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foreword

In order to be responsive to the needs of their constituency and to more
effectively allocate limited local resources, elected officials have come to recognize
the potential benefits of regional planning in the field of criminal justice. While
there are some who fear the movement toward regional planning, most have come
to see regional cooperation as a means for strengthening their leadership position
within the community through a maximization of existing resources, and through
increased effectiveness. Regional planning, in other words, attempts to secure
coordinated effort among political jurisdictions by fostering the establishment of
regional goals and action programs.

A number of factors have induced local governments to look beyond their
borders for realistic solutions to local criminal justice problems. Among the more
compelling of these conditions is the sheer complexity of todays concerns, the
increasingly mobile character of our society, the chronic fragmentation of services
and the dissipation of resources within, between and among layers of government.

In 1968, Congress passed the Omnibus Crime Control and Safe Streets Act
which authorized planning grants for the improvement of local criminal justice
services. Grants may be made for 90 percent of the ehgible planning costs of units of
local government, or combinations thereof. In some States, virtually any governmen-
tal unit or combination is eligible for funding while in other instances the State has
utilized its substate regions as the basic unit for planning funds. Existing multi-county
planning organizations (e.g. Councils of Government, Economic Development
Districts, Local Development Districts, etc.) are recipients in many cases, but else-
where wholly new agencies have been created to receive funds. As a voluntary
association, regional criminal justice planning agencies do not have the power to levy
taxes or pass laws or even to bind members to its decisions. But they provide an
organizational capability for bringing local governments together to explore and solve
mutual problems.

The National Association of Counties Research Foundation, recognizing the
important role of counties and other local governing units in the regional criminal
justice planning process, undertook to develop this manual under a grant from the
Law Enforcement Assistance Administration, U.S. Departmenrt of Justice.

I am confident the manual will be of help to local officials in effectively
participating in the regional criminal justice planning process.

Bernard F. Hillenbrand
Executive Director




preface

-

The purpose of this manual is tc describe local general elected officials as
participants in the criminal justice system. It is an attempt to do for local officials
what the President’s Commission on Law Enforcement and Administration of Justice
and others have done for the components in the criminal justice system— to outline
what we have learned about the way elected officials have brought their political
influence to bear on the activities of the criminal justice process. The manual also
attempts to synthesize and relate to the criminal justice system a new body of
regional planning experience stemming from the provisions of the Omnibus Crime
Control and Safe Streets Act of 1968.

Studies concerned with the components of the criminal justice system—tracing
their historical development and discussing their desirability—or studies that have
dealt with individuals—policemen, judges, district attorneys—examining the influences
that molded their thoughts and judging their decisions—have made important
contributions to our understanding of the criminal justice system. But these 'studies
have not, except incidentally, provided a framework in which the activities of agencies
within the system could be related to the responsibilities of the political decision
makers of local governments. Local elected officials are in the criminal justice system,
and their role is not a matter of choice but of function, Participation does not grow
out of the official’s personality or philosophy but out of his position. Local general
elected officials, traditionally the men who, sooner or later, resolve local questions
of policy, have not been treated as the pivotal participants they are. Thus, a gap has
been left in the materials available to students of the criminal justice system.

Regional Criminal Justice Planning: A Manual for Local Officials represents
an effort to fill that gap, to examine the criminal justice system from the perspective
of the local policy making official and to strengthen the place of the local official in
the regional criminal justice planning process. It is based on recent research into the
process. It is also intended to be a step toward expanding our knowledge of the
fundamental forces shaping the effectiveness of the process. The manual is divided
into five parts. Part I sets the Scene by reviewing the structure of the system in focus
—the need for regional planning, the responsibilities of the local elected official in
the system, and his central role of leadership-—-analyzed in the light of the community’s
needs and its effect on the decision making process.

The next three parts are devoted to developing a regional criminal justice
plan; the administrative structure of the regional criminal justice planning agencies,
in terms of community-wide participation; and the relationships between and
among regional criminal justice planning programs and other functional regional
and community planning programs. The final part tackles the thorny question of
administrative responsibility for implementation. The manual is not intended to be
complete. However, the authors have tried to convey a comprehensive picture of the
“why” as well as the “how” of regional criminal justice planning. Examples from the
field are used to illustrate successful practices in the area. If there is any single point
the authors try to make it is that the process is—or, at its best, strives to be—a process

of accommodating and coordinating the components in the criminal justice system.
It will be clear to the reader that the authors value the regional approach to
criminal justice planning and coordination, and the local elected official as an
essential element in the process. Any reforms proposed by the manual are directed
to improving the criminal justice system and to strengthening the place of locfal
officials as important participants, and possibly as the keystones of the system. While
the authors describe the system as it exists, it is also clear that one need nf)t be a
“hard” advocate of law and order to see the problems of narrow professionahs_m nor
must one be a libertarian to understand the problems of inadequate protection of
individual civil liberties. Both kinds of problems do exist, and if this manual does not
explore them thoroughly enough, it is because the authors have chosen to devotfa the
available space to first providing an understanding of the strengths'of a regional
approach to criminal justice planning, a process Wit}'] far great'er potential for reform-
ing the system than the restructuring of the system into an ahe:n and unknowg. form.
Although the manual attempts to provide the answers to 1mport?1nt questlofls. of

local criminal justice policy, it also attempts to raise important questions of decision
making responsibility. The authors would like to think that among those that read
this manual there will be people who will be encouraged by this effort to see.k and
find better—or at least more comprehensive—answers than those suggested in the

following pages. *

Mel D. Powel!

Washington, D.C.
May, 1971

i s i o e R




The National Association of Counties Research Foundation (NACORF)
was founded in 1957 for the purpose of applying social science research
techniques to issues that concern local government.

NACORF was conceived as an intellectual yet pragmatic laboratory capable
of-approaching contemporary problems from an interdisciplinary perspective.

The NACORF research process attempts to solve problems through the
development of innovative projects sensitive to the needs and nuances of local
government. This is accomplished through a broadly organized and overlapping
network of project staff teams. These staff teams combine and weigh theoretical
and empirical data and develop practical program alternatives for community
action. Roles and functions are adapted to ensure project continuity, to suit
individual work preferences, and to maximize full utilization of staff talent.

NACORF also enjoys the benefits of its parent organization, the National
Association of Counties {NACQ). A membership organization created in 1935,
NACO services approximately 20,000 elected and appointed policy-making
officials from approximately 800 counties (representing some 130 million of
the nation’s population). .

The expansive resources of NACO provide NACORF with a variety of
excellent opportunities for cooperation from local government personnel in the
implementation of research projects. In addition to supplying advice 2nd insight
to the process of problem-solving, local government personnel assist project
staff teams in identifying communities with the necessary mix of experience
and programs for on-site examination. As a result, NACORF has developed
sound working relationships with local officials and gained considerable
experience in problem-solving activities at the local level.
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INTRODUCTION

The present operation of criminal justice in the
United States has failed to prevent and control crime.
This failure is largely due to a criminal justice system
which attempts to meet the burden of increasing crim-
inal behavior through a diversity of uncoordinated
and sometimes uncomplementary efforts. The chief
components of the criminal justice system—the police,
the judiciary, correctional institutions, and a number
of social agencies that have varying degrees of respo.-
sibility with respect to eradicating the causes of crime
—have responded to present crime conditions without
adequate understanding of their mutual responsibili-
ties and common objectives. This lack of understand-
ing is characterized by failure of each component to
engage in cooperative planning and action, by friction
between the police and the courts, by isolation of the
correctional process from the rest of the system, and
by other problems of mutual strife and deficient com-
munication. A second major failure of the existing
criminal justice system is the almost complete lack of
coordination among political jurisdictions, resulting
in inefficient and ineffective fragmentation and over-
lapping of police, prosecutorial, judicial and correc-
tional services.

The reasons for this lack of coordination among
criminal justice functions and political jurisdictions
are many and complex. Among the more prominent
are a lack of resources (financial, educational, physi-
cal, etc.), especially at the local level; an inefficient
allocation of what resources do exist; a lack of per-
sonnel with over-all criminal justice system orienta-
tion; a lack of administrative mechanisms within the
criminal justice system to promote and enable mutual
planning and coordination on a multijurisdictional
basis among the components; and perhaps most sig-
nificantly, a lack of involvement in such planning co-
ordination by local elected officials. Regional Crim-
inal Justice Planning: A Manual for Local Officials
focuses on these circumstances.

The Manual proposes that-criminal justice services
can achieve optimum effectiveness only when the
functional components of the criminal justice system
realize their mutual responsibilities and goals. This
realization can be achieved through a formal planning

process that involves both criminal justice officials
(prosecutors, sheriffs, police, judges, probation offi-
cers, etc.) and general elected officials (mayors,
county commissioners, councilmen, etc.).

1t is important that this planning take place on a
multi-jurisdictional basis. Because the agencies of the
criminal justice system form an administrative and
operational complex of state, regional, county and mu-
nicipal responsibility, no one community retains au-
thority over all components of the criminal justice
system. Because interagency and multijuxisdictional
planning has beén lacking, the effectiveness of crim-
inal justice services is often hindered by needless du-
plication, harmful fragmentation and self-defeating
activity. In addition, criminals do not respect political
boundaries. Law breakers often function over areas
encompassing several local jurisdictions, even several
states. Efforts to curtail or eliminate their operations
must consequently be coordinated, multijurisdictional
undertakings.

In most states the mechanism for multijurisdic-
tional cooperation exists in the form of regional crim-
inal justice planning councils organized in response to
the federal grant requirements of the Omnibus Crime
Control and Safe Streets Act of 1968. These regional
councils have planning responsibilities which often
include several counties or entire metropolitan areas.
In many cases these regions are coterminous or con-
sistent with those established in response to other fed-
eral grant programs (e.g., “701” planning programs,
comprehensive health planning, housing, and water
resources) or with existing sub-state districts. A
regional council may be concerned with many funec-
tional responsibilities in addition to criminal justice.
However, in a number of states, special regions have
been created for the sole purpose of conducting crim-
inal justice planning.

Regional councils, whether their responsibilities lay
in many areas or in the field of criminal justice alone,
are generally multijurisdictional organizations super-
vised by governing boards of varying percentages of
local program representatives, lay citizens, elected offi-
cials, and private interests, as well as representatives
of minority groups. State representation may be in-




cluded. Regional bodies are ideally suited as focal
points of discussion and coordination among the
components of criminal justice because their nature
and prime purpose is to increase cooperation among
the local governments of a particular area.

Regional agencies and the interdisciplinary and
multijurisdictional cooperation they are designed to
bring about need the support and active involvement
of local elected policy making officials. Local official
participation on regional governing boards give the
planning program a sense of legitimacy and encour-
ages local acceptance of regional program proposals.
With the participation of general elected officials, who
have authority over many agencies of local govern-
ment, regional agencies can become catalysts to inter-
agency and multijurisdictional teamwork—the essence
of a systemized operation of criminal justice services.

Regional Planning for Criminal Justice: A Manual
for Local Officials is composed of five pdrts. The first
part, “Regional Criminal Justice Planning and Local
Officials,” describes the nature of crime, the responsi-
bilities of local elected and appointed officials in
regional criminal justice planning and coordination,
and criminal justice planning needs; and explains why
regional comprehensive planning is necessary for
effective action,

Part 11, “Developing a Regional Criminal Justice

Plan,” is designed to acquaint the local elected of-
ficial with the steps involved in developing regional
criminal justice plans. It explores why he should be
involved in the process and the nature of that
involvement.

Part III, “Organization and Support for Regional
Criminal Justice Planning”, describes the structure of
existing regional criminal justice agencies and focuses
on means of eliciting the participation of citizens, pro-
fessionals, elected officials and other representatives
of public and private agencies.

Part 1V, “Relationships Between Regional Crim-
inal Justice Planning and Other Regional and Local
Planning Functions”, discusses the relationships be-
tween criminal justice planning and other types of
regional social planning, explaining the necessity of
coordinating various types or functions of planning
conducted in a single area.

Part V, “Implementing Regional Criminal Justice
Planning”, an action guide which focuses on the im-
plementation of regional criminal justice plans. It dis-
cusses the need for establishing priorities; scheduling
activities; coordinating capital budgeting, federal and
state financial and technical support; fostering inter-
agency and intergovernmental cooperating; evaluating
plans; and updating plans.

THE NATURE OF CRIME IN TODAY’S SOCIETY

Criminal behavior includes the actions of individual
law breakers, civil disorders and riots and the threat
of organized crime. Such behavior ranges from highly
emotional unexplainable and unpredictable acts to
the carefully planned and organized activities of the
professional criminal.

The amount and type of crime in a particular area
is affected by a variety of conditions—social, human,
and material-which distinguish the life style of the
inhabitants. These conditions include the density, size,
composition, economic status, mores and stability of
the population; the climate; education, recreation and
religious facilities; the effectiveness of the police force;
policies of the prosecuting officials, the courts and cor-
rections; and the attitude of the public toward those
agencies and individuals responsible for providing
criminal justice services.

Crime is also affected by the jurisdiction of the
criminal law. Before an action can be considered a
crime it must be designated as such by law. If the
criminal law is applied to an expanding range of hu-
man activity, it is conceivable that the crime rate will
grow accordingly. Today the theory of “overcriminal-
ization” maintains that many problems of crime and
criminal justice administration stem from excessive re-
liance upon. the criminal law to perform tasks consid-
ered ill-suited to its capability. The criminal law, it is
argued, should not be used to: (1) declare or enforce
public standards of private morality, (2) provide so-

_ cial services in lieu of other public agencies, and (3)

permit police to do indirectly what the law forbids

~ them to do directly. Enforcement of morals relates to

sex offenses, such as prostitution and homosexuality;
abortion; gambling and narcotics. Laws against drug
abuse, for example, have involved significant numbers
of young persons in the criminal process who other-
wise would not have been considered criminals. Pro-
viding social services includes the use of criminal pro-
cedures and facilities for alcoholics and others found
drunk in public and enforcement of bad check and
family-nonsupport laws. Disorderly conduct and va-
grancy laws have been used to permit the police to
intervene in a great range of minor conduct, difficult
or impossible to specify in law.

Since 1960 there has been an extraordinary in-
crease in reported criminal activity in the United
States. During this period, the national crime rate has
more than doubled. Violent crimes as a group in-
creased 130 percent while crimes against property
rose 151 percent.! This estimate does not include
wrongdoings which were not reported to law enforce-
ment agencies and which are consequently impossible
to number accurately. But evidence suggests that total
reported and unreported crime would be several times
larger than the number of offenses reported annualiy.*

The statistical rise in crime has been explained by
judgments that criminal activity has in fact risen; by
arguments that reporting practices have substantially
improved; by relating the crime increase to relative
increases in the population, especially the 15 to 24
year old age group, the most crime prone segment;
and by pointing to the large shifts in population to
urban areas. Each of these factors probably has had
some measurable effect on current crime levels in the
United States.

The Costs of Crime

Regardless of what conditions have been used to
explain the known extent of crime, it is certain that
criminal behavior has threatened the peace, security
and general welfare of the nation and its citizens.

Estimates of the yearly dollar cost of crime in terms
of personal injury, stolen or damaged property, con-
comitant economic loss and government exjpense have
climbed to the tens of billions. It is probable that med-
ical costs and loss of earnings incurred by victims of
crime against the person (murder, assault, rape) have
alone reached several billion dollars per year. Few
such victims receive compensation. One study found
that only nine percent of violent crime victims re-
ceive any identification from insurance.® Business
losses from burglary, robbery, vandalism, shoplifting,
employee theft, bad checks and other crimes affect-
ing business totaled $3 billion during the year 1967-
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FIGURE B FIGURE C

COMPARISON OF U.S. HOMICIDE RATES WITH THOSE OF
OTHER NATIONS, 1966

(Rate Per 100,000 Population)

Australia 1.5

Finland 2.3

Canada 1.3

United States o.

Austria 1.1

England
and Wales 0.7

Hungary 1.9

Source: National Commission on the Causes and Prevention of Vio-
lence, To Establish Justice, To Insure Domestic Tranquility, Washing-
ton, D.C.: U.S. Government Printing Office, 1969.

LEVELS AND TRENDS OF INDIVIDUAL VIOLENCE IN THE
UNITED STATES

United
States
14
13 H
12
11H

Percent Changes

10
9 H 1958-67 1963-67 1962-66
United States| -+47 +49 +38
8 H Canada | __------ +29 | e
Denmark | -w---- | -eeee- +10
7 England and[_+80 | +70 | +33
6 Wales
N _ Denmark
M Canada
4 -
3H .
2] ' England and
1B /———\/‘— Wales

T T T T

1958 59 60 61 62 63 64 65 66 1967

Source: Donald Mulvihill, Melvin Tumin, and Lynn Curtis, Crimes of
Violence, Vol. II, A Staff Report Submitted to the National Commission
on the Causes and Prevention of Violence, Washington, D.C.: U.S.
Government Printing Office, 1969.




FIGURE D
FIGURE E
CRIMES OF VIOLENCE
1960—1969 CRIMES AGAINST PROPERTY
1960-1969
PERCENT CHANGE OVER 1960
Violent PERCENT CHANGE OVER 1960
+130 ] .
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RIS +20
1960 61 62 63 64 65 66 67 68 1969 ilg
Limited to Murder, Forcible Rape, Robbery and Aggravated 1960 61 62 63 64 65 66 67 68 1969
Assault.
Source: Federal Bureau of Investigation, Uniform C}ime Reports for SourF e: Federal Burea.u of Investigation, Uniform Cn’me. R~eports.for
the United States, Washington, D.C.: U.S. Government Printing Office, ;hgesgmted States, Washington, D.C.: U.S. Government Printing Office,
1969. )
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TABLE A

LOSSES BY THE TYPE OF CRIME AND BY SIZE AND LOGAT!ON OF BUSINESS

TABLE B

ORDINARY bRIME LOSSES, NUMBER OF BUSINESSES, AND RECEIPTS BY SIZE OF BUSINESS

l.osses as per-

B. [ndexed ratios of losses to
receipts by size of business:

1. Total, ..ot 100
2. Under—$100,000...... 323
3. $100,000 to $1,000,000. .. 2058
4. $1,000,000 to $5,000,000. . 127
5. Over $5,000,000........ 9

C. Percentof businesses burglarized
or robbed by location: )
L.Total............ ...,

3. Nonghetto central city. . ...
4, Suburbs...............
5. Rural..................

Em-
Bur- Rob- Vanda- Shop- ployee Bad
Jtem Total  glary bery lism lifting  theft checks
(1 (2) 3 4) (5) (6) 7 (8)
A. losses
1. Amount (in millions). ... .. $3,049  $958 § 77 $813 $504 $381 $316
2. percent................ © 100 31 3 27 17 12 10

100 100 100 100 100 100
357 333 283 225 350 50
200 167 167 250 300 200

129 133 167 50 250 50

7 1 17 8 20 25
14 2 15 15 8 37
28 S 37 24 11 30
18 3 18 14 10 - 33
16 2 17 15 9 31

9 1 9 15 4 36

Losses Businesses Receipts cent of receipt
Amaunt o Amount

Size of receipts (in millions) Percent Percent (in millions) Percent Percent Indexed

Under $100,000........... $ 862 28 6,890 85.7 $121 9.0 071 32
$100,000 to $1,000,000. .. .. 1,198 40 1,013 126 245 196 45 20
$1,000,000 to $5,000,000. ... 644 21 113 1.4 223 165 28 12

Over $5,000,000........ “os 217 7 24 .3 740 54.9. .02

No receipts information. ... .. 128 Qe e e e xE
Total................ 3,049 100 8,040 100.0 1,349 100.0 23 10

Source: Small Business Administration, Crime Against

Washington, D.C.: U.S. Government Printing Office, 1968.

tion Transmitted to the Select Committee on Small Business, U.S. S8enate, 91st Congress, 1st Session, Doc. No. 91~14

Small Business, A Report of the Small Business Administra-

Washington, D.C.: U.S, Government Printing Office, 1969.

Source: Small Business Administration, Crime Against Small Business, A Report of the Smal} Business Administra-
tion Transmitted to the Select Committee on Small Business, U.S. Senate, 91st Congress, 1st Session, Doc, No. 91--14

1968.* Burglary and vandalism losses in ghetto areas
were twice the average. In the ghetto there were 69
burglaries per 100 businesses and 97 per 100 of re-
tail businesses. Each ghetto retail business on the
average was burglarized once during the year.* Busi-
ness losses from employee thefts have caused prices
to rise as much as 15 percent and have frequently
resulted in business failure. Business loss occurs. not
only from the wrtk of professional criminals and
petty thieves but from supposedly law abiding, decent
citizens who each year steal millions of dollars worth
of hotel towels, eating utensils, drinking glasses and
similar items.*

The activities of organized crime (illegal gambling,
loan sharking, hijacking, narcoti¢cs trade and other
forms of illegitimate operation) have also reportedly
cost the nation billions of dollars each year, though no
popularly accepted definite figure has been calcuiated.

It is generaily agreed, however, that gambling con-
stitutes' the greatest source of income for organized
crime. Researchers have speculated conservatively
that $20 billion changes hands every year in the
United States as a result of organized illegal gam-
bling. Organized crime also secures huge profits in
legitimate business, albeit through illegal practices.
One authority reports that organized crime controls
one of the nation’s largest hotel chains and dominates
a bank with assets of from $70 to $90 million.?
The rise in criminal behavior in these and other
areas has made necessary extensive crime fighting
programs which absorb large  portions of national
wealth. According to the Law Enforcement Assist-
ance Administration, public crime control expendi-
tures for police, courts and corrections alone have
more than doubled since 1960 and now approximate
$7.4 billion per year. By the end of fiscal year 1969

nearly 64 percent of this cost was being borne by
local government. The bulk of local expenditure has
gone for police protection with lesser amounts being
appropriated for courts and jails. State governments
bore over 25 percent of the cost with the major por-
tion earmarked for prisons. The federal government,
supplying the remuining percentage, spent $828.9
million for criminal justice purposes. Over half of
this amount was directed toward police activities.”
On a per capita basis the criminal justice system
costs each man, woman and child in the United
States an estimated $37.00 a year., Approximations

of future expenditures needed to win the war against
crime suggest that this cost will rise.

Resources for Controlling Crime

Despite these discouraging statistics, few critics of
the system would dispute our nation’s potential re-
source capability for meeting the problem of crime
and its prevention. The real problem, however, cen-

TASLE C

PERCENT OF DIRECT EXPENDITURE FOR THE CRIMINAL JUSTICE SYSTEM
BY LEVEL OF GOVERNMENT: FISCAL YEAR 1969-69

Level of Police Judicial Prosecu- Indigent Correctional
government Total Protection activities tion defense activities
Total. ... 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0
Federal............. ... ... ... 10.9 11.1 10.6 24.9 51.3 4.9
State. .......... . i 25.9 14.0 23.6 19.2 9.0 62.5
Local.......... .. 63.9 74.9 65.9 56.1 39.7 32.6

Source: Law Enforcement Assistance Administration and Bureau of the Census, Expenditure and Employment Data
for the Criminal Justice System 1968-1969, Washington, D.C.: U.S. Government Printing Office, 1970,




TABLE D

NUMBER OF JAILS, EMPLOYEES, INMATE POPULATION AND CURRENT OPER
y ATING AND
PLANNED CONSTRUCTION EXPENDITURES, FOR THE U.S. AND BY STATE

“«

Planned
construc-
) tion
Number Ratio of  Operating expen-
emc;)fl gl |‘I3 Inn?att.e ir;m"ates to costs ditures
yees population ull-time Fiscal Y Fi
State Nur_nper (fujl-tlme Mar. 15, equivaient tl%SQear |sc1:gl7\(()ear
of jails  equivalent) 1970 employees - ($000) ($000)
US.total ...................... 4,037 28911 160,863
Cities(.j with tp.opula‘tion of 25,000 or more, ' ' 206 324278 170849
‘a.ln counties . ....................... 3,319 28,435 156,816 5.51 31
Cities with population under 25,000 .. .. .... 718 476 4,047 8:50 gl;g; 16;’2;5
ﬁlgl;zerpa ............................ 107 320 3,018 9.43 3,184 2',218
Arimog e 8 40 171 4,28 477 1
At e 39 241 2,142 7.23 2,465 695
arkansas , 110 129 1,224 9.49 1,371 141
3 lHorn: ........ lgg 4,474 27,672 5‘.19 60,825 13,982
Connecticut* .. .. .. .. " 31 1481 476 2894 1642
gelaware‘ ............................. e e
Bt o Gol.  ~ T 5 gas 3955 UFA0 TaSan
| s 3.40 14,790 1,636
Glg(;lrd?a ...................... 167 1,393 9,412 6.76 13,781 2,850
Hawagi: ........... 242 1,1(7)2 6,759 ?gfls 10,249 2,158
........ . Gi4 e
:ﬂié:ms ............. 61 41 436 156.63 268 172
Indion, * e 108 1,262 5,324 4,22 10,382 13,384
Indi 97 470 2,686 5.71 4,850 7,265
Kansaé ......... 93 110 691 6.28 1,150 153
Kansas 123 133 1,100 8.27 1,449 1,222
Louisian% 148 319 2,693 8.44 2,880 3,795
rouisi 95 522 4,039 7.74 4,417 4,500
Maryland ............ 16 74 242 3.27 624 1,277
Massachuséfté ........ 23 514 2,758 - 537 5,154 11,944
Michigan .......... ég ggg g';gg ég(l) lg'ggl o0t
Minnesata ...l LIl 77 308 1,476 . s ot
innesota . .............. .. . 4.79
m:zi'ﬁ?f’p' ................. 98 143 1,636 11.44 %g% 3’g2§
Montana 1111110 T ‘% P5E 0 8% 4sE L
Nebraska ........... ... 00" 99 87 82 ) it
.................. 3 9.46 769 339
mgxfac:’aam. sh ..... 23 111 755 6.80 1,036 1,620
New Hampshire 11 97 333 3.43 703 “a2
New Mexic):,o ......................... ii l,gég 4.32? gg; 12,308 10,569
.. . 1,147 2,067
Ng:/thvggi'o'l i.n,a ....... 75 4,477 17,399 3.89 57,142 18,041
North Dakota . .. S0 5 PgE 782 27es s
rth Dakota ................. ... ... . 198
8&[?[16515 ........................... R 160 1,093 5,920 5.42 11,826 7,433
Oream e e e e e e e 112 226 2,314 9.80 2,554 1,848
Pennsyiv'ahié . ................... gg 1 %45 1,487 6.07 3,279 1,567
Rhode lsland: |1 111 75900 389 1sser  7als
outh Carolina ,................ ..~ *= 111 591 "3281 555 4413 ' 459
.............. , 5,55
%xmslg::ota OO DR 60 32 307 9.59 4’§$§ 433
Tonne e e e e e e e 116 547 3,622 6.62 4,912 142
A |0l 352 1,049 10,720 10.22 10,848 973
Vermont 111 e S A - S
irginia  ....,,.,,. R T 96 h “636 3,416 o 5 37 4723 354
. s ) ,723 3,
e, 5o i@ e 4
Wisconsin .. | ORISR ) 75 404 1, ) ’ 182
nsin ..., ..., e ; 978 4.90 4,713
Wyoming ... . . .l e 33 33 173 5.24 276 z'igg

! Jails are not locally administered but rather are operated by the State government.

Source: Law Enforcement Assistance Admini
port on the Nation's Local Jails and Type of In

stration, U.S Department of Justice, National Jail Census 1970: A Re-

mates, Washington, D.C.: U.S. Government Printing Office, 1971. p. 9.

ters around the issues of resource assignment and
the systematic management of existing resources,
The tragic waste of resources, for example, is no
where more evident than in the field of corrections
where 95 percent of all expenditures are assigned for
custodial purposes while only the remaining five per-
cent is expended for rehabilitative education efforts:
health and the devzlopment of employment skills,
In terms of total criminal justice resource alloca-
tions, local governments have assumed the lion’s
share of the total national commitment. This is by
no means surprising since the administration of crim-
inal justice is primarily a function of local govern-
ment, In Fiscal Year 1968-1969, local governments
spent 64 percent of all direct criminal justice expen-
ditures, compared to 25 percent by state govern-
ments and 11 percent by the federal government. In
terms of per capita outlays, local governments spent
on an average $23.33 per person. Of this amount
$16.49 was spent for police protection, $3.28 for
judicial activities, $0.15 for indigent defense, $1.03

for prosecution, and $2.37 for corrections. In actual

cash amounts the local share totaled $4.7 billion or
11.8 percent of local governments’® general expendi-
ture (excluding education). During this same period
state governments spent $1.9 billion for criminal jus-
tice activities or 4.6 percent of their 1969 total gen
eral ekpenditure. Finally, the federal government
spent $828.9 million, somewhat less than 0.6 per-
cent of their total general expenditure (excluding
education) of $150.7 billion.*° '

A similar relationship is apparent in assessing local,
state and national criminal justice manpower re-
sources.” Thus, as of October 1969, local govern-
ments employed more than 70 percent of the full-

time equivalent personnel within the criminal justice
system or a total full-time equivalent of 513,337
employees. In comparison, 160,339 state employ-
ees were engaged in criminal justice activities (22
percent) while the federal share iotaled 44,485 (8
percent).!*

Beyond monetary and manpower resources local
governments maintain a vast complex of police, pro-
secutorial, probation, judicial and correctional facili-
ties, In 1970 there were 4,037 locally administered

jails'™ and 14,185 local enforcement agencies.'

“Local administration handled about nine in every
ten of the adult correction facilities and three in
every four of the probation offices.”** Of the 13,421
state and local courts throughout the country only
one-cighth or 1,689 were located at the state level.
The remaining courts included 6,370 that were
county administered and 5,362 administered at the
township, city or special district level.?s

The rise in known criminal activity has provoked
new and increased demands that have caused numer-
ous breakdowns in the criminal justice system. Police
are overloaded with minor crimes and incidents
while their serious crime clearance rate is far below
acceptability. Court calendars #re so congested that
only the most extraordinary cases receive sufficient
scrutiny. Of the several million serious crimes re-
ported annually, barely one in nine results in a con-
viction.'® Correctional institutions often lack the ca-
pacity to restore those within their care to a law
abiding way of life. Fewer than half of those in cus-
tody are rehabilitated. To appreciate why these con-
ditions exist and to develop suitable remedies it is
necessary to understand the criminal justice system.

THE STRUCTURE OF THE CRIMINAL JUSTICE SYSTEM

The administration of criminal justice is primarily
a responsibility shared by local and state government
with the functions of any given criminal justice sys-
tem distributed throughout a maze of municipal,
county, regional, and state agencies, often augmented
by private services. This proliferation of agencies and
responsibilities has produced fragmentation and sepa-
ratism, institutional jealousies and has encouraged
a lack of vital interagency and multijurisdictional

collaboration,

Because of their differing experience and values,
failure to perceive common objectives, and general
absence of formal interrelationships, the actors with-
in each agency of any criminal justice system often
lack understanding and appreciation of each other’s
problems and responsibilities.

The administration of criminal justice is the chief
responsibility of the police (police, sheriffs, constables,

,\«.‘,‘.;i:,,;lr_;,;(..a e S e e




marshals), the courts (judges, prosecutors, defense
counsels, bail system and juvenile courts) and correc-
tional services and institutions (juvenile and adult
probation, corectional institutions, parole, and alter-
natives to institutionalization). The services of other
agencies such as departments of health, welfare, and
recreation; systems of eductition; poverty programs;
model cities projects; and similar social endeavors
also have an affect on the control, removal of the
causes, and the eradication of crime. The following
text describes the components of the criminal justice
system.

The Police

The police are responsible for the maintenance of
social order within constitutional and ethical restric-
tions. Their mission generally includes:'?

¢ Preventing crime through the maintenance of
order, controlling situations which could re-
sult in conflict, and discouraging anti-social
behavior

» Repressing crime through adequate patrol
and reducing opportunities for criminal
behavior

¢ Detecting crime as soon as possible after its
occurrence

¢ Apprehending offenders as quickly as passible
in order to discourage would be offenders
and enable the punishment and rehabilitation
of those convicted

* Recovering property in order ic reduce the
monetary cost of crime and lessen oppor-
tunity for criminals and others to benefit
from the gains of crime

¢ Regulating noncriminal conduct through ac-
tivities such as enforcing traffic and sanitary
code provisions

¢ Performing miscellancous services peripheral
to basic police duties such as search and
rescue operations, licensing, operating deten-
tion facilities, etc.

¢ Performing public relations and public edu-
cation activities :

TABLE E
NUMBER OF LOCAL POILICE AGENCIES

14823 Municipal Police
Departments

76 County Police
Department

3066 Total Number of
Counties {(most have
sheriffs)

Source; Data on municipal police departments was
obtained from the individual state criminal justice plan-
ning agencies. Information on county police depart-
ments was obtained from NACO files, the F.B.l. and
state criminal justice planning agencies.

The specific methods and operations used to fulfill
these responsibilities will vary in individual com-
munities according to the administrative policies of
local law enforcement officials, how they perceive
their role; the interest which elected officials have
in their police agency, and social pressure within the
community.

The nation contains approximately 14,823 local
police departments, each responsible to the govern-
ing body of a city, county, borough, town, or village.
It has been estimated that 80 percent of this local
police strength is contained within five percent of the
nation’s local governments. Approximately 90 per-
cent of local governments are served by police forces
of less than ten full-time personnel.’® Approximately
76 countics operate county-wide police forces which
often experience confusing jurisdictional overlap with
municipal police functioning in the same county. In
addition, there are over 3,000 county sheriffs who
function not only as independent, elected police offi-
cers but as officials of the court and as correctional
superintendents of county jails. Other police forces
not represented in the above total include those estab-
lished for the protection of parks, housing develop-
ments, sea and air ports, and toll roads; police special
service districts created to protect residents or indus-
try in unincorporated portions of urban areas; state
police and other state law enforcement units and
various federal police units.!® (See Table E*)

* For more complete information, see Appendix A, Table 1.

COURTS OF LAST RESORT

44 Supreme Court
2 Supreme Judicial Court
2 Court of Criminal Appeals
1 Supreme Court of Appeals

3 Court of Appeals

Council of State Governments; 1970, pp. 2-9.

TABLE F

Indicates number of states using particular nomenclature to
designate Courts of Last Resort and Intermediate Appellate Courts

Source: The Council of State Governments, State Court Systems, A Statistical Summary, Lexingion:

INTERMEDIATE APPELLATE COURTS

1 Commonwealth Court
1 Superior Court
2 Courtof Criminal Appeals
2 Court of Civil Appeals ‘
14 Coutt (Courts) of Appeals
1 District Courts of Appeal
2 Appeliate Court
1 Court of Special Appeals

1 Appellate Division of
Superior Court

1 Appellate Division of .
Supreme Court

The large number of police agencies operating
within a given area makes it difficult for them to syn-
chronize overlapping functions and hinders their ca-
pability to communicate with the court system, itself
an intricate and often inefficient process.

The Courts

The courts serve as a focal point or pivot upon
which the criminal justice system turns. The courts
decide whether a person shall be convicted of a
crime and what shall be done with him if he is con-
victed, They also perform an important .educational
and rehabilitative role with respect to the prevention
of further criminal acts. As the judicial branch of
government, the courts hold a position apart from

executive agencies such as the police or correctional
departments, serving constitutionally as a check and
balance upon them. Yet, ironically, the ideals of crim-
inal justice call for the court to serve with the police
and correctional officials as an integral part of a tri-
partite system. In addition, lower and middle level
courts often depend on the executive branch for
financial support.

The judiciary functions within federal and state
court systems with each system roughly duplicating
the other. Each system deals with criminal as well
as civil litigation. Since most criminal cases come
under the jurisdiction of state or local courts, this
manual is limited to non-federal courts.

State judicial systems embrace courts of last resort
(state.supreme courts), intermediate appellate courts,
courts of general jurisdiction and courts of limited
jurisdiction (county or municipal court, justice, ma-
gistrate or police courts, probate court, others). (See
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TABLE G

COURTS OF GENERAL JURISDICTION

Indicates number of states using particular nomen-
clature to designate Courts of General Jurisdiction

18 Circuit Courts
15 District Courts

Superior Courts

pumy
[&)]

County Courts

Courts of Common Pleas
Court of Chancery

Law & Chancery Courts
Law & Equity Courts

N N = 0T N W

Criminal Courts
Corporation & Hustings Courts
Supreme Court

Recorders Court

R

Courts of Baltimore City

Source: The Council of State Governments, State
Court Systems, A Statistical Summary, Lexington:
Council of State Governments, 1970, pp. 2-9.

and establishing clear, direct administrative respon-
sibility within the state system.

Eighteen states have instituted substantially unified
court systems with clearly assigned preeminent ad-
ministrative responsibility placed in the highest court
or its chief justice. In addition, 35 states have desig-
nated central court administrators.® Yet constitu-
tions and statutes in most states have widely dis-
persed the responsibility for court operations among
individual courts at the general trial and lower court
levels. Consequently, these courts are often admin-
istratively independent of the state court administra-
tor and have been characterized as “judicial king-
doms,” which may or may not function as part of a
system of state courts.

Tables F, G, H*) Most litigation of 'importance
occurs in the courts of general jurisdiction. Some-
times cases from the minor courts come to these
courts and a number of cases are appealed to higher
courts for various reasons. The geographical juris-
diction of the courts of general jurisdiction is nor-
mally limited to a county or city, although rural
areas with limited needs are often serviced by a judge
who rides circuit among several counties.

Although' traditional court jurisdictions have fol-
lowed county lines, the growth and shifting of pop-
ulation have caused some states to supersede county
divisions with judicial districts that may include sev-
eral counties or cut across county lines. Efforts of
modernization have been directed toward creating
unified, simplified court structures within the states

* For more complete information, sce Appendix A, Tables 2, 3 «nd 4,

TABLE H
COURTS OF LIMITED JURISDICTION

Indicates number of states using particular nomen-
clature to designate Courts of Limited Jurisdiction

30 Municipal Courts
5 City Courts

28 Justice Courts

17 County Courts

14 District Courts

10 Police Courts (Police Magistrates)
Mayor's Courts
Criminal Courts

20 Juvenile Courts and/or Domestic
Relations Courts

Magistrate Courts
Courts of Common Pleas
Courts of Claims
General Sessions Court
Civil Courts

16 Probate Courts

11 Other Courts

W = 0 O N

Source: The Council of State Governments, State
Court Systems, A Statistical Summary, Lexington:
Council of State Governments, 1970, pp. 2-9.

TABLE |
STATE PROSECUTORIAL SYSTEMS

(Local Prosecution Function Organization)

indicates number of states having particular
systems of prosecution

State Prosecutor Systems
State Appointed Local Procedures

Local (Judicial District) Prosecutors with
Criminal and Appeals Responsibilities

6 Local (Judicial District) Prosecutors with
Solely Criminal Responsibilities

4 Local (Judicial District) Prosecutors with
Civil and Criminal Responsibilities but no
Appeals Duties

12 Local (County) Prosecutors with Criminal
and Appellate Responsibilities

2 Local (County) Prosecutors with Solely
Criminal Responsibilities

4 Overlapping County-Judicial District
‘Prosecutors

15 Local (County) Prosecutors with
Criminal and Civil, but not
Appeliate Responsibilities

Source: Advisory Commission on Intergovernmental
Relations, A Commission Report—State-Local Rela-
tions in the Criminal Justice System, Washington,
D.C.: Advisory Commission on intergovernmental
Relations, forthcoming, 1971. ’

State constitutional and statutory provisions also
frequently vest individual courts at the same or dif-
ferent levels with concurrent jurisdiction over speci-
fied types of criminal cases. It is therefore possible
for an offender to be charged with a specific crime
by any one of three or more courts (municipal court,
county court, or state trial court of general jurisdic-
tion). Within state court systems, then, there is fre-
quent jurisdictional overiap and confusion somewhat
similar to that present among municipal and county
police departments and county sheriffs’ agencies.

The current state of disorganization within the
police and court components does much to frustrate

necessary interrelationships between the two. Courts
depend upon the police for arrest and investigation
data and testimony. The police depend upon the
courts for schedules for police testimony and disposi-
tion of arrestees, summons and arrest and search
warrants. Yet this interchange, hindered by disorgan-
ization and lack of communication, does not function
smoothly.

The Prosecutorial Process—Systems of prosecution
vary among the 50 states from centralized appointive
ones where the attorney general has charge of all
local prosecutions, to decentralized systems where
local prosecutors are elected by county and judicial
district. Table I* presents nine distinct ways in which
the states have organized the local prosecution func-
tion. Prosecutorial systems range from centralized
operations (Alaska, Delaware and Rhode Island) in
which the state attorney genera! has charge of all
local prosecutions to very decentralized multi-tiered
systems (Florida, Kentucky, Mississippi, Texas, and
Utah) where local prosecutors are elected by coun-
ty and judicial district, resulting in overlapping
jurisdictions.

In Alaska, Delaware and Rhode Island all crim-
inal prosecutions are handled by the state attorney
general’s office. By contrast, in Connecticut the at-
torney general has no power in the administration of
criminal justice at the local level and therefore has

‘relatively little relationship with local prosecutors. In

Idaho, Tennessee and Wyoming attorneys general do
not appear to exercise control over local prosecutors
but they do handle criminal prosecutions at the ap-
pellate level. In the remaining states there are definite
relationships between the attorneys general and local
prosecutors. These include:

e States where the attorney general has some
responsibility for enforcing criminal laws but
does not initiate action within the jurisdiction
of a local prosecutor

e States where local prosecutors, by statute,
have the authority to act concurrently with
the attorney general

e States where local prosecutors may call on
the attorney general for direct assistance

* For more complete information, see Appendix A, Table S.




TABLE J

NUMBER OF ADULT JAILS HOLDING JUVENILES
BY TYPE OF RETENTION, FOR THE U.S. AND BY STATE

Number

Number Number Number
. holding Number holding holding holding
juveniles holding convicted juveniles  juveniles
Total riot yet juveniles  juveniles serving serving
'number of arraigned arraigned awaiting sentences sentences
institutions or for and further of one of more
receiving other awaiting legal year.or than
State juveniles authorities trial action less one year
US.total ...................... 2,822 2,785 2,289 856 767 67
Cities with population of 25,000 .
or more, and counties .., . ... ... ... 2,446 2,411 2,094 822 711 66
Cities with population under 25,000 ... ..... 376 374 195 34 56 1
Alabama ... ... e i 82 82 69 16 12 2
Alaska ....... ... .. oo PN 4 4 2 2 2 ..
Arizona ... e e , 22 21 17 4 7 e
Arkansas ......... ... ... 00 ' 78 77 62 16 19 1
Calfornia ....... ... ... ... . ciuivu.. 79 77 35 13 15 1
Colorado ...........civiiviiinnnnnns 58 55 51 23 25 4
Connecticut® .. ... ............. ... ...
Delaware® .. ... ........ (..., ..
District of Columbia ................... 1 1 1 1 1 1
Florida ........ .. .. oo i 77 75 57 24 23 2
Georgia LS. " 111 109 76 18 11 2
Hawaii ............ .. .. i, 2 2 1
fdaho ........... ... ... ... il 50 50 42 20 26 2
flinols ........ ... ... . i 87 86 75 29 30 -
indiana . ..... .. ... . .. 87 85 79 33 29 A
lowa ... e 78 78 65 27 33 ...
Kansas ... ... u.iviirir i, 97 a5 83 36 35 1
Kentucky ............ ... .. ... i 107 103 90 16 17 1
Loqnsnana ....... P N 68 68 47 11 12 3
Maine 15 15 13 6 4 A
Maryland ........... .. ... ... ... . ... 19 19 18 7 8 2
Massachusetts . ... .................. 7 6 7 2 2 e
Mgchlgan ............................ 61 60 44 23 24 A
Minnesota ..,.......... ... ... ...... 66 - 64 51 26 19 A
Mississippi ... ... .. ... ... 0L 85 84 76 16 15 2
Missouri ... ... ... .. ... .. ., ' 107 107 90 42 31 2
Montana ........... ... ... . ... ..., 50 50 70 23 22 1
Nebraska .......... .. ............... 80 80 70 36 31 Ce
Nevada .. R R R R T R I S 16 16 15 7 3
New Hampshire ....................... 4 4 3
South Carolina . ............... .. 20 20 19 11 4
New Jersey ................c.coun.... 36 35 30 8 6
New Mexico .......................... 44 39 38 25 31 4
New York L T T 77 76 74 18 - 5 1
North Carolina 28 28 25 7 8
North Dakota 106 106 72 30 35 ce
Ohio ................c..... 75 75 63 19 20 1
grézgﬁma ............ EEE R TIN 54 54 34 17 17 R
E?‘nrésylv?nia ' FS 55 43 13 14 8
e, ’
South Dakota j,g Zg ﬁg 221; 12 1
Tennessee ................. 87 86 76 8 8 2
Texas ... e 250 249 197 63 44 21
\l/Jtah ...................... e 20 20 15 3 4 1
V?rrgr?noigt ............................ 2 2 2 1
L 81 7
Washm.gtc.)n. .......................... 41 4? Zg ﬁ zg 2
West Virginia . .............. . ......... 50 50 45 18 9
w:scopsm ........................... 69 69 63 43 35
yoming ......... . . ..., e 32 32 28 14 16

! Jails are not locally administered but rather are operated by the State government.
Source: Law EEnf'orcement A:ssistance Administration, U.S Department of Justice, Nationa! Jail Census 1970: A Re-
port on the Nation's Local Jails and Type of Inmates, Washington, D.C.: U.S. Government Printing Office, 1971. p. 15.

States which require local prosecutors to
make a report to the attorney general so
that the latter may effectively supervise local
prosecutors

+ States where the attorney general may inter-
vene in the activities of local prosecutors

¢ States where the attorney general inay super-
sede the local prosceutor

e States where the attorney general may exer-
cise direct control over local prosecutors.
Sometimes this control means the power to
remove the prosecutor from office

Several of these classifications may apply to a
single state.

The Defense Counsel-With regard to providing

- counsel to indigent defendants, state and local gov-

ernments use either the assigned counsel system
(used in most states) through which lawyers in pri-
vate practice are appointed by the court (many times
without pay or for a nominal fee) to represent indi-
vidual needy clients; or the public defender system
through which salaried lawyers devote all or part of
their time to defending indigents. Public defenders
are paid by the government, usually the county, al-
though some states share the burden or assume it
entirely. In some jurisdictions a private defender
system is utilized where defenders are paid by a pri-
vate organization. There are, in addition, instances
of state or city-depended legal aid clinics as well as a
number of public-private defender offices supported
by both private and public funds. '

The Bail System—In the United States the bail
system is designed to determine whether an accused
person in a criminal proceeding will be released or
jailed in the period between his arrest and trial.
Theoretically the bail process suggests that bail will
be sufficient to insure the appearance of the defend-
ant at trial. The accused may be released before trial,
if he is able to post bond or pay a bondsman to post
it for him. If he is unable to afford bail, the accused
is detained in jail.

For many years there has been disenchantment
with the operation of the bail system in the United
States. Each year thousands go free on bail. They
are not released because they are innocent but because
they can buy their liberty. The balance are detained
not because they are guilty but because they are

poor. An accused, whose main motivation for show-
ing up at trial may be his home, family and job, may
be held due to inability to afford bail. On the other
hand, a habitual offender of possible danger to the
public but with sufficient financial resources, may
gain his release. The Presidents Commission on Law
Enforcement and the Administration of Justice la-
beled the money bail system an unfair and ineffective
device and suggested that it be imposed only when
reasonable alternatives are not available.

Juvenile Courts—Although they are not a part of
the criminal court system, juvenile courts should be
mentioned in the context of the criminal justice court
function for they deal with young people of certain
designated ages who have been accused or convicted
of delinquent or criminal behavior.

Juvenile cases include delinquency (e.g., violation
of the criminal code, truancy, ungovernability, con-
duct illegal only for children), neglect, and depen-
dency. Juvenile court judges normally employ broad
discretion in the disposition of cases through warn-
ings, fines, probation, referral to an agency or treat-
ment facility, commitment to an institution or dis-
missal, Occasionally a juvenile accused of a major
offense (e.g., capital crimes) is given over to the jur-
isdiction of the criminal court. In some states the
jurisdictions of the juvenile coutt and criminal court
are concurrent with respect to serious offenses.

Organizationally, the position of the juvenile court
within the state court system differs among and with-
in the states. A few juvenile courts are separate and
independent agencies; a few are part of family courts
which deal with child or domestic relations litigation.
The majority, however, are part of a special branch of
courts of general jurisdiction.

Corrections

Corrections, probably the least visible of the major
criminal justice system components, has recently
been the subject of a new sense of urgency. This
urgency is guided by the principle that reformation,
not incarceration or vindictive suffering, should be
the purpose of penal treatment. Reform efforts have
introduced ideas of rehabilitation, diagnosis and clas-
sification, probation and parole into the correctional
process.




TABLE K

NUMBER AND PERCENT OF CITY (OVER 25,000 POPULATION) AND COUNTY JAILS WITH

AND WITHOUT SELECTED FACILITIES, FOR THE U.S. AND BY STATE

Educational facilities

Total Without With
number of
State institutions Number Percent Number Percent
Total 3,319 2,961 89.2 358 10.8
Alabama . .................. e
gme w o g 2 e
rizona ... Cee e . 17 15 8. 2 11.8
Ark_ansa‘s .......................... 81 78 gs% % lég
California . ... .. ... . U . 134 95 70.9 39 29.1
Colorado . .....o..ovviei 61 56 91.8 5 8.2
Connecticut ", ..................... - )
gelaware‘f ........................
istrict of Columbia ................ 5 o B 00.€
Florida ... .................. ... 101 89 88.1 15 008
Georgia . ............. ... ... 205 170 82.9 35 17.1
Hawaii ........ . ... i, 4 3 75.0 1 25.0
fdaho ............., . llliiili 44 44 100.0 ;
fllinois ... .. e e 103 97 94.2 : 5.8
indiana ... oLl 94 90 95.7 4 23
1 R 89 80 89.9 9 10.9
Kansas ... .. 108 102 94.4 6 5.6
Kentucky .. .. 0 1111l 122 118 96.7 .4 33
Louisiana . ............. . .. 000 72 63 87.5 9 12,5
Maine ........... . .ol 14 13 929 1 71
Maryland ... ... . 23 17 73.9 6 26.1
Massachusetts 18 5 27.8 13 72.2
Michigan 90 76 84.4 14 15.6
Minnesota 70 60 85.7 10 143
Mississippi 91 a0 98.9 1 1.1
Missouri 113 103 91.2 10 8.8
Montana ... ... 54 54 100.0 '
Nebraska . ..... 82 78 95.1 a 49
Nevada ... ...... 19 19 100.0 '
New Hampshire ! 11 7 63.6 ' 'Il ‘:-3.6‘4
New Jersey ....................... 31 15 48:4 16 51'6
mew MEXICO .. v 32 30 93.8 2 6.2
ewYork ... .. lllllllIlIl I 74 35 47.3 39 52.7
Morth Carolina . .................... 96 90 93.7 .
North Dakota .......... . . .. " 15 a1 91.1 . 85
gwghor.n.a .......................... 112 109 97.3 3 2.7
Qlahioma ...l 82 80 97.6 2 2.4
Penmeylvania | 1.1l % 29 &1 A 339
Rhode lsande 111 ? 671 24 329
outh Carolina
South Dakota ...................... 12% gé g?é 12 gg
:!I’_ennessee ........................ 104 99 95.2 5 4.8
Uiggs ........................... 265 257 Q7.0 8 3:0
Utah oo 26 24 923 2 7.7
ermont . ........ .. ...l 5 5 100.0
w;g(hqla BRI PP R PRI RIS 89 83 93.3 6 67
shington . 00 IlILIII 42 36 85.7 6 14.3
West Virginia ................. i, 57 56 98.2 1 1.8
Wisconsin . ... 0000l 75 66 88.0 9 12,0
YOMIRE ... 21 20 95.2 1 4.8

! Jails are not locally administered but rather are operated by the State government.

S;Jurce: Law Fntorcement l.\ssistance Administration, U.S Department of Justice, Natjonal Jail Census 1970: A Re-
porton the Nation's Local Jails and Type of Inmates, Washington, D.C.: U.S. Government Printing Office, 1971. p, 19.
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TABLE L

PARENT AGENCY RESPONSIBILITY FOR
ADMINISTERING MISDEMEANANT
PROBATION

indicates number of states using particular
nomenclature to designate particular
parent agency responsibility

22 Local

9 State Board (Commission)
Pardons/Paroles Probation

State Board of Corrections

State Commission on Adult Problems
State Department of Social Welfare
State Department of Corrections
State Department of Parole, Probation

State Department of Mental Health
Corrections

1 State Division of Youth
and Adult Authority

State Department of Welfare/ Institutions

P T~ S PR =

State Department of Public Works
11  None

Source: Presidents Commission on Law Enforce-
ment and the Administration of Justice, Task Force
Report: Corrections, Washington, D.C., U.S. Govern-
ment Printing Office, 1967,

Increasing numbers of responsible officials have
seen that the key element in any program of prison
reform is education—giving the inmates training, vo-
cational or academic, to help keep them from return-
ing to crime when they re-enter society. The correc-
tional system includes the elements of probation, cort-
rectional institutions, parole, and alternatives to
institutionalization,

Probation—In general, probation, the supervision
of a criminal in the community subject to the author-
ity of the court, is a state function with regard to
adults (see tables L and M*) and a local function
with regard to juveniles (see table N*). Some local

* For more complete information, see Appendix A, Tables 6, 7 and 8.

probation systems are directly supervised by a judge.
Others are ‘he responsibility of relatively independ-

PR )
Ciit Ggencies.

Conditions of probation and the policies of proba-
tion officers vary greatly. In many communities there
is wide discretion in probation administration with
little supervision by the courts.

Correctional institutions—Correctional institutions
include institutions for long-term confinement (pris-
ons and juvenile training schools), local jails and
workhouses, and juvenile detention homes.

According to a recent study, about 70 percent of the
4,037 local adult jails also receive juveniles.** Insti-

TABLE M

PARENT AGENCY RESPONSIBILITY FOR
ADMINISTERING ADULT PROBATION

Indicates number of states using particular
nomenclature to designate particular
parent agency responsibility

20 Local

172 State Board of (Pardons, Paroles,
Probations)

State Division of Youth & Adult Authority
State Division of Parole
State Commission cn Adult Problems

Lo T S SR

State Department of Correction, Mental
Health

State Commission on Probation, Parole

w

State Board of Caorrection

State Department of (Social Welfare,
Welfare lnstitutions)

State Department (Parole, Probation)
District Judges Association
Administrator's Office of Courts

State Board of Prison Terms and Parole

N = = = O

Department of Public Works

Source: Presidents Commission on Law Enforce-
ment and the Administration of Justice, Task Force
Report: Corrections, Washington, D.C., U.S. Govern-
ment Printing Office, 1967.
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tutions for long term confinement generally operate
under a central state agency (e.g., department of
public welfare, board of institutions, or department
of corrections). However, the degrees to which admin-
istrative autonomy of separaie correctional institu-
tions have been reduced differ among the states (see
tables O and P*). Juvenile training schools have his-
torically emphasized the .protection and treatment of
children but have often failed to offer appropriate
welfare services.

Local jails and workhouses normally detain mis-
demeanants—those guilty of lesser crimes—for up to
a year, Correctional programs for such offenders are

TABLE N

PARENT AGENCY RESPONSIBILITY FOR
ADMINISTERING JUVENILE PROBATION

indicates number of states using particular
nomenclature to designate particular
parent agency responsibility

' 44 Local

1 State Department of Pensions
and Security

1 State Division of Youth
and Adult Authority

4 State Department of Public Works
2 State Juvenile Court

State Department of Famiily and
Child Service

1 State Department of Health
1 State Department of Child Welfare

1 State Department of Mental Health and
Corrections

1 State Department of Parole and
Probation

State Probation Commission

State Department of Correction
State Department of Probation
State Department of Social Welfare
Administration Office of Courts

o N = N

State Department of Public Assistance

Source: Presidents Commission on Law Enforce-
ment and the Administration of Justice, Task Force
Report: Corrections, Washington, D.G., U.S. Govern-
ment Printing Office, 1967.

For more complete information, see Appendix A, Tables 9 and 10,

TABLE O

PARENT AGENCY RESPONSIBILITY FOR
ADMINISTERING JUVENILE INSTITUTIONS

indicates number of statez using particular
nomenclature to designate particufar
parent agency responsibility

4 Independent Boards
State Youth and Adult Correction Agency

3 State Board of Corrections/Reform/
Charities

1 State Department of Juvenile Corrections

1 State Department of Mental Health and
Corrections

State Department of Corrections
State Youth Council Commission/Board

State Department of Health/Welfare/
Institutions

2 State Department of Education/Public
Instruction

6 State Department of
Institutions/Agencies

1 . State Board of State Industrial Schools
State Commissioner of Public Institutions

=

State Board of Directors of
State Institutions for Juveniles

State Division of Child Training Schools
State Board of Control/ Administration
State Department of Public Works
State Board of Trustees

State Department of Family/Child/Social
Service of Welfare

N N o W N

2 State Division of Youth Adult Authority

Source: President's Commission on Law Enforce-
ment and the Administration of Justice, Task Force
Report: Corrections, Washington, D.C.: U.S. Govern-
ment Printing Office, 1967.

TABLE P

PARENT AGENCY RESPONSIBILITY FOR
ADMINISTERING ADULT
CORRECTIONAL INSTITUTIONS

Indicates number of states using particular
nomenclature to designate particular
parent agency responsibility

5 State Board of Correction

1 State Division of Youth
and Adult Authority
1 Superintendent of State Prison
1 State Penitentiary Commission
1 State Youth and Adult Correction Agency
8 State Department of Institution/Agency/

Welfare
1 Three Separate and Independent Board

14 State Department of Correction/Mental
Health / Hygiene

2 State Department of Social {Service)
Welfare

State Department of Public Safety

. State Board of Control
Office of Director of Penal Institutions
Independent Board
Board of Trustees of State Prison
Board of Director of State Prison
State Board of Prison Cormmissioners
State Prison Department
State Board of Administration
State Board of Public Affairs
State Department of Justice
Department of Public Works
State Board of Charities and Reform
State Board of Charities and Corrections

o s N e e e e R e D)

Commissioner of Public Institutions

Source: President’s Commission on Law Enforce-
ment and the Administration of Justice, Task Force
Report: Corrsctions, Washington, D.C.: U.S. Govern-
ment Printing Office, 1967.

TABLE Q

PARENT AGENCY RESPONSIBILITY FOR
ADMINISTERING LOCAL ABULT
INSTITUTIONS AND JAILS

Indicates number of states using particular
nomenclature to designate particular
parent agency responsibility

45 Local
1 State Division of Youth
and Adult Authority
1 State Jail Administration
2 Not Applicable
1 State Department of Social Welfare
1 State Department of Justice

Source: President's Commission on Law Enforce-
ment and the Administration of Justice, Task Force
Report: Corrections, Washington, D.C., U.S, Govern-
ment Printing Office, 1967,

=N e

TABLE R

PARENT AGENCY RESPONSIBILITY FOR
ADMINISTERING JUVENILE DETENTION

Indicates number of states using particular
nomenclature to designate particular
parent agency responsibility

43 Local

1 State Division of Youth
and Adult Authority

1 State Juvenile Court

1 State Youth Service Commission

[y

State Department of Family and Chiid
Service

State Department of Public Works
State Youth Service Board

State Board of Trustees

State Department of Social Welfare
State Department of Health

Source: President's Commission on Law Enforce-
ment and the Administration of Justice, Task Force
Report: Corrections, Washington, D.C., U.8. Govern-
ment Printing Otfice, 1967,




normally administered by city or county officials,
though in a few states they are administered by state
agencies (see table Q).

Juvenile detention homes serve as housing for de-
linquent children as well as for the neglected and
dependent. For the delinquent, the detention home
serves as a holding place before court hearing or
transfer to another jurisdiction or program. Juvenile
detention homes are normally administered locally
(see table R*),

Juvenile correctional institutions are often only
storage facilities which isolate those under their care
from the outside world. Problems include over-
crowded conditions, lack of adequately trained staff,
few educational or vocational training opportunities,
little counseling and inadequate guidance upon re-
lease, 12elinquent children are rarely segregated from
those who are only neglected or dependent,

Parole—More than 60 gercent of adult felons in
the United States are released on parole prior to the
termination of their sentence.*® Parcle supervision is
a basic way of assisting the offender in his readjust-
ment to the community and of continuing the correc-
tional program begun during his confinement. Adult
parole supervision is the responsibility of an identi-
fiable and separate parole authority in every state.
In most states the parole board is an independent
agency, but in others, it is a unit of a larger depart-
ment of the state or is the same body that regulates
corectional institutions (see table S*). *

In most states, the agency that administers the
state training schools and camps also provides parale
supervision (juvenile aftercare) for juveniles released
from those institutions. Juvenile parole supervision
in the remaining states is the responsibility of local
probation departments (with no official relationship
to the agency administering the training schools) or
other local agencies which have made special ar-
rangements with the training schools.® Most states
involve the staff of the training schools in releasing
decisions. In others, boards and agencies, independ-
ent of the training school itself, are used! (see
table T*).

Alternatives to Institutionalization—Related to the
correctional phase of process of criminal justice are
several special community programs. These include

* For more complete information, see Appendix A, Tables 11, 12 13
and 14,

TABLE S
PARENT AGENCY RESPONSIBILITY FOR
ADMINISTERING PAROLE SERVICES

Indicates number of states using particular
nomenclature to designate particular
parent agency responsibility

20 State Board (Commission) of Pardons/
Parole/Probation/Prison Terms

1 State Division of Youth
and Adult Authority

State Youth and Adult Correction Agency
State Division of Paroie
Three Separate Indeperident Boards

State Department of Correction/Mental
Health

4  State Department of Social Service
Welfare/ nstitutions

3 State Board of Corrections
State Department of Public Safety

3 State Department of (Public)
Institutions/Agencies

0 = N =

1 Local
4  State Department of Probation/Parole/
Pardon

1 State Board of Trustees of State Prison
1 State Department of Public Works
1 State Department of Justize

Source: President's Commission on Law Enforce-
ment and the Administration of Justice, Task Force
Repori: Corrections, Washington, D.C., U.S. Govern-
ment Printing Office, 1967.

foster homes and group homes, guided group inter-
action programs, intensive community treatment pro-
grams, halfway houses (pre-release guidance centers)
and reception center parole. In some jurisdictions
states may well operate all the alternative programs;
in others only part of them. Programs directed at
parolees are normally state administered while alter-
native programs for probation are often county

operated.

g, b s W b s+ 81 et

TABLE T

PARENT AGENCY RESPONSIBILITY FOR
ADMINISTERING JUVENILE AFTERCARE

Indicates number of states using particular
nomenclature to designate particutar
parent agency responsibility

6 Local

1 State Department of Pension
and Security

1 State Division of Youth
and Adult Authority

1 Board of Directors of State
Institutions for Juveniles

State Department of Public Works

State Youth and Adult Correction Agency
State Department of Institutions
Independent Board of Trustees

State Youth/Services
Commission/Council

State Division of Child Training Schools
State Commission of Public Institutions

T = Oy =

State Board of Pardons and Paroles

State Department of Education

N = s

State Department of
Family/Child/Social Service of Welfare

State Board of Corrections

State Board of Control

State Board of State Industrial Schools
State Board of Trustees

State Department of Mental Health and
Correction

e = N

2  State Department of Parole and
Probation

2 State Department of Health/Welfare

¥

State Department of Corrections
1 State Board of Training Schools

Source: President's Commission on Law Enforce-
ment and the Administration of Justice, Task Force
Report: Corrections, Washington, D.C., U.S. Govern-
ment Printing Office, 1967,

Social Agencies

Conditions of unemployment, health, poverty,
housing delinquency, prejudice and discrimination,
and social disorganization affect the level of crime.
Agencies which function in these areas are there-
fore tangentially engaged in crime reduction and
prevention,

Departments of public welfare, to a limited ex-
tent, act to relieve and prevent poverty, suffering and
human insecurity, Welfare administration spans fed-
eraj, state and local spheres. County and municipal
school systems, under the guidance of state depart-
ments of education or public instruction, operate
institutional and vocational training programs di-
rected to youth dropout problems. Unfortunately,
many of these programs are inefficient, inadequate,
and irrelevant, Health departments maintained by
states, municipalities and counties often provide di-
agnostic and rehabilitative services to the courts.
They also engage in functions relating to mental
health, environmental health, alcoholism, drug abuse
and other health conditions which influence crime
rates.

Summary

It is evident from the foregoing description that
as a total system the functions of criminal justice do
not operate within any single political jurisdiction.
Rather, the system spans municipal boundaries,
county boundaries and contains inherent links to
state government. Although particular agencies with-
in the system (e.g., a municipal police department)
are jurisdictionally confined to one municipality,
others function on a county-wide, multi-county or
state basis. In many cases, therefore, efforts to im-
prove the operational of criminal justice will neces-
sitate a multijurisdictional approach,

The problems experienced by the agencies. and
services of criminal justice have grown out of their
organizational and administrative fragmentation—
fragmentation among the components of the criminal
justice system, fragmentation within individual com-
ponents, and fragmentation among political jurisdic-
tions having various measures of authority over indi-
vidual components. System-wide criminal justice
planning on a regional basis is a practical attempt
to bring effective cperation to the complex pursuit
of criminal justice goals.

T e e i



LACK OF COORDINATION AMONG COMPONENTS

=

A general lack of coordination has been the
bench-mark of our criminal justice system. Despite
the fact that representatives of each of the major
components within the system share the common
goals of preventing and controlling crime, the ten-
dency has been toward a narrow perception of re-
sponsibiiities (along functional lines) without recog-
nition of the mutual benefits and common linkages
that could bind the participants together as partners
in a close working and planning relationship. What
have been some of the major consequences of this
condition? Why has it developed? And what are the
key stumbling blocks to change?

Within city and county governments a number of
departments and public agencies have been organ-
ized to administer various aspects of the local crim-
inal justice program. Frequently, such agencies func-
tion independently of each other and display a gen-
eral lack of coordination bétween and among other
official departments of government. This functional
independence has resulted in needless duplication of
effort, inefficient use of funds and rather substantial
gaps and inequities in the administration of justice.

Separate record systems are kept by virtually all
local criminal justice organizations, both public and
private, and bear little reference to data collected by
other departments of government. Police and sheriffs’
departments operate separate communication facili-
ties on different frequencies, maintain separate train-
ing facilities, and fail to share criminal intelligence.
Comparable equipment varies widely in price as a
result of single item purchasing in some agencies and
centralized purchasing in others.

Coordination is often further obstructed as author-
ity and responsibility assume multi-level dimensions.
Thus, in some states, for at least certain classes of
offenders, two elements within the criminal justice
system—parole and adult probation—fall largely with-
in the responsibility and control of the state, and
outside the mainstream of local decision making.

The Concept of System and the
Problem of Coordination

Perhaps the most basic problem that has retarded
coordination arises from a general failure to perceive
the true interdependence among the system com-
ponents. This problem, largely one of conceptualiza-
tion, can be traced to a lack of knowledge of the
functional components. For example, due to a lack
of daily exchange of pertinent information and a
general misunderstanding of the other’s function, the
police often hold court personnel to be incompetent
and think court procedures to be devices impeding
the course of justice. Yet the courts often perceive
the police as professionally untrained, especially in
the art of building a case, and as unduly concerned
with locking people up. The corrections officials

often perceive the courts as meddlers, especially -

when sentences do not reflect sound rehabilitative
principles. In turn, the correctional component is
criticized as maintaining inhuman “warehouses of
human degradation.”

In part, the problem of misconceptualization orig-
inates with, or is aggravated by, widespread frag-
mentation, certain misconceptions with respect to the
principle of separation of powers, competition for
tax dollars, problems of role perception and tunnel
vision, and most importantly, a basic lack of leader-
ship.

Before briefly examining these factors, it might
be worthwhile to illustrate how a change in proce-
duce or capability in any one component significc "'y
impacts on the other two. If, for example, policc uie
ineffective in preventing crime, courts and correc-
tional facilities may be flooded. Likewise, long court
backlogs place an extra burden on the police who
must deal with crime committed by accused of-
fenders out on bail.

Fragmentation—Fragmentation does not, in and of
itself, result in a lack of coordination, but it does
make the job of coordination more difficult to
achieve, There are more than 80,000 units of local
government in the United States. Fewer than half of
these units contain as many as !,000 people, and
fewer than 10 percent contain more than 10,000
people. Most of these units lack the financial capa-
bilities to cope with the host of problems facing
them. In addition, most of the problems including
crime and public safety do not conform to the juris-
dictional boundaries of the governmental agencies
that have the responsibility for solving them., These
problems are usually regional in scope.

Among the chief criminal justice components—
police, courts and corrections—fragmentation = is
widespread at the local level. For example, there
are presently, as noted earlier, some 17,000 local
government police agencies (including sheriffs
departments).

Separation of Powers—The separation of powers
principle has at times been invoked to prevent
or limit the involvement of the judiciary in the
coordination of local criminal justice activities. Basi-
cally the principle of separation of powers holds that
the legislative, executive and judicial powers are
separate and distinct from each other, While mem-
bers of the judiciary might maintain that this basic
constitutional doctrine of legal separation prohibits
their participation in coordinated criminal justice ac-
tivities, few students of both modern constitutional

An inmate receives medical treatment from a reg-
istered nurse in the modern 300 bed hospital in the
Los Angeles County Men’s Central Jail,

law and public administration would agree. Indeed,
a more persuasive argument can be made for in-
volvement of judicial officers if only to preserve the
independence of their judicial function.

Distortions in Perception—Criminal justice, as pres-
ently administered in the United States, suffers from
a confusion on the part of its three major com-
ponents about the role each is to play in protecting
society from aberrant behavior. This confusion re-
sults in a lack of coordination of effort on the part
of the components and stems from a general lack of
communications which can bind the components to-
gether. These differing perceptions by the compo-
nents point out the lack of an overall philosophy for
the administration of criminal justice,

The courts as a rule view themselves as a separate
entity with the ultimate responsibility of protecting
society and upholding the integrity of the law while
at the same time protecting the rights of the indi-
vidual. This view is supported by the position given
the courts by the federal and state governments. In
each instance the court is the governmental branch
that holds responsibility for reviewing the actions of

other branches of government. As a result courts-

have tended to remiain aloof from any ties which
appear, from their point of view, to compromise
their effectiveness. :

Police perceive their role as that of enforcer of the
laws. The role of the enforcer entails a variety of
responsibilities, but the one most commonly held is
that of apprehending criminals. The goal of appre-
hension may be carried tc such an extreme that it
conflicis with the courts’ goal of insuring individual
rights.

Corrections officials tend to perceive themselves
as more than jailkeepers. They believe that some
efforts to re-establish the violator’s relationship with
society be pursued, although this function has been
given low priority by elected officials. Confinement
techniques are not adequate to socialize the violator,
and often bring about the opposite effect.

Tunnel Vision—“Tunnel Vision”, or the inability
to see beyond one’s own responsibilities, is a further
impediment to effective coordination. Only in iso-

“lated instances is any local criminal justice endeavor

free from this malady. Generally the personnel of
each component are so involved in their daily routine
that they have no time or inclination to observe or
learn of the happenings in another area,




Competition for Tax Dollars—Competition for tax
dollars has also tended to retard coordination. This
is especially true when local agency projects are
funded in a vacuum (“the shopping list approach”)
without adequate recognition for community and
regional needs. In many instances, the agency that
cries the loudest or is more persistent in its requests
for tax revenues, receives more than its fair share
when measured against the total needs of the local
criminal justice system. Local units continually find
themselves in a constant struggle for revenue sources.
The net result has been a serious weakening of local
government’s ability to handle critical community
needs.

Lack of Leadership

Perhaps the most important factor behind the fail-
ure of criminal justice agencies and local govern-
ments to coordinate their activities can be traced to
a general lack of leadership. )

Among the actors within the criminal justice sys-
tem are a number of elected “row officials™ (i.e.,
judges, district attorneys, county clerks, coroners,
sheriffs, etc.) whose legal responsibilities generally
conform to narrow yet essential aspects of the total
system. Thus, the job of the sheriff in some states is
limited to serving court orders, investigating crimes,
and maintaining the county jail. Similarly, judges are
held accountable to the electorate for dispensing jus-
tice, for their fairness in sentencing convicted offend-
ers, for deciding‘&'esrions of law and fact, and for
the administration of the courts within their author-
ity. These same officials, however, are not, as a rule,
held primarily accountable for the incidence of crime
within their community, the performance of the po-
lice, or the rehabilitation of prisoners. Their legal
responsibility does not extend beyond the perform-
ance of their own department.

The authority to manage criminal justice programs
reflects this decentralization along functional lines.
As a result, local programs have developed as frag-
mented, single-purpose efforts which are unable to

transcend organizational or other boundaries to ap-
proach interrelated problems in any kind of a sys-
tematized manner.

Nevertheless, public accountability for the total
performance of the local criminal justice system is
largely shouldered by the elected representatives of
general purpose governments, the mayors, city coun-

cilman and county commissioners, who stand elec-
tion on the basis of broad policy questions that im-
pinge on the larger social and economic issues of
community welfare and development. Despite statu-
tory limitations and a lack of legal control over cer-
tain elements within the criminal justice system, gen-
eral elected officials, nevertheless can exercise their
leadership role in bringing the system components
together, and in lending the prestige of their office to
coordination activities.

Lack of Citizen Support

Achieving a high degree of coordination within
the criminal justice system is heavily dependent on
an informed and energetic electorate. By transmitting
their demands to those in power, citizens can signif-
icantly influence the official role of their elected and
appointed representatives. Stated differently, citizen
demands, repeated over time, contribute toward the
shaping of expectations. In a real sense these de-
mands not only help determine the role or roles of a
particular office holder or agency operating within
the system but they also serve to influence the level
of coordination between and among departments as
well as governments. Thus a mayor in a particular
community may lend his support to a regional jail
facility not because he has to, or even necessarily
because he wants to, but because the people expect
him to. Similarly, a lack of responsiveness and/or
knowledge on the part of the local citizenry "can
serve to retard coordination.

This latter condition—a lack of citizen response
and a general failure to appreciate the intricacies and
interrelationships of criminal justice problems—has
been a primary ingredient behind the lack of coordi-
nation and cooperation that exists. Faced with
mounting crime rates, citizen reaction has tended to
focus on police, the most visible component of the
system, at the expense of courts, corrections and the
various social welfare agencies that bear direct and
indirect relationships to the criminal justice system.

The Confusion Between Public Safety
and Civil Liberty Goals

Confusion between public safety goals and civii
liberty goals has also hampered coordination. Such
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Public support for criminal justice programs
should be maintained through a continuing program
of public information and education.

confusion in goal perception is unfortunate for the
two types of goals need not be mutually exclusive
nor for that matter can they always be easily dis-
tinguished. Indeed, many individuals have adopted a
crime philosophy that contains elements from both
schools of thought,

Essentially, the civil libertarians see crime as a
collective responsibility, a socio-economic product
of our society, the end result of poverty, racism, un-
employment and other conditions of the environment.
The plight of the poor and minority groups is of par-
ticular concern to the libertarian, not only because
he recognizes that these groups constitute a major
proportion of the offender population, but because
history has shown a general disrespect for thei¢ con-
stitutional rights. Injustice, he argues, breeds dis-
order. It constitutes a major cause of anti-social be-
havior. The libertarian’s prescription for reform
places stress on the rights of the accused, education,
housing, medical care, and in general, and interdis-
ciplinary approach to the problems of crime. Cau-
tiously, he guards against any erosion in the rights of
the individual.

In contrast, the public safety advocate views crime
as an anti-social act that threatens the general wel-
fare. He argues that crime, where ever it exists, must
be stopped, and the individual lawbreaker must be
held responsible for his actions. At times, he sees
the rights of the accused in conflict with the rights
of society.

Fear of Absorption

Further complicating attempts at effective coordi-

nation for criminal justice is the fear by small local po-
lice departments, courts and local governments that
they will lose their independent status and authority,
and possibly be consolidated out of existence. For
those localities and agencies which operate, on
meager budgets and can provide but minimal serv-
ices, this fear has some justification in a time of ris-
ing costs and increasing demands for more and better
services.

While small local criminal justice agencies and
their respective governments may find legal obstacles
to coordination of services in their respective state
constitutions or local charters, the most formidable
obstacle to coordination is reluctance on the part of
focal leaders to relinquish authority over interests
they consider best administered by themselves. This
reluctance is not just a desire to retain authority, but
is a demonstrated belief that local problems and
needs can be better served by local agencies than by
institutions divorced from the area under considera-
tion. It is upon this belief that much of our present
form of government is based. Many local leaders feel
that relinquishment of authority by smaller localities
opens the door to drastic changes in all forms of our
government.

Not all jurisdictions and their criminal justice
agencies have objected to coordination of their crim-
inal justice functions. More and more localities are
coordinating a variety of criminal justice activities.
Usually the agencies are coordinating technical ac-
tivities which require a capital outlay greater than
individual agencies can supply. In this way local au-
thority is maintained while the cooperating agencies
receive the benefits of pooled rc:gﬁ’c%. For example,
the. police may coordinate selected functions through
the development of multi-agency records systems,
communications* networks, intelligence squads and
even coordinated recruiting. Some courts are initiat-
ing cooperative arangements whereby an overcrowded
docket load in one court can be transferred in part
to another court of equal jurisdiction.

The reasons for this reluctance to engage in mean-
ingful cooperation can be stated as fear of absorp-
tion, desire to retain authority, and belief that larger
agencies do not meet specific local needs. However,
there are effective alternatives to these concerns
which do not contain seeds of destruction for local
control. Although these alternatives may mean a loss
of authority by specific individuals within a locality,
this loss may be compensated through the provision
of more effective services. .

So long as fear of absorption remains, reluctance
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to coordinate criminal justice activities will continue.
But as effective alternatives are developed which al-
low for local control, and as the demand for better

criminal justice services increases, cooperative multi-
jurisdictional ‘and interdisciplinary efforts will be-
come the rule rather than the exception,

OMNIBUS-CRIME CONTROL AND SAFE STREETS ACT OF 1968

General Thrust of the Act

The passage of the Safe Streets Act in June 1968
was important national acknowledgement that oc-
currences of criminal behavior had risen to a critical
degree and that the traditional local criminal justice
response could not successfully meet the challenge
without substantial federal aid. The crime rate has
been rising steadily in the United States since 1940.
By the late 1950’ it was increasing five times as fast
as the population. The trend continued into the
1960’s. In eight years (1960-1968) occurrences of
forcible rape, aggravated assault, and robbery per
100,000 population rose 65 percent, 67 percent, and
119 percent respectively.®® Criminal homicide in-
creased 36 percent. Instances of homicide werc
marked by three political assassinations. President
John F. Kennedy was killed in 1963 during a motor-
cade in Dallas, Texas. Five years later his brother,
Senator Robert Kennedy, a presidential candidate,
died after being shot in a Los Angeles hotel. Some
weeks before, civil rights leader Martin Luther King
had met a similar fate in Memphis, Tennessee,

America had entered an era of violence. Follow-
ing a frustrating period of “cold war”, the United
States became mired in a seemingly endless and un-
popular land war in Southeast Asia. Consequent stu-
dent demonstrations often brought confrontation with
the law. In addition to difficulties related to the war,
in the major urban areas of America, there was a
growing crisis between the police’ and minority
groups, This is particularly true with regard to inner
city blacks, Puerto Ricans and Mexican-Americans—
groups experiencing an emergence of new militancy
and racial pride. Reported police practices such as
aggressive patrol, stop and frisk, delays in response
to calls, enforcement of eviction notices as well as
verbal slurs reflecting racial bias evoked bitter re-
sentment towards the dominant white society. This
situation was made more frustrating as minority

groups experiencing an emergence of new militancy
man rights as members of American society. They
saw these rights, bitterly won, being eroded and torn
away by public fear and reaction to the crime wave
in which they were the chief victims,

Tn 1963 disorders involving both blacks and whites
broke out in Birmingham, Savannah, Chicago, and
Philadelphia. The following year racial violence oc-
curred in Jacksonville, Cleveland, St. Augustine, and
New York. In 1965 the Watts section of Los Angeles
suffered the country’s worst civil disturbance since
the Detroit riot of 1943. Civil violence continued into
1966 and 1967 with disturbances in Tampa, Cincin-
nati, Atlanta, Newark and Detroit. Domestic turmoil
had become part of the American scene. A Harris poll
in the summer of 1968 found that 81 percent of the
American people believed that law and order had
broken down."

By the mid-1960’s it was evident that a broad fed-
eral effort was needed to respond to crime and vio-
lence. In a special message on crime delivered to the
Congress in March 1965, President Lyndon Johnson
called for the establishment of a Commission on Law
Enforcement and Administration of Justice and rec-
ommended passage of the Law Enforcement Assist-
ance Act. While he observed that it was necessary to
identify and eliminate the social and economic causes
of crime, the President emphasized that such efforts
would not be enough. “Crime will not wait while we
pull it up by the roots,” he said. “We must arrest and
reverse the trend toward lawlessness.” The immediate
goal would be to secure the public safety.

The President’s Commission on Law Enforcement
and Administration of Justice reported in 1967 that
a greatly increased effort against crime and violence
was needed on the part of the federal government,
the states, the counties, the cities, civic organizations,
religious institutions, business groups, and individual
citizens. The Commission called for basic changes in
the operations of police, schools, prosecutors, em-
ployment agencies, defenders, social workers, pris-
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ons, housing authorities, and probation and parole
officers. These recommendations were given timely
emphasis the next year by the report of a second Presi-
dential commission, the National Advisory Commis-
sion on Civil Disorders. Shortly thereafter, Congress
responded by passing the Omnibus Crime Control and
Safe Streets Act of 1968.

The Safe Streets Act recognized that criminal jus-
tice efforts required better coordination, intensifica-
tion'and greater effectiveness at all levels of govern-
ment. But the Congress emphasized that crime is es-
sentially a local problem that must be dealt with by
state and local ‘governments. Local law enforcement
is an inherent national characteristic. Thers are more
New York City policemen than there are federal law
enforcement officers. Los Angeles County has six
times more deputy sheriffs than there are deputy
United States marshals. Some counties have twice as
many probation service officers as the entire Federal
Probation Service, The Federal Bureau of Prisons
has less than five percent of the prison population of
the nation. The federal judiciary is only a fraction
the size of the judiciary of the states.2s

The president’s Crime Commission determined
that state and local police, court and corrections
agencies would require substantially more money if
they were to control crime effectively. Increased re-
sources were needed especially for higher salaries.
While the Commission recommended that state and
local governments continue to shoulder the ' major
burden, it suggested a vastly enlarged program of
federal assistance.

To this end, the Safe Streets Act provided that the
federal government would assist states and localities
in strengthening and improving criminal justice at

.every level through planning and action grants and

through the encouragement of research and develop-
ment. The Act established the first comprehensive fed-
eral block grant program for assisting state and local
criminal justice administration. Block grants would
be awarded to state with a required pass through to
localities,

How the Safe Streets Act Applies
to Local Government

In its declared policy of assisting state and local
governments to strengthen and improve law enforce-

ment at every level, the Safe Streets Act proposed
three general objectives:

1) [to] encourage States and units of general
local government to prepare and adopt compre-
hensive plans based upon their evaluation of State
and local problems of law enforcement; 2) [to]
authorize grants to States and units of local gov-
ernment in order to improve and strengthen
law enforcement; and 3) [to] encourage research
and development directed toward the improve-
ment of law enforcement and the development
of new methods for the prevention and reduc-
tion of crime and the detection and apprehen-
sion of criminals. -

Federal funds are distributed to the states by a block
grant approach as opposed to a system of direct
grants to state and local agencies on a project-by-
project basis. Funds are awarded for planning and
for implementation of plans. Under the Act the gov-
ernor of each state is required to establish within his
authority a state law enforcement planning agency
(SPA) that will function as a permanent decision
making and administrative body to receive the fed-
eral block grants and disburse subgrants to local
governments. Each state receives a minimum of
$100,000 for planning. Additional planning grants
are based on population.

Planning Grants—State planning agencies are re-
quired to make available 40 percent of all federat
planning funds to units of general local government
or combinations of such units for use in developing
local components of the state comprehensive plan;
conducting studies and collecting data for formulat-
ing, revising or expanding the plan; and creating and
supporting continuing planning units or capabilities.
The Law Enforcement Assistance Administration
(LEAA), established by the Act to administer the
grants, has the authority to waive the 40 percent
pass through requirement if it is inconsistent with
the development of the state comprehensive plan.
Major cities and counties, though, must receive plan-
ning funds to develop input to the state plan.

States are directed to make planning funds avail-
able to local units of government by direct grant or
other type of fund allocation or transfer. Priority
in funding local planning is given to major urban
and metropolitun areas, to other areas of high crime
incidence and potential, and to efforts involving com-
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FIGURE G
THE ACTION GRANT DOLLAR

FY 1969
2.5¢

Source: Law Enforcement Assistance Administration, U.S. Justice Department, LEAA 1970, Washington, D.C.:

U.S. Government Printing Office, 1970.

FY 1970

12. 1.2¢

binations of local units. Planning efforts on a re-
gional, metropolitan or other combined interest basis
are therefore encouraged.

Action Grants—Action grants are made to state
planning agencies only after state comprehensive
plans have been submitted to and approved by
LEAA. Plan submission and review is an annual
process. The Act specifies that state planning agencies
must make available 75 percent of their action block
grants to units of general local government or com-
binations thereof. (In Fiscal Year 1973 this require-
ment will be modified to require that states pass
through the percentage of action funds equal to their
expenditures in relation to the total non-federal ex-
penditures for law enforcement during the previous
fiscal year.) Federal action grants may be used for
the following purposes specified in the Act:

Public pratection

Recruitment and training of criminal justice
personnel

Public education relating to crime prevention
and respect for law and order

Construction of buildings or facilities

Prevention and control of organized crime,
riots, and civil disorders

*

e Recruitment and training of community serv-
ice officers

e Establishment of criminal justice coordinat-
ing councils for jocal units of government
over 250,000 in population

e Establishment of community based delin-
quency prevention programs

Local Matching—The Act requires that jurisdic-
tions (state or local) receiving federal planning money
provide at least 10 cents for every federal 90 cents.
For action money, recipient jurisdictions are to pro-
vide 25 cents for every 75 cents in federal funds.
Exceptions to this rule include 50-50 matching for
construction projects. By Fiscal Year 1973 local
matching must be at least 40 percent money as op-
posed to goods or services. Not more than one-third
of any grant may be expended for compensation of
police or regular law enforcement personnel.

Action Fund Distributiox—Eighty-five percent of
the total action funds appropriated by Congress to
the annual budget of LEAA must be allocated to the
states in block grants. The amount each state re-
ceives is based solely on population. Applications for
action grants must be based on the state’s approved
comprehensive plan. The procedures for distribution
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The Village of Cahokia, Illinois received federal law
enforcement action grant assistance for construction.
The funds were used to expand the police depart-
ment’s headquarters by transforming an existing ga-
rage structure into office space, locker facilities,
questioning rooms and other work areas.

of action funds varies. Some states, such as Massa-
chusetts, distribute the 75 percent local funding di-
rectly to local units for projects cleared through re-
gional and state planning mechanisms, Others, such
as North Carolina, distribute action funds to regional
planning agencies for regional programs or for re-
distribution to local programs approved by the state
agency.

Discretionary Grants—The remaining 15 percent
of LEAA’s action budget constitutes a pool of “dis-
cretionary funds” which the Administration may use
to advance national priorities, draw attention. to
programs not emphasized in state plans, and provide
special impetus for reform and experimentation with-
in the total law enforcement ‘mprovement structure
created by the Act. Discretionary funds are used for
experimentation, special emphasis and supplementa-
tion rather than to meet the massive or widespread
need that state plans and block grant action funds
must address.

Discretionary grants can be made to states, to
local units of government, or combinations of local
units. Applications can be made by individual gov-
ernment agencies, private agencies or universities
through and with the approval of their local or state
government. The discretionary grant program,
though, retains enough flexibility to encourage and
give preference to multi-state, regional, or cooperative
projects involving multiple units of state or local gov-
ernment, Unless otherwise indicated, discretionary
grant applications must be submitted to each state
planning agency to permit confirmation that the pro-
posed project is consistent with the state’s compre-
hensive plan. Most grants are made through state
planning agencies for fund administration and moni-
toring purposes. If a state planning agency withholds
or is unable to furnish certification, LEAA may
make a final determination as to the application and
reserve the right to make direct awards to qualified
applicants. Matching requirements for discretionary
grants are similar to those for action block grants.

Other grants—The Safe Streets Act also provides
that additional federal grants be made available
through the National Institute of Law Enforcement
and Criminal Justice (part of LEAA) for training,
education, research, demonstration and special
grants. Such grants may be for up to 100 percent of
the total cost of approved projects. Eligible appli-
cants may be public agencies, institutions of higher
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education, private organizations and qualified indi-
viduals. Research activity focuses on priority prob-
lems concerned with the incidence of crime and so-
ciety’s response to criminal activity. In addition the
Act provides that a Law Enforcement Education
Program, administered by LEAA’s Office of Aca-
demic Assistance, will provide financial assistance in
the form of student loans_and grants to enable in-
service personnel to continue their education at the
college or university level. Grants are limited to
police, corrections and court personnel.

Major Benefits of the Act

For local government the major benefits of the
Safe Streets Act include the provision of much
needed federal financial aid to cities, towns and
counties with a demonstrated need for more re-
sources to improve the state of their criminal justice
systems. During the fiscal year 1970, LEAA’s budget
was $268 million. Of this, $184,522,420 was dis-
tributed to the states as block action grants, Discre-
tionary grant expenditures totaled $31,999,760 and
planning grant allotments reached $20.9 million.
Eighteen million dollars went for academic assist-
ance and $7.5 million was budgeted for the National
Institute of Law Enforcement and Criminal Justice.
In addition, $1,200,000 went for technical assistance
to help states and cities plan and implement their
criminal justice programs (See Table T). For Fiscal
Year 1971, although $650 million was authorized,
$480 million was appropriated to LEAA, and
amounts of $1.15 billion- and $1.75 billion have
been authorized for Fiscal Years 1972 and 1973
respectively.

In addition to the monetary benefit which local
governments have derived from the Safe Streets Act,
they have also obtained a measure of motivation and
guidance toward the establishment of comprehensive
coordinated criminal justice programs based on
broad goals and specific objectives formulated lo-
cally. Local jurisdictions at the direction of state
planning agencies are asked to develop multi-faceted
and innovative plans and project proposals for crime
control. Such activity has become a catalyst in bring-
ing together previously isolated components of the
criminal justice system.

TABLE U
DISTRIBUTION OF LEAA FUND

FY 1970 Budget: $2638,000,000
LEAA Administration

$4,300,000 Technical assistance

$1,200.00

$1,000.000

Office of Academic National Criminal

Assistance Justice Information

$18,000.00 and Statistics Service
$7,500.00 National Institute

of Law Enforcement
and Criminal Justice

Planning grants
21,000,000
Discretionary grants
32,250,000
Action grants

g $182,750.00
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Source: Law Enforcement Assistant Administration
LEAA 1970, Washington, D.C. U.S. Government Print-
ing Office, 1970.

TABLE V

ORGANIZATION AND FINANCING OF SUB-STATE CRIMINAL JUSTICE PLANNING REGIONS

Eligibility for 40 percent
planning funds
Both regions

and
Are regions Number Only regions localities
State set up of regions funded* funded

Alabama . .. .. e Yes 7 X

Alaska .. e i No .. X

ATIZONA . e e Yes 6 X

Arkansas . .................. e Ve Yes 5 X

California . ...... ... it Yes 13 X

Colorado ... ..o e Yes 14 X

Connecticut ... ... ... .. .. .. i e Yes 6 X
Delaware . ...... .. it e i No ..

Florida ... i i e e e e Yes 7 X

GEOTEIA ittt e Yes 19 X

Hawalil ...t i e e Yes 4 X

Idaho ... e Yes 3 X

Hnois ..o i i e e e e Yes 36 X
Indiana . ... . e Yes 8 X

loWa .o e e e No ..

KaNSas ... it e e e Yes 6 X
Kentucky ....... ... . . i Yes 16 X

Louisiana .. ... ... e e e Yes 7 X

Maine . ... e e e Yes 7 X

Maryland ... ... . . . . . e e Yes 5 X
Massachusetts ... ......... ... ... i Yes 12 X
Michigan ... .-...... .. .. ... ..., e e Yes 11 X

Minnesota . ................ e Yes 7 X

Mississippi ... o e e Yes 4 X

MisSsoUrl ... .. e e Yes 18 X

Montana . ... ... . .. e Yes 5 X

Nebraska ........... ... i iiiiiinnnn,n Yes 26 X

Nevada .......... .. ... e Yes 3 X

New Hampshire ... ......... ... .. ... ... cvv.. Yes 12 X

New Jersey . .......... . i i No ..

NewMexico . ...... .. it iiiiininivinnnn. Yes 3 X
New York ... i Yes 15 X
North Carolina . ........... ... i iiviiiirnnnn. Yes 21 X

North Dakota ............... .. c0o.eviinn.. No ..

Ohio . i e e e e Yes 15 X
Oklahoma . ......... ... . ciitiini e, Yes 13 X

L =T =o T Yes 14 X

Pennsylvania Yes 8 X

Rhode island Yes 9 X

South Carolina Yes 10 X

South Dakota Yes 7 X

Tennessee ........ Yes 4 X
Texas Yes 24 X

Utah ..... Yes 9 X

Vermont ... ... e e Yes 5 X

Virginia ... .. e e Yes 22 X
Washington . ................... NN No ..

WestVirginia ........... .. .civirininennnn. Yes 2 X

WiSCONSIn ... .. e e Yes 9 X

WYOmMINg ... it e Yes 7 X

* Many regional planning units pass some of their planning funds on to units of local government.
Source: Office of Law Enforcement Program, Law Enforcement Assistance Administration “Analysis of Fiscal Year
1971 State Planning Agency Statistics,” February 10, 1971.
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Requirements for Local Planning and
Coordination

After declaring crime to be “essentially a local
problem” Congress, in Title I of the Safe Streets Act
(Public Law 90-351) stressed the importance of
planning in developing sound and viable criminal
justice programs. The law states, “It is the purpose
of this title to . .. encourage States and units of gen-
eral local government to prepare and adopt compre-
hensive plans based upon their evaluation of State
and local problems. . . .” To insure local involvement
the Act specified that the state planning agency, in
order to qualify for funds, must, among other re-
quirements, be representative of “units of general
local government” and each state plan was required
not only to “permit” but also to “encourage units of
general local government to combine or provide for
cooperative arrangements with respect to services, fa-
cilities and equipment”.*" (emphasis added)

The federal guidelines for planning grants encour-
age planning on a regional, metropolitan or other
“combined interest” basis. They suggest considera-
tion be given to the utilization of existing planning
regions which are consistent or coterminous with
other “Federally-supported programs or with exist-
ing State planning districts. . ..” The importance of
local representation and acceptability of “regional
combinations” is also made clear in the guideline
requirements; “‘State planning agencies should recog-
nize that under the Act, regional combinations must
be more than State imposed geographic units and
need to enjoy a base of local unit acceptability and
representation,”"

Prior to the issuance of the fiscal year 1971 Guide
for Comprehensive Law Enforcement Planning and
Action Grants, federal guidelines did not address the

representative character of members of substate re-
gional planning bodies. The states were thus left free

to formulate their own policies consistent with the
Act. Tt appeared implicitly clear, however, judging
by the general tone of the Act, that Jocal regional
representation should relate to and be consistent with
the representation requirements applicable to the
state supervisory boards.*” Thus many states acting
on their own initiative sought to apply, when appli-
cable, a number of federal requirements that were
directed to state supervisory boards.

With the passage of the 1970 amendments to the
Safe Streets Act, the same standards of representa-
tion applicable to state planning agencies were for

the first tiine applied to “regional planning units.”*®
The Act, as amended, states that “the state planning
agency and any regional planning units within the
states shall, within their respective jurisdictions, be
representative of the law enforcement agencies, units
of general local government, and public agencies
maintaining programs to reduce and control crime.
Recognizing the need to make certain guideline ad-
justments, “for inherent differences in the character
of regional units as compared to the State planning
agency,” the 1971 guidelines did not bind regional
planning units to all of the state requirements.

Guideline interpretations of the new requirements
included the following:

e There is recognition that if a regional unit
does not, within 'its governmental entities,
provide significant services in any dimension
of law enforcement (e.g.,, a parole system
totally administered at State level) and thus
cannot plan meaningfully for that dimension,
the regional unit need not include this type
of representation

o Standards to insure general elected or appoin-
tive official representation by all large gov-
ernmental units within a planning region are
mandated

e The representation accorded to a region’s
major components shall be “fair and
adequate”

Other significant elements of the 1970 amend-
ments included the provision that LEAA may waive
the 40 percent planning fund pass through require-
ment, in whole or in part, upon the finding that the
requirement is inappropriate in view of the respective
law enforcement planning responsibilities exercised
by the state and its units of general local govern-
ment, and that adherence to the requirement would
not contribute to efficient development of the state
plan. But special provision is made that major cities
and counties within the state to receive planning
funds to develop comprehensive plans and coordi-
nate functions at the local level. The amendments also
include the provision that state plans may provide for
the establishment of criminal justice coordinating
councils for any unit of general local government or
combinations of such units having a population of
250,000 or more. These would have the purpose of
assuring improved planning and coordination of all
criminal justice.

FIGURE H

COMPOSITION OF THE AVERAGE LEAA SUBSTATE POLICY BOARD
BY FUNCTIONAL BACKGROUND
1970

1 TOTAL MEMBERS—S5,048%
100.0%

Police 34.49%

Local elected members 16.1%

Public members 27.19%

*Figure based on survey of 291 substate regions listed in 1970 LEAA plans for 31 states.

Source: Advisory Commission on Intergovernmental Relations.




NEED FOR CRIMINAL JUSTICE PLANNING

Effective criminal justice reform can only be
achieved through the employment of an effective
planning process. Planning. is the basis of any suc-
cessful action program which seeks to integrate local
needs with those of the state and to coordinate the
fragmented segments of the criminal justice system
within, between and among local governments. With-
in this broad purpose a practical strategy for action
must be developed. .

The scope of criminal justice planning will often
transcend jurisdictional and individual agency re-
sponsibilities, Goals derived from a successful plan-
ning program will help delineate the relationships
among the individual components of the criminal jus-
tice system and related public and private programs.
These goals can frequently be directed toward regional
programs in an effort to reduce duplication of effort
and attack crime on a more comprehensive front,

Realistic criminal justice goals can best be formu-
lated through a structure of state, regional and local
officials who are representative of criminal justice
agencies (police, courts and correctional agencies);
units of general loal government (elected mayors,
county commissioners, county managers, city coun-
cilmen); public agencies maintaining programs to
reduce and control crime (agencies dealing with so-
cial services, welfare, housing, health and recrea-
tion); and representatives of community and citizen
interests, especially minority group representatives.
Contributions should also be invited from the scien-
tific and technological communities who will provide
for or receive the resulting services (private industry,
non-profit organizations, professional groups and
volunteer organizations). In short, all elements of the
community should be included in the planning proc-
ess in order that the resulting goals and plans will be
realistically related to the needs of the community,

Benefits of Planning

Generally, planning for criminal justice will en-

courage each component to better identify problem
areas, to provide a framework for determining
priorities, to consider alternative actions, and to anti-
cipate problems, thereby becoming goal, rather than
system maintenance, oriented.

More specifically, planning for criminal justice
activities facilitate the following:

Greater Unity of Purpose Among Criminal Justice
Components—The objective of each criminal justice
component should be complementary to that ex-
pressed for each of the other components. However,
the current expressed objectives of criminal justice
components often conflict. Police often view their
primary purpose as “get the criminal off the street”,
yet corrections officials may see their role as one of
rehabilitation, in which locking up a criminal has
little positive value for the individual or for society.
Between these extremes are the courts, which try to
insure that the law is fairly applied to all who are
measured against it. However, when recognizing the
rights of groups and individuals as opposed to society
at large, the courts have sometimes worked at cross-
purposes to both police and corrections. A coopera-
tive comprehensive effort by all criminal justice com-
ponents will help to identify their common interests
and establish the direction in which the administra-
tion of local criminal justice should proceed.

Greater Coordination of Effort Among Political
Jurisdictions—Many local governments, finding them-
selves beseiged on one side for a reduction or level-
ing off of the tax rate, and on the other with citizens’
desires for more and better services, are approaching
insolvency. Comprehensive criminal justice planning,
while not directly providing tax relief, can promote
coordination among local jurisdictions which may in
turn lead to more efficient allocation of local re-
sources (such as streamlining unnecessary duplica-
tion of services) and thereby reduce public expenses.

More Positive Citizen Involvement—Involvement
of the citizenry at certain stages of the planning
process serves, in addition to educating the public,
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Deplorable jail conditions contributes o a high rate of recdivism

local jails provide an environment that not only

to.provide a more constructive community relation-
ship with criminal justice agencies. Citizen involve-
ment which serves to point out problems and issues
and to review and suggest action programs, can lead’

to improved citizen cooperation for both preventing
and controlling crime.

Strategic and Tactical Planning Defined

The overall goal of the criminal justice system is
to. control and prevent crime. In order to carry out
this mission, both strategic (long-range) and tactical
_(short—range) planning is essential. Strategic planning
Is the enunciation of policies, goals and broad plans
for the enhancement of public safety and justice.
Strategic planning, with a long-range focus, is predi-
cated on the identification of general criminal justice
problems such as reducing the crime rate or the rate
of recidivism. On the other hand, tactical planning
or short-range planning, focuses on the devclopmené

of programs designed to achieve the objectives of

strategic planning.
Strategic planning identifies the broad actions nec-

. Instead of rehabilitating prisoners, many
reinforces but creates batterns of anti-social behavior

essary to overcome complex problems which cannot
be solved by short-term, narrowly conceived pro-
grams. The effect of formulating long-range goals is
to insure that the community’s sights are set high
enough. Thus, a long-range goal does not have to
reflect the current state of the art, or budgetary or
legislative constraints,

. Ifientifying criminal justice problems apd estab-
lishing long-range goals are the elements of strategic
Planm’ng. Tactical planning, on the other hand, is the
identification of specific ‘short-term actions or pro-
grams needed to achieve specific objectives, Tactical
planning relates to strategic planning by reiterating
and. refining the elements of strategic planning and by
adding appropriate short-range operational objectives,
Tactical planning also furnishes a description of the

me'cha.msms and resources to be used in reaching these
objectives.

Tactical planning involves the establishment of
program objectives for the current and perhaps next
year of operations. Strategic plans are designed for a
given number of years in the future (usually five or
more. At the end of each year, annual programs and

§trategic plans would be projected one additional year
into the future.




Establishing Long-Range Criminal Justice
Goals for the Community

The strategic phase of the planning process sets
the long-range design and overall direction of the
work activity, It serves to unite the participants on
distant targets or broad Bauged goals toward which
planning is directed. By striving to achieve this
common ground, or perspective, agreement can
eventually be reached on the attainment of a desired
set of general conditions. These distant conditions
can be termed the strategic goals.

Strategic planning, therefore, as opposed to tac-
tical planning, is an attempt to isolate the long-
range from the more immediate. It provides direction
to data collection, the identification of long range
problems, the selection of priorities, formulation of a
plan, and the consequent evaluation of implemented
programs.

Strategic or long-range goals tend to establish
boundaries around the complex problem of crime
and its control, and make it easier to:

¢ Determine the kinds of questions which have
to be answered or understood more fully
before meaningful short-range goals can be
formulated

o Select among alternative proposed programs

e Accommodate the diverse views and mis-
sions of the various elements of the crim-
inal justice system. Agreement on a broad
set of goals provides an opportunity for alle-
viating principal areas of difference

e Provides a reference to avoid specific proj-
ects from conflicting with each other

Resolving Conflicting Claims By Policy Consen-
sus—Strategic planning facilitates the attraction and
involvement of a more representative grouping in
planning deliberations. Designed to provide for the
long-range needs of the community rather than for
the more immediate concerns of any one particular
agency or department, strategic planning provides
the opportunity for diverse interests to express views
and exercise influence on the development of broad
gauged goals for improving criminal justice. Admit-
tedly, group consideration of long-range goals will
not by itself lead to consensus. Value differences, to

some extent, will probably always exist. Neverthe-
less, strategic planning can significantly enhance the
understanding, knowledge and general awareness of
the participants, at least to the point where differ-
ences will not be rooted in ignorance, misunder-
standing and the like.

The Need for Comprehensiveness—Broken down
into a number of disciplines and orientations, the field
of criminal justice comprises a maze of highly tech-
nical and specialized missions and procedures. Stra-
tegic planning provides a method for overcoming
the general tendency of viewing criminal justice
activities in isolation, serves to discourage the de-
lineation of fixed and sacred program boundaries and
the apparent propensity, on the part of some, to reject
an interdisciplinary approach in resolving common
problems.

When criminal justice is conceptually viewed as a
system, the missions of the police, courts, prosecu-
tion and corrections can be reflected in the over-ail
goals. The goals, therefore, must be designed to be
broad enough to encompass the diverse missions of
the various component elements.

Establishing Short-Range
Criminal Justice Goals

Short-range or tactical goals are merely refine-
ments of strategic goals. Their purpose is to bring
about a certain condition in a more limited period
of time. Whereas strategic goals project a desired
set of conditions far into the future, tactical goals
are more immediate in nature and normally should
not exceed two years.

Short-range goals can provide a framework for
transforming the preliminary or general statement
of goals into more specific goal statements. They
identify and present alternative programs for achiev-
ing these goals and they set constraints for evalu-
ating, selecting and implementing programs.

Political ¥mpact of Planning—Criminal justice
goals, like ail local issues, are political in that they
address the execution as well as the choice of spe-
cific policies. They involve immediate questions
dealing with the division of power and economic
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Close coordination between the professional plan-
ning staff of the regional planning organization and
local government officials is an essential aspect of
the planning process.

benefit among different groups. Whereas strategic
plans focus on broad gauged goals for which there
is at least more potential for agreement, the tactical
phase narrows in on programs, and lays out the
short-range blue-print for action. Considering ques-
tions of resource distribution, tactical planning tends
to evoke more controversy than its strategic counter-
part.

Priority Selection—Once the potential goals are
identified, the next major step in the planning proc-
ess is the setting of priorities among those goals.

The concept of value and goal hierarchies repre-
sents a basic aspect of the priority selection process.
Since many individuals rank values (as well as
goals) in different orders of priority, criminal justice
planning provides a framework in which the con-
version of values into goals can be accomplished.

Priority selection is a technique to develop targets
toward which programs may be directed; it is a pro-
cedure which ranks goals in order of importance so
that appropriate emphasis can be placed on selected
criminal justice efforts. The setting of priorities,
however, should be flexible. The criminal justice
system should not be rigidly bound to a priority
system. Emphasis on certain long-range projects,
not to mention resources, may change.

- Considerations in Planning—It is generally agreed
that a massive outlay of funds is presently needed
to reorganize and reform- the criminal justice sys-

A police community relations program in East St.
Louis, Illinois, designed to improve understanding
between the police and the community, is part of a
comprehensive criminal justice program developed by
the Southwestern Illinois Law Enforcement Com-
mission.

tem. This fact is reinforced by the steadily increas-
ing federal appropriations for law enforcement as-
sistance. Planning at the community level will nec-
essarily consider the availability of federal monetary
resources as an important asset to the condition of
local criminal justice financial support. But federal
resources are assistance, not subsidy. Criminal jus-
tice planning at the local level should acknowledge
this principle—that major federal law enforcement
reform programs will eventually end—and local gov-
ernments must look toward the day when local re-
sources, hopefully with the assistance of state funds,
will finance local programs.

Local fiscal planning should take into considera-
tion the fact that the public will possibly resist in-
creased costs demanded by the criminal justice sys-
tem.  The local citizen may demand a high quality
of public services for his tax dollar but he may resist
tax -increases. This conflict may limit opportunities
for generating additional local revenues, It will then
be necessary for localities to become more flexible
and innovative. Many substantial improvements
made by local governments in their criminal justice
systems may be achieved with limited additional
costs. Significant improvements can often be achieved
through a more effective utilization of existing
resources.

b




The Regional Law Enforcement Advisory Com-
mittee of the Middle Georgia Area Planning Com-
mission has developed a number of regional criminal
justice programs including a regional communica-
tions network, training academy and information
system,

Local criminal justice planning should take into
consideration that many criminal justice scrvices,
especially in the area of corrections, are carried out
at the state level, and that comprehensive criminal

justice financial planning must be performed in close

cooperation with state representatives. The criminal
justice system transcends local boundaries and by
nature involves the state. Financial planning should
reflect this fact. It should also explore the possibility
of cooperative financial efforts between or among
adjacent local political jurisdictions where the proper
functioning of criminal justice services causes them
to interrelate. The resources of the private sector
should not be overlooked. The private sector has

much to gain by an improved criminal justice

system.

Coordination of Planning Efforts Among Local
Jurisdictions—In view of the number of social, eco-

nomic and physical forces that bind communities
together, the coordination of local planning efforts
is an essential aspect of both the strategic. and tac-
tical phases. Most local units in this country lack
the size, strength and wealth to effectively deal with
their problems. Virtually all of our present criminal
justice problems directly affect more than one com-
munity. They require the combined atication of sev-
eral governmental jurisdictions, the police, courts
and corrections as well as various local, social,
health and educational agencies.

Coordination of local planning efforts is needed
not only to insure an integration of the plans them-
selves but to synchronize procedures and mecha-
nisms which underlie their creation. Thus record
systems need to be correlated among jurisdictions to
insure the widest application of existing data.

Another factor that is essential in coordinating
planning efforts is regular staff contact. There are
two major relationships in this process, the first
occurs at the community level, the second at the
regional level.

The regional criminal justice planning agency
provides a forum for discussion, a place where com-
mon problems can be discussed and where solutions
can be found. It is an organizational "device for
bringing local governments together to stimulate
inter-jurisdictional agreement and cooperation.

Solutions to the problems of crime and its pre-
vention will require a new more generalized orien-
tation that can meaningfully bridge the gap between
the various disciplines and spheres of interest. In
short, the great challenge facing criminal justice
planners, elected officials and program specialists
will be met only through a convergence of concern
and competence. Strategic planning is comprehensive
in its design and scope. It seeks to reach consensus
on broad goals in order to facilitate a common effort
by concerned groups and individuals to bring about
needed changes within the criminal justice system.

Why Multijurisdictional?

A number of factors have induced local govern-
ments to look beyond their borders for realistic
solutions to local criminal justice problems. Among
the more compelling of these conditions is the sheer
complexity of today’s concerns, the increasingly mo-
bile character of our society, the chronic fragmenta-
tion of services and the dissipation and misapplica-~
tion of resources within, between and among layers
of government.

More money alone is not the real solution. Much
of what is wrong with the system can be traced to
the failure of local government to apply the tech-
niques of modern public administration, including
the concept of regional cooperation and coordina-
tion. The serious failure of the corrections system
to rehabilitate prisoners, for example, is com-
poundgd by the number of locally administered jails
(more than 4,037 in 1970). This fragmentation. has
severely dissipated existing resources to the point
that, in 1970, in cities or counties with populations
of 25,000 or more, nearly nine out of ten jails were

~ A Regional Criminalistics Laboratory has been
est.ablished to serve law enforcement agencies in five
Missouri counties and three Kansas counties which
comprise the Metropolitan Kansas City Area.
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without any kind of education facility, and 86 per-
cent Jacked facilities fur exercise or other means
of recreation. Forty seven jails throughout the coun-
try did not even have “an operating flush toilet”, and
49 percent were without medical facilities. More
than one-quarter of all large urban county jail cells
were built more than a half-century ago.*" Four jails
still in daily use were constructed befor. George
Washington’s inauguration.

In order to be responsive to the needs of their
constituencies and to more effectively allocate limited
local resources, elected officials have come to recog-
nize the potential benefits of regional planning. Far
from weakening their position within the commu-
nity, regional cooperation serves to strengthen their
leadership position by streamlining effort and ex-
pense, and increasing effectiveness. Unnecessary du-
plication of energy and expenses can be avoided.

Most Criminal Justice Probleras Fit More Than
One Jurisdiction—Like so many of our domestic
concerns, problems  associated with crime and its

prevention cannot always be solved by applying the -

resources of a given community. Resources avail-
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The National Jail Census of 1970 found forty
seven local jails that did not have an operating flush
toilet.




able to cope with crime are often scattered among
jurisdictions. The components of local criminal jus-
tice systems, moreover, are not always coterminous
with existing political boundaries. Frequently, au-
thority and responsibility is dispersed between and
among layers of government, and at times commu-
nication ‘is not only limited, it is non-existant.

Crime Does Not Respect Boundaries—Problems
associated with crime cross jurisdictional lines. They
have no respect for political boundaries. A drug
problem in Boston may also create problems in
Waltham, Newton and Concord. A bank robbery in
Brooklyn may have repercussions in the Bronx and
Staten Island. An organized crime syndicate in the
central city can no longer be treated lightly in the
county, or'in neighboring counties or cven in neigh-
boring states. .

The highly mobile nature of our society has cre-
ated new demands for local governments to cooper-
ate and work together in developing joint programs
for the protection of their citizens. No longer do the
lives of our citizens center exclusively in any one
community, Modern transportation has enabled
Americans to move freely from one community to
another, to simultaneously live, work and play in a
number -of jurisdictions. To quote one city council-
man, “We cannot allow local governments to falter
because of our indifference to each others problems.
The strength of local government is in its flexibility,
understanding and responsiveness to individual hu-
man needs.”

Effective and Efficient Delivery of Services—The
pooling of resources by local governments provides
a method for the improved delivery of services. It
enables two or more local units to provide certain
types- of services more efficiently and effectively than
individual governments acting alone. Beyond con-
sideration of basic financial limitations, sophisticated
programs for combating and preventing crime often
require elaborate equipment and the utilization of
highly trained manpower. A multijurisdictional pro-
gram increases the potential for providing these re-
sources and makes increased specialization econom-
ically feasible. By offering full time employment and
better benefits a regional program, for example, is
often able to attract better personnel.

Regional programs also provide balance to pro-
grams of much wider dimension. Many communi-
ties, for example, are more or less compelled to send
their local police officers to state training academies

in order ‘to fulfill state requirements. This practice
has posed serious hardships and expense for many
lacal police departments who operate on small
budgets and with a limited number of personnel. A
regional training academy, however, would, among
other benefits, reduce the pressures caused by tem-
porary manpower shortages. Attendance at a re-
gional academy would enable officers to return
home in the evening and to be available in case of
a local general emergency.

The participating governmental units of the South-
east Michigan Council of Governments (SEMCOG)
are realizing new economies of scale through joint
purchasing agreements. SEMCOG saves more than
$50,000 each year through such agreements. Each
local government has enjoyed substantial savings on
unit prices through consolidated wholesale buying.
Recognizing that savings will arise in proportion to
the tctal volume of purchases, SEMCOG has de-
voted considerable energy to increasing membership
in the region’s cooperative purchasing arrangements.

Funding Is More Readily Available in Sufficient
Quantity at this Level-We have already discussed
the roie of regional planning agencies in conserving
public resources through the development of more
efficient and effective multijurisdictional programs.
As a catalitic agent for reform, regional agencies
provide a planning capability for the development
of joint programs. Beyond this basic function, they
also provide mechanisms for identifying, attracting
and integrating new sources of support.

There are a number of practical and theoretical
factors that serve to enhance the role of regional
agencies in the identification and integration proc-
ess. These often include greater staff capability, a
greater breadth of vision and increased capability
to meet responsibilities that are muiti-functional and
regional in nature.

Thus a regional criminal justice agency that also
has related planning responsibility in comprehensive
health, transportation, or economic development is
in a particularly advantageous position to develop
attractive, innovative and inter-functional programs
based on multiple sources of funding.

Representing units of local government, regional
planning agencies perform an important function in
transmitting to the state and federal government
joint funding requests of member governments, With
the backing of these governments the regional agen-
cy is able to present a far stronger case for financial
aid than any one unit acting alone.

Applications of the Areawide Approach

The areawide or regional approach can be ap-
plied to many phases and operations of the criminal
justice system and often brings greuter effectiveness
through coordination and improved efficiency.
Examples of regional criminal justice projects are
described below:

Training—Employees of all police agencies in a
region require comprehensive training normally
available through police academies, but there is a
minimum organizational size below which the estab-
lishment of a police academy becomes unrealistic,
Regional criminal justice training academies, though,
offer local police staffs a practical opportunity for
a high level of law enforcement instruction within a
short distance of their headquarters. Such academies
maKe it unnecessary for communities to bear the
expense of sending a few officers to distant metro-
politan or ‘university police academies. An accele-
rated program of instruction is available locally to
all personnel at less expense. What cost there is can
be shared by all participating local governments.
Regional academies can also permit mobile in-
service training to area police.

Before the establishment of its regional police
training academy, police departments within the juris-
diction of the Southwestern Illinois Law Enforcement
Commission (SILEC) would ordinarily send officers
to Champaign-Urbana, DeKalb or Carbondale, Illi-
nois for training. These were distant points, how-
ever, and the training offered was not particularly
tailored to the needs of the moderate and smaller-

sized police agencies within the Commission’s regicn
—a seven county suburban/rural area—within the
St. Louis metropolitan area. These smaller agencies
would never have a sufficient number of employees
requiring training within their own structure to war-
rant a formal training program, but the cumulative
needs of all the area departments could make such
an operation feasible. Interviews conducted by the
Commission staff among criminal justice personnel
in the region revealed that there was a need and
strong support for such a regional training academy.

Ready made facilities were obtained by convert-
ing the former Madison County Home for the Aged
into offices and classroom space. Administratively,
the academy was placed within the Belleville Area
College, a local two year community college offering
a program in criminal justice. Police who attend the
academy may enter the College’s Associate of Arts
degree program and receive instruction from the
college faculty, as well as from other experts. The
Academy was established at minimal expense and
did not require the assistance of a federal grant.
However, state assistance was received.

Records Systems—A coordinated system of pro-
viding law enforcement information to all criminal
justice agencies within a particular region has many
advantages. The courts require police information
and vice versa. Prosecutors and juvenile authorities
need information developed by police agencies. The
advent of computer systems has made it possible to
devise a computerized criminal justice information
service with terminals in each of the agencies capa-
ble of making meaningful inputs to the system.

An expanded regional criminal justice informa-

hj[th the Los Angeles Council Sybil Brand Institute for Women, inmates make dolls jor underprivileged
children.




tion system has been planned for the area of the
Northwest Missouri Law Enforcement Assistance
Council—a five county region. The plan calls for ex-
panding the present Automated Law Enforcement
Response Team (ALERT) of the Kansas City Police
Department, ALERT is a computerized data file on
crime incidence, known criminals, wanted persons,
etc. in the Kansas City area, Data is updated by termi-
nal users making the file “live” and reflective of up-to-
the-minute conditions.

Expanding the service to outlying areas will per-
mit judicial, parole, and juvenile agencies to record
their own data on the system. This will make com-
prehensive criminal justice records available on an
up-to-date, quick access basis.

Planning for the expanded system included an
analysis of common information needs of all police,
judicial, and corrections agencies within the region;
their ability to contribute to a common information
data bank; the volume and kinds of information to
be maintained; the Kinds of -equipment required;
ability to interface with state and federal systems;
and an analysis of timing, cost and -complexity in
developing the system.

Communications—Antiquated communications fr-
cilities intended for police and other law eriorii-
ment units and sometimes serving a large number
of agencies, experience overcrowded conditions dur-
ing routine periods and are subject to collapse
during emergencies. Regional programs can bring
modern integrated communications as well as infor-
mation retrieval systems to law enforcement agen-
cies operating within a given area.

In the Cleveland-Cuyahoga County, Ohio, area,
antiquated and overcrowded police radio communi-
cations were serving 30 police departments. Each
vied for air time on one shared frequency. The Law
Enforcement Communications Committee of the
Cleveland Criminal Justice Coordinating Council
consequently instituted a three year modernization
program to establish facilities for integrated commu-
nication and information retrieval. The communica-
tions plan was part of a comprehensive regional
criminal justice plan formulated in response to the
Safe Streets Act.

Metro Police -Agreements—Regional agreements
among police agencies within a mefropolitan arca
have established mechanisms for multijurisdictional
response to current cases with area wide impact.
These mechanisms, such as planning conferences

and training exercises, have developed strategies and
procedures to handle the multijurisdictional aspects
of crime.

A police mutual aid agreement, which makes it
possible for police to cross jurisdictional lines to aid
neighboring cities and counties during emergencies,
was signed into effect in the fall of 1970 in Wash-
ington, D.C. The agreement was developed by a
committee of the Washington area police chiefs
working through the Metropolitan Washington Coun-
cil of Governments. The Washington area is be-
lieved to be one of the first interstate areas in the
country with such an agreement providing police
assistance across state lines.

Tnitially designed to cover emergency assistance
in situations involving civil disturbances, natural
disasters, or other major calamities, the agreement
is being expanded to encompass other day-to-day
police operations situations.

Mutual Aid Pacts—Mutual aid agreements among
local governments and emergency facilities within
a region have established comprehensive response
mechanisms capable of handling almost any emer-
gency quickly and efficiently be it related to law
enforcement or to some other incident.

Such a mutual aid program operates in a region
of Southwestern New Hampshire. The Southwestern
New Hampshire District Mutual Aid System is an
association of public service departments represent-
ing cooperation among 45 towns and the city of
Keene. The System provides mutual assistance to
communities within the District not only when a fire
emergency arises but also for personal injury traffic
accidents, law enforcement needs, disasters, or mi-
nor problems. Its basic objective is to coordinate the
System’s available resources so that proper assist-
ance can be rendered in the most optimum fashion.

The Mutual Aid System operates an Emergency
Communications Center 24 hours per day year
round. The Center coordinates fifteen ambulance
services with a total of 26 vehicles, the Cheshire
County Sheriff’s Department, 22 town police depart-
ments and some 150 fire departments. Membership
includes seven neighboring towns in Vermont and
Winchendon, Massachusetts.

Communications and regional assistance agree-
ments are also maintained with neighboring area-
wide mutual aid systems neighboring Vermont pol-
ice departments and four New Hampshire Sheriff’s
Departments.

Among the advantages resulting from the mutual

Governing officials from nine cities and counties in Metropolitan Washington recently signed an area-wide
police mutual aid agreement. The pact, worked out through the efforts of the Metropolitan Washington Coun-
cil of Governments, enables police to cross city and countylines to render assistance in time of an emergency.

aid areawide approach are stimulated cooperation
among member fire, ambulance, rescue, and police
services. This cooperation has erased tendencies
toward reluctant mutual support among neighboring
communities and has, in fact, spurred local officials
to request outside.help when needed. It has pro-

- vided more efficient service while obviating the need

for communities to charge each other for support
services,

Regional Jails—Due to the disrepair and inade-
quacy of jails throughout the nation, there has been
an expressed need for updating old facilities or con-
structing new ones that would be safe, sanitary, ade-
quately equipped, centrally located and available for
use by several counties in a given area. Ideally, the
design for a proposed jail with these features would
not only provide for the detention of prisoners, but
would also have facilities to be used for the rehabili-
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A modern Rural Regional Detention Center that will serve primarily criminal justice agencies located
within the Atlantic Judicial Circuit is now under consiruction in Hinesville, Georgia. This judicial circuit
is composed of six Georgia counties (Evans, Tattnal, Bryan, Liberty, Long and McIntosh) however, the
regional jail will also serve criminal justice agencies in adjacent counties. The project, supported by Federal
funds, was made possible when the citizens of Liberty County approved a bond issue of $175,002.

tation of long-term prisoners. It might also be used
for training law enforcement officials in and around
the region.

An example of a modern jail facility, the first
rural regional detention center, is now under construc-
tion in the Coastal Area Planning and Development
District of Georgia (CAPDC). The center will be used
for long-term detention of those awaiting trial while
local jails will detain those of shorter duration, It will
serve local governments in eight counties in and
around the Atlantic Judicial Circuit. The CAPDC is
now developing a prisoner rehabilitation program and
a law enforcement training program at the center,

Juvenile Delinquency Programs—Progressive com-
munities have long been diverting juvenile cases out
of the care of traditional official agencies into alterna-
tive channels. In fact, diversion of cases out of the
official system is rapidly emerging as a national prior-
ity. Clearly, communities which divert cases reduce
official delinquency rates by the simple method of
meeting the problem by alternative unofficial means.

A way of diverting youths from the juvenile jus-
tice system is offered by the concept of Youth Serv-
ices Bureaus. An example of this concept is the
regional program initiated by the Conchoc Valley
Council of Government to prevent juvenile delin-
quency. The COG established a Youth Services and
Resources Bureau for the entire San Angelo, Texas,
area to provide proper diagnostic, counseling and
other services to predelinquents who were not being
processed through the existing criminal justice
system,

Through use of volunteer experts, this bureau is
responsible for holding other social service agencies
in the region accountable for rendering professional
services for delinquent youth. In essence, the burean
is the central coordinating agency for all youth serv-
ices providing direct counseling; 24 hour referral
and information services, and follow through until
each child’s case is properly met.

Crime Labs—The lack of adequate and accessible
crime laboratory facilities at the local level may
slow the functioning of the criminal justice system
to a crawl. First, the problems of local police and
sheriff’s departments in acquiring evidence may be
compounded by time delays of several months in
having reports on evaluation and- analysis of evi-
dence returned from existing crime laboratories.
These facilities ate in centers which are often remote
from the local community. Second, court dates may
be regularly postponed because of the delays in re-
ceiving crime lab reports. Third, court cases may be
dismissed «due to inadequate, faulty, or non-existent
evidence. And fourth, the need to rely on distant
facilities leads to less crime lab applications than
that desired.

An’ example of a recently developed regional
crime laboratory is the lab for the Greater Egypt
region of IHlinois. This laboratory handles all but
the most complex crime services including evidence
collection; fingerprint processing and photography;
blood, hair and fibre examination; soil, glass and
fingerprint comparison; determination of arson; and
identification of narcotics.

A Regional Crime Laboratory developed through
the efforts of the Greater Egypt Regional Planning
and Development Commission serves the five county
region composed of Franklin, Jackson, Jefferson,
Perry and- Williamson counties. In photo at top a
crime scene technician examines fingerprints with
magnifier. In background, a criminalist is conducting
microscopic crystal test on drugs. In lower photo
criminalist prepares to conduct gas chromatograph
test that requires a controlled temperature. Machine
iseparales organic compounds and is useful in arson
investigation.

Intelligence Squads—The police component of crim-
inal justice is presently providing some of the most
visible and least controversial instances of multijuris-
dictional cooperation. This occurrence is shown in
the increased use of area wide intelligence squads.
Area wide intelligence squads are usually formed in
major metropolitan areas to solve major violations

of the law. These squads are provided personnel
from several of the individual law enforcement agen-
cies to be served. The direction and facilities for the
squad are provided by some form of cooperative
agreement between the participating agencies, Be-
cause of the lack of trained personnel in any one
department, the cost of maintaining technicai staff,
and the disregard by law violators of local govern-
ment boundaries, law enforcement agencies are util-
izing the intelligence squad as a technique to effec-
tively combat crime. The urgency of the criminal
justice situation and the recognized need for agency
collaboration have led this form of cooperation to
be accepted with relative lack of controvérsy.

Within the St. Louis Standard Metropolitan Statis-
tical Area (SMSA), the law enforcement depart-
ments have formed a bi-state (Missouri-Illinois) ma-
jor case squad. This squad pools the resources of the
various police agencies when a crime of areawide
import requires investigation. In conjunction with
this activity the squad utilizes a mobile crime lab-
oratory to carry out periodic training programs and
areawide conferences. The administration and co-
ordination of the major case squad is carried out
by voluntary agreement among the departments in-
volved. The major law enforcement agencies of the
SMSA are represented as are many of the individual
police departments in the area,

Drug Programs—Multijurisdictional and interdis-
ciplinary cooperation and coordination have been
increasingly utilized to combat many of the deleterious
side-effects of drug abuse. The illicit trade of non-
prescription drugs respects no geographical, jurisdic-
tional or social boundary, and leaves the individual
commiunity or agency unable to cope with the situ-
ation. The past few years have witnessed an increase
in the abuse ot drugs by specific segments of society.
As most drug use is illegal, criminal justice agen-
cies have an increased burden to shoulder. Police
must apprehend the violators of drug laws, courts
must make the proper determination of justice and
corrections must provide for the convicted. This is
not an expansion of duties for criminal justice agen-
cies but is an increase in the volume of people
passing through an already congested process.

Criminal justice agencies are not always prepared
to process any major increase in general volume let
alone an increase in such a specific area. Police have
not had the physical hardware nor the trained per-
sonnel to determine the “pusher” from the “occa-
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sional usér”, courts have had difficulty establishing
different sentencing procedures for the various types
of drug abuse, and corrections has been totally un-
prepared for the new type of drug user introduced into
the system.

Efforts to deal with this situation on a regional
basis are becoming more frequent now that crim-
inal justice components have greater awareness of
the complexities of the problem. Police are forming
specialized squads that can locate the individuals
responsible for sale and distribution of illegal drugs,
analyze those drugs confiscated; and infiltrate the
organizations controlling drug traffic. Courts are
often benefitting by changes in state laws and local
ordinances which prescribe a variety of penalties for
drug abuse, thereby allowing the sentencing official
the opportunity to consider the individual merits of
each case.Correctional facilities permit alternatives to
incarceration, The most notable are those which
allow for probation or parole in halfway houses,
methadone centers, etc.

In these instances more than one criminal justice
agency and more than one local jurisdiction have
established necessary cooperation to meet the needs
of this problem.

Metropolitan Atlanta is establishing a squad of
highly trained specialists to combat the increase in
narcotics violations which that urban area is experi-
encing. These specialists will have jurisdiction
throughout the Metropolitan Atlanta region. This
authority is vested in a governing board which
consists of the heads of local law enforcement agen-
cies and their respective local government leaders.
The squad received two weeks of basic training
from the Bureau of Narcotics and Dangerous Drugs
and has an established liaison officer with that same
agency. The enforcement program covers five basic
areas: assumption of primary jurisdiction, discov-
ery, tracing of suppliers, identifying suppliers, and
prosecution.

Recruitment—Recruitment of qualified staff is a
perennial problem for criminal justice agencies as it
is with most public agencies. For criminal justice

components, replacement of personnel who have left
the service for whatever reason is an acute problem.
Some of the problems individual criminal justice
agencies face are low recruitment budgets, varying
qualification policies, low wages, and a lack of
skilled recruitment personnel. These deficiencies,
though not directly visible to the public, accentuate
problems in criminal justice which have a very high
public visibility—the “results” or “lack of results” an
understaffed enforcement agency can produce,

Multijurisdictional recruitment is a method of al-
leviating part of this problem though very few agen-
cies have utilized it as yet. This method can pro-
vide a cheaper and more efficient means of drawing
new and better qualified manpower into the crim-
inal justice system. In order for more than one local
jurisdiction to establish effective cooperation in re-
cruitment of personnel they must first decide on the
basic uniform qualifications they desire for their ap-
plicants. Problems may arise in this procedure from
the varying concepts of what makes a good law en-
forcement officer and the respective law enforcement
needs of various localities.

Advantages of regional recruitment far out-weigh
the disadvantage of differing entrance qualifications.
A more extensive and wide-ranging program can be
mounted by group cooperation than by individual
agencies. Recruitment personnel can be sent to local-
ities other than those cooperating in the hiring effort.
Smaller jurisdictions can be materially assisted by
larger ones. Better entrance screening techniques can
also be developed if a group of law enforcement
agencies pool their resources,*

To date, few agencies have taken advantage of the
benefits of this form of multijurisdictional coopera-
tion. This reluctance stems from the intense paro-
chialism which permeates most local law enforce-
ment agencies in the form of differing qualifications
and entrance procedures which local agencies set as
standards for recruitment. The existing regional
criminal justice agencies could be utilized as discus-
sion centers to establish cooperation and agreement
on recruitment standards for participating agencies.
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ROLE OF LOCAL ELECTED OFFICIALS

Functional Elected Officials Who Have Roles
in the Criminal Justice System

There are several “functional” elected officials that
play major roles in the criminal justice system. Most
operate independently and at times their functions
overlap. This overlap and independence exposes the
need for coordination and leadership. Before dis-
cussing this need, a brief description of the roles of
functional officials is found below.

The Judge—The fairness, impartiality and effici-
ency of justice depends, in large measure, on the
quality of judges. Judges are the central figures in
the court and court proceedings. They are necessary
for settling all' types of legal controversies in the
criminal as well as the civil field. Their primary re-
sponsibility is to maintain a proper balance between
efficiency and fairness. But the judge’s responsibility
in the criminal law is unique. Here, judicial power
involves decisions relating to an individual’s liberty
or life.

The determination as to who will become a judge
is significantly influenced by the selection process.
The process should therefore be designed to seek the
best potential talent. It should insure identification
and rejection of those not qualified for the bench. It
should operate with dignity so as to attract capable
candidates. It should provide tenure in order to en-
courage the best performance possible within a full-
time responsibility. It should deserve and receive
respect and trust from the public.

In three-fourths of the states judges are chosen by
popular election. In' a few states judges are elected
by the legislature or appointed by the governor with
confirmation by the legislature, senate, or commis-
sion. Among the selection plans in use throughout
the states, the Missouri Plan has been acclaimed as
one of the most successful. In brief, it contains four
elements:

* A panel of judicial candidates are nominated
by a non-partisan commission of qualified

laymen and lawyers

e The executive may appoint as judges only
those from the panel submitted by the com-
mission

o The voters review the appointment after a
short probationary pericd. The only question
put to them is, “Does the judge’s record war-
rant his retention?”

o The voters periodically review the appoint-
ment at the end of each term of office by
answering the same question again

Judges may be removed for sufficient cause or
with sufficient demand. In most states, though, re-
moval is uncommon. Methods of impeachment are
slow, In some states recall of judges occurs by pop-
ular vote. Removal is by the governor at the re-
quest of the legislature. In others, removal requires a
joint resolution by the two houses of the state legis-
lature. Occasionally a judge has lost his position by
legislative manipulation of his jurisdiction.

Judges and the courts they command are presently
undergoing a long overdue period of modernization.
One serious deficiency which hinders the perform-

Developing innovative court programs designed to
reduce case backlogs is of major importance in im-
proving the administration of justice.
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ance of many judges and ought to be quickly reme-
died is the lack of a full time court administrator to
handle problems of finance, personnel, equipment
supply, etc., thereby freeing the judge to devote his
main energies to judicial decisions, Court adminis-
trators should establish continuing communications
with general local elected officials upon whom
courts, especially at the limited jurisdiction and gen-
eral jurisdiction levels, may depend for their entirc
financial support. It is the lack of awareness among
mayors, county commissioners and councilmen of
what the court really needs in the way of funds, per-
sonnel, equipment, that has seriously impeded the
courts from performing their judicial duties. In one
state some county superior cou.ts cannot hold ses-
sions during the summer months because county
commissioners have not been made aware of the
need for courtroom air conditioners. The only ele-
ments of the court with which most general elected
officials are familiar is the courtroom, the judge and
a few supporting staff. There are numerous court ad-
ministrative responsibilities of which the elected of-
ficial is unaware. )

The Prosecutor—The prosecutor is responsible for
presenting the governments case in court and often
acts as an investigator and initiator in the criminal
process.

In the majority of the states prosecutors are se-
lected by popular election and may be removed from
office only by cumbersome methods of impeachment
or recall. Most serve a single county or several small
rural counties (riding circuit). Cnly a few states pro-
vide for the appointment of local prosecutors and a
few others have vested criminal prosecution author-
ity with the attorney general. Tn larger communities
prosecutors have a staff of assistants but the great
majority of the country’s prosecutors serve with, at
most, one or two assistants and are often part time
officials. Salaries are often low and talented attorneys
usually do not remain long in such a position.

Programs to improve the prosecutorial system

should encourage the selection of individuals with
some experience in the criminal process and an ap-
preciation of criminal justice as a system of several
components. Prosecutors, for example, should be
able to participate in the instruction of police in re-
gard to police investigative and data collection re-
sponsibilities vis-a-vis the prosecutors’ needs in
court,

Court Clerk—The court clerk is normally attached

to the main trial court of a county and is a popularly
elected official in many states. The court clerk col-
lects fines, forfeitures, penalties and costs in crim-
inal cases, He is commonly responsible for record
keeping of court proceedings and actions and may
sometimes prepare formal writs and process. papers
issued by the court. Court clerks usually receive a
salary but some are paid on a fee basis. Sometimes
the position of court clerk is combined with that of
county clerk, an elected office in several states,

Efforts to modernize the administration of the
state court system will most certainly effect the status
of court clerks since their duties are close to those of
court administration.

Sheriff—Sheriffs are county officials chosen by the
electorate in every state but Rhode Island, where
they are selected by the state legislature. Sheriffs
function not only as police officials but also as officers
of the court and as correctional superintendents of
county jails. As agents of the state court system they
serve papers (warrants, subpoenas, processes, prop-
erty attachments). They often collect delinquent
taxes. As court officers they function in the criminal
as well as the civil field. The sheriff may often col-
lect a fee for the serving of papers. The sherift has
traditionally been the chief law enforcement officer
in the county, though in some urban counties he has
lost this police function. They frequently provide
support, training and coordination facilities to mu-
nicipal police agencies in thie same county. As cor-
rectional officials they guard prisoners in court and
at the county jail, administer and supervise jail
quarters; provide food for prisoners; and arrange for
escorting convicted prisoners to the penitentiary.

The office of sheriff, like other offices and posi-
tions within the criminal justice system, is undergo-
ing modernization. The sheriff is a key figure in ef-
forts to establish regional programs to improve police
training and coordination, court administration, and
prisoner rehabilitation.

The Constable—Constables function as the town or
village counterpart of the sheriff. They are largely
elected officials but in some states they are ap-
pointed. Their responsibilities span the area of their
electoral subdivision, though in some states their
authority is county-wide. They. function as keepers
of the peace (in some towns they act as one man
police departments), cxecutive. officers and process
servers in courts of limited jurisdiction, and collec-
tors of delinquent taxes. Normally they are part time

officials compensated through fees. The office of
constable is tending to disappear,

The Coroner—In the majority of states, the cor-
oner is a popularly elected county official whose
chief function is to investigate the cause of death
which occurs in the absence of witnesses, under sus-
picious circumstances, or where there is evidence of
possible violence.

He may assemble a jury to conduct an inquest,
render an official report on the findings and occa-
sionally issue a warrant for arrest. Many elected
county coroners lack medical training and in a few
states, such as Massachusetts, he has been replaced
by a local medical examiner. Under such a plan the
coroner’s legal responsibilities are vested in the
cgpnty prosecuting attorney and medical responsi-
bilities are vested in an appointed medical examiner,
Much of the work formerly performed by the local
coroner is now handled by central state agencies,

Why thf: General Elected Official Must Play an
Increasing Role in Criminal Justice Systems

Local elected policy making officials representing
gfaneral purpose governments (e.g., mayors, city coun-
01'lr.n'ar1, county commissioners) bear heavy responsi-
b'lhtles for the overall performance of criminal jus-
tice programs in their communities. Unlike elected
“Row Officials” whose duties generally conform to
narow functional divisions of responsibility, the
chief elected representatives of general purpose gov-
ernments have the task of developing a broad strat-
ogy that will ensure for the safety and welfare of
tht_z entire community, They alone shoulder the of-
ficial burden of viewing problems in the context of
the community’s overall posture. They alone have
the official responsibility for balancing community
resources and for implementing a community plan.

A recognition of the linkages among the many
varied and diverse functions operating within the
local criminal justice system by these elected repre-
sentat-ives is essential before an effective regional
planning program can be established. Without a clear
concfeptual framework built upon an accurate per-
ception of relationships, no meaningful reform within
thf, criminal justice system will be achieved, As the
chief spokesman for his community, the generally
elected representative must assume responsibility for

The Young Lawyers Section of the American Bar
Association has undertaken a nationwide prison visi-
tation program to help bring about improved correc-
tional services and conditions.

clarifying and articulating relationships to help in-
sure that each component within the system con-
tributes to the same set of goals.

Despite statutory limitations and a lack of legal
cpntrol over some elements within the criminal jus-
tice sy§tem, these elected officials have a unique op-
portunity to make the system work, to exert their
%eadership in bringing all of the components together
into a truly unified system. For these ofﬁcial: are
after all, the chief spokesman for their communities’
and otherwise function as chief negotiators in de-
veloping cooperative and/or legal arrangements be-
tween and among neighboring jurisdictions. They
possess the leadership potential and influence within
the community to open channels of coordination
among and within official departments. They have
the public platform and visibility to sway opinion,
to overcome local jealousies, and to cross swords
.with the- advocates of special interests, and they are
In a position to make public policy.

Th‘e purpose of regional planning, as previously
explained, is to coordinate local efforts to solve prob-
lems which cannot be solved as efficiently or as ef-
fectively by individual local governments acting
fl]Or'le. As a voluntary association, regional criminal
Justice planning agencies do not have the power to
levy'/ taxes or pass laws or even bind members to its
decisions, but they provide an organizational capa-
bility for bringing local governments together to ;x-
plore and solve mutual problems,

The involvement of local elected officials in this
process cannot be overemphasized. Implementation,
the action step in the planning process, will require
the coordination of various local departments and
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agencies within the system. Implementation will de-
pend, to a considerable degree, on the involvement
and cooperation of local elected policy-making of-
ficials. The extent of public official involvement,
either directly in the planning process or with con-
tinuous coordination, will often determine the degree
of success in implementing a regional criminal jus-
tice program. Too many-plans have been derailed
because the local elected official was not involved
from initiation through completion of the planning
process, This will be particularly true in criminal
justice planning, a process which cuts across so
many established activities of functional and political
boundary.

Without the close cooperation of elected officials
within and among contiguous jurisdictions, the pro-
tection of the public may be placed in jeopardy. Not
even a good municipal police department,.for ex-
ample, can effectively control crime when neighbor
ing jurisdictions fail to crack down on gamblers or -
drug offenders. Crime has no respect for political
boundaries. An understanding of the planning proc-

_ess by elected officials, as well as an understanding

of the realities of the local situation by the planner
and by other participants, gained when all are in-
volved in common effort, gives each an appreciation
of the others responsibilities.

During the 60’s, Congress initiated a number of
grant-in-aid programs directed to the creation of
local coordinating structures. Many of these struc-
tures had as a principle purpose the development of
plans to be employed as guidelines in the administra-
tion of action programs by operating departments of
local governments. That many of these planning bod-
ies found their basic objectives frustrated is docu-
mented fact. The principal difficulty encountered was
an inability to integrate their comprehensive plans
with the actual process of local decision making.
Successful implementation of local comprehensive
regional criminal justice programs requires that more
attention be given to the dichotomy between the
planning process and those elected representatives
who must bear the heavy responsibility for the ad-
ministration of criminal justice programs in their

communities.

SUMMARY

Local general purposc governments arc responsi-
ble, to an ever increasing degree, for making policy
and allocating limited local resources. The decisions
of locally elected officials should, in the American
democratic tradition, express the interests, desires,
and needs of their constituents. By virtue of their
being elected, local officials should accept the re-
sponsibility for meeting the needs of the people who
elect them. Most of our problems, including crime
and its prevention, do not conform to the jurisdic-
tional boundaries of the governmental agencies that
have the responsibility for solving them. These prob-
lems are usually regional in scope. Virtually all of
our present crimiral justice problems directly affect
more than one community. They require the com-
bined attention of several government jurisdictions,
the police, courts and corrections, as well as various
Jocal social, health and welfare agencies. Local gov-

ernments must find ways to cooperate with their
neighboring governments to solve problems which are
not confined to one locality but which inflict the en-

tire area if the public is to be adequately protected.
The Omnibus Crime Control and Safe Streets Act
of 1968 encourages local initiative. It is designed to
tailor new patterns to local problems. A major ob-
jective of this program is to help bring technical ex-
cellence in criminal justice to where the needs are.

To achieve the objectives of the Safe Streets pro-
gram, major emphasis must be given to the develop-
ment of state, regional, and local planning structures
that will develop and implement practical new ap-
proaches to solving regional criminal justice prob-
lems. Environmental, economic and social considera-
tions that affect the safety of the population of an
area and the related public services, facilities, and
manpower are factors that can best be dealt with
on an areawide level.

Many counties and municipalities are joining to-
gether in a common effort to cope with mutual crim-
inal justice problems. Their experience is indicating
that regional cooperation has been of significant help
for two major reasons.

First, a multi-jurisdictional criminal justice pro-
gram offers the potential for streamlining the amount
of effort and expense of planning and implementa-
tion while at the same time increasing effectiveness.
Unnecessary duplication of energy and expenses can
be avoided. Second, multi-jurisdictional organization
represenis a more effective method by which local
areas can obtain financial and technical assistance
from state and federal agencies. Several jurisdictions
speaking with one voice can exert more leverage
than one government acting alone,

Regional planning will solve few problems if rec~
ommendations are not accepted and implemented at
the community level. For it is here that regional
Plans change form and emerge as concrete undertak-
ings. It is at the community level that the objectives
of the plan are transformed into activities and proj-
ects. And it is here that goals and priorities are re-
fined and adjusted to local conditions.

To the end of reducing crime and rehabilitating
offenders, local elected officials must take advantage
of every reasonable opportunity to solve the prob-
lem of organization for the provision of adequate
services before this responsibility passes by default
to higher authority and thereby becomes even more
re.moved from the will of the people. Cooperating
Ymh neighboring governments to pool their resources
is one way in which many local governments’a're:
buildinig a capacity for getting things done.

Local elected officials can effectively participate in
the criminal justice planning process, as active part-
rers, if they understand the need for cooperation with
their neighboring governments, their state govern-
ments, and with the providers of criminal justice
services. If their respective regional criminal justice
plapning councils (where such agencies exist) have
reliable data, qualified personnel, and local govern-
mfant support, a meaningful analysis of regional
crfminal justice problems and needs can be accom-
Pllshed. Participation by local elected officials is also
important in terms of coordinating criminal justice
planning with planning for various other interrelated
human needs.

Criminal justice plans ideally should be interre-
lated with plans for land use, transportation, health,
welfare, education, economic development, and many
more factors that affect the well-being of the popula-
tion of an area.

. The frequent failure of local governments to effec-
tively insure for the safety of its citizens is a sad record
of confusion over a complex of factors that are con-
?eptual, technical and administrative in origin. A ma-
jor aspect of this failure is the fragmentation and
lack of coordination of criminal justice programs at
the local level. A number of agencies, departments
anc! individuals administer a variety of programs and
del.lver a myriad of services. The resulting fragmen-
tation of program administration has frequently pro-
duced needless duplication of effort, inefficient use
of funds, and rather substantial gaps and inequities
in the administration of justice.

Criminal justice planning has commonly developed
along functional lines. As a result, programs tend to
emerge as fragmented, single purpose efforts instead
qf serving as integrated units of a total, comprehen-
sive program.

An organizationa! framework is a basic need.
(?hoices will have s be made and priorities estab-
lished. Given the present fragmentation within the
system of criminal justice, organization can only be
achieved by incentive and consent on a community
by community basis. The organizational solution to
a.lleviating the fragmented nature of the criminal jus-
tice system must be found in development of such
t.raditional and multi-functional management func-
tions as planning, coordination ‘and evaluation. But
an organizational framework is not the total answer.
The most essential requirement is the development of
a policy that ensures for the close coordination of
services and programs and for the sharing of a com-
mon set of goals by the many participants within
the system.

Rather than holding to a simple faith that institu-
tional building or re-structuring will lead to sclutions
to our criminal justice problems, there must first be
a consensus on what the questions are, what the
goals should be, and an idea of what the basic means
for achieving these goals are. If a sufficient consen-
sus on the broad objectives of a comprehensive crim-
inal justice program can be achieved by the many
actors in the pluralistic and operationally non-system
9f‘ criminal justice then it follows that common pol-
icies can be agreed upon, and priorities established.
Only then can effective coordination be achieved.
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% Law Enforcement Assistance Administration, U.S. Justice Department, Memorandum for State Planning Directors, No.
10 (Supplement No. 1).

" Law Enforcement Assistance Administration, 1970 National Jail Censhs, p. 1, 4. ’

% David L. Norrgard, Regional Law Enforcement: A Study of Intergovernmental Cooperation and Coordination, (Chi-
cago, Public Administration Service, 1969) p. 13-15.
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' APPENDIX A

TABLE 1
LOCAL POLICE AGENCIES

3 5 2
3 @ . 3 o L
T ¢ 29 © ad =
o 34 a, £ 3%
g8 pf ES g8 pE 5
ch 58 £3 g8 58 28
=3 S £8 bE &8 2%
Alabama .....cv00 RN NP 279 67 Nebraska .....covvieqeens . 438 93
Alaska ......... P S 21 9 Nevada ...oveveverorranseoreras 18 17
Arizona L. ...vs e PPN 63 14 New Hampshire 245 10
ArKansas ..o seerorsoans RPN 350 75 New Jersey .. 532 2 21 i
Californla ....... Vs P 400 57 Mew Mixico ........ 92 32
Colorado .. i iiseaiie e iiaians 157 62 New York ........ 570 2 57
i Connecticut . ..... et ea 85 North Carolina 283 2 100
DelaWare «.eoervrosesonesones . 33 1 3. North Dakecta 268 53
Florida .+ vevvivnornsnsccnonnas 290 1 67 (o] 11 T R 912 88
Georgia 550 20 159 Oklahoma . .c..venveneens PN 280 77
Hawaii .... 1 4 3 [o]7-7-(-] | I e 153 36.
idaho ... 126 44 Pennsylvania . .....ciieciecnenn 1400 1 66
inois 720 1 102 Rhode Island . .....ovuvecavennn 37
P Indiana 457 92 South Carolina .......covv vens 257 2 46
5 lowa 480 99 South Dakota .........covvennen 150 64
- Kansas . .. 320 105 Tennessee 180 1 94
R Kentucky «.ovverweccenns e 255 4 120 Texas 630 254
i Louisiana ,....coaeeesen 267 62 Utah ....... 1130 29
i Maine ...... v 100 16 Vermont 44 14
: Maryland ..... 100 7 23 Virginia 192 6 96
4 Massachusetts 280 12 Washington ......ooodiiiiea 167 39 4
i Michigan ...... 542 83 West Virginia .....ccovivieinnnn 175 55
i Minnesota .. 513 87 - Wyoming 35 23
| MiSSISSIPPI . vvvvverecieervinnes 196 82 Wisconsin 356 220 72
|1 Missouri ...... P e 612 1 114 Puerto Rico
i Montana . ........- e 82 56 Total ......vnt 14823 75 3049

Sources: Data on municipal police departments was obtained from the individual state criminal justice planning zg
county police departments was obtained from NACORF files, the F.B.l. and State criminal justice planning agencies.
1 5 campus police departments.
2 Traffic control.

encies. Information on
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A e e o o 2

TABLE 2
nggl}"rs OF INTERMEDIATE APPELLATE
ESORT COURTS
0
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3 8 Y a = t 2 29 2
] 0O S o ".% E z g 3 g % 2 5 Sk
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£t g5 tf 88 £f f¢ St gf S ts f8 ¢ £% S8 38
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= "% O« 38 48 86 85 8% &% <38 8& &% <%
Alabama .............. X
Alaska ...... e reseane X . x
Arizona ... .00.... e X
Arkansas ... 00000000, X =
California ............. X
Colorado .............. X % -
Connecticut ........ . X .
Delaware ............. X
Florida .......... . X
Georgia ,.........0000. X -
Hawail ....vevvvnunnnnn X =
idaho ................. X
Minois  ............... X
Indiana ,.............. X %
fowa .....0 000, . X .
Kansas ............... X
Kentucky ............. X
Louisiana ............. X
Maine ............... . X .
Maryland ............. X
Massachusetts ......... X :
Michigan .............. X
Minnesota ............ X ~
Mississippi ............ X
Missouri .. ............. X
Montana .............. X x
Nebraska ............. X
Nevada ........... ... X
New Hampshire ........ X
New Jersey ........... X
New Mexico ........... X =
NewYork ............. X =
North Carolina .,....... X .
North Dakota ...,..... oo X :
Chio .............. Lo X
Oklahoma ............. X X s
Oregon ....... e X %
Pennsylvania .......... X X X .
Rhode Island .......... X
South Carolina ......... X
South Dakota .......... X
Tennessee ............ X
TEXAS e vvvvvvnneoveann X X = .
Utah ......... N X =
Vermont ........,.... . X
Virginia .............. X
Washington ......... oo X
West Virginia .......... X .
Wyoming .............. X
Wisconsin  ............ X
Puerto Rico ............ X .
Total ...ovvvnenn. 44 2 2 2 3 1 1 2 2 14 1 2 1 1 1

Source: The Council of State Governments, State Court Systems, A Stalistical Summary Lexington: Council of State Gov'te, 1970 pp. 2-9

1 Civil only.




TABLE 3
TABLE 4
COURTS OF GENERAL JURISDICTION
COURTS OF LIMITED JURISDICTION
. e ]
i 2 @ £ ~ tx & g
i : % 4 E ;4 8 4 &
0 2 c & 8 ] - -
: o o ]
N 5 %2 5 3 3 38 g § s e f S Bt Zp psE fp Iy 2595, 5E 5. % . g
: : zs B2 fg Pp g2 g8 ep ez E£g S s¢ By fF , 28 38 33 33 E3 sef 23 Ei RE 8Y St £f Br e Bt ¢ !
: 85 #5 &3 53 SE 3I& 33 33 E3 £v g5 o3 3= = o ©o w 88 Rkf& ¢ 23 ©e8 £3 :
! 58 88 38 88 83 85 35 38 S8 8% 88 &6 8@ Alabama ... a— 78S 26 86 36 88 38 £8 353
& aska .............. .
Alabama .......... e TP e X Arizona .. Wi X X X X
Alaska ...... e reveiie s e N . X ) Arkansas ... U T X X % 2X
Arizona ....... Vevn s Ve e .. X i Galifornia ..., 7T X X X X
Arkansas ..........c.o0eeiiiean. eveeenes X X Colorada ., 77T oo X X
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i e T X Delaware ., 7T X X X X X ‘x
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ot ‘ souri UL T X -
::‘SSISSiPPI e T RTTITRI . : X . Montana .., ... X % < 22X X %
M::::,: Ceees i - . Nebraska ... i X X x - -
i Nebra&ka. ............ e X Nevada ...... ... X <
- R SN v et b e = NeWHampshlre X %
BVAO0A .. cuiiiii i i s i New Jersey
. A b New Jersey T X _ X
:23 ﬂ-jzm:shnre .............. Vi anais i x L New Mexico .. < X 23X
rs eyt Veeen e ;
" New’Mexicg NPT : X 4 pewYork L : nX X X X X s > X
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TABLE 5

STATE PROSECUTORIAL -SYSTEMS
Local Prosecution Function Organization

TABLE 6
PARENT AGENCY RESPONSIBILITY FOR ADMINISTERING MISDEMEANANT PROBATION
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e
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New Mexico

x| X X

New Hampshire .......ovesovonsoanoneennos e e e eteenetras NewYork .......... eteeans
New Jersey .............. et et North Caroling ... ... . . . crvererrrrreoiriiis
NewMexico .......c000..un . X North Bakota ...,... e es s n
New YorK ., .iuviiennin i iniaainnnvesinanas X Ohio ...,
NorthCaroling . ..., .o iviunvinvvinsisan e X i Oklahoma ,
NorthDakota ....... .. ... 0unn R eea e X A Oregon . ...

Pennsylvania ..........
Rhode IsTand ... .., . seevveevsrivronioioi, X

[ - T R T L e . X
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OF@EOM vt 4 e e v a et oo tsae tnoonossaneseannseonsosananneseonarnans X South Carolina ., ..........ccre vrr..
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X i Virginia

fer et it et an ey
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Utah L i iieciineiereriiiiion. ’ X Washington ... .. i X
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) Total o e i b e, 22 9 1 1 1 4 5 1 1 2 2 11
Source: Ibid.
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TABLE 7 , TABLE 8
PARENT AGENCY RESPONSIBILITY FOR ADMINISTERING ADULT PROBATION PARENT AGENCY RESPONSIBILITY FOR ADMINISTERING JUVENILE PROBATION
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TABLE 11
PARENT AGENCY RESPONSIBILITY FOR ADMINISTERING LOCAL ADULT INSTITUTIONS AND JAILS

S -
] s £ 5
S - £ 3 E £
c2 5 Ee £ - Ee E
Sa K<l € T '9_3 = €5 €
b B o 8% 8, B _E 2 B3 8
.gg wa 2 gz g¢ 26 |4 2 o> o9
- £ of g = ©°% ap =g § a9z o%
5 8% LE .3 8% g3 T L5 8E .3 8§ £3
§ =53 S8t 383 E§ =2 S §3 =t 8% EZ =0
= n» w< ZL "o J h» << Z< BA NO
Alabama ..........,,» X Nebraska ...... eeres X
Alaska ..ov.iiiiiaias 3 . Nevada .............. X
Arizona ..., .. ..., X New Hampshire ....... X
Arkansas ......... e X New Jersey ........ Lo X
California .......... e X New Mexico .......... X
Coforado ...,.,....... X HewYork ............ X
Connecticut .,........ X North Carolina ........ X
Delaware ..........., ‘ X North Dakota ......... X
Florida .............. X Ohio ...viviivnrnnnns X
Georgia .......,...,.. X Oklahoma ............ X
Hawaii «/.vvevennnn.. . X OYeRON  ..ssssnness ver X
ildaho ... cvivevniies X Pennsylvania ......... X
minets ... 00, L X Rhode isiand ......... X
fndiana ...... eereeee X South Carolina ,....... X
flowa ...ooviivnenns oo X South Dakota ......... X
Kansas ........o0000. X Tennessee ........,.. X
Kentucky ............ X Texas ....... herseas X
Lowlslana ........... X Utalh ... v . X
Maine .......... veees X Vermont ............. X
Maryfand .., ......... X virginia ... 0000 X
Massachusetts ...... e X Washington ......... . X
Michigan ........... o X West Virginia ......... X
Minnesota ,...... oo X Wyoming .........00.0 X
Mississippl .., v0v., .. X Wisconsin  .,......... X
Missouri ............ X Puerto Rico ., ,.,....,. X
Montana ............ . X Totat ........... 45 1 1 2 1 1

TABLE 12
PARENT AGENCY RESPONSIBILITY FOR ADMINISTERING JUVENILE DETENTION

£ g
5 L2
g 5 %55 % s
g % By E § %
%% . Ot BEOE, v Ey £
§% : - £9 f¢ c§F p, 23
$2 2 30 g§5 g8 39 §% 2% &8s
_ as 3 =% 05 0, >3 8% Z o%
s ef£ et g3 87 ez 23 SEF g go
¢ 83 82 =§ Ef 5§ §5 EL =9 &SI
= A> DO v nHu ©BE nn Vo nwn 0o
Alabama . ....... AN e re ke PR X
Alaska ......cociiiiuiavin P X
Arizona ..... Ry P X
Arkansas ...... A P Can e T
California .............. [N e X -
Colorado ............ e i iean i P X
Connecticut ....... P P Y X
Delaware ......ocveveevsenan T X
Flotida ...... Neireasanss v e [N , X
GEOrgia ..vvvrvvurnrernons Ve et e X X
Hawaii ......... Ch e e e X
Idaho ©..oovvvveevonns fieenee D beedbarsrans revsoarres X
Minols . covvivienen Ce e bt eveaiesebatatateraassiaresree X
Indiana .....coicveiniaen P T . X
[OWa  vieveeiinnivains Ceveni i e Cer e aaens X
Kansas ..... AN e i s oo e e X
Kentucky ..... AR Chees e, RN seraesasnes X
Louisiana ......co0i0vaais P X
Maine ... i v D X
Maryland ............ v e P T X X
Massachusetts ..,..... R X
Michigan_......... e tesaitas sttt PP [ X
Minnesota ........... S X
MississipPi .o veicinannn R P, oo X
Missouri ........ P
Montana ......... N e Teeees X
Nebraska ........ et o n st et i e e e X
Nevada ... .o ievineinuniinanns Verabenannees [ v X
New Hampshire . ... .. it iineannne P < X
New Jersey . ....ouiierinrvnrornass P veeer. X
New Mexico .............. v ereerarecias P X -
NewYork ............. e Cenaanes [P X
NorthCarolina . .........0civiiiuieenionnennoariaes Ceeanaas oo X
North Dakota . ..,........... [P P el X
Ohio ....ivvvvinne e e ety PR X
Oklahoma ,............ e P feviiinenaeie, X
OFeBON v\ it ivveneersavoasneonanonanns evees e en s o X
Pennsylvania ........... e tiear et eas et e X
Rhode Island ..... TR asa e X
South Carolina . ..., ... .00 iiiviiurneroronoannns Verereeens X
South Dakota ........oiveviinneriernsneneins et ase s X
TENNESSEE . \vuvverenesvensioois et s e e ei et raares X
Texas ....,.. Vet sttt eaeaaas N ie et aaa e et X
Utah i ettt Cebevesnaares . X
Vermont ......... erenals e AN e Veesusasinased X
Virginia ... . . e i, Cerurerersesennanaes X -
Washington ............ ... N [ X
West Virginia ..................... [ PN X
Wyoming ... . . . .. et b b ae et terse e X
Wisconsin® .........c.%.000.0n- PERN RN evreras P
Puerto RICO ,,........ .. 000ccvorereecens e PN X
. Total . .vuui e e et 43 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 2 1

§ource: President's Commission on Law Enforcement & the Administration of Justice, Task Force Report: Corrections (Wash. D.C.: U.S.
Gov't Printing Office, 1967)
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TABLE 15
COUNTY CRIMINAL JUSTICE AGENCIES BY SECTOR AND STATE: JANUARY 1970

! Enforce- Pros- Adult  Juvenile . AN APPENDIX B
Total ment ecutor’'s Defender’s correc: carrec- Prob.atron othe.r
State and population size group agencies agencies Courts offices offices tions tions offices agencies
Allstates v............... “..... 19,543 4,801 6370 2,777 236 3,027 306 1,705 321
: States with populations of
! 618 156 L
10,000,000 or more .............. 5751 915 2363 726 173 660 160 '\ LAW ENFORCEMENT ASSISTANCE ADMINISTRATION REGIONAL OFFICES
! Callfornia v..iivviieniinnniinn.. el 958 84 378 94 36 106 50 71 99
Minois ........... e s 557 205 3 100 a3 97 10 99 10 {
NEW YOFK <o vireenninaroneineinernnns €11 122 170 113 48 64 9 63 22 :
Ohlo .ivevirernnnivanns 727 132 235 90 5o % fé lgg 3 i
Pennsylvania,,,......., P S 932 104 495 96 6 H . . .
Taxassronn Cerreanns 1,966 268 1,061 233 0 236 13 145 10 . Region #1-Boston Region #5—Dallas
States with populations of . Law Enforcement Assistance Administration Law Enforcement Assistance Administration
3,000,000 10 9,999,999 .........,. . 8421 - 2,243 2,620 1,253 3l 1,301 110 759 104 ¢+ U.S. Department of Jusfice U. S. Department of Justice
Alabama ......... e cier 401 83 143 3¢ 3 67 5 63 3 i Post Office and Court House Building, Room 1702 500 S. Ervay Street
Connecticut ..,......... PR e 0 0 0 0 0 0 i ;
Florida .....ver.s L L 608 .80 283 72 1 81 23 60 8 i Boston, Massachusetts 02109 Dallas, Texas 75201 i
Georgia ......., . 1,189 337 417 197 4 195 2 g:; 5{ ]
Indiana ........... v 525 183 52 89 9 9 1 R . .
{ l}fen}tlicky ggi gi 2gg 11g g 15 g ﬁ f i Region #2—Philadelphia Region #6—Denver
ouisiana ....... e S R H . L . . . .
Maryland . ......... 198 38 78 28 3 22 1 éi 13 i Law Enforcement Assistance Administration Law Enforcement Assistance Administration
Massachusetts 221 19 88 11 0 15 3 5 .
i Michigan. ..., 541 111 122 86 0 78 14 120 10 i U.S. Department of Justice U. 8. Department of Justice
{ Minnesata ... 591 173 211 2 2 58 ¢ 4 : I 928 Market Street (2nd floor) 1961 Stout Street
; New Jersey . ....vernnns.. 293 60 101 32 0 27 12 21 38 Philadelphia, Pennsylvania 19107 Denver, Colorado 80202
North Caralina . 447 204 19 100 0 96 6 21 1
Tgnnessee 500 121 205 68 2 98 0 5 311
MG 225 e 128 o : L 3 p 1 Region #3—Atlanta Region #7—San Francisco
Wisconsin 468 156 74 81 3 74 3 70 6 Law Enforcement Assistance Administration Law Enforcement Assistance Administration
‘ States with populations of U. 8. Department of Justice Department of Justice
i 1,000,000 to 2,999,999 ........... 3,893 1,188 1,031 511 18 815 32 240 58 730 Peachtree Street, N.E. (Room 985) Suite 111, 1831 El Camino Real
i . .
: AMZONA L.\t ieee 169 17 97 14 3 15 2 19 2 Atlanta, Georgia 30308 Burlingam i i
5 Arkansas .......... . Ll 332 142 89 2 0 76 2 20 1 : : & urlingame, California 94010
! Colorado ............ et 260 120 63 13 2 56 1 5 sg ;
£ L 481 198 18 97 0 84 1 31 . .
Z Kansas ........o.oevevniis . 631 136 238 107 1 103 6 48 g - Region #4—Chicago
! Mississippi 321 132 21 62 0 86 0 2 La orcemen i ini i
5 Neprooh 3 132 a2 4 ° 8o 2 - ° w Enforceme tAss1st:ance Administration
New Mexica . . 160 40 82 1 0 2§ 2 2 (1) t  U.S. Department of Justice
; Oklahoma ........... 172 83 3 1 75 2
j Gregon .. ol D 22 46 87 26 0 33 5 35 0 O'Hara Office Center (Room 121)
| South Carolina ..........ovuunnnnn. e 356 63 155 11 2 97 1 27 0 s
: Utha .. oouewniann. 0N 103 32 10 27 2 26 5 1 0 3166 Des Plam‘es Avenue
i West Virginia  ........0oviiiinnnnnnn.. 273 68 73 55 0 55 4 18 0 Des Plaines, Illinois
. States with populations of
3. less than 1,000,000 ,............. 1,478 455 376 287 14 251 4 88 3
Alaska ... ... e 1 0 0 1 0 0 o o 0
Delaware ,......... e - . 23 5 16 1 o 0 o] 1 0
Hawall .. .ot 10 4 0 3 o} 3 0 o} 0 :
ldaha,.......... e o 311 89 167 44 8 42 0 21 0 ;
Maine ....,..... [N Creeana 62 16 16 15 0 14 0 1 0 §
Montana ......c...vihiiiiii ... 207 69 13 47 3 51 0 16 2 ;
Nevada ...........00.L. e 121 25 44 16 3 16 2 15 0 :
New Hampshire ..................., . 67 15 31 10 0 11 ¢} [ Q i
} North Dakota ,.................. e 254 79 74 52 0 43 1 5 0 ‘
Rhode Island ,,....... RS - o} 0 0 0 0 0 1] 0 0 )
South Dakota » e+ st resoarsrns R 230 92 1 61 0 - 47 1 27 1 i
Vermont .., i e, 66 14 33 14 0 5 0 0 0 ]
Wyoming .............., Cera s er e 126 47 35 23 o} 10 0 2 0 : :
— )
This chart was prepared by the National Criminal Justice Information and Statistics Service, )
LEAA, U.S. Department of Justice, as part of a statistical summary of criminal justice agen- . : f
cies in the United States conducted by the Bureau of the Census under LEAA design specifica- f
tions. The summary was issued in March 1971 in pre-publication form, :
As of this writing, LEAA plans to expand the number of its regional offices to ten.




APPENDIX C

STATE LAW ENFORCEMENT PLANNING AGENCIES

Alabama

Alabama Law Enforcement Agency
State Capitol

Room 117, Public Safety Building
Montgomery, Alabama 36104

Alaska

Criminal Justice Commission
Office of the Governor
Pouch AJ

Juneau, Alaska 99801

Arizona

Arizona State Justice Planning Agency
2985 West Osborn Street

Phoenix, Arizona 85107

Arkansas

Commission on Crime and Law Enforcement
1009 University Tower Building

12th at University

Little Rock, Arkansas 72204

California

California Council on Criminal Justice
1108 14th Street

Sacramento, California 95814

Colorado

Colorado Law Enforcement Assistance Administration
600 Columbine Building

1845 Sherman

Denver, Colorado 80203

Connecticut

Governor’s Planning Committee on
Criminal Administration

75 Elm Street

Hartford, Connecticut 06115

Delaware

Delaware Agency to Reduce Crime
1208 King Street

Wilmington, Delaware 19801

District of Columbia

Criminal Justice Planning Agency
Room 1200

711 14th Street, N. W.
Washington, D.C, 20005

Florida :

Inter-Agency Law Enforcement
Planning Council

Tallahassee Bank Building, Suite 608

Tallahassee, Florida 32301

Georgia

State Planning Bureau

270 Washington Street, S. W,
Atlanta, Georgia 30304

Guam

Law Enforcement Planning
Office of the Attorney Genera!

P.O. Box DA .

Agana, Guam 96910

Hawaii

Law Enforcement and Juvenile Delinquency

Planning Agency
1010 Richard Street, Room 412
Honolulu, Hawaii 96813

Idaho

Law Enforcement Planning Commission

State House
7th and Washington Streets
Bcise, Idaho 83707
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Iilinois

Illinois Law Enforcement Commission
Room 204

134 North La Salle Street

Chicago, Tllinois 60601

Indiana

Indiana State Criminal Justice Planning Agency
State House

Indianapolis, Indiana 46204

Towa

Towa Crime Commission
State Capitol

Des Moines, Towa 50319

Kansas

Governor’s Committee on Criminal Administration
525 Mills Building

Topeka, Kansas 66603

Kentucky

Commission on Law Enforcement and
Crife Prevention

Room 130, Capito! Building

Frankfort, Kentucky 40601

Louisiana

Louisiana Commission on Law Enforcement
and Administration of Criminal Justice

P. O. Box 44337, Capitol Station

Baton Rouge, Louisiana 70804

Maine

Maine Law Enforcement Planning
and Assistance Agency

295 Water Street

Augusta, Maine 04330

Maryland

Governor’s Commission on Law Enforcement
and Administration of Justice

Executive Plaza One, Suite 302

Cockeysville, Maryland 21030

Massachusetts

Committee on Law Enforcement and
Administration of Justice

Little Building—Room 1230

80 Boylston Street

Boston, Massachusetts 02116

ey

Michigan

Michigan Commission on Law Enforcement
and Criminal Justice

352 Hollister Building ’

Lansing, Michigan 48933

Minnesota

Governor’s Commission on Crime
Prevention and Contr«!

Capitol Square Building

550 Cedar Avenue

St. Paul, Minnesota 55101

Mississippi

Division of Law Enforcement Assistance
345 North Mart Plaza

Jackson, Mississippi 39206

Missouri

Missouri Law Enforcement Assistance Council
500 Jefferson Building

Jefferson City, Missouri 65101

Montana

Governor’s Crime Control Commission
Capitol Building

Helena, Montana 59601

Nebraska
Governor’s Crime Commission
State Capitol Building

_Lincoln, Nebraska 68509

Nevada

Commission on Crime, Delinquency
and Corrections

Suite 53, State Capitol Building

Carson City, Nevada 89701

New Hamipshire

Governor’s Commission on Crime
and Delinquency

3 Capitol Street

Concord, New Hampshire 03301

New Jersey

State Law Enforcement Planning Agency
447 Bellevue Avenue

Trenton, New Yersey 08618

o



New Mexico

Governor's Policy Board for Law Enforcement
302 East Palace Avenue

Santa Fe, New Mexico 87501

New York

New York State Crime Control Council
100 Church Street -

New York, New York 1007

North Carolina

Law and Order Division

North Carolina Department of Local Affairs
422 North Blount Street

Raleigh, North Carolina 27601

North Dakota

Law Enforcement Council
State Capitol Building
Bismarck, North Dakota 58501

Ohio

Department of Urban Affairs
Room 3200

50 West Broad Street
Columbus, Ohio 43215

Oklahoma

Oklahoma Crime Commission
1111 North Walker Street
Oklahoma City, Oklahoma 73105

Oregon

Law Enforcement Planning Council
302 Public Service Building

Salem, Oregon 97310

Pennsylvania

The Pennsylvania Crime Commission
Federal Square Station

P. O.Box 1167

Harrisburg; Pennsylvania 17108

Puerto Rico

Puerto Rico Crime Commission
G.P.O. Box 1256

Hato Rey, Puerto Rico 00936

Rhode Island

Governor’s Committee on Crime, Delinquency,
and Criminal Administration

265 Melrose Street

Providence, Rhode Island 02907

South Carolina

Governor’s Committee on Criminal Administration

and Juvenile Delinquency
915 Main Street
Columbia, South Carolina 29201

Scuth Dakota

State Planning and Advisory
Commission on Crime

State Capitol

Pierre, South Dakota 57501

Tennessee

Tennessee Law Enforcement Planning Agency
216 Capitol Boulevard

Suite 604

Nashville, Tennessee 37219

Texas

Criminal Justice Council, Executive Department
810 Littlefield Building

Austin, Texas 78711

Utah

Law Enforcement Planning Council
327 State Capitol Building

Salt Lake City, Utah 84114

Vermont

Governor’s Commission on Crime Control
and Prevention

43 State Street

Montpelier, Vermont 05602

Virginia

State Law Enforcement Planning Council
Supreme Court Building

Richmond, Virginia 23219

Virgin Islands

Virgin Islands Law Enforcement Commission
Charlotte Amalie

St. Thomas, Virgin Islands 00801

Washington

Law and Justice Office

Planning and Community Affairs Agency
1306 Capitol Way

Olympia, Washington 98501

e e i bt st e S et s 8

West Virginia

Governor’s Committee on Crime,
Delinquency and Corrections

1704 McClung Street

Charleston, West Virginia 25311

Wisconsin

isconsin Council on Criminal Justice
110 East Main Street

Madison, Wisconsin 53702

Wyoming

Governor’s Commission on Criminal Administration
600 East 25th Street

Cheyenne, Wyoming 82001

America Samoa

Management Analysis Officer
Government of American Samoa
Pago Pago, American Samoa 96902
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