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PREFACE

This symposium had its inception in Congress, the Omnibus Crime Control and
safe Streets Act of 1968, which created the Law Enforcement Assistance
Administration (LEAA). Massive funding to state and local units of govern-
ment subsequently caused influential members of Congress to ask pointed
questions such as, What are you doing with this money? In what direction
are you going? and What kinds of standards are you trying to assist states
to set for their criminal justice system? LEAA got the message: something
needed to he done about setting standards and goals.

As a resuit, LEAA invited approximately 200 people to Colorado for a strategy
meeting. This group, which consisted of representatives from the citizenry,
courts, corrections, and police, was invited by LEAA to a three-day session
in Vail. A conclusion was made by those attending that a national commission
should be created to develop criminal justice system standards and goals.
This meeting, then, was the precursor of the National Commission on Criminal

Justice Standards and Gouals.

Several weeks later, 22 people were named to the national commission. The
then-governor of Delaware, Russell Peterson, was elected chairman; Peter
Pitchess, sheriff of Los Angeles County, was elected vice-chairman, and work
was begun. Task forces were made up of practitioners from state, county,
and city leévels of government, and from law enforcement, courts, and correc-
tions. A healthy representation from the citizenry rounded out the appoint-
ments. LEAA provided approximately $1.75 million for the commission's work.

There was no attempt by the National Advisory Commission or its task forces
to address any problems at the federal level, realizing that the problems,
if they were to be solved, had to be resolved at state and local levels.
There was never any feeling on the part of the national commission that the
voluminous publications that eventually were published would be wholly
ddopted by any state or jurisdiction.




Preface

The word "advisory" is the most important word in the title of the Natiomal
" Advisory Commission on Criminal Justice Standards and Goals. The Commission's
work was strictly advisory, and once it was accomplished, its task was com-
pleted.

Months of work were invested, primarily in the task forces. The commission
had veto power, the power to make change, and most important, the power to
coordinate recommendations from the task forces. Almost all the work was ;
done by task forces, and it was accomplished by practitioners from the courts,
police, and corrections fields; LEAA did not have a vote on the national
commission.

The efforts of the National Advisory Commission resulted in six volumes.
These cover the topics of a national strategy to reduce crime, the criminal
justice system, courts, police, corrections, and community crime prevention.

In addition to these reports, the first volumes on similar topics by the
American Bar Association received final approval in 1968. In February 1973,
the last of 17 volumes of standards was given final ABA approval. This effort
was designed to promulgate suggested guidelines to assist the 50 states and
federal jurisdictions in overhauling, updating, simplifying, and strengthening
their eriminal justice systems, with the objectives of promoting effective law
enforcement and the adequate protection of the public, and safeguarding and
amplifying the constitutional rights of persons suspected of crime.

e RS i

I would urge the citizens, government leaders, and criminal justice people of
Colorado to cooperate with each other to study the present inadequacies of our
system and our inability to reduce crime and provide equal justice for all
citizens. More important, I urge that the resources I have mentioned and
others that may become available be utilized to construct Colorado's strategy
to reduce crime and provide for equal justice through quantified goals and
objectives and specific standards and recommendations.

“

Donald J. Anderson §
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STANDARDS AND GOALS:
THE POTENTIAL AND THE PROMISE

Edwin R. LaPedis

Regional Administrator

Law Enforcement Assistance Administration
Region VIII

In arder to make it clear to all that the Colorado standards and goals
process and whatever products are developed through that process totally
refiect the needs and priorities of the people of Colorado, I want to
point out that federal involvement is purposely low profile. It is the
objective of LEAA to support your standards and goals process, not to
promulgate specific standards and goals.

Now I would like to provide a historical perspective of standards and goals.
It is another important step in the long-term process of reforming the
criminal justice system at state and local levels that was begun by the
federal government 43 years ago with the Wickersham Reports of 1931,

The authorization of these studies, commissioned by
President Hoover in 1929, was the first comprehensive
assessment of the criminal justice system, police,
courts, and corrections throughout the nation. It was
the first time the federal government took the respon-
sibility of an in~depth study of the criminal justice
system as it was being administered at state and local
levels.

The findings of the commizsion were shocking and the recommendations to
improve the administration of criminal justice in America were sweeping
in theilr scope. Unfortunately, however, the measures actually taken by
the federal government to accomplish reform in the administration of
criminal justice at state and local. levels were almost nil.

The exact reasons for the limited action by the federal government are
hard to determine.

1




Standards and Goals:
The Potential and the Promise

— It may have been that the Great Depression sapped the nation's energy
to such an extent that economic rather than scecial problems had to
take priority.

— It may have been the reluctance of Congress to take steps that might
have infringed on the traditional responsibilities of state and local
governments.

— It may have been simply that those who were calling for reform in our
nation's system of criminal justice could not determine what the role
of the federal govermment should be in such an enterprise.

In any event, for the next 33 years the federal government provided very
little help or leadership to state and local units of governmernit in the
area of law enforcement and criminal justice. The federal government's
role in these areas, however, mushroomed dramatically as federal laws
were passed that expanded federal jurisdiction over a vast array of
criminal offenses.

In May of this year, United States Attorney Jim Treece of Colorado, in his
keynote address to the Fifth Annual Workshop for Supervisory Board Members
of State Criminal Justice Planning Agencies in the Rocky Mountain region,
warned them of the propensity of state and local governments tp be too
quick to permit the federal criminal justice machinery to handle problems
where jurisdiction is shared between them.

The next effort on the national level directed to aid state and local units
of government to improve their law enforcement and criminal justice systems
occurred in 1964 with the establishment of the Office of Law Enforcement
Assistance (OLEA) in the Department. of Justice. Although OLEA was modestly
funded by federal standards (%21 million over a three-year period), it
accomplished a great deal because of brilliant and innovative administrators.

One of the most important of OLEA investments was small planning grants given

to some 24 states to set up and staff law enforcement and criminal justice
comuissions to begin to assess needs, problems, and priorities of the state
and local law enforcement and criminal Jjustice system.
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Standards and Goals:
The Potential and the Promise

Many of these commissions were the precursors of the state criminal justice
Supervisory Boards established under the Omnibus Crime Control Act of 1968.
The eritical importance of this development was the fact that t@e federal
government allocated resources to the states to examine and begin to cope
with their own problems in their own ways.

OLEA also financially aided implementation of the second nationwide compre-
hensive study of law enforcement and criminal justice in America—jthe reports
of the President's Commission on Law Enforcement and Criminal Justice. The
deep concerns about the quality and effectiveness of.America‘s system of law
enforcement and criminal justice identified in the Wlckersham Regorts'over

35 years previously were reconfirmed by the findings of the President's Crime
Commission of 1967.

The second commission made over 200 recommendations to help
our nation evolve a safer and more just society. The
commission identified eight areas for federal support:

1. State and local planning

2. Education and training of criminal justice personnel

3. Survey and advisory services concerning organization
and operation of criminal justice agencies

4. Development of coordinated national information systems

5. Development of a limited number of demonstration
programs and agencies of justice

6. Scientific and technological research and development

7. Institutes for research and training personnel

8, Grants-in-aid for operational innovation
Shortly after the commission's report was presented to the President, legis-
lation to initiate a national strategy to improve the law enforcement and

criminal justice system was presented to the Congress. Negotiations and
debates affecting the legislation went on for many months. The core issue‘
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being argued was who would control the vast amounts of money to be allocated
to state and local criminal justice system improvement and crime-fighting
efforts. ~

Two fundamentally different approaches to legislation were proposed. One
form of legislation left a lion's share of the power with the federal govern-
ment. The arguments supporting this approach were that the states did not
have much capability to administer effective crime programs, yet the real
bone-crushing crime problems were in the major cities that traditionally
have not enjoyed the most harmonious relationships with state governments.
The opposing view was that federal fiscal control cught to be trimmed to
ensure no federal domination of state and local law enforcement and crim-
inal justice systems. It could be trimmed by allocating the funds to states
in the form of block grants, emphasizing that the actual priorities set for
utilization of those funds would be established through negotiations between
state and local governments.

Complicating these opposing philosophies was the Congress, which gave LEAA
the responsibility to approve a "comprehensive state plan' prior to the
release of funds to that state, as well as broad authority to establish
regulations to guide all aspects of the implementation of the LEAA program
at state and local levels.

Congress passed this latter version of the legislation, which by federal
standards provided state and local units of government considerable latitude
to solve their problems in their own ways, Although the program was not as
flexible as the revenue-sharing concept, it was a far cry from the rigidity
of the traditional "categorical grant-in-aid programs.

What is important is that, under the Omnibus Crime Control Act, state and
local units of government share a substantial amount of the authority for
the utilization of funds allocated under the act. Many say that, because
the governors of the several states select the Supervisory Boards that have
final authority for allocation of the vast bulk of funds made available by
Congress, LEAA's program is a "governor's program", ‘

Although LEAA regulations insist on a wide range of representation on a
governor's Supervisory Board, and although the legislation demands that

R Standards and Goals:
The Potential and the Promise

the bulk of the block grant funds be allocated to local units of government,
my observations would suggest that the governors of the several states con-
stitute the most important factor in implementation of the LEAA program in

any state.

Implementation of the Omnibus Crime Control Act began in August of 1968.
That was the second summer in which many of our cities had serious riots.
Because Congress had allocated the funds, they expected prompt action. As
an example of the urgency of the times, the first action funds were awarded
to the states based on guidelines sent to the governors by telegram.

It is no wonder that the critics of the strategy to implement the LEAA program
surfared during the first months of its existence. For those of us who were
trying to "move it," the criticisms seemed to be most unfalr. As the program
developed, and as those of us in the program matured, we realized that, because
what we were doing would have such an impact on our natiom, every step we t90k
had to be subject to public debate, criticism, and eventual negotiation. The
flexibility of the LEAA program is best evidenced by the fact that, in LEAA's
brief existence, Congress has, on two occasions, passed a series of amendments
amplifying and better defining the legislation.

What have our critics (and they have been numerous) had to say about LEAA?

In brief, they claim we do mot know where we are or where we are going, and
we are wasting public funds on a variety of activities that have little rela-
tion to the reduction of crime and the improvement of quality of justice in
our nation. Although accepted as inevitable by many of us who have been
battle-hardened by probably too many years in the program, we feel the
allegations are unfair and untrue. As we scan the panorama of activities
funded by LEAA, we know the enormous good that is being generated by these
new resources throughout the country.

In 1973, the last time the Congress amended the act, they had a lot to say
about the responsibilities of the states to establish standards and goals
in relationship to their comprehensive planning process under the Omnibus
Crime Control Act. In addition, they had much to say about LEAA's
responsibility to establish better means to evaluate the payoffs of the
$3.5 billion that has been committed thus far to state and local govern-
ments fpr crime-fighting efforts.
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Our ability to prove the actual usefulness of what is being done will have
much to do with what Congress does with the Omnibus Crime Control Act when
they review i1t in 1976. The decision to continue it, modify it, or termi-
nate it will be decided on the '"proof" we can offer.

LEAA has been doing a great deal in the area of standards and goals. The
effort began about two and one-half years ago with the appointment of a
National Commission on Standards and Goals by the administrator of LEAA.
Five task forces and a staff were established. The commission and the task
forces were made up of people from state and local government and the
private sector, not federal bureaucrats.

The product of the commission's work is contained in six volumes entitled
A National Strategy to Reduce Crime and im reports on police, courts,
corrections, community crime prevention, and the criminal justice system.

The work of the commission was an outstanding effort to bring together much
of the best thinking available on how to reduce crime in America. One of
the important tests of the reliability of the recommendations of the
Commission on Standards and Goals is its remarkable compatibility with the
American Bar Association standards established over the last decade in the
same area of concern.

In January 1973, 1,500 people from all over the nation came to Washington to
discuss the commission's recommendations. Most of those who attended were
selected by state governors. The important challenge put. to the delegates
was not so much the acceptance of the standards under review but the need to
get on with the job of setting specific goals and standards in their respec-
tive states.

As the National Advisory Commission states, "Operating without standards and
goals does not guarantee failure, but does invite it." Specific standards
and goals eénable professionals and the public to know where the system is
heading, what it is trying to achieve and what, in fact, it is achieving.
Standards can be used to focus essential institutional and public pressure
on the reform of the entire criminal justice system.

.t;,mk.:‘.,u..lixb?ﬂ "

3
i
4
l
!

Standards and Goals:
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The delegation from Colorado responded positively to what it
had heard and supported a standards and goals process for the
state. They decided the manner by which to kick off such a
process was to initiate a statewide conference on standards
and goals for Colorado. It was that key decision by the
Colorado delegation that was instrumental in bringing us

here today.

The next key decision occurred in late fall of 1973 when LEAA, upon alloca-
ting discretionary funds to the regional offices, designated that all of
them must be used to assist the states in developing and implementing a
standards and goals process and related activities. 1In the early part of
1974, Nick Pijoan, executive director of the Division of Criminal Justice,
working with a small group of advisors, began to put together a program
package for a two-year effort to support a Coloradc standards and goals
process. The application, for approximately $350,000, was approved by LEAA
in May. It was the conclusion of my staff that the approach developed by
Nick and his advisors could serve as a model to other states interested in
moving ahe¢ad in their own standards and goals review process.

We believe the broad base of representation of both the Colorado Commission
on Standards and Goals and the individual task forces will ensure that the
deliberations reflect the views of the people of Colorado.

In conclusion, a final note on LEAA's commitment to standards and goals. The
Congress of the United States has made standards and goals the top priority
concern of LEAA. LEAA has responded by developing an able group of profes-
sionals within its new Office on National Priorities, headed by Paul Hayres.
Its role will be to develop a variety of services and resources to aid state
and local governments in their efforts to implement standards and goals. In
addition, the national administration will probably earmark between one-
quarter and one-third of the FY 75 discretionary grant funds to support state
efforts to establish and implement standards and goals activities. LEAA's
Institute on Law Enforcement and Criminal Justice is developing an approach
to evaluate how the states are doing in their standards and goals process.

In short, LEAA has already committed a substantial amount of its resources

to standards and goals.
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We have come a long way since the Wickersham Reports of 1931. Or have we? Cu)
I believe the answer to that question will be determined by what you do in ;
your efforts to establish standards and goals for Colorado over the mext :
two years., :

I wish you well as you start out on this challenging and exciting adventure.

CRIME AND JUSTICE IN COLORADO

W. Scott Moore
Vice-president
Corporate Development
Ideal Basic Industries




CRIME AND JUSTICE
IN COLORADO

W. Scott Moore
Vice-president
Corporate Development, Ideal Basic Industries

Two hundred years ago, the Declaration of Independence claimed the right of
every individual citizen to ". . . life, liberty, and the pursuit of happiness."
In the United States during 1972, FBI statistics reflect that there were more
than 18,515 murders, 388,650 aggravated assaults, 46,431 forcible rapes, and
374,555 robberies. In 2,344,99. incidents; the private homes of American eiti-
zens were invaded by burglars. In terms of measurable loss, the nation's annual
"orime bill" is estimated at well over $20 billion, which does not take into
account the incalculable social and psychological costs. Nor do the figures
reflect unreported crimes, which may run to as much as three to five times as
many as the number reported.

in recent years, the incidence of crime generally has been increasing at a

rate greater than the rate of population growth, and the serious crime rate

is higher than ever before. In the past decade, violent crimes have increased
at a rate eight times that of the population increase; serious property crimes,
ten times. Organized crime, white-collar crime, and blue-collar crime add
untold millions of dollars to the cost borne by this country and its citizens.
Truly, the dimensions of crime are staggering! The right to "life, liberty,
and the pursuit of happiness' has yet to be secured for the citizens of this
country, for they are paying the cost of crime.

Here in Colorado, our crime situation reflects the national picture quite
faithfully. There has been a sharp increase in all categories of violent

and serious property crimes--homicide, aggravated assault, rape, robbery,
burglary, auto theft, and larceny. In the metropolitan areas of Colorado
Springs, Denver, and Pueblo, aggravated assault has increased by more than
100 percent in the past six years. Of enormous concern is that the iacidence
of aggravated assault has increased by nearly 200 percent in smaller cities
and slightly less than 100 percent in rural areas during the same period.

The incidence of fogcible rape has more than doubled in metro areas and
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smaller cities, while remaining fairly constant in rural areas. Robbery has
doubled in smaller cities and rural areas but has increased 175 percent in
metro areas.

The questions that have been asked, are being asked, and must continue to be
asked by all of us are, Why does the problem of crime exist? Why is it gettin
worse? Can anything be done about it? What can be done about it?

The only answer to why the incidence of crime is increasing at rates that are
alarming and all out of proportion with the population increase is that the
eriminal justice system and the eilizens who depend upon it and pay to support
it have not been doing their jobs. It is as simple as that. The eriminal
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Justice system is in fact a "non system,' and the citizens appear to be beset :

with a great measure of apathy.

It is difficult to believe that recent Gallup and Harris opinion polls have
indicated that the "man in the street" believes crime to be the most serious
problem facing the nation. If the polls are correct, the '"man in the street"

should be "up in arms," demanding that the criminal justice system do a better

job, and giving it his best support and effort to help it do so.

The amnswer to Can anything be done about it? is also simple--yes!
we must do something about it. The social and economic costs of failing to
halt the crime problem are unsupportable; the benefits of doing so are
immeasurable.

The answer to the last question brings us to the purpose of the Colorado
Symposium on Griminal Justice Standards and Goals, for what each of us :
individually and collectively accomplishes in the next few days should provide
the groundwork and direction for a better system of criminal justice and
commensurate reduction in crime in Colorado.

I have referred to the criminal justice system as a "non system,”" and I would
like to explore that further. Let me begin by stating very affirmatively that
while our criminal justice system, or non system, does have its serious
deficiencles in performance, function, and achievement, still it has done a
better job for the citizens of this nation in securing justice and public

+
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safety than any other system in the history of the human race, However, because
we are here to explore ways o make the system perform and function more respon-
sively and effectively to the rapidly changing patterns in our society, I will
concentrate on its deficiencies and inadequacies.

The criminal justice system is a non system because of a myriad of overlapping,
diverse, and too-often conflicting jurisdictional responsibilities at federal,
state, and local levels, and also in respect to its principal elements: law
enforcement, courts, and corrections. Too frequently, professionals within
these subsystems are in disagreement with each other about methods, techniques,
and approaches to reducing crime and ensuring justice.

The general public finds it nearly impossible to assign accountability for
criminal justice at all governmental levels and in the specific areas of law
enforcement, courts, and cortections.

The public is unaware of the goals or objectives of each of our
criminal justice agencies.

The distinction between criminal and civil offenses is becoming
more unclear as legislatures make increasing use of criminal
penalties for what formerly had been clearly understood as civil
offenses.

The public does not clearly understand how laws are made in this
country. Not only are laws made by legislative bodies at all
levels of government, but they are also made interpretively by
the courts and enforcement ageacies.

Thus there is confusion about the system, confusion about responsibility, and
confusion about how the laws:' are made and enforced. Perhaps public apathy can
be explained in large measure by the great difficulty the public has in under-
standing all these interrelationships. But the interrelationships are there,
and in nearly all cases they are highly interdependent.

For example, law enforcement agencies cannot increase the apprehending of
offenders without directly affecting the responsibilities of the courts and
corrections agencies. Similarly, if only because of the large number of

13

< R

i

e




Crine and Justice
in Colorado

repeat offenders, court and correctional institutions cannot release offenders ' |
without a direct effect on law enforcement agencies. Yet law enforcement ;
agencies, courts, and corrections agencies each have very dissimilar inter-~ L
pretations of their responsibilities, as well as personnel, professional

objectives, and experiences. The result is a criminal justice non system.

NS Z NP

The intent of the Symposium on Criminal Justice Standards and Goals is to ,
address the problems of rapidly increasing crime and of improving the effec- '

tiveness of the criminal justice system in responding to the increase, as well
as the capability of responding to anticipated future changes in society. ‘
Although no specific agency represented here has been charged with the overall #:
responsibility of reducing and preventing crime, it is hoped that the symposium ;
will develop answers, or methods of finding the answers, to the major questions
of criminal justice policy, which is necessary if justice and crime prevention « |
and reduction are to be fostered.

For the purposes of this symposium, "standards" are defined as the performance
objectives in law enforcement, courts, and corrections that lead to a more
effective criminal justice system; and "goals'" are the measures that determine
whether or not criminal justice standards are being effectively achieved.

For example, 1f crime-oriented planning is a standard, then goals to measure i
achievement of the standard might be identification of crimes warranting P
priority attention, along with timing for the spec¢ific reduction in these ‘
priority crimes., Similarly, if the criminal justice standard is reduction H
of "high-fear'*trime, then, as suggested by the National Advisory Commission
on Criminal Justice Standards and Goals, the ten-year goals might be: C

|
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1. Reduction of murder and non-negligent manélaughter by at least 25 percent; ;
2. Reduction of forcible rape by at least 25 percent;

3. Reduction of aggravated assault by at least 25 percent;

4. Reduction of robbery by at least 50 percent; and

5. Reduction of burglary by at least 50‘percent.

14
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Of course, establishment of standards and goals depends in large measure on

the state of the development of a given subsystem of the criminal justice
system at present, both on a statewide and a local basis. Particularly im-
portant also is the timing provided for the achievement of the established
standards. Although failure to improve the criminal justice system through-
out the state and to reduce crime is not guaranteed )y the absence of standards
and goals, their absence may well invite failure.

Because the nature of the crime problem varies from county tc¢ county and from
city to city across the state, the formulation of standards and goals must be
flexible with respect to the establishment of priorities. Also, because of
the great disparity among counties and cities with respect to financial
resources available to the local criminal justice system, the timing for the
achievement of standards and goals must also be flexible.

Nevertheless, the need for broad but uniform criminal justice standards and
goals across the state is genuine. Is not a resident of Antonito entitled
to the same emergency law enforcement assistance response as a resident of
Colorado Springs or Denver? Furthermore, the establishment of standards and
goals will enable professionals within the criminal justice system, as well
as the general public, to know what the system is achieving now, and what it
is attempting to achieve on local as well as state levels. Where reform of
the system is necessary or desirable, standards and goals can be used to give
the necessary justification to the legislature, county commissioners, city
councils, directors of correctional institutions, court administrators,
sheriffs, chiefs of policy; and any others responsible for instituting the
changes,

Implementation of standaids and goals may occur in any one or all of several
ways. Those that have general application across the state and throughout
the criminal justice system may requite legislative epactment {along with
adequate provision for funding) at federal, state, and local levels. Other
goals and stapdards affecting specific agencies may be implemer - * by execu-
tive or administrative order of the heads of the agencies cence_.ed.

Implementation of other goals and standards may be brought about by voluntary
compliance of the members of professional organizationms such as the state and
local bar asgociations, the Colorado Correctional Associaticn, the District
Attorneys' Ag¢sociation, the Colorado Police Chiefs' Association, and similar
organizations inv¢lving county sheriffs, public defenders, social agencies,
and the judiciary. -

15

o




Crime and Justice
in Colorado

When I mentioned rublic apathy with respect to the problem of crime and the
problems facing the criminal justice system, I suggested that the apathy may
be more the result of an inability to understand the diverse complexities of
these problems than a lack of awareness, because there does appear to be &
real and growing awareness of cvimég on the part of the citizenry. The crim-
inal "justice system has recognized this awareness and also has recognized
the interest in and critical need for supportive interaction betweess the
system and the citizens of this state. #stablishkment of eriminal justice
standards and goals can further heighten this public awareness and interest,
and eveninally enhance the badly battered public trust and confidence in the .
criminal justice system. -

b en e v S

As a model for your consideration there is the 1973 report, A National Strategy!':
to Reduce Crime, by the National Advisory Commission on Criminal Justice Stan- i}
dards and Goals. A similar report with recommendations has been prepared by
the American Bar Association, with which I am sure most of you are familiar,
Both of the reports, as well as the 1971 report on State and Local Relations
in the Crimipal Justice System, by the Advisory Commission on Intergovern-
mental Relations, provide worthwhile guidelines and recommendations, even
though certain specific standards and goals might not be applicable or
feasible for .Colorado, its counties, or its cities.

. . b
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Without the active and supportive participation of a great majority of citigens,
the implementatisn and achievement of goals and standards in Colorado would be ! i
difficult at best, if not impossible. The current lack of citizen desire and

willingness for involvement is all too apparent in the result of recent victdim-;
ization surveys, which indicated that three to five times as many crimes go {f
unreported as are reported. !

This symposium should attempt to determine why this is. so. Is it because law i
enforcement is not available in urban and rural areas for the citizen desiring ;
to report a crime? Is it because the citizen does not have sufficient confi- -
dence and trust in law enforcement to make a report? Or is it both? %f
The same can be said of the real need of our courts to have victims, witnesses,§

and jurors willingly come forward to serve in accordance with the provisions -
of our laws. Does our present court system operate to discourage this citizen }t
action? [

18
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With respect to correcticns, citizens within each community throughout the
gtate need to be encouraged to participate actively in the rehabilitation
process of probationers and ex-offenders. Yet we see a great resistance to
community-based correctional facilities, most notably in the neighborhoods
where it is proposed such facilities be located. Most of tihis resistance

is based on emotion, not fact, and positive volunteer action by the local
citizenry on behalf of correctional institutions, parolees, and ex-offenders
is essential to overcome it.

Finally, while the National Advisory Commission and this symposium, of
necessity, stress crime reduction and crime prevention as primary standards,
the ultimate standard is equal justice under law for all of the citizens of
Colorado. All people are guaranteed by the supreme law of this land the
right to be secure in their person and property, to be free from fear of
violence, and "to life, liberty and the pursuit of happiness."

A commitment and dedication to constructive and forceful change is vital on
your part if this ultimate standard is to be achieved. You are asked to
avoid the potentially parochial interests of your respective professional
affiliation and to take the broader view of the entire subject matter of
criminal justice standards and goals, the need therefore and the determin-
ation thereof. The challenge before you is to deal with major criminal
justice problems and issues, not specific details. We must avoid the trap
of -allowing some of the specific controversial standards and goals recom-
mended by the National Advisory Commission to cause our deliberations to go
awry and make consensus impossible.

Upon the outcome of your efforts in the next few days and in the coming year,
ahnd upon your ability to heighten citizen awareness of and involvement in the
criminal justice system, rest the future of justice and crime prevention in
Colorado. '
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LAW ENFORCEMENT:
ISSUES AND CONCERNS

Ray Pope
Member, National Advisory Commission
on Criminal Justice Standards and Goals

The National Advisory Commission on Crimin«l Justice Standards and Goals,
through its task forces, has reviewed every possible aspect of the police
position and has come up with some recommendations that you in Colorado
probably are not going to endorse, nor are we in Georgia. But let me
assure you that you will do yourself an injustice if you ignore the tre-—
mendous number of man hours that have been put into the production of
recommendations on standards and goals for the police of this country.

Standard 1.1, The Police Function: "Every police chief executive should
itmmediately develop writien policy, based on polictes of the governing
body that provide formal authority for the police function, and should
set forth the objectives and priorities that will guide the agency's
delivery of police services. Agency policy should articulate the role
of the agency in the protection of constitutional guarantees, the en-
forcement of law, and the provision of services necessary to reduce

erime, to maintain public order, and to respond to the needs of the com-
munity. "

That is a rather basic recommendation. I am sure that the vast majority
of those of you from law enforcement agencies come from an agency that
has a written policy manual. If you have been working for the last ten
or fifteen years in an agency that has had a written policy manual, then
that sounds basic. But would you believe that more than half the law
enforcement agencies in this country do not have a written policy manual?
If you hire a young man, give him some training, and put him out on the
street, you are being totally unfair to him if you do not have a policy
manual that he can study to determine under a given set of circumstances
what he is expected to do. Written policy also provides additional
protection to the law enforcement agency in that the public can be aware
of what the authority and limitations of the law enforcement agency are
under the laws of your city and your state. That is fairly basic. I
really cannot imagine anyone disagreeing with the idea that a law enforce-
ment agency ought to have a written policy.
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When you develop recommended standards and goals for law enforcement in
Colorado, Standard 1.1 should be the first one. I think that Colorado
law enforcement officers should examine that recommended standard. If
you do not like it, do one of two things: throw it out or alter it to
fit circumstances in Colorado. Let the final product be a product of [
Colorado law enforcement officers. I think courts, corrections, and '
citizen's interest groups should be doing the same kinds of things in
task forces.

Another recommended standard which is basic and important is Standard
1.4, Communicating with the Public: "gyery police agency should recog-
nize the importance of bilateral commnication with the public, and
should constantly seek to improve its ability to determine the needs and
the empectations of the public and to act upon those needs and expecta-
tions and to inform the public that the resulting policies were developed
to improve the delivery of these services."

That is also fairly basic. The pawer that you derive as a law enforcement -
agency must come from the governing body of that unit of government that o
you represent, But your power and your authority must come from the ;
community. I think that it is stupid for those of us in the criminal Foat
justice system to say that we know and the citizen does not know what we S
ought to be. The citizen has also got to have the opportunity and the ‘
obligation of listening to the problems of courts and corrections people. B
A police agency which ignores any segment of the population within its b
jurisdiction because of failure to communicate is going to have trouble. i
How are you going to police a given segment of the population if they I
know nothing about your problems and you know nothing about theirs?

Standard 3.1, Crime Problem Identification and Resource Development: .
"Each police agency should insure that patrolmen and members of the
public arve brought together to solve erime problems on a local basts.
Police agencies with more than 75 personnel should immediately adopt a
program to insure joint participation in crime problem identification.
Every police agency should, consistent with local police needs and its
internal organization, adopt geographic policing programs which insure L
stability of assignment for the individual officers who are operationally I
deployed. " i

S e

This is aiming at two things; first, it means furthér involvement with

the public. That is not to say a police review board nor a civilian
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review board--I1 will fight those to my last breath. I will agree to a
police civilian review board the same day that the doctors agree to let
police officers stand and look over their shoulders every time they per-
form an appendectomy and then tell them if they did it right. Then I
will agree that the civilians can tell the police how to run the depart-
ment. But this standard is not recommending a police civilian review

board; it is recommending further involvement with the citizens of the
community.

The second part of this standard is geographic assignment of police. In
the old ddays when all police officers walked the beat, a man went to work
with a police department when he was from 21 to 25 and stayed there.

?his had several advantages. The officer knew every individual who lived
in that area for which he had responsibility. If a stranger came into
his jurisdiction, he knew about it; his friends in that jurisdiction
would tell him who the stranger was and what he was doing there. It was
of tremendous value to the police, but as society developed advances in
technology, society insisted that the police become more mobile, So we
becanie more mobile by putting that officer in a car because he could
answer a call more quickly than on foot. Now he does not have the op-
portun%ty of getting to know the people on a personal basis. This recom-
menda§1on says you ought to start letting your police officers get more
?amillar with those people they are assigned the responsibility of polic-
ing. Take a look at this standard. It might not be completely applicable
to Colorado, but maybe you can develop something from it.

Standarq 4.3{ Diversion: 'Every police agency, where permitted by law
shou%d ?mmedzgtely divert from the criminal and juvenile justice syste%s
any itndividual who comes to the attention of the police, and for whom the
purpose of the criminal and juvenile process would be inappropriate, or
in whoqe.ease other resources would be more effective. ALL diversién
dzgposztzons should be made pursuant to written agency policy that insuves
fairness and uniformity of treatment." '

I d? not know of a single law enforcement agency that has ever told an
officer worki?g traffic that a citizen who drives one mile an hour over
;@eispeed limit is to be arrested. But when the citizen exceeds the speed
lm_t by one mile, and the officer checks him out but does not make a case
against him, he hkas been involved in diversion. What this standard is

saying on diversion is that the police ought not lock up everyb
i d
technically breaks the law. p everybody who |
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T do not agree with the agency that locks up every drunk it i In one instance, five small law e

finds. Public drunkenness is being decriminalized in state - total of less than 25 officers wi:§°§§sgﬁgis:§izﬁii: zitgia

after state. The Georgia General Assembly passed a law in A offices now have one. Another example is where a enciZs ve

the January session saying that, beginning July 1, 1975, in-~ @ so small they did not have the financial reqourceg - were

toxication would no longer be a violation of a state, munici- 5 good investigator. Now several small agenc;es 1ocat2d ive a %
pal, or county ordinance. In Ceorgia there are 159 counties, - geographical areas fairly close to each other are combi 2 k
and in those 159 counties, as of this date there are only . their resources and are employing one good investigat ning ‘
gix that have alcoholic treatment tenters. I suspect that ;'i work the several jurisdictions. Similarly, with ricoog toh

not more than one or two additional counties will have any ' possibilities are many. ? ‘ xds the

kind of facilities for taking care of the alcoholic by July 1
next year. We need to gtart diverting these people whom we
will no longer be arresting. |

PR
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Standard 13.2: "Every police agency that does not have a suffict

L 0 2 etent
?%g?er zf qualified applicants having appropriate college baﬁZ;rounds to
: i1l police officer vacancies as they occur should iwmediately implement
In the city of Denver you probably could find some people who have been ;. a specialized recruitment program to satisfy this need.”
arrested for public intoxication 50 times. 1f these people are still . |
asymuch in need of help as they were the first time they were arrested, »

law enforcement has not accomplished anything. You have to have the : In Waycross, Georgia, with 25,000 population and a 50- i

treatment resources to provide effective diversion. These unfortunates o ment, I had the first college,education incentive pay giggggilgz iﬁpart—
need to be gotten off the streets for their own protection and for the naFion that was based on the number of credit hours that a man coulz
protection of society, but they do not necessarily need to be locked up. : quire in college. . ac~

Colorado people need to determine what kind and what degree of diversion

is applicable to Colorado. ‘i I went before the city councll and said, "I've got an idea

; Let's start paying the fellows a dollar an hour for every .

i hour of college credit they can acquire.” They asked me how

muc? money I was talking about. I said, "I don't know. I

can't really tell you but you know if you put into this thing

I might get two or three of the fellows to enroll at this

iﬁllegﬁ because they have a criminal justice course over

tler;. Well, the ?ouncil thought the fellows would drop out
he first quarter; it probably could not hurt too much finan-

ciallyz so they drew up the ordinance and passed it that

same night. The next day I got my newspaper editor friend

to headline a front-page story praising the council to the

Standard 5.2: "Every state and local government and every police agency
should provide police services by the most effective and efficient organi-
aational means available to tt. In determining this means, each should
acknowledge that the police organization (and any functional wnit within
) it) should be large enough to be effective but small enough to be respon-
E sive to the people. If the most effective and efficient police service
can be provided through mutual agreement or joint participation with other
criminal justice agencies, the government entity or police agency should i :
immediately enter into appropriate agreement or joint operation. At a = igh heavens. That sa i
mintmun, police agencies that qmpZay fewer than ten sworn employees should g : pass resolutions that ?ehzsegriwﬁoﬁpf1Z§m§i§§i§iiﬁéu2;eto
consolidate for improved efficiency and effectiveness.” . city. Then I walked into the mayor's office, and I said,

SUBEHENE AN

L R i,

A L
; ighizlihing"go; out of hand and I've got 39 people enrolled
] | . ege., e said that for
You had better take a look at ¢his in Colorado, just like we are in i: back out now! sure they were not g?ing to

Georgia. Although there is mo talk in south Georgia about how we are
going to consolidate every five- and six-man.police department or do

away with it--there is no way that will happen--you know the direction in
which we are leaning: consolidation of services.

I saw, in a small
police department, the extra confidence that i
_ it gave
inzzung.police officer. I saw what it did for him, and it shamed ie
going ahead and getting my own bachelor's degree,
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Standard 13.3: "Every police agency should immediately insure that it
presents no artificial or arbitrary barriers--cultural or institutzona@——
to discourage qualified individuals from seeking employment or from being
enployed as police of ficers. Every police agency should engage in post-
tive efforts to employ ethnic minority members. When a substantial
ethnic minority population pesides within the Jurisdiction, the pqlice
ageney should take affirmative action to achieve a ratio of minortty

group employees tit approximate proportion to

What this says is that the people on the police department should repre-
sent the community. If, within your requirements to become a police of-
ficer, you have artificial barriers built in that would prevent minority
members from coming into your police department, then you ~ught to get
rid of them. A4nd if you are going to represent fairness, you know vou
cannot argue with that. Let me assure you that most cities, most

counties, and most states, {n this nation do need it.

Standard 13.6, Employment of Women: "Every police agency should tmmedi-

ately insure that there exists no agency poticy
women from seeking employment as sworn or eivilian personnel or prevents

them from realizing their full employment potential."

One of the smartest moves yet came from Michigan when a young
lady applied for a job in a municipal police department. They
turned her down because they said she was not tall enough--
5'10" requirement. In reality they turned her down

they had a 5
because she was a female. She quietly faded away; she never

would have gotten the job anyway because she had a long crimi-
nal history. But she waited for one year and came back and
filed a civil suit against that. municipality. The judge said,
"You don't have to hire her, but you've got to process her
application and you cannot use Height or sex as discriminating
factors. You must pay her for thig year from the day she
applied for the job until today." She had been out work-

ing and you know what the city had to do? Pay her a year's
galary if it d4id not hire hexr.:

You had better take & look at these standards or somebody else willl
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REACTION

Brad Leach

I am pleased to be able to address law enforcement issues in
Standar@s and Goals from the viewpoint of a sheriff. We have
some unidque problems and situations. '

1 was fortupate enough to attend the National Conference a year
and a half ago. I have read the police standards, as well as
parts of the others, and I did not quarrel with too many of them
as they relate.go Colorado. 1 think some of them will not apply
Zzgyaoieihsglylll ge;i tg be changed or altered to f£it our needs:

roba i '
and 8 few thosg meﬂtizne:.thrown out. My remarks will touch

Standard 1.1l: The Police Function. 1 do not know how any of us
can disagree with that. I do not think there is any department
that does not have something in writing about policies and pro-
cedures. The standard is saying that we need them--we need to
update them, upgrade them, and continue to make changes in them
as the laws change and as our community needs change.

itandard l.4: Communicating with the Public. This is very
tmportant as it applies to the Sheriff's Department in trying

0 portray us as a public safety agency rather than a police
3§iﬁcy. More than 50 percent of our calls have nothing to do
fallegriii.b They are in the nature of forest fires, lost people,
oS ? ers, drownings—-that type of public safety response.
v nly to the public we are not just policemen out there’
aiting for somebody to break the law so that we can take action.

gne gi th? things we have done is to name a staff officer as

anguisiz 1nf§rmation,officer. He is called to any major event

Then We‘zaTi ebfriends with the néws media representatives.

aren = e ita out lateral entry into law enforcement, this is an

area must be considered. If there is a former journalist
wsman who wants to become a policeman, you caunot find a
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better person to handle those media relations responsibilities.

I think rapport with the media is important; they are your best
line of communication to the public. They tell the community what
you are doing and inform the people of new programs or of a change
in operations.

E:deﬁactiie of di;ersion using summons in the last year has been

eavily out of necessity. Our jail count i i

new facility is completed. Becau neity wa L our
. Se our capacity was cut i

due to a new health regulation, something had to be done tz EZiﬁ

the jail from being overecr
‘ owded, To allevia is i
County weé use bond commissioners. re this in Boulder

The county Judgesxhave appointed senior law students
to act as bond commissioners on misdemeanor offenses
When th§ man is brought to the facility, the bond '
commissioner can release him if it is a misdemeanor
violation-~he can call the judge at home, expl;in the
circumstances, and have a monetary bond set im- )

| g ?ediately so that the person does not have to sit
Geographic Policing. It gets a little difficult in a county like : (D Jail for two days or a weekend until :
Boulder, a 720-square-mile area, half of which is mountainous 5 in session. e
terrain. It is hard to assign small districts there.

Feedback programs in home owner associations constitute another
example of communicating with the public. We have officers who
attend those meetings and listen to the complaints. They go to
get input from citizens and they bring it back to our staff so

that we can hear what is going on.

We have taken care of our mountain district problems
by assigning resident deputy sheriffs with vehicles
and all the equipment they can carry. They know every
back road and most of the citizens in the area and are
much more effective when they work those districts
permanently and live up there and can be called out
day or night, on-duty or off-duty, to take care of
problems. That is the kind of team policing, I think,
that could work in certain areas.

Geographic policing certainly is not a standard we want to adopt
for the entire state of Colorado. -Fach county is different, both
geographically and in the nature of its crime problems.

Diversion is being practiced and I know of departments in which

it has been going on for a long time, definitely prior to the
writing of this standard by the National Advisory Commission. We
have officers assigned to work only on juvenile types of crime and
with juvenile offenders. They certainly practice a lot of diversion
before the court ever hears about it. That is working very well

for us. Again, it is specialization, but in this area with the
children's code and procedural differences in the juvenile court,

it is necessary.
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?Eés toug@es on another point and that is using full-time courts

iOtg:i, 1str%ct attorneys, and defense attorneys. Justice can—’

justicgpsagt4.30 p.m. If we are going to have a successful

Jus . yd en, a flowing one, I think it has to continue through
wge end, and we have tried to do so. I think that is wh N

the diversion standards speak to. ° et

ggzszl?datzon of Services. Many areas of the state of Colorado
sherigz?g ghat now. Mgsa County consolidated their police and
oot 5 departments in terms of the physical facilitiles at

e ange;; aggé' In‘Boulder, the City Police, Univeréity Po-
syst;m o eriff’'s Department have a consolidated communications
yote '1 ere are other areas that we should try to consolidate

P cularly in the areas of investigation and intelligence. ’

ggwngzeEagze tell 40 or 50 sheriffs in the state of Colorado who
There 1o 1 Tzre than ten men that this standard is workable?
connot be eii gation, undoubtedly, but these small departments
and ome o i?f?ated. Boulder County has nine municipalities
of Tyous e;i s department.- I know that if we told the community
have o s which has three pollcevofficers, that it was going to

0 consolidate with another municipality and that they no

lon
ger were a legal entity as far as the police force was concerned,

t
cgsiihwould be three ropes on the flag pole in fiont of the
ouse and I would be on the shortest one. What the standard
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is trying to say is that there are areas in which we can consolidate
communications, investigative services, specialized areas where
we do not need duplication in every department.

For instance, one department should have a photo lab

that can do the processing for the entire county in- ‘ ;
stead of having five or six separate labs. This is .
probably going to be one of the most tallked about and

most controversial standards in law enforcement.

The Police Officer and his Education. 1 do not know a department
in the state that does not think we need educated police «~fficers,
and particularly college-educated officers. But when one depart-
ment starts officsrs at $430 a month and another one starts at
$1,000, there is a problem. Legislatures, councils, and commis-
gioners have to deal with the financial problem involved. As

far as I am concerned, we must get some career service for the
deputy sheriffs in the state and for police officers where it does
not exist. We have taken a giant step forward in the last two
years with regard to minimum standards of training and certifi-
cation of police officers. We need to upgrade salaries and elimi-~
nate the tremendous difference in salaries for officers doing the
same job.

On minority recruiting, I do not think anything else needs to be
said about that. I cannot imagine any administrator or police
officer not supporting this policy. It will help break down the
internal biases and prejudices in your own department and among
your own officers.

Women in Police Work: 1 have agreed with that for quite awhile.
We have three women detectives and four women in uniform on the
road. To some of the men, their presence is a challenge and

a threat; there is still a tremendous protectiveness occurring
among the men officers when a woman goes into a dangerous situ-
ation. That is something that is just going to have to work it-
self out. But if it has been a problem for us, it has been the
only problem. The women are doing a fantastic job.

; ) S t, different jurisdict
and, in faet, different operational functionms. JSherif;sions

ggr;ziziz ?:v:odifferent daily responsibilities than do chiefs
me-areas. We all need to sit 4 i
chiefs, marshalls, co Pk g
S, nstables--and recognize ea i
nie ch other's in-
:iZigziésdiige;en;esfand our common responsibilities and develop
oals for all of ug--not just f 1
slope, Western slope, mou i i ore fapanrorn
S ) ntains, or plains More i
in law enforcement need the i : . 5 Of the e
: nput of other elements of t imi
Jjustice system. We need to continue our dialogue, he crininal
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REACTION

Pierce Brooks

1 want to respond to the briefings of the National Advisory Com-
mission on Standards and Goals in two parts: first, to voice my
and second, to discuss some of the important

opinion of them,
which I believe arxe

i{ssues that are mot necessarily covered,
major issues.

Regarding the first, police role and function: 1 certainly do
agree with this standard., I have read all the recommendations
in the Police Task Force Report of the National Advisory Commis~
sion and find that I agree with almost all of them. I strongly
agree with some and disagree with a few. But the first standard,
police role and function, is definitely one with which I agree.

Commmicating with the Publie. '"The police must obtain informa-
tion from the community as to its needs and the public must also

be informed of the police agency's role so that it can better
support the police in their effort to reduce crime." Both are our
responsibility. We are going to have to find out what the public
needs and wants because Very few persons in the community tell us.
Some do, but what about the bulk of people who just do not want

to bother us? Certainly, if we want to eliminate a lot of problems,
we must set up a system of communicating with the public and let-

ting them know why we do things.

Also, we are going to have to learn to communicate. We must
communicate not only with the public, but we are also going to
have to communicate with each other. The police are going to
have to communicate with the police, we are going to have to
communicate with the courts, and we are going to have to communi-
cate with corrections. We are going to have to understand the
problems of the other component parts of the system.

-

T would like to relate a classic example:

But '
1ici§2erela;e1§00d ways to accomplish workable forms of team po-
PYEtty.well e weve we have a system in Lakewood that is working
. We established a neighborhood interaction team
>
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It is late~-about midni i
ght~-in a residential

iét;olman might cruise for a block or two wit;rﬁi; 4

t%izs out-—a gqod way to catch burglars; all good
gttengggnﬁgzzz thatl:l But time and time again I have

ngs where a person stood
"How come there is Sl T lootad
€ this double standard? I 1 ’

out my window last night at midnight and I sagoEEd
cop go by with his lights out. If I did that,

you would give me i
that?" g ; a ticket. How come you can do

I .

: Eii:t;irtzés quesFlon to my wife one morning at breakfast

L told her dm;t this guy who did not understand why a poliée
rive with his lights out. She said, "Why do you?"

So

Of%iieiho:ggtizo myself, here is my wife, the wife of a police

believe’thnt : she doe§ not know, then certainly why should we
i at the community knows? = We have to t

municate with them. get out and con-

G . .
tioiZZﬁﬁ;§1§2iﬁcz?g.' U§e a lot of caution. I am not opposed
oo foam pOliCing 1h it is vell planned. There are many forms
s o P cnuseg that I think are acceptable and there are some
partment. Thore Lo s probiem of costdination.  mow ean you
: . rdination. How ca

Siiiiziznggzgsa group of police officers in one specifgeZOZrea
bep transte s people leaving the department, promotions, da

s time, and other forms of interference? ’ ve

an '
p01gzzriaz gf petrol. This special team is composed of five
assignedgtg s with a sergeant in command. Each police agent is
a neighborhood. The neighborhood, for convenience
’

is one of five wards of the city.

This agent is identified as

the neighborhood a
gent. The idea is th i
: at all peopl
qzzzetgzzlpolice agent as "their cop." It seegs Eoeb:nwggignward
now. The agents are involved in community interacgion
bl
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they ride in an unmarked police car, they have a radio, and they
respond to any emergency situation. If there is a jarge fire,
for example, you will see them out directing traffic; in a search
for a lost child, they will be searching in the area.

Diversion of as many offenders as possible. I would only say,
as Mr. Pope did, "Be sure that this is well planned." As of
July 1, 1974, the ordinary drunk is not.a criminal any longer
in Colorado; he is a sick person. I would say, however, to the
police officers in this room, that I think you are going to
make a terrible mistake if, in retribution for this new law,
you leave the drunk lying there. It takes less time to pick
him up and put him in whatever facility there is until we get
detoxification centers that it does to try to find out who
murdered him if he is left to 1lie unprotected in an alley.

Consolidation of small departments certainly is something that
should be considered. It would be interesting to have a study
done on a national level to determine what the optimum size of
a police department should be. We keep picking on the little
departments and saying, "you're too little to operate,' but how
well is the big department on the East Coast doing that has
35,000 pelice officers? Maybe that is too big.

Officer education and development. In Lakewood we have deter-
mined that a college diploma by itself certainly does not mean
that the person is going to be a good police officer. I think
there are other qualities of character that are definitely nec-
essary. But I also believe that a good police officer is going
to be a better officer if he is well educated. As far as the
college requirement, I do not think we. have to move as fast as
the national recommendation suggests, but I think we should con-
sider it, and I would wholeheartedly endorse the idea that pro-
visions should be made for a police officer to further his or
her education. - :

I think that residency requirements are ridiculous. There are
some citizens in Lakewood who object to our recruiting on a
national level; they want to professionalize the department by
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hiring only Lakewood residents., My argument to this is that
?ave yet to @ire a non-American. People from Florida to ézliYe

borpia, Amer}cans all, who end up living in Lakewood or clgse
vy are turning out to be fine police officers.

iziizggdeztﬁgdis iogeth;ng that law enforcement should look at

ould no e what it is today if it were ,

2 7 not for later
entry, but yet it remains a unique situation nationally. o

SéZect;on is the key to the future. Selection in recruiting and
p;omig on is the key to the future of law enforcement. We really
should look at upgrading our system of selection and promotion.

_As far as minority recruiting is concerned, I would oppose lower-

ing the standards. 1T think that there are other systems in ou
governm§nt that are going to have to help to at leasﬁ bri i
along minorities who are lacking in the requirements Asn§

as I am concerned, I do not care what color a person.is ‘rar
Whet§eF the agent wears a skirt or trousers. If peo le’ On
qualified officers, then we want them in Lakewood? pee e

;Pg%lce" is no longer just a man's world. In the Los Angeles
O;f;ce Department, policewomen were riding on patrol as juvenile
o t;zrzizzindl was a young police officer. In 1968 I was one
iy detective:t§§t$2§02022%;ders to ;ssiin policewomen to work
; ime cases involving rape j
zex;cilme. You would be surprised how our rage cgea§Zn222 QZizr
wgéd tﬁpntinued this practice in Oregon. When I came to Lake-
They,areerilwsre no policewomen agents, and now we have ten.
poey ar ih ine young women and they are doing well. I think,
. certai : at any extreme is wrong. There are differences, but
s don ytthlnk Fhat there is a place for women in the police
e not mean Just.as secretaries or as officers working
¥y in such areas as juvenile cases or missing persons.

égg;ﬁerrissue is erime prevention. Law enforcement's mission is
theme zrevention. We r?alize;we can never eliminate crime. But
thoe e many who ‘commit crimes because of the opportunity. I
nk we can make. a big dent in crime if we reach this group of
people. Crime prevention is what it is all about. i
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There are four major concerns in the area of crime prevention:

1. To establish a positive frame of mind in our review of the
criminal justice standards and goals. If we look at them
with suspicio, nothing will be accomplished.

2. To set standards for all persons involved in the criminal
justice system. We have standards for the police; there :
would be standards for those who want to run for the office
of sheriff, for district attorney, or for coronmer. In cor-
rections there must be standards.

3. To establish standards that require an education, and in our
training programs, we must do something that we have not yet
done: we must have the courage to eliminate the unfit. We
have to set standards in order for the recruits to graduate,
and if they do not meet those standards, they must be dropped.
We must also devise a method to measure and evaluate the re~-
sults of the training.

4., We must have more legislative intetest, perhaps an active
legislative task force. An example of legislative action
necessary can be illustrated in the following:

If Mrs. Jones backs out of the parking space at a shopping
center and bumps into Mrs. Smith, and they do $10 or $20
worth of damage, it is required by law that one of my police-
men leave his patrol district and spend 30 minutes to one
hour reporting this minor traffic accident, which no one
pays any attention to and which the staté does not even re-
cord. I know what lobby set that up. We did a survey and
found that Colorado is the only state in the West that has
this requirement. In our study we found out that we were
losing about two and a half police agents per month handling
these traffic accidents that were serving only the purpose of
the insurance adjustors of this state.

A last concern is change. Change must be ildentified as an ac-
cepted concept of the law enforcement community and it is im-
perative that modern-day law enforcement executives and depart~
ments remain administratively and organizationally flexible in
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orde? to adapt to changes in contemporary society. We should
reallzg that we are a part of, and not apart from, the social
@conomlc, and political systems in which we live ;nd work and’
that the system is undergoing many forms of change at a remark-
ably fast pace. Understandably, change may cause frustration
and have a somewhat negative effect on morale. To change'for th
sake of change alone, to change without adequate research and ©
planning, to change only to create an image, or to chan;e with~
ﬁut.some participation from criminal justice and particularl
police practioners is organizationally and administratively Zn—

dcceptable, The extreme o i i
; ; . pposite~-stagnation or no ¢}
all--is also unacceptable, cange at

1;quote, "It must be considered that there is nothing more dif-
flcglt to carry out nor more doubtful of success nor more d

to handle than to initiate a new order of things. The innojgﬁisous
has for enemies all those who would profit by the old order,

and only luk
ney Drdzr." ewarm defenders in all those who would profit by the

The author
1532.u hor of that was Machiavelli. He made the statement in
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Edward E. Pringle
Chief Justice
Colorado Supreme Court

Throughout the nation people are concerned with law and justice. This
symposium is an expression of that concern. Your presence here shows
strongly that you feel concern, but more is needed; indeed, active par-
ticipation is required. Together, we—-representatives of state and local
government, the criminal justice system, and the community--will share
in an understanding of and in seeking solutions to the problems plaguing
the criminal justice system.

I have long been an advocate of citizen participation in the affairs of
state. This is the principle we have attempted to follow in Colorado in
administering our judicial system. As my good friend Chester Alter, for-
mer Chancellor of the University of Denver, has often said, "The administra-
tion of justice is far too important to be left to judges and lawyers."

Concerned citizens are the vanguard of judicial improvement once, they under-
stand the problems and the needs of the system. It is the bench and the
bar, being generally traditignalist in nature, that arxe often resgistant to
change. During the past 15 years, Colorado has developed a state judicial
system that is viewed throughout the country as a model. This system was
the result of a strong, cooperative effort by the general assembly, the
bench, the bar, and citizen support. I think it is important for you to
know that most of the standards and goals relating to courts and court ad-
ministration have been met or exceeded in Colorado. Improvement can still
be made in many areas, however. This is one reason this symposium has been
convened. There are a few standards that we have not met; there are others
with which we disagree.

I would first like to mention briefly some of the more important features
of our judicial system that do meet or exceed the recommended standards set
by the National Advisory Commission. In doing so, it is important to remind
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you that most of the cases before the courts are civil rather than
criminal cases. I mention this because in a symposium devoted to
criminal justice it is easy to forget that standards relating to courts,
focusing as they do on criminal justice, tend to give the impression
that this is the primary matter with which courts are concerned. Judicial
administration must be viewed within the context of the total of the

court's responsibilities.

National Advisory Commission standards call for merit selection of Judges,
mandatory retirement, and a judicial disciplinary and remcval commission.
All judges in Colorado in the state system are selected on the basis of
merit qualifications and have been since the 1966 Amendment to the Judicial
Articles of the Colorado Constitution.

Yhe Colorado Constitution also sets retirement age at 72 for judges.

Colorado has a judicial qualifications commission which is a pretentious
title for a disciplinary and removal body. This commission is patterned

on a California model and has been in existence in Colorado since 1967. The
commission is a constitutional body and is authorized by that 1966 amendment,
The commission is responsible for investigating any alleged judicial mis-
conduct and judicial urnfitness.

Other aspects of the Colorado system that meet or exceed the standards are
as follows:

—~—The state court system in Colorado is administered state-wide,
financed by the state, and all state courts are courts of record.
Although Cclorado has a court of limited jurisdiction (which is
a county court) in addition to the general jurisdiction of the
district court, both courts are administered as one unit under a
chief judge of the judieial digtrict and judges may sit. in both
courts. The Chief Justice in Colorado is the executive head of
the system and has the ultimate responsibility for administration

of the system.

—The Chief Justice is assisted by a state court administrator wuo
has a professional, well-qualified staff. The chief judge of
each judicial district is appointed by the Chief Justice. Dele-—
gated authority to these chief judges is both broad and clecr.
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Each one of the chief

oot Jjudges is assisted by district administra-

—There is a state-wide )
- public defender syste i 1
the state and all public defend:rs are Zmpl?yzgaguii—figinced b

—Colorado has pioneered in the application o

Z L . . . .
a nLSﬁlatLOH, esPGCially in Such areas as Iury Selectlon, case
flOW lIlfOIIIlatlon, and pr Obation lnfOImathIl

——0§L0rado has a judieiql education program
° conferences and seminars within the st;t
judges to unational Programs such as tho
al College of State Judges. i 3
constantly attempting to upgr
opportunities, as well as tho

which consists both

e and of sending
onducted by the Nation—
The Colorado judicial system is .
ade and expand judges' educational

In other words Col
orado has most of
National hord s : of the ingredients that t
P 1dv1sory Commission standards say are necessary f e a e And ;e
al, and accountable judicial system v ror @ velizordered,

S8s the national standards, the Colorado
» Mot the least of which is the

’ e reso L
Vv q urces to Qarry out ‘,,he COU.ItS' and the PeC’ple’s

We ne

and to necting :gcgzze igd better resources for public defender staffi

abpoieten rolled costs such asg Jury costs i £ oot
nted counsels, and grand juries.  Fhtness fees, court-

: Colorado has ix—

to trial pot ' “coure amin L

the requeny :szh:tgngard and by rule of court unless otherwise extended at

Most criminas oine i end?nt. Our courts are complying with thisg rule :

though it is sometime: ::i:s§:§;etgr:sdiSP°SEd gf i e ot 1685,.31-
¥ sign outside or retired judges to the

Attainment

but it is one that cap-

stantial increase in the

5 general, and supporting

imit from arraignment

larger 5 ¢ i

of ghz ggfic%al districts to assure compliance with the rul

not by o ay standard is a worthwhile objective °
ceomplished in Colorado without a very é&b

Jumber of judge
drags. Judges, Prosecutors, defenders, attorney
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For the same reason, it is not possible to meet the standard that all pre-
liminary hearings be within two weeks of arrest. While this is a desitable
objective, there are other demands which should receive higher priority.

For example, Colorado still has part-time judges, some of whom
have not been admitted to the practice of law. Those judges
serve in courts of limited jurisdiction, as the constitutional
provision requires that there be a county judge in every county.
There have been legislative efforts to change this provision so
that all of Coleorado's judges would be full-time lawyer-judges,
as gpecified both in the National Advisory Commission and
American Bar Association standards. This would provide greater
flexibility in the use of judicial manpower, avoid conflict or
the. appearance of conflict, and probably save money.

All eriminal cases should be disposed of on appeal 90 days after sentence is
tmposed. This, too, 1s a commendable objective, but it is not a very realistitf
Giie, 1f each criminal case is to be given proper review and the appellate

courts are to remain current with their civil caseloads., It is our ultimate
goal to reduce the time on criminal appeals to six months after sentence, that
is, having the case finally disposed of within six months after the conviction

5

To this end we have requested, and the legislature has provided, four additiong
al judges for the Court of Appeals with that court given appellate criminal
jurisdiction formerly held only by the Colorado Supreme Court, ,

and attorney general. Because of the present backlog, however, it will be
at least 18 months before we can hope to achieve our objective.

Perhaps the main reason for delay ig the time it takes to have the record
prepared. Reporters are simply unable to give us a record--the transcript of
the proceedings of the trial-- in less than four or five months. We, along
with other jurisdictions, are exploring alternate methods of record prepara- .
tion. There is much technical innovation in the field and we intend to do 7
everything we can to apply that tschnical knowledge to getting the records
to us in time so that we can meet the objective of early disposition of cases:

There is a recommendation that all criminal cases must be finally disposed of ..

in six months. This could result in offenders being turned loose in society -~
if the requirement is not complied with for whatever reason.
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tunity to question 4 . )
defense. - Jurors is as important

that prog po WiEh _most disagreement ig t i
2 gatning be done away with altogether by no Za:zroggair§gg§1ng

If Plea bargaitlirl were to e ellmillatEd th cour ts WOUId be fat bEb-ln-d
g b
3 e
and crilnin.al cases irlordinately delayed- Ille Onl9 altErtlative Would be either
to aban.don most Of tlle court o Otller Work, thereb}’ cloggltlg the ciUil dOCket

b

or to double (at least) the number of judge

45




las

Courts:

Issues and Concerns

defense. Many

T note that there is alwa
cases. We have a six~mon
with the National Advisory
should be made in re
ber that the standar

Almost all problems
example, this questio

work of the courts but also

minor traffic cases and game
be handled administrativ
admlnistrative agencies.
desired by defendant, would
the court".

The example of the first wou
violations and of the second

guilty pleas and assess

This is directly connecte
out of court and t

Standard 8.2, 4
important area
extent of its application i
county courts where cases t
delayed longer t
in handling minor mattexs.
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elay in processing of
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ditional resources.

tem are interrelated. Fox
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urces and the other

tant question of whether
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or court access, if
"handled administratively within

to the very impor
and fishing offenses and the

1d be administrative hearings on traffic
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reau or similar agency within the court
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d make more judicial time

tters promptly.

urts Standards, ig another
to the feasibility and

n Colorado. This is of some importance in the
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£ the judicial time involved
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. ~time judges in th
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do wonders in the Colorado criminal
t be careful to do what is needed
d we must consider the breadth of
We must be knowl~

We have a great opportunity to
justice system; however, we mus
i state ar
and appropriate for our :
diverse interests that we find in our state.

edgeable in many areas.

T attended the conference on Nati?nal Sta?dardssiziSGoa§§r::’
Washington, D.C., and came away with two 1mprefzsthe s;andards
Colorado had, in fack, already fdopted many 3 he e vative;
relating to courES K e wéretzizniaiizzeungzcoiz, it seemed to me,
the put indeei,t;el;:2§§nzton conference was to have a group gf »
e pie. aBse zle from around the country and ratify what'had a re.ui
gzzalzoizsemTheré%ore, T am extremely gratified that this symposl

has taken the opposite track.

) iudges.
Justice Pringle has commented on sta@dards for gelzitizniiilizeg
Should this question of standardization be broaden Toelu® s
he 7 The Chief Justice of the United States, Warren bu ger,

otﬁerS- rhaps we ought to develop standards of trial advocacyro_
Sa aern. Tﬁe Colorado Bar Association has embarked on.thaF P
?or laﬁyi;s'es ect to the practicing civil section of the Ju%tleif
iszzév}lVWerouth to give serious consideratigndti tzﬁogzeigtg?n

he: ought to be expandea to n
Zgit::;mziazogugzizeCZ§:i§;. ghould we look for 4tandards of trial

ice as
court and appellate court advocacy . for lawyers who practic

i d
prosecutors and defense counsel? This issue should be discussed,

" in doing so we should keep in mind one im?ortant factor:lthEe
s i blic practice msst remember that, in getting peop
Of‘PS 1‘nhpu iePhave to depend on attracting inexperienced lawyers.
wﬁik :de :iil have to be taken into comsideration for whatever
ztazdards are developed in this area of councern.
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Perhaps the most controversial of the court standards is that
relating to plea bargaining or plea negotiation. I would agree
that proper plea bargaining is not in and of itself wrong. When
employed for legitimate purposes and by utilizing certain guide-
lines, plea bargaining is perfectly proper. I would add, however,
that greater use of screening and diversion, both pre- and post-
trial, would probably go far toward eliminating the great need for
plea bargaining. It is essential that we give consideration to
expanding the use of both screening and pre-trial and post-trial
diversion in this state.

Several other issues need close scrutiny and consideration by this
group. The first of these is that any standards that we, as a group,
might ultimately design for the prosecutor and the public defenders
of ouyr state, must be done with a basic concept in mind. That con-
cept is that the offices of the prosecutor and the public defender
should be on the same level, staffed to the same degree, and financed
to the same extent as private law firms. I see no reason why the
public's lawyers should have to accept basic standards that are lower
than those of a lawyer in private practice.

Second and even more important, I think that we, as a group, must
give attention to the caseload problems of the lawyer in the crim-
inal justice system. A caseload system that any lawyer has must
be reasonable and it must not exceed what either he or she can
reasonably be expected to handle. A lawyer must have adequate time
to investigate the case, research and prepare for a trial, and
research and prepare for an appeal. Justice cannot be done when we
force lawyers in public practice to employ shortcuts simply to keep
up with the burden of their caseload. We must develop a standard
in this area and that standard must be applicable to both public
and private practitioners. Moreover, I think the standard on case-
load for lawyers i1n the criminal justice system is also essential
to aid the public lawyers who are responsible for making operating
budgets for their offices and those other public officials who are
responsible for appropriating money to carry out the function of
those offices. Thus the necessary resources camn reasonahly be
applied to the operation of the prosecutor's office and the public
defender's office.
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Finally, we have adopted national standards for full time prosecu-
tors. These standards sound logical but they do not meet the
special problems of this state. If we consider the problem of
prosecution in rural Colorado, two prominent facts emerge., First,
the income that any lawyer can expect to receive in private practice
far exceeds what he or she can get in public service; and second,
there is a genuine scarcity of lawyers in rural Colcrado.

We should also consider the role that the state can play in the
prosecution of crime in Colorado. Should the state do away with

the present system of local district attorneys and adopt a system
of prosecution similar to that of the state public defender system?
Should the state enter into a system of funding the offices of the

local prosecutors only and have no other role to play? Or should
the state adopt a system whereby we establish, at a state level,
of prosecutors that can be assigned

some sort of back-up staff
from case to case as needed periodically for ‘short terms through-

out the state?

I think we should fecognize that
do, it is rural Colorado, and it
blems in all these areas are

Whatever we do in this area,
Colorado is metropolitan Colora

is front range Colorado. The pro
different. We cannot expect a uniform standard to apply in all

instances; nevertheless,; we should take the time to reflect upon
whether the present system is adequately meeting the current

rieeds of our state.
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Robert E., Keldgord
Chief Probation Officer
Tucson, Arizona

Perhaps the most notable recent call for change in our field has been the
Report of the National Advisory Commission on Criminal Justice Standards and
Goals. I would like to examine some recommendations from this report.

Standard 16.4 calls for unification on a statewide basis of all correctional
facilities and programs wnder one administrative agency, except for the
possible exclusion of a parvole board. The report suggests that such unifica-
tion would afford better coordination, more effective utilization of resources,
and development of better, more professional services.

Those who favor unification believe that:

State-provided services would result in uniformity of delivery
of services., It is argued that the state, with greater budgets
.and more fiscal power, can assure a uniformly higher quality of
service throughout the state than can some local jurisdictions,
which are less endowed financially than the state.
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When left to local jurisdictions, corrections have often been
mediocre; some local communities have taken little interest in
corrections, and instead, have simply committed the offender
to the state at the earliest opportunity., The implication is
that local communities often seek to "sweep correctional
problems under the rug."

e

Joseph Coughlin, president of the American Correctional Association, suggests
that unification would bring about the following megative by-products:
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It would result in gigantic, unwieldy state bureaucracies,
complere with tremendous communication problems, and with
increased distance between the policy makers and those who
deliver services. The result, according to Coughlin, would
be insensitivity and unresponsiveness to local needs.

It would lower autonomy at the local level, stifling
creativity and integration of correctional services with
related human services that operate under local auspices.

The placement of all services within a single department is
inconsistent with another of the report's goals--namely,
inecreased diversion. It iy suggested that if all services
to the courts are correctional system services, those are
the services that will be used. . . and cases will not be
diverted to non-correctional services.

In addition to these objections, there are other concerns voiced by opponents
to unification. Among them are the following.

Local corrections measures are more in tune with modern,

, community based concepts. Programs located in the offender’'s
own community have a better chance of success, especially
because (1) the offender is, more often than not, a resident
of the local community; (2) the offender will, in some 98
percent of the cases, return to the local community; and
(3) it is the local community that best knows its own

resources and how to apply them.

Traditionally, state—operated programs, especilally institu—~
tional programs, have been located in remote areas of the
state, and are in keéping with an outmoded "banishment"
concept that is contrary to modern correctional philosophy.

State-operated institutions, because they are designed to
serve the entire state, are often so large that they impede
good correctional efforts and they violate national guide-

lines for correctional facilities.

54

9 et

Corrections:
Issues and Concerns

Unfortun :
altern:tjﬁzly; ;::thfional Advisory Commission did not mentiop
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it increasingly delq
lvers correcti .
lev : onal services a
el, thus conforming to community~based concepzs?he Local
3

it provides local
government wit .
always generate on its own; and R resources that it cannot

it assigns to the l
state im . ...,

" " portant "enabler" i

enable" local government to do a better jobeHCtlons that

Am .
ong these "enabling" functions are the following:

high security i i
‘ Y institutions for th
B ; T those offenders
e high security, long-term institutional carz?o st
3

research and training; subsidys
b4
coordination;
3 standard setting and enforcement:
Planning: |
g3 public education,

As the stat
e of Colorado or a
correcti X any other state considers o in 1
i onal organization, it should not overlook s changes in its
t ocal partnership, Look the possibility of a

) u ions 0 7 A
- ) l:’ Juven ZeS., and urges that ti l:ut:i.(ms be
L ZStL‘t t f (2 no new. adult inS
uil t until 1t is de CEImined that » af ter exhaus tive planning and examitlation ’
here are no alternative i 1 G ] ase
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upon the observation that, as instrumentalities of reform, prisons have not
worked, that many graduates of prisons and juvenile institutions have become
recidivists, and that the institutional experience has "atrophied" the
offender's ability to live successfully in the outside world.

Appropriately, the report points out that, by and large, correctional insti-
tutions are old, remotely located, too large, and that they produce an
atmosphere of artificiality that is not conducive to the offender's ability
to make a successful transition back inte the outside world. In short, the
report argues that, increasingly, offenders should be dealt with in the

community rather than in institutions.

The report does not seem to have taken into consideration variables from state
to state in terms of (1) the nature, quality, age, size, and location of
existing institutions; and (2) the availability of community resources for

offenders who would otherwise be confined.

Each state must examine its own situativ. very carefully before wholly
adopting this particular recommendation., Some questions that Colorado,
or any state, should consider are the following.

Because it is apparent that, in each state;, there are some
offenders for whom institutionalization is necessary, should
we consgign these people to old, decrepit, poorly designed,
and poorly located institutions?

Sheuld we be satisfied with institutions that, by their
very agé, location, and design, impede good correctional
efforts, especially when, in several states, such as
Arizona and Nevada, the facilities are.older than the
states themselves?. . . Should we really "make do'" with
a 120-year-old San Quentin?

Should Arizona, w*. '=h has no medium security facility,
continue to send vi. ually all its inmates to an outmoded
institution that: ory ~ally was a territorial prisonm,
simply to adhere to thw._cecommendation?
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COIIu:'luﬂlty serv ces t at WOLIJ. e CIeate b&’ a mo

I - .
e:p:::a:id 1960s, Californiq began closin
expec Sers: Egsselsziio"com?&nity mental health centers”
ns whe would

alived. yegche uld otherwise be insti i

. unately, the loeaj bty
fo the quln ely, tal centers never ma iali
ot ingaeﬁ envis%oned. The result was that patzgzzallZEd

o man's land," with almost no servic "o
2 es. Now,

[ 3 . £
Cal fornla 1s in the pXOCQS Of Vv i h
, ) ) ] ha lng to reopen Some Of the

& hospitalg with the

N J 9 P i
ew erse l S ex erie 1 QT imllar iffl u ies I e

state i
enacted legislation that prohibits the housing of

JUVenl e 'StatUS" - .
l O.f fellder S in de tetl’ 10n faCl ltie Unfor_
tunatEJ. v > loCal COHlmllnl ties dld not haUe adequatﬁ tllne and

funds to cr itie o
eate separate facilitj
. lities, so0 there is no place to

Cer taluly tr eat“lerlt i th.e 9 far be tteI appz oa a tr Eatﬂlen.t
3 n C‘.Oﬂuﬂunl t 18 a Ch th
1

in institutions--at 1 £
I on: east for most off ——
sdom of blind allegiance to thig snasggigs e St?°n81Y Huestion the

Standard 7, 1 of the Nati .
ve & syt onal Report urges that, by 1978
2 winime, SuChz: giz: £Zr ;gp%ementzng aZternatiges to,izzzgc:ﬁzz? Jould
:fg:;Vision oroprane. i stitigﬁlgge;rgéveision mechanisms; nonre;igéntﬁzl
natiy, aoon a ' ; -

tiong oot izszgtigzgsgiration; community resourc:: ggzglié iﬁjégenglal

release Programs; and resources available to the entire commu ?e .popu1a~

the RS re-é : community facilities for released off re Pre—
RLry phase, with Provision for short-term SZSS:S Juring

n as

community~based programs
and few show the results o%

S are as extensive ag they should be
thog 3
Se community-based programs that do exist have
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i tution-—
. . ion into the system. (2) Institu

early defined integration in . here is no
li?tliigg zzoiid beyreserved only for those Offendegs fo;ozzozu;ervision or
B her r. {3) No individual should be subjected to e ve been subjected
othe inizin‘is needed. The report suggests that personsmsav
ign§§Zr—restriCtion because of a lack of alternate programs:

1litd s the basis
tedly, we find offenders in high secu;ity faciiltmezswzigéegze e
Repei ir o%fense and their sociocriminal history, t eren S b1y o o e
zigﬁ zecurity is unneeded, expensive to the taxpayers, and P

service to all concerned.

. ;
l'here is also tlle relatad PIOblem Of exlgaglng in Overkill b V SUb !ect Ilg too
Hlany Off endEIS to unneCESSaI i hlgh- secur it y an-d b 9 keepln-g th-e[n incax cer ated

too long.

from the National Advisory Commissiog's
thoughtfully and carefully, recognizing
put the offenders in our care, and

As we examine the recommgndations
report, 1 hope that we will do so
that our judgment affects not only us,
ultimately, soclety.

.
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REACTION

Marcella Rapp

Never before has society been so concerned with corrections. The
time for change is now. I feel the real beginning was when we,
workers in the field, recognized this need. We have been brought

together during this symposium to try to determine some attainable
standards and go~1s.

In regard to Standard 16.4 as it relates to Statewide unification
of all corvectional facilities and programs, 1 see this as poten-
tially very effective if set up with proper administration.
Standards relating to functional administration need to be
considered. Administration needs to be challenged to continue to
get and keep the best im our system today. Local agencies or
departments need the support offered by greater mappower and
budgets that could be contributed through a state system.

I do see the need for local departments to accept their respon-
sibilities and deal with them as thelr own concerns. I agree
with Mr. Keidgord that there is a possibility of "'sweeping
problems under the rug.'' ' But I emphasize that I believe this
can be dealt with through proper management and administration,
The state-local partnership seems appropriate for Colorado.
There is a real need to involve the communities in corrections,
and the state~local relationship would ensure this.

When we talk of work release programs, we automatically think
of institution-based work release programs, such as those of a
penitentiary or reformatory. But I am also referring to work
release programs of the county jails. There is great need to
utilize this type of release for offenders who are not sen—
tenced to terms of incarceration by the courts; these people
have families to support and are persons who likely deserve

only a measured punishment to curtail possible further offenses
of a felony nature. ‘
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A work release program from the jail fulfills the need for certain B past several years, wh
offenders to continue to support their families while still paying £ involved in CorrECEiOnZlazzhzﬁgi?iSing a real desire to become
b itation.

their debt to gociety. What is wrong with using sentenced
offenders from all jails for some county upkeep projects? We must
set standards to keep them occupied and to encourage them to be- : T would like to comment . .
come an asset to themselves as well as to their community. ‘ women and ex-offenders 02 izziziiJOb diserimination for both

) . s as a real problem in Colorado

relating to adminis i
trative positions
then they should be considered for the égsztisg people qualify,

Relative to the curtailment of construction of new ingtitutions
for juveniles and no new facilities for adults, 1 think the

Colorado Division of Youth Services has come & long way in very ‘ ~ Ex-offendexs can serve s
recent years. It is still confronted with the need for more 0 tions. Who has beéter nzzeral PurP?Ses to the field of correc-
community involvement, but a pattern for progress has been set. o too, they are the ones Whori;;handlinfﬁrmation" than they? Then
g believe th P an really tell it like it is."
‘% best at.Ut11121ng them is in the interest fe i L
i) correctional system possible s of achieving the

The adult institutions are also making some progress. The refor-—
matory has a nationally recognized system of confinement but
needs more community jnvolvement for the release stages of the Some othe# problems I see in Colo
k n Colorado :
a . corr
able lack of communication in the entire fi:izons are a notice

inm .
n WL
ate botll lin.e Staff an.d adml’ﬂlstrators througllout the entire correc-
. E r ‘bot-‘h men an 3 n icerS, p 1 g t a d St1l iona aff SO
n S, n institut Tl l
(‘ women let = g PIObatlo off arole age st

but without adequate funding and location of facilities for that they understand the s
proper kinds of personnel and use of community participation, introduction into the s Stzstem ;?oroughly, from the offender's
we will not be able to accomplish our goals. We should see an ystem to his or her final dismissal.
improvenment of treatment and classification with the mew diag-
nostic center, but a question that remains is, are we going to Perhaps we should ’ '

‘ c
attract the needed persomnnel to the Canon City area? ’ ) purpose. I know thggsiizzsaazgitiwidi Eraining center for this

that i . ona undin X

consi;:i:gizﬁé i;mmunlcation, and administrat%énb;;vi islieve
. . ; . ‘ i r . e
Standard 7.1, regarding alternatives to sentencing, is being | state standards ange 20it important functions in developing our
developed under Colorado Senate Bill 55. This is a most impor- 4 goa.s.
tant area for discussion at this time. We must involve more

volunteers in both probation and parole. We need to involve
the community in expanding mental health facilities, and we
need to provide more drug abuse treatment centers, vocational
training and "on the job" programs with local industries.

There are many i1ocal church groups that would like to contrib~
ute in this area. Also, we should not overlook college students,
of which there is probably the largest enrollment during the
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Colorado State Penitentiary, f . .
REACTION 4 gisave the proper credentiZis’zgmfiggg :gtzi 1372, mages me think i : f
; n. e Commission's agser~ P
Bruce H. Boggess ! o
i 1
! I can respond to what i . , =
In corrections we do many things on the spur of the moment. We : men and women livingti;tawggicze ilke for the next ten years for B
are very reactionary. We have a tendency, when there is a riot, ' touch the walls on both sides K ere they can reach out and §
to withdraw to the old security domain; have a tendency to put X a half paces, and back three ; g ere they walk forward three and :
up more strands of barbed wire when someone leaves an Honor Unit; 5 of that is ten years too man na 2 Ealf Paces. Ten more years i
have a tendency to forget that, if we believe in the inherent i come for most, Time, by itSZif e reform is not a likely out- *
salvageability of the adult offender, we must try to reach that i both physical and emotional wo :dls not the enemy. Time can heal ’
which is salvageable on an individual, person~by-person basis._ ( \vﬁﬁ must be equal to thé‘objective:noi.reggﬁmthe quality of that time !,f
| o
We have discussed unification of Colorado correctional institu- 3 Colorado's track record ip this x ;
tions and correctional community programs such as probation and 1 are fortunate, in this state to ;SPGCt 'S beFterithan most. We
parole. There is a long-standing fear--not unlike the fear that System who can and are bfinging abzvﬁ People in the correctional
the federal government will assimilate what we feel are proper . 18 to bring these people Fosether US change. The crucial issue S
and due states' rights-~that if we unify our system, we will g nuity in the system frustrates th. b © often the lack of conti~ :
come under the domination of "some great demagogue" and thereby ” probation reports that are not used ost eff?rts' We compile g
lose individuality. I think that is an unfounded fear and ‘ establish program and treatment mgd ;? the institutions; we i
typically reactionary. I believe there are ways we can unify : are not carried over into the commuzi;Fle? in institutions that '
without those feared results. : tively use the ex-offender within the *es; and we fail to effec-
' : conditions required for change. *¢ System to bring about the
One way 1s through more citizen involvement in corrections. I : - i
: reople can change. However, if we afford them less footage per L

de not think it is bad that the citizens of our state look over i
ndividual in the penitentiary and reformatory than we do the

our shoulder-~it is healthy. They are giving us ideas, they are : J
giving us direction, and, out of the intensity of their need, : animals in the Denver Zoo, we deny our h "
umanity. We fail to

they are encouraging us to bulld a comprehensive criminal jus-
tice system in the state of Colorado. : €

o gf 1rresp?nsil?i1ity—-and put that perso
urther diminishes individual accountability. We also take

away the realities of g work
ooy the ‘ tk~a-day-world where one is
aking care of one's own food, clothing, and otherr:zZSESib;: :
. Bt

But let us be discriminating in how we build. We should empha~-
size and augment what is positive as we prune away what is not.

The National Advisory Commission's statement that prisons have SR have to build into the g stem ; o

not worked as instrumentalities of reform is widely accepted. ; responsibility, opportunzties 3§E§rtunl§ies for assimilating ﬁ

I do not believe that, however. I think that prisons have worked S Personal concern. - There ig no grea?::n;ng’ and gzportunities for #
Ty ope to offer the confined

in some insgances, but that they certainly have not worked well offender than the realit .
y of being able to make it
on the street,

in others. There are people; such as myself, who can be referred
to as the ultimate consumers of the system. Ten years in the” . iy
' : there,

'a—
EA]
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To want to do something about freedom, however, one must believe
that freedom is within reach. The speaker referred to ‘'remote
institutions' and those in Colorado fit that term very well.
Canon City is 125 miles from the Denver metropolitan area, and
Buena Vista a little more than that. Of course, the remoteness °
of the institutions is matched by the remoteness of the community
and of freedom, and we try to cover the distance by duplicating
in the institutions community resources that are available in a

community.

The national moratorium of 10 years on construction of penal
facilities compounds this already intolerable situation.  No
building for 10 years means 10 more years of inhumanity, 10
more years of sweeping people under the rug, 10 more years of
social malignancy, 10 more years of having people not well
equipped to cope with the realities of life outside the walls.
We can do better than that. We have the expertise in both
programming and architecture. Both are important, but neither
can bring about the needed change without careful and innovative

planning.

In that planning, we in the correctional system have to be able
to come up with quantifiable goals and objectives. We cannot
base our existence simply on recidivism figures and ignore other
statistics, such as the number of welfare recipieats; we could
well be trading one problem for another. If we are going to get
the job done, we first have to specify the results we expect and
come up with achievable and measurable standards and goals.

Quantifiable results do not mean that we overlook quality of
human life. Thoughtful planning of measurable goals can ensure
a corrections system that thinks in terms of individuals with
unique capabilities and needs, rather than as numbers in an

ingtitution.

We have much to look forward to in the future, if we believe we
can change, and if we believe the public is receptive to change.
We have tuv be concerned and be able to respond to human need, but
most of all, we have to express that concern~-we have to talk--

to each other.
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: Aﬁ'ta*rgdaz‘d 1.1: Thefl?oZi"ce Function

| oL Bvery police chief emecutive immedt
o ~should develop writben policy Zﬂgiféazzzy
e quzazesiof the. governing body that prb~

‘ . v%de{d“;f:?mal authority for the police
fzfngféwn,‘ mzd should set forth the objec~
tives Cf?’ld priorities. that will guide the
agency 's d%lﬂvery of police sdrvices,
Adency policy should articulate the role
of the agency in the protection of cosuti~
zzmonaz guarantees, the enforcement of

e law, and the provision of services
§ « ;zg;gsaz*ydto redcz;ce erime, to maintain
SENE T i e - 1o order, @ ‘
. | i cammuéity. to resp?nd ﬁo tﬁe needs

THE COLORADO ISSUES o

vAréas of tonéidér%gion:' o o
o 3 X
. ® The role of the polida &yl

The zole po icg ag@&%d be limited to law enforcement
%. giszzite answ;;ing service for ”noh«pclice“ matters
. non-police matters to By 3, -
3 volunteers, etc, e Pﬂbli% vorks, Pl sazey

33 Provide rgpecial staff to hand '

. 18 . ndle soci ;

| 4, Make’qulic aware of policeggpnctign:%'prOblem injelvement-

: ) B S o e '

;:¢ Definefpalice functions through written poifﬂﬂ”x

upge request and for public information and dissemiflation to

citizens.

>

The»NaﬁionaZ Standard

Standdrdjlfé: Communicating with the Eublie“ )

Every police agency should recoqns  the
2 ee age ( g nizg th
‘ tmportance of bilateryr conmmnigatic#@ °
. , with the, public and should constantly
E seek to improve ite. ability, to determine
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ey, Make‘it available
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the needs and, expectations of the public,
o , to act upon those needs and eafpecz ationsss
‘ ‘ ' and to inform the public of the resulting
; i ‘ policies developed to. improve delivery 1 |
! ' : ‘ of ponceﬁﬁervﬁces DR

THE COLORADO ISSUES

Areas of considerations ;
‘o Streong need for more polﬁ e—community communication. i }
. B B e
. ® Need for more accurate new coverage of police activ1ties. BN / TS
‘® More police communlcation with the publlc on ind;vidual basis. P ‘f
‘ Provide procedures for follow-through on citigfens’ complaints. Y ‘ 4 : M S
& &} N - N
Te ¥ Db : : SYNTHES /‘
e Provide a ceptral dlstribution point for police communication SN NTHESLS OF GROUP DISCUSSIONS - o
with the public. - ; . o v s ; i
s & Police should provide an affirmative action program to achieve : jk : %aw Enforcement .
' citizen part'igipation and community involvement. ope ' Courts o
The National Standard ’ S Corrections 0{
Standard 3.1: Crime Problem Identification and Resource i
| DeveZopment ; , cobt
.
Each police agency should insure that pavﬁroz— gt :
men and members of the public are brought Pk © :,
together bo solve erime problems on .a local !
basis. Police agencigs with more than 75 Pl :
personnel should zmedwf:ely adapt a program | i oy 7
to insure Joint parthpatwn in erime prablerr ; \ ‘
identification. P ¢
" Every police agency should consistent with R . ‘
local police needs dand its internal organi- i
cttwn, adopt geograp}’w policing programs
which insure gtability of assignment for in- 3
dividual officers who ave operationally de- i
ployed.. " %
THE _COLORADO ISSUES RS ) | dbr n .
Areas of consideration: No discussion gi N , ';
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N The National Standard

Standard 4.3: =Ditersion

0 bvery police agency, wheve permitted by law,
should immediately divert from the erimingl
and juvenile justice systems any individual -

. who comes to the attention of the police
- and for whom the purpose of the eriminal
and Juvenile process would be inappropriate,
or in whose case othér resources would be.
frore effective. ALl diversion dispositions ..
‘ . - jehould be made puvsuant to written agency
; S ; //poZ-icy “that insures fairness and unt formity
TR of treatment. :

THE COLORADO TISSUES

Areas of consideration:

. There'shou;d"be an increased use of community participationLJ
particularily for minor offenses, drugs, alcohol. Develop
community resources and funding in this area.

e Stress that eafly identification of potential law offenders
by the community- may reduce eventual crime. o

The National Standard

Standard 5.2: Combined Police Serviges

Every state and local government and every
police agency should provide police services
by the most effective and effictent organi-
zattonal réans available to it In determiin-
- iny this means, edoh should acknowledge that
the police organization (and any funetional
. unit within it) should be large enough to
. be, effective byt emall enough to be responsive
) ’ to the people. If the most effective and ef-
fictent police service can be provided through
mtual agresment or joint prarticipation with -
othey eriminal justice agencies) the govern-
ment entity or the police agency immediately
should enter into appropriate agreement or
5, , Joint operation. A% a minimum, police agencies

69




Law Enforcement Issues

3,
T—t,

W

L .
Homsintrs

THE COLORADO ISSUES

that emplly fewer than ten sworn employees
should consolidate for improved'efficiency
and effectiveness. .

Areas of consideration: i

0

® Consolidate police communications and other kinds of‘équipmeq¢
particularly with respect to riot control, o

e Establish a ¢entralized clearing house for checking criminal
histories of police applicants. :

f

e Consider that consolidation may run comntrary to community in-

N

volvengnt and diversion. .

¢ Bach law enforcement agenty should guard its own autonomy and
consclidate those services which would not threaten small police

agencies.

The National Standard

%Eﬁiégge Recruiting

=
N

Standard 13.2: .
Bvery police agency that does not have a
sufficient number of qualified applicants
having ﬁpproprjate college backgrounds to

filt poiﬁ;e officer vacancies as they ocecur

should tmmediately implement a spectalized

recruitment program to satisfy this need.

THE. COLORADO IShUES
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Areas of cpnsiderationt ./ ¥
C .

iﬁd qualifications E%T%lgﬁLénfcrcement per~
it ional requirements a;H”adequatg training

bféﬁ requirement of one year of college to =~
1Fference in ability of person to becomz/good

law enforcement GEficer .

_ @ Make carefqlwfecfﬁiting, screening and selection of law enforce- f

‘ment per§ohﬁélﬁ Consider use of psychological testing.

s Should be a link between education and pay in pi%ice ageﬁcies.
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® General education and u ‘v i ’
, pgrading of all em
police, sheriffs and state polfce, o o OTCCHSRt persomnel--

The National Standard Ly

Standard 13.€ﬂ Minority Recruiting . 4

Bvery police agency tmmediately should ”

) ; insureg
that it presents no artificial or arbitrary
bqrrzers——cuZtu?aZ or institutionale--to not
gzzgouragi qua;?f%ed individuals from seeking

pLoyment or from being emplor Loe
et g emplofjed as police

1. Jvery police agency should engage i
positive efforts to employ ethnieg%gnorzﬁy
membersi When ‘a substantial ethnic minority
Population resides within the’jurisdiction
tke‘poZE§e agency should take affirmative ’
aetion to achieve a ration of ‘mingrity group
eﬁiloyees in approwimate proportién to-the
metkeup of the population.

@

o

A

Areas of econsideration: "

per Sorulel . . g

e Provide recrui .
aVailable,crulting validity studies if funding can be made

® Provide for a better representatio & ;
n of t
minority recruitment, e community through

The National Standard

o

Standard 13.6: Employment oft Women

Eveky police agency should immediately insure

that there exists no agency policy that dis- o |

courages quatified women from seeking employ-

nwn: azhsw??n or ctvilian personnel or pre-

vents them from realizing their full. -
; ment potential, . . d Futt emptoy

s
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T COLORADO ISSUES | - L Tollowing is a synthesis of the group discussions and comments on Courts
« ! : ' ; = 1 - : Standards. L . I . =y
as of consideration: 1 “ e ‘ 5 -
Ares " . ‘ o R : ) The Nationual Standard £l
- e Provide frr increased iise of women in police’work by broadening B ‘ = ;
* their base of functions. “ : Standerd 1.2: Criteria for Screening
) ® Remove any discriminatory policies. o o The need:to halt formal or informal action
? R , : : ' concerning some individucls who become in-
“ The National. Standard . ' o o volved in the criminal justice system should
’ : S ) ‘ Z;e openly recognized. This need may arise
Standard 4.4: Citation and Release on Oun Recognizance in a particular case because there 1o fmamf-
' ‘ ‘ figtent evidence to justify proceedings or
Every police agency immediately ?hQuZC? make o © because -= despite the wvailability of ade-
maximym use of stabe statutes permitiing ¢ ; : quate evidence -- further proceedings would
‘ . " police agencies to issue writtén Summnonses i ° not adequately further the interests of the
’ % ond citations in lieu of physical’arrest i o eriminal justice system. '
o i or pre-arraignment confinement. Every : . |
- " police agency also should cooperate(in : THE COLORADO ISSUES
. programs that permit arraigned dejjgﬁﬂanﬁs B ‘
. ] to be released on their own recogntzance \ Lo Areag of consideration:
LY in lieu of money bail in appropriate cases.\ ‘ - N |
K B , ol ‘ L) Th? current disparities of ‘sentencing and screening should be
0 THE COLORALO -ISSUES ‘ ; T s ell:a;gated. . » ;
; Ar‘eas kof consideration: No discussion o R ~ ‘. The?fe is a nked to develop better Screenihga technigues to prevent
o ‘ ¥ . * serious problems. " f \ 4
al aread of consideration in group discussions; . i ‘ : T )
ity ' oo Gener i ﬁ v : ‘ ‘ ; . O , The National Standa}{’d (( [ ‘ 4 .
L e There is a need for citizen participation in many areas of law. .- o e ) , ; - : ' & :
oot o B e, SN . Staridard 2.1: General Criteria for Diversion
g L ’ T it I o : ) \\"\\ ; . L 5
I s . ) . ) ; . - - N LT, E {/. ‘
' ‘¢ There needs to be a clarification and an upgr?dmg in Tie com : o Lo -such diversion, is appropriate when there
. .munity view of the police profession. i ) - is.substantial Uikelihood that conviction )
o F N o ¥ ) o L . L ith ‘éct R would beﬁ Obta?»n@d and thg benefi'és #o., socqjety
‘s Needs to be a general review of salaries and raises w:.t respect . \ from chahneling an offender into anavadlable
to education and merit of lew enforcement pexsommel.”:" ! ¥ - non-criuminal diversiod progran outwveighs any )
R Do e L e s 5 ¢ Lo n | Charm doneto soeiety by abondoning criminal N
g Sy Py mo ific education of lay eérforcement ? o . S :
¢ e There is.a-need for more specific education oi P . Gom~ oy Drosecution. Among the factors that should
"%, . officers, i.e. home crisis intervention; peacemskers im the com. @ .o . pe considered favorable to diversion are (1)
' ' humity,cede. e ‘ ¢ , b2 o : . the velative youth of the offendery (3) the
o o : . 0 willingness of the vietim to have nd comvie-
1SS Ea e ity AL 3 . < @
. - )\ v , e tion Goughts (8) any likelihood that the of- S
Y . ¢ L L A S - & oA fender suffers from a mental op psycholosieal e
. k ’ B . g A p y, VO 9\ ! :
5 : 4 T q, 4 1 _ db?’!@i'fﬂthby Qh%ch was. related to his crime and’ X iy
. v S SN . o e . e for wi;zch treatment <s quailable; and (4) any = Ton
N b ; : . SR e Likelikood, that the érime way significantly , P
@ Wy : . S B s :
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by o Courts Issues — Courts Issues
. | ¥ |
@ s Fo ,'u' L buatt ‘ ' Plea bar éi ing h : ‘o : »j
related to any other condition or sttuation o gaining should be done publicly, with pub (oa
such as unemployment or f‘qm%y problems‘ ) to record of bargaining. ’ Piblic Sctees
© that. wauld be subject to c¢hange by partict- ; - ' @ : Se
paﬁ;g?ﬁin a dipé@sionAprogram- v : @ Plea negotimtions should not be used in feloﬁy cases.
: ) S . o k, , « | /[
f. , : s o e D ain . oy A
; THE‘COLORADO 1SSUES . ’ ‘:JfNT ‘ . ‘0 not res?rt to p;eambérgaining becausg case is weak, " 3
4 Areas'of considerétion:y . ‘ ‘/ [ Standardizatign dfkplea bargaining is necessary.
| A : i"’::’ : . 5 > ) . 3 i ‘ ‘ﬂ N ‘ .
L e Need standardized definition of diversion and how it can be 1mp1e—i e Consider who actually benefits from this process-—~the poor or
; , ted‘ ‘ ‘ PR 3 the afflu@pt. L i
M e ) i s . 7 s . ) i i o
‘ o Continue support and development of Youth Service Bureaus.: ® (There was general support of the principle of plea bargaining.)
1 E i B b ) . v "v\\
! N s e w0 .
o Use plea bargaining as a .~d;i.vers1oni . The National Standard » |
’ orElfﬁinate overchargiﬁgebY,P01ice an&*D.A-ts' Ppgy&de,better Standard 4.6:  Pretrial Release
S screening--deferred prosecution--disposition. , : :
: 3 ' , N _ i Adequate 'mvestigati% of defendant’s charac-
. @ Develop more and better diversion techniques. i teristics _a(zgi circyms ances should be under-
k o S ’ L oA 1 taken to-Zaentify those defendants who can be
" o'Establishment of dispute settlement boards for court diversion. . relegsed prior to trial solely on their own
. - - , promise to appear for trial. Release on this '
The Nattonal Standard . basis should be made wherever appropriqte. .If
, ‘ L ] Lo ‘ ‘ ~a def e,ndant_cannat appropriately be released
i Standard 3.1: Abolition of Plea Negotiation /j E i on this basis, consideration should be givenr~ .
;‘ ' L - : :“_"Z 3 to releasing .hwz under certain conditions! such
| 1 o ‘VAS soon as pass’Z,Z?Ze,‘ bu‘b3 wm no event ater (-ZS the dQPDS'Lt Of a Sm of noney to be fOI’feiZ‘:ed
' ’ o ko 1978, negotiations between prosecutors in the event of non-appearance, or assumption
; ; and defendants-either pez:sonaZZy o‘r_t‘hﬂbugh D of an obligation to pay a certain sum of money
G © their attorneys-sconcerning concessions to 4 . in the event of non-appeargnce, or the agree-
be made in return for guilty pleas s:houZd be ment of a thixd person “b‘dé‘g@‘ain contact with
: prohibited. In the event that the progecu- . the defendant and to assure appearance. ‘.
i : " %ion makes @ recommendation as to semtenge, - v
N o it should not be affectsd.by the willingness THE COLORADO ISSUES ; , '
@ of the defendant to plead guilty to some or . ? '
‘ . 4%l of the offénses with which he is charged. M8 Areas of consideration:
‘ , A plea of guilty should not be congidered by v : G e S
ERE PR ; 7 %thie court in determining. the sentence 1o be q Need for standards for honding and pretrial release proceedures.
: imposed. ' ‘ '
A ; 3 ® Appeal for addit;‘./gnal release services. '
. . : i ] 3 s :
g ; o, y . . @ i =]
THE COLORADO ISSUES The Natidnal Standard °
Y N @ ' ‘ B 1
ol Ateas of consideration: N o : ) @ . . - 1
B e .4 R RS & = Stondard 4.14: Jury Size and Composition o
L Q . PTea bargaining ~sh9\i1d not be -used to unclog court docketg R B ; L . . | i
L i - B AT i N ] Jumes‘fen‘ - eriminal prosecutions. fow|offenses
o o e Wealth of offender and cost to taxpayer. of formal pj:os_ecut on, Q nﬂoz‘:&umshable by life imprisomnent should be P
should not be considered. SUERUVEREE R ST ; :
,@ ' . : ) . = : e .
‘. . % . )/ /)/, - .V' g( e \x . w ”‘; .(7 5 -
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Courts Issues

(X | - :composed of less than twelve but of at least

: . sons. If a twelve member Jury has
- gzganZaﬁed,“a reduction in jury size d:rzng
‘the course of a trial to not less than ten
‘ ' members should be permitted where a Jz%zg .
= , : member has died or is discharged for il neges
- ' o or other good cause. Correspo émg, def?ea 28
in size should be permitted gn» ases Q¢gr§2k‘
there were less than twelve Jyjors wnzng Y
but no decreases should be permitted tha .
will vesult in a jury of less than siz persons.

@

Lghi ’ s lder
Persons over eighteen years of age or olde
sZouZd not be disqualified from jury service
\ on_the basis of age. ,

3

THE COLORADO ISSUES } | : "

. Areas of consideration:
£+ e Jury pay should:}?? higher.
e Possibility of “elimination of juries.

;A ne r v and juries, compensation
e Incentives needed for witnesses, victims ‘g : » co :

< B

]

‘ '12.1:  Professional Standard for Chief Prosecuting
E Off?\:\eer { o 7 - (/ ‘ @ 7’

s lewities and demands /of the prosecu- .
, "{Ziﬁc;zzction require that the pr&secutor;zbe
a full-time, skilled prof‘esswnglr "se_Zecge
on the baste of demo@stratedﬁabﬁlztyAin : s
high personal integrity. The prosecu ort .
© ‘ - should be authoriszed to serve a munimim te

- Standard 12.1:

S o

~ : : B than that of the presid@ng_judge of theﬁtrial ¥
Lo . ‘ court of gemeral jurisdiction.

e There igwa ngéd for full—tim},\dualified prosegutors.
is for'aéEQuéte‘funding and petrsonnel. ; .
B Qe i

Ay
t 7

' THE COLORADQ ISSUES

Areas Sf consideration:

“ e
i i

SN . o

76 .

P a

and convenience. & o t Sk

of . four years at an annual salary no less i e

The need"% 3

—=x - Courts Issues .
7 : :

‘ oA definition of the prosecutor's role shoild be compiled. i
The National Standard |

o . ’ 4

e Standard 13/1: Availability of Publicly Financed Repre- g
Co sentation in Criminal Cases B

' Public representation should be made ‘f

: available to eligible defendants (as de- ;

o - fined in Standard 13.3) in all eriminal i

} : cases at the request of someone acting B

R  for them, beginning at the time the indi- |

/f . vidual either is crrested op is requested i

P . to participate in an inveetigation that o

. has focused wpon him as a likely suspect. RN

The representation showld continue during 1

R i I trial court proceedings and through the |

£ . - " exhaustion of all avenues of relief from 3

: eonvietion. i

. Defendants should be discouraged from :

o s conducting their own defense in crimingl i
' "\ prosecutions, 2

- THE GOLORADO ISSUES R
Areas of consideration: “ = ' %

- @& Need for more adequate staffing regarding manpower and personnel th j

for Public Defenders. ' o R oo

¢ Consideration of the possibility of having PuBlic Defenders avail- . g

able in police stations: . f

Gener?l areas of consideration in group dischssions; §

: ] S v . |

¢ There sheuld be a standard against discrimination in the court - A

system. |
» Victi%s should be more involved in criminal ‘justice. They should ‘ﬁ

kﬁbe ;ﬁ pensated and provided medjsal and psychological support. i

b} ' P ;L ; EA o . A o
= g;ﬁggtencing should'be standardized. Judges should be removed fx%ﬁ‘~ e
, 4;?? the process. Consider cultural bias on part of propation and -
¢ judges, o |

’ . _ , L o

: @ Need selectiod and eddtation criteria for judges. o £
. e " i \ < !
. = 0 » ' o f

~ |

il

o o

g



Courts Issues

i
1
i
H

g
h .

» Need to consider idea of 24-hour courts. |
I 5 ‘ .
‘ ‘ i C bation.
Need public education on law and function of courts and pro :

# Ne : :

| : involved in S R
e Need for better communication between all those 1nvol‘
v criminal justice system. . ‘
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CORRECTIONS TSSUES

e B e

Colorado Symposium on Staﬁdards and Goals

Sy

Following 1s a synthesis

of the group discussions and comments on
Correctional Standards. .

The thionallStandurd

Sentencing the Non-dangérous Offender

Standard 5.2
State penal code revisions should inelude
provision that the maximum sentence
offender not specifically found to n
a substantial danger to others shoul

years for felonies other than
No minimum sentence should be autho-
rized by the legislature

exceed five

= \
- THE COLORADO ISSUES

7

THE_COLORAB ISSUES

Areas of consideration: No discussion

 The National Standard

Development Plan

For Community
tives to Conff

Standard 7.1: ~based Alterna-

; P
cPach state correctional system or correctional
system of other uniks of government should
tely to analyze its needs, re-
gaps, in service and to develop by
maticiplan with timetable and
ng a range of alterng-
alization,

begin immediatel
sources and
1978 a syste
" scheme for 1%
tives to imstitution

N
)

N
Areas of consideration’

® Need to develop programs such as work releade

+homes where
residents pay their own way.

N ,
e Need to establish more Employ-irx programs.

ohfineégnt facilities
d separate youthful from

® Need to copfider use of short-term c
Vs. correctiondl facilities an

e Is Canon Cit§>really fit as a facility for treatme




B TSSOV

e erians bl

oAt b T ot e

==

ol

. et e

' 4 & i
= i
; Lesues Cotrections Issuas 3
-Gorrections S - g
T . e s THE COLORADO ISSUES é
| o Voéétional training programs are not gea;ed~tzitni22;dual . = ; 2
f ¢ ) Y ins u . I\ : '
! , ; for convenience o ; ' o 3 s
, interest o; 32§d§r2§ifnenn or training programs available Areas of congideration:
There are fe , o ' w ‘
for women in our institutions. . o " ;® Need to establish a philosophy and set goals to avoid random
: ~ ' oad 4 rowth of the system., ’
, ‘A {pn selected cases from corrections to‘behinvglvudfzzsional g , ystem,
n k i ciimgnity based treatment program using qualified pro

: . + suc—
staff and selected prisoners to increase opportunity for s

: o Need community-based facilities. Decentralize institutions.
cess and expansion. | ' _ i§ ¢ Develop state-local partnexrship in corrections.
‘ i ; idstitutionalization, o N
‘e Gain political support for alternatives to : e ® Separate juvenile from adult corrections.
: . alterna- N
e There is a strong need for meaningful range of sentencing 2 ‘ R A
gives. ‘ :

® Consider lack of treatment for different kinds of offenses;

R i.e. sex offermders, psychiatric disturbances, etec,
¢ Need to examine archaic laws regardipg work release. V&

; ] e Need for coherent planning in individual correctional agencies.
‘ munit ms with land use planning = ! p =
e Need to coordinate community based programs W g ¢ Strong need for diagnostic center to imsure a
to avoid problems. ;

< L0 ppropriate treat-
ment of offenders. a 2
The National Standard , ’

® Priority should be placed on developing Gocational

- LBy~ tiona
' standard 9.2: State Operation and Control of Local Institu ional programs in

and educa-
: correctional institutions. '
tions N ' "3 Zhe National Standard
, om rectional functionss i ' ' ; s . ©o
gZihlocalaigt;gzzozozggcigzn, ohould be in- | Standard 11.2: Modification of Bytsting Institutions
JOTH pre- M i tem L , [
; riate state sys ; . " ,
. corporated with the appropriare - ! Each corrvectiongl agency admiristering
: _ : ‘ ~ by 1.?82 R b \ _ state institutions for juvenile or adult
’ e S : p 1 Lo ‘ offenders should undertake imnediately a -
THE. COLORADO ISSUES e, : five-year program of re-examining ewisting
R - ission . ' institutions to minimize their use, and
Areas of consideration: No discus for those who must be ngtittionalized,
~ - S e » modify the ingtitutions to minimize the de-
@ The National Standard : o I A : leterious effects of emcessﬁve regimenta-
P T : ) : N ' Inetitutions T ‘ tion and hannfu% physical ehvivonments
, Standard 11.1% Planning New Correctional e . . - tmposed by physical plants ', . .
' ( ‘ N ; . ] 'WiStgring State - N . - . ’ 48 . “ + .
; ! §Uch.corgect$?pil.Zgzzs%éagzﬂaduié offenders ' | : s 0w w2 AL major institutions fbr;guveqzles
’stmiguzzggi i;me%i&f'ely a policy of not [ should be phased out over the five-year
u ~ . in » 03 vv 3 o . . ¥ y
ZSJuZZding new institutions for juveniles anf_ier 4 , pertod. j
any civeumstances, and not building new i el THE COLORADO IS : j
¥stztuti0n3 for aduylts unless on anaﬂgggg‘of“ 2 IH . ISSUES o
: Qﬁhex%otal erimingl Justice and.adult ¢°”?§GO LR A of considerations ‘ o /
B  #ione systei produces a clear Finding that n eiy b g reas of consideration: ;
; o b " £ . s R | i :
N alternative 18 pesszble : ° @ Abolisly meratorium on construction of, new facilities. Establish
g “ R : ~ ‘ 1 ‘
R AT - : ; “ y ,
: & B . S ’ I s o
) A . ’ o PN s ) K E 3 . - T = “ 81
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a moratotrium on cogstruction of new facilitles of the same kind i egé,

which are now not ‘allequate.

» e Institutions should \e treatment centers.

N

A\
¢ Institutions should be
W3 k] i

® Therg ghould be a continual upgrading oﬁ‘exigting facilities,.

multi~purpose.

® Every institution should have definéd rehabilitation programs.

e Need to develop legislation for an industry in correctional ipati-~

tutions whereby inmate works, earns wages, and has responsibilities, |

&

e Try experimental tredtment programs in maximum security units.

N
The National Standard
7 ’ K4
y p Standard 18.3: Parole Grant Hearing
f

N N Each parole jurisdiction immediately should
‘develop policies for arole release hearings
that include opportunities for personal and
adequite participation by the inmates con-

. ‘ cerned; procedural guidelines to insure
- proper, fall and thorough congideration of

‘ every case; prompt decisions and personal R

T : ’ . notification of decieions to inmates; and ’
provisions for accurate records of delibera-
ttons and conelusions . .

THE COLORADO_ISSUES

. . 4]
Areas of consideration: No discussion

The‘Natioan Standard

Standard 12?@? Organization of Field Services

Fach state should provide by 1978 for the
consolidation of institutional and parole
Field services in depavtmihts or divisions
of ecorrectional services. Such consolida=,
’ tion should oceur as closely as possible
LT : o to vperational levels . i '

Eas

o i

Corrections Issues

>

THE COLORADQ ISSUES

Areas of ‘consideration: No discussion

The National Standard
Stan?&rd 14.1:  Recruitment of Corrvectional Staff !

Correctional agencies should begin i 2
ately to develop personnel poZigiZs$222d$
practmcgs that will improve the image of
corrections and facilitate the fair and
effective solution of the best peréons
for correctional positions.

/

To improve the image of cor .
: orrect
. agencies should: ge of eronss
1. Discontinue the use of uni
untforms.
2. Replace all military titles with

23228 appropriate to the correctional

3. Discontinue the use of bad
12 es, and
except whgre absolutely neg;ssary
, zgezqairyﬁng of weapons. ’ ’
: olish such military terms as co
. * » npany '
gggi.hall, drill, inspection and gig ’
Abandon. regimented behavior 4
1do i all
facilities, both for '
Jactiit F ‘personnez and .

= 5.

THE COLORADQ ISSUES

o
Areas of consideration:

o ; A
Need to provide training that stresses human resources

3 @ Labor mavket is poor in rural areas; man

- use co 2
ment as a supplement to other imcome. Y. rrectional employ~

Are not career employees.

[ i '
. Need to consider use.of volunteers whenever po&sible

* @ Need for standards for trai Eaot
: C ning of cor ; .
form salaries and pay increaseg_ rectional ?fficer%, unL=

® Need for certification of correctfgnal administrators i

<

J
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Corrections Issues

§§i<

, \i\‘

S
Lin

o
"
P

] S o

* Need t9 develop standards for caseloads for prohation and parole
personnel‘ S

~

e Correctional personnel should include more ex-offenders, Need
to develop sgcreening techniques for this, - s

® Correctional personnel should include more women,

The National Standard

Standard 14.7: Participatory Management i

<

a program of partzctpatory maragement in
which everyone involved -- managers, starf
and’ of fenders -~ shares in identifying prob-
lems, finding mutually agreed upon solutipns,
getting goals and objectives, defiming ngw i
roles for pgriicipants and evaluating efFec-
tiveness of theSe processes.

&

THE COLORADO ISSUES

Areas of consideratlon. )

b

e Need to upgrade management skills in 1n$titutions and for other

ccorrectional administratnrs.
n‘ o

e Need to standardize sentencing.l

<

i o* Develop more professionalism in® aorrectlons. .

éenc*al atreas of coneideration in group discussions? ‘ L

' Need better comm%nica ion tnroughout the system, with~public and

W’

& legislature. R

!\

e Must change public attitude of punlshmept orientation toward of-
© fenderg Punishment vs. rehabilitation has led- to uncoordinated
prollteratign of private and public /programs. L

a Need humanuéetion of conditions of probaLionC&Ad parole. Auth~
e  ority of agent vs. rights of offendef Cons¢raints should be
" yelevant. =
¢ Qualifications for- parole :and probation officers need to be es*>
tablished v , , ¢
! , ‘ I ;
.. L o . : ) -

Wi
o @ ) 1/4 5w -

P R et L

Correctional agenctes should adopt zmmedzately

e il
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Corrections Issues

¢ Ongoing training is needed for correctional personnel to 1nsure
that attitudee are more rehabiligg 1Vc\ghan punitive.
?\\
@ Need to examine institutional programs for women. Eliminate sex
stereotypes. ’

e Need equity and justice im corrections. Discrepancy in sentence
length for same offense needs to be reviewed.

e Strive to get adequate fuﬁding £0r correctional programs.
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THE BACKGROUND AND THE FUTURE OF
STANDARDS FOR CRIMINAL JUSTICE

William H. Erickson
Associate Justice
Colorado Supreme Court

In 1963, the Institute of Judicial Administration, recognizing the wide
disparity in the procedures that were used in the resolution of criminal
charges, sought to compile standards that would govern procedures for the
trial of criminal cases in hoth the state and federal courts.

England has been blessed with one court system. Because there is only one
set of procedures, the substantive law is uniform throughout the British
Empire. ’

In the United States, however, our English common law heritage is complicated
by many different procedures. Moreover, variations exist in the substantive
law of the 50 states and in the federal law announced in the 11 federal
judiecial c¢ircuits. '

In the last decade, the federal courts have reviewed state criminal law and
procedure to determine whether state criminal practices and procedures
méasure up to federal constitutional standards. In many instances, the
federal courts have declared that the constitutional right at issue was
enforceable against the state through the l4th Amendment.

On March 11, 1971, the President and the Chief Justicé of the United States
presented historic addresses at the First Conference of the Judiciary in
Williamsburg, Virginia. President Nixon said,

We all know how urgent the need is for improvement at
both the state and federal level. Interminable delays
in civil cases, unconscionable delays in criminal cases,
a steadily growing backlog of work that threatens to

91




The Background and the Future of

. Standards for Criminal Justice

make the delays worse tomorrow than they are today--
all this concerns everyone who wants to see justice

done.

Overcrowded penal institutions, unremitting pressure
onn judges and prosecutors to process cases by plea
bargaining without the safeguards recently set forth
by the American Bar Association, the clegging of
court calendars with inapptropriate or relatively
unimportant matters—-all this sends everyone in the
system of justice home at pnight feeling as if they
have been trying to brush back a flood with a broom.

Many hardworking, dedicated judges, lawyers, .
penologists and law enforcement officials are coming
to this conclusion: A system of criminal justice
that can guarantee neither a speedy trial nor a safe
community cannot excuse its failure by pointing to
an elaborate system of safeguards for the accused.
Justice dictates not only that the innocent man go
free, but that the guilty be punished for his crimes.

When the average citizen comes into court as a party
or a witness, and he sees that court bogged down and
unable to function effectively, he wonders how this
was permitted to happen, Who is to blame? Members
of the bench and the bar are not alone responsible

d for the congestion of justice.

The nation has turned increasingly to the courts to
cure deep-seated ills of our society--and the courts
have responded; as a result, they have burdens un-
known to the legal system a generation ago. In
addition, the courts had to.bear the brunt of the
rise in crime--almost 150 percent higher in one
decade, an explosion unparalleled in our history.

President's Nixon's remarks were followed by a warning from Chief Justice
Burger that was in parallel form to the President's clarion call for
improvement. Said the Chief Justice:
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Toda {
phasz;fiseAgsfigznfsyst?m of criminal Justice ip every
the sour ey o3 oy unctlonf the prosecution and defenge
from g peo, € correctional machinery-—ig sufferin ’
lovge. oy iscase of deferred maintenance, By and ®
tevers, oS, t?ue at the state, local and federal
. 1s failure of our machinery ig now a matter

of common knowled
. ge, ful .
Sstudies and surveys: 1y documented by innumerable

4s a con i
sequence of thig deferred maintenance we see:

First, that th

& Perpetrators of most imi

cri

not detected, drrested and brought ta tr?;??l aete are
; .

Seco
Sec ggé E?gzs ;Sz a;; agprehended, arrested and charged
mptly because i
e we allow unco
ays that pervert both the Tight of the deggg;ggibisd

the public to a i
Lhe speedy trial of every criminal charge;

cess. Finally, even
after the itd i
who are sentenced to confinemenend o* 1ltlgat10n, e

rehabilitated, and the majority
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The Background and the Future of

Standards for Criminal Justice

The need for reform in the criminal law field caused the American Bar
Association, at the urging of the Institute of Judicial Administration at

New York University, to accept the challenge of preparing a set of standards

of criminal justice relating to the proper method of handling a criminal

case. The standards were prepared for use in the 50 states and in the

federal courts. The objectives of the standards are to promote effective law
enforcement and the adequate protection of the public and to safeguard and
amplify the constitutional rights of those accused of the commission of crimes.
Seventeen standards have been prepared, which provide guidance at each stage of
crimiral proceedings. The standards begin with the police function and end

with the last post-conviction proceeding.

As the American Bar Association continues the Standards Project, the Special
Committee on Administration of Criminal Justice* is now engaged in an effort

to keep the standards for criminal justice up to date and to extend the
standards into other areas that need definition of standards. The 17 stan-
dards that have been approved by the American Bar Associatien, and which are

now being implemented in all 50 states, relate to

Defense services . Trial by jury

Sentencing alternatives and

Pretrial release
Fair trial and free press
Electronic surveillance

Discovery and procedure before
trial

Pleas of guilty
Joinder and severance
Speedy trial

Urban police function

procedures
Probation
Criminal appeals
Appellate review of sentences
Post-conviction remedies

. Prosecution function and defense
function

Functions of the trial judge

* Judge Erickson is chairman
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THE CITIZEN--KEY TO
CRIME PREVENTION

Ellis MacDougall
- Member, National Advisory Commission

on Criminal Justice Standards and Goals

I think that we would all agree that a system is something that works.
Obviously, the criminal justice system has not worked. I believe that it
has not worked because of one primary cause: fragmentation. Police,
prosecutor, corrections: none pays enough attention to the other. There
must be a new organization, a unification to make it into a system.

within the disciplines mentioned, there is fragmentation. Until we are
willing to look at the problem of unification, of making our "nonsystem"
into a system, I question whether the criminal justice nonsystem will work.

Even

The public is beginning to take notice, They are asking accountability
from us professionals, Are corrections people providing the citizenry

with safety? Are we returning inmates as better citizens, more able to
cope with society? Or are we just detaining people? Are we taking tax

dollars and giving the people a fair return, or are we just pouring dollars
down a hole?

It is the responsibility of those of us im the criminal justice nonsystem
to start making decisions regarding crime based on fact, not emotion. If
we look at the laws that have been passed in our nation in past years,
nearly all of them seem to have been based on emotional reaction to crime
rather than the factual baslis on which legislation should be based.

Fortunately for us all, however, the Law Enforcement Assistance Administra-
tion has entered the picture.

Standards and goals is probably the outstanding contribution LEAA has made,
For the first time in the history of our nation, we now have a map to the
future: a plan for change in the criminal justice nonsystem. This map
points out many of the goals and standards that are necessary to effect the
kind of changes that are going to protect our soclety. The plan is not
perfect; many of the goals and standards are controversial. They had to be
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The Citizen--Key to
Crime Prevention

There are many specific examples. In Indianapolis, improved street lighting
not only reduced street crime, it also reduced accidents. In Georgia,

there are 2,100 volunteer probation and parole officers: the recidivism rate
among the offenders agsigned to them is only two percent. In Charleston,
West Virginia, employment training of ex-offenders, disadvantaged youths,
and addicts by volunteers has kept them in school through their "Keep Them
In School" committee. In Cincinnati, there is a hotline for troubled kids,
as well as counseling centers and medical care for addicts. In Memphis,
halfway houses have diverted many addicts. In Sacramento, there are citi~
zens' committees that encourage area citizens not only to report crime but
also to protect their homes by having better locks and lighting. And in

Buffalo, New York area firms have installed radios in their trucks to help
spot crime and report it to the police immediately.

The need today is for a more balanced alleocation of law enforcement duties
between specialists and citizenry. Highly centralized decision making
probably deters many citizens from participating in crime prevention pro-
grams. Thus, it is vitally important that citizens be involved in the offi~
cial actions of our cities, counties, and states, so that they are eager to
participate. The National Commission recommends that government agencies
should encourage and support action programs to prevent increased crime.
Existing community organizations should explore ways they can relate their
activities to crime prevention. City governments should establish neighbor-
hood facilities such as multiservice centers and “on-the-spot” city halls

to aid in dispensing government services and to improve communicaticn
between citizens and government agencies. Municipal government should
establish a central office of complaint and information to improve govern-
ment effectiveness and to permit citizens to obtain information and direc-

tion on any preblem with a minimum of red tape. ‘Municipal services should
‘be allocated to neighborhoods on the basis of need.

Each state should enact legislation to encourage local establishment of

youth service bureaus throughout the state and provide partial funding for
them. Legislation should also be enacted to mandate the use of youth ser-
vice bureaus as a volunteer diversion resource by agencies of the juvenile

To avoid misunderstanding, criteria for referables should
be developed jointly, specified in writing by law enforcement, courts, and

youth service bureau persomnel. Referrals for youth service bureaus should
be completed only if they are voluntarily accepted by the youths.

The National Commission urges expanded public employment programs in areas
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their efforts to reduce criminal opportunity through improved design of
buildings, thoroughfares, parks, and other public places. Security require-
ments should be included in building codes and stated in terms of effective~
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The National Commission recommends that, in addition to erime sanctions,
states adopt revisions for ethics codes and establish an ethics board to
enforce and interpret the provisions of the tode and apply administrative
sanctions. In order to reduce opportunities for corruption and campaign
financing, the Commission recommends that states impose and enforce realistic
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‘1313 Tremont; Suite 5
Denver, CO 80204

Elinor Lewallen
2258 Kromeria
Denver, CO 80207

James Linhart
Executive Director :
People Who Care
2999 South Colorado Blvd.
Denver, CO 80222
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F. J. Livingston, Chief

Adult Probation Officer

E1 Paso County Judicial
Building

Colorado Springs, €O 80903

Diane Long
2450 South Jersey
Denver, CO 80222

John Lopez
2528 Califor:ia
Denver, CO 80205

J. E. Losavio, Jr.
District Attorney
105 Judicial Building
Pueblo, CO 81003

Arthur Lucero, Director
Colorado Rural Legal Services
1375 Delaware, Suite 601
Denver, CO 80204

Raymond G. Lutz
301 East 2nd Street
Trinidad, CO 81082

Brian Macartney
1919 Greenwood
Pueblo, CO 81003

John €. MacIvor, Director

Colorado Bureau of Investigation

1370 Broadway
Denver, CO 80203

The Hom. George A. Manerb%no
107 City and County Building
Denver, CO 80202

Captain Denald J. Manke

Arapahoe County Sheriff's Office

5686 South Court FPlace
Littleton, CO 80120

Alex A. Marin
2242 Raleigh
' Denver, CO 80211

Frank Martinez

Chief Probation officer

Las Animas County Courthouse
Trinidad, CO 81082

William Maxon, Regional Planner

Northeast Colorado Criminal Justice

Council
303 Rocky Mountain Building
Fort Collins, CO 80521

William J, McCaslin
Pan~Ark Lodge

P, 0. Box 981
Leadville, CO 80461

¥, Arnold McDermott
Career Service

1445 Cleveland Place
Denver, CO 80202

Carrie McDonald
743 Race Street
Denver, CO 80206

Bob McKeown
P, 0. Box 1043
Glenwood Springs, CO 81601

Farle O. Meyer

pivision of Adult Parole
15 State Services Building
1525 Sherman

Denver, CO 80203

Darleen Mihulka

Colorado Commission on
gtandards and Goals

1370 Broadway

Denver, CO 80203

Julie Marie Miller
10433 Lincoln Court
Notthglenn, CO 80233

Robert N, Miller
District Attorney
Weld County Courthouse
Greeley, CO 80631

Rufus Miller

Chief Probation Officer
P, 0. Box 877

Grand Junction,. CO 81501

William B. Miller
Colorado- Bar Association
200 West 14th Avenue
Denver, CO 80204

Roy I. Mischke
5442 East Colorado Avenue
Denver, CO 80222

Arthur Moutoya

Colorado Division of Criminal
Justice

1370 Broadway

Denver, CO 80203

John P. Moore
Attorney General
104 State Capitol
Denver, CO 80203

N. Reid Moore

Jefferson County Mental Health
Center

10th and Washington

Golden, CO 80401

0. Otto Moore

Assistant District Attorney
West Side Court Building
Denver, CO 80204

Joe C. Murdock

Deputy Director

Colorado Division of Criminal
Justice

1370 Broadway

Denver, CO 80203

JoAnn Nation
4830 Adams Street
Denver, CO 80216

« Jack 0. Nelson, Director

Denver County Department of
Probation Services

Room 20, City and County Building

Denver, CO 80202

Fred Newton

Pueblo Police Department
#1 City Hall Place
Pueblo, CO 81003

Betty Orten

7978 Stuart Place
Westminster, CO 80030

Dennis Pack

Teacher Corps Correction Project
Loretto Heights College

3001 South Federal Blvd. "
Denver, CO 80236

Neil Palmer

Colorado Division of Employment
1210 Sherman

Denver, CO 80203

John P. Parkinson
Chief of Police
City Complex
Greeley, CO 80631

Wayne K. Patterson

Director of Corrections

406 City and County Building
Denver, CO 80202

Mark Pautler

Colorado Commission on
Standards and Goals

1370 Broadway

Denver, CO 80203

Suzanne Peck

Illinois Law Enforcement Commission
120 South Riverside Plaza
Suite 1016

Chicago, Illinois 60606

John Perko

Administrative Assistant
Department of Institutions
326 State Services Building
Denver, CO 80203

Bruce Perlmutter

- Colorado Division of Criminal Justice

1370 Broadway

" Denver, CO 80203

Denise Peterson '
5825 East Maplewood Avenue
Englewood, CO 80110

Carl Petry

Colorado Springs Police Department
224 East Kiowa Street

Colorado Springs, CO 80902
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Chuck Phillips
P, 0. Box 573
Pueblo, CO 81002

Rondall Phillips

Interim Director

San Luls Valley Council of
Governments

Box 123, Adams State College

Alamosa, CO 81102

A, D. Poliock
URDA/CDA

1700 Grant Street
Denver, CO 80203

Gerritt J. Pon

Division of Criminal Justice
1370 Broadway

Denver, GO 80203

Chief Jerry Putman
Aurora Police Department
6801 East l6th Avenue
Aurora, CO 80010

Alexis Quarnberg

Denver Regional Council of
Governments

1776 South Jackson

Denver, CO 80210

Pam Ramey '

Colorado Division of Criminal
Justice

1370 Broadway

Denver,; CO 80203

Marcella Rapp, President ey
Colorado Corrections Association
. 2181 South Estes Street
Lakewood, CO 80227

Tom Raybon

LEAA, Region VIII
Federal -Building

1961 Stout Street
Denver, GO 80202

. Melody Reed : N :
Colorado Commissipn on Standards

and Goals
1370 Broadway
Denver, CO 80203
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A. S. Reeder
1912 Krameria
Denver, CO 80220

Jim Reinhardt

Executive Director )
Human Relations Council

105 East Vermijo

Colorado Springs, CO 80903

James F. Reynolds

Civil Rights Commission

312 State Services Building
Denver, CC 80203

Ray M. Rice

LEAA, Region VIII
6519 Federal Building
Denver, CO 80202

Gary L. Riedel

PPACG

27 East Vermijo

Colorado Springs, CO 80903

Norman D. Riney

Data Base Administrator
144 West Colfax

Denver, CO 80202

Mrs. Neal R. Rogers
2927 South Joslin Court
Denver, CO 80227

Guy Ross :
LEAA, Region VII
Federal Building
Denver, CO 80202

Captain Lee Ruark
Adams State College
Alamosa, CO 81102

Ted Rubin

Institute for Court Management
210 Republie Building

1612 Tremont Place

Denver, CO 80202

william H. Rutledge
pistrict IV Office

755 Rood Avenue

Grand Junction, CO 81501

e S e A

Rep. Hubert M. Safran
1930 South Federal Blvd.
Denver, CO 80219

Katherine Saltzman

Southeast Denver Neighborhood
Services Bureau

227 Clayton

Denver, CO 80206

Linda Schachter

Colorado Division of Criminal
Justice

1370 Broadway

Denver, CO 80203

Daniel J. Schler
University of Colorado
Denver Campus

1100 14th Street
Denver, CO 80202

Steve Schmitz
Colorade West Area COG
Box 351

Rifle, CO 81650

Linda Sellers

LEAA, Region VIII
6519 Federal Building
Denver, CO. 80202

Randy Seiler

Division of Criminal Justice
118 West Capitol .

Pierre, South Dakota 57501

Charles Shannon.

Denver Regional Council of
Governments .

1776 South Jackson

Denver, CO 80210

The Hon. Daniel J. Shannon
Hall of Justice
Golden, CO 80419

William H. Sharp
Metropolitan State College
250 West 14th Avenue
Denver, CO 80204

David Sheppard

Denver Anti~Crime Council
1313 Tremont, Suite 5
Denver, CO. 80204

W
The Hon. Harry S. Silverstein
Court of Appeals -
1575 Sherman Street
Denver, CO 80203

Charles L. Sloan

Northglenn Police Department
10969 Irma Drive

Northglenn, CO 80233

Ralph M. Smith

Chief of Police

300 LaPorte Avenue

Fort Collins, CO 80521

Gerald H., Starkey, M.D.
Denver General Hospital
Denver, CO 80204

Errol K. Stevens
431 West Colfax
Suite 500

Denver, CO 80204

Senator Ruth S. Stockton
1765 Glen Dale Drive
Lakewood, CO 80215

Edward Sullivan

Mayor's Office

City and County Building
Denver, CO 80202

Lyle J. Sumek

Assistant Professor ;
Graduate School of Public Affairs
University of Colorado

Bouldex, CO 80302

C. Winston Tanksley, Warden
Colorado State Reformatory
Box R

Buena Vista, CO 81211

Janet Teresko

Office of Youth Development
3900 South Carr

Denver, CO 80235

Earl E. Thaxton

46 State Capitol Building
Denver, CO 80203
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James D. Thomas

Denver District Coutt
Administrator

256 City @nd County Building

Denver, CO 80202

Harold L. Thonhoff
747 D. Street
Salida, CO 81201

William E. Threlkeld
Denver Police Department
13th and Champa Streets
Denver, CO 80204

Walter Tomsic

Acting Director ;
Divigion of Local Government
1550 Lincoln

Denver, GO 80203

Robert Trujillo

Chief of Corrections

328 State Services Building
Denver, CO 80204

Suzanne Tucker
1211 Vine
Denver, CO BQ2086

Kenny Twyford

UWW/Teacher Corps/Correction

Project
3001 South Federal Blvd.
Denver, GO 80236

Stuart A. VanMeveren

District Attorney

P, 0. Rox 1969

Fort Collins, CO 80521
N i

Chief Gary R. Wall

Vail Police Department

Box 567 7.

Vail, CO §§1657

Dr. Paul Wehr

Institute [of Behavioral Science

University, of Colorado
Boulder, C0u¢30392

Charles D, Weller, Director

Denver Anti-Crime Council
1313 Tremont, Suite 5
Denver, CO 80204
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Betty White
12155 West 65th
Arvada, CO 80004

Theodore R, White, Jr,
Office of Special Education
414 l4th Street

Denver, CQ 80202

Walter R. Whitelaw

Colorado Law Enforcement Training
Academy

15000 Golden Road

Golden, CO 80401

Neal Wikstrom
Commerce City Police Department
Commerce City, CO 80022

Robert F, Wilcox, Dean

Graduate School of Public Affairs
University of Colorado

Boulder, CO 80302

The Hon. Patricia Willett
Delta Municipal Judge

P. 0. Box 19

Delta, CO 81416

Douglas M. Williams
LOGOS, 415 South Weber
Colorado Springs, CO 80903
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Peter Willis

Denver Bar Association
1385 South Colotrado Blvd.
Denver, CO 80222

E. L. Willoughby, Chief

Pueblo Police Department
130 Central Main Street

Pueblo, €0 81003

Alex Wilson, Warden
Colorado State Penitentiary
P. 0. Box 1010 ~

Canon City, CO 81212

John W. Wilson
1105 Ohio
Canon Cityy €O 81212

Thomas Wilson
Office of Youth pe
v
390C South Carr Slopment
Denver, C0 80233

Dick Wulf

2353 South Eighth Street
vlorade Springs, co 80906

goAnn Youngquist

enver Anti-Crime Counci
1313 Tremont, Suite 5 o
Denver, ¢o 80204

John L, Yurko

Chief Probation Qfficer
1460 Kalamath Street
Denver, co 80204
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