Early Intervention & Treatment tor 

Troubled Youth/Status Offenders 12,000 
G-5 Development of youth Alternatives 8,500 

163,000 

VIII. Special Resource Allocation 

H-l Basic & Specialized Criminal Justice 
Training & Provision of Technical Assistance 100,000 

H-2 Equipping of Court Facilities -0-

PART C 

PART E • 

JJDP. 

'I'OI'AL ..JUIXiET 
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100,000 

... $ 1,026,000 

128,000 

231,100 

1,385,100 

New 
Projects 

$ 22,228 

22,228 

40,000 
10,000 

18,100 

68,100 
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FY-79 Plan Programs 

I . PREVENTION 

Program A-l: 

Objective: 

Crime Prevention PrOgrams 

To substantially reduce the loss from 
robbery and burglary crimes by actively 
involving the citizenry in programs to 
increase recovery of stolen property, 
and by increasing crime reporting and 
apprehension of criminals. 

General Implementation Strategy: 

An analysis of Idaho's 1976 reported burglaries shows that 59.8% were 
residential. The percentage of unlawful entries requiring no force was 
36.1%. Further study of Idaho's reported burglaries in six areas within 
the State showed that the most frequent items burglarized were cash, tele­
visions, radios, and stereos. If something could be done to encourage 
citizens to secure their residences and mark their TV's, radios, and 
stereos , it is believed that Idaho \\QuId experience a decrease in burglaries. 

Community' crime prevention efforts within the State and throughout the 
nation have indicated success in reducing burglary rates. In Pocatello, 
where a Crime Prevention Bureau was implemented in 1974, burglaries re­
lX>rted decreased 16% in 1975, 15. Wc> in 1976, and 5% in 1977. 

It is felt that the greatest impact for crime prevention with citizen 
involvement could be experienced in Idaho through coordination and develop­
ment of prevention activities within local law enforcement agencies. As 
such, prevention personnel \\QuId have access to information concerning 
locations and frequeLcies of crimes reported, victim characteristics, and 
offender techniques. This information would be invaluable in determining 
planned prevention activities and prioritization contacts. In addition, 
law enforcement agencies could serve as the central coordinating force for 
those conrnunity prevention efforts initiated by private groups and organi­
zations within the area, thereby alleviating any difficulties which might 
be encountered in duplicative or misdireGted efforts. Finally , activities 
in crime prevention on the part of law enforcement personnel could easily 
lead to enhancing the image of law enforcl3ment through increased exposure. 

Tb insure greatest potential for impact in the most cost-beneficial 
manner, second-year continuation funding is being offered to the five law 
enforcement agencies who previously implemented crime prevention programs 
with lEPC funding. Funding can be utilized for the provision of both line 
and support personnel, benefits, travel, equipment, and needed supplies. 
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A 50% rratch will be required for personnel salaries, with a 10% match 
requirement for other project costs. 

In addition, LEPC will offer funding for new crime prevention projects 
in city and/or county agencies where they do not presently exist. Also 
funding will be made available to cities or counties who have previously 
implemented crime prevention programs and wish to expand for combined city/ 
county efforts. Joint city/county crime prevention efforts are highly 
encouraged. A 25% match will be required for these new projects for all 
costs involved. Funding will be provided for personnel, benefits, travel, 
equipment and needed supplies. 

Crime analysis should be an integral part of all crime prevention 
projects. Technical assistance from in-State personnel to develop and 
improve prevention bureaus will be provided, free of charge, at the re-
quest of agencies receiving grant awards. In addition, project personnel 
will be given the opportunity to visit Seattle's program to learn about their 
techniques and activities. 

Grantees are expected to include, as an activity in their crime prevention 
program, processes which will impact on the crimes of rape and those directed 
at the elderly citizen. Becoming a victim of crime is of great concern to 
the elderly citizen. For some older persons, the anxiety regarding crime 
is so great that it could seriously change and deprive their lives. In the 
Idaho Office on Aging Survey of the elderly persons who had been victims 
of a crime, 53% were victims of theft and 32% victims of vandalism. 

Mintmum Data Requirements for Applicants: 

-- Three-year offense record for the prior periods of individual 
crimes addressed compared with Statewide figures and one other 
similar jurisdiction. 

-- The offense record compared with the arrest record for the 
subject crimes for the three-year period. 

-- The clearance rates for the subject crimes for the three­
year period. 

-- The property loss and property recovery records for the subject 
crimes. 

-- Planned activities detailed with time schedule. 

-- Persons (or positions) responsible for project management, 
data gnLhering, and completing reports. 

-26-

I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
,I 
I 
I 
,I 
I 
I 
,I 

I 
I 



I 
,I 
,I 
,I 
I 
I 
'I 
'I 
I 
'I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
'I 
J 
'I 
I 

--------------------------, -- - -- -- -------

Min~ Reporting Requirements: 

Reports detailing the project prevention activities by 
nnnth. 

-- The number of offenses reported, arrests made, clearances, 
and property loss/recovery records of the subject crimes 
on a nnnthly basis during the project operations. 

-- Progress reports are to be made on a quarterly basis. 

Budget: 
Continuation New 

Projects Projects 'Ibtal 

Part C $ 98,405 $ 30,372 $' 128,777 
Local Support 82,750 10,124 92,874 

Total $181,155 $ 40,496 $ 221,651 

Program A-2: Increased Patrol 

Objective: 'Ib provide extra patrol coverage in order 
to reduce opportunities to commit crime 
through increased target hardening. 

General Implementation Strategy: 

In an effort to reduce opportunities for corrndssion of crime, LEPC 
will offer continuation funding to four city and county law enforcement 
agencies throughout the State to increase patrol activit ie's within these 
respective areas. The local match for personnel costs must be 5C!% on 
second-year projects, and 75% on third-year projects, and 10% on other 
expenses. Funding for new projects in this program is not being offered 
this year. 

Minimum Data Requirements for API?licants: 

-- Number of reported offenses for burglary and robbery, by 
month, for prior three-year period. 

-- The number of arrests for burglary and robbery I by nnnth, 
for the prior three-year period. 

The number of man-hours of visible patrol, by month, for 
the prior one-year period. 
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- The number of clearances for burglary and robbery for 
the prior three-year period. 

-- The names (or positions) of the persons responsible for 
project manag8!ll9nt, data gathering, and completing reports. 

Minimum Reporting Requirerrents: 

-- The number of reported offenses for burglary and robbery, 
by month, for the reporting period. 

-- The number of arrests for burglary and robbery, by month, 
for the reporting period. 

-- The number of man-hours of visible patrol, by month, for 
the reporting period. 

Budget: 
Continuation New 

Projects Projects Total 

Part C $ 30,520 $ -0- $ 30,520 
Local Support 45,750 -0- 45,750 

Total $ 76,270 $ -0- $ 76,270 
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II. APPREHENSION 

Program B-1: 

Cbjectives: 

Investigative Training 

Increase significantly the percent of primary 
burglary, robbery, and rape reports that in­
clude usable physical evidence. 

Increase significantly the percent of primary 
burglary, robbery, and rape reports that list 
witnesses. . 

Increase significantly the percent of primary 
burglary, robbery, and rape reports that narre 
and describe suspects. 

General Implementation Strategy: 

The FY-78 Plan introduced this program as a viable alternative to goal 
accomplishment. It will again be offered for funding, but at a reduced 
federal level this year. As such, specialized schools in phYSical 
evidence collection from crime scenes would again be provided by the POST 
Academy. Under this program, patrol investigators and general law 
enforcement personnel will be encouraged to attend these sessions in an 
effort to increase the effectiveness of crime-scene investigations. 
Qualified experts in the field of crime scene investigations from within 
and outside the State will be made available to POST to assist in the 
development of training sessions encompassing the latest advancements in 
this field. Costs incurred in development and presentation of these 
schools will be reimbursed and liquor funds would be considered for match. 
Approximate cost of this program would be $5,000 in federal support and 
$600 for liquor fund match. Agencies are expected to support the program 
by providing costs incurred by employees attending. 

Costs: . 

Part C 
Liquor 

$5,000 
600 

Total $5,600 

Program B-4: 

Objective: 

Additional General Purpose and Investigative 
Law Enforcement Personnel 

To increase the property recovery rate and 
increase the number of arrests for all Part 
I crimes. 
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General Irrplementation Strategy: 

Under this program, LEPC will offer continuation funding for additional 
law enforceroont manpower in five agencies Statewide , resulting in additional 
law enforcezrent coverage. This should result in increased arrest and 
clearance rates for all Part I crimes. Fifty percent match on second-
year, and 75% on third-year salaries with 10% match on other expenses 
is required. No funding for new projects within this program is being 
dedicated at this time. Should funds renaining in other programs become 
available, applications submitted under this program may be given 
consideration. A 25% match will be required for all costs in any new 
projects considered. 

Minimum Reporting Requirements for Applicants: 

-- Reports detailing the project activities by month. 

-- The number of Part I offenses compared with the number of 
arrests for the subject crimes on a monthly basis for the 
reporting period. 

The arrount of property loss and property recovery, by 
month, for the reporting period. 

Minimum Data Requireroonts 

-- Total Part I offenses reported compared with the number of 
arrests for the subject crimes for the three-year period. 

-- Property loss and property recovery records for the three­
year period. 

-- Planning activities detailed with time schedule. 

-- Persons (or positions) to be responsible for project 
management, data gathering, and making reports. 

Budget: 
Continuation New 

Projects Projects 

Part C $ 40,300 $ -0-
local Support 48,217 -0-

Total $ 88,517 $ -0-
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Program £-5: 

Objective: 

Tactical Units 

To increase the potential for apprehension 
through specialized burglary/robbery 
details. 

General Implementation Strategy: 

In 1976, two burglary/robbery tactical units were implemented, one 
in Pocatello, and the other in Idaho Falls. Each project cost approxi­
mately $50,000. The Idaho Falls project was designed to increase potential 
f~r apprehension of burglars and robbers through use of investigative 
personnel in making preliminary investigations of reported offenses. 
Personnel on the project were also responsible for making security checks 
and for interviewing suspicious persons observed while patrolling. 
Pocatello utilized patrol officers for undercover surveillance and stake­
out. One person in the unit also served part time in the Crime Prevention 
Bureau conducting security checks of victimized establishments and 
residents. 

A preliminary evaluation of the two projects revealed that burglary/ 
robbery clearance rates were not significantly increased. However, 
Pocatello experienced a significant reduction in burglaries. 

Continuation funding will be provided to these two agencies which 
have already initiated Tactical Unit programs. The projects in Idaho 
Falls and Pocatello will provide for specialized law enforcement 
a~ti viti es in the sped fie areas of burglary/robbery. A 75% match on 
salaries and a 10% match on other expenses will be required of the 
applicants. Funding for new proj ects under this program will not be 
offered this year. ' 

Minimum Data Requirements for Applicants: 

-- Three-year offense records for burglaries and robberies 
categorized as to commercial, residential, and others. 

-- Total offenses reported compared with the numbers arrested 
for the subject crimes for the three-year period. 

-- Clearance rates for the subject crimes for the three-year 
period. 

-- Property loss and property recovery records for the subject 
crimes for the three-year period. 

-- Planned activities detailed with time schedule. 

-- Expected achievement level in the reduction or containment of 
the subject crimes within a certain time period. 

-- Persons (or positions) to be responsible for project management, 
data gathering, and making reports. 
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Minimum Reporting Requirements: 

-- Reports detailing the project activities by month. 

-- The number of commercial and residential burglaries reported 
by month. 

- The number of clearances. 

-- The number of robberies, by month for the reporting 
period. 

Budget: 
Continuation New 

Projects Projects 

Part C $ 31,886 $ -0-
Local Support 95,650 -0-

Total 

$ 31,886 
95,650 

Total $127,536 $ -0- $127,536 

Program B-6: 

Objective: 

Crime Analysis 

'1'0 effectively deploy high-crime frequency 
law enforcement personnel in order to harden 
targGts and increase risk of apprehension. 

General Implementation Strategy: 

Information concerning locations and frequencies of crimes reported, 
victim characteristics, and offender techniques has proved to be an 
invaluable management tool for law enforcement agencies. Essentially, 
crime analysis involved analyzing existing police reports on incoming 
crimes to establish time and areas of occurrence, method of entry, day 
of weeks nature of crime, and vit5"'G11TI characteristics. This infonnation 
can be utilized to more effectively deploy patrol personnel and to supply 
pertinent data to investigative personnel concerning offender activities 
and possible suspects. Crime analysis can also identify areas where 
prevention progranming should be focused. For example the Pocatello 
Police Department is using crime analysis to identify areas or establish­
ments where security checks are needed to establish block watch programs 
and to infonn potential victims of actions which can be taken to reduce 
risks. 

The Region II Law Enforcement Planning Commission and the Ada County/ 
Boise City Law Enforcement agencies have crime analysis projects operat­
ing which have previously been funded by LEPC. Continuation funding will ' 
be offered to these entities for a twelve-month period. 
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Budget: 

Part C 
Liquor 

Program B-8: 

Objective: 

Continuation New 
Projects Projects Total 

$ 43,855 $ -0- $ 43,855 
4,900 -0- 4,900 

Total $ 48,755 $ -0- $ 48,755 

Law Enforcement Training 

To provide State law enforcement personnel 
with skills necessary to adequately perform 
assigned duties. 

General Implementation Strategy: 

Funding under this program would be offered to the Department of 
Law Enforcement to continue their comprehensive departmental training 
program which was implemented under the FY-78 Plan. With LEPC con­
tinuation support in-house prientation and specialized training will 
provide on an on-going basis to personnel within all divisions. A 50% 
match will be required of the Department for personnel costs with a 10% 
match for other expenses . 

Budget: 
Continuation New 

Projects Projects 'Ibtal 

Part C $ 65,000 $-0- $ 65,000 
Local Support 40,000 -0- 40,000 

Program B-9: 

Objective:. 

Total $105,000 $ -0-

Electronic Apprehension and Audio 
Equipment 

$105,000 

To increase the clearance rate of property 
crimes by reducing officer detection delays 
of criminal activities. 

General Implementation Strategy: 

Crime analysis has revealed that a small probability exists that aduh 
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burglars will be apprehended and convicted. By using victimization survey 
information, it is estimated that 17,016 actual burglaries occurred in 
Idaho in 1976. Of those, only 10.3% (1,745) were cleared. This means 
that 89.7% of the burglaries committed in 1976 involved persons who did 
not come before the Criminal Justice System for the act of burglary. 
If more effort could be channeled toward the apprehension of persons 
committing burglaries, particularly the multiple offenders, it is felt 
that this crime could be reduced in the State. 

Studies have indicated that clearances will more likely result during 
or immediately after a crime is committed. If projects could be implemented 
which WJuld aid law enforcement in responding quickly to the crime scenes 
and prepare them to carry on effective investigation activities in an 
efficient manner, then increased clearances should result. '!he provision 
of electronic surveillance audio/visual equipment is considered as a means 
of increasing on-site apprehensions in addition to releasing S\vorn officers 
from other duties presently perfol~d such as monitoring jails, sally ports, 
and corridors. Such equipment could assist officers in responding quickly 
to crime scenes by increasing alert time and freeing personnel to respond. 
It would also save time through "instantaneoustt reporting, rather than 
having to wait for a victim or witness to call. The use of such equipment 
has demonstrated success in several areas throughout the nation. 

Funding will be offered this year to city and county law enforcement 
agencies throughout the State for the provision of electronic surveillance 
and audio equipment projects which are designed to speed the time between 
commitment of the crime and officer awareness of the act. Such projects 
should be designed to increase burglary and robbery clearance rates abofe 
present levels. Agencies may make application for funding at a 75% federal 
level, with a 25% match requirement for all costs. All applications must 
establish a need for such projects through statistics regarding crime rates, 
clearance rates, number of officers per thousand population, population 
growth, expanded areas, unusual industrial development, etc. 

Mininrum Data Requirements for" Applicants: 

-- The number of offenses for the prior three-year period 
for the subject crimes. 

-- The number of arrests for the prior three-year period 
for the subject crlines. 

-- TIle number of clearances for the prior three-year 
period for the subject crimes. 

-- The property loss and property recovery records for the 
oubject crimes for the prior three-year period. 

-- Planned activities detailed with time schedule. 

-34-

I 
I 
I 
I, 
I 
I 
I 
I, 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
'I 
I 
:1 
I 
I 



-------------------------------------------------------------
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
;1 
I 
I 
I 
I 
<I 

I 
~I 

I 

-- Expected achievement level in the reduction or containment of 
the subject crimes. 

-- The name of persons (or positions) that will be responsible 
for project management, data gathering, and making reports. 

Minimum Reporting Requirements: 

-- The number of offenses reported, arrests made, clearances, and 
property loss/recovery records of the subject crimes on a monthly 
basis during the project operation. 

-- The number of reports received while crime is in progress 
compared with prior year(s). 

-- The number of arrivals at crime scene in time to witness crime 
in progress or suspect fleeing the scene. 

Budget: 

Program B-IO 

Part C 
Local Support 

Total 

New Projects 

$ 19,000 
6,333 

$ 25,333 

Communications Equipment 

LEPC has, in the past, awarded grants for the provision of communications 
equipment p:mjects in an effort to increase apprehension through provision 
of necessaL"Y equipment. No separate funding for this program is allocated 
for this yf3ar, but conmunications equipment may be included as a budget 
item for applications submitted in other program areas within the Plan, 
when appropriate. However, should funds in other prograzrs remain during 
the application award period, comnunications equipment applications sub­
mitted may be given consideration, but only as a low priority. A 25% 
local match would be required for all project costs within this program. 

Budget: 

No funding 
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Program 13:-11: 

Objective: 

Victim Services 

Tb increase clearance and conviction 
rates by improving crime reporting 
and citizen cooperation in the in­
vestigation prosecution of burglary, 
robbery, and rape. 

General Implementation Strategy: 

A sample area study of Idaho's 1975 burglary and robbery arrests 
revealed that 33.2% ended in dismissal. Of those having cases dismissed, 
36.4% returned to the system via subsequent felony arrests. Forty-one 
and five tenths percent (41.5%) of the subsequent offenses charged were 
for burglary or robbery. Witness problems accounted for over 19% of all 
known dismissal cases. Prosecutors felt that some witness problems were 
unavoidable, as when a witness was found to be unreliable. However, 
other dismissals due to witness problems, such as those witnesses who 
could not be located, generated a 75% recidivism rate. 

In the area of rape , it was detennined through a study of cases re­
ported in Ada, Bannock, alld Kootenai Counties, that rape victims were un­
willing to pursue prosecution of identified offenders in 47% of the cases 
cleared. Rape victims themselves were responsible for the lack of 
prosecution of 22 defendants in 21 of the total 45 cases cleared. Of the 
107 offenders involved in the 84 reported rapes analyzed in those three 
counties, 18 were convicted. 

Traditionall~1, police services have been concerned with the discovery 
and apprehension of criminals and have placed little emphasis on the plight 
of the victim. In nnst cases, officers are of sorre asslstance to a victim at 
the time of initial contact. However, the approach is often expedient 
rather than empathic, professional but impersonal. 

Victims, from the initial report of the incident, through subsequent 
suspension or adjudication of the case, often experience confusion, 
frustration and substantial anger at the system. This reaction and 
sense of helplessness, and somewhat machine-like treatment of the victim, 
can result in a reluctance or even refusal of many citizens to report a 
crime or cooperate in an investIgation or prosecution. 

Out of concern for the somewhat insensitive treatment of many 
victims of crimes, and a recognition of the key role played by the 
l~lice in determining the victim's image of the criminal justice system, 
k.is program will be designed to: 

Provide follow-up information to victims about their 
case and about the operation of the police department 
and crnninal justice system related to their case. 

Assist victims to get back their stolen property as 
soon as it is recovered. 
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Obtain feedback from victims regarding the way their 
case was handled by the police. 

Provide victims and other citize.~ in need of non-police, 
non-emergency assistance with complete, accurate infor­
mation and appropriate referrals. 

Assist violent crime victims to obtain needed services 
and aid. 

Provide patrol officers and communications technicians with 
training regarding vict~ needs to focus their concern for 
victims and standardize their approach' to victims. 

One police department that has implemented such a progrrun has this 
to report: 

"After two years of experience with the victim services 
progrrun, we have found the results to be so impressive, 
both in terms of citizen satisfaction and internal 
procedural improvement, that we are planning to enlarge 
and institutionalize the progrrun. In its third year of 
operation, the progrrun objectives previously instituted 
will continue and, in addition, there are plans to develop 
special programs to assist the elderly crime vict~ and 
to provide specialized training to police officers and 
supervisors regarding the needs and concerns of the violent 
crima victim. 

"Both the public service and crime control roles of the police 
department are enhanced when victims are treated with under­
standing and consideration for their needs. Given sensitive 
treatment, victims al~ more willing and able to report crime, 
cooperate and contribute to a snooth investigation, and are 
better able to recover from the trauma of the incident and 
return to their everyday lives." 

Under this progrrun funding will be offered to city and/or county law 
enforcement agenCies for victim services projects. It is recommended 
that any agency with a crime prevention bureau consider including this 
type of project as part of the bureau. Application may be made for any 
costs which would be incurred as part of the project; i. e., personnel, 
training, equipment, etc. In addition, interested agencies may request 
from lEPC, provision of technical assistance, at no chal'ge, to visit agencies 
where victim services are presently operating prior to application subrrdssion. 
Requests should be made to the State LEPC Office. Pi 25% local match will 
be required for all costs included within the application. 

-37-



~linimum Data Requirements for Applicants: 

-- The total number of cases of each of the subject crimes 
during the last l2-month period. 

-- The number of cases of each of the subject crimes during 
the past 12 rronths that could have utilized victim 
services had they been available. 

-- The number of cases of each of the subject crimes in which 
substantial victim services al"E:: expected to be provided in 
the project year. 

-- A list of the services to be provided, who will provide 
them, and the manner and means of their provision. 

-- The total number of guilty pleas in each of the subject crime 
cases during the last l2-rronth period. 

-- The total number of court appearances involving the subject 
crimes that were cancelled due to witness no-show. 

-- Planned activities detailed with a time schedule. 

-- The name of persons (or positions) responsible for project 
rmnagerrent, data collection, and making reports" 

Minimum Reporting Requirements: 

-- The total number of cases of each of the subject crimes by 
rronth during the reporting period. 

-- The total number of cases of each of the subject crimes in 
which sub~tantial victim services are provided. 

-- A quantified list of the services provided by subject 
crime. 

-- Victim data including age and socioeconomic status. 

-- The number of guilty pleas in each of the subject crime 
cases. 

Budget: 
New Projects 

Part C $ 20,000 
Local Support 6,670 

Total $ 26,670 
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III. coNVrcrroN 

Program C-3: 

Objectives: 

Prosecutor Manpower 

To initiate charges for prosecution in 
all misdemeanor offenses and to assist 
in the prosecution of felonies. 

To effectuate improved law enforcement 
functions through on-going training 
and increased legal aid on a continuing 
basis. 

To reduce the occurrence of plea 
bargaining to increase quality screening 
and improve case preparation by thoroughly 
investigating all serious crimes with 
particular emphasis on post-arrest 
investigations. 

General Implementation Strategy: 

With this program, LEPC will fund three projects for third-year 
operation. These projects are designed to increase the effectiveness 
of the judicial process in Minidoka. Bannock and Kootenai Counties. 
The personnel required under this program includes one deputy prosecutor, 
one legal intern, and a property crime investigato!'. It is anticipated 
that these three projects will continue for a twelve-month period and 
will qualify for 25% federal funding with a 75% match for personnel as 
third-year projects. No funding for new projects under this program is 
being dedicated at this tiJ1E. Should funds remaining in other programs 
become available, applications subrrdtted may be g~ven consideration. 
A 25% match for all project costs will be required for these projects. 

Budget: 

Part C 
local Support 

'Ibtal 

Continuation 
Projects 

$ 10,920 
35,250 

$ 46,170 

-39-

New 
Projects 

$ -0-
-0-

$ -0-

'Ibtal 

$ 10,920 
35,250 

$ 46,170 



Program C-4: 

Objectives: 

Major Crime and Repeat Offender Unit 

Tb focus more vigorous attention upon major 
crime and career crtminals by continued 
emphasis upon required prosecutorial functions 
including: follow-up investigations and linproved 
case preparation. 

To apply experienced prosecutorial talent to 
the complex and serious aspects of major crimes 
with a particular emphasis upon those involving 
property. 

To increase by 10% over 1976 figures the number 
of convictions of crimes against persons in­
volving property. 

General Implementation Strategy: 

This program is designed to expand the optimum prosecution effort and 
to help the community discourage crtminal behavior by increasing risks. The 
program increases the risk of conviction and the risk of incarceration. An 
LEPC study on recidivism, found that approxlinately 25% of Probation and 
Parole caseloads are made up of repeat crtmi:c.als who are sociopathic and for 
whom there is no known treatment. The only known method of preventing these 
career criminals from continuing to victimize the public is incarceration. 

Furthermore, the recidivism study found that 41 recidivists had 57 
subsequent arrests on 92 felony charges. Obviously a program that would 
have prevented these 41 recidivists and their subsequent 92 felony charges 
would have high potential for linpact on crime. Another LEPC study estimates 
the probability of an adult burglar being convicted is once for every sixteen 
comnitted burglaries. Again a program that would increase risk of conviction 
would have high potential for linpact on crime. 

Under this program, an investigator within the Unit intensifies his efforts 
against criminal prosecution. With the cooperation of existing law enforce­
ment agencies, investigations are translated into actual crtminal case 
filings. The Unit is designed to expand the optimum prosecution effort 
and to help the community discourage crtminal behavior by increasing risks, 
and reducing crime opportunities for those who are so inclined. Because of 
this Unit, the prosecutor is able to prepare cases for trial by the time 
of the preltminary hearing, thereby strengthening the Unit's position for 
continuing a "no-deal" policy. All new cases assigned to the Unit receive 
imrediate and intensive care. 

I~ staff has conducted an evaluation of this project as operated within 
Ada County I which indicates that S6}'o of the defendants charged with burglary 
or robbery were convicted. The average lapsed time from arTaignment to case 
disposition was decreased approximately 30%, and 72%.of the sentences on 
project-year cases involved penitentiary time. The evaluation indicated that 
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the cost-benefits derived from this project were well worth the monies 
invested. It also showed that it had contributed to the reduction of 
serious offenses within the community, and that any prosecuting attorney's 
office which has a large case flow could benefit from this program. 

Funding will be offered this year for replication of the project within 
prosecuting attorneys offices around the State, but only to those counties 
having adequate facilities, personnel, and high case flow. Proper prepara-
tion for implementing this prugram is highly encouraged. Contacts should 
be made with the Ada County Prosecuting Attorney's Office for lending 
assistance in preparation for this project. Costs incurred in making these 
contacts may be reimbursed through LEPe's Technical Assistance Program. Rc~uests 
for such should be made directly through the State LEPe Office. 

Min~ Data ReqUirements for Applicants: 

-- The number of felony filings by year for the three-year 
period prior to project year. 

-- The number of cases during the previous two years that fit the 
"Major Crime-Repeat Offender" profile including: 

-- The disposition of each of the profile cases. 

-- The number of convictions at original charge, lesser 
charge. 

-- The average time from arraignment to case disposition. 

-- The average sentence imposed on the profile cases. 

-- Planned activities detailed with time schedule. 

-- Expected achievement level as to number of cases processed, 
conviction rate, sentences imposed. 

- Persons (or positions) to be responsible for project manage­
ment, data gathering, and reports. 

Budget: 

Part C 
local Support 

Total 

Continuation 
Projects 

$ -0-
-0-

$ -0-
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New 
Projects 

$ 56,000 
18,670 

$ 74,670 

Total ----
$ 56,000 

18,670 

$ 74,670 



Program C-5: 

Objective: 

Paralegal Program (Public Defender) 

To adequately staff the public defender's 
office in order to provide effective 
counsel to the accused, as well as 
maintain the efficient administration 
of justice. 

General Irrplementation Strategy: 

The Public Defender System of Ada County is a Constitutionally­
required defense counsel for indi.gents and has been chosen as the IIDSt 
efficient and least-costly form of defense for the criminal defendant. 
The Public Defender's Office handles all YRA, CPA, mental proceedings and 
approximately 80-85% of all criminal cases filed within Ada County. Public 
defenders require ti.'TIe, as wi.th any other agency, to participate in 
training, react to assignment procedures, obtain special skills and provide 
support services required by the courts. 

This will be the third-year funding of the program for Ada County under 
a contract entered into with the firm of Charles F. McDevitt. Continuation 
funding for paralegal assistance will be offered to the Public Defender's 
Office for the third and final year, contingent upon denDnstrated acceptability 
of the project over the past year. A 75% local match will be required for 
personnel costs, with a 10% match requirement for all other costs. 

Budget: 

Program C-6_:. 

Objective: 

Continuation New 
Projects Projects Total 

Part C $ 17,605 $ -0- $ 17,605 
IDcal Support 52,816 -0- 52,816 

Total $ 70,421 $ -0- $ 70,421 

Prosecutor Training 

To increase the knowledge and expertise of 
prosecutors Statewide in order to increase 
conviction rates of major criminal offenders. 

General Implementation Strategy; 

In tbe past, mst training for prosecutors has been offered outside the 
StatG. The results of such training affect limited members of the prosecuting 
!"Bnks. A training coordinator can bring training into thp State on a 
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Statewide or regional basis, thus extending the training benefits to a 
greater number of persons. If a unique training COUl'se exists outside 
the State, the Training Coordinatrrr for the Idaho Prosecuting Attorneys' 
Association can attend and then disseminate the results to prosecutors 
throughout the State. 

Continuation funding for this progrsm will be offered for the third 
year, contingent upon dem:::mstrated acceptability of the program over the 
past year. The applicant may qualify for twelve rronths funding under this 
program. The Prosecutors' Association will provide 10% match, with 9cy% 
funding being provided through federal funds. In addition to this, all 
training programs for prosecuting attorneys will be directed to the Project 
Director for funding. A portion of this amount should be set aside for 
any out-of-State training programs that may be applied for by prosecuting 
attorneys throughout the State. It is recognized that the basic training 
and the fundamentals of the profession are essential in order to perform 
the complex responsibilities incumbent upon the prosecuting attorney. 

Budget: 
Federal match 
local Support 

Total 

$44,605 
4,956 

$49,561 
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IV. SENTENCING 

Program D-l: 

Objective: 

Court Sentencing Resources 

Tb reduce recidivism by maintaining the 
quality of sentencing decisions. 

General ]mplernentation Strategy: 

LEPe's research and planning have identified the effects of recidivisl1 
in criteria offenses, particularly for the crimes of burglary and robbery. 
An LEPC study of cases processed by the Ada County Juvenile Cburt showed a 
52% rate of burglary cases where the defendant had at least one prior 
recorded offense. Adult recidivism rates ar-e equally alarming. There is 
a need to maintain the quality of judicial sentencing decisions in order 
to have a maxlinrnn impact on recidivism rates. Sentencing decisions should 
be based on the rn.axfurum available legal research and the most current 
cr~inal law case decisions. While public-financed appeals by indigent 
defendants are almost guaranteed, courts must avoid lengthy appeal processes 
and reversals of criminal convictions based on routine trial court errors. 

The Law Enforcement Planning Cbrnmission will offer funding for progranE 
designed to reduce recidivism by maintaining the quality of court sentencing 
decisions. Such programs should include but not be limited to projects to 
create professional judicial research positions in the district courts and 
efforts to expand and improve county legal h~SOurceS available to county 
prosecutors and judicial officers. Funds also should be available for court 
studies designed to identify trends in criminal case sentencing and to apply 
proven sentencing techniques to cr~al cases. A 25% local match will be 
required for all project costs involved. 

The Idaho judiciary has identified the establishment of district court 
law clerks as a priority resource goal for state and federal funding. Law 
clerks perform all facets of lGgal research including review and study of 
statutes, court decisions, doctunents, opinions, briefs, rrerrorandums, and 
tentative opinions, with appropriate annotations for submission to a 
district juc<i5e. They must have the ability to analyze canplex legal 
questions and produce concise written summaries and recommendations. Law 
clerks have been used on an experimental basis in four judicial districts 
and seem to have increased effectiveness for participating judges. Judges 
have indicated that the impact to date has been a reduction in days 
required between arraignment and disposition in misdemeanor and felony cases, 
the reduction of appeals, a higher quality of judicial decision making, and 
a speeding up of the judicial process. Under this program, continuation 
funding will be offered to four counties, contingent upon project performance 
acceptabili ty . A 50% local match will be required for second-year personnel 
costs with a 75% match requirement for those applicants seeking third-year 
continuation funding. 
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A Statewide study now in progress jointly by LEPC and the AdministaLivu 
Office of the Courts has identified inadequate county law libraries as a 
key weakness in the Criminal Justice System. The Statewide study will 
recommend improvements in county law library resources and identify priority 
geographical areas for improvement. 

These programs are referred to in the FY -79 Plan for Idaho Courts 
in Statewide Goals 7 and 13. 

MinDnwn Data Requirements for Applicants: 

-- The number of cases of the subject crimes processed during the 
base year prior to project implementation. 

The average elapsed time from arraignment to disposition for 
each of the subject crimes during the base year. 

The number of appeals and delays in the subject crime cases 
during the base year due to trial courteITors. 

-- The types and length of sentences imposed for the subject 
crime cases during the base year. 

-- Planned activities detailed with a time schedule. 

-- 111e names of persons (or positions) responsible for project 
management, data gathering, and making reports. 

MinDnwn Reporting Requirements: 

-- The total number of each of the subject crime cases processed 
during the reporting period. 

-- The averaged elapsed time from arraignment to disposition for 
the subject crime cases during the period. 

-- The number of appeals and delays in the subject crime cases 
during the period. 

- The type and length of sentences imposed during the reporting 
period. 

-- The type and length of sentences imposed during the reporting 
period. 

-- Detailed project activities during the reporting period. 

Continuation New 
Projects Projects Total 

Part C $ 24,000 $ 18,000 $ 42,000 
IDcal Support 54,195 6,000 60,195 

Total $ 78,195 $ 24,000 $102,195 
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PrOgram D-3: 

Objective: 

Court Information and Record Systems 

Tb accelerate the processing and 
disposition of criminal cases. 

General Implementation Strategy: 

In criminal sentencing 1 swift and sure punishment is the key. While 
debate rages am:mg scholars and practitioners over the relative IIErits of 
fixed sentencing versus indeterminate sentencing, nnst agree that one of 
the critical factors in sentencing is that sanctions be arrived at as 
quickly as possible following cannission of a crime. The sooner a 
defendant is apprehended, convicted and sentenced, the nnre likely that 
the criminal laws and judicial process will have a reductive iIrpact on 
criminal action and recidivisn. 

The prob1an facing Idaho! s criminal justice system is that rapid state 
growth and increasing court case10ads are impeding the speedy processing 
of criminal cases. Idaho is one of the fastest growing states in the 
nation, with a 20% growth rate since 1971. Along with general population 
increases, the number of attorneys practicing law in Idaho has almost 
d0ub1ed since 1972. 'Ihese and other factors have led to sharp increases 
in trial court case10ads throughout the state. 

NED CASES FILED IN TRL\L co-eRTS 
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The Idaho courts have set a Statewide goal of processing all 
misdemeanor cases wi thin 60 days from the first appearance of the 
defendant, and the disposing of all felony cases in the district 
court within 90 days from when the case is bound over. Since 1976, 
Statewide efforts at reducing criminal case processing times appear 
to be having same effect. 

MAGISTRATE 
DIVISION 

DISTRICT 
COURT 

AVERAGE DAYS TO DISPOSITION 

120- IO~ 93 90 ........ :-j 

60 = ~:}}~:~:~:~I! 
30 - tttt~ 

1970 1977 
CRt Ml NAl CASES 

Tim_ ind\ld~ "I''''f 1!11"U ',""'. 
~is"Q5,.t;o .. <It'd '-I~-ejn9. 
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While the Idaho judiciary is working effectively to reduce cr~inal case 
processing times, there is a need to ~{e further efforts to reduce case 
processing tiroos 1 placing additional emPhasis on rronitoring of criminal 
case processing 1 improved criminal trial scheduling 1 and providing courts 
with needed equipment to conduct criminal trials. 

LEPC will accept applications on aStatevdde basis for projects which 
are designed to accelerate the processing and dj.sposition of cr~inal 
cases. Such projects should include, but not be limited to, programs to 
develop computerized criminal case rronitoring systems and automated trial 
scheduling, as well as installation of technologically advanced electronic 
equiproont to produce criminal case trial records. Such projects should be 
designed to allow a transfer of program developments to other trial court 
locations. 

Cbrnputers r~ve proven to be highly effective in the management process 
when properly progranmed. '!he speed of retrieval, the storage capacities, 
the reduced need for excessive personnel are all viable alternatives to our 
present system. The effect on the system \\Quld be to speed it up, and yet 
maintain a trace process for discovering weaknesses within the present 
system that could then be shored up. The benefits derived from the :improved 
management of the courts would filter through the entire Cr~inal Justice 
System, and v.ould result in reduced disnissals as a cost-benefit savings. 
the least that could be expected from a cost-benefit point of view is that 
the project would pay for itself; however, other states that are using 
similar programs advocate much higher savings at varying degrees. Technical 
assistance would be provided for studying other state management programs. 

These alternatives are referred to in the Fiscal Year 1979 Plan for 
Idaho OJurts, in Statewide Goals 2, 17 and 18. Applications subnitted 
will require a 25% local match on all costs. 

Budget: 

Part C 
Local Support 

Total 

New Projects 

$ 20,000 
6,700 

$ 26,700 

Additionally, many of Idaho's counties have not had adequate court 
facilities and equipment to rooet increased demands placed on the 
district courts by an increase in cr~inal caseloads. In some 
counties vintage electronic recording equipment is producing inadequate 
records of criminal trials, callSing delays in production of criminal case 
transcripts and cr~inal appeals. 
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v. CORREcrIONS 

Program E-l: 

Objective: 

Additional Corrections Personnel 

To address the existing and projected 
population overflow being experienced 
by the fupartment of Corrections. 

General Implementation Strategy: 

Many State probation/parole officers are feeling the weight of the 
above-described problem. Under this program, the fupartment of Corrections 
may ~ke application for continued support to the Field Services and the 
North Idaho Correctional Institution Divisions. '!hese areas will be funded 
on a 50/50 ratio for the second year and 25/75 for the third, with 10% 
match for equipment. 

Budget: 

Part E 
Part C 

Continuation 
Projects 

Local Support 

$ 29,273 
8,227 

37,500 

Program E-4: 

Objectives: 

Total $ 75,000 

Work Release 

Tb provide gainful employment to selected' 
inmates while serving time on misdemeanor 
charges. 

To reduce incarceration costs for persons 
convicted of misdemeanors through develop­
ment of coomuni ty-based programs for post­
conviction offender referral. 

General Implementation Strategy: 

Funding will be offered to Ada County and the El-Ada Community 
Action agency for the continuation work programs for convicted mis­
demeanor o:ffenders. '!he Ada County work-release program is averaging 
20 participants who pay Ada County $8.00 daily for room and board each 
day they work. For one quarter, $8,900 was collected from participants 
for room and board. At this rate, the program could generate $35,000 
for one year. El-Ada anticipates that its program, which utilizes 
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convicted misdemeanor offenders for volunteer social services, will 
s.ave the local taxpayer an estimated $6,471 in incarceration costs 
and will provide for approximately $20,904 in local volunteer social 
service manpo\\er. 

Application n~y be made for these projects for second-year funding. 
A BCIk local match will be required for all personnel costs, with a 10% 
match requirement for all other costs. Prior to grant approval, 
applicants must be able to denDnstrate satisfactory project performance 
for the first year of operation. 

Jail Work Release Program 

Minimum Data Requirerrent for Applicants: 

-- Total number of man-days of prisoner confinement during 
the year prior to project implementation. 

-- Total number of man-days of prisoner confinement during 
the project year. 

-- Tbtal number of man-days employed on work-release program 
during project year. 

-- Amount received from work-release participants by month for 
category (board and room, prisoners' debts, fines, attorney 
fees, etc.) 

-- The names (or positions) of those persons responsible for 
project inanagement, data gathering, and report submission. 

Data Reporting Re91lirements: 

-- Tbtal man-day~ of prisoner confinement by lnonth during the 
reporting period. 

-- Total rnan-days of employment on work-release by month during 
the reporting period. 

-- Number of participants during the period categorized by 
offense, age, and socio-economic level. 

-- Amounts received from ~Drk-release participants each month 
categorized for the reporting period. 

-- Number of participants committing new offenses while in progTam. 

-- DetaHed activity report. 
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Magistrate Referral Program 

Minimum Data Requirements for Applicants: 

-- Number of participants expected in the program. 

- Estimated value of services to be performed. 

-- Detailed project activity schedule. 

-- The names ( or positions) of those persons responsible 
for project management, data gathering, and report 
submission. 

Data Reporting Requirements: 

-- Number of program participants during the period 
categorized by offense, age, and socio-economic level. 

Referral source for each participant. 

-- Number of hours of client participation. 

-- Number of participants reeidivating during the period. 

-- Detailed activity report. 

Budget: 

Part C 

Continuation 
Projects 

Local Support 
$ 16,800 

16,800 

Total 

Progr..,m E-5: 

Objectives: 

$33,608 

.Correctional Personnel Training Academy 

To reduce turnover of correctional 
personnel through increased training 
incentives. 
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Tb increase the correctional expertise of 
personnel involved with custodial care Statewide. 

Tb more adeqUBxely prepare correctional officers 
to deal with the social problems of inmates and 
to mentally handle serious, psychological pressures 
that a't'e placed on them. 

Funding will be provided for the provision of a structured educational 
program for the new correctional officer, as well as in-service training 
for senior officers and administrators. It should be established at the 
State Prison facility and could provide additional training for those in 
correctional and court services within the State, as well as probation 
and parole officers, and those sheriffs and sheriffs' deputies W~10 are 
involved in custodial care of priooners. 

It is suggested that a consulting firm be acquired to assess the 
training needs for rrandated programs and to develop the potential 
programs for future training. It "!llould be the intent of this program 
to reduce rellance on consultants and develop a viable academy staff 
with pro\an expertise. 

In acldi tion, the cor:rectional academy orginally could assign one 
full-time instructor who would also function as a coordinator and would 
use Department of Cbrrections personnel as well as consultant trainees 
as part-time instructors. In order for the academy to develop dynamic 
capabilities, research and training would be needed. 

It is believed that at this academy, at least for the basic correcti0 nal 
officer, a degree of esprit de corps could be developed thus reducing the 
turnover in employees, particularly during the first eighteen rronths of 
employment. Furthennore, it is envisioned that this academy, through 
existing staff or consultant instructors, could provide training to the 
sheriffs' departments in the State, giving them the professional expertise 
that is sorely needed in the custodial area. It is also felt that through 
an indepth training program, the correctional officers would be mentally 
prepared to handle the serious, psychological pressures that are placed 
upon them, and to be more prepared to handle the social problems of the 
inmates. 

Application rmy be made by the Department of Cbrrections for 75% 
federal funding for all costs under this program. Cbsts may include 
personnel, necessary equipment, travel, consultant fees, technical 
assistance to develop and :implement this program may be requested of 
the law Enforcement Planning Corrmission at no charge. 
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Budget: 

New 
Projects 

Part E $ 71,727 
Local Support __ 2 __ 3 ,,-90_9_ 

Program E-6: 

Objectives: 

Total $ 95,636 

Security Protection 

To enhance the personal safety of correctional 
off;~Brs at the State Penitentiary. 

To reduce the potential for prisoner escape. 

General Implementation Strategy: 

This program will proviGe funding for warning/alarm devices for 
individual officers who have direct contact with prisoners, and for 
a back-up security detection system designed to reduce potential for 
escape. An area of great concern among line officers at the State 
Prison is their personal safety. It is believed that this problem playR 
an :important role in the high turnover in personnel. Personal safety 
\\QuId be enhanced with the use of a &nall warning/alarm device which is 
small enough to carry in an officer I s shirt pocket. At the instance of 
an emergency, the officer v.ould be able to tap this alarm and a signal 
\\QuId be sent to the control center . Additional officers could then be 
sent to the aid of the officer involved. 

Security designs at the prison are for an infra-red escape 
beam system to supplerrent torers and conventional patrols. Horever, 
location of torers only allows for limited observation. The infra-red 
detection system is limited during t:i.mes of" dense fog. Manporer can on,ly 
be used at certain periods of the day or night to provide actual patrol 
services. By attaching snaIl lIDverrent detectors to the posts of the fenoe 
this secondary system will provide a backup to existing' systems. This will 
improve detection programming. 

Additional tower construction or manporer hiring would be at a far 
greater cost than this one t:i.ne capital outlay expense. Unfortunately, 
when the Prison was deSigned" such backup security systems rere not 
implemented. 
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Applications may be su1:mitted in this program area by the Department 
of Corrections. A 25% match will be required for all project costs. 

Budget: 

PartE 

New 
Projects 

looal Support 
$ 21,000 

7,000 

'Ibtal 

Program E-7: 

Objective: 

$ 28,000 

law Library 

'Ib insure provision of legal reference material 
to persons confined to correctional institutions. 

General Implementation Strategy: 

u.S. Supreme Court decisions and current correctional standards 
require that legal reference material be provided to persons confined 
to correctional institutions. Funding will be provided for these legal 
services. Applications may be made by the Department of Corrections 
for an irunate law library. local match required is 25% for all project 
costs. 

Budget: 

Part E 
looal Support 

'Ibtal 

New 
Projects 

$ 6,000 
2:000 

$ 8,000 
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Program E-8: 

Objective: 'Ib prepare inmates for successful 
re-entry into society as productive 
citizens. 

To xeduce the operating cost of 
institutionalization by utilizing 
the producti~ity of the irunates. 

General Implementation Strategy: 

Under the program, funding will be offered to the ~partment of 
Corrections for the implementation and expansion of projects designed 
to reduce operating costs through utilization of inmate services, and 
to enhance the trade skill levels of offenders in order to facilitate 
re-entry into society. Application may be made for" the expansion of 
the Idaho State Prison Industries Program in order to provide additional 
skill training and production in a variety of occupational areas. In 
addi tion, LEPC will consider funding a. pilot program geared to the 
incarcerated offenders who are max:i.m.lm or protective custody cases. 
This program should be designed to allow hard-to-manage offenders 
develop a work ethic wh:'le also providing a service to the State. It 
should be a~ at production-oriented programming and evaluation 
which attempts to determine the benefit of special programming for 
high risk offenders VB the traditional non-productive method of 
violation treatment. 

Applications will also be accepted for the provision of a vocational 
alternative program for both male and female offenders at the North Idaho 
Correctional lnsti tution. This program should be designed to encourage 
offenders to learn skills and trades that ~uld assist them in re-entering 
society as useful citizens. It should also provide maxinrum utilization 
of offender time in an effort to reduce anxiety that is built .up during 
periods of inactivity. opportunities for offender training in the areas 
of office occupation and food service/food management could be expanded. 

All applications sul:mitted will require a 25% match for all project 
costs. 

Minimum lata ~uirements for Applicants: 

-- Planned activities detailed with a time schedule. 

-- The expected monetary contribution to operating expenses by project 
activities. 

-- ~tails of the proposed methods of determining the increase of 
occupational skill level of project participants. Specific 

-55-



-

objectives for major work categor~es should be l~sted with a 
description of the methvdology to be used in measuring the 
degree of accomplishment. 

-- A description of the methodology to be utilized in determining 
project effectiveness in relation to recidivism. 

Minimum :Reporting Requiremants: 

-- Project activity for the reporting period. 

-- The number of inmate man-days enployed in the project. 

-- The value of goods and/or services produced during the period. 

-- Summary information of objective accomplishments by ~or 
work categories. 

-- The number of inmates assigned to the project re-entering 
society during the period. 

-- The number obtaining jobs related to the skills acquired due 
to project activities. 

~- A written commentary of the project by the inmate. 

Budget: 

Part C 
Local Support 

Total 

New 
Projects 

$ 114,273 
38,091 

$ 152,364 
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VI. JUVENILE JUSTICE 

Prog;:-am F-l: 

Objective: 

Juvenile Crime Prevention Program 

To reduce the numbers of reported residential 
burglaries by 15% and the reported larcenies 
by 20% in areas implanenting projects. 

To reduce the number of negative police juvenile 
contacts in those areas by 15%. 

To reduce juvenile recidivisn by 15%. 

To reduce the number of under twelve youth 
committing delinquent acts by 15%. 

General ]mplementation Strategy: 

The juvenile crime prevention program distinguishes itself fram 
s~ilar past efforts in that it is not aimed at apprehension and detection. 
When a crime is cornnitted and the investigation begins, in mst cases law 
enforcement personnel do not know if they are looking for a person over 
eighteen or under eighteen. Therefore, to best utilize funds for pure 
juvenile activities the program related to juvenile crime is being limited 
to prevention. 

Under this program continuation funding will be considered for juvenile 
officer projects in Priest Hi ver, M:mntain Ha:ne, Post Falls, Shoshone County, 
latah and Bonneville County. Funding will be made available for two new 
juvenile officer projects. All projects must meet the prevention/reduction 
related program objectives. 

youth accountability projects which provide work restitution as well 
as responsibility training will be considered for funding. 

These projects should be closely coordinated with the Magistrates 
Division of the court. Projects should be closely modeled after the Seattle 
Community Accountability project. 

In 1973, the City of Seattle used a portion of their IEAA funds to 
develop and test the cammunity accountability concept as a new approach to 
reducing juvenile crime in Seattle. '!he intent was for the City to 
temporarily assume responsibility for correctional services to a selected 
segrrsnt of the identified juvenile offender population. in an effort to 
denonstrate a more effective means of reducing continued cr~al beh3.vior 
(recidivien) for this group of youth, i.e., more effective than the existing 
county and State correctional efforts. It was also hoped that the existence 
of such a program in a youth's immediate neighborhood (with its well-publicized 
expectation for youth accountability) would have a greater deterrent effect 
for potential offenders in the area served than the existing systen. The 
comnuni ty-basect account abi Ii ty systen was founded on the assumption that a 
high percentage of juvenile crime was attributable to the failure of the 
existing system to hold youth accountable for their offenses through the 
prompt and appropriate application of social sanctions on the .local level. 
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Program referrals were made by the juvenile court system. The referred 
youth appeared before an Accountability Board that was made up of youth and 
adults from within the corrmunity. The youthful offenders appeared before 
the Accountability Board under two conditions. (1) the youth must have 
admitted to guilt; and (2) their parents must have consented to the Board's 
review of the case and subsequent action. Through the accountability process, 
an offender came before the Accountability Board and was assigned restitution 
in the form of the monetary payment or service directly to the vict~ of the 
offense, or corrmunity rork such as clean-up activities. Once a youth agreed 
to fulfill a restitution assignmant, he was offered various services at the 
CAP center, which included a resti tution/ employment carponent, an alternative 
school and individual and family counseling. The purpose of the Accountability 
Board was not to provide therapy, but to concentrate on the offense a~d its 
consequence. "Restitution sites"--places willing to provide restitution 
opportunities for the youth reviewed by the Board--were developed. This 
involved citizens in the management of the delinquency problem. 

'!he Carmunity Accountability Program in Seattle, Washington, has met 
with successes in the areas of reduced juvenile Part I crimes, reduced total 
juvenile contacts, and reduced recidivisn rates during the four years it has 
been in operation. Evaluation results of the three areas where the program 
was implemented within the city showed that the total number of juveniles 
contacted within the CAP census tracts was down significantly within the 
one program area., In the other two CAP areas, juvenile contacts showed a 
promising, although not statistically Significant, reduction as can pared to 
the rest of the city. The reduction in police contacts appeared to be 
directly related to the length of t~ the individual project had been in 
operation. 

The evaluation further indicated that CAP client recidivism rates were 
significantly lower canpared with actuarial recidi visne It is when clients 
are separated into accountability board appearance groups vs. CAP service 
only groups, reduction is significant for the accountability board youth 
only. In other words, the provision of services alone did not have a 
significant impact on the reduction of recidivisn. With regard to burglary, 
reported juvenile involvement was down significantly in comparison to the 
city of Seattle as a whole. It should also be noted that when the relative 
reduction in reported burglary is combined for the three CAP projects, a 
16.7% increase was found for the combined cel1SUS tracts served, as compared 
with a 40% increase for the rest of Seattle. This difference is statistically 
significant and it is, therefore, concluded that the Oammunity Accountability 
Program represents an effective burglary reduction program. 

Although the Seattle Ccmmn)ity Accountability Program is comprehensive 
and, thus, quite costly, it is felt by LEPC that programs of like nature, 
but on a smaller scale, could be initiated in Idaho as long as important 
elements were considered. 

Funding will be provided for professional staffing, as well as support 
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personnel, equipnent, and supplies, mileage for travel, and office 
remodeling, contingent upon LEAA approval (if needed to obtain necessary 
space for program implementation), also contingent upon LEPC approval. A 
25% match will be required for all project costs. Technical assistance in 
developing and initiating the Cbmmunity Accountability Programs will be 
made available free of charge upon request to LEPC from all grant recipients. 

Continuation funding for school resource officer projects in Ada County~ 
Bormeville County, Payette and Boise will be considered. It is felt by the 
Juvenile Justice Advisory Council that SOO's are most valuable in the 
elementary schools beca.use they ~~ have a positive effect on the 12 and 
under age group through "education. II That is, by utilizing classroom 
techniques, SID I S can teach the various aspects of the laws and law 
enforcement and the ramifications of law violations. 

Funding will not be considered for any new SOO's until a statewide 
evaluation of present SID projects can be conducted by LEPC staff which 
would indicate that these kinds of projects have a beneficial effect on 
youth. 

Continuation funding for the juvenile substance abuse prevention 
project with the Department of Health and Welfare in their Region VII 
will also be considered. 

Budget: 

Continuation New 
Projects Projects Total 

PartC $ 86,500 $ 22,228 $ 108, '728 
Local Support 170~OOO 7 1340 177 1340 

Total 

Program F-2: 

Objectives: 

$ 256,500 $ 29,568 $ 286,068 

Rehabilitation of Juvenile Offenders 

To aid youthful offenders in achieving socially 
acceptable roles. 

To reduce overa.ll juvenile recidivi:::rn in Idaho. 

General Lmplementation Strategy: 

Six deUnquent youth treatment projects will be considered for 
continuation funding under this program. 'J:hes~ include a vocational 
project at North Idaho Teen IDdge, the IBwiston Girls 03nter ,Inc., 
Remedial education at the North Idaho Childrens Home, educatlonal 
services for drop-outs at Boise State University, volunteer services 
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for juveniles through Eastern IVIC, and a NYPUM project in the Kootenai 
Family YMCA. These projects must address the goals of this program. 

Funding will also be cons:'.dered for innovative projects addressing 
the specific goals of this program on their individual merit if any 
funds become available to this program. No new funding, however, is 
being specifically reconmended because of the shortage of funds for 
new programs. 

Budget: 

Program F-3: 

Part C 
IDcal Support 

Total 

Continuation 
Projects 

$ 52,500 
100,000 

$152,500 

New 
Projects 

$ -0-
-0-

$ -0-

Diagnostic Services for Youthful Offenders 

Objectives: TO insure more appropriate disposition of 
juvenile cases. 

To increase pre-disposition diagnostic 
services provided to juveniles. 

General Implementation Strategy: 

Under this program, continuation funding for the Department of 
Health and Welfare Diagnostic and Evaluation Center at Orofino will 
be considered. This center will provide juvenile magistrates with 
reconmendations on disposition and treatment based on a maximum of 
30 days of testing and evaluation of youngsters so that final dis­
position by the court of these cases should result in a more appropriate 
plan for treaxment. 

Minimum Data Requirements for Applicants: 

-- Number of YRA petitions filed rulring the past three years 
by county for the area of service. 

Number of youth eligible for service during the last on('­
year period prior to project implementation. 

-- Number of youth to be served during the project year. 
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-- Outline of major project activities with time schedule. 

-- Number of juveniles comni tted to the Youth Services 
Center from the area of service during the three years 
prior to project implementation. 

Program F-4: 

Part C 
IDcal Support 

Total 

Continuation 
Projects 

$ 50,000 
75,000 

$125,000 

New 
Projects 

$ -0·­
-0-

$ -0-

Juvenile Information/Record System 

Objectives: To institute an on-line computerized 
information system to provide administrative 
and planning personnel with an adequate record 
system for management and planning purposes. 

To provide automated processing of key juvenile 
system forms - a juvenile I s master record, 
petition, summons, docket/calendar, notice of 
hearing, services smrrnary, etc. 

To provide agency personnel with timely work­
load and statistical information necessary to 
control caseloads, adjust calendars, pinpoint 
problem areas, evaluate staff and in1Prove the 
quality of management decisions. 

General Implementation Stratgey: 

A pilot program was initiated under the FY-77 Plan in Ada County for 
juvenile data input and retrieval for use by all phases of the JUvenile 
Justice System. The main goal of the pilot program is to obtain relative 
data concerning juveniles as to tL8 effects that law enforcement agencies, 
court sentencing, diversion programs, probation and all other phases of 
the Juvenile Justice System have on juvenile crirre in Ada County, and to 
supply data to the different phases of the System so that they might make 
the appropriate decisions as to the methods to be used to confront the 
juvenile problems where help is needed the IDJst. During FY-78; this 
program will be evaluated to determine possibility for expansion in FY-79 
into one other large county. NO funding is being assigned to this program. 
However, should funds become available through another program, one project 
will be considered. 
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Suggest Data Requirarents for Applicants 

~ Number of reported offenses for larcenies and burglaries in the 
community for each year of the prior three-year period. 

-- Number of juveniles for these offens~s. 

-- Nunber of YEA petitions filed for the three-year period. 

-- NmJber of recidivists in each period. 

-- 10q)ected achievement levels fran the project. 

Reduction in juvenile burglary and larceny offenses. 

Reduction in the juvenile recidivisn rate. 

Suggested Reporting Requirerrents 

-- NUmber of reported larcenies ~d burglaries for the reporting 
period. 

- Arrests. 

-- Petitions filed. 

-- Referrals from the courts. 

-- Nature of the case (residential, commercial), offender 
characteristics, prior record, age, education. 

-- Program determination each case. 

-- Number ccmpleting program successfully. 

-- Ntnnber of failures during treatment program. 

-- Nurrber of recidivists during project period. 

Budget: 

Part C -0-
Local Support -0-
Tbtal -0-
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VII. DELINQUENCY PREVENTION, INTERVENTION AND DIVERSION 

Program (]'-·l: 

Objective: 

Deinstitutionalization of Status Offenders 

To enhance the counties' ability to provide 
alternatives to detention for status offenders. 

Tb reduce the number of status offenders detained 
in secure facilities by 75% over 1976. 

General Implementation Strategy 

Continuation funding for four projects will be considered in this 
program. These include one long t:ennr~sid~gti@.l ,;f~ili.ty for.tnRNlffi 
in Lewiston and one shorter term residential -facility in :Eimlett. - Both 
facilities serve girls. Also included is a project in the Fifth JUdicial 
~strict which recruits volunteer foster hames for status offenders. 
Continuation support will also be considered for shelter facilities 
operating in those counties still detaining substantial mnnbers of status 
offenders providing their efforts can be geared toward helping Idaho meet 
the deinstitutionalization requirements of the JJDP Act and providing 
funds are available. 

New funding will be considered upon application fram counties to 
provide coordinators who will set up or augment volunteer fostE'r hoIreS or 
other alternatives for status offenders. Proposals must meet the program 
objectives and must be aimed at helping Idaho achieve corrpliance with JJDP 
Act requirements. 

Also for funding conside~ation under this program are projects which 
would provide 24 hour intake and screening in three counties having 
significant-nunroers of status offenders-being herd in-jaIl-or detention 
24 hours or longer. Consideration will be given to counties\\t.ich are 
developing alternatives to detention but which lack the staff and/or 
training to make decisions on referrals. 

Budget: 

Continuation New 
Projects Projects Total 

JJDP $ 55,500 $ 40,000 $ 95,500 
local Support l53 z500 132340 166z840 

Total $ 209,000 $ 53,340 $ 262,340 
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Program G-2: 

Objective: 

Separation of Juveniles from Adults in Jail 

To insure that Juveniles who must be detained 
in j ail are out of canplete sight and sound 
of adult prisoners. 

Gene: "al Implanentation Strategy: 

Applications will be solicited fram those counties presently not in 
canpliance with new Idaho statutory standards and JJDP requirements which 
have significant juvenile populations. Three types of projects will be 
c<.:"sidered. 'Ihese include jail remodeling, ja::'l supervision on a 24-hour 
basis and various regional sharing ideas such as transporting juveniles 
to one location. 

According to the numbers of juveniles detained in 1977 only nine of 
the facilities not in canpliance are considered large enough to warrant 
large scale remodeling or other LEPC funds. 'l'hese are Bonner O::lunty, 
Kootenai County, Nez Perce (bunty, Omyon (bunty, Twin Falls (bunty ~ 
Elngham Cbunty, Blaine (bunty, Madison (bunty and Jerane (bunty (Canyon 
(bunty is included although in 1978 they have started a separate juvenile 
detention facility). 

Budget: 

New Projects 

JJDP $10,000 
local Support __ 3.l..' 34~0~_ 

Total 

Program G-3: 

Objec.ti ve : 

$13,340 

Primary Prevention 

To identify and provide treatment for youth 
experiencing school adjustment and/or 
learning problems. 

To develop mechanisms for identification of 
and intervention techniques for the behavior 
which precedes delinquency. 

General Implementation Strategy: 

Oontinuation funding will be considered for two projects currently 
operating in the public schl ,;ls. 'Ihese are a positive self image project 
in Twirl. FaIls and a drop-out J,lreventiQn project at Coeur d' Alene. 
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Fund:i,ng ~o;r, n~w ;projects 'which address these ;program goals will only 
be considered after an evaluation of the present programs can take place. 
Therefore, no new funding is being reccmnended at the present tirre. 
Program-related training and technical assistanee will be available for 
present personnel and for potential applicants. 

Budget: 

JJDP 

Continuation 
Projects 

New 
, Projects 

-0-
Local Support 

(Includes Liquor Funds) 
Total 

$ 87,000 
25,000 

$ 112,000 

-Q..;. 

-0-

Program G-4: 

Objective: 

Early Intervention and Treatment for Troubled 
Youth/Status 'Offenders 

To reduce status offender recidivisn by 10% 
in areas implementing projects. 

To reduce juvenile status offender arrests by 
25% in areas implementing projects. 

To reduce status offender petitions filed by 
50% in areas implementing projects. 

To reduce status offender handling costs by 
30% in are£'.s implerrenting projects. 

General Lmplementation Strategy: 

Funding for the continuation of a youth crisis intervention project 
in OoeUl~ d'Alene will be considered. The crisis intervention approach 
to youth and family prvDlans attempts to resolve the problem before it 
becomes a Juvenile Jl:stice System problem. 

In addition funding will be considered for new crisis intervention 
projeets in other areas of the State. Applications will be accepted fran 
both public and private agencies which have experience in dealing with 
youth. These projects may also include services to status offenders who 
have been diverted fran the JJS as well as intervention services to youth 
experiencing famil:' difficulties. 
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Budget: 

JJDP 
IDeal Support 

'lotal 

Program G-5: 

Objective: 

O:>ntinuation New 
Projects Projects Total 

$ 12,000 $ 18,100 $ 30,100 
l5zoo0 6 2°00 21z000 

$ 27,000 $ 24,100 $ 51,100 

Development of Youth Alternatives 

To utilize other youth for reinforcement of 
positive behavior. 

Tb develop and/or augment existing resources 
for juveniles. 

Tb provide community incentive to review ~~d 
address the needs of youth. 

General ]mplementation Strategy: 

Continuation funding will be considered for a youth services 
coordinator for the city of Pocatello. This project provides for the 
coordination of all the services in the Pocatello area for dealing with 
delinquent youth. In addition the project is assisting in the developrrent 
of new services fooL' youth fran existing community resources. (he of these 
services is Kids in Discovery which will also be considered for continuation 
funding. 

One alternative which could be considered under this program is a 
youth develqpment project. The youth development approach utilizes 
members of a youngster's peer group in various 'Ways to help him overcane 
t.he problems of anti-social behavior, school maladjusbment and family 
difficulties. Both pUb1~~ and private agencies which have ezperience 
dealing with youth COL :..~ .. :.urpleIn9nt this type of alternative. 

NO new funding is being recoomanded at the present time because of 
the shortage of funds for new programs. 

Suggested D:tta Requirerrents for Applicants 

The number of status offender contacts in the target area 
- for two years prior to the project year. 
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Budget: 

'Ihe nmJJ:>er of incidents of recidi visn of the subj ect cr;ime 
for a one-year period prior to the proj~ct year. 

The number of secure detentions of status offenders in the 
target area for a one-year period by status offense. 

The nt.m1ber of clients expected to receive services. 

The detailed account of proposed project activities with a 
time schedule. 

Names of persons (or positions) responsible for project 
management, data gathering, reports. 

Suggested Reporting Requirements 

'Ihe number of status offender contacts during tbe project 
period. 

The number of incidents of recidivism for the subject crimes. 

The number of secure detentions. 

'Ihe number of clients served, characteristics of the clients 
and offenses, services provided. 

The number of stays in non-secure facilities provided by the 
project. 

A detailed account of project activities. 

Contmuation 
Projects 

JJDP $ 8,500 
21,500 Local Support 

Total $'30,000 
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VIII. SPECIAL RESOURCE ALLOCATION 

Program H-l: 

Objectives: 

Basic and Specialized Criminal Justice 
Training and Provision of Technical 
Assistance 

Tb provide funding for the implementation 
of Idaho's Technical Assistance Plan. 

To provide school expenses incurred for 
law enforcement basic training to officers 
entering the field of law enforcement. 

To provide for the development of special 
conferences and seminars related to problems 
and goals identified within the Plan. 

General Implementation Strategy: 

In 1976, Idaho completed a study of technical assistance needs for 
the Criminal Justice System, established a listing of qualified personnel, 
both in-State and out-of-State, and made recommendations concerning imple­
mentation. Needs established ranged from assistance in basic operational 
procedures to assistance in complex program design. 'Ihe study was com­
pleted with the underlying assumption that provisions of technical assis­
tance should be a key service provided by LEPC to the criminal and juvenile 
justice agencies within the State. 

In order to make available technical assistance services identified 
within the Pla~, as well as to address other needs expressed by agency 
personnel, this program is designed to provide travel and per diem costs 
to personnel who provide technical assistance to agencies requesting such. 
Technical assistance available is set forth in the State's Technical 
Assistance Plan which can be obtained through the LEPC. Other technical 
assistance needs not identified will be considered. Agencies desiring 
technical assistance would contact the LEPC in order to obtain request 
forms. Requests would be met on a first-come, first-served basis. 

It is recognized that basic training in the fundamentals of law en­
forcement are essential in order to perform the con~lex responsibilities 
of that profession. Therefore, the LEPC will offer all law enforcement 
agencies the opportunity to receive financial reimbursement for out-of­
pocket costs for new officers attending the POST Basic Academy. Reimburse­
ment will be considered on a 90% basis. 

Specialized training to personnel in alJ components of the Criminal 
and Juvenile Justice SysterrE wi:l be provided through this program. At­
tendance at out-of-State training conferences will be held to a mintmum 
allowing for provision of larger group training in-State. Any specialized 
training reimbursement must be matched at 25%. 
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-------------------------------------------------

Budget: 

Program H-2: 

Objective: 

Part C 
IDcal Support 

$100,000 
20,000 

Total $120,000 

~uipping of Court Facilities 

To accelerate the processing of criminal 
cases and improve the administration of 
justice. 

General Implementation Strategy: 

While many counties and cities have acted in recent years to expand 
or improve couTt facilities, there are still locations in the State where 
court operations are hindered due to inadequate facilities. Often the 
need for adequate space for district court supporting staff has been 
overlooked or is inadequate to meet expanding needs caused by growing 
caseloads and population increases. In some areas judges are without 
adequate office space to conduct their judicial duties. Some counties 
are limited in the number of judges which can be assigned to hear cases, 
simply due to lack of chanber space or too few courtrooms. The result is 
an increasingly nodern and professional judiciary, which is hindered by 
antiquated and inadequate court facilities from performing to the required 
level of efficiency. 

There is a need to improve Idaho's court facilities so that judicial 
operations can be conducted in a professional manner and a manner which 
will enhance the public r s perception of the judicial process. Because of 
lEPC's present fund limitation, no separate f1.Ulding for this program is 
allocated for this year. However, remodeling may be considered as a project 
cost within other program areas if necessary for the implementation of 
that project. This cost must not exceed $15,000 in federal funding for any 
one project. Should funds in other program areas remain unspent during the 
application approval period, courts remodeling projects may be given 
consideration, but only as a low priority. 

Budget: 

No Funding 
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INSTRUcrIONS ]DR APPLICANTS 

How to Make Application 

Criminal justice agencies and private, non-profit organizations wishing to 
make application for LEPC funds, should refer to the program areas within this 
Plan to determine the types of projects which will be considered for funding. 
When a program is found which would be of potential benefit to the agency, the 
application included in the back of this manual should be canpleted. Instructions 
for completing the application fonn should be closely followed. If the program 
selected sets forth minimLnn data requiranents for application, every'effort 
should be made to include this information in the application request. This 
information can then be used to measure the impact of the project once it becomes 
operational. 

Within the project activities section, a detailed time schedule of proposed 
tasks should be included. Also, the individuals who will be responsible for 
insuring that tasks and activities are completed should be identified. 

Applicants should be as specific as possible regarding what is expected to be 
accomplished as a result of the implementation of the project proposed. This 
information should be included under the goals and objectives section of the Plan. 
Overall expected impact of the project should be addressed as well as expected 
accomplishments which should lead to the overall impact. Applicants may find it 
necessary to request technical assistance in developing the project application. 
Requests for assistance should be directed to the State LEPC Office, Program 
Operations Unit, in Boise. 

Waere and When to Submit Applications 

Applications being submitted from local agencies should be submitted to 
the appropriate regional LEPC Commissions (refer to map on the following page for 
appropriate regions). Deadline for submission to the regional offices is 
December 31. 

State agency applications should be submitted directly to the State LEPC 
Office. Deadline for submission of these applications is January 31. 

Match Requirements 

As can be seen· from the program descriptions, in most instances agencies 
will be required to provide matching funds for project costs. When applications 
are completed and submitted, it is not necessary that match be included in current 
budgets. In many instances, LEPC will approve grants prior to the coming year's 
budget submission deadline so that applicants ,viII be able to request required 
match from their respective local or State funding sources. Subgrantees will be 
able to implement their projects if and when their budget is approved. In instances 
where match request is denied by the State or local funding source, the grant 
award will be returned. to LEPC so that funds may be allocated to other applicants. 
A 25% match will be required of all new projects implanem:ed under this Plan. 
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Boundary 
Bonner 
Kootenai 
Benewah 
Shoshone 
Latah 
Nez Perce 
Cl earwater 
Lewis 
Idaho 

REGION I 
LAW ENFORCEMENT 

PLANNING COMMISSION 

write to: 

LEPC, Region I 
P. O. Box 518 
Coeur d' A'lene, Idaho 83814 

hone: 667-7022 

Adams 
Valley 
Washington 
PaYE::tte 
Gem 
Boise 
Canyon 
Ada 
Elmore 
Owyhee 

REGION II 
LAW ENFORCEMENT 

PLANNING COMMISSION 

write to: 

LEPC, Region II 
109 North Kimball 
Caldwell, Idaho 83605 
phone: 454-8981 

STATE OF IDAHO 

LOCAL REGIONAL 
LA~I ENFORCEMENT PLANNING AGENCIES 

Lemhi 
Custer 
Clark 
Fremont 
Butte 
Jefferson 
Madison 
Teton 
Camas 
Blaine 
Gooding 
Lincoln 
Bingham 
Bonneville 
Jerome 
Minidoka 
Power 
Bannock 
Caribou 
Tw; n Falls 
Cassia 
Oneida 
Franklin 
Bear Lake 
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REGION III 
LAW ENFORCEMENT 

PLANNING COMMISSION 

write to: 

LEPC, Region III 
217 Earl Building 
Idaho Falls, Idaho 83401 
Phone: 523-7094 
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Definition of Funding SOllrCeS 

Within this Plan, applicants will see references to "Part C," "Part E, II 
ttJJDP,1I and Ildiscretionaryll funds. All refer to federal funding \IDich is made 
available to this State through the Law Enforcement Assistance Administration 
Program. 

Part C and E funds are made available to this State through the Crime 
Control Act, and JJDP funds refer to money made available through the Juvenile 
Justice and Delinquency Prevention Act. Discretionary funds are available to 
State and local units of government directly from LEAA. To obtain +,hese funds, 
State and local units of government must submit applications directly to LEAA. 
However, information concerning the types of programs which will be considered 
for discretionary funding and procedures for making application can be obtained 
fran the LEPC. 

Application Review Procedure 

Applications received will be carefully reviewed by staff to insure com­
pliance with the planned programs. Local applications found in cnnpliance will be 
reviewed by Regional Law Enforcement Planning Commissions and prioritized within 
the appropriate program areas. This same process will be completed by State staff 
with regard to State agency applications. Since funding is limited) it is possible 
that not all projects complying with the Plan will receive award. Awards will be 
made in priority order until funding is exhausted. Top priority projects in one 
Region will have to compete with top priority projects in other Regions. 

Criteria for Rejection 

In accordance with Policy 05-03 of the LEPC 1 applications submitted to LEPC 
must meet the requirements established by the appropriate federal and State 
authorities. 

An application may be rejected for any of the following reasons: 

1. The proposed project does not fit within an established program area 
in the applicable State ctnlprehensive Plan. 

2. Sufficient funds do not exist in the appropriate program area. 

3. The filing of the application with the LEPC State Office is not timely 
as designated by the State Commission. 

4. Issues related to the application or project cannot be resolved within 
the 90 days following receipt of the application by the State LEPC 
Office. 

5. The application is in contradiction to established policy. 

6. The application is non-conforming as to content as required in the 
application and the application instructions. 

7. The applicant has not supplied previously requested information needed 
to update and improve the Statewide Comprehensive Plan. 

S. The applicant has failed to respond to audit and/or evaluation findings 
of ~1C funded projects. 

9. Properly completed A-95 Review documents have not been provided. 
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----------------------------------------------------------

Length of Grant Period, Grant Extensions -- Continuation Funding 

In accordance with LEPC Policy 5-12, grant awards shall be made for a 
lTk:TI'imum time period of one year. The awarding of a grant doE'S not corroni t the 
Bureau of Law Enforcement Pla.nning Corrmission to further funding in subsequent 
years. 

A reasonable time extension to any grant may be granted for good cause upon 
r~(luest in writing by the authorized official responsible for the project (i.e., 
Mayor, County Corronission Chairman, State Deparbnent head, etc.). 

Applications for continuation into second and subsequent years of projects 
previously approved shall have priority. 'They shall also compete on their rela­
·tive merits with all other application submissions. 

The maximum period of funding for any project shall be three years. Pm 
exception to this policy may be granted by the State Corronission, and -if neces­
sary by LEAA, upon vlI'itten request if adequate justification for continuation 
flmding is provided by the grantee. Generally , it nnlst be shown that a success­
ful project tha~ is cortributing materially to the reductir')n of crime or the im­
provement of the criminal justice system would he adversely affected by the loss 
of grant funds. The grantee I s efforts toward assumption of costs will be an 
important consideration in allowing an exception to this policy. 

Criteria for Tennina t i ng an Existing Grant 

In accordance with Policy 05-05 of the LEPC, the acceptance of a grant award 
by em authorized official creates a contractual relationship between the sub­
grantee and the LEPC. The applicant proposes to conduct a project in the manner 
stated in the applio~tion, LEPC acting on the promises contained therein issues 
a grant award accompanied by certain conditions. 

When a project is operated in such a manner that there is non-fulfillment 
of the declarations -.!ontained in the application (or dS amended by a grant ad­
j ustment) or where there is non-compliance with any of the conditions, adequate 
grounds exist for the termination of a grant by the LEPC. 

'i'ne LEPC may terminate 3.I1y grant award when the project has not been imple­
mented within 120 days of the proposed starting date. 

Review and Ah)f3al Procedures for Denied GraJlt Applications and Tenninated Grants 

In accordance with LEPC Policy 5-11, applicants for action grants who have 
b('C'n denied all or part of the funds requested to conduct a project for which 
funds are available or subgrantees whose grant has been terminated before COffi­

I'letion are entitled to adequate review by administrative remedies of the LEPC 
Md provisions of the Idaho Administrative Procedure Act. 
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Notification of denial or llotice of termination shall be made by registered 
mril, with return receipt requested. A Request for Hearing before the State Com­
mission must be filed with the LEPC Bureau Chief within twenty (20) days after 
receipt of such notification, or notice of termination, stating specific reasons 
why the State Cornmissic~ should schedule the Hearing. 

The ChaiTI!B.l1 of the State Comnission shall appoint a Corrmittee, or Corrunit­
tees, to review each Request for Hearing. The Corrmi ttee, or Conrni ttees, shall 
consider the reasons for denial or termination as stated in the letter of rejec­
tion or termination and the reasons for a Hearing, as contained in the Request 
for Hearing, su1::mitted by the applicant or grantee. 

'The Ccrnmi ttee, or Committees, shall grant hearings before the State Commis­
sion only where there is evidence that Commission policy has been violated in 
denying the application or in terminating the grant, or where sufficient neH evi­
dence is available to justify the granting of a hearing. 

If the Corrnnittee(s) does not grant a Hearing before the State Corrnniss1.on, 
the applicant or subgrantee may request judicial review, as provided under the 
Adm:inistrative Procedures Act, Idaho Code, Sections 67-5209 through 67··5216. 
In cases where a Hearmg is granted, the decision of the State Corrmission shall 
be final. 

The Hearing shall be scheduled for the next regular State Conmission meeting 
for which required prior Notification of Corrmission Matters shall be given, in 
accordance with current policy. 

A person woo has exhausted all administrative remedies available within the 
agency, and woo is aggrieved by a final decision in a contested case, is entitled 
to judicial review as provided by the Administrative Procedures Act, Idaho Code, 
Sections 67-5209 through 67-5216. 
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Civi 1 Rights Canp1iance 

Applicants are required to comply with the Equal Employment Opporttmity Guidelines 
issued by II'AA and appearing in the Federal Register, 28 C.P.R. 42.301 et seq., Sub­
part E. These Guidelines provide recognition of the fact that "full and equal parti­
cipation of women and minority individuals in employment opportunities in the Criminal 
(Justice System is a necessary component of the Safe Street Act I s program to reduce 
crime and delinquency in t'.e United States." 

In accordance with LEAA Guidelines development of an Equal Employment 0PTxwtunity 
Progr;lm is required of all applicants meeting the following criteria: 

"Each recipient of LEAA assistance within the Criminal Justice System (project 
implementing agency not overall unit of government) which has 50 or more 
employees and which has received subgrants of $25,000 or more since enact­
ment of the Safe Streets Act in 1968 and which has a service population 
with a minority representation of three percent or JT()re." 

Where a recipient has 50 or more employeeS, and has received subgrants of $25,000 
Or' !1Y!t'(l, and htlG a service population with a minority representation of 1e88 than 3!'0, 
Buch :recipient must develop an equal employment opportunity program relating to (>JTTpJOY­
ment practices affecting women. 

Applicants affected by these Guidelines will be required to formulatE, implement 
and maintain a written Equal Employment Opportunity Progr~ (Affirnative Action Plan) 
relating to employment practices affecting minority persons and women. "Minori t:y per­
sons" G hall include persons who are Negro, Oriental, American-Indian, or Spanish-Sur­
named Americans. "SpaniSh-surnamed Americans" means those of Latin American, Cubc:m, 
Mexican, Puerto Rican or Spanish origin. In developing the Equal Employment Opportunity 
ProgtY1JIl in d.ccoy'dance with LEAA Guidelines, the applicant must take into consideration 
the relevant IAlx>r market as a basis to provide for full and equal participation of 
women Md minority individuals. 

Equal F.inployment Opportunity Programs should include as a minimum: 
1. An evaluation of the following factors cross classified by race, ethnicity and sex: 

<1. Analysis of present representation of women and minority persons in all 
job categories; 

b. Analysis of all recruitment and employment selection procedures; 
c. Analysis of seniority, promotion and transfer procedures; 
d. Analysis of external factors such as available housing and transportation 

which may inhibit minority employment. 
2. A written Program which includes: 

a. A job classification table indicating numbers of employees, numbers of 
employees in each classification cross classified by race, ethnicity and 
sex includin;; rates of pay. 

b. Disciplinary actions by race, ethnicity and sex, including sanctions imposed; 
c. Number of entrance applicants by race, ethnici ty and sex and resulting 

new hires by race, ethnicity and sex; 
d. Number of transfer or promotion applicants by race, ethnicity and sex 

and number promoted or transferred by race, ethnici ty and sex; 
e. Number of employees terminated by race, ethnicity and sex and identification 

of vollmt~ary 'or involuntary terminations; 
r • Ava Llabl("l 1.,11]( It' mi'lX'ket characteristics; 
g. Detailed narrative of existing employment policies, including: 

(1) Necessary steps needed to be taken to assure full and equal employment 
opportunity. 

(2 ) Recruitment program, if necessary. 
h. Plan for dissemination of EEO program; 
i. Designation of personnel for implementation and maintenance of the program. 

Affected applicants JlU.lst file a certificate with LEPC indicating the existence of such 
an IJ:.:O program. The written EEO program need not be filed with LEPC but must be made 
available for subsequent review and audit. The certification format is shown on the 
attachment. 
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Attachment A 

Certificatiorl of Equal fl'rWloyment QPPortunity Progr:am 

I, _____________________________________________ (Mayor, 

Chief Executive, State Department Head) certify that the _________ _ 

(criminal justice agency) has fonnulated an equal 

employment opportunity program in accordance with 28 CPR 42.301, et seq., 

subpart E, and that it is on file in the office of --------------------
_____________ (Name), _____________________________________ CAddress); 

________________ (Title) for review or audit by officials of the 

cognizant State Planning Agency or the law Enforcement Assistance Adminis­

tration, as required by relevant laws and regulations. 

(signed) 

(title) 
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IDAHO LAW ENFORCEMENT PLANNING COMMISSION 
STATEHOUSE 

BOISE, IDAHO 83720 

APPLICATION FOR Gl~T 

Local agenci~3 must submit four copies of the completed 
application to the Regional Law Enforcement Planning Commission 
in their respective area. Information about the program hnd 
assistance in completing an application may be obtained by 
contacting: 

REGION I 

Edward ~". Mayer, Director 
P.O. Drawer 518 
Coeur d'Alene, Idaho 83814 

REGION II 

\.J.C. Norberg, Jr., Director 
109 N. Kimball Street 
Caldwell, Idaho 83605 

REGION III 

Frank Finlayson, Director 
Earl Bldg., Room 214 
Park Ave. 
Idaho Falls, Idaho 83401 

Phone 667-7022 

Phone 454-8981 

Phon.e 523-7094 

State agencies must s: ... bmit three copies to che address shown 
below: 

Idaho Law Enforcement Planning Comm~ssion 
Statehouse 
Boise, Idaho 83720 Phone 384-2364 

On reverse side of application forms, are detailed instructions 
for completing an application for a grant award. The numbers 
and headings of the instructions correspond with those on the 
application forms. PLEASE READ AND FOLLOW ALL INSTRUCTIONS 
CAREFULLY. 
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Form LEPC lUl'Kev. 9/78) 

(J:'op Ll!."'PC Use On ly ) 
Application' Date 

ID/'JlO lfM ENrORCU1Ll'IT PlANNING COl'-lMISSION ~,N:.:::.1um:::.b:::.;e:::r:....-______ -,R:..:;.;e~c"-,,e.;;:.i v-'-e.::.;d""---_____ _ 

APPLICATION FOR GRANT Region Program 
Grant Date of 

Award JNumber 
~:-L-E-P-C-Co-n-ta-c-t------------------ ! 

Iperson 
PART A (Instructions. on Reverse Side) 

1. Applicant Agency: 
(Name" A dell'e rn:" Phone) 

FEl No. 
3. Proj ect Title: 

4. Project Duration: 

From: Thru: 
7. Proj ect Summary: 

8. Budget (;Iew'er; t Dcllal') 
Cost Element 

Personnel 

Consultant/Contract 

Travel 

Other Costs 

Equipment 

TOTAL PROJECT 

2. Type of Application: 
One Year Project () 
Multi-Year Project-1st year ( ) 
Multi-Year Project-2nd year ( ) 

Prior Grant No . _________ _ 
Multi-Year Project-3rd year \ ) 

Prior Grant No . __ -'--______ _ 
Prior Grant No. 

5. LEPC Plan Program 16. A-95 SAl No. 

Amount Source of Funds Amount % -. 
Federal LEAA Funds --
~ADDlj.cant A2encv Funds --
State Liquor Funds --
lather Funds --

--
TOTAL PROJECT 100% --9. Source of Appl~cant Agency Funds: 

10.Project Director: 
(Name" 'HUe" Addx'ess) 

Phone: 

1. Financial Officer: 
(Name" Title" Address) 

Phone: 

CAP.EFULLY READ AND FOu.ow INSTRUGrIONS ON REVER..SE SIDE --- . 



INSTRUCTION FOR PART A 

All items in PART A and ATTACHHENTS 1 and 2 should be completed by the Project Director 
with the assistance of the Financial Officer when needed. 

1. APPLICANT AGENCY. The State Agency, Local Governmental Agency or Non-Profit Agency 
requesting the grant award. List the street address, plus mailing address where 
different, and phone number. 
FEI NUMBER. The Federal Employers Identification number is the number on the Federal 
Employers Tax Return (94lE) of the applicant agency. 

2. TYPE OF APPLICATION. (a) One Year Project is one that will begin , .. nd end within one 
year TiJ'ithout expecting any future Federal support. (b) Hulti-Y(~ar Projec.t is one 
that is expected to be continued for a 2nd or 3rd year with Federal support. Check 
appropriate block. If this project is in it's second year list the 1st year grant 
number, if the project is in it's third year, list the 1st and 2nd year grant numbers. 

3. PROJECT TITLE. The title of the project should be short and descriptive; i.e., 
Juvenile Officer, Crime Prevention Unit. 

11. PROJECT DURATION. The expected beginning and ending dates of the project. 
be longer than 1 year.) 

(Must not 

5. LEPC PLAN PROGRAN. Indicate year of the State Comprehensive Plan and the program 
area in the Plan which your project will impact. (i.e., 79-B 1) 

. 

6. A-95/SAI NU~rnER. This State Identifier number is obtained by completing and mailing 
the attached A-95 form to the State Clearinghouse as per their instructions. Normally, 
30 days is needed for the Clearinghouse to review and COITunent. These comnlents should 
be attached and submitted with the application. 

7. PROJECT SUMMARY. First prepare Description of Project, form LEPC 101.3; then bring 
forward a very brief description of che purpose, activities, and the impact expected 
from this project. Please limit summary to 100 words or less. 

8. BUDGET 
COSTELEMENT. First prepare ATTACHHENT 2, Budget Detail; then·bring forward thl' Cost 
Elements Totals to the respective lines. . 
SOURCE OF FUNDS. For all new projects matching funds must be at least 25% of total 
project costs, excluding "Other Funds" below - For 2nd year project matching funds 
must be at least 50% - For 3rd year projects matching funds must be at least 75%. 
Hatching funds consist of Applicant Agency Funds and State Liquor Funds. 
FEDERAL LEAA FU~~S. The amount of Federal funds requested from Law Enforcement 
Planning Commission. 
APPLICANT AGENCY FUNDS. The amount of applicants funds to be applied to project. 
STATE LIQUOR FUNDS. The amount of state funds which are available to Law Enforcement 
I'J anning Commission to be used to supplement applicants funds as match on specia1 
projects or as needed. 
OTHER FUNDS. The amount of other funds, which are not legal match, but will become a 
part of total proj ect expenditures. E:l'.arr,ples of other funds: Other Federal Funds 
and Project Income. 
TOTAL PROJECT for Source of Funds must equal TOTAL PROJECT for Cost Elements. 

9. SOURCE OF APPLICANT AGENCY FUNDS . State how agen'.;y funds will be provided; i. e., State 
budgeted funds, County budgeted funds, or Local budgeted funds, donations, etc. 

10. PROJECT DIRECTOR. List the name, title, street address, plus mailing where different, 
and phone number. 

11. FINANCIAL OFFICER. List the name, title, street address, plus mailing where different, 
and phone number. (Should be SOIneone other than the Project Director. 
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(Form LEPC 101.2 Rev. 9/78) 

PART B (To be comv'leted by the Authorizing offiaial. 

The undersigned agrees, on behalf of the applicant agency that: 
a. Any grant awarded pursuant to this application shall be subject to and will be 

administeredin conformity with (i) General Conditions Applicable to Administration 
of Grants under the current Federal Acts. (ii) Conditions Applicable to the Fiscal 
Administration of Grants under the current Federal Acts, and (iii) Any Special Con­
ditions contained in the grant award. 

b. Any grant awarded pursuant to this application may be.terminated or fund payment 
discontinued by the Law Enforcement Planning Commission where it finds a sub­
stantial failure to comply with the provisions of current Federal Acts, including 
regulations promulgated thereunder, or any Grant Conditions referred to in (a) 
above; but only after notice and hearing and pursuant to all procedures set forth 
in the Federal Acts. 

This application includes as a part thereof the following attachments: 

Part A- Attachment 1: Description of Project 
Part A - Attachment 2: Budget Detail 

sum·fITTED BY: (Mayor" County Chairman" state Department Head" etc.). 

Name Title -------------------------------- ------------------------------------
Signature Date 

************************************************************************************** 

PART C (To be comv'letad by Re~ional Planning Commission) 

PRIORITY ASSIGNED TO PROJECT: PIAN YEAR PROGRAM AREA PRIORITY --- ------- -------
R1"'V rEWED BY REGION: ( ) RECO:vJMEND APPROVi\L ( ) RECOMMEND DISAPPROVAL 

Name ______________________________ Title~ ________________________________ ___ 

PART D (To be comp'l6ted by State Planning Commission) 

APPROVED BY LAW ENFORCEMENT PLN~ING COMMISSION 

Name~ _______________________________ Title _______________________________ __ 

Signature ____________________________ Date 



I 
I 
I 
J 
1\ 
I 
I 
I, 
I 
'I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
11 

I 
,I' 

" 



I 
I, 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
ia 
'I 
:1 
,I 
I' 

PART A 

Attachment 1 

pescription of Project (InstY'uctions on Reverse side) 

(ft'orm LEPC 101. 3 Rev. 9/78) 

CAREFULLY READ AND FOLLOW INSTRUCTIONS ON REVERSE SIDE 

-. - - .. ~-. ---.--~----~-~--.---------------------~~ 



INSTRUCTIONS FOR PART A - ATTACHHENT 1 

DESCRIPTION OF PROJECT. This section is the most important part of the application, because 
it not only describes what will be done and who will do it, but justifies the need for che 
project. The hiformation requested in sections (a to j) below must be described in detail 
on ATTACHMENT 1. Please follow the same order in describing the project. 

(a) THE PROBLEM: Describe ~s completely as possible what the present situation is that you 
are defining as a problem. Be sure to include measurable facts and figures which clearly 
describe the situation (e.g., the number of major crimes committed within the area; the 
number of recidivists arrested or institutionalizocij the actual amount oE time it takes 
to'~rocess an individual through a part of the System; the real costs involved in pro­
cessing a person within an agency; specific figures showing administrative delays, etc.). 
Be sure to identify the frame.of time and area where your facts and figures are taken 

I 
I 
I 
I 
II 

from. Also, give information that shows how serious the problem is. Use the data require-I 
ments llsted in the program area within the Plan as a basis for determining \Vhat infor-
mation co include. 
Once you have described the problem, identify what may be causing it. Again, use actual I'· 
facts and figures ~vhenever possible (e.g., poor arrest rates; delay periods in scheduling " 
court cases; the percentage of youth arrested on robbery charges who have a drug dependency; 
etc.) . 
Finally, describe what you or other agencies are doing or have done 
Define how successful or unsuccessful these solutions have been. 

to resolve these caus2sJl 

(b) GOALS AND OBJECTIVES: Define specifically in measurable terms, what impact you think your 
project will have on your stated problem and problem cause (s). Define how much change 
you feel will occur and when the changes should take place. Goals should relate to the 
facts and figures presented in your problem statement, while objectives should describe 
the changes you expect in those factors which you feel are causing the problem. 

(c) PROJECT ACTIVITIES: Give a clear, detailed statement of your step-by-step project 
activities, broken down into phases or tasks. Hhenever possible, include a "work 
schedule chart" showing how much time it should take to complete each task. Also 
define who will be responsible for each task. Describe any equipment which might be 
purchased as part of the project, how it will be used, and what effect it will have 
on the project activities. Finally, describe any special assistance from outside 
agencies which will be required during the project, and how this assistance will be 
used. Hhen consultants are employed, submit a copy of the contract with the application. 

(d) PROJECT MANAGEMENT: Describe the proposed duties and responsibilities of the Project 
Director (if appropriate). Indicate to whom the Director reports and the manner in which 

I 
I 
I 
I 
I 

project accountability \ViII be maintained. ,-
(e) PERSONNEL: If the project requires the employment of full or part time personnel, indicate 

the positions to be filled and the duties or responsibilities of each. Describe method 
used for recruiting additional personnel. 

(f) BRIEF PERSONNEL BIOGRAPHIES: T{here pertinent, include a brief resume or biography Eor 
each person selected to work on the project. 

(g) PARTICIPATING AGENCIES: List all participating state or local jurisdictions, agencies, 
or organizations, and describe the responsibilities of each. 

(h) PROJECT EVALUATION: In this section, explain how you plan to determine how successful 
your project ~vas in meeting your stated goals and objectives. Explain what criteria 
you ~(1il1 use to measure the impact of the project on the problem and problem causes. 
In addition, explain what records or data you will keep to determine this impact; ",hat 
time per.iod it ~vill be. kept; and who will keep it. Also identify ~(1ho ~(1ill be responsible 
for evaluating the project, and when the evaluation will be completed. 

(i) ALTERNATIVE METHODS: If applicable, list any alternative methods that could be used 
for solving the problem and/or causes, and the reason(s) for selecting the method pro­
posed in this application. 

(j) ASSUHPTION OF COSTS: Describe how the applicant agency plans to eventual] y assume 
the total cost of the program, after a reasonable period of Federal assistance. 

SEE ATTACHED LIST OF OTHER FEDERAL LAWS EFFECTING YOUR PROJECT. 
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(Form LEPC 101.4 Rev. 9/78) 
PART A 

Attachment 2 

Budget DecaiT (instructions on Reverse Side) 

COST ELEMENT 
A. PERSONNEL 

Position 
Part Time 
FuZZ Time 

Month~y 
SaZary 

No. of 
Montns' . 

EmpZoyee Benefits ___ ~ __ % 

Total Personnel 

B. CONSULTANT/CONTRACT (List by individuaZ or type) 

Total Consultant/Contract 

C. TRAVEL, TRANSPORTATION, SUBSISTENCE (Itemize) 

Total Travol 

CAREFULLY READ AND FOLLOIoJ' INSTRTJCTIONS ON REVERSE SIDE 

PROJECT Ai·10UNT 
(Nearest Dollar) 

$_----

$_----

$_-----



-----------------------;-------------

INSTRUCTION FOR PART A - ATTACHMENT 2 

BUDGET DETAIL. Detailed estimated cost of the budget will be itemized and r.ounded to the 
nearest dollar. Additional information or narrative for a line item should be shown on 
Budget Explanation, form 101.6. 

A. PERSONNEL. List each position, indicating full or part time, monthly salary, 
and number of months. Indicate the amount of time a part time person will work on 
the project - time will be verified at time of audit. All employee benefits, such 
as FICA, health insurance and retirement, should be shown and included in total 
under personneL as a percentage of salaries. Only actual cost of employee benefits 
will be allowed upon audit. -

B. CONSULTANT/CONTRACT. List by name or type of consultant to be selected, and show the I 
total estimated costs. A detailed cost estimate should be shown on Budget Explanation, 
form 101. 6, including the scope of services to be ryerfcirmed, and the basis for cal­
culating fees including the estimated number of man days required, rate, travel, over- I 
head, profit charges, etc. A copy of the contract must be furnished Law Enforc8me~t 
Planning Commission. Consultnat fees must not exceed $l35/day per person. I 

C. TRAVEL. List travel costs by itemizing transportation (mileage, air travel, etc.), 
meals and lodging while in travel status, and other travel costs. Applicant must llse 
the rates included in it's own travel policy, but not to exceed the rates for. State of 
Idaho. If no formal travel policy exists the travel policy of the State of Idaho I 
shall be applied. Copy of current Sta te of Idaho travel policy availab le upon reques t. 
A detailed explanation should be sho~ro stating the position of person traveling, I 
destination and purpose of trip on Budget Explanation, form 101.6. 
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(Form LEPC 101.5 Rev. 9/78) 

PART A 

Attachment 2 (Continued) 

Budget Detail (Instructions on Reverse Side) 

COST ElEMENT 
D. OTHER COSTS (Itemize) 

E. EQUIPMENT (Itemize) 

TOTAL PRCAJECT 

Total Other Costs 

Total Equipment 

CAREFULLY READ AND FOLLOW INSTRUCTIONS ON REVERSE SIDE 

PROJECT Al-l0UNT 
(Nearest Dollar) 

$_----

$_-----

$========= 



INSTRUCTIONS FOR PART A - ATTACHMENT 2 (ContintuedJ 

D. OTHER COSTS. List all other items of cost not categorized giving breakdown of 
cost and how computed. Examples: office supplies, printing, copying, rent, utilities~ 
telephone, postage, etc. Additional justification of how the line item relates to the 
project should be shown on Budget Explanation, form 101.6. 

I 
I 
I 

E. EQUIPMENT. All equipment to be purchased for the project must be approved by Law Enforce- II 
ment Planning Commission. Itemize each item of equipment, quantity, and estimated cost. ~ 

Additional explanation of how it will be used, why it is needed, and what effect it will I' 
have on the project should be shown on Budget Explanation, form 101.6. 

~~J ........................ --~a-------------------------------------------------------~ 
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PART A 
(Form LEPC 101.6 Re~ 9/78) 

Attachment 2 (Continued) 

Budget Explanation (Instl~ations on Reverse Side) 



\ , 

INSTRUCTIONS FOR PART A - ATTACltMENT 2 (Continued) 

BUDGET EXPLANATION. This area is to be used to show computation of, explanation of, and/or 
justification of any line item listed on Budget Detail (form 101.4 and form 101.5). 
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PLfASE READ WSTRUCTI ONS 01·' BACt< FIRST (Form LEPC A-95 Rev. 9/78) 

t (J I 
02 

03 

04 

05 
--

on 

07 
I--

08 

! 09 

10 

11 

12 
!=-= 

13 

14 
-.:-= . 

-
I 15 
~ -

STATE OF IDAHO 
FACS and A-95 PROJECT NOTIFICATION 

and 
REVIEW SYSTEM NOTICE For Office Use Oni'L c: A T f J() 

STATE APPLICATION IDENTIFIER 

• A('PL.ICA TlON PHOJEGT TITLE A·95 PROJECT FEDERAL AGENCY PROJECT NUMBER 

N/A YesA.<J No 0 
APPLICANT AGENCY DIVISION 

I\PPLICAN r A/)f)/lf:SS (Stroet) CITY liP CODL 

CONTAcr Pf'RSON AREA CODE lPHONE EXT. 

PHOJ£'Cr IlFSCRIPfiON - NATURE. PURPOSE. IMPACT. NEED AND BENEFICIARIES 

1----_.- .- --

1--.. - .. ---- - -' 

-

f'llIl.lEcr I (WArION CITY PROJECT LOCA TION COUNTY J PROJECT PERIOD 

From To 
lI;lPAcr ARlA (Munlcipality(s). County(s), Regionls), StateWide, etc. to be affected) 

F---=--==".. .. -
TYPE OF ACTION 

I NEW I;ONTINUATION SUPPLEMENT INCREASE DECREASE IF APPLICATION IS FOR FEDERAL FUNDS RE-
GRANT GRANT GRANT WLLAR~I/A ty>LLARS CEIVED FROMITHROUGH A STATE AGENCY: 
II 1.1 0 

Will FuncJ .. Ev.·r Ill! :,Ilbgranted Or Contracted Out? If Yes, To Whom? State Agency Oriqinal SAl No. 

YI'~ i I No LI l£PC Ca~PREHmSlVE PLAf! -
1== '~.' FUNDING 

_---E..!iDER.~L FUNDS (C) STATE MATCH (DILOCAL MATCH (E) OTHEI1 TOTAL 

--(~~~~- (6) OTHER CASH IN KIND CASH IN KIND FUNDS FUNDS -
S S $ $ $ $ $ $ 
-' rYPE OF OTHER FEDERAL FUNDS (81 TYPE OF OTHER NON·FEDERAL FUNDS (E) 

--.---
Slmn & Locol MalChinQ Reqlllremenr for First Thme Year~ What Will the Maximum ~:. E\er to l:le Stole Funded? 

Hi ,"fI\TE I' [LocTAL I I STATE-:2 LOCAL-2 STA'JE~-3,1 LOCAL .. 3 
From To 

'" % . % "{, % % Of, mo/daylyr Ino/dav/vr 
r-EUF.HAL PHOGIlAM TITLE FEDERAL CATALOG NO 

17 . ~mpr.ovilJ.~ ancL SJ:.:r:eng.:t.henino r.rimin,qJ Just':'ce 16.502 .. 

f'EDE:HAL I\CjENGY NAME FEDERAL SUB·AGENCY 

I 18 '-D.e. p.a:r.tll1l.?I1.t.... f ,J {1 s tic e '--- Law Enforcement Assistance Administration 
I!; PROJI:CT PHYSICAL DEVELOPMENT? INDICATE THE TITLES OF THE COMPRE- ESTIMATED DATE APPLICANT EXPECTS 

HENSIVE PLANS WHICH ARE APPLICABLE: TO FILE FORMAL APPLICATION: 
VI YES NO Idaho Comprehensive Plan 

11 0 
Lmv Enforcement Planning Comm. Month D.lY Yaar -- .--.. ~- -_ .... -

20 I:' Pf1OJ.ECT NEAH WATERW.o.Y? IF YES' o LAKE DRIVER o STREAM o OTHER 
---

GIVE A JU DCi E ",1 E:N r AS TO THE NATURE AND EXTENT OF THE ENVIRONMENTAL EFFECT ANTICIPATED, INCLUDE ANY 
ADVERSE EFFF.C rs THAT CANNOT BE AVOIDED AND ANY ALTERNATIVES TO THE CHOSEN COURSE OF ACTION. 

21 

--lAUTHORIZED ~jI(;NATlJRE 
22 j 1 TITLE I DATE 

L.... __ . ______ . ~_ .... ~~. __ . 



INSTRUCTIONS FOR COMPLETION OF THE NOTICE OF INTENT FORM 

Please type or prlOt all entries. Give all details called for below and submit the compieted form to the State Clearinghouse, Division 
of Budget & Policy Planning, Statehouse, Boise, Idaho 83720. FailurE: to complete all questions mdY result in delaYing the 
cJ5siqnment of a State Application Identifier number. If additional space for completion of answers is nlquired, please attach a 
memorandum keyed to the appropriate question number. 

DIVISION OF BUDGET & POLICY PLANNING 
STATE CLEARINGHOUSE 

STATEHOUSE 
BOISE, IDAHO 83720 

Line 01: 
STATE APPLICATION IDENTIFIER. Leave blank. The State 
Cleartnqhollse will assIgn a number. 
Line 01: 
FEDERAL AGENCY PROJECT NUMBER. Proiect number assiqned by 
funding agency to the project. 
Line 01: 
A95 PROJECT. IndIcate whether or not the proJect is under A95 
jUrISdiction. 
Llnu 01: 
PROJECT TITLE. A brief descriptIve nume of the project. Use location of 
the orOle.;t in title when feasible. 
linD 02: 
APPLICANT AGENCY. The stdte aqency, county, city, town or other unIt 
of government authOrized and making applIcatiOn for federal ald. 
Lina1l3: 
APPLICANT ADDRESS. Street. city dnd lIP code. 
Line 04: 
CONTACT PERSON. The representatIve of the applicant who may be 
contacted if further Information is necesSilry, and nls telephone number. 
Lines 05. 10: 
PROJECT DESCRIPTION. A hrtef narrative deSCrtptlon of the nature. 
nurpow, IInpnCI, n~I'u und buneftcl'lfIes of thll prolUu. Be ilS concIse and 
speCific JS pO%lllle mr/lcatll1g thu In[Qnu~d u~e of tha grant. 
Lino 11: 
PROJECT LOCATION. City: Name of the city In which the project is 
located. If prolect IS stateWIde. mdlcate. 

Linn 11: 
P/lOJECT LOCATION. County: Name of the county In whIch the prolect 
IS locattJd. 

LillO 11; 
P/lOJ!:CT l'ERIOo. ~;tJrtlnu anc! ImcJinq dJW of the proJect 

Lino 12: 
IMPACT AREA. LIst impact areJlsl to be affected bV the prolect, 

Line 13: 
TYPE OF ACTION. 
A. NEW GRANT· An action considererJ by the funding agent to be an 

olward of a new grunt. 
13. CONTINUATION GRANT·· An action that constitutes a cOnlinUiltiOn 

JCllon WIthin a multl·year grant. 
C. SUPPl.EMENTAL GRANT·· i\n 'Jetlon that increa~es the fedeml 

conlrtbutlon In cartam cases where the riligible applicant cannot supply 
,hll roqulferJ matching share of the baSIC !ederal program. 

D INCREASE DURA TlON -An extensIon of the period of time the grant 
is !lvlllluhle. 

F. [)[,CI1EI\!)!: DURI\TlON 1\ r«,ju"llon III thu /lurtod ul tll@ thu grunt 
Is ilvullablll 

1'. WILL I UNL8 r-n':',"1 l'Hl" GRANT ::VER BE SUBGRANTED OR 
CONTRJ\CTED OUT? I F YES, TO WHOM? Lbt the agencies who 
would rt)CClve the funds. I I pOSSIble give totals. 

G IF MPIJCATION IS FOR FFDERAL FUNDS RECEIVED 
FROMITHROUGH A STATE AGENCY; Please tndicate from which 
State Agency and the original SAl No. assigned (obtaIn this number 
from the funding State Agency.) 

Line 14: 
FUNDING. 
A liAANT • rho dollar ~mount of the baSIC federal grant applied for. 

B. OTHER - The doHar amount if the appllcutlon IS for a federal loan. or 
when the aopllcatlon requests grant funds from a second ror1erlJl 
agency (ExplaIn Which it IS on Line 15.) 

C. STATE 
1. CASH - The dollar amount of the state tontnbu lion. 
2. INKIND· The dollar amount of soft tnatch contribution 

D. LOCAL 
1. CASH - Dollar amount of other locillgovernmont hard fTliJlch 

contnbutlons, 
2. INKIND·- Dollar amount of local government soft match 

contrtbutlon 
E. OTHER FUNDS Enter (he dollar dmounr ot privdtu nonprollt, or 

other non·governmental contribUlions. 
Line 15: 
TYPE OF OTHER FEDERAL FUNDS (B). Exnlaln wh"t th~ Other feooral 
funds are. (Only If dollar arnoun\ appears In Ltn~ 13) 

Line 15: 
TYPE OF OTHER NON·FEDERAL FUNDS (E). ExplaIn Whu! other 
non·lederal funds are. IOnly if dollar amount dopears In Llno E I 
Line 16: 
STATE & LOCAL MATCHING FOR FIRST THREE YEARS. Stile Iho 
percent of stato JnrJ local matchlnll amounl\ for ,men flrant ytJur. IGrtlnr 
years may not cotnCldu with a fi<cul year. US!! 12 '1I0nlll pallorh !J"I/tnnlng 
with the an'lclpated starting date of the prolect YlIJr.) 
Line 16: 
WHAT WILL THE MAXIMUM % EVER TO BE STATE FUNDED? 
Indicate the mClXlrrlUm percentage ever to be state funded (rnatch. etc I and 
give the dates wnen thiS condItion would begin ,J(ld end 

Line 17: 
FEDERAL PROGRAM TITLE & FEDERAL CA rALOG NUMBER. E'IWr 
program title and catalog number as ',sted to tile OMB Cdtaltlq 01 i'1!lJur<l1 
DomestIc Assl~tance. 
Line 18: 
FEDERAL AGENCY NAME AND FEDERAL SUBAGENCY. Enter tltu 
adrntnistermq federal agency anU sub'dgencv Js listed In th" OMS (.,,10101/; 
i.e. Department or Agriculture. FHA. 
Line 18: 
IS THE PROJECT PHYSICAL DEVELOPMENT? Does the (JroIU(;t Involve 
physical constnlctlon? If so. a dralt EIS (Envlronment,JI Imp.tcI 
Statement) IS lequlred. 
Line 19: 
INDICATE THE TITLES OF THE COMPREHENSIVE PLANS WHICH 
ARE Af'PLICABLE. List the titles of oppllcu!llu ~tate. reqioll~I, or local 
comprehensive plans. 

Line lS: 
ESTIMATED DATE APPLICANT EXPECTS TO FILE FOHMAL 
APPLICA TlON I)"t" JPplicatlon i~ tu lJ~ SUl)III1[!~cI to itllleJInq JH"nl:Y 
Line 20: 
IS THE PROJECT NEAR WATERWAY? IF YES, Ind":~1U If it I'; fluur It 

lake, river, stream, or other 
Line 21: 
GIVE A JUDGEMENT AS TO THE NATURE AND EXTENT OF THE 
ENVIRONMENTAL EFFECTS ANTICIPATED. INCLUDE: ANY 
ADVERSE EFFECTS THAT CANNOT BE AVOIDED AND ANY 
ALTERNATIVES TO THE CHOSEN COURSE OF ACTION. Thb I1llJht btl 
in the form oi a draft environmental Impao;t statelnent or neUlltlva 
declardtlon 
Lina 22: 
SIGNATURE OF AUTHORIZED INDIVIDUAL COMPLETING 
REOUEST, DATE COMPLETED, AND TITLE OF SAID OFFICIAL. 
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OTHER FEDERAL LAW~, AFFECTi NG :A\~ Ei:r=ORCH1EtlT PLANii l NG .cO!-1MI SS um 
PROGRAMS 

I n t~~rnn1er ta 1 Conpera t i on Ac t of 1968, 
and Demonstration Ci-ties and Metropo1ita-il­
Development Act of 1966. 

OMB Circular A-~5. A-95 was developed to encQurage added cooperation 
with state and local gover1ment programs in the evaluation and review of 
projects. 

1. Part 1, Project Notification and Review System. 

2. Part 2, Dir~ct Federal Development. Not applicable to Law Enforce­
ment Assistdnce Administration Program. 

3. Part 3, State Plans. 

4. Part 4, Coordination of Planning in Multi-jurisdictional Areas. 

~Iational En'/ironmental ?olicy Act of 1969. The :~ational Environmental 
Policy Act of 1969 Section 102(2) (c) (p.l. 91-190) and Guidelines issued 
by the Council on Environmental ~uality (CEQ) require that prior to "major 
Federal actions" significantly affecting the quality of the human environ­
ment an assess~ent of environmental consequences shai1 be made in the form 
of a (draft) environmental statement~ vlhich sha11 be circulated for comment 
to Federal, State, and local agencies, as provided in CEQ Guidelines and 
then revised as needed. A final environmental statement must accompany the 
proposed action through Law Enforcement Assistance Administration's review 
and decision making processes. Failure to comply with environmental clear­
ance procedures at the time a grant application is being Drocessed exposes 
Law Enforcement Assistance Administration and Law Enforcement Planning CO~­
mission to litigation. Projects that might fall in this category are con­
struction or remodeling; use of pesticides, microwave or radiation; etc. 

Clean Air Act, 42 U.S.C. 1857 Et. Seq., as amended by P.L. 91-604; 
and ~xecutiye Order 11602. In accord with the provisions of the Clean 
Air Act t grants, subgrants or contracts will not be made to parties con­
yicted of any offense under the Clean Air Act. 

National Historic Preservation Act of 1966. The National Historic 
Preservation Act of 1966 established national policy goals and procedures 
for orotecting and preserving national historic sites. This Act provides 
that the head of any Federal agency having direct or indirect jurisdiction 
over a oroposed Federal or federally-assisted undertaking in any State 
sholl, prior to the approval of the eXDenditure of any Federal funds on 
the undertaking, take into account the effect of the undertaking on any 
district, site, building. structure, or object that is included in the 
National Register of Historic Places. 



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

Uniform Relocation Assistance and Relll Property Acquisition P01ic'i :.ct 
of 1970. P.O. 91-646." The purpose of the act is to rnsul:e-fair ancreatjl~3-ble 
acquisition practice~ and uniform treat~ent of persons displaced by F~deral 
and federally-assisted programs. State Planning Agencies have been delegated 
the authority and responsibility to implement the provisions of the Act. 

Freedom of Information Requirements_ All records, Dapers and other 
documents held by recipients of Law Enforcement Assistance Administration 
funds are required to be available to the administration on request. 
(5 U.S.C. 552) 

Civil Rights Act of 1964. The assurance of compliance (appendix 1-1) 
with the Law Enforcement Assistance Administration under Title VI of the 
Civil ,Rights Act of 1964 and the Equal Opportunity Regulations of the 
Department of Justice must be executed by the applicafi~ agency as a condi­
tion for Federal Assistance. 

Additional information and guidelines r~qardinq these Federal Act5 :In 
be obtained from the State Law Enforcement Piann;ng Corrmission. 
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