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This 'microfiche was produced from documents received for· 
inclusion in the NCJRS data·'base. Since NCJRS cannot exercise 
~ontrol over the physical condition of the documents submitted, 
the individual frame quality will vary. The resolution chart on 
this frame may be used to evaluate the document qua'lity. 
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The National Institute Host, Program, Phase 'III Report presents" a 
summary of major, activities for \he Hos! Program and for the Criminal 
Justice Task Force ,of the UrbanCpnsortiumqduring August 1979 through 
August 1980., This ~s the time peHod for the 'third grant fromth:e Office 
of Development, Testing, and Diss~mination (ODT&D) of' the National 
Institute of Justice (NIJ). 1\ 

\ h f Publjc Technology, Inc. coord1uates t ese programs or NIJ. 
\? 

The Host Program wa~ star,ted by\ NIJ ;in May"of 1976 to promote the 
,I; sharing of advanced and successful' criminal justice practices. The" 

\J?rogram enables local and state' crimr:nal justice officials to visit model 
p~ojects't1J;at have been desig,nated" as~,ExeUlplal."y by ODTD. I' Officia'ls ',', 
b~nefit, fr{m in":d~pthand carefullY pl,annedtraining sessions at Host 

sit¢s e U :,The~~. tra~ela~d per~i~mc~st's flare paid "by ,th:N~J grant. p 

The' cr1Jl.nal Justl.ce'''Task Force of the Urban Consor,t1um wa, 
activated through NIJ support in October"1979. It" provides an \additional 
link between NIJ and the major urban are.as in the county. -There at;'e 37 
juriSdictions that .aremembers of the Utban COl1sortium. '. Criminal justice 
and local execu~ive officials from, 13 of these jurisdictionsseIDv~ on. the 
Criminal Justice Task Fot;'ce. The Task Force will match Urban Consortium 
prl.ority'needs and NIJ r~sources and sugge~tadditiohal .areas for 
research and development. v." ,...." (;\ 0 

'-t1 :"., '0 

This Report, which summariz~~ developments in both" programs, has 
three secc.jons: 

Part I: ~t~ox:a~ ~~stitute .Host Program, Phase III: 
~ ... "·l-iajor A6tl,vl.tl.es and Achl.evements .. 0 

~ ,1;'1 \) • ;, 0 . \;' '.,', 'I 

. Part" IT: Community Crime Prevention Workshop Assessment, 
National Institute 'Host Program. (ExceI'pts)* . . 

, • 'l~" ' ;" ~ 

G) • 
,Part III: Cr'imitlal Jllstice T,ask' Force of the Urban Cons.or.tium 

" (~ 

'& " 1:', ,. ,". " . ' 

" T!te author.s .w'buldlike" to tnank Fred Beck~,r "who manages 'the Host; 
prt,gramfor the Office. of Devcelopment, Testing, andDisseminatio~ of the 
"National,,;,I;nstitute of Justice and Jack Herzig, Host Program ,Director ,at 
Publi'cTechnology, Inc •. £o:t theira,ssistance in preparing this report. 

';1. 
,~ ," (,,:; . ., ::-

. "Publi,e:Technology, l:nc.isa non-profit public intere§t organization 
e, which provides for. the . development and appl£cation "of technology and 

advan<:ed managemenlbtech'h;iiiiies to the problems and needs of state. and 
localgovern,ments ~ Many" of J?TI' SPI'ograms inc~,ude technolpgy", transfer 
and disserQiriation.coIllPonents. . 

t',.; 

. *":This~or.kshopWas held. for officialS who .hadp~evious.ly vi~1ted 
Seattle's Community Crime Prevention Progt;'amaspart of the Host PJti0gra~. 

" n 

','I ~:' 

" £j' 

o 

.11 



o 

Jr' 
) 

G' 

.' 
", 

. ) 

•• t.l. .•.• 

u' 

' .. ~. 

" 

Part I: 

" 
Part Il: 

Part III: 

'fABLE OF CONTENTS! 

i 
National Instittite Host Prog:.;ani; 

Ac ti vi\,\ ie,s 'and Achievements 

NCj"R'S'o 
t, • 

!;" • '''.:.-} 

JUN 1 1!~83 

ACQ UXSITXO'NS 'Page 

Phase III: Major 
1 

COlnrnunity Crime Prevention Workshop 'Assessment, 
National; InsHtute ROSD Program (excerpts) ·15 

., 
Criminal Justice Task Force of Urban Consortium 25 

, . 'I. 

< •••• National Institute 'lll;>stProgram, ~hase IV 33 

Table A: Host Visitor Follow-up Summary 

'Table B: H~st Visitor Follow-up: . 

" . 

,B-1: 
B-2: 
B-3: 
B-4: 

by Date, Type of Follow-up. and Project c' 

June 1979, Survey Forms (Host II visiitors) 
September 1979, Survey Forms (Host II visitors) 
April 1980, Te1ephpne Calls (Host II visitors) 
May 198CJ, Survey For,ms (Host III visitors) 

Attachinents 

, p 

9 
10 
11 
;1.2 

Hos t Prq,gram 

A: 
B: 

" .' 
C: 

" D: 
E: 
~~: 

G: 

abst Program Visitors iti Phase III, by Host Site 
, The, National Institute Host Pr:ogram:SUlllinary 

Descript'ionand Hosf;Sites' 
Project Summaries, byHost Site 
Host ViE;itor" Applicat~onF()rm 
Report 'byaost Form' ' 
f~os.t Visitor F'ollow7upSurvey For~,s " 

F-l Visitor F'ollow~up Report, part,~. ' 
F-2 Vi'sitor Follow-up Report, part\EI 
F...:'3 '.' Visitor Follow-up Report, Superti--s'c(r supplepltmt 

Host ,Visitor Follow-up TelephpneCall Form 
Host Visitor Comments, by Site . Q 

Report by Visitor 'Form 

Cri~inal .Justtce Ta:~k Force 

" 
J: Criniind Jus tice 
K: Criminal Justice 
L: Cr1mina1 Justice 

Survey,Winter 
M: "Cdmina:{' Justice 

Agenda 
,j' 

" 
,(, 

" TaskForce: 
Task" Force: 
Priorities: ... '. . " 

1980 

Members 
Advis5'ry Mempers 
~tball CQqsor~ium" 

Task"Force, First Meeting 

o -"'. 

,N: 

0: 

P: 
Q: 

R: 
S: 
T: 

--,,) 

\) 

" 

D' 

. "~ 

" 

Criminal Justice P,riorities: Task Force Meeting, 
,March 1980 

Summary of Events, Criminal"Justice Task Force 
Meeting EMarch 1980) c " 

Summary of Events, P1annirtg Group 
Criminal Justice Task Force: 1980 Priorities: 

. Summary Statements (revised May o~;980) 
Dissemination Plan for NIJ Products 
Statement of Purpose 
Priority One Statement (Coordination Among Criminal 

Ju~'tice System domponents) 

0' 

<I 

, G' 
~, ) -, 

Y' 

'0 

" 

\) U 
0' 

> i 

f 
f 
I '1,1 

I 
;,,, i 

! 

I 
~ 

I 
i,! 

" I 
I 

p 



{J 

. ~'1._ 
'.1I ' 

," 
u c 

1; 

IJ, 

<J 

') 

'" (I 

, NATIONAL INSTITUTE (JIqST PROGRAM, PHASE tIl: 

MAJOR ACTIVITIES, AND ACHIEVEMENTS 

:'0 : 

:"", 

fi, "ti II , 

q 

h 
,\) 

[) t.) 

" 

~~f'> <J tt.. 
.... " . .r.-, 

",(} 

'(1': 

I) 

During Phase III of the National In:~titute Host Program <August 
i979~July 1980), ninety criminal justice! off,icia1s were given the 
opportunity to participate ih the Host Program by observing Host sites 
(s~eAttachment A for list of" HI'Jst visitors, bll' site) •. Major 
activities'" during' Phase III &'-t"edescribed below. ' 

Host Site Selection 

!Jost sites ''are selected from projec(:s that have been designated 
as Exemplary by the National Institu,te or Justice (l'{,IJ)." TO' be " 
designatred as Exemplary,. projects mUstd~monstrateeffecdveness, 
transferability to other jurisdictions, c!:tnd a willingness to share' 

\ <-,information. * During Phase III,' three new Ho.st sites were selected 
from NIJ's Exemplary projec.ts. ~ .. They are:', 

On~Day/One :frial ' 
() -

WaYI').e County Courts·, 
Detroit, Michigan 0 

Witness Information Service 
District Attorney's Office 
Peoria, Illinois 

Major Violators Unit ,." 
" .. District Attorney's Office 

'.:J : . ." ~ • . .' • Sa,n Dl.ego, Cahf ornl.a. / 
'()" 

The Host Program Director vis ited 
theirsuitabili,ty f~i llost .. sites.'** 

these projects to determine" 

o 

" The new Host Program Coordinator made1!'a foflow-up""visit to the 
Witness, Information 'Service /after the, f'irst:., set ~of" visitors to "ensure;:; 
that future yisits.would,be adequ~tely' strq:ctured. 

:\i 

D 

. With the addition of these three proje'bte,there are a total of 
seventeen' Hostsit:es in the are~s 6t H,law enforcement ,prosecution, 
/::ourts\l' correct~ons, and juvenile' just.i;cea~hong others. Tfieae are 
lis,ted ·in Attachmeht B. (ProJect Sunnnaries\;iare':prepared for each Host" 
site (!?ee At~,achment·,C.) ,( Ii 

. '::") 

Host Visitor ~electitotl 

. ,:' . ,Vi~Hors ·to the Host P-rog;r~mi during :Ph~.se .IIIwere selected 
acco:J;'ding to the s~ti1ec::riter:ta "as duri,ngPh~~e It. tv 

"Ii •.. * Refer ,t~ ,NIJ' ~. Exemplary. P'l:0~ec::t~ 'brochur~~" for "a.de~cripti<>;,haof 
the \\l=xemp'l-ary ,pro"Je~ts and :tns'tructl.ons, on h9w to apply. , .,'. ',' 
~*"oT1lesite .?'sel~<=tl?n p-rC)cessJs described i,~National, Institute Host 

,0 Program Assessment l~epor,t Summary by E.J. AJ~b;ri'gbt (June 1979)... . 
Pl1ot()copy av,'ailablf fromPul:llic."Technologt~]tnc.~ , 
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• "," ce officials "from local 
Senior crim1nal" J~St1 '" the Host 'Pro,gram. * I " "ble to part1c1pate 1n. ' are e 191 , ', 

and state agencies 'L 

'Criteria for 
visitor selection inc,.1udes: 

Officials from agenc1es 
a Host Project; ~' 

" a"dap"t1"ng or replicating cons ider1ng , 

" "I 'proJ"ec t and "d d to implement ,a S1m1 ar Those who have dec:1 e" ," i ce" 
" further informat10n and gU1~:an , requ1re 0 , , 

" with on-goirlg Rrojects whq re- ,," 
Officials from agen~l.es to expandl an.d ensure its success. quire technical ass1stance" 0 

,Tne visitor must, be: 

'. " or managerial level At a superv1soryc , ' " 
," f th Host operatl.Otll adapt elements 0 e , 

needs; 

w;th authority to r 

fo the ,local agency s 

about the H, "ost P!, oject,:,' or abo~t' s~niilar Knowledgeable 
programs; 

, itl a follow-tip evaluation. Willing to partici1?ate 

" ' ":- are q,sked to "comp:~ete an a~piicatio~ form 
Prospectl.ve Vl.S1tors ," d' by 'the Host Program , 

D)' These are reVl.ewe" "1 "" tors (see Attachment' ; '1 h calls to potent1a Vl.Sl. • 
Coordinator who makes follow-up teep "one iros ective visitors with 
The Host Prqgram Coordinator also reVl.ews ~: "tPrs is made by the Host 

" 1 selection of Host V1Sl. 0 
the Host sites. F1na '. "th FIJ's Government Program " t in consul tat10nW1 ,) i? , ,Ptogra~ D1rec or 0 

Manager. 

Justice Pl'~nningAgencies (SPA) ~re 
The LEAA State Criminal visitors ~~re chusen from thel.r d of f1"nal dec;isions when informe 

state. \\ 

~;'! , 
Host, Visitor Recru~p_'IIl:e,nt 

, , "' " " h varlety J " "" , 'eactively ,recru;1.ted ,throug a Pote~tial Ros,t v1s1tors~ar on Ho~t shes were prepared for 
of methods. One-page sununar(~s ' AttachmeJ:ll: C)." These are also used 
distribution at confe.t'ences" see "on co 

d' to requests for l.uformat1 . to res,pon, ',J' , ',~ 

" Report the quarterly " 
C!' The National Instl.tute Rost progr~;79 and Winter, 1980 •• It ' 
newsletter, was published ~in the Fa¢ll 

" h" State Planning " " "1 should contac t P'r!, t el.r * Interested off1cl.a s" "'"1' tice!planning~nit~' C ", 1"10 0' r" their local cr1m1na JUs '" ounc " 
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II 
summarizes Host Program 
recent !lost Visitors. 

1.1// 

'~ ... 

activities'and accomplishments and features 

,The Hos't Program Report helps, to build a network of local' 
ofi:icialsbYproviding continued information' and contact, with the Host, 
Program. It i.s used" to tell potential visitors about the Program. * 
The Report' is ,alsos.Emt to the Program's policy ~ommittee, previous 
visitors and their" supervisors, Host 'Sites '. SPAs, p~ofessional 
organizations, niember,s of the Urban Consortium, NIJ, and LEAA staff, 
some Federal agencies,and o~her' interested persons. 

• \7-. ", ~ 

Host visitors" ar~ also recruited ~y placing articles in key 
ournals and by special mailings. 

() Dissemination activities are listed below: . ~ . ~. 

Conference~ at :wh:iJch Hos<i: :Program literature was distributed. 
In somec~ses,Host Pr?gram staff attended and was available 
to answerques tions • " <;\' 

c '. " 

'Annual Confe~e'nce of Criminal Justice Planners 

• J': 

" Seventh National poalition Again,st Sexual Assault 
Conference 

Natio~al,Conference of St'lI.te Criminal Justice Planning 
, Admiriistrat-ors ~ 

" . 

SeventnAnn.ual Conference on Local Cotlnty Parolees 
-" Alte,rnatives to Incarceration Seminar, 

Sevei1th~ational Canfere'nce of Juvenii~ Justice 
' National, Youth Workers Conference , 
Second Annual} .. eOague of California C~,ties Exposition 
Forty-fourth Annual Conference and Educational . 
Exhibit/National ASf!!ociation of Counties 

',- Fourth' Annual' Innovation Group 

Speciai mailings to potenti~l Host ,vis.itors: 

Centelfor CommurihY'Justi~~, pro~ided li,st of 32 
Ward 9rievCl:nce, Adminis t:rators" 

"Inteinatlonal Ass'~ciation of Chi,efs· of Police, pro­
vid,E;!d list '~f70Police,Legal A~visoi:'s 

Nati<;mal Association of Attorneys General, provi~ed 
li8tof,39 Attorheys General 

. ''''''=-~~.''' " '" I( 

- Nat'ional Coalition Against Sexual Assaul\~, 
list of 60: Rape Care Center Administratoi:~ 

?" ,. 

prqvided' 

, 0 

* The Host Program Report' na::r been" discbntinued 
cost-so --rt:is e:lCpec~ed to be,sta,rted again, in a 
during Phase IV of the, Host 1:;'rogram. 

"t , 
duet.o increased 

\ 
shorter format, 

(, \~ 
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National District Attorneys Association provided 
a list~f, 50 E~oiiomic Crime Unit chiefs . 

, 

Pretrial Services Rel30urce Center, prmrided 'a list 
of 31 Pretrial Service Administrators 

Nati<:>nal "Associatioh of Traffic Court Administrators'" c: 
provided a list of 60 trafftc court 'I administrators 

National'League of Cities, 'provided a list of 41 
Department ,of M?tor Vehicle Administrators 

:Nrticles in publications: 

Interchange (PII) Dec. 79; March 8Q; June 80 
Concern, (National Victim/Witness Resource Center) Jan. 80 
Update '(Batelle Law & Justice Study Center) July 79 
Poli~e Magazine (Police Foundation) Sept. 79 
LEAA Newsletter, Sept. 79 

- ' Na't'Ion's Cities Weekly (National League of Cities) Nov. 79, 
Dec. 79 

Target,) (International City Management Association) Nov. 79 

Additional special mailings to: the National Association of Criminal 
Justice Planners, several. Federal agencies, inc\uding th: Rape Care 

I' Center of NIMH, the National Conference of Criminal J~suce 
Admi~istrators, the American Bar Association, and the !)lational 
Institut~ of Corrections. 

o 

Special mailings about the Host Program were also made the Host 
Program to the Public Safety Cq,mmitteeof the National League ~f 
Cities. They made such a reques~~~,:jit a meeting attended by "Mr. Home,r 
Broome of LEAA who mentioned the Host Program. 

',' 

In addition to all the efforts outside the Host Program, lett~rs 
were, sent to former Host Visitors asking them to, recommend offi~i,a~s" 

, as visitors to afiy" of the Host sites. The strong response receLved 
from former visitors is an indication ,of'tneir enthusias~ for the, Host 
Progr?m and its ben~£its " to state B;~d local officials. ," ' 

On-Site"Train'ing at Host Sites, 
, -'--,. , 

" 
Host Visitors obse~ve~heaay-t07day oRerations o,f a project for 

sev~r~ldays~ They learn about start-up\\ prob~em3, methods to reduce 
start-up costs, and' techniques~!:oensut;'e suc<r,ess. In-depth~nd ' 
c(irefully planned lear,ning experience~s are provided--ones whLch are 
not readily available through a1J.Y otneravenues. 

;. V:i'sitor' f!,p~;r di.em and "cravel expedses are provided through the 
NIJ grant. Usually two visitors":':-frolll two different, jurisdictions-,:,"" 
visit a Host' site. In speci'al c{ircumstances,twovisitors from the 

',,;, (, 
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same jurisdiction may be selected.,,' If any agency is considering 
adopting aVHost project, for example; the administrator may w,ish to 
visit the site along with the official .. who would head the project . 

, Host Site Participation 
",.-" ( 

The Ho'st Program Director keeps in contact with the Host sites to 
ensure their continued cooperation and participation. During Phase 
III, the Director visited these sites: The Col1llnunity CrimePreveution 
Program (Seattle, WA); King County Economic prime Unit (Seattle, WA), 
the Ward Grievance Procedure of the California Youth Authority 
(Sacramento,CA); and ,the Economic Crime Unit of the San Diego (CA) 
District Attorney's Office. " 

The Ho~t Program Coordinator checks with the Host site 
coordinators or directors for each Host site when" arranging for Host 
visits. For several site~, the Host sire coordinator/director reviews 
the candidates and assists in the selec~of Host visitors. 

Host, site coordinators or directors are also asked to assist in 
tracking the effectiv:.:aness of the Host .site visits by completing the 
Report by Host form (see Attachment E). This form asks for an 
al:!sessment o_lf'~he a.PPt'opriateness ana interest level of visitors. 
Telephone carrs are also made to Host sites to check on how the 
previous visit went aad on the appropriateness of the visitor~. 1

1
,:1 

ttl Also dur~ng Phase III, the Host site directors and coordinators 

f
{( I; 0 were formallyi surveyed t.o obtain their suggestions for improving the 

:) " ,Host I>rograni. The results of this survey 'will be put into effect 
I "during ;Pha~k IV. . r1 

/ 

/; • o~e :ost prog:am wo::::o:r::::e::r:::;:g Phase III for Host t1 Prograk "graduates" oOf Seatlle's Community Crime Prevention Program 
'f.',:,:~Aprjfl 9'7"'11, 1980 in Columbia, South Carolina). !1ark Howard, Acting 
t Director and Host Program Coordinator of the Community Crime 

. t.r.:.~." Pre~entionProgram in Seattle, Washington) chai.red the Workshop which 
l1:1 ,0 wt/~ attended by seven crime prevention practitioners who had visited 
f~ Jl ~heSeattle project as par't of the Ilost Program." Other participants 
tt.~ 'Jncluded Ritchie Tidwell, Director df the Governor' a.. Office of 

j !Crimina1 Justice Programs in" South Carolina; ;I!:rnie ,.Mi1ner from the 
"r,'J ...... ' .... ,~.O ..•• 11 I Offic8of Community Anti-Crime Programs , LEAA; Captain Noreen Skagen, 

~ f Director of the Seattle Police Department's Crime Prevention Division; 
" ~. I: an'd Jack Herzig and Betsy Lindsay of "the Host Program Staff. i j ;1 

"~~ / 
VI :./ · · !t If' r:t # ., 
f I II , .t; # , 1 II 

Lj'''' / 

,fj ., i~ 

The objective of the Workshop was to provide a forum where 
visitors could compare their experiences in replicating community 

. crime prevention program techniques and other 'program components. 

. " Zl. (~ 

"Visitors compared experiences in adapting Seattle's techniqiles, 
described successful and url'successfu1 ideas, and distributed.public 
edu~ation materials from their projects. Participants agreed that the 
Workshop was useful, providing, information on program 'evaluation, \\ 

r, l!;.< 
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increas~d community/police coordination, andthe'chang~s made after, 
returning to their own jurisdictions pased on what they learned during 
the Workshop. In response to their interest in program evaluation, 
PTI staff has just sent the group information q~. program eva~uation 
based on th~ ''Method of 'Rationales" model utilized by' LEA.,<\'s Reg;ional 
Planning Units. ,,'" )) " 

The Workshop sessions and the reactions and plans of the Host 
visitors who participated have been summarized and are available from 
PTI.* 

~ Program Publications 

Two Host Program reports were prepared for publication by PTI. 
.. These are: (1) The Su~ary Assessment ~~rt which describes' the 
'-"'~development of Host Prograre~u:ing Phase!JI ~n~ II and. assesses the 

benefits from Phase I and .l.nl.tl.al Phase I;I Vl.Sl.ts to el.ght:;, of ~he Host 
sites' and (2) the Economic Crime Unit W,orkshop Report which describes 
i.ssue; di~c~ssed at the Workshop for previous visitors to the San 
Diego and Seattle Units and gives an ass7ssment of- th~ Wo~kshop by 
participants. The other proj,ect assessment" reports (Rape.~ Care Center, 
Str.:eet Crime Unit, Ward Grievance Procedure, and Prosecutl.on--Seattle 
and J3an Diego ECUs" and Bronx Major Offense Bureau) ,will continue to be 
available in draft form. The other Workshop assessment ~eports (Rape 
Care Center, Street Crime Unit) are al~o 'available. (} 

" Host Visit'or Follow-up Assessment 

Host Visitor Follow-up , 

During J?hase III, two methods were used to assess the re'Hults of 
Host visits • The survey' forms developed for the survey,' of the initial 
Host visitors (for 8 Host sites through April 1978) were" sent to some 
officials--those who, were host visi.tors~q:-oni June 197B through 
December 1978 (Phase II) and from July 19~\ through Novewber 1979 
(Phase nr}. ** The Follow:-up Survey Forms \~reogiven ill, Attac1;lment F. 
As an alternative, tel'ephonecall~, using a shorter follow-up f~rm 
were made to visitors from January 1979 through June t979. The' 
Follow-up Phone Call Form. is given in Att,achment G. 

Q 

1.1 \l 

* Lindsay, B: 'D., Natipnal Institute Host Program" A~:.sesi\sment Report 
on the Community Crime Prevention Workshop, May 1980. Exgerpts, of the 
Workshop Report are given in Part II of th~s Repor"t. '. 

*:t' The survey forms were also sent to Host visitors to the thr~ Hqst 
sites not included in the initial survey (Phase I and II). 
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Both ,methods of obtaining :i~formation on Host Program benefits ,\ 
were e£fe~tive. The quality and amount of information obtained depend 
more on the Host visitor ',.s interest and'" attitude towards the Ho~t 
Program than on the method used to obta~n the information. 'Visitors 
who benefited, the most <from their on-site training usually give the 
most information. The telephone calls do.elicit more background 
information and in some cases a better understandii:lg of the Host 
visitor's·situation. In general, however, written responses that, can 

o _ ~ 
be well thought out are preferable fdr documenting the results of a 
program. _ These can be supplemented, by telephone cal1s, if necessary, 
to gain explanatory information. 

~.,;> " 

The limitations of analysis based on the sUfVey of Host visitdrs 
c were discussed in the initial assessment. * . 

During Phase III, a detailed analysis "of the survey forms, giving 
Host visitors 'respon~es tQ. each question, was not done. Ins,t~ad, ' 
short summaries were prepared for. each Host visitor._ These summaries 
pre~ent the key information on Host visitor benefits and g~ve ' 
highlights of Host visitor reactions to their on-site trairtlng. For 
some visitors (when it was especially significant)"~Ip.ari.ng of 
information gained at the Host site with others in their field or 
community was included. 

,~ 

The p'~rpose of the Host visitor summaries is twofold. (They 
document Host Program_ benefits to visitors and their agencies. The 
summaries are also used to send to prospective visitors to give the~ a 
better idea"of the type of' benefits they' can expect"by participating 
in the Host Program. ~ The su~aries also partially; replace the 

;.function of the Host Program Report to share Program benefits, with a 
'ttider audience. They are prepared for each 'Host project site and cat:\ " 

, be' se'rit to officials from similar projects who want to make contacts 
; with their peers across the nation. -

. Tabl~ A be'low sf;1mmarizes Host vis¥cors' responses to the _, 
" follow"-up surveys and telephone calls. See Table B which follows, for 

details." Extensive ef£ortswere not mad~ to contact people as for the 
initial Host Program assessment. For the survey forms, one letter 
plus a reminder letter a month later was sent ." .For the telephone 
calls, messa:ges were left \,ff the Host vi~itorwas not immediately 
available. In almost all cases, visitors r~t,urned cal1~. 

c-::-r 

" \) '* E. J. Alhright, National InstltuteHost P.rograw, Assessment- 'Report 
Summary: June 1979 (avai1~ble from PTI). 
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Host Visi,l:or Follow-Up: Sunnnary0 (; 

Dates of 
Visits 

3/77-3/79 

1/79-6/79 

7/79-11/79 

Total 

,,' 
~{: I. " 

,'p "l','" 

", J! 

'\ .. 

-

" rl,'-

0 

-
Number 

') 

of 
Visitors 

46 

0 
3.3 

34 

113 
,. 

" 

,~, . , 

~8-

1\ 

j) Number 
of 

,Responses 

27 

\:-1 " 

21 

. 
20 

,68 0 

t, 

" 
~-:., ,. 'n 

~~~~ 

.' 
Number 
Left 

. Agency 

0 

12 

6 
" 

UJtknown 
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0 " 
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TAB L E B --"'--- '0 

G 

Host VisItor Follow-Up: '" by Date, Type" of Follow-up and Project 
{~,,,:; ~ 

Table B-1 : June 1979, Survey F.orms* (Host l and II vl.sitors) 

if' ,. 

!Number '" Number Number .Left" 
) Dates ·of Iof Visi- of RefL-:7 'Agency (-If 

Host Site Visits tOrs ponses Known) .. 
- .. " " ",. 

G' 0 

Adminis'trative I} .. 
" 

Ad:Judication ,3/77"';'11/78 3 :2 l' 0 
Bureau (NY),. 

" " 
~) 

Community Crime 
Prevention p'rogram., j/ 

(Seattle, WA), ~ 1/78":11/78 8 6 0 
c.' 

Legal Liaison " " 

Division,Dallas \l) 

Police Department 11/77~4/78 3 2 \l 0 
(Dallas, TX) -.. " 

" " 
" 

.. 
TOTALS 0 14 10 " 0 ., 

" " 
., 

* These,t't~ree' Host "sites were ,;not 'included in theinitia.1· fol­
low-up due to too few .visitors. Forms were sent durin,g Host 
II, but "results tabulate~ during Host fII. .', 
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. Table B-2: 

~.: 
'·'1"" " 

Sept¢mber1979, survey Fo.rms (Host II v:i.si\ors) -,,- " 
-.-. ,- - i~--. 

" " ,-

, lNumber ·lNumbei' Number Left 
t,: r~ 

Q. 
Dates of of Vi~i~ pf Res- Ag~ncy (If 

Host Site Visits tors '!ponses Known) " 
" 

1,) 

" Community:, Based " -~ 

Corrections' 6/78";'12/78 4 2 ,') 2 
,. 

(D~s Moiri~s. IA) " " " l\ '. 

() 
,:) 

")) " - I:, 
(, " 

Neighborh()od 
(l. "iI ., 

" 
( 

--Y~)Uth Resources 12/78 
(, 2 

1 
,. 

~ 
1 

" Center (P~i1a. , , 

PAl 
Il 

« 

." 

0 

~,~ 

Major Offense 
(, 

Bureau, Bronx " 
l) 

" 
... 

District 
Q 

10/78' At,.. ! 
~, 

0 1 
.' 

torney's Office '" " 
.' (Bronx, NY) " C , 

~ 

Project, New ,. - ,,::, 

Pride (Denver ,CO) 10/78 'J 2 1 1 
0 .. 

Rape/Sexual ,., " " , 
Assault .. Care" 

" 

Center (l)es 6/78,..3/79 " 8 " 4 2 1.\ 

Moine~, lA) " 
\' " 

Q 

\t-\ , 
I) 

San'Di,egoFraud 
Division, Dis- . 

! ~) 
~ 

II :·s 
tr,~c<>t AttQr- . 7/7S':'gn;8 3 2 ,1 -: ~ 

ney's Office Ii 
-. 

". q " 

(San Diego, CA) 
Q o. 

(~-
.. 
. , ,. 

" d 

Seattle Fraud 
Division, 

., 
King " 

.( ., 
Countx, Pros~....; 0 19 /78 .... 11 /78 4 " " 2 2 
cutor's Office ,. n 

(SeatJ;le" WA) 
, " 

c.- o 
q- • 

I)" " ., " . \,> 

Street Crime'Unit " 

New YorkCityPo~ ., 0 
Q i, c '" ( 

1 ice Depa';tment 10/78C5J,2178 
w. r;, 

6'4 3 ,. 
" 1 .' 

. (NewYork,"NY) 
, 

" " 
" .. ' 

Ward·· Grievag.ce 
Q 

) .. .0 
to·' . ,," 

~h8-11/7~ 
-, 

Procedure, Cal i...;. 3 ) 2 0 1 
fornia Youth ." C 

'-.- (, /5 " " ' 

Allthori~ty (CA)(;f.:i' " 
, 

;) , " ,. 

" '.1:-' 
~,.-

l 
0 " 

(\ " 
TOTALS 31 ,17 ,. 

12° '\i' 

0 " . " \\ ~l 

.p 

D 

':> 
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;f" 
,J- J' 

., 

, 

, 

,., 

Table B-3: ,; Apr11 1980, Telepllone Calls (Host II visitors) 

,,--------------r-----~r=~~~"_r-~ .. ~~~---------
Number Number Number Left. 

" pates of of Visi- of Res- "Agency (If 
Host Site Visits' tors ponses (j Known) 

c, .:;;.;:.;:o:..::......:;.::::.::~<· --+~~-I~~---b12~(~1~~~~~·~ 

Administrative 2/79 2 spoke o 
Adjud~ca'tion (> for both) 
Bureau (NY) 

CormnunityCBased 3/79 <l 2 
~ (1 
. spoke o 

Corrections " 
\ '. (D~~ Moi~es, IA) 

for both) 

q . 

Cormnunity Crime 
Prevention Pro;;' 
gram (Seattle,', 
WA) <, " 

Major Offense 
Bureau (Bronx, 
NY) 

Neighborhood 
Youth Re-
sources Center 
(Phi1a., PAl 

Pre-Release 
Center (Mont: 
gomery County, 

2/79 

1/79-3/79' 

3/79 

3/79 

2 o 1 

'" 
3 1 

2 2, o 

,4 4 o 

:::-MD-,)~'_" -:-~-r" -":"-'--!i--~'"-' -+~-~-+----i. >.9 '1:1 .\) _~ \~ '0-.--
Project New 
" •. (I 
Pr1de(Denver, 
CO) .. ' '. J:p 

,7 

San Diego 
Fraud Divi­
si~n (SB:n 
Diego"-, CA) 0 ~\ 

Seattle 

1/79-3/79 0
, 4 

1/79-4/79 4 
r .... ; Lt' 

1/79 2 

(;:J 1 

2 

G 

G 0 
o 

: " 

" ~ 

2 

1 

1 '(left 
·ut.1it) 

" 
Fraud Di­
v'ision 
(Seattle, WA) " ~-'==~~':'::':~---1r---:---""':-+---~--+-"--"", --..--+~-------I" 

, u <0 

,Street Crime', 
'u'id t (rf(, NY) 

Ward Griev-
allce Proce';' 
'dure (CA)' "'.\, 

TOTALS 

1/79-4179 " 

. 8/78- .. I 
2/7if*·, 

.. , .. ,' 

[; 
, 3 

32 
. 

o 
o 

., 
j) 

., .2 o 
, f' D 

,21. 
, .. 

1) ~ '.' 
One ,Hostl'visitor had:. not! been" includ~d .. irtp'revious suryey. 
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Table B-4: May 1980, 'Survey .Form:s (Host. III .. "ilHtors) 

" 
,. ~umber ~timber tI 

':} 

" 
Host Site l)ates of , of Visi- pf Res-

,. (, 

" " Visits tors ponses 
:." " 

" " i 

Conmunity BaS'ed Col"rec-
tions (Des " " 11/79 2!, 1 Program d " 
Moines, IA)., ~~ 

" " 
. " 

." 

C'ommunity" Crime Preven~' 
tion Program (Seattle; ~/i19- , 4' 2 c, 

lolA) 10/79 
" 

'~O 
" " 2.)' 
n 

Connecticut Economic >.! 

" 
'Crime Unit, Chief 7/79 1 " 0 

\. ~ ... 

State Attorney's 
Office (Wallingford~ , " 

" Cln 0 

" , . ~ 

., 

7/79-
c 

4 4 Major Offense Bureau 
(Bronx, NY) [0/79 Il 

" 
'c ,\" 

" - , 
" NeighboI.!hood Youth " 

Retourc~s Center lJi) 10/79 " 2 1 
Ph tla. ,PA) 

\1 
" 

" 

on~~ D~y / One 

" 

Trial: :;" 

. 'I 
(Wayne ~, 11/79 4 / 0 Jurs~ Sys te~ ~' 

() 

COUIr~y, MI) 

" I, 
0 

., 
" \1 

'" Pre,...Release Center 
" 

7/19- .' \? 
8 " 5 

(Montgomery County, 9/79 : " 

MD). .. ~ 
" '" 

" 
,.P 

" ',' 
tI a 

Project New Pride 8/79 3 " 2" 
(Denver, CO) 

tI 
~ 

tI " , ,(-, , ' 

.' 
n 

Seattle Fraud, Division 
" 

"II , 
(Seattle, lolA) 7/79 2 1 

,', 0 .. "J,' 

" 
0 

" 

,J 
, 

" 0 

Ward Grievance PrQ-:' , 

cedure (CA) 10/79 4 ., " ' ~ q for 
tI i/. " .;, ~ visi-, 

8-
/I tors) 

, If' (J 

I, " " ,. : <9 

II ' - :. ' '0 
" 

" 

TOTA~S a4 18 " " D', ." . , 

c 

\', .-

1'" <9 ". ..,,- '" L 

,) 

o 

" 

, " 

a 

" 

c 

o 0 

,0 

'~, ," 

fl ,. 

"'.~ , 

. 't"," 

" 
\ .. 

" 

The Host Visitor Summarries are given for Host sites in Attachment 
H (See Host Visitor Comments for each Host Site). In general, the 
responses show continued bene,fits to'visitorsartd their~gencies from 
the on-site traini~g provided through "the Host Program. ;Si~il,ar to 
t!te initial assessment, most visitors report adapting H:ost site ' 
techniques for use within their oWn jurisdictions. As in the initial 

t) ••. ',' • . • ,I;, . .• 

assessment, Vlsltors startlngprO]ects report the most benef1ts. They 
say s'tart-up time and. cost's .. were reduced due to their on-site 
training. Also start-up problems were either avoided, or dealt with .' 

'i]l()re effectively after, learning how .the Host site dealt with similar 
pro}>lems.. . 

. . _. Severa!' Host visitors report specific program outcomes to proje.ct 
~ ~-devel,opment or changes made after their Host site., training. As in the 

initial follow-up assef!sment, outcomes such as improved progr'am 
"effectiveness, increased efficiency' 8r g~eater cOlllIllunity acceptance 
~re difficult both fO',:many projects to ass~ss as well as to attribute 
.directly'· to the.Ho.st site experience. 

\1. • Q • '_ • 

- !I~st Vlsltors cont~nue to 'value the contacts made-'-with both .the 
lIost ~nte and .. the other Host vi.sitor{s)--for future needs. The Htlst 
Program cohtinues to act in a network c~pacity--:-.putting~'criminal 
justice officials in contact with their peers across the nation. 

" Many Host visitors also report sharing what they learned during 
their ,)·on-site training 'at the Host sites' with. other officials--in 
addition .. to those with whom they directly work. 'AnumbeI' report,;, 
giving pre,seq,tations about the Host program at national confel:1;!"C~s. 

. ~ ~'.....-:-"~ 
1,\ ", 

In summat;'y, t~e Host Program 
the t1i:ansfer, of ad~a,.!1ced criminal 
around the ,nation.' ':(All but. four 
Program to date.) 

continues to ope~ate succte,~sfu1ly in 
j1,lstice pra'ctices to jurisdictions 
states have participated in the 

fi 

Plans of Recent HostVhitors 
.....;..;----"'~~~ 

A review of the initial o reactions of Host viSitors during the, 
second half·o£ Phase III (1980) sho~s that similar benefits from the 

"on-site'; training can be expected'. Altbough it is frequently difficult 
foI' H4'st visitors to accura-tely predict exactly what they' w.ill be able 
toGaccpmplish base4 on the knowledge they gained at>the· Host site, 
,~heirplanso are simi1a1;; to plans given by visitors in the. past • 

. II 

'Q () 

I!0st "\risitor "plans and .their. initial' reac;tions to .their' .on!.aite 
training are obtainedQn a form sent to them. (See Attachment- I: 

.. Report'::by Visitor.J Responses are used to.supplement latet 
information, obt'kined. They ate also~s~cito<Jtrack the" effectiveness 
and Qperationofthe Host site visits. -

o 

,\ 

0. I) 

,! 
.,;! 

(~'~,~1.-~7 ~ 
t...,.r ~t 

!) 

'. 



.' ,. 

(i' 

.'<. 

h 

f' 
~':: . 
-I,> ~ 

j,., , 

>;1 

it 

.' 

Most Host visitors complete the R~port-By Visitor forms soon 
" .,' ' () 

after their visits.. They are usually extremely enthus.iastic about 
what they' saw and about what they plan toaccomp'lish. Therefcire the 
follow-up forms, sent at least six to eight months after ,tt(eir 
visits~ present a tmlch more accurate picture, of what they did 

(} . accomplish~ Constraints that may not "have been,expec1:ed 
Q are given as part of the follow-up • These .' frequently" include fiscal 

constraints that were not anticipate,d. In some cases, federal'" grants 
that were expected were not received. '", 

In sum, the informatio~ received by the follow~up~-either via the 
follow-up forms ortelephone, call~--presents\)a much more accurate 

'. ',_ picture of Host Program benefits than the Reports completed fJ 

innnedi\!itely after the visi,ts. The primaryteasons for the fatter are 
'to track the visits, and, to highlight the key project .components. 
Visitors, are a~ked"to describe .the aspects of the Host Program that 
are especially important to program effectiveness. Their responses 
assist in preparing the project follow-up forms" which 'list Host . ))',).1 
project component parts •. These ask visi,tors to identify which 
components have been 'adapted by visitors' agencies. j\ 
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PART II 

COMMUNITY CRIME PREVENTION WORKSHOP ASSESSMENT, 
~; 

NATIONAL INSTITUTE HOST PROGRAM . (Excerpts) 
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COMMUNITY CRIME PREVENTION WORKSHOP 
ASSESSMENT 

NATIONAL INSTITUTE OF JUSTICE ,HOST PROGRAM 

EXECUTIVE.SUMMARY 

. As part of the National Institute of Justice Host P\!'ogram, Public Technology 
Inc. (PTI) held a Workshop on Community Crime Prevention fro'm April 9-11 1980 
in Co~um.bia, S'Quth Carolin~. '. Mark 'Howard, Acting Di~ector and Host Prbg;am 
Coo:d~nator :t;or the Co~un~sY Crime Prevention Program in Seattle, Washington, 
cha1red t~e. Workshop wh~c~ was ~ttended by se.ven cri~~) prevention practitioners 
w~o had ~~s~ted th~ Se~tt17 pr~,Ject. as part of ,the Host Program. Other parti­
c~R~nts,~nc1uded RHch~e. T~dwel1, D~rector of the Governor"g Office of Criminal 
Jus~ice. Programs in South "C,~rolina; Ernie Milner from the Office of Community 
Ant~-Cn,me Programs ,LEAA; Capt.-Noreen Skagen, Director of the Seattle Police 
D~partment's Crime Prevention Division; and Jack Herzig and Betsy Lindsay "of the 
Host Program staff. 0 

The objective of the Workshop was 'to 
compare their expet'iEmces in replicating 
techniques and other prog;am components. 

provide a forum where visitors f:;ou1d 
community crime prevention program 

The, worksh?p met' this ?bjective.:' Visitors compared experiences in ~dapting 
Seattle s tech~ques, descr~bed successful and unsuccessful ideas and distri­
buted public 'education matUerials from .their projects. Participa~ts agreed that 
the Workshop was useful, providing information. on program evaluation' increased 
community/police coordination, and the useaI;ld effectiveness ofvolu~teers for 
7xa~pl7s j. All seven participants planned ch~ngesafter returning to their' own 
Jur7sd7ct~onsb~sed on what they learned during the Workshop. In response to 
the~r ~nterest ~n ~rogram evaluation, PTI staff has sent· the gr~)Upinformation 

,\on. p:ogr~m ev~lu51t~o~o~'ased on the. "Method of Rationales" ro.odel utilized by the 
Cr~m~nal Just~ce :rra~n~ng Centers aroUnd the country which are sponsored by 
~. . , 

Three workshops have previously been 'held as eart of the, National Institute 
of Justic~ Host.Program. The workshops involv~d visitors to New York City's 
Street Cr1me Un~tl, to the Rape/Sexual Assault Care Center in Des Moines2 
and to the Seattle and San Diego Fraud Divisions3 . All" of "the "workshops have 
be~n valuable i~fr~nhancingthe benefits of 4':heii Host P~ogram. They have provided 
an op,portunity for visitors, "Host Sites, and others to share experiences and 
learn, from one another. The small, select group at the workshop, the' cotmnon 
ba,ckground of par:ici,pants, and th~ir active role in pI ann'ing the agenda have 
beftn key factors '~n the Workshops" success. ;y" 

lAlbright, Elleh J., National Institute of Justice Host" Program, Assessment 
Report on Street Crime Operations Workshop, September, 1978. 

2A1bright, Ellen Jo' National Institute Host Program, Assessment Report on the 
,.Rape Care Centers Workshop, October 1978. .-
3Al bright, Ellen J. National II;lstitu~e Host Program Assessment RE:!port on th~ 
Frpud Division'; Workshop ,October, 1978. ",' , 
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COMMUNITY CRIME PREVENTION W:0RKSHOP ASSESSMENT 

NATIONAL INSTITUTE OF JUSTICE HOST PROGRAM 

I. INTROPUCTION 

As part of the National lristituteof J,ustice 'Host Program, Public Techno­
logy, Inc. (PTI-) held a Workshop'on Community Crime Prevention from April 9-11, 
19'80 in Columbia, South Carolina,,. Mark Howard, Acting Director and Host Program 
Coordinator for the Community Crime Prevention P"rogram (CCPP), chaired the Work­
shop for seven Host visitors. Capt. Noreen Skagen, director of the new Crime 
Prevention Division in the Seattle Police Departmerit to which theCCPP has been 
transf,erred was ~lso in attendance. Ernie Milner from LEAA' s Office of 

Q Community Anti-Crime Programs; Ritchie Tidwell, Director of the Governor! s ' 
Office o'f Criminal Jus tice Programs, State of South Carolina; and for the Host 
Pro~ram staff, Jack Herzig and Betsy Lindsay were also present. 

Since 1~77 ,when the CCPP w,~s designated as an Exemplary Project), seventeen 
visitors fro;n thirteen states" have observed the Seattle Host site •. A group of 
seven visitors representing all styles of crime prevention programs.} across the 
country were selected to participate in the Workshop. This small, workable 
number afforded a higho level of iq.teraction and exchange among thecr.ime 
p~~ventfon, practitioners. !) 

Wotkshop sessions covered funding, staff recruitm~,nt and training, com­
munityJpolicecoordi'nation, -maintaining neighborhood watch organizations, the 
use of volunteers and ,evaluation. These interests were identified by conducting 
a uneeds assessment" prepared by PTI staff prior to the"Workshop. 

',,"] 
The following sections d~scribe the Workshop and ass.ess how well the 

W<;>rkshop met' US u objective~ 
o 

II. TOPIC PRESENTATION SUMMARIES 

Introduction 
~ 

The meeting was opened by Jack'Her~ig, director of the Host Program. 
He gave ,a short history of the project, stated the objectives of the Workshop, 
described hpw the agenda was developed,oarid stated the role that he would p1ay-­
tha~ of insuring a flow ibf concepts a~d ideas within the time and priorities set 

fO~h in the ,,~gend!1. , '.1 l 
After comment!s' by Ritchie Tidwell regarding crime prevention in South 

Carolina, Mark Howard lihd Capt. Skagetl gave an update on' the" activities and 
organizational c;hanges,Jtaking place "with the Community Crime'Prevention Program. 

it' 0 

, Visitors t'o!/thE7 Seattle ",project discussed the basic operations I of 
their programs, sharedlaccomplishments and distr'ibuted materi.~Js d~ring their 
ten minute presentati6ns. 

II II 

(\ 



I 

'(!,I 

Session I: "Funding 

Ernie Milnerbrie£ly discu~sed the future'ofe LEAA, not viewing the, 
p'roposed cuts. as devastatin~ as feared. He the? proce:ded to. def~ne the role of 
the three programs which comprise the Office of Communl.tyAntl.-Cr:me Progra~-.­
Community Anti-Crime, Comprehensive Crime Prevention and Urban Crl.~e ~reventl.on. 
Urban Crime Prevention is the new addition to the triad with ()a focus on low~ " 
income neighbor!tq,ods, social and economic issue'~ in the nei~hborhood that . 
related to crime and the use of volunteers to l.mplement thl.S crime preventl.on , , 
effort. G 

Funds allocated for FY1980 total $5.5 millipn for eighteen-month gran~s to 
selected jurIsdictions • There may be additional funds available after the first 
c.eighteen-month phase. A very posi~iye aspe:t of th~s program is th,~amount ;;9~ 
money'. ($460 ,000) set aside to prov1de technl.cal aSSl.Stance ,to help programs j 
develop efficiently and effectiv~ly. 

Workshop participants expressE:fd concern over funding criteria and pro~ 
gram" management on the f~deral level. One specif~c criticis~ was that past 

o awards were for'such large amounts that it was difficult for the local: ,. 
jurisdictions to s~'pport the programs financially aft~,r. federal. funding ex~ired. 
Mr. Milner agreed and said that the Urban Crime PreveIJtl.~n fun,dl.ng allocatl.~ns "" 
to a jurisdiction are less for that very reason. The consensus was that thl.s 
new, tri-pronged effqrt was too broad a diffusion of "funds. 

" Information reg~rding other sources of funding for crime0preve~tion 
efforts was also distributed by the participants. 

S~ssion II: Staff Recruitment and Training, 
o 

Sam McKeeman {Delaware} led the discussion" on t,his topic. He stressed" 
the importance of recruitment, interviewing and training, and provided the group 
with excellent suggestions. These included: 

'i 
1), Know what kind of person' iSiwa~'ted for the job" b~f6rec re-

cruiting starts, in terms of experienc'e, 'personality and philoso.phy; (J 

2) Solicit a cross-section of" crime prevention practitioners "to 
help draft the job descriptions; '. n 

3) " Advertise extensively in order to have a large p/J~l of 
eligible candidates from which tQselect; 

4) Hire the director first who will then select the xest of the 
staff when staffing a new program; 0.' 

~ 

fatiguing job. 

5) Ask standard interview questions of each c'andidate; 
6) Phrase questions to identify any bias of candidate; . 
7) Use an interview form incorporating an easy numerical 

8) 
9) 

10) 

"rating; , 
Tally ratings immediate'1y~fter the interview; 
Contact references;' 
Do, not try to interview 'all candidates in one day--it is a 

c' The group discuss,ed minority hiring and cited the Ur~anLeague, 
NAACP, CORE and churches as good sourceS o,t candidates • Placing ads in minority 
community newspapers was also 'suggested. 

" 
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The group was then asked to identify necessary elements of an 
'effective program director'Y and li,~ted: 

\ 

-leadership skills 
-administrative skills 
-innovative skills 
-organizational skills 
~ability to motivate 
-ability to self-actualize 
-commitment 
-pe,rsonality, warm and friendly 
-flexibility, able to work with all people 
-empathy 
-creativity" 
'-energy 
-sense of humor 
.-sense of greed 

McKeeman also supplied the "group with training tips : 

1) Understand the need for and importance!of trainin/~, 
.' '. i' 

2) 

3) 

4) 

Diver,sify t~aining by 
system manufacturers, 
others, 

involvi;g police, locksmidls, security 
1/ .. . 

a glass company, and a carpenter, among \ " 

Measure the skills and ability of "'the employee 
works ~alone in 'the connnunity, \\ . 

be'fore he/she 
I( . D 

'1\" 
(!ontact the Texas Grime Prevention Institute or th\~ National 
Crime Prev~ntion Institute for formal training (re1~iew 
Mul~n~mah C~unty co~parison of the two Insti~utes')'JfOr 
addl.tl.onal l.nformatl.on). . . ; 

.. Other training resources put forth by Workshop participant,~ were: 

1) American Society .,of Inciust~i~l Security and American Society 
of Testing ~aterials for security training, 

2), Service Core of Retir~d Executives (SCORE) for management 
training, 

3) Political parties or ''or gani zat ions for community organizing 
and training, 

\) 

4) Division on Aging for crime, against the elderly training. 

Session III: Maintaining Neighborhood Watch Or~anizations 
I.t " ":"" 

Mark 'Howard (Seattle) started this session by defining maintena!i1ce as 
1) any 'contact with the block organization after the initial ygeeting and 2) 
actions taken ,to keep blOCk watch and ~lock captains operatio~al and m~tivated. 

o The "decayir ~f b~'o~k. watch organizations. occurs b~~~~~l:?- 'twelve an? 
eighteen months after the l.nLtl.al block watch meetl.ng, acc'oro:~~~?aluatl.on 
results based em the Seattle program. '" Ii 
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In Seattle, different maintenance appioaches are used dependirtg on the rate the 
block Qrga}:lization has, "decayed." Ma:inten~nce is initiated in a census tract 
one year after the primary organizing, effort. 

» . 
T~ steps for the standard maintenance ,process are as ~o110ws': 

1) A CCPP staff member organizes a meeting of teIP to twelve block 
captains from an area which comprises apne':"£ourtl}of the census tract receiving. 
maintenance service. 

~\ 
~, " 

concerhs~and 
staff member 
sup.p~~~that 

2) At the meeting, a) block captains prioritizf~ neighborhood 
ne~ds according to their perceptions and knowledge, arid b) the 
explains block captains' increased responsibility and role and the 
CCPP staff will provide to sustain their" block watches. 

.. " 

3) Asa. follow-up~ tg.' the meeting, block captains stu:vey their 
bloe:k for maintenance block watch meeting topics of most, in .. ,terest to?t~.~_, 
neighbors. "~ 

'\1 
Ii 4) The CCPP staff member' conducts two maintenance block . watch , 

meetings a'week until all ten to twelve blocks have had their annual meeting. 
The meeting includes a review of burglary prevention .and then an presentation on 

::the selected'" topic. ~ " , 

" 5) After maintenance is completed ,in that census tract, the staff 
member tecruits an "Area Coordinator who i.s responsible for the coordination of 

d ,;30-40 block: captains. Block captains" respons~bilities includ~ the following: 

i~ 'J t~ 

infOrmation dissemimition 'from th~ Crime Prev~ntion 
Division to all block captains in tl,te area" 
area'block captains' meetings to stimulate :and 
rejuvenate the blo'ck watch~s··. (\ '" 
c'lt.tizen representation in police/community meetings. 

. k .,._:;:' 

Lee Field"(!'I~nneap'£>lis) shared. th~ techniques of the ~~idte~~mce" . ' 
effort in h'is program with the group .. A Jtey element of the approach ~s to g~ve 
~olunteer block captains a great deal of"LJr,esponsibility. ,Having.the block . 
cap:tain assume this:r responsibility has proyen . success'fuJ beca?se the~taff is 
very selective when choosing the meeting host 'and block capta~n an~ V1ews the' 
b'1:ock watch as a gelfo:-contained, self-sufficient group ~rom. th~ beginnillg. 

II ,.,' r 

Maintenance begins aftliir the" block captain is . appointed~:bythe. ; 
community\\org~nizer. "E'ach block capt'ain is welltra.ined in: c~ime prevention and 
n'eighborho~d·orgaI1'izingin. order to be 'able to coCnduct nieei::in~s and Imowswhat 
is. eJepec'ted". 0 Thro~gh" this~~.: the community orJ~anizer·aJ:!.d block captain. deve!op.a 
strong "worl,~ing r~la~ionship •. 11inn:ap?li~ has~,:arne1'1tha~thec?mmun1ty '. 
organizer/block captain relat~onsh1p ~s not\?eas~ly t.~~nsf~irable1f an organuer 
leaves because the relationship becomes a very close one. 0 This c~no PFesen,t some 

pJ;'oblemso"" '" ~j 
Field then shared "an example of a maintenance campaign called tie 

"S~~ing' :Eye Opener." !sa . r~sult "of this city widei;:ra~Iling effort, it is 
anticipated that the ~v~nt .. will rejuvenate city .. wid~ . interest in crime preven-·, 
tion '"in May", 1980. After 'attending a. training session, the block c~ptain wilJ. 

.,conduct an annual meeting incorporating four element(~,: .. property ide~tification, 
J' 

II 

I:;) 

"" 

I) 

~ 
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home security, a victimization survey, and a block picni.c. 

It "is estimatei:l that six thousand people'will participate simultan­
eou?ly in this crime prevention campaign. The police will also playa very 
acfS,ve role in this effort! \) 

, 

" )' 
1) Beat officers and block captains will walk through the police 

districts for two hours each Saturday for six weeks. 

2) The j'ride-along" p!"og~~m will be intensified for six weeks. o 0 

~) Police will conduct alley secUl;:ity surveys with residents. 

4) P<?lice will frequent the city par!l:.8 and play volleyball with 
the children, share crime prevention tips, discuss bicycle 

\ " safety and conduct K-9 demonstrations. . 

After Fiel~.' s' present;.ation, the open discussion by Workshop parti­
cipant's touched' on yarious issu~sregarding maintenance. 

1) . Should maintenance be crime-specific, community-::specific or 
.bo th? 

o 

Generally, the group saw crime prevention a,s a community-building 
activity which isnpt separate and distinct. This inseparable union of the' 

• ._. t.:... • f • 

covnnun1ty bU1ld1ng and Cr1I1le prevent~on. takes pla~e as soon as a block ~s 
organized and is ~ontinued by any maintenance effort. Peripheral issues wh:i,ch 
arit not crime-spe4ific may be successfully used as tools to maintain and 
reinforce the init~iaJ. b~OCk watch org~nization. Qi) '/~ 

" Some crime prevention programs only, provide" ctlime-specific ,,'~\ 
maintenance which is often times requ,ired by the funding source. Other programs 
have tIle flexibility -to respond . to the needs OF" the community Wh~ch may noe!.. . 
always be ~rime-spect Atc, part~cu1ar1y Jfa ~he or~ginal <;rime prevention effort 
has effect;,vely reldu~a) the cr1me probl~~ 1.n a g~ven ne~ghbot;:,hood • 

2) tl/ho 1s responsible for" maintenanc~? 

A combination of !;taff, block 'captains ~ volunteer~) (s tudents and 
community) or Qthel~community organizations canbe~used effectively. 

'~. 

3) How can we motivate volunt~ers? (f 

A certif:i.cate or letter of recognition from a official (i.e. , l1ay~r, 
Police Chief),mote} responsibil:i:ty and autQority,and ~unityrecognition 
(i.e., community service awat;:'d" newspaper article). are all ways various programs 

. have -rewarded those!' tho volunt'eer their time. '.. .. c, . 

4 Y Where does th'e responsiJ>ility for 111aintenance begi~ and end? 

When a b1;ck watch ceases to exist; it )Way be due to'a weakness' in the 
initial organizin~e£fbr,t. or the e~d result "Qf\ .. a. natural, developomental'p~ocess. 
Organizations have the "r~ght to d~e"C, and the ""r~ght to request a tranfus~on." 
Organizations can bee maintained as long as they· have the~apabi11ty of 
responding to a prqblem. . .. 

o. 
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The lifespan of organize:d groups "ari(:!.,~(greatly depending on a number 
pf factors which ((~he g:ou.~ did no: hav: ti~e t09i~cuss!, D'iscussiondid, 
however, reveal w~de d~f£e:rences ~n phl.losophy 6n how and where the responsi­
bility and emphasis on continuation should lie. 

Session IV~ Community/Police Coordination 

I, 'First, Mary Lou Hay~lOod d'iscus~ed the excellent T"orking relat~onship 
7stablished between Albuquerque's civilian program and the police department. 
There is formal and informal coordination with" the police department every st.ep 
of the way. Mary Lou addresses patrol roll calls every six months, police <0 

communication s taffever,y thre<!.!, ,months and the Chief's" staff. In turn three 
police officers sit on her Advisory Board. Pp'lice supply staff with crime 
statistics, iss~e, ~rogiam bro.~hures to burglary victims during case follow-up, 
and encourage v~ctl.ms to contact the program staff. 

\:. 

Ray Isgett then explained community/police coordination in: terms of 
his program. All crime prevention programs in South Carolina are locat~d in 
police departments e~cept ort:e.: Grime prevention is funded 'by the state with the 
mone~ going ~o twenty::"'onec~unty dep,,;rtm~mts in~erested.in target-hardening, 
publ~c relat~onsand· comlllu~~ty or:,gan~zat~o~l. Isgett bell.eves that if the police 
were not involved in crime, prevention, it would be difficult to conv1ince the 
community to become involve'd. 

fi 

In SO'uth Carolina, each county department has a crime prevention 
officer who is the crime pr.evention coordinator. He/she is seen as a leader who 
is committed to crime prevention and to the community. In addition to each 
department's,undertaking, Isgett is organizing ten regional workshop~ focused on 
citizen coalition building and crime prevention. 

'Police/ community . coordination in the other J~;isdictions rt;resented' 
at the Workshop focuses on providing training for new and veteran police 
officers at the, academy and addressing roll call. 11).formation nbout community (I 

problems a1).d unrepoLted crimes are also exchanged. 

Session v: Use of Volunteers 
.::,. 

Martha Kovar (Philadelphi8.) a~ked participants to "check their 
labels." The t~rm volunteer often descii\hes a do-gooder or "bleeding heart." 
She sugg~sted that the foq.ls be on rec~uiting involved, concerned and willing 
people, not just ''volunteers''. 

,~ 

'; '! '::;::-, 

In selecting volunteers/block cCl-ptains, she looks to those who show 
concern about. an issue during the(\course ~f a meeting. Once identified, the' 
person should learn what his/her duties and responsibilities will be in develop­
ing a response to that particular'issue. 

It is also impQrtant to monitor the ".~i.ttitudes of paid ~d non-paid 
staff to '\1t~ke sure that a ''we-they'' or "superior.".inferior" relationship does not 
develop. The community volunteers ate credible experts since they knowconnnun­
ity problems and resources for resolution bette~r than anyone. 

Kovar explained that a community volunteer/blgck captain can be ver';f ii' 

creative and ej~:fective i~ given the necessary Rinformation. ',That person should 
be thought of as a distributor of the contents of the program, not apassiv~ 
recipient, whose value is in involving others itt various, tasks. 

-21- . 
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\\ .) '" ,G~fod training is essential. ". The Philadelphia program (CLASP) requires 
~~ three'cnt;ur training session a week for a month and requires "commitment and " 
involvement in neighborhood problems • Generally, half of the group that starts 
completes the training. Block ~iipta~ns acquire skills for working with 

,neighborhoogs, city agencies and other nei:ghborhood organizations. 

Two "criteria for a good volunteer are a positive attitude and a 
commitment to take action: The c6nfinued motivation of a volunteeir depends on 
the organization.' It is necessary to find out what the volunteer ne~~s to keep 
going--sense of~ontributing, power, or. even coffee and doughnuts to'indicate 
"belonging". Another recommended technique is to evaluate the skills of±he 

"voiunt'eer and match them with appropriate tasks. Have a number of options 
available so you will be 'able to respo~d to the motiva~ions of each '. individual. 

The Workshop discussion then turned to rewarding volunteers with a 
lis..t of .suggestions that follows:" I' 

" 

-certificate of participation/appreciation 
-tax deduction for contributed services 
-annual award for outstanding ,.citizen 
-official recognftion from the Mayor or Chief of Police 
-increased responsibility/authority 
~nomination for City award 
-recognition via the-media 
-stipend 0 

-community servi~e in lieu of a criminal sentence 

Session VI: Evaluation 

Betsy Lind,say emphasi~ed the reasons for evaluation: 

1) provides "essential information when competing for funding, 
2) provides °feedback "to the staff, " 
3) provides information for planning and management, and 
4) pro~ides information for other programs which are planning 

similar efforts. 

BasicaUy, evaluation is 'a before and after compar~son which falls 
.into three categories:. v 

it 'C 

1) 
2) 

,::.a) 

effort (process); 
effectiveness, (impact), 
efficiency (cost effectiveness)', 

" 

.It is important to know,how a" project is to be eval"uated and what kind 
of evaluation decision-makers are looking for. For example, if the Mayor is 
haslng: a funding decision on whether or no!,; the programreduced~ the I.,evel of 
fear in a .community (effectiveness evaluation), infoFmati'on provided by the pro­
gramadminisfrator showing that 95% of all households are involved in the 
program (ef'fortevaluation)" would notbe appropriate. On, too many occasions, 
programs will substitute process" data forilllpact data if it is not available ", () 

"when reque'sted. It isimport'ant not'to confuse the three kinds of evaluation 
data or replace one for another. 

, " 
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C A crime -prevention program does not' need to have a researcher on staff 
to get the job done. Suggestefl third '/party research resources are police 
department crime analysis" units, local criminal justice pla~ing agencies, uni­
v:ersity facti1.ty and/or students. Employing a ~on~ulting fifu to conduct, an ;::, 
evaluation was discussed and stressed the need to use caution. "Be a wi'se " 
consumer of the services offered," was advised. 11 

The program administrator's responsibility is to work knowledgeably 
with the person(s) performing the evaluation. It is impor~ant to be consulted 
regarding the goals being addressed and objectives being m~asured apd ',evaluated 
so the program staff knows what it is being held accountable for doing. ,It is 
also necessary to determine howmiJch staff ti,~e will ,~ required, if any, for 
daufl' collection purposes and to be familiar with the survey (~r questionnaire ~n, . ~ 
d'ase ':a citizen calls to verify. 

.) $ 

The discussion then, turned from "why" to' "how" to conduct, an 
evaluation. Sam McKeeman was asked by the group' to briefly outline the '~ethod 

\> 
of Rationales (MOlP", an approach which seeks toestab}ish link'ages among 
program inputs, activities, results, and outcomes. All of the Workshop 
participants founq this very informative and requ~sted additional information be 
forwarded to them. ,(Note: This has since been'done.) 

o ~ 
III. ASSESSMENT OF WORKSHOP B¥J PARTICIPANTS 

Responses on the",Workshop Assessment Form (see page 25) were completed by" 
six visitors and two Host Site representativ~s due to an early departure of one 
of the seven visitors. Eight respondents plan twelve changes as a result of 
attending the Workshop, (Question No.5) with'most participants plann'lng more 
than ·onenchange. Six plan to lIimplement an evaluati~n of their existing program; 
three plan to improve and expand maintenance techniques; one will reassess "Ii 

opera,tio~al goals; one will formalize'Yo\pnteer guidelines and procedures; one 
will 'improve staff training, and one wil~ change operational procedures. 

\i 

Participants' expectations pf the Workshop (Question No.2) centered around 
learning ab,r.,t\t other programs in order to get new ideas (seven responses) J prob- 0' 

lem solving and developing professional contact, (two r,esponses each) and 
examining; the usefulness of the CC:pP model (one response).' " 

/: When all ei~ht were asked if ,the Workshop met their expe9tati011s, (Question 
No., 3) each answered affirmatively with three stating that th~i,r ~~pectl1itions 
were surpas,~ed. Informal "cofllI!lentsmade by, the participants prior to "adjournment 
expressed how extremely useful this Workshop hadobeenJcompared to m~nycithers 
they had attended. ,This was similar ,to ad';titional' (commepts,nOl:ed o'n::fthe 
assessment form "(Qu"esti,on No. n 1 ' 

The enthusiasm of the Wor15shop parti'Cip~~ts is not complet,ely'reflected in 
their responses. P,artl.cipants exchang~d materials and. idl,'!as as well as .' drew 
personal supporJ from one anothel;'. They are in a very deutanding'Qccupation,o and 
support and commitment from others'1.n the same occupation seems essential t() 
their ,pwn survivaL Ii wealth of experience was "shared • " 

," {I, 
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The most valuable topics of the Workshop (Question No.4) were individual 
presen~ations of visitor's site~ and evaluation, with seven participants 
selec tl.Il:g those topics. Staff recruitment and training ranked second with six 
votes; maintaining neighborhood watch organizations, five votes; use of 
volunteer and community police coordination:; four votes; and funding recei';ing 
three votes. . 

., 
Participants reported that attending the W~rkshop enhanced the value of 

their visits. to Seattle., The primary benefit was the opportunity to compare 
exp'el;'iences and learn about specificte9hniques and practices used by other 
Programs. _ 

'\~ , 

1 Q 
When asked if participants had any" suggestions for future workshops 

; (Question No.6), three expressed a desire for more time allotted to each topic 
and two,. encouliaged additional workshops to focus on ~ingle topics such as 
evalgat1o,n. 'fwo participants suggested format changes:!) focus "the Workshop 
on two topic,s allowing in-depth discussion resulting in specific 
recommendations,and 2) have the Workshop format consist of presentations with 
time. a~lott~d t? question the presentor i~rmore detail. Overall, the 
partl.cl.pants sal.d the Works!lop was an extr¢me+.y valuable experience. 
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TABULATION OF WORKSHOP ASSESSMENT FORMS 

NAT:i'ON:AL INSTITUTE HOST PR.OG~ 
Community Cri~e Preventiop Workshop Repott (4/80) 

;y. 

x Name: ______ ~ _______________________ ~ ____ ~~----~----------------------------~--~----~--
~) ') 

(,! .;') 

If yOJJr posit,ion has changed since th'e' time of your visit 1;:0', the Host Project, pll;ase in-
dfca te your new posi tion (agency) :_...:.-__ --'" ______ ...:.-____ ..:.. ____________ -,,-_____________ ....:..._ 

(/ 1. Please give :;;tatus o'f your' operation compared" to that of Host Proj ect (please 

<::::,) cpeck): * (), () " 
" 'Q-

':. 

",' 

(I ,II '?' 

of visit Pre..sent Status ALtime' IJ 
~ - ' ';" ~- .. Jlj , 

~'!y 

0 

Considering sim'i.lar 
/. 1,3 proj,e'7,t ••• .2, 

" '/ 
IT 
" 

l,'lanning project .... ~ ..... ;,. ••••• ~ 1 2 

I ., "~I 

Establishing proj ect ••••••.• , .• I, 0 " 2 
(j " I 

Project active ./ " . 
·'·'(or operation similar) • (~ •• ~, 4 

c 6 t~, '0 

Impleu{enting certain L " 
p"roj ect comI;onents ........ 2 5 

Other ........................ I ,0 0 
" 

If other, please expla:i.n :--:-__ ~/L/...:.-...:.----,---:_-------------..".i:----------­
If act)e, ~hen did project Lg{n? A: late as 1974 ~or one' project and as 
'recen11 as 1979 for, anothertHh rest fl>lling in between. , 

I~ I ,Wh,at blrlnefits did y, ou expept ,:f;:rom the Workshop? " 

,J17 L ~arn about other pr,(Llgrams; get new ideas 
JW "", 'Ii,~~~, ~"::':::"'::"---"--o ---'---~- " 

2 f,jlve problems " . ," 

IJ /1 , "'f 
;;f Develop 'professiqinal contacts' 

<0 'i) " f 
1 Examine' usefulne~;s of t~~ CCl?r¥ model 

" 

_---..;....;no partially 

~I 

•• ~i>< respoa~en~s tot." appilca~:e'f:r ~rk lIow~td ~nd Capt. ,Skagen. 

. ' 
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6. 

7. 
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Which aspects of the Workshop we~e most valuable? (please check all 
which apply) -" :. 

7 Indiv:i,dual llresentations of 
Visitor's SiXes 

, . "5 Maintaining Neighborhood Watch 
Organizations 

6 'Staff Recruitment and Ti'ain­
ing 

4 Use of Volunteers 

4 Community!Poli'ce Coordina-
tion 

,) 

3 Funding 

7 Evaluation 

Comments: 
----~--~--~----~------~------------~~~~---

<.1 

Do you plan any· changes to your op,.)erations as a result" of the Work1;lhop? 

6, Implement an eyall.tation 

3 Improve and expand maintenance effort 

1 Reasses operational goals , 

1 Formalize volunteer guidelines and procedures 

1 Changecoperational pro~edures 
Do you have any suggestions for future workshops? 

3 Allow more time 

.. 

2 "CoI,lduct fct;!.low-up Workshops on a single topic (i:'e .. , evaluat:Lon methods)-

1 Select fewer topics. 

l' Utilize presentation fOTII\,at with extens~ive questioning of :,presentor,:;' 
;~ . 

Any additional comments,? 
~. 

Productiv~, diversity was enlightening, worthwile~ well-p:I.a~ed, \\~vit;alizing 

,I \: 

,,' 

,," 
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CRIMINAL JUSTICE ,TASK FORCE 
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OF THE URBAN CONSORTIUM 
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As part of, the National Institute {,of' Justice (NI.:P grant for Phase III 
of the Host Program, the Criminal Justice Task force of th~ Urban 
Consortiwn was 'formed. oTheUrban ConsortiumalJd the major activ;iti~s of 

"the Criminal Justice Task Fc,orce are given below. 

The Urban Consortium 

The Urban Consortiwn (UC) is, a formal organization of the nat,ion IS 28 
largest cities and nine large urban co.),mties"witlJ, populations, over 500,000. 
Aided. by its Secretcariat,Public TechI),ology,' Inc., these jurisdic.tions have 

"joined togeth~r to increase tliepractical return from national research and 
, development programs to their priority needs. Started" in 1974i:hrough " 

support of the National ,Science Foyndatiun, th~ Consortium prov:i.des a 
unique forwnwhere urban governments can work cooperatively towa~d " 
solutions to local' problems. " 

i:- ,.. 'n 
"" ", ',; 1\ 

Members of the Consortiwn are represent,ed in Task Forces "whicq make 
recommendations and develop programs in specific areas of "local prior-ity. 
Among the Task' Forces which are supported by !federal agencies are Community 
and Economic Develc,pment, supported by the"Depart!ment of Housing and Urban 
Development; Transportation, supported by the Department of Transport'ation,; 

,;: and Fire Safet;y, and Disaster Preparedness, supported by the U. S. Fire 
Administration in the Federal Emergency Management Agency." '" 

i', 

, 6.yL..., - 'ro 

Theb":rban":,&,' J,;ortitnn is designed toa,ddress problems that can be 
',-,- . . ""l,,·,. r:/ . . <C c 

solved with ex:i.sting'~;techt1iq~es anda,?vanced pra~tic,esand to encourage 
a,dditiona~ research for development of solutions ~equ'ired by the needs of' 

,; the participating jur:lsdic,tions. Its objectives, are to: 
. !I" . -" 

, u 
Formalize the" commitment of ,large urban governments tQ 

cooperative research,," and development efforts. 
. - :::. ., 

Mobilize member jurisdictions to buiJ:d a common 'urbaI),,­
"oriented research and devel0p.mentagenda. 

.) >' 

Developconse,nsus on research and development priorities 
based" on the deliberations and demahdsof the member', ' 
jurisdictions. < '" fj 

".1 .' ':. ",II, 0 . '. ,_ . 

, Develop solutions to priority pI;'oblenls t,h1;ough the or-
ga,nizat;i,ori of 'hroadlyrepresentativ'e User"Design Com~ 

, tnittees chitrgedwith' the responsibility of seeing that 
the product or serv.,ice being produced meets the need. 

*. '" . 

TI;'ansfer existing "solutionstprough w~lt"'designed c:iissemi:"'o 
,0 ,nClt:ionprogrClms~ , '. 'i/ ',c " ," , 

.""',.,'. 

Urban Gon~,ortiumtnelllber ' jurisdictions .ar~Atlanta, GA; Bal t'tmore,;MD; 
Boston", MA; Chicago,' IL; Cleveland,OH; Columbus;OH; '. Dade County, FL; 
DallJts; TX;Denve.~,CO;Detroit,MI; Hennepin Cou.nty~'MN; lIills})brough 

,County,FI,.;f) lloust~n", TX; Indian~poli's ,IN; 'Ja.cksonville, Fl;;., J;~ff~r~Ori 
.' ' t /~ " "~~~1l; . 

" " 
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County, KY; Kansas City, MO;King Courtty) WA; 'Los An'geies, CA; Mari~oia 
County, AZ; Memphis, TN ; ,Milwaukee ;- WI; ~ontg6mery Coun~)', MD; New r eans, 
LA· New York City NY. Philadelphia, PA;' Phoenix, AZ; P1ttsbu~gh, PA; 

, , , , • TX S D· CA,· Prince George's County, MD; St. Louis, MO; San Anton~o, ; an 1ego, 
San Diego County, CA; San Francisco, CA; San Jose, CA; Seattle, WA; 
Washington, ~D. C. fI 

Funding of Criminal Justice Task Force by . 

" 
the N~tional Institute of Justice 
-- ---'-- - i) 

During Phase III of the National Institute Host Program, a portion of 
th€!o NIJ grant was devoted, to form the Criminal Justice Task Force of the 
Urban Consortium,. -, 

Historically, the National Institute has worlted with ~ublic interest 
dO groups and sees its new partnership with the Ur~ar; Consort;um as an . 

important expansion of curre~~ efforts. The . Cr1m1na~ ~!u~t1ce. Task. Force is 
expec I=ed to help create t~e k1nd of cooperative work:~.n~' t;e1~tl.or;shl.ps , 
critical to understanding and responding~o local cr1m1nal Just1ce 
priorities. The Urban Consortium 'is seen as providing an important and 
established ,avenue for working with public officials in city and county 
governments. 

It will prwide a valuable channel for learning about concerns of 
urban officials and will enable NIJ to convey information that mayors, city 
managers, county executives ana their staffs can use in' overseeing the 
operations "of their criminal justice agenc,ies, scrutinizing ,.l>~dgets, and 
setting policy. 

," M~.jor r.-treps to accomplish these" purposes inc1ud;. su:ve~8?f ~he 
pris>rity . ~mina1 just~ce lleeds of the Urban Consort1llIll Jurl.sd1ctl.Ons and 

'dissemination of NIJ programs and reports ~hat respc:>nd, to these needs. A 
Consortium priority R&D agenda 'for the') 1980 ~s will: also be devel()ped.,) 

q 

1. 

, Ii 

CRIMINAL JUSTICE TASK FORCE, SUMMARY OF ACTIVITIES 
(j 

August 1979--Ju1y 1980 
-=-- -, -- '--,--

\ " 1i 
The Criminal Justice Task Force was formed in: October 1979. MembeJ;'s 

were selected from nominations, by Urban ConsortiUm representativ:s._ 
Task For,ce Advisory memb"ers were ::;e1ected from key federal agenc1es 
and national group.s. (See Attachmen,t J f,or Members and Attachmffnt K ~ 
f~rAdvisory Members.) 

2. The Ut'b"an Consortium, inciuding Task Forcemembe;,s, was surveyedt'o 
identify the top criminal justice priorit:i"es (JanuaJ;'Y 1980). The survey 

", 
" 

,n 

'.;.\ 

\.\ 

o 

o 
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3. 

., 
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requested that respondents select their,jurisdiction's top priorities 
~ from: 

/J, 

the top fifteen priorities of NIJ's nationwide survey. (These 
were identified by Project staff due to the delay in the survey 
r~sults);from NIJ's contractor; the rating scale used was as 
,follow's: ~ response of ''very important or high priority" was 

() rated as "t"; a response of "important or lesser priority" was 
rated as "1"; responses of "unimportant or not a priority" were 
not included.) 

the 23 categoxies D of proven programs t~ be funded by LEAA 
under the Biden amendment. 

Additional priorities not included in the survey form were requested. 
Responses were received (including s~ome taken over the telephone) from 
36 of the 37 U~ban Consortium jurisdictions. (See Attachment L for 
Results of the Survey.) Ii:: 

" " 
The firs"t Task Force meeting was 'held (March 1980). NIJ staff ex­
plain~d their program and priority areas and asked for recommen-
tions from the Task Force. (See Attachment M: Criminal Just:t'ce Task 
Force, Firsft Meeting Agenda) Recommendations of the Task Force 
responded primarily ~o the perception that scarce resources in the 
1980's wql make law enfo:J:'cement more difficult. Priorities discUssed 
inc1udedthe need for better coordination among criminal justice " 
ager;cies, the~!}~ to better utilize outside resources, inclu(iing the 
medl.a', the ne~ co,codevelop better ways to disseminate information 
about NIJ products and successful programs in other jurisdictions

t 
and 

the desirability of designating agencies with 'model programs or 
procedures to serve as resource centers (See Attachment N for 
p~i?rities identified at the Task Force meeting). 

The Task Force then discussed its role and plans. (See At­
tachmeqt 0 (or summary of Task Force discussion.) Members decided to 
focus their initial efforts on the top priority identified by" the 
surv.ey: coordinatJ()n among criminal justice agencies. Coordination 
was seen as essential for agencies to cope with shrinking resourc~s. 
Key concerns included how planned changes of one agency impacts on 
others; better understanding, of the differi.ng goals and objectives 
of crimil1al justice ,agencie's; candreso'urces required across all " 
agencies fO,r handling certain types of offen~ers. 

-29-" 
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A,lIlanning Group of' six Task Force members was designated to 
prepare an action plan to address the toP. priority of improved 
cpordinatioll among criminal justice agencies and to prepare an 
agenda for the next Task, .,Force ~meeting~ 

:]' 1) 

4. One Task Force ~ember .submitteda draft statement "of purpose to 
clarify the Task Force's role and focus its efforts to address 

(i (( 

the great~,s t problem of, the 1980' s ~ scarce resources. 

5. The Planning Group met (May 1980). Th~ GrQup reviewed the state­
ment of purpose, prepared a statement that elaborated on the top 
PFiority of i1llproved coordination among crimina~, justice system 
components (expanded from criminal j~stice'agencies); and pre-

\ pared a revised l~st of six additional priorities--combiri'ing 
'those identified by the Uiban Consortium survey and those 

" identified at the first" Task Force meeting. (See Attachment 
P for Summaries of Events and Attachment Q for revised prior~ty 
list.) 

6. A Dissemin~tion Plan for NIJ Products was"prepared by Project 
staff (see Attachment R). This plan involves sending products 
that respond to UC priorities to' Task Force members, Urban Con-' 7 

sortium representatives, and ISETAP (Intergovernmental Science, 
Engineering, and Tec~nology Advisory Panel) members. 

.. ~ 

The first product sent WS,S NIJ's program model, Cd.minal Justice 
Planning for Local Governments. 

7. The Agenda for. the next fuU Task Fo'rce meeting (October 1980) will 
include review of the statement o~. purpos'e; further developmeQ.t of the 
action steps in the coorqination statement, including 'review of 
summaries 'of successful ~coordination strategies in Task Force and 

"o.ther jurisdj.ctions (being prepared by staff); review 'of statements on 
the six 'other priorities (being prepare<i$ staff); review of the 
Dissemination Plan for NIJ products; an(r development of an action plan 
fOf the next six; months. The Task Fgrce meeting may also include a 
special presentation by a local of'f"icial from an Urban CQnsortium 
juristiction that is participating in im NIJ program such'ss 

structured plea negotiation •. (See Attachment S for statement of" purpose 
and Attachment T for coordination statement.) ~ 

1. 

" 

CRIMINAL JUSTICE TASK; FORCE" STATUS OF PROGRAM. 

August 1980 

" 
A statement of purpo,se, submitted by a Task Force member has been 

reviewed and accepted l?,y a sub-committee of six mambers of the ' 
Task ,Force. It will be discussed at the next Ta~k Force "ffieeting in., 
October 1980. 

-30.::.. 
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'2. Seven priority areas 'have been sel'ected by the same sub-connuitt!,!e. 
These combined priorities that had been identified in the survey of 
Urban Consortium jurisdictions in January 1980 and at the 
first Task Force meeting in ~arch 1980. These will be reviewed by 
the full Task Force. 

3. ~e top priority of coordination among criminal justice system 
components has been developed to explain the need for coordina­
tion, ways it can be achieved, and action steps~ that the Task 
Force can take. The action steps are: 

\ 

--identification of models for study and replication 

::-~dissemination of/information oft these models. 

Task For~e members have been asked to suggest coordination 
s~rategies in their jurisdictions l , Staff will prepare summaries of 
selected strategies for rEi.view at the next Task Force meeting'. The 
Task"Force will also further dev~lop the action steps suggested by 
th,e subconmit,:tee. u 

4. Full statements of the other six priorities will be prepared by 
Project staff for' review at the next Task Force meeting. These 
will include recommensIed action steps or R&D projects based 
on an analysis of what is currently available., (reports) and / 
ongoing (projects) ill the various\)priority areas. An action plan to 
address these six priorities, wi11~ be developed at the next Task' Force" 
meeting. ,> \ ~" .. 

~ ~ . 

5., A Dissemination Worl.< Plan will be developed by Project staff for 
review at the next Task Force meeting (See Attachment R.)~ This' 
Plan. ~ill identify the appropriate audience for Task Force i'products" 
and the methods to reach that audience. Products would include 
summaries of NIJ reports and projects and summar:ies of Task Force 
jurisdiction proj ects janCb possibly workshops and special Host-type 
visits for Task Force members or others. Members of the audience to 
be targated would include tit: repre;',entative's, elected officials, 
criminal justice planners, heads. of criminal just lee agencies and 
staff. The audience may vary according to the pr~·duct. Methods' to' 
reach the audience may include special mailings, announq,ements in 

.specialized publications, attendance at national meetings or telephone 
calls '"to particular groups. 

;x 

CRIMINAL JUSTICE TASK FORCE, PROGRAM THENE' 
" 

The primaryco.ncern of the Criminal Justice"Task Force is 
local officials cope with scarce resoJrces in the 1980's. The 

Q will be d~veloped to respond to that need. 

to assist 
work program 
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CRIMINAL JUSTICE TASK FORCE ORIENTAT'ION 

The Criminal Ju~tice Tas~ F.orce is especially interested in 
identifying and developing reports that present a quick overview 6f a 
problem area"or program, and give resourcesan,d'contacts for aqditional 
information. 

NIJ's Policy Briefs are r~garded as extremely valuable by Task Force 
m~mbers.' These give an overview of a prob1em~ summarize the solutions, 
giveth~ status of implementin&. the s.olutionsaround the country,. and 
describe constraints to implementing those solutions. References and 
contacts are also incl&ded~ 

" The Task Force \o70uld also like to provide short summaries of selected 
reports and advancedli(criminal just1.ce pract,ices to Urban CO:;lsortium 
officia:ls and" others. co 

One of the Task Force' s ~~even priorities is to devel6p methods that 
assist local officials to identify iq,formation and s,uccessfu1 program 
techniques in other jurisdlctions that address needs in. their own. 
jurisdictions. a 
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NATIONAL INSTITUTE HOST PROGRAM, PHASE IV 

Phase IV of the National Institute Host Program will begin August 8, 
1980; up to 100 addi~,ional criminal j~~tice officials will h,ave the 
opportunity to receive training at a Host site. 

_ 0 tl 

The processes·.of Host site,selection, visitor selection and 
recruitment, and program dissemination will~)continue in a simi'l.ar fashion 

"as during Phases I, II, and III. A survey of Host site coordinators and 
\direc;:tors will result in minor ,modifications regard~ng arranging visits 
for individual sites, for example, the number and "frequency of visitors. 
As a result of this survey, a special me~ting for Host site directors 
that was initi€llly planned for ?,hase III may be held during Phase IV, if 

"funds are available. 

}i 

During this grant period, the work progrtam for the Criminal Justice 
f; 

Task Force of th~ urban Consortium will be further developed. One 
meeting of the £u1.1 Task Force and one meeting of the planning group will 
be held to do this. The work program ~ii1 be built around the, priorities 
identified· during Phase -III: It will inc.1ude dissemin<:!,tion of NIJ 
documents that ,address tl~ese priorities, special notification of relevant 
on-goingNIJ projects, and exchanges of advanced practices among the 
Urban Consortium ju?;isdict,ions; f,' 
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August 26, 1980 

" ADDENDUM TO FINAL REPORT 

. NATIONAL INSTITUTE 'HOST PROGRAM$ PHASE:III 

During Phase III of the National Institute, Host, Pro?ram, Ll.3 Host 
visitors were, stfrveyed to determine tpe program .reph.cat10ns, modifications 
and other benefits that resulted from. the Host siIte training •. Responses 
were received from 68 of these visitors. (See Table Ii, page 8 or main 

report. ) 

Visitors surveyed included Phase I, Phase II, and Phase III visitors. 
(See Tables B, pages 9-12 of main report.) .~ 

Responses of visitors ~were similar to responses from the ini~ial 
assessment. Most visitors reported adapting Host project tec~miques for 
use within their own jurisdictions. Visitors also, cited the value of 
making contacts with 'theit peers:~ across the nation for future referenc~. 
lhis ~tbc1udes bo~h Ros.t site staf,f and co-visitors. (See discussion em 
pagei 6-14 of ma~n rep{)rt.) .". 0 

iT ' 

'I 

.. Sixty-four vil3itors (94% of "the ,68 responses) :-epo:-ted actua1~p1anned 
pr'ogram modificatiopf:l and/or improved ~rog:-am p1annlng/,:-m1?lementat1~n. ?£, 
these. ten were ac tua1 preplanned repl1cat10ns. Four v1s1tors are pla~,rl1ng"" .. 0 

to replicate (,the CaLif.:>rnia Youth Authority' s W~r:d Grievance Procedur~. 
(See Table Cin Addendum for'breakoht by Host proje~t.) " , 

Visit'ors I responses are pres~nted in C~hort summaryJfor¥1!3-t"',in 
Attachment R of the main :eport;.. Th:s~ summar~es I:Fepl~q~,;.tl\e HO~J, 
.Report as a .means of ,sharlng .. i:p."e Nat10nal Inst,;tJ:ute J~ost Program ~ 

w1'th "'other local and state officials . '" \h\.). ::' G 
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TAB L E: C: 

(j 
t) 

;.,\ 

Number of " 
(; Benefits Cfted By Visi~ors 

HOST PROJECT :J Visitor Pre planned ., 
Pti°gram 0 j[ 

Ii Imptoved 
" 

Resp~m'ses Replica- Modifica-
e ., 

Piogram 
tic:)Us tions (plan- / Planning 

" ned/actual) Imple-" or 
0 . , mentat,ion 

Administrative Adju- 9 :;' -dication Bureau, I' - II 

New York State " 3 2 " ;t';'i; 
" 

L/ .. 

Department of Motor . 
. . 

0 

Vehicles, W{ 1 

Community Based Cor-
.1 rectiOIls, Polk 5 " 

0 5 
County (Des " 

Moines) " IA !', 
' c:, ,. 

Community Cri)De, 
" ! 0 

Prevention Pro- 7 3 3,; 1 
'Seattle 

j[ " gram, ,\ 
!> 

" 

WA " 
.i 

lfraud Division, .,i " 

San Diego Dis- ". 5 '" 4 '" 
0 1 

trict Attor- <) w 

ney1s " 
,~ '" 

Office,CA 0 -Fraud "Division, " •. i, 

King County Pro- ,c5 3 
,'"1: 

2 
'.", 

'secutor l a " Of- t> 

" ,;, 

fice, WA 
., 

,,/ 

"LegaliLiaison -. ,i' 
'i ~ (~ 

• .I' I ,j; 

"Division, nal-.,. 2* 
las Police De-
-pattmerit , TX'"" ./ " .',. 

,I , .. ' :> 

Major Offense Bu- ' .. : 
<,1 lj " '., 

reau, Bron;x:D~s- l..\.~ 

t,rict At torney.1 s 7 1 6 
0 

,. 
.,::. 

Offic'e, ~ "'.( 
',i " " " 

Neighbo~noo.cl. ~fOuth \,I.t', 
(. 

"~, " " 
_ ~eflOurce$ ,phila ... ,. " '+ " 4 " -' , 

deiptlia, PA, .:'. 
-. ., 

" I. 
,l>. 

I! '1 ~) . 0 

I· ,\ '" ... '0" ;\ 
',' 0 

., ,. " .' ',; '-" '\" 

-': ,,,, II) 

* 
, " ·f. " \'. :1 ). t, .~) 11 

Vi~~to"rs oreported b~\nefit ,of' ~ee:l.n~ ari~'"alternative procecdu!e~lthbugh 
, it 'wa~' p,otaaopted,' ,"' . ", "-, 
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"C~ AB L E" C: 
o 1\ 

.' Host vi,sit Benefits 

\\ 
(Continued) 

" 
() Number of Benefits Cited by Visitors .-

0 

.' ') 

HOSTPROJEC~ 
41' 

lTisitor Prep1anned Program Improvced 
Responses Replica- ~Iodi£ica-

o . 

Progt;am, 
j 

tions tions (ph,n- Planning 
" ,) :J '~ed/actual) or Imp1~-

" " mentation 
C' 

Pre';'Re1ease C~nter, 1)\'\ 

" 
Montgomery.County 8 2 " 

',' 6 
(Rockville), MD 

0 

" 

Project New Pride, '( " Denver, CO" 5 v '.) 5 ,_' 

Rape/Sexlifl1 Assault 
~ 

., 
IJ ., 

Polk 5 2 " 3 Care Center, " n .. 
County (Des " " ,0 

Moines), IA'/ " ," (' 

Street Crini~ 'TJnit ,. ", 

New York City Po- 6 i 2 3 
., 

,', b 

" Depar'tment, '0 . ' () -'\' 

lice . \51 , 
" 

NY 
'Ward Grievance Pro- " 

0, " 
" 

cedure, Califor- 6 5* " 1 -;, 

" , . 
Youth Author-C. '. nLa ., 

ill " .. ,' 

ity " # 
I! 

" 
') " 

TOTi\J,$ 68~* \:114 .' °31 c' 21 
" 

" 

* Four of these vl.!ntors plan replications ; they are still Ln consensus 
'building/planning. stages. 

** 'b Includes tW9 visi.tors to Legal Liaison Divisiotl who reported indirect 
benefits. 0 . ';', 
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Street Ct'im,~ Unit 
Ne\-1' YorkOoCity 'PD 

o 0 

Sgt. J •. L. ETtUIlpns 
SCU, So~ut;h ~Bend "PD 
Sout}l,Bend, IN 
,February 01980. 

',I 

H 0 S T 

'0 

Hajor Q,ffensen' 
Bureau . 

Bronx, New York 
r;;. . 

'o~Youth Servlce 
(, Prpbram ' 

" StanleY'Hi h Ci , .•. 

S ~A' r sc, <.'" Cayan ,'Ilopaci--r \ sst Att' ' - ,,., , .• . . • ,y. , Pgr. COOL'd " 
V~rg~n~a. B~ach VA . D' • 
7/23 _ 7/25.V.7'9"; • '. ep~ pf'; Humat:l 

,-r. Seattle,. t.JA 
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.0 
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J 
Rape Care Center' ' 
D'es MOines, IOt~a 

Jan Gaunt 
. " Adm. Coord 

Res. " Rape Crisi~ COUllC. 

Sgt. Ch~s.=tth~S10ck '" Th'omas tolatkins 10/3l '':" 11/2/79 
Greenv.i11e, S.C. 
-~2/10-14/791' 

:rae ticaiUni t " . Chief, Spec. Pros. 
Phil., PA Dir. 

YDP 
Donna Hc5dges 

. Exec. pireetor c 

.' 

Ar1:ing ton,pn " 
Ar1ingtbn, VA 
1(14-'18/80 ,', 

• Sgt., Tim JiSkalland 
. San' Jose ,jPD'C c 

10/15-16/80 

Larry L. Z'enker 

J. 1-1. Whi!~aker, 
Hemphis·.,. HETRO 
Memphis, TN ' 
10/31'- 11/2/79 , T:J;;i-Ct{ l-lomen Stren,' 

,Peqria, IL 

San Jose 1 CA' " 
1 V14.l.l8/8Q . , ' 

Lt. Robert. Dmv1ing 
"Alex. PD' 
Alexandria VA 
'4/21-25180 'r!; " 

" .. Lt. !-Ia,f{ Down 
Fresno Police 
Fresno. CA 

Dept. 
(\ . 

6,_ 6/22';'2'l/80' 

" ~Lt,.·· PablO Rivera 
C SOU, San.,Juan PD 

Puerto Rico 
6/22-?-7/80' 

" . , .. 

0' • (\ 

o 

Q 

',,·A ~ ... 

A (I 

sst~ Atty Gen. 
H,onolulu, .HI 'i'J 
10/15-l~,J 1979 

DonaJ.d Valeska . , 
ChIef, CCB () 

" Hontgomer;·. AL 
'10/13-17/79 

Irving Prager. 
As st. D • A • <) 

Ventura, CA 
3/4-6/80 

, " 

Roger LOvler '" 
"'Sch. I,ia:i!. Officer 

. Police Depart., . 
Independence, NO 

II ;/23-25/80 

Karen l-fcBeth 
Dis. SuperVisor 
Juv. Rehabi1 

\\ . 
Seattle,t\1A 
4/23 .... 2~/80 

Jack Ortega C' 

Chief, ,Juv. lnst • 
Santa Fe". NH '"." 
4/23-;.25/80 

.) 

o 

, c· 

" o 

,n 

.D 

'" 

, II 

. " 
. \\ 

12/10':"14/79' ' 
'~'I ,9 Q 

P~ula Richardson 
D· ~ . lr'., CSW '0 

Ra1eigh,N.'O: 
2/24-29/80'" {-

. \' 
),h' . ~ 
IU, r~st~ne {-ratters., 
Sal t Lake R/ CC 
Salt Lake'City UT 
2/24-:29/80 ' 

0: r. 

.' ' 

(I , 

iI ' 
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. , 

I 
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Community Based 
" . Corrc'c'tions Prog. 

d' 

f/ 
, P,';s 

, " 

Des Haines, I'A 

Lester Cohen I~, 
Chief,'Prog Dev. 
Div of 'Probation 
A1bany~' NY 

°,11/13 - 11/16/79, 

Sarah KraU:~s '" 
'.Div. of :Probation . () . -' 
Brook1y-n, 1TY 
11/13":J.6/:z.9' 

Milford 'Porter 
Epis. Curom. Serv.' 

" "San Diego: CA 
3124-28/80 

'. 

',. ", 

'.-t<', 

(Cont:inuedpage 2) 
o 

" Se3f~lr~ , 
Fraud UI\,Jt 

John Bennett 
Q,nit Chief, DA o.ff. 
Portland, o.R, 

San Diego 
Fraud Unit 

o 

Connctticut 
ECU 

..:- D . 

John Scheidt, Chief .J,ftlic 'Go1dnan 
C6nsumer ,Fraud Asst',D.A. 

'7/17.- 7/19/79. ' 
. '\,., , 

o.rlanqo, FL Lansing, HI 
12/10-12/79 7/17 179-7/19/79 ' 

Dale Sands trom ." 
Asst. Atty Gen. 
Bismarck, ND 
7/17 ":",7/19/79 

~tephep Korotash 
Asst. DA . 
o.klahoma, OK 
l2/l0-12/79~ 

,HClward L. l'e11 
Pima Co. D.c:A. 
Tucson, AZ 
4/l5-l6/8q 

, Barry 'B ~ Klopfer " 
'Ventura" Co •. ,D.A. 
Ventura, CA 

G 4/l5-l~/80 

.. ' 

.D 

0 .. 

. (~" ",-:.J ' 

Ed Niam 
Summit Co. D.A~ 
,Akron, o.R 
1/30-31/80 

J9hn HcCool 
Delat<lare A.G. 
IUlmington, DE 
7/30-31/80 ~ 

o 

Peter Brennan" 
Depu ty , AG. ECU 
Princeton, NJ 

.2/13-15/80 

o 
'" 

G 

" '-' 

Q 

", 

o 

.. 
'. 'J 

~ .. ' 

o 

(). .. 

o ' 

" 

. ----~' 

o 

Administrative 
Adj udications" 
Bureau, Ntiw York 

Donald Paillette 
Project Administra • 

- AAFTI 
Salem" o.R 

1" 3/3-7/80 
\,) <, 

Sylvia Allen 
Asst. Atty Gen.:' 
NC Ho tor Vehicles 
Raleigh, NC 

o 3/3-1180 

jf 

C' o 

o· 

o 

~ , 
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0' 
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~ . 

0' 

.{ 0 

i} • < ::~ 
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Dal-lasrolice 
:Legal Liaison" 

S~attle Comm,unity 
Crime Prevention 

Program 

... - .... .,..- .... ::-- .... -~,.-.- ,'-=-", 
~ . 

p 

'Seattle Community 
Crime Prevention 
Program (Co~t'd) 

'" \.~ 

I 

Jeff Hayden 
Depty. D.A. 
Fresno,pD, CA 
·t/lO-13/?0 

Kat'h1een Desilet 
Rochester, NY-
8/13- 8/17 e9' 0 .~. 

David Humke, Director 
Gov. Crime Prevo Prgm. 
Carson City, NV 

G' 

'Herbert Polson 
~Iichael Holff . St. "Petersburg, FL 
Asst. Pros. "Atty. B/13,-, 8/17/79 

,Akron, OR 
2/3,'0-13/80 

"."Jac:!, Hays, Dir. 
. ""Safer Atlanta for 

r " . 
• (f, Ev'eryone, A tl. GA" 

"John R. DJ..se, Jr·"'1 '3l-A ril' 4 1980 
Leg. Adv. Unit , .. ·ar.", p. " ' 

,Detroit PD 
, ,4/29- 3qt80 

o 
Tim Barr,on 
Deputy A.G 

Wilming tOJl, 
4/29-30/80 

,', 

DE 

Daniel' F., Kock 
Legal Advisor, 
Si,oux F?lls, SD 
6/i7-l8/80 

PD 

'Hugo F. Zettler 
Chief, Co. Atty: 
Maricopa Co., A~J 
6'/17-18/80 

" ~ 

" " 

n 

Donald :Mazzola ~ 
~LA, Police Departme1)r 
L. A., CA "< 

'10!-14 - 10/19/79 
• ',1 

"Rohert tUles, Asso Dir 
Hartfor1if("d lnst. of Grim 

& Sota---al Justice D 

Hartf~\rd, CT 
'10/l4'~ 10/19/79 

Julia Rossborough 
Program Co6~dinator~ 
BOston-F€mt'73Y Pr,9gram 
Boston, MA 
Harch3l-April 4, +980 

Vera De Bened~tti cee ., ~ . ~. 

Pittsburgh,'PA " 
Narch 31";'Apri,1 t., 1980 

" 0 

'6/23-'/.7/80 

Jugy Laffoon,:' Proj 
Biue Hills S.O..S. 
~nsas Ci ty, HO 
6/23-27/80 

b ' 

.'> .: 

Fred Stansbury, Dir. 
. NCCCP, st~ Texas St Univ." 
,§lan" }tarcos~,.TX. . 
June 23-27, J:980 

. ·0 

'J 0 

" DJ 

..~ 

Ii 0 

(J 

, II 

Dir. 
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Hontgomcry Montgomery . ,,,' 
Pre~'l~elease l~itness . Pre-Release I ' . . Project' New Pride 

Denver, Colora,do Ce'n' ter '. C ('. ) nforma t'ion enter. Cont d 
____ ~ __ ------__ --__ ----~----~~--~--~--------~------ "Service 

,--~------

Judy Do~.;d . 
CJ~,,' Off." of Hayor 
Los Angeles, CA'~ 
8/20-8/24/79 

" Wm. Bentley", 
.' ';uy. Just. Planner 
Tallahassee" "FL 
8/20-8/24/79 

L~rry;Speesby 
Asst. Reg ion Chief· 
Hilwal,lkee" tu 
7.l23- '7/25/79 

\.~ . 

Joseph Nicho,lson 
bir., Hampden Cty. 
Springfield, HA 
7/'13 - 7/25/79 

Chas. Fawns 
Director, CRP 

.Dallas, TX 
. _.3/10-12(80 

I 
I 

Donald HcHattie 
. DIR, NC\Tl-lA 
Casper, tfi 
2/26-.!'28/80" 

Jerry Ingram ' 
Asst. Dir. \'" Hichael .Phe1an 
Draper Corr. Serv. D1R , lolND" " 
Elmore, AL \ Clayton, }l0. 

. 3/10-12180~ . 2/26 .... 2B/BO 
, I' 
\ c, , 

.Jlldy Uphoff I· j, 

SllP' t. ,i . J~dy F. Sch,~artz 

Richard Rachin 
Asst. Director 
Tallah3$~ee, FL 
8/2Cl-8/24/79 . 

"'~:1\ ' . 
Hic~ael l1anO't,'ski 
Dff-!, J{YDS, 'Inc. 
;Kenosha; l·rr 
'2/4-8/80 

Peggy Ritchie 
Dir. ,CENTRE, Inc. 
Fargo, ND 
7/23 - l/25/79 

Wyoming Worn'en Ctr.: Dl.r., VtvS DA' s. " 
Evariston, ~1Y 'I NashviJ,.le ,TN 

i 5/28-29/BO " 
~f , 

.... ,. , 

Harry Williams, 
Dir,' CJCRP 
Bal ti.-no r e, ::t-m 
2/4-8/80 

.. 'Peter Dobson 
'. Dir. YSB 

Wa te-rbury, ' CT 
4./29/80-5/1/80 

"P~ul Vestal 
Exec .. ' nir .. 

" 

'YSP&DC, Inc.' 
SkmvllCgan, HE 

! 4/29-5/1/80 

Ed Bueh1.J~r, Dir. 
Bur of 

Bob Voorhees 1 

Ass't. Dir.;, ,r,~car~l A. Smith 

Hadison, lVI. 
7/23 - 7/25/79 

VT. Dept. of 'Corr .;.PrQJ •. Coord. ' 
,Montpeli~r" VT I.VtVP , NJDCJ .r" 

3/10 ... 1:2/80 ! o;Princeton, NJ· !). 
1:-' .. 

.. Den R. Gallegos 
Intake & Classif. Ctr 
Santa Fe, 1\i'1·1; 9/10-12 

~ .}tich~el Hanraha~ ., 
':Dir, Bernalillo ·Corr· 

.',: Albuquerque, NH . 
",~9110 - 9/12/79 

,Homer Garrett 
..,CJ Courts andCorr. 
.:. nur.La~·En£. Pilan Com 

\:).\'! ,") 

" :.Boise, ID 
": 9/1Q - 9/12/79,: 

" .' 'Charle~ Dav.:l,.s, Oir 
Adult Rcsid~acility 

" ':Jersey City, NJ 
, 9/10 0' 9/12/79, 

'. ,." 

u' 1 /. 5/2~-29 /80 

I I 

1 
:Shir1ey Heenan 
Dir, Vt-lS 
;.Ka'lamazoo, "MI 
.7 ''>4-25/80 

,'An tho~'y Simon 
iji1l!;lborough Cty 

I Attorney' s Office 
~fanches ter, NH 

.7 n·4-25/BO 

'11 • 
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(I ~, 

o 

" \) 

One-Day/One::-Trial 
,,', I' 

One...;Day/One-Trial .California Youth " (~3ntin~ed) 
. 0 Authori ty \, . 

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

G, 

'Ernestine Karukas 
Dpty Cri Assgn Corom 
Criminal CouTt 
Baltimore, l·m 
11/7,,-9/79 

. Judge l1ary Arabian 
Supreme Bench Cty 01 
. Baltimo.re ,HD . 
1117-9179 

:-Judge Frank Shaw 
~uperior pCour t of CA 
San Francisco CA 
11/7--9/79 ' 

~,Frederick l~h;!.sman 
E-xeci OU icer 
Superior Court of CA 
San Francisco, CA 
J.1M~9/79 

'~~uzanD'e .Alliegro 
-:Asst to Judicial 0 • 

0' Dist, Administrator 
:St. Paul, fiN 

'2/19--21/80 
• 0 

.' 

Ronald Hitkmdak 
~~st. Court Adm;n"':' 
'istrator 

:}tll'vaukee,' in' 

, 2/~9-21/Bd 

.. ' 

. . ~ 
~\ 

James Lync;:h 
Deputy Adminis • 
D~C. Superior C~urt 
lolashington, D .• C. 
5/13-15/80 .. 

Kim' Ravitch 
. Deputy Ct. Admis. 
Hi ami , FL 
5/13-15/80 

(j 

R.E.Billyard 
NY State Oiv "louth 
Indus t:ry, NY," 
10/29- 11/2/79 

George King, -D"ir. 
NY State'OiV Youth 
Albany, l~,{ " 
10/29 - 101/2/79 

John Leitka 
Advocate ·.,General 
BltsCY . 
Oklahoma CitY,t OK 
10/29 - 11/2/79 

David .Brm.'U 
Dept. Jnsti, Soc & 

Rehabili Servo 
.Oklahoma CitY,OK 
10/29 - 11/2/79 

, SC!m Haskins ' 
, Asst. COill1~issioner 

YS.,..pept. of Corr. 
Nashville., ..... 
5/19-23/80' 

\' 

'1{r. Clarence Pat.ric 
\-an~ton-Salem. 'NC 
5/19-23/80 

Dr. Ka therine Hebb 
Coninli-s.sioncr ,.L I 

h"YS GOlllm·. of CQrr.· 
Albany, NY" 
5/19-23/80 
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THE NATICNAL INSTITU'lE Boor PROORA..~:' 

Q 

SUMMARY .,DESCRIPT,t:ON A~ IDST SITES 

. u 
~. , 

(Used to publicize host Program t;o i~ent~~p?tential 
Bost Visitors; sent in l.-esponseto mqul.'rl.esabout-
Host program.) D, 
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o This progra~ provides a means· to transfer-information about Criminal Justice pro-" 
jects of proven success to ju:risdictions seeking to 'es~ablish or improve ,similar pro-
grams to meet th~ir own needs. " ," 

r~' • 

" Through on-site technology transfer, senior ,Criminal Justice practitioners and 
officials are able to receive ,. op"';the-j ob ~raining and, orientation :for periods rang­
ing from a. few days to severalw~eks, and return to their home areas to a:pply the 
.. ' 0 

knowledge and procedures they have ,acquired.: m 

" , ,d', " ,. 

Site attendance is arranged iQr, 'tvith per diem and travel expenses for the visi­
tors provided ~~rougha gr.anot from the Nat10nai Institute of L~w' Enforcement and Cri­
minal Justice of the Law Enforcement Assistance Administration. 

<7 

." !J 

Current Host sites are: 

• §treetCrime Unit~ New York City Police~epartment; 
Police Legal Liaison'Unit, Dallas Police Department; 
Major Offense'Bureau, Bronx, New York District Attorney; 

~. \1 

Economic Crime Unit, King County (Seattle), Washington District Attorney;. 
., Economic Crime Unit~, San Diego Disti:-ict Attorney, Californ~a; 

• 
• 

• 
• 
• 

.. 

. Connnunity-Based ' Corrections", Des Moines ,Iowa; 
Weird Grievance Procedure, California Youth Authority, Sacramento, California;' 
YmrtJi Service Program,.Philadelph'ia, Pennsylvania; " " ; , 
Community Crime Prevention Program, Seattle, Washington; 

'. Rape Crisis Center,Des Moines, Iowa; 
Administrative Adjudications B'ureau,," New York State Department ~of Motor Vehicles; 
Project New.Pride, ~enver, Colorado; 
Economic -=C;;:,r,;::;im,;:; • .;;:.e _U_n_it_, State of Connecticut; D 

Pre-Release Center, Montgome,ryC6'Unty,Depar,tment of Corrections, Maryland; 
One Day/One Trial, Wayne: Cd~nty District Court~Detroi.t, Michigan; . 
Wit~~ Informat'ionService; Peoria, Illinois. 

Benefits are the ~ t~atisfer of tech~ology management" techniques and other methods of 
oper¥t:ion for Cr:iJninal'Justice, juyeniie justice, "and law enforcement;. 'or Jurisd,~ctions 
seeking. to j.mprove criminal1u:stice systet!loperations, thereby red'ucing start.:..up or ex­
plQration costs, eliminating t'~einvention-o'f'::'the-wheelrr and allowing for adoption of al-
ready proven concepts to ,local needs. 0 

, .~. ',' ~"" 

The program which ;willco~tinue" through"' JUlle,a198l'~ will enable up to", lOP selected 
criminal justi"ce offi¢ials to participate •. SincE! 1976, Ov~! 225 visitors have benefited 
from participation in " the Host"Pr,pg~am.For .further details ,contact ,Jack Herzig,Pro'­
~l;am 1)irector" qrBetsYLingsay, Prog:r:am Coordinato}:, at the, National:" Insti tute,lIost"Pro-
gram, Room 1100', 1140 Connecticut AV'em~e" N.W .,Washington, D. C~ 20036. , "" 

o 

. \' (\ 

;,', . 

II 
()' 

Prepared fot the N,.tipnal .Insti,tuteof Law Enforcelnentand Criminal Justice'~Law Enforce'ment 
, . ~ , '." 'Assista~ce Administration,byPUblic Technology; Inc. " 
'·\'0 "t140Co,n~,. Ave~,~W, Washington, D.C. 20036 ~02/452q7QO 

.,.;;." :".,:-~ ____ >,,:,.a ,~;,."~~"_~".'.,.~ .. o< • .,...,.:" ~._.: '_~:"; ;.,~~'~~~. -~-< ... ~.,~-)ol.,» '-:",,~.,.-.......;. ___ ..-.~,':'.,_' t)~"_:,~~...:.._.,,::_-:,",,,~, .. ~'T,~; 
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ProJEGr . Sw.-1l\RIES FOR FA<ll HOsr SITE 
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D~TE BEGUN: ~uly 

ADMINISTRAToIVE'ADJUDICATION -BuREAu (MB) 

1970 !il .' 

'" 
New.: York Sta~e Department 
Albany, New York 

,'1' ... __ .1.) 

• {j 

of Motor Vehicles 

BUDGET: FY'78-~Z9, $4,743,·600 t Sidney Berke'~ Director Division of Hearing 
& Adjudication '"I: '. i 

REVENUES: FY'78-'79 $14;746j962 
\' 

,~ 

'. \), 

·JURISDICTION: New York City, Suffolk' C'bunty .,. wes,tern portion; Buffalo, Rochester. 
The AAB is responsible for a majority of moving vio*ati6~s: speeding, impFoper 
turns, tailgating, improper. lane changes, etc. Traffic offenses deemed criminal-­
vehicular homicide,reckless or intoxicateddriving--reinainin criminal court. 
Non-mo\Tingoinfraction~ are handled by Parking Violations Bureau~ . 

" 

PROCEDURE: 0, > • ..0 

" 

,,0 Issuance of Qcomplaint by police officer, surmn011~- issued., Q 

o Three pleading "options: "guilty" or "not guilty'" (may be" mailed to central 
" off£C'e or made in person fit the local AAB), and "guilty with an explapationfl 

:- . (must lObe made in pcirson.hearing held promptly). Persistent or dangerous .. ' 
~ ll.. ,', ._ •• ~' ~ •. " " v ,~ 

c. violators ~equiredto 'appear in person. " ,. 
o !learings ,held before hearing officers - lawye-rs with special training. Le~s " 

rigidly structured than trials, potice officers a're required to appear 
.' ~atconte:sted .hearings ;.not req,uired .at "gui~'ty wi.th' eXPl~nati~n'!~'~ea~-:i:;;g;:-~ 1 

o'C~v:~l sanct~ons l.mposed wl.thconsl.derat~on to,vl.olatl.Orf and past drl.vl.ng . 
_ "r.ecord -- fines, mandatory training, license 'suspension or revocation. .' 

o Appeal~of decisions o and sanctions made to 3 $lember administ;t:,-at.ive appeals , 
hoard. Judicial review available after appeals boa-rd determination.(under 

o " fr 

1% of cases). ,,~ 0 " 
c:<::r • ·00> II ~ 

Cl 

j' _ • ,~o c" 
o Merger of traffic offerl.se adjud.icationand,driver lice-nsing fu:nctions into a 

,;sJ,ng,le system. Sancd'oning process'imprqved by providing fot innnediate 
"access to "i:md update of driver records. Q • G lO, 

o Computer capabilities facilitate clerical processing while providing, accurate 
,0 and current information to h~.aring officers and other personnel. 

oCiiminal.t9~p~·t _~ongestionr'educed"hearing' procedtiressimplified, plea.bar-
. ga'i:nirtg eliminated.· .. 

Q 

0AA;J3 efficiency,r~sults'in cost savings: Jlse of;' hearing~~ficers,reduc tion in " 
number'ofscofflaws (result of expeditious hearings- 45 to 60 aay~ vs. qptoa ~~ar or" 
'mor.e before AAB). amount, of tim~ 'police officers in court ~educ'i!d.increase in numbe,r 
ofmCltoQristsadju<;licated, prompt adm:inistrative"JaPpeal process. 

II . • . \ __ • . .• •. -~ • .1 " 

F,orm.ore inform~tion a,bout visiting<ithis 0/ other Host Projects"contact: 
'0,0 ,', ":fac~ Herzig. ;Ho~t Pro.gram D ir"ec tor , or - ' 

, 0 /I ~etsy t:i.ndsay "Progr~inC!)otd'l.nator ,at ,,~ 
", Public T~chnology, Ilic .1, " 

','" 

Pr,pared.for.the NaUonallnstltuteof Law Enforcement and Crim,inal Justice, Law enforcement 
'. '" ... Assistance ~dministratioo,byPublicTechnology, Inc. 

e 114aCorm.j'yEl'.,NYf, Wa~t1ington, D.C. 20036 202/45.2.7100 
"6 .. )' . .. ,., " ~ 
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COMMUNITY~BASED CORRECTIONS PROGBJh~ 

Des Moines, Iowa J .Dale Dewey, Deputy Director 

BEGAN: Ja~uary 197~ as the Fifth Judicial District's 
Department of 'Correction~l Services 

FUNDL""lG: State, with supplemental 
Federal grants 

BUDGET: $2,000,000 _. total, 

TARGET POPULATION: 
project's 
located. 

Defendants and convicted offenders in a 16 county ar:a. :he 
Administrative County is Polk County, in which Des Mo~ne~·~~ 

COMPONENTS: Four basic compone,nts or~anized ~nto a single administrative 
the Department of Correctional Se,rv~ce..~_ --:- (I 

agency, 

\1 .. 
o Pre-trial Release (Release-on-own recogn~zance -
o Supervised Rel~ase " ' 
o Probation Supervision/Pre-sentenc.e Investigation 
o Community Correctional FaC7ilities ~, 

ROR) 

<: 
," 

\,,' All defendants booked into the city ja:il are interviewed by the;pre-trial 
release staff after processing. Those defendants pcoring a sufficient nu~ber of 
II "t" I" fy for '[)'OR .,Some of the others enter supervised release - a fo'Qll of 
po~n s qua ~ "". " " , " d t 

II re-trial probation" feat.uring structured supervis~on," counsoel~ng, an trea~'!l1en. 
p "" "ft c ntinuation of superv~sed release. Commun~ty-

Probation sup:rv~sJ;on ~s °llen a ,~ facility (25 bed, half-way house in nature) and 
based correct~ons~s a sm.a women" s ,. c ' , . ,.." • 

D M
" fac;l;ty for men (50 bed non-secure) - work and educat~onal release, 

Fort es o~nes .... ..... " ' . 
ratio of one staff person to two clients. 

Similar services are now avai,~able in all eight JUct,icial Districts ~n 
the State. i 
PROGRAM STRATEGIES: S} 

o Sincleadministrati;e focal point uniting cor:rectional components - with 
theOcapacity for adding other"units (e.g., Community ,Services Sentencing 
and Restitution Program, AlcOhol Safety AC,~ion Program). j' " ., ' 

o Functional ~oordination by information sharing techniques, physical Q ' 

proximity of components res~lts in a coD.t.inuum of" service and enabl~s 
progr<iV to serve a wide range of accused and ~Q,nv~cted 'offender~. 

" 

For more information about visiting this or other Host Projects, co'htact,; 

Jack Herz~g, Host Program Dir~ctor, or 
Bt..tcY'Lindsay" Program Coordinator .. at 

" 

Ii . 

Public Technolo Inc. 
Prepared for the National Institute of Law Enforcement and Criminal Ju~Jice, Law Enforcement 

o 

o 

o 

o 

o 
\ 

(~), 0 

() 

Q 

(, 

n 

THE CONNECTICUT ECONOMIC CRIME UNIT 

DATE"BEGUN: October1975 
Chief State's A~torney's Office 

Wallingford, Connecticut 
--Steph~n Solomson, ECU Chief 

COST: $378,885 
$ 47,446 

lfederal grant 
(10/75 to 9/78) State match Total: $426,331 

RETURN: $718,957. 
$ 20,832 

restitution 
(same period) State fines Total: $739,789 

TARGETS: As part of the Chief State's Attorneyls Office, ECU has statewide criminal 
jurisdiction over economic crime. 'Majority of caGes referred to ECU through 
other agencie~ ~~ police, F.B.I., 28 State's Attorney's and Prosecutor's Offices, 
U. S. Attorney's Office, Real Esta.te Commission, Department of Consumer Protec­
tio,n, U. S. Postal Inspectors; also private sources--Better Business Rw:teaus 
media action lines, private citizens . and attorneys. Primary focus on mcijor" ' 
impact cases. ECU strives 'for,£el~ny prgsecution wherever possible, and 
incarceration whenever warranted. /:7} 

STAFF, OPERATIONS: 

o"Jwo Assistant St~te's Attorneys, one o~ whom is, the Unit Chief; 5 investigators 
with full police powers, a clerical assistant. 

o Econontic, Crime Council--developed and maintained by ECU, composed of representa­
,tive,~ from nearly every regulatorY:l enforcement and prosecutorial agency in 
90nnecticut (State and Fec;leral). Provides a mech~nism for marshalling all of 
the State's regulatory and investigatory capabilitieBc., and sharing information. 

\~, .' I; 

o Trai.{ing and pre"ention activiti~s-- training progr~sconducted 'i)Yf(cU staff 
at S~ate and munic~}?al"police academ~es, other agencies, Economic c4;,ime Council 
meet~ngs, schools, bus~ness and professional organizations; monitoring the 
State',,~ major newspapers for suspicious ads; Consumer Alerts through all media 
describing specific schemes; "Citizen's Handbook on Economic Crime". 

;, 

RESULTS: 
0 

0 

" 
0 

(I 

0 

32,315 inquiries during first' 3 years of operation~ 7,,86 of which g'enerated 
'investiga,tions by ECU. 86 prosecutions. ,. 
Convictions, in 94% of cases {includes a majoritY.,of g,ullty pleas) ,pleas of no 
contest; o.r determination of "accelerated rehabilitatfon" in 3% of cases. 
During "first 3 yearso~ operation ,ECU returned 1/3 more than' it cost to 
operate the unit., 
Legisl~tion sponsored, byECU ena'ctedin 1977 allowing issuant?e of search warrants, 
for, "mere evidence" rather" than "fruits and instruIllentalities" of the crime. 

For'more information ~b'out Visit~ng this or o~:er 'Ho~ Proje:ts; contact: 
Jack Herzig, Host Program 1)irector, or Betsy Lindsay:L~rogram Coordinator, 

II 
Assistance Administration, by Public Technology, Inc. 

1140 Conn. Ave .. , NW, Washington, D.C. 200~6 202/~"~~~~~00' __ r-_' __ ""' __ '''_'_''-'~' ~ __ .,,_, 

Prepared for the National Institute of Law Enforcement and Criminal Justice, Law Enforcement 
Assist~nce Administration, byPub,lic Technology, Inc. 

1140 Con.,. Ave., NW, Washington, D.C. 20036 2021452·7700 
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Dallas, Texas, 
~apt. Thomas Tolleson, Commander 

GOAL: To prevent and correct police legal error, reduc-ing the number of cases 
rejected or dismissed by th~ courts. d 

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

STAFF: Divisi6~ 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 tak4s primary respon~ibility 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 inves tigators; and the Magis trates Unit--one 
sergeant and four police officers. ' 

SERVICES: 
· 24-hour-~e'-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' 5 Office. Lawyers consult with patrol supervisors au.d investigators' on 
developing and ,,'ongoing cases. All felony and misdemeanor c,ases II which fail 
to produce convictions are also revie~.jed for future avoidable police error. 

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

· Training in all relevant aspects of the law, for ne'Vl recruits, auxili­
ary police tmd 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 legis lative reform proposals, reviewing claims' against the "De­
pa1::tment, assisting in representation of the Department in court, and 
dealing with ,other crimilal justice agencies on special projects. 

For more information about vl.sl.tl.ng this or other Host" ProJects, contact:, 
Jack Herzig, Director, or Betsy Linds'ay, ~rogram Coordin~tor,j at 

Public Technology, Inc. 

Pre'pared for the NatiCi,lal'lnstitute of Law Enforcement and Criminal Justice, Law,J:nforpemeni 
Assistance Administration, by Public Technolf;»gy;'lnc. ,. 

1140 <::onn. Ave., NW, Washington, D.C. 20036 202/452·7700 
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. ·PRO.JECT 'SUMMARY 

~'COUNTY'FRAUD·DIVISION 

DATE BEGUN: 1972 

1978--$150,000 
King County District 
,Seattle, Washington 
:Gene Anderson, Chief 

Attorney's Office 
BUDGET: o 

~ ! (' .. 
FUNDING: 

TARGETS: 
King County (initially supplemented by LEAA funds). 

, Major goals--success:fiul prosecution d . 
redress 'of grievances for vict' h anpreventJ..on of economic crime, ~':' 
. , ' linS, en ancement of publi f " , 

':,'; 

JustJ..ce system., Fraudulent activiti b h c respect or the criminal 
Federal Securities and'Excha:~ €: Comm~:s.roug t t? attention .by other agencies-':e.g.,. 
State Attorney General's'C6ns

g 
P J..on, WashJ..ngton State Securities Division 

1~ 
~ 

. umer rotection Divisi b' , ' 
socJ..ation. Individual complai~ts not solicit on, u~:~~sses, local bar as-
unless clear indication of fraud' ed b~t are rererred to other agencies 
nal): exJ..sts. Types of cases han4led (mostly c~imi-

frauds in the Product marketplace-~odometer 
unnecessary auto repairs rollbacks, false advert:(i:dng, 

fraud~ 7ommitte,d in the ~uise of legitimate '.' ,. 
securJ..tJ..es f d business transactions--

, rau , real estate and land sale schem 
!~:~:: ::a~~s~ business--embe:zlem~nt:~" insurance ::~UdS, 

,aJ..ns government--brJ..bery, obs'truction of J·ustice 
ment. , C" embezzle-

STAFF, OPERATIONS: Frau<¥Division isphysical1 '-l, " • 
rest o~the District AttorneyVs Off' YSan~f~peratJ..onallY separate from the 
1 in-hotiy;e investigator 2 interns J..~e: ' ta • 7 at~orneys (including the Chief) 
f6rceme~t and regulatory' age·ncJ..· es t', ::;udPport :" Heavy reli.ance on other law en- ' 
rfO con uct 1nvest' e' and one\ ,attorney assigned tio a f d' ." 19a J..ons. One investigator 

1 ~I" 1/ case or urat10n of pr n' ' 
pete dIscovery offered to defenda t t oc~ QLng. Early and Com-
C 1 n so encourage a high t f . ases se ected with high impact cr' t .' .::, " ra ~ 0 gUJ..l~y pleas ~ 
probability of successful outcome' J..l~~~~· signJ..~1catlt economic loss, high 
prevent ~conomic crime and to b 'l'd 'blYi' deterrent effect,. Use of publicity to 

o U1 pu C s,upport. . 
RESULTS: (for 19}8) 

C
84 new cases filed, which involved economic1:oss of 

$1,052.667. aSes won economically d, . kl ' 
$196 810-- '. ' an qU1C, Y-:rratio of" guilty 

, "to VJ..C t1ms through . . $'31 445--' f' " , rest1tutl.on ordered. 
pleas to trials is 1:~.5. 

.' 10. :lnes, ordered. ' 
H1ghly successful pros.ecution rate for trial cases. 

.For more information' about ~i.~iti t"hi 
' " ' ng s or other Host 

Jack Herzig", Host Program Director 
Betsy Lindsay, Program Coordi~ator: 

. Public Technology, Inc. 

Projects, contact: 
or 
at 

o 

" ~ IJ@ /',1,1 "Prepared for the National Institute of Law Enforce~ent and'c' . I J' " 

nl"",~, Assistance Administration by" Pub!' T hnmma u~tice, Law EnfoJcement 
1140 C A -.. , ' IC ec nology,ln'c 

(~' ,onn. ve., ':W, W,~shin9,ton, D.C. 20035 202/452.7700 
;<~ ~.,~ m~_' ----...... --, ............ --...:.;., .... ,.... .. _ .. +·._2·~ ... "_ .. _" -'''U'~ll 
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DATE BEGUN: 1973 

MAJOR OFFENSE BUREAU (MOB) 
Bronx County District 

Attorney's Office' 
Bronx,' New York .,' 
Sheri Roman, Chief 

- Att' orney' 's budget, initially LEAA grant with State and BUDGET: Funded from District 
local match~ 

. of habitual ~ri.d violent offendErs. Deterrance of crime 
TARGETS: ,!mproved_prosecut~on t' probability of conviction, and certainty 

byincrea~ing ,swiftn:ss 0: pros:cu. ~on~ases accor,ding to ~riousness of crime, 
of punishment. -' MOB ].;solaL.es pr~or~ y. ~:-
offen er s cr~m~n •. , d ' .. al h'; story strength of ev~dence. ~ 0 

.' , u Chief assisted 'by c,a Deputy Bureau Chief, 
STAFF, OPERAT!ON5.: : MO~ he~ded by a B~rea dmi~istrative c1~rk, and a legal secretary. 

with 8 AS,si9ta~t D~str~ct .Attorneys, ~n a assistants (law students) aid. the' 
2 ranking c1e~ks and 2.tr~a1.preparat~~n proceras serve!:s are shared. with other 
prosecutors~: Sever~l ~nvest~gators an . 
D .A. 's Office bureau.s. 

.. . . cedure used by trained clerks (16 , 
' Qpjec,t:i;ve. case :,e~ght~ng screen~ng prto On-duty prosecutor is ,notified and 

- /.3 '7 d a 'week) to screen arres s. W. h' 
hours uay, .. ;" ays, . Co , • ion interview is videotaped. ~t ~n 
processes c~-se. ,With defendants P:~~~:nme~t' held, pleas ,pffer I!18-de, tr4-a1 
th~ee,days, ,G~and Jury hearscta~e~o beain within 30 to 90 days. 
date set. Tr~ai can be expec e , t::> 

'STRATEGIES: 1 . attorneys assigned to continuous proseC;,ution of o Separate bureau with fu1 -tl.me 
"career"criminalp~I.. ~ . Ii 

o selective:p~R~ecutjA~n through objectiv~ scr:enl.ng~ 
a Policy of .. fu11' disc,losur~ to d~fense. . 

o Clearly def~ned, 11rnit.ed p1e~dba~~~~~!n~op~~~c~~urt ,for MOB case. 
o Separate trl.a1 sepsions provl. e 

'" () of3 months from ;rrest to case "disposition (~ 
The MOB· has. a m~dian ti~e b reaus) and an overall conviction rate of 97% 

months for other B·A.· 's Office u convictions resu1t'in sentences of in?arceration (87%'rate
at 

triap. 96% of MOB. and 12.9 years maximpm. The statl.s'tics are with an average of 5'.4; years min~mum 
for the first ~a1f of .1979. I' "0 

',- . . 'e MOB is the project's abilj",ty 'to' process major 
. The major effl.c~ency of th d 1 'bd with less frequent involvement of felony cases quickly, with fewer e .. als, a 0 

the police, .cou':7ts,. and judges in the .. process. . 

. 'f . 'tl.:·oJ!n about visiting this or other Host ProJects, contact: For more l.n o~ . 
,Ja,.ck Herzig, Host Prog.'ram Dl.rector, or 

e_ 'Betsy Lind~ay. Program Coorgfnator, at 

" , " i __ ",:P~U~b~1~i~c~T~e:::c:.:h:n::::o:::1::0::g::y~,~I=n:.:::c..:..:-::-:--.~~;::~=--;-=:-r:::t:::~:;'~tlr 
p;epared for the Nationall~stitute Oi, Law, Enforceme"t and Cri"1,irH~1 J,ustice'12~Law'Enforcement r II Assistance Adminis,tration, by Public Technology,}nc. i " 

a 

.: ___ o~ ___ ~j4.~~_on~._AV~ .• N~. waShin=~~~:_::~:20036 .2021452;10__ ____ ._ 
~~-~~--,,-,.~~~~. -- - . 
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MONTGOMERY COUNTY PRE-RELEASE CENTER 

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

ROCkville, Maryland 
Kent Mason, Director 

FU-:mING: County, with offsetting re't7 enues: 
State., Federal, resident income FY80 COSTS: $921,000 

REVENUES: -400,000 
NET COST: $521,000 ($6,000/bed) 
Net cost per resident $1,600 

($300/year) 

TARGET POPULATION: Inmates of Montgomery County Detention Center (85%), local residents 
from Federal and State correctional institutions - all lnthin 6 months of 
release: some pretrial defendents, Federal probationers, and State and 
Federa~paro1ees. 60% felons, 40% misdemeanants. 88% male residents. 

~, 

300 offenders participated in 1978 - 75-day average stay.",\ 
!~) 

STAFF, FACILITIES: Resident to staff ratio of 2.4 : 1'; Staff members: Director, 
applicant screener, parole/probation agent (State); support (38), consult­
ing psychologists and medical personnel (part-time)'; per each 36 bed unit 
unit supervisor, correctional counselor (2), work release coordinator, 
community release coordinator, resident supervisors (5), s~cial awareness 
instructor~intern." 3 operationally independent corr,ectiona1 units _ a 16 
bed co-ed unit and two 36 bed male units, with a central ~~ministrative area. 

COMPONENTS: Pre-Release C~ter residents spend days in work release or ,. in a~ad'emic 
or vocationil1j:r~ining. Resident evening activities: Life Skills . 
Seminars, .,individua1/ group / family counseling, college and other academic 
classes, drug/alcohol programs. Other services: intensive employment 
placement, interview skill training, personal financial guidance, employer 
and community spunsor (typically a family member) involvement in program, 

C-::J housing referral, leisure time "p1anning, program. 

" 
"PROGRAM (~TRATEGIES: Behavioral contracting pr'ior to acceptance/transfer, team ser-

C'~':\ vice delivery, phased release/reinforcement system, post-re1'ease follow-up 
-~' throughO parole/probation serviGes'~ Participant~ pay room and board (20% 

of their gross income up ,to $300"per month)." . 

For more information about visit.ing this or other Host Projects,. contact: 
Jack Herzig, HOq:J Program Director, or 
Betsy Linds,:iy, Program C,oordinator, at 

Public Grechno10gy, Inc. 00 

r------_________ " ___ '_--1' (\ '.' ,. .,,, " 

II Prepared Jor the Nationannstitute of law Enforcerii(fn~d Criminal Justice, Law Enforcement 
.oAssistance Admini~~EfSn, by Public.! Technology, Inc.' 

1140 Conn. Ave., NW, Washih~ton, D.C. 20036 202/452-1700 
\~ \; 
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·.~ NEW YORK CITY POLICE DEPARTMENT STREET CRUlE UNIT (SCU) 

DATE BEGUN: 1971 

BUDGET: Part of Special Operations Division 

Randall's Island, New York, NY 
.Commander -
Deputy Inspector Edward Capello 

(; 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. ,~, 

STL\FF: SCU is under general control of Special Operations 
administen;the Auto-Crime, and Tactical Patrol Units. 
commanding officer who monitors 11 squads -- total of 
support per;~nnel to include crime analysis function. 

" . 

= 

Division (SOD) which also 
SCU is headed by a 

285 officers and 16-18 

O;pERATIONS : 
o Decoy officer (volunteers, rigorously selected for uniform high calibre) 

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

a Back-up team, dressed to blend into the area stationed nearby" 'Teady to aid 
"victim" and effect arrest. 

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

p Thorough record keeping procedures instituted for periodic evaluations and 
supplying crime analysis unit with basic data'-

o Deployment assignment by SCU comma~ding officer based on crime analysip rankings, 
criminal"activity detailed in targetted precincts. 

o Supervisory officers rely on part~cipative management and team concept to accom~ 
Plish unit's mission. ' 

0' 
o Orientation and continued trainiT.lg instituted. 
o Policy of SCU that members will n~t use tactics that could be construed as 

bordering on entrapment, or that leave the officer vulnerable -- such as assum-
ing prone position., . 

o System (af coloted headbands) devised to. quickly identify civilian-garbed police 
"officer at scene, of radio runs o.r police situations.' " 

o SCU vehicular£leet includes brightly colored' sedans, taxicabs and vans .J 

'Bicycles and motorcycles alsd available. 

RESULTS: 
., 

Arrests: 2,.107 for 1979, Total: over 33,000 arrests 
,( c· 

Convictions: 90% 
Safety: Decoy operation 

pormaf patrol. 
accident rate is significantly lower than that of 

For more information about vi-siting this qr other Host Projects, contact: Jack Herzig, 
Host Pro ram "Director or Betsy' Lindsay, Program Coordinator, at Public Technology, Inc. _I Prepared for the National Institute of Law Enforcement and Criminal Justice, Law ,~nforcement 

Assistance Administration, by Public,e TechnQlogy, Inc. 
1140 Conn. Ave., NW,Washington, Q.C. 20036 202/452·7700 
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ONE-DAY lONE-TRIAL JURY SYSTEM 

DATE BEGUN: 1975 

Wayne County Caurts 
D.etroit, -Michigan (; 
L. M. Jacabs IV, Court Administrator 

BUDGET: wayne County funding, initially funded as a pilot project by LEAA. 
;:' 

OBJECTIVE: Overall objective is to increase caseflow efficiency a~d reduce costs. 
More limited jury service is implemented to increase citizen particination 
to diversify the cross-section of jurors, and to improve juror perfo~ance' 
and attitudes. 

FORMAT: Potential jurors not assigned to a case by the end of their service day are 
di.smissed, those jurdrs assigned 'to hear a case serve only far the duratian of 
that ane trial -- average length af trials in Wayne Caunty is 3-4 days. Both 
have fulfilled their jury:· duty for the year. 

OPERAtIONS: ,One"::Day/One-'rrial 1S "utilized in the.Wctyne County Circuit~ Prabate, 
J'uvenile an¢[ Camman Pleas Courts, and in some district courts. 

a Entire jury selectian process is c0ID,putarized--jury pool drawings, mail­
ings, preparation and maintenance of comprehensive daily record~,. 

o Jurar Qualificatian It;J.terview eliminated. Persanal History Questiannaires 
mailed to. jurors. First postpanements accomadated, jurars rescheduled. 

o "Stand-by" Juror Pool summaned, who call a record:i,ng the evening before 
their scheduled date to find out if they are to serve.' . 

a Jurar Orientation Slide Program--quick uniform overview of fundamental 
issues which eliminates the need far a j'udge to address jurars at this point 
in their service. ,,"' ., 

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. 

RESULTS: 
a ten-fold increase in citizens serving as jurors. 
of those summoned, 75%ca~tually served as compared to 45% previously. 
total juror yield of 31.4% considered exceptional acc~rdi!1g to natianal 
statistics. " 

total annualized effective savings of $288~Oo'O. 
citizens req~esting excuse fram (jury duty reached a low af 1.3%. 
jura:s respond that One-Day lOne-Trial eliminates the mast burdensome 
feature of jury d~ty -- lang and-unproductive'waiting periods. 

For more informatian about visiting this or other Hast Projects, contact: 
Jack Herzig, Director" or ., " 

, Betsy Lindsay,. Program Coordinator, "at 

Prepared for the National Institute ldt~· Ewftlretlfffifnt ~wa· Criminai Justice, Law Enforcement 
'<" " 'Assistance Administr~tion, by Public Technology~. Inc. 0 

. - 1140 Conn. "Ave., NW, WashingtQn, D.C. 20036 202/452-7700 
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PROJECT Nillv PRIDE o 

DATE BEGUN: July 1973· 

FY'78 -'$161,736 

Denver, Colorado 
N~w Pride, ,Inc. 

BUDGET: To~ James, President 

FUNDING: Colorado Division of Youth Services, Learning Disabilities Center funded by 
LEAA through Denver" Anti-Crime Cou,p.ciL Initial- support from Denver chapter­
American Red Cross and LEAA through Denver Anti-Crime Council 

TARGET POPULATION: Youths residing in Denver County, 14 to 17 years of age, recently 
.. arrested or convicted of burglary, robber~" or assault related to robbery, 

with 2 prior convictions. Referred through Denver's Juvenile Court·Proba­
tion Placement Division. 60 youths served each year. 

SERVICES: During the first 3 months, clients receive intensive services. In the 9-
month follow-up period there is daily to we,ekly contact which continues 

STAFF: 

treatment. . 
o Education ~ assignm~nt to New Pride Alternative Sch~ol or Learning 

Disabilities Center based on test results.' 
o Employment ~ 1st month, job skills~orkshop. Individual counseling by 

job placement"specialist. 2nd and 3rdmonths, on-the-job training. 
o Counseling - careful matching of youth and counse,lor, goal of enhancing . 

self..,image and coping with environment .. Counselors work with ,family, 
(,1 teachers, social workers and others close tQyouth. " 

o Cultural Education '- exposure to wide range of experiences and activities 
in Denver area, e.g., Outward Bound weekend, visit to television ' 
station - I1reparation of news hohr., rest:aurant dinners, s~i trips. 

Most of New Pride staff have master" s degrees in special education, guidance, 
\ \.J ~) 

or psychology, or are work1ng toward adv~nced degrees. Well~organized program 
for volunteers fr9m community organizations, loca!/colleges and universities. 

PROGRAM13TRATEGIES: Integration of i.nt~bsive services to substantially"reduce recidi-' 
vism rates of adjudicated juveniles through comprehensive treatment. Keys 0 

to success: 0 • 

nO Cooperative relationship with local court and probation officials. 
o Support from community, business orga;p.izations, and individuals. 
o Multi-discipl.inary;. treat!llent services approach, iindividualized a~13ess-

men t sana plans.' /;; 

For more info:rmation, about visiting this or other Host Projects, contact: 
Jack Herzig," Host Program Direc tor, or 
Betsy Lindsay, Program Goordinator, at 

Public Technqlogy, Inc. 

() ,-

II Pr~pared for the Nationa;1 Institute Of. L, ~w E~forc, ement .andCriminai Justice, Law Enforcement I 
c. "Assistance Administration, by"Pubhc Technology, Inc." . ' " 

, 11.,40 Conn. A.,ve., NW, Washington, D.C. 20036 2021452·7700 . ' 

1;- i 

I 
I. 

r 
j 

o 

"POLK COUNTY 
RAPE/SE4~ALASSUALT CARE CENTER (R/SACC) 

Des Moines, Iowa 
Carole Meade, Director 

DATE BEGUN: 1974 

BUDGET: $71,370.00 --FY starting 7/1/79 

FUNDING: R/SACC is fully fund"ed by Polk County; initial two years supported by LEAA , . 
grant thr.ough Central Iowa Crime· Commission a:<d Polk ?ounty.:, 

I) 

STAFF: Di.rector and 2 contact workers share vic't.im contact work on a 24-hour basis--
.10/77 to 10/78, 253 clients. Director responsible for coordinating activities 
with special prosecutors (in ~1ajor Offense and Criminal Bureaus of County. 
Attorney's Office) and the Board of Direc"tors and its committees. Victim con­
tact workers responsible for crisis intervention, victim advocacy and counseli~g, 
training of Speaker's Bureau, conducting in-service professis;mal tra~ning; 1 sup­
port staff pe~son. Volunteers provide almost all other services. 

PROGRAM: R/SACC provides victims with counseling support, ~dvocates 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 qu,ality of rape prosecutions. Victim faces 
and educated jury--through public education efforts of a Speaker's Bureau and 
written and audio-visual material. 

FEATURES: Keys to success of the Rape/Sexual Assault Care Center: 
o One-to-One Approach -- same contact work~r stays'with the victim, providing 

24-hour link between.victim's needs and the medical', counseling, and legal ser­
vices available; oone attorney responsibl~ for all aspects of a rape prosecution. 

o Community Participation -- the Board of Di~ectors (78 official~ represen~ing 
different agencies and orga'n~zations), through its committee funct10ns, prov1de 
the Center with ~n extraordinarily expert and influential cadre of volunteers. 

RESULTS: 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%pf victims filed formal charges: High 'conviction rate·. 

For more 

CI 

information about visiting this or other Host 
Jack Herzig, Host. Program Director, or 
Betsy Lind~ay, Program poordinatgr, at 

Public Technology, Inc. 

Projects~ contact: 

,,::.,' 

o 

Prepared for the National Institute of Law Enforcement and Criminal Justice"law Enforcement 
Assistance Administration; by Public :Technology! Inc. 

1140 CQ,nn.Ave., NW~ Washingtons D.C., 200~6 "2021452·7700 
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SAN'DIEGO 'FRAUD 'DIVISION 

DATE BEGUN: 1971 District Attorney's Offic~ 
San Diego, California 
Charles Hayes, Chief BUDGET: FY'78--$800,000 

, . 
FUNDING: San Diego County (initially supplemented by LEAA funds) 

TARGETS: Major goa1s--successfu1 prosecution and prevention of economic crime, 
redress of grievances for victims. 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
ment of Real Estate), District Attorney's Office. Major cases--r~a1 estate, 
securities, insurance and other frauds, embezzlement, corruption, false adver­
tising, bribery, unfair business practices, anti-trust and restraint of trade. 

STAFF, OPERATIONS: Fra\ld Division i,s organizationally and physically, separate from 

RESULTS: 

other divisions of District Attorney's Offi~e, with investigators administra­
tively responsible to Chief Investigator (Bureau of Investigations). Staff: 
Chief Deputy Attorney., 8 attorneys, 10 investigators, 5 i~vestigativeassist­
ants,8 student interns/externs, 7 clerical, 2 accountants. Computer-based 
analyses of complaints often lead to prosecution of major tmpact cases and 
coordinated investigation with other agenci~s. Criteria to select cases for 
filing: potential for deterrence, .amopnt of money involved, number of vict"1ms, 
possibility of successful prosecution. Crimin~l and high impact of civil 
cases han~led. One attorney and one investigator for each major case for its 
duration. Early and complete discovery offered defendants to enco1,lrage hig:Q: 
rate of guilty pleas. Publicity efforts--press releases, television present~..:.',· 
tions, written material provide information about Division's services, incre_ase "-
public awareness of consumer fraud; deter would-be defrauders. ,,::" 

.... ". 

(for 1978) 

High volume operation: 24,QOO consumer complaints p~oce~sed (phone, wa1~-in, 
l-rritten), investigative assistants resolved 95% of these before cases 'opened. 

1,184 cases opened. 
Trial cas,es: 35 criminal 

8 civil 
$157,000 to victims 9.£ fraud wi:th~ut filing cases. 
$401,573 to victims through restitution ordered. 
$ 25,273 in fines/civil penalties. '. ,. 

E.or more information about Visiting this or other,~ Host Projects, contact: 
Jack Herzig, Host Program Director, or 
Ma.ureen Booth, Program Coordinator, at 

Public Technology, Inc. 

o 

Prepared for the National Institute of Justice, Department 0' Justice, by Public Technology, Inc~ 
1140 Connecticut Avenue, NW, Washington, D.C. 20036 2021452·7700 '. -
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DATE BEGUN: 1975 
Disrict Attorney's Office 
San Diego,California 
Richard Neeley, Director 

BUDGET: FY'79 $338,090 

FUNDING: San Die.go County and State Support. (initially LEAA funds) 
I,:, ';:' 

TARGETS: 

: to. effectively identify all defendants who meet the career criminal se'lect1.0on 
cr1. te.'f1.a. 

. to increase ass. istance and coop~ration ih all in ~t' t' .' enf to, ~ veo l.ga l.ve matters with law 
orcemen agenc1.e~ l.n the apprehension of career criminals. 

.. to, pr:·p~re., and process all targf-ted cases within the avera e time need 
process. s1.m~lar felony offenses through the District Attorney': Offi ed to 

• to rece1.ve top felony dispositions in all cases prosecuted ceo 
· to p:-epare and handle all probation revocation proceedings' incident to the 

prosecut1.on of targeted cases. ' 

• to deter, th:-ough successful prosecution and conviction tho h 
to emulate the L1.festyle of ,the career criminal. ' se w 0 would seek 

• to prosecut.e all case~ by means of team "vertical prosecution." 

STAFF OPERATIONS' S' S •. . .' • 0 . ,.: l.X'" enl.or Deputy D1sr1ct Attorneys one Res 

A
administrative' support p:rsonnel; investigators from' the'pros::~~~r~:!~:~' (thr) ee 
ttorneys are more exper1enced th th . "~ . 

the Dist.rict Attorneys .office. an ,.e average Wl.th over 8 years O'\\. experience in 

'Initially established to focus on robber"y \ .. 
b 1 cases, the unit now also':-'handles 

urg ary and robbery related h~micide. Selection cri'teria ' 
enforc~mentand prosecution officials to determ10ne used by local law 

referral to the MVU includes 1) Suspec ts under arrest for three or more robbe off ) 
for robbery and in the last 10 years (excl . ry f en~es, ~: \ suspect arrested 
of 8 seriouscrimes or convicted .twice of ~s~~~ 0 1 pr1son ~1nle w~s convicted once 
torial discretion allows handling 1) if great b~~i1yeshSaser10us .crf1l~es. pro)secu-
sus t h d .' ° rm was 1n 1cted 2 the . p~c as serve a".pr10r pr1son term 3) the sus h . ' 
Vl.ctions Project staff are available o~ a rptating P~~~is~;4 t~o pnor d felony ° c~m-:-
·ate cas: screening and investigation. Tech~iques used are 1) o~rs t ~ ;y to 1Ul.t1-
procesSl.ng 2) Reduced staf'£ case loads 3) Reduced use er 17a

o case 
Rec?nunen~a~iqp. ofS.trict Sentences 5) Highly E~perienc~~ ~!~a Barg a

6
1n)1ng

l 
~) 

po11ce 11al.son. . orneys C ose 

RESULTS: • Increased Bail Settings - $20-25 000 vs $5-10,000 
• High Convicti6n Rate - 91% . , 

High Incarce~ation Rate - 95% 
• Incr~ased Incarceration Terms (~- ,. average 8.8 

. For inore,~nformation. about visiting this or other Host pOt 
Jack RerZ1g 1 .~os,t Program nirec:or, or Betsy Lindsay, pr~;~=~ ~~o~~~~:~~~ 

at Publl.c Technology, Inc. 

Prepared for the Nat~na.1 Insti~ute 0'. L.aw E~'orcement and Crimi~al Ju~tice, Law Enforcement 
sSlstance Administration, by Public Technology, Inc. 

1140 Conn. Ave., NW" Washington~ D.C. 20036 202/452-7700 
, •.•• ..t ...... '" '-"_" -,.~'- _ v _'~" 
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SEATTLE COMMUNITY CRIME PREVENTION PROGRAM (CCPP) 

DATE BEGUN: 1973 "Seattle Police Department 
Crime Prevention Division 
Seattle, Washington . BUDGET: $431,000 1979 
M~rk Howard, Acting Director 398,DOO - 1980, proposed 

FUNDING: City of Seattle--full funciing since August 1977, initial LEAA grant. 

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% 
c:! 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

involvement of residents is aimed for in targeted neighborhoods. To date, 
40 to 120 Seattle census tracts have been reached by CCPP. 
Neighborhood burglary prevention groups organized--Block Watches. Block 

Watch captains are the community organizers' link with the neighborhood. 
Assistance and equipment provided at Block Watch meetings for marking per­

so'nal property. Citizens educated on residential security measures. 
Contact made by CCPP staff with Block Watch participants individually 3-4 

weeks after meeting--questions answered, advice and operation identifica­
tion decals given. 

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

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 Watcb, large meet­
ings af residel1ts in neighborhoods with part,:j.cularly high b~rglary rates 
in conjunction with Seattle Police Department's Silent Alarm Project. 

FEATURES: Tnrough a deliberate block-by-block approach, a team of CCPP 
community organiz~rs t'lOrk to unite citizens against burglary in their 
neighborhoods. . 

Support of the Seattle'Police Department was a vital factor in CCpp's 
success for the six years it operated outside ~f the Seattle Poli"ce Depart­
ment. Publ ic receptivity to their efforts is highly dependent on active 
police endorsement. 

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
ant ly single family and dup lex dwell ings . 

,? 

For more information about visiting this or other Hos t Projects, c6<ntact: 
~":" " - ;;; ,;, ~" 

Jack Herzig, Host Program Director, or Betsy Lindsay, Program Coordinator, 
" '. ", at Public Technology, Inc. , ... 

o 

~I" Prepared f~,r the National Institute"of Law Enforcement and Criminal Justic;e, Law Enforc,ement I 
~., Assistance Administration, by Publ,ic Technology, Inc. ... " 

1140"Conn. Ave., NW, Washington, D.C. 20036 202/452·77()0 " 
.1 __ ._ . ., .-,- -. ··'"I}""·" __ ···_· .. "*' __ " ___ ...... ·_"--_11_~~l,, 
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WARD GRIEVANCE PROCEDURE 
. () 

California Youth Authority 
_Sacramento, C~lifornia 
John Holland, Coordinator' 

DATE BEGUN: 9/73(~ at Karl Houlto~ ~chOdl 
mid-1975, system-wide 

FUNDING: State 

COSTS: '79 - $li,300;- independent re~iew 
$10,000 -,system-wide training 

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

TARGET POPULATION: Youths (wards) in all CYA c;orrectional 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 year?, high percentage of 
felony offenses. 

PROCEDURE: 9,222 grievances filed in l2-month per,iod ending 2/79 by 11% of wards. 
o 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 managemen~. ·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 caseg 
were handled at: this level in 1978)~ 0.6% of 1;;he total number filed. C 

s . 

ESSENTIAL ELEMENTS: Active participation by wards a~d staff in procedure design, 
development, ana operation; fu~l hearing; minimum levels of review with right 
to appeal; representation of grie1.rant "selected by ward; time limit on all 
responses and mandat.eq actions; right to independent outsiderev,iew; guaran­
tees against reprisals; constant monitoring and evaluation; u~e of procedur~) 
to determine whether COmplaints fall within procedure; caI!acity to handle' 
emergencies;, procedure administered by one fu,ll-time,staf£ person at'state­
~ide 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 visitill,g,; t,~is or other Host Projects, contact: 
, .' .'" ,\\ 

Jack Herzig, HQst"Program Di~'ector, or 
Betsy Lindsay, Program Coordinator; at 

Public'T~chnology, Inc. '" 

o n 

') 

II Prepared for the N.ational Instihlte of Lay, El1fdrcement and Crimillal Justice, Law Enforcement 
Ass'istanc~ Administration,·by Public Technology, Inc. 

1140' Conn. Ave., NW, Wast1inQton, D.C. 20036 202/452·7700 
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D,t\fE BEGUN: 1975 
,\ ; 

WITNESS INFORMATION SERVICE' 
Peoria County Courthouse 
Peoria, Illinois 
Beth Jo~nson, Director 

13UDGET: $32,194.00 - FY80, County funds project initiated with LEAA grant .. 

OBJECTIVE: To serve as an informational, supportc51nd problem-solving resource 
for witnesses in misdemeano,r .and fe;Lony cases. iI 

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: 

o Victim filing complaint in ,ptate's'Attqrney's Office provided with brochure 
describing court process and role of witness. 

o Witnesses filing complaints .. pJ;ovide~L.'!'1.ith l~tter and form by J.ITS f'~r-·'obt~i~ ... 
- ing restitution. Letter andJorm sent to victims if po"rice file charges. .. 

o Notification of witnesses coordinated with prosecutor's office~' WIS attempts 
to place calls to witnesses 2 day~ before .scheduled appearance. 

o Volunteer witness aide ava:Llableon' court date. ," """ 
oWlS provides n(;tif~cationif witness' appearance not -required. Witnesses 

receive inf,?rmation on the "outcome of their cases -- which often result in 
inquiries about restitution or property return whic9 WIS assists in. 

OTHER SERVICES: 

" o WIS contacts local employers to support 
appear as witnesses. Nearly one-haLE 

. -, '.~ - • . t, ~.. -::- - • 

policy of reimbursing employees who 
of the area's w:ork for~e is now' 

covered by' such an agreement. 
o Referral of Victim/witnesses to the Illinois Att;orney GeneraT's Office for 

Crime Victims Compensation: Outreach contacts to',victims'of violerti crimes. 
.'", ;p::lr c ,,:-,,> 

SUCCESSES: WISis a highly cost-efficient"model. With asmall staff, and L",elying on'/ '" 
volunteer support, WIS contacted 1,560 witnesses in 1978. $62,35'6"in victim 
compensation has been awarded through the efforts of WIS since 1977. WIS 
services result in reduction of witness nO'Q.-appearanc~'~ates'and fewer dis-
missals for lack of witness. Better screening of cOIll~lainantsis achieved. _ 
Victim's expenses reduced through better access to compensation and restitution~' 
Many witnesses enabled to appear, withoJ't loss of earnings. Imp'roved utilization 
pf attorney time results from WIS handling many problems "and concerns '.-

The Peoria co~un:Lty reai'iz~s that a cJ:"ime victim who cooperate~ with the 
criI!!-inal justiS,e system is'not alone. . 

For !!lore information about visiting this or oth~r Rost Proj~cts, contact: 0 Jack Herzig,) 
Program Director. or Betsy" Lindsay, p.r,pgram Coordinator, at PublicTec~no.logy, Inc. 

Prepared for the National Institute of 'Law Enforcement and Criminal' Justice, Law EnMrcemellt ' 
. Assistance Ad,ministration, by P,ublic Technology, Inc.' q, 

1140 Conn.~ve., NW, Washington, D.C. 20036 202/452.7100 
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BEGUN: Spring 1971 
() 

BUDGET: 1980 - $600,000 

YOUTH SERVICE PROGRAM 

The Crime Prevention~Association 
Arthur Gewirtz, Executive Director 
Philaaelphia, Pennsylvania 
Gerald Romeo, Host Site Coordinator 
Director, South Philadelphia 

COTInnj:mity Center 

FUNDING: Presently, State Law--Act 148, State money channeled through Philadel­
phia Department of Welfare; Initially, HEW/OYD through Model Cities, then 

" State Title XX and LEAA. ~} 

TARGET POPULATION: Delinquent and predelinquent youtho 10 throtlgh 17 years of 
age in inner city area. Over 300 received basic services in 1979, addition­
al 600 mare refer'r~d, or received short-term help. Referrals from schools, 
police, courts, walk-ins, families, informal contacts with staff. 

FACILITIES, STAFF: A Youth Service Program exists in 3 multi7service community 
centers which serve preschoolers, adults, and senior citizens (R.W. Brown, 
South, and West Philadelphia). At each center - I Youth Services Coordina­
tor, I professional social 'worker, 4 Youth Services Workers. One School and 
Court Liaison serves all cent:ers. 

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 conununiey services for youth. 
o Cooperative agreement with over 100 agencies), monitoring and follow""!'up of 

referrals. 
The Youth Service Progra'm is a: component of the Y6ut"h Services Centers 

which focus of an integtat'~d array of essential service'S" to youths and <) 

families within community centers. Services aJ.so include: 6 Boys'· and 
Girls' Glubs, 3 Teen Programs (JtEAD), 7 scho'ol-age Day Care Programs, .,1 
Youth Employment Progr"am(Francisville gommunity Learning Center). 

Q 

P~OGRAM STRATEGIES: 

"" preventive, while having ability to respond to urgent 

most effective if delivered within neighborhood where 

i: 
.1 
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Date: 

Name: 

Title: 

Organization: ________ ~ _________________ ~ __________ ~~ ______ ~ __________________ _ 

Address: 

(Zip code) 
Phone: 

\ 

1. Host Site to be obse~ved: 

2. position description: duties _______________________________ ----------------

length of time in position _____________________________________________ _ 

previous relevant background __ ~ ______________________________________ -----

3. Population of jurisdiction (city, county, state): 

4. Uniform Crime Report Index (number" of crimes -per 100,000 population): 
o 

5. Description of criminal justice problem in jurisdiction (i.e., lack of ' 
s'erv1:c~s, jail overcrowding) 

6. Status of program (planning, implementing, expanding): 

7 . ~ogram description:" 
\) , 

Q 

date started 
~-----------~---------------------~. -----------------------~ '7 (f 

target popu1ation ________________________________ ~------------------------

Prepared for the National Institute of Law Enforcement and Criminal Justice, Law Enforcement I 
. '. (:. Assistance Administration, by Public Technology, Inc. . . 

1140 Conn. Ave., NW, Washington, D~C. 20036 202/452.7700 

o 

Application 
~) 

pti~e . 2". 

,-, 

staff () 

1) ,..-...-\ 

pro gram componet sl s erv~J~s -------__________ -2.... _____________ ~ ____________ _ 

',' \/ 

funding source ( --------------~----

8. Reasons for visit: 

Specific items of interest (refer to Host site sununary) 

Anticipated benefits 
------.------,-(,~; 

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

10. Special consideration for selection: 

.' f 
11. Executive level commi~~: 

'( 

l 

I 
1/ 

(,J 

(' 

Additional Comments: 

'" \~ 

Please send the above information to lofr. J. A. r~~r'Zig, Frogram Director, 
National Institute Host Program, Public Technology, rnc., 1140 Conn,ecticut 
Avenue, N. W ., .W~shington, D. C.··- 20036. 

<~ " 

ALSO SEND A COpy TO YOUR STATE PLANNING COUNCIL AND ASK THEM TO FORWARD 
COMMENTS TO THE HOST PRQGRAM OFFICE;\\ 

. D If you have any questions, please ,,,rite or call Betsy Lindsay, Program 
Co,ordinator, at (202) 452-7733. 

" 

(\ ,. 

o 
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TO: . 

I' ,"l 

J., A.' He r z.:i:g , 
Public Technology, Inc. 
1140 Connec ticut Avenue, oN. W., 
Wash~ng ton, D. c. 20036 ,;i 

. NAME OF OFFICIAL 
COMPLETING,REPORT 

J~A'1;TACHMENT E 
\) 

REPORT" BY HOST () 
-0,\ 

" , 

NAME OF VISITOR ____________ ~----~------------__ --~R~ __________________ ~ 

,.DATES OF V;rSIT 
Q~~--------~--------~~------------------~--------~~---

----------.~-------------------------------.-~-------~--------------------_o------------'.1 

!)BSERVATImlS ABOUT VISITOR (please ~heck appropriate box) 

o Was visitor's background and level of 
'. 'responsio'ili ty appropriate for .. this training? 

V!::EY 
[-] 

Any comments : ___ ~ ___________________ ~ __ ---:.~ ____ ........ _______________ _ 

~ 
V!:EY 

o Was :visitor fam~lia~ With your operation? [ -] 
\1 II 

"j 
Too Long? 
- [ ] 

.. ~ght? 
[-] 

"Too Short? 
0 For this visitor, was training [-] 

YeS .No 
0 Did 'V,isitor ~sk about follow-up inquiries? [ ] [ 1 

. , 

o Did you make .,arrangements for follow-up contacts? 

If yes, please describe:, __________________________________ __ 

a 

o 

Any comments on this visitor as compared t'O, other visitors (incl1,lde level of interest 
and participation, amount of mat(~rials read l?efore or during visit, number of questions 

asked~?~o~ ____ ~ __ -------------------~~--------------~----------------~ 
;/ 

--------------------~----~------------------------------------------------~ 
l .. _________________________________ ~-------------__ --------------~A~r-----------
(IJJ 

• (I 0 '('II 
" " " . ,J 0 Any suggestions to improv~ the Host Program, for example$ ways to increase" the val~e . 

:' ,of training tg Host Visi:'t:o'rs? ____________ ~....:... ____ ~ ___ ~~----_:__--------------

o 

D ,;" 
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" 

.. 9~ 

o o ,f;J 

I 
" I 

.~ 1 
0.- ~ ~,~_ 

'0 
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;0 
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A T T A C H M :c N T F: 

NATIONAL INSTI'lUlE HOSor PRCGRAM 

VISITOR FDIiOw-UP SURVEY EDRMS 
V 

Visitor Follow-up, Part I (General) 

Visitor Follow-Up, Part II (Prepared for ~each Hdst site, 
example giv~) 

Visitor Follow-up ,Supervisor Supplement 
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Q NATIONAL INSTITUTE HOST PROGRAM 

" 
Yisitor FoHovy-Up Report 

Part I 

Nrune: ____________ ~------_------------~-------- Date: _-----

If your position has changed since the time of your visit toothe Host·Project,.please indicate 
your new position (agency): ----:---------::------------;;-­o 

1. Please give status ~f your operation comp~ed to that of Host Project (please check): 
. ' 

2. 

3. 

4. 

c 

Status 

Considering simUar proje;t .•. '. I----------t---
,Planning project .••. ~ ..• -•... 1-__________ -+ _______ _ 

Establishing project ••..... : '. 1--------------+--'--.....:....---
Project acti,ve " 

(or operation similar) ..•..• I-__ ~. ______ --:_+---------

Implementing certain 
project components ..••... 

~--------.-~~--r-------­
Other ••••.• _ ..••.....•.•. 
---~,~. -~'~' --~~,-"--~---::-~-~~ 

If other, please explain: 

If active, when did project begin? ____ -'-____ ..;;,... ___________ _ 

What are funding sources? (If grant, please give dates and -aptount.) ___________ _ 
I! " 

HowUdid you learn about the opportunity to visit the Host Project? (Please check all 
that appfy.) ., 

Host Brochure 

State Planning Agency 
Jack l::{erzig, Public .Teclmology, Inc. (PTI) 

__ . Your Agency 
• (! 

___ OUleI: __ ~ _____ ~ ______ ~---------:-------
_ ') r 

Have you sh~ed your experience at the" H~st Site with pcrsC>,115 otilcr than. those 
directly involved in your operation?., \? 

__ . ¥es, within agency __ Yes,in other agencies _' __ No 

" 
, If yes, plea$ give person's position (agency) and project aspects shared: \j-'<,------

o ;-. ,.1\ . r:. <: 

}~,' l" - ." 
Have you ~w~nne,d other/? {)f the opportunity teo visit a Host Project~ 
_. Yes, within agency ~ Yes, in ~ther agencies --"- No 
l';... v -' 

() 

If yes, please give.pcrsorl's position (agency): ----------""----------
o 

1 

o 

o \ 

o 

0 
flO 

() 

o 
•. \ 

5. Have changes occurred as a result of yo~ Host Project'visit? 

6. 

7. 

'Changes in:! 
" .. 

Orgaruzational structure .'._ ••.•. 

Administration/management 
procedures .••••....•••••• : 

Budget and fiscal 
administration ••....•••..•. 

Personnel selection, el,1aluation 
t . . R ralDlng . . • . . . • • . • . '._ • . . • ; 

. Operational procedures .••••... 

Relationships with otJ.1er 
agencies. . •.•• -. . . . • • • • .. • . . 

Please describe: _-"-_.." };:, 

". 

" Yes No Not applicable 
-

: 

c· 

. .. ' 

-

.' 

o 

Were legisl~tive changes contemplated or enacted to effect changes in organization 
or operation? ____ '_' ___ -"--___________________ _ 

__ ~-----__ --~0~'·~-----------------------------~--" 

Co 

If any changes wc;~ ullsuccessfully attempted, please describe and give reasons why 
they were not implemented (include legislative, fiscal, oradminiostrative constraints): 

',.. 

o 

2 
~I 
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--------------~ --- . ------ o 

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

) 
., 8. Did benefitS··result from Host Project visIt in: o 

Benefits in: " Yes ", No Not applicable ., 

Planning and program 
development ............... <l 

Program implemeptation ...•... 

Internal support for project ...•. 
, 

. " 

Forms design, data colleGtion ..• " 

Project monitoring, evaluation •. 

Please describe: ___ -"-_~-----------------::........::..-----
o 

9. Can i~wroved program effe<;tiveuess, cost savings, or greater community acceptru~ce 
be attnbuted to chan~p.s tnade based o~ Hpst site visit?·- " 
__ Yes __ No Uncertain 

Please explain: ___________ '--_~ __ __:_---------

~--~~-------------~(~~-----------------------------------

o 

10. "Vhat hnpact.dat~ ~re collected to assess proje~t results? 

3 

" 

... 

, i) 

J' 

\ 
Ii 

11. What is t.he FkelillOOd 'Of proje~t. continuation? (Pl<~ase check one.) 

Will continue 

12. 

Will.probably continue 
(l 

Will continue if add~tional fuuding support is obtained 

____ . Will continue, but be substantially changed 

Unlikely to continue 

Will not continue 

o Please explain (include political, financial, and community pressure~): 

Did 'Host Project visit assist project in gaining continuation funding or achieving 
permanent acceptance? 
___ Yes No. ___ '" Npt applicable 

Please explain: 

13. Any additional benefits from "Host Project visit o'-~ your contact with PTI? (Include 
workshop:} ___________________ .::...... ________ _ 

1\ 

0° 

14. Do you 'have any suggestions for increasing the value to your operation of the Host 
site visit? ___ . ___ .:..-______ ....,-___________________ _ 

co ""--------~-------------"'-------------------------
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.-
WARD "GRIEVANCE PROCEDURE 

(:National Institute Host Program 
Visit~r Follmv-:Up Report

c

: Part If 

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

Administra~,ive Grievance Frocedures i 

Appeal Procedures: 

Informal Reviev7:' ----~U/~.--~------------~~----------------------------~--------------------­
• 0 

" 

<> 
Hard Grievanc,e Committee Review: 

l\ 

~, 0 

Superintendent's Review: ~;~'--~-------------(~I----------------~------------~-----------
o 

o 

Independent Outsid,e Review: /l 

-1-

o 

(.\ o 

F-2 

/i ./ 

0::;:) 

00 

\ 

i 

1 

" .. 
o WARD GRIEVANCE PROCEDURE 

"Types of Grievances Received: 

" . ---------~-------------------~----~ 

Procedures for Emergency "Grievances: 

I; 

Com~osition of Review Pallels: 

\ 

Participation by Wards., (Developing and 'Using Procedures): 

~ __ ~ ______________________ ~~ ______ . ____ ~1 

Arbitration or Mediatipu Techniques: 

~I 

Employee Disciplinary Procedure: 
, (.~ 

~2-
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" Please give us your perspective to ,add another djmen~" o 

sion on changes resulting from the Host Project visit .. 

" Thank you. 

NATIONAL INSTITUTE HOST PROGRAM 
:;. IJ 

\1 ,; , 

. Visitor Follow-Up Report 

'Supervisor Supplement 

Nrune: _____________________________________________ _ Date: ______ _ 
.Position: ________________ .",.-__________________ _ 

. Agency (if applicable): _______ ~-_-_----------------
How long in above position? ___ --.,; ______________ -:;--_______ _ 

1. What changes have occurred- within your agency that can be attributed to the Host 
Project visit (organizational structure, administrative/management procedures, budget 
and fiscal admivistration, personnel practices, training, operational procedures)? _'_' __ _ 

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

II 

3. P1eas.e describe the results OJ these changes in tennsof outcomesJ(pl'ogranteffectiveness, 
cost savings resulting from changes, community B:~eptance): __ ~,---________ _ 

(),. " " r.-.~ (.1 

----------~---------------~-----_,~r)---------" " 

1 

" 

." 

I' 

, . 

" I o 

1,1 

... 

4. Have you ob~erved any related benefits as a result of the ~ost Project visit? _____ _ 
~ -, 

-------------------------------~'s~'------------

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

" 5. Any other comments (for example, suggestions for increasing the vahle 'to your agency of 
, the Host Project visit)?;..' _____________ --,-_.......;'--_______ _ 

<7 

'. 

/~ 

2 " 

'I 
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ATTACHMENT" G 
o 

FOLLOW~UP TELEPHONE CALLS 
o 

Cl 

Name:. __________________ ~ __ ~ __ ~~----~~~------~Site:,----------------------
\\:~ 

", 

Telephone:. ______________ ~--~~--~-- Date:_·~ __ '_·_·_'_·_·_·_'_·~·_·-·-·~·-·-·-'-·-·---

{) L. f,' Has your position changed since Host visit? ________ ....;No. _______ Y,es 

;) 

If yes, new position and address: 

.\ c 

II 2. Which aspects of the Host project were adapted by project/cigeI!cy? " (Relate 
to plans in Report byVis~tor form; if no, why not?) c: 

" " 

r,- , 

c. 

Did yqu receive assistance in start-up ,~'Phase: _______ yes . .....;._.,..._-'--.....;No 

ExplaiJl: 
CJ 

" 
11 

o 

, " 

~I P 

-, .... --.-.... ----,,~ 
0 •• 

(I, 

o· 

Attachment G L. 

Follow-Up Telephone 
Page 2 

Calls 

(\ 

II 

~3. 
,) '.1 

'What has the impact of these changes been?, an~r evaluation data? 
\1 

____ ~cost savings ______ ~increased efficiency increased effectiveness 
----~ u 

4. 

-' 

_____ better coordination/communication _____ increa§edcommunityacceptance 
() 

Explain: 

I) 

'0 il 

o 
, (', 

Any related benefit.s from visit? , 

_____ observing other aspects of agencyis operations') 

,:-. 

____ ~ contacts for: future ref~r.ence 

Explain: 
,',. },\ 

D 

" 0 

o 

5. Have you shared benefits ,of Host visit with others?, ____ Yes No -------
If yes, who? 

G !! 

6. 

\~ 

,"\\ , 

o \', ' 
Any recommendutions for Host Progtam (length of visit, structure of visit)? 

'(] 

L' 7. 11 Would you like to part.iGipateil} aOworkshop for previous Host vtsitors? ~ ,Xes 

__ ---,;No Comments: \\ C1 

',' o 

G' 
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Hmrr' VISI'IDR mMMENTS,' BY STIjE 
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C0M1ENTS . OF HOST VISITORS'ID 
!J - .:' 

o Q 

" AIMINIS1'RAT'lVE, AllJUDICATION'''BURFAU' 

A. CHARLEs MJRElTI, Director 
Administrati~~' Adjudication Bureau, (, 

o 

Department of Tl;:ansportation <J 

\., 

State 0:1; Rhode Island and Providence Plantations " 
Providence, Rhode Island (Host visit :iIl~ch 1979) 

~ ,) 

J,J ~I' 

A. Charles M:>retti visited NewJ~3rk's AAB with ~icholas Giuliani, 
asystan analyst :in Rhode Island's Adminis.trative AdjUdicatf'oo Bureau. 
The Rhode Island Bureau was started in 1975 and had been initially 
patterned after NeW York's system. 'The purpose of the Host visit, was 

"'to learn about the development "of New York's oo-line computer system 
and to examine in de~ several procedures for possible adoptiro :in, 
Rhode Island.. . , , .. Il , 

Moretti reports several changes to adm:inistrative adjudiC?tion of 
traffic offenses based on the Host risit. These include batch rather 
"than. sequential filing of cases; processing by mail of '~l1on-r~side£.t 
adjudications with n@tificatioo of horre stitte; and &ono-cash hea:ting' 
in which violator is allowed three or four wee1<:s to, pay the fine. 

'0 ' -, . ., 

o The Host visit also helped the Bureau to ~~t up their on-line 
'" c~ter $Yst~ which is operational .:in roe site andi:;?p~ed -:for "~e ,I, 

o ~s • 0 (l) 0 " . -

() I 

Iii' 

,#'M:::retti says, "'!he Host Pr6~am is a good concept for'~roving 
",other jurisdictions through the exchange of process and 'procedurE? for 
similar systems." . v. 

" " 
o 

THOMAs J. (mVI,' EKec1:itive Director « () ,c 

Traffic Adjudicatioh\Eoapd,. Department of Motor Vehicles 
SacraJ:Ialt:Q., California 0 (Host -~i.t m" Noverrber 1978) 

, • (:0 

o 

~) . 

() 

() 
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Sacramento. Novi says the 'visit to the N~w York Mjudicat;:Lon Program " 
provided the basic 'frene ofc r~eren:e and exper~ence bac~round . 

. 'relative to developing the CalifoTIl1.a rrodel. !J V~tually all areas of 
program management and operatien were ,modified as a result of our Host 
visit. Program development .greatly benefited from"~ review of New 
York's operations; as a result, we were able 1:;0 antl.ql.pate many 
problem areas ,," he added. 

c:c"t'l 
"1 ... ) ") ,,0 () 

The recently :i.nplemen~ed.adrrrlnistrc;tive ad~udicc;tionn~eau, 
which Novi and Jones were l.nstramental 111 planmng, 18 a p1.1ot 
effort. " Its continuance depends or) its ability to be rrore efficient 
and etfective than the current court system has bero :in handlmg-
traffic offenses. 

mILIAM R. BUlLER 
Municipal Judge 
Little Rock,Arkansas (Host visit in 6March 1977) 

'.:Judge William Butler went to this host site to "view the 
(court's) computer system and cour:-t procedures in the S~te of New 
York." He found his on:"site observation to be beneficial. "At the 
time of host' visit we were jUEt plannmg to have all our traffic 
records 00 ~computer , therefore the New York systEm gave Ire a " 
tremendous amount of insight into the irnplerrentation of tile system 
which we VK>uld need." However, Judge Butler does not think that the 
Host site's court procedures are transferable because tiley are 
predicated upoo :3. system inclusive of appoiflted rather than elected 
officials, which is not the case in Arkansas. 

'J 11 

Judge Butler shared these comnents re~::rrdmg t1;e Ho~t Program, 
"I 'WOuld personally like to see a Host program deall.!'Jg vn.th courts. 
that hear traffic cases to determine what, other courts cb :in, 'certai.n 
.instances, heM they deal with pleas and prob.ation programs.. I feel 
that more uniformity sh0uld be bad over the country. It s~ strange 
that '8. speeding charg~ in New York should be differegt than JIl Oregon 
or California and the penalties should wn:y, so ruch. Whe:l a -!udg7 
sits every day hearing the same type of cases he becomes set 111 his 
ways. If a Judge had the opportunity to hear other judges, it would 

\' help him :in future determinations." 

It should also be no1;ed that after Judge Butler's Host visit" dlie 
court made application for and rec~ ved, ., s tate:wide d~ vers I r~co::-ds 
wbichare not in the process of be:mg colIlputer1.zed, USJ..TIg tile mS1.ght 
Judge Bu'!;;ler gamed in this .regard while visitmg the New York Host 
'site. ' " 

For rrore :information en the National mstitute ~ 
Host Program or 00 how to contact" fonner Host 

'''Visitors,'o call Jack Herzig, Host Program Di­
rector at, Public T~hnology, lric. (292/ 45?-7736). 
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,'. COMMUNITY .BASED CORRECTIONS ---.:._-.;.;.:.:.-____ --.;...:.::.=-~~ . , «., .. r f ~., ( .' I ~ .... / ' 

, .. .... I . 

. . POLK COUNTY (DES MOINES), 'IOWA -.. :: _ , Or- .' 

LESTER H. COliEN 
Chief, Program Development 
Division of Probation 

,. 1 " 

Albany, New York (Host visit ~n November 1979) : -. t ...... 

Lester Cohen visited the H~'st sit~ to observe the stateW'id~ 
application of this coordinated correctional services model which 
help direct the development of a ~imila~ approach in N~w York. 

.' . 

would . 

The visit highlighted tlte need. for pianning and provided an incentive 
I~ for studying the impact of community corrections qn probation it!- New York, I," 

prior to implementation of the CBC model. IIA statewide resear~h effort ,is 
underway as a direct result o'f 'the visit, Ii Cohen:~; states. 

In addition t~' l~unchiIl:,g the' study; '·Cohen ha,s' had the ·~ppor.tunity to 
share the CBC approCl,Gh with the Director of his Division ~o1ho strongly" 

. ,. 

supported the study. In line with ,his other duties, Cohen "has also. 
related his on-site"experience to individuals from local probation 

I :.' '. 

departments across the state. ," ~ f" 

" ~,'As a result of the ';'isit, the New York State Divis'ion of Proba:ti~n" 
will h<ive a greater capability in its de~isf~n-making pr9cess",:withregard , 
to statewide assumption and "C?peration of probation services. ',Furthermore, • 
alternatives for stat;~wide pretrial s.ervice. pptions ar~\ ,enhanced," (Cohen " 
says. 

SARAH KRAUSS 
Probation Program, State Division of Probation 
New York, New York (Host visit' in November 1979) 

Sarall"Krauss visited the Host'g'ite to determine' 'if the 'iu'tegrated . 
administrative structure promoted cOmInunication among the separate cri'htina1 
jus~lce agencies and to examine how all the existi'ng probation programs 
were joined under one coordinated umbrella. organization~. " . 

1 
At the time of her visit., Krauss was analyzing how pretttal services 

could be standardized and impleme?ted statewide. This analysis served.as 
backgroun~ for a study/asses,sm~nt~proposal which wa~ submitted'to LEAA as 

, .. 

(more) 

Ii 

" 

o 

Prepared for the National Institute of Justice, Department of Justice,by Public Technology, Inc. 
, 1'140 Connecticut Avenue, NW, Washington, D.C. 20036 2021452·7700 
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" (JD', 
the next step towa~d implementation of. sta~d~rd pretrial sl:!rvices 1n New 
York State. As a result of the visit, "The Des Moines project model and 
its statewide implications 'were.part of. a proposal submitted to LEAAas 
of the poossible alternative' pretrial services for cbuntie~ which do not 
have such ~~rvices, and' for continuation/effpansion in c?unties where, 
services are now provided." The Divi£:1ion of Probation was awaiting LEAA 
fundtng in ,the Spring of 1980. " 

one 

Krauss effectively shared information about the Gommunity Based~ 
Cor,rections model at the Annua'l Conference of the New ' York State 
Association of Pretrial Service Agencies. and exchanged information with the 
Statistical Analysis Center of the New York State Office for Planning and 
Programming per a suggestion made by a CBC staff member. 

SHIRLEY LOUISE RICKMAN 
Pretrial Counselor 0 

Pretrial Services Unit, Division of Correcticms , 
Ki~g County Depart~ent of Rehabilitative Services,"", 
Seattle, Washington (Host visit in March 1979) 

'., J." 

.', 

" ' 

Shirley Rickman visited the Communi,ty Based Corrections Progr.a~ .. w:it~ 
Frank Fleetham, Pruject Manager of Pre-Trial S~rvices of the King County s 
Division of Corrections:' They visited Des 'Moines to assist 'them fully I 

(,,) '. ~ 
operatiosalize their new Pretrial Services unit. ~ , 

!, . 

'Rickman's interests included. ,'7o-ordination an,d organization of .tasks 
within the pretrial unit and how it interfaces with the criminal jusdce 
system as awho~e, and the technical"means ~f ,tracking persons '.~hrou,gh a:., : 

system and,obtaining data." .)".' '::~"~""""~'" '''~.-c. 
• _ • 11 '1 \ ~.., •• ... ~_ ..,' ~ ," • I ( ~ f. 

Rickman repqrts assistance ir(' developing these capabilities fr61~ 1)er 0 

Host visit. She describes her on:,,:site "visit as "an excellent m.eans of (] 
learning about ~riminal j\lstic~ agencies and proce?ures." Techniques . . ~,. 
learned in Des Moines he~ped ,he.r "accomplisnm~,ch. that wOll;ld 'h~vi:! o~ht;r,~;ise 
taken . month~ ." . Sh~ . ~hared her experience wi,~h, ~cp-~Y'orkers ,an~, feel~ .'ye,ry" '. I', 

strongly about the value of line-staffivisiting Host sites.' , . :: ,~r:. 

,LLOYD MUIR 
Director 
Court Reoidential Treatment 
ElPaso,Texas (Host visit 

" Center 
in :pece~ber 19}8), .. , 

, .. 
.. 

,''' ... t '., 
.\ 

• ,'. I .,. ... ~, _. v 

, C"l t, 

Lloyd .Mui'r '~i~ited 'thi~ H9S t site to' gain more 'ins~gllt ipth sothe' '.,. I I 

' successfuLp.,peration" of a residential correc,tions treatment center so that 
he would be better equipped to direct s}lch a center, recently established 
in-Texas. 

(more) 
"f 

... 
o 

\', 

(' 

(I, 

0,_ 

o 

o 

The National Instit~te Host Program 

Comments of Host Visitors to 
Community Based Corrections 

Polk County (Des Moines), Iowa 

. ~uir fel~ th.at his V1Sl:t was benefici~d. The importance of -stressing 
certa1n track1ng/follow-up procedures was obviated' the needs!' for a close. 
"coordination and involvement of the counselor and' the probation officer 
not only during the clients stay in the program but after termination," and 
"monthly data report forms to the Probat'ion Officer 'and a daily ·check 'of 
the N. C. I. C. report," were reinforced. -

~uir. is optimistic that the pr.oject m Texas, currently state funded, 
will cont1nue. In October 1979, he reports, that" it serves to alleviate 
the need for more jails and prisons as well as allowing th~ resident to 
rema:i,n in the community. The cost is much les.s than incarceration and our 
treat~ent center provides more services than most other fac~lities." 

Commenting on his Host site visit, Muir says, "I feel those who are 
planning to organize a similar program should visit a ,program prior to 
organizing their own. A great deal can be learned as 'well as much helpful 
material,. is available. I could have benefited much more prior to 
organizing my own Program. Basically I had already set up the same 
Program." 

WILLIAM EARDLEY 
o 

Senior Program Planner 
Michigan Deparetment of 
Lansing, Michigan (Host 

Corrections 
visit"in June 1978) 

1/ 0 
. When William E~r.d~ey visited the Community Based Corrections. Program 
1n June 1978, the M1ch1gan legislature had approved $1,283 000 for the 
Michiga? Department of Corrections to assist local groups ~o develop 
correct1onal centers for probationers. ..He visited'Dels Moines to learn 
techniq~es to assist local groups in developing their pr~grams, including 
procedures, budget and eva~uation. 

. (I 

( I 

(' ~~I 0 

Eardley assesse~ tl,;j.s visit;, to Des Moines as ''helpful in d~~veloping 
forms..,and assis ting local groups in proper development of programs ~!" 
~aving received legislative appropriations again in 1979/80 t-o assist' local 
o:ganizat,~ons, Eardleyofeels "it is l"ikely that legislative appropriiH:ions 
wl.~l contt~ue ~o- support a program designed to curtail overcrowding in .. 
pr1sons wh1ch 1S regarded as cheaper, without substantial threat to the 
cormnuni~y." .Hellrep~rt7d in September 1979 t.hat the Hichigan Department of 
Corr,ect10ns ,1S aSslsttng local groups to develop halfway houses for felony 
probationers. " &' 
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For more information 'on' the National Institute Host' -,,', t:,_ 

Program or oft how to cOIltact former Host Visitors, t, 't­

eal! Jack He~rzig, Host Program Director at Public' " 
TeclJ~ology; ~Inc. (202/452-77~6)'. '0':' 
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COMMENTS OF HOST VISITORS Tb 

. COMMUNITY CRIME" PREVENTION PROGRAM 

SEATTLE~ WASRING~ON 

HERBERT POLSON, Director 
Office of Crime Preven~ion 
St. P'etersburg Police Department 
St. Petersburg, Florida (Host visi~ inA"ugust 1979) 

," 

" 

Herbert Polson planned to incorporate a modified Connli~nity Crime 
, co 

Prevention Program in response to shifting organizational priorfties" 
reduced resources and limited staff which were taking place 'prior to 
the visit. He was part'icularly int~rested in learnirl.g about staff 
structure" program administration and all aspects of block watch 
organizing . 

" As a result of the visit, Polf?,on restructured, working hours to 
meet the neegs of the c~mmunity and asked the Crime Analysis Unj.t to 
p'repa~e crime profiles to educate the community and orient the staff." 
The evaluation design used by the Seattle program influenced the 
development of a similar design in th~ "St .• Petersburg program and the 
neighborhood organizing t;echniques became more systematic" as a <'result 
of the visit. ',;) 
00 

" The opportunity to obset--i;;e th~ Host site was "an excellant 
t,raining tool,1l reports Polson. It allowed him the opportunity to 
learn" about different crime prevention approaches first hand • 

0) 

KATHL)j:EN DESILET" Crime Prevention. Organizer 
Group 14621 Community Association, Inc. 
Rochester".:,New York (Host visit im ~ugust \979) 

I' 
Ii II ' 

'1 

Kalthleen Desilet visited thi,s"Ho~t sitEi to gather new ideas to 
'help strengthen 'areas of her proj ect that neE~ded i!llprovement. She was 
partricularly interested in observing the r~lLationship betweentht~ 
CCPP, staff and '. the Seattle;~Police Department I; theproc,~dures used to 
maintain bloc~ watches a-q,d develop le~clershi!p in block captains, staff 
training and evaluation.," ';'1' 

() 

As a result of the Host y.isit, Desilet !increased efforts to iii 
evaluate, p;:oj ~ct impac't, developed more. higHly struc·tured staff , 

(( '" 0 "(more)" 

II ~repared for the Na,tiqna.' IristitU. Ie of Law Enfotce~ent cm,d Criminal Justice, taw EnforcementjP 
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() 

training and incorporated new ideas. and materials into the Block Watch 
program such a,s the block-watch map. As" an aside,' she: aiso used ideas 
from a sessio'ri with the Seattle Fire Department in trLe developmeht of 
an anti-arson progra)ll in Rochester. 

Desilet connnended the Host Program approach by stating, "I know 
of no more effective learning method than first-hand observation and 
experience. The length of the visit afforded the opport:unity. to 
gather several different perspectives and to develqp an overv~ew of 
the connnunity and the interactions of related agencies." 

RAY ISGETT, crime Prevention Specialist . 
Governor' s offic~ of Criinin,al Justice" Planning 

.' Columbia, South Carolina (Host visit in November 1978) 
Q 

Ray Isgett was charged .with the responsibility of planning and 
implementing a crime prevention program in the city of Sumter, and 
soon after was asked to establish a statewide program in South 
Carolina. When he visited Seattle, he was eager to learn about all 
a'spects of the Connnunity Crime Prevention Program fo,r purposes of, 
repli~~ation. 

Since his visit the Sumter program has been establish~d which was 
one result of his being named to develop the statewide program which 
is located in the Governor's Office and invo~ves both law enforcement 
and citizens. "Presently there are 27 counties with 50 full-til,'ne 
Crime Prevention Officers organizing connnunities around crime 
prev:ention based on. the Seattle model. Citiz~n action" has increased 
1,000 fold in 15 months," Isgett reports. He hopes to oeperate three 
Regional CitizensCl Coalit}ons in the near future. 

A "ey to the increase in citizen involvement was a major change 
made in'''' program design in the a~~a of block watch orga~izi~g. ISl?ett 
says, "We decided to incp.rporate' Seattle ts apprd'ach wh~ch ~s a un~form 
method of block-to-block organizing compared to our scattered approach 
based on individual requests." 0 

The Host visit was very beneficial: "It prepared me to present 
and implement changes in a more kowledgable light and provided me, and 
others,with the confidence needed to'replicate such a project." He 
has also shared his. experience with crime prevention professionals 
across the state belonging to the South Carolina Association of Crime 
Prevention Officer~. 

(more) " 
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HERBERT C. YOST 

The National Institute Host Program 

\\ 
Connnents of Host Visit~rs t& 

Connnunity Crime Prevention Program 
Seattle, Washington (Continued) 

Director, Bureau of RegionaL Operations 
Harrisburg, Pennsylvania JHost visit in August 1978) 

\) 

~ ~c .' " ' 

Herbert Yost~v~stted this Host site to gain inform~tion that 
would be" helpful in "providing technical assistance to local 
governments in "establishing effective crime prevention programs" in 
Pennsylvania. In this regard, he has been instrumental in the 
state-wide dissemination of the pertinent information he'acquired 

') cluring his Host site visit. He. r,ays, "Through our field staff of ~17 
professional field persons in six Regional Office~, we have shared all 
aspects of" the Seattle experience with all those who v7ereinterested. 
We areo attempting to sell the prime ,Icomponents of the Seattle Program 
to "all local crime prevention units." 

"The process of change is a' slo~;,1' cine, but we are gradually 
persuading many local units to become more and more involved in the 
C".Jrnmunity organization aspects~, of ef,fective progrannning rather than 
concentrating 'on the public relations ,approach):nany have chosen to 
take. The selling job is' slow, but successes 'ar~ increasing," 
recounts Yost. 

. Yost has been . effective in sharing information 'with local 
officials interested in es~ablishing crime prevention programs ;and as 
a catalyst for the aYFual implementation of crime prevention programs 
at the local level. ~ . 

SAM MCKEEMAN, Planner 
Governor's COIIliHssion 

., W~lmington, Delaware 
on Criminal Justice 
(Host visit in April 1978) 

Sam McKeeman visited the ~ommunity Crime Prevention Progra:tn to 
learn about all aspec tEl of program op~ration. He .was responsible fot 
preparingcagrant, ,toes tab 1 ish. a similar'· prqgram "in Del aware •. 

c, " 

After tpe visit, the Department of 
Development p1(,epared a grant- to develop 
effort based on the Seattle model.lI'he 

Connnup.ity Aff~irs and Economic 
a statewide crime prevention 
grant was funded and the 

program has beeq. operationa.l for over a year. ,McKeeman reported, 

(more) 
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"We leaned heavily' on all aspects of the program developed in 
The Delaware project is working well and has already produ,~ed 
measurable success." A mor"fspecific benefit derived from the 
was the "community acceptance of th~ concept due to the use of 
particular ~ode of operation," he addecl.' 

Seattle. 

visit 
this 

\l 

McKeeman shared the knowledge gained from the visit wfth 
Delaware's Governo'r and various police agencies ar'ound the state. 

tl ' ;;., 

McKeeman felt the Host visit was ? very worthwhile learning 
experience as did his supervisor, Jame~ Th,omas, Director of the 
Delaware Office of Human Relations. Thoma~ said, "The know'ledge and 
experience gleaned was used to develop the statewide program which has 
already shown:success." 

MARY LOU HAYWOOD,Director 
Crime·· Prev:entio~ Program 

(i 

Al,buquerque, New Mexico ,,(Host visit in April 1978) 

.Mary Lou Haywood visited Seattle's CCPP anxious to learn ?bout 
all aspects of the program, especially community organizing, as a way 
to standardize operations in Albuquerque's newly established program. 
"The Host visit spurred some operational changes including the 
addition of a neighborhood map an~ semi monthly newsletter, which 
has strenthened our program considerably. It also motivated me to 
come back and improve communication and coordination "with the Police 
Department," she:) explained. 

Another benefit of the visit was the expansion ()J the evaluation 
procedure "to include a Block Captains' survey, a second meeting' 

,questionnaire ?nd a random victimization survey to be completed 
annually to evaluate program impact .'" 

Haywood said the Hos~ vi,sit ~v';'idedher with so much knowledge 
and first-hand experience that program start-up time was reduced by 
t1:J.ree month,,? <I 

o 

J. W TRIVETTE, Direc tor, Crime Prevent ~,on Program 
North Carolina Department' of Crime Control and Public Safety 
North Carolina Comm:unity'Watcry ,,: , 
Raleigh, North Carolina (Host visit in January 1978)D 

~:--., • .J( 
( fS .the DI.re~tor ?f.'8 similar project, in Ra1e;i.gh, J. W.o Trivette 

fa,,; td h1s Host s1te Vl.S1t extremely beneficial. Seattle' s Ii 
(~ ,'J 

(more) 
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The National Institute Host Program 

Comments of Host Visitors to 
Community Crime Prevention ~rogram 
Seattle, Washington (Continued) 

program features adapted for his program if). Raletgh included "crime 
watch log.o 01\) oP/erations'D. D. st'ickers, books,and Community Watch 
stickers." He cited as&,istance in program planning and development 
from his on-site training. "The literature and i:nformation received 
on evaluating the program have also been helpful," he added. 

I:~ October 
Connnunity Crime 

II • 

1979, Trivette was optimistic, that the Raleigh 
Prevention Prog~~m, funded by LEP~, would continue for 

somi~ t1me. 
,~4~ 
--He shared his experience at the Host site with other law 
enforcement aglencies in North Carolina. 

0~,. 
~- D 

For more information on the National Institute 
Host Program or on how to contact former Host 
Visitors, call Jack Herzig, Host Program Di-
rector at PU~,lic Technology, . Inc. (202/452-7736).' 
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