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. 9
S ’“7 a R ‘ L & - T ' - Federal agenc1es must go to all Tengths necessary to insure that every
: g e ’ . : , ; ' & S citizen has equa] access to services, opportunities, and assistance which
; ’ : o o . , S : the government provides. Wherever c1v1] rights are denied, through any "
] s . N : : Co , ' . i - form” of discriminatory activity, it is the*responsibility of the
P . B : : : < L ' o : ‘government to detect the problem, halt the practice, and prov1de relief to
‘ - ‘ g .7 B E the -aggrigved party :

A

SR : : : . SR . : The O0ffice of Just1ce Ass1stance, Research and Statistics (OJARS)xand its
R | o ke W e ER . . SR ) : ' ~ sister agencies--the Law Enforcement Ass1stance Administration (LEAA),

B : T : T S S : - : National Institute of Justice, and Bureau of Justice Statistics--are

[ n S ) S PR : : SR . deeply committed to meeting responsibilities in this important area.
1 R v "o . i S R , ~ Embodied in the law which created these agencies, the Justice System
R0T BT : el Lk : Sl ; b o Improvement Act, is a requirement that a termination of funds be -

: ‘ ‘ : S L ~ - o . instituted where a recipient has violated Federal prohibitions against

\ ' ‘ O S o o ~discrimination. Though short in wording, thds requ1rement has proven to

o LT S ' : * be Tong in effect. S

N
o

7

Nt . , IR - , LR o 1 ~.. By the end of fiscal year 1980 0JARS' Office of Civil R1ghts Comp]1ance
N ' 5 el 4 : : V 0 ‘ ' S “received and docketed more than 1,000 allegations of prohibited .
S ' R - | e ~ : , discriminatory activity by rec1p1ents of OJARS and LEAA funds. By the end
Ll vl ‘ ‘ Sk S Co s ~ of this same fiscal year, the off1ce resolved more than 80 percent of all
o L e : o - ' g the cases docketed. Cea e

N

TR : o : On the pages of th1s progress report the reader is provided with an
: o , e ‘ : o D " understanding of how the office was created, how it works, and how it

: RS ‘ S . : S q ' © succeeds. Clearly, the record presented is one of sens1t1v1ty, S
’ " B co ' ‘ : L . i accomp11shment and effect1ve 1aw enforcement. R R R

. e SN SRR | | / . Robert F. Die§eiman { SR
et DR | . o ' 5 » SE 5 - Acting Director : .
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INTRODUCTION R

This report highlights the activities of‘theVOffice»of Justice Assistance,

Research and Statf§tics‘ (OJARS) Office of Civi1‘Rights Cchp]iance (OCRC)

since Section 518(c) of the Crime antrol Act‘of;1976 was implemented by
final regulations that became effective February 16, 1977. . '

o

OCRC 1is respons1b1e for mon1tor1ng and 1nvest1gat1ng over 39, 000 recnp?ents

of grant funds from the Law Enforcement Assistance Adm1n1strat1on (LEAA) the

Bureau of Justice Stat1st1cs (BJS), and the Natlona1 Institute of Justice /
i

In add1t1on to mon1tor1ng the c1v11 r1ghts enforcement procedures

(NIJ).
OCRC also has other dut1es that 1nc1ude prov1d1ng

pursuant to Section,815(c)f
technical assistance, interacting with State~CriminaT‘Just1ce Counc11s (scac)

and State Human R1ghts commissions, wand coord1pat1ng 0JARS' civil rights

OCRC conducts no 1ndependent administrative enforcement

o

proceedings, but recommends hear1ngs and sanctions to the Office of the

<

nasponsibilities.

pS
&

\“s
General Counsel for review and action.  °© .

The operations of OCRC, as well as criticism Teveled at LEAA's past

performance in civil rights compliance, are addressed in the nine 'sections

[

of this report. L
. R ‘ @:ﬂ

It is hoped that the report will provide insight into the civil rights
oF - :

operations of 0JARS. ’ ,

7

Vs




n

S oo

= Crime Control ang Safe Streets Act

I. HISTORICAL PERSPECTIVE

-rh ) N - ) : « ) “ - .
e’ Omnibus Crime Control and Safe Streets Act of 1968 established

Law?Enforcgment Assistance Administration,

The Act assigned to LEAA
responsibility to administer 4 new, major b

discretionany grant programs;

ZOOO(d). L] ‘ B - °SOC.

+ It contained 4 broaqurohibition

the

k :::‘

The Commission's report, issued in Ngyember 1975, was prepared under

the supervisioﬁ/of’Jeff?ey Miller, then Assistant Staff Director for

_Federal Civi!\Rights Evaluation. The report concluded that the

. 3 .
Federal effort to establish viab]e"equaf’opportynity programs had

. been wedl-meaning but ineffectual. The report directed specific s

criticisms at LEAA; these are addressed in appropriate sections of

this report.

) The Commission's,basic criticism was réinforced later in the
Committee on the Judiciary's Report to the House of Mayxls, 1976.

It noted:. ‘ N
&

4

The response of LEAA to the 1973 civil rights amendments has
~ been less than minimal. 1In December 1975, ‘two fbarsvand four
filonths after the enactment of the 1973 amendments, LEAA published
in the Federal Register proposed regulations to implement the
+..1973 amendments., ' o '

LEAA has never terminated payment of funds to
any recipient. because of a civil rights violation.
Despite positive findings of discrimination by courts
and administrative agencies, LEAA has continued to
fund violators of the Act. . ,

Representative John Conyers, who chaired the‘Subcommittee of the

o ' - (/{
Committee on the Judiciary, expressed the following opinion:
N

4 It is my view that the argument surrounding LEAA's
performance in the area of civil rights is caused by a
fundamental difference in the understanding of the purpose and

- intent "of the remedies contained in the civil rights. provisions
of the Act. On the one hand, there are those who beTieve that
the termination provisions of the Act, that is the cutoff of

o Federal funds, should be used freely when evidence of

discrimination is found.’ On the other hand, there are

Q

D

4

o
a
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,LEAA'f”“dEd,PFOQrams.

;géggagho vgew the LE@A.prngram as one primari
Tons ra:ggnfiggga} criminal justice agencies T

-r¢ ‘ against crime. Thi r scl
holds that fund termination ig tf§35 ety

s e a9t ri < Be s
certain ambiguities haye arisen n the gy nese differences

civil right§ Provisions of the'igttggcgfgegginatiOﬂ of ow the

administered,

contained in the Act s and how the various procedyres
‘Record, August 5 1,9.760;11d be used. (H/9

ﬂBy adding the clause "gp denied employment"
Prohibitions of discrimination,

discrimination j T /
rimination ip LEAA-funded programs. (USCCR Re ort, Vol. Vi
i i BOTE, Vol. VI, p 2g.)
dition the Crime Control Act clearly Prohibited a17 emplqwn t
en

discriminatj
Pmnation based upon race, color, religion.
: Uity

national origin or sex in-
Discrimination proscribed )

by Title VI was alsg

included.

D

R ‘

.
i S b S e T T T Twe——
sl , L RIS

Section 518(c) also required LEAA/OCRC fb promuTgate two sets of new

regulétionS‘pertafning to investigations and reviews by mid-February 1977.

2

’ & 0 . :
‘The first established reasonable and specific time limits for LEAA and OCRC -

. to respond to the filing of a complaint, to'instituté‘anyinvestigation,'to

make an appropriate determination, and to advise the complainant of ﬁ)e

.Status of the complaint. * The second set of regulations established

reasonable and specific time limits for LEAA and OCRC to conduct
independent audits and reviews in order to determine;récipient cdmp1iahce

with nondiscrimination procedures.

Both sets’of. regulations were published in the Federal R%gisger of T

February 16, 1977. (Vol. 42, No. 32, pp. 9492-9503.) They were. amended on

June 30, 1978, with fechnica] changes only and were republished in the

Federal Register (Vol. 43, No. 127, pp. 28794-28804.)

7

On December 27, 1979, the Crime Control Act was amended by the Justice

System Improvement Act. Section 518(c)ﬁ1n the former Act Qas replaced by

Section 815(c) in the new Act, now codified at 42 U.S.C. 3789d(c). The
provisions of Section5815(c)[are, however, sybstantiaily%idenpica] to its

predecessor. : o :> o,

3

‘:fhe Justite System Imprgvemént Act did createﬁihe‘foice of‘austiée
Assistance, Research, and Statistics (OJARS).‘ OC@E i§;ngw 10cape@yin the
organizational structure bf 0JARS wheﬁéinvit‘pfoéides‘c%vii rights |
compfiance éuppo?t not only for LEAA; but also fok the National

Institute of Justice (NIJ)iand the Bureau of Justice Statistics (BJS).

"

@
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L SRR - ) ) . ST ° ’ 4
. r ’;E = D : ’ L o Slnce the pub11cat1on by -the ACLU of the document quoted above, the o
f suant , amended regulations.were published e
S ) PUfsuant b the naw Act ' 9 _ P ' - - Off1ce Qf C1v11 Rights Comp11ance has cont1nued to utilize and refine the |
i in the Federal Register of April 30, 1980. (Vol. 45, No. 85, ccedures "¢ :
L ) I e SR resources noted .along with others, in Order to streamline its p
ou 28704‘287120 i 2 & :
PP T4 ) - . and avoid any recurrence of the probleﬁs Prev1ously encountered. T
Y . N " . u : k\:“: ’ W O 2 ‘ <}
N i Thus, Sect1on 815(c) continues 1n effect the most comprehens1ve : . E
i " ¢ivil rights enforcement schéme enacted by Congress. It creates a ) )
- s o : combined enforcement. app Foach for Titles VI and VII, codified as o 4l
42 U.S.C. 2000(d) and 2000(e), by covering not only the provision , '€7' . . o
of services and benefits, but also the entireyemp]oyment'proceSS. )
The regu]ations enforced by 0JARS pursuant to Section 815(c) o ]
proVide a mechanism to ensure timely resolution of allegations 5 »
i ’ of discrimination. o : : . R . . . i o o
} AN x In 1977 the American Civil®Liberties Union commented: |
L : | o ’ : » L ° ,
RS S p i o SCIE . :
, 7 The Law Enforcement Assistance Administration similarly is N S J
: governed by a -new statute, the Crime Control Act of 1976, which. , s ’ { g
v ; also sets forth strict requirements for civil rights enforcement ¥ Y BN ’ ;
S IR Unlike the ORS response, however, the LEAA response has been 2 e ' : !
SR R : ~positive and effective. First, LEAA promulgated timely proposed . v “
regulations. Second, LEAA's final regulations were quite good. - - \ .
_ : (LEAA adopted most of the ACLU 'comments). Third, LEAA applied the t RN SR
S e e ‘W new statute retroactively to all outstanding court orders and ; f - - C e ‘ ’ s , °
R ‘ * administrative complaints.® And, fourth, LEAA has sent dozens of § : '
v‘,1§< 0 , - noncompliance notices and has suspended fund1ng to approx1mate1y :
I C S o ten noncomplying recipients. . . .
: - R ; AY 0 ‘j:
oo : ("The Carter Administration and Civil Liberties:’ -8 ; SR ' B '
e . : The. First Six Months", July 20, 1977; ACLU.) o > S s SR LAl o
; ‘ ¢ ‘ ‘ o EE I o ; s
7
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IT. PRE-AWARD REVIEW ’ e | -

In -addition to its obligation concerning the conduct of compliance

reviews, the Compliance Review Division has also been involved in the

following activjties:

)

Bivision.

R

The Division reviews funding requests for $500, 000 or more from
\r

recipients. An applicant for OJARS ass1stance for $500,000 or
more must submit its Equa1wE@p10ymentAOpportunity{Program (EEOP)
along with its application for funding. The EEOP must be

approved by the Division pr1or to award. Faiiure on the

~ recipient's part to address this requirement can result in

rejection of the proposa]., During FY 1979, the Division &
conducted 237 pre—award reviews. During FY 1978, 86 praaaward

reviews were Cohducted; 44 were conducted in FY 1977.

When considering recipients for possible complﬁauce review
selection, EEOPs are often requested and evaluated by the
During FY 1979, 124 EEOPs were evaluated by the
Division for the apbvefreason as well as related mafters.
Fy 1978, 85 EEOPs were evaluated; 32 EEOPs were evaluated in FY
1977, o ¢ | k

Upon?requestgythe Division frequently will eitheb provide

technical assistance directly to recipienfs or arrange for one of
its contractors to provide the necessary assistance, Musf often,
such requeSts involve;training in the preparaﬁion of an EEOP, fhe

developmenﬁfgf a minority/fema1e reCruitment‘program, and/or the

C e i B erras s R RS S S ST

A o LTy
U - PONTIN

.

During

R o et i , P U P WP e e e

‘Evaluat1on Program Gu1de11nes, ‘Subpart I.

“ Guidelines); - | ' i

e o N N '- “-, ,’ F ¥ » 0 ’
validation of certain recipient employment policies and

oy

oractices. We have responded to several such requests since
Il I LT ST . k

/A
i

Ca

The D1v1s1on conceptua11zed and drafted the Equa1 Serv1ce(
of Genera1 Counsel “in theffev1s1on of Subpart D regu]at1ons
(Nond1scr1m1nat1on in Federally- Ass1sted Cr1me Contro] and

Juvenile Delinquency Programs) and Subpart E Gu1de11nes {EEOP

The D1v1s1on prov1ded the Off1ce i Juven11e Just1ce and

P &

Delinquency Prevention (OJJDP) w1th the civil rights provision to
) W ,
be included in all future program announcements.

The D1v1s1on prov1ded the Office of Cr1m1na1 Justice Program

(0CJIP) with revised language for the c1v1] r1ghts section Qf the

o

Formula Graﬁt ‘Manual.

In add1t1on the D1v1s1on has been rev1ew1ng other OJARS and

LEAA Guide11nes and regulations in an effort to assure un1form1ty'r -

and consistency. . g o
s : : 4 )4

The Division is current]y draft1ng rev1sed c1v11 rlghts

requ1remen }anguage for the Agency s D1scret1onary Grant o

)

ManUa" . :‘v) . B S S . '7‘» L B . — ‘O

It ass1sted the Office .

1

g [N
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a ascertaIn whether it has jurisdiction under paragraphs (a) and (

&

‘III. OPERATIONS DIVISON

k]
]

In the preamb]e to the nondiscrimination regu]ataons‘ 42 Federa]
Reg1ste 9493 LEAA stated that during the sucéeed1ng eight months it wou?d
“monitor its performance under the ‘new complaint 1nvest1gat1on timetables

_and shorten the time periods if exper1ence demonstrated that such a step

- was warranted. For the reasons set forth below, 0JARS does not believe it

can shorten the timetables at this time.

. . i?
Regulations Governing the Operations Division

The Operat1ons Division is respons1b1e for processing cases under 2§
> CFR 42.205. The details of that regu]at1on follow.

o
§42.205 Complaint- Investigation. The Administratien

comp1a1nts that allege a violation of Section 815(c) of the Justice System

'Improvement Act Section 262 of the Juvenile Justice Act; and Section 504

of the Rehabilitation Act of 1973. No comp1a1nt will be investigated if it

is received more than one year after the date of the a]]eged d1scr1m1nat1on
(180 days for Handicap comp1a1nts) unless the time for f111ng is extended

by the D1rector of OCRC for good cause shown.

The Adm1n1strat10n sha]] conduct 1nvest1gat10ns of both hand1cap and

ﬂnon hand1cap comp]awnts as fo11ows
Vi

’ A v R N 0

W1tn1n 21 days of receipt of a complaint, the Adm1nlstrat1on sha]]

b) of this

NN

shall investigate |

k|
Ly %‘

section. If jurisdiction is found, notify the recipient al]egedwto be

discriminating and initiate the investigation. -

]

The‘inveétigation will ordinarily be initiated by a letter requesting
data pert1nent to the complaint and advising the rec1p1ent of the nature of
the comp1a1nt, and with the w"1tten consent of the comp1a1nant the
identity of the comp]alnant the program or activities affected by the
complaint; the opportunity to make, at any time prior toythe receipt of the
0JARS findings, a documentary submissdon, responding to, rebutting, or .
denying the allegations made in the comp1a1nt, and the vchedu]e under
which the complaint will be 1nvest1gated and a‘determ1nat10n of comp]iancen

or noncompliance made. Copies of this letter will also be sent to the

)
chief executive of the appropriate unit(s) of government, and to the

appropriate SCJC. : | : ' Ty - i

Within 150 days or, where an,on-siteftnvestigation iskrequired, Within’
175 days after the‘initiation of the»innestigation, the 0JARS sha]] advisey’
the,complainant, theyrecipient, thé‘chief executive(s) of the appropriate
unft(s)'of government, and the appropfﬁate'SCJﬁjof its preliminary
findings'fwhere appropriate, its recommendations for compliance; and if it
is 11ke1y that satisfactory.resolution of ‘the complaint can be obtalned
the opportunity to request the 0JARS to engage in vo1untary comp}«%nce
negotiations‘pr1or to the 0JARS' determination of compliance or

noncompliance.

If, wtthin‘BOEdays, the OJARS recommendations for compliance are not

met, or vo]untary'compliancefis'not secured,for~non-hand1cap‘comp]aints;the :

11

3
[sled
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“g ‘ matter will be ‘forwarded to the Director for a determination of | ig‘%‘ |
? complian , ’ y 0 . i
: PlTance or.noncompliance. The determination shall -be made no later than |
o 14 days after the conclicins ; ‘ , ey o
T ) - conclusion of the 30-day period. If the Director makes a R A . P s
etermi i - , ) ' . Iv.
ﬂ - nation of noncompliance with section 815(c) of the Justice System = e 1V. . COMPLIANCE REVIEW
i ; f:if . Improvement Act or . ' 7 4 s
AN . s section 262 i s . . ©
e | g e ‘ of the Juvenile Justice Act, the 0JARS R S TS | | Lo i
S IS - Shatl Tnstitute administrative proceedings pursuant to §42.208 et seq’ With the enactment of the Crime Control Act of 1976, a major emphasis L
o : Lo . ) i . - et seq. ‘ ) ) : e -
o SR : : : R === was placed on enforcipg civil rights compliance among fund recipients.” To L
\;g ;ff‘ ) . 1%5 within- a reasonable period of ti th . : do this, there was an increase in the use of the civil rights compliance 1 §,
ST RO N R R ) ‘ ! . ~ Me, the OCRC's recommendatq : L - “ G IR
S B AT ;;‘; . \.compIianceﬁare noﬁomet, or voluntary compliai . dations for reviews. The responsibilities of the Compliance Review Division in part, o R
R R A pliance s not secured for handicap |

' compléinFs investigat?d’ the matter will be include the conduct of‘on-site compliance reviews as wg11,as desk audit

: | : I U forwarded to the 0JARS Offic
| | | | - | | =t \ s | fTCG
n | . | of General Counse] for enforcement proceedin )

2

reviews.
9S 1n accordance with

\-,xregvu]atyion. at §42.106 et
. | ‘Sﬂ‘. . :
‘ " | In many respects an on-site compliance review is similar to a fiscal .
sk If ¢h i ¢ fdie. Tv starts with lysis of dat rated by th
CH e & : : S , or mapagement gudit. It starts with an analysis of data generated by the
Sty e complainant or another party, other than the Attorney g - /// g \\\ B y T ° g
o E, has filed suit in Federal or State court allegin ey General;: : ;/Eztipienti proceeds to an a@alysis'of its policies, practices and o
A alleged in a complaint to OJARS, and d 9119 the same discriminat ion ;;,/4//procedures; and Cbnc]udes‘w{¥\ detailed déterminations %;§t the agency's . 15
2 . L e s uring OJARS's . : ' ° ‘ o : ‘ . e
“ of that suit would be in Progress, 0JARS - InVEStTQthon: the trial various operations are either/satisfactory or in need of specific
v | oareEsS, U WiTl suspend its investiqat s , , ) :
S Lo monitor” e , , > 1Mvestigation and improvement(s). -
S or the Tlitigation through the court docket and contacts ith th P (s) "
e ; complainant. Upon recei | . with the
S ' Pt of notice that the ’ ‘ °
- . , i court R : : , - o ‘
: discrimination within the réaing o G320 has made a finding of OJARS/OCRCr%views‘tkg;operations and-employment data and practices of
' ’ . 8, ) . . , . ) ’ . ‘ . : B
! the 0JARS wil] Institute a recipient agency in an ef;é?ﬁxgo‘ensure cOmp]iance with EEO Taw,

adm7nistrative proceedings pursuant tg §42.208 et se
| .‘ * ;_J‘

. . , regulations, and guidelines. AIhds review may be 60nduct;d5as an 0JARS desk
’ e ‘ o . ’ ] ! o . ’ S / P i . .
ig S ‘ (f%§7 audit of dataland‘infdrma@igﬁ/provided by the recipient agency, or it may

be conducted as an'6ﬁ—sité\§nVestigation.

Prior to the mandate giveh OJARS'by°Congfess and the Crime Control Act of

1976, ObRC conducted two to threé reviews_a year on theégﬂeragg. Ingﬁact,
2 : N . & - } ’ . . ‘ " ‘ . ‘ 'V(;.%‘:‘ .
- the USCRC severely criticized LEAA's (since named QJARS)/ba;t performance:

L .

B

12 g |
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.++ The existence of this procedure has become irrelevant as LEAA -

rareTy conducts compliance reviews. - Although LEAA has thousands

of recipients,’from the time of its creation through January

1975, OCRC had conducted "only 18 postaward compliance reviews.
A Moreover, at least 14 of these were completed before July 1973
and only one was completed since May 1974. LEAA stated that
postaward comp11ance review activities have been drastically
reduced in Fecent years because of its emphasis on .pre-award
reviews. This exp]anat1on is not fully accurate, since the
emphasis on pre-award reviews has been limited to the Comp11ance
Review Division, which is far toc small. It is clear from LEAA's
allocation of staff between the Compliance Review and Complaint
Investigation Divisions that LEAA places little emphasis on
pre-award or postaward compliance reviews. Rather, its greatest
emphasis is on compliaint processing.

The Compliance Revigw Division has increased the number of reviews,
thus addressing_the concerns of the USCRC and others.

The Compliance Review Division has divided the country into
geographicaT*sections, thereby ensuring that all major areas are visited
on a rotating basis. Also, varions types of recipient agencies are
se]qcteduﬁo that a sampling of problems experienced by all categories of
recipients is obtained rather than the previous oonoentration on poTice
departments. Since December 1977, reviews have been condncted in the
following states: Connecticut, Tennessee, MisSouri, Texas, Utah, Florida
South Dakota, Massachu;gtts, North Carolina, Arkansas, Neoraska,
Washington, Kentucky, Delaware, Arizona, Ohio and Kansas. Agencies
rev1ewed have included municipal, county, and state Taw enforcement
-agencies; a state. pr1son, a state parole board; and a state fam11y court

system.

As a result of these reviews, eigh% resolution agreements have been
signed covering employmert and services issues, and others are in the
process of preparation and negotiation. Whereas the early program

14

‘\ ? b =
o

receiving added emphasis.:

o
W

j i .1 1 : 1 |:“ D.‘ 3 ] E E > .i, ) [l W'H
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all of the above-
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with the appropriatevCr1
the CJC staff perso

i -site review.
with the review team during the on-site T

jts field reviews

n responsible for
st a fourth of the reviews,

in at lea

civil rights has worked
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ed the cooperation of the reg

v
vision has also recei
" ave commented that the

the reviews. A number of the agencies reviewed h
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Additionally,

i

o

other criteria are used in seTecting an agency for review
. ! \‘ ‘.

i

a

‘0

As specifically stated in 28 CFR 42 206(b),

the five factors hhich may

be considered are: V
%Y '

e

1 _
) The relative disparity between the percentage of m1nor1t1§‘\ﬁor
women, " in ‘the relevant labor market, and the percentage of

o

m1nor1t1es, or women, employed by the recipient;

2 " N
) The percentage of women and minorities in the sopulation

receiving project: benefits;

3)  The number i :
) number’ and nature of discrimination complaints filed against |

a receipient with OJARS or other federa] agencies;

5) The amo i i
unt of f1nanc1a] assistance provided to the recipient

expressed d1rect1y to OCRC by LEAA's (since named 0gaR )
b , S
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Minority Advisory Council and the U.S. Civil R1ghts Commission regard1ng

prison conditions. The Massachusetts Parole Board was selected because the

Divdsion had not yet reVieWed‘a paro]e'board andﬂthe Massachusetts agency

had a s1gn1fr”5”tsnumber of B]ack and H1span1c clients, .

<]

o .
Q

\V) | |

Once “an agency has been se]ected for review, OJARS not1f1es the

o

rec1p1ent in writing. Cop1es ofgth1s se]ect1on not1f1cat1on are also sent

to the ch1ef executive of the appropr1ate un1t of government and the

relevant SCJC. Genera]]y, th1s not1f1cat1on contains a request for any

additional information and datalrequﬂred for the conduct of the review. In
all cases, however, it advises the -ageficy of: , | . . .
’ © B 7(\“
0  The practices tc-be reviewed;
g 0o  The programs or activities affected by the"review;
- 0 The Opportun1ty to make, at any time pr1or to rece1pt of
findings, a documentary subm1ss1on reSpondlng to 0JARS,
o exp1aining,tva]idating, or otherwise addressing the prachices
~under review; and . | .
: J[ g
. L
0 The schedu]e under wh1ch the rev1ew will be conducted aﬂ? a
s determ1nat1on of compliance or noncompliance made. f’ °
If the rev1ew does not requ1re a site v1s1t all data will be assessed
by OJARh and f1nd1ngs forwarded to the rec1p1ent and the re1evant{ch1ef .
‘.5‘ ? ‘r’ \
o X
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public personnel administration.

175-day period from initation of the reviey.

o W
N

Where an on-site review is deemed appropr1ate, the Offlce of Civil x
Rights Compliance plans one field visit. This visit is either a mnn;-a
review or a full review by a team of e1ther,a few or several fnvestigators
with experience and background 1in criminal justice service”déiiiery and -
The review team tracks the agenqy S day— coe

to-day practices for consistency with federal, state and/or Jocal laws, :

rules and regulations; ana]yzes the resource . utilization; and ver1f1es the

reported date. Add1t1ona11y, the investigation often covers the current

2 . B g

"state of the art" in employment referral and se]ection policies and . ok

procedures. The purpcse of this latter act1v1ty is to he]p determ1ne

whether any Equal Employment Opportunity Proqram modifications are in X

order. Findings and any proposed reso]utlon agreement are forwarded to the T

recipient agency and the relevant chief executive and CJC w1th1n the

e

i

The findings of this civil rights comp11ance rev1ew process contaIn,

where appropriate, the proposed resolution anreement for comp]wance. The ~ U

recipient s also advised that voluntary comp11ance negot1at1ons may be

requested w1th 0JARS prior to a determ1nat1on by the Director of compliance

or/noncomp11ance with Section 815(c) of the JSIA.

S op”

This negot1at1on per1od is. Timited to 30 days from the daﬁe that any . (

proposed agreement for compliance is made by 0JARS. Should an agency

- choose te comply voluntarily with 0JARS recommendations, the resolut1on

agreement must be executed w1tr1n 1ts Same 30-day per1od. . s

o : Y
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| estab]1shed after the Agreement

V. RESULTS

o o . > L .
. ‘ | o

of OCRC get

RS e (St Uy SRS
et 4

ot

Both the 0perat1ons and Compliance Review D1v1s1on

ORIV,

resu]ts. Unlike the state of affairs documented in. USCCR S Report 0JARS

is taking adm1n1strat1ve action to remedy v1o]at1ons of - ant1d1scr1m1nat1on

provisions of the Omn1bus Cr1me Contro] and Safe Streets Act of 1968 (as

AN s 3

amended, 42 U.S.C. 3701 et EEH ) and the Juven11e Justice and De11nquency s

Prevention Act of 1974 (as amended 42 U.s.C. 5601, et_§gg.).

e o

Below is a listing of cash sett]ements, compliance agreements, and. , B &

other sat1sfactory reso]utions ach1eved by OCRC's Divisions since February
16, 1977

Jacksonv111e F]ox1da Police Dej artme | | o ’
2 nt--The issue was fail f ,
based on race d1scr1m1nat1on. The Respondent entered into augg]ﬁgtg;;e ‘ IR “

~Comp11ance Agreement with the 0f
issues in tha LEAA complaint., S:pgiagg Revenue Sharlng that addressed the

| necessary to contin itoring / the
Respondent. This reso]vei\Fhe Comp]a]nge12:3;;?”7ng‘prOgress by’the . i
M1ssour1 ‘Highway Patrol and St. Lou1s) M1ssour1, Metro Police

Department--The ssue was race discriminati
The Respondents signed Voluntary Compllanceoxgrgege;tgg quat1f1ed B]acks.',

1. St. Louis-agreed to take co |
rrective measures regardi
evel testing, (2) physical examination pass/fa?] raggs b§lmoﬁ?§gi?;§- 2

-and correcting as appropriate, (3
) e
assignments, and (5)"minimum heSQgtprggg?ggmegizjgnments’ ) equ1pment

2. {
régsgjr;gH1%?yay Patrol--agreed to. tuke necessary corrective measures
valiaatis (3)m1n1mum height requwrements, (2) written exam1nat1on
oral boards, (4) background 1nvest1gat1ons, (5)

. (40) percen+ minority in t :
. raining cl
recruiting pract1ces and recru1t$ng ;§:§i1g?s 'l parity reached, and (6)

PN
o
g 20 9

O

«

Costal ’Area Plann1ng and Deve1opment Commission, Brunswick, Georg1a-—The RN

. employment termination.

Complainant.

‘employment with the Respondent.

~ height-requirement was dropped the Comp)
settlement and then withdrew comp]a1nt/ o

issue was race and sex discriminations resulting in the Comp1a1nant s
Investigated by LEAA, Department of Commerce, and
EEOC negotiated the conciliations agreement which.were then adopted-
‘The”agreement provides for a $909.00 cash, settlement for the

The agreement also provides for adherence toor ¥
implementation of improved employment practices.regarding hiring, o
promotion, and other employment conditions. A second EEOC negotiated - i
conciliation agreement adopted by LEAA prov1des for a $3,516.00 cash S
sett1ement for- the Comp1a1nant. ‘

N
A

EEQC.
by LEAA. .

Da]las Ft. Worth, Texas Regional A1rport--Department of Safety-- The
issue was race d1scr1m1nat1on resulting in the Complainant's dismissal from
The Resolution Agreement provides that
although Complainant had been employed by the Respondent, his file was to

_be sealed in its-entirety and no employment history was to be prov1ded

except Comp1a1nant had been emp]oyed by Respondent.

| New Orleans, Louisiana, Po11ce Department--The issue was sex
: d1scr1m1nat1on—-m1n1mum height requirement disqualified the Comp1a1nant

Dur1ng investigation an out-of-ceurt

from becomming a police officer. r
The"

séttlement was “reached’which resulted in $750.00 cash settlement.
Complainant then-withdrew the complaint since she no longer desired
employment with the Respondent. M1n1mum,he1ght requirement ‘was dropped.
(Individual Complarnantg * A second s1mnﬁar complaint was filed. After the
ainant received a $1,200 cash °

e

Austin, Texas, Police Department--The issue was sex and national origin -

discrimination based on a failure to promote Complainant.” A Consent Decree
was entered which brought about a. settlement that resulted in a payment of
$7,332.00 to settle the 1awsu1t and LEAA complaint. The Complainant had
been demoted to a lower paying position; through the settlement she was

- promoted to a senlor records clerk. poswt1on, w1th apprOpr1ate back pay.

o

Lee County, F]or1da, -Sheriff's Deparfment-—The issues were sex

"~ discrimination in failure to hire and race discrimination in keeping

The Department admitted to segregated facilities

segregated facilities.
They have prov1ded

for what is described as the hardened criminal element.
assurances that facilities are now desegregated

The Reso]ut1on Agreement between LEAA and Respondent prov1des that )
‘Complainant's employment-application will be processed for Deputy Sher1ff
position; and assigned to road/patrol duty, using criteria that are’
sexually nond1scr1m1natory. Should Complainant succeed through the
application process the tssue of back pay must be reso]ved in agreement

With LEAR. | B R T
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San Francisco, California, Pol; ' ” -
: , a, Police Department--The ; ices. - .
complaint alTeged that the LEAR recipient had fa?]éésgg gﬁgvgggvggggéatghe ”

4 ;17
4

A]ameqa County, California, Department of Probation-- iss :
d1scr1m1nation--unva7idated promotion test. Respondezgeaéizgg‘?gs race
d;§cpnt1que use of thg Deputy Sheriff Probation Officer II test:UntiTI
adverse impact was g]1m1nated and the other minority candidates had an
opportunity to qualify for the position as measured by selection criteria

demonstrated to be valid and as racially neutral as possible.

Garner, North Carelina Police D i W
: s . na, epartment--The issues were race: -
d1SC{1m1na§10n,_spec1f1ga11y, faliure to promote and disciplihany action
;egu §1ng in being dismissed for filing a complaint. /
a asd.setyigmeng of $23000.00 and release by Complainant of all claims of
ace discrimination against the police department. ' S8 n0 ‘

Henderson, North Carolina, p 1i i

enderson, N 2 a, Police Department--The issye
g;:ﬁg;ggnsg;og-;fallure to promote and function as. a pat¥g§'§$¥icer
S etpough h 0? $logsghat position. The agreement provides for a monetary
fo compety o p;omoiggg ;?tﬁgggrney's fges:apd will allow the Complainant
with LERR ang Eon0" any prejudicz for having filgd a complaint

Bristol Township, Penns lvani 14 ‘ N :
0!_Township, a, Police Department-~The i
: : e i
mi | : ' into a Voluntary Complj r
h the Pennsylvania. Human Rights Commission, whic% LEAﬁl;ggggeggggggsnt

e

LEAA's investigation determi
E Ve rm i {i ‘
With the temeoEion agree%ggg.that the police department was complying

services to the Chinese-speakin i
: es e | g community of S i
C£¥§:§égggégci;ev§algg that approximately half g? §;§"§}§§9§ 65,000

: g residents did not speak English and that the récipient's

]

- empl ) :
mployment figures showed that only five of the Department's 1,670 sworn

personnel (0.3%) were bilingual (Chinese-Eng?ish).

Interviews conducted with Chi ’ |
: -Ond -With Chinese-s : .
officer peaking resident i
(Chines:-gsg%§;£§d the adverse effect of Respondent?sagg Snorn Jolice |
officers on services to the Chinese Co;;g;?t§f]b311ngual

The main issues were p '
1 elated to the i i1i
N ) e e 1nabilit t
Comp]%azgg zgigéggfgl Fesponses to calls foryag:i;ggnge th
ce ent represents tyelve (12) areas ‘in wh%ch Sgnvglggg?ggo°

Police will improve the services to the Chinese community

A majoﬁ sfgnfficanne of s S
' T o e successfy : . : «
became the first Federa] agenq;fgg ;gsglut‘OﬂxOf;th1s case is that LEAA

government to deliver e uit
tabl
segment of a community Snder T?t%ng?nfo

iate an agreement requiri al
: quiring a locai -

frcement services to a partgcular

Of the 1964 Civil Rights Act.

7

il
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Harﬁ?%burg, Pennsylvania, Police Departmént and Police Civil Service

The parties agreed to,.,

o

Board--The issue was race discrimination through the use of an unvalidated
test. Investigation was deferred to the Pennsylvania Human Rights '
Commission. (PHRC). Voluntary compliance agreement was entered into
between City of Harrisburg and PHRC. Through the agreement, new testin
procedures will be developed by the City with LEAA/OCRC technical ’
assistance; existing hiring 1ists will be abolished; and within-180 days of
agreement a new c1;§§ of eight men will include five Black officers. The
PHRC findings and &greement were adopted by OCRC, consistent with the
Federal Administrative Procedures Act as required Qy LEAA Regulations.

Shawnee County, Kansas, Sheriff's 0ffice--The issue was failure to hire
based on the race and sex of the Complainant. A Consent Decree entered by
the Shawnee County District Court provides for a case settlement of
$3,500.00 as complete settlement against any and all claims.of the

Complainant. -~ . ;

Annapolis, Maryland, Police Department--The issue was sex discrimination in
employment. The Respondent failed to consider Complainant's apptication
‘because she did not meet the minimum height standard. Investigation showed
that the Respondent had not validated its minimum height standard and
failed to sustain a bona fide occupational qualification defense. . .
. i . s
The Resolution Agreement provides the Comp]ainanﬁjan opportunity to re-
enter the hiring process and disallows the use of the current minmum height
standard until it has been validated. Respondent is to evaluate ‘
Complainant's progress without prejudice and if she successfully completes
the process, fiotify LEAA of the dates of certification and placement on the

eligibility list. ‘

—x s

State Police Merit Board, Springfield, I1linois--The issue was race
discrimination.  The Complainant alleged being rejected for employment
because of a juvenile arrest record. The complaint, also filed in Federal
District Court, was closed as a result of the Court's action in issuing an
order which held against the Complainant and subsequent denial of a .
preliminary injunction was affiimed by the U.S. Court of Appeals.

 Brunswick, Georgia, Sheriff's Department--The issue was race discrimination

By consent of

resulting in the Complainant's discharge from employment.

 the parties it was ordered that the defendant was enjoined and restrained

from discriminating against any person’in his employment, -specifically
including hiring,. promotion,, and' discharge practices and benefits or any
other term or condition of employment. The defendant was also enjoined
from interfering in free speech and association of employees with a former
sheriff of Brunswick County. e B SR

’
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Cook “County, I11inois, Sheriff's Department--The issues were employment
policies and practices that discriminated against Blacks, Hispanics, and
women pased on race, color, sex and national origin. The parties to the
comp1a1nt.negqtiated a Settlement Agreement that was accepted by the

Federal District Court and addressed all issues in the complaint. LEAA®

complaint closed on basis of court action and the inde nd iliati
co the oy pendent conciliation

'Colorqqg State Penitentiary--The issues were promotion and demotion
Zspec1f1ca11y against the Complainant) and generally failure to promote,
‘reassign, and place Blacks in management positions and adequately train
Blacks based on race. The parties entered into a Voluntary Conciliation

Agreement with the Respondent and the Colorado Department of Personnel to

~resolve all issues in the complaint. Th i i
LERA camm] miies ~comp he Complainant then w1thdrew.the

Ames, Iowa, Police Debartment--The issue was sex discrimination in failure
: . Polic X discrimination in failu

to hire a qualified female. Department made offer to Complainant to e

reapply for a patrol officer position. Complainant failed to respond to

offer and LEAA closed matter since the R i i1 ’
terms of resolution. espondent cpmp11ed with LEAA's

-

¥2?$0n51g F;re anq Police Commission-TThe issue was sex discrimination in
ure to hire. "Consent order was filed resolving the issues against the

Fire Department and setting hirin 0 inorities wi
 District Court 1o Milwaukég. g goals for m1nor1t|es with the U.S.

ggw Rgche]]g, New York,.fglice Department--The issue was race
, discrimination in recruiting, hiring, and promoting. Problems were

- resolved through the Department's Affi i i it}
consent and monitoring efforts. !rmative Action Program with LEAA's

Oklahoma Department of Corrections--The issue was race‘discriminat%on in

‘failure to hire. LEAA closed complai
/ s plaint based on em ‘
State Merit System to develop and validate new tegggf aent o,

Department increasing percentage of minority employees.

Clackamas County, Oregon, Sheriff's 0ffi i «

oo s UNLY, Yregon, Sheriff's Office--The issue was s

g1scr;m1nat1on In failure to hire. Respondent made offer tngomplainant'to
eapply for employment; however, she failed to respond to the offer.

Consequently, LEAA closed case.

nd on progress by

ices in general. LEAA endorsed

the findings of the‘Department of Transpbrtation that resulte |
Respondent accepted DOT's
€ in 1ts employment practices.

compliance review by that agency.
N recommendations calling for a chang

d from a

SR i R

Des Moines, Iowa, Police Department--The issue was sex discrimination in
employment practices in general. Respondent complied with LEAA A
recommodations to eliminate references to sex in job.classifications, etc.,
give females an opportunity to occupy the radio operator position and have
males occupy LENCIR (Law Enforcement Network Central Iowa Region) operator
positions. . : L '

La Crosse County, Wisconsin, Sheriff's Departmenta-lssues were failure to

promote, wages, and conditions of employment because of the sex
discrimination. The matter was resolved by a consent decree entered into
by both parties and the complaint was withdrawn. - ‘

,Ok]ahomaibepartment of Corrections--Issue was failure to -hire on-the basisl

of race. The issue was resolved based on an agreement that the Respondent
would develop new tests where present tests were found to be culturally
biased.. '

Wisconsin Department of Health & Social Services, DiVision of Corrections--
The issue was discrimination in hiring practices on the basis of -race. The
case was closed due to the progress made and good faith efforts

~demonstrated by the Respondent to increase minority emp]oyment.~

Ramsey City, Minnesota, Sheriff's Department--The issue was discrimination
in employment practices based on sex. The Complainant was hired and the
complaint withdrawn. o

Yonkers Police Department, New York--The issue‘wasrdiscriminétion in
employment based on national origin. The resolution was made by a 5
conciliatory agreement and the Respondent amending his Affirmative Action

Program. : : S : R

American Bar Association, Washington, D.C.--The issue was discrimination

‘against women in employment benefits. The complaint was withdrawn when a
settlement was reached that resulted in the Association's policies being
changed and back pay granted to the aggrieved party. ,

Wisconsin Department of Health and Social Services--The issue was
discrimination in hiring because of race. The Complainant was hired and

the complaint was withdrawn.

New York State Police--The issue was discrimination in employment based on
race and sex whereby qualified Whites were passed over to select minorities
and females. The matter was resolved”by decision that no persons would be
accepted for training who were ranked~Tower on the eligibility list than
the Complainants (three sepagatefcomp1aints). : - :

Project Intercept, Inc.--The issue was discrimination in employment and
discharge based on sex. The matter was resolved through conciliation
agreement negotiated on behalf of the Complainant, whereby, she was
reinstated, received back pay, and received all benefits that would have
accrued had termination not taken place. ‘ ‘

25

R

ety s, ALt b i At 1

S K vt e 2 ol ot

T e

PO




e e g e

(&Y

- discrimination in empToyment and failure to hire.

“hiring practices.

Dade County, Florida, Administrative Office of the Courts--The issue was
discrimination in employment (promotion) based on sex. The complaint was
withdrawn because an acceptable settlement was reached between the parties.
The Complainant was promoted and given back pay. -

Gwinnett, Georgia, Police Department--The issue was sex discrim?bation'in
employment resulting in failure to hire the Ccmplainant. The Respondent
agreed to adopt the affirmative action steps recommended by LEAA.

C!ark;Cquntg, Nevada, Juvenile Court Service--The issues were racial
discrimination in empToyment, failure to promote, and job assignments.
Complainant was given promotion and training opportunities. ‘

Atlanta, Georgia, Police Department--The issue/ was sex discrimination in

employment resulting in failure to hire. The]Respondent eliminated the
height requirements.

quon_Cgrregtioqa] Institution, Florida--The issues were racial
d1scr1m1nat1on in employment and facilities. Respondent adopted.the
recommendations of the LEAA review team and made additions to their Equal

gmp]gyment Opportunity Program and changed the housing patterns of
inmates. :

oy

= . . (( ’ : R . o
S§uth_C§ro1jna Depqrtment of Corrections--The issues were racial |
discrimination, failure to hire Black employees, and unequal disciplinary

actions. Respondent complied with LEAA recommendations to increase
recruitment and employment of Blacks. ‘ ’

Honolulu, Hawaii, Po]ice.Department--The issues were sex discrimination in
employment, failure to hire and promote. Voluntary action was taken by the
Respondent to promote the Complainant and modify employment practices.

Grenada, Mississippi, Police Department--The issue was racial '

4 . : i Respondent complied with
LEAA recommendations dealing with job recruitment and gob p1acemeﬁt. :

Sgrasqtg Cogntyz Florida, Sheriff's Department—AThe issue was sex »
d1§cr1m1nat1oq in emp]gyment, failure to hire. Respondent eliminated the
height and weight requirements. LEAA did not find any disparate impact in

Chicago, I11inois, Police Department--The issue was sex discrimination in

employment. Respondent's policy was changed in regard to f ‘
and Complainant received a monetary settlement. ? smale emp]oyees

Plant City, Florida, Police Department--The issues were iscriminati
X A "CE) . A re sex discrimination
in employment, failure to hire, and the lack of an Affirmative Actioz Plan.
Respondent adoptgd the recommendation of LEAA and agreed to submit data
concernjng recruitment and hiring of minorities and women. ) |
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/5The issue was sex discrimination in services and facilities.

£l

Chicago Volunteer Legal Services Foundatijon--The issue was ‘sex
discrimination by the Respondent in paying female attorneys less than :
similarly situated male attorneys. The terms of the Resolution Agreement
provided that the Respondent award Complainant $220.00 which represents
full remedy for salary differential paid to Complainant and similarly
situated males. ' : ' .

-Georgia Department of Corrections--The issue was that the Respondent had
‘not implemented its Equal Employment Opportunity Program (EEOP). The terms
of the Voluntary Resolution Agreement provided that the Respondent submit
to OCRC within 30 days, a satisfactory EEOP consistent with the require-.
ments of 28 CFR 42.304(g) regarding existing employment policies and
practices. The EEOP has been received. :

New York City Police Department--The issues were discrimination in the
NYPD's employment practices and delivery of -services: - The Resolution
Agreement executed by OCRC and Respondent provides that current hiring of
new officers will be in a provisional capacity. Individuals will be
selectively certified for Spanish-speaking ability. It also provides that

~ the use of the current eligibility 1ist in rank order constitutes a
~violatior of Section 518(c) of the ‘Act. The Respondent agrees to give 30
days notice to LEAA if it intends to use the 1ist in the future. The i
Agreement also has provisions for the use of female officers, the
imposition of discipline, desk appearance tickets and publicizing the -
“existence.of the Civilian Complaint Review Board.

Ohio Department of Rehabilitation, Community Reintegration Center Program--

Respondent

~ withdrew female participation, in the Community Reintegration Center while
continuing to allow male participation in the program. OCRC made a
preliminary finding of cause regarding this issue. :

The Resolution Agreement provided for the reinstitution of female
participation by the provision of six spaces at the facility should

<additional spaces be required. Respondent further agreed to the submission
of compliance data to OCRC on a semi-annual basis for a two-year period.

Shawnee County, Kansas, Sheriff's Department--The issues were race and sex
discrimination in employment. The Respondent failed to hire the ‘
Complainant for vacant positions after funding for her position with the
Manpower Program terminated. ,
males whose positions had also terminated under the Manpower Program. OCRC
made a preliminary finding of cause after concurring with and‘accept]ng\the
Finding of ‘Fact and Conclusions of Law of the Kansas Commission on Civil
Rights. ‘ o S - L . SRS '
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Respondent and Complainant subsequently entered into an agreement whereby
Respondent agreed among other things to pay Complainant the sum of $3,500
as full and complete settlement of any and all claims by Complainant o
against Respondent., Respondent further agreed ta provide monitoring data
to the Equal Opportunity Officer of Shawnee County. e

Colorado State Penitentiary--The issues in this comp]aint invo}vgd both the
promotion and demotion of the Complainant based on national origin. The
Conciliation Agreement, negotiated by the Colorado Civil Rights Commission,
provides: (1) to promote the Complainant to the next available position as
a Correctional Specialist, (2) to pay the Complainant $4,888 in gross wages
the Complainant would have earned had he not been demoted by the Respondent
in October 1976, and (3) to make appropriate financial contributions to the
retirement fund for.the period since October 1976.

=

Jersey City Police Department--The issues were failure to recruit and hire
and failure to implement an EEOP. No cause determination on the first two
(recruiting and hiring). Cause finding made regarding EEOP allegatjon.
The Respondent agreed to develop and submit an adequate EEOP subject for
LEAA approval. wr

Grand Forks, North Dakota, Police Department--U.S. District Court decided
that the issue of sex discrimination related to assignments, promotion, and
constructive discharge did not constitute sex discrimination since female
officer in question was offered ample opportunity for training and police
experierice to qualify for promotion. Subseguent termination was deemed
resignation vis-a-vis constructive discharge under state personnel rules.

American Bar Association, Washington, D.C.--The issue was sex
discrimination. The complaint was withdrawn after a settlement had been
reached that resulted in both a change in ABA's policy regarding issue of
Teave while in a maternity status and back pay for the Complainant.

Yonkers, New York, Police Department--The issue was harassment'based on - )

female police dispatcher’s national origin. The case was investigated by

EEOC and resulted in a no cause finding regarding the individual

Complainant but in specific relief for other members of the Complainant's
same national origin {Puerto Rican). &Amendments,made in Respondent's
Aff1rmatnve Action Program and condition that no retaliation would be
directed towards any persons because of assistance pravided in the
investigation. ] , 5

Louisville, Kentucky, Police Department {Two Complaints)--Complainants

a]Jegeq race discrimination with respect o reassignment, demotion
promotion and harassment. OGRCfGompgﬁance Review givisibn c0n§uct;d a
comp1ﬂange review and issued its ireport, Finding the respondent‘in
noncompliance with LEAA nondiscrimination and EEOP regulatjons and the
uniform guvde11nes, ¥o1untanyenesoﬂmti©n,agreement'was reached between the
respondent and OCRC. The Agreement developed by the Compliance Review

Division sufficiently resolves these complaints.

i L ) o o A
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“New London, Connecticut, Police Department--Complainant alleged sex (male)

discrimination with respect to respondent differential height requirement.
The Connecticut Commission of Human Rights found cause and entered into an
agreement with Respondent to abolish the height requirements. Respondent
subsequently revised requirement to be proportionate with weight and age.

Wisconsin Council Criminal Justice (SPA)--Experienced civil rights

professional was denied consideration for a position because he was a White
male on the basis that a state personnel rule allowed certain positions to
be restricted to certain minority groups and females. OCRC held the
practice to be discriminatory. A settlement was negotiated between
Complainant Attorney and Respondent for several thousand dollars and the
matter was closed. » ‘

Rockford, I11irois, Police Department--Complainant alleged race (Black)

discrimination‘with respect to respondent's hiring practices. The, 0ffice
of Revenue Sharing found cause and entered into an agreement with{
Respondent to set Tong term goals and timetables for the employment of
women and minorities at level representative of the available labor force.
Resporident has forwarded a copy of its revised Affirmative Action Program
to ORS. OCRC Has adopted the ORS findings and Terms of Resolution agreed
to by the respondent as satisfactory resolution of this complaint.

. o N o
Mobile, Alabama, Police Department (Two Complaints)--Complainants alleged

class discrimination (race) in hiring and promotion, a racially hostile
working climate, and that a Black officer had been discriminatorily
disciplined and terminated. Following a joint ORS/OCRC/LEAA investigation,
ORS issued findings sustaining the class allegation but rejecting the
individual complaint - for lack of evidence of disparate treatment. LEAA
took cognizance .of the .ORS finding and concurred with the ORS settlement.
Agreement requires development of a new Affirmative Action Program for
hiring, use of validated hiring/promotion exams, and development of a plan
to investigate harassment complaints with disciplinary action where
appropriate. : ;

New Haven, Police Départment--Complainants alleged race (Black)

discrimination with respect to hiring, promotion, and work assignients.
OCRC found. cause regarding the promotion allegation and found Respondent in
violation of EEQP Guidelines. Respondent agreed to eliminate the adverse
impact the promotion exam had on Blacks tested or.validate the selection
process. Respondent further agreed to future negotiations for proper
relief for Blacks discriminated against on the 1974 exam. Respondent also
agrees to submit a copy of its EEOP.

St. Petersburg, Florida, Police Department--Complainant alleged race
discrimination (Black) in.discipline, assignments, and harassment. The
OCRC found Complainant was assigned duties identical those of a White
operator, however Complainant was suspended for work inadeqqacy while -
attending a grievance meeting, the subject of which was racial :
discrimination. Testimony revesaled that Complainant supervisor had a
prejudiced attitude and adversely treated the only two permanent Black

employees. N

»
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- would bring about a resumption of the administrative pro
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Respondent agreed to pay Complainant backpay for 3 1/2 days suspension,
clear Complainant's file of any derogatory references and that no
derogatory references would be given to potential employers of
Complainant.

Asheville, North Carolina, Police Department--Complainant alleged sex
discrimination (female) in not being hired for the position of police
officer. Case was incorporated into a compliance review and investigation
sustained the charge. The Respondent signed a settlement agreement
requiring offers of backpay to the complainant and four other females, an
offer of employment to one of the females, and an invitation to become an
applicant to another."

Jackson County, Mississippi, Sheriff--Complainant alleged sex (female)
discrimination in hiring. Settlement -involves hiring of complainant;

backpay of $4,671.50; starting salary of $806.00 monthly; and Affirmative
Actions by Respondent.

Youngstown, Ohio, Police Department--Complainant alleged race
discrimination (BTack) on behalf of himself and others similarly situated
in Respondent work assignment, transfer, and disciplinary practices. No -
cause found regarding assignment allegation. Because-of lack of
information sufficient to make a determination, no finding made as to the
transfer and discipline allegations. A proposed resolution agreement
requires that Respondent provide an EEOP to this office within six months
of 1issuance of the findings for review and approval, and to submit updated
EEOP's for a four year period for_monitoring. ~ :

Worland, Wyoming, Police Department--Complainant alfeged that she was
terminated from her position ds a sworn police officer and that she was

treated differently because of her sex. The Office of Revenue Sharing -
i found cause based on an investigation conducted by the Wyoming Fair

Employment Practice Commission. Subsequently a $3000.00 cash settlement
was made to Complainant causing the ORS to close the complaint as having
been satisfactorily resolved. LEAA adopted the ORS finding and, based on

the case settlement, also determined that the matter had been
satisfactorily resolved.

Rhode Island, Department of Corrections--The issue was sex discrimination
in that Complainant was denied a lateral transfer as supervising Tieutenant
at one of Respondent's all male facilities because she is female. OCRC
found cause and the matter was brought to public hearing, where it was
determined that Respondent would prevail on the merits. Prior to full

hearing, Respondent offered Complainant position of Lieutenant at the

minimum‘security faciTity which Complainant accepted. In resolving
complaint LEAA stipulated that Complainant not be discrimihated against in
her new position stating that any determination by LEAA of discrimination

_ Lhe cess commencing
with her acceptance of the new position. ‘
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Wisconsin Department of Health and Socia]”Services (Three comp]aints)--

Complainants alleged sex (female) discrimination in that Respondent ,
established male only and female only .institutional positions which had an
adverse effect on their rights to transfer. Respondent entered into an
agreement with The Wisconsin Department of Employment Relations to submit
an amended plan for staffing of male and female positions. Respondent also
agreed that 50% of all such position shall be female and 50% male. . :

Michigan Department of Corrections (Marquette Branch)--The issue was

discrimination based on religion. The Reso]ution,Agreement.executed py
OCRC and Respondent requires Respondent to redefine its policy regarding
outside guests at special barnguets and to establish.written rules/

. ‘regulations on the subject within 9 days. It further requjrgs Respondent
to publish and distribute the rules/regulations to each religious and

ethnic group. Respondent is required to take appropriate corrective action
if the new banquet rules result in adverse impact and agrees to take no
retaliatory action against Complainant or other members of Complainant's
religious group (Bahai) for having filed the discrimination complaint.

Glen Clove, New York, Police Depaftmeﬁf——The issue was unequal pay based on

“sex. The Respondent and Complainant entered into.a'negotiated settlement

in November 1978 resulting in the Complainant's reinstatement to .
the Detective Division, effective October 15, 1978.

Nécogooches County, Texas, Sheriff's Office--The issue was unequal pay-

based on sex. Complainant was a sworn deputy and performed the samehdutiesc

as male deputies. Complainant>and Respondent entered into a Pre-
determination settlement with EEOC which provided for the promotion of
Complainant to Deputy Sheriff job classification with equal pay effective
9/1/78. OCRC adopted the signed agreement as satisfactory resolution of
the complaint. .

Camden County, New Jersey, Prosecutors Office;-The issues were

empToy females as deputys sheriff.

discrimination in hiring practices and promotional competition. No cause

on niring practices due to Tack of applicant data. Cause was found
regarding ghe promotion issue. The Respondent has.agreed.to promote the
Complainant and adjust the seniority rights effective April 17, 1978.

Jasper County, South Carolina, Sheriff's Department--Complainant alleged
sex discrimination (female) with respect to salaries paid to male deputies.
ORS negotiated a settlement agreement whlch.prov1ded‘for offer of deputy
sheriff position, backpay at 6% interest, mileage allowance for distance
driven to and from work between 1/1/77 to 11/18/77, and to recruit and

A Y

e PUTRR TR T U

4 s




OH‘

o

Ph11qde1pﬁja, Pennsylavania, Depaitment of Corrections--Somplainant alleged
handicap discrimintaZon in that she was eliminated from'%he selection
procedure_beCause of a medical report which inferred a past history of
depression and suicidal ideation. Respondent had no record to substantiate
the report or their actions.” ORS found respondent in noncompliance and
secured an agreement which allowed Complainant to be reinstated and
complete the selection process. LEAA credited the allegation based on a

perceived mental handicar; and adopted the agreement made between ORS and
the Respondent. 7

(/
ilew Haven, Connecticut? Police Department (Thkee Comp]aints)--Comblainants
reached a seﬁt]ement with Respondent resulting in their hire, backpay in
the amount of $3,900, counsel fees, and restored senjority.

2

Lancaster County, South Carolina, Sheriff's Department--The complainant
alleged that the Respondent discriminated against her on the basis of
sex,in that she was not hired as a deputy sheriff. To resolve the matter,
the Respondent agreed to a financial settlement. in the amount of $20,000.

In exchange, the complainant agreed to withdraw the complaint of sex . &F

discrimination.

I1linois, Department of Corrections~-The complainant alleged race
discrimination in the denial of his se]ectiog for a clerk?s job, not usiﬁg
Black males as medical technicians or guards in the hospital, and
restr1gt1ng B!ack Tnmates to menial, non-clerical jobs in the prison o
hospital. Evidence supported only the latter allegatien. The Respondent
agreed_to assure equal access to all hospital jobs regardless of race.
Reporting requirements on.staffing patterns run_for three years. '

Des Mcines, Iowa, Police Department--Com lainant alleged discriminati
the.bgs1s of handicap in that she was degied entry togthe res;;négﬁg}gn o
municipal building bgcause of the inaccessibility to wheelchaired
individuals. After 1hvestigation, a cause determination was made and OCRC
proposed that the respondgnt post signs informing the public of rear
gnt(apce access1b11ty, eliminate any other obstructions for wheelchaired
1nd1y1duals, anq notify LEAA when the long-range remodeling plans for
handicap access1b11ty.to the municipal building is completed. Respondent
fully agreed to and signed these proposed terms of resolutjon.

New York City, Police Department (Eij ht Complaints)-- i

alTeged discrimina?ion on the basis of race and/oi)nal?gng?mgl?sgsnaith
respect to an examination given for selection of police officers by the
Respondent. The Court found that the examination’ had an adverse impact on
minority candidates and was not properly validated. The Order of the Court

. - ) - T .. Sea i
qualified Black and Hispanic candidates. The 50% interimpgg;?ﬁgdgggyewas

modified to 33 1/3% by the U.S. Court of A istri

f .S. ) ppeals. The Dist
proy1qed that at a later appropriate proceeding, it wou1dscg;§$dggurt also
individual relief for members of the plaintiff class.

“
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Arapahoe County, Colorado, Sheriff's Department--The Complainant alleged

discrimination on the basis of sex (female) in Respondent's promotion
practices. Complainant also alleged that she was treated differently from
similarly-situated males in Respondent's sworn force in terms and

“conditions of employment. ~ OCRC's investigation was suspended after the -

U.S. District Court's review of these same issues, and the complaint of two
male officers who were dismissed for supporting the Complainant. The Court
found cause as regards the 1iability of named Respondents and ordered a
monetary settlement of $47,742.00 for the Complainants. Additionally, the
Court dismissed the case with prejudice stating that the Complainants could
bring no further charges against the Respondent emanating from her “
employment with the Respondent. - cop

I11inois American Bar Association--The Complainant alleged race

- December, 1980.
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discrimination regarding the Respondent's -hiring, promotion, and training
practices. The OCRC was advised by official notice from the U.S. District
Court for the Northern-District of I11inois that the case was settled and
dismissed by stipulation. The action was dismissed with prejudice with
each party to bear its own costs of the suit.

Plano, Texas, Police Department--The Complainant alleged sex discrimination
regarding the Respondent's employment practices that resulted in her
termination. The Respondent contended that the Complainant's inability to
pass the physical agility test resulted in the termination. To resolve the
issue, the Respondent and Complainant agreed to a $20,000.00 cash v
settlement and the withdrawal of the sex discrimination allegation by the
Complainant. <\ e

Raleigh, North Carolina, Polide Department (Two Complaints)--Complainants
alleged discrimination on the 'basis of race (Black) in Respondent's
transfer and promotion practices. More specifically, Complainants alleged
that they were not transferred to Respondent's Selective Enforcement Unit
(SEU) because of their race and that they were not promoted because.of )
Respondent's racially discriminatory sergeant's.test. After investigation,
a cause determination was made regarding the transfer allegation and a no-
cause determination was reached regarding the promotion allegation. .The
Respondent and OCRC entered into an agreement which renders one of the
Complainants immediately eligible for SEU testing and training. If this
Complainant is among the top two candidates finishing training, he will be
transferred into an SEU vacancy. If not, OCRC and-the Respondent will
conduct further negotiations regarding his status. If Complainant fails to
complete the process, Respondent must document the reasons and forward
documentation to OCRC. The second Complainant, because of prior
disciplinary problems, will not be eligible for transfer until after
Respondent also agreed to a 50% transfer goal for Black
applicants and will select the highest rated Black officer to fill one of~
two SEU vacancies. Respondent further agrded to fill both vacancies with
Black officers if they are the two highest rated.

LB S




o

B

Q

I TR TR

8]

Qs

111inois, Department of Corrections--Complaimant filed charges of religious
discrimination with our office and the Statd/of I1linois Fa?r Emp]oymegtous
Practices Commission (FEPC). In June, 1980& the FEPC negot1atedoan
agreement which addressed all issues relative to Comp1a1nant s allegations.
These issues have been resolved to the satis\=ct1on of both parties. ~

Ft. Wayne, Indiana, Police Deparmtent--The Compldinant a]]eged L
discrimination on the basis of race (B]ack), sex (female), and-national.
origin (H1span1c) in the Respondent's hirirg, promot1on, and transfer
Egagtlces. OCRC's investigation was suspended -pursuant'to notification

ha an investigation by the Office of Revenue Sharing (ORS) of identical
charges was underway. ORS found cause regarding hiring and promotion and
gecommended goals and timetables, data collection and maintenance regard1ng‘

lhgng/Promot1on tests and analysis of hiring and promotion selection
criteria. OCRC made no determination regarding the transfer allegation.
OCRC cTosed its complaint based upon the ORS reso]ut1on.
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, Another USCCR chitieiSmgregarding LEAA, prior to the passage of the
Crime Control Act of 1976, involved the agency's past failure to initiate
administrative phocedureé to cut'off’funding to recipients found by & court
or agency to have d1scr1m1nated Th1s failure was- remedied by the |
mandatory, statutory removal of d1scret1on for funding cutoffs whenever one

events oCCurs.

\l

Of thl

' L ‘
The First Mandate 5

Sect1on 815(c) of the Justice System Improvement Act provides that
act1on must be taken to 1nst1tute a cutoff of funding upon,a determ1nat1on
by OJARS/OCRC that a rec1p1ent is in noncompliance with the proh1b1t1on
agalnst d1scr1m1nat1on. Th1s determ1nat1on is made after an 1nvest1gat1on
by OJARS/OCRC but before a hear1ng. The grant rec1p1ent does have an

opportun1ty to make a documentary submwss1on regarding the al]egat1on of

d1scr1m1nat1on. ¢
0nce such a determination 15 made, OJARS/OCRC, within 10 days, must
not1fy the chief execut1ve of the State end the ch1ef execut1ve of the unit

of general 1oca1 government about the c1v11 rights noncompliance and will

request each chief execut1ve to secure comp11ance. B i
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LS N D W1thin 90 days of the notice, the recipient may request an“expedited ' 2 The Secowd Mandate ‘ o : _ o
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P : I8 and an 4
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SO I 47 w1th1n 90 days of £hé not1ce, or unless the rec1p1ent is brought into ;5 opportun1ty for a hear1ngocons1stent with the Administrative Procedures Act
; . “compliance within 90 days of the not1ce, funding must be suspended. . o :: by a Federal ¢ourt - other than 1n an action brought by the U.S. Attorney ‘ )
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| and Comp]ignce Review Divisions'aﬁd the focal
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IT ‘PROCFSS AUTOMATION AND THE MANAGEMENT INFORMATION SYSTEM

0JARS i trict ti | |
regulations set strict timeframes forwprocessing complaints of

compl iance i ’
reviews to ensure that fund recipients do not engage in

delegatio it i
g n of authority a§f1gnithe,major responsibiity for ensuring
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o éwﬁ£> ' 3 cy in compliance activities. A vital
e thi :
‘ ”xnﬁm;¢h1$ Process is the Intake and Control unit

o . | The unit sepves as
ocal point offenthy whichftriggers'the activities of ’ |

the Operations
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The Intake and Control Unit is.also responsible for the management and

impTementation of OCRC'sv.aﬂhggment information system. ‘ ;
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Management Information System

An important element in OCRC'strbcedures to meet the timeframes has
been the utilization of,a‘computerized management information systgm (MIS)
in Operations Division case processing. The fundamentél purposé:o% the MIS‘
is to provide information necessary for making decisfons and evaluating
performance in meeting OCRC"s delegated responsibility to ensure
nondiscrimination by fund recipients. ~This means that the systém providés
information to assist OCRC maqagement to meet the fiscal-year
managementéby-objectives‘plan and the objectives ofvprogrém ﬁ]annﬁngQ On a
shorter-term basis, its purpo;e is to provid; information at reguTar
intervals tbncerning OCRClperforménce. Viewed from the perspective of OCRC
managément,‘major additional purposes of the system are:

&,

fal
)

0 To provide summary information -for reports to persons and/or
g S . .

organizations outside OCRC;

Q

To provide 1nfbrma£ﬁ6n”for manageria1 decision making within OCRC

by identifying timeframes and bof@]enecks inrthe flow of cases
, 5 & . W - .

and«theréby,expediting'CaSe flow within’the’timeframes

"=g§$ab115hed‘by reguTations;
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| ' ' " B | der: (1) original docketing, follow-up, a data entry by, She Intake o !
: 0  To assist managers and investigators n establishing the Current . oree (2) ]aint 1ﬁvestigat10n by the Operations Division; (3) g
, | . o e . : ntrol Unit; (2) complaint o - |
SRS : status of cases in OCRC; T > ‘ Co f : oncompliance review procedures by :
i1 | ‘ legal advice and follow-up through the noncomp pr ' , :
: T ' ‘ SRRT: N &J , ‘ C ' orts 4 : 4’ o
S TR : . , . ‘ , | he Legal Advisor; and (4) evaluation of periodic progress rep s e %
8 vw ; B . ) R < : L . ~;A ] t e ega 3 A 2 . . . . . : }
H v L . . °. i . . ) e ‘ ) N Dlv‘l s'lon.
! 0 To‘prOV7de Information relevant to assigning cases to i cessary to achieve compliance by the Comp11ance‘Reyiew , L
: investigators; T : ~ Y necess; i

. : A agement , ;
najor product of the MIS, in tems of maintaining managen |

| . i The major e 7 NN

0 To provide Tnvestigators with Current information on the statuys i ‘ ' . system of information reporting thatbas§15tS~OCRC in ;

. o \ ‘ : ectiveness, is a R :
of cases”in thejr workloads; and - R - L e irector of 0JARS and others of OCRC performance. It also
B & informing the Director of | , ing cases.
' e RC to evaluate its internal performance in processing cas : |
: . s L : . i allows OCRC to eva ST ,
/ o To provide 1nformat1on‘enab1ing cost analyses. i - ) '
= ) f : . . . ) ) v";
SR 1 The MIS consists of three parts: (1) an OCRC data base, which is an ;f s
, . 1 . . R . !45. & . i ‘ . . “ “ -

; element of the PROFILE data systen into which data are encoded on .0CRC I _ , T i
R 5 discrimination Cases; (2) a set of computer programs that Operate the - 4 ‘ - . ‘ , R T EE T ST | Ry ;
R E R 1n§ormat10n_system; and (3) information retrieved in the form of standard ¥ o ' , S R L NS el | ;

'°\f?55f€~ Sl (/;?Z;orts; recurring reports, and responses to specific querjes prepafed by . i e ' P ’ ) ] :
o OCRC staff, |, g S R , i
- 9 i
5o T . o
o The MIS is designed to Provide continyoys tracking of thevprogress of i - ;
iy OCRC cases through 4 Series of data entpies designated as milestones. . é’ ® % 3
. : . ‘
- These milestones represent the Process through which a typical H
e discrimination case js likely to progress i accordance with ‘the guidelines ?J :
. established by 0JARS/0CRC regulations, Admfhistrative7y, this process ] . S ’ :
v routinely involves each of OCRC's organizational ypits in the following 3
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T TN o T | L A.  University Research Corporation, 4340 East-West Highway, 4
VITI ASSISTANCE AVAILABLE THROUGH OCRC CONTRACTORS N L ; : . ‘ i

T , : ‘ - 2 - Bethesda, Maryland 20014. Telephone: (301) 654-9300
RN L During the past several "years, the Office of Civil Rights Compliance , : : , : i
] P Y P ; Project Title: Civil Rights Compliance Project o
has awarded several grants and contracts in order to provide recipients :ef | o : : %
with ass1stance in spec1f1c areas of concern or need. Sometimes the - : ) K ) ; @
1 Project Director: Rose W. Boyd i
expertise of the contractors was not fu]]y utilized, as criminal justice 3 o ' j §
: : S ‘ i
j agencies were not aware of the contractors' capabilities or availability. { .
: ) , S : This project has been funded since 1976 and has undergone many ;
The problems still existed in the criminal justice system, but the £ i
, ' ' modifications in 1ts scope of work. Basically, the project staff has been |
respective agencies did not know who could help provide solutions. ‘. i L ) : . .
) offering training and technical assistance in developing EEOPs to State :
: i agencies and other recipients. Training has ranged from a few hours of i
In order to address these problems, the OCRC has compiled a 1list of £ i

. " 3 presentat1on to the development and conduct of workshops of severa] days. |
organizations currently available to augment OCRC's service delivery and ] :
3 Technical assistance has included in-house and on-site aid, the development |
. Gt the quality of the recipients' employment poTicies and practices. The 4 ‘ .. ) ;
ERES ‘ of a slide/tape presentation on Subpart D, administrative support to the %
o ' assistance and informational materials available from these organ1zat10ns § ' ) A ]
| o i State Conference Committee on Civil Rights Compliance, and other areas of |
: are free or of nom1na1 cost and can be obtained d1rect3y from the 3 i
: 4 endeavor. i
individual agencies. 5 4 ]
: ;;
" : : C B.  Wisconsin Council on Criminal Justice, 102 W. Washington Avenue, ]
Response to requests for on-site assistance vary with each contractor E ’ ' , .
: . : 3 “ Madison, Wisconsin 53703. Telephone: (608) 266-3323 ;
S P ~ Or grantee, so jnitial contact should be made with Paul Barnes, Director of v ’ # ) f

the Compliance Review Division, 0JARS, U.S. Department of Justice, Office.

e f? Project.Title: A Proposal to Fund a Model Technical Assistance 1
< of Civil Rights Compliance, 633 Indiana Avenue, N.W., Washington, D.C. $ . ' A %

: ( | oo B ‘ Program for Implementing and Monitoring the j
R \ P 20531, for further information. - P . ‘ . 4
\T_Tc,m?; 1 ‘ ) ’2{ ) Wisconsin Council on Criminal Justice Equal ?E

PR : ' | 7 ~ . iﬁ \%%? Emp]oyment Opportunity/Affirmative Action Policy iéf
SN ‘ The organ1zat1ons available to assist rec1p1ents include, but are not s ‘ ‘ 2N
S0 n,'?“ E ; 11m1ted to, the f0110w1ng

) for Recipients

Project Director: Nathaniel Robinson
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The purpose of this project is to provide technical assistance and

training to operational criminal justice éggncies in the State of .

Wisconsin.

V7

Activities include assisting Wisconsin recipients in the

k§;f/deve1opment and implementation of the EEOPs tﬁey are teﬁ&ired to have as
pre-conditions for funding: evaluate and correct théff“emp1oyment practices
that contravene EEQ laws; and generally assist,‘traiﬁ; and evaluate
recipients relative to fhekfedera1, state, and Tocal civil rights/EE0 Taws

and regulations with which they must comply.

A most important component of the project is that its activities and
program be replicable in order to formulate a model that can be used and

transferred to other state agencies around the country. This aspect of the

project will provide a broader impact and- scope fhan the anticipated

results of an improved compliance posture for Wisconsin recipients of
funds.

. C L]

National Urban League, 500 E. 62nd Street, New York, N.Y. 10021
Telephone: (212) 644-7475

Project Title: Law Enforcement Minority Manpower Project

Project Director: Lee Reynolds

The objective of this project is to provide technical assistance to
criminal justi;e and law enforcement agencies in the attractioh, “
recruitment, retention, and advancement of minorities and women. Such
technical assistance consists of training bulletins, films, on-site B

seminars, surveys and consultation in the above areas of~§pecialization.

44

D. National Center for State Courts, Denvef} Colorado.

Telephone: (612) 222-6331

Project Title: Equal Employment Opportunity in the State Courts

Q

Project Director: Cynthia Sulton o
This grant will provide research, technical assistance, and training
to iﬁduce and assist state courts throughout the country in providing equal

employment opportunities and practices for minorities and females.

It is OCRC's perspective that courts tend to lag behihd the other
components of the criminal justice system in the implementation of
effectin?EEO pkactice§‘and procedures. Additionally, courts tend to have
a greater number of “exempt" positions within their classifications

structures than other criminal justice agencies.

E. Police Foundation, 1909 K Street, N.W., Washington, DC 20006

Telephone: (202) 833-1460

Project f%kle: National Information and Research Center on

Women in Policing.

Project Dirgctor: Dr. Roi Townsey
The Policé Foundation has developed a.clearinghouse for information
regarding women in policing. They provide technical assistance through

printed materials, analyses of court decisions, review of employment

selection criteria, development of issue papers, and other materials

pertinent to the issues.

T TR e e e i e

e



€&
»

o 1
3 i

s

V.

IX OUTLOOK

&

The 0ffice of Civil Rights Compliance operates on a

‘management-by-objective (MBO) bas1s. In add1t1on to the da11y functions

o

descrlbed in this report, the off1ce has 1dent1f1ed further areas of

concern. Natura]]y, all plans are subJect to staff and financial
constraints. At present, the Tist of major issues or areas of* concern
include: . o7 D

\

Regulations for obtaining data on program services by recipients

(the Title VI counterpart to the Title VII EEQP reports) have been

drafted and circulated 1nterna11y
1980.

Publication is expected during

o

Full implementation of the automation of compliance activities and

the management information system will proceed.

® °Full implementation of the memoranda of understand1ng with other
civil rights agenu1es will progress pursuant to the Justice System
Improvement Act and Executive Order 12067. ’ i
° Pursuant to an internal management study conducted during 1980,
o utilization of staff and resources will be improved with a goal of
increased. -efficiency. 5
9]
° OCRC continues to improve its internal commun1cat1on and "
“cooperation w1th other departments and d1v151ons of OJARS, LEAA,
) NIJ, and BJS.
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