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TO THE PRESIDENT AND TijE CONGRESS OF THE UNIT~D STATES 

We·have the honor to transmit herewith the Second Annual 
Report of the Justice system Improvement Act Agencies, that is, 
the aureau of Justice Statistics, the Law Enforcement Assistance 
Aaministration, the National Ins~itute of Justice, the Office 
of Justice Assistance, Research, and Statistics, and the 
Office of Juvenile Justice and Delinquency P~evention, which 
describes their programs and activities du~ing fiScal year 
1981. . 

The ~ct, Which took effect on Decembe~ 27, 1979, 
~estructured the ~aw ~pforcement Assistqnce Administration 
(LE~), creating the four independent Agencies within the 
Department of Justice under the authority of the Attorney 
Gen~ral to help State and local governments improve the 
quality of their criminal justice systems, to 60nduct 
resea~ch in crimipal justicie, and to compile and 
disseminate criminal justice statistics. On December 8, 1980, 
the Office of Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention, 
which had been a pq~t of L~AA, 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, 6ounty, and mUnicipal 
governments. -

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

se~----~~ 
Robert F. Diegelman 
Acting Director 

James Underwood 
Acting Director 
National Institute of Justice 

4c#~----~ -
George H. Bohlinger " 
Acting AdministratQ~ , 
Law Enforcemen~ ~ssistance 

Administration 

b 

Office of Justice Assistance, 
Research, and Statistics 

/?".~ .... "J2~~ 
~~ ... -'z"" ___ '" 

Charles ~. Lauer 
Acting Director 
Office of Juvenile Justice 

and Delinquency Prevention 
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INTRODUCTION' 

.T~e fir~t s!lbstantial Federal aid to t~e State and local 
cnmmal JustIce systems was made pOSSIble through the crea­
tion of the Law Enforcement Assistance Administration 
:(LEAA) in 1968. LEAA also established a research program 
and a statistical program, which are now operated by the 
National Institute of Justice and the Bureau of Justice Sta­
tistics. Tine Justice System Improvement Act, which took 
effect during fiscal year 1980, left LEAA resppnsible for the 
administration of the State and loeal aid program as welt as 
administering the public safety dffleers' death benefits pro­
gram, and providing financial and techn~cai assistance to 
community-oriented anticrime Pfograms. 

LEAA awards grants to support improvements in all parts 
of the crimmal justIce system-police, prosecutors, courts, 
probation, parole, corrections, and juvenile justice agencies. 
It sponsors comprehensive State planning to improve crimi­
nal justice and fosters new approaches to specific nl!.t~otl-

wide problems such as organized crime, arson, and drug 
abuse. . 

The National Institute of Justice conducts research to in­
crease knowledge about <:riminal behavior and criminal 
justice operations and evaluates the effectiveness of vari­
ous criminal justice programs. 

The BUreau of Justice Statistics develops reliable statistics 
on crime victims, offenders, and criminal justice system 
opera.tions. 

The Office of Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Preven­
_tion administers a wide range of programs to assist State 
andJ_Qeal governments meet the needs of young people. Its 
National Institute for Juvenile Justice and Delinquency 
Prevention conducts research to determine the most effi­
cient ways to prevent delinquency and to help youths lead 
more prodUctive lives." 

THE JUSTICE 'SYSTEM 
--tMPROVEMENT ACT 

" 

The Justice System Improvement Act was enacted on 
December 27, 1979, to reauthorize and restructure the 
Department of Justice's program to improve the administra­
tion of State and local criminal justice. The Act created 
four agencies: the Office of Justice Assistance, Research, 
and Statistics (OJARS); the Law Enforcement Assistance 
Administration (LEAA); the National Institute of Justice 
(NIJ); and the Bureau of Justice Statistics (BJS). The 
IJuvenile Justice Amendments of 1980, enactea on Decem­
.ber 8, 1980, reauthorized the Office of Juvenile Justice 
and Delinquency Prevention (OJJDP) and established it as 
another separate agency within the JSIA 'structure. Each of 
these agencies operates under the general authority of the 
Attorney General. OJARS, LEAA"NIJ, and BJS are 
authorized through fiscal year 1983. OJJDP is authorized 
:through fiscal year 1984. 

'The maximum aufhorized"appropriatfon"for each year is 
$25 million each for NIJ, BJS, and LEAA's Community 
Anticrime Ptogram, and $750 million for other LEAA 

programs. At least 19.15 petcent of the appropriated 
funds must be used for juvenile delinquency programs. This 
amount is in addition to the $200 million per year maxi­
mum appropriation authorized specifically for OJJDP. 
Such SUins as are necessary are also authorized for the 
Public Safety Officers' Benefits Act, under which LEAA 
provides a $50,000 benefit to the survivors of public safety 
officers killed as the result of personal injury sustained in 
the line of duty. 

(On December 30, 1981, that is, after the end of fiscal 
year 1981, the Department of Justice announced that it 
would terminate LEA A as of April 15, 1982, and that all 
contihuing LEAA programs would be transferred to 
OJARS. The total LEA A appropriation from 1969 through 
1980 was $7.7 million. The LEAA programs to be con­
tinu,ed ate Treatment Alternatives to Street Crime, "Sting," 
thelpublic Safety Officers' Benefits program, and the 
regi poal organized crime intelligence centers.) 
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BUDGET· 

The total budget for the five Justice System Improvement 
Act Agenci~ for fiscal year 1981 was 5159.4 million, com­
paied to $486.5 million for fiscal year 1980, .$646.5 million 

.in 1979, $647.2 million in 1978, and $753 million in 1977. 
The individual appropriations for 1981 (in miliions of 

dollars) were as foUows· 

2 

- - .... .. 

Juvenile justice formula grants ................................................ " ..... . 
Criminal justice formula grants (Part D) ............................. : .............. . 
Nationa.l priority grants program (Part E) ........................................... . 
General criminal justice grants program (Part F) .................................... .. 
Training: 

Educational d~v~lopment •.•.•.•. , .•....••...•......••...••••.•.•••..••••..•..•. 
Prosecuto~ tr:'lnl~g. : ••.. • : I, •••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• " • , •••••• 

General criminal Justice training ........•...•.......•..••••••...•....•.•.•...•.• 
. Subt?tal, Training ....••.•...........•.......•..•..•.•.. ' .••......•.•...•.. 

Cl1me prevention programs ••..........•.•...........•.........•.. ~ ...•...•...•.... 
Juv~nil~Justice p~ograms: 

Special emphasIs ............................................................. . 
Juvenile justice institute ••.•..•........•....••.........•..............•.•.....•. 
Technical assi~tance ...••..•............•........................•.•.•....••..• 
Concentration of Federal efforts ....•.....•.................•....•.....•...•.••• 

Subtotal, Juvenile justice programs •......• , ...........•.••....•...•...•...•. 
Public safety officers' benefits program ...•..•...........•. , ....•............•.......• 
Executive direction and control, OJJDP ....•.•. , ..•.•..........•.....•..•.•••.•....•• 
Administrative services, OJARS/LEAA ...................................... ' •••...•. 
Executive direction and control, LEAA .•••.•.••..•......•..•......••.••...•••.•.•.•• 

Subtotal, Law Enforcement Assistance Appropriation •.•..•..•.••.••....•..•.. 
R~rch, ~v~luation, and demonstration programs ..•....•••.•••..•.....••.•..•.•••.•• 
Justice statistical programs .••.•• ~ •••••......•........•••.•..•....•.....•.••.••••••. 
Executive direction and control, li;iiJ .: ••••••..•...........•..•.••...••••••...••..... 
Executive direction and control, BJS ••.••..•.•••.•.•....•••••....•••••.....••.•..••. 

Subtotal, Research and Statistics Appropriation •••..••••...•••...•••.•...••• ; •• 

Total .................................................................................................................. .. 

$61,791 

20,278 
11,000 
3,000 
1,000 

35,278 
12,500 
2,535 

12,140 

124,244 
18,045 
12,742 
2,996 
1.370 

35,153 

519,3'" 

. ... 

OFFICE OF JUSTICE ASSISTANCE, 
RESEARCH, AND STATISTICS 

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

I?!:!ring 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 re~ponsibility t(l 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 stilI 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. }\t the same time, steps were taken to 
make sure such a backlog cannot develop again. 
. The Office has continued to work closely with the 
Advertising Council and the National Council on Crime 
arid Delinquency to sponsor an effort to reduce crime in 
America. The initiative, called the National Citizens' Crime 
Prevention Campaign, is being given national publicity 
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 J uveniIe 
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 Discrimination Act of 1975, as amended, 
and the Department of Justice regulations promulgated 
for the implementation of these statutes (28 CPR 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 specialists who were given extensive training, 
both in a classroom setting and on the job, and assigned, . . 
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 oeginning 
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 ~nd feature 
stories about all agency programs of general mterest. 

The Office arranges news conferences and brienngs to 
explain the details o~ significant research fin~i~&s, ~ta­
tistical reports, and Important new program 1D1~latiVes. 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: 
• The JSIA Agencies participated in 4 major national 

conferences on civil rights and equal opportunity for 
minorities and women. 

• 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 an~lyzed. 

• Heritage Week activities for blacks, Hispamcs, women, 
and Asian/ Pacific Americans included ~ ~ide 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 man.a~~ment 
activities. It facilitates the coordination of these activities 
with NIJ, BJS, LEAA, and OJJDP by providing and 
receiving information, advice, and materials on program 
and management topics of mutual interest. The Office also. 
serves as the pIjncipal advisor to the Director of OJARS 

4 

on policy and program matters that cut across these four 
organiU\.tions. 

During the 198 I fiscal year, the Office wa~ responsible 
for the following activities: 

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

• It served as the principal staff to the OJARS Director 
for contingetlcy planning"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. 

• 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. . 

• It managed'the National Citizen's Crime Prevention 
Campaign - "Take A Bite Out of Crime" - in part~ership 
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. . 

• It responded to inquiries from the General ~~c?untmg 
Office concerning program and management activIties 
within thc 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 ?xecu­
tion the agencywide accounting system, the financial 
rep~rting system, Agency procurements, information s~s­
tems, and grants administration. It also provide~ techmcal 
assistance and training to the other JSIA AgenCies and 
grantees. It coordinates the JSIA Agenci?s' compH~nce .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 system~, 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 
.ISlA Agencies. The Office financed, coordinated, and 
monitored the development and installation of State-level 
management information systems whose data bases provide 
a wide {rariety of reports on current and completed grants. 
To date 27 States have obtained grants to implement 
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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 
delin.quent 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 .ISlA 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 Division is responsible for 
the management and provision of security, furnishings, 
telephone systems, equipment, maintenance, office sp~c.e, 
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 
Agencies. 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 Stale 
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 COngressional Liaison is responsible for 
maintaining effective communications with the Congress 
and for providing general guidance in intergovernmental 
affairs. 

The Office pe;forms liaison activities with congressional 
leaders, committees, and with individual members of the 
Congress on It'glslative matters affecting the JSIA Agencies 
and the crimL . .a1 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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:1 .. ,.'" ASSISTANCE ADMINISTRATION' FouriawenforcementassociiITonswork'togetherto tions. ,"'\i~", r provide a staff of law enforcement professionals for the " 

commission: the Int"ernati~nal Association of Chiefs of Adjudication Division .\ \ 
J Police, the National' Organization of Black Law Enforce- "'4 
~,'l me,nt Executives, the NationalBheriffs' Association, and the The Adjudication Division's mission is to encourage and "\ 
:t~L) The Congress created the Law Enforcement Assistance Office of Criminal Police Executive Research Forum. They review the work of" assist the criminal justice system leadership to improve and ,.l 

Administration in 1968 to provide Federal financial, previous commissions and the products of to years' work reform the nation's court systems through its programs. 
technical, and research support to improve State and local Justice Programs by LEAA, researching contemporary management method- In 1975, LEAA initiated the Career Criminal Program, 
criminal justice systems. Subsequent amendments expanded ologies and recommending standards for law enforcement wJvich emphasizes ,the expeditious prosecution of persons 
LEANs responsibilities by including programs to improve The Office of Criminal Justice Programs is the largest administration, operations, and support services. accused of serious violent crimes who have had previous 
juvenile justice and delinquency prevention, assist commu- unit in LEAA and is the principal contact for State and Upon the completion of the standards, the process of felony convictions. Thus far, 70 jurisdictions have im-
nity-oriented anticrime programs, and administer the public local criminal justice agencies. It awards, monitors, evalu- accreditation wil_l be developed and instituted. The com- plemented the full program. The program utilizes early 
safety officers' death benefits program. ates, and terminates all planning and block action grants 'mission will act as an independent, nonprofit corporation case screening, identification of career criminal defendants 

LEAA has awarded grants to all components of the and manages most of LEANs discretionary grants and administering the process and then conferring accreditation using selection criteria developed by the prosecuting juris-
criminal justice system-police, courts, prosecutors, technical assistance activities. It is composed of three status on those agencies that have met the standards. diction, vertical prosecution (Le. one prosecutor handles 
probation, parole, corrections, public defenders, an.d criminal justice assistance divisions, six program divisions, The Integrated Criminal Apprehension Program (I CAP) the case from acceptance to disposition), and the elimina-
juvenile justice agencies. It has sponsored comprehensive an arson desk, a staff unit, and the Public Safety Officer's is a national priority program that provides grants and tion of plea bargaining. 
State planning for more efficient criminal justice ad- Benefits Program. . assistance to more than 40 municipal police departments 
ministration and financed new approaches to such specific throughout the United States to help them develop and The Fundamental Court Improvement Program helps 
nationwide problems as arson, victim-witness needs, jnstall a comprehen~ive manag~ment and operations system States reform their State court and State indigent defense 
organized crime, drug abuse, and police and corrections Criminal Justice Assistance Divisions to improve the efficiency and effectiveness of police opera- delivery systems. Major court unification programs were 
accreditation. In addition, LEA A has financed higher tions. The program institutionalizes improvements in com- undertaken with LEA A support in Alabama, Kansas, 
educ,ation for cr)'minal J'ustice personnel, sponsored )'m- puter-based resource allocation, planning, and assignment·, Kentucky, Massachusetts, Minnesota, Missouri and North 

The three Criminal Justice Assistance Divisions are D k t 
proved criminal justice curricula in colleges and universities, responsible for management of the LEAA block grant the upgrading of analytic capabilities of police' managers a 0 a. 
and provided specialized training for criminal justice program. Each division services a particular geographic and operational units; the use of crime and disorder The Court Delay Reduction Program has developed into 
officials at the State and local levels. region of the country-Northeast, South Central, and analysis; the management of calls-for-service workload by a major court reform effort during the pas! year, with 

With the enactment of the Justice System Improvement Western. the adoption of alternative responses to selected calls; the nearly 70 metropolitan and State court sysf~ms benefitting 
Act in December 1979, LEAA was subsumed organiza- development and implementation of directed patrol from technical assistance, demonstration grants, and train-
tionally under the newly created Office of Justice As- strategies and tactics; the targeting of information and ing. The program helps both State tri-al and appellate courts 
sistance, Research, and Statistics. Shortly thereafter, in the Program Divisions and Arson Desk resources on career criminal popUlations; and innovations improve case management. Major grants are currently 
spring of 1980, Congress voted to phase out the LEAA in crime prevention programs. active in Massachusetts, New Jersey, Alabama, and Wash-
budget in response to a measure proposed by the President. The six program divisions-Enforcement-Criminal The Police Technical Assistance Project pro.vides support ington, D.C. Thirty new metropolitan courts have partici-
Since then no new funding has been appropriated for the Conspiracies, Adjudication, Corrections. Correctional and assistance in the form of consultation, publications, pated in intensive regional workshops where court teams 
Agency, and all administrative and programmatic activities Standards Accreditation Program Management Team, workshops, and conferences to police departments par- develop delay reduction plans that they will implement in 
have been devoted to achieving an orderly phaseout of the tic., i. na_!i,n. g" in, the ICAP., the Managino- Cr. iminal Investiga- thp.ir own jurisdictions. Special Programs, and Manpower, Training and Evaluation l:' - - ~ 
LEAA program. The phaseout continued throughout fiscal as well as the LEAA Arson Desk are responsible for ad- tions Program, and the Criminal Conspiracies Program as The Jail Overcrowding Program assists metropolitan 
year 1981, and on December 30,1981, that is, subsequent ministering the Discretionary Grant Program. They make well as to the Commission on Accreditation for Law En- counties and States deal with overcrowded jails by focusing 
to the close of the fiscal year, the Department of Justice project grants for the purpose of testing, implementing, forcement Agencies. on the pretrial jail population, particularly in those insti-
announced that LEA A would be terminated on April 15, and evaluating programs at the national, State. and local The Managing Criminal Investigations Program provides tutions that are under court order to reduce their popula-
1982. levels. grants and technical assistance support to municipal and tions. Forty-five metropolitan counties and three States 

LEA A is comprised of two program offices: the Office of State police agencies to enable them to' improve the ef- have been involved in this program. 
Criminal Justice Programs and the Office of Community Enforcement Division ficiepcy and effectiveness of the criminal investigation 
Anti-Crime Programs. Certain priority projects were process in their local jurisdictions. The program seeks to The Courts Training and Technical Assistance Program 
funded, with the concurrence of the Deputy Attorney increase the ratio of convictions to arrests by changing the provides training for judges, prosecutors, defenders, law-
General, by both these entities during 198 I m;ing rever- The Enforcement Division funds· projects for the manner in which patrol units respond to and pro~ess a yers, and court administrators to disseminate information 
sionary funds and 1980 carry-over funds. The awards we're deterrence, detection, investigation, and control of crime criminal investigation, assisting patrol and investigation on advances in court organization, administrative tech-
made with two goals in mind: by State and local law enforcement agencies. The objectiYC 'Jupervisors in making more rational allocation of resources niques, technology applications, and substantive law reform. 

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

co 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 19~1 
is presented in the foJIowiilg paragraphs. 

of these projects is to improve and strengthen law enforce- in continuing the investigation of certain types of c;rimes, It also gives immediate short-term. assistance to the major 
ment capability through specialized technical assistance to and improving the process of the follow-up investigation components of the adjudicatory process-courts, prosecu-
operating agencies, training for management and line and the preparation of criminal cases for prosecution. tion, and defense-through direct on-site consultation and 
personnel, research to develop new information and tech~ The Pollce Management Training Program funds courses through clearinghouse services. During the past year train-
niques, and operational programs to test, demonstrate. and ,on Hazardous Devices Training, Management Seminars in ing was provided for an estimated 3,500 judges, 1,100 
market enforcement technology. Terrorism, Special Operations and Research Staff, Federal prosecutors, 900 defenders, 700 lawyer advocates, and 600 

The Commission on Accreditation for Law Enforcement Bureau of Investigation Bomb Data, Federal Aviation Ad court administration personnel. 
Agencies was formediii--December 1979. The goals of the ministration Airport Security, and Citizen Security Trairr- The Juror Utilization and Management Program :;eel<s to 
program are to increase the effectiveness and efficiency of ing. To date, more than 8,000 people have been trained improve jury systems and to ensure that they are more 
law enforcement service delivery, increase citizen and through this program. representative of the populace as a whole and less costly 
individual officer confidence in law enforcement standards The Anti-Fencing "Sting" Program is designed to disrupt for taxpayers and employers. Currently nine States and 

the illegal redistribution system in stolen goods. three localities have received grants to apply the manage-
The Organized Crime and White-Collar Crime Program ment techniques that were shown to be effective in an 

funds projects in intelligence development, prosecution, earlier LEAA reseaFch and demonstration program. 
"'II' 
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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, 
inmates, probationers, parolees, and ex-offenders, Its 
programs inclUde: 

The Free Venture Prison Industries Program, which seeks 
to develop prison industries that wiII duplicate the condi­
tions of private industry as closely as possible. The Free 
Venture model includes a full workweek, inmate wages 
based on worker output, real world productivity standards, 
hire and fire authority at the shop supervisor level (within 
the limits of due process), self-support or profit-making 
business operations, and post-release job placement 
mechanisms. 

The Treatment Alternatives to Stre,et Crime (TASC) 
PrograJl!. which develops criminal justice intervention 
mechanisms 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 
(TRAP) Program, which reduces illicit drug use and related 
criminal activity by providing 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 earlier LEAA grants to additional jails in other 
States. During fiscal year 1981, a continuation, grant was 
made to the American Medical Association, which has 
selected 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 PrQgram, 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 . . , 
IS estImated that 90 percent of requests for assistance are 
resolved administratively as a result of this program. 

The CQmmunity Service RestitutiQn Program, which tests 
alternatives to typical correctional processing of selected 
offenders 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 CQrrectiQnal Facilities Energy CQnservatiQn PrQ­
gram, which was created to reduce energy consumption in 
jails, prisons, and correctional facilities through a $175,000 
technical assistance grant coupled with an Interagency 
Agreement with the Department of Energy. LEAA initiated 
an effort to Jlrovide self-help suppoiCto corrections'man-a­
gers in their audit of energy consumption, develop plans to 
reduce consumption, and implement facility retrofit meas­
ures and conservatioli methods. 
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Correctional Standards Accreditation Program 
Management Team 

The Correctional Standards Accreditation Program 
Management 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 
development 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 vicfim-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 
structures or networks of victim-witness services and the 
mobilization of existing nongovernmental groups and or­
ganizations. Grants were awarded to establish statewide 
networks and national organizations to stimulate develop­
ment of victim-witness programs at the State and local 
level. 

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

The Family Violence Program seeks to reduce and 
prevent violence between members of the same family or 
between persons who live together in the same household. 
It includes spouse abuse, child abuse, the sexual abuse of 
Children, the abuse of parents by children, and other forms 
of intrafamily violence. To date 35 local projects have had 
direct contact with more than 8,000 adult victims and 
1l-pproximately 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, adjudication, 
corrections, and juvenile justice. 

Manpower, Training, and Evaluation Division 

Criminal Justice Manpower Planning. Project grantees 
at Michigan State University, the University of South 
Florida, and Sam Houston State University have worked 
cooperatively to adapt the methods of comprehensive man­
power planning that have been successful in industry to 
law enforcement and corrections. 

PQlice RecrUitment, Selection, and Training. The Cali­
fornia and Florida Police Standards and Training Com­
missions were supported in developments related to entry-
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level requirements. Florida conducte(J a statewide patrol 
officer job analysis to serve as a mooel for other States. 
California developed a cQmprehensive battery of tests fo~ 
applicants, including reading and writing skills and phYSical 
· performance. 

The National LaW' Enforcement Explorers Program of 
the Boy Scouts of America int~oduces teena~ers to c~reers 
in police work alld adds to thel~ un~erstandmg of CrIme 
· and criminal justice. There are 1.800 posts,_e~ch sponsored by 
local agenCies, with 33,000 girls and ~oy~. LEA A ~up~orts 
'the national programming and or~amzatlOn coordmatlOn 
for this effort. . 

Criminal Justice Higher Education. The Joint Com­
mission on Criminology and Criminal Justice Educati~n 
and Standards was established by a number of profeSSIOnal 
societies under an LEAA grant to develop a concensus fur 
university programs. Because of the impact of cri~e on 
blacks and because of the paucity of black holders of 

.,Araduate degrees in the fiel~. the .Cen!~r for Minorities a.nd 
Criminal Justice was establIshed m 1981 at the State Um­
versity of New York in Albany. 

By year's end 21 students had received master's d~grees 
and six were actively working toward doctorates. Nme 
research reports and papers that increase the knowledge of 
criminal justice from the minority perspective have been 
publisheo. In addition, crimina~ justice programs have been 
established and strengthened WIth LEAA support at Atlanta 
University, Talladega College, and Grambling Colleg~. 
. Criminal Justice Training. During the year five regIOnal 

criminal justice training and technical assistan~e c~nte.rs 
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, Nor~h­
eastern and Southern California universities. They prOVIde 
train\n~ mainly in management,. p~ann~ng, .analysi~, and 
evaluation to State and lo<::al crImmal JustIce offiCials. The 
instructor and trainee materials for each course have been 

,published an~ are available to t~aining ins~it~!ion~. 
PrQgram Review and EvaluatlQn. The diVISIon IS r.espon­

SIble for the evaluation design for programs and projects of 
the Office of Criminal Justice Programs. Division evalua­
tion specialists review plans and counsel evaluat~rs and, 
with the program managers, monitor the eval~atlOns and 
assess the reports. The division also is responSible for 
special plans and program analyses. 

'Arson Unit 

The Arson Co"ntrol Assistance Program comb'ines the 
investigatory ang prosecutorial e:cpertise of F~deral ~riminal 
justice agencies with their finanCIal and tec.hmcal a~sl~tance 
capabilities. The objective of the program IS to assist I~ 
State, regional, county, and local efforts to r~duce the m­
cidence of arSon and the human and economIc loss relat~d 
· to arson. Some 34 projects have been funded thr?ugh thiS 
program. ' 

Public SafetJ Officers' Benefits Program 

The Public Safety Officers' Benefits Act ~f .1976 aut~or­
izes LEAA to pay a benefit of $50',000 to elIgible SUrvIVOrs 
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of State and local public safety officers found to. h~ve died 
as the direct and proximate result of a personal mJury 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 lawenfoi'cement o~fi~er or as a fireman." 
Among those for whom coverage IS mtended 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. 

The Act applies to deaths occurring from injuries sus­
tained on or after September 29, 1976. During fiscal year 
1981 269 claims from 1981 and all prior years were deter­
mine'd to be eligible for benefit payments totaling $13.5 
million. 

Office of Community 
Anti-Crime Progra~~s 

The Office of Community Anti-Orime Programs was 
established by the Crime Control A~t of 1.976 t? provid7 technical assistance, award grants, dlssemmate mform~tlOn, 
and coordinate groups in crime prevention efforts deSIgned 
to mobilize communities and citizens in combating crime 
problems in both urban and rura~ Ameri.ca. The Office has 
three major programs-Commumty AntJ-Cn~e, Compr~­
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 assista~ce 
was provided to locations throughout the c~~ntry. Addl­
tionaIIy, a series of publications on self-suffICIency wa~ 
developed and disseminated to :!5r?ups aroun? the Na.tlo~. 
Emphasis also was given to assl~tmg gro~ps !n coordl~atmg 
their efforts with other commumty orgamzatlOns and mte­
grating them with the crime prevention operations of their 
local criminal justice agencies. . . 

Comprehensive Crime PreventiQn Pro~ram. The 16 jUriS­
dictions participating in the ComprehenSIve CrIme Pre­
·vention Program have been part of a national de.m~nstra­
tion program designed to test the effect of estab~lshm~ a 
weII-planned compre~ensive .appr~ach t? managmg crime 
prevention programs m 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 Il:- hroad range of 
strategies simultaneously to have a .gre:,~1f;rr total effect on 
the prevention of crime, the reduction of fear, and th~ 
stimulation of citizen action and involvement. The prIn­
cipal effort during the past fiscal .year has been .directed _ 
toward providing technical assistance to. t~ese ~lte~ and 
integrating their efforts into the local cnmmal JustIce budget 
process.' '" . 

Urban l:rime Prevention Program. 'The Urba,n CrIme 
'Prevention Pr08.f8m.. ~a~ a Presidential initiative jointly 
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managed and administered by LEAA and ACfION. Ten 
awards were made during 1981 totaling $4.4 miJlioD to 
private nonprofit grantees in major urban areas. The goal 
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. 

Enforcement 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 
proced~~es and the related func~t~ns of pre-s!!ntencing 
procedures, prosecution, defense, and adjudication. Non­
judicial court administrative organizations and programs 
providing nonlegal services in lieu 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 (su'.::h as 
~omprehensive data systems or systemwide training efforts), 
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activities that support the dewlopment of law and policy 
(legislative efforts and operations analysis). or the applica­
tion of systemwide resources to special target groups. stich 
as victims and minority groups. Accordingly', "system 
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 resea:rch, incll,lding 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 I) 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 FUflds 

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 abolle. 

----------~-~----------~-- ---
~~ .:sr.: .. 

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: 

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

• Incorporate advanced techniques: program or project 
. area that uses new mechanisms to reduce crime or to 

improve the critminal,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 ClC'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 ComPonent. 
Numbers of Projects and Amounts Expended 

Number Expenditures Expenditures 
Program 

Component 

Prevention 
Enforcement 
Adjudication 
Corrections 
System Support 

Total 

Juvenile Justice·· 
Drug Abuse·· 

of 

~ 

87 
68 

113 
92 
51 

411 

113 
9 

• Fum!.s expended oller the history 0/ 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. 

In In aU 
FY 1981 Previous Years* Total 

$ 417,947 $ 3,350,028 $ 3,767,975 
53,883 4,326,405 4,3.80,288 

934,840 6,590,233 7,525,073 
223,987 4,776,152 5,000,139 
458,418 4,100,886 4,559,304 

$2,089,075 $23,143,704 $25,232,779 

611,738 5,981,446 6,593,204 
2,389 155,167 157,556 

Enforcement. The 68 innovative enforcement projects 
occurred in nine program areas: records and information, 
16 projects; investigation services, 15 projects; basic police 
resources, nine projects; organization and management, 
seven projects; social services-community relations, six 
projects; forensic services, six projects; patrol, four projects; 
personnel administration, four projects; and communica­
tions, one project. Six of these projects had a juvenile 
justice component ~nd twoaddressep drug abuse, 

Adjudication. The II j Innovative adjudicatio~ 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 folJowing catego:ies: inmate services (training, 
drug treatment, medical-dental services, and recreation 
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programs), 18 projects; facilities and facilities support 
services, 17 projects; 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 
proje~s; ~pd public. inf.Qrmation, one project. Twenty:thre~_ 
projects had a juvenile justice component, -four addressed -
drug abuse. 

System Support. The States reported on 51 i.nnovative 
system support projects: program pJanning-<levelopment­
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 proj­
ects with a drug abuse component: corrections, four proj­
ects; enforcement, two projects; adjudication, one project; 
al!d t~preven.tion projects. Most of the projects were 
related to-t~eatmeJif; two were for white-Collar crime investi· 
gation and narcotics 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 II 
percent from the ]980 total of 4,254 projects. Expenditures 
are down 6] percent-$IO,840,416 in ]981 compared to 
$27,839,458 in 198Q. 

, There was considerable change during the year iii 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, ]8 percent; family 
services programs, 6 percent; and community alcohol and 
jrug problems, 4 percent. 

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

Table 3. Replications by Program Component 
Numben of Projects and Amounts Expended 
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. 
Prevention 
Enforcement 
Adjudication 
Corrections 
System Support 

Total 

Juvenile Justice-­
DruaAbuse--

Number 
of 

~. 

558 
907 

~ 
667 
268 

3.344 

757 
82 

- Fwtds ~ over IIIe history of IIIe projects reported. 
-·lndwItd ill ~""" COIIrpOMIfI figrurs. 

Expenditures 
iii 

FY 1911 

S 1.427,314 
1.936.991 
3,003.723 
2.020.698 
2,451,690 

SI0.840,416 

2,175.530 
236,977 

ExpeIIditures 
la all 

Pmioas Years* Total 

S13,897,203 S15.324,517 
25,345,243 27,282.234 
28.552.9]2 31,556.635 
20.779,616 22.800.314 
10.626.144 13,077.834 

S99,201,118 SIIO,041,534 

19,094,067 21,269.597 
2,500,624 2.73,1.601 

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

1980 and 1981 

1980 

Percent of 
Category 

Component Total 

·Number 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 ~erv~ces, 16 
percent; communications, ]5 percent; records and mforma­
tions systems, I] 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 pretnal services, 12 per­
cent; judicial administration, 1] percent; detention and 
residential supervision, 7 percent; information systems, 
6 percent; court planning, 5 percent; defense services, 5 per­
cent; judicial process, 2 percent; facilities, 2 percent; and 
community relations, 1 percent. 

Corrections. The distribution 0f corrections replications 
was as follows: facilities and facilities support services, 
27 percent; inmate services, 22 percent; probation-parole­
ex-offender services, 20 percent; special residences, 12 per­
cent; organization and management, 8 percent; restitution 
programs, 7 percent; comprehensive correctional services, 
3 percent; citizen information and action projects, I percent; 
and legal rights and responsibilities, ] percent. 

System Support. Replications in this component were 
reported as follows: program development, management, 
and assessment, 33 percent; training and education, 24 
percent; information-communication systems, 18 percent; 
criminal justice research, 9 percent; miscellaneous projects, 
9 percent; and comprehensive criminal justice programs, 
8 percent. 

Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention. Twenty-

Component 

Adjudication 
Enforcement 
Corrections 
Prevention 
System support 

Adjudication 
System support. 
Corrections 
Enforcement 
Prevention 

Number of Projects 
Expenditures 

Number of Projects 
Expenditures 

1981 

Percent of 
Category 

Total 

28 
27 
20 
17 
8 

28 
22 
19 
18 
13 

23 
20 

2 
2 

0/0 Change 
Between 

1980/1981 

+2 
-7 
+3 
+2 

+1 
+12 
-I 

-11 
-1 

+2 

-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, 21 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 
I percent each in adjUdication, enforcement, and system 
support. 

Accomplishment of State Project Goals 

For the reporting year ]981 the CJC's were asked to 
provide data on all their projects that ended during 1981 in 
terms of how successful these projects were in meeting their 
objectives. A total of 7,276 projects were reported. Of this 
number, 7,]54 (98 percent) were reported as having been 
successful and 124 (2 percent) as having failed to meet their 
objectives. 

The accompanying tables present the numbers of projects 
and funding obligations in the five program components for 
projects where the purpose was achieved (Table 5) and 
where the purpose was not achieved (Table 6). 

Aggregate Ari!!lysis. In terms of percentage of projects 
that achieved their purpose, the overall average was 98 per-
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Table 5. Program Purpose Achieved 
By Program Component 

Numbers of Projects and Amounts Expended 

Program 
Component 

Prevention 
Enforcement 
Adjudication 
Corrections 
System Support 

Total 

Juvenile Justice·· 
Drug Abuse" 

Number 
of 

~ 
947 

2,376 
1,754 
1,425 

652 
7,154 

1,349 
162 

.. Funds expended over the history of the projectf reported. 

.. Included in program component figure,~ 

Expenditures 
in 

FY 1981 

$ 2,443,110 
3,368,358 
4,756,796 
3,984,363 
5,399,671 

$19,952,298 

3,739,112 
286,385 

Table 6. Program Purpose Not Achieved 
By Program Component 

Expenditures 
in all 

Previous Years* 

$26,058,717 
53,873,921 
54,001,700 
44,703,974 
32,806,192 

$211,444,504 

37,900,805 
5,079,274 

Numbers of Projects and Amounts Expended 

Number Expenditures Expenditures 

Program of In In all 

Component ~ FY 1981 Previous Years· 

Prevention 22 $ 25,443 $ 328,077 

Enforcement 32 140,652 1,068,085 

Adjudication 29 76,821 1.284.218 

Corrections 25 121,202 962,407 

System Support 16 96,995 733,476 

Total 124 $461,113 $4,376,263 

Juvenile Justice·· 27 49,112 857,247 

Drug Abuseu 3 -0- 55,514 

• Funds expended over the history of the projects reported .. 
•• Included in program comfJO.nent figures. 

Table 7. Program Component Achievement Levels 

Program Number of Purpose Purpose 

Component Projects Achieved Not Achieved 

Total 7278 7154 (980/0) 124 (2%) 

Enforcement 2408 2376 (99%) 32 (I "!o) 

Adjudication 1783 1754 (98%) 29 (2%) 

Corrections 1450 1425 (98%) 25 (2%) 

Prevention 969 947 (98%) 22 (2%) 

System Support 668 652 (98%) 16 (2%) 

Juvenile Justice- 1386 1349 (97%) 37 (3%) 

Drug Abuse- 165 162 (98%) 3 (2%) 

• Included in program component figures above. 

14 

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

'-_ 't"". ".u I --___ .... I· ______________ -..J~ 

Total 

$28,501,827 
57,242,279 
58,758,496 
48,688,337 
38,205,863 

$231,396,802 

41,639,917 
5,365,659 

Total 

$ 353,520 
" 1,208,737 

1,361,039 
1,083,609 

830,471 
$4,837,376 

906,359 
55,514 

Ratio 
Achieved/Not Achieved 

57:1 
74:1 
60:1 
57:1 
43:1 
41:1 
36:1 
54:1 

cent (See Table 7). Enforcement led all other program com­
ponents with 99 percent. The figures for projects with a 
juvenile justice component showed an achievement level of 
97 percent. Drug abuse projects scored 98 percent. The re­
maining components all scored at the overall average 
98 percent. 

State Project Continuations 
States submitted data to LEAA on the total number of 

projects ending in fiscal year 198 I, the number not con~ 
tinued after the termination of LEAA funds, the number of 
proj.!!cts continued both at the State and local levels, and 
the number of projects which by their very nature were not 
eligible or intended to be continued. 

Programs in juvenile justice and delinquency prevention 
and drug abuse are included in the five primary program 
categories and are reported again separately in response to 
congressional interest in these subject areas. 

A total of 6,094 projects ended in 1981 (see Table 8). 
Of this number, 3,000 (49 percent) were continued with 
State, local, or other source funds (see Table 9). Of the 

remaining 3,094 projects, 928 (30 percent) were discontinur.d 
because funding was not available; 2,059 (67 percent) be­
cause they were not eligible; and 88 (3 percent) because 
they had had no appreciable impact. 

Prevention showed the highest continuation rate (65 per­
cent of all projects for which LEAA funding was termi­
nated), followed by adjudication (56 percent), system sup­
port (49 percent), corrections (45 percent), and enforcement 
(42 percent). Sixty-five perc!!nt of both the juvenile justice 
and drug abuse projects were continued. 

In addition to providing the number of projects con­
tinued by State and local units of government, the States 
reported on the level at which the projects were continued, 
Le., increased, comparable, or reduced level. The indicators 
refer not so much to higher or lower dollar amounts as to 
the scope and activity levels of the project funding. 

Approximately 67 percent of the projects continued after 
termination of LEAA funding were continued at levels com­
parable to that of the last year of LEAA funding. The 
remaining 33 pe~cent were as follows: reduced level, 29 per­
cent; increased level, 4 percent. 

Table 8. Continuation of Projects After Termination of LEAA Funding 

Projects for Projects Continued With Non-LEAA Funds Projects Not Qlntlnued 
WhJch LEAA 

Funds Discontinued 
Increased Comparable Reduced Not No Funds No 

Level Level Level Total (%) Fliglble Available Impact Total (0/0) 

Prevention 742 21 314 145 480 (65) 87 153 22 262 (35) . 
Enforcement 2,140 23 659 215 897 (42) 1,023 199 21 1,243 (58) 
Adjudication 1,440 37 542 2:a 802 (56) 363 262 13 638 (44) 
Corrections 1,234 23 350 177 550 . (45) 469 194 21 684 (55) 
System Support 538 18 144 109 271 (50) 117 139 11 267 (50) 
Total 6,094 122 2,009 869 3,000 (49) 2,059 947 88 3,094 (51) 
Juvenile Justice· 986 30 475 144 649 (65) 164 150 23 337 (35) 
Drug Abuse· 139 4 62 24 90 (65) 24 23 2 49 (35) 

• Included in program component figures. 

Table 9. Number of Projects Continued With Non-LEAA Funds 

Number of Olher Federal 
Program Projects or Non· 

Component Continued State Percent Local Percent Government Percent 
{-...\-

Prevention 489 71 15 321 67 88 18 
Enforcement 897 175 20 700~: 78 22 2 
Adjudication 802 280 35 435 54 87 11 
Corrections 550 220 40 251 46 79 14 
System Support 271 113 42 I3l 48 27 10 
Total 3,000 859 29 1,838 61 303 10 
Juvenile Justice· 649 158 24 359 55 132 20 
Drug Abuse· 90 27 30 48 53 15 17 

• Included in program component figures. 
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National Institute of Justice 

The National Institute of Justice (NIJ) sponsors research, 
development, testing, and evaluation to improve 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 prevention 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 measut.iqg the 
effects of crime control policies 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 
pro'Uising new crime control methods and, through various 
disseJ nination 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: 

II 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 NIJ 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 NlJ­
developed materials. More than three-fourths of the work­
shop participants made changes in t:1eir 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 provided for judicial discretion while encouraging 
greater consistency in sentencing. Some 20 States have or 
plan to develop sentencing g.uidelines. These efforts wiII 
benefit from the results of an NIJ field test On sentencing 
guidelines that is assessing the guidelines' impact on dis­
parity both within and between different jurisdictions in a 
State. 

• 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-

16 

quately informed. The approach. which offers the potential 
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. 

.. 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 Attmney Gei1~(al, violent crime 

has been the subject of a wide variety of NIJ-sponsored 
research efforts. Studies inclu(/e 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,last year the Institute com­
pleted a review and analysis oi 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 
given priority in the courts. Whether excessive violence is 
incrr)ing 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 IO-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- core targets the habitual, yiolent gang offender for vigorous 0,1 i ' 

trict of Columbia are being assessed under an Institute prosecution. The Institute evaluation will examine the , .. ~g'\ 
grant. The guidelines weigh both potential danger to the program's impact on the prosecution and sentencing of :',l f,1 

community as well as the possibility the defendant will not defendants selected for the program compared to a control \ 
appear for trial. The analysis wiII gauge the effectiveness of group receiving routine prosecutorial treatment. '11\, 

the guidelines and their impact on pretrial detention. Basic facts about violent behavior are being gathered )') 
A related project, funded jointly by NIJand the National under a long-term research project at the University of 

Institute of Corrections, is analyzing the impact of guide- Pennsylvania. Under the direction of Dr. Marvin Wolfgang, 
lines for bail decisions. Similar in concept to the sentencing the Center for Interdisciplinary Study of Criminal Violence 
guidelines now being field tested by NIJ, the newly- is conducting a detailed inquiry on violent offenders. in-
developed guidelines for determining the release or detain- cluding factors related to their behavior, the characteristics 
ment of defendants were created with the aid of judges in of their careers, and their treatment by the criminal justice 
the Municipal Court of Philadelphia. The evaluation will system. The profiles of violent offenders drawn from an 
assess the judges' use of the guidelines, their impact on analysis of a large body of data will chart the age of onset 
pretrial detention rates, and their effectiveness in reducing of criminality, intervals between offenses, patterns of 
rearrest and failure-ia-appear rates. offense severity as well as the likelihood of arrest, con-

A workshop on issues concerning the dangerous defend- viction, and incarceration. The research also wiII explore 
ant held in February assessed existing knowledge on the the feasibility of improving predictions of violent behavior 
topic and developed a research agenda. Sponsored by NlJ, based on characteristics emerging from the analysis that 
the "panel of experts convened by Harvard University distinguish violent from nonviolent offenders. 
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 di.sproportionate 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 NlJ, 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 histories 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 foIlow-up study wiII 
examine these issues in more detail by studying the sen­
tencing of young offenders in four or five sites. The analysis 
wiII compare the sanctioning of different age groups of 
offenders, based on the use or absence of juvenile records. 

On a 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-

Victims and Witnesses 
Recent Institute efforts focus on the victims of particular 

crimes, including 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 prosecution of 
offenders. - I 

An evaluation of 280 victim-,.{ltness programs throughout 
the country published last year found that special 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 wiII 
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 Institute 
published last year presented guidelines for officials in 
setting up and operating a statewide victim compensation 
program. Among the issues addressed were alternative 
approaches to location and staffing, public awareness, ap­
plication procedures, program coverage, eligibility criteria, 
benefits, and costs. In the coming year the study wiII 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 . 

{

' i, justice process is being field tested in three jurisdictions. In 
',,, this experiment victims and witnesses have tl-te opportunity 

1,4')' !\ to present their views in plea negotiation sessions, which is 

.I 
;1 

I 

", 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 
implemen~ing a variety of strategies tailored to local con­
ditions. Of the four sites, tne 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 bailor 
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 NIJ 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 conditions in prisons, 
jails, and halfway houses across the country; and case 
studies of various sentencing reforms and their effect on 
imprisonment rates. Involved 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 
emergJng 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 U(·~zation. Last year the Office of Develop­
ment, Testing;; I:)d Dissemination produced nine documents 
to assist practil'.oners and poIi:cymakers in adopting im­
proved strate,5ies in law enforcement, adjudication, and 
corrections. These syntheses of research and practical ex­
perient:e 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. Policymakers and practitioners in participating 
communities received training and technical assistance in 
implementing the test design. Those skills enable the juris-

diction to continue the program if test results warrant. 
If an evaluation of the expeiiment 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 198 I. 

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 NIJ-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. M ore than 
40,000 criminal justice practitioners, policymakers, and 
researchers use the National Criminal Justice Reference 
Service, l.vhich maintains a data base of 60,000 documents 
covering all aspects of crime and justice. 
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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 suc;h issues as 
data privacy, confidentiality and security, interstate ex­
change of criminal r:.ecords, and related issues. 

"rhe 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 (I) 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 exchange, 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 National Indicators 
System of the White House Office of Plannin~ 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 assigned 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 of 
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 materials 
are available to criminal justice practitioners, key public 
interest groups, the academic community, and other 
interested parties. 

Bulletins. Another major activity during 1981 was the 
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 Feb,ruary 1981. Subsequent 
issues include "The Prevalence Of Crime" (March 1981), 
"Prisoners in 1980" (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 oasic 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 vehicle 
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 
tou!;:!; . 1;)y 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 sarr: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 legislatio~ 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- \ 
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vey's scope to further increase its usefulness. 

Dissemination of ~enerlll Justice Statistics. During the 
year the Bureau pubhshed 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 Natio~al <?riminal Ju~tice Data Archive operated by 
the Inter-Umverslty 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 
yea~s' repor~s .were disseminated upon request to criminal 
Jushce practitioners and the general pUblic. Approximately 
2,000 requests for statistical information and assistance 
were received. 

C.ourts Statistics. The Bureau continued to support the 
NatIOnal Center for State Courts National Court Statistics 
Project during fiscal year 1981. The project is designed to 
reestablish the Census Bureau's court caseload series which 
was discontinued in 1946. ' 
. The initial proj.ect 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 oresenta­
tion format for annual reports of State court adm(nistra­
tions. Using the reponing models recommended in these 
documents, the project 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 
!'lajor program. 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 
an~lysis, and di.ssemination. The Bureau also supported a' 
major cooperative agr~ement designed to identify existing 
sou~ces of da~a, evaluate data comparability, and propose 
feaSIble techmcal 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 Fede~al 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. ' 

U nde~ the compute~ crime project. two major documents 
concermng the operatIOnal aspects of computer crime in­
vest~ga.tion and prosecution were published. In addition, 
prehmmary 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 
s~rv~ys and censuses, provides objective statistical informa­
tion m the areas of parole, probation, and corrections. Its 
four components are: the National Prisoner Statistics Pro­
gram, Special Studies in Correctional Statistics, Uniform 
Parole Re~orts, and the National Probation Reports StUdy. 
Th~ NatIOnal P~isoner. Statistics Program provides data 

on pnson populatIOn, pnsoner 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 durin" 
1981, "Prisoners in 1980," "Capital Punishment 1980, " and'" 
"Prisoners at Midyear i981." This last bulletin marks the 
i~auguration of the quarterly collection of prison popUla­
tIOn data. 

Special studies in correctional statistics focus on inform:.­
tion that is not available from regular administrative 
sour~es. The special report, "Parole of Jail Inmates," was 
pubhshed 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 
cor~ection popUlation and facilities, both to be published 
durmg 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 th.ose who recidivate within the three-year prriod 
followmg theIr release. The data are published annuatl\' in 
"Characteristics of the Parole Population." -

The National Probation Reports Program explores wavs 
of. collecting probation statistics comparable to those for­
pn~Qners and parolees. During the year "Probation in the 
Umted 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 PoUcy. I n-
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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 numerous projects were 
undertaken concerning the legislative mamia!e 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 ~ubs~antive ~nd operational 
relationships between the legIslatIVe reqUirements and other 
Federal and State requirements and appraising the effect of 
these requirements on the quality, utility, and confiden~iality 
of data. Another project is analyzing the various technIques 
employed in maintaining confidentiality and security 
standards in operational research computer centers. T.he 
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 o~ 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 problem.s 
of State and local justice systems" and "utili~e. t~ the maxI­
mum extent feasible State government orgamzatlons and 
facilities responsible for the collection and analysis of 
criminal justice data and statistics." The Bureau has 
responded by building on major findings .and assistanc~ 
efforts previously undertaken, by exp.andmg the a,nalytlc 
capabilities of the State, by encouragmg cooperatIOn 
among the States in addressing common problems, and by 
enhancing the ability of the State to prOVIde t~e Bureau 
with data for national r.ompilations. 

Through the .l:Sureau'~ SUPPlJ:L, stausti~~1 an~lysis ~ent:rs 
for criminal justice data have been estabhshed In approxI­
mately 40 States. They provide statistical infQrmation. 
services and policy guidance to the Governors, executive 
branch agencies, legislatQrs, the judic.iary, the. press, a~d 
the public. In addition, they playa VItal r~le In c~ll~ctmg 
and submitting data to. the Bureau Qf JustIce StatIstIcs. 

In many States, the statistical analysis ce~te:r !tas been 
made a part of the State gQvernment by legIslatIOn Qr 
executive order. 

During the year 12 grants and cQoperative agreements 
were awarded fQr cQntinuing the operatiQn Qf State sta­
tistical analysis centers. In addition, the Bure~u ~ntered in~o 
cooperative agreements with a number of statistIcal analYSIS 
centers for the perfQrmance_Qf specific tasks in accordance 
with programs developed by the Bureau, including estab-
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Iishing ~nd maintaining a clearinghouse for criminal justice 
informatiQn. It also will be·a means ror the B~reau .Qf Ju~­
tice Statistics and State criminal justice ageJ.1cles to. investi­
gate issues in criminal justice and develop methods and 
techniques fDr analyzing them. It will present and analyze 
data Dn the prDcessing and dispositions of felony arrestees. 
These data, which are derived from OBTS (Dffender-based 
transactiDn statistics) systems that the States have developed 
with the Bureau's assistance, will subsequently be aggre­
gated to prDvide the first multi-State statistics on the 
processing Df offenders after arrest. _ 

The Bureau also. support!> the operation C?f State uniform 
crime repQrting agencies in ~4 .States to. ~acl~~ate the sub­
missiQn and imprDve the vahdlty and reh~blhty of ~rrest 
and clearance data submitted by local PQhce agencIes to the 
Federal Bureau Df Investigation. During the past year 
grants were awarded to. four States fQr the completion of 
their systems. ., 

Major support fDr State and local agencIes was prQvIded 
in the design, develQpment, and transf~r Qf c~mputer-based 
autDmated infDrmatiQn systems. Ongomg projects were 
continued and technical help was provided fQr installation 
of the PrDsecut.or's Management Information System . 
(PROM IS). InfDrmatiQn derived from PR<?M.I~ is being 
used for the multijurisdictional analysis Qf JudICIal 
activities. 7 

The develDpment of criminal justice information systems 
included AMICUS (Attorney Management Information and 
Cardfile User Supports), a management information system 
fDr IDcal public defender offices, and four law enforceme~t 
infDrmation systems programs. These latter systems prQvIde 
standardized autDmated record-keeping and analytic capa­
bility for law enforcement purpDses. In addition to allowing 
improved retrieval, utilization, and an~lysis Qf data by the 
user agencies, these systems are potentIal sources Df 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 man~gement 
needs of State correctional departments and to proVIde data 
for correctional statistics programs. Twenty-6ght States 
have achieved a basic operational capability. All of the 
systems should be fully implemented within the next year. 
ProtDtype information systems were implemented in 
selected States to SuppDrt jail management and the manage­
ment, operation, and statistical reporting of State prison 
industries. Analytic methods and techniques have been 
develDped and are being provid.ed to _State correc~ional 
departments fDr use in fOf(!c;lstmg pnson pDpul~tl?n, 
statistical reporting, and the improved use of eXlstmg data 
bases. 
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Office of Juvenile Justice 
and Delinquency Prevention 

The Office of Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Preven­
tiQn develops and implements programs to prevent and 
reduce juvenile delinquency. It designs new ways to. divert 
juveniles frQm the traditiQnal juvenile justice system and to. 
prQvide critically needed alternatives to. institutiQnalizatiQn. 
1t helps State and IQcal governments and public and private 
agencies conduct effective juvenile justice and delinquency 
prevention and rehabilitatiQn programs and offers research, 
evaluatiQn, and training services in juvenile delinquency 
prevention. The Office also. coordinates policy fQr all 
Federal juvenile delinquency related programs. 

Within the Office there is a research, standards, training, 
and information branch-the National Institute fDr Juvenile 
Justice and Delinquency Prevention. The Office also ad­
ministers a special emphasis discretiDnary grant program 
thrDugh which it develops and implements national SCDpe 
juvenile justice and delinquency prevention demDnstration 
programs. Finally, the Office provides fDrmula grants 
directly to. the States and territDries. 

Formula-Grant Program 
Sections 223(A)(12) through (15) of the Juvenile Justice 

and Delinquency PreventiDn Act contain the major de­
institutionalization, separation, jail removal, and monitQring 
clauses of the statute. The status of State implementation of 
these clauses is- as follows: . 

Fifty-one States and territories currently participate in 
the JJDP Act. The six States that are currently not partici­
pating are Hawaii, Nevada, North DakQta, Oklahoma, 
SQuth Dakota, and WYQming. 

December 31 of each year has been established as the 
date States must submit their annual monitoring reports. 
According to. the mQst recently submitted reports, all States 
participating in the fQrml:la 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' participatiDn in the Act: 
Alabama Ohio 
Alaska Oregon 
Arizona Florida 
Arkansas Georgia 
California Idaho 
Colorado Illinois 
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 
RhDde Island 
SQuth CarQlina 
Tennessee 
Texas 
Utah 
VermQnt 
Virginia 

Washington 
WiscDnsin 
Puerto. Rico. 
American SamDa 
Guam 
Trust Territories 
Virgin Islands 
No.. Marianas 

Of these States, 24 have been fDund 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 non offenders held in secure detention and 
correctional facilities was determined to be 198,795. This 
figure was calculated from the baseline informatiDn 
provided in the 1979 mDnitoring repDrts. With approxi­
mately 35,039 being currently held, the number of status 
offenders and nDnDffenders held in secure facilities over the 
past five years has been reduced by 83.4 percent. This 

. computes to a national ratio of 57.9 status offenders and 
nonoffenders securely held per 100,000 juvenile populatiDn 
under age 18 years old. . 

The following 46 States have demonstrated pro,gress in 
separating juveniles from adults in jails, detentiQn facilities, 
and correctional facilities: 
A;labama 
A)aska 
Arizona 
Arkansas 
CQIQrado 
Connecticut 
Delaware 
Dist. of Columbia 
MQntana 
New Hampshire 
New Jersey 
New Mexico 
New York 
North Carolina 
North Dakota 
Oregon 
Florida 
Georgia 
Idaho 
lIIinois 
Indiana 
Iowa 
Kansas 

Kentucky 
Louisiana 
Maryland 
Massachusetts 
Michigan 
Minnesota 
Mississippi 
MisSDUri 
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 provisiQn. 

During fiscal year 1981 the number of juveniles held in 
regular contact with adults was reduced frQm 58,058 to. 
39,041. This is a comparison of those held in regular con-
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tact as reported in the State 1979 monitoring rep~rt vers?s 
the 1980 report. This shows a 32.8 percent reductIon durmg 
the past year. ., - P 

The Congress in its 1980 reauthorizatIOn of the JJD 
Act, provided f~r the removal of all juv~niles from.~dult 
jails and lock-ups within a five-year pe~o~. In addltlon, 
however, the Congress required that wlthm 18 months of 
the Act's reauthorization a report be completed by OJJDP 
outlining the potential impact of the !emoval .effort. Work 
is currently under way to collect the mformatl~n needed to 
assess the costs and potential ramification~ ~hlch may 
result from the removal requirement. AdditIOnally, an 
analysis will be conducted to determine whether su.ch a . 
requirement would lead ~o an e~p~nsion of the residential 
capacity of secure detentIOn facIlIties an~ secur: c~rrec­
tional facilities for juveniles. Current e~timates I.ndlcate 
that more than 479,000 children are be10g held 10 8,833 
adult jails and lock-ups each year. 
. 10 addition to providing tor 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 gener~IlY con­
cern serious and violent juvenile offenders, altern~tlves 
to the juvenile justice system, delinquency preventIOn, . . 
improvements in the juvenile justice system, and the trammg 
of State or local personnel.' . 

Technical Assistance 
. The Juvenile Justice Technical Assistance Pro,gram. 
is designed to make available the knowledge of Juvemle 
justice and management expe~ts fo~ the ~uccessful develop­
ment and implementation of Juvemle del10quency p.rogr~ms. 
Needs are submitted to the Office from sources natlonwl~e. 
Regular six-month cycles have been established f~r techmcal 
assistance planning and delivery, Each cycle c,onslsts of 
needs assessment, workplan development, debvery, docu-
mentation and follow-up, if necessary, . 

During 1981 more than 700 specific technical assistance 
requests were responded to by OJJDP contra~tors, who 
were selected by competition in accordance With Federal 
laws and regulations, Each contractor's statement of work 
sets out a specific Office goal in which the contractor con-
centrates its efforts. 

Assistance is provided iu a number of v:ay~, fO,r ex­
ample, on-site consultation, workshops, dlstnbutlOn of , 
materials, or telephone assistance. One of the. most effective 
methods of providing information, howe,:,er, IS through the 
development of resource documents: Dur~\1g ~ 981 the follow­
ing documents were produced for dlssemmatlOn by the con-
tractors: . 

"Programs for Serious and Violent Juvenzle 
Offenders" . 

"Delinquency Pr~vention: Theories and StrategIes, 
2nd Edition" 

"Improving the QEality of !0'1.th Work: Stra.tegy 
"jor Delinquency Pre.ventlOll. . 

"Delinquency PreventlO,n: Selectlve Org~n.'za;, 
tional Change in the Schools, 2nd EditIOn 

"A Guide for Delinquency Prevention Programm~ 
ing Through Selective Change in School Organzza-
tions" 
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"A Guide for Delinquency Prevention Based 011 
Educational Activities" 

"Improving the Quality. of Youth U:C?rk ,?~rategy for 
Delinquency PreventIOn, 2nd EdlllOIl 

"Forum on Deinstitutionalizatioll: Selected Rea1.­
ings 011 Children in Adult Jails an~ Lock-up~ 

"Prohibiting Secure Juvenile Dete1ll1On: Assessm~ 
the Effectiveness of National Standards DetelltlOll 
Criteria" ./ 

"An Assessment of the National Incidence of Juvem e 
Suicide in Adult Jails" 

"Lock-ups and Juvenile Detention" 
"Removing Childrenfrom Adult Jails: A Guide 

to Action" ." 
"The Un jailing of Juveniles 111 Amenca/ It s Your 

Move" . . 
"National Assessment of Compliance Momt?/'111g 

Practices for the Juvenile Justice and Delmquency 
Prevention Act" 

"Juvenile Justice Restitution Working Papers 
(Volumes 1-5)" . 

"A Policy and Procedures Manualfor the VIOlent 
Juvenile Offender Sites" . . 

"Preliminary Training Manuals for PrOject !ye":, 
Pride and Replication of Project New Pnde. 

Research and Program 
Development 

Pursuant to the provisions of the Juvenile ~ustice an? 
Delinquency Prevention Act of 1974, the Nat~onal Institute 
for Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Pr~ventlOn .(NIJJDP) 
is the research, training, standards, and mformatl?n arm 
of the Office. Its research and evaluations are de~lgned to 
provide the basis for juvenile justice and alternative ~ystem 
program development and to generate data for ca~rYI~g 
out the other mandated functions of NIJJDP, which mclude 
training, program development, stand~rds develoPJ?1ent, and 
informat:on dissemination. These services are prOVided 
to juveni\.1 !')lstice practitioners a.t the State ~nd local levels. 

Section.'Z\3 of the Act authonzes the I~stlt.ute to con­
duct and Cl,1 ;rdinate research and evaluatIOn mto any aspect 
of juvenile cl~ Iinquency, to provide for program .develop­
ment and to conduct specific .studies in preventIOn and 
treat.'nent. Several provisions added by the .1980 Ame~dments 
to the Act suggest a program focus on senous .and VIOlent 
offenders, with particular attention on se~tencI.n!5' pro­
viding resources necessary for informed diSpOSitIOns, and 
rehabilitation. 

NIJJDP's research and development process has. been 
designed to follow a logical, evolutionary ~~th. ThiS 
involves research leading to problem defimtlO.n and to the 
identification of intervention program strategies, prog~am 
development and implementation;.testing aI1:d evalua~lOn; 
training' and the dissemination of program mformatlOn 
for Stat~ and local application. 

The general areas addressed by NIJJDP's !esearch and 
development effort include delinquent behaVior. and pre­
vention the juvenile justice system, and alternative prog~ams. 
A significant emphasis in each area is on work concermng 
serious and violent offenders. 
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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 cjevelop-
ing a general picture of juvenile delinquency in the United 
States. This involved the collection and analysis of national 
self-reported data, victimizatiun data, arrest statistics, 
juvenile court processing data and statistics on the number of 
juveniles in various types offacilities. 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 Instlt~te's first few years 
was to identify the parameters and significant issues in 
delinquent behavior and prevention, the juvMile 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, j lIvenile 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; standards 
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 correClions 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 !he total~rime_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 and sanctions imposed on juveniles, 
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Some Institute supported research results qllestion the 
effectiveness of secure custody for most juvenile offenders, 
botp 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 fn 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 concenicatlOn 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. 

NIJJDP'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 wurk 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. 

NIJJDP'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 I 
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. 
NIJ~DP 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's Law-Rdated Education Program. The 
results 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. 

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 an<:l Family Co~rt Judges 
was available to more than~ight 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 p'rogram 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 areas as literacy, 
group homes, residential treatment, shelter care, runaway 
facilities, counseling, diversion, youth employment, pro­
gram management, youth participation, substance abuse pre­
vention and treatment, advocacy, and service coordination. 
More than 31 States and 63 communities were served. 

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 J 8 
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 NIJJDP documents. In 
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 monographs were printed. 

Reports published during 1981 include: 
• Reports 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. 

(I 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 NIJJDP, Fiscal Year 1980. 
• The Use of Secure Detention for Juveniles and 

Alternatives to Its Use-National Study of 
Juveliile Detention. 

• Reports of the National Juvenile Justice Assess­
ment Centers: 

An Assessment of Evaluations of Drug 
Abuse Prevention Programs. 
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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. 

Vol. I: Process Description and~ 
Sum1'lJ.ary 

Vol. Il' Results of a Literature Search. 
Vol. IlL' Results of a Survey. 

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

Vol. I' Summary 
Vol. II: Definition, Characteristics of 

Incidents and Individuals, and 
Relationships to Substance Abuse. 

Vol. IlL' Legislation, Jurisdiction, Pro­
gram Interventions, and Con­
fidentiality of Juvenile Records. 

Vol. IV: Economic Impact. 
\9 A Preliminary National Assessment of Child 

Abuse and Neglect and the Juvenile Justice 
System: Role Conflicts, Constraints, and In­
formation Gaps. 

Q 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 NIJJDP staff. Additionally, five Assessment. Center 
reports have beer. L.:.varded to NCJRS for publication, and to 
date 35 Assessment 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 received 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 C~ild and Youth-Centered Information System was 
?egu~. ~hls .was a res~lt of the need for cooperation between 
Juvemle 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, 
~ew 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 
,nSRA system was developed. There were a total of three 
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feasi.bility stu.dies performed, an additional three feasibility 
s~udles negotiated and scheduled, and two system demonstra­
tions performed for Cook County and San Bernardino 
County. " 
. The Nation~l Uniform Juvenile Justice Reporting System 
IS the .only D;atlOn.al reporting ,system on juvenile court 
handlIng of Juvemles. 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 ~ealth, Education, and Welfare), this system 
has been greatly Improved. It now contains a wide range of in­
fon:natio~ on over '0n~-half of all cases handled each year 
by J~vemle 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 gran~ 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 
landJ?ark 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 devel~pment and dissemination, program develop­
ment a~d plannmg, a~d research (legal and social science) 
concermng 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 majcr national standards-setting bodies 
have developed a total of 3] volumes dealing with virtually 
~very aspect o~ the administration of juvenile justice. Recogniz­
Ing t~e pot.entIaI. confusion in the fieid~nd the difficulty of 
wor~mg With thiS amount of mater~al, 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 
th.e four set~ of st~n.dards 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 ]2,000 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 NIJJDP sponsored a series of three symposia 
on the Judicial, Administrative, and Legislative Uses of . 
Juvenile Justice Standards. They were attended byapproxl­
mately 90 judges, court administrators,. attorneys, ~orrec­
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 rec~lve 
fiscal year 1983 funding. These three programs, along with 
programs complete~ in prior years, ha~e 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 contnr.cts. ~he Part I Cooperative 
Agreemenf for $3,911,998 wellt to the National Council on 
Crime and Delinquency on September 30, 1980. The Part II 
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 hel? 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 
appr~ved in 1981. These five sites are Phoenix, Denver, 
Memphis, Newark, and Boston. 

For Part II, 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 maki?g 
the statutes, regulations, policies, and practices of. the juv~l1lle 
justice system, the education system, and the SOCial se~vlces 
system more supportive of the ?eeds of y~)Uth anq the.lr 
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; t?e Parent's U~ion. for 
Public Schools in Philadelphia, an mdependent CitYWide 
parents organization; and the Wisconsin Youth ~oIi~y and 
Law Center, a statewide private, nonprofit otgamzatlOn. 
In accordance with program guideline requirements, all 

, grantees provided letters demonstrating civic~nd commun~ty 
. 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. Admh1istrative 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 of24 months and 12 months. All 22 
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 p~r­
formance in achieving stated objectives in the prevIOus 
program year(s), availability of funds, and compliance with 
the terms and conditions of the grants. 

OJJDP 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 Stat~s, Puerto Rico, and the Virgin Islands. The eighteenth 
project was funded in September 1981. Seventeen of the 
projects funded have been in oper~tion fo~ a. year and an;! 
now in their second year of operatIOn. ThiS mcludes 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 wiII probably meet performance 
criteria at a sufficiently high level to be funded. 

Additional facts of interest on these projects are as 
follows: 

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

• Eighty-five percent of the projects have initiated som~ 
level of systems change within the structures they are workmg 
with, which are for the most part public school systems. These 
changes range from simply getting students, pare~ts, 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. 

• 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 stqdents. 
.- POLARIS'Research and Development was awarded a 
contract in August 1981 to provide technic~l assistance 
to the Alternative Education projects. 

John Hopkins University, in conjuncHon 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, 1981, New Pride projects had served 661 youth. A 
preliminary 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: 

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

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

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

• With 72 client/; post-tested on the Key Math, the 
average gain for ""nite clients was 5.46 points, for black clients 
it was 12.5 points, 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 
I<ansas 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, 
355,000 hours of community service, and 6,052 victim service 
hours. 

• 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 
hQurs of community service. 

" 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 services 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 intervertti·on. At the close of 1981 
more than 11,000 youths had participated in·the 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 
periods. The projects are now in their second year of operation, 
and it is anticipated that the stated goals and objectives wiII 
be attained during the approved project periods. No funds 
are projected beyond the original awards. 

Coordinating Council 
The G90rdinating Council, as statutorily required, has 

been 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 coruunction with the Departmept of 4bor. 
has just completed funding 14 projects under the Mod~l 
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 

$0 

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 AU:DIT AND PROGRAM ! 
REVIEW OFFICES· Geographical Area of Responsibility f 

Charles F. Rinkevich, Director 
Atlanta Area Audit and Program Review Office 
U.S.-Department 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-l3il5 
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 
30j-837-2501 (FTS) 8-327-2501 

Joseph L. Mulyey, Director . 
Sacramento Area Audit and Program Review Office 
U.S. Department of Justice 
Post Office Box 3010, 801 1St. 
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 

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, Colorado, 
Louisiana, Montana, 
New Mexico, North 
Dakota, Oklahoma, 
South Dakota, Utah, 
Texas, Wyoming 

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 

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

*1hese offices have been trans/erred to the Justice Management Division, the administrative arm of the U.S. Department of Justice. 

CRIMINAL JUSTICE 
COUNCILS 

AllfibJlm~) 
R(;b~rt q; Davis, Director 

, Alabama Law Enforcement Planning Agency 
2863 Fairlane Drive, Executive Park 
\Building F,.Suite'49 

'''Montgomery, Alabamll 36116 
Phone (205) 832-6830 
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Alaska 
Charles Adams, Jr., Executive Director 
Office of Justice Assistance 
Pouch KJ 
Juneau, Alaska 99811 
Phone (907)' 465-3535 

American Samoa 
La'avli A. FiIoiali'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) 

l' 

Arizona 
Larry Landry, Executive Director 
Office of Economic Planning & Developtnent 
State Capitoi 
1700 W. Washington 
Phoenix, Arizona 85007 
Phone (602) 255-5004 

Arkansas 
Mary Ellen Henderson, Gr-ant Administrator 
Administrative SerVices Division 
Department of Finance and Administration 
Little Rock, Arkansas 72203 
Phone (501) 371-1771 

Caiifornia 
Douglas R. Cunningham, Executive Director 
Office of Criminal Justice Planning 
Suite 600 
9719 Lincoln Village Drive 
Sacramento, CaiiforIiia 95827 
Phone (916) 336-5304 

Cdlorado 
James Vetter, Associate Director for 
Criminal Justice Affairs 
Department of Local Affairs 
1313 Sherman Street 
Room 419 
Denver, Colorado 80203 
Phone (303) 866-4908 

Connecticut 
WilHam H. Carbone, Executive Director 
Connecticut Justice Commission 
75 Elm Street 
Hartford, Connecticut 06115 
Phone (203) 566-3020 

beiawar.e 
Thomas J. Quinn 
Criminal Justice Planning Section 
Office of Management, Budget &. Planning 
State bffice Bidg. 
820 North French St. 
WHmingtoh; De1a\vare 1980i 
Phone (302) 571-343 i 

District of Columbia 
Shirley Wilson, Executive Director 
Office of Criminal JUstice Plans and Analysis 
421 8th Street, N. W. 
Washington, DC 20004 
Phone (202) 727-6554 

Florida 
Joyce D. Peterside, Bureau Chief 
Bureau of Crimiiutl Justice Assistance 
2S71 ExecUtive Center Cifcle East 
Tallahassee, Florida 32jdi 
Phone(904)488~i 

Georgia 
Chantal. R. Aktidge, Director 
GhHits Managemefit &. Audit Section 
Georgia DepattfueHt of Cofumimity Affairs' 
40 Matietta St., N. W., 9tk Floor 
Atlanta, Gebrgia jtjjOj 
Pl1dne (4(4) 656-1725, 1126, 1127 

Guam 
Angel A. R. Sablan, Acting Executive Director 
Guam Criminal Justice Planning Agency 
Government of Guarii, P.O'. Box 2950 
Agaha, Goam9MIO 
phohe Guam 412-8181 (Overseas Operator) 

Hawaii 
Irwin Tanaka, Director 
State taw E~forcemerit .i>ianning Agency 
250 South Klhg Street, Room 412 
Honolulu, Hawaii 96813 
Phone (808) 548-3800 

Idaho 
L. G. HopkinsJ Director 
Department of Law Eiiforcemerit 
Law Enforcemetit Assistance Divisidn 
6058 Corporal Lane 
Boise, ldaho 83704 
Phone (208) 334-2364 

iliinois 
William W. Hdlland, Acting Executive Director 
Illinois LaW Enforcemeht Commission 
120 Sooth Riverside Pla7.ll, 10th Floor 
Chicago, Illinois 60606 
Phone (312) 454-1560 

Indiana . 
RosCd Walters, Acting E~eciitive Director 
Indiana Criminal Justice Planning Agency 
21S-17 North Senate Aveiiue 
indianapolis, indiana 46202 
PHone (317) 232-1251 

Iowa 
Richard E. George, Executive Director 
Iowa Crime Comtnission 
Lucas State Office Building 
Des Moii1es, Iowa 50319 
Phone (SIS) 281-3241 

Kansas 
David W.P. O'Brien, Director 
Governor's Committee on Criininai Administration 
S03 Kansas Avenue, Second Floor 
Topeka, Kansas 66603 
Phone (9t3) 296-:3066 
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{ 'I· .. l John R. Lancaster, Director 
r ;',1:1 Division for Grant Programs 
'I) Kentucky Dept. of Justice 
i<\ State Office Building Annex, 1st Floor 

lLj.l pFrah nkfo(rt, KSe6n4tu3c2k5Y140601 
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Louisiana 
Elmer 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 \V. Friedman. Executive Director 
Goyernor's Commission on Law Enforcement and 
Administration of Justice 
One Investment Place, Suite 700 
Towson, Maryland 21204 
Phone (301) 321-3631 

Massachusett.s 
Walter Timilty, Acting Director 
Committee on Criminal Justice 
100 Cambridge St. 
Room 2100 
Boston, Massachusetts 02202 
Phone (617) 127-6300 

,Michigan 
Clmrles R. Davoli, Executive Director 
Office of Criminal Justice Programs 
Le\\is Cass Building, Second Floor 
lansing, Michigan 48909 
Phone (517) 313-6655 

Minnesota 
Michael J. McMahon, 'Program Director 
Minnesota Crime Control Planning Board 
444 1.afa\'ette Road 
St. Paul,-Minnesota 55101 
Phone (612) 296-3113 

l\fississippi 
Roy Thigpen. Director 
Governor'S Office of Crlminal.Justice Planning 
Ike Sanford Building. 2nd Floor 
631 North President St. 
Jackson, Mississippi 39201 
Phone (601) 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 '5960 I 
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, Nebraska 68509 
Phone (402) 471-2194 

Nevada 
S. Barton Jacka, D,irector 
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 
CN083 
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 8750 I 
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 100t3 
Phone (212) 488-4868 
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North Carolina 
Gordon Smith, III, 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 
Oklahoma City, Oklahoma 13105 
Phone (405) 528-8200 

Oregon 
Keith Stubblefield, Administrator 
Oregon Law Enforcement Council 
2001 Front Street N.E. 
Salem, Oregon 97310 
Phone (503) 378-4347 

Pennsylvania 
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) 783~398 

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. 
Nashville, 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-East 
~alt L~ke 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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Virgin Islands 
Glenn Tobey, Acting Administrator 
Virgin Islaqds Law Enforcement 
Planning Commission 
Box 3807 
St. Thomas, Virgin Islands 00801 
Phone (809) 774-6400 

Virginia 
Richard N. f1arris, pirector 
Divi!!ion of Jl.!stice and Crime Prevention 
805 East Broaq St. 
Richmond, Virginia 23219 
Phoqe (804) 786-4000 

W~~hington 
Frank Glaspey, Program Administration Manager 
Division of Accounting & Fiscal Services 
Office of FiI]ancial ManagePlent 
MJill.!?.!0p ER 13 
400 E. Union 
Olympia, Washington 98504 
Phone (206) 754-2802 

d 

West Virginia 
Plttrick Gallagher, Executive Director 
Governor's Committee on Crime, Delinquency and 

Corrections 
5790-A MacCorkle Avenue, S.E. 
Charleston, West Va. 2530~~ 
Phone (304) 348-8814 

Wisconsin 
John H. Given;:., Executive Director 
Wisconsin Coundl, on Criminal Ju~tice 
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 Admjnistration 
720 West 18th Street 
Cheyenne, Wyoming 82002 
Phone. (307) 777-7716 
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