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;About the Pennsylvania Committee 

for Criminal Justice Standards and Goals 

The Pennsylvania Committee for Criminal Justice Standards 
and Goals was created in early 1973 as a part of the Joint 
Council on the Criminal Justice System. The charge to the 
Conunittee is to develop and maintain a continuing effort to 
adopt and implement improved standards and goals applicable in 
all components of tDe Pennsylvania Justice System. 

The Council and its Committee have been recognized by 
Governor Shapp and assigned a leadership role in working with 
all state and local criminal justice officials and agencies 
to adopt and implement upgraded standards. Lieutenant Governor 
Kline is an active participant in this continuing program. Yet 
the effort is broader than one sponsored by any single administra
tion or level of government. It necessarily involves the support 
and continuing participation of public and private officials and 
leaders at all levels and, most importantly, a broad active base 
of private citizen support. 'l'he membership of the Joint Council 
and the Committee reflect this kind of support structure and 
cooperation. 

Committee Merubership 

Henry R. Smith, Jr. g Chairman 
Judge, Court of Common Pleas, Allegheny County 

John A. Craig, Inspector, Mayor's Criminal Justice Improvement 
Team, Philadelphia 

Charlotte Ginsburg, Pennsylvania Program for Women and Girl Of-
fenders, Pittsburgh 

Dwight L. Koerber, Esquire, Pennsylvania Bar Association 
William G. Nagel, Executive Director, American Foundation, Inc. 
William B. Robinson, Warden, Allegheny County Prison 
John N. Sawyer, President Judge, Court of Common Pleas, Beaver 

County 
William R. Shane, Representative, Pennsylvania General Assewbly 
Margery L. Velimesis, Pennsylvania Program for Women and Girl Of

fenders, Philadelphia 

Richard V. Snyder, Project Director 
William H. Kent, Assistant Project Director 

Robert E. Frederick, Special Assistant to the Project 

Consultant Staff: 
Government Studies & Systems, Philadelphia 
Management & Behavorial Science Center, 

University of Pennsylvania 



• i -

IIJ1 

I.; :~ 
" 1 _ 

\ . 
• 1 • 

.\ 1 . 

,1 . 

'~ p-

~ "\. 

-:~ 
I:. 

t . 

11 ;11 
j .:. 
I .::. 
i 

~J " 

Membership of the 
Pennsylvania Joint Council on the 

Criminal Justice System 

Richard P. Conaboy, Chairman 
Judge, Court of Common Pleas, Lackawanna County 

W. Thomas Andre\'ls, Senator , Pennsylvania General Assembly 
Colonel James Barger, Commissioner, Pennsylvania State Police 
William Butler, Chairman, Pennsylvania Board of Probation and Parole 
E. Barclay Cale, Jr., Esquire, Pennsylvania Bar Association 
Frances Del Duca, Esquire, Pennsylvania Bar Association 
Charles W. Brown, Esquire, District Attorney, Centre County 
John A. Geisz, Judge, Court of Common Pleas, Philadelphia 
Charlotte Ginsburg, Pennsylvania Program for Women and Girl Offenders 
Reverend Thomas Jackson, Director, Institution Chaplaincy Services, 

Pennsylvania Department of Public Welfare 
Dwight L. Koerber, Esquire, Pennsylvania Bar Association 
William C. Kriner, Esquire, Pennsylvania Bar Association 
Israel Packel, Attorney General 
John N. Sawyer, President Judge, Court of Common Pleas, Beaver County 
Anthony R. Scirica, Representative, Pennsylvania General Assembly 
William R. Shane, Representative, Pennsylvania General Assembly 
Henry R. Smith, Jr., Judge, Court of Common Pleas, Allegheny County 
Fred Speaker, Esquire, Former Attorney General 
Stewart Werner, Commissioner, Pennsylvania Bureau of correction 
Vincent J. Ziccardi, Esquire, President, Public Defender's Association 

Suzanne Yenchko, Director 
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SUMMARY 

This Report is not merely a summary of a recent Confer-

ence on the Pennsylvania criminal justice system. The ob-

jective, rather, is to identify and describe the nature and 

extent of consensus reached by an important statewide group 

of citizens and public officials on priorities and strate-

gies to improve the Commonwealth's criminal justice system. 

The Conference, sponsored by the Pennsylvania Joint 

Council on the Criminal Justice System and its Committee 

for Criminal Justice Standards and Goals, enlisted the par-

ticipation of some 300 Pennsylvania officials and civic 

leaders in improving the effectiveness of the Commonwealth's 

criminal justice system. 

Conference workshop discussions covered a wide range 

of topics ,focussed on the following six major themes. 

1. Revision of basic criminal justice laws. 
2. Social environmental changes and crime prevention. 
3. Diversion from the criminal justice system. 
4. Operational improvements and efficiency. 
5. Organizational issues affecting system operations. 
6. Community support and participation • 

Participants also balloted their judgment and preferences 

among alternative strategies and courses of action for achiev

ing system improvements in the shortest period of time. A 

plenary session of all eight workshops provided cross-communi-

cation and added to the general level of consensus. 

i 
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Based on analysis of reports submitted by each workshop 

Moderator, Conference discussions and conclusions supported, 

either explicitly or implicitly, the implementation of nearly 

100 of the standards and goals recommended by the National 

Advisory Commission on Criminal Justice Standards and Goals. 

Highlights of workshop results and recornnlendations, sum-

marized under the identified major themes, and the major 

strategy preferences of participants follow. More detailed 

descriptions of Conference results are included in the full 

text at the indicated page references. 

Revisions of Basic Laws Affecting the Criminal Justice 
Slstem (pp. 10-14) 

Most workshops supported decriminalization and limiting 

the overreach of the criminal law, although there were dif-

ferences as to which offenses should be decriminalized. There 
-

was also support for simplifying the penalty structure in the 

criminal codes. Finally, some of the workshops discussed the 

issue of victim compensation and in general s~pported the 

concept with differences as to whether coverage should be 

limited to personal injuries, or should be extended to in-

clude property damage • 

§~cial Environmental Changes and Crime Prevention (pp. 14-17) 

This theme was a major emphasis of the Community Work

shops. There was strong support for involving the normal 

socializing agencies of school, church and other community 

ii 
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public and private agencies in the fight to prevent and con-

trol crime. There was pupport for specific programs on law 

and justice in the schools. The need for expanding recrea

tion programs to serve all youth was expressed. There was 

also concern for the equitable application of governmental 

powers of zoning, licensing, tax assessment, etc. as methods . 
which exemplify fairness and improve the quality of com-

munity life • 

Diversion from Entry or Full Processing Within the Criminal 
Justice System (pp. 18-20) 

Across all workshops trIere was widespread support for 

the concept of diversion from entry or full processing. 

Community Workshops strongly supported creation and funding 

of youth services bureaus to play a leadership role in de-

veloping alternatives to official processing. Court Workshops 

endorsed the accelerated rehabilitative disposition programs 

and vigorous prosecutorial screening, but expressed concern 

that, the criteria for diversion be clearly expressed so that 
.,.,. 

it is equitably applied. Correction Workshops supported the 

use of diversionary programs but pointed out the need to de-

velop viable alternatives, particularly in rural areas where 

services may be sparse. In all workshops there was a con-

cern for fairness in this selection of cases for diversion 

and emphasis on the need for real alternative services rather 

than merely dumping individuals in need out of the criminal 

justice system. 

iii 
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-Operational Improvcnents Wi thin Each of the Components of 
the Criminal Justice System 

A. Police (pp. 20-22) 

written police procedures, better role definition of 

personnel and of operational objectives and priorities 

were endorsed. Furthermore, personnel policies including 

mandatory minimum qualifications, active recruitment of 

minorities and women and training requirement.s were re-

commended. There was support for formulation of internal 

discipline procedures, but differences as to how it should 

be accomplished. 

B. Courts (pp. 23-27) 

There was controversy among workshops around the 

issue of minimum sentences with Community and Court Work-

shops supporting abolition of minimum sentences and the 

Police Workshops supporting mandatory minimums. In the 

area of sentencing, the Nonurban Community Workshop felt 

that written reasons for selecting a particular sentence 

should be mandatory. The Urban Court Wor.kshop urged a 

legislative study of a one-step judicial review process, 

unrestricted by technical objections made at the time of 

the trial. Several workshops dealt with standards for 

court administration and staffing and urged more state 

support for court administration. It was recommended 

that the Supreme Court should determine and enforce stan-

dards for personnel selection and training, court admin-

istration and policy uniformity. Merit selection for 

iv 
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all court employees, including judges, should be estab

lished. The Urban Court Workshop unanimously agreed that 

district attorneys and public defenders should be full 

time, adequately staffed and provided salaries comparable 

to private members of the Bar. There was support in sev-

eral workshops for training for the minor judiciary. Fi

nally, the issue of information systems was addressed to 

provide timely accurate information, particularly on al-

ternatives at the time of sentencing. However, there was 

concern expressed about the misuse of such information 

systems and the need for careful control over access and 

policies about expungement. 

C. Corrections (pp. 27-29) 

The Urban Correction Workshop supported the princi

ple of the least drastic treatment alternative in sen-

tencing and disposition. There was some discussion of 

classification but with attention being drawn to the very 

limited number of alternatives available in most county 

correctional facilities. Finally, the controversial issue 

over construction of new facilities was discussed. The 

Urban Correction Workshop supported a moratorium on adult 

and juvenile institution construction projects. The Non

urban Corrections group dissented to allow for upgrading 

woefully inadequate county jails. 

v 
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Organizational Issues; Inter-Component and Inter-Governnlental 
Relationships Affecting System Operations and Effectiveness 
(pp. 29-31) 

The major organizational recommendation of Community 

Workshops was the creation and state funding of youth service 

bureaus with a caveat that all referrals to such agencies j''Je 

voluntary. The Nonurban Police Workshop endorsed a minimum 

police department size of ten, but urged careful study of 

various ways to achieve consolidation. The unification of 

corrections into a separate state cabinet level department 

was endorsed by the Urban Correction Workshop. Placement 

of juvenile services in such an agency was not resolved. 

The Nonurban Correction group favored probation services 

under the judiciary and did not favor a unified state de-

partment. They did feel, however, that standard setting, 

subsidies and enforcement of standards should be a state 

function. 

Community Support for and Participation in the Criminal 
Justice System (pp. 32~34) 

Across all workshops there ~as widespread support for 

increased citizen participation in activities to control 

crime in their community, and for closer working relation

ships between citizens and all the criminal justice agen~ 

cies. Particular emphasis was placed on the community's 

role in the development of community based treatment programs. 

vi 
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Balloting on Implementation Strategies 
. 

The Conference concluded with a paper and pencil exer-

cise focussed on strategies and courses of action to improve 

the State's total criminal justice system. Conferees ~~ere 

asked to respond to seven basic questions by ranking or 

choosing among various options relevant to systemwide im-

provements. The following statements reflect general ob-

servations on the patterns of responses: 

1. One of the more noticeable results is that there is 
a recurring theme that mere increased funding is not 
the solution to the problems of the criminal justice 
system. This theme appears in the responses to ques
tions relating to barriers to improvement, improving 
court services, and statewide strategies for improve
ment (See Tables 1,5 r 7). 

1a 

2. Support for coordination, public support and better 
management appeared repeatedly. 

3 • 

4. 

The respondents tended to prefer "executive m~nage
ment" strategies for improvement over both ,Fegisla'
tive and grassroots strategies in response to the 
question on statewide approaches for improvement. 
But this pattern should not be interpreted to ex
clude a need for citizen and community support. 

In suggested improvements to specific component areas, 
the respondents typically chose a mix of internal 
actions and actions involving coordination between 
two or more bodies. In these questions, the set of 
the top two or three options contained inter-agency 
and/or across level interventions, reflecting the 
need to make criminal justice more of a system. 

5. The top three barriers to substantial improvements 
were fragmentation and lack of coordination, public 
indifference and distrust, and poor management and 
administration. 

6. Attention and resources should be received by the 
components in the order of community (first), fol
lowed by courts, corrections, and police, although 
wide variety of opinion on this point was registered. 

vii 



7. The, community's role in crime prevention and the crimi
nal justice system can best be improved by improvement 
of general social conditions (housing, education, em
ployment, etc.) and specific support for diversion and 
re-entry programs. 

8. The police component can be improved by upgrading pro
fessional standards, training, and pay scales, and by 
consolidation of police resources and better coordina
tion with other agencies. 

9. Th,e courts component should be improved in the fol
lowing aspects: screening, diversion, caseflow man
agement; sentencing and plea bargaining procedures; 
and number and quality of judges and minor judiciary. 

10. Corrections should be improved by upgrading the com
munity-based corrections orientation, the quality of 
probation services, offenders services and the number 
and training of correctional personnel. 

11. The s'tatewide approaches rated feasible and effective 
were: urging the Governor and executive agency heads 
to adopt standards relevant to them; encourage the 
Supreme Court to adopt relevant standards through its 
rule-making power; and work with each state agency 
and criminal justice system component. 

The Future Implementation Program 

The Pennsylvania Committee for Criminal Justice Standards 

and Goals recognizes this first Pennsylvania Conference on 

Criminal Justice Standards and Goals as a significant accom-

plishmen t, but' by no means the completion of its task." The 

on-going implementation program includes continuing review 

and analysis of standards and goals by state and local crimi-

nal justice agencies as well as private agencies and communi-

ty groups. Three regional conferences are scheduled to en-

large the consensus for change to improve the system state-

wide and at regional levels. These activities are designed' 

viii 
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to establish a clearly identified, comprehensive set of stan-

dards geared to Pennsylvania needs. This set of standards 

will be reviewed and ratified by a 1975 state convention at-

tended by high level representatives of the legislative, execu-

tive and judicial branches of state government, as well as 

civic leaders and criminal justice officials. The ratifica-

tion process will be followed by a monitored acceptance and 

implementation of specific standards in all criminal justice 

agencies. 

The Committee's goal is to witness the evolution of an 

integrated effective and socially productive criminal just:i~e 

system, during the year 1976. What better way to honor the 

Bicentennial of this Nation's birth than to demonstrate a 

true system which guarantees freedom from fear of crime as 

well as justice and equity to all citizens. 

ix 



I. ABOUT THE CONFERENCE 

Objective and Perspective 

This Report is not merely a summary of a recent Confer-

ence on the Pennsylvania criminal justice system. The objec

tive, rather, is to identify and describe the nature and ex-

tent of consensus :reached by an important statewide group of 

citizens and public officials on priorities and strategies 

to improve the Commonwealth's criminal justice system. 

The focus of the Conference and this Report is to con-

tinue the process of critically examining all components of 

the system - community, police, courts and corrections - in 

the light of criminal justice standards and goals. The term 

"standard" is defined to mean a specific criterion or yard-

stick which describes, as objectively as possible, a required 

level or quality of performance for a criminal justice func-

tion or service. A "goal", in this context, describes a 

criterion or yardstick of performance which is to be achieved 

at the earliest possible future date. Implementation of stan-

dards and goals is the process of gaining official acceptance 

and adoption by the various criminal justice agencies of spe-

cifically defined criteria and yardsticks against which per-

forrnance can be both measured and progressively improved. 

-1-



This process requires the fullest-possible public and offi-

cial participation to build a consensus for change which will 

insure operational and systemwide improvements. 

Just as the Conference was not a one-shot affair, this . 

Report does not represent a tidy summary of completed accom

plishments. Conference discussions were rigorous, disci-

plined and productive. Analysis of workshop discussions 

and Conference moderators' reports, as presented in this 

Report, provided a basis for identifying some 100 National 

Commission standards which were affIrmed or generally sup-

ported in workshop deliberations. The synopsis version of 

these standards are included, not to suggest that unanimity 

of opinion was achieved, or that each standard was subjected 

to a full, 'in-depth exploration. 

The Report is designed to extend the impact of the Con

ference and to providl~ a tool for continuing the process of 

building the consensus for change in critical aspects of the 

criminal justice system. Conference findings and recommenda

tions can be used as benchmarks by many citizens and public 

officials including, but not limited to, those who attended 

the Conference. The intent is to further the informed dis-

cussion of standards and goals and their use in improving 

the State's criminal justice system, to hopefully broaden 

the consensus for change, and to further identify and support 

strategies through which needed changes can be achieved. 

-2-
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Pennsylvania can have whatever kind of criminal justice 

system its citizenry demands and is willing to support. The 

building of a consensus for change and systemwide improvement 

is a basic charge given to the Committee for Criminal Justice 

Standards and Goals by the Joint Council on the Criminal Jus

tice System. The opportunity for change is provided through 

the work of the National Advisory Commission on Criminal Jus

tice Standards and Goals. The Pennsylvania Committee will 

continue on a broad front its program of standards implemen

tation. It will continue to work directly with chief elected 

officials and criminal justice agencies at state and local 

levels to assist in the adoption of upgraded standards. It 
~'.'" 

will also continue to encourage and assist citizen groups 

across the state to provide leadership and support for im

proved criminal justice standards and operations. In the 

final analysis, it is an informed public - operating through 

private groups and public officials - that can successfully 

insist that changes be made. 

Organization and Pro~ram 

The Pennsylvania Conference on Criminal Justice Standards 

and Goals was held on June 5-7, 1974 in Pittsburgh. The Con

ference, sponsored by the Pennsylvania Joint Council on the 

Criminal Justice System and its Committee for Criminal Jus

tice Standards and Goals, was designed to enlist the active 

participation of some 300 Pennsylvania officials and private 

-3-
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citizens in improving the effectiveness of the Commonwealth's 

criminal justice systt~m. The meeting represented an impor

tant part of the COrnTIlittee's continuing strategy for imple-

menting criminal justice standards and goals. 

The 300 people who attended the Conference included 

criminal justice officials and st3ff of both the state and 

local levels of government, Regional Planning Council lead

ers, private agency members and lay public representatives. 

The interests of these people extended to all components of 

the criminal justice system - police, courts, corrections 

and community crime prevention - thus representing a stra-

tegic mix of participants from. all ele.."""1ents of the criminal 

justice system and all parts of the State. Conference par-

ticipants each received a s~-::'al::.:s cf i::formation describing 

the standards and gca:'s ::::'e~,-e: ::;:.ed ::~- ±e ~iational Advisory 

i ting their vie,'is a.:: -:. :: ''':::::' ;::::e':_'::3 ~n c·..:.r:::-en t criminal jus tice 

problems in re:'a::i.:::.:: '::: -:::''3! n~l'3!d for.lpgrac1ed standards. 

The revie-d 3 ~a::,:1ar,1s and Goals covered all 

compcments . " -cr .l::t.l:-,;.a,A.,. j~stice system; participants ex-

amin~=d polic]' and operational problems of each individual 

component as well as their systemic impact and relationships. 

It \I/'as recognized th.3.t some standards have already been 

adopted in Pennsylvania practice, others provide guidelines 

for needed change, and still others represent goals which 

can only be achieved over a. longer time period. The Conference 

-4-
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thus reflected two basic objectives: (1) to provide impetus 

for the earliest possible adoption of standards which are 

closely tied to present Pennsylvania practice and (2) to 

help shape strategy and priorities for guiding the Common-

wealth's continuing implementation program. 

Separate Conference workshops on community, police, 

courts and corrections were established. Urban and Nonurban 

sections in each of these workshops enabled participants to 

focus on a manageable and relevant range of issues and pro-

duced high level participation and discussion by all members . 

The discussion agenda included criminal justice issues and 

relationships broader than those immediately relevant to each 

component. All eight workshops discussed the relative merits 

of changing basic laws, as in the decriminalization of cer-

tain offenses and the systemic consequences of such actions. 

Other major themes discussed by all workshops included crime 

prevention, diversion issues and strategies, operating prob-

lems and procedures and broad statewide issues and problems. 

The program included a written exercise requiring selection 

and ranking of alternative strategies and priority decisions 

possible in standards implementation. 

In a plenary session, all participants reviewed workshop 

reports and discussed major issues of controversy and concern. 

This Report presents the results of workshop deliberations, 

the extent and degree of consensus for action reached by 

-5-



Conference participants, and the standards and goals explic-

itly or implicitly supported for inclusion in the continuing 

implementation program. Results of the balloting in the writ-

ten exercise are also included and show significant patterns 

in the judgment and reactions to implementation issues among 

members of different workshops. 

Future ImElementation Program 

The results and impetus of the June Conference are being 

used by the Standards and Goals Committee in its continuing 

implementation program which includes the following activities. 

1. Encourage and assist state criminal justice agencies 

to review National Advisory Commission standards and 

recommendations and to compare relevant standards and 

goals against their existing practices. 

2. Continue the broad-based review and analysis by rele-

vant public and private agencies and community groups 

to identify and support the adoption of appropriate 

standards in all components of the criminal justice 

system. 

3. Cosponsor and help conduct three regional conferences 

in the western, central, and eastern sections of the 

state to achieve a broad-gauged and highly visible 

review of the whole spectrmn of standards and goals 

and their systemic relationships. Each of the three 

regional conferences will consider standards and goals 

-6-
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in terms of their statewide implications and in rela-

tion to the eight Regional Planning Councils of the 

Governor's Justice Commission. 

4. Continue to monitor the implementation process leading 

to the compilation of an overall set of standards and 

goals appropriate for acceptance and adoption by 

Pennsylvania criminal justice agencies. This com

pilation will also be reviewed and ratified by the 

Pennsylvania Joint Council on the Criminal Justice 

System • 

5. Conduct a statewide convention to formally review 

and ratify the set of standards and goals for adop

tion in Pennsylvania. This convention will be co-

sponsored with the Governor's Justice Commission. 

The convention will be attended by high-level repre

sentatives of the executive, legislative and judicial 

branches of sta·te government, the Regional Planning 

Councils of the Governor's Justice Commission, units 

of local government, public and private community 

organizations and state associations. 

6. Using the ratified, comprehensive set of Pennsylvania 

standards, submit-specific subsets of standards to all 

criminal justice agencies for adoption and implementa

tion. This process will be monitored and will include 

Committee sponsored liaison activities with appropriate 

legislative committees and budget officials to enable 

and facilitate the implementation of adopted standards. 
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II. CONFERENCE RESULTS: BUILDING THE CONSENSUS FOR CHANGE 

As preparation for the June Conference, an earlier wide-

spread dissemination of standards and goals was made throughout 

the Pennsylvania criminal justice system. More than 600 public 

dnd private officials and leaders, selected because of their 

decision-making role in the system, were asked to respond to 

questions concerning applicability of the standards and imple-

mentation possibilities. 

Key standards and recommendations developed by the 

National Advisory Commission on Criminal Justice Standards and 

Goals were submitted for review and evaluation by this broad 

group of Pennsylvania criminal justice "managers". An overall 

review of responses to this implementation effort supported 

quite positive observations and conclusions. These recorded 

attitudes and reactions of key officials and private citizens 

guided Conference planning to achieve a more detailed analysis 

of specific criminal justice issues and implementation possibili

ties and strategies. Conclusions of the first survey included 

the following: 

1. There is broad support for the general use or standards 

and goals as a means of upgrading Pennsylvania's criminal 

justice system. The support is evident in all of the 

groups who participated. 
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2. These informed officials and citizens are aware that 

a significant gap exists between present Pennsylvania 

practice and standards in all areas of the criminal 

justice system. 

3. A marked latitude and support for change to improve 

4. 

the system exists. Substantial and progressive 

development and implementation of standards appro-

priate to Pennsylvania is favored. 

They do believe that development and implementation 

of standards will improve fairness, efficiency and 

rehabilitation potential. And they are aware that 

additional funds probably will be required. 

5. Finally, they are aware that some degree of resis-

tance can be expected, but the general judgment seems 

to Le that it is not overwhelming. 

Based on this recognition that there exists in Pennsylvania 

a broad latitude for change in the criminal justice system, the 

Conference was used to explore key issues and build support for 

implementation of specific standards. Conference results and 

recommendations, based on analysis of moderators'reports and 

Conference materials, are presented under the following agenda 

for implementation action: 

1. Revision of basic laws affecting the criminal justice 
system. 

2. Social environmental changes and crime prevention. 
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3. Diversion from entry or full processing within the 
criminal justice system. 

4. Operational improvements within each of the components 
of the criminal justice system. 

5. Organizational issues; inter-component and inter-govern
mental relationships affecting system operation and 
effectiveness. 

6. Community support and participation for the criminal 
justice system. 

This agenda for action closely parallels keynote speaker 

Robert Kutak's view of actions needed to reform the criminal 

justice system in terms of (1) fewer laws, (2) more alterna-

tives to prosecution, (3) shorter sentences, (4) more disposi-

tion resources, (5) improved staffing of correctional services, 

and (6) more public involvement. In smrunarizing the results 

of workshop deliberations, the emphasis is not to present a 

verbatim or chronological report for each of the eight work

shops. Nor is it intended to make this report a purely re~ortial 

running commentary of workshop debates. Rather, the effort here 

is to reflect general conclusions for recommended courses of 

implementing action on which there was substantial, not unani-

mous, agreement by workshop p~rticipants. Reports submitted 

by each workshop moderator are included in the Appendix. 

Workshop Recommendations 

1. Revision of Basic Laws Affecting the Criminal Justice 
System 

Revision of basic laws affecting one or more components 

of the criminal justice system can, of course, cover a wide 
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variety of sub-topics ranging from comprehensive review and 

revision of the State's criminal code to further delimiting 

the role of the minor judiciary. Even though Pennsylvania 

has recently revised the Criminal Code, there was concern 

expressed in at least two of the workshops for further and 

continuous updating of this basic statute. The Urban Com-

munity Workshop favored continuous review by both the state 

and local units of government of laws and ordinances dealing 

with crimes and criminal penalties. These participants fa-

vored code revisions which simplify the penalty structure, 

impose procedural controls on the exercise of discretion in 

sentencing and which encourage the use of probation and 

other diversion alternatives. 

The Nonurban Police Workshop favored a permanent state 

commission to make con{.::,inuous review for the purpose of up-

dating and revising the Criminal Code and related statutes. 

The major focus in this discussion of basic law revision, 

however, was the decriminalization of certain types of offenses. 

Although there were differences among workshops as to which of-

fenses should be decriminalized, there was unanimity of opinion 

that definitive action in this direction should be taken. The 

Community Workshops had no difficulty in adopting National Com-

mission recommendations for the decriminalization of such of-

fenses as gambling, marijuana use, pornography, prostitution, 

sexual acts between consenting adults, drunkenness, and vagrancy. 
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The Corrections Workshops produced similar conclusions, but 

also expressed real concern for the development of additional 

human services to replace criminal justice services used in 

dealing with some d·f what are now considered offenses. Court 

Workshops were somewhat more guarded in thei~ conclusions in 

this area, but they specifically stated that this category 

of offenses should be subjected to further study with the 

goal of decriminalization and the development of alternative 

service resources. The Police Workshops developed more limited 

conclusions with respect to decriminalization. They joined 

with other workshops in concluding that minor traffic of

fenses and drunkenness should not be handled as a police 

matter. They also favored legalizing certain types of gam

bling. Nonurban Police Workshop, however, favored the con

tinued police enforcement of laws controlling prostitution 

until these offenses are decriminalized. 

There was similar wide agreement among all workshops 

with respect to the general goal of victim compensation. 

It is fair to say that all workshops favored the principle of 

providing some type of compensatory payments for both personal 

injury and property damage sustained by victims of offenses. 

The Urban Courts Workshop unanimously supported victim com-

pensation for medical expenses, time lost from work and other 

non-property losses as set forth in Pennsylvania Senate Bill 

1523. There was also recognition of the practical problems 

involved in implementing any victim compensation process 
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requiring restitution from indigent offenders. The Urban 

Court Workshop also favored legislative change to remove 

traffic offenses from court processing and the use of ad-

ministrative measures to resolve such cases. 

Considerable time was spent in some workshops ofi the 

problem of status offenses (runaway, dependency, incorrigi-

bility) charged against juveniles. The Urban Court Workshop 

unanimously approved the removal of status offenses for juve

niles from the criminal justice system qnd the use of alterna-

tive service programs to deal with these matters. 

The following National Advisory Commission Standards and 

Goals are relevant. to revision of basic criminal justice laws 

and were supported either explicitly or implicitly by work-

shop discussions. 

Standard 
Identification 

CS 13.1 

CS 13.2 

CS 13.3 

CS 13.6 

CS 13.9 

CT 8.2 

Synopses of Relevant NAC Standards 1 
-. I'" 

Revise criminal codes in States where codes 
have not been revised in the past decade • 

Complete revision of criminal codes . 

Simplify the penalty structure in criminal 
codes. 

Revise criminal procedure laws. 

Continue law revision efforts through a 
permanent commission. 

Dispose administratively of all traffic 
cases except certain serious offenses. 

ISee explanatory footnote on following page. 
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Standard 
Identification 

NS * 

S'lno)2ses of 'Re'levant NAC Standard~ (Cont I ~.:l 

The Commission recommends that states re
evaluate their laws on gambling, marijuana 
use and possession for use, pornography, 
prostitution, and sexual acts between con
senting adults in private. Such reevalua
tion should determine if current laws best 
serve the purpose of the State and the needs 
of the public. (p. 203) 

NS * The Commission recommends that drunkenness in 
and of itself should not continue to be 
treated as a crime. All States should give 
serious consideration to enacting the Uniform 
Alcoholism and Intoxication Act. (p. 205) 

2. Social Environmental Changes and Crime Prevention 

Efforts to prevent and control the incidence of criminal 

offenses range from moasures and activities to improve the 

quality of community life to direct preventive intervention 

programs such as youth gang work, counseling and related 

communit:y services. Preventive prvgrams and activities were 

a major :Eocus in the Community Workshops. 

Existing community institutions and agencies, including 

schools, churches and other public and private groups were 

recognized as resources in the fight to prevent and control 

lsynopses of standards de'"Teloped by the National Advisory Commission on Criminal 
Justice Standard~ and Goals summary report, A National Strategy to Red~ce Crime, 
pp. 153-168. The full tex.t of the standards, along with commentary, appear in 
tha National Commission Reports series covering the components of the criminal 
justice system. Each standard is identified by a 5pecific standard number and 
by the particular National Commission Report volume according to the following 
code: 

CP - Community Crime Prev~ntion 
PL - Police 
CT - Courts 

CR - Corrections 
CS - Criminal Justice System 
NS - ~ Nat~onal Strategz to Reduce 
~ 

, All reports can be obtained through ~he Government Printing Office, Washington, 
D.C. In some cases, the National Commission Reports provide a recommendation 
rather than a specific standard. These are identified by an asterisk (*). 
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crime. As pointed out by bo·th the Urban and Nonurban 

Community Workshops, schools should set the best examples 

of justice and democracy in- their operation and the rules 

which govern student behavior. They should offer courses 

dealing specifically with the law related SUbjects, as 

well as with the social areas of family living, sex educa-

tion and parental relationships. The Urban Community Work

shop urged LE1~ sponsorship of crime prevention programs 

even at the elementary school level. Teachers should assist 

in dealing with troubled youth. School buildings and facili

ties should be used in crime and delinquency prevention pro-

grams. 

Churches and other social agencies also provide useful 

physical facilities. Through their membership, they can re

cruit volunteers to assist in crime prevention programs. 

Both Community Workshops highlighted and supported the 

important role of recreation in crime prevention programs. 

The Urban Community Workshop underscored this importance by 

stating that recreation programs must be created or expanded 

to serve the total youth popUlation. 

communities should provide fiscal support to implement 

specific programs to prevent crime and delinquency. Both 

state and local governments should provide support for Youth 

Serv:Lce Bureaus. Urban Community was in favor of state funding 

to support community crime prevention efforts and suggested that 

state funds could be made available directly to individual 

applicants. 
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Community Workshops also dealt with the broader issues 

of zoning, licensing, tax assessments and equitable distribu

tion of public and private funds. These were seen as methods 

to improve the quality of community life and thus help to. re

duce crime. Workshops expressed concern for equitable cri-

teria for zoning controls, licensing and tax assessment 

purposes. The Urban Community Workshop emphasized that ex-

clusionary zoning should be prohibited by state law. 

The Workshops endorsed the concept of ccmmunity partici-

pation in crime prevention as part of an expanded awareness 

by citizens, media and community agencies about the criminal 

justice system. Local governments should give priority 

programming to drug education, youth employment and crime pre

vention. Information on these programs should be widely dis-

tributed by the media. Correctional agencies, courts and police 

should develop and implement improved public relations, poli-

cies and activities. The goal is to involve the maximum 

number of citizens in crime prevention efforts. 

The relevant National Standards supported either ex-

plicitly or implicitly by workshop discussion included the 

following. 

Standard 
Identification 

CP 6.2* 

1 Synopses of Relevant. NAC Standards. 

Exemplify justice and democracy in school 
operations. 

ISee explanatory footnote, page 14. 

*Commission Recommendation. 
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Standard 
Identification 

CP 6.6* 

CP 6.8* 

CP 8.1* 

CP 8.4* 

CP 7.1* 

CP 2.1* 

CP 13.2 

CP 13.1 

CP 5.9* 

CP 5.10* 

CP'S.ll* 

CT 10.3 

PL 1.7 

CP 2.4* 

Synopses of Relevant NAC Standards 1 (Cont'd.) 

Provide effective supportive services 
in schools. 

Open schools for community activities. 

Enlist religious community participation 
in crime prevention. 

Open church facilities for community 
programs. 

Develop recreation programs for delinquency 
prevention. 

Distribute public service on the b~sis of 
need. 

Formulate specific criteria for government 
decision-making. 

Develop equitable criteria for zoning, licensing, 
and tax assessment. 

Require employers' compliance with anti
discrimination laws. 

Increase support of minority businesses. 

A.'ileviate housing and transportation dis
c,t·imination. 

Coordinate responsibility among the court, 
n1:::lv.fb media, the public, and the bar for 
providing information to the public about 
the courts. 

Promote police relations with the media. 

Broadcast local government meetings and 
hearin<:is. 

ISee explanatory 'footnote, page 14. 

*Commission Recommendation. 
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3. Diversion from the Criminal Justice System 

DivElrsion of clients covers the referral and rerouting 

of persons from the criminal justice system to alternative 

systems (e.g., alcoholics) and the use of the least drastic 

mea.ns possible at various stages of processing (e. g., ci ta-

tions in lieu of arrest, release on own recognizance instead 

of detention). 

The Community Workshops both strongly supported the 

creation of youth services bureaus to play a leadership 

role in developing an alternative system of youth services. 

The Urban Community Workshop expressed particular concern 

that strong and specific guidelines be developed to ensure 

equitable application of police diversion. (See also 

"Organizational Issues" theme. ) 

The Police Workshops did not directly address diversion, 

but both spent considerable time on decriminalization of cer-

tain offenses which they saw as critical to diverting a large 

portion of their workload. Both strongly urged alternative 

methods of handling drunkenness. The Nonurban Police Workshop 

felt that gambling arrests should be continued unless the 

legislature decriminalized them. 

The Courts Workshops endorsed diversion programs. The 

Nonurban group expressed the need for clear criteria to pro

mote uniform application of accelerated rehabilitative dis

position (ARD) programs. The Urban group strongly endorsed 
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effective prosecutorial screening of "weak" cases and minor 

offenders. They also expressed an interest in the consolida

tion of and integration of many of the diversionary programs 

available at the intake stage. 

Both Corrections groups supported decriminalization and 

diversion with strong concern expressed in the Nonurban group 

on the need to develop viable alternatives in rural areas. 

The Urban group directly endorsed the "least drastic alterna

tive ll decision criteria at all stages of the process. The 

Nonurban group displayed sensitivity to the need for explicit 

criteria to govern diversion, particularly in the police 

area, and warned of the danger of using diversion as a dump

ing ground for cases of dubious prosecutorial merit. Finally 

they addressed the ,issue of jurisdictional responsibility for 

diversionary programs and raised the question that if the 

criminal justice system retains control (as in the case with 

~RD), is it really diversion? 

In summary, some of the issues that cut across workshops 

in the area of diversion were the following: concern for fair

ness in the selection of cases for diversion; an emphasis on 

the need for real alternative services to be developed and 

funded; and a concern for the organization of diversionary 

services so that they are not merely relabeled programs with

in the criminal justice system. 

The following National Advisory Commission Standards 

and Goals are relevant to the discussion of diversion and were 
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supported either explicitly or implicitly by various work

shop groups. 

Standard 
Identification 

CP 3.3 

CP 3.4 

PL 1.3 

PL 4.3 

PL 4.4 

CT 1.1 

CT 1.2 

CT 2.1 

CT 2.2 

Synopses of Relevant NAC Standards l 

Divert offenders into youth services. 

Provide direct and referral services to 
youths. 

Formalize police use of discretion. 

Formalize diversion procedures to insure 
equitable treatment. 

Utilize alternatives to arrest and pretrial 
detention. 

Screen certain accused persons out of the 
criminal justice system. 

Formulate written guidGlines for screening 
decisions. 

Utilize, as appropriate, diversion into non
criminal justice programs before trial. 

Develop guidelines for diversion decisions. 

CT 12.7 Assure that each prosecutor develops written 
office policies and practices. 

CR 3.1 Implement formal diversion programs. 

4. Operational and Processing Improvements 

A. Police 

Operational and processing issues relate to all those 

internal administrative and procedural functions of police 

ISee explanatory footnote, page 14. 

-20-

........ 
.. 

• • 
• .... 

- .,,' . 

• ••• 

- -", -

III I. 
I. 
~ 

departments involving investigation, patrol and deployment 

strategies, arrest, custody and referral for prosecutorial 

investigation and court processing. The major focus of 

the workshop discussions at this Conference rel~ted to 

police policy definition, personnel practices, and police 

accountability. 

The necessity of written police procedures, role defini-

tion of personnel, and definition of operational objectives 

and priorities was endorsed . 

Recommended personnel poli~ies included mandatory minimum 

(but culturally unbiased) qualifications, active recruitment 

of minorities and women, 40-hour-per-year in-service training 

requirement, incentives for continuing education, and promo

tion by merit. Support for passage of the police training 

bill (HB53l) was expressed. 

The question of accountability of the police chief was 

discussed in both Police Workshops. The Urban Police Work

shop explored the issue of accountability in terms of whether 

the police chief should be responsible to the political execu

tive, a commission, or whether the nature and conditions of 

responsibility should be expressed in a written contract. They 

reached no definitive resolution of this issue. In the Non

urban Police Workshop, it was decided that the chief should 

be responsible to only one executive and not to minor officials. 

Adequate discipline programs were seen as essential to the 

integrity of any good police department. 
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Relevant National Advisory Commission Standards and 

Goals endorsed explicitly or implicitly by workshop discus-

sions of police operations include the following. 

Standard 
~dentification 

PL 1.5 

PL 2.2 

PL 13.3 

PL 13.4 

PL 13.5 

PL 13.6 

PL.15.l 

PL 15.2 

PL 16.1 

PL 16.2 

PL 16.3 

PL 16.5 

PL 19.1 

PL 19.6 

Synopses of Relevant NAC Standards l 

Enhance police officers' understanding 
of their role and of the culture of their 
community. 

Establish written policies to help em
ployees attain agency goals and objectives. 

Insure nondiscriminatory recruitment 
practices. 

Implement minimum police officer selection 
s ta.ndards • 

Formalize a nondiscriminatory applicant 
screening process. 

Encourage the employment of women. 

Upgrade en~ry-level educational require
ments. 

Implement police officer educational in
centives. 

Establish State minimum training standards. 

Develop effective training programs. 

Develop training prior to work assignment. 

Establish routine in-service training 
programs. 

Formulate internal discipline procedures. 

Implement positive programs to prevent 
misconduct. 

ISee explanatory footnote, page 14. 
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B. Courts 

Issues in court system operation range from the es-

tablishment and implementation of personnel and operational 

standards for court operations to the complexities of trial, 

sentencing and judicial review. Issues and subjects within 

this range were given intensive attention at the Conference 

by Court Workshop participants. 

The whole issue of the use of minimmu sentences received 

special attention. Community and Court Workshops urged the 

outright abolition of minimum sentences. The Nonurban Police 

Workshop dissented from this stand. The Police Workshop sup

ported mandatory minimum sentencing with a reduction in the 

discretionary power of judges. 

Need for review of sentencing practices was expressed 

by several workshops. The Nonurban Community Workshop dis

cussed this point in detail, and recommended that a written 

stat'ement justifying the nature and type of sentence be made 

mandatory. This Workshop suggested that such a statement 

also should be mandatory to back-up parole and pardon board 

decisions. 

The Urban Court Workshop urged legislative review and 

further study of a one-step judicial review process and the 

utilization of a set of court designated attorneys to review, 

for errors, all cases on appeal. The Nonurban Court Workshop 

wanted to limit each defendant to one appeal--unrestricted 

by technical objections made at the time of the trial. 
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Consolidation of the Commonwealth's trial courts into 

a fully unified state court system was a subject of concern 

in several workshops. There was substantial agreement that 

state court administration has improved and that further changes 

are neede!d. Nonurban Courts supported state-financed county 

court adrn~nistration including salaries of the court adminis-

trators. 

Both the Urban and NQnurba~ Court Workshops dealt in 

some detail with standards for court administration and staffing, 

specifying a more active role in this area for the State Supreme 

Court. The Court should determine and enforce standards for 

personnel selection and training, court administration and 

policy uniformity. A merit selection system for all court 

employees, including judges, should be established. 

The Urban Court Workshop unanimously agreed that district 

attorneys and public defenders should be full-time, adequately 

staffed, and provided salaries comparable to private members 

of d:e car. Public defenders should be appointed for 4-year 

:-;.=~= Jias agreer.:.ent in several workshops that minor judi

ciarya:C,c:.::'ii ce extensively trained, but not necessarily members 

of the bar~ The 1ionurban Court Workshops further specified 

that salaries and selection procedures should be consistent 

with those of judges in order to attract highly qualified 

people. 
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There was agreement that information on alternatives to 

inc~rceration is too frequently obsolete by the time it reaches 

the judiciary. Efforts to increase the awareness and accessi

bility of such information are essential. Court Workshops 

recognized the need for computerized data systems to increase 

the accuracy, efficiency, and standardization of record-keeping 

within the system. The Nonurban Court Workshop favored a 

statewide comprehensive data system (CDS) to which individual 

counties could be connected. 

The extent and use of computer systems containing informa

tion on criminal histories and offender-based transactions was 

de:,~ted and concern was expressed about possible misuse of 

such information. The Urban Police Workshop agreed that pro

cedures must be established on the type of access to such 

information. Policies to expunge certain types of information, 

such as unfounded offense records, from the system were 

recommended as essential to the protection of civil rights. 

The relevant National Advisory Commission Standards and 

Goals endorsed explicitly or implicitly by workshop dis-

cussions on operational improvements within the court sector 

of the crimin~l justice system included the following. 

Standard 
Identification 

CT 9.1 

1 SynoEses of Relevant NAC Stand~rds 

Establish policies for the administration of 
the State's courts. 

ISee explanatory footnote, page 14. 
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standard 
Identification 

CT 8.1 

CT 4.8 

CT 6.1 

CT 6.2 

CT 7.1 

CT 7.5 

CT 12.1 

CT 12.3 

CT 12.8 

CT 13.7 

CT 13.14 

CT 8.2 

CT 11.1 

CS 7.7 

CS 8.2 

§Y.nopses of Relevant NAC Standards l (Cont'd.) 

Assure that State courts are unified courts of 
record, financed by the State, administered on 
a statewide basis, and presided over by full
time judges admitted to the practice of law. 

Hold preliminary hearings within 2 weeks after 
arrest; eliminate formal arraignment. 

Provide the opportunity to every convicted person 
for one full and fair review. 

Provide a full-time professional staff of lawy:ers 
in the revieidng court. 

Se:ec:: ::.:cqes on the basis of merit qualifications. 

=:aintain a comprehensive program of 
education. 

;'.ss'.:.:::e -:'::.=::=:::csecutors· are full-time skilled 
;::::=::es5'=.::::a:s J at:th.orized to serve a minimum 
-:e::-::, :::: =4 ::.-e~~s f and compensated adequately. 

?:::=¥~~e f:::=5e==~::rs with supporting staff and 
::a:;:;:'::'-::':'55 ::'::-:::a::::ab:,e to that of similar size 

A.sS:l.:::e ~::a:: ;::::::se:::.:::crs ::ave an active role in 
crir.;:,e :'::-.-,-es:::iqa::::"::::: f jlti~:i:: adequate investigative 

Assure t~a~ ~~::.c ce=enders are full time and 
adequately ccr.;:per",sa~ed. 

Provide public defender offices with adequate 
supportive services and personnel. 

Dispose administratively of all traffic cases 
except certain serious offenses. 

Utilize computer services consistent with the 
needs and caseloads of the courts. 

Establish computer interfaces for criminal 
justice information systems. 

Define the scope of criminal justice informa
tion systems files. 

IS~e explana~ry footnote, page 14. 
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Standard 
Identification Synopses of Relevant NAC Standards l (Cont'd.) 

CS 8.3 Limit access and dissemination of criminal 
justice information. 

CS 7.6 Safeguard systems containing criminal 
offender data. 

C. Corrections 

Potential operational improvements in the corrections 

component of the criminal justice system involve issues 

ranging from changes in rehabilitative concepts and philos-

ophy to the redesign of physical facilities. The unification 

of correctional services as a cabinet department is dis-

cussed under organizatiNl'll issues, although it also might 

have been included here. 

Two basic treatment is!:!Jes received priority attention. 

The Urban Corrections Work::c'h:::>p supported the NAC principle 

that· the least drastic trE';~-:.;;ment alternative should be 

used in sentencing and disposition decisions. A corollary 

conclusion reached was that the burden should rest on the 

st..ate to show nature of degree of need for restrictive 

dispositions. It was noted that the effective use of pres-

ently known and as yet untried alternatives to incarceration 

for either sentenced or untried offenders has not been 

reached. 

ISee explanatory footnote, page 14. 
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The Nonurban Corrections Workshop noted that the classi-

fication standard was at best a moot point from the point of 

view of many local correctional officials, since the only 

decision possible is relatively trivial ("upstairs block or 

downstairs block"). The Workshop expressed dissatisfaction 

with classification schemes, in general, because they too 

frequently reflect the "sick person" treatment model. 

The question of construction of new and enlarged facil

ities brought a number of mixed points to the surface. The 

Urban Corrections Workshop supported a ten-year moratorium 

on cons·truction for adult institutions, but the Nonurban 

group thought an exception should be made for physical 

improvements to county jails which are in very poor condition. 

No consensus was reached on a suggested moratorium for 

juvenile institutions, although Urban wanted to withhold 

funds from private juvenile institutions for five years. 

Relevant National Advisory Commission Standards and 

Goals endorsed explicitly or implicitly by workshop dis

cussions of improvement in corrections include t:he following. 

Standard 
Identificativn 

CR 5.2 

CR 5.3 

~nops~s of Relevant NAC Standardsl 

Establish sentencing practices for non
dangerous offenders. 

Establish sentencing practices for serious 
offenders. 

lSee explanatory footnote, page 14. 
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Standard 
Identification 

CR 6.1 

NS * 

NS * 

CR 8.3 

CR 9.1 

CR 11.1 

Synopses of Relevant NAC Standards l (Contld.) 

Develop a comprehensive classification 
system. 

States should refrain from buildi~g any 
more state institutions for juve~lle~; 
States should phase out present 1nst1tu
tions over a 5-year period. (p. 187) 

States should also ref.rain from building 
more state institutions for adults for 
the next 10 years except when total sy~tem 
planning shows that the need for them 1S 
imperative. (p. 187) 

Apply the total sy~tem planning concepts 
to juvenile detent10n centers. 

Undertake total system planning for com
munity corrections. 

Seek alternatives to new State institu
tions. 

5. Organizational Issues 

The focus of organizational issues is on the structur

ing and interrelationships between agencies within the 

Tt.1e scope includes stru.ctural and criminal justice system. 1 

relat1'onships between components of the system operational 

levels of government involved: and between the different 

Workshop discussions ranged from the need for youth services 

bureaus to consolldat1on 0 , , f pol1'ce departments and the 

unification of correctional services as a separate state 

department. 

lSee explanatory footnote, page 14. 

*Commission Recommendation. 
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Youth services bureaus (YSB) were endorsed by both 

Community Workshops. Suggested details included voluntary 

acceptance by all referrals, reasonably secure funding, 

and local control. 

A minimum police department size of tAn was endorsed 

by the Nonurban Police Workshop. The necessity of care in 

implementing this standard was stressed, inch' l.~.ng the 

suggestion of a multi-representation coromi ttee l ::h an 

assignment to study the best implementation mode for each 

region studied. Several forms of consolidation were 

suggested. 

The unification of corrections into a separate state 

cabinet level department was discussed extensively in both 

Corrections Workshops with different outcomes. The Urban 

Correction Workshop favored the department and the place

ment of probation field services and local jails in it, 

althongh they reached no decision on the placement of 

juvenile services and the Board of Probation and Parole. 

The Nonurban groups favored probation services under the 

judiciary and did not favor a ·unified state department 

organization. The group did specify, however, that the 

state should perform standard setting, provide subsidies 

and exercise sanctions over local correctional agencies. 

The following National Advisory Commission Standards 

and Goals are relevant to the Organizational Issues theme 
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and were supported either explicitly or implicitly by the 

workshop discussions. 

Standard 
Identification 

CP 3.1 

CP 3.3 

CP 3.4 

CP 3.7 

CP 3.8 

NS * 

PL 5.2 

CT 8.2 

CR 9.2 

CR 9.3 

CR 10.1 

CR 12.1 

CR 16.4 

Synopses of Relevant NAC Standardsl 

Coordinate youth services through youth 
services bureaus. 

Divert offenders into youth services 
bureaus. 

Provide direct and referral services to 
youths. 

Appropriate funds for youth services 
bureaus. 

Legislate establishment and funding of 
youth services bureaus. 

Referrals to youth services bureau should be 
completed only if they are voluntarily ac
cepted by the youth. Youths should not be 
forced to choose between bureau referral 
and further justice system processing. 
(p. 55) 

Consolidate police agencies for greater 
effectiveness and efficiency. 

Dispose administratively of all traffic 
cases except certain serious offenses. 

Incorporate local correction~l.functi~n~ 
within the State system. (D~v~ded op~n~on) 

Formulate State standards for local 
facilities. (Divided opinion) 

Place probation under executive branch 
jurisdiction. (Divided opinion) 

Establish independent state parole boards. 
(Divided opinion) 

Legislate the unification of corrections. 
(Divided opinion) 

ISee explanatory footnote, page 14. 

*Commission Recommendation. 
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6. Community Support for the Criminal Justice System 

Beyond the clear need of the community to be involved in 

crime prevention programs, there is also a larger need for 

communities to develop direct, active working relationships 

in support of police, court and correction operations. There 

is ~ven greater emphasis on the community's role in the de

velopment of community-based treatment programs. This is the 

scope of topics included under the general theme of community 

support. 

Community support for police operations was emphasized 

in the discussion of crime prevention programs. Beyond that, 

both the Urban and Nonurban Police Workshops accented the 

general need for closer working relationships between com

munities and police departments. 

The Urban Court Workshop stated that expansion, refine

ment and coordination of community-based programs and agen

cies (such as the Pennsylvania Program for Women and Girl 

Offenders) with the courts would greatly benefit all. 

The Corrections group agreed that standards on increasing 

citizen involvement were particularly relevant and should be 

implemented. The Urban Community Workshop added their support 

and specified governmental employment of ex-offenders, elimi

nation of union discrimination against ex-offenders, and ex

panded oversight by the State Human Relations Commission to 

include ex-offenders. 
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The Nonurban Community group also specified a broa.d 

variety of community social and rehabilitative services to 

assist in providing employment opportunities for pre-delin

quent youth and ex-offenders. This group urged that maxi

mum consideration be given to neighborhood attitudes in 

planning community treatment programs and that direct public 

education efforts be made to facilitate acceptance of ex

panded community-based treatment programs. 

The Urban Community Workshop recommended expanded pub

lic participation in a wide range of criminal justice activi

ties including the governing body of youth service bureaus, 

statewide committees planning juvenile justice programs, and 

mandatory participation in all LEAA-funded programs. 

The relevant National Standards endorsed either explic-

itly or implicitly by workshop discussion included the following. 

Standard 
Identification 

CS 1.S 

CP 9.6* 

PL 1.4 

PL 3.2 

PL 4.1 

Synopses of Relevant NAC Standards l 

Encourage the participatio:tl. of operating 
agencies and the public in the criminal 
justice planning process. 

Involve citizens in law enforcement. 

(The police should) Improve communication 
and relations with the public. 

(The police should) Involve the public in 
neighborhood crime prevention efforts. 

(T~e police should) Coordinate planning and 
crlme control efforts with other components 
of the criminal justice system. 

lSee explanatory footnote, page 14. 

*Commission Recommendation. 
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Standard 
Identification Slnopses of Relevant NAC Standards l (Cont'd.) 

PL 5.1 Establish a police service that meets the 
needs of the community. 

PL 5.5 (The police should) Participate in any com-
munity planning that can affect crime. 

PL 5.1* Formalize relationships between public and 
private police agencies. 

CR 7.2 Insure correctional cooperation with com
munity agencies. 

CR 7.3 Seek public involvement in corrections. 

CP 5.1* Expand job opportunities for disadvantaged 
youth. 

CP 5.2* Broaden after-school and summer employment 
programs. 

CR 

CR 

CP 

CP 

CP 

CP 

12.6 

7.1 

5.4* 

5.5* 

5.6* 

5.7* 

Develop community services for parolees. 

Develop a range of community-based alterna
tives to institutionalization. 

Expand job opportunities for offenders and 
ex-offenders. 

Remove ex-offender employment barriers. 

Create public employment programs. 

Expand job opportunities for former drug 
abusers. 

CP 5.8* Target employment, income, and credit ef
forts in poverty areas. 

lSee explanatory footnote, page 14. 

*Commission Recommendation. 
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Conference Plenary Session 

After meeting in eight workshop sessions for nearly a 

day and a half, the Conference participants met in a plenary 

session to hear reports by the respective workshop modera

tors and to express their opinions and judgments about the 

Conference results. The workshop reports, presented at the 

plenary session, represented the consensus of the partici-

pants in each of the eight workshops which included urban 

and nonurban sections of corrections, courts, police and 

community crime prevention. Earlier, the moderators had 

prepared draft written reports summarizing and highlighting 

the issues discussed and agreement reached in each workshop 

section. Workshop participants, therefore, had an oppor

tunity to review these drafts and help to determine whether 

they accurately reflected the decisions reached in their 

workshop. In this way, the workshop reports represent an 

actual consensus of all the workshop participants and not 

just the opinions of the workshop leaders. 

During the plenary session, some discussion from the 

floor accompanied each of the workshop reports as they were 

presented. Each report received the approval of the Con

ference participants, thus putting the Conference as a whole 

on record as indicating consensus around the major recommen-

dations that evolved out of each workshop. As a result of 

these discussions, the following motions were offered from 

the floor and approved by the Conference participants: 
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1. 

2. 

3. 

That Corrections Standard 8.2, dealing with juvenile 

intake services, be adopted by the Conference and 

that the State Legislature be informed that Senate 

Bill 125, which allows youngsters to be detained in 

county jails for up to thirty days, is contrary to 

this standard. 

That under no circumstances should children be re-

ferred to court for behavior that would not bring 

them before the law if they were adults. (Correc-

tions Standard 8.2: 6-b) 

That any individual should have access to his ar-

rest records and the right to review them and have 

expunged from them any material that is misleading, 

inaccurate or irrelevant. 

4. That all basic police training programs should in-

clude a component of intensive sensitivity training. 

Near the end of the plenary session, several additional 

motions were offered from the floor and approved by the par

ticipants in attendance, who represented by that time a mi-

nority of the participants in attendance for the workshop 

reports. These motions were as fOllows: 

1. That the Conference move to bring standards and goals 

in line with equal rights requirements as they are 

adopted by the Commonwealth of Pennsylvania and that 

they stipulate t.he active recruitment of women for 

employment at all levels of the criminal justice sys

tem. 
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2. 

3. 

That the State Legislature act to remove prostitution 

from the Pennsylvania Criminal Code. 

That total system planning be required before there 

would be any new construction of either county or 

state adult correctional facilities and that there 

be a moratorium for the next ten years on the con

struction of any county jailor state correctional 

institution in Pennsylvania. 

It was emphasized by the chair that because of the rel-

few Conference participants still in attendance, the at5.vely 

votes approving these motions would represent their accep

tance and not endorsement by the whole Conferenece itself. 

Balloting on Implementation Strategies 

On the last day of the Conference, workshop partici

pants were asked to ballot their preferences among alterna

tive strategies and courses of action to improve the State's 

total criminal justice system. A total of 133 Conferees 

participated in this written exercise. Each person was 

asked to respond to seven basic questions by ranking or 

choosing among various options relevant to systemwide im-

provements. 

The following tables present compiled rankings and 

interpretative notes which indicate the more significant 

results of the balloting. Each question is repeated along 
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with the range of options which the Conferees were asked to 

consider. Options are listed in the order of aggregate rat

ings assigned. The pattern of workshop responses, extent of 

consensus and the degree of deviation among options selected 

is clearly indicated by scanning the individual workshop 

rankings. 

In general, response to this difficult exercise was ex-

cellent and results are useful to the Committee in planning 

its continuing implementation program. Conferees faced up 

to the hard choices posed and produced results reflecting 

sound logic and sUbstantial consensus. General observations 

reflecting significant perceptions expressed include the 

following: 

- increased funding alone cannot solve basic problems 
affecting the criminal justice system; 

- fragmentation within the system, public apathy and 
distrust, and less than adequate management services 
are major problems; 

- system improvements can be obtained through vigorous 
and sustained executive management strategies; 

- improvements within components of the system require 
a mix of internal operating changes and improved co
ordination with other parts of the system. 

More detailed findings and observations are presented 

in the analysis of responses to each question on the following 

pages. 
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Table 1. 

A. The Question 

Rank the following possible barriers to making substantial improvements 
in the criminal justice system. (Use "1" to indicate the greatest barrier; 
"2" for the next greatest! etc.) 

B. Responses 

CONFERENCE WORKSHOP RANKINGS 
OPTIONS AGGREGATE Community Courts I Corrections f Police 

RANKINGS Urb Nonurb Urb Nonurb Urb Nonurb Urb Nonurb 

Fragmentation and lack of 
coordina tion. 1 1 1 1 1 2 1 2 3 

Public indifference and distrust. 2 2 2 3 6 4 2 3 2 

Poor management and administration. 3 4 4 5 2 3 3 4 4 

Inadequat~ legislative base --
ctiminal laws and organization. . 4 3 6 6 3 6. 5 1 6 

Inadequate resources and staff. 5 6 5 4 4 1 6 5 1 

Lack of specific objectives and 
priorities. 6 5 3 2 5 5 4 6 5 

I Other. I 7 7 7 I 7 7 7 7 I 7 ... 
I 

I 
I 
I 

J I I I ! I I " I 

C. Interpretive Notes 

a. Fragmentation and public indifference and distrust are clearly per
ceived as the most important barriers to improvement, and there is 
substantial agreement on this point. 

b. S~gnificantly, inadequate resqurces and staffing ranked lower than 
mlght have been expected as a barrier to improvement, both in the 
r~nks of the av~raged responses and in the rankings of all workshops 
wlth the exceptlons of Urban Courts and Nonurban Corrections . 

c. The relatively low rankings assigned to legislative base as a barrier 
in most,workshops and in the averaged responses might suggest a general 
perceptlon that substantial improvements can be made without waiting 
for the slow legislative processes. 
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Table 2, 

A. The Q~estion 

B. 

a. 

b. 

In terms of your observation and judgment, rank the components ?f 
the criminal justice system in the order of the amount of attentlon 
and resources they have each received. 

Rank the components of the criminal justice system in the order of 
attention and resources which you believe they should receive to 
achieve the greatest improvement to the total system. 

Responses 

CONFERENCE HORKSHOP RANKINGS 
OPTIONS AGGREGATE Community Police Courts Corrections 

RANKINGS Urb NonUi:b Urb Nonurb Urb Nonurb Urb Nonurb 

113A " , have received • " 

Police 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 

Courts 2 2 2 3 3 2 3 2 2 

Corrections 3 3 3 2 2 3, 2 3 3 
$ 

Community 4 4 4 4 4 4 I. 4 4 

1J3B " • should receive • " . . 
Community 1 1 1 3 4 3 4 1 1 

Courts 2 2 :1. 1 2 1 2 2 4 

Corrections 3 4 3.5 4 3 2 1 3 3 

Police 4 3 3.5 2 1 4 3 4 2 

Po-, __ -

C. Interpretive Notes 

a. There is near unanimous agreement on the order in which the components 
have received attention and resources: police first, followed by courts, 
corrections, and community. It might be mentioned that the concept of 
the community as an active component in the criminal justice system is 
relatively new. 

b. In the aggregate rankings it was felt that the relative attention and 
resources paid to police and to community should be reversed in priority. 
That is, community currently is last but should be first. and police 
currently is first but should be last. 

c. In the "should receive" responses by individual workshops, there is a 
general expression of self-interest. All workshops except Urban Police 
think their component should get at least as much as or more than it 
currently does. 
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d. 

e. 

In the major deviation from the self-in~erest patterns~ ~orrection: 
workShOPSarnadnkt~~m~~~v~~~~~~~~ a~h~~s~u~~e~~~daobe~~~fn~~o~ ~~~a~~r 
sources, f d . 
community role in the management 0 eVlance. 

It is suggestive that Urban poli~e ranks the 
attention and resources than poll~e, perh~as 
over court policies and backlogs 1n handllng 
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Table 3. 

{J,. The Question 

Rank the following possible methods of improving the community's role in 
crime prevention and criminal justice system support programs. (Use 1111' 
for highest rank, "2" for next highest, etc.) 

B. Responses 

CONFERENCE 
OPTIONS 

AGGREGATE 
~ WORKSHOP RANKINGS 

Community Police Courts Corrections 
RANKINGS Urb Nonurb Urb Nonu~b Urb Nonurb Urb Nonurb 

Work for improved housing, public 
education, employment o~portunities 1 1 1 1 2.5 1 2 1 and community facilities. 

Organize the community for diver-
sion and re-entry support programs. 2 2 2.5 3 4 2 1 2 
Broaden sqcial justice education 
programs in the schools. 3 4 2.5 2 1 4 4 3.5 
Establish a citizen's criminal 
justice advisory board and/or 
action team. 

4 3 4 4 2.5 3 3 3.5 

Other 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 . I t I I 

C. I nterpreti ve Notes 

a. Improvement of general social cond'itions (housing, education, etc.) 
ranked highest as a means of improving the community's role, and there 
was reasonable consensus on this point. One aspect of such a strategy 
~ot addressed by this qu~s~ion ~s the problem.of whether such programs 
~hould be part of the crlmlnal Justice system. 

1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

b. The more specific community support for diversion and re-entry programs 
ranked second with reasonable consensus. 

c. ~he previous question suggests a reinvestment of attention and resources 
ln f~vor of ~he community. This question should be considered as sug
gestlng detalls of that reinvestment. 
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Table 4. 

A. The Question 

Rank the following possible methods of improving police services. 
(Use"l" for highest rank, etc.) 

B. Fesponses 

CONFERENCE WORKSHOP RANKINGS 
OPTIONS AGGREGATE Community Police Courts Corrections 

RANKINGS Urb Nonurb Urb Nonurb Urb Nonurb Urb 

Upgrade professional standards, 
training and pay scales. 1 1 1 1 1.5 1 1 1 

Consolidate police resources and 
improve coordination with other 2 3 2 2 1.5 2 3 2 
agencies,. 

Improve internell discipline and 
citizen complalnt procedures. 3 4 3 3 3 3 2 4 
Increase minority representation, 

4 4 4 4 3 and use of civilians. 4 2 I 5 

Increase patrol effectiveness. 5 5 5 S 4 5 5 5 

Other . 6 6 ~ 6 6 6 6 

c. Interpretive Notes 

a. Upgrading professional standards, training and pay scales ranks first 
with a general consensus. 

b. Consolidation and coordination ranks second with a general consensus. 
It is noteworthy that the Nonurban Police are part of this consensus. 

Nonurb 

1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

c. The low ranking of increasing patrol effectiveness as a means of improving 
pol ire services is of interest. This judgement is consistent wlth the 
resu'its of the LEAA-sponsored Kansas City study on patrol effectiveness. 
It showed that there was no difference in crime between districts 

d. 

(matched demographically) with no preveritive patrol and with four or 
five cars on preventive patrol. 

Discipline and citizencomplaintprocedure~ rank~d third wit~ general 
consensus. Note that Police ranked this ltem at least as hlgh as the 
other workshops. 
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Table 5. 

A. The Question 

Rank the following possible methods of improving court services. 
(Use "1" for highest rank, etc.) 

B. Responses 

HORKSIIOP RANKINGS 
OPTIONS 

CONFERENCE 

AGGREGATE 

RANKINGS 

Communit;-r--Police 
I Courts Corrections 

Urb Nonurb Vrb Nonurb Urb N'onurb Urb Nonurb 

Improve screening, diversion and 
case flow management. 

Improve sentencing procedures and 
control plea negotiation. 

Upgrade the number and quality of 
judges and minor judiciarr. 

Improve prosecution and defense 
services. 

Revise procedures for the selection 
of judges and minor judiciary. 

Upgrade the responsibility and 
authority 0£ court administrative 
officers. 

1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

Increase authority and financing 7 
for operating all criminal courts. 

1 1 1 

2 3 2 

4 2 . 3.5 
r 

3 4.5 6 

5 4.5 3.5 

6 6 5 

7 'l 7 

4 5 1 1 1 

1 7 I~ 5 2 

,j 2 6 2 4 

2 3 2 :3 3 

5 1 5 4 5 

6 4 7 6 7 

7 6 3 7 6 

~ - - - - - -l~_O_tl_\e_r_' _____ , _________________ ~ ___ 8 ______ l __ B _____ O __ JI __ O _____ O __ ~I __ O ____ O __ ~I_O ______ O __ ~ 

C. Interpretive Notes 

a. The first place is aSSigned to screening, diversion, and caseflow 
management in most workshops, with the exception of Urban Courts 
and Nonurban Police. The reader will recall that organizing for 
diversion and reentry also had a high rating in improving the com
munity's role. (See. Table 4.) This is evidence of an across-function 
consistency in rating means of improving components of the criminal 
justice system. 

b. The high ranking of upgrading sentencing and plea bargaining proce
dures suggests attitudes consistent with the National Advisory Co.n
mission's Standards and Goals. 

c. It is noteworthy that increasing authority and financing ranked quite 
low across the board with the exception of Nonurban Courts. Again, 
this is consistent with an earlier ranking: the low placement of re
sources and staff as barriers to improvement. (See Table 2.) 
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Table 5. 

Interpretive Notes (cont.) 

d. Urban Courts workshop differed significantly on.a numbe~ of option~. 
Most nGtably, selection of judges scored much hlgher (flrst) than 1n 
other workshops; and screening, diversion, and caseflow manageme~t 
and sentencing and plea bargaining procedures scored lower than 1n 
other workshops . 
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Table 6. 

A. The Question 

Rank the following possible methods of improving correctional services. 

B. Responses 

-. 
CONFERENCE 

-i 
\~ORKSHOP RANKINGS 

OPTIONS AGGREGATE Community Police Courts Corrections 

RANKINGS Urb Nonurb Urb Nonurb Urb Nonurb Urb Nonurb 

t·,'ork tOl-lard a greater variety and 
a fuller use of community-based 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 2 

correctional programs. 

Upgrade the quality ,:If probation 2 
services. 

3.5 2 2 2 2 3 2 4 

Upgrade offender services and the 
number and training of correctional 3 2 4 4 4 3.5 5 4 1 

personnel. 

Place all adult Sta.te correctional 
services under the direction of a 4 ~ .. 

I 4 3 3.5 6 3 7 v J 

single agency. I 
I Upgr:de the quality of 1'::1:.-01c 5 5 3 4 5 5 4 6 6 
serv~ces. 

Strengthen offenders' rights and 6 3.5 6 6 7 6 2 5 5 
responsibilities. 

Increase State responsibility and 7 7 7 7 
authority for local jail operations 

6 7 7 7 3 

Other. 8 8 8 8 8 8 8 8 8 

C. Interpretive Notes 

a. There is general consensus on the commui,"ity-based corrections orienta
tion, evidenced by the consistent first rank assigned to that option. 

b. Probation is clearly ranked second, supporting the community-based 
corrections theme. These first two options further support diversion 
and community orientations that appeared in earlier questions. 

c. Operational recommendations are ranked after the first two positions: 
upgrading services and personnel and a unified correctional agency 
rank third and fourth respectively, and both with reasonable consistency. 

d. State control of local jails ranks last. It may be significant that 
the Nonurban Corrections workshop ranked this item fairly high, in 
contrast to the ranking assigned by other workshops. 
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Table 7. 

A. The Question 

Rank~ in terms ~f feasibility and possible effectiveness~ the following 
posslble statewlde approaches to achieving upgraded criminal justice 
standards and goals. (Use "1" for most feasible and effective /12/1 for 
next most feasible and effective, etc,) , 

B. Responses 

CONFERENCE WORKSHOP RANKINGS 
OPTIONS AGGREGATE Community Police Courts Corrections 

RANKINGS Urb Nonurb Urb Nonurb Urb Nonurb Urb Nonurb 

Urge the Governor and executive 
agency heacjs to adopt standards 1 2 4 5 1 2 3 2 
relevant to their agency operations 

Encourage the Supreme Court, througr 
its rule~making power, to adopt 

2 4 
relevant standards to improve the 3 4 5.5 1 4 1 

administration of justice. 

Work with eac!:. state agency and 
criminal justice system component 
to demon.<; trfl te th:tt sta.nnarns im- 3 5 1.5 3 2.5 31>5 " 5 ~ 

I I D1o:nen .. " .. ~n~ •• ,~" i~~-ova c.c.c~c_ I I .. , ~_h .... '- ... __ ~ .. ,. ........ : ~uP~ _ ......... 

I .:..<::,,-.;j '111..1 effe:c tl "t!nes::;. I I I 
I I Urge the Legislature to pass an 

liomnibus standards and goals 6 1.5 1 5.5 5 6 3 4 
implementation act." 

Persuade the Governor's Justice 
Commission to require standards 
conformity as a basis for LEAA 5 3 6 2 2.5 3.5 5 5 

I fund distribution. 

i 

Build new broad-based constituencie 
4 at the grass roots level for imple- 6 1 5 6 4 7 1 

mentations of standards and goals. 

Demand that government taxing auth-
6 7 7 orities provide more funds for 7 7 7 7 7 

I 
criminal justice. 

Other. 

C. 

8 8 8 8 8 8 8 8 

Interpretive Notes 

a. The last place ranking of the demand for more funds is highly signi
ficant. There was general consensus that the other approaches are 
better in terms of both feasibility and effectiveness. Money is not 
the panacea. 

b. What.might be called "executive management" strategies are favored: 
worklng through the governor and agency heads, working with agencies, 
and using Supreme Court rule-making rank first, second, and third 
respectively. It is noteworthy that the Governor's Justice Commision 
is m~ssing from this list. This may suggest the perception that the 
GJC lnfluences a relatively low percentage of criminal justice dollars. 
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Table 7. 

C. Interpretive Notes (Cant.) 

c. The relatively low ranking of a standards and goals implementation 
act, the setting of conditions by the GJC for LEAA monies, and building 
a grassroots constituency are noted. This may reflect the complex, 
drawn-out processes involved in these approaches. 

d. It is noteworthy that responses to this question have a wide deviation 
in the selection of favored options. All workshops thought an increase 
in funds was not the answer, but there was less consensus on positive 
strategies for improvement. 

1. Methodological Note On AI I Tables 

Of the 277 attendees to the conference, 253 registered ~nd had identified real-world affiliations, and 

133 responded to the balloting on which this section is based. 

The basic procedure used in aggregating conference responses was simply to sum the ranks given to each 

option by the respondents in any desired set (e.g. the whole co'nference, the Urban Police workshops, etc.). 

All options left blank b~1 respondents were assumed to have a last place or tie-for-last rating. The 

resulting scores for each option determine the rankings presented earlier in the tables of this report. 

For example, question #1 asks for rankings of seven possible barriers to improvements in the CJS. The 

sum across all participants of rankings for the seven options were as follows (assuming a last place rank

ing for blanks), with the resulting ranks of the scored noted. 

Option 

Inadequate legislative base ••. 

Management ••• 

Fragmentation ••• 

Inadequate resources ••• 

Public indifference ..• 

lack of specific objectives ••• 

Other 

Aggregate Score 

401 

399 

280 

441 

389 

467 

866 

The rank'S in the last columr: j'orrespoy,d to the ones presented earlier in Table 1-

Aggregate Rank 

4 

3 

5 

2 

6 

. 7 

This same procedure was followed for the subsets of responde~s in each workshop to determine the re

maining columns of Table 2, and all other Tables. 
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APPENDIX A 

Workshop Moderators' Reeorts 

Urban Community Crime Prevention. • • • • • • A-I 

Nonurban Community Crime Prevention 

Urban Police. • • • • • • • • • 

Nonurban Police • 

Urban Courts ••. 

Nonurban Courts • 

. .. .. .. .. 

. . . . . . . . . . 

• A-S 

. . • A-9 

• A-II 

• A-IS 

• • A-19 

Urban Corrections • 

Nonurban Corrections •• 

. .. . . . . . . • • A-22 

• • A-2S 
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URBAN COMMUNITY CRIME PREVENTION 

A. Should Revision of the Criminal Code Be an Element of Community Concern 
and Action? 

B. 

1. Decriminalization of certain offenses 

2. 

3. 

Recommendation on page 1-4 should be accepted en toto. Driving 
while under the influence of alcohol or drugs shoura-be excluded. 

Consistency of criminal penalties 

Relevant Standards on page 1-6 should be accepted with the following 
modifications: 

a. Paragraph #1. Include local units of government as well as 
state. Provide for ongoing reevaluation of criminal codes. 

b. Paragraph #2. Add tland other diversion alternatives" to 
"encourage use of probation". 

Victim compensation 

Recommend to state legislature that a victim compensation law be 
passed including provisions for personal property loss as well as 
personal injury. 

The legislature, in considering victim compensation, should include 
financial and social compensation. The objective of which is to 
leave the victim in the same condition as he or she was before the 
offense. 

"Criminal actions" should be defined to include juvenile offenses 
for the purpose of victim compensation. 

Recommendations should be made to state legislature that information 
on the availability of victim compensation services be widely dis
seminated to units of local government and to persons who have the 
first contact with the victim, i.e.) police officers. 

4. Role of the minor judiciary 

No recommendations. 

What Is the Community's Responsibility for: 

1. 

2. 

Preventing criminal behavior - Decided not to discuss - Jow priority. 

Diversion - Relevant Standards, page 1-14. 

Accept as given: #1, #3, #4. 

Re: #2 
a. Recommend that strong and specific state guidelines and 

procedures be written regarding police action with juveniles 
and adults, limiting police discretion. 
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C. 

3. 

b. Recommend that a statewide committee develop a plan for 
juvenile justice in Pennsylvania. The majority of the 
committee members should be knowledgeable and interested 
cit i zens. ~': 

Reintegration and employment of offenders - Relevant Standards 1-17. 

Accept all standards but add to list in paragraph #2: 

State and local government should be a prime resource for 
employment of former offenders. 

No union can be licensed in Pennsylvania which discriminates 
against ex-offenders. 

No LEAA funding should be given to programs which discriminate 
against ex-offenders. 

The State Human Relations Act should be emended to include 
ex-offenders. 

Review should be ~ade of the justification for removing from 
people who are incarcerated their political and voting rights 
for the period of incarceration and thereafter. 

State licensing laws be reviewed. 

How Can Communities Best Implement Their Role in Preventing Criminal Acts 
and Juvenile Delinquency? 

I. Publ ic Awareness; media; community organization - Relevant Standards, 
page 1-22. 

Accept all standards. 

Funding should be made available to train people in neighborhood 
organizational crime prevention. Funding should bypass local units 
of government, where necessary, and be given directly to the grant 
applicant. Pennsylvania congressional representatives should be 
made aware of this resolution. 

Definition of a citizen: To qualify as an appropriate candidate for 
membership on the policy board (of a committee/planning agency, the 
citizen should be a person who is not associated, by elected, salaried 
or appointed means, in an official or professional capacity with an 
agency or arm of the criminal justice system. Wherever possible, the 
citizen is to have a state, local or coal ition constituency in order 
that the committee/planning agency may benefit from feedback resulting 
from such a relationship. In addition, the committee/planning agency 
should have on the policy board citizens who represent a cross section 
of the area's/region's/community's socio-economic and racial characteristics. 
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D. 

2. 

3. 

4. 

5. 

Target hardening - Decided not to discuss - low priority 

Schools, churches and social agencies roles' - Relevant Standards, 
page 1-26. 

Accept all three standards. 

Include community and civic groups with the religious community in #2. 

Add: LEAA standards should include crime prevention programs in the 
elementary school level. 

Recreation and activity programs - Relevant Standards, page 1-27. 

Accept both standards with the following exceptions: 

#1 should read: 'IRecreation J2 recognized ... " and cultural 

#2 should read: "Recreation programs shall be created ... " 

Social and physical planning - Relevant Standards, page 1-29. 

Accept all standards. 

Add: Exclusionary zoning in connection with community-based 
services should be prohibited by state law. 

How Can Communities Best Implement Their Role in Intervention, Rehabili
tative and Support Programs? 

1. Youth services bureaus: pros and cons - Relevant Standards, page 1-33. 

Accept all standards but change "may" to "must" in line 2 of 
paragraph 1, i.e., liThe goals must include diversion ... 11 

Youth services bureaus should be state-funded and regulated agencies 
operating on the county level. The majority of the members of the 
govern I ng body shou 1 d be direct 1 y from the commun i ty. ~~ 

A citizen* participation component should be mandatory for all LEAA
funded programs. The recommendation, as amended (deletion of words 
"where appropriate"), follows: 

Cit i zen~; part i c i pat i on component of LEAA-funded Programs 

All applications should have a citizen participation component. 
The objective is to improve the relationship between agencies and 
the communities they serve by fostering active participation of the 
citizenry in sharing problem-solving and functions within the 
elements of the criminal justice system. 
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To achieve this policy, applications should include a full 
description of the method of implementation. Specifically, applicants 
are to identify procedures that actively enlist citizen participation 
with the projects in their regular operation or identify procedures 
that incorporate a citizen committee/board to assist in formulating 
policy, planning and coordinating. 

Standard 8.2 - 6.b 

Under no circumstances should children be referred to court for behavior 
that would not bring them before the law if they were adults. 

Juveniles shOUld not be detained in jails, lock-ups, or other facilities 
for adults. 

Is accepted by the Committee on Criminal Justice Standards and Goals 
and the State Legislature should be informed of this action so that 
they will be aware that Senate Bill 125 is not in compliance with the 
Committee on Criminal Justice Standards and Goals. This is critical. 

Urban Community Crime Prevention Panelists 

Moderator - Barbara Fruchter 
National Presenter - Kay Heyman 
State Presenter - Robert Sobolevitch 
Recorders - Nancy van Vuuren, Susan Ferrara 
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NON-URBAN 

COMMUNITY CRIME PREVENTION 

Should Revision of the Criminal Code Be an Element of Community 
Concern and Action? 

1. Decriminalization of certain offenses 

Existing laws regarding criminal records to.inclu~e pe~alty for 
breach of confidentiality with serious conslderatl0n glven to the 
expunction, sealing or destruction of juvenile reco~~s when youth 
reaches age 18 (both police and court records to be lncluded). 

Four recommendations on decriminalization by Commission to be 
ratified with the assumption that viable alternatives and back-up 
resources be made available. (Page 1-4) 

2. Consistency of criminal penalties 

Deep concern that consistency of penalties may make more difficult 
individualized help for offenders. 

Judges, parole and pardon boards all to be required to provide 
written reasons for sentences or granting or refusing pardon and 
parole. 

Urge the abolition of minimum sentences. Judge to s~t.max~mum only. 
Parole board only may decide minimum sentence. Quallflcatl0n of 
parole board members to be upgraded concurre~t.with th~ ~ncreased 
responsibility. It is likely that such a~olltl0n of mlnlmum sen
tences will also result in no longer needlng pardon board. 

Parole board to be in consultation with sentencing court before 
deciding on parole. 

B. What Is the Community's Responsibility for: 

1. Prevention criminal behavior 

Concern expressed th~t a youth has to get into trouble before help 
is available. 

Local government should allocate on an annual basis, resources for 
programs to prevent crime and delinquency. It s~ould also be con
sidered a state legislative priority to approprlate funds t~rough 
appropriate state agencies to und~rwrite the costs of communlty pre
vention. (Reference: youth serVlces bureaus). 
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Communities should facilitate the availability of all services for 
children and youth regardless of departmental or budget regulations 
(Specific reference: active collaboration between justice and wel
fare systems). 

2. Diverting entrance to the criminal justice system 

Diversion must be to something for some specific purpose. 

It should be the responsibility of the community to educate police 
and local officials about the availability of diversion services 
and their appropriate use. 

3. Support services for probationers 

It is the responsibility of communities to provide a variety of 
services including social and rehabilitative services to assist 
ex-offenders in community reintegration. It is recommended that 
parole regulations be reviewed to eliminate those that may block 
effective reintegration. 

4. Reintegration and employment of offenders 

Also approved the 11 recommendations of the National Commission 
with respect to reintegration and employment. (Page 1-17) 

Present legislation pertaining to ex-offenders should be reviey~d 
with special reference to barriers to employment and housing. 

C. How Can Communities Best Implement Their Role in Preventing Criminal 
Acts and Juvenile Delinquency? 

All five recommendations from the National Commission with special 
emphasis on #1 and #5 (Page 1-22). 

3, The role of the schools, churches and social agencies 

Schools, churches and social agencies should be more open and 
responsive to community needs (Special Reference: to encouraging 
volunteerism). 

Officials at all levels of the justice system should actively 
encourage the participation of the community. 

Teachers,and church.p~rsonnel should avail themselves of the 
opportUnlty for tralnlng to deal with troubled youth. Also 
recommended that such training be available in teacher education 
programs. 

Schools a~d churches and other community organizations should 
offer thelr services and facilities for use in crime and delinquency 
prevention, and the retention of tax-exempt status should be depe~d
ent upon such offering. 

Schools should offer explicitly law-related curriculu~. 
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Secondary schools should offe\ courses in parenting, sex education 
and family living. 

If communities are to develop crime prevention potential, human 
service professionals must be willing to accept roles of leadership 
within their communities. 

Human service professionals should be encouraged to volunteer their 
services above and beyond the requirements of their jobs. 

4. Recreation and activity programs 

Recreation should not be relegated to a peripheral role in crime 
prevention. Recreation programs should be created or expanded to 
serve the total youth community, with particular attention devoted 
to spf:ial needs arising from poor family relationships, school 
failure, limited opportunities and strong social pressures to parti
cipate in gang behavior. 

5. Social and physical planning 

It is recommended that state and federal agencies promote both 
inter- and intra- agency coordination with regard to regulations, 
zoning and monitoring. 

That appropriate state agency funds be made available fur the con
tinual evaluation of both childrens ' and adults ' criminal justice 
programs by independent evaluators. 

D. How Can Communities Best Implement Their Role in Intervention, 
Rehabilitative and Support Programs? 

Youth Service Bureaus should be established to focus on the special 
problems of youth in the community. Priorities should be locally set 
on the basis of careful analysis and systematic inventory of existing 
~ervices and service gaps. Youth services bureaus should have measur
able obj~ctives and be marked by on-going evaluative research. 

That referrals to youth services bureaus be completed only if voluntarily 
accepted by the youth. 

That all records of the youth services bureaus be confidential and shared 
with other agencies, etc., only with the consent of the youth. 

That funding for youth services bureaus be provided in a reasonably 
secure and continuous manner so that the politics and requirements of 
funding do not complicate either the delivery of effective services nor 
the bureau's ability to effectively advocate the proper treatment of 
youth. 

Community Treatment That maximum consideration be given to the attitudes 
of the neighborhood in planning community treatment. That community 
education be a priority matter to facilitate acceptance of community
based treatment programs. 
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That community t~eatm~nt be used whenever possible for non-dangerous 
offenders, both Juvenlle and adult, in their own homes or in other 
commumty settings. 

That commu~ity treatment programs be periodically reviewed and evaluated 
on the basls of measurable objectives and accomplishments. 

Panel Recommendations 

Tha t a commi ttee or some appropri ate mechani sm be slet up to assure 
follow-up to the conference findings and recommendations. 

proup Recommendations 

Any ~a~ional s~andards and goals not contained in the syllabus nor 
s~eclflcally dlscussed at the conference not be assumed approved nor 
dlsapproved by the conferexe. 

Non-Urban Community Crime Prevention Panelists 

Moderator - Mary T. Denman 
National Pr~senter - Kenneth D. Hines 
State Presenter - Herman E. Stenger 
Recorder - Nancy Prindle 
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URBAN POLICE 

Our work group spent a good deal of time on the issue of decriminal
ization of drunkenness. The consensus was that public drunkenness should 
be decriminalized a,nd the police should get out of the "drunk business." 
This function should be assigned to another agency. It was pointed out 
that the County Mental Health and Mental Retardation Agency might perform 
this function, although other options are available. Although some con
cern was expressed for protection of the rights of these individuals, most 
agreed that other agenci es shoul d have ,the responsi bil i ty for drunkenness 
and police agencies should continue their present role until other agencies 
have viable programs . 

The workshop then addressed the question of the police role in preventing 
criminal behavior. The work group agreed that every law erforcement agency 
should actively work with and encourage members of the community to partici
pate in programs of crime prevention and crime protection. Some concern was 
registered for the control of such programs and their real impact on crime 
~revention. However, the conclusion reached was that a better developed 
lnterface should be created between urban law enforcement agencies and the 
public. 

The next topic area discussed was the police role and interest in 
developing supportive community relations. It was agreed that cooperation 
and understanding between the police and the community was an important 
first step in developing supportive community relations. Concern was regis
tered for adequate selection procedures and training programs for the 
officers. Also of concern was the availability of adequate resources to 
perform this function effectively. However, the conclusion reached was that 
urban police agencies should be encouraged to actively engage in such programs . 

The question of support by elected officials was the next topic. The 
question of how much authority the police executive should exercise over his 
agency personnel was discussed without agreement. Various forms of account
ability of the police executive were discussed. Among these were the chief 
responsible to the political executive~ the chief responsible to a commission 
and, finally, a written contract. 

Data collection of offender criminal histories was viewed as a most 
important issue. The question of how much information should be stored on 
any given individual was left unresolved. However, specific reference was 
made to the necessity for establishing procedures to expunge offense records 
which prove at any point to be unfounded. The group agreed that control and 
access to such infcrmation should be strictly controlled in order to protect 
the individual IS right to privacy. 

The question of recruitment and selection of police officers raised a 
number of important issues. It was agt'eed that the instrument used fOI' 

selection of recruits should be an objective one which excludes any biases 
based on ethnic or social background. Therefore, artificial or arbitrary 
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factors -- cultural or institutional -- should not be used to discourage 
qualified individuals from being employed as police officers. 

It was further agreed that every police agency should actively engage 
in positive efforts to employ ethnic minc~ity group members and women. 

Salaries of police should be based on education and performance. Study 
by police personnel at institutions of higher learning should be voluntary 
and encouraged. 

Finally, with reference to internal discipline policies and practices, 
the group ~greed that the chief executive of the law enforcement agency 
should aC~l~ely pursue measures which would promote the discipline and 
accountabll1ty essential to the integrity of any good police agency. 

The group addressed some of the most fundamental questions facing the 
urban law enforcement agencies today. The resulting exchange of views was 
mos~ producti~e :- leading to an increased familiarity with the National 
Advlsory Commlsslon and the American Bar Association reports on police 
standards and goals. 

It was recommended that regional meetings be convened in the near 
future at appropriate sites throughout the Commonwealth to further discuss 
the a~pl~cation of the National Advisory Commission and American Bar 
Assoclatlon standa.rds to Commonwealth agencies. 

Urban Police Panelists 

Moderator - C. Donald Engle 
National Presenter - Ian Lennox 
State Presenter - Robert E. Colville 
Recorder - Earl F. Warren 
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NON-URBAN POLICE 

Report Background 

There were 26 persons assigned to the non-urban police workshop 
in order to discuss and arrive at priorities and conclusions about the 
National Criminal Justice System Standards and Goals as they apply to 
Pennsylvania implementation. 

As moderator I would like to express my appreciation and gratitude 
to the Pennsylvania Committee for Criminal Justice Standards and Goals 
and to the national and state presenters as well as to all in attendance 
for their participation, interest and intelligent approach to a most 
necessary and yet most difficult topic. 

Workshop Format 

Although we began on a point-by-point discussion of the standards 
and goals as outlined by the Federal Commission, it soon became apparent 
that we would have to become much more generally fundamental on the 
issues. The non-urban police question could only be intelligently dis
cussed once definite steps were taken in the direction of total reorgan
ization as an operational function before any of the specific standards 
and goals functions could be implemented. Therefore, the following 
priorities were strictly set down by the workshop members according to 
order in which this entire matter of non-urban police reform must be 
dealt with. Our conclusions are as follows .... 

Priorities and Conclusions 

I. Topic: Police Consolidation 

The workshop members were unanimously 1n favor of the National Com
mission recommendation of all police departments consisting of no less 
than 10 members. However, since this issue, as far as implementation is 
concerned, is of such importance, it was concluded that a very careful 
plan should be devised for implementation. The vast majority of suggested 
stand&rds and goals are not possible unless such a consolidation process 
be completed. The workshop members therefore decided that a special com
mittee should be established immediately and given one full year to com
plete their assig~ment. This committee should be composed of one member 
each of the Committee on Standards and Goals, Governor's Justice Commission, 
Department of Community Affairs, Pennsylvania Chiefs of Police Association, 
and the State Police. This committee should go into each county throughout 
the Commonwealth and make a complete study of the best method of implementing 
the IO-man minimum as it pertains to the region visited. This committee 
should meet with county planning commissions, county leaders, all chiefs of 
police in the area and as many police personnel as possible. Workshop mem
bers decided that consolidation would take many different forms depending 
on the peculiarities of each area. Some suggested forms mentioned were: 
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Mutual Cooperation, Actual Consolidation according to.c?unty region, 
Magisterial Districts, or Several Counties. The speclflc method would 
depend on the county-by-county survey by the recommended committee. 
This was the first priority of the workshop. 

II. Topic: Training 

The workshop members were extremely pleased with the fac~ that. 
minimum training had become·a reality during our works~op dellbera~l?n. 
However, the members immediately moved forward on the lssue of tralnlng. 
Our second priority recommendation is to establish a mandatory 40-hour
per-year minimum INSERVICE TRAINING PROGRAM FOR ALL POLICE PERSONNEL IN 
THE COMMONWEALTH FROM THE LOWEST RANKED PATROL OFFICER UP TO AND INCLUDING 
THE CHIEF. Such training should be provided on a regular basis throughout 
the year in the most convenient facility available in order to.allow.a~ 
many departments as possible to attend relatively close to thelr munlCl
palities. 

III. Topic: Personnel Qualifications 

Under this somewhat broad topic, the workshop members set as their 
third priority the principles that there must be established mandatory 
minimum qualifications for all police personnel. These qualifications 
would be set) )r all levels of manpower from entrance up to and including 
the chief of each department. As an addition to this principle, it was 
also decided that uniform methods of PROMOTION BY MERIT and proper testing 
be establi~hed for all levels of police ranks and appointments. Demon
strated ability must be measured for positions of supervision and adminis
tration. 

IV. Topic: Police Accountability to Politics 

Workshop members agreed that political accountability of the police 
should be resolvl~ solely at the executive level. The police chief should 
be responsible to only one executive and not to minor officials. These 
officials should bring their suggestions and questions about law enforcement 
problems to the attention of the political executive designated. If he con
siders the matter appropriate for political action it shou)d be his respon
sibility and his alone to communicate it to the chief of police. 

V. Topic: Consistency of Criminal Penalties 

Non-urban police wor~shop members discussed the issue of consistency of 
criminal penalties as indicated in the standards and goals recommendations. 
It was agreed by a majority vote that a mandatory mi nimum sentenci ng p~acti ce 
be established for felonies against the person. A second vote was taken u~ 
the issue of reducing the discretionary power of judges regarding the wide 
raQge of sentences imposed and that these ranges should be reduced. The group 
was split almost 50-50% on this issue. There was a simple majority in favor 
of judges being held responsible to some outside-the-judiciary-agency for 
sentencing practices. 
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VI. Topic: Decriminalization of Certain Offenses 

Our sixth priority dealt with this issue lind votes went accordingly: 

A. Should the State have an ongoing commission to up-date existing 
laws and make other criminal code revisions? (Majority-yes) 

B. Should prostitution be decriminalized? (Slight majority- no) 

C. Police to continue enforcement of the prostitution laws. 
(Majority-yes) 

D. Should another agency enforce the prostitution law? 
(Majority- no) 

E. Legalize off-track gambling and bingo? (Majority-yes) 

F. Police continue to enforce laws against gambling, should they 
not be decriminalized? (Majority-yes) 

G. Police should not become involved in public intoxification ) 
cases. (Problem: referral sources not available.) (Majority-yes 

VII. Topic: Police Procedures 

It was strongly recommended that each police chief must devel?p 
written procedures that define the speci~ic role.of ~he patrol ?ff:c~r 
and other personnel and establish operatlonal obJectlves and prlorltles. 
It was felt that such a mandatory directive would help eliminate non
police functions from the various departments, so that police could do 
police work. 

VIII. Topic: Victim Compensation 

In discussing this area, the workshop members un~nimously agr~ed that 
victim compensation of some type should become a reall~y, but we dld not 
believe that this field was within our scope ofexpertlse and therefore the 
exact form of victim compensation should be developed by persons with more 
knowledge of this subject. 

IX. Topic: Role of the Minor Judiciary 

There was just one motion discussed in this area and there was a 
majority vote to the effect that we believe that there should be a mandatory 
regulation for minimum professional standards and qualifications for all 
members of the minor judiciary. 

Addendum 

We would like to point out that two very important topics were not 
left out although they do not appear in our priorities: CITIZEN PARTICI-
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eATION and CRIME PREVENTION PROGRAMS. We discussed these areas at various 
times throughout our workshop. However, it was decided that specific 
recommendations on these topics would be premature unless some of these a
forementioned priorities were made realities. This would be especially 
true of priority number I. Unless some significant changes are forthcoming 
in this area of police operations, there are virtually few opportunities for 
meaningful citizen participation and crime prevention programs. Right now 
for the most part, non-urban police departments are of necessity reduced to 
attempting the bare essentials of law enforcement. Extension of the police 
function into citizen participation and crime prevention programs will be
come possible only after fundamental changes are made, such as those listed 
in our report, esnecially, as mentioned, number I. 

Non-Urban Police Panelists 

Moderator - Gerard Fulcher 
National Presenter - Fred Wegener 
State Presenter - Richard Tracy 
Recorder - William Patterson 
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URBAN COURTS 

A.l. Decriminalization 

The workshop unanimously agreed that "an appropriate committee of 
persons from the Standards and Goals group should confer with legislative 
committees and other groups to study and consider the decriminalization of 
certain crimes, including, but not limited to: drunkenness, vagrancy, 
prostitution, gambling, consenting sexual acts, obscenity and use of mari
juana. Where indicated, viable alternative programs should be developed. 
They further recommend the removal of status offenses for juveniles from 
the criminal justice system and dealing with these in a viable alternative 
setting. (Both unanimously approved.) 

Many offenders apprehended for "crimes without complainants" are 
screened by prosecutors at preliminary hearings; this is common in some 
jurisdictions, less so in others. 

A.2. Consistency and A.4. Uniformity 

The greatest diversity in sentences occurs in those crimes toward which 
there is wide variation in the public's attitude ("victimless crime"). Thus, 
resolution of point A.l. will greatly reduce variation in sentences. 

The great differences between "consi stency" and "uniformity" was poi nted 
out; agreement by the group was reached that the sentence should fit the 
offender rather than the offense. 

In order to adequately sentence both juvenile and adult offenders, 
j~dges must be cognizant of the existence and the adequacy of all alternatives 
to incarceration. The formalization of a process to keep judges informed and 
constantly up-to-date on all such programs is strongly recommended. In the 
few areas in the Commonwealth in which such information is gathered, the 
material is usually obsolete by the time it reaches the judiciary. 

No consensus was reached on the desirability of the appellate review of 
sentences. It was pointed out that "voluntary" consulting arrangements between 
judges prior to sentencing, even where authorized and encouraged by the presid
ing judge, had not been used by the judges. 

Strong support was voiced for Senate Bill 500, dealing with sentencing 
alternatives. The workshop recommends formal endorsement of the Bill by the 
entire group. 

A.3. Compensation of victims 

Unanimous support was given for Senate Bill 1523, concerning compensation 
to victims of crime for medical expenses, days lost from work and other non
property losses. 
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There was a discussion of the practical problems and procedures of 
implementing restitution measures for indigent persons who were convicted 
of crimes involving victim compensation. 

A.5. State court administration 

A resolution to commend the legislature and the Supreme Court for its 
advances in court administration was approved (not unanimously). 

A.6. Minor judiciary 

Unanimous agreement was reached that the minor judiciary should be 
thoroughly trained, although there was a division over whether these judges 
should be required to be members of the bar. Attorneys would be cognizant 
of rules of evidence and thus screen "bad cases." Others felt that the 
chief role of the minor judiciary was to prevent pettifoggery. 

Traffic offenses should be handled administratively and removed from 
the court system. 

B.2. Screening and diversion 

Screening by the prosecution of "bad cases" and de minimis offenses 
was strongly encouraged. 

No consensus was reached on regulrlng all jurisdictions to adopt 
R.O.R./bail programs, since it was hoped that the corrections groups would 
resolve this. It was agreed that the integration of programs including 
R.O.R., 10 percent bail, A.R.D., Defender and probation programs would be 
highly desirable. Computerization of court records was seen to facilitate 
this integration. 

It was generally agreed that decisions on both screening and diversion 
were correctly the function of the prosecution. 

B.4. Court-community relations 

Expansion, refinement ana coordination of community-based programs and 
agencies (such as the Pennsylvania Program for Women and Girl Offenders) 
with the courts would greatly benefit all. 

C.1. Court administration and C.? Training 

The State Supreme Court should set standards (including taking the 
initiative more often in enforcement rather than simply reacting to complaints) 
in: 

a. Court personnel and training 
b. Uniformity of action 
c. Court administration 
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C.2. and C.3. Calendaring and records 

The need for accurate, standardized and efficient record-keeping was 
agreed upon. Computers were viewed as a useful tool in obtaining this goal. 

C.4. District attorneys and public defenders 

By unanimous vote, the group endorsed: 

a. All district attorneys and public defenders, as well as their 
assistants, should be employed full-time. 

b. Their salaries should be adequate, comparable to those of the 
private bar. 

c. Both should have adequate investigative and supporting staffs. 

d. Public defenders should be appointed for terms of four years. 

C.5. Selection, tenure and retirement of judges 

A merit selection system for all judges was strongly endorsed. The 
British system of training and selecting solicitors, barristers and judges 
was commended. The current preparation of students for courtro~m work by 
the law schools was deplored. Post-election training for judges at all 
levels was supported. 

The State Supreme Court should establish a merit selection system for 
all court employees. Implementation by any local body is otherwise politic
ally infeasible. 

C.6. Pre-trial hearings 

Pre-trial hearings should be held within 10 days following arrest. 

0.1. Plea bargaining 

The group was evenly divided on the need for plea bargaining. 

0.4. Post-conviction alternatives 

The group urged legislative review and further study of: 

a. A one-step judicial review process 

b. Utilization of a set of attorneys, acting as agents of the court 
who would review all cases on appeal and check the records care
fully for error, regardless of whether such points had been raised 
by the appellant. 
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OVERALL RECOMMENDATION 

liThe various task forces should be kept intact to ass'jst the Committee 
in effecting the work of this meeting and for future consultation.1i 

Urban Courts Panelists 

Moderator - LeRoy Zimmerman 
National Presenter - Walter Cohen 
State Presenter - Judge D. Donald Jamieson 
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NON-URBAN COURTS 

There is a definite need for discussion of standards and goals by 
practitioners and citizens concerned with the criminal justice system. 
The group believes the effort in which we are engaged here is most worth
while. 

We were unable to discuss all the assigned topics but those the 
group felt most important were covered and a consensus called for. From 
those discussions the group arrived at the following recommendations which 
are classed according to priority. No effort was made to rank recommend
ations within a group. 

Group I 

A.l. Decriminalization 

a. Alternative methods of dealing with victimle~s crimes should be 
investigated. 

b. When victimless crimes are deemed suitable for the criminal justice 
system, they should be uniformly applied. 

c. Promoting·court efficiency should not be a consideration in 
decriminalization. 

d. Vagrancy and public drunkenness should not be classed as criminal 
acts. 

A.S. Role and function of state court administration 

a. The State should: 

1. Finance court administration in all counties which desire it. 

2. Establish a salary scale for court administrators which would 
be paid by the State. 

A.6. Role of minor judiciary 

a. District justices should be extensively trained in the law but not 
necessarily admitted to practice before the bar. 

b. Salaries for district justices should be increased to attract high 
caliber personnel consistent with new training requirements. 

c. District justice candidates should be selected by a nominating com
mission in a manner similar to that used for selection of judges. 
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C.3. Records and information systems 

a. Within three years of the final design of a statewide comprehensive 
data system (CDS), each county should possess a computerized data 
system or be tied into the COS via terminal. 

b. Every data system should be developed to be compatible with the 
CDS with respect to the types of i nforma ti on collected and the re
ports generated for use by the State. 

C.5. Selection, tenure and retirement of judges 

There should be a merit selection of judges. Selection and retention 
should be on a non-political basis. 

0.5. Review and appeal procedures and processes 

Each defendant should be limited to one appeal which should not be 
limited by technical objections made at time of trial. 

Group II 

A.3. Victim compensation 

a. Victims should be compensated for losses due to criminal acts, 
including both personal and property offenses and including unlaw
ful acts by law enforcement agencies for that amount in excess of 
$100.00. 

b. Compensation should not be based upon demonstrated need. 

A.4. Uniform sentencing procedures 

a. In the future, minimum sentences should not be compulsory but there 
should be a mandatory review of sentences by the appropriate adminis
trative agency. 

b. Standards should be set for the types of information included in 
pre-sentence reports. 

B.4. Establishing sound court-community re1ationships 

Fees paid to jurors and witnesses should be consistent with federal 
court standards. 

Group II I 

B.1. Assisting in the design and support of prevention programs and services 

The court is not equipped to set up or operate alcohol and drug programs 
but should use existing agencies or recommend establishment of such agencies. 
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B.2. Establishing procedures for diverting offenders from full court 
processing 

Accelerated Rehabilitative Disposition (ARD) programs should be 
encouraged. The Supreme Court of Pennsylvania should enact regulations 
providing for the uniform application of this program (especially in drunk 
dri V"j ng cases). 

0.1. The negotiated plea 

Open plea bargaining should be permitted provided it is done in a 
fair and even-handed way. 

Non-Urban Courts Panelists 

Moderator - Judge John Q. Stranahan 
National Presenter - George W. Shirley 
State Presenter - Clifford Kirsch 
Recorder - Rich Moreli 1 
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URBAN CORRECTIONS 

The group was a diverse one including a judge, ex-offenders, state. 
3nd county correctional employees from both institutional and field serVlces, 
both juvenile and adult: It also included interested citizens and repre
sentatives of private agencies. The group members I knowledge of standards 
and goals varied widely as did their experience. It seemed desirable, 
therefore, that the national and state presenters review the standards and 
goals process from its inception over two years ago to the present. 

The participants, however, were eager, action-oriented and anxious to 
become involved. As a result, the process quickly shifted from the didac
tic to the participatory. Needless to say, the resulting dialogue was 
varied, uneven, sometimes unfocused and occasionally tangential to the 
specific standards that were before us. It was a vital prologue, however, 
to the meaningful and quite specific discussions which were to evolve. 

We found it necessary to define some of the implicit and explicit 
concepts suggested by the standards. 

What is a co~unity? 

What is the purpose or purposes of corrections -- to punish, to 
rehabilitate, to deter, to reintegrate, to quarantine? 

Should services to the pre-tried be "correctional"? 

When, if at all, is discretion an appropriate part of the criminal 
justice process? (One hardy person even suggested that there should be 
absolutely no discretion. Then, the resulting chaos would guarantee change.) 

What is the modal (or modals) that the standards and goals embrace __ 
the medi ca 1, the hea 1 th, the 1 ega 1, the pub 1 i c health, a 11, none, others? 

In short, nearly two score people who were meeting together for the 
first time rushed toward a series of definitions that would enable them to 
tackle the specific issues presented by the standards, especially those 
pertinent to this Commonwealth. 

No attempt was made to present or discuss all 159 standards recommended 
in the volume on corrections. We dealt definitively only with the following: 

(1) The Overreach of the Correctional Effort 

The group reached easy consensus that demands are placed upon the 
correctional system which are inappropriate. Crimes without complainants 
such as vice, consentual sex and drunkenness should be excluded from the 
criminal justice system, and hence from the correctional process. "Status 
offenses" should not subject children to the juvenile justice system. 

(2) The Development and Use of Alternatives to Confinement 

We were in agreement with the Commission's view that the basic 
assumption should be that the least drastic sanction should be considered 
first, and that the State should bear the burden of proving the necessity 
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of utilizing any progressively more drastic s3nctions. In short, 
confinement should be the final alternative and not the basic 
disposition. 

In reaching this concl~3ion, the group emphasized that the 
potential of known and unknown alternatives had not nearly been 
reached for either the untried or sentenced offender. 

(3) Citizen Participation 

It was the view of the group that the potential contributions of 
members of various publics to the correctional system has never been 
truly tapped. Citizens are "used" ~ot "~n~olve~." We agreed, there
fore, that the standards on increaslng cltlzen lnvolvement were 
particularly relevant and should be implemented. 

(4) Unification of Correctional Services 

The cot'recti ana 1 sys tern in Pennsyl vani a was descri b~d by o~e 
participant as a "house divided." The Commi~si~n ~ec~gn1zed thlS 
fragment~tion as a situation common to many Jurlsdlctlons and rec~m
mended the establishment of a cabinet level Qdepartment of correctl~ns 
responsible, at the state level, for the entire spectrum of ~orrectlonal 
services The implications of this standard for Pennsylvanla are so 
diverse ~nd important that the standard was discussed (and voted upon) 
in segments. 

(a) Should both Juvenile and Adult Services be placed within 
such a department of corrections? 

A plurality of the workshop members endorsed t~i~ proposition. 
However, a significant number could not reac~ a decls~on: We, 
therefore, present no definitive recommendatlon on thlS lssue. 

(b) Should field services now operated by the Board of Prob~tion 
ana Parole be placed under the unified Department of Correctlon~, 
thus leaving the Board with a more limited quasi-judicial functlon? 

An overwhelming majority of the workshop members endorsed this 
proposition. 

(c) Should probation services now assigned to the judiciary be 
transferred to the executive branch of government? 

An overwhelming majority endorsed this proposition. 
Cl 

(d) Should probation services be assigned to the unified State 
Department of Corrections? 

A plurality of the workshop members endo~sed thi~ proposition, 
but a substantial number of participants rem~ln undec~ded. We, 
therefore 9 present no definitive recommendatlon on thlS standard. 

(e) Should the operation of jails be transferred to a unified 
State Department of Corrections? 

A substantial majority endorsed this proposition. 
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(f) Should a cabinet level State Deparment of Corrections be 
created? 

This proposition achieved virtual unanimity. 

(g) Should there be a moratorium on the construction of more 
state and county institutions for adults for the next 10 years 
except when total system planning shows that the need for them 
is imperative? 

This proposition was passed without a dissenting vote. 

(h) Should t~ere be a moratorium on constructi~n of more state 
and county institutions for juvenil es; shoul d present state and 
county institutions for juveniles be phased out over a five-year 
period? 

A sli~ht plurality voted in favor of this proposition with 
a substantlal number of members abstaining. 

(i) Should it be state policy not to provide public financial 
support to private juvenile institutions beyond a five-year period? 

This proposition passed with several abstentions. 

Urban Corrections Panelists 

Mod~rator - William G. Nagel 
Natlonal Presenter - Kay Harris 
State Presenter - Jack Sternbach 
Recorder - John Baer 
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NON-URBAN CORRECTIONS 

1) With reference to decriminalization, the group agreed that 
while there was much to support the notlon, there were also many blockages 
whi ch had to be dealt with if soci ety and the "offender" were to be properly 
served. 

For example, if a particular offense was dealt with in a non-criminal 
fashion but the problem individual did not have alternative resources to 
serve him in the community, the consequences could be severely injurious to 
him. Therefore, it was the consensus that for decriminalization to work 
effectively, there has to be a well-developed interface between the adminis
tration of justice system and the rest of the human services area which 
should be available to pick up on such persons in need of constructive 
activity. 

2) There was a general consensus that the administration of justice 
system is being overused for persons who might ordinarily be diverted to 
non-criminal justice services. However, the rural areas do not have ade
quate resources for diversion, and to specify the requirement for diversion 
will only lead to the denial of any service at all to those who might at 
least get care and shelter from the correctional system. 

3) The individual should not be placed into an alternative disposition 
program when he is not guilty of the act for which he is accused. There was 
fear expressed that alternative dispqs1tion programs could easily become a 
part of cheap plea bargaining, which would ultimately work to the disadvantage 
of the powerless, and more particularly, those who must use public defenders 
as counsel. 

4) The group expressed concern about the development of uniform criteria 
to differentiate between those who should be diverted out of and those who 
should be retained within criminal justice. 

5) There was expressed a general dissatisfaction with the notion of 
"first offender," and other types of labelling since these are somewhat 
meaningless definitions. We propose evaluative tools which differentiate the 
middle range risk individual. 

6) The police carry out important diversionary roles in relation to their 
use of discretion. Some feeling was expressed that "discretion" ought to be 
systematized so that it works equitably for everyone. 

7) There was some discussion relative to the assignment of responsibility 
for diversionary cases. If the criminal justice system will not maintain con
tact and "control ," who will? If the criminal justice system maintains control, 
is it really diversion? 

8) There was very strong feeling expressed relative to the bricks and 
mortar aspects of county jails. It was pointed out that most jails are over a 
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century old, in need of major repair in order to maintain mlnlmum levels 
of health, sanitation and safety. There is no likelihood that these 
facilities will be replaced in the foreseeable future, and the need for 
confinement of some individuals will remain. Therefore, the group agreed 
that the current policy of either a moratorium on construction or repair 
should be ignored with reference to county jails. 

9) The consensus was that the standard on classification was difficult 
to apply to county jails since in most instances the decision was really to 
place in the "downstairsU or "upstairs" cellblock. Moreover, there was ex
pressed a general dissatisfaction with classification schemes generally, 
since they really do not delineate between people and are based on a Ils ick 
person ll model which was rejected by this group. 

10) An extended discussion of ttJe standard which stated that probation 
services should be placed under the executive branch was rejected. It was 
strongly felt that, given the political state of county government, correc
tions would be at the mercy of unresponsi~e commissioners~ It was agreed 
that the judiciary had more Itcloutlt in gaining support for the needs of 
corrections. 

11) The group raised a strong protest against the implementation of an 
uncontrolled computer-based criminal justice information system using per
sonal history materials from corrections. There was a recurrent theme of 
fear of a 1984 "Big Brother ll consequence of such a record system, the ques
tion of legitimate access, and of system purging. The group was willing 
to accept a statistical input system which would be usable in planning for 
system needs, etc. 

12) The issue of state vs. local control of corrections was discussed 
at length. The group recognized the contradiction in the standards which 
on the one hand opted for community-based and locally-involved correctional 
services and on the other hand opted for centralization. The general feel
ing was that a centrally controlled system with uniform standards could not 
respond effectively to the idiosyncratic nature of local situations and cul
tures. There was a strong feeling on behalf of the group-that the State 
should provide subsidies to encourage maintenance of minimum state-developed 
standards, and that sanctions should be imposed upon county governments if 
they fail to comp l~'. 

Non-Urban Corrections Panelists 

Moderator - Charles Newman 
National Presenter - Billy L. Wayson 
State Presenter - Warden Harry Wilson 
Recorder - Parker Davis 
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