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Executive Summary

The primary purpose . this report is to assess the technology transfer
and rglated benefits which have occurred as a result of the Host site visits.
To assess how well éhe Host Program has succeeded ip promoting the sharing of
advanced criminal justice practices, Phase I and initial Phase II visitors to
11 of the 15 Host sites were surveyed.* This report presents the results of
that survey. The Host Program and its development are also described.
Forty-two visitors were surveyed; thirty-two of those who responded

are ‘included in this analysis.*% They are:

0 4 visitors to Seattle Community Crime Prevention Program.

o 4 visitors to Neﬁ York City Police Department's Street Crime Unit

0 2 visitors to Philadelphia Youth Services Program

0 2 visitors to the Des Moines (IA) Rape Care Center

o 4 visitors ;o the Montgomery County Pre-Release Center

o 4 visitoré to the Bronx (NY) Major Offense Bureau

o 2 visitors to the Dallas Police Legal Liaison Unit

0o 6 visitors to the Witness Information Service in Peoria (IL)

0 3 visitors to the Community Based Corrections in Polk County
(Des Moines, IA)

.0 3 visitors to Rape Care Center Des Moines, IA

0 3 visitors to the California Youth Authority's Ward Grievance
Procedure

o 2 visitors to the Major Violators Unit, San Diego, CA

o 3-visitors to One Day/One Trial in Wayne County, Detroit ™1

*The‘iemaining‘four Host Sites had four or fewer visitors during the time
period covered (October 1980 through March 1981).

- **This includes three visitors from state agencies who shared information with
agencies throughout their states -- two visitors to the Bronx Major Offense Bureau
and oune to the Montgomery County Pre-Release Center, o
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f Based on the responses of forty-two visitors, thirty-one visitors (89%) %E
il INTRCDUCTION
adopted the Host project visited or adapted project components and techniques. .
: i
Findings include: i
o 10 visitors' agencies adopted the Host project or have the Host ' — .
Project in planning stages. & The National Institute Host Program Phase IV Report presents a summary of
e
o 21 visitors' agencies adopted projeét components .and techniques . major activities for the Host Program and for the Criminal Justice Task Force of
o 2 visitors reported that the Host Project visit assisted in g; the Urban Consortium during August 1980 through August 1981. This is the time

‘getting the project continued funding and permanent acceptance.
period for the fourth grant from the Office of Development, Testing, and
o 39 visitors reported related benefits from either their Host
site visits or their continued contact with Public Technology, Inc.
(PTI) staff#*

Dissemination (ODT&D) of the National Institute of Justice (NIJ)

o 3 visitors reported potential benefits (their agencies may adopt - . . '
the Host project in the future) - ! Public Technology, Inc. coordinated these programs for NIJ.

0 2 visitors did not report any immediate direct benefits from the
visit

: The Host Program was started in May of 1976 to promote the sharing of
Twenty-one of the 31 who adapted Host projects or techniques report : ﬂ?

’ﬁ.r
1

advanced and successful criminal justice practices. The Program enabled local

beneficial results based on these adoptions, including improving program

& - e and state criminal justice officials to visit selected successful and effective
g{ effectiveness, cost savings, and increased community acceptance. Host visits b . . . . :
’ projects that have been designated as Exemplary by ODTD. Officials benefited ;
were especially important to those in initial implementing phases. Many cited o . . . . . :
gﬁ fﬁ from in-depth and carefully planned training sessions at Host sites. Their
fed

the value of having a model after which to pattern their projects, explaining .
: travel and per diem costs were paid by the NIJ grant.

o

that through their training sessions problems were anticipated and therefore

ARG
i 2
2%

avoided and start-up costs were reduced. i . . .
The Criminal Justice Task Force of the Urban Consortium was activiated

Twenty-three visitors shared their Host site experience with other officials, - ] e .
' through NIJ support in October 1979. It provided an additional link between NIJ

TR RS

e I
AT I

in addition to those directly involved in their own operations, dnd eight informed

B

, and the major urban areas in the county. There are 37 jurisdictioms that are
others about the Host Program, In several instances, this resulted in another

SRESRRERE
GEA

members of the Urban Coumsortium. Criminal justice and local executive officials J
official visiting a Host site. v ) .. . {
' from 13 of these jurisdictions served on the Criminal Justice Task Force. The 4

‘

Task Force matched Urban Consortium priority needs and NIJ resources and sug-

iy

gested additional areas for research and development. Co : i

*These include exchanging ideas and experiences, developing relationships
with outside agencies, and observing other aspects of the Host agency's operations.
The Host Program workshops held for previous visitors and information disseminated
to previous visitors by Jack Herzig have been especially benefiéial in this regard.
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This Report, which summarizes developments in both programs, has two

*
sections:

Part I: National Institute Host Program, Phase IV:

Major Activities and Achievements
Part II: Criminal Justice Task Force of the Urban Consortium

The authors would like to thank Fred Becker, who manages the Host Program
for the Office of Development, Testing, and Dissemination of the National
Institute of Justice, and Jack Herzig, Host Program Director at Public

Technology, Inc., for their assistance in preparing this report.

Public Technology, Inc., is a non-profit public interest organization which
provides for the development and application of technology and advanced manage-
ment techniques to the problems and needs of state and local gﬁvernments. Many
of PTI's programs include technology transfer, advanced management techniques,

and dissemination components,
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PART 1:

NATIONAL INSTITUTE HOST PROGRAM, PHASE IV

MAJOR ACTIVITIES AND ACHIEVEMENTS
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During Phase IV of the National Institute lost Program (August 1980 -
August 1981), about 65 cr@minal justice officials were given the opportunity
to participate in the Host Program by observing at Host sites (see Attachment A
for list of Host visitors, by site). Major activities during Phase iV are

described below.

Host Site Selection

Hogt sites were selected from projects that have been designated as
Exemplary by the National Institute of Justice (NIJ). To be designated
Exemplary, projects must demonstrate effectiveness, transferability to other
jurisdictions, and a willingness to share information.* During Phase IV, one
new Host site was selected from NIJ's Exemplary projeéts although recommenda-

tions for two others were made to NIJ. The site selected was the the Major

Violator Unit of the San Diego District Attorney's office.

There were seventeen Host sites in the areas of law enforcement, prosecu-—
tion, courts, corrections, and juvenile justice, among others. These are listed
in Attachment B. (Project Summaries were prepared for each Host site (See

Attachment C.)

Host Visitor Selection

Vigitors to the Host Program during Phase 1V were selected according to the

same criteria as during previous phases. .

* Refer to NILJ's latest Exemplary Projectg brochure for a description of the

Exemplary projects and instructions on how to apply.

%% The site selection process is described in National Institute Host Program

Assessment Report Summary by E. J. Albright (June 1979). Photocopy available
from Public Technology, Inc. :
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Senior criminal justice officials from local and state agencies were eligi-
ble to participate in the Host Program., Criteria for visitor selection

included:

o Officials from agencies considering adapting or replicating a Host Pro-
ject;

o Those who decided to implement a similar project and required further
information and guidance;

o Officials from agencies with on—-going projects who required technical

assigtance to expand and ensure its success,

The visitor must have been:
o At a supervisory or managerial level with authority to adapt elements of
the Host operation to the local agency's needs;
o Knowledgeable about the Host project, or about similar programs;
o Willing to participate in a follow-up evaluation.

o From a jurisdiction that serves a population of over 100,000,

Prospective visitors were asked to complete an application form (see
Attachment D); These wefé reviewed by the Host Program Coordinator who made
follow-up telephone calls to potential visitors. The Host Program Coordinator
also reviewed prospective visitors with the Host sites. Selection of Host visi-
tors was made by the Host Program Director with final approval authority restiﬁg

AN

with NIJ's Program Manager.

'

The state Criminal Justice Planning Agencies (SPAs) were’ informed of final

decisions when visitors were chosen from their state.
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+ Host Visitor Recruitment

Potential Host visitors were actively recruited through a variety of
methods. Oune-page summaries on Host sites were prepared for distribution at
conferences and training sessions by other professional organizations and

meetings (see Attachment C). These were also used to respond to requests for

information,

Staff continued to contact sources from whom recommendations for suitable
visitors could be selected. These included fermer visitors, Host sites, members
of the Criminal Justice Task Force, State Planning Agency directors, local cri-
minal justice planning units and professional organizations. Among these were
the National District Attorney's Association, the National Organization for
Victim Assistance, the Legal Advisor's Committee of the Intermnational

Association of Chiefs of Police and various units of the Urban Consortium and

PTI subscribers,

Articles or notices about the Host program or related activities appeared
in several PTI publications, the Crime Control Digest, the Corrections Digest,
the National Association of Attorneyis General newsletter and the National

District Attorney's Association newsletter as well as some local publications.

In adéition to the efforts outside the Host Program, former Host Visitors

periodically recommended officials as visitors to the Host sites. The strong

response received from former visitors was an indication of their enthusiasm. for =~

the Host Program and its benefits to state and local officials.
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On-Site Training at Host Sites %A 4 ;~i: Visit of Host Site Direcior
Host Visitors observéd the day-to-day operations of a project for periods ;y \i z: ‘During Host IV, an eipefiment in "reverse—exchange" was tried, that is in
of several days to a week. They 1éarned about start-—up problems, methods to : § sending a Host site directof to visit and advise the communities of officials
reduce start—up costs, and techniques to ensure success. Izi~depth and carefuily 3 § who had éreviously visitéd the Host site,
planned learning experiences were provided——ones which are not readily available ?q §
through any other avenues. ' 2 Carole Meade, Directorkof the Polk County Rape/Sexual Assult Care Center,
; = (Des Moines, Iowa) was selected as the Host site director to participate in this
Visitors' per diem and travel expenses were provided through the NIJ grant. . ’ experiment. wést Palm Beach and several locations in North Carglina selected as
Usually two visitors——from two different jurisdictions—-visited a Host site. E the communitieé to be visited.
In special circumstances, two visitors from the same jurisdiction could be | e ﬁ
selected. For some agencies considering adopting a particgiar Host ,project, for 3 éﬁ West Palm Beach
example, One Day/One Trial both the senior judge and his court adminéitrator 5 g% |
would visit the site. - ~ o 3 - ,Carofé Meade had hosted the previous diéector (Ellen St. John) of the West
EE Palm Beach Center and had participaﬁé& with the present director (Earriet |
Host Site Participation . m Alﬁéchuler) in a Host Program Workshop, so she had long~term knowledge of the
_g project's developmen: and progre;s. The West Palm Beach Center had adopted Polk
The Host Program Director kept in contact with the Host sites to ensure ) g County's ﬁethod of gaining support through a Board of Directors representing
their continued cooperation and participation. During Phase IV, the Director 4t various city and county agencies and community groups. Ellen St. John also i
visited the Economic Crime Unit of the San Diego (CA) District Attorney's ‘ .} % rep&rted adopting the group's "Speakers Bureau" concept from Polk County by
Office as well as the Mayor Violators Unit of that office. ‘ - : using volunteer speakers to address variou§ groups. %
; E 7 ?
N B \ i
The Host Program goordiﬁator checked with the Host site coordinators or | . ' It is significant to notg that the Poikaounty Center benefited from adop- i
directors for each Host site when arranging for Host visits. TFor several sites, ! E ting West Palm Beach's Data system, ’Unforkunately, due to a PerSOﬁai proﬁlem,
the Host site coordinator/director reviewed the candidates and assist in the i ki Carole's visit fo.West Palm Beach‘was cut short and the pofential benefits for a
e ) ‘ , ,
selection of Host visitors, T E continued exchange were not realized the:e.
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North Carolina

»

Carole Meade had recently hosted Paula ﬁichardson, Assistant Director,
Commission on Status of Women for North Carolina, where Paula was serving as
Sexual Assult Coordinator. When Carole visited North Carolina in September of
1980, North Carolina was in the midst of organizing a statewide netwotk of se#—
ualzassult and other center coordinators and directors. In North Carolina,
Carole joined 5 State Task Force on Sexual Assult meeting and visited several
centers. At the Tésk Force meeting, she was ablé to impart some of her commu-
nity organizational skills to the participants to their benefit. Apparently,
the statewide network was having some‘difficulties getting programs moving due
to lack of confidence. Carole élso ekplained her operation in detail and was
able to consult individually with several center direétors. She sent mat;rials
to them éfter her return and recommended to one direqtor that she apply for a
Host visit.

AN

Carole also.met‘with the County Attorney aﬁd the Rape Center Director at

Chapel Hill., She was able to explain hér opefations in detail and compare them

to those of Chapel Hill. Both center Directors felt they benefitted from learn-

ing about alternative approaches to operating a. successful center.

Host Visitor Follow-up Assessment

During Phase"iV, the survey forms developed for the survey of the initial
Host visitors were sent to officials who were Host visitors from Janﬁary i980
through December 1980 (the last half of\éhaSé ITI and the firét héif of Phase
IV. -A time lapse of 6 to 8 month was allowed before asseséiné the results of
Host visits, althouéh reporté on plans were given immediately after visits in

the "Report by Visitor" form.

£

[C N

e

i)

%

|

’a':wz,g.J .

]

=2

|-t

)

oy
Lt

i B e

B

1

¢ premeed

ronmed

et

et

ot |

4

s

Selected quotes from Host visitors are given in Attachment E and selected
Host visitor (Report-by-visitor and Followup Reports) are given in Attachment F.
The responses show contin&ed benefits to visitors and their agencies from the
on—-site training:provided through the Host Program. Similar to earlier
assessments, most visitors reported adapting Host site techniques for use within
their own jurisdictions. As before, visitors starting projects reported the
mosgt benefits. They stated that start-up time and costs were reduced due to

their on-site training. Also, start-up problems were either avoided or dealt

. with more effectively after learning how the Host site dealt with similar

problems,

Several Host visitors reported specific program outcomes to project devel=-
opment or changes made after their Host site training., As in earlier assess-
ments, outcomes_sﬁch as improved program effectiveness, increased efficiency or
greater community acceptance are difficult for many projecté to assess in isola-

tion as well as added difficulty in being able to attribute directly to the Host

site experience.

Host visitors continue to wvalue the contacts made——with both the Host site
and the other Host visitor(s)--for future needs. The Host Program continued to

act in a network capacity-—putting criminal justice officials in contact with :

their peers across the nation.

Many Host visitors also reported sharing what they learned during their on- : i .
site training at the Host sites with other officials=-in addition to those with Ay
whom they directly work. A number-reported giving presentations about the Host

program and what they learned at state or national conferences.

T " ~ S T



In summary, the Host Program continued to operate successfully in the P 4
transfer' of advanced ¢riminal justice practices to jurisdictions around the

nation. All' but four states have participated in the Program.

Plans ‘of Recent Host Visitors

A review of the initial reactions of Host visitors during the second half

of Phase IV (1981) shows that similar benefits from the om-site training can be
O
expected. Although it is frequently difficult for Host visitors to accurately -
predict exactly what they will be able to accomplish based on the knowledge they

gained at the Host gite, their plans are similar to those given by visitors in

the past.

Host visitor plans and their initial reactions to their on—site training

wére obtained on a form sent to them. Responses were used to supplement later
information obtained. They were also used to track the effectiveness and opera- "

tion of the Host site visits.

Most Host visitors completed the Report-By Visitor forms soon after their
visits. They were ;sually extremelf’enthusiastic'abaﬁt what they saw and about . i
what they plan to accomplish.*”Therefore,,the follow-up forms, sent at least six
to eight months after their visits, pfesent a nuch more accu;ate‘pictdre.of what

they did accomplish. Constraints that may not have been expected were given as - ;

part of the follow-up. These frequently include fiscal constraints that were

not anticipated. In some cases, federal grants that were expected were not

received, k ‘ ' .

.
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In sum, the information received by the follow—up presents a much more
accurate. picture of HostbProgram benefits than the reports completed immediately
after the visits. The primary functions of the latter were to track the visits,
and to_highlight the key project components. Visitors were asked to describe

the aspects of the Host Program especially important to program effectiveness.

Host IV visitors gained much technical assistance and insight to the every-
day workings of Exemplary Projects. Two visitors, one to the Witness Informa-
tion Service and onevto the Community Crime Prevention Program, stated one
comment about the value of a Host visit and it is a applicable to all of thenm,
"an additiongl benefit is confirmation that the manner in which a visiting

program has been formulated is sound and effective."

The savings in time, money and personnel is great when a fledging criminal
justice program realizes that in the face of the greatest odds, they do have the

right idea and it can work.
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PART II

CRIMINAL JUSTICE TASK FORCE

OF THE URBAN CONSORTIUM
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National Science Foundation, the Consortium provides a unique forum wherein

- mendations and develop programs in specific areas of local priority. Among the

with existing techniques and advanced practices and to encourage additiomal

As part of the National Institute of Justice (NIJ) grant for Phase IV of
the Host Program, the Criminal Justice Task Force of the Urban Consortium was
continued. The Task Force was formed during Phase III. (See Attachments A and

B for members and advisory members). The Urban Consortium is briefly described

‘and the major activities of the Criminal Justice Task Force during Phase 1V are

given below. -

The Urban Consortium

The Urban Consortium (UC) is & formal .organization of the nation's 28
largest cities and nine urban counties with populations,over’500,000. Aided by -
its Secretariat, Public Technology, Inc., these jurisdictions have joined
together to increase the practical return from national research and development ?

programs to meet their priority needs. Started in 1974 through support of the ?

urban governments can work cooperatively toward solutions to local programs.

L A G

Members of the Consortium are represented in Task Forces which make recom-

T LT

Task Forces which are supported by federal agencies are Community and Economic
Development, supported. by the Department of Housing and Urban Development;
Transportation, supported by the Department of Transportation; and Fire Safety

and Disaster Preparedness, supquted by the U.S. Fire Administration in the

Federal Emergency Management Agency. , : v

W

AR o

-The Urban Consortium is designed to address problems that can be solved

o

research for development of sthtions~required»by the needs of the participating

jurisdictions. Its objectives are to:

ALl




o Formalize the commitment of large urban governments to
cooperative research and development efforts.

0 Mobilize member jﬁrisdictions to build a common urban-
oriented research and development agenda.

o Develop consensus on research and development priorities
based on the deliberations and demands of the member
jurisdictions.

o Develop solutions to priority problems through the or-
ganization of broadly representative User Design Com-
mittees charged with the respbnsibility of seeing that
the product or service being produced meets the need,

o Transfer existing solutions through well-designed dissemi-

nation programs.

Urban Consortium member jurisdictions are Atlanta, GA; Baltimore, MD;
Boston, MA; Chicago, IL; Cleveland, OH; Columbus, OH; Dade County, FL; Dallas,
TX; Denver, CO; Detroit, MI; Hennepin County, MN; Hillsborough County, FL;
Houston, TX; Indianapolis, IN; Jécksonville, FL; Jefferson County, KY; Kansas
City, MO; King County, WA; Los Angeles, CA; Maricopa County, AZ; Memphis, TN;
Milwaukee, WI; Montgomery County, MD; New Orleang, LA; New York City, NY:
Philadelphia, PA; Phoenix, AZ; Pittsburgh, PA; Prince George's County, MD; St.
LOuis, MO; San Antonio, TX; San Diego, CA; San Diego County, CA; San Francisco,

CA; San Jose, CA; Seattle, WA; Washington, DC..

12
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Funding of Criminal Justice Task Force by

The National Institute of Justice

u’During Phase III of the National Institute Host Program, a portion of the

NIJ grant was devoted to form the Criminal Justice Task Force of the Urban Con-~

sortium. This was continued during Phase IV. (See Attachments A and B for Task

Force Members and Advisory Members.)

Historically, the National Institute has worked with public interest groups

and saw its partnership with the Urban Consortium as an expansion of these

efforts. The Criminal Justice Task Force helped to create the kind of

cooperative working relationships critical to understanding and responding to

local criminal justice priorities. The Urban Consortium provides an important

and established additional avenue for working with public officials in city and

county governments.

It provided a valuable channel for learning about concerns of urban offi-
cials and enabled NIJ to convey information that mayors, city managers, county
executives and their staffs used in overseeing the operations of their criminal

justice agencies, scrutinizing budgets, amnd setting policy,

Major steps used to accomplish these purposes included a survey of the pri-
ority criminal justice needs of the Urban Consortium jurisdictions and dissemi-
nation of NIJ Programs and reports that respond to these needs. (See Attachment

C). A Consortium priority R & D agenda for the 1980's and a statement of pur-

pose were also developed (see Attachments D and E).

13
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CRIMINAL JUSTICE TASK FORCE, SUMMARY OF ACTIVITIES

' August 1980-—-August 1981

The Criminal Justice Task Force met in Qctober 1980. The Task Force
reviewed the priorities established during Phase III, reviewed and formally
adopted the statement of purpose and coordination statement developed by the
working group the previous May, and preparedwan action plan to respond to the
Victim/Witness priority. (The Coordination Statement is given in Attachment F,

Highlights of the Task Force meeting are given in Attachment G).

At the October 1980 meeting the Task Force, after hearing several presenta-
tions by NIJ and NIJ contractors on victim/witness programs, staff put together
packages of materials that were sent to the Urban Consortium jurisdictions.

It included a suggested memo for‘the UC representative to send to the mayor or
the chief administrative officer, sample legislation and sources for additional

information (see Attachment H),

As a result of the Task Force's interest in‘identifying successful programs
and specific intereét of some members in.responding to bilingual needs, MIJ sent
its policy brief on Career Criminal Programs and its pamphlet, "Public
Information Materials for Language Minorities'" to Task Force Members and to
Criminal Justice Coordinator Council Directors in jurisdictions as well as to UC

"reps" and criminal justice contacts, (see Attachment I).
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At its October meeting, the Task Force also expessed concern over losing
federal {(LEAA) funding support locally and adjusting to reduced resources in the
1980's. As a response to‘this concern, Paul Cascerano, Assistant Director, NIJ,
invited the Task Force to join a special workshop on '"Managing the Pressures of
Inflation." The Workshop was to be a one and one-half day consolidation of
NIJ's previous 2 1/2 day series given by the University Research Corporation.
The Workshop was to be simultaneously telecast from the Public Broadcasting
Studio in Alexandria to several locations in Louisiana and Florida as well as
taped for future use. Unfortunately, due to weather conditons the satelite
broadcast was interrupted.

The Task Force did have the opportunity to sit in on Dr. Charles F.
Levine's session on cutback management techniques and ask questions following
that session. NIJ arranged for the law enforcement cénsultants, Robert
Wasserman and Chief Jack D. Martin (see training team description, Attachment
J), to give their presentations go the Task Force's meeting the following day

(see Task Force agenda, Attachment K).
The Task Force felt that the concepts and materials presented at the
workshop were extremely worthwhile and made several recommendations in respounse

to the Workshops and the priorities previously identified by jurisdictions.

The Task Force made two major recommendations to criminal justice agencies

-related to the priorities previously identified:

First, criminal justice agencies can no longer afford the luxury of
going their own separate ways. The current economic situation provides

a real incentive as well as a challenge for agencies to share their

15



objectives, their needs, and their plans. Only through active
cooperation can agencies adjust to reduced resources without having

negative effects on each other's operations.

Second, cities and counties should provide increased services to
crime victims and witnesses of crimes. These programs can be
financed through offender fees, as is now done in California.
Victims and witnesses have been the forgotten actors in the crimi-
nal justice system. It has not been adequately recognized that
they require consideration since their cooperation is eéssential for
successful case prosecution and conviction of offenders. Treating
victims fairly and providing a means for compensating them for
their losses is an important step toward makiAg the criminal jus-
tice system more responsiyé to the public. It is an essential
means of overcoming the general feeling that the rights of the cri-
minal have become paramount over the rights of the victim and the

public.

The Task Force also recommended that efforts be concentrated on implemen-
ting concepts from NIJ's Workshop series on "Managing the Presgsures of Infla-
tion" to assist its member cities and counties to cope with reduced resources at
a time of rising crime rates. Task Force members suggested combining selected
materials on the subject with selected videotapes of Workshop sessions with out-
side experts to assist local officials to function as facilitators to hold
directed sessions with criminal justice agency heads and other local government
officials. The purpose of‘these meetings would be to concentrate on the alter-
natives that will have to be faced, then to identify what these steps will mean

to all facets of the public sector and to the community that they serve.
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The NIJ program that had been developed described a rational process for

making cutbacks in agency operations by asking these critical questions:

o -Whaﬁ things can you stop doing?

o What things can you get others to do?

o What thiﬁgs can you do more efficiently?

o Where can you use low/cost or no/cost labor?

o Where can you substitute capital for labor?

Workshop materials that had been developed included "Emerging Cutback

Tactics" and descriptions of NIJ programs and products that may help agencies 3

make these crucial decisions. The Workshop also covered the typical organiza—
tional responses to the prospect of reduced resources. One example is that of
not recognizing that cutbacks actually will be necessary, a futile hope that
"something" will prevent having té make tough decisions. Dr. Levine describes
this as the "Tooth Fairy Syndrome," one of several paradoxes that occur when

agencies face decling resources.

The Task Force noted a recent Rand study of the criminal justice system
response to Proposition 13 in California. In several California cities and
counties, agency capabilities needed the most were the first to be cut back.*
Planning and research capabilities and management information systems, “essential
to respond effectively to cutbacks in resources, were decreased or eliminated.

Recent innovative programs that offered potential improvements to the system

* The Impact of Proposition 13 on Local Criminal Justice Agencies: Emerging

Patterns. Prepared for the National Institute of Justice, U.S. Department of
Justice, by the Rand Corporation, June 1980, Santa Monica, California.
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were also among initial cutbacks. Agencies concentrated on delivering mandated Conclusions and Recommendations

services and on providing minimal levels of service. A lack of new initiatives

was also observed. There was a general shift in emphasis, the study concluded The National Institute Host Program has proven to be an extremely effective

and the system became less humane. The Task Force hopes action will be taken to ] . and low cost method of achieving several objectives. These include the stated

prevent this kind of response. objective of transferring proven, successful criminal justice practices and o

techniques. Amother objective met by the Program includes assisting agencies to

meet their current needs and better address particular problems that they face.

when adapting these materials and developing plans to assist Consortium cities

Still another objective is to help build networks of peers who can call on each

and counties to cope with reduced resources (see Attachment L). . other to address future needs.

As a first step, the Task Force suggested a pilot test workshop in a Con- ’ 4 Thus, the success of the Host Program far exceeds its original stated

sortium jurisdiction. This would provide an opportunity to further examine some objective. Another spinoff that frequently occurred was the dissemination of

of the issues raised during the Task Force meeting. Based on this workshop, an information and expertise beyond the immediate Host visitors and their programs

action plan and supporting materials for assisting other Consortium jurisdic- and agencies. Many Host visitors enthusiastically returned to their communities

tions to cope with reduced criminal justice resources could be prepared. and states armed with knowledge they felt should be widely shared. They put on

A summary of Criminal Justice Task Force actions related to the February = & - special workshops, gave presentations at statewide and local meetings and con-

1981 meeting are given in Attachment M. The Press Release that was issued - L

Task Force members identified several key issues that must be considered
|
l tacted their peers locally.

following the meeting is given in Attachment N. 1y g

It was difficult to document the full extent of Host Program benefits by
. § o using survey forms and phone calls. TIf site visits were made, it seems certain
that the Host Program benefits would be even greater than those documented in

this report and those for Phases II and III,
« Other general observations related to the Host Program operation include:

o Host visitors from different sized jurisdictions benefit from their Host

visits. The amount of actual transfer may be greater for visitors from

2
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similar jurisdictions, but proven techniques and approaches can be
édopted to work in different contexts. |

If Host visitors are from similar situations with similar interests, and
have similar degrees of knowledge and éxpertise, the benefits from the
visit are greater than if one is much more ''advanced" than the other.

In the latter situation, the less advanced visitor will greatly benefit,
while the "more advanced" will have fewer benefits.

Host visitors starting projects benefit‘the most from their on-site
training by avoiding costly mistakes and eliminating or decreasing
start—-up problems. |

Host visitors‘benefit from fhe time spent with the "co-visitpr" both
during the observation and training sessions and during evenings when

the day can be "rehashed" and their operations can be compared.

The reasons for the Host Program success include these key factors:

The Host sites were carefully selected from among NIJ Exemplary projects
which are thoroughly screened and documented;

The Host vigitors were carefully screened to deter@ine both their
interest and Capébility to apply what they learn; and were given

Y]

infofmation on the project prior to their visits; .,
The observation and training sessions were carefully planned and
structured to include key aspects of the project's operations and
contéxt; and | .

Host visitors had the opportunity sto learn both what works as well as

what was tried but did not work and the reasons fo; this.

20
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In conclusion, the Host Program is an exceptionally cost effective means of
assisting local and state governments. Other federal agencies should consider

similar efforts.

Criminal Justice Task Force
The Criminal Justice Task Force of the Urban Coﬁsortium provided a valuable
link and avenue between NIJ and the major urban areas of the county. Informa-
tion on priority needs was conveyed to NIJ and NIJ responded to these needs. A
series of special mailings of NIJ documents and related materials were sent to
UC jurisdictioms. Also, the Task Force's keenvinterest in the '"Managing the
Pressures of Inflation Workshop" helped influence NIJ to prese;t this series

again. This will be done during 1981 and 1982. Several UC jurisdictions have

already been contacted.

The benefits of the Task Force as a link to the major urban areas probably
would have been much greater had the Task Force been able to be fully active
during the two grant periods. Due to start-up problems related to clearance of
the initial survey of local needs and others which no project can avoid, the
Task Force was only in‘operation for the:felatively short time period of one
year from its first meeting in March 1980 to its final meeting in January 1981.
Had the Task Force had more time to develop a mutual qnderstanding with each

other and NIJ staff, an action plan that would have better met both NIJ and UC

goals woﬁlh have been developed.

There appears to be great value in convening local officials from similar

size jurisdictions to identify critical needs and help shape federal responses

to those needs. NIJ may want to consider a similar experiment sometime in the

future - one which would target sma11 - and medium- as well as large-sized

< jurisdictions.
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ATTACHMENT A T
HOST PROGRAM IV ]
; '
Street Crime Unit Major Offense Bureau Rape Care Center j E,
New York City Police.Dept. Bronx, New York Youth Service Program Des Moines, Yowa“ é '
|
Lt. Bruce Tucker James E. Doyle, Jr., D. A. Peter J. Durkin, Director Diane D. Clark, Director of %
Raleigh Police Department Dane County Youth Services Program - Education, Rape Crisis Network i
Raleigh, North Carolina Madison, WI Harris County Child Welfare Spokane, WA - i
October 1980 December 1980 Houston, TX February 1981 ;
: , December 1980 :
Major Watson W. Holley, Jr. Michael Miller, P.A. ‘ Linda Audy i
Special Operations Section Franklin County M. D. "Doc" Bass Baltimore Center for Victims :
Atlanta Bureau Police Serv. Columbus, OH Blue Hills Home of Sexual Assault !
Atlanta, GA December 1980 Kansas City, MO Baltimore, MD :
October 1980 ‘ : December 1980 February 1981

‘ Shirley Alemeada
e K Assistant Director
Victim/Witness Assistance Prog.

Jerrel D. Britton

Head, Special Operations
Albuquerque FPolice Dept.

Albuquerque, NM Fullerton, CA ;
March 1981 April 1981

Nancy Sager, Director
Wichita Area Rar<e Center
Wichita, KS

June 1981

Alexander Augusta
Head, Operations Division
Inglewood Police Dept.

Inglewood, CA - March 1981
Sgt. John Hickey Connie Kirkland
First District Program Coordinator
Metropolitan Police Dept. Rape/Family Abuse Program
Washington, D. C. ) Little Rock, AR
May 1981 ' June 1981
Sgt. William Iler ' ; . Diane Estrin : . : e
Tampa Police Department - S Assistant Director :
Tampa, FL Self Help Center, Inc.
May 1981 . . Casper, WY
. : » June 1981
Deputy Chief Ken O'Brien ‘
San Diego Police Dept. TR L ,

San Diego, CA - June 1981

Lt. Ray Tarasovic

7th District MPDC

Washington, D. C. ) ~

June 1981 A-1
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Host Program IV
Page 2

Community Based Correctionms
Des Moines, Iowa

Seattle Community Crime
Prevention Program

Montgomery Couty Pre-Release

Center Dallas Police Legal Liaison

Brenda Greene, Director
Post-Release Service
Washington, D. C.
October 1980

Melvena J. Lowry

Executive Director

Community Release Agency, Inc.
Pittsburgh, PA

October 1980

Sharon Newman, Director

Oklahoma Dept of Probation
and Parole

Oklahoma City, OK

October 1980

Michael C. Elsner

Assistant Director, Pima Co.
Correctional uventer

Tucson, AZ

May 1981

- sy st

T3 I U1

George Baker, III, Director
UNICORN, Inc.
Louisville, KY - October 1980

Joseph Keglovitz
Bethlehem Police Department
Bethlehem, PA - October 1980

Elwood Cronk, Director
Lower Bucks Community Center
Fallingston, PA - October 1980

Lucia L. Erikson, Exec. Dir.

Missouri Attorney General
Council on Crime Prevention
Jefferson City, MO - Oct. 1980

Janice Caesar

Arizona State Dept. of Correction.

Tucson, AZ -~ March 1981

Thomas Hampton

Mayor's Council on Crim. Justice

Baltimore, MD - March 1981

James Harris
Little Rock Police Department
Little Rock, AR ~ March 1981

Thomas Skaife, Director

Community Services Division
Montgomery Co. Police Dept.
Rockville, MD - March 1981

Robin Itzler, Director

Hyde Park Crime Prevention Prog
Hyde Park, MA

August 1981

Continued on Page 4
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~ Rockford, IL - February 1981

David Kinnaman

Police Legal Advisor
Portland Police Department
Portland, OR

October 1980

Irvin Lieborwitz
Work Rehabilitation
Ft. Lauderdale, FL
September 1980

Joanne Sterling, Director
Bernalillo County Mental/
Health Dept.

Albuquerque, NM - February 1981

William Parker, Esquire
Legal Advisor

Nashville Police Department
) Nashville, TN

David F. Walker, Executive October 1980
Director, Northern Illinois
Law Enforcement Commission Michael P. Cielinski
Legal Advisor

Columbus Police Department
Columbus, GA

May 1981

Arthur J. Schulte, Superintend

Division of Correction

St. Louis, MO - Feburary 1981
‘ Douglas C. Ragan

Legal Advisor

Louisville Police Department

Louisville, KY - August 1981

Deke Olmstead, Director

Washington Co. Department
of Community Corrections

Hillsboro, OR - May 1981

T SRR ¥

Clyde Keenan

Chief Legal Officer
Memphis Police Department
Memphis, TN - August 1981

Jim Hughson
Kansas City Honor Center
Kansas City, MO - May 1981

R

Alfred L. Deutchm....
Legal "Advisor

Miami Police Department
Miami, FL - August 1981
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Witness Information Service

Host Program
Page 3

One Day/One Trial

California Youth Authority

Major Violator Unit

Peter Dunan, Director
Victim/Witness Assistance

San Luis Obispo Co. D.A. Office

San Luis Obispo, CA
October 1980

Leslie Kissinger, Director
Witness Information Center
Cleveland D. A.

Norman, OK

October 1980

Sharon Camarata
Victim Assistance Program
Rochester, NY
November 1980

Terri Hasselman
Victim/Witness Coordinator
Mason City, IA
November

Susan Silverman, Senior Asst.
State Court Administrator

1980

Tallahassee, FL
February 1981

Sarah Jane Whaley

Office

Victim/Witness Coordinator

Attorney General's Office

Sevierville, TN
February 1981

Gerri Christensen, ‘Director
Victim/Witness Program

District Attorney's Office

Salem, OR - August 1981

Continued on Page 4
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Bonnie Gargoura, Chief
Jury Clerk
Albuquerque, NM
October 1980

John S. Langford, Judge
Fulton County

Atlanta, GA

December 1980

Jack E. Thompson

Court Administrator, Fulton Co.
Atlanta, GA

December 1980

Ray Armstrong, Coordinator
Washington State Penitentiary
Walla Walla, WA

February 1981

Philomene Van Der Mondele,
Director, NYC Dept. of Correc.
Inmate Grievance Resolution
New York, NY

February 1981

Marshaleigh Orr

Louisiana Dept. of Corrections
Office of Juvenile Services
Baton Rouge, LA 70804
February 1981

Tom Heffelfinger

Assistant County Attorney

Hennepin County
Minneapolis, MN
November 1980

John Burr, Assistant D. A.

Dane County
Madison, WI
March 1981

Lawrence Turoff

Bureau Chief, Maricopa Co.

Attorney
Phoenix, AZ
March 1981
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Host Program
Page 4

Administrative Adjudi;

cations Bureau Denver, Colorado

Project New Pride

Connecticut _
ECU San Diego Fraud Unit

Seattle Fraud Unit i

William Dowling

Asst. Attorney General

Department of Law - State
of New York

August 1981

Bruce Spizler

Assistant to the Chief
Criminal Investigations
Attorney General's Office
Baltimore, MD

August 1981

Seattle Community Crime Prevention Program
(Continued from page 2)

Terry Hart, Chief of Police
National City Police Department
National City, CA

August 1981 )

Lonnie R. Lawrence, Commander
Metro-Dade Police Department
Miami, FL

August 1981

Richard Carmareari,.Project Monitor
Newark "Coalition for Crime Prevention
Newark, NJ

August 1981

™ 1

Witness Information Service
(Continued from page 3)

Barbara Philips, Assistant Coordinator
CITRIC Victim/Witness Assistance Program
Superior Court :
Samta Anna, CA
August 1981

Tom Rogers, Project Director

Victory Victim/Witness Assistant Program
Cincinnati, OH

August 1981
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ATTACHMENT B:
The Natiomal Institute Host Program:

Summary Description and Host Sites in Phase IV

(Used to publicize ﬁost Program to identify pptential Host Visitors;

- Sent in response to inquiries about Host Program.)
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Attachment B

This program provides a means to transfer information about Criminal Justice projects
of proven success to jurisdictions seeking to establish or improve similar programs to meet
their own needs.

Through on-site technology transfer, senior Criminal Justice practitioners and officials
are able to receive on-the-job training and orientation for periods ranging from a few days to

several weeks, and return to their home areas to apply the knowledge and procedures they have
acquired. :

. Site attendance is arranged for, with per diem and travel expenses for the visitors
provided through a grant from the National Institute of Law Enforcement and Criminal Justice
of the Law Enforcement Assistance Administration.

Current Host sites are:

. Street Crime Unit, New York City Police Department;
.  Police Legal Liaison Unit, Dallas Police Department;
« Major Offense Bureatd, Bronx, New York District Attorney;

. Economic Crime Unit, King County (Seattle), Washington District Attorney;

. Economic Crime Unit, San Diego District Attorney, California;

. Community-~Based Correctlons, Des Moines, Iowaj;

. Ward Grievance Procedure, California Youth Authority, Sacramento California; :
. Youth Service Program, Philadelphia, Pennsylvania;

o Community Crime Prevention Program, Seattle, Washlngton,

. Rape Crisis Center, Des Moines, Iowa;

. Administrative Adjudications Bureau, New York State Department of Motor Vehicles;

. Project New Pride, Denver, Colorado;

. Economic Crime Unit, State of Connectlcut,

. Pre-Release Center, Montgomery County, Department of Corrections, Maryland;

. One Day/One Trial, Wayne County District Gourt, Detroit, Mlchlgan,.

. Witness Informatlon Service, Peoria, Illinois; 1

. MaJor Violators Unit, San Diego, California. !

Beneflts are the transfer of technology management technlques and other methods of opera-
tion for Criminal Justice, juvenile justice, and law enforcement, or Jurlsdlctlons seeking to
improve cr1pinal justice system operations, thereby reducing start-up or exploratlon costs,.
elimir ing ' relnventlon-of-the-wheel" and allow1ng for adoptlon of already proven concepts

‘~to locus needs.

The program which will continue through August, 1981, will enable up .to 100 selected

‘eriminal’ justice officials to participate. Since 1976, over 270 visitors have benefited

from participation in the Host Program. . For further details, coritact Jack Herzig, Program
Dlrector, or Maureen Booth Program Coordlnator at the National Institute Host Program, Room
700, 1301 Pennsylvanla Avenue, N. W.,. Washlngton, D. C 20004,
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PROJECT SUMMARY oo

W
W

. ADMINISTRATIVE ADJUDICATION BUREAU (AAB)

g? DATE BEGUN: ‘July 1970 ) New York State Department of Motor Vehicles
; - _Albany, New York

. 5 o _ , e BUDGET: FY'78-'79 - $4,743,600 Sidney:Berke, Director - Division of Hearing

gﬁ REVENUES

- b & Adjudication

FY'78-179 - $14 746,962 . Sal Amato, Host Site Coordinator

1 i

-JURISDICTION New York Clty, Suffolk County - western portion, Buffalo, Rochester.

' The AAB is responsible for a majority of-moving violatioms: speeding, improper

, turns, tailgating, improper lane changes; etc. Traffic offenses deemed criminal--
LT - vehicular homicide, reckless or intoxicated driving--remain in criminal court.

aa : (N Non-moving infractions are handled by Parking Violations Bureau.

PROCEDURE: \ j
o Issuance ‘of complalnt by police officer, summons issued. ' S i
o Three pleading options: "ouilty" or "not gullty“ (may be mailed to central

3 offlce or made in person at the local AAB), and 'guilty with an explanation'
; (must be made in person, hearing held promptly). Persistent or dangerous Lk
Ea violators requlred to appear in person. g
. o Hearings held before hearing officers - lawyers with special training. Less :
5 ) g m rigidly structured than trials, police officers are required to appear
\ . ' E& Ca at contested hearings, not required at "guilty with explanation" hearings. | i

i o Civil sanctions imposed with consideration to violation and past driving

; : record —- fines, mandatory trairing, license suspension or revocation.
3 g% o Appeals of decisions and sanctions made to 3 member administrative appeals

i
4 éﬁ board. Judicial review available after appeals board determination (under
£ 1% of cases).

g\» ’ ATTACHMENT C: . 5

gu : Project Summaries for Each Host Site

L LR L S

]

—
Pt

§% FEATURES: ~
o Merger of traffic offense adjudication and driver 11cen51ng functions into a
single system. Sanctioning process improved by providing for 1mmed1ate
access to and update of driver records.
o Computer capebllltles facilitaté clerical processing while providing accurate
~and current information to hearing officers and other personmel.

P

Al

" ; gg 0 Criminal court congestlon reduced hearlng procedures simplified, plea bar-
B gaining elxmlnated.,’ . ’

g ot e e
AL AR e el R AR R LA
i s D e ST .

. AAB efficiency results in‘cesﬁ savings: use of hearing officers, reduction in
number of scofflaws (result: of expeditious hearings - 45 to 60 days vs. up to a year or
more before AAB), amount of time police officers in court reduced, 1ncrease in number -
of motorists adJudncated, prompt administrative appeal process.

e -

Fér more 1nformat10n about Visiting this or. other Host PrOJects, contact:
- ‘ Jack Herzig, Host Program Director, or '
. Maureen Booth, Program Coordinator, at
: Publlc Technology, Inc.
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Attachment C

PROJECT SUMMARY

COMMUNITY-BASED CORRECTIONS PROGRAM

Des Moines, Iowa
Dale Dewey, Deputy Director,

BEGAN: January 1971 as the Fifth Judicial District's Host CJite Cocrdinrtor

Department of Correctional Services

FUNDING: State, with supplemental

BUDGET: $2,000,000 - total
Federal grants

TARGET POPULATION: Defendants and convicted ¢ffenders in a 16 coﬁnty érea. The
‘ project's Administfative County is Polk County, in which Des Moines-is
located. ' :

COMPONENTS: Four basic components organized into a single administrative agency,
the Department of Correctional Services --.

o Pre-trial Release (Release-on-own recognizance - ROR)
o Supervised Release

o Probation Supervision/Pre-sentence Investigation

o Community Correctional Facilities

All defendants booked into the city jail are interviewed by the pre-trial
release staff after processing. Those defendants scoring a sufficient number of
"points" qualify for ROR. Some of the others enter supervised release - a form of
"pre-trial probation" featuring structured supervision, counseling, and treatment.
Probation supervision is often a continuation of supervised release. Community-
based corrections is a small women's facility (25 bed, half-way house in nature) and

Fort Des Moines facility for meu (50 bed, non-secure) - work and educational release;
ratio of one staff person to two clients.

Similar services are now available in all eight Judicial Districts in
the State. "

PROGRAM STRATEGIES:

o Single administrative focal point uniting correctional components - with
the capacity for adding other units (e.g., Community Services Sentencing
and Restitution Program, Alcohol Safety Action Program).

o Functional coordination by information sharing techniques, physical

proximity of components results in a continuum of service and enables
program to serve a wide range of accused and convicted offenders.

For more information about visiting this or other Host Projects, contact:
Jack Herzig, Host Program Director, or

Maureen Booth, Porgram Coordinator, at
Public Technology, Inc.

c-2
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Attachment C

PROJECT SUMMARY

COMMUNITY CRIME PREVENTION PROGRAM (CCPP)

DATE BEGUN: 1973 Seattle Police Deﬁartment

Crime Prevention Division
Seattle, Washington
Pat Lowry, Director

Mark Howard, Host Site Coordinator
FUNDING: City of Seattle—full funding since August 1977, initial LEAA grant.

BUDGET: $431,000 - 1979
398,000 - 1980, proposed

STAFF: Project Director, 1 field supervisor, 9 community organizers, 1 data
coordinator, 1 clerk/secretary, 1 half~time research assistant.

COMPONENTS: . CCPP staff focuses on areas with residential crime problems. A 40%
involvement of residents is aimed for in targeted neighborhcods. To date,
40 to 120 Seattle census tracts have been reached by CCPP.

o Neighborhood burglary prevention groups organized--Block Watches. Block
Watch captains are the community organizers' link with the neighborhood.

o Assistance and equipment provided at Block Watch meetings for marking per-
sonal property. Citizens educated on residential security measures.

o Contact made by CCPP staff with Block Watch participants individually 3-4
weeks after meeting-—questions answered, advice and operation identifica-
tion decals given.

0 Materials about burglary and its prevention provided continually, including
bi-monthly newsletter.

-0 Maintenance services provided 12-18 months after meetings as a specialized
extension of initial neighborhood anti-burglary campaign~-rejuvination of
existing block watches, replacement of block captains, meetings captains
in adjacent areas, continuous media promotion of Block Watch, large meet-
ings of residents in neighborhoods with particularly high burglary rates
in conjunction with Seattle Police Department's Silent Alarm Project.

FEATURES: Through a deliberate block-by-block approach, a team of CCPP

- community organizers work to unite citizens against burglary in their
‘neighborhoods. . o R ' .
Support of the Seattle Police Department was a vital factor in CCPP's
success for the six years it operated outside of the Seattle Police Depart-—
~ment. Public receptivity to their efforts is highly dependent on active
police endorsement. N X ’

CCPP is adaptable to other jurisdictions-—no significant legal, poli-
tical, or organizational obstacle to program establishment; not expensive;
high staff committment; simple techniques; can operate virtually
autonomously. Works ‘best in urban, low-moderate income areas with predomin-
antly single family and duplex dwellings.

For more 'information about visiting this or other Host Projects, comtact:
Jack Herzig, Host Program Director, Or Maureen Booth, Program Coordinator,
@ : at: Public Technology, Inec.
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Aﬁtachment C

PROJECT "SUMMARY

- THE CONNECTICUT ECONOMIC CRIME UNIT

: Chief State's Attormey's Office
DATE BEGUN:

October 1975 Wallingford, Connecticut
' Stephen Solomson, ECU Chief,
COST: $378,885 ~ Federal grant : Host Site Coordinator
(10/75 to 9/78) § 47,446 - State match Total: $426,331 ‘
RETURN: $718,957 - restitution
(same period) $ 20,832 - State fines Total: $739,789

TARGETS: As part of the Chief State's Attorney's Office, ECU has statewide criminal
jurisdiction over economic crime. Majority of cases referred to ECU through.
other agencies -- police, F.B.I., 28 State's Attorney's and Prosecutor's Offices,
U. S. Attorney's Office, Real Estate Commission, Department of Consumer Protec-
tion, U. S. Postal Inspectors; also private sources--Better Business Bureaus,
media action lines, private citizens and attorneys. Primary focus on major
impact cases. ECU strives for felony prosecution wherever possible, and
incarceration whenever warranted.

STAFF, OPERATIONS:

o Two Assistant State's Attorneys, one of whom is the Unit Chiefi 5 investigators
with full police powers, a clerical assistant.

o Economic Crime Council--developed and maintained by ECU, composed of representa-
tives from nearly every regulatory, enforcement and prosecutorial agency in
Connecticut (State and Federal). Provides a mechanism for marshalling all of
the State's regulatory and investigatory capabilities and sharing information.

o Training and prevention activities-- training programs conducted by ECU staff
at State and municipal police academies, other agencies, Economic Crime Council
meetings, schools, business and professional organizations; monitoring the
State's major newspapers for suspicious ads; Consumer Alerts through all media
describing specific schemes; "Citizen's Handbook on Economic Crime".

RESULTS:: , ]

o 32,315 inquiries during first 3 years of operationm, 786 of which generated
investigations by ECU. 86 prosecutions. ‘

o Convictions in 94% of cases (includes a majority of guilty pleas), pleas of no
contest or determination of "accelerated rehabilitation in 3% of cases.

o During first 3 years of operation, ECU returned 1/3 more than it cost to
operate the unit. ) C . _

o Legislation spomsored by ECU enacted in 1977 allowing issuance of search warrants
for "mere evidence" rather than "fruits and instrumentalities" of the crime.

For more information about visiting this or other Host Projects, contact:

Jack Herzig, Host Program Director, or Maureen Booth, Program Coordinator,
‘at Public Technology, Inc.
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Attachment C

PROJECT- SUMMARY

DALLAS POLICE LEGAL LIAISON DIVISION

Dallas, Texas
Captain McClain, Commander,
Host Site Coordinator

GOAL: To prevent and correct police legal error, reducing the number of cases

rejected or dismissed by the courts.

FUNDING: Précursor established in 1970 with LEAA funds, 1973 - Division ex-
panded and reorganized, 1975 - fully supported by the city.

STAFF: Division Commander is a police captain who reports to an Assistant
Chief of Police, four Assistant Dallas City Attorneys on temporary assign-—
ment to the Police Department - one of whom is the coordinating attorney -
three secretaries. Each attorney takes primary responsibility for provid-
ing legal services to specified divisions of the Department. The Director
is also responsible for the District Attorney Liaison Unit--one police
sergeant and ten police investigators; and the Magistrates Unit--—one
sergeant and four police officers.

SERVICES:

. 24-hour-a-day case consulting by telephone or on the scene. One
attorney or more is always on call for questions from officers on duty. As
more general questions arise, police statements and memorandum for distri-
bution within the Department are prepared.

. Legal review of every case prepared for prosecution. All prosecution
reports are reviewed by Division before submission to the District Attor-
ney's Office. Lawyers consult with patrol supervisors and investigators on
developing and ongoing cases. 'All felony and misdemeanor. cases which fail
to produce convictions are also reviewed for future avoidable police error.

. Any assistance needed by officers for warrant or affidavit
preparation.

. Training in all relevant aspects of the law, for new recruits, auxili-

ary police and veterans in service. Several attorneys teach.legal subjects
~at nearby regional academy for officers in neighboring jurisdictions.

.. Timely advice regarding changes in statutes and court interpretations.

. Legal support to police administrators and the Department as a whole.
Serving as in~house Counsel to the Department, the Division assists in
developing legislative reform proposals, reviewing claims against the De-
partment, assisting in representation of the Department in -court, and
dealing with other criminal justice ‘agencies on special projects.

For more information about visiting this or other Host Projects, contact:
Jack Herzig, Director, or Maureen Booth, Program Coordinator, at
: ‘ “Public Technology, Inc.
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Attachment C

PROJECT SUMMARY

* KING COUNTY FRAUD DIVISION

King County District Attorney's Office

DATE BEGUN: 1972 Seattle, Washington

BUDGET: 1978--5150,000 Gene Anderson, Chief, ?
Host Site Coordinator

FUNDING: King County (initially supplemented by LEAA funds). ;

TARGETS: Major goals~-successful prosecution and prevention of economic crime,

STAFF, OPERATIONS:

RESULTS:

redress .of grievances for victims, enhancement of public respect for the criminal
justice system. Fraudulent activities brought to attention by other agencies--e.g.,
Federal Securities and Exchange Commission, Washington State Securities Division,
State Attorney General's Consumer Protection Division, businesses, local bar as-
sociation. Individual complaints not solicited but are referred to other agencies

unless clear indication of fraud exists. Types of cases handled (mostly crimi-
nal): .

. frauds in the product marketplace--odometer rollbacks, false advertising,
unnecessary auto repairs, .

. frauds committed in the guise of legitimate business transactions--
securities fraud, real estate and land sale schemes,

. frauds against business--embezzlement, insurance frauds,

. frauds against government--bribery, obstruction of justice, embezzle-
ment.,

Fraud Division is physically and operationally separate from the
rest of the District Attorney's Office. Staff: 7 attormeys (including the Chief),
1 in-house investigator, 2 interns, 3 support. Heavy reliance on other law en-
forcement and regulatory agencies to conduct investigations. One investigator
and one attorney assigned to a case for duration of processing. Early and com-
plete discovery offered to defendants to encourage a high rate of guilty pleas.
Cases selected with high impact criteria: significant ecomomic loss, high
probability of successful outcome, likely deterrent effect. Use of publicity to

. prevent economic crime and to build public support.

(for 1978)

84 new cases filed, which involved economic loss of $1,052.667.

Cases won economically and quickly--ratio of guilty pleas to trials is 1:1.5.
$196,810-~to victims through restitution ordered.

$31,445--in fines ordered.

Highly successful prosecution rate for trial cases.

For more information about visiting this or other Host Projects, contact:
Jack Herzig, Host Program Director, or
Maureen Booth, Program Coordinator, at
Public Technology, Inc.
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PROJECI SUMMARY

MAJOR OFFENSE BUREAU (MOB)

Bronx County District
Attorney's Office

Bronx, New York

Sheri Roman, Chief,

. Host Site Coordinator
BUDGET: Funded from District Attorney's budget, initially LEAA grant with State and
local match.

DATE BEGUN: 1973

A

TARGETS: Improved prosecution of habitual and violent offenders. .Deterrance of crime
by increasing swiftness of prosecution, probability of conviction, and certainty

of punishment. MOB isolates priority cases according to seriousness of crime,
offender's criminal history, strength of evidence.

STAFF, OPERATIONS: MOB headed by a Bureau Chief, assisted by a Deputy Bureau Chief,
with 8 Assistant District Attorneys, an administrative clerk, and a legal secretary.
2 ranking clerks and 2 trial preparation assistants (law students) aid the

prosecutors. Several investigators and process servers are shared with other
D.A.'s Office bureaus.

Objective case weighting screening procedure used by trained clerks (16
hours/day, 7 days a week) to screen arrests. On-duty prosecutor is notified and
processes case. With defendants' permission, interview is videotaped. Within
three days, Grand Jury hears case, arraignment held, pleas offer made, trial
date set. Trial can be expected to begin within 30 to 90 days.

STRATEGIES:
o Separate bureau with full-time attorneys assigned to continuous prosecution of
'career criminals'.
Selective prosecution through objective screening.
Policy of full disclosure to defense.
Clearly defined, limited plea bargaining policy.
Separate trial sessiomns provide access to the court for MOB case.

0O 00O

The MOB has a median time of-3 months from arrest to case disposition (8
months for other D.A.'s Office bureaus) and an overall conviction rate of 97%
(87% rate at trial). 967% of MOB convictions result in sentences of incarceration

with an average of 5.4 years minimum and 12.9 years maximum. The statistics are
for the first half of 1979.

The major efficiency of the MOB is the project's ability to process major
felony cases quickly, with fewer delays, and with less frequent involvement of 3
the police, courts, and judges in the process. . 1

For more information about visiting this or other Fost Projects, contact: "

. , ' Jack Herzig, Host Program Director, or 4

Maureen Booth, Program Coordinator, at
Public Té&@gology,jlnc.
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Attachment C

PROJECT. SUMMARY

MONTGOMERY COUNTY PRE-RELEASE CENTER

Rockville, Maryland

Kent Mason, Director
Claire Gardner, Host Site

DATE BEGUN: 1968, as Work Release Dorm
1972, as Pre-Release Center

Coordinator
FUNDING: County, with offsetting revenues: géggNgggTS: 3233,883
d 1, resident income : - s
State, Federal, west NET COST:  $521,000 (§6,000/bed)

Net cost per resident - $1,600
($300/year)

TARGET POPULATION: Inmates*ﬁilMontgomery County Detention Center QSS%), local residents
from Federal and State correctional institutions - all within 6 months of
release: some pretrial defendents, Federal probationsrs, and SFate and
Federal parolees. 60% felons, 40% misdemeanants. 887% male residents.

300 offenders participated in 1978 - 75-day average stay.

STAFF, FACILITIES: Resident to staff ratio of 2.4 : 1. Staff members: Dlrectori )
applicant screener, parole/probation agent (Sta%e),'support (38), consult _
ing psychologists and medical personnel (part-time); per each 3§ bed unit
unit supervisor, correctional counselor (2), Wgrk release co?rdlnator, |
community release coordinator, resident supervisors (5): soc1a;.awarenesz
instructor, intern. 3 operatiomally independent correctlopal.uylts - a 1
bed co-ed unit and two 36 bed male units, with a central administrative
area.

COMPONENTS: Pre-Release Center residents spend days in work release or %n academic
or vocational training. Resident evening activities: Life Skills ]
Seminars, individual/group/family counseling, col%ege a?d other academic
classes, drug/alcohol programs. Other servicesi'1nt§n51ve’employment
placement, interview skill training, persomal flna?c1al gu1dange, employer
and community sponsor (typically a family member) involvement in program,
housing referral, leisure time planning program.

PROCRAM STRATEGIES: Behavioral contracting prior to aq;eptance/transfer, team ser-
‘ vice delivery, phased release/reinforcement system, post-release follow:up
through parole/probaticn services. Participants pay room and board (20%
of their gross income up to $300 per month) .

For more information about visiting this or other Host ' Projects, contact:
7 Jack Herzig, Host Program Director, or
Maureen Booth, Program Coordinator, at
Public Technology, Inc.
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Attachment C

“PROJECT SUMMARY

NEW YORK CITY POLICE DEPARTMENT STREET CRIME UNIT (scu)

Randall's Island, New York, NY
Commander -

Deputy Inspector Edward Capello

DATE BEGUN: 1971

BUDGET: Part of Special Operations Division

, nator
TARGETS: Utilizing plainclothes surveillance and decoy tactics -- deployed on a

monthly basis to high crime precincts in New York City -— SCU attempts to appre-~
hend suspects in the act of committing a crime. Primary objective to effect

quality arrests (arrests which lead to convictions) with no increased danger to
police or citizens.

STAFF:  SCU is under general control of Special Operations Division (SOD) which also
administers the Auto-Crime, and Tactical Patrol Units. SCU is headed by a
commanding officer who monitors 1l squads ~- total of 285 officers and 16~18
support personnel to include crime amalysis functiom.

OPERATIONS:

0 Decoy officer (volunteers, rigorously selected for uniform high calibre)

disguised as a potential crime victim, placed in area where she/he is likely
to be victimized.

o Back-up team, dressed to blend into the area stationed nearby, ready to aid
"victim" and effect arrest. ‘

o Decoy tactics used creatively in response to particular crime/victim patterns,
blending techniques used regularly to allow officer to move freely on the street.

o Thorough record keeping procedures instituted for periodic evaluations and
supplying crime analysis unit with basic data.

o Deployment assignment by SCU commanding officer based on crime analysis rankings,
criminal activity detailed in targetted precincts.

o Supervisory officers rely on participative management and team concept to accom—
plish unit's mission.

o Orientation and continued training instituted.

o Policy of SCU that members will not use tactics that could be construed as
bordering on entrapment, or that leave the officer vulnerable -- such as assum-~
ing prone position.

o]

System (of colored headbands) devised to quickly identify civilian-garbed police
officer at scene of radio rums or police situations.

SCU vehicular fleet includes brightly colored sedans, taxi cabs and vans.
Bicycles and motorcyeles also available.

RESULTS:  Arrests: 2,107 for 1979, Total: over 33,000 arrests
Convictions: 90% '
Safety:  Decoy operation accident rate is significantly lower than that of
normal patrol.

For more information about visiting thisﬂgr other Host Projects, contact: Jack Herzig,
Host Program Director, or Maureen Booth, Program Coordinator, at Public Technology, Inc.
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PROJECT NEW PRIDE
ONE~-DAY /ONE~TRIAL JURY SYSTEM .

Wayne County Courts DATE BEGUN: July 1973 Denver, Colorado
Detroit, Michigan New Pride, Inc._
DATE BEGUN: 1975 L. M. Jacobs IV, Court Administrator, BUDGET: FY'78 - $161,736 Tom James, President

_ Peggy Lore, Host Site Coordinator
FUNDING: Colorado Division of Youth Services, Learning Disabilities Center funded by
LEAA through Denver Anti~Crime Council. Initial support from Denver chapter-—
American Red Cross and LEAA through Denver Anti~Crime Council

. Host Site Coordinato:
BUDGET: Wayne County funding, initially funded as a pilot project by LEAA.

e B

OBJECTIVE: Overall objective is to increase caseflow efficiency and reduce costs.
More limited jury service is implemented to increase citizen participation,

to diversify the cross-section of jurors, and to improve juror performance

TARGET POPULATION: Youths residing in Denver County, 14 to 17 years of age, recently
and attitudes. ‘ )

arrested or convicted of burglary, robbery, or assault related to robbery,
with 2 prior convictions. Referred through Denver's Juvenile Court Proba-
tion Placement Division. 60 youths served each .year.

By

FORMAT: Potential jurors not assigned to a case By the end of their service day are
dismissed, those jurors assigned to hear a case sérve only for the duration of

sy

that one trial -~ average length of trials in Wayne County is 3-4 days. Both ? SERVICES: During the first 3 months, clients receive intensive services. In the 9-
i have fulfilled their jury duty for the year. month follow-up period there is daily to weekly contact which continues
treatment. )

i

o Education - assignment to New Pride Alternative School or Learning

OPERATIONS: One-Day/One-Trial is utilized in the Wayne County Circuit, Probate,
: Disabilities Center based on test results.

Juvenile and Common Fleas Courts, and in some district courts.

: m . . et - .
g: o Entire jury selection process is computorized--jury pool drawings, mail- : ﬁﬁ ° Employ@e:t I 1st month, qu.Skll*Zﬁgork:hgpé Ind;v1dual ;ou?szltng.by
ings, preparation and maintenance of comprehensive daily records. i Jjob placement spec1a.13t.f n in dr montls, on-tle—%o hralglng.
o Juror Qualification Interview eliminated. Personal History Questionnaires : o Counseling - careful matchlng_o you? and counse.or, goal o enaancing
; s . . 4o ‘ self-image and coping with enviromment. Counselors work with family
- mailed to jurors. First postponements accomodated, jurors rescheduled. i b h ial work d oth 1 t uth ’
: o "Stand-by" Juror Pool summoned, who call a recording the evening before L ‘ teachers, socia’ workers and others close to yo )i s s gt
their scheduled date to find out if they are to serve + o Cultural Education - exposure to wide range of experiences and activities
. 0 Juror Orientation Slide Program-—quick uniform overview of fundamental ‘ ﬁ Sﬁ o D?nyer area, .8 Ogtward gound weetend, le%t o telEYli;?n
g issues which eliminates the need for a judge to address jurors at this point ﬁé station - preparation of news hour, restaurant dimnners, ski trips.

in their service. a

o Jurors are recycled. Jurors who are challenged during "voir dire" return
to jury assembly area where they are reassigned to another jury panel that day.

STAFF: Most of New Pride staff have master's degrees in special education, guidance,
or psychology, or are working toward advanced degrees. Well-organized program
for volunteers from community organizatiomns, local colleges and universities.

pussg

RESULTS: _
++. a ten-fold increase in citizens serving as jurors.
.. of those summoned, 75% actually served as compared to 45% previously.

... total juror yield of 31.4% considered exceptional according to national
statistics.

total annualized effective savings of $288,000.

citizens requesting excuse from jury duty reached a low of 1.3%. 2 i

..+ jurors respond that One-Day/One-Trial eliminates the most burdensome Y
feature of jury duty -- long and unproductive waiting periods. 2 '

PROGRAM STRATEGIES: Integration of intensive services to substantially reduce recidi-
vism rates of adjudicated juveniles through comprehensive treatment. XKeys
to success: '

o Cooperative relationship with local court and probation officials.

o Support from community, business organizations; and individuals.

o-Multi-disciplinary treatment services approach, individualized assess-
ments and plans.

s N

For more information about visiting this or other Host Projects, contact:
Jack Herzig, Host Program Director, or

i

) For more information about visiting this or other Host Projects, contact: E: i 4 ’ Maureen §°Z§§’ Progra? Coorglnator, at
g; Jack Herzig, Director, or I 52 . ) ublic Technology, Inc.
Maureen Booth, Program Coordinator, at - ' . -

Public Technology, Inc. Cc-11
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Attachment C

PROJECT SUMMARY

DATE BEGUN:

BUDGET:

POLK COUNTY

: Moi T
. RAPE/SEXUAL ASSUALT CARE CENTER (R/SACC) Des Moines, Lowa

Carole Meade, Director
Host Site Coordinator

1974

$71,370.00 —FY starting 7/1/79

FUNDING: R/SACC is fuliy funded by Polk County; initial two years supported by LEAA
'grant through Central Iowa Crime Commission and Polk County.
STAFF: Director and 2 contact workers share victim contact work onm a 24-hour basis-=

PROGRAM:

FEATURES:

RESULTS:

10/77 to 10/78, 253 clients. Director responsible for coordinating activities
with special prosecutors (in Major Offense and Criminal Bureaus of County
Attorney's Office) and the Board of Directors and its committees. . Victim con-
tact workers responsible for crisis intervention, victim advocacy and counseling,
training of Speaker's Bureau, conducting in-service professional training; 1 sup-
port staff person. Volunteers provide almost all other services.

R/SACC provides victims with counseling support, advocates to reform State
statutes, coordinates with prosecution, trains and assists police and medical -
personnel, educates the public. . .

Victim calls the widely advertised 24-hour phone and contact service, If
victim goes directly to hospital or reports to police, R/SACC is notified immedi-
ately. Contact worker accompanies victim to hospital and prepares victim for
prosecution process. R/SACC's education programs ensure appropriate care for
victims and proper handling of physical evidence. '

Combination of special prosecutors and contact worker creates good working
relationship resulting in increased quality of rape prosecutioms. Victim faces
and educated jury--through public education efforts of a Speaker's Bureau and
written and audio-visual material.

Keys to success of the Rape/Sexual Assault Care Center:

o One-to-One Approach ~- same contact worker stays with the victim, providing
24~hour link between victim's needs and the medical, counseling, and legal ser-
vices available; one attorney responsible for all aspects of a rape prosecution.

o Community Participation -~ the Board of Directors (78 officials representing
different agencies and organizations), through its committee functions, provide
the Center with an extraordinarily expert and influential cadre of volunteers.

Rate of reporting has increased every year since the R/SACC opened. From
10/77 to 10/78, there was law enforcement contact with 108 R/SACC cases. In
71% of these cases, the offender was identified. In offender -identified cases,
59% of victims filed formal charges. High conviction rate. -

For more information about visiting this or other Host Projects, contact:
Jack Herzig, Host Program Director, or
Maureen Booth, Program Coordinator, at
Public Technology, Inc.
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PROJECT SUMMARY

SAN DIEGO FRAUD DIVISION

redress of grievances for victims.

ment of Real Estate), District Attorney's Office.

STAFF, OPERATIONS:

coordinated investigation with other agencies.
filing:
possibility of successful prosecution.
cases handled.
duration.
rate of guilty pleas.

RESULTS:  (for 1978)

. High volume operation:

. 1,184 cases opened.
. Trial cases: 35 criminal
8 civil
. $157,000 to victims of fraud without filing cases.
. 8401,573 to victims through restitution ordered.
. § 25,273 in fines/civil penalties.

Jack Herzig, Host Program Director, or
Maureen Booth, Pxugram Coordinator, at
~ “Public Techmology, Inc.

DATE BEGUN: l97lA

BUDGET: FY'78--$800,000

FUNDING: San Diego County {initially supplemented by LEAA funds)
TARGETS:

District Attorney's Office
San Diego, California
Charles Hayes, Chief

Major goals-=-successful prosecution and prevention of economic crime,.

: Cases come to. the attention of the Fraud
-Division through--direct citizen complaints (25,208 in 1978), agencies (De-
partment of Corporations, County Sheriff's Office, Police Department, Depart-
Major cases--real estate,
securities, insurance and other frauds, embezzlement, corruption, false adver-
tising, bribery, unfair business practices, anti-trust and restraint of trade.

Fraud Division is organizationally and physically separate from
other divisions of District Attorney's Office, with investigators administra~
tively responsible to Chief Investigator (Bureau of Investigations).
Chief Deputy Attorney, 8 attcrneys, 10 investigators, 5 investigative assist-
ants, 8 student interns/externs, 7 clerical, 2 accountants.
analyses of complaints often lead to prosecution of major impact cases and
Criteria to select cases for
potential for deterrence, amount of money involved, number of victims,
Criminal and high impact of civil

One attorney and one investigator for each major case for its
Early and complete discovery offered defendants to encourage .high
Publicity efforts——press releases, television presenta-
tions, written material provide information about Division's services, increase
public awareness .0of consumer fraud, deter would-be defrauders.

Staff:

Computer~based

24,000 consumer complaints processed (phone, walk-in,
written), investigative assistants resolved 95% of these before cases opened.

For more information about visiting this or other Host Projects, centact:
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DATE BEGUN: 1975

BUDGET: FY'80 $307,925

SAN DIEGO MAJOR VIOLATORS UNIT (MVU)

Disrict Attorney's Office
San Diego, California

WARD GRIEVANCE PROCEDURE

California Youth Authority
Sacramento, California

‘Morris Jennings, Administrator

Richard Neeley, Director

Doug Quakenbush, Host Site Coordi~
FUNDING: San Diego County and State Support (initially LEAA funds) nator

""John Holland, Host 3ite Coordi-
9/73, at Karl Houlton School ‘ nator
mid-1975, system-wide CoSTS: '79 ~ $11,300 - independent review
A 510,000 - system-wide training

DATE BEGUN:

TARGETS: FUNDING: State

o

puamay  pEsmy s s

e S

. to effectively identify all defendants who meet the career criminal selection
criteria. e
to increase assistance and cooperation in all investigative matters with law
enforcement agencies in the apprehension of career criminals.
. to prepare and process all targeted cases within the average time needed to
process similar felony offenses through the District Attorney's Office.
. to receive top felony dispositions in all cases prosecuted.
. to prepare and handle all probation revocation proceedings incident to the
prosecution of targeted cases.
to deter, through successful prosecution and comviction, those who would seek
to emulate the lifestyle of the career criminsl.
. to prosecute all cases by means of team "vertical prosecution."

STAFF, OPERATIONS: Six Senior Deputy District Attorneys, one Research Analyst, one

Senior Clerk, one Stenographer, one investigator from the prosecutors staff.
uttornmys are more experienced than the average with over 10 years of experience
in the District Attorneys office.

Initially established to focus on robbery cases, the unit now also handles
burglary and robbery related homicide. Selection criteria used by local law
enforcement and prosecution officials to determine referral to the MVU includes
1) suspects under arrest for three or more robbery offenses, or 2) suspect
arrested for robbery and in the last 10 years (exclusive of prison time) was
convicted once of 8 serious crimes or convicted twice of 8 other less serious
crimes. Prosecutorial discretion allows handling 1) if great bodily harm was
inflicted, 2) the suspect has served a prior prison term, 3) the suspect has two
prior felony convictions. The burglary selection criteria is similar. Techniques
used are: 1) Vertical case processing 2) Reduced staff case loads 3) Reduced use

of Plea Bargaining 4) Recommendatiom of Strict Sentences 5) Highly Experienced
Attorneys 6) Close police liaison.’

RESULTS: . Increased Bail Settings - $20-25,000 vs $5—10,000

. High Conviction Rate - 98%

. High Incarceration Rate - 947
+ Increased Incarceratlon Terms'- average 6.8 years
For more information abcut vigiting this or other Host PrOJects, contact.

Jack Herzig, ‘Host Program Direector, or Maureen Booth, Program Coordinator
at Public Technology, Inc..

'
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Start-up - $108,709 (7/73 to 6/75)
Foundation grant for start-up .

TARGET POPULATION: Youths (wards) in all CYA correctional facilities - 10 institu-
tions, 5 forestry camps, 1 community residence. Current institutional population

of 4,799 wards, age range 12 to 25 - average age 18.5 years, high percentage of
felony offenses.

PROCEDURE: 9,222 grievances filed in 12-month period ending 2/79 by 117% of wards.

o0 Ward files complaint - assisted by Grievance Clerk, an elected ward. 37.2%
of grievances resolved informally at this level. '

o Hearing before Ward-Staff Committee - 2 wards, 2 line staff, a non-voting
chairperson/mediator from middle management. 17.7% of grievance resolved.

o Review by Superintendent or CYA Director (in case of departmental policy
grievance). 32% of grievances resolved at this level.

o Outside arbitration - by American Arbitration Association or volunteers from
the Los Angeles Bar Association, may sit as panel of one or with a person
appointed by the grievant and one by Superintendent or Director. 74 cases
were handled at this level in 1978, 0.6% of the total number filed.

ESSENTIAL ELEMENTS: Active participation by wards and staff in procedure design,

development, and operation; full hearing; minimum levels of review with right
to appeal; representation of grievant selected by ward; time limit on all
responses and mandated actions; right to independent outside review; guaran-
tees against reprisals; constant monitoring and evaluation; use of procedure
to determine whether complaints fall within procedure; capacity to handle
emergencies; procedure administered by one full-time staff person at state~
wide, level with efficient reallocation of staff time at unit level; 52% of
grievances are individual complaints and 21% regard staff action.

For more information about visiting this or other Host Projects, contact:

Jack Herzig, Host Program Director, or
Maureen Booth, Program Coordinator, at
Public Technology, Inc.
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WITNESS INFORMATION SERVICE YOUTH SERVICE PROGRAM

Pecria County Courthouse
Peoria, Illinois

) Beth Johnson, Director,
DATE BEGUN: 1975 Host Site Coordinator

The Crime Prevention Association
Arthur Gewirtz, Executive Director
Philadelphia, Pennsylvania
Gerald Romec, Host Site Coordinator
Director, ‘South Philadelphia
Community Center

BUDGET: $32,194.00 - FY80, County funds project initiated with LEAA grant. BEGUN: Spring 1971

e L

OBJECTIVE: To serve as an informational, support and problem-~solving resource

BUDGET: 1980 - $600,000
for witnesses in misdemeanor and felony cases.

o i ‘4.'

FUNDING: Presently, State Law-—-Act 148, State money cuanneled through Philadel-

phla Department of Welfare; Inltlally, HEW/OYD through Model Cities, then
zate Title XX and LEAA.

STAFF: Director, volunteer services coordinator, secretary, volunteers.

OPERATIONS: A series of outreach efforts coordinated closely with the State's
Attorney's Office to insure that all witnesses receive at least one contact
and access to assistance:

E —wiﬁﬂ
I il

TARGET POPULATION: Delinquent and predelinquent youth 10 through 17 years of
age in inner city area. Over 300 received basic services in 1979, addition-—
al 600 were referred or received short-term help. Referrals from schools,

o Victim filing complaint in State's Attorney's Office prov1ded with brochure police, courts, walk-ins, families, informal contacts with staff.

descrlblng court process and role of w1tness.
) ing restitution. Letter and form sent to victims 1f pollce f11e charoes. .

o Notlficatlon of witnesses coordinated with prosecutor's office. WIS attempts
to place calls tc witnesses 2 days before scheduled appearance.

o Volunteer witness aide available on court date.

o WIS provides notification if witness' appearance not required. Witnesses
receive information on the outcome of their cases -- which often result in
inquiries about restitution or property return which Wlsxdssists in.

FACILITIES, STAFF: A Youth Service Program exists in 3 multi-service community
centers which serve preschoolers, adults, and senior citizens (R.W. Brown,
South, and West Philadelphia). At each center - 1 Youth Services Coordina-

tor, 1 professional social worker, 4 Youth Services Workers. One School and
Court Lialson serves all centers.

e I

g

COMPONENTS:

o Immediate need intervention, youth on active caseload for 6 to 18 years old.
o Counseling (individual and group) and life.skills education..

o Central coordination of all community services for youtH .
o

% £} Cooperatlve agreement with over 100 agenc1es, monitoring and follow-up of
g referrals.

s

OTHER SERVICES:

o WIS contacts local employers to support policy of reimbursing employees who
appear as witnesses. Nearly one-half of the area's work force is now
covered by such an agreement.

o Referral of victim/witnesses to the Illinois Attorney General's Office for
Crime Viétims Compensation. Outreach contacts to victims of violent crimes,

7

The Youth Service Program is a component of the Youth Services Centers
which focus of an integrated array of essential services to youths and
families within community centers. Services also include: 6 Boys' and
Girls' Clubs, 3 Teen Programs (READ), 7 school- -age Day Care Programs, 1
Youth Employment Program (Franc1sv111e Community Learning Center).

g

Py ey

SUCCESSES: WIS is a highly cost-efficient model. With a small staff, and relying on
volunteer support, WIS contacted 1,560 witnesses in 1978, $62,356 in victim
compensation has been awarded through the efforts of WIS since 1977. WIS
services result in reduction of witness non-appearance rates and fewer dis- i E
missals for lack of witness. Better screening of complainants is achieved. b :f
Victim's expenses reduced through better access to compensation and restitutionm.
Many witnesses enabled to appear without loss of earnings. Improved utilization
of attorney time results from WIS handling many problems and concerns.

PROGRAM STRATEGIES:

o Services are primarily preventive, while having ablllty to respond to urgent
problems.

o Services to youth are most effective if delivered within neighborhood where
youth lives.

‘o Program effect iveness increases with the degree that servrces and funding
sources are mixed and matched.

T
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e B
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The Peoria community reallzes that a crime victim who cooperates with the
criminal justice system is not alone.

-2

For more information about visiting this or other Host Projects, contact:
' ) Jack Herzig, Host Program Director, or
Maureen Booth, Program Coordinator, at

Public Technology, Inc.

b
For more information about visiting this or other Host Projects, contact: Jack Herzig,
Program Director, Or Maureen Booth, Program Coordinator, at Public Technology, Inc.
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ATTACHMENT D:

Host Visitor Application Form
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. Address:

Attachment D

VISITOR APPLICATION

Date:

Name:

Title: .

Organization:

(zip code)

Phone:

l. Host Site to be observed:

2. Position description: duties

\\

!

length of time in position

previous relevant background

3. Population of"jurisdictiqn (city, county, state):

4+ Uniform Crime Report Index (number of crimes per 100,000 populatiom): )

i

5. Description of criminal justice problem in jurisdiction (i.e.,lack of .services, jail

overcrowding)
2
6. Status of program (planning, implementing, éxpanding):
7. Program description:
date started
' target population |, ) o _ .
P ’ ‘
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Application
Page 2 :

staff

program components/services

funding source

8. Reasons for visit:

Specific items of interest (refer to Host site summary)

Anticipated benefits

9, Similarities between Host Site and your program (refer to Host site summary)

.
=

10. Special consideration for selection:

11, Executive level commitment:

Additiohal Comments:

Please send the above information to Mr. J. A. Herzig, Program Director, Natiomal

Institute Host Program, Public Technology, Inc., 1301 Pennsylvania Avenue, N. W., Washing-
ton, D, C. 20004 (202/626-2400),

ALSO SEND A'COPY TO YOUR STATE PLANNING COUNCIL AND ASK THEM TO FORWARD COMMENTS TO
THE HOST PROGRAM OFFICE. : ’

If you have any"duestions, please write or call Ms. Maureen Booth, Program Coordinatof,
at (202) 626-2488. ‘ : ‘

S it B e

ATTACHMENT E:
Quotes From Host Visitors:

Phases III and IV
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ATTACHMENT E

L U.S. Department of Justice
National Institute of Justice

Host Program

Criminal Justice Task Force
Urban Consortiuum

COMMUNITY BASED CORRECTIONS
Des Moines, Iowa

Brenda A. Greene
Director

Post Release Services

D. C. Pre-Trial Services
Washington, D. C.

Brenda Greene expected to learn more of the procedures monitoring people
placed on supervised release, and more alternatives to pre-trial detention.

Ms. Greene found, after visiting the Community-Based Corrections program,
that while goals and operations of such programs are similar, philosphies
concerning release may differ greatly. This difference led to lively discussion
by the Host staff and the other visitors. Brenda Greene and the Host Site
Coordinator, Dale Dewey both commented that. the discussion was very interesting
and thought provoking. Mr. Dewey, reported that his staff believed the visitors
made the site visit as much a learning experience for them as it is for the
visitors and have planned staff meetings to further discuss the points raised.
Brenda reported that the "Host Program provides a unique opportunity for
criminal justice agencies to exchange ideas and techniques of operation. This
ie a great asset!”

Admnpsrered b

paton. DT 20004

242 A26-2300

for the Lned States Department of Justice, . E—]_
Nanonal fnstifute of Justice

U.S. Department of Justice
National Institute of Justice

Hosr Program

. Criminal Justice Task Force
E ~ Urban Consortium

COMMUNITY CRIME PREVENTION PROGRAM
Seattle, Washington

George E. Baker, III
5 Administrator

B it UNICORN, Inc.

I Louisville, KY

5 George Baker was looking for methods to enhance his block watch operations
‘.and to reach more people.

His plans are to incorporate methodclogies used By the Host site. Mr.
Baker's assessment of the Host Visit was that "This is one of the most rewarding
@xpenditures of time I have experienced. The value of on-site observation is so
much greater than written materials."” An additional comment of the value of Mr.
Baker's visit was that "(I) feel that our program will be enhanced because of

this exposure and Louisville and Jefferson County, Kentucky will profit as a
- result.”
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U.S. Department of Justice
National Institute of Justice

Host Prograim

Criminal Justice Task Force
Urban Consortium

STREET CRIME UNIT
New York City

Sgt. William B. Iler, Jr.
Tampa Police Department
Tampa, FL

Sgt. William B. Iler, Jr. of the Tampa Police Department visited the New
York City Street Crime Unit in preparation for organizing a similar unitiior .
Tampa. He expected to learn all he could about setting up a program similar to
New York's.

i ived was "outstanding.” His
t. Iler says the training and advice he rece
rainigg covered Zhe decoy set up to selection and training of people for his
unit.

) inistration, and operational
t. Tler plans to adopt the management, adm , : _
rocegﬁres usedpby the Host site. The Tampa Street Crime Unit will also dupliﬂ
zate the New York City's recruitment program and its forty hour training program
for officers in new street crime unit.

adnunstered He
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Public Tecrnotogy. Inv.

1301 Pennsvisania Ave,, NW

Washington, BC 20104

202, 626-2300 )
far the Untied States Department of Justice.
Nagonal [nsutute of Jusice

U.S. Department of Justice
National Institute of Justice

Host -Program

Criminal Justice Task Force
Urban Consortium

i ]; . : ~ NEIGHBORHOOD -YOUTH RESOURCES CENTER

Philadephia, Pennsylvania

Milius (Doc) Bass )

Director, Youth Developuent Center
Blue Hills Corporatiom

-:Kansas City, MO

Mr. Bass' program was -expanding its operations to provide increased ser-
vices to the Kansas City community by developing a Youth Center. He stressed a
need to learn non—-traditional programs that would attract youths who don't
respond to current agency services, and would also help these youths to "develop

their street~wise experiences into survival skills that would make -them more
employable, literate and functional in this society.”

Doc Bass reported that the visit was more "eye-opening” than he had
anticlpated. "I realized that I would have to stop trying to be a line person
and an administrator. Both are important, but the administrative duties have to

. be taken care of", he reported. Therefore, "Doc"” Bass will alter his center's
organizational structure by developing a board which is sensitive to youth
issues, ‘and which can effect greater influence in stabilizing support for more
creative programming. To increase his time for working with this board and for

actively seeking funding, Mr. Bass intends to 'create more staff positions and
- delegate more respomsibility.”

The‘Youth Development Center is Kansas City will also follow NYRC's example
in record keeping and will "tighten procedures; establish closer communication
with the staff.” And to better serve the youth of Kansas City, the Center will

work to build "greater rapport with agencies, and stablize a network of service
linkages."

Admepstered by

E?E@

Pabliz Technplogy, fnu. ; B 5 E‘ll'
1301 Pennsyivanta Ave., NW “

Wasaingion, DC 20

02 A2A.2300

for 1the United States Department ot Justice,

Naupnat fashituee of Justice

WY TR e e e



U

U.S. Department of Justice
6 o 1 ' National Institute of Justice

Host Programn

UK. Department of Justice
National Institute or Justice

Host Prograimn

Criminal Justice Task Force

Criminal Justice Task Force
Urban Consortium

Urban Consortium

ONE DAY/ONE TRIAL

Wayne County, Detroit, Michigan MAJOR OFFENSE BUREAU

BRONX, NEW YORK

{2 1]
i < ]
Bonnie Gargoura - : f & Michael Miller. E
Chief Jury Clerk _ ; | Prosecuting :t t’:orig;ire |
2nd Judicial District Court . 7T

: Franklin County Hall of Justic

Albuquerque, New Mexico Columbus, Ohio

Ms. Gargoura will ultimately move her court's jury duty time from one month’
to one day. Presently, she is striving to reach a goal of one week for jury
duty .

Michael Miller visited the Bronx Major Offense Bureau to observe many
things including administrative procedures and especially the Major Offense
v Bureau's plan of video taping confessions and/or statements.

SR P S VRIS s

The visit to the Host site was invaluable for her. Her duﬁies were closely Though Mr. ‘ :
r. Mill
related to those of the site and this helped immensely with plans for duplica- ~ tive worﬁ?ngs of hise;rg;iaZ?tarsigzz ::gii:m§:§Z§:mc:;;§;Zritotgeoagm%gi:::a_
ting parts of the One Day/Ome Tri;l program. Ms. Gargoura expected to learn how being implemented by the Prosecuting Attorney's Office in C01umbu; ;né S e
such a‘ large number of people are handled on a daily basis and how these people . ) of what the Host sice had developed were reviewed for imelusi p 5
are screened at the qualification stage. ] ‘ . or inclusion,

While at the Host Site, Bonnie spend much of her time with the Jury Com=—
mission Supervisor, Virginia Parzych, learning administratalve techniques and
procedures, She also was given examples of summons styles, a manual for jury
systems, and names of contacts in the computer and court management field.

. James E. Doyle, Esquire
Upon her return to Alburquerque, Ms. Gargoura revised forms and summons. V-2 qau

. District Attorney

The Distriect Court 1s contemplating legislative changes in pay schedules for 4 Dane County District Attorney's ; _ ;
jurors, terms of service. i Office _ ;
i Madison, Wisconsin 3

Ms, Gargoura has also increased liaison activities with the District ; . - o ,

Attorney's Office, and is working on a one step qualification system. The f‘, s . 4 ;
District Court is also cemtemplating legislation to change methods of paying . i Mr. Dovle 1 .
jurors and terms of service. The Court will also begin to collect and evaluate : yle was looking for screening methods to identify habitual offenders,

’ : » use of video tapes for case development and means to develo closer 1
data on the Court's operation. . / I ] the police department and court. o ° ) redean wih

Ms. Gargoura found her visit to bé‘Qery impressive and is eagar to report 3 . Since Mr. Doyle made his visit at the same time as Mr. Miller who was als
7 : . . o]
back with changes during the months to come. 1 interested in video taping procedures, they were both able to stud; the video
i . - taping program and discuss its merits and shortcomings.
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Jim Doyle plans to implement a video-taping program for line ups. He
believes this will help the entire prosecution process. He also learned ways of
coordinating his office's procedures with those of the police, helping to put a
more solid case before the courts. ’

Mr. Doyle believed the Host visit was very beneficial. He felt cquortable
with the Host staff and felt "the one—-to—one conversation was very informative.
Jim had this to say about his visit "I learned a great deal not only from Host
site staff, but from other D.A. who was also visiting."”
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U.S5. Depariment of Justice
National Institute of Justice

Host Program

Criminal Justice Tusk Force
Urban Consortiuymn

WITNESS INFORMATION SERVICE
Peoria, Illinois

Lesliz Ann Ellis-Kissinger, Director
Witness Information Center

Cleveland County District Attorney
105 E. Comanche

Norman, OK 73069

Leslie Ann Ellig-Kissinger of Norman, Oklahoma, states that the visit was
invaluable for it allowed her to see her program in comparison to an Exemplary
Program. The visit resulted in giving priority to the goals of the Norman

Witness Center "so that we weren't trying to bite off more than we could handle
and would not be duplicating the excellent crisis intervention service that was

already available here.”

The Witness Center now concentrates on court visitor
services and notification.

Lesiie Ann reported that she used the written materials received from the

Host site to give a workshop in creating a cost—effective Witness Center at the

State-wide meeting of Oklahoma's District Attorneys. The workshop was well

attended and two new Centers will be starting up in one month as a direct result

of that meeting. Ms. Ellis-Kissinger reported that the materials she received
from the Peoria Host site are the best and sometimes the only materials
available on actual administrative procedures of witness information center.
Also as a result of her visit, "we have developed a strong working relationship
with the host director in Peoria and often call for advice.”
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.9, Department of Justice
National Institure of Justice

Host Prozruin

Criminal Justice Task Force
Urban Consortium

POLICE LEGAL LIAISON UNIT
' Dallas, Texas

Daniel F. Kock, Esquire

Police Department Legal Advisor
Sioux Falls Police Department
"Sioux Falls, South Dakota °

Daniel Kock visited the Host Site to observe their structure and
operations. His legal advisor program had been developed without form or
pattern and, while it 1is effective, he believed the visit to the Dallas legal
unit pointed out additional areas and tasks in which a’ legal advisor could
become involved. Contrasting the two programs also provided insight to the-
proper organization and operation for the Sioux Falls jurisdiction.

He believed an important feature of the Dallas program was the immediate
legal advice give to line officers due to the lawyers being on twenty-four hour
on call basis, and would "re—emphasize to the legal advisor that he remember to
take his (pocket) pager with him more often”.

" Upon his return to Sioux Falls, Mr, Kock intensified review of cases prior
to filing and the review of cases that did not produce convictions. A review of
cases that were not prosecuted was Iinstituted after the Host visit.

Merlyn W. Sorensen, Chief of Police of the Sioux Fallsg Police Department
reported that, as a result of Mr. Kock's visit to the Dallas Host site the legal
advisor has established closer ties with the prosecutors and has increased case
review and disposition monitoring procedures. The increased case review has led
to better quality cases being presented to the Prosecutors and has helped
identify problem areas that they have been able to remedy. The end result is
that the Sioux Falls Police are getting prosecutions in areas where they were
having problems before. There has been an increase of overall effectiveness.
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Mr. William L. Parker, Jr., Esquire
Legal Advisor

Metropolitan Police Department
Nashville, Tennessee )

William Parker was interested in the case preparation unit, the techniques
used to -collect statistics and to evaluate the program, and the in-the-field
services of the Dallas Unit, .

Mr. Parker was able to find answers to his questions at the Police Legal
Liaison Unit. He was impressed with the overall program, stating that the unit

"would be workable anywhere." Mr. Parker felt the availability of lawyers to

police for direction of police operations were done with skill and enthusiasm.
He did report a bit of tension between police and lawyers at a supervisory
level, but believed that this was due to the program not being defined as a
legal or police operation.

Mr. Parker will increase the scrutiny of cases prepared for the Grand Jury
and will give evaluators greater authority to "kick back” cases for work and
to do this smoothly, will involve the Police Case Preparation Section commander
more in case evaluation., Mr. Parker will also improve coordination with the
District Attorney's Office. His final summation was "The idea is great!”
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ATTACHMENT F:
Selected Impact Visitor Reports:

Phases III and IV
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NATIONAL INSTITUTE HOST PROGRAM

ATTACHMENT F

Visitor Follow:Up Report
Part |

Clarence H. Patr;ck

AN 22 1o

| (aird @M&Mméz__,
Deere du
CN A '

Date: Jano 20’ 1980

If your position has changed since the time of your visit to the Host Project, please indicate

your new position (agency):

Our operatiog.
was established
in 197L.

Status

At time of visit

1. Please give status of your operation compared to that of Host Project (please check): ) )

Present

Considering similar project. ...

Planning project ............

Eétablishiiug project ... N

Project active
“(or operation similar) ......

Implementing certain
project components .......

o

« -

If other, please explain; _EStablished by the N, C, Legislarure, It involves

an internal (pmson) procedure with appeal to independent Commission

and staff.

If active, when did project begin?

1974

What are funding sources? (If grant, please give détes and amount.) The.

State of North Carcling

How did you learn about the opportunity to visit the H

that apply.)
Host Brochure '
State Planning Agency

" Your Agency
Other:

1k

ost Project? (Please check all

Jack Herzig, Public Technology, Inc. (PTI) (Member of his staff phoned me.

Have you shared your experience at the H;)s.,t Site with persons other than those
directly involved in your operation?

X Yes, within agency

Yes, within agency

If yes, please give person’s position (agency):

Yes, in other agencies

18 [] AUV ISOTY
"

Yes, in other agencies

Prison Depte.

No

If yes, please give person’s position (ageney) and project aspects shared:

X _ No

[
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5.

ificTuding the rollowing:

Have changes occurred as a result of your Host Project visit?

Changes in: Yes No Not applicable

Organizational structure .......

Administration/management
procedures. ... c.oiiaen e

Budget and fiscal - -
- administration.............

Personnel selection, evaluation
training .. ..ocavee cemeeean

Operational procedures........

Relationships with other
agencies. ... .. feeeeceananas

Please describe: _ We have been involved in an exyensive study and

evaluation of our system (involving the Department of Corrections)

for several months., Hopefully a number of improvements will occur,
all ol the above and much more: - greater

inmate and empdoyee involvement (advisory), monitoring, periodic

evaluation, etc.

I found the Host visit (to California) extremely valuable,

stimilating, and suggestive. Because of our self-study wk:xich was
1M process both vefor T i X

determine the direct results,

7.

Were legislative changes contemplated or enacted to effect changes in organization
or operation? broad b w i .

If any changes were unsuccessfully attempted, please describe and give reasons why
they were not implemented (include legislative, fiscal, or administralive constraints):

-~

U
.Y
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9. Can improved program effectiveness,

. 8. Did benefits result from Host Project visit in:

Benefits in: Yes No Not applicable

Planning and program
development - .

..............

Program implementation

Internal support for project.-. . . . -

Forms design, data coHection .. .

Project monitoring, evaluation . .

Please describe: _This is difficult to because before the

—answer
host visit we had.a goog and viable system in g#F operation
~{since 19747,

As noted above we are now in the process of a self-ewaluation
and T am sure that a number of the suggestions for Imbrovement
will result from the host visit,.

1 cost savings, or greater communit
be attributed to changes made based on Host site visit? y acceptance

Yes No X __ Uncertain

Please explain:

10. What impact data are collected to assess project results?

Question not aprropriate at present.




.11. What is the likelihood of project continuation? (Please check one.)

12.

13.

14.

_North Carolina through its Inmate Grievance Commission might be

~
S

r

e

Will conlinue %
Will probably continue :
Will continue if additional funding support is obtained
Will continue, but be substantially changed ]
Unlikely to continue. -

T

Will not continue N [

Please explain (include political, financial, and community pressures): :
We face no serious probléms, as I see it. _ :

Did Host Project visit assist project in gainiig continuation funding or achieving
permanent acce%tance?

Yes No Not applicable -

Please explain:

Any additional benefits from Host Pioject visit or your contact with PTI? (Include
workshop.) _

Do you have any suggestions for increasing the value to your operation of the Host : !
site visit?

considered as site for a Host visit In the future. I think such B
could be of mutual benefit, I would 1like to have one or more ##

persons from the California Youth Authority Ward System as visitors,
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) Name:EﬁED 6; MM/QISDIV\ J‘/\o.

Please give us your perspective to add another dimen-
sion on changes resulting from the Host Project uisit..

Qodil—

Thank you.

NATIONAL INSTITUTE HOST PROGRAM

Visitor Follow-Up Report

Supervisor Supplement

A -
Position: EXECUTIVE DIRECTDR Date: R0 -2/ .

" Agency (if applicable): AX C . TNAHATE GRIEVINCE <& S :
How long in above position? __S1¥ (& YEALS 0/77/7?/5. 22 :

1. What chanife:s have occurred within nc | ttributed '
: ng occ your agency thdt can be attributed to the Host
Project visit (oyga.mgatlonal structure, administrative/management procedures, budget
and fiscal administration, personnel practices, training, operational procedures)? L

DCoMAETE EVRINATINGD OE sruR LRD
1) go@t—: /A/VOLVE//?/‘:AZ' /OF LAUPAFTES : GARL ' :
ORE _Co-0fERKTIO Co-ORYIWBTION) W /77 S0
PoL s}jz Agoﬁﬂzp 2S5 Jo yEpgRY Eu z) AQZWZ% gf—‘FHC/ﬂS
o OWA_SYSTEM _J)VolyylJs INm #TEs A1 =
(&) MWITOR NG Ssys T Em 4,560/;7/}754/,&5% ST _—
MORE FRAIMING J1) S HIEVHEE LRI CED 07 £ PR STAEE -

2. Please describe the effects of these changes on the i
, f th hang overall operations of your ae
(response to problems, coordination with other agencies, operational efficien:)::y, mobrixllec)y;

WE EXPECT /000 E mEN<
OFPERHTION N0 EFFE[C E/UCLJ//V DE FplfF
IVNETE GRIERNEE o) clEDIRES

WL

3. Please d.escribc the results of these changes in terms of outcomes
cost savings resulling from changes, communit acceptance):

SINCE._WEKE CVIAENTILY 1/ THFE  ZepcEce
RF ol EXNAUSTIE SELF LﬁV%LUAT/éjX/T &;g >
120 scor/ 3D PETEXWIWE [Frisl KRESULIS Ixossy

WE po #0PF b . .
L o IMPROVE FRE SERVICES L&

(program effectiveness,




-
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A * 4, Have you obéerved any related benefits as a result of the I-Idét, Project visit?

D MoRE CoNCERIV TowrRO NPT BY)FROM 14 A7 ES
(DMOLE _CONTACST W, /7H- K)o 2 FFIC)BLS
CONCERNING SRIELINCAE PARICELVAES

7w
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&AmnmuﬁmmmMMMmmmNmmmmm‘mwﬁg&w&mmwmgm‘d,
the Host Project visit)?.__ (.0 L O ER *ﬁzk /55851514/?/-40 o}(';
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WARD CRIEVANCE PROCEDURE

National Institute Host Program
Visitor Follow-Up Report: Part II

If not included in Part I, please describe any changes or additions made to your
operation by adapting the following program components:

As stated in part I, we are ip the process of an extensive self-study and
evaluation, We think ours is.strong and viable system. Other than what has
Administrative Grievance Procedures:

been mentioned in part one we do not contemplate any drastic changes. I might
add that as a result of our study, the host wvisit, and talking to some of our
prisoners we question the advisablilty and workability of a ward grievance
cormitte's being involved in the hearing and resolution of grievances in our
day to day operation. Just###4#ié# yesterdanét Central Prison in Raleigh a
Appeal Procedures: -

long-tern and not a first-tern prisoner told me that he thought that such an
inmate committee wbuld eventually be controlled by inmate bosses or leaders and
thus frustrate the procedures, especially in prisons for adults.

J

Informal Review: Efforts will be made to obtain more of this in an appropriate
manner to satisfactorily resolve many complaints immediately.

Ward Grievance Committee Review: See above,

-

Superintendent's Review:

Independent Outside Review: This is the function of our independent (of the
Brison Department) Inmate Grievance Commission, comprised of five members,
investigation and hearing Officers, secretaries, etc,
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WARD GRIEVANCE PROCEDURE

; welve
Types of Grievances Received: Too numerous to mention. Ine total is twe

to fourteen hundred a month in a prison pupulation of over sixteen thousand.

-

o)

re
H

~ .

Procedures for Emerget_icy Grievances: These gre given priority and do not -
have to wait with respect to time periods.

. .
- . - 5 i

Composition of Review Panels: Two lawyers (one Black one White), two

ceriminologhsts from nearby universities (one woman and one man), and one

-

clergyman (a prominent Black civil rights leader).

Y

Participation by Wards (Developing and Using Procedures):

See above and Part I. From the begiming (197L) we have had at least one

ex-inmate on our staff as a hearing officer/examiners We think this is one
o or investigater

very strong phase of our operation,
Arbitration or Mediation Technigques:

Recommendation of the Commission on
grievances aﬁ'ﬁéaled to it to the Secretary of Correcbions if hearing officers

nave Do been able to ellect a satisfactory resolution,

Employee Disciplinary Procedure: __The Department of Corrections would take

appropriate steps where called for. o
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= Please give us your perspective to add another dimen- Fu."'i( :,‘ 19815
‘ . sion on changes resulting from the Host Project visit. ( '\) \/R C>
Thank you.
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NATIONAL INSTITUTE HOST PROGRAM

Visitor Follow-Up Report

e

Supervisor Supplement

Name: John R. George Date: _4-15-81
" .Position: Regional Administrator ‘ y
" Agency (if applicable): __DiVision of Juvenile Rehabilitation

How long in above position? 3 years

1. What changes have occurred within your agency thdt can be attributed to the Hosi
Project visit (organizational structure, administrative/management procedures, budget
and fiscal administration, personnel practices, training, operational procedures)? ;

Enhancement of Learning Center operations:

--services bettér defined and measurable

--screening and intake processes improved

--orientation/training for staff, students, parents improved
--program better integrated with host correctional agency
--program_support improved through stronger Youth Development Fund .

--perspective of manager broadened which has improved management

Youth Development Fund board restructured o establish much Stronger
fiscal base

2. Please describe the effects of these changes on the overall operations of your agency
(response to problems, coordination with other agencies, operational efficiency, morale):

Coordination with other agencies was goed already, but has been strengthened.
Certain programs have been funded which otherwise could not have been.
Working relationships between staff in Learning Center and parole unit
have never been better., and m<ns1:XMLFault xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat"><ns1:faultstring xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat">java.lang.OutOfMemoryError: Java heap space</ns1:faultstring></ns1:XMLFault>