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FOREWORD , , 

In performing a comprehensive evaluation on a complex program, 

the consultant must optimize the study approach to assure a maxi­

mum degree of performance within the limits of/available time and 
. ( / 

resources. It must'be recognized, at ~he outset, that all ele-

ments of the'program are not equal from the standpoint of their 

rea~ and potential contribution to the ultimate desired system. 

The probability of success in analysis can be measurably increased 

through concentration on the items of significance. This, Zaring 

has tried to do. 

It can also be said that there is never too much data avail­

able for the evaluator; and that is certainly true of most pro­

grams of this magnitude. However, analysis can be accomplished at 

various levels, and the strata selected must be relatively equa­

table to the depth of available authentic information. The reader 

is thererore urged to keep in mind, as he reviews the evaluative 

outputs of this study, th~t the concern of these analytical find­

ings is centered about the major components, thrusts and accomp­

lishments of the Criminal Justice Program. No attempt has been 

made to duplicate, or simulate the detailed techniques used in 

audits and similar functional operations. In many instances, sub­

jective judgments have been made by the evaluators supported by 

logic, experience and specific types of expertise. 

During the course of performing this evaluation of the Criminal 

Justice Program, the consultant was provided with all requested 

information available from the Law and Justice Planning Office and 
received a very cooperative response from'the majo!:ity of those 
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project directors contacted through the field survey. In terms 

of the c!cquisition of information, the evaluators owe them much; 

and that debt is grate.fully acknowledged. 

In the many steps of analysis required to accomplish this 

study, the consultant has continuously maintained-a' technical 

posture directed toward an unbiased consideration of the relative 

value and contribution of the variOUl:; program components. The 

final evaluative conclusions and findings stated in this report 

are Zaring's alone. 
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INTRODUCTION 

Cl~IMINAL JUSTICE PROGRAM BACKGROUl'j'D AND HISTORY 

Historical pers~ective is an important consideration in the 
ac:complishment and presentation of multi-year evaluations of on­
going programs. The program for the improvement of law enforce­

ment and the administration of justice hns now been operational 
in the State of Washington for more than three years. 

The executive order which established the Governor's Committee 

on Law and Justice and specifically designated the Planning and 
Community Affairs Agency as the central planning organization 
,was signed on December 19, 1968. ~he Law and Justice Planning 
Office, an organizational element of that agency, became res-
ponsible for both the direct administration and the provision of 
staff support to the Governor's Committee. 

An initial planning grant applica'tion was submitted in Decem­
ber 1968 and was subsequently awarded during January 1969. By the 
time the first Comprehensive Plan was implemented in May of 1969, 
sixty-five percent of the planning funds had been allocated for 
use in local and regional'planning. As a result, the Washington 

St:!=lte planning effort has had a strong regional and de-centralized 
'. 

flavor from the beginning. 

The initial 1969 State Plan submittal contained many of the 

basic elements of subsequent plans and was based on five major 

components: 

• Trai'ning 

'Public education 

'Youth and delinquency programs 

'ImproV'ement of police communications in rural areaS 

'Establishment and improvement of local/regiQnal corre.c­
tion and detection facilities and services 

1 



...... ---.--''''~''."' .. ~ 
" 

. ' 

J Je,' ZARING Corporation 

The basic difference between this original plan and later versions 
lay in the area of adjudications which was excluded from the first 

submittal . 
I' ~', 

The 1969 Plan was not, in f~~t, directly implemented in the 
submitted form. A program revision more consistent with the follow­

ing 1970 Plan was developed, and it was this second version that 
actually governed the first year of operal:ion. 

The second formal plan submitta1,covering the time period of 
July 1969 through December 1970, wa's made in May of' 1970. The 1970 
Plan ~aintained the direction previously established in 1969, but 
was expanded to incorporate all of the Federally designed program 
functions. A full array of Program Areas (thirty in total) were 
conceived and directed toward: ~ 

I' 

· Improvement of thEi' 'total taw enforcement sys'tem includ-
ing training and i~proved personnel practiceS 

·Prevention of crime'and delinquency 
\ \ 

.Apprehension of offehders 

·Processing of offende~s 
\ 

·Corrections and rehab{litation 
',I 

There was little change in i:',he program 
,I 

of Washington between 1970 J,hd 1972. 
plan content for the State 

However, the 1972 Plan was 

restructured to provide a cOl\sistent alignment with the recognized 
I, 

LEAA functional cat8gories of: 
" 

• Upgrading law enforcemen\1.:. personnel 

·Prevention of crime 

·Prevention and control of juvenile delinquency 
, 

• Improvement of detection ,'and apprehension 

-Improvement of prosecutor and court activities and law 
reforms 

:1 
·Increased effectiveness i~ cprrections and rehabilitation 

" 

·Reduction of organized crfme 
ii 

.Prevention and control of :riots and civil disorders 
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II 

·Improvement of community relati.ons 
/1 

II 
I' 'I -Researcl\1 and development il II 

In summary, t.he State Comprehensive Plan was first imp1eJlented 

in 1969, was more cotnp1ete1Y, de,f.ined in 1970 and has remainesl!!re ... 
lative1y intact ~ith only minot variations through the 1971 a~d 
1972 periods. 

STUDY GOALS ~ND OBJECTIVES 

The objectives of t:his phase of the evaluation study are de­
signated bi the following statements: 

·To perform a comprehensive evaluation of the Criminal 
Justic~Program, as administered by the Law and Justice 
Planning Office, covering the period from Program in­
ception in 1969 through the present. 

-To re':9"ilew and analyze the existing target and: ,goal struc­
ture that serves as a basis for the state's c'Oinprehen­
sive Plan for Law Enforcement and the Improvement of Jus­
tice. 

,The document series listed below has been pre!'paredby the con­

sultant to describe ~11 aspects and findings pertaining to this 
State of Washington program evaluation. 

.Summary Performance Assessment (Volume I) 

·Eva1uation Survey ofl Program Areas (Volume II) 

·Eva1uation l>lethodology ar~d Study Approach (Vo1um,9 III) 

1.3 EVALUATION SCOPE 

The evaluative coverage demanded by this study sp,anned the 
more than three years of Criminal Justice Program operation (1969 
through March 1972) and encompassed 94 Program Areas (41 unique) 
and 350 subordinate projects. 

A secondary evaluation was also made of those critical admin­

istrative processes directly involved in the formulation and the 
operation of the State of Washington Criminal Justice Program. In 

response to the original study parameters outlined by the Law and 
Justice Planning Office, the consultant also analyzed thle existing 
structure of Crime Targets and System Goals established for the 
purpose of governing and providing direction to this program. 
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1 • 4' DOdJMENT CONTENT 

. ,: 
This document (Volume '?I) has been developed, to provide a sut,tt­

mary ev~luation of the State of Washington Criminal Justice Pro-

.gram. 'Supporting reports covering the individual Program Area 

evaluations and the m~thodology used to accomplish this study have 
c> . 

been referenced in the preceding topic. 

In the following text of this report, the initial section is 
devoted to providing a summary evaluation of the total Criminal 

JURtice Program. This valuation of historical performance,~s 

immediately followed by! recommendations for future program actions. 

A further breakdown of the program is then presented through 

individual evaluations of each functional disd'Ipline. Because 

of the diversity and scope of a number of the Program Areas, these 

disciplines w~re isolated to provide greater clarity to the analysis 

of program results. To facilitate the Program Area summary and 

id~ntification p~ocess, the consultant has taken the liberty of 

ad,ding the groupil}g . "Inter-disciplinary" to the traditionally re­

cognized disciplines of law enforcement, adjudications, corrections, 

and youth and delinquency.-

Next, an evaluation is made of selected administrative pro­

cesses .. and procedures governing this program. Here, the consultant 

hils atte~P\':.ed to consider the external viewpoints of the project 

'resource agencies regarding, this program and-to examine the. working 
}\ I: 

mechanisms of the administrative tunctions. 

The final document s~~tion analyzes the existing structure 
.' J 

of Crime Targets and System Goals. This review is supplemented 

with an abbreviated procedural outline which reCOrl\ends a means ,of 

developt~g and maintaining the program~target/gOal\~truct~fe in the ,-
most effective configuration.,~~ 
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PROGRMi EVALUATIVE SUMMARY 

Despite the inherent complexity and numerous components of 
~ 

"the Criminal Justice Program, it is necessary that a single com-

posite evaluation rating be provided. While the evaluation focus 

has been centered on program content and accomplishments; the 

scope of the analysis has been extended to include significant com­

plementary administrative functions and operations. The study 

design has enabled the evaluators to examine the planning, opera­

tional and control phases of this program. 

Individual assessments were first made of each unique Program 

Area. These elements were then summarized and evaluated at the 

functional discipline level. This process established a progres­

sive series of ratings that could be brought forward for the pur­

pose of assessing t~e Criminal Justice Program in its totality. 

A key measurement in this evaluation was the comparison of indicated 

accomplishments. against the documented Criminal Justice System 

plans. 

In general, the annual program plans have been comprehensive 

and relatively innovative ~n their conoeption. However,lfttle 

advancement, in terms of program content, has been made beyond the 
'.' 

1970 Plan which provided thorough coverage of the Criminal Justice 

o System requirements. 
:> 

Actual'accomplishments, to date, have been somewhat narrower 

in scope than the parameters established by the plans; but what 

the prograx:n has undertaken, it has done well. The deviation bet­

ween the plaris a~d -the actual proj ect coverage has re'sul ted in 
'. . 

the omission of some important elements suph as research-oriented-

activities. This has had the effect of over-balancing the program 

in the direct~on of traditional projeots. 

l-10re' specifically, the evaluators judge the program to be 

innovative and comprehensive with respect to the plan, but less so 

in terms of actual accomplishments. All things considered, however, 
(j 

c' 
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the variance at this point of status is not so great that it de­

tracts significantly from the assessed performance of this pro­

~~am. 

In summary, the evaluators have assigned a rating of good to . ' 

the State of Washington Criminal Justice Program based on its de-

monstrated overall level of performance to date. The major program 

content and thrusts are established and positive,momentum has been 

achieved. Considerable improvement in certain operational aspects 

of the program have also been evidenced in the latter years cov~red 

by this study. 

However, the above valuation of this program is not without 

its qualifications. In order to.place the evaluation results in 

clear perspective, a series of summation statements have been 

prepared: the first listing describes the program's demonstrated 

positive attributes while the second identifies observed deficien­

cies. 
G! 

Program Attributes: 

'The administration and operation of this program has 
been accomplished with a high level of integrity and 
dedication to the task at hand. Every opportunity has 
been provideq for the acceptance of. concepts and ex­
pressions from all involved spheres of the 'Criminal 
Justice System. The plan development process has en­
couraged heavy participation from all functional dis­
ciplines and demonstrated a re~sonably high degree of 
innovation in disciplinary concepts. 

·Prom the outset, this program has maintained a high 
velocity of project development and implementation. 
Good correlation has been maintained between the needs 
and problems expressed on a Stat~-wide basis and the 
responsive development of Program Areas and P~ojects. 

·Good balance among the functiconal disciplines has 
been achieved 'in both program planning and project 
implementation. Further, the need for inter­
disciplinary communication and functional cooperation 
has been clearly recognizeQ. 

.. Significant program operational improvements in some 
areas have been demonstrated in the more than three 
year span covered by this evaluation~ specifically, 
in certain planning functions, project application 
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guidelines~ Regional Plah~i~g network development 
~nd,o~erat10nal p~ocedures/1nterface with resource 
1nd1v1duals/agenc1es. 

'T~e progra~ has ~een well-oriented toward the dimen­
s70n~ of h1g~ cr1me, geographic and functional dis­
c1pl1ne requ1remepts. The major thrusts and areas of 
coverage under the' Criminal Justice Program are com­
prehensive and sensitive to the needs of the syst.em. 

'Based ~n pro~ect surveY'result~, a good level of 
operat10nal 1nterface has been established between 
the central planning office and the program appli­
cant resources. 

Program Deficiencies: 

·The most significant problem is the lack of authentic 
and useful data that should be generatea through the 
ac~ompliShments of this program. The net effect of 
th1~ de~iciency is crippling. It has' retarded the 
mon1tor1ng an~ eva;uat~on processes significantly,' 
red~ced the d1ssem1nat~on of technical program infor­
mat10n t~ a tri~kle a~d has made target/goal measure­
ment a v1rtual 1mposs1bility. 

'Insuffi~ient e~phasis has been placed on research and 
evaluat10n proJects. In many instances, plan develop­
ment appears to, stem from s~bjective experience rather 
tha~ ~rom a sol1dly grounded research data base. In 
a~d1t10n, many Program Areas: have yet to demonstrate 
e1t~er success or failure with the result that some 
bas7c conce~ts have b~en funded through a series of 
proJects pr10r to a value determination of the approach. 
In other ca~es", funds have been expfi3nded on short-term 
manpower wh1ch te~porarily augments the system but does 
not hold the prom1se of ICIng-term benefits to the program. 

- . Program Areas are not adequately descriptive or clear. 
C~rr7ntly, ther7 are indications of a lack ot' planning 
w1th1n the conf1ne~ of some program Areas. This may 
result from a poss1ble tendency to base" projects on 
felt needs rather than validated needs and problems. 
Some concern should also be felt Over a possible move­
ment ~owards program obsolescence; this trend can 
conce7v~bly r7sult.f~om an excess of Program Area ~ 
~epet7t10n (w1th m1n1mal upgrading) and constrict-
1ng l1Sts of needs/p;:r:oblems. 

\,. '\ 
• The program administ~i:(tive processes and systems can­
~ot,be term7d totally adequate: there are deficiencies 
1n 1nformat10n handling procedures and in committee 
and planning office operating guidelines. In addition, 
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significant. operational improvements have not mater­
ialized in the project acceptance/rej~ction process 
or the mon~toring (although this task is now being 
emphasized) and evaluation functions . 

. There is still not enough concentrated effort toward 
the formal development of program targets and goals. 
This, along with other factors, is diluting the oppor­
tunities to obtain high leverage with the compara­
tively small amount of funding available to this 
program. 

,',\ 
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RECOMMENDATIONS FOR FUTURE ACTION 

, In the preceding section, a total evaluative rating was as­
signed to the State of~ Washington Criminal ,Justice Program based 
on the level of performance demonstrated to date. Although a 
series of observed deficiencies were cited by the evaluators, it 

is felt that a relatively small number of well directed actions 
could sub~tantially improve the program's efficiency and capabi­
lities. 

The dynamics of the changing program posture must be recog­

nized in the development of recommendations. With each successive 
action year, the Criminal Justice Program tends to move farther 
away from the preliminary development stage and more toward a 

mature operational configuration. In essence, this means that an 
evaluative rating for a progr.m at any point in time is transient 

and will eventually be vulnerable to downgrading unless the opera­
tional character maintains an effective relationship with the in­
creasing requirements. Therefore, a heavy emphasis must be placed 

on the development and implementation of the needed operational 
and control functions in addition to the continued improvement 
of program content. 

The consultant has prepared a list of recommended corrective 
actions which are directed toward rectifying the previously noted 
program deficiencies. The recommendations considered most essen­
tial to the achievement of program improvement in the near-term 
are listed here under the general categories of "planning" and 

"operations." 

Planning 

·Improved methods and procedures need to be developed 
to successfully accomplish several critical tasks in 
the annual plan development cycle. Those functions 
specifically noted for attention include priority 
establishment, Program Area definition and description, 
new concept generation and validation, and the fund 
~llocation process. Additional work is also necessary 
in the area of supportive plan statistics. 
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'The annual development and updating of the program's 
Crime Targets and ,System Goals merits considerably 
more emphasis. I~ is recommended that the skeletal 
procedure described in this document be expanded, fully 
detailed and implemented to satisfy the target/goal 
structure re~uirements. 

'An interim technical review of the program content 
oontained in the current plan is advised prior to 
the inception of the next annual development cycle. 
~he primary purpose of this review would be to examine 
the existing Program Areas, major project families 
and (on a selective basis) individual projects. The 
primary objectives of this survey would be to deter-. 
mine the relevancy, contribution, and eoonomic feasi­
bility of the current programs/projects with respect 
to the general intent and major thrusts of the Criminal 
Justice Program. The documented findings provided by 
this consultant evaluation could serve as the founda­
tion for this proposed analysis. 

Operations 

-An area requiring immediate action is the acquisition, 
cataloguinq and storage of progr&'m data and informa't.ion. 
This is needed to fulfill both the program administra~ 
tive reporting and control function and the technology 

. transfer process. ' 

'Equally critical to program operation is the need for 
developing and implementing supportive information 
systems. These systems will discipline and intensify 
the progress reporting requirements and will necessi­
tate, initially, considerable mutual effort on the 
part of the planning staff and the contracting agenoies 
to fulfill the input requirements. 

'The functions of monitoring and evaluation should be 
defined, formalized, and incorporated into the opera­
tional charter of the program administration at the 
earliest opportunity. This requires the development 
of the necessary supporting technical methods and 
procedures and assooiated administrative guidelines to 
define both the planned accomplishment schedules and 
the intended usage of the outputs. with respect to 
the performanoe of evaluations, the consultant recom­
mends that agencies not be permitted to conduct assess­
ments of their own projects. If funds are included 
in the project for this purpose, the accompanying con­
tract should stipulate the required employment of an 
external evaluator. In all cases, a copy of the find­
ings should be provided to the central planning office. 
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FUNCTIONAL DISCIPLINE EVALUATIVE SUMMARIES 

Evaluative summaries are presented in this sectipn for each 

of the functional dis?iplines contained within the Criminal Jus­

tice Program~~ The order of alignment is law enforcement, adjudi­

cations, corrections, youth and delinquency, and inter-disciplinary. 

The individual assessments of these five disciplinary components 

provide a functidhal interpretation and, consequently, greater 

clarity with respect to the total program evaluation. 

The eval,uative description of each program discipline is 

segmented ,into tJfree parts which provide (1) a listing of the 

invol ved', Program Areas, (2) !~ comprehensive analysis Ii of the ae­

monstra.fued funct.{~nal performance and (3) a supportive di~play of 
}1 

relevant fina'rrcfial information. 

These assessments at the functional discipline level repre­

sent the end-product of a, complex series of progre?sive analytical 

exercises: A greatly abstracted descript~on oftbe, i~volved pto­
cesses and actions necessary to reach this point is covered in 

i; 

the following paragraphs. 

The evaluation study,was inaugurated by designating the Program 
Areas as the primary focal point of the analysis. In order to . a 
measure their performance on an individual basis , it was pe,c;es-

saryto conquct extensive inveg~igations at' the project level. 
·,:?':'.;9 ( 

Thi~ was 'accomplished t,hrough bIte development of consistently 
K { 0 

structured project abstracts an4~he isolation of a selected group 
.:., :;:-, 

for' field survey. The field survey effectively sampled twenty-

three percen~ of the projects a~d t~irty-six percent 6f the dol­

lars approved by this program duQ-ing its total history. This 

approach established a comprehensive, consistent primary infor­

mation base for the evaluation. 

The net result of ~hese combined actions, the field survey 

and abst~'Clctirig process, resulted in the attainment of ninety-seven 

percent coverage of all projects (350 in all) implemented by the 

,;? 
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Criminal Justice Program during the 1969 through March 19'72 

~. period. This ~nternally (program) generated data base was 
further augmented through the research and analysis of related 

" Criminal Justice information produced by external source's. 
/j 

The Program ~.reas (95 total; 41 unique) were then evalu­
ated against previously established criteria. Sp~cifical1y, 

this included the assessment of each individual Program Area's 
Ii 

level of'! performance and the determination, resp/ective1y, of 

impact and progress achieved toward its related Crime Targe.t (s) 
. (\ 

and System Goal(s). Finally, as a preparatory step for the 
" 

development of final judgments on the total Criminal Justice 

Program, the ,Program Ar;eas were summarized into the appropriate 
functional disciplines i'Q,r~",e,('~~~tion at that interim l,.eve1. 

Several additional clarifications should be made concerning 

the text and information provided by this. section. First, the 
term "projects" rather than "subgrants" is used exclusively. 
While these titles are frequently interchanged ~n common usag~ 
the consultant, for consistency in documentation, refers ,to these 
work packages as subgrants (or subgrant app~ications) prior to 

their approval and as projects thereaft~r. 

Second1Yt the financial presentations that accompany each 

functional discipline depict the allocated amount of dollars for 
the individual Program Areas. However, when the Program Areas 
are subjected to a detailed internal examin~tion, it is frequently 

found that the array of projects under. its control can be identi­
fied as having diverse functional orientations other than the 

major indicated alignment of the program itself.' This has the 
,effect of demonstrating a considerable variance fn the· actual 

'1/.0 
funding distribution when viewed at the project vs. the Program 
Area level. To illustrate this condition more clearly, the con­

sultanthas developed some specific comparative examples which 
.' .' are included in the "Attachments" section of this document. 
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PROGRAM. AREAS 

LAW ENFORCEMENT 

. . ' , 

A-3 Provide Law Enforcement Manpower Pools to 
Replace Officers Attending Train,ing. 

B-3 Improve Police Patrol Methods". 

B-4 Improve and Evaluate Public Lighting for 
Crime Reduction. 

B-5 ,Establish Family and Personal Crisis Inter­
vention units and Training. 

D-l 

D-3 

D-4 

D-5 

H-l 

307-B 

,;1, 

Improve Police Radio Communication. 

I , cd) fl d Improve Po 1ce ,Reco~ s Systems. 

Improve Crime Laboratory Facilities. 

Consolidation of' Law Enforcement Support 
Services. 

Establish and Supplement Specialized Police 
Equipment Pools. 

P~evention, Detection and C6ntrol of Riots and 
Other Violent Civil Disorders. 

o 
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. ~, LAW ENFORCEMENT 

The law enforcement functional discipline has been directly 

supported through ten program Areas in the Criminal Justice pro­
gram plan; nine of these are still active. In addition, other 
program Are"" providing for basic and in-service training, improv­

ed personnel sta~ards and practices, and public education in 
personal and property protection methods either have, or have had, 
significant law enforcement considerations in their plans. These 

peripheral program Areas will be discussed both here and in the 

final functional grouping of "Inter-Disciplinary." 

Four basic LEAA functional categories are covere~ by the 

law enforcement Program Areas: (1) improvement of methods for 

detection and apprehension, (2) upgrading of law enforcement 
personnel, (3) prevention of crime, and (4) prevention and con-

o trol of riots and civil disorders. 
.~.---:.::-,::::.:: More than ninety peI:cent of all law enforcement expenditures 

nave been incurred by the first functional category, improvement 
of methods for de.tection and apprehension. Of this amount, nearly 

eighty percent went toward improved radio conununications. The 
heaviest outlays were for the replacement of obsolete radio equip­

ment al'd this objective has now been virtually fulfilled. At this 
time, however, the state Plan still has provision for an additional 

$800,000,of radio equipment. 
In addition to the radio equipment, resources have been com­

mitted to the development and implementation o~tcomputerized . II 
. history files ahd other offender-related data systems. Actions 
to date have been primat:ily'directed toward creating a State-wide, 

systematized dat~ network. The current plan further calls for 
tt) . the development c)f a State Bureau of Criminal Identification: 

,,(f' ' '1\ " $400,000 has been:, earll}arked for thJ.s project. 

other si.gni~icant app~oaches to detection/apprehension needs 

have emphasized the improvement o,f crime "laboratories, police 
, ' 
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records systems d~ an consolidation of raw vices. CrJ.' '1 b enforcement supp0r't ser-
me a oratories have been ' and th " J.mproved in Spok e CJ.ty of Tacoma and st t ' ane County , , ' a e-w1de cover ' 

the Drug Control Assista~c U' , age J.S provided by e nJ.t of the Wash' t 
One conso,~idation projee.t h ", J.ng on state Patrol. 

" , . ,as been J.mplemented b 
to J.ncrease operational ff' , ~ y a county agency e J.cJ.ency. 

It was planned that the second 

of ~aw enforcement personnel, could 
actJ.ons:, (1) basic and' , J.n-servJ.ce 

functional category, upgrading­

be accom~lished through two 
traii~~nd (,2) , the improve-

ment of personnel practices. 

P 
" With respect to training, the 1971 St~te 

rogram, Plan assigned the h' h ,. Criminal Justice 

d 

J.g est prJ.orJ.ty to th ' 
e ucation of Criminal J ' e traJ.ning and 

h 
ustJ.ce System personnel 

17 an three years of th ' • In the more . e program's exi t 
forcement oriented tra' , . s ence, thirty-five law en-
majority of t~ese pr .~n~ng proJects have been funded. The great 

f 
' oJects provided an oppor,tunJ.'t 

rom one agency to att d ' ' ,', y for one officer 
en a sJ.ngle course. 

This program has'dohe la f" litt,Ie to improve or provide for ba .. ~"J.'c' 
w en orcement training. ~ be noted that . . . For comparative purposes, it sho radJ 

expendJ.tures for training have b 1 u 
seven percent f een ess than 

0, the amourit,spent for radio equipment~ 

The second action designed so 1 '. to upgrade law enforce'ment per-
nne owas a broadly concei~kd ff " " \. e ort to ,mprov 

practJ.ces Which incl d d \, ..., e personnel , , u e recru;t.tment sel t' ' dJ.scJ.plinin~ procedures ~ , ec J.on, evaluation and 
mental Progra A ' . In tn~three years that these develop..., 

O

:n "m, reas have' been included in th e proJect h e State plan, only 
, , reac ed the approval stage and 

funded or implemented. it was not subsequently 

The third f n t' , u c J.onal category of the law po~ent'relates specifically enforcement com-
fo to the prevention of crime. 

. ur Program Areas h Here, ave been directed at either' 
.' or, the improv crime prevention 

, ement of the capabilit' f crJ.me I ' J.es 0 " the police to prevent 
.n total, only three percent of tures have law enforcement expendi-

gone toward the satisfaction of these requirements. 
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The imple~entation plan of one program Area called for ,the 

development of experimental and/or innovative programs deal~ng 
'. with the function of patrol. The objectives were to evaluate 

'f' dures and to im-
patrol methods, to develop more ef ect~ve proce, , 
plement a specific program in at least one major city. The s~n­
gle funded project~=invo1ved the purchase of a helicopter for an 

essentially rural/recreatio~ county in the state~ ~nethat repor­

ted less than 5,000 index crime cases in the 1968-1970 time 
peri~d. This project is viewed as having only a peripheral te­
lationship to the improvement of patrol methods. surprisingly, 

d 1 alternative patrol methodS 
no action has been taken to eve op 

in the major population centers. 

A second Program Area in this category designated the e~tab­
lishment flof family and personal crisis intervention ~nits within 

police departments. As the state Plan clearly indicates, the 
police are the only agency operating on a twenty-four hour day, 

seven-day week with a capability for emergency response to do­
mestic disputes and personal crisis situations. As of this evalu-

atiOn, one c~isis intervention program has been es~ablis~e~~ ~ 
joint city/county effort to train police in effect~ve ~r~s~s ~n­
tervention. pr~liminary results of this project indicate that 
very few officers have been trained. Further, there has been no 

information generated as to whether the officers trained have , 
b~en more effective and none of the potential methods and techn~~ 

l ' d 1 h re in the criminal, 
ques developed have been app ~e e sew e 

Justice system. 

, . 

Though they possess only indirect law enforcement ties, two 

additional Program Areas treat the problem of cri~e prevention. 
One provides for the evaluation of public lighting and alarm sys­

tems as factors influencing criminal actions. The other, a dis-
, was concerned with educating citizens in 

continued program Area, 
individual and property protection methods. 

Lastly, l~w enforqement is concerned 

and control of riots and civil disorders. 

pools (representing less than one percent 
, ' 
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expenditures to date) have been estaQ~ished and the equipment 
is s~d in key regional locations. 

The accomplishments thus far achieved in the law enforce­
ment component can be assessed in a n~mber of different ways. 
If th~ degree of accom?,lishment is measured on the basis of what 
the plan as a whole in~ended to achieve, then the level of accomp-Q' ~' . 
lishment in the law enforcement area must be regarded as low. 
Of the ten Program Areas directly relating to police, only 'five 
have demonstrated initiative or concentrated efforts~ Little 

was accompli~hed in terms of upgrading law enforcement person­
nel, either by training or through better selection and person­
nel practices. Additionally, little in the way of foundational 
programs have been implemented in the areas of crime prevention, 
riot controi and civil disorders. 

A second criteria to assess accomplishment wouJ:d be the de­

gree to which the police support services have been supplemented, 
developed or improved. On this basis, the adjudged level of ac­

complishment must be rated much higher. Most of the projects 
essentially call for the purchase of equipment and related sup­
porting services. More money was spent for radios and radio 

equipment than on any other single element of the entire State 
Plan. Regretab1y, no evid~nced'studies were generated by any 
of the radio oriented projects to show that the improved communi­
cation capability has had any measurabli impact on crime. 

A third way-in which the accomplishments of the program 
could be measured is by crime impact, or decreases in crime 
rates. This type of measurement would require, however, that 

crime inciden~e be established at the beginning of a project~ 
something which has not been done in the past. In addition, a 

clear and de~strab1e linkage must be established betweeh the 
v~ri6us categories of crime incidence" and the proposed project 
actions. 

,In a'lmost every case, Program Areas were implemented and 

projects funded on the basis of professional judgment and exper­
ience rather than on statistical data. Even if the relationship 
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. , 
between the projects and crime incidence cannot be established, 

a valuable contribution could be made to system knowledge through 
) 

the maintenance of sigrfJ.ficant oper;ational statistics. Good data 
assumes solid baselines and, relia,ble reporting procedures, nei­

ther of which have been generated. 
\-,~ 

Summary 

There has been a low demonstrated level of response by the 
law enforcement community to the experimental or innovative com­
ponents described in the State Plan. Changes in project structure 
are necessary if the law enforcement element of the plan is to be 
prevented from becoming institutionalized and. reflecting almost 

entirely the inclination to b~ preoccupied with the acquisition 
of equipment, rather than the reconceptualization of existing 
personnel and operating methods. 

Secondly, there is no indication in either the progress re­

ports or in the field ~urveys to indicate that objective evalua­
tions of project effectiveness are being planned or conducted. 
A prime example of the lack of evaluation is shown by the fact 

that, after three years of LJPO funding for communications equip­
ment, . it still has not been statistically de~~~mstrated that bet-

\' 

ter radios directly lead to increased detect~hn ~nd apprehension 
capabilities. 

This is not to say that the equipment which has been pur­
chased will riot be useful. There is little q~estion that im­
proved crime laboratories, a State Bureau of Criminal Identifi­
catiQn, and related computer-based data storage and retrieval 
systems will impact crime. The critical question is the degree 
to which this equipment wi,ll effect the established <!J:ime Targets; 

. ~ 

an empirical question which will remain unanSwered unless objec-
tive evaluative studies are accomplished for each funded program. 
Direct and immediate steps towards making the necessary technical 
assessments should be implemented. 

In summary, the evaluators find a deficient profile in ttie 
allocation of law enforcement resources available tnrough this 

, '.' 
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program. Funds have been used almost entirely to bu ' , , , Y equ~pment 
~n l~eu of developing programs that can potent.ially have-more 
substantive impact on crime· for example th l' t. , ' "e po ~ce pa rol 
methods, the standards, recruitment and personnel practices 

and th~ ~olice cadet programs which have been virtually ign~red. 
In add~t~on, the progr~ms which have purchased Communications 
equipment and th~ related systems have not demonstrated a rela­
tionship between the hardware purchased and crime impact. 

Officers, using good judgment and relying on sound basic 

~raini~g, not radios, should provide the most promise for impact­
~ng cr~me. Therefore, a much stronger future investment is en­
couraged in personnel rather than in equipment. This can, at 
least partially, be approached through increased emphasis on 
candidate selection, operating standards development, high 

quality training and advanced technology in methods and procedures. 
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LAW ENFORCEMENT: FINANC!AL SUMMARY 

CUMULATIVE DISCIP!J!NE Ft)'ND'ING 

Cumulative Cumulative 
program-Area Allocationl Gran:t"Aware2 

1969-1972 1969-March 1972 

Dollars 
Per Cent Dol1r.lrs Per cent 
of Total 

p " of Total Title No. 
,~ 

~----4"~1 ------------------------\--4-------~--_+--------~------~~+_~----~ 
1'1,-3 Law Enforcement Manpower 

Pools \ 
B-3 Police patrol Methods 
8-4 Public Ligh,~ing 
B-.5 ll'amily and Personal Crisis 

Intervention Units 
D-l Police Radio Conttnurtication 
D-3 police Records System 
D-4 Crime Laboratory Facilities 
D·~5 Consolidation of ;J:Jaw 

Enforcement Services 
H-I Specialized Police Equip--

ment Pools 
307B Control of Riots and Other 

Civil Disorders 

Total 

141,000 3.4 

175,000 4.3 
10,000 0.2 

100,000 2.4 

2;564,346 62.4 
100,000 2.4 
450,000 11.0, 
400,000 9.8· 

105,000 2.6 

62,325 1.5 

4,107,671 100.0 

DOLLAR ALLOCATION BY YEAR 

Program 
1969 1970 1971 Area No. 

-' " A-3 - 41,000 -
B ... 3 - 50,~00 25,000 

\';:~ 

B ... 4 - - -
B-5 - 25,000 50,000 

D-l. 60,103 818,243 866,000 

D-3 - - -
D-4 - 100,000 100,000 

D-5 - - -
a-I - 25,000 30,000 

307s 1:62,325 ... -
Total 122,428 1,059,243 6 

Ii ,Ii 
1,o'tIroOO c.:; ~'\ 

Ipart "Cit LEMFunds'Allocated to each Program Area 

41,000 
'. 

8,1~~< 
'. \ -
" 

58,980 

1,739,9,92 
79,176 

200,000 
30,200 

'"/,< 

-=::::;: ~.' 
25,000 "\ 

! 

"" 

, 

1972 

100,000 

100,000 
" ~. 

;1.0,000 
0 

25,000 

820,000 
,\ 

100,OO'u 
'\ 

250,000 \' 

400,000 

50,000 

-
1,855,000 

2part .. C" LEAA' Funds :Exp.endc~ and/or Committed Under Contract 
o 
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PROGRAM AREAS 

ADJUDICATIONS 

.. 
A-5 Development'of Legal Intern~and Police Cadet 

Programs. 00 

"E-l 
((~ 
"=:) 
E...;2 

{' E-3 

State and Municipal Code and Other Statute and 
Procedure Revision and Codification. 

Improved Court Referral Procedures and Coordina­
tion of Services for Children and Families. 

Establishment and Improvement o,f Public Defen­
der Projects. 

E-4 Provide for More Efficient Judicial Processing 
of Felony Offenders. 0 

25 Improvement of Management to Provide for More 
Effective Use of Judicial and Prosecutorial 
Time. 

21 Implementation of Bail Reform~: 

G-l Organized Crime Prevention and Control, Includ­
ing, Consumer Fraud and Public Corr'uptl.on Inves­
tigation and Prosecution. 

Ij 

G 
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ADJUDICATIONS 

Eight Program Areas have exhibited direct ties with the ad­

judications discipline. A diverse variety of. court,. prosecutor and 

legal defense programs and services are contained in this array. 
,) \\,;<"",:-, 

The primary developmental emphasis in adjudications has been 

placed on the improvement of court systems and procedures.·, A 

major study, the examination'of alternative court services, was 
initiated th~ough the establishment of the Snohomish county Family 

court. Other efforts have been directed toward the revision/of ~F 

municipal codes, criminal codes, and appellate process rules. A 
limited number of projects have alsO been developed. and implemented 

in the areas of bail reform and District court ev&luation. 

Adjudications has ~so incorporated provisions for prosecu­

j:orial and legal defense programs and additionallY has given str;'ng 

support to public defender programs in King and Spokane counties. 

A pool of legal interns has been made available to support these 

functions. 
The proseoutorial programs have been focused directly on the 

problems of organized crime and consumer fraud. The office of 
the state Attorney General and the King county prosecutor have \ . 

v served as the guiding principals in these efforts. 

., On a cumulative basis, the adjudications program Areas have 

received slightly more than ten percent of the dQ.l1ars granted 

through the' Criminal Justice program. A relatively bal
a

I1
ced

'fund 
distribution has been achieved among the various program AreaS. 
Public defender pr,ograms have been the major fund recipients: more 
than forty percent of the cumulative adjudications grants for the· 

1970-1972 period has been allocated to this function. Several 6f 
the major projects, most notably the Family Court, have been repeti­

tiv~ly funded over the years. The adjudications program Areas 
tend'to be very specific in their planning detail. Requirements 
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are presented in a clear co " ' , nC1se manner and several f 
gram Area plans outline each proJ'ect d' ' 0 . the Pro-

d 

" eS1gnated for a l' , 
'ur1ng the action year. ccomp 1shment 

M.any of the adjudications P , rogram Areas are still injthe 

devEdopmenta1 stage. :The trial ' ,~ .. ,,' . acce1era·t10n program f ' 
1S 1n the initial funding year. . ". ' or exampJ,e j 
its third The Famir,; Court study now in" 

year of operation, has yet to d1 ' ' ' " 
finite conclusions conc ,,' '.' eve op and present de-

ern1ng 1tS potential l' , 
programs, such as bai,l~ f ' " ~pp 1cat10ns. Other 

re orm and improved 
discontinued. The inabil't f ' courtmapagement, were 
been due ' , 1Y 0 these programs to mature may have 

1n part to the general lack of ~ ..,", , . 
gram ,Area plans wh' h f ' ' 12.ec1f1c1 tY,ln their Pro-
.' c'..l 1C a11ed to clearly outline the s ecif' 
Jects necessary, to accomplish th d' , n p ,lC pro-. . e eS1gnated objectives. 

Some of the on-going Program Areas hav' e f 1 shown a high degr 
o evo utionary development in the1'r ee plan lay-outs. I th 
instances, the scope and, 6~ientation n ese 

'
of the Program Areas have 

expan~ed and contracted 1n acc,ol-dance with the changing needs. 
A prime e}{~mp1e of this 1 , , . p ann1ng flexibility has. been demonstrated 
in the prog'ram for cd c e and procedure revision. Conversely Pro-

-gram Areas such th ' ,as e Public Defender have tended to remain 
siste~t in the provision of services .con-

The PJ;'og:ram Areas establ.ished thus' f' h sive t th' 9.r ave been very respon-' 
' .. #-J.o . e needs expressed for this disciplinary area" 

~
' »,,~C!Jti1'l1cat1ons has yet to' respond to ali' . However, 
~ expressed needs/problems' prominent m1ted number of frequently 

the following list: I examples ~re highlighted in 

.Elimination of non-criminal cases such 
offenses, from the court system' as traff,ic 

. Improved court space anq facilities 

·~ub1ic educat,ion ' " on court procedures 
m 0 

. Clarification of jurisdiction~71 'r'~,pponsibilities 
Si 'f' ,'/ ' gn1 1cantly, needs for bail ref';. d ' ' . are. still b . ' 9rm an court management studies 

g
'ram A' e1~g, expre~sed despite 'the discontinuance ot those 'Pro-

. _ ,reas or1g1na11y de 1 d 1.\ '0 .(1 ve ope as a response to these state~nts 
('. ~ ~, . 
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Several of the Program Areas offer innovativ~ approaches to 

the improvement of the Criminal Justice System. The Family Court 
is an excellent example of potential system advancement. The in­
troduction of the personal recognizance release before arraignment 
concept (bail refo:r~j was another progressive step. The;Program 

Area concerned with organized crime and consumer fr~aud, while less 
innovative, does provide for the expansion of Criminal Justice 
System capabilities in the adjudication",CY::-'area. 

,// ) 
However, all actions within the !ejudications sector have 

not been directed toward system innovation. The solution to the 
backlog of cases awaiting trial has come in the form of manpower 
additions to the Prosecuting Attorney's Office. While this action 

has been effective in reducing backlog, it seems, at best, to be 
)X 

a stop-gap meas~re. PUblic'defender projects have also emphasized 
manpower augmehtation. Although indigent defense services are 

necessary, the evaluators question the extent to which Law and 
n 

Justice Planning Office (LJPO) funds are being used for this pur­
pose. <) 

'~) 

Some imbalance in the regional application of fund respurces 
~ (.: .. 

has also Peen noted. Only fourteen percent of the available dol-
lars have been applied to programs o.riented toward State-wide 
coverage, while rt,early seventy percent 0,£ the' adjudications funds 
have been assigned to Region 4 activities. Also, several repeti-

r 

tively funded projects have received progressively larger alloca-

tions over the years. The propriety of increasing awards is not 
a consideration of this analYsis: it can only be noted here that 
this trend is contrary to an informal LJPO policy which implies 
that individual project allocations should decline through succes­
~:.;ive grant awards. 

Most adjudications Program Areas are aligned, in the current 
targe\'t/goal structure, with the Crime Target of Reduce Recidivism. 

While the guiclelines gov€lrni'ng this study require that,all Program 

Areas be assessed in terms of t~eir present target ~1nd goal rela­
tionships, it should be stated here that the. evaluator is not. in 
agreement with the alignment now existing between adj'udications 
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System Goals and the related C ' . 
r~me Target. However, in ~aking 

an evaluative assessment against the established f 
consultant is of the opinion th t " ramework, the 

, , ". a many adJud~cations ~ .. 
the rev~s~on of appellate p .' . J:"rograms (e. g. , 

rocess rules publtc d f d Q 

and. trial acceleration.) will not . N 'f ~ . e en er~.ervices, 
, . .' .' S~:;:In~ ~cantly reduce th' ]' k " 

hood of crlme repetition I e .~ eli-
. n contrast, the organized c~ime/consumer 

~raud efWort is judged as having a definite H 

strate crime impact. // oppor'tunity to demQJn~ 

The relationship between the ad' , . 
th'·' . Jud~cat~ons Program Areas and 

e~r respect~ve System Goals is' h" , . ' '. 
muc more d~rect and. distinct 

progress has been made towards the a h' 
o c levement of theSe standards. 

For example, court systems and procedures have 
, been :ij:mproved. 

organlzed crime and white Collar crime effects .11 f) 

fied' and . , have been identi-, . recrUltment programs h 
A . ave been implemented. The PrQgram 

reas, have effectively focused on improv4 ng 
~ the procedures d 

serVlces of the adjudications agencies. an < G 

Program Area 'impact on the Criminal 
Justice System may'i be ob­

Served in one of three forms = 
system maintenance", system modifi­

cation, or significant system h 
c ange. The concept and finan.cial limitations Of the LEAA 

b program dictate that the emphasis should 
e placed on. the latter two forms. 

AdjUdications program~ h ave, for the most part, . the emphasized 
proper elements and dimensions of the system. 

has However, this 
occurred to a lesser extent in terms of actual 

mentation than was provided f b projec,t imple-
, .. or y the Plan. T.he public defend~r 

servlces and the tii 1 I ,. " 
a acce ~ratlon prog~am haVe tesulted in li~tle 

more than expansions of the e~isting syst . 
ities '. em resources and capabil-

. In comparlson, \'development of a model muni' 1 
example of t'" . clpa code, (an 

. a !plcal system modification project) and the inve~ti-
ga tl0.I). of al terna tive court system 

, structures (concerned with 
slgnificant system change) have 

been positive incremental additions 
to the Criminal Justice System. 

It does appear likely that the 
more routine, measures rna l' . , 
l' h' , .. " y aso remaln as contributors if fhe estab-
lS ed adJudlcatlons agencies . 

are willing to eventually assmne the 
added funding burden. 

(. .", 
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summary 
The comprehensive coverage of the expressed needs represents 

a major strength of the movement toward improving the a~jtidicatif.);p,s 
discipline. However',: alternative approaches to achiE:!vi'ng Q:.hese 

objectives may require additional consideration. The reasons be­

hind the tremendous backlog of cases in the co~rts should be exa­

mined and documented for further review. Economically feasible 
applications, useful outside of the high density population areas, 

also need to be developed. 
several of the adjudiqations projects offer potential advance­

ment to -ehe criminal Justice System: the LJPO should be concerned 

that little $pontaneous application of these tested concepts is 

visible. The original projects initiated through this program 

may survive primarily because independent applications'of the 
basic concepts have not materialized elsewhere. It should not" be 

necessary for the LJPO to implement projects similar in c'bncept 
in every corner of the State; instead, the dis~emihation of infor­

mation pertinent to ~uccessful programs shou14 be expanded, and 
this could serve as the basic impetus for loca,l acceptance and'" 

. : 

action. 
In the opinion of the evaluator, all existing program Areas 

~hould be maintained, dependent upon the continued expression of 
associated needs. certain Program Areas should expand their focus 

of attention beyond system"'maintenance and/or augmentation. The 

infusion of adjudications functional advancements, in combination 

with co-incident develol?ments in law enforcement ~nd c;orrections, f 
would conttibute measureably to the attainment of a comprehensiV~ 
integrated Criminal Justice program. 

\) 
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ADJUDICATIONS: FINANCIAL SUMMARY 

CUMULATIVE DT.SCIPLl:NE FUNDING 

CumulatiVe Cumulative 
Program Area Allocation1 Grant Award,2 . , ' 1969 .... 1972 1969-March i972 

No. Title Dollars Per Cent Per Cent 
of Total Dollars 

of Total 

A-5 Legal Intern and Police Cadet BO,OOO 4.9 72,064 6.6 
Programs 

E-l Code and ProcedUre Revision 125,999 7.6 119,522 11.0 
E...;2 Court Referral Procedures fo 

Families r 
294,000 17.8 243,137 22.3 

E-3 PUb7i7 Defender Programs 
E-4 Jud1c1a1 Processing of 

666,393 40.4 339,171 
125,000 

31.1 
7.6 107,300 9.B 

Felony Offenders 
25 Mor: Effective Use of Judi-

:1al and Prosecutoria1 Time 
25,000 1.5 25,270 

21 Ba11 ~eform Programs 

2.3 

33,607 2.0 30,763 2.B 
G-l Organized Crime, Consumer 299,960 18.2 153,785 14.1 

Fraud & Public corruption 

Total 1,649,959 100.0 1,091,012 100.0 

DOLLAR ALLOCATION BY YEAR 

" 
. 

Program 
Area No. 1969 1970 1971 1972 

A-S - - 50,000 30,000 

E-l - 69,999 35,000 21,000 

E-2 - 94,000 100,000 100,000 

E-3 - 216,393 153,000 297,000 

E-4 - - - 125,000 

25 - 25,000 - -
21 - 3,;a,607 - ' -
G-l - 49,960 100,000 150,060 

Total - 488,959 43a,'000 723,000 

1 ,Part "e" LEAA F d un s Allocated to each Program Area 

2 Part "CII LE 0 ' AA Funds Expended and/ol; Committed under Contract 
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F-l 

F-2 

F-3 

F-4 

, , 

, , 

PROGMM AREAS 

CORf~EC11IONS 

Establish and Improve Drug Abuse and Prevention 
and Rehabilitation Prog~ams. 

Establish and Improve Local or Regional Diag­
nostic Services for Youth .and Adults. 

Establish and Improve Community-Based Adult 
Crime Preven~ion and Offender Rehabilitative 
Services and Facilities. 

Establish and Improve Institutional and Parole 
Programs and Services for Offenders. //' 

/--7 
.4 

Establish and Coordinate Voluntee~Services 
and Programs Within the Community~and 
Correctional Institutions. 

( 
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CORRECTIONS 

, .. 

I' 

't' , d in the corrections discipline . m Areas are con a~ne 
F~ve Progra " nrevention " in their title, 

h t include the word " r:.." 1 ' 
and, althoug wo, h habil.i:r+--ation of offenders. 

, 'tation ~s toward t ere,,· " 
the maJor or~en f the corrections 

f d rovide linear coverage 0 ' 
The programs of ere p, , titutional and 

, 'tial intake, through the ~ns 
process from the ~n~ 4ty ba~ed correctional programs. The 

f tions to commun. - . 
parole unc '. needs expressed through the state Plans 
majority of correct~ons, d by these pro-

, organizations, are addresse , 
and regional p1ann~ng d t 

t 
of financial allocation and expen ~ ure 

gram Areas. In erms t of Part 
,/.~ th' evaluation is limited to the measuremen 

analys~d, ~s 

!leH funding. 
., t' al activities implemented through 

'or thrust ~n correc 10nc . 
A ma) . 1 ' office (LJPO) has centered about d~a~ 

the Law and Just~ce P ann~ng The major 
and intake procedures for offenders. 

gnostic evaluation , f adult and 
to provide pre-sentence diagnos~S o' 

objective has been d agencies in order 
to courts and other concerne '0 

juvenil~.offenders . 'tions which can be based on a 
to facilitate improved case d~spos~A; adult 

knowledge of each individual offender. n . 
more adequate 11 d by a 

t~; was first established in 1970, fo owe ' , 
miagnostic cen ,t r d for handl~ng 
S

econd one, in 1971 which was specif~ca1ly struc 1.:1,e 

b ' d level of first year fund1ng for these 
. e 'les The com ~ne , , " JUv n~ ., ' t to initial proJect ~m"" 

projects ~pproached $30~,OO~:ve:u~::q~::s Program Area has been 
plementat~ons, the fund~ng h 1971 and 1972 action years. 
reduced twenty-one percent between t e 

,. ' rograms a second 
D . 't -based offender rehab~l~tat~on p , " 

eommun~ y . 'de an alternative to trad~tJ.onal 
ma:Jor area I was developed to prov~ It is intended that later 
institutionalization of of~enders.. development and im-

hases of these programs w~ll emphas~ze the , 
p t' of consolidated and compr,ehensi ve commun~ ty and 
plementa ~on, I.' d of pro-.' The most ~ntense per~o . 
regional correct~onal pro~rams. '1;(72 with a 

t 'n this ~rea has occurred 1n 1971~ ~ , 
j ect developmen ~, . 

j «'Co ar~' alsO treated in the youth and 
lportions of theodrug ab~se,pr~grams ative summary. 
deli'tiquency functional dl.scl.pll.ne evalu 
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total of fourteen grants being awarded through March of 1972. In 
I' -:"0 

the most rece~t two years, project plans have stressed rehabi1i-
tatit;l,h com::epts rather than physical facility improvemenb Despite 

II • . \>1 • 

the referenced level of act1v~ty, the funds allocated for th~s 
Program Area have also experienced a reduction bet\'veen 1971 and 

,;1972r in this instance ·by fourteen percent. 

The dorrections segment~of the criminal Justice Program has 
v ~ 

also made pr¢V{ri~ion for improved institutional and parole programs. 
I,' 

Two basic approaches have b~en established in this component: 
;, " 

(1) the reintegration, int6,society, of offenders previously com-
mitted to state institution~and (2) the increased involvement of 
institutionalfzed offenders in rehabilitation programs outside 

~~ '" the corrections facility. ';;;'Tfie 1aij.ter concept has received con-
siderably more emphasis during th~ 1971-1972 period than in prior 
years, but the bulk of .,the approve,d projects heLve been developed 

" I 

around institutional and post-parole release programs. In all, a 
total of twenty-one projects ha~j been generated in these areas. 

, This discipline has also ~ncentrated on introducing the volun-
teer concept in institutional jind community-based corrections pr'o­
grams. Three projects falling within this category have been im­
plemented for prison and/pr ;4ail inmates. The new, separate con-

I,,, , 

sideration of volunteer proglicams, as defined in the 1972 Criminal 
!II 

Justice Program Plan, probab;ly accounts for the reduction and shift 
, / 

ot funds from two of the previously described corrections Program 
Ii / 

Areas. 
" 

Corrections also funded seven drug abuse projects during 197~. 
Tgree deal with the di~semination of drug abuse information (pre­
vention) while four r.elate to community-based treatntent programs 
(rehabilitation) • 

Generally, plan objectives have been clerirly stated in th~ 
corrections Program Areas. However, there is (a notable variance 
in the level of descriptiveness and technical detail among the 
indi v;idual plans. Specifically, theCdrug abuse and volunteer ser- ',:, 
vices programs provide only very general guide~ine,:p for pro,j ec;::t 
development and implementation. 
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Corrections Program Areas have demonstrated a ~derate degree 
of prbgressivedevelopment in the'ir annual planning presentations. 

Theis n06mallY has. been r~fle6ted iI~ the refinem~nt;., or expans~o~, 
of ProgramDArea oDj~c;::tives to prov~de. better·gu~dance and def~nJ.­
tion for the prepara.tion of proj ects. The drug abuse and eommuni ty­
based rehabilitation programs, for example, now formally'recognize 

the, need for services, and resources coordination. In another 

positive step, the rehabilitation programs have now shiftedfr?m 
an initial orientation toward, facilities to the community-based 

rehabilitation approach. In the~riginal projects, t~e major intent 

of the LJPO was the imposition of requirements for service: the '" 
facili'ties aspect was an ancillary, consideration. The institu-~ 
tional ang parole programs, from inception, have emphasized in.., 
novat'ive approa~hes to parole;' this is exem~lified 1:;>y con.cepts 

under;).ying/ab.emPloyment compensation for' parole~s and offender-o 

sbimulatec{ rehabilitation programs. 

, , In to\a 1, the Program Area ob j ecti ves have "rece i ved good 

coverage through the prOjectsim~le~~ntgd to date~' However, it 

is also evident that 'some of tlt~ more innov~tive and prom~is~ng . 
correc:ion: components, ~UCh as)rffender-st~mula~ed rehab~lJ.tat~on 
programs, have not been ~mplemepted. The establ~shed Program 

Areas, in the op~nl.on of the evalua:t0r, lend themselves to more ., ~ 

eXBansive geographic coverage (even '\~fthin the limits of present 

)fl~~~9) than has been demonstrated ~~~~::tafos As a "further, ob­
serva~ion, the high crime areas,shoul~~rece~ve an added degree of 
conosi<:feration in the placement of cor~e'ctions and parole, projects. 

. " 
o 

o The~likelihood that the corrections projects currently sup-
, (j tt" " 

I)' 'j~~E'ted c by i;:he LJPO can endure beyond the stipulated fu:n~~ng limi-"'=J1L 

','ta~ionsva~ies from one Program Ar,eat9 another. ,{,olunteer pro-
II ""t;am's, in ~~rticular, may have poor, chances of surviving if they 
~ fa£i~~ cto demonstrate' a high measure of success. 'l1:.his assessment 

, ( ~ '.1' d'" t <) is re,inforced by~ -the fact that volunteer servJ.c~s it) no appear, 
to\A,pave a high priority assig?(ment in the view" of establish,ed cor­
recti.ons agencies. other corrections programs are. more likely to 

fi ~ 
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ultimately have their more successful components absorbed within 
; , 

the b~dgets of established agencies since they provide highly 
visible and beriefioial services. 

These,program Areas uniformly demonstrate good alignment with 
tfieir re~pective System Goals, both in terms of cause and effecb 

" , 
relationships and the l'ikelihoo¢l of attainment. Despite this, 

the achievement of thes~goals may not have a dramatic impact On 
the associated Crime Target of RedUce Recidivism. '~his judgment 
is based on the observation that those offenders most prone to 
repeti1;:ive c-riminal activity ,{;tre screened out of the many new 
forms of rehabilitation offered. ~ 

(\ 

i) To varying degrees, all corrections Program Areas contain some 
experimental or innovative components. In some instances, theSE: 
innovative characteristics are masked by the inclusion of system 
maintenance projects; for example, the combination of jail remodel­

ing with the m~re innovative community-based rehabilitation pro­

grams. The diagnostis intake pr~cedures ~rojects and volunteer 
programs are quite experimental in deSign and, While th~ drug 
information proj ects show little improvelnent over; idea~ which 

have existed for decades" the. treatment programs represent an 
attempt to provide innovative rehabilita~ive processes. 

The corre'btiions Pt~ram Areas contain much promise, but their 
actual· level of d~monstrated acc;omplishment has not, as yet, ~feached 
that level. The evaltiators find it difficult to substantiate the 
impact of these programs since supportive data generated through 
,1:lJ:'oject ac;:compli'shment is limited. For example, drug abuse treat­
ment programs 'have served many cl.ients, but their effectiveness 
in reducing the incidence of drug use is not known. ,The same 

statement can be made with respect to projects funded under other 
Program Areas. 

The field surveys conducted by the consultant provide some 
inSight into the services provided by'corrections projects. Most 
of these projects appear' to have had some positive effejij;:3 on the 

clients being served. Juveniles processed by a diagnostic center 
" 

and placea in appropriate treatment had lower rates of ,-recidivism 
v 
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than might oth~rwise, be expected. Offenders, participating in work/ 
tl;'aj,ning/educat.i.on release programs appeared les,s likely to return 

to institutionalization. These results, however, were mainly 

impressionistic accounts gained from project directors and lacked 
" • -; ':, . , ::! 

support1ve techn1cal documentat10n. 

There are two obstacles to the development of new concepts 
in the corrections discipline. First, several projects have been 

approved under this program for which other sources of funds 
should be ava,ilable; for example, construction or remodeling ;of 

traditional detent:Lon facilities. Projects $uch as these do not 
address the ultimate question of whether a project funded through 

, (j, 
the LJPO"is worthy of becoming an established part of the' Cr1m1nal 
Justice system. 

\""rL 
A second problem results from the''±ack of reported project: 

data concerning these new approaches to corrections. In order to 
make the transition from the experimental stage to acceptance as 
an integral part of the Criminal Justice System, an authenticated, 
demonstratioq of effectiveness is mandatory., 

.summary· 
, 

The corrections Program Area plans have been well conceived. 
Most aspec,ts of the corrections process, from initial'intake of 

offenders, through various treatment approaches, to discharge 

from the criminal Justice System, receive some attention. Innova­

tive al~ernatives to traditi~nal processing"'O), offenders are in-­
eluded 1n the conceptual des1gn of the correcf10ns programs and. 
many of these are pqtentially more effectiv~ than those currently 
in existence. 

At this stage, much of this potential remains to be exploited. 
The dispersion of resources among both marginally relevant pro­

\d'ects and those directed toward system maintenance has diss,ipated 
, t .... ' 

some of the potential. Other projects have y~ded incomplete " 
data which does not support a full assessment ~ their individual 
capabilities. 

o 
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The scope and focus of each Program 
1 ' Area shOUld be carefully 

de ineated. [The LJPO has responded more ,/ 
positfYely td this pro­

blem in recentPrograml\.rea plahs which ' ", 'd" 
'. ~ . ' proV1 e ~ore clear-cut 

and feas1ble obJectiVes and implementation schedules 
Appro,pr iate and sufficient data must also be 

acquired to insure the cOhtinued' 
existence of worthwhile'projects d 

an the channeling of funds away 
from "dead-end ", projects. It is 

also recommended that at least one 
demonstration proje t f ' , ' 

c or each maJor program family (~.g. I work 
rel~~ase, volunteer, or half-way house proJ<ec'ts) 

be funded at an 
early stage to provide an effectiVe stat 1 st1 ca'1 ' 

....... an'ij information 
output for measurement and comp"arison 'p' urposes. 

This. information 
COU~d be further supported by selected data acquired from similar 
proJec~s contained in the same classification. 

Communi tY-based, rehabilitation programs 
represent an important 

experiment in the field of corrections. The results of projects 
in this area, ala 'th' 

ng W1 1nstitutional and parole progra~s, have 
the potential of r h ' . 

. ,es ap1ng correctional ~hilosophies. Spending 
money, on phys1cal facilities, at a time when aJ;ternatives to incar­
cer~t10n are promising more effective re-integration and rehabili­
tat10n of offenders, should be discouraged. As 

a final con£idera­
tion, it is also recommended that exper,,'ment' aI' ... components of the 
corrections Program Areas '. , ,;. 

~ece~vegreater emphasis. 
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CORRECTIONS: FINANCIAL SUMMARY 

CPMULATIVE DISCIPLINE FUNDING o 

CUmulative Cumulative 
Program ;'rea Allocation1 Grant Award2 

1%9-1972 1969-March 1972 

Title Do11i:~rs 
Per Cent Dollars Per Cent 

'f, of Total of Total 

Drug Abuse Prevention and 340 1;000 1'1.4 349,845 13.4 
Rehabilitation 

Regional Diagnostic Services 349,000 11.7 290,364 11.2 
,Community Based Services and 1,433,629 48.1 1,281,812 49.3 

li'acilities 
Institutional and Parole 705,000 23.7 538,899 20.7 

programs H} 
Volunteer Services and Pro- 150,000 5.1 140,420 5.4 

grams 
',I 

Total 2,977,029 100.0 2,601,340 100.0 , .. 

DOLLAR ALLOCATION B¥ YEAR 

Program 1969 1970 1971 1972 Area No. 0 

B-2 - J~ 220,000 120,000 

F-1 - 90,000' . 145,000 114,000 
II 

F':'2 50,000 82,200 700,829 600,000 

F-3 - i20,000 300,000 285,000 

'F-4 - - - 150,000 

Total .. ,50,000 292,200 1,365,829 1,269,000 

u 

1part .. c .. LEAA Funds Allocated to each Program~Area 

2part "e" LEAA Funds Expended and/or Committed under Contract 

o 
o 
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PROGRAM AREAS 

YOUTH AND DELINQUENCY 
, t 

C-l Establish and Improve Specialized community­
Based Residential Services for Youth. 

C-2 Establish and Improve CommunitY-Based Delin­
quency Prevention and Youth Rehabilitation 
Programs. 

C-3 Establish and Improve Programs to Divert 
Juvenile Offenders from Institutions and 
Traditional Judicial Processing. 

9 Iden~ification and Intensive Treatment of 
Alienated Youth. 
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YOUTH AND DELINQUENCY 

• II A eas of the criminal Jus-The youth and delinquency program r 
t +-ed on the develop­tice Program Plan have, as a group, concen ra... , 

ment of new approaches and methods for the diagnosis anc\ treat­
ment of delinquency problems. The plans have attempted,! to recog­
nize the various developmental stages of delinquency, includj.ng 
the need for early identification of delinquency prone youths. 
Youth and delinquency has additionally placed a very heavy em­
phasis on direct service delivery: this orientation is clearly 
reflected through the larg,e offering of community-based rehabili-
tation and counseling programs. 

A S "'ere set ,.Uh in the original 1969 The initial Program rea" " ~ 
plan to offer alternatives to established treatment processes. 
This concentration of program effort ,toward the establishment 
and improvement of specialized community-based residential ser­
vices has continuOUSly served as a major planning component. 
Throughout the evolution of the program, the associated implemen­
tation plans have provided for the establishment of group homes 
and temporary youth care facilities. ~. segment of this Program 
A1;'ea has also specifically directed that appropriate standards, 
procedures I and .... , operat;ng guid,.;,elines be developed to assure con-
sistent quality in the delivery of these services. 

A second Program 1>~rea was created to "isolate and treat indivi­

dt'~aJ. behavioral problems of potentially delinquent youth. Th~S 

" h' volved (1) thJ identification of alienated and del~n~ approac ~n ,,' . treat-
quency prone youth, followed by (2) the employment of varl.OUS 

,ment strategies conceived e~ecially for the pur~ose of a~temp-

1;;.ing to fully re:integrate J~hese youths ~nto soc~ety. ~h~le,,,,) 
, this Program Area ceased to exist as an ~ndel?endent ent~ty aft~,r 

1969, the major components were absorbed ~nto e a e . th I t r community-
based prograin,s. 

"The scope ,And, di'tel'si ty of youth and delinquency' services was 
further expanded in 1970 t.hrough the introduction of a program 
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Area designed to encourage the development and establishment of 
< , 

community-based ~outh and delinquency rehabilitation programs. 
This comprehensive counseling and rehabilitation concept has been 
increasingly recognized and emphasized by the Law and Justice 

Planning Office (LJrO) and has now become the focal point of the 
youth and delinquency ~~ogram. 

The most recent addition to the array of youth and delinquency 
Program Areas is one designated for the establishment ahd impr~:ve­
ment of local/regional evaluation and intake service for offen­
ders. The specific purpose of this program is to develop proce­
dUres for the diversion ,of juvenile ~ffenders from the traditional 
jUdicial processing and institutionalization scheme. Educational 
alternatives for schOOl drop-outs and support for the Juvenile 
Probation Subsidy Program are also included in the objectives of 
this program. 

Youth and delinquency Program Area plans, in general, have 
shown only a moderate degree of progressive development and improve~ 
ment OVer the life span of ~he Criminal Justice Ppogram. The 
residential services progrcii~) has remained virtually unchanged 
since its inception and thel1972 Program Area describing youth 
diversion procedures essentially represents an outgrowth of con­
cepts tested through earlier Program Areas. In contrast, the 

counseling and rehabilitation components of youth and delinquency 

programming have substantially expanded their SCOpe of activities. 

Overall, a very distinct pattern of Program Area plan concen­
tration is evidenced by the youth and delinquency discipline. 
The major cOIIlPonentEiJ, or thrusts, of the. youth and delinquency 

segment of the Criminal Justice Program are broadly identified by 
the £ollowing classifications: counseling and rehabilitation, 
group.homes, drop-in centers, drug abuse, education/training, and 
delinquency prevention. 

Counseling/rehabilitation and group homes have received more 
than two-thl.rds of the available :youth and delinquency funding 

~ t , -. 

allocat~on during the 1969 through March 1972 period. In a 
typical year/group homes projects are awarded approximately 
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twenty-fivci perc$nt of the total funds available to this disci-

.pline. 

.. 

The repetitive grant award chatacteristics of youth and de~ 
linquency should also. .be noted, In 1970 J t~lelve percent of the 
allocation was applied to carry-over projects; by 1971, this 
figure increased to t*entY-four percent. Some estimates place 
the projected 1972 repeat project fund absorption level at nearly 
sixty percent. 

An interwoven structure of projects can be clearly recdgnized 
in a review of youth and delinquency grant awards. The Program 
Area plans, for the most part,. approach the requirements of 
juvenile delinquency in a realistic manner. Although projects~ 
within Program Areas frequently exhibit marked variations in 
their work statements, they generally are well integrated in 
terms of overall orientation to the primary goals. The .Program 
Areas tend to be internally consistent in terms of their subordi­
nate projects and generally provide fairly comprehensive coverage 
of y~b.th and delinquency problems. Significantly, the projects 
funded under these Program Areas generally appear more conserva­
tive than would be anticipated in a functional discipline which 
should encourage original approaches to problem solution. 

S~Veral major concepts for the introduction of change in the 
( 

ju~enile systems and respurce capabilities have been identified 
t" •• 

in the Program Area plans. Authenticated success in some program 
components (e.g., juvenile corrections) could markedly change the 
future operational posture in these areas. Unfortunately, those 
projects funded through the period of this evaluation have often 
provided only limited tests of experimental concepts. ~Group 

homes, for example, appears to represent. a fertile area for experi­
mentation and progress. Yet, little beyond the establishment of 
residences and the provision of standard services has come out qf 
this program component. Further, the wide range of experimental 
projects visualized by the plan for community-baserl rehabilita-

(, 

tion programs have not materia~ized. 

Youth and delinquency projects are l
! frequently narrow in sC9pe 

and duplicative of previously established functional efforts. i~he 
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administrative function of th C ' , , e, r~m~nal'Justice Pr 
be qoncerned that implemented youth a ' ogram Sh?Uld 
appear to have become structured and nd del~nqu:ncy projects 
practices. redundant ~n their operational 

Progress reports and field 
data to sUbstantiate crime T' su~veys have yielded some limited 

", arget ~mpact Several 
j ects reported strong i' d . •.. group home Pro-

, n lcators of reductions in the") recidivism 
rates of Juvenile Offenders being treated ' 

.Also, a thirty percent red t" . through the~r facilities. 
uc ~on ~n drug arrests 

a neighborhood area served b was reported for 
, , y a youth counselingnd h" 

tlon project. Additio 1" . a re abll~ta-
~ na , less dramatlc reductions in d l' 

were reported by oth e lnquency 
, er communitY-based proj ects . 

, "However, the bulk of data available from th 
lndlcates that a 1 ese projects Simply 
. arge number of clients are bein served. 
~s reported on the ultimate effect of th';s g Little 

d ~ service del; no ata exists that will allo~' ~very. If 
w an assessment of p' . -

or provide a basis for d' , , rOJec~ success 
lrect compar~son with t d" ' 

there i~ littl ra ltl0nal programs 
e reason to expect that alternative ' ' 

monetary support will b' sources of 
ecome avallable to s 

following the cessal,.:ion of LJPO fund in upport these projects 
combined it, g. Therefore, based On a 

, n erpretatlon of current technical . 
the evaluator feels that th '. and economlC factors, 

~ , eult1mate mortality rate arno 
proJects may be relatively h' h . ng these 

19. At the same time th . 
reason to believe that th " ere ~s also 

, e potent1al survival rate id b.Q " . 
f1cantly increased thr h cou - Slgn1-
lishmen't. oug sound demonstrations of proj ect accomp-

Ii 
I' 

Summary 

The youth and delinquency P 
sign.ificant improvements t th' rogram Areas represent potentially 
System in terms of th' ~ 1S segment of the Criminal Justice 
sc " elr panned accomplishments . There are 
at~ered 1ndlcations of valuable contributio 

current Operat' , ns being made by the 
ported by th lng proJects. However, the data produced \and re-
s ese resource agenc·ies is generally inadequate to 
upport accurate assessments of th . . 

elr potentlal contribution to 
; I ~ ... 

41 



. , . 
,I : 

I: " 

\' 
I 
l' 

I: 
! 
I: 
I 

the Criminal Justice System. This inability t~ specifically dif ... 
fexentiate between successful and unsuccessful projects could re­
sult in wasted 'resources, either through the continuance of low 
impact. projects' or the discontinuance of projects potentially hav-

ing outstanding ser~ice provision capabilities. 

It is stro~gly recommended that at least one ,delliLOnstration (I ,/I 

project, perhaps on the order of a controlled exper£ment, be es­
tablished for each major project family, such as drop-in centers 
or group homes. This is particular~Y essential in the youth,and 

delinquency function, which has the highest rate of repetitive 
funding of any discl.pline within the criminal Justice Program. 

youth and delinquency has 'traditionally provided a high de':.. 
gree of geographic coverage through most of its programs and has 
consistently shown exceptional sensitivity toward the expressed 
needs and problems peculiar to this discipline~.·' The Program Area 
plans have also assumed a responsive posture t6wards existing 
deficiencies and; in some instances, have demonstrated consider­
able innovativeness iri,their approach to system improvement. 

0 ~ 

n 
\- . . ' I 

0 dJ 42 " 
/, 

";...' ~ 

<) 

No. 

C-l 

C-2 

C-3 

9 

ff 

. t 
l 

0 

ill -. () 

. , 
,l. 

YOUTH AND DEnINQUENCY: FINANCIAL SUMMARY 

CUMUI,ATIVE D!SC!PLINE FUNDING 
u j 

Program Area 
CumuUltive Cumulative 

'I 

Alloca'cionl Grant Award2 
1969-1972 1969'''Narch 1972 

Title Dollars Per Cent Per cent Dollars of 'l'otal . of Total 

Residential Services for 805,803 26.9 539,574 22. ~ 
youth 

Delinquency Prevention and 1,489,7136 49.7 1,401,827 58.4 
youth Rehabilitation 

Diversion from Insti.tutions 575,000 19.2 418,814 17.5 
and Traditional Process-
ing 

Identification and Treatment 128,000 4.2 39,684 1.6 
of Alienated Youth 

.,-' .. 

Total 2,998,589 100.0 2,~9g,899 100.0 

.-

DOLLAR ALLOCATION BY YEAR 

Program 1969 Area No. 1970 1971 1972 
~ 

C-1 19,000 122,803 350,000 315,000 

c-2 - 279,786 525,000 685,000 

c-3 - - - 5'15,000 

9 ~ 128,000 - (., - -
Total 146,000 402,589 875,000 1,575,000 

--

1 Part "eu LEAA F d un s Allocated to each Program Area' 

2part "c" LEAA Funds Expended und/or Committed under contr~ct 
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PROGRAM AREAS 

INTER-DISCIPLINARY 

A-I Provide Impro,J.ed Basic; Continuing and Specialized 
Training and Education for Criminal Justice system 
Personnel and Volunteers. . 

A-2 Development of Criminal Justice Curricula for Col .... 
leges and Universities. 

A-4 Improve Criminal Justice Agency Standards, Reeruit­
ament and Personnel Practices. . 

3 

B-1 
(; 

15 

12 

0-2 

17 

.E-5 

0 

I-I 

J-I 

5 

6' 

Improve Availability a~d Dissemination of Education 
and Training Materials for Criminal Justice Person­
nel and Students. 

Provide ~tnproved Public Education, Information and 
Understanding of Crime, crime Prevention, and the 
Criminal Justice System. 

Establish Criminal Justiceo Coordinating Counci.1s. 

Provide Citizen Educatio~ on Methods o£l~rotect.ion 
of Pers,ons and Property. 9 <. 

~ 

Development of Computerized Offender HistopZl Files, 
Criminal Justice Sta,tistical Systems, and~Criminal 
"Burea~ of Criminal Identification. 

. Provide Professional Services, Management Assis'­
tapee, and Consolidation Studies for Criminal 
Justice 'Agencies. 

..... 

Implementation·of Alternatives to Criminal Justice' 
System processing for "Drunk-in-Public" Offenses 
a.nd Other IIVictimless Crimes. 'I 
Oevelop and" Impr.oveCriminal Justice Agency Communi­
ty Relations Program. 

r1 
CriminatrJustice Research 
Corrections and Operation 
System •. 

o 
and ~xogram Evaluation in 
of ,the Juvenile Justice 

oDev~lopment.of Methods Qf Evaluating Operation o~ 
the Criminal Justice System and the Impact of 
~Systsms • 

(I. 

Development of Comprehensive Model cornmun;ly Cri-
minal Justice Expe6"imental Project. =~. 6 
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INTBR-DI§tlPLINARY 

A composite category entitled "Inter-Disciplinary" is used 

to summarize all remaining Program Areas in the Criminal Justice 

program that have not been directly covered under the preceding 

functions~ These programs have varying degrees of multi­
disciplinary orientation and do not explicitly relate to ths; 

unique functional ass~gnments contained in either the law enforce­

ment, adjudication, corrections, or youth and delinquency disci­
plines. The inter-disciplinary Program Areas, in total, have 
consumed more than one-fourt·h ($3.0 ?lillion) of the total Cri­
minal Justice Program funds committed or expended in th~, 1969 
through March 1972 period. However, when the projects actually . '" 

awarded under these Program Areas were subjected to a detailed 

examination, it was found that approximately $2.4 million of t~9 

total could be assigned fairly directly to the standard functional 
disciplines. 

To provide greater clarity to this 'evaluation, the major 
inter-disciplinary thrusts have been segregated into four basic 

categories labe~ed (1) training, (2) consolidati~Tl/evaluation, 
,. . ~ 

t (3) public education, and (4) system improvements. The descrip-
tion and assessment of each categol:'Y wil]\ be, covered, fort.he 

most part". in the preceding 'order. From'\.lle stcmdpOint' of fu~d­
ing magnitude, system improvements ran~ first among the inter-., 
disciplinary categories, followed by training, public education~ 
and consolidation/evaluation. 

The training and education of Criminal Justice System per­

sonnel have~r.~ceived considerable attention in the program pl?ns. 2 

Twenty-nine Jhrcent of the '. inter-disciplinary funds have been 
,vested in the three Program Areas (A-l, A-2 and 3) included in 

this function. To date, the Law and Justice Planning Office 

(LJPO) has funded. a total pf,sixtY:..-two train~ng projects. The 
major effort in this area has been ~he establishnlEmt of the 

o { Ji 

21mp lified discussions of l.a~ en:t~rc{!~t trainin? and tlt,o l~~~l~i~tern program 
are presented in the respectl.ve dl.scl.pll.ne sUlnItlarl.e~s. CJ'0' ' 

o 0 
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providence. Heig:hts Criminal Justice 
of correct1ons has 'also Training Center. The field 

received cons'£derable emphasis in the .a,.rea of training. 

'. Beyond the normal tra'lnin ro' . , 
Program has also suppa t d g, P Jects, the,,_,Gr1m1nal Justice 

r e curr 1cula and \" "I ,-

particularly . t . ; . ., cour~~.f /development· 
, (\ . ' a the cOllege and university le~el ' 
1n~ ~elated actions have resulted s. Other train-
Cr1m1nal" Justice Film L' b in the establishment of the 

1 rary and two I' po 1ce cadet programs. 
The Program Areas established to su 

tion demonstrate a stron
h 

t" pport the training func-
, '::l mo 1vat1on toward ' . 

l~dge base and work capabil't' " 1mprov1ng the know-
. .. 1 1es of Cr1m1n l-J " . 

'J3~;:mnel 6n the assumption th t ' , a ust1ce System per-
'. . 'a . th1s w111 promot' , 

, O!i: Job performance Th e 1ncreas1ng levels 
" '. .', • ese programs are c '. 

Coverage und cons:ide c, t' omprehen81ve 1n their 
,1- ra lon of the tr ' . 

al dcisciPlin~f" \) , a1.n1ng needs for all fUnction-

HoweveJ;:'(,the LJPO has 
ing b' not yet achieved the stipulated tra~n-

o .Jectives on either the pI .... 
i d' . - anned scale or in the magnitude 

n 1cated as necessary through th' .... 
,Severaf-. app'r'oaches h b' e reCUrr1ng expression of needs. 
~ . ave een taken to ' 
quirements but the f t, respond to training re-

, , ac remcuns that th 
,,/I received by law enfo " , e amount of training 

rcement off1cers in th S 
is apparently substantial I b 1. e tate. of Washington 

. . y e ow the desired level. 
zed 1ft-service training, either b ' Speciali-
through the initial.'· y establ1shed agencies c0} 

~1ve of tJPO, rem ' .' 
Tl la1ns an 1nfrequent 0' 

lat tr~ining which has been ccurrence 
h accomplished through th' . 
. as tended to cluster around' 18 program 

'ment skill a limited number of law enforce-
areasre.g., drug abuse identificatio 

operation, anq. "sensitivitylf training. n, polygraph ( 

In the categOrY,of ~isc~Plinary integrat' 
(Program Areas J-l 5 6 15'" d'" -, 10n and assessment 

, " an 17) . ff CC 

and'~v~luate segments of th ,,' e orts to consolidate 
j ' e Cr1m1nal Just' S . '0 

a vari. ety of conc!t;ptual d" . ',' Jce yst.em l];ave taken 
. 1rectlons • 'The 1 "c/. 

a group, 'provide a broad panned programs, as 
spectrum of pos 'b'l' , 

menting evaluative basel' .' ,S1 1 1t1e~.fo:t imple-
1n~s and 1mprov1ng. system,operations. 
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:Cn this area, the Seattle-Kfhg County Coordinating Counci'l has 
.,been established to instigate and aC9:0mplish cross-functional 

relationships. In isolated instance~ projects and subsystems 

in all of the functional discip~ines have been evaluated. Some , -

effort has been expended on th~ examination of law enforcement 
\) , 

agency consolidation opportunities and, on occasion, legal and 

technical specialists have been used to provide various con­

sultive services. 

At this time, however, an effective level of implementation 

has not been demonstrated and very few projects have been funded 

to date. An evaluation of the total Criminal Justice Program 

is now being achieved under the contract requiring this particu­
lar (Zaring) study, but a comprehensive assessment was origin­

ally called for as early as 1970. Further, the Mode~ Crimina~ 

Justice commuI}i ty 0 research proj ec,t was never,: funded. The Qther 

prog,~am Area in th~s category (J-l) has been alJ.ocab;;d less than 
eight percent c,of the inter-disciplinary fund's, for 1972. 

Public education programs (Program Areas B-1, I-l and ~2) 
are designed to (l) better educate the citizen in individua:l and 

property protection methods, (2) define his responsibili tY/ to 
. . t 

the Criminal Justice System, and (3) explain the role of /law 
\ I' 

enforcement. These areas have received only moderate a7itention 

:6rom both the LJPO and potential applicant,s. I~ the opinion of 
I, 

the cop.sultant, the requirements and scope of the pub;t'ic 
~ <"Y <', /I 

'edu~~ation-oriented programs are well beyond the lim:i,ied budget-
., , ? 

ary prov~s~on. "Thois may partially account for theadministra-
" ,- '.( . 

tive negligence il1 the iil1plementation of~the p,rogi:'.aIl! Atea," plans 
alth,ough it is suspected that more' formative pJ::'oj'ect definitions 

,are also I>need~d. Thus far', a"geographically scattered mixture 

of youth/po~ice scholastic program~ and police/citizen improved 
relations 'programs have been funded. These programs have not 

o ~'., . l~ , 

addressed the larger segments of the population. The m'ass media 

promotion spe;ified in Program Area objectives, although now in 
o 

work, had' not beep. activC),ted at th~ t,ime of this evaluation, nor 

has genedirized information c()vering individual a:nd p~operty" ;ro-
c, ~.; v,, . ,-~ . (I '::> '// 

~ection me;1:~OdS",~e;~; ~e7~d a:;4 diss~minated. 

!/ 
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The final area f . t 
o ~n er-disciplinary conceht _; , , 

the development of c t ' . . :, rat~on covers 
.~mpu erl.zed ~nformation ' t mentat f' sys ems, the ,imple-

• , ~on 0 alternatives to traditional 
less crime" offenders, and prodessing of "victim-

the standardization of personnel 
recruitment rem t' -, , unera l.on, evaluation and disci l' . . 
for aJ,l Criminal Justicie' p ~he pol~c~es 
and E-C:::) age?c~es. The Program Areas (A-4 D-2 

~', account for more than half of the total fundin ' 
to the ~nter-disciplinary classification. g assigne:.,d 

In many inst ances, these programs have 
implemented. A single standard . . been only partially 
nated for S s ~mprovement project was desig­

pokane (but never implemented) and efforts to ach' 
equitable per 1 . ~eve sonne practices acro'ss C . . c'l . 
I , ~ r~m~na Just~ce agen 
~nes ,has been mihimal Whil th . . cy 

. . e e v~ct~mless crim 
demonstrated effectiv t" . e program has 
blems., other misdem· e reatment methods in ?-lCohol-related pro-
t' h·' ea,nant problems have received minimal atten-
~on. T e var~ous State-wid . 
to'th' e computer ~nformation systems due 

e magn~tude and complexity of the task h b ' 
ed at a deliberate pace. ' ave een develop-

The in:er-disciPlinary Program Areas are, in some instances 
not wel~ al~gned with the established stru'cture ' 

1 " of target and 
~oa s. Generally the expect~d direct impact 
~bl on crime is neglig-

e, as ~y~tems-oriented projects cannot always be expected to 
show expl~c~t and measurable ~elationsh;ps. 

... This assessment 
excludes public edUcation and community relat' 
alcoholic rehabilitation and law f .. ~onsprograms, 
which d v . en o~cement training; areas 

" 0 demonstrate good alignment with the;r 
h ~ goals and also 
s~ow promis~ of impacting the related Crime Targets. 

, The. total accompl' hm . 
o G ~sent of the ~nter-disciplinary Program 
Areas ~hould "result in a Criminal Justice System which has a 

. better. understanding of its organizational 
The fulfillment of th role and services. 

• • 0 ese programs should also foster more 
e f, f. ~c,~ent and economical operat~on.s, 

... sustain more educat~d and 
;~~lled personnel, and provid~ an improved work enVironment 

ese changes demanded by· th ..' , ' • 
. ',' e Cr~m~nalJustl.ce Program Pl 
~mprove· the capabilities of the s t C " an can 

o 

"J ys em in the address of crime 

!l 
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probl'~xn$ and subsequen,ot treatment of o+.'fene-ersi :they are not, 
in and of t.heMlselves", directly Ol:,iented toward crime impact. 

"~', <.:-;1 1:,\ " . _ ;., -

.. • .;. >; ",; • ""<~, ~~ <,,' ;a' ,. '. ~\ - " 

", , "The,J.nter-d,;l.scJ.plJ.nar7ieffort has yet to demonstrate a level 

of accomplishment cO!llpatible wH:,h eith~~ th~~/philosophical intent 
of the Crimfhal Justice Program or the de~ign~ted P:rogr~rn Area 
objectives. Of'the- six discontinued 'Program Al?eas fallin~"under 
,this clasSif.,i!yation, three failed to, impleme~t any: portion of 
'cheir plan. Those Program Areas still contained in: ,the Criminal 

Justic~, P.~ogram Plan have generated only a limited number 'of 
project$. " 

~he t~ainirtg of personnel in each discipline ~rtd the estab-
" lishmeht of better inter-disciplinary conimunicationCl;hd coopera-" 

tion haS continuously been assigned a high priority by the Cri­
minal'Justice Program. The~m~~t significant response' ~o this 

, ';, 

requirement has been the foundation and effect.f\re operation of 
the Criminal Justice TrainiJrg Center. Beyond' this, the approved 
training projects have generally failed~to match the magnitude 
of needs expressed by the Criminal Justice qpmrnunit,y. The 
St~te Criminal Justice System still has large numbers of person­
nel lacking the technological standard of training considered 

necessary. 

The LJPO should address more strongly the planned public 
education programs dealing with crime and citiz,en awarehess of 

the law enforcement role. The projects approved thus far have 
essentially been part of sch,?ol curriculums, and'agencies out­
side the public school sY,ptem do not appear willing to contribute 

their resources to thi~ type of educational effort. 

These problem areas indicate that difficulties hqve arisen 
" in the effort to develop forward-loQking~multi~faceted solutions 

to potential Criminal Justice problems. Programs based on theore­
tical needs, 3 such as public edu~ation, program evaluation, inter­
disciplinary training, etc., have encountered the greatest resistance 

3A theoreticai need would be one visuali~ed by the Criminal Jus~ice Program 
administration. The primary list of needs and problems (non-theqretical) are' 
generated by the rE~gional planning bodi~s;. 
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8 

~o implementation. ji "much higher :'t~V'el or ' 
J.~le ~n those programs which have ,- accompldshment is vis-
t 1 "been developed prJ.'marJ.' J:'y t (~ 
o c early identified problem areas. ~ o~eact 

St:lmma,ry 

• 
The over~ll effort to establish inter-dis' l' 

has met with Ii 'J.. d' , . Clop J.nary programs 
mJ.l.e " su.ccess. Their " , 

bine the relevant c, • C\,," prJ.mary pu.rpose loS to com-
e ", , • ~spect'.s of the individual d' " " 

prehensJ.ve, rnulti-disdl,' ~, '" J.scJ.plJ.nes J.nto com-
. ,.' ,.p.LJ.nary thrusts hav' n th " ", 
J.rnprove selected segme~ts f th" ,,,' ~ g " e capabJ.lJ. ty t6 
,', • 0, "e.CrJ.mJ.nal Justice S t 
,potentJ.alproblems surrounding i~he' 1 ys em. l\ The 
A' " ' ",~, J.mp" emelltation of the ' P 
reas should be ,analyzed thoroughly. se rogram 

tend to be technically In general) these programs 
comple v an' d J.'~ . ,. 

take .... , '-" J.S recommenaed that the IJJPO . 
a more aggressive role in th ' ' 

~~r definition apd formulation. 
T~~ area of training requireni~nts' 

g t" merits an in-depth investi-
a loon; there is every indication that 

h ' the first need is a corn-
pre ensJ.ve plan specifically develo 
this function The d 1 ~ ped around the requirements Qf 
course work a;'d t ,~ve opment of improved cUl';ricula, specialized 

raJ.nJ.ng techniques shogld be accelerated 
present pace. In addition the ' , beyond the 
the elimination of ineq 't: . repetJ.tJ.vely expressed need for 

UJ. J.es ~n the per 1 
tices of the Criminal J t' • sonne standqrds and prac-

, , in us J.ce agencJ.es should receive more atten-
tJ.on terms of specific program planning. 

It would also seem apparent' that unless the LJPO is 
to assume the full burden of the promotional task or is :billling 
convince other agencies that th ' ' e to 
this task, programs to promot ~y share J.n the responsibility for 

e J.mproved citizen/ 
and understanding should b agency awareness 
Program Plan. e removed from the Criminal Justice 

Th~ 0'61:1 sol idation/ eval ua tion component, despite h ' 
demonst~ated relationship to an ' aVJ.ng little 
or identified crime problems dY of the desJ.gnated Crime Targets 

, " ' oes have the potential b' 
of sJ.gnJ.fJ.9antlycontributing toward the . capa J.lity 
tive and efficient system P' I "e~olutJ.on of a more effec-

. J.na ly, lot loS recomme d d th 
discontinued and incomplete . t '" neat those 
r d ' J.n er-dJ.sc~plJ.nary programs be given 

enewe consideration. 
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,,INTER ... ·D,ISCI:PL!NARY: FIN.1\.NCIALSm1MARY" 

CUMULATIVE DISCIPLINE FUNDING 
.' 0 

"' 

Cumulative 
-', 

Cumulative 
'" ,,::; Allocationl Grant Award2 . Pl;'og,ram Area 

. 1969-1972 1969-Mai'clf,l973 

No. Title Dollars Per Cent Dollars' ,:tier Cent 
of Total of Total 

.' 
23.9 A-I Training and Educat,fon 975,000 928,186 30.7 

A":':2 curr~~u1a for Colleges and 188;009 4.6 143,467 4.7 
Universities 

A-4 Standards, Recruitment and 38,000 0.9 10,000 0.3 
Personnel Practice$ " 

.3 ~duda~~on and Training Methods 10,000 b.S 10,000 0.3 
B-1 Pub11c Education, Information 277 ,182 6.8 77,680 2.6 

and Onde:cstanding 
15 Criminal Justice Coordinating 74,171 1.8 74.171 2.5 

Councils 
12 Protection of Persons and 10,000 0.3 - -

Pr,operty 
D-2 computerized History Files, 1,350,000 33.1 980,417 32.4 

and statistical Systems 
17 , P+ofessiona1 Services an4 205,000 5.0 188,896 6.2 

Management Assistance 
E-5 Alternatives to "Victimless 660,000 16.2 468,282 15.5 

crimes" Processing' 
X-l Community Relations Program 110,000 2.7 90,680 3.0 
:0'-1 Research and program Evalua- 110,000 2.7 56 f 380 1.8 
\:" tion 'i 
.,' 

5 Methods for Evaluating 30,000 0.8 - -
Program 

6 Model 'community :n ;000 0.9 - -
Total 4,0'74,362 100.0 3,,028,159 100.0 

Ipart "C" LEAA Funds Allocated to each Program Area 

2part nCft LEAA Funds Expended and/or Committed under Contract 
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":rNTER;';:OIsC;rPLl:NARY ~ FINANCIAL SUMMAR'~ 
(Continued) 0 

DOLLAR-ALLOCATIONS BY YEA~ 

,L " Program 
1969 , 

Area No. 1970 1971 1972 

A-I 30,000 245,000 500,000 200,000 
A-2 - 81,009 82,000 25,000 
A-4 - 25,000 10,000 3,000 

3 ... c 10,000 - -
B-1 31,182 65,000 31,000 150,000 
15 - =,,,J - 74,171 -
12 - 10,000 ... -
D-2 .... - 750,000 600,000 
17 ... 75,000 130, 000 - (:::::" 

E-5 ... 100,000 250,000 310,000 
1-1 - 50,000 35,000 25,000 
J-l - - 110,000 -

5 - , 30,000 ~ -
6,. - 37,000 - -

Total 61,182 728,009 . l,862,171 1,423,000 

II 

, , 
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ZARING CorpDrI.';on 

ANALYSIS OF PROGnAM ADMINISTRATIVE FUNCTIONS AND PROCESSES 
(' 

\\ 

The content and operational effectiv,eness of the Criminal, 
Justice Program i~ directly dependent on the associated manag~ment 

U " 0 , 
actions and the supporting administrative proces8es. In this 
inst,ance, the total management functiqn ~s made up of, three com­
ponents: the Law and Justice Planning Offi~~, the Regional Plan-

'=-' 

ner network, and the Governor's State committee (and sub-committees) 
on.taw and Justice: While the administrative function has some 
inherent flexibility in its structure, certain administrative 

",routines must be present which are capable of, andpromote~' effi­
cient operation. Both strengths and deficiencies in the adminis­
trat~ve function will be ultimately magnifiea and reflected in 

"'G the structure, content and operatJ..on of the PJ:'ogram. 
" 

As a complementary output to the program evaluatiot}.:results 
presented in section 2.0, .t~e consul tant'has reviewed "ta limited, 
but key,~a:rray of management=functions and processes. This admin­
istrative analysis'is concerned with significant program practices 

': 

in planning, operation "and control. Th"i,s included the examfnat.ion 
", u, 

c; of current' working relationships between the Law and Justice Plat.l-, 
ning'/'Office and those contracting agencies covered in the project 
field survey. 

Except ,in rare instances, the evaluators were not, concerned 
, " 

with either the financial ope~ations or general administ1ation 
" 

since these fUI1,ctions have been coveredlJ in previou'~ s,tudies con. ... 
ducted by other firms and/or agencies. 

The program administrative analysis provided in support of 
'this evaluation covers the topic areas of the (1) planning prow 
cess, (2) prog.t:'amoperations, (3) information requirements and 
"," U - (4) organization structure • The fOllol',ing text high1igJtts' rel-

,. evant consultant findings. ahd opinions! 
,0", 

(j I' 

!.) 
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5.1 THE PLANNING PROCESS: SIGNIFICANCE, CREJ3ITA'BILITY AND EMPHASIS 

, ' The ani'lual Crimi~'al Justice SJYst~~)) Pla'h~orms the ~~ .. ~is for 

describ;.i..ng those progl1'ams designated for impleme:n~ation,and ac-
. \. ,., '''\, ~n . 

'Qomplishr!tent in a .specdfic "action year." Plan development ~s, 
• , ~ , M ' 

'\ of neB~essi ty, a complex'"process which" responds 

'.',- gram f\pntent anct the spec.i~ic requirement;;-s::::?set 

to the diverse pro­

forth in h~avily 

• ,~. , 

~-- '--=-"'''-~,' st.ructured guidelines.' I~ 
"-.~~ , "',<,' ~, c " ~ ,/)), ' 

i,' 

" 

~ "", ~ ,~",2:/ , 

" Thl= most s:tgn:bficant components of the plan are the Progtam 

Areas and tileir importance c'annot be over':'streesed. It is t,he 0 

planning l~vel most visible to' individuals/agenGies both within 

and outside the program administrative structure. The Program 

Area should represel,1t a' for~al \\response to both lithe authenticated 

, needs !~nd p'roblems of thE:! Criminal JU9tice System and the, targets 

~:nd goals established to, govern the" ,program .. 
'0 () 

Program Ar.eas describe:the desired plan end"'products and 

allodat~ ~c·.tn advance ~ funds, for th~iiaccomp~ishment. ,:r"his pro­
cedure is both rational and proper for this type of program. How-

~ , 

Dever, this appr~ach is,~iametrically QP~o~ed,tonormal business/, 

industrial practices wh~re the productois u§jually developed,toa 
~ , 

diJ)rt.a'fn stage 'of maturit.y prior .~othe . solicitation of funds. 

This point is emphasized to'demonstrat.e that the definition, and 

constructio~' of Program Areas ~merits' a ,!3~gnifi'cant amount of atten-' 

'tion by the. administrative fu~ction~ Errors made in deyeleJping 
"11 ," 

these compqdents can readily be transmitted ,into other seg~ents 
of the(~lprogram. ~ ,,~ (i 

it; , . (I 
A review of the existing prograth Area(s h,,as 4ef1ni tely tndica-

ted that they are 'not sufficiently descripti~,'e ~n all c~ses, to en­

courage direct applicant responses: Although the State plan pro­

vidE)1,s an ade,quate'level of basic desc~iptic;>,h, the planni~g staff 

should expand ahd clarify' Progr~m Area requirements through supple­

mentary documentation for ap~licant" use,. "'Historically, the loW' 

level Of~{pp~ican~ resp'Jnse tb. some' Program :~reas ~ay "W:l~ have 
resulted from a lack'of underptanding of the generalorequ~rements 

li '. f~, ._~. 

and desired ou'tputs. In other instancesU Program Areas appear to" 
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('.~ .... ~ .. 

( 
have been developeo.\ without full consideration of ,whether capable 

iJ resou:rcegroups would be available" ,to respond to, ~nid fulfill c::::) 

the techn-.f~~j.tequirements., =")"1" if',' 

Many Program Areas continue t;;~~r~~gh successive Y'l:~rs. in 
those cases wh~re mOdif~9ati:02l$ have been made ,to, the~e ))ogram 

Area pla&;:;, the directionaJ~ tf\~,cl has no"t alwaysc'been ju4edto 

be positi5ve. Furth~r, theze i$~little evidence that the accomp­

lishments of the prE!yious year'weigh heavily in the decision to 

rehew the P"rog-ram Areas for Succeeding" per iods . Thi1; con~i tion 

exists, no doubt, largely because ofa defi.ciency of reported actizii-
ties and accomplsihtrtents from t.he pro{s~cts. l,' 

~~-"'-. " 

The project field ,survey COnducted by the consultant revea­
led that most qpplicants had little or no knowledge of the plan 

targets and goals that, the~r grants were addressing. This, in 

itself, 'does not negate t[>,,0 work that is being accomplished at the 

project level; it does, however, strengthen the a:r~ument that the, 

Program 'Areas must be right in terms of representing the targets/ 
goals and needs/problems of tbe Criminal Jusbice SI~stem.' 

n a 

This program ~emands a<?tive and extensive participaticH1from 

the in~olved functional disciplines and various elements of govern-
, , • ,0 , 

mex:t : i "~omm~t~~fIlt to a 'plan ,require~, par.~i,cipation. 'Prom this , 

st~n~po~nt, (Fnsideri~{ the '~ealisti6 amount 'of exposure' ~;h~,t ~,an 
be g~ven to any plan, t:he State of Washington has done a corulmen:... , 

dable job fr9It1: the inception of the pr.ogram. 'rhe Criminal .J'US­

tice,Program ,annual pl~ns haves not been developed :under 111imit'ed 

visibility" COiLditionlan~ this policy should UltImatelY pay 

positive~Jvidends",. Plan- inputs,. generally, have portrayed broad 

exposl.l,re, in terms o'f g~ographic inJlluence and the application of 
~unctional expertise. .~ 

CC.)hSistE;mt attempts have, been made, through an establish~a 
administra ti ve process,,', to obtain the needs/proble,l11s relating to 

this program on a State:~jwide basis., This is a veri' positive asset 

of the current programopera;t,ionail: ~cheme. Tti~ ~valuator') however, 
is conce'rned with thetitfliz~ltion of 'this information. I.fistor­

ically, "this critical planning function has not receivE.~d enough 

55 

:1 
I 



, ' 

5.2 
l 

c ()' 

ZAJ{ING Corpor;ff/;on o [, \ , \\, 

attention but an"improvement has been shown in 197171972. An 

analysisoof the ann~al needs/problems lists shows thgt the~ have 

become progressively mo~e constricted OVer time. In each suc­

ceeding year, th.ere, has{~been a ~emonstrated tendency fO,\ these 

lists to relate mqr,e closely tOothe established Program D\reas. 

The qUestion here i.s the det_ermination of whether (1) the Program., 

Areas are satisfy~ng sys,t~'~ needs or·«2) if there iaa d;ecreas,e 

in problem ident,ification. ;\The evaluator feels that the latter . 

condition_is occurring and reconunends that' action be taken t;o avol.d 

,any tende~~~,e~ t~'~~:? pr~91iam solidific~tion. The identification 
() of valid ne,l~ds/proplems., Should always lead, rather than follow, 

the Program Area ~onfiguration at any) given point in the life of 

the Crimi~al Justic~ p}ogram. 
II 

Administrative systems supporting the plan development process 

requi:ceup~gradingi particularly in the functions of information 

preparation, priority es:;.tablishment and fund a,llocation,;;. "" Tradi-

, tionally, a 10(l.l7f)level of priority visibil.i ty has bee.Ii provided by 

ti!1e"Plans. prYori ties should be established ._in a ~di::sciplined se-

, quence at various levels:" e. g., targets/goc¥l~~"needs/problems, 
Program,Areas and projects. It i; feasibl{ to implement an ~ffec­
tive priority-setting process that will require a minimal:-'"increase 

in ~he administrative work load. Thg:>net effect of these actions ... , o. £JI 
'd " d frameworl" for fund allocatl.on,j" would be to prov1., e"an. l.mpro~s , , 

f t'; 

exercises. 

, Overall, the pr.ocedures u,sed to support the development of 

the ~t.luil~~fa,n sh~'Jid be st.~:ngtherie~. As it now s;ands, there 
is fa)~oo g"C'eat an opportuhl.ty to bU1.1d tomorrow's pl~:m from the 

'j; (j . , 
pr.og#am that exists today. 0 

P~ZRAM OPERATIONS: UlTERNAr ... fUNCTIONS AND THE ADMINISTRATIVE, 
INTERFACE ·:,1 

Q 0 

c, t' 1" tl.· es were examined dur'-A seJiiecte"2i group" of 0J2i~ra l.ona , prac!? c 
ing'the ~se o~, performing the e";aluation.. The analysis oJ 

- ~. . d' the fol " , these ad~~strative. proc~,dur~s and syste~~ 1.S . Go,~er~ , 1.n - (\ 
lowing t~xt with"the, major'~r.~as of concentratl.on bel.ng noted 

I~ 
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'Inter-relationships between the centraloplanning office 
and the c9ntracted individuals/agencies, r:. c, 

~.. ',~ "; 

'Inte;nal operating practices. 

The field survey of 49 projects conducted unde:!ir this study pro-?) 

vides a sta:rtingpoint :!=pr this analysis. First, key problem 

areas, ci'ted by( 'project directors (or their representatives) ~ are 

examined under specific headings ~ secondly, the eva.:luator ~Jl 
1"( summary ana~ysis ai'id recommendati:bns are provided. if 

'.) 

'Project Planning 

Project directors, surprisingly, did not cite a large number of 
,', 

problems in the preparation of applications. Most statements 

center.~,d about their'diack of experience in planning and the need 

for more direction from the Law and Justice Planning Office"in ;\ 

the peJ;:'formance of this function. SOJne respondents felt that 
~ I' , 

the guide-lines were not adequate and that thejiformats were too 
I{ time consuming. \) 

, , r;. 
·Appliqat1.on ApprovaJ. Process 

Applicants were most concerned over the time delays experienced 

between the notifJfcation of project go-ahead and the receipt 
~ 

of the finalized contract. A majority of the applicants felt 

that a certain amount of "grantslnanshit;>II was necessary to be 1\ ,,' ,.' 

successful in th~~ ~ppllcation process 0 

c' . {('" I, _, 

oProject'Implement'atiQP and Operation 

o 
Less tll.f.in one-third of the survey group had apparently experienced 

'I 
pr),Db.lems in implementing: the proJect. The two dominant concerns 

. I; 

were the slown,ess of (the fund reimbursement cycle and, confusion 

about some contractual. :re,quireIl\~nts. The latter p~rt of this 
c 

state~ent would not seem to b,e valid since, ,in their responses 

to other' survey questions, dir.ectors were 'strong'ly p,?si tive in 

stating that tItey were made fully aware Of. reporting, evaluation, 
, 0 

trc:lining and other special contract requirements. The majority" 

d'f the interv,iewees also indicated that a cooperative and com-" 

-, munidative rel(;\:ti,onship was enjoyed with the planni-ng office. 
", ~ 'i , 

\1 
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Ii , , 
I' 
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• proj ect l?rogres~Repor~ting 

b . t directors on 
The distri~ution of answers provided y pro)ec 
the frequency of project reporting was surprising in its diver-

. an almost equal &5..stribution betweencmonthly, 
s~ty: there was , & 

bi-m~nthly and quarterly reporting. 0 
o 

() 

The results of-this survey, when 

tant observations and investigations, 

combined with other consul­

had the effect of developing 

. . ]'usions and r~,coromendations in 
a framework for evaluat~ve con~~) .' 

specific adminis~~ative areas. 

f 1· or potential, problenl'S to 
There is enough evidence 0 rea , 

, g the application
0
for pro-

indicate that the total proc~ss govern~n 1 ' t 
. rce of applicant comp a~n.S 

jects should be reviewed. A prJ~rne sou . . 
and concern all aspects of this proced~re should b~ subJected to 

',.-_. . , l' ff ~ce' regional bo.dies and an in-depth'~analys.ls by the p ann.lng 0c...... , . 

the various committees. 

. Despite the fact that process deficiencies do exi'st, the 

evaluator finds that substantial technica,l progress., has been made 

, in this function through the 1969- 1972 period. Th~s statement","::, 
~ to format design and r.~quirements and the ob-

applies particularly , 
. . NeVertheless, several 

served ~uality of application preparat~on. ~ 

key questions must still be address,ed: () 

.Is the p;esent application fo~t;tat too demandiI).g and cOEitly 
in terms of applicant preparat.lon and are th~, guidelines 

clear"? 

proc"ess as it now exists, ~ead to a.n e);;cessive 
·Does the ., h' ? 
tendency towards gr'h,ntsmans .lp. 

.Should the Law and Justice Planning Offic7 t~~e a m<;>re 
ressive role in the preparation of appl~cat.lons; .In 

:~tuaifact, actively participate in' the d~velopment 
of project work state~ents? 

" . j 

with reC~pect,tothe preceding st~tements, t~e con~ul tan,~~J's 
0' • l' t' 'format is· with some re-'d t is that the exist.lng app ~ca .lon' , // 

JU gmen <b • l' :/' m nt 
. . 'Certairxly, the la,.test gu~de ~n".e,./,70cu e , ' servations, acceIJ,table. ' ,/ 

. of applica" tions is sUfficieritl .. (l:,'f! compre-
~:'l'covering the preparation c, 

II ,', statement dO,', es, not mean, that,j,:2.',~' certain 
hensive. and cJ:ear.This 

f h fa' 'p"plicant, is niJol{/ required. 
" amount of rigor, on the part 0 t e .,', ). 

, ,G" """,/: !I 
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The slanning office staff should ,be strongly r:e~ponsive to . , 
the applicant in guideline interpretation and, where. possible, , .' '. 
request. more abbreviated statements of work. Efforts to restyle 

tb.e ai}pJ.,ication format could result in a more succinct presenta-
~ . 

tion which would offer volume :r;:educt~on, improved comprehension " 

and better reference ba~selines for progress reporting. 
7-

There isa widespread concern ~hat t~e cost of application 

preparation is, excessive in comparison to the requested fund.' 
- 0 ,-

amount. While the evaluator spares this feeli I1g (to;ja lesser 

degree) ,it is also essential that applicants recognize that a grant 
:.'1 

award should merit a signi,ficant work .contribution on their part. 

There is. no substi.tute for the planning rigor incurred during 
c> ,:;, 

application preparation in terms of developing~)criminal Justice 

System resource capabilities. Altho~gh it does represent an "out, 

of pocket II cost to the appl~i'cant, the disciplineinvol ved through 
• , «'! "', ., 

planning exercises establishes a framework o.f action and tends to 
c::::.::. ,", u. () : (;:' II" ': 

solidify an appr-Gac'h that will promote, fastej:-, mQre efficient: Pl:O-

ject implementation onCe' the) application is :~ap:proved'. It is more 

critical, in the evaluator's view, that inputs required from appli-

,'. cants be fully utilized by those in a position to review, a.pprove/ 

reject and control projects. InformatJon and material that is 
,r-'""'j c· ' , ' 

not applicable,jito at least one of the' three referenced functi.ons 

,) II 

In answer to:.the second question,., 'the evaluators feel that" 
J \; 

some degree of grantsmanship is prevalent in the existing .• proq;e~s ~ 
~ . 

simulta,neously,. it is believed that the administrators have at-

tempted to keep the program as free of this influence as' possib'ie. 
• n 

Few', pro<;Jrams are completely impervious .. to this practice. It is 

not, under .any circumstahces~ an acceptable 
'. J.) \\ • 

teristic a.rid must be reduced to the minimum 

Several ~,~commendations for the achievement 
\. ,~'/ . 

listed below: 
() 

operational charac­

possible level. 

of this status are 
'" 

·Infuse gre?ter ~igidity into certain dimensions 6f both 
the plannihg proc::ess ancb the grant award system. 

~ 

" 

-Use competitiye bidding p~ocedures where possible and 
. feasible. 
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. Simplifyspeci,~~Lc ,sect'±ensefthe applicatien. fermats 
to:, highlight r'er;al' cententratlller th~n prese style. 0 I) 

·Previde greate'#' ins'~latien tbthe d"ecisien-~aking 
~ fun?:t~en ", H ' 

In the final' analY~~S ~ the r,eduction of grantsmanship is very 

th ,.,I; t' al . 'pe'stur' e of the 'progra'm management;. -dependent on e ?~(Iera ~on . 

With r~~pect -l~q the f inal qu~~stion regarding ':'the planning 

office role in the):; d.eVelopment 'of" appl.ications, the evaluater 
, , 

~'" Ii! f' .• I 

reconUne~d's that, n~be~sary sllPport (not including thE:! actual pre-
:: 'd d 'It ~s not. con-paration of the arjplication) should be prov~ e • .... 

sidered acc~~~abl~t in contrast' to' the feeling in some quarters, 

that La~N and J'usti~e.- should" actually ~;fepare t}ie~ applications. 

'ImprOVemE1,nt 'and m~tu'~ity c?f resource4'apabilities 'l;lithin the ~. 
Criminal JU'stJ:ce system, cannot b~ aqhieved without this type of 

foundational experience~ however ar.dueus. 
" , 

"," 

C! A separate preblem internai;t.~ the taw,and Justice adminis-

trative' eperatien Cencerns - the~_1.~ogram Area/project alig,nment prac-
';") ' '-A:.} ,~,,-, i 

tic,es. An extremelyd3..fficul t set of cendi tiens have been ~mpesed 

;; on this pregram th;rrough the existing p~l:i.cies O'f. (I) distributing 

proje9ts ,flcres~ multiple Pregr.am Areas and (2) listing pr'ojects 

inc the year' frenl which they arel f'll;nded. Ii An ot\tgrewth of this cen­

di tien is tHat the actual cen;tent of thiis pregram is confusing 

due to'- the, inclusion of nen-rel'ated proj1ects in some Pre~p:am 

Areas' conversely, othel; Pregram Area's e:;Eten appear def~cient 
I . ,j () 

becaus~ pt:ojects established :speci,fically "'to' suppert them have 

"been fragmented intO' ether secters O'f the alignment.,' 

'Th~ evaluater is well- aware ef the :rease~ing ~,rid experfence' I 
that has caused thes~ p.;a,ctices to come into' being. N~vertheless I ( 

"the manYdiffi~ulties're~ulting from thi.s alignment are diofficult,,' 

to surmblJnt in progra~ eValuati6ns, auclits, and even some retl"tine 

" operational' exet'cises. 

'\ " zar~ng 'feels strengly that beth cer'lditiQ,ns sheuld be rectified 

thd' ea~a.ies'c eppertunit.;,y. s" The follOwing ~~,oominendations ar~, 
0

a t . " 
" pu".,: forw'ard'",as potential selutions. 

I , .. ;~{,.t 
, ,l ~ . " 

o 

= () 
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·In the Case of fragmented prejects, a majer change in 
policy will be necessary. The basic ground-rule must 
stipulate that each project be Uniquely assigned to" a 
Pregram Area. It shoUl~ also be recegnized, and accep­
ted, thc;tt ~he ameunt st~pulated fer a Program Area at ' 
the beg~nn~n~ of each fund year represents an es,timated 
b~dget. As ~n any pregram, these values will be con~ 
f~rmed er nega~ed,threugh experience in that same year. 
~herefere, a ~~mited degree e'f flexibility sheuld be 
~ncorperated ~nto management procedures established (',' 

to c0.t;trol total pregram funding. Fund reallocatien 
e~erc~se~ "sheuld, be scheduled and .conducted at speci­
f~e,d,l?er~eds, dur~ng the,spurse of the year. This will 
requ~rea greater degree~pf management participatien 
and contrel than is new being applied to this function. 
~ 

• S'econdly, '. the problem of split-year funding can be ap­
pro,:-9hed through a miner change in current practices. 
It ~s recommended that the prejects be listed Unde2 the 
Prog::am Area (and;year) ~n,wh,ich it is appreved; irres,":, 
~pect~ve ef wha,::t t~me perl.ed the funds have actually , 
beeI?- acquir~d 'frem! TO' maintaltLn the necessary audit 
tra~l, the appropr~ate fund year source can be noted 
after the project title. 

R~CORDS AND INFORMATl:ON: ,ADMINISTRATIVE AND T,BCHNICAL REQUIREMENTS 
(j c, 

The maintenance ef operating recerds and the cempil~tion ef 

designated categQries of infermation represents a critical admin­

istrative ~espehsipil.ity. A general analysis of this function 

has been COndl\lcted by the censultant during the cou~se ef this 

'evaluation:~ Both the, field' survey and the preject a,bstracting 

process previded additional insight , intO' this are&\ 

While v.irtually ali ef the applic.atiens could, be x-eadily 

acceSSed frem the files, the related progress reports were only 

fractienally r~resented. Frequently~, final. preject reperts-' were 

net contained in the files cand it was alsO' found, in those in- I) 

stances where project funds had bee'n reduc~dr that revised appli-
1\ 

cation formats were net' included to s~ow th:~ necessary medifica-

tions apd c'bntractiensm~de to' the eriginal werk statement. 

There appears ,to' be both a iJscarcity of communicative memeranda 

between, the planning office and applidants, and recerds concern-

irig sub-cemmittee actions. This latter information is needed 
Q 

'to give the reviewer an epportunity to' historically s~rvey the 
decision-making precess. 
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Al'hOU9h the introduction and rmplem~ntation of oertainin-~, 
formatihn and' administrative systems would aid in disciplining 

thi~':' fJ{nction, the evaluator can see no valid reason fot~'" (~ccePting 
any~:;.hin\i~ less thana p,rofes$.ional standard of records maJ.lttenance 

under arlv conditions: '-0 , 
:r' Ii 
\1 (y 

sighificant improvement must be (.tch~eved in progress J:;f.lportl.ng. 

AlthoUgh!' the guidelines covering this'aspect of program,operation 

are fai;:ly clei?r, the fact :remains ,that the great majoritY9-~ 
the repc';rts do not transmit the type of information nee~~d(\bY ,: the 

planniihg office ;to perform eitnerz good rnonito:ing or ev~,lui~tiori 
acti v1~ties. Frequently, progress reports tend to dwell C?P::' admin­

istra:'~ive problems ,to discuss, meetings held or attendeq '~by:) the 

apPI~~cant and to descrfb~"~1h,?tivities which are not directly related 

to a 1ctua1 proj ect performanbe. " 

i Far mbre important to the planning office monitors is the 

dem(::mstration of actual progress against the stipulated projeG't ~ 

~ Mor~ dJ.' recto' reference must be provided,') objlsctives and schedules. "" 

to task~ originaray out;Lined in theapplicatiol1 and sta,tistical 

data should also receive greater emphasis.-

A more formalized style of reporting is strongly encouraged 1 

,but not greater volume. Guidelines ampl~,fication or re!;itatement 

alone will not solve t;his problem. A significant amount of inte.r­

face between the planning office coordinators and tfieapplicants 

will be required to raise progress re¥brting , and consequently 

the monitoring function, to an effectkive level~?f performance'. 
1/ l,} 

Of equal importance is the implementation ,and maintenance 

of a data bank capable of accumulating" prog~am techrt,ical infor- , 

,~'Uation. The fact that this informatioh is not cUt'ren.tly available 

in easily referenced form highlights a s~,vere deficienQY in th~ 

. performance of the data and information f6':nct~on. The Cri~ina,l 

'Justic'e E.rogram should both internally generate and externally 

'acquire 'a vast amount of information pertaining to the technical 

content of this program on a consistent basis ~:;\ :(t is essential 

tha~' this ,type bf info~;ma.tion/databe catalogued and maintained 

in U centra.i archj,ves • 'In this manner lit will .be available for 

o 
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applicant research and will serve to disseminate material as 
part of the technology transfer' process. 

THE ADMINISTRAT!VE STRUCTURE: MAJOR ORGANIZATIONAL COMPONENTS 

, In the preceding segments of thi$ section, the evaluative 

comments have been li!l1,ited to the administrative processes and 
systems. 

The evaluator w~uld be remiss, however, in not stressing 
the importance) of the administrative structure to t.his,program. 

~his, more than any other single factor, is the prime determinant 

of ultimate program content, balance and directional movement. 

The Criminal Justice Program is yisualized as having three major 
r 

administrative coml?o~ents:o thed'Law 'and.Justice Planning Office, 

the Governor' sCoJTuni ttee on La}'l and Justice (and the supporting 

Technical Advisory Committees), and the Regional Planning syst.em. 

The statements and recommendcftions on this subject will be abbre­

viated since a detailed organization analysis is beyond the scope 
of .this 'stUdy. 

With respect to the committee process, the evaluator.concludep 
that this administrative component should exist in some configura­

tion. The program has n9w p:t"ogressed to a poip'~ ( however, where 

c, the coromi ttee structure should be subjected to an in-depth review 

P)1 the planning Office. The dimensions of this analysis shou.ld 

-include the determination of role, functiona1, orientation and ,., ~ .' . 

size. Strong consideration (should be g,iven to ir,nplementing and 

expanding, on a.n expeditious basis, the set of o,\?erationa.l guide­

linds and procedures now being tested in one of the Technical 
Advi~ory Comnd.t.tees. 

In the opinion of.the evaluator, the Regional Planning network 
is an essential admird.strative component of this program. The 

Criminal Justice Program is, by definition, oriented' to all areas 

of the Sta:te. Ul;t,i:mately I' Regional planning shOUld be able to 

satisfy the needs for both comprehens,tve information inputs and 

authent~tc descriptl.ons of State-wide'requirements. It is recom­

mend~d that a stronger, more direct organizational linkage be pro-
, " 

gt'essivelyestablished with the regions and· the central planning 
agency. 
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II 

From the operational aspect$ of the Criminal Justice Program, 
the coordinator position 011 .:the centralo~planning agency staff 

"represents a v.~tal function. These particular staff members 
carry the buten.'m of thE? responsibi~i ty for framing the Program 
Areas, "supporting thei~: respective coromi ttees I staying abreast 
of the technology within their field, and relating closely to the 
project applicants. The scope and responsibilities of this func­
tion are significant 'and often under-rated by those no"t familiar' 
with the program. 

Treated as a composite group over ~ime~ the coordinators 
have turned in an acceptable level of p~}formance. In some i'n-

.~\ 

stances, ~ll things considered, it has been ~xceptional. It is 
fel t, c however, that this function I s level of effGct.iven~ss can be 
measurably improved if ce~\:tain adjustments can be ef~ected in 
the operational o;r'lentation. The following text sets forth some 
primary considerations~ 

The coordinators are currently required to distribute their 
available time too broadly, which tends to reduce th~ir effec­
tiveness. There is no reason to anticipate significant changes 
in this ~equirementcin the fOreseeable future. It is expected 
that the coordinator, if anything, will be expected to increase 
his level of support and response to the committees, the communi­
ties~ various gpvernmental agencies, and the applicants. t;oordi-

I 

'nators should also devote more attention to the monitoring func-
tion", evaluative reviews and the development of major thrusts 

~;., 

within the Criminal JUstice prog~am. 

Because of the above real ahd poten1dal demandi:3, the coordi­
nator function is, in the opinion of the eV~luator, currently 
understaffed. It should be strengthened through the addition 
of supporting analysts. Equally important, the responsibi;~ities 
of this position should be th()'roughly re~iewed and screened to 

. pro,vide maximum ti~e c;tVailabili ty for the performance of those 
key activities highlighted in the preceding paragraphc' 
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,CRITIQUE OF 'EXISTING PROGRAM TARGETS AND GOALS 

The current, approved structure .. of the State of Washington -. 
Criminal crustice Program targets and goals"has been utilized 'in 

,,'C.!. \" 

two ways in this evaluation. First, in response to the study 

guidelines, the consultant has extensively employed the existing 

framework in the actual program evaluation. Secondly, an al}aly­

tical critique has been conducted on these same Crime Targets 

and System Goals •. The results of ,this latter exercise form the 

basis' f.or the commentary presented in this. section. 

. TO' facilitate both of the study conditions stated above, it 

was necessary to place the documented targets and goals in a for­

'mal alignment; State Plans~ to date, have not displayed them in 

an .integr~}ed framework. The consultant performed this task 

using the targets and goals extracted from prior Criminal Justice 
4 Program Plans. 

The functional discipline specialists, in the course of per­

forming the evaluation, were called upon to make the following 

categorical assessments: 
~ 

-The degree to which the eXisting crime Targets and 
System Goals conform to the intents and purposes of 
the Omnibus Crime Control and Safe Streets Act of 
1968." -- --- -- -.-

·The likelihood that the attainment of, o.r movement 
toward, the System Goals would have a resultant and 
desired impact on their related Crime Targets. 

The Crime Targets and System Goals, when viewed in total, 

display the comprehensive orientation and major thrusts of the 

Criminal., Justice Pl;:"ogram. The structural alignment is a direct 

"4In 1971, zari~g was contracted by the Law and Justice Planning Office to per­
form a specified amount of technical structuring for the 1972 Criminal Justice 
Program Plan. This included participating in the development of five-year fore­
cast work packages. The content for these pack,ages, termed "Component Programs," 
was totally devel.oped by Law and Justice planning staff personnel: the. targets 
and goals associated with each Component Program were d~rived from extensive 
reviews:of prior-year plans. 
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derivation of Law Enforcement Assistance Administration (LEAA) 
quidelines and essentially reflects the mc.lnagement by objective 

conc¢pt. The total ·framework of the State of Washington Targets 
and Goals is shown in full d~tail in the supporting technical , , ' 

document to t.his, study entitled Evaluation ~ethodology ~nd, Study 
Approach. An abstracted version d~scribed by Figure 1: Criminal 
Justice Prog:ram 1972 Crime Targets and System Goals is used as the 

basic reference for the following analysis. 

. In this task, the evaluators concentrated on two ~ajor dimen-

sions of analysis: (1) the assessment of the Crime Targets for 

relevancy and program representation and (2) the examination of 
Sy~tem Goals for both relatability to the Crime Targets and poten­
tial individual contribution. As a supportive exercise (although 

it is not detailed in .this document) the System Capabi,lity (sub) 
~ . 

Goals were also reviewed to ascertain their potential ability to 
serve as effective ladders leading toward the ultimate attainment 

of the major (systems) goals. Compatibility tests were also made 

between the expressed needs and problems and the target/goal 

structure. 

The 6riteria used for this analysis can be found in the pre­

viously referenced technical document. 

, 
The remainder of this,:,section is devoted to a cri tiqu~ of 

the current targets and goals, The text first addresses the 
targets and then follows up with a technical examination of the 

goals. 

With respeot to the Crime Targets, the evaluative findings 

are broadly covered by the following serias of statemehts. 

'All three existing targets, Prevention and Reduction of 
Crime, Detection and Apprehension of Criminals and 
Reduction of Recidivism are appropriate in that they 
accurately describe the intents and purposes of the 
1968 crime control legislation, 

-Both of the latter targets mentioned above, in reality, 
appear to be subordinate to (and would automatically 
be inclu.ded w'ithin) Prevention and Reduction of Crime, 
Because of the scope of these established t.:.argets I 
there is considerable overlap among them.' 

~ . 
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Crime Target 
:rmprolvi:~/Increase Cri~inal De'~' t-:-" e-c:-t-:-i-o-n-/-:-A-p-p~r-e-h-_e-n-s-l.-· o-n-.--' 

System Goals 
'Basic/In-service Training 
-Career Development 
'Inter-Disciplinary Education/Training 
'Recruitment standards!P~ograms 
-Personnel Administration' processes/Procedures 
-Communication Systems 
. uReal. Time n Data Access 
. Scientific/Technical Support. 

Crime Target I: prevent/Reduce Cr ime 

Syst:em Goal s 
.C~t~zen Education: Criminal Justice System 
.C~tl.~en In~olvement: Criminal Justice System 
·Publl.c Awareness of Law Enforcement Role 
-Public Rapport/Cooperation: Criminal Justice ~ystem 
·Indivj,Qual l7,rotection 
.Publir,:/private Property Protection 
• Riot/Civil Disorder PreVention/Control 
.FamilY/Personal Violent Crime Control 
·Juvenile Justice System Diversion Methods 

' .. Community-.Based Counseling!Rehabili tation 
.Ident~fy Effects/prosecute Offenders: Organized Crime 
-Ident~fy Effects/prosecute Offenders: White Collar Crime 
-Ident~fy Effects/Prosecute Offenders: Public Corruption 

Cr ime Target 

I: Red,uce Recidivism 

System Goals 

-Improved Court Systems/procedures 
-Eliminate Victimless Crime From System 
.Adequate Initial Intake Evaluation 
'Adult DiversionjWork Release 
-Rehabilitation/Correction Facilities 
'Diversion From Institutional Placement 
'Reh~bilitation of Released Offenders 

Crime Target 

[ No Establish.ed Target] 

System Goals 

·Reduce Entrants/Improve ProceSSing 
·program Progress Assessment 
-Program Impact Assessment 

Figure 1: Criminal Justice Program 
1972 Crime Targets and Systems Goals 
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~~ . There)is , in the opinion of the evaluators, little 
~t0 real ¢pportunity existent for impact measurements fr":: agaidst these targets beca.use of . t~eir :rirtu~l~y . 
{i.~:L ' . unlimited coverage an.d lack of unJ.qu~ J.dentJ.fJ.catJ.on '!' :' 

( , ,As they now staI1d, the crime Targets do not proVide a firm i 
Ii';:;": . directional motivation ftor the program. Because of the.ir lack :' 

1:1>:j' ' of conciserless, they do iinot easily accommodate the construction!: 
ti.l. of supporting System Goal networks. While the present targets :': ii!:;jr 
11°. " , can be classifi.ed as valid, they also have a limi,ted usefulness 
IJ':;'l from the technical aspects of both program planning and opera-
~.~ tion. They certainly are not sufficiently clear-cut to support 
h~ target quantification (e.g., increase Detection and Apprehension 

I.!\:; :~c:e:e:::~:~:~t W:!:~d::~~d a::S!~: :~::n~~: ::::~opment of im-d:i· .. 
; .. ,-.; 

;;!:':r': Tft.lta ~xisting 'cargets also provide little to work' with in con-

~~P' ceptualizi~g methods arid programs for dealing with specific crime 
V" problems.~ The ability to measure impact against these Crime Tar-
j~,!}' " ; 
~;;.), gets tends' to be a function of their individual compositions... If, 

n.~"li . f~r exampl~t., the target of Improving and Increasing Criminal De-
',; tection and ,Apprehension is separated into (1) Detection' and (2) , 

Apprehension, impact on the Detection portion would be difficult 

to measure. Conversely, Apprehension could be much more readily 

measured through numbers of arrests or clearance rates. 

Prevention and Reduction of Crime could be similarly segre­

gated. Impact measurements on Crime Prevention would ~e difficult 

to obtain While ~rime Reduction could be at least grossly quanti­

fied through reported index crime rates. Reduction of Recidivism, 

the third target, might also be statistically measured in a simi­

lar manner. 

The impQrtance of developing and implementing authentic and 

useful Crime 'T~rgets cannot be over-emphasized: their primary 

purpose is to indicate what should be accomplished by the cri-

minal Justice Program. The System Goal s, then" describe the means 

by which these·targets can be accomplished. Because of this 

causal relationship, it is apparent that clarity and distinctness 
\ d is a necessary requisite~for each Crime Target.~, If a concerte 

• e 
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attempt is made initially to be more /3pecificin outlinin'<J the 

desired program or:Le~tation,the nece'Slsary achievements .. can be 
framed much more accurately and efficiently in terms of System 

Goals. The truism that resources' are always limitetd and i:hat 
, I 

only so 

valid. 
much cati be done well in a given period of time is still 

" t' 

It is not obvious to the evaluat6rs that this limitation (of 
resources) has been seriously considered: it also appears that 

the function of target establishment has received far too little 

attentiop by those administrative bodie{·;,) concern~,d with this pro­
gram. 

It is equally apparent, however, that considerably mor~~ 
effort has been applied toward the development of the goals. 

System Goals have the. purpose of representing ideal configurations 

in each of the various functional disciplines that shOUld be at­

tained through progressive accomplishments within selected areas 

of the Criminal Justice System. One example (reference Figuri~ I 

under the Crime Target of Improve/Increase Criminal Detection/ 
Apprehension) would be Personnel Administration Processes/ 

Procedures; another would be Basic/In-service Training. On the 

surface, both goals appear to be meaningful. A more penetrating 
ex~mination, however, raises several questions: 

'Is the Personnel Administration Processes/Procedures 
goal equal in importance to the other goals relating 
to the same target? 

'Can reviewers of the plan understand what is meant 
by these brief goal statements (is more amplification 
in the form of supporting text necessary)? 

'Can Program Areas be logically derived from 'and developed 
to satisfy these goals? 

Realistically, gOal statements cannot be expected to be ab­

solutely explicit~u)d definitive since their purpose is to high­

light specific areas ('Qf the Criminal Justice System designated fp~· 
-t,,:" 

improvement through prQgram accomplishments. They represent sum­

niary, composite value judgments .made by groups of individuals in­

volved in the development and operation of the Criminal Justice 
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'th future' conceptions of w'h\at particular Program. S1nce ey are . ~\ " 
segments of the Criminal Justice system should ul!'f1mately evolve 

b ' t t h . from one year to \i the nexf. into, they are su Jeco c ange 

Great specificity cannot always be obtained in describing a 

System Goal, but supporting documentation needs to be developed 

that will clarify and expand upon ~ts meaning to the maximum 
extent possible. 'For example, the Syst:em Goal, Recruitment 
Standards/programs, should be amplified in add~/tional documenta.., 
tion that e~{plains what kind of standards th,e/:State ultimately 

wishes to s.ee in force and identifies \'or.pich functional discip­
lines would be affected by them. These descriptions would serve 

a very useful pUFpose in t~at basic definitions for each goal 
would be available for reference and could readily be modified, 

, d t fl t cha .. nging perceptions resulting from time as requ1re, 0 re ec . . . 
(( . 

and exp'erience. 

The evaluators consider the goals, in summary, to be rela~ 

tively comprehensive and germane to syst.em improvement; however, 
some -specific comments are liste~ below and are referenced to the 

associated targets. 

, . 

·crime Target: Improve/Increase Criminal Detection/ 
Apprehension. 

(Add) 

(Add)· 

Its A goal for Ci tizen Crim~ ~eport~ng .. ' 
purpose would be to sol~c~t maxJ.mum crime 
reporting from the citizenry and to over­
come the present restraints to this type 
of communication. 

Restru~turing of Law Enforcement Ag~ncies. 
Specifically, these agencie~ ~h~u~d thor­
oughly investigate the poss1b1l1t1es of 
future functional division betwe:n.p:a~e 
keeping and apprehension respons1b1l1t1es . 

-Crime T~rget: Prevent/Reduce Crime 

. '. 

(Notation) Riot/Civil Disorder Prevention/Control 
is a reactive and control oriented goal. It 
would not appear to either prevent or r:ducE>. .. 
crime since it is an after-th:-fact act1on. 
drhe opinion of the evaluator 1S that the goal 
is necessary, but that it is improperly asso­
ciated because of the limitations of the 
currently definep, targets. 
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. Crime, Target: Reduce Recidivism 

(Notation) Adult DiVersion/Work Release is not 
judged to have the same degre~~of potenti~l 
contribution to the Crime Target as do the 
surrounding goals. It would seem that the 
likely benefactors would be those indivi­
duals who are r<pt the probable repeat 
offenders. I:. 

-General: 

(Notation) The goal, Eliminate Victimless Crime 
From System, relates generally across all 
of the listed Crime Targets. It does not 
have a distinctive single placement in the 
s,tructure. 

During the course of evaluating the target/goal structure, 

consideration was given as to whether System Goals should be 

displayed in fUnctional discipline alignment (e.g.; corrections, 

law enforcement, etc.). It vIasI' conclude~ that they should not 
since the program would lose th~ inter-d:l,sciplinary movement 

. 1 

that it Js trying to achieve. In additi~n, the structure would 
undoubtedly become victim to e:x:tensi ve tec,hnical redundancies. 

/) In contrast with the Crime Targets, the goals (as currently 
described) are genera~ly receptive to direct measurement_ The 
requirement for goal meC\purement is to assess the positive move-

, " ~ 

ment toward it ~hrough Program Area accomplishments. Specifically, 

this necessitates the acquisition and sJ,lrnrnary of information (both 
i/ .. 

quantitative, and qualit-.<:ltive) from the;project level up. The 

fact that this activity has not been p~eviously accomplished does 
h\ 

not al ter the need for doing so. To t~)clmically accommodate this 
process, all Program Areas and project$\ must be idehtifi~d against 

their related System Goals. 

Good correlation was found to exist between the expressed 
,'r ""'. ; , 

needs/problems and the target/goal sf,t.ructu;re. At the same time, 
, 

there is concern on the part of the ~valpators that a philoso- . 
phical gap exists between the intenl of 'the target/goal structure 

and the actual projects being app~oved and implemen,ted. 1:£ con­
ti,nuity of purpose is not established through all levels of the 

program, the targets and goals will ha~e little value. 
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There should be no misunderstanding of rthe importance of the 
target/goal structure~ 'all majo~, program functions and directional 

movements should be derived from, and be in accordance with, this 
o ' 

framework. Past Criminal Justice Program Plans have not shown 
a consistent patt~rn in the presentation of individual targets 

'J 

and goals. The total structure has never been displayed "and it 

is stron~ly recommended that this practice be instituted in future 
plans. 

"The evaluators also analyzed the Crime Targe.ts/System Goals 
concept from the following aspects: 

'Feasible applications of the targets and goals in 
the planning, operational and control phases of the 
program. 

'Procedural requirem$nts for the effective,develop~ent 
and maintenance 6f the target/goal structure.' 

In response to the first statement, the consultant subjected the 

target and goal levels to individual examinations. In terms of 
application to (~?is program, both levels are ~qually important in 

the planning process. OVer an extendeo. period of time, however, 

more volatility and change should be expected to occur at the 
goal level because of the vulnerability to both changing percep­

tions and the development of different approaches to the improve­
ment of systems deficiencies. 

From an operational standpoint, the evaluator's position on 

target/goal measuremen}:)is that the opportunity to determine pro­
gress towards System Goals ,greatly exceeds that of demonstrating 
impact against Crime" Targets. Further, this condition is not ex­
pected to change markedly in the immediate future'. The suppor­

tive reasoning for this 9onclusion is described in greater detail 
in the technical report supporting this evaluation. Possible 

approaches to target measurement would .be to segregate and detail 
the crime Targets to a much lower level. An alternafive would 
be to accept a greater tolerance in subjective judgments of im'" 
pact measurement. The evaluator recommends that targets not be' 

diffused to the point of impracticality; instead, their primary 
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utilization should be f6r plan development with a secondary pur­
pose of directly accepting q~antifiable measurement. 

The consultant fully supports the crime Target/System Goal 

concept. Simultaneously, caution is advised in accepting the 
assumption that because crime Target measurements are desired, 

they can be automatically provided. In the case of System , 
Goals, however, measurements can and should be made. If it is 
assumed that the requirements for information input from appli­

cants can be rigidly enforced, goal measurement is entir$ly 

feasible. 

A level of the target/goal structure that has not received 
sufficient attention thus far in the State of Washington program 
is that of the system capability Goals. These are the interim 

or su~-goals that provide an achievement ladder for the gradual 
approach toward! and ultimate attainment of, each System Goal. 
The development of the sub-goal networks merits a significant 

amount of effort. They represent relatively near-term mile­
stones and can be more fully described and better understood 
than the major goals. The sub-goal detail level is not shown 
in Figure 1 but they are fully displayed in the technical docu­

ment. The variance in the quality of ,the sub-goal structure 
from one System Goal to another is very marked and, in many in­

stances, inadequate. 

The procedure used to develop and maintain the target/goal 

structure is critical from the standpoint of assuring quality and 

consistency in that component of the plan. The following proce­
dural actions are recommended as a formative base for the estab­
lishment of an annual routine capable of satisfying the planning 

needs. 

'Crime Targets should be developed in c'onjl.mction with 
an assessment of the primary governing legislation, 
relevant supporting information and general reviews 
of crime conditions. The supporting information should 
always include the most current list of expressed needs/ 
problems and the prior year target/goal structure. 

Limited participation should be invoked for this initial 
step with targets being developed that are responsive 
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to (1) designated crime problems, (2) the Criminal 
Justice System environment, i)( 3) the technical nee'Ci 
for measurability," and (4) tihe necessary descriptive 
reqUirements for plan develd~ment. 

-Following the establishment of Ciime Targets, the 
supporting Sy~tem Goals can be developed. The prior 
year target/goal structure can be used as a basic 
ieference and goals can be added, modified or deleted 
as required. At this'stage,"the Program Areas that have 
been generated in past years to satisfy these goals 
should be reviewed in-depth. In addition, all evalua­
tion and monitoring results would be analyzed to de­
termine the basic contribution that has historically 
been made toward individual goal attainment. 

The expressed needs/problems~should be correlated with 
the goals in the same manner that they were with the 
targets. Individual goals would be assessed for rela­
tive Significance and described to the maximum extent 
possible. The goals; in conjunction with the needs/ 
problems, form the basis for construction of tbe Pro­
gram Areas. 

Considerably greater participation should be elicited 
from the program administrative functions during this 
ph~se. Before proceeding further, adequate eXposure 
should be given to the target/goal structure developed 
through this stage. 

-As a final step, following th-e approvai of the target/ 
goal structure, System Capability Goals can be developed 
as an extensHm to each System Goal. The supportive 
materials required here should include past multi-year 
plans, existing Program ~reas and (again) the expressed 
needs/problems. 

Administrative participation should be further expanded 
with the emphasis on functional expertise as required 
by the individual goals. 
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, ,~ 

Regions 

1 
2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

t~ . 

B ,t,,' 

9 

10 
i\ 11 

12 

13 

I 
. i 

STATE OF WASHINGTON 
OFFICIAL REGIONS 

Counties 

Clallam and Jefferson 
Grays Harbor and Pacific 
Island, San Juan, Skagit 
and Whatcom 
Ring, Kitsap, Pierce and 
Snohomish 
Lewis, Mason and Thurston 
Clark, Cowlitz, Klickitat, 
Skamania and Wahkiakum 
Chelan, Douglas and 
Okanogan 
Kittitas and Yakima 
Adams~ Grant and Lincoln 
Benton and Franklin 
Ferry, Pend Oreille and 
Stevens 
Spokane 
Asotin, Columbia, Garfield, 
~lalla Walla and Whitman 

Attachment "All 
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ALLOCATION/GRANT AWARD SU~~Y 

v 

b 1 Grant Award
2 

Grant Award As 

Year 
, . Allocation 

A Per Cent of 

. l::~\ 19~9-1972 
1969-March 1972 

~ Allocation 

.. -.. .. 

1969 $ 379,.610 $ 379,610 100.0 . ·z. 

~. 

1970 2,971,000 2,851,827 96.0 () 

1971 
, 5,612,.000 5,191,612 92.5 

1972 
of! 6,845,000 2,879,878 42.1 

I Total $15,807,610 $11,302,927 71..5 

lAnnual Part "eff !.EM Funds Allocated to the state of Washington 

2p.art \~e" LEM Funds Expended and/or committed Under Contract through March 3L 
1972 

o 

~ 

Functional 
Discipline 

Law Enforcement 

Adjudications ~ 

Corrections 

Youth & Delinquency 
; 

Inter-disciplinary 

Total 

C\ 

:i 

'_ ~. _ .... _~.4.·... .,--.~.- ~. 

GRANT AWARD SUMMARY BY FUNCTIONAL DISCIPLINE 

1969 through March 31, 1972 

Projects 
. 1 

Grant l'!:'t:Vard 

Number Per Cent Dollars Per Cent 
of Total of Total . . 

132' 37.7 $ 3,067,294 27.1 

46 13.2 1,347,840 11.9 

. 65 18.6 3,140,575 27.8 

95 27.1 3,138,284 27.8 

., 12 3 .• 4 608,934 5.4 

350 100.0 $11,302,927 100.0 

1part "c" LEAA Funds Expended and/or .Committed under Crontract through March 31, 1972 
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GRANT AWARD StJ!lMARY AND COMPARATIVE STATISTICS BY REGION 

1969 through March 31, 1972 

1 . 1 Popu atl.on Grant Award
2 

Region Per Cent Per cent 
Number of Total 

Dollars of Total 

1 45,431 1.3 $ 8,353 -

2 75,349 2.2 73,594 0.9 

3 165,198 4.8 92~548 1.2 

4 1,934,628 56.8 5,240,576 66.7 

'\, 5 143,279 4.2 183,673 2.3 

6 218,645 6.4 162;459 2.1 

7 84,009 2.5 61,004 0.8 

8 170,010 ; 5.0 302,518 3.9 

9 63,467 1.9 82,688 1.1 

10 93,356 2.7 622,685 7.9 

11 27,OB5 0.8 62,480 0.8 

12 287,487 8.4 824,170 10.5 
~,~ 

13 101,225 3.0 143,990 1.8 

Region Total 3,409,169 '100.0 $ 7,860,738 100.0 

Non-regional ...c 3,442,189 

State Total 3,409,169 $11,302,927 
i 

- -

" 1 . ['=Per 1970 Census of populat~on, u.s. Department of Commerce/Bureau of the Census 

2part "c" LEAA Funds Expended and/or committed under Contract through Harch 31, 1972 

~- ... ,..,.,-.~"".-....,-- .. - ~'~"-"~.,~. "--~' 

N 
~ 
n 
Z 
" ~ 
~ .. 
~ ;;­
;s 

" 

.. ", .. -~ .~",~~~.,..., .... -, 

co 

() 

~ 
rt 
rt 
III 
Q 

i\ ::r 
-...l"S 
\0 (l) 

::s 
rt 

t".1 

:',,.4'-

o 

GRANT AWARD SUMMARY BY HIGH CRIME AREA 

196,9 through March 31, 1972 

Population 1 Grant Award 2 

High Crime Area Per Cent of 

. 

Number State Total Dollars 

. 
Seattle 530,831 15.6 $1,901,800 

Spokane 170,516 5.0 824,005 4 

Tacoma 154,581 4.5 538,0815 

King county6 625,802 18.4 1,627,026 

Total 1,481,730 43.5 $4,890,912 
- _ .. __ .- -

"\:, 

1per 1970 Census of Population, U.S. Department of Commerce/Bureau of the Census 

.2part "c" LEAA Funds Expended and/or Committed under Contract through March 31, 1972 

3Total Grant Award through !.farch 31, 1972 - $11,302,927 

4rncludes Projects Impacting both the City and the County of Spokane 

5rncludes Projects Xmpacting both the City of Tacoma and Pierce County 

6Excludes City of Seattle 

Per Cent of3 State Total 

16.8 
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14.4 
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COMPARATIVE GRANT AWARD1 DISTRIBUTIONS 

1969 through March 31, 1972 

Totals by Program Area Totals by Project 
Functional Discipline 

Dollars Per Cent Dollars Per Cent 

Law Enforcement . $ 2,182,517 19 ~3. $ 3,067,294 27.1 

Adjudications 1,091,012 9.7 1,347,840 11.9 

Corrections 2,601,340 23.0 3,140,575 27.8 

Youth & Delinauency 2,399,899 21. 2 3,138,284 27.8 

Inter-disciplinary 3,028,.159 26.8 608,934 5.4 

Total $11,302,927 100.0 $11,302,927 100.0 
~-.- -- -- - --- - - - - - -- -- ------ - -- - .. _- ---- --- -- ---- ---- -- ---- - -

1part I'e" LEAA Funds Expended and/or committed under Contract through March 31, 1972 
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