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TO THE PRESIDENT AND THE CONGRESS OF THE UNITED STATES

We -have the honor to transmit herewith the Second Annual
Report of the Justice System Improvement Act Agencies, that is,
the Bureau of Justice Statistics, the Law Enforcement Assistance
Administration, the National Institute of Justice, the Office
of Justice Assistance, Research, and Statistics, and the
Office of Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention, which
describes their programs and activities during fiscal year
1981.

The Act, which took effect on December 27, 1979,
restructured the Law Enforcement Assistance Administration
(LEAA) , creating the four independent Agencies within the
Department of Justice under the authority of the Attorney
General to help State and local governments improve the
quality of their criminal justice systems, to conduct
research in criminal justice, and ta compile and
disseminate criminal justice statistics. On December 8, 1980,
the Office of Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention,
which had been a part of LEAA, also was made an independent
Agency within the Department. The two statutes significantly
changed the manner in which the Federal government provides
financial and technical aid to State, county, and municipal
governments.

We thank each of the Criminal Justice Councils for their
continued cooperation and assistance in preparing this Report.

Robert F. Diegelman

Acting Director

Office of Justice Assistance,
Research, and Statistics

A¢ting Dfrector
reau of Justice Statistics

James Underwocd
Acting Director
National Institute of Justice

George H. Bohlinger ©

Acting Administrator

Law Enforcement Assistance
Administration

Charles A. Lauer

Acting Director

Office of Juvenile Justice
and Delinquency Prevention
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INTRODUCTION

The first substantial Federal aid to the State and local ‘wide problems such as organized crime, arson, and drug
criminal justice systems was made possible through the crea- abuse.
tion of the Law Enforcement Assistance Administration The National Institute of Justice conducts research to in-
(LEAA) in 1968. LEAA also established a research program  crease knowledge about criminal behavior and criminal
and a statistical program, which are now operated by the justice operations and evaluates the effectiveness of vari-
National Institute of Justice and the Bureau of Justice Sta-  ous criminal justice programs. o
tistics. The Justice System Improvement Act, which took The Buredu of Justice Statistics develops reliable statistics !

effect during fiscal year 1980, left LEAA responsible for the  on crime victims, offenders, and criminal justice system
administration of the State and local aid program as well as  operations.

administering the public safety officers’ death benefits pro- The Office of Juvenile Justice and Deliniquency Preven-
gram, and providing financial and technical assistance to tion administers a wide range of prograims to assist State
community-oriented anticrime programs, and local governments meet the needs of young people. Its

LEAA awards grants to support improvements in all parts  National Institute for Juvenile Justice and Delinquency j
of the criminal justice system—-pohce, prosecutors, courts, Prevention conducts research to determine the most effi- &

probation, parole, corrections, and juvenile justice agencies. cient ways to prevent delinquency and to help youths lead
It sponsors comprehensive State planning to improve ctimi- ~ more productive lives. -
nal justice and fosters new approaches to specific nation-

k

1 The Justice System Improvement Act was enacted on programs. At least 19.15 percent of the appropriated i

. | December 27, 1979, to reauthorize and restructure the funds must be used for juvenile delinquency programs. This .

Department of Justice’s program to improve the administra- amount is in addition to the $200 million per year maxi~ :

tion of State and local criminal justice. The Act created mum appropriation authorized specifically for OJJDP. L

four agencies: the Office of Justice Assistance, Research, Such sums as are necessary are also authorized for the

and Statistics (OJARS); the Law Enforcement Assistance Public Safety Officers’ Benefits Act, under which LEAA o

Administration (LEAA); the National Institute of Justice provides a $50,000 benefit to the survivors of public safety 3

(NLJ); and the Bureau of Justice Statistics (BJS). The officers killed as the result of personal injury sustained in o

Juvenile Justice Amendments of 1980, enactea on Decem- the line of duty.

ber 8, 1980, reauthorized the Office of Juvenile Justice - (On December 30, 1981, that is, after the end of fiscal 54
a g and Delinquency Prevention (OJJDP) and established it as  year 1981, the Department of Justice announced that it I
: another separate agency within the JSIA structure. Each of  would terminate LEAA as of April 15, 1982, and that ali .

these agencies operates under the general authority of the continuing LEAA programs would be transferred to e R

v Attorney General. OJARS, LEAA, N1J, and BJS are OJARS. The total LEAA appropriation from 1969 through H

.ﬁ : authorized through fiscal year 1983. OJJDP is authorized 1980 was $7.7 million. The LEAA programs to be con-

A ' ‘through fiscal year 1984, tinved are Treatment Alternatives to Street Crime, “Sting,” -

The maximum authorized appropriation for each year is the|Public Safety Officers’ Benefits program, and the T

$25 million each for NIJ, BJS, and LEAA’s Community feg'Pnal organized crime intelligence centers.)

Anticrime Program, and $750 nillion for other LEAA
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The total budget for the five Justice System Improvement
Act Agencies for fiscal year 1981 was $159.4 million, com-
pafed to $486.5 million for fiscal year 1980, $646.5 million

BUDGET

The individual appropriations for 1981 (in millions of
dollars) were as follows

Juvenile justice formula grants........c.ceoteraiiseieieitisesetiiesisriricitisorinees $61,791
Criminal justice formula grants (Part D) ..........00eeee.
National priority grants program (Part E) ....vvvvveiininniennnrevecnrnssnresssacans .
General criminal justice grants program (Part F) ....coiiiiiiiiiiiieriiecesioceresveass
Training:
Educational development ......cocvvueenuesresescnnvneccscsecessasscssssnanns . .
Prosecutor training. . ...ooeevieesuoroeanostsstosesssssrosasssasoncerssvssanes
General criminal justice training ........ Cerresianaas teseeseaanaisrnssaranenasans
Subtotal, Training ......cconvvvineenn eeresnes
Crime prevention programs ............ Cesresarienaas tereensens
Juvenile justice programs:
Specnalemphasxs.............. ....... ceenees ceenenn ceeraens cheeseneenarsaans . 20,278
Juvenile justice institute............... Ciereessrenans ceeraees veseaaens 11,000
Technical assistance .....oo0evveenn. Cereenareneanad Cirereeaneees ceeves seees 3,000
Concentration of Federal efforts .....ccviveieesennuiniesessscssssseersesassssnns 1,000
Subtotal, Juvenile justice programs....... crerasenainns 35,278
Public safety officers’ benefits program ..........cveeeanss Ceteaeeaaaas ceerees 12,500
Executivedirectionandcontrol,OJJDP............. ceeteraes 2,535
Administrative services, OJARS/LEAA . eteresreseaariaoraasaies creeens esaaas 12,140
Executive direction and control, LEAA............. ..........
Subtotal, Law Enforcement Assistance Appropnatlon Ceeersasasaanss cees 124,244
Research, evaluation, and demonstration programs ......eccevoseocscascas terveseaennaee 18,045
Justice statistical programs . ... .sceeeecessecccccanas tesieraeean Cetiesiaecanesanes 12,742
Executive direction and control, INiJ . ...civiiiiiiienntn ceeeses ceersesrsesenas 2,996
Executive direction and control, BJS .............00000 aeernenans ’ 1,370
Subtotal, Research and Statistics Appropriation .......ceoveieercrcseascnesnss 35,153

.in 1979, $647.2 million in 1978 and $753 million in 1977.

OFFICE OF JUSTICE ASSISTANCE,
RESEARCH, AND STATISTICS

The Office of Justice Assistance, Research, and Statistics
is responsible for coordinating the activities of LEAA, NIJ,
BJS, and OJJDP and providing the staff support for these
agencies through the various offices described below.

During the year, the Office has been planning for and
coordinating the termination of the criminal justice assist-
ance programs. Reduced appropriations have made the
controlled phaseout of the LEAA program necessary, and

:the Office has worked to assure that a planned, orderly
‘phase-down of program activities occurs. The Office main-

tains oversight responsibility to assure that awarded Federal
funds have been spent appropriately. In line with reduced
program budgets and personnel levels across the JSIA
agencies, the Office has implemented an active employee
outplacement program that, together with normal attrition,
has resulted in an overall 40 percent reduction in personnel
during the past year. The Office remains responsible for the
continuous provision of effective and responsible support
services to these agencies.

The special task force the Office established to eliminate
a backlog of civil rights complaints was disbanded during
the year because it successfully completed its work. From
a backlog of 110 cases a year ago, the task force, working
in cooperation with the Office of Civil Rights Compliance,
reduced the backlog to just 20 cases at the end of the fiscal
year. The remainder will be handled by the permanent staff.
Discrimination complaints are still being received, but at
a much slower rate due to the phase-down of the assistance
programs.

During the year the Office led a drive to reduce a back-
log of unresolved audit reports, thereby assuring the return
of misspent funds to the Government and the resolution of
issues identified by Federal auditors. Involving a number

‘of Office units, this intensive effort caused the complete

elimination of a backlog that had numbered more than 100
unresolved audits. At the same time, steps were taken to
make sure such a backlog cannot develop again,

" The Office has continued to work closely with the
Adpvertising Council and the National Council on Crime
and Delinquency to sponsor an effort to reduce crime in
America. The initiative, called the National Citizens’ Crime
Prevention Campaign, is being given national pubhcity
through public service advertising on all the nation’s media
with the “Take A Bite Out of Crime” program that features
“McGruff,” the Crime Dog. The campaign is supported by
the Crime Prevention Coalition, which is a group of 50
national organizations and Federal agencies and 15 State
affiliates, The campaign reminds citizens that crime can be
prevented by individual and collective actions and en-~
courages people to work closely with their local law
enforcement agencies on crime prevention activities,

Office of |
General Counsel

The Office of General Counsel provides legal counsel on
all activities, including the interpretation of the many laws
affecting Federal grant programs and Federal employees.
The Office has the primary responsibility for drafting

‘legislative proposals and regulations. It also actively

participates in the prosecution or defense of any litigation.
In addition, the Office provides advice on audit findings,
agency contracts, and the operation of grant programs.

During the year the Office was actively involved in the
drafting, enactment, and implementation of the Juvenile
Justice Amendments of 1980. It also had a major role in
two Court of Claims cases upholding the Law Enforcement
Assistance Administration’s position denying the coverage
of heart attacks under the Public Safety Officers’ Benefits
Act.

Office of Civil
Rights Compliance

The Office of Civil Rights Compliance monitors com-
pliance with the civil rights responsibilities of the recipients
of criminal justice system financial assistance under the
Justice System Improvement Act of 1979 and the Juvenile
Justice and Delinquency Prevention Act. This includes en-
forcement of Title VI of the Civil Rights Act of 1964,
Section 815(c) of the Justice System Improvement Act of
1979, Section 504 of the Rehabilitation Act of 1973, as
amended, the Age Discriination Act of 1975, as amended,
and the Department of Justice regulations promulgated
for the implementation of these statutes (28 CFR Part 42),

During the year an extensive review was conducted of the
Knoxville, Tennessee, Police Department. Seven resolution
agreements were negotiated and executed that were the
result of previously conducted compliance reviews. Seven
notices of noncompliance were issued warning of possible
fund suspensions if compliance was not secured. Fund
suspension was imposed in one case.

During the year 192 complaint investigations were com-
pleted. This was in part the result of the assignment of
two groups of specxalists who were given extensive trainmg,
both in a classroom setting and on the job, and assngned
complaint investigations. A total of 8.75 workyears was’
contributed by professional staff in this effort. As a result,
the inventory of cases decreased from 184 at the b‘eginning
of the year to 58 at the end of the year.
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Office of

‘Public Information

The Office of Public Information is responsible for
keeping the news media and the general public fully in-
formed about JSIA agency activities. It responds to
questions and prepares news announcements and feature
stories about all agency programs of general interest.

The Office arranges news conferences and brietings to
explain the details of significant research. findings, sta-
tistical reports, and important new program initiatives. It
also prepares speeches, briefing papers, and policy state-
ments for JSIA Agency administrators and directors.

As the Freedom of Information Act office, it encourages
the widest possible dissemination of information consistent
with the law. During fiscal year 1981 the Office responded
to 404 Freedom of Information Act and Privacy Act
requests.

The Office publishes a newsletter, “Justice Assistance
News,” which is distributed ten times a year.

During the past year the Office issued 28 news features
on matters of national interest and 145 news releases of
regional interest.

Office of Equal
Employment Opportunity

The Office’s responsibilities include evaluating the
JSIA Agencies’ personnel management policies, practices,
and programs for their impact upon EEO and the develop-
ment and implementation of the Agencies’ Annual Af-
firmative Action Plan. It processes informal and formal
EEO complaints of discrimination and implements the
required Special Emphasis Programs.

Fiscal year 1981 activities included:

o The JSIA Agencies participated in 4 major national
conferences on civil rights and equal opportunity for

.minorities and women.

s The Office continued to study and collect data
concerning developments in the area of EEO. In addition,
quarterly-statistical reports on female and minority em-
ployment in relation to Agencies’ goals were analyzed.

o Heritage Week activities for blacks, Hispanics, women,
and Asian/Pacific Americans included a vgide range of
activities during each special week, i.e., educational work-
shops, films, dispiays, and receptions with ethnic displays.

Office of Planning
and Management

The Office of Planning and Management provides staff
support for policy development, planning, and management
activities, It facilitates the coordination of these activities
with N1J, BJS, LEAA, and OJJDP by providing and
receiving information, advice, and materials on program
and management topics of mutual interest. The Office alsa
serves as the principal advisor to the Director of OJARS

4

on policy and program matters that cut across these four
organizations.

During the 1981 fiscal year, the Office was responsible
for the following activities:

o The direct management of an OJARS-wide audit
report resolution effort that resulted in the successful
resolution of more than 100 delinquent audit reports.

o It served as the principal staff to the OJARS Director
for contingency pianning, preparing for program phase-
down, and developing reorganization options.

= It provided substantive support and material for
use by the Attorney General’s Task Force on Violent
Crime.

o It cooperated with the National Criminal Justice
Association to provide State Criminal Justice Councils with
phase-out planning assistance, thereby helping assure
accountability for Federal funds, and also to support and
encourage States to establish criminal justice planning as
an on-going function,

e It managed the National Citizen’s Crime Preventicn
Campaign — “Take A Bite Out of Crime” — in partnership
with the Advertising Council and the National Council on
Crime and Delinquency.

¢ It worked closely with the National Governor’s
Association to encourage the institutionalization of criminal
justice system planning and coordination in State

'governments. )
o It responded to inquiries from the General Accounting

Office concerning program and management activities
within the five agencies.

Office of
the Comptroller

The Office of the Comptroller is the principal advisor to
the Director of OJARS in matters relating to financial
management. It is responsible for establishing Agency
policy in fiscal management, budget planning and execu-
tion, the agencywide accounting system, the financial
reporting system, Agency procurements, information sys-
tems, and grants administration. It also provides technical
assistance and training to the other JSIA Agencies and
grantees. It coordinates the JSIA Agencies’ compliance with

financial and grants management regulations and directives.

The Office has six divisions: Accounting, Budget, Con-
tracts, Financial Management and Grants Administration,
Information Systems, and Policy Development and
Training.

The Office of the Comptroller is responsible for providing
data processing support, which includes internal, func-
tionally-oriented systems, as well as national and State
grant management information systems. These systems
provide information to the 57 States and territories, the
Congress, the Office of Management and Budget, the
General Accounting Office, and program managers in the
JSIA Agencies, The Office financed, coordinated, and
monitored the development and installation of State-level
management information systems whose data bases provide
a wide Variety of reports on current and completed grants.
To date 27 States have obtained grants to implement

automated management information systems. Utilizing the
Office program classification system, 50 States have
developed the capability to track grants and contracts

from initial application through final closeout, Accomplish-
ments in this area include:

— Computer generated grantee financial reports with
preprinted field and financial data entered by OJARS for
the previous quarter, This document has resulted in fewer
errors for the Accounting Division to resolve.

— System expansion to immediately log the receipt of
such reports and quarterly progress reports.

— Computer generated letters to grantees who are
delinquent in submitting their reports.

Office of
Operations Support

The Office of Operations Support is responsible for
directing and coordinating all activities concerning the
internal and organizational support of the JSIA Agencies.

The Personnel Division provides employee services to all
components of the Agencies. This includes the recruit-
ment, selection, and placement of all employees. It also
represents management in all labor-relations matters. Major
activities during the year centered on the implementation ’
of the legislative reorganization caused by the passage of
the Justice System Improvement Act of 1979. These
activities, along with the substantial decline in the personnel
strength (from 490 in fiscal year 1980 to 317 at the end of
fiscal year 1981), have resulted in increased efforts to
provide innovative methods of dealing with expanding
workloads while facing major resource reductions.

The Administrative Services Divisicn is responsible for
the management and provision of security, furnishings,
telephone systems, equipment, maintenance, office space,
mail services, and safety and health programs. In addition,
the Division assists the Agency’s grantees in obtaining
excess Federal property. During fiscal year 1981, grantees

“obtained property originally costing $254,626 at a reduced
cost of $63,656, realizing a total savings of $190,970.

Office of Audit

and Investigation

The Office of Audit and Investigation is responsible for
reviewing grants and contracts awarded by the JSIA
Apgencies. It investigates alleged irregularitjes, conducts
special inquiries which it coordinates with other Federal
and State investigating ‘agencies, and provides training and
technical assistance to State and local audit agencies. The
Office also is responsible for the Federal audits of 57 State
criminal justice planning agencies and approximately 100
nongovernmental units. In addition the Office coordinates
the audits of contracts and grants performed by other
Federal and State audit agencies of Agency activities.

During the middle of fiscal year 1981 the Office was
transferred to the Justice Management Division, the
administrative arm of the U.S. Department of Justice.

Office of
Congressional Liaison

The Office of Cbngressional Liaison is responsible for
maintaining effective communications with the Congress
and for providing general guidance in intergovernmental
affairs,

~ The Office performs liaison activities with congressional
leaders, committees, and with individual rnembers of the
Congress on legislative matters affecting the JSIA Agencies
and the crimi,al justice community. It is responsible for the
review of proposed legislation affecting criminal justice
and for the preparation of statements for officials of the
JSIA Agencies testifying at congressional hearings.

It retains a close working relationship with significant
national organizations interested in the criminal justice
system, particularly concerning mutual legislative interests.
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LAW ENFORCEMENT
ASSISTANCE ADMINISTRATION

The Congress created the Law Enforcement Assistance
Administration in 1968 to provide Federal financial,
technical, and research support to improve State and local
criminal justice systems. Subsequent amendments expanded
LEAA'’s responsibilities by including programs to improve
juvenile justice and delinquency prevention, assist commu-
nity-oriented anticrime programs, and administer the public
safety officers’ death benefits program.

LEAA has awarded grants to all components of the
criminal justice system—police, courts, prosecutors,
probation, parole, corrections, public defenders, and
juvenile justice agencies. It has sponsored comprehensive
State planning for more efficient criminal justice ad-
ministration and financed new approaches to such specific
nationwide problems as arson, victim-witness needs,
organized crime, drug abuse, and police and corrections
accreditation. In addition, LEAA has financed higher
education for criminal justice personnel, sponscred im-
proved criminal justice curricula in colleges and universities,
and provided specialized training for criminal justice
officials at the State and local levels.

With the enactment of the Justice System Improvement
Act in December 1979, LEAA was subsumed organiza-
tionally under the newly created Office of Justice As-
sistance, Research, and Statistics. Shortly thereafter, in the
spring of 1980, Congress voted to phase out the LEAA
budget in response to a measure proposed by the President.
Since then no new funding has been appropriated for the
Agency, and all administrative and programmatic activities
have been devoted to achieving an orderly phaseout of the
LEAA program. The phaseout continued throughout fiscal
year 1981, and on December 30, 1981, that is, subsequent
to the close of the fiscal year, the Department of Justice
announced that LEAA would be terminated on April 15,
1982.

LEAA is comprised of two program offices: the Office of
Criminal Justice Programs and the Office of Community
Anti-Crime Programs. Certain priority projects were
funded, with the concurrence of the Deputy Attorney
General, by both these entities during 1981 using rever-
sionary funds and 1980 carry-over funds. The awards were
made with two goals in mind:

¢ To bring particularly promising categorical projects to
a point where they could be institutionalized and re-
sponsibility for their continuation assumed locally.

o To assist the 57 Criminal Justice Councils in meeting
all the management and administrative responsibilities
attendant on the close-out of a major Federal grant-in-
aid program.

A summary of the programs that were active during 1981
is presented in the following paragraphs.

Office of Criminal
Justice Programs

The Office of Criminal Justice Programs is the largest
unit in LEAA and is the principal contact for State and
local criminal justice agencies. It awards, monitors, evalu-
ates, and terminates all planning and block action grants
and manages most of LEAA’s discretionary grants and
technical assistance activities, It is composed of three
criminal justice assistance divisions, six program divisions,
an arson desk, a staff unit, and the Public Safety Officer’s
Benefits Program.

Criminal Justice Assistance Divisions

The three Criminal Justice Assistance Divisions are
responsible for management of the LEAA block grant
program. Each division services a particular geographic
region of the country—Northeast, South Central, and
Western.

Program Divisions and Arson Desk

The six program divisions—Enforcement-Criminal
Conspiracies, Adjudication, Corrections, Correctional
Standards Accreditation Program Management Team,
Special Programs, and Manpower, Training and Evaluation
as well as the LEAA Arson Desk are responsible for ad-
ministering the Discretionary Grant Program. They inake
project grants for the purpose of testing, implementing,
and evaluating programs at the national, State, and local
levels.

Enforcement Division

The Enforcement Division funds- projects for the
deterrence, detection, investigation, and control of crime
by State and local law enforcement agencies. The objectiye
of these projects is to improve and strengthen law enforce-
ment capability through specialized technical assistance to
operating agencies, training for management and line
personnel, research to develop new information and tech-
niques, and operational programs to test, demonstrate. and
market enforcement technology.

The Commission on Accreditation for Law Enforcement
Agencies was formed in December 1979. The goals of the
program are to increase the effectiveness and efficiency of
law enforcement service delivery, increase citizen and
individual officer confidence in law enforcement standards

and practices, and effect a greater standardization of
administrative and operational practices.

Four law entorcement associations work together to
provide a staff of law enforcement professionals for the
commission: the Intgrnational Association of Chiefs of
Police, the National Organization of Black Law Enforce-
ment Executives, the National-Sheriffs’ Association, and the

Police Executive Research Forum. They review the work of

previous commissions and the products of 10 years’ work
by LEAA, researching contemporary management method-
ologies and recommending standards for law enforcement
administration, operations, and support services.

Upon the completion of the standards, the process of
accreditation will be developed and instituted. The com-

‘mission will act as an independent, nonprofit corporation

administering the process and then conferring accreditation
status on those agencies that have met the standards.

The Integrated Criminal Apprehension Prograni (ICAP)
is a national priority program that provides grants and
assistance to more than 40 municipal police departments
throughout the United States to help them develop and
install a comprehensive management and operations system
to improve the efficiency and effectiveness of police opera-
tions. The program institutionalizes improvements in com-
puter-based resource allocation, planning, and assignment;
the upgrading of analytic capabilities of police nianagers
and operational units; the use of crime and disorder
analysis; the management of calls-for-service workload by
the adoption of alternative responses to selected calls; the
development and implementation of directed patrol
strategies and tactics; the targeting of information and
resources on career criminal populations; and innovations
in crime prevention programs.

The Police Tecknical Assistance Project provides support
and assistance in the form of consultation, publications,
workshops, and conferences to police departments par-
thlgatmg in the ICAP, the Managing Criminal Investiga-
tions Program, and the Criminal Conspiracies Program as
well as fo the Commission on Accreditation for Law En-
forcement Agencies.

The Managing Criminal Investigations Program provides
grants and technical assistance support to municipal and
State police agencies to enable them to improve the ef-
ficiency and effectiveness of the criminal investigation
process in their local jurisdictions. The program seeks to
increase the ratio of convictions to arrests by changing the
manner in which patro! units respond to and process a
criminal investigation, assisting patrol arid invesiigation
supervisors in making more rational allocation of resources
in continuing the investigation of certain types of crimes;
and improving the process of the follow-up investigation
and the preparation of criminal cases for prosecution.

The Police Management Training Program funds courses
.,on Hazardous Devices Training, Management Seminars in
Terrorism, Special Operations and Research Staff, Federal
Bureau of Investigation Bomb Data, Federal Aviation Ad
ministration Airport Security, and szen Security Train-
ing. To date, more than 8,000 people have been trained
through this program.

The Anti-Fencing “Sting” Program is designed to disrupt
the illegal redistribution system in stolen goods.

The Organized Crime and White-Collar Crime Program
funds projects in intelligence development, prosecution,

prevention councils, training, strike forces, corruption
detection and investigation, and undercover fencing opera-

-, tions.

Adjudication Division

The Adjudication Division’s mission is to encourage and
assist the criminal justice system leadership to improve and
reform the nation’s court systems through its programs.

In 1975, LEAA initiated the Career Criminal Program,
which emphasnzes ‘the expedltlous prosecution of persons
accused of serious violent crimes who have had prevxous
felony convictions. Thus far, 70 jurisdictions have im-
plemented the full program. The program utilizes early
case screening, identification of career criminal defendants
using selection criteria developed by the prosecuting juris-
diction, vertical prosecution (i.e. one prosecutor handles
the case from acceptance to disposition), and the elimina-
tion of plea bargaining.

The Fundamental Ceurt Improvement Program helps
States reform their State court and State indigent defense
delivery systems. Major court unification programs were
undertaken with LEAA support in Alabama, Kansas,
Kentucky, Massachusetts, Minnesota, Missouri and North
Dakota.

The Court Delay Reduction Program has developed into
a major court reform effort during the past year, with
nearly 70 metropolitan and State court systzms benefitting
from technical assistance, demonstration grants, and train-

.ing. The program helps both State trial and appellate courts

improve case management. Major grants are currently
active in Massachusetts, New Jersey, Alabama, and Wash-
ington, D.C. Thirty new metropolitan courts have partici-
pated in intensive regional workshops where court teams
develop delay reduction plans that they will implement in
their own jurisdictions.

The Jail Overcrowding Program assists metropolitan
counties and States deal with overcrowded Jaxls by focusing
on the pretrial jail population, particularly in those insti-
tutions that are under court order to reduce their popula-
tions. Forty-five metropolitan counties and three States
have been involved in this program,

The Courts Training and Technical Assistance Program
provides training for judges, prosecutors, defenders, law-
yers, and court administrators to disseminate information
on advances in court organization, administrative tech-
niques, technology applications, and substantive law reform.
It also gives immediate short-term assistance to the major
components of the adjudicatory process—courts, prosecu-
tion, and defense—through direct on-site consultation and
through clearinghouse services. During the past year train-
ing was provided for an estimated 3,500 judges, 1,100
prosecutors, 900 defenders, 700 lawyer advocates, and 600
court administration personnel.

The Juror Utilization and Management Program seeks to
improve jury systems and to ensure that they are more
representative of the populace as a whole and less costly
for taxpayers and employers. Currently nine States and
three localities have received grants to apply the manage-
ment techniques that were shown to be effective in an
earlier LEAA research and demonstration program.
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Corrections Division

_ The Corrections Division supports the operation and
improvement of agencies and programs that provide resi-
dential and nonresidential services to pretrial detainees
Imates, probationers, parolees, and ex-offenders, Its ’
programs include:

The Free Yenture Prison Industries Program, which seeks
to develop’pnson industries that will duplicate the condi-
tions of private industry as closely as possible. The Free
Venture model includes a full workweek, inmate wages
bgised on \yorker output, real world productivity standards
hire _angi fire authority at the shop supervisor level (within ’
the 'lxmxts of due process), self-support or profit-making
busmesg operations, and post-release job placement
mechanisms.

The Treatment Alternatives to Street Crime (TASC)
Program, which develops criminal justice intervention
1neghan1§ms so that eligible substance-abusing offenders can
be identified, referred to community-based treatment pro-
grams, and monitored in treatment. The program is pri-
marily a pretrial diversion mechanism; 51 percent of all
clients accepted are referred at this point in the criminal
Justice process.

The Treatment and Rehabilitation for Addicted Prisoners
(IRAP) Prqg'ram, which reduces illicit drug use and related
criminal activity by providirig treatment and rehabilitative
services for serious substance-abusing offenders while they
are incarcerated in State correctional institutions and on
-subsequent parole release.

The Medical Care-Health Services Program, which was
created to transfer the technology and expertise developed
under earlie_r LEAA grants to additional Jjails in other
States. During fiscal year 1981, a continuation grant was
made to the American Medical Association, which has
selec’ted 23 State medical societies to participate in this
year’s program.

Each of the participating medical societies in turn
selected a minimum of 10 jails in its area. This program
served 230 jails and reached several hundred thousand in-
mates during the year,

_ The Legal Services Program, which demonstrates effec-
tive and economical ways to ensure that incarcerated of-
fenders have.access to legal services and to the courts.
Program activities include hiring staff, locating office
Space, acquiring equipment, and coordinating with various
criminal justice agencies. Based on performance to date, it
1s estimated that 90 percent of requests for assistance ar’e
resolved administratively as a result of this program,

The Commum'ty Service Restitution Program, which tests
alternatives to typical correctional processing of selected
offender_s to lower costs (as compared with the cost of in-
carceration) and provide services to the community while
at the same time benefiting the offender.

The Correctional Facilities Energy Conservation Pro-
gram, which was created to reduce energy conéumption in
jails, prisons, and correctional facilities through a $175,000
technical assi§tance grant coupled with an Interagency ’
Agreement with the Department of Energy. LEAA initiated
an effort to provide self-help support to corrections mara.
gers 1n their audit of energy consumption, develop plans to
reduce consumption, and implement facility retrofit meas-
ures and conservatior methods.
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Correctional Standards Accreditation Program
Management Team

The Correctional Standards Accreditation Program
Managfament Team develops, demonstrates, and implements
correctional standards. Eleven States were selected to serve
as demonstration sites for systemwide accreditation. The
purpose of these projects is to demonstrate and evaluate
the accreditation process as a means of implementing cor-
rectional standards. The American Correctional Associa-
tion has completed the revision of all standards.

Special Programs Division

The Special Programs Division is responsible for the
developmf:nt and funding of multidisciplinary, national-
scope projects that support all components of the criminal
justice system. During the past year the Division’s activities
focused on victim-witness assistance, domestic violence, and
Indian justice. : ’

The National Victim-Witness Strategy Program develops
expands, and improves services to crime victims and wit-
nesses through the creation or support of centralized
struc.tpres. or networks of victim-witness services and the
mol.)xhz.atlon of existing nongovernmental groups and or-
ganizations. Grants were awarded to establish statewide
networks and national organizations to stimulate develop-
lmenlt of victim-witness programs at the State and local

evel.

T_he Integrated Police-Prosecution Program supports
projects to improve the treatment of victims and witnesses
by both the police and prosecutors, thereby increasing the
rate of sl}cc_essful prosecutions. The program integrates and
merges victim-witness activities to provide a unified ap-
proach to the handling of victims and witnesses.

The Fa‘mily Violence Program seeks to reduce and
prevent violence between members of the same family or
bereen persons who live together in the same household. -
It }ncludes spouse abuse, child abuse, the sexual abuse of
chx}dren, thg: abuse of parents by children, and other forms
qf Intrafamily violence. To date 35 local projects have had
direct contact with more than 8,000 adult victims and
approximately 2,000 children. Through these projects ap-
proximately 5,000 days of shelter were provided as well as
6,000 counseling interviews. '

' The Indian Criminal Justice Program funds projects to
Improve the quality of law enforcement and criminal
Justice on Indian reservations. Projects address all areas of
the Justice system—prevention, enforcement, adjudicafion
corrections, and juvenile justice, ’

Manpower, Training, and Evaluation Division

Crimi.nal Justice Manpower Planning. Project grantees
at chhxgan State University, the University of South
Florida, and Sam Houston State University have worked
cooperatlvely to adapt the methods of comprehensive man-
power planning that have been successful in industry to
law crzforcement and corrections,

Police Recruitment, Selection, and Training. The Cali-
fo.rm‘a and Florida Police Standards and Training Com-
missions were supported in developments related to entry-

level requirements. Florida conducted a statewide patrol
officer-job analysis to serve as a madel for other States.
California developed a comprehensive battery of tests for
applicants, including reading and writing skills and physical
.performance. ;

The National Law Enforcement Explorers Program of
the Boy Scouts of America introduces teenagers to careers
in police work and adds to their understanding of crime
‘and criminal justice. There are 1,800 posts, each sponsored by
local agencies, with 33,000 girls and boys. LEAA supports
‘the national programming and oreanization coordination
for this effort. : i

Criminal Justice Higher Education. The Joint Com-
mission on Criminology and Criminal Justice Education
and Standards was established by a number of professional
societies under an LEAA grant to develop a concensus for
university programs. Because of the impact of crime on -
blacks and because of the paucity of black holders of

_graduate degrees in the field. the Center for Minorities and
Criminal Justice was established in 1981 at the State Uni-
versity of New York in Albany.

By year’s end 21 studenis had received master’s degrees
and six were actively working toward doctorates. Nine
research reports and papers that increase the knowledge of
criminal justice from the minority perspective have been
published. In addition, criminal justice programs have been
established and strengthened with LEAA support at Atlanta
University, Talladega College, and Grambling College.

- Criminal Justice Training. During the year five regional
criminal justice training and technical assistance centers
concentrated with considerable success on the institution-
alization of their programs to continue serving their areas
after LEAA support is terminated. The centers are located
at Florida State, Washburn, Wisconsin-Milwaukee, North-
eastern, and Southern California universities. They provide
training mainly in management, planning, analysis, and
evaluation to State and losal criminal justice officials. The
instructor and trainee materials for each course have been
_published and are available to training institutions.

Program Review and Evaluation. The division is respon-
sible for the evaluation design for programs and projects of
the Office of Criminal Justice Programs. Division evalua-
tion specialists review plans and counsel evaluators and,
with the program managers, monitor the evaluations and
assess the reports. The division also is responsible for

special plans arid program analyses.

* Arson Unit

The Arson Control Assistance Program combines the
investigatory and prosecutorial expertise of Federal criminal
justice agencies with their financial and technical assistance
capabilities. The objective of the program is to assist in
State, regional, county, and local efforts to reduce the in-
cidence of arson and the human and economiic loss related
‘to arson. Some 34 projects have been funded through this

program.

Public 'Safet_y. (Tszicersf Benefits Progfam

The Public Safety Officers’ Benefits Act of 1976 author-
izes LEAA to pay a benefit of $50,000 to eligible survivors

of State and local public safety officers found to have died
as the direct and proximate result of a personal injury sus~
tained in the line of duty. Public safety officer is defined
in the Act as “a person serving a public agency at the State
or local level in an official capacity, with or without com-
pensation, as a law enforcement officer or as a fireman.™
Among those for whom coverage is intended are persons
involved in crime and juvenile delinquency control or
reduction or the enforcement of criminal laws, including
police, corrections, probation, parole, and judicial officers,
Paid and volunteer fire fighters are also covered.

tained on or after September 29, 1976. During fiscal year
1981, 269 claims from 1981 and all prior years were deter-
mined to be eligible for benefit payments totaling $13.5
million.

Office of Community
Anti-Crime Programs

The Office of Community Anti-Crime Programs was
established by the Crime Control Act of 1976 to provide
technical assistance, award grants, disseminate information,
and coordinate groups in crime prevention efforts designed
to mobilize communities and citizens in combating crime
problems in both urban and rural America. The Office has
three major programs—Community Anti-Crime, Compre-
hensive Crime Prevention, and the Urban Crime Prevention
Programs.

Community Anti-Crime Program. During fiscal year
1981, the focus of the program was to provide technical
assistance to the 120-plus grantees and other community
and neighborhood groups to assist them in their program
efforts to institutionalize their crime prevention programs.
Regional workshops were conducted and on-site assistance
was provided to locations throughout the country. Addi-
tionally, a series of publications on self-sufficiency was
developed and disseminated to groups around the Nation.
Emphasis also was given to assisting groups in coordinating
their efforts with other community organizations and inte-
grating them with the crime prevention operations of their
local criminal justice agencies.

Comprehensive Crime Prevention Program. The 16 juris-
dictions participating in the Comprehensive Crime Pre-
-vention Program have been part of a national demonstra-
tion program designed to test the effect of establishing a
well-planned comprehensive approach to managing crime
prevention programs in medium-sized cities. Each program
integrates criminal justice and noncriminal justice resources,
specifically citizens, police, private business, and local
government in an effort to implement a_hroad range of
strategies simultaneously to have a greisvr total effect on
the prevention of crime, the reduction of fear, and the
stimulation of citizen action and involvement. The prin-
cipal effort during the past fiscal year has been directed _
toward providing technical assistance to these sites and
integrating their efforts into the local criminal justice budget
process.” __ . :

Urban Crime_Prevention Program. The Urban Crime
‘Prevention Program was a Presidential initiative jointly
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managed and administered by LEAA and ACTION. Ten -
awards were made during 1981 totaling $4.4 million to
private nonprofit grantees in major urban areas. The godl
of the program is to broaden the approach to urban crime
in low and moderate income neighborhoods. The principal
goals of the program are to increase neighborhood par-
ticipation and problem-solving capacity and to forge a
working partnership among neighborhood groups, criminal
justice agencies, and other public and private organizations.

Formula Grant Program -

Formula grant activities in 1981 continued the course
begun in 1980, i.e. phasing out the LEAA block grant
program. Support for all administrative and programmatic
-efforts during the year came from carry-over funds from
previous years’ awards and reverted funds.

The following report on the formula grant program is

presented in the format followed in previous annual reports.

All program activities are discussed in terms of five prin-
cipal categories: prevention, enforcement, adjudication,
corrections, and system support, as described below. In
addition, information and statistics concerning projects
having a juvenile justice or drug abuse orientation are re-
ported on again separately in response to the particular
interest in these two program areas expressed by the
Congress.

Prevention includes community or official activities in
support of crime and delinquency prevention. Preventive
measures include both target-hardening strategies (environ-
mental design, security measures, and public education to
promote citizen cooperation in reducing criminal op-
portunities) and human service programs that provide
community support to populations vulnerable to future
criminal or delinquent activities by virtue of age, special
problems, or prior contact with the system.

Enforcernent includes all programs related to the detec-
tion, investigation, and control of crime and delinquency
by State and local law enforcement agencies and related
.organizations. All functions in support of police agencies,
including crime reporting, information exchange, and police
management are included.

Adjudication covers all activities in support of the opera-
tions of criminal, civil, and juvenile judicial institutions
from the highest appellate court to trial courts of least
jurisdiction. Included are pretrial, trial, and sentencing
procedures and the related functlons of pre-sentencing
procedures, prosecution, defense, and adjudication. Non-
Jjudicial court administrative organizations and programs
providing nonlegal services in licu of continuing court
intervention are included.

Corrections includes all Federal, State, and local agencies
that provide both residential and nonresidential services to
probationers, inmates, parolees, and ex-offenders. Also
classified as corrections efforts are residential programs for
delinquent or dependent youth and all court-ordered com-
munity and civil sanctions or placements.

System support includes activities that affect more than
one or all components of the criminal or juvenile justice
system. These encompass programmatic activities (such as
‘comprehensive data systems or systemwide training efforts),
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activities that support the development of law and policy

.(legislative efforts and operations analysis). or the applica-

tion of systemwide resources to special target groups. such
as victims and minority groups. Accordingly. “svstem
support” is not limited to computerized information or
ADP systems.

Juvenile justice and delinquency prevention means any
program activity related to juvenile delinquency prevention,
control, diversion, treatment, rehabilitation, planning,
education, training, and research, including drug and al-
cohol abuse programs, improvements in the juvenile justice
system, and any program or activity for neglected, aban-
doned, or dependent youth and other youths who are in
danger of becoming delinquent.

Drug abuse means any project or program whose primary
or principal focus is drug or.alcohol abuse prevention,
treatment, or related activity..

The dollar amounts used in the following discussion
represent expenditures and not the obligations that were
reported in previous reports. This change was considered
appropriate because during this end phase of the program
very few obligations are being made, and expenditure data
is a better index of formula grant activity.

Expenditure of Formula Grant Funds

During fiscal year 1981 a total of $51,578,512 was ex-
pended by the States on formula grant programs. The ac-
companying table (Table ) analyzes this total, showing the
five major components and the proportion of programs
directed at juvenile justice and drug abuse.

Predictably, the largest share of funds—almost a quarter
of the total—were spent for system support. State and local
agencies attempted to institutionalize systemic improve-
ments prior to the termination of the program. This cate-
gory includes legislation, policy, and standards, criminal
justice research, information and communications systems,
citizens action groups, agency training and education, and
criminal justice program planning, development and man-
agement.

The three major criminal justice program areas accounted
for 60 percent of the expenditures: enforcement, 20 percent:
adjudication, 21 percent; and corrections, 19 percent.
Prevention programs received 16 percent of the funds.

Table 1. Expenditures by Criminal Justice Component

FY 1981

Component Amount Percent of Fuids
Prevention $ 8,392,858 16
Enforcement 10,247,462 20
Adjudication 10,933,512 21
Corrections 9,873,926 19
System Support 12,130,754 24

Total $51,578,512
Juvenile Justice* 11,443,031 22
Drug Abuse* 1,343,476 3

* Included in program component figures above.

Innovative State Projects

In this section, LEAA responds to the Congress’ mandate

to include in its annual report “the descriptions and number

of programs and project areas, and the amounts expended
therefor, which are innovative or incorporate advanced
techniques and which have demonstrated promise of
furthering the purposes of this title.”

In collecting data for this section tne following
definitions were used:

e Innovative: characterizing a program or project funded
or undertaken by a CJC in its State that is new to the
criminal justice system, to the best of the CJC's knowledge.
It does not mean new to the State or new to the CJC.

e Incorporate advanced techniques: program or project

_area that uses new mechanisms to reduce crime or to
improve the criminal justice system.

+ Demonstrated promise of furthering the purposes of
this title: projects or program areas that, in addition to
being innovative or having incorporated advanced
techniques also have proved measurably successful in
reducing crime or improving criminal justice.

Information was collected on projects ending in fiscal
year 1981 that were designated by the Criminal Justice
Councils as being innovative or particularly promising.
States were instructed to draw on their knowledge and
expertise and use their own judgment in determining
whether a given project met the above criteria. They were
not asked to survey.all other CJC’s for corroboration, but
were, however, required to assure that the innovations or
advanced techniques they cited did demonstrate furthering
the purposes of the Act.

Overview & Summary. Criminal Justice Council’s sub-
“missions identified a total of four innovative LEAA-funded
projects.

Table 2. Innovations by Program Compbnent
Numbers of Projects and Amounis Expended

Number Expenditures Expenditures
Program of in ' In all

Component Projects FY 1981 Previous Years* Total
Prevention 87 $ 417,947 $ 3,350,028 $ 3,761,975
Enforcement 68 53,883 4,326,405 4,380,288
Adjudication 113 934,840 6,590,233 7,525,073
Corrections 92 223,987 4,776,152 5,000,139
System Support 51 458,418 4,100,886 4,559,304

Total - 411 $2,089,075 $23,143,704 $25,232,779
Juvenile Justice** 113 611,738 5,981,446 6,593,204
Drug Abuse** 9 2,389 155,167 157,556

* Funds expended over the history of the projects reported.
** Included in program component figures.

" Forty-one of the 57 jurisdictions responding reported on
innovative projects. The distribution of these projects over
the five criminal justice program components and the
amount of funds obligated for these projects are shown in
Table 2. These innovations, in order of percentage of total
projects, are as follows: adjudication, 113 (27 percent);
corrections, 92 (22 percent); prevention, 87 (21 percent);
enforcement, 68 (17 percent); and system support, 51

(12 percent). Twenty-seven percent of these projects (113)
were in the juvenile justice area, and less than 1 percent
(nine projects) had a drug abuse component.

The following paragraphs summarize the types of innova-
tive projects implemented in 1981, as described by the
States.

Prevention. The 87 prevention program innovations fell
into five main categories: security programs and systems,
24 projects; youth services programs, 39 projects; education
and employment programs, 15 projects; community drug
and alcohol treatment programs, one project; and family
services programs, eight projects. More than half the
projects cited {61 percent) wholly or in part were for
juveniles,

Enforcement. The 68 innovative enforcement projects
occurred in nine program areas: records and information,
18 projects; 1nvest1gat10n services, 15 projects; basic police
resources, nine projects; orgamzatlon and management,
seven projects; social services- commumty relations, six
projects; forensic services, six projects; patrol, four pro_;ects
personnel administration, four pro.]ects, and communica-
tions, one project. Six of these projects had a juvenile
justice component and two addressed drug abuse.

Adjudication. The 113 innovative adjudlcatlon prOJects
were as follows: prosecution services, 25 projects; victim
and witness assistance, 19 projects; intake and pretrial
services, 17 projects; judicial administration, 16 projects;
defense services, nine projects; general court services, eight
projects; detention and residential supervision, seven
projects; court records management and information sys-
tems, seven projects; judicial process-procedure, three
projects; and community relations and court facilities, one
project each.

Corrections. There were 92 innovative corrections proj-
ects in the following categories: inmate services (training,
drug treatment, medical-dental services, and recreation
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programs), I8 pro;ccts‘ facilities and facilities suppon
servxces, 17 pro;ccts, parole-probation and ex-offender
services, 17 projects; special residences, 13 projects; orga-
nization and management, nine projects; re-entry and
restitution programs, eight projects; inmate grievance-legal
rights, six projects; general corrections services, three

projects; and public information, one project. Twenty-three

projects had a juvenile justice component, four addressed
drug abuse.

System Support. The States reported on 5] innovative
system support projects: program planning-development-
management-assessment, 13 projects; training and educa-
tion, 10 projects; comprehensive criminal justice programs,
nine projects; criminal justice research, seven projects; in-

formation and communications systems, five prOJects pub-

lic education, two projects; personnel, two projects, and
legislation, policy, and standards, three projects. Nine
projects were for juveniles.

Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention. A total of
113 innovative projects wholly or in part for juveniles was
reported in fiscal year 1980. Most of these reports were in
the areas of prevention (53 projects). Corrections showed
the next greatest concentration (23 projects), followed by
adjudication (22 projects), system support (nine projects),
and enforcement (six projects). Types of projects cited were
youth services bureaus, educational programs, police social
services, court-based diversion, victim services, defense
services, and halfway houses.

Drug Abuse. The States reported nine innovative pro;-
ects with a drug abuse component: corrections, four proj-
ects; enforcement, two prolects, adjudication, one project;
and two prevention projects. Most of the prOJects were

related to ) treatment; two were for white-collar crime investi-

gation and ndrcotics enforcement.

State Replication of Successful Projects

Replication for purposes of this report was defined as
“an investment, consciously made by a State Planning

Agency in its State, in a particular program or project
area, based on a success experienced elsewhere.” The States
were asked to report expenditures made for such replica-
tions during fiscal year 1981. In addition, they were

asked to indicate how much money had been expended in -
all previous years for projects identified in fiscal year

1981 as replications.

Replications data submitted for 1981 are summarized in
Table 3. The total number of projects, 3,344, is down 11
percent from the 1980 total of 4,254 projects. Expenditures
are down 61 percent—$10,840,416 in 1981 compared to

/$27,839,458 in 1980.

There was considerable change during the year in the
priority and emphasis placed on the major criminal justice
components as reflected in the relative numbers of projects
funded and the dollar amounts expended (See Table 4). In
terms of numbers of projects, enforcement dropped in the
ranking from first to second position, and from first to
fourth position in terms of expenditures. Adjudication
projects rose from second to first position in both rankings.
Corrections projects retained the same third place ranking
for both numbers of projects and funding level. Prevention
remained in fourth place in numbers of projects and
dropped to fifth place (last) in level of funding. System
support remained at the same fifth place ranking in number
of projects, but rose dramatically in the expenditures rank-
ings from fifth place to second.

The number of juvenile justice projects, as a percentage
of total projects, increased by two points in 1981; funding
level remained the same at 20 percent. The number of drug
abuse projects decreased from 4 percent to 2 percent and
funding level dropped from 3 percent to 2 percent.

Prevention. Replicated prevention projects centered on
the following types of programs: security programs and sys-
tems, 37 percent; youth services programs, 34 percent;
education and employment programs, 18 percent; family
services programs, 6 percent; and community alcohol and
Jdrug problems, 4 percent.

Enforcement. The 907 enforcement replications were as ~
follows: basic police resources, 24 percent; social services-

Table 3. Replications by Program Component
Numbers of Projects and Amounts Expended

Table 4. Replications: Rank Order of Program Components
As a Percentage of Category Totals
1980 and 1981

1980
Percent of
Category
Category Component Total
-Mumber of Projects Enforcement 34
Adjudication 26
Corrections 17
Prevention 15
System support 8
Expenditures Enforcement 29
Adjudication 27
Corrections 20
Prevention 14
System support 10
Juvenile Justice* Number of Projects 21
Expenditures 20
Drug Abuse* Number of Projects 4
Expenditures 3

* Included in program component figures.

community relations, 16 percent; investigative services, 16
percent; communications, 15 percent; records and informa-
tions systems, 11 percent; organization and management, 6
percent; forensic services, 5 percent; patrol services, 3 per-
cent; and personnel-administration, 3 percent.
Adjudication, The largest share of replications in this
component focused on prosecution projects (30 percent).

-This category was followed, in order, by: victim-witness

assistance, 19 percent; intake and pretrial services, 12 per-
cent; judicial administration, 11 percent; detention and
residential supervision, 7 percent; information systems,

6 percent; court planning, 5 percent; defense setvices, 5 per-
cent; judicial process, 2 percent; facilities, 2 percent; and

1981
Percent of % Change
Category Between
Component Total 1980/1981
Adjudication 28 +2
Enforcement 27 -7
Corrections 20 +3
Prevention 17 +2
System support 8 -
Adjudication 28 +1
System support . 22 +12
Corrections 19 -1
Enforcement 18 —11
Prevention 13 -1
Number of Projects 23 +2
Expenditures 20 —_
Number of Projects 2 -2
Expenditures 2 ~1

three percent of the replications reported had a juvenile
justice component. As a percentage of projects within each
component, juvenile justice projects were reported as
follows: prevention, 55 percent; corrections, 2! percent; ad-
judication, 18 percent; enforcement, 14 percent; and system
support, 9 percent.

Drug Abuse. Drug abuse projects accounted for only 2
percent of total replications. As a percentage of projects
within each component, these projects were distributed as
follows: prevention, 4 percent; corrections, 3 percent; and
1 percent each in adjudication, enforcement, and system
support.

community relations, 1 percent. o .
_ _ Corrections. The distribution of corrections replications Accomplishment of State Project Goals
Number Expenditures Expenditures was as follows: facilities and facilities support services,
Frogram of in in all 27 percent; inmate services, 22 percent; probation-parole- F . )
i . * LR or the reporting year 1981 the CJC’s were asked to
9‘_}.&_‘ Projects . _Fyss Previous Years* . Tma} ex-(:ffender . SC?’ICCS, (210 perzegI;EhZﬁic?lpgel-ilgr?:l c::s’tiltitii)gg provide data on all their projects that ended during 1981 in
venti : : 3 cent; organizalion and man > -nt; X t f how successful these projects were in meeting their
Frevention 338 § 1,427,314 $13,897,203 §15,324,517 programs, 7 percent; comprehensive correctional services, %‘.m 50 X’ ut(i ?7 276 P! Jt ted O? this
Enforcement 907 1,936,991 25,345,243 27.282.234 YL \ . . . . ‘objectives. A total of 7,276 projects were reported. 1
rorceme +936, 1345, 1282, 3 percent; citizen information and action projects, I percent; ber. 7.154 (98 ted as having bee
Adjudication 944 3,003,723 28,552,912 31,556,635 d legal right d ibilities. 1 percent number, 7, (98 percent) were reporte as having n
Corrections 667 2,020,698 20,779,616 22,800,314 anS cea rég s artx }{esll).on:. . ,th’ P com c;nent were successful and 124 (2 percent) as having failed to meet their
System Support 268 2,451,690 10,626,144 13,077,834 ystem Support. Keplications in this comp objectives.

. ) ¢

Total 3,344 $10,840,416 reported as follows: program dgv.elopment, management,
$99,201,118 $110,041,534 and assessment, 33 percent; training and education, 24

percent; information-communication systems, 18 percent;

The accompanying tables present the numbers of projects
and funding obligations in the five program components for

Juvenile Justice®* 57 2,175,530 19,094,067 21,269,597 OO, RO : X projects where the purpose was achieved (Table 5) and
Drug Abuse** 82 236,977 2,500,624 2,737,601 criminal justice research, 9 percent; mls.cell'fmeous projects, where the purpose was not achieved (Table 6).
' 9 percent; and comprehensive criminal justice programs, '
* Funds expended over the history of the projects reported. 8 percent. Aggregate Analysis. In terms of percentage of projects
* Included in program component figures. , Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention. Twenty- that achieved their purpose, the overall average was 98 per-
12 13




ot R b o i 0 e e

A o -
vy .

> .

Tabie 5. Program Purpose Achieved cent (See Table 7). Enforcement led all other program com-  remaining 3,094 projects, 928 (30 percent) were discontinued
By Program Component ponents with 99 percent. The figures for projects with a because funding was not available; 2,059 (67 percent) be-
Numbers of Projects and Amounts Expended juvenile justice component showed an achievement level of = cause they were not eligible; and 88 (3 percent) because
] 97 percent. Drug abuse projects scored 98 percent. The re- they had had no appreciable impact.
maining components all scored at the overall average Prevention showed the highest continuation rate (65 per-
98 percent. cent of all projects for which LEAA funding was termi-
Number Expenditures E"Pe“dil'l‘"“ . . . nated), followed by adjudication (56 percent), system sup-
Program of in pre ‘i"‘l:Yem* Total State Pl‘Oject Continuations port (49 percent), corrections (45 percent), and enforcement
Component Projects Y1981 LLLAL LR L (42 percent). Sixty-five percent of both the juvenile justice
] S 2.443.110 $26,058,717 $28,501,827 States submitted data to LEAA on the total number of and drug abuse projects were continued. :
Prevention ) g‘;; 3 368,358 53’873:921 57,242,279 projects ending in fiscal year 1981, the number not con- In addition to providing the number of projects con- :
Enforcement 1'75 4 4.756.796 54,001,700 58,758,496 tinued after the termination of LEAA funds, the number of  tinued by State and local units of government, the States
Adjudication 1.425 3’984:363 44,703,974 48,688,337 projects continued both at the State and local levels, and reported on the leve! at which the projects were continued,
g"’t’““é”"s ort P 5,399,671 32,806,192 38,205,863 the number of projects which by their very nature were not  i.e., increased, comparable, or reduced level. The indicators
Y,Sr ;21 upp 7.154 $19.952.298 $211,444,504 $231,396,802 eligible or intended to be continued. refer not so much to higher or lower dollar amounts as to
’ Programs in juvenile justice and delinquency prevention the scope and activity levels of the project funding.
and drug abuse are included in the five primary program Approximately 67 percent of the projects corntinued after 3
. . s 1.349 3,739,112 37,900,805 41,639,917 categories and are reported again separately in response to termination of LEAA funding were continued at levels com- i
Juvenile Justice ’ 5365659 A . P gain sep y p . |
Drug Abuse** 162 286,385 5,079,274 2309, congressional interest in these subject areas. parable to that of the last year of LEAA funding. The ;
A total of 6,094 projects ended in 1981 (see Table 8). remaining 33 percent were as follows: reduced level, 29 per- ;
* Funds expended over the history of the projecis reported. Of this number, 3,000 (49 percent) were continued with cent; increased level, 4 percent. 5
** Included in program component figures. State, local, or other source funds (see Table 9). Of the
. Table 8. Continuation of Projects After Termination of LEAA Funding §
Table 6. Program Purpose Not Achieved |
By Pr?gmm Component Projects for Projects Continued With Non-LEAA Funds Projects Not Continued L (
Numbers of Projects and Amounts Expended Which LEAA i
Funds Discontinued Increased Comparable Reduced Not No Funds No
Level Level Level Total (%) | Eligible Available Impact  Total {%) i
Number Expenditures Expenditures . ;
Program of in in all Prevention 742 | 21 314 145 480 65) 87 153 2 262 @3s) .
Component Projects FY 1981 Previous Years* _'ll’ia_l_ Enforcement 2,140 23 659 215 897 (42) 1,023 199 21 1,243 (58) I
Adjudicatipn 1,440 37 542 ’ 223 802 (56) 363 262 13 638 (44) 5
Prevention 22 $ 25,443 $ 328,077 $ 353,520 Corrections 1,234 23 350 . 177 550 . (45) 469 194 21 684 (55) i
Enforcement 32 140,652 1,068,085 - 1,208,737 System Support 538 18 144 109 271 (50) 117 139 11 267 (50) i
Adjudication 29 76,821 1,284,218 1,361,039 Total 6,09 | 122 2,009 869 3,000 @9) | 2,089 947 88 3,094 (s1) ;
Corrections 25 121,202 962,407 1,083,609 Juvenile Justice® 986 30 475 144 649 (65) 164 150 23 337 (39) :
System Support 16 96,995 733,476 830,471 Drug Abuse* 139 4 62 24 90 65) 24 23 2 4 (35)
N ) Total _ 124 $461,113 $4,376,263 $4,837,376 _
. * Included in program component figures. :
- Juvenile Justice** 27 49,112 857,247 906,359
: Drug Abuse** 3 —0— 55,514 55,514
- Ol + Funds expended over the history of the projects reported. Table 9. Number of Projects Continued With Non-LEAA Funds
’ ** Included in program component figures.
: Number of Other Federal ‘0
Program Projects or Non- -
Component Continued State Percent Local Percent Government Percent 1
Table 7. Program Component Achievement Levels Prevention 489 ‘ 71 15 321 67 88 18
Enforcement 897 175 20 700 78 22 2 §
K P Number of Purpose Purpose Ratio Adjudication 802 280 35 435 54 87 11 iy
rogram umber of . el ' Corrections 550 220 40 251 46 79 14 '
Component Projects Achieved Not Achieved Achieved/Not Achleved System Support 271 113 42 131 48 27 10 5,
. Total 3,000 859 29 1,838 61 303 10
Toul 7278 Tisd ggzg 1 gg‘g o Juvenile Justice* 649 158 24 359 55 132 20
nforcement . (3 E
Adjudication 1783 1754 (98%) 29 (2%) 60:1 e Drug Abuse 9% 27 30 48 53 15 17 .
gorrecttiions 1‘;23 1‘;‘2‘_51 gg:’;i g; g:’;; igi * Included in program component figures. S
. : revention .
- 4 System Support 668 652 (98%) 16 (2%) 41:1 ‘
’ Juvenile Justice* 1386 1349 (97%) 37 (3%) 36:1
N Drug Abuse* 165 162 (98%) 3 (2%) 54:1
* Included in program component ﬁgu}es above, ) S
. o
N , 14 . ) 15 ! ‘
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National Institute of Justice

The National Institute of Justice (NIJ) sponsors research,
development, testing, and evaluation to 1mprove crime
control policies and strengthen criminal justice operations.

The Institute is divided into four offices, reflecting the
basic functions assigned to it by the Congress in the Justice
System Improvement Act of 1979. The Office of Research
Programs supports studies aimed at developing more ef-
fective approaches to crime preventlon and control and
increasing knowledge about crime and criminal behavior,
The Office of Research and Evaluation Methods supports
projects to develop more reliable tools for measuring the
effects of crime control pohcxes and assessing the perform-
ance of criminal justice agencies. The Office of Program
Evaluation sponsors assessments of the efficiency and ef-
fectiveness of criminal justice programs and procedures.
The Office of Development Testing and Dissemination tests
prormsmg new crime control methods and, through various
dissernination vehicles, transfers information about success-
ful approaches to State and local officials who can put
them into practice.

Research Highlights

The Institute works to resolve major problems hampering
the effectiveness of criminal justice agencies and to discover
new and improved methods for controlling crime. Recent
examples of the impact of Institute research and experi-
mentation include:

o A new approach to managing criminal investigations
that includes case screening and other tested techniques that
have been shown to improve efficiency while maintaining
investigative effectiveness. Through N1J sponsorship, some
600 State and local police officials received training in the
new techniques. Another 700 benefited from locally-
financed training and technical assistance using N1J-
developed materials. More than three-fourths of the work-
shop partrcnpants made changes in their department’s in-
vestigative practices based on the research results,

¢ Techniques for streamlining jury operations that
showed that jury pools can be reduced by 20 to 25 percent
without adversely affecting the court. More than 100 courts
have used the techniques to reform their jury operations,
with substantial cost savings.

* Sentencing guidelines, based on past court practices,
which provrded for Jud1c1al discretion while encouraging
greater consistency in sentencing. Some 20 States have or
plan to develop sentencing guidelines. These efforts will
benefit from the results of an N1J field test on sentencing
guidelines that is assessing the guidelines’ impact on dis-
parity both within and between different jurisdictions in a
State.

e Alternative police responses to calls for service, mini-
mizing the costly reliance on the immediate dispatch of a
patrol car. Research has shown that only a small portion of
the calls to police require an immediate response and that
citizens will accept alternative responses if they are ade-
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quately informed. The approach which offers the pou.ntml
for freeing officers for more crime-focused duties, is gaining
acceptance, The trend is expected to accelerate when the
results are available from a field experiment testing a model
response system.

o New strategies for combating arson—one of the most
costly and destructive crimes—that have been widely
disseminated to local communities. The techniques also
have been used by the Federal Bureau of Investigation in its
arson training courses and by the Federal Emergency
Management Administration in training and technical
assistance,

Violent Crime

A major priority of the Attorney General, violent crime
has been the subject of a wide variety of N1J-sponsored
research efforts, Studies inclu¢le an analysis of the factors
that contribute to violent behavior and the formation of
criminal careers. Research also focuses on specific types of
violent crime. For example, jast year the Institute com-
pleted a review and analysis of research and statistics on
robbery, a crime in which actual or threatened violence is
inflicted. Victimization data revealed that in 1978 one-third
of the noncommercial robbery victims were injured. Al-
though the vast majority of robbery victims are not injured
seriously and property losses generally are less than $250,
there is a large amount of gratuitous violence, excessive
force that is not a consequence of victim resistance. The
study recommended that robbery cases involving injury be
glven prlorlty in the courts, Whether excessive violence is
incr~ jing in violent crimes such as robbery is a question
that will be addressed in Institute research proposed for
1982.

Homicide is the subject of another study. It assessed the
nature and patterns of the crime over a 10-year period. The
study collected information from police records and medical
examiners’ offices in eight cities, located in four regions of
the country. Nationwide data from the FBI’s Uniform
Crime Reports and vital statistics records were also ana-
lyzed, Homicide rates rose during the years 1968-1978, the
preliminary findings show. The increase is reflected in both
the UCR and the vital statistics records. An analysis of the
latter data shows that nationwide homicides increased from
7.2 per 100,000 population in 1968 to a high of 10 per.
100,000 in 1974, declining to 9.3 per 100,000 in 1978. The
Northeast, South, and North Central regions exhibit similar
patterns. However, the West experienced a steady increase
in homicides throughout the entire period. Compared to
other regions as well as the Nation as a whole, the South
had the highest homicide rate of all, increasing from 10.9
homicides per 100,000 population in 1968 to 12.3 per
100,000 in 1978.

The release of the defendant who may pose a danger to
the community is a key issue bearing on the violent of-
fender’s treatment within the criminal justice system. Guide-

-
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lines developed by the Pretrial Services Agency of the Dis-
trict of Columbia are being assessed under an Institute
grant. The guidelines weigh both potential danger to the
community as well as the possibility the defendant will not
appear for trial. The analysis will gauge the effectiveness of
the guidelines and their impact on pretrial detention.

A related project, funded jointly by NI1}-and the National
Institute of Corrections, is analyzing the impact of guide-
lines for bail decisions. Similar in concept to the sentencing
guidelines now being field tested by N1J, the newly-
developed guidelines for determining the release or detain-
ment of defendants were created with the aid of judges in
the Municipal Court of Philadelphia. The evaluation will
assess the judges’ use of the guidelines, their impact on
pretrial detention rates, and their effectiveness in reducing
rearrest and failure-to-appear rates.

A workshop on issues concerning the dangerous defend-
ant held in February assessed existing knowledge on the
toplc and developed a research agenda. Sponsored by N1J,
the“panel of experts convened by Harvard University
reviewed research findings on identification of the habitual
violent offender and addressed related legal issues.

Institute research has shown that a few highly active
offenders account for a disproportionate amount of crime.
Because the habitual offender appears to be central to
controlling violent crime, the Institute is continuing to
focus on career criminal research. For example, building on
earlier research for NIJ, the Rand Corporation is now esti-
mating the impact of various sanctioning policies on the
rate of serious crime, including the effects of more severe
penalties for habitual offenders.

Because the research also has established that habitual
offenders begin criminal activity early in the juvenile years,
the Institute commissioned Rand to do a pilot study of the
use of juvenile records in adult court proceedings. Without
the availability of these records, the study postulated, young
adult offenders with serious juvenile historizs might be
treated similarly to first-time offenders.

A survey of prosecutor’s offices throughout the country
showed that half the respondents reported receiving little or
no information on even the most serious young adult of-
fenders in their jurisdictions. Of the 15 percent that reported
a routine exchange of information between juvenile and
adult courts, an information-sharing policy was imple-
mented throughout the criminal justice system. In these
jurisdictions, police were more likely to provide complete
juvenile histories before preliminary hearings. Formal
career criminal prosecution units were in place. Presentence
reports routinely contained juvenile records. Records were
centrally stored.

A preliminary examination of the sentencing in several
sites tended to confirm the study’s hypothesis that young
adult offenders, whose juvenile records were not introduced
into the proceedings, tended to get less severe sentences
than did their older counterparts. A follow-up study will
examine these issues in more detail by studying the sen-
tencing of young offenders in four or five sites. The analysis
will compare the sanctioning of different age groups of
offenders, based on the use or absence of juvenile records.

Ona related subject, last year the Institute funded an
evaluation of Operation Hardcore, a special unit of the Los
Angeles District Attorney’s Office. Using techniques devised
in career criminal prosecution programs, Operation Hard-

core targets the habitual, yiolent gang offender for vigorous
prosecution. The Institute evaluation will examine the
program’s impact on the prosecution and sentencing of
defendants selected for the program comparéd to a control
group receiving routine prosecutorial treatment.

Basic facts about violent behavior are being gathered
under a long-term research project at the University of
Pennsylvania. Under the direction of Dr. Marvin Wolfgang,
the Center for Interdisciplinary Study of Criminal Violence
is conducting a detailed inquiry on violent offenders, in-
cluding factors related to their behavior, the characteristics
of their careers, and their treatment by the criminal justice
system. The profiles of violent offenders drawn from an
analysis of a large body of data will chart the age of onset
of criminality, intervals between offenses, patterns of
offense severity as well as the likelihood of arrest, con-
viction, and incarceration. The research also will explore
the feasibility of improving predictions of violent behavior
based on characteristics emerging from the analysis that
distinguish violent from nonviolent offenders.

Victims and Witnesses

Recent Institute efforts focus on the victims of particular
crimes, mcludmg sexual assaults, and the needs and treat-
ment of crime victims in general.

Programs in Seattle and the District of Columbia for
treating the victims of child sexual abuse were designated
last year as innovative models that other communities could
follow. Careful validation of the programs demonstrated
their effectiveness in treating these sensitive problems while
simultaneously encouraging the vigorous prosecuhon of
offenders.

An evaluation of 280 victim-Zitness programs throughout
the country pubhshed last year found that specral services
for counselling victims and assisting witnesses in their court
appearances are meeting important needs. Through trans-
portation, childcare, and other arrangements provided by
the witness programs, the appearance rate of witnesses has
increased by 10 to 15 percent.

There is conflicting evidence about whether victims of an
assault should attempt resistance. Some studies report that
resistance effectively thwarts an assailant, whereas others
suggest that the risk of injury is increased. A research proj-
ect awarded in 1981 to Northwestern University will
examine the responses of victims assaulted by strangers.

" Analyzing victimization data from the National Crime

Survey of the Bureau of Justice Statistics, the study will
focus on ways in which victims resist assaults and the
resulting outcome.

A program model on victim compensation the Instltute
published last year presented guidelines for officials in
setting up and operating a statewide victim compensation
program. Among the issues addressed were alternative
approdches to location and staffing, public awareness, ap-
plication procedures, program coverage, eligibility criteria,
benefits, and costs. In the coming year the study will be up-
dated and based on more recent experiences with victim
compensation programs throughout the country, New
analysis will focus particularly on costs and benefits,
legislative options, and funding alternatives.
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A new approach to involving victims in the criminal
justice process is being field tested in three jurisdictions. In
this experiment victims and witnesses have the opportunity
to present their views in plea negotiation sessions, which is
a departure from the usual behind-the-scene negotiations
for obtaining a guilty plea. An evaluation of the experiment
will determine whether the formalized sessions produce a
more efficient judicial process and more equitable agree-
ments,

Police Resources

Police research in the last few years has shed new light
on traditional approaches for responding to citizen needs.
Studies of police response time in Kansas City, Missouri,
and alternative approaches for service delivery in Wilming-
ton have challenged assumptions about the need for rapid
police response to all calls for service. Critical resources
are reserved for the most serious and urgent situations,
while alternative means of handling other types of calls
capitalize on efficient service delivery.

Drawing on the findings of this research, the Institute
has designed and implemented tests of differential police
response in Toledo, Ohio, Greensboro, N.C,, and Garden
Grove, California. The sites will implement a classification
system that prioritizes calls and matches them with a variety
of possible responses. The range of alternatives for non-
critical calls includes taking reports by appointment, re-
quiring telephone or walk-in-reports from citizens, or using
civilians—instead of sworn personnel—to take reports of
noncrime incidents. An independent evaluation of the test
will assess the effects of the responses on the delivery of
police services. How the system affects the police officers’
workload and whether there is a resulting shift in focus to
additional crime-related activities also will be examined.
Citizen satisfaction with the approach will be assessed as
well.

Courts

Improving efficiency and equity in the pretrial process is
an Institute research priority. Last year the Institute pub-
lished the results of an evaluation of four courts that
participated in the LEAA court delay reduction program.
The four courts achieved significant reductions in delay by
implementing a variety of strategies tailored to local con-
ditions. Of the four sites, the Providence court achieved the
greatest reduction in median case processing time, dropping
from 277 days to 61 days. Dayton ranked next—decreasing
from 69 days to 43 days. Las Vegas moved from 61 days to
47 days. And Detroit cut case processing time from 40 days
to 19 days.

All the courts narrowed the gap between rates of disposi-
tion speed for different types of cases. Whether cases were
pled or tried or defendants were detained on bail or
released, the greater delay typically associated with any
one of these alternatives was reduced, creating more even-
handed justice. Patterns of disposition and sentences were
not altered. Guilty pleas neither increased nor decreased.
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Sentences were neither harsher nor more lenient,

Public safety is a paramount concern for-the courts,
beginning with the pretrial phase. Issues bearing on pretrial
arrest as well as failure-to-appear were examined in a
recently completed N1J study. From an examination of data
on 6,000 defendants in 12 jurisdictions, the study found
that 85 percent were granted release before their trial. Of
that number, 13 percent failed to appear for a scheduled
court appearance and 16 percent were rearrested.

Examining approaches for reducing the rearrest rate, the
study reported that speedier trials would have the greatest
impact. Trials held ‘within 60 days would reduce the rearrest
rate by one-third, and trials within 30 days would halve
the number of rearrests. Imposing consecutive rather than
concurrent sentences for pretrial crimes is another ap-
proach, one that the study recommended for further
inquiry. This as well as other approaches for reducing
multiple pretrial arrests is being explored in a study
awarded in 1981.

Corrections

The Institute published “American Prisons and Jails,” the
most extensive report of the Nation’s correctional institu-
tions, during the year. Carried out in response to a con-
gressional mandate, the study included research on factors
linked to changes in imprisonment rates or number of in-
mates confined, including projections for future changes in
incarcerated populations; a survey of conditjons in prisons,
jails, and halfway houses across the country; and case
studies of various sentencing reforms and their effect on
imprisonment rates. Invelved in the study were 559 Federal
and State prisons, 3,500 local jails, and 402 halfway houses.
The study found that the number of inmates confined in
jails and prisons doubled from 1972 through 1978.

To assist States in setting more systematic policies for
the use of scarce prison space, the project produced a
wealth of data on sanctioning practices, population pro-
jections, and prison conditions. The five-volume report is
now a basic document for correctional policymakers and
administrators who must deal with prison crowding.

Other Programs

The foregoing summarized some of the significant
research findings for 1981 in key topical areas. During the
year, the Institute continued to support improved method-
ology, the necessary underpinnings for ensuring that
research and evaluation results are valid and reliable.
Evaluations were sponsored to learn what innovative
programs are likely to accomplish in the complex real-
world setting of criminal justice. Research utilization
efforts continued the process of developing concepts
emerging from research into experimental models and
accelerating an awareness and understanding of tested
approaches to controlling crime. Highlights of these activ-
ities follow;

Research Methods. A study on correctional costs, using
an econometric approach for modelling the prison system as

an “industry,” was completed in 1981 under the auspices

of the Office of Research and Evaluation Methods. The
project developed models that could be useful for answer-
ing questions, such as what size prison is most cost-effective
and the marginal costs of correctional services.

Evaluation. Among the evaluations completed last year
by the Office of Program Evaluation was an assessment of
restitution programs that found that the programs can
handle a large number of offenders and are relatively in-
expensive to operate, Another, a reassessment of a crime
prevention program in a commercial area of Portland,
Oregon, found that the significant burglary reductions
achieved under an earlier Institute project had been sus-
tained in the two years after the close of the project.

Research Ur™"zation. Last year the Office of Develop-
ment, Testing, <1d Dissemination produced nine documents
to assist practiiloners and policymakers in adopting im-
proved strategies in law enforcement, adjudication, and
corrections, These syntheses of research and practical ex-
perienice addressed a wide range of key needs of the field,
including methods for preventing and controlling such
violent crimes as arson and rape.

The Office also designed and implemented field tests of
particularly significant innovative programs, such as the
differential police response test described earlier. Three
field experiments were implemented last year, with each
model program generally installed in two or three jurisdic-
tions. Poli¢cymakers and practitioners in participating
communities received training and technical assistance in
implementing the test design. Those skills enable the juris-

. T e , \

diction to continue the program if test results warrant.

If an evaluation of the experiment finds the model suit-
able for wider adoption, the results of the field test ex-~
periment will be published to guide other communities in
adopting the approach. Program guides on managing
criminal investigations and team policing were dissemi-
nated last year.

The Office also sponsors training workshops in advanced
techniques. Some 678 State and local officials participated
in these sessions during 1981,

Through the Technology Assessment Program, criminal
justice agencies obtain scientifically sound information to
assist them in purchasing the most effective and economical
equipment. The program develops voluntary performance
standards for criminal justice equipment and tests various
products against these standards. The program developed
five standards during 1981 and produced a guide to assist
law enforcement agencies in selecting the most effective
type of lightweight body armor. The armor, which is now
virtually standard issue in police departments throughout
the country, was first developed under N1J-sponsored
research.

Research findings developed by the Institute are pub-
lished in a wide variety of formats designed to bring the
information to the audiences that can use them. More than
40,000 criminal justice practitioners, policymakers, and
researchers use the National Criminal Justice Reference
Service, Wwhich maintains a data base of 60,000 documents
covering all aspects of crime and justice.

19

,.N
s

¢

)

R T o R L
. P,

7y O o

e

s P s e (i g A

s S o vt

o

RS




3

S

e

STy Rl WO

BUREAU OF JUSTICE STATISTICS

The Bureau of Justice Statistics is the national repository
for statistical information on crime and the operation of
criminal justice systems at all levels of government. It also
is the source of financial and technical support to State
statistical and operating agencies in all 50 States and the
developer of national information policy on such issues as
data privacy, confidentiality and security, interstate ex-
change of criminal records, and related issues. )

"I'he establishment of the Bureau of Justice Statistics in
December 1979 culminated more than half a century of re-
commendations calling for an independent and objective
national center to provide basic information on crime to
the President, the Congress, the judiciary, State and local
governments, the general public, and the media. The Bureau
was intended to insure (1) the collection of adequate
statistics on crime and the response to crime from Federal
State and local criminal justice agencies, (2) continuous
work to improve the accuracy, completeness, and usefulness
of these agencies’ statistics, (3) assistance in the develop-
ment of adequate State and local statistical systems, (4)
continued attention to policy implications of criminal
justice data collection, utilization, and excharnge, .and (5) the
conduct of surveys, censuses, and special studies in response
to immediate policy issues confronting the Department of
Justice and the Congress. )

National Indicators System Briefing. A major activity
undertaken by the Bureau of Justice Statistics during fiscal
year 1981 was its participation in the Natiopal Indicators
System of the White House Office of Planning and Evalua-
tion. The National Indicators System is designed to inform
the President, the Vice-President, and the White House staff
of social, demographic, and economic trends associated
with a wide range of important domestic issues. In July
1981, the Bureau of Justice Statistics was assignt_ad lead
agency responsibility for the preparation of a briefing on
violent crime in the United States. Bureau staff, in con-
sultation with representatives of the Federal Bureau of
Investigation and other agencies of the Department pf
Justice, developed the briefing material that was delivered
to the President in September 1981. The briefing has also
served as the basis for subsequent briefings for Department
of Justice officiais, including the Attorney General, and for
congressional committees and staff. The briefing mategals
are available to criminal justice practitioners, key public
interest groups, the academic community, and other
interested parties.

Bulletins. Another major activity during 1981 was thp
initiation of the Bureau’s bulletin series. The objective is to
make available on a regular basis statistical information on
selected topics concerning crime and the administration of
justice. The bulletins are prepared in nontechnical language
and are intended for a broad audience. )

During the year eight bulletins were published, beginning
with “Measuring Crime” in February 1981. Subsequent
issues include “The Prevalence of Crime” (March 1981),
“Prisoners in 19807 (May 1981), “Capital Punishment 1980~
(July 1981), “Prisoners at Midyear 1981” (September 1981),
“Veterans in Prison™ (October 1981), “Victims of Crime”
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(November 1981), and “Crime and The Elderly” (December
1981).

National Crime Survey. The Bureau’s most important
statistical series is the National Crime Survey, which is the
Nation’s only regular crime rate measurement that collects
data through national household surveys similar to the
manner in which basic labor force statistics are gathered.

The data for developing survey statistics are provided to
the Bureau of Justice Statistics by the U.S. Bureau of the
Census from interviews in 60,000 households in which
persons 12 years of age and older are asked if they were a
crime victim during the preceding six months. The survey
measures the amount of rape, robbery, assault, personal'
larceny, household burglary and larceny, and motor v?hlcle
theft within the U.S. population. It also provides detailed
information about the characteristics of the victims, the
victim-offender relationships, and the criminal incident,
including the extent of any loss or injury and whether or
not the offense was reported to law enforcement officials.

In March 1981, the Bureau released findings on a new
indicator developed from survey data on the prevalence of
crime. The indicator measures the proportion of households
touched by crime in an attempt to answer the question
“What proportion of the American people is affected by
crime?” During 1980 more than 24 million households—
almost a third of the households in the Nation—were
touck: " by crime. A similar proportion of households has
been victimized by crime in each of the five years from 1976
through 1980 for which the measure has been calculated.

The Bureau has almost prepared a report on “Violent
Crime in the United States” (report number 4) as a part of
the National Indicators System. A report of the full findings
is being released to the public.

Two reports on the impact of crime on the elderly have
been prepared. They present findings from both the city
surveys and the national sarm:ple on the extent to which the
elderly are victimized (when compared with other age
groups), the crimes to which they are particularly suscep-
tible, and the consequences of this victimization,

The Bureau has developed estimates on the costs of
crime in the United States. It has estimated that criminal
victimization resulted in direct costs to the victim of $8.8
million during 1979.

Information from the National Crime Survey continues
to affect criminal justice legislation at the Federal, State,
and local levels in such matters as crime against the elderly,

rape, stranger-to-stranger street crime, and costs of pro-
grams to compensate victims. The survey is the only source
of information about the detailed characteristics of the
victims of crime throughout the Nation. Thus, it gives
legislators as well as the general public a view of which
people in the population are disproportionately victimized
as well as the impact of such criminal victimization on their
lives.

Work is currently under way to redesign the National
Crime Survey. It incorporates advances in the knowledge of
victimization methodology that have occurred since the
program began in 1972, The redesign will broaden the sur-

vey’s scope to further increase its usefulness.

Dissemination of General Justice Statistics. During the
year the Bureau published the eighth annual edition of the
“Sourcebook of Criminal Justice Statistics.” It presents data
from about 100 separate sources in an easy-to-use single
volume and has proved to be extremely popular.

The National Criminal Justice Data Archive operated by
the Inter-University Consortium for Political and Social
Research at the University of Michigan expanded its
activities in support of criminal justice analysis. It has
continued to acquire and disseminate data files for second-
ary analysis. The holdings now include more than 50 data
sets,

The archives has begun to disseminate microfilmed
tabulations of National Crime Survey data prepared by the
U.S. Bureau of the Census for those data users lacking
access to computing-facilities.

Twenty-one new statistical reports were published during
the year. A total of 410,000 copies of those and previous
years’ reports were disseminated upon request to criminal
justice practitioners and the general public. Approximately
2,000 requests for statistical information and assistance
were received. '

Courts Statistics. The Bureau continued to support the
National Center for State Courts National Court Statistics
Praject during fiscal year 1981. The project is designed to
reestablish the Census Bureau’s court caseload series, which
was discontinuved in 1946.

The initial project products were two reports intended to
improve the quality of data available through State court
administrators’ offices. The first of these the “State Court
Model Statistical Dictionary,” presents definitions and
reporting instructions for major caseload categories. The
“State Court Model Annual Report” sets forth a recom-
mended caseload classification scheme and a data presenta-
tion format for annual reports of State court administra-
tions. Using the reporiing models recommended in these
documents, the projeci staff has compiled State court
annual reports for 1975 and 1976. These constitute the
only source of statistics on State court caseload.

During the year the project staff completed compiling
1977 State court data and field-tested the model annual
report format in one State. It also prepared for publication
“State Court Organization, 1980” which contains data on
State court organization and management. The project also

--provides continuing technical assistance to State court

administrators in statistical matters. :

Federal Statistics. During the year the Bureau initiated a
major pregram in keeping with legislative requirements that
it serve as a primary resource for information concerning
the overall operation of the Federal justice system. Initial
efforts were directed toward the in-house preparation of a
comprehensive strategy outlining the steps to be taken
toward a regularized program of Federal data acquisition,
analysis, and dissemination. The Bureau also supported a
major cooperative agreement designed to identify existing
sources of data, evaluate data comparability, and propose
feasible technical procedures for accessing and analyzing
Federal crime data and the movement of offenders through
the Federal justice system.

Under the Federal Statistics Program, the Bureau also
has identified and addressed special issues of particular

concern to Federal practitioners and policymakers. During
the past year major efforts were conducted in the areas of
high technology and computer crime as well as government
program fraud.

Under the computer crime project, two major documents
concerning the operational aspects of computer crime in-
vestigation and prosecution were published. In addition,
preliminary reports were prepared in connection with
projects examining the feasibility of data collection in the
area of electronic funds transfer crime and the estimation
of fraud in government programs. ‘

Correctional Statistics Program. The Correctional
Statistics Program, through a national series of sample
surveys and censuses, provides objective statistical informa-
tion in the areas of parole, probation, and corrections. Its
four comporents are: the National Prisoner Statistics Pro-
gram, Special Studies in Correctional Statistics, Uniform
Parole Reports, and the National Probation Reports Study.

The National Prisoner Statistics Program provides data
on prison population, prisoner characteristics, and persons
under death sentences. These statistics are published
annually in “Prisoners in State and Federal Institutions™
and “Capital Punishment.” In keeping with the intent of the
bulletin series to provide timely information on crime and
Justice statistics, three bulletins utilizing data from the
National Prisoner Statistics Program were published during
1981, “Prisoners in 1980,” “Capital Punishment 1980,” and
“Prisoners at Midyear 1981.” This last bulletin marks the
inauguration of the quarterly collection of prison popula-
tion data.

Special studies in correctional statistics focus on informa-
tion that is not available from regular administrative
sources. The special report, “Parole of Jail Inmates,” was
published based on the sociodemographic findings from the
1978 Survey of Inmates of Local Jails. Plans also have
been made for the annual collection of statistics on the
Nation’s jail population by means of a sample survey with
data collection to begin in June 1982. The 1979 National
Survey of State Prison Inmates and National Census of
State Correctional Facilities has resulted in the formulation
of a female offender monograph and a report on State
correction population and facilities, both to be published
during 1982. Data from the national survey have also been
used in the preparation of the “Veterans in Prison” bulletin
to be released in early 1982,

The Uniform Parole Reports Program is a system for
gathering, analyzing, and disseminating.data on the
characteristics of parolees, the size of that population,
the number of parole agencies, and caseload size. These
statistics are published annually in-*Parole in the United
States.” Statistics are also kept on those successful on
parole and those who recidivate within the threc-year period
following their release. The data are published annually in
“Characteristics of the Parole Population.”

The National Probation Reports Program explores ways
of collecting probation statistics comparable to those for
prisoners and parolees. During the year “Probation in the
United States: 1979 was published. This was the first
national report about population and workload statistics
for adult probation. The Bureau plans to continue this
series on aggregate probation data.

Privacy, Confidentiality, and Information Policy. In-
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creased efforts have been made to enhance the Bureau’s role
in the area of data confidentiality and information policy.
Accordingly, during the past year numerotus projects were
undertaken concerning the legislative mandate that the
Bureau ensure both the confidentiality of statistics and
research data and the privacy and security of criminal
history information.

One project is identifying substantive and operational
relationships between the legislative requirements and other
Federal and State requirements and appraising the effect of
these requirements on the quality, utility, and confidentiality
of data. Another project is analyzing the various techniques
employed in maintaining confidentiality and security
standards in operational research computer centers. The
objective of this latter project is to identify cost-effective
techniques that can be used by researchers to protect
identifiable data maintained by computer.

Efforts were also undertaken to help State and local
agencies comply with the Bureau’s regulations on the
privacy and security of criminal history information.
Several documents were released that reviewed recent
legislation on privacy, security, and confidentiality that
discussed relevant issues.

State Statistical Support Programs. The Congress has
directed the Bureau to “give primary emphasis to problems
of State and local justice systems” and *“utilize.to the maxi-
mum extent feasible State government organizations and
facilities responsible for the collection and analysis of
criminal justice data and statistics.” The Bureau has
responded by building on major findings and assistance
efforts previously undertaken, by expanding the analytic
capabilities of the State, by encouraging cooperation
among the States in addressing common problems, and by
enhancing the ability of the State to provide the Bureau
with data for national compilations. '

Through the Bureau’s suppu.., statistical analysis centers
for criminal justice data have been established in approxi-
mately 40 States. They provide statistical information
services and policy guidance to the Governors, executive
branch agencies, legislators, the judiciary, the press, and
the public. In addition, they play a vital role in collecting
and submitting data to the Bureau of Justice Statistics.

In many States, the statistical analysis center has been
made a part of the State government by legislation or
executive order.

During the year 12 grants and cooperative agreements
were awarded for continuing the operation of State sta-
tistical analysis centers. In addition, the Bureau entered into
cooperative agreements with a number of statistical analysis
centers for the performance of specific tasks in accordance
with programs developed by the Bureau, including estab-

lishing and maintaining a clearinghouse for criminal justice
information. It also will be.a means for the Bureau of Jus-
tice Statistics and State criminal justice agencies to investi-
gate issues in criminal justice and develop methods and
techniques for analyzing them. It will present and analyze
data on the processing and dispositions of felony arrestees.
These data, which are derived from OBTS (offender-based
transaction statistics) systems that the States have developed
with the Bureau's assistance, will subsequently be aggre-
gated to provide the first multi-State statistics on the
processing of offenders after arrest.

The Bureau also supports the operation of State uniform
crime reporting agencies in 44 States to facilitate the sub-
mission and improve the validity and reliability of arrest
and clearance data submitted by local police agencies to the
Federal Bureau of Investigation. During the past year
grants were awarded to four States for the completion of
their systems.

Major support for State and local agencies was provided
in the design, development, and transfer of computer-based
automated information systems. Ongoing projects were
continued and technical help was provided for installation
of the Prosecutor’s Management Information System .
(PROMIS). Information derived from PROMIS is being
used for the multijurisdictional analysis of judicial
activities.

The development of criminal jllstice information systems
included AMICUS (Attorney Management Information and
Cardfile User Supports), a management information system
for local public defender offices, and four law enforcement
information systems programs. These latter systems provide
standardized automated record-keeping and analytic capa-
bility for law enforcement purposes. in addition to allowing
improved retrieval, utilization, and analysis of data by the
user agencies, these systems are potential sources of data
for the Bureau.

Thirty-three States are participating in the development
of OBSCIS (Offender-Based State Correctional Information
System), designed to meet the operational and management
needs of State correctional departments and to provide data
for correctional statistics programs. Twenty-eight States
have achieved a basic operational capability. All of the
systems should be fully implemented within the next year.
Prototype information systems were implemented in
selected States to support jail management and the manage-
ment, operation, and statistical reporting of State prison
industries. Analytic methods and techniques have been
developed and are being provided to State correctional
departments for use in forecasting prison population,
statistical reporting, and the improved use of existing data
bases.

- Office of Juvenile Justice
and Delinquency Prevention

) The Office of Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Preven-
tion deyelops and implements programs to prevent and
_reduc;: Juvenile delinquency. It designs new ways to divert
juveniles f{om the traditional juvenile justice system and to
provide critically needed alternatives to institutionalization,
It helps State and local governments and public and private
agencies conduct effective juvenile justice and delinquency
prevention and rehabilitation programs and offers research
evaluation, and training services in juvenile delinquency '
prevention. The Office also coordinates policy for all
Fede.ral juvenile delinquency related programs.

W}thin the Office there is a research, standards, training
and information branch—the National Institute for Juvenile
Justice and Delinquency Prevention. The Office also ad-
ministers a special emphasis discretionary grant program
through which it develops and implements national scope
Juvenile justice and delinquency prevention demonstration
programs. Finally, the Office provides formula grants
directly to the States and territories.

Formula-Grant Program

Sections 223(A)(12) through (15) of the Juvenile Justice
and De}inquency Prevention Act contain the major de-
Institutionalization, separation, jail removal, and monitoring
clauses of the statute. The status of State implementation of
thc;:sef clauses is as follows: )

ifty-one States and territories currently participate in
the.JJDP Act. The six States that are cur)r’elx)]tly ngt partici-
pating are Hawaii, Nevada, North Dakota, Oklahoma
South Dakota, and Wyoming, ’

December 31 of each year has been established as the
date Stgtes must submit their annual monitoring reports.
Accgr.dmg to the most recently submitted reports, all States
participating in the formela grant program have made
progress in deinstitutionalizing status offenders. The follow-
ing 49 States have evidenced at least a 75 percent reduction
in the numbers of status offenders and nonoffenders held in
detention since their participation in the Act:

Alabama Ohio
Alaska Oregon
Arizona Florida
Arkansas Georgia
California Idaho
Colorado 1llinois
Connecticut Indiana
Delaware Iowa
Dist. of Columbia Kansas
Missouri Kentucky
Montana Louisiana
New Hampshire Maine
New Jersey Maryland
New Mexico Massachusetts
New York Michigan
North Carolina Minnesota

Mississippi
Pennsylvania
Rhode Island
South Carolina
Tennessee
Texas

Utah

Vermont
Virginia

Washington
Wisconsin
Puerto Rico
Amierican Samoa
Guam

Trust Territories
Virgin Islands
No. Marianas

'Of thes_e States, 24 have been found to be in full com-
pliance with the'Act’s status offender deinstitutionalization

provision.

The nationwide baseline data for the number of status
offenders and nonoffenders held in secure detention and
correctional facilities was determined to be 1 98,795. This
ﬁgur.e was calculated from the baseline information
provided in the 1979 monitoring reports. With approxi-
mately 35,039 being currently held, the number of status
offenders and nonoffenders held in secure facilities over the

nonoffenders securely held

under age 18 years old.

 past five years has been reduced by 83.4 percent. This
computes to a national ratio of 57.9 status offenders and
per 100,000 juvenile population

The t.'ollo_wing.46 States have demonstrated progress in
separating juveniles from adults in jails, detention facilities,
and correctional facilities:

labama
Alaska
Arizona
Arkansas
Colorado
Connecticut
Delaware .
Dist. of Columbia
Montana
New Hampshire
New Jersey
New Mexico
New York
North Carolina
North Dakota
Oregon
Florida
Georgia
Idaho
Illinois
Indiana
lIowa
Kansas

Kentucky
Louisiana
Maryland -
Massachusetts
Michigan
Minnesota
Mississippi
Missouri
Pennsylvania
Rhode Island
South Carolina
South Dakota
Texas

Utah

Vermont
Virginia
Washington
West Virginia
Wisconsin
Puerto Rico
American Samoa
Guam

Virgin Islands

.Of these States, 19 have demonstrated full compliance
with the Act’s separation provision.

During fiscal year 1981 the number of juveniles held in
regular contact with adults was reduced from 58,058 to
39,041. This is a comparison of those held in regular con-
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enorted in the State 1979 monitoring report versus

:i:t la9SSB feport. This shows a 32.8 percent reduction during
ar. _

th(:'l{,lz;StCZigress, in its 1980 reautho'r:lzatiop of the JJDP
Act, provided for the removal of all juveniles from'a.dult
jails and lock-ups within a five-year pe.no'd. In addmon,f
however, the Congress required that within 18 months o p
the Act’s reauthorization a report be completed by OJJ Dk
outlining the potential impact of the .removal f:ffort. Wgr
is currently under way to collect tpt? mformatnqn needed to
assess the costs and potential ramifications yvhlch may
result from the removal requirement. Additionally, an
analysis will be conducted to determine whether such a ,
requirement would lead to an expansion of the residentia
capacity of secure detention facilities and secure correc-
tional facilities for juveniles. Current estimates 1pd1cate
that more than 479,000 children are being held in 8,833
adult jails and lock-ups each year.

" 1n addition to providing for projects that have accom-

plished the above goals, formula funds were used to fund

a number of other worthwhile projects consistent with

the formula grant mandates. These programs generally con-

cern serious and violent juvenile offenders, altern?tg\rlles
suvenile justice system, delinquency prevention,

gglrt)}:gg'cments gn the ju¥/enile justice system, and the training

of State or local personnel. : -

Technical Assistance

- The Juvenile Justice Technical Assistance Program

is designed to make available the knowledge of juvenile
justice and management experts for the guccessful develop-
ment and implementation of juvenile delinquency programs.
Needs are submitted to the Office from sources nationwide.
Regular six-month cycles have been established fqr technical
assistance planning and delivery. Each cycle consists of
needs assessment, workplan development, delivery, docu-
mentation and follow-up, if necessary. ] )

During 1981 more than 700 specific technical assistance
requests were responded to by OJJDP contractors, whol
were selected by competition in accorc}ance with Federa
laws and regulations. Each contractors statement of work
sets out a specific Office goal in which the contractor con-
centrates its efforts.

Assistance is provided it @ number of ways, for ex-
ample, on-site consultation, workshops, distribution of )
materials, or telephone assistance. One of the most effective
methods of providing information, however, is through the
development of resource documents. During !981 the follow-
ing documents were produced for dissemination by the con-
tractors: ) _

“Programs for Serious and Violent Juvenile

Offenders™ )

"De'l[ifnquency Prevention: Theories and Strategies,

2nd Edition”
“Improving the Quality of You’th Work: Strategy
-for Delinquency Prevention” )
“Delinquency Prevention: Selective Orgqn.zza;
tional Change in the Schools, 2n§1 Edition
“4 Guide for Delinquency Prevention Programm-
ing Through Selective Change in School Organiza-

tions”
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“4 Guide for Delinquency Prevention Based on
Educational Activities”
“Improving the Quality of Youth quk ':S‘{rategy Sor
Delinquency Prevention, 2nd Edition
“Forum on Deinstitutionalization: Selected Reac'i'-
ings on Children in Adult Jails an'a' Lock-ups
“Prohibiting Secure Juvenile Detention: Assessing
the Effectiveness of National Standards Detention
Criteria” ] )
“ An Assessment of the National Incidence of Juvenile
Suicide in Adult Jails” .
“Lock-ups and Juvenile Detention __
“Removing Children from Adult Jails: A Guide
to Action” ) )
“The Unjailing of Juveniles in AmericalIt'’s Your
Move” .
«National Assessment of Compliance Monitoring
Practices for the Juvenile Justice and Delinquency
Prevention Act” v )
«Juvenile Justice Restitution Working Papers
Volumes 1-5)” )
"A( Policy and Procedures Manual for the Violent
Juvenile Offender Sites” B
“Preliminary Training Manuals for Project Ne»ﬁ
Pride and Replication of Project New Pride.

Research and Program
Development

ant to the provisions of the Juvenile .!ustice and
Dgil;gﬁency Prevelr)ltion Act of 1974, the Nat{onal Instltu‘ie
for Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prt_eventxon.(NIJJ D ')
is the research, training, standards, and information arm
of the Office. Its research and evaluations are deglgned to
provide the basis for juvenile justice an‘(ji a:.lte%rnatlve ysii'lsgtem

m development and to generate data for carryil

gfi(:gtr}?e other mgndated functions of NIJJDP, which mcludg
training, program development, standz_lrds development, an
informat, on dissemination. These services are provided
to juvenils fustice practitioners at the State and local levels.

Section 243 of the Act authorizes the Institute to con-
duct and cui-rdinate research an.d evaluation into any aspect
of juvenile d.linquency, to ?rowd; f01.r prog‘r!a;‘r:t igivzl:dp-

t. and to conduct specific studies in pre
?rlcg:tr,nent. Several provisions added by the _1980 Amendments
to the Act suggest a program focus on serxous.and violent
offenders, with particular atteqtion on sentencing, pro-
viding resources necessary for informed dispositions, and
rehabilitation.

NIJIDP’s research and development process has been
designed to follow a logical, evolutionary pgth. This
involves research leading to problem definition and to the
identification of intervention program strategies, prog'ran?
development and implementation;.testing aqd evalua}xon,
training; and the dissenllinat_ion of program information

and local application.
fo{l'igt:;eeneml areas ggdressed by NIJJDP’s 'research and
development effort include delinquent behavior and pre-
vention, the juvenile justice system, apd alternative programs.
A significant emphasis in each area is on work concerning
serious and violent offenders.

NIJJDP is only about six years old. Its responsibilities
include longitudinal research and program evaluations,
each of which often requires three or more years to complete.
Thus, the Institute’s work and accomplishments must be
viewed from a developmental perspective. Its activities
(knowledge development and application) are best characteriz-
ed as incremental, continuous, and cumulative.

The first three to four years were devoted to develop-
ing a general picture of juvenile delinquency in the United
States. This involved the collection and analysis of national
self-reported data, victimization data, arrest statistics,
juvenile court processing data and statistics on the number of
juveniles in various types of facilities. These efforts established
the first reliable national estimates of the magnitude of the
delinquency problem and baseline data for monitoring trends
in the volume and patterns of delinquency in the United States.

The second major thrust of the Institute’s first few years
was to identify the parameters and significant issues in
delinquent behavior and prevention, the juvenile justice
system, and alternatives to the juvenile justice system.

This was accomplished through nationwide assessments of
existing research and programs. The assessments established
the state-of-the art on such topics as prevention, diversion,
serious juvenile crime, juvenile court structure and operations,
and alternatives to incarceration. They served to organize
information and provide direction for more intensive

studies of the causes of delinquency, the policies and practices
of the juvenile justice system, and the operation and
effectiveness of various alternatives to the system.

The knowledge developed to date is increasingly applied
to program development, testing, and evaluation; staridards
development; and the training of personnel in juvenile
justice.

A part of NIJJDP’s research has assessed the extent and
nature of delinquency in the United States. This has in-
cluded national sample studies of self-reported delinquency
and drug use; analyses of victimization data; analyses of
official police, court, and correc¢iions data; cohort and
other longitudinal research (local samples) pertaining to the
frequency, patterns, and trends of delinquent behavior; and
a national assessment of juvenile gang activity. Such research
has dealt with offender and offense characteristics, with the
magnitude of violent and serious juvenile crime as compared
to less serious delinquency, and with the measurement of
relationships between juvenile and adult criminal careers.

The direction of overall findings suggests that there has
not been a measurable increase in delinquency during the last
five years. However, the extent of the delinquency problem
must be considered unacceptable, as juvenile arrests make
up almost 40 percent of all arrests for serious property and
violent offenses. Also, while violent juvenile crime constitutes
a relatively small percentage of all juvenile offenses, such
crime poses a substantial threat to public safety and incurs
social and economic costs that are proportionately greater
than its prevalence in the total crime picture.

Besides studies of the extent of delinquency, NIJJDP
research has also addressed the juvenile justice system'’s
processing of juvenile offenders. Results indicate that, in
contrast with past increases, there has been a leveling off

in the volume of cases handled by juvenile courts and a marked
decrease in the detention and incarceration of status offenders
during the last three to five years. A major NIJJDP concern
has involved dispositions ar:d sanctions imposed on juveniles,

Some Institute supported research results qtestion the
effectiveness of secure custody for most javenile offenders,
bath in terms of the high cost and enhanced recidivism
associated with incarceration. While violent and dangerous
offenders certainly require secure custody, there is an in-
dication that even some serious offenders can best be
handled in community-based programs that link correctional
measures with community reintegration efforts. Other
NIJJDP-sponsored research has called into question the
efficacy of adult court handling of serious and violent juvenile
offenders.

A third area of NIJJDP research conceniration is on
alternative programs to the traditional justice system
approaches. Study results show that general diversion pro-
grams are no less effective than regular justice system pro-
cessing. Moreover, preliminary evaluation results show res-
titution programs, including payments to the victim and
public service by the offender, are successful alternatives
to traditional probation or incarceration. They also allow

crime victims to recover an average of 84 percent of their
net losses. ’

Overall, NIJJDP-supported research—particularly an
evaluation of the major correctional reform in Massachusetts
leading to deinstitutionalization of juvenile offenders—has
established the community, not the secure care institution,
as the effective environment for delinquency control. Such
research stresses the importance of the reintegration of
juvenile offenders and the expansion of legitimate oppor-
tunities for youth in the community.,

NIJIDP’s research, in addition to providing the findings
summarized above, has led to the development and improve-
ment of prevention, justice system, and alternative pro-
grams. Its research approach has included both research
and development and evaluation.

A specific example of research utilization in the design-
ing, implementation and testing of program interventions is '
represented by NIJJDP’s work in the area of learning
disabilities and delinquency. This has resulted in a remedia-
tion program for afflicted children and in program information
applicable to agency personnel training, diagnosis, and treat-
ment.

A national evaluation of six NIJJDP-supported law
related education projects has shown them to have a positive
effect on youth behavior and, when implemented properly,
to have a potential for delinquency prevention or reduction
among students enrolled in such courses.

NIJIDP’s work to date suggests that delinquent behavior
can be controlled through a variety of program approaches
when they are based on sound research data and when they
are rigorously tested and refined in accordance with evaluation
results.

FY 1982 Research Plan

During 1982 NIJJDP will focus research and develop-
ment work on the serious and violent juvenile offender.
This includes a continuation of an already established violent
juvenile offender research and development program. Part 1
is designed to implement and test strategies for the treat-
ment and reintegration of violent offenders. Part II will
test promising indigenous community approaches to the pre-
vention of violent and serious delinquency.

NI1JJDP also will continue a major prevention research
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and development program that tests specific interventions
believed to hold promise with families, schools, peers, and
employment in the community.

The Institute also expects to update the current knowl-
edge about the prevalence and trends of violent and serious
delinquency and to support research on the careers of violent
and serious juvenile offenders to improve the predictability
of such behavior.

The Institute also plans to continue its national evalua-
tions of OJJDP-funded demonstration programs, such as the
Replication of Project New ‘Pride for serious offenders,
Alternative Education, Youth Advocacy, Law Related
Education, and Restitution.

Training
During 1981 the training program was concentrated in
three major areas—Law-Related Education, Judges and Court

Personnel, and Alternative Juvenile Justice Programs
Personnel.

. Law-Related Education. Fiscal year 1981 was the end of

Phase I of the OJJDP’ Law-Related Education Program. The
resuits of a national evaluation indicated that the programs
had been implemented in more than 130 communities, had
obtained agreements from 20 law schools for law student
assistance in such classrooms, and had operated 10 geo-
graphically dispersed centers to support it. In-service
teacher training is now widely available. There were four
regional conferences and five workshops on law pertaining to
young persons. o o

During 1981, there were more than 109 training sessions
for more than 3,876 participants. The program was implement-
ed in more than 3,000 classrooms and was institutionalized
in 1,600 classes. About 30 new sites were established in 1981,
and one foreign country (Canada) participated in a Moot
Court at the United Nations as well as a United States high
school. A conservative estimate is that the program reached
about 276,690 people.

Judges and Court Personnel. Judicial training conducted
by the National Council of Juvenile and Family Court Judges
was available to more than eight categories of juvenile justice
personnel. A total of 1,835 participants were trained in_

24 training sessions. Of this number, 313 judges were trained,
168 attorneys, 352 probation officers, 94 law enforcement
personnel, 80 corrections personnel, 575 child care workers,
220 educators, and 33 court-related personnel.

Alternative Juvenile Justice Programs. The NIJJDP’s
1981 alternative juvenile justice training program was con-
ducted by three alternative projects—Project Read, National
Youth Workers Alliance, and the Villages, During 1981
these projects trained more than 995 participants at 15
training sessions and 13 conferences, seminars, or work-
shops. Of the participants trained, 175 were teachers, 300
students, 515 juvenile justice personnel, three judges, and
two lawyers. The training covered such vital aréas as literacy,
group homes, residential treatment, shelter care, runaway
facilities, counseling, diversion, youth employment, pro-
gram management, youth participation, substance apusq pre-
vention and treatment, advocacy, and service coordination.
More than 31 States and 63 communities were served.
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Summary of Training Activities. More than 6,800 partici-
pants were trained at 148 training sessions, 162 awareness
sessions, and 69 seminars, conferences, or workshops. All
States, three territories, and two foreign countries were served.

Information Dissemination

The Juvenile Justice Clearinghouse operated at the
National Criminal Justice Reference Service performed
most of the distribution functions of NIJJDP. As of Septem-
ber 1981 the requests to the Clearinghouse accounted for 18
percent of all reference requests received by the Reference
Service. There were 3,341 requests. Of this total 913, or 27
percent, were received via the toll-free users’ telephone
number,

The Clearinghouse also provided information support
services to 19 conferences. Since the award of the contract
in July 1979, approximately 289,406 documents have been
distributed by the Clearinghouse. Of these documents, 196,350
were NIJJDP documents (68 percent). During fiscal year
1981 approximately 54,642 documents were distributed; of
that total 50,825 (93 percent} were N1JJDP documents..ln
addition to performing distribution functions, the Clearing-
house assisted NIJJDP in printing and publishing new
documents. During 1981, three major issues documents, four
assessment center reports, and four monegraphs were printed.

Reports published during 1981 include:
® Reporis of the National Juvenile Justice Assess-
ment Centers:

Implementation Issues.

Juvenile Delinquency Prevention: A
Compendium of 36 Program Models.

Juvenile Delinquency Prevention Experi-
ments: A Review and Analysis.

A Preliminary National Assessment of the
Numbers and Characteristics of Juveniles
Processed in the Juvenile Justice System.

© Analyses of National Crime Victimization Survey
Data to Study Serious Delinquent Behavior:

Monograph One—Juvenile Criminal Be-
havior in the United States: Its Trends and
Patterns.

Monograph Two—Juvenile Criminal Be-
havior: An Analysis of Rates and Victim
Characteristics.

Monograph Three—Juvenile Criminal Be-
havior in Urban, Suburban, and Rural
Areas.

Monograph Four—Juvenile Criminal Be-
havior and Its Relation to Economic
Conditions.

© Major Issues in Juvenile Justice Information
and Training: Services to Children in Juvenile
Courts, The Judicial-Executive Controversy.

® Report of NIJJIDP, Fiscal Year 1980.

¢ The Use of Secure Detention for Juveniles and
Alternatives to Its Use—National Study of
Juvenile Detention.

® Reports of the National Juvenile Justice Assess-
ment Centers:

An Assessment of Evaluations of Drug
Abuse Prevention Programs.

A Comparison of Involvement in Delinquent
Behavior and Status Offenses.

A National Assessment of Case Disposition
and Classifications in the Juvenile Justice
System: Inconsistent Labeling.

Val. I': Process Description and~
Summary

Vol. II: Results of a Literature Search.

Vol. III: Results of a Survey. )

A National Assessment of Serious Juvenile
Crime and the Juvenile Justice System:
The Need for a Rational Response.

Vol. I: Summary

Vol. II: Definition, Characteristics of
Incidents and Individuals, and
Relationships to Substance Abuse.

Vol. III: Legislation, Jurisdiction, Pro-
gram Interventions, and Con-
fidentiality of Juvenile Records.

Vol. IV: Economic Impact.

® A Preliminary National Assessment of Child
Abuse and Neglect and the Juvenile Justice
System: Role Conflicts, Constraints, and In-
Jormation Gaps.

® A Typology of Caused - Focused Strategies of
Delinquency Prevention. ‘

Information Synthesis

The NIJJDP Assessment Center Program generated a
total of 16 reports. Nine reports concerned serious, violent
crime. During the course of the publication review process
a total of 21 Assessment Center reports have been screened

by NLJJDP staff. Additionally, five Assessment. Center

reports have bee {_:-warded to NCJRS for publication, and to
date 35 Assessuient Center reports have been determined to
be inappropriate for broad dissemination but are available
through NCJRS on microfiche, interlibrary loan, and/ or
the NCJRS Reading Room.

A total of 24 applications were reccived for the Ex-
emplary Projects Program. One application was selected
for a screening and one selected for validation. Currently,

five applications are pending final evaluation.

Information Systems and Data
Collection

The Juvenile Information System and Records Access
Project is operated by the National Council for Juvenile
and Family Court Judges. During 1981 a merger of the system
and the Child and Youth-Centered Information System was
begun. This was a result of the need for cooperation between
juvenile justice and child welfare agencies, and from all

indications it will enhance the applicability of both systems.

A newsletter entitled “Projections” was initiated during the
year, and the first issue was released in June.

System transfers were completed in Middlesex County,
New Jersey, and Las Vegas. Currently, the Las Vegas system
is undergoing a test. In addition, both the Rhode Island and
District of Columbia systems were modified, and a con-
ceptual design for the “Post-Dispositional Module” for the

JISRA system was developed. There were a total of three

feasibility studies performed, an additional three feasibility
studies negotiated and scheduled, and two system demonstra-
tions performed for Cook County and San Bernardino
County. '

The National Uniform Juvenile Justice Reporting System
is the only national reporting system on juvenile eourt
handling of juveniles. The project is operated by the-National
Center for Juvenile Justice. Formerly known as the Juvenile
Court Statistical Reporting System (when sponsored by the
Department of Health, Education, and Welfare), this system
has been greatly improved. It now contains a wide range of in-
formation on over one-half of all cases handled each year
by juvenile courts. This data archive permits a variety of’
special analyses such as one recently published on serious
and violent juvenile offenders entitled “The Serious Juvenile
Offender: Scope of the Problem and the Response of Juvenile
Courts.”

Under a grant to the University of Chicago, data collec-
tion for the National Surveys of Programs and Agencies
Providing Residential and Nonresidential Services to Children
and Youth with Special Problems began in September 1981.

Approximately 6,000 residential and 2,000 nonresidential
(out of approximately 10,000 eligible) programs were identifi-
ed for study. This research is a replication and expansion of a
landmark study conducted 15 years ago and promises to
provide the most comprehensive information on programs
for youth who come into contact with the juvenile justice,
mental health, and child welfare systems.

Analysis of the data from the 1977 and 1979 Children
in Custody census of public and private juvenile deten-
tion and correctional programs was completed by the Census
Bureau. The final report will be published in 1982.

Standards

During 1981 the Standards Program concentrated on
standards development and dissemination, program develop-
ment and planning, and research (legal and social science)
concerning standards implementation.

The year marked the end of a decade of work concerning
the development of juvenile justice standards. With the
completion of the final revisions of the Institute of Judicial
Administration/ American Bar Association Juvenile Justice
Standards, 23 volumes of standards and a summary volume
have been published.

In all, four majer national standards-setting bodies
have developed a total of 31 volumes dealing with virtually
every aspect of the administration of juvenile justice. Recogniz-
ing the potential confusion in the fieid-and the difficulty of
working with this amount of material, NIJJDP sought to
provide a framework for the review and adoption of standards
by developing “A Comparative Analysis of Juvenile Justice
Standards and the JJDP Act.” This analysis concluded that
the four sets of standards reflect a substantial agreement
with the major policies of the JJDP Act even though particular
approaches may vary. .

Other efforts to make the standards more readily avail-
able were undertaken by the Juvenile Justice Clearinghouse
through the development of bibliographies and information
packages. During the last year more than 12,000 copies of
the standards developed pursuant to Section 247 of the JJDP
Act, “Standards for the Administration of Juvenile Justice,”
were distributed nationwide.
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In late 1981 N1JJDP sponsored a series of three symposia
on the Judicial, Administrative, and Legislative Uses of
Juvenile Justice Standards. They were attended by approxi-
mately 90 judges, court administrators, attorneys, correc-
tional administrators, law enforcement officers, and legislators
from the six New England States.

Special Emphasis Program

The current status of the Special Emphasis Program is
such that three major program efforts were to be largely
completed with 1982 funds. These were not slated to receive
fiscal year 1983 funding. These three programs, along with
programs completed in prior years, have covered most of
the Special Emphasis Program categories authorized by
Section 224(a) (12) of the Act.

The 1980 Amendments to the Act provide an impetus to
programs for youths who commit serious and violent crimes.
The status of each program area is described below.

Violent Juvenile Offender Projects. The Violent Juvenile
Offender Program is a two-part program. Part I is a Treat-
ment and Reintegration Program. Part II is Prevention of
Violent Juvenile Crime.

For both the Office has funded a National Coordinator
to survey existing approaches, develop a request for pro-
posals, and manage selected contracts. The Part I Cooperative
Agreement for $3,911,998 went to the National Council on
Crime and Delinquency on September 30, 1980. The Part I
contract was awarded to the Small Business Administration
on September 30, 1980, and to L. Miranda and Associates
(an 8-A Firm) on October 6, 1980. The contract was for
$400,000. This contract was supplemented with $2,500,000 for
site awards on September 30, 1981.

For Part I, approximately 17 sites were visited by
staff in early 1981. A guideline and background paper were
developed and released on March 13, 1981. Fifteen applica-
tions were received. From these nine were selected to submit
final applications. A bidder’s conference was held in Kansas
City, Missouri, on June 16 and 17, 1981, to clarify program
requirements. Final applications were submitted on July 24,
1981, and the final selection of five sites were made and
approved in 1981. These five sites are Phoenix, Denver,
Memphis, Newark, and Boston.

For Part 11, 31 projects were surveyed October 1980
through January 1981. A request for proposals and back-
ground paper have been developed and approved.

Youth Advocacy Projects. From April through September
1980, 22 Youth Advocacy grants were awarded throughout
the United States. Grants totaled $13,945,936.

The Youth Advocacy grantees are located in 18 States
throughout the country. The grantees have emphasized making
the statutes, regulations, policies, and practices of the juvenile
justice system, the education system, and the social services
system more supportive of the needs of youth and their
families and more accountable in expenditure of public and
private funds allocated for youth services.

The grantees represent many different types of organiza-
tions, including the North Carolina Governor’s Advocacy
Council on Children and Youth, which operates under the
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auspices of the Governor's Office; the Parent’s Union for
Public Schools in Philadelphia, an independent citywide
parents organization; and the Wisconsin Youth Policy and
Law Center, a statewide private, nonprofit organization.
In accordance with program guideline requirements, all

' grantees provided letters demonstrating civic and community
" support for their Youth Advocacy grants.

The 22 Youth Advocacy projects specified 1,338 activities
to be implemented in pursuit of their subobjectives. Some
of their educational activities include newsletters, conferences,
educational materials, and training. Statute revision activities
include drafting legislation, monitoring the legislature,
and, at the request of legislators, providing expert testimony
at committee hearings. Administrative negotiations are
being conducted with judges, social service system admin-
istrators, and school personnel.

The grant period for this program is three years with
awards made in increments of 24 months and 12 months. All22
grantees are currently in their second grant year. They are
eligible to receive third year funding during April through
September of 1982. Third year continuation awards are com-
petitive and contingent upon satisfactory grantee per-
formance in achieving stated objectives in the previous
program year(s), availability of funds, and compliance with
the terms and conditions of the grants.

0JJDP monitoring and the evaluation data from the
American Institute for Research indicate that the advocacy
grantees have succeeded in starting most of the activities
called for by their projects.

Alternative Education Projects. The major objective
of the Alternative Education Program is to prevent juvenile
delinquency through the development and implementation
of projects designed to keep students in schools, prevent
unwarranted and arbitrary suspensions and expulsions, and
reduce dropout, psuhout, and truancy rates.

This program was funded in late 1980. A total of
$11,544,347 has been allocated to 18 projects located in
ten States, Puerto Rico, and the Virgin Islands. The eighteenth
project was funded in September 1981. Seventeen of the
projects funded have been in operation for a year and are
now in their second year of operation. This includes 94 sites
which are mostly school-based. Programmatically, most of the
projects met their goals and objectives in a satisfactory
manner during their first year of operation and have gotten
off to a good start in the second year. It is anticipated that
all of the Alternative Education projects will apply for third-
year funding and that 10 will probably meet performance
criteria at a sufficiently high level to be funded.

Additional facts of interest on these projects are as
follows:

e An estimated 10,000 students have successfully participat-
ed in various project-related activities.

e Eighty-five percent of the projects have initiated some
level of systems change within the structures they are working
with, which are for the most part public school systems. These
changes range from simply getting students, parents, teachers,
and school officials talking and recognizing each other for the
first time to an entire school district adopting an alternative
technique to expulsions and suspensions and making these
techniques school district policy.

o At least 1,000 teachers and school officials have received
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training in techniques that will help them to better serve
targeted students. .

POLARIS Research and Development was awarded a
contract in August 1981 to provide technical assistance
to the Alternative Education projects.

John Hopkins University, in conjunction with the
Social Action Research Center, is conducting an independent
evaluation of the Alternative Education Program.

New Pride Projects. The New Pride projects moved into
their second year of operation during 1981. Three of the 10
projects experienced major problems and were terminated
during 1981. They were in East Los Angeles, Boston, and
Washington, D.C.

The other seven projects were on target. As of November
30, }9§l, New Pride projects had served 661 youth. A
prehmn}ary report indicates the projects are meeting target
population requirements. The average New Pride client
has 7.8 prior offenses, 4.6 of them sustained by the time of
admission to the project. Other important preliminary
report findings include the following:

e The average monthly percentage of clients committing
offenses dropped 2.5 times after admission to New Pride,
a_nd the average number of offenses per month dropped 3.7
times.

® The average percent of unexcused abserces from school
dropped from 58 percent before the program to 36 percent
during the program, or by more than a third.

e Two-thirds of the New Pride clients had totally dropped
out of school by the time they entered the program.

® With 72 clients post-tested on the Key Math, the
average gain for wite clients was 5.46 points, for black clients

it was 12.5 poinis, and for Hispanic clients it was 12.6 points.
All gain score differences were highly significant statistical-
ly from pretests to post-tests.

All program components are in place. However, there is
a need to strengthen the employment and volunteer com-
ponents of many of the projects during the third year. Many
of the projects have begun small business ventures. For
example, New Jersey has begun a food preparation and take
out service, Florida has established a lawn service, and
Kansas City prepares and builds soccer fields and goals. Third
and final year awards have been made to all but one of the
grantees from fiscal year 1982 funds.

Juvenile Restitution Projects. Thirty-six Restitution
projects received third-year funding and operated during
1981. Of these, 11 ended their Federal funding period as of
October 30, 1981, and five more will terminate as of December
31, 1981. Of the projects for which Federal funding ceased,
11 have been picked up by local funding sources. It is ex-
pected that approximately 60 percent of the projects will
be picked up by local funding.

The Restitution Program accomplishments for the first
two years are as follows:

. There were 17,300 youths referred for two years of
project operation. '

® The offenses which resulted in these referrals involved
more than 18,390 victims and $9.5 million in losses.

¢ Judges ordered $2.5 million in monetary payments,
iSS,OOO hours of community service, and 6,052 victim service

ours.

® Based on data from more than 15,427 closed cases

(89 percent of all referrals), juveniles ordered to make
monetary restitution paid $1,532,966, worked 259,092
community service hours, and performed more than 4,060
hours of community service, :

e Seventy-seven percent of the youth referred are success-
fully completing their original or adjusted restitution orders.
This successful completion rate goes to 86 percent if project
ineligibles are not considered.

® Eighty-three percent of the referrals have had no
subsequent contact with the juvenile court after the offense
that resulted in a referral to the project and prior to their
case closure. .

The data provided is for two years of project operation
for the original 41 projects (36 projects continued into the
third year). The data base was closed at this date because
of reduced funds for the evaluation and because of the need
to begin data analysis with a set data base.

Capacity Building Projects. During 1981, 15 grants were
awarded to youth-serving agencies under the Prevention of
Juvenile Delinquency Through Capacity Building Program.
A total of $6,701,196 was awarded to 15 grantees selected
from a field of 540 applicants. The grants are supporting
activities that will increase the capacity of State and local
governments, public and private youth-serving agencies,
and indigenous neighborhood organizations or community
groups to prevent delinquency, develop and utilize alterna-
tives to the juvenile justice system, and improve the administra-
tion of juvenile justice.

.Twelve of the capacity building projects are providing
direct s.ervices to youths, and three projects are focusing on
improving the juvenile justice system through youth advocacy
activities. The grants were awarded for two years, and it
was projected that 12,000 youths would receive a variety of
services under these highly individualized projects. Examples
of the types of services offered include tutoring, alternative
education, peer counseling, job training and placement,
recreation, and crisis interverition. At the close of 1981
mote than 11,000 youths had participated inthe 15 projects—
nearly twice the number originally projected.

The capacity building awards were staggered between
October 1980 and January 1981. Overall, the individual
grants are meeting their stated objectives within the appointed
periqu. The projects are now in their second year of operation,
and it is anticipated that the stated goals and objectives will
be attained during the approved project periods. No funds
are projected beyond the original awards.

C'oordinating Council

The Coordinating Council, as statutorily required, has
peen meeting on a quarterly basis. The Council is engaged
in activities involving Native American youth, the detention
of youth by other Federal agencies, and the development of
the Sixth Analysis and Evaluation. In addition, the Office in
conjunction with the Council has entered into an Interagency
Agreement with the Advisory Commission on Intergovern-
mental Relations to hold two forums with State and local
officials on how the Federal government can reduce barriers
and streamline regulations pertaining to youth programming.
The Office, as part of its Concentration of Federal Effort
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mandate and in conjunction
has just completed funding 1

with the Department of Labor,
4 projects under the Moddl

Comprehensive Programs for High-Risk Youth. These pro-
jects are designed to show that barriers to effective com-
prehensive programming can be reduced and eliminated and

30

that there does not need to be a total reliance on Federal funds
to develop programs for high-risk youth.

The Council’s goal continues to be the coordination of
youth programs to ensure their effective and efficient
operation.
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AREA AUDIT AND PROGRAM

REVIEW OFFICES*

Charles F. Rinkevich, Director

Atlanta Area Audit and Program Review Office
U.S. Depaitment of Justice

101 Marietta Towers, Suite 2322

Atlanta, Georgia 30303

404-221-5928 (FTS) 8-257-4978

Robert C. Gruensfelder, Director

Chicago Area Audit and Program Review Office
U.S. Department of Justice

Suite A-1355

175 W. Jackson Blvd.

Chicago, Illinois 60604

312-353-1203

V. Allen Adams, Director

Denver Area Audit and Program Review Office
U.S. Department of Justice

Post Office Box 3119

Denver, Colorado 80201

303-837-2501 (FTS) 8-327-2501

Joseph L. Mulvey, Director

Sacramento Area Audit and Program Review Office
U.S. Department of Justice

Post Office Box 3010, 801 I St.

Sacramento, California 95812

Charles K. Straub, Director .

Washington Area Audit and Program Review
Office

U.S. Department of Justice

5205 Leesburg Pike
1 Skyline Plaza, Suite 1600

Falls Church, Virginia 22041

703-756-6277 (FTS) 8-756-6277

Geographical Area of Responsibility

Alabama, Florida,
Georgia, Kentucky,
Mississippi, North
Carolina, South
Carolina, Puerto
Rico, Tennessee,
Virgin Islands

Illinois, Indiana,
Iowa, Michigan
Minnesota, Ohio
Nebraska, Kansas
Missouri, Wisconsin

Arkansas, Colorada,
Louisiana, Montana,
New Mexico, North

Dakota, Oklahoma,

South Dakota, Utah,
Texas, Wyoming

Trust Territory of

the Pacific Islands,
Commonwealth of the
Northern Mariana
Islands, Idaho

Alaska, Arizona,
Calif,, Hawaii,
Nevada, Oregon,
American Samoa,
Washington, Guam,

Connecticut, Maine,
Dist. of Columbia,
Delaware, Maryland,
Massachusetts, New
Hampshire, New York,
New Jersey, Vermont,
Pennsylvania, Rhode
Island, W. Virginia,
Virginia

*These offices have been transferred to the Justice Management Division, the administrative arm of the U.S. Department of Justice.

CRIMINAL JUSTICE
COUNCILS

Algbams)

‘Robert G, Davis, Director

. Alabama Law Enforcement Planning Agency
* 2863 Fairlane Drive, Executive Park

\Building F, Suite'49

‘"Montgomery, Alabama 36116

Phone (205) 832-6830
32

Alaska

Charles Adams, Jr., Executive Director
Office of Justice Assistance

Pouch KJ

Juneau, Alaska 99811

Phone (907) 465-3535

American Samoa

La’avli A. Filoiali’i, Acting Director

Criminal Justice Planning Agency

Government of American Samoa

P.O. Box 3760

Pago Pago, American Samoa 96799

Phone Pago Pago 633-5221 (Overseas Operator)
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Arizoia

Larry Landry, Executive Director

Office of Economic Planning & Developirient
State Capitol

1760 W. Washington

Phoenix, Arizona 85007

Phone (602) 255-5004

Arkansas

Mary Ellen Henderson, Grant Admimstrator
Admiristrative Servxces Division
Department of Finance and Administrdtion
Little Rock, Arkansas 72203

Phone (501) 371-1771

California

Douglas R. Cunningham, Executive Director
Office of Criminal Justice Planning

Suite 600 )

9719 Lincoln Village Drive

Sacrdmento, California 95827

Phone (916) 336-5304

Colorado )

James VYetter, Associate Director for
Criminal Justice Affairs

Department of Local Affairs

1313 Sherman Stieet

Room 419 .

Denver, Colorado 80203

Phone (303) 866-4908

Connecticut ,

William H. Carbone, Executive Director
Connecticut Justice Commission '
75 Elm Street

Hartford, Cotinecticut 06115

Phorie (203) 566-3020

Delaware

Thomas J. Quinn

Criminal Jiistice Planning Section

Office of Management, Budget & Planning
State Office Bidg.

820 North French St.

Wilmingtoii; Delaware 19801

Phorie (302) 571-3431

District of Columbia

Shirley Wilson, Execiitive Director

Office of Criminal Jtistice Plans and Analysis
421 8th Street, N.W.

Washington, DC 20004

Phoiie (202) 727-6554

Florida

Joyce D. Peterside, Buredu Chief
Buredu of Criminal Justice Assistanice
2571 Execiitive Ceiiteér Circle East
Taliahassee, Florida 32301

_ Phone (904) 488-6001

Georgia

Chantal R. Aktidge, Director Lo
Gtatits Managenietit & Audit Section
Georgia Departinetit of Cotmunity Affairs
40 Matietta St., N.W., 9th Floor

Atlaiitd, Georgia 30303

Plone (404) 656-1725 1726, 1727

Guani 7

Angel A. R, Sabian, Acting Executive Director
Guam Crimiitidl Justice Plannihg Agency
Government of Guari, P.O. Box 2950

Agaha, Guam 96910

Phone Guam 472-8781 (Overseas Operator)

Hawaii

Irwin Tanaka, Director

State Law Enforcemest Planmng Agency
250 Soiith King Stieet, Room 412
Honolulu, Hawaii 96813

Phone (808) 548-3800

Idaho

L. G. Hopkins, Diréctor

Department of Law Eiiforcenient
Law Enforcemeiit Assistance Division
6058 Corporal Lane

Boise, Idaho 83704 -
Phone (208) 334-2364

Illinois )
Williatn W. Holland, Acting Executive Director
Hlinois Law Enforcement Commission

120 South Riverside Plaza, 10th Floor
Cliicago, 1llinois 60606

Phone (312) 454-1560

Indiana .

Rosco Walters, Acting Executlve Director
Indisna Crlmmai Justice Plaﬂning Ageticy
215-17 North Sendte Averiue

Indianapolis, Iridiand 46202

Pliofie (317) 232-1251

Iowa . .
Richard E. George, Executive Ditector
Iowa Crime Comifnission

Lucas State Office Building

Des Moittes, lowa 50319

PHoiié (5!5) 281-3241

Kansas

David W. P. O'Brien, Director

Governor’s Commiittee oit Criminal Admimsmmoh
503 Kansas Avenue, Second Floor

Topeka, Kansas 66603

Phone (513) 296-3066
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Kentucky ’

John R. Lancaster, Director

Division for Grant Programs
Kentucky Dept. of Justice

State Office Building Annex, Ist Floor
Frankfort, Kentucky 40601

Phone (502) 564-3251

Louisiana .

Eilmer B. Litchfield, Executive Director
Louisiana Commission on Law Enforcement
Administration of Criminal Justice

1885 Wooddale Boulevard, Room 615

Baton Rouge, Louisiana 70806

Phone (504) 925-4418

Maine

Richard E. Perkins, Executive Director

Maine Criminal Justice Planning and Assistance
Agency

4 Wabon Street

Augusta, Maine 04330

Phone (207) 289-3361

Maryland

Richard W. Friedman, Executive Director
Governor's Commission on Law Enforcement and
Administration of Justice

One Investment Place, Suite 700

Towson, Maryland 21204

Phone (301) 321-3631

Massachusetts

Walter Timilty, Acting Director
Committee on Criminal Justice
100 Cambridge St.

Room 2100

Boston, Massachusetts (2202
Phone (617) 727-6300

Michigan

Charles R. Davoli, Executive Director
Qffice of Criminal Justice Programs
Lewis Cass Building, Second Fioor
Lansing, Michigan 48909

Phone (517) 373-6635

Minnesota B

Michael J. McMahon, Program Director
Minnesota Crime Control Planning Beard
444 Lafayette Road

St, Paul, Minnesota 53101

Phone (612} 296-3113

Mississippi

Roy Thigpen, Director ,
Governors Office of Criminal Justice Planning
Ike Sanford Building, 2rd Floor

637 North President St.

Jackson, Mississippi 39201

Phone (501) 354-6041
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Missouri

Edward Daniel, Director
Department of Public Safety

621 East Capitol - P.O. Box 1041
Jefferson City, Missouri 65102
Phone (314) 751-4905

Montana

Michael Lavin, Administrator
Montana Board of Crime Control

303 North Roberts

Helena, Montana 59601 -
Phone (406).449-3604

Nebraska

Robert L. Tagg, Executive Director

Nebraska Commission on Law Enforcement and
Criminal Justice

301 Centennial Mall South, P.O. Box 94946
Lincoln, Mebraska 68509

Phone (402) 471-2194

Nevada

S. Barton Jacka, Director
Department of Motor Vehicles
Capitol Complex

Carson City, Nevada 89710
Phone (702) 885-4405

New Hampshire

Richard L. Bouley, Executive Director

New Hampshire Crime Commission

Pine Inn Plaza

117 Manchester St.

Concord, New Hampshire 03301
Phone (603) 271-3601

New Jersey

Harold Damon, Executive Director

New Jersey State Law Enforcement Planning Agency
Richard J. Hughes Justice Complex

CNQO83

Trenton, New Jersey 08625

Phone (609) 292-3741

New Mexico

Paul Shoemaker, Director

Planning and Program Development
Bureau, ASD .
Corrections and Criminal Rehabilitation
Department

113 Washington Avenue

Santa Fe, New Mexico 87501

Phone (505) 827-5222

New York

Marshall Richter, Administrator
State of New York

Division of Criminal Justice Services
80 Centre Street, Fourth Floor

New York, New York 10013

Phone (212) 488-4568
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North Carolina

Gordon Smith, 111, Executive Director
Governor’s Crime Commission

N.C. Dept. of Crime Control and Public Safety
P.O. Box 27687 ‘

Raleigh, North Carolina 27611

Phone (919) 733-4000

North Dakota

Michael Hill, Director

Training and Statistics Division

North Dakota Attorney General’s Office
State Capitol

Bismark, North Dakota 58505

Phone (701) 224-2594

Northern Mariana Islands

Richard D. Shewman, Director

Northern Mariana Islands Criminal Justice
Planning Agency

P.O. Box 1133

Saipan, Mariana Islands 96950

Phone Overseas Operator 9351

Ohio

Bennett J. Cooper, Assistant Director

Ohio Department of Economic and Community
Development

Office of Criminal Justice Services

30 East Broad Street, 26th Floor

Columbus, Ohio 43215

Phone (614) 466-7610

Oklahoma

Cindy Rambo, Executive Director

Dept. of Economic and Community Affairs
4545 N. Lincoln, Suite 285

Oklzhoma City, Oklahoma 73105

Phone (405) 528-8200

Oregon

Keith Stubblefield, Administrator
Oregon Law Enforcement Council
2001 Front Street N.E.

Salem, Oregon 97310

Phone (503) 378-4347

Pennsyivania

George F. Grode, Executive Director

Pennsylvania Commission on Crime and Delinquency
P.O. Box 1167, Federal Square Station

Harrisburg, Pennsylvania 17108

Phone (717) 787-2040

‘Puerto Rico

Flavia Alfaro de Quevedo, Executive Director
Puerto Rico Crime Commission

GPO Box 1256

Hato Rey, Puerto Rico 00936

Phone (809) 7830398

Rhode Island _

W. Bradley Crowther, Acting Executive Director
Rhode Island Governor's Justice Commission

86 Weybosset Street

Providence, Rhode Island 02903

Phone (401) 277-2620

South Carolina

Bruce G. Dew, Director

Division of Public Safety Programs
Edgar A. Brown State Office Building
1205 Pendleton Street

Columbia, South Carolina 29201
Phone (803) 758-3573

South Dakota

Rod Anderson, Acting Director
Division of Law Enforcement Assistance
118 West Capitol

Pierre, South Dakota 57501

Phone (605) 773-3665

Tennessee

Stephen H. Norris, Executive Director
Tennessee State Planning Agency

16th Floor, James K. Polk Bldg.

505 Deadrick St.

Mashville, Tennessee 37219

Phone (615) 741-3521

Texas

David Herndon, Executive Director
Governor’s Office of General Counsel and
Criminal Justice

Capital Station

P.O. Box 12428

Austin, Texas 78711

Phone (512) 475-3001

Trust Territory of the Pacific Islands
Kent Harvey, Acting Attorney General
Office of the Attorney General

Trust Territory of the Pacific Islands
Saipan, Mariana Islands 96950

Phone Overseas Operator 9351

Utah

Hazen Locke, Director

Utah Council on Criminal Justice Administration
255 South Third Street-Fast

Salt Lake City, Utah 84111

Phone (801) 533-5731

Vermont

Molly K. Corrigan, Executive Director

Vermont Commission on the Administration of Justice
13 Baldwin Street

Montpelier, Vermont 05602

Phone (802) 828-2351
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Yirgin Islands

Glenn Tobey, Acting Administrator
Virgin Islands Law Enforcement
Planning Comrmission

Box 3807 )

St. Thomas, Virgin Islands 00801
Phone (809) 774-6400

Virginia

Richard N. Harris, Director

Division of Justice and Crime Prevention
805 East Broad St.

Richmond, Virginia 23219

Phone (804) 786-4000

Washington

Frank Glaspey, Program Administration Manager
Division of Accounting & Fiscal Services

Office of Financial Management

Mail Stop ER 13

400 E. Union

Olympia, Washington 98504

Phone (206) 754-2802
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West Virginia

Patrick Gallagher, Executive Director

Governor’s Committee on Crime, Deling
Corrections

5790-A MacCorkle Avenue, S.E.

Charleston, West Va. 25304 -

Phone (304) 348-8814 ‘

Wisconsin

John H. Givens. Executive Director
Wisconsin Counci! on Criminal Justice
30 West Mifflin St.

10th Floor, Suite 1000

Madison, Wisconsin 53702

Phone (608) 266-7648

Wyoming

William Penn, Administrator
Wyoming Attorney General’s Planning
Committee on Criminal Administration
720 West 18th Street

Cheyenne, Wyoming 82002

Phone (307) 777-7716
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