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w The Office Of Juvenile Justice And Delin-
quency Prevention's Special Emphasis Pro-
gram Has Not Aealizedlts Full Potential

The Office of Juvenile Justice and Delinquen-
cy Prevention needs to establish policies and
procedures for its Special Emphasis Program
which recognize that research/demonstration
and service delivery initiatives should be de-
signed and managed differently. GAO con-
cluded that unless this was done, the Office
would achieve only limited results from its
research/demonstration programs.

The', Department of Justice, although dis-

agreeing on some points, concurred with
GAO's recommendations and stated that
corrective action would be taken.
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UNITED STATES GENERALACCOUNTING OFFICE

WASHINGTON, D.C. 20548

The Honorable William French Smith
The Attorney General

Dear Mr. Attorney General:

This report discusses the need for the Office of Juvenile

Justice and Delinquency Prevention to establish policies and

procedures which recognize that its special arphasis research/

demonstration and service delivery programs should be designed

and managed differently.

The report makes recommendations to you on pages 23 and

24. As you know, Section 236 of the Legislative Reorganiza-

tion Act of 1970 requires the head of a Federal agency to sub-

mit a written statement on actions taken on our recommendations

to the House Committee on Government Operations and the Senate

Committee on Governmental Affairs not later than 60 days after

the date of the report and to the House and Senate Committees on
Appropriations with the agency's first request for appropriations

made more than 60 days after the date of the report.

We are sending copies of this report to the Director,

Office of Management and Budget.

8incere1y yours,

.C1,.......a.16".",,Aer.b..

William J. Anderson
Director
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GENERAL ACCOUNTING OFFICE
REPORT 1'0 THE ATTORNEY GENERAL

DIGEST

THE OPEICE OF JUVENILE JUSTICE
ANn nELINOTTENCy PREVENTION'S
SPECIAL EMPHASIS PROGRAM HAS
NOT REALIZED ITS FULL POTENTIAL

The Office of Juvenile Justice,and Delinquency
Prevention, the agency responsible for.adminis-

tering the Special Emphasis Program, needs to

establish policies and procedures addressing

the Program's different mandates.

From fiscal year 1975 through 1981, about $223

million was made available to fund the Special

Emphasis Prevention and Treatment Program.

Under this program, which is authorized by the

Juvenile Justice and nelinquency Prevention

Act of 1974, grants and contracts can be awarded

for various4objectives including

--developing and implementing new approaches,
techniques, and methods with respect to
juveni/e delinquency programs;

--improving the capabllity of public and private

agencies and organizations t,o provide services

for delinquents and other youth to help prevent

delinquency; and

--developing and implementing prevention and

eatment programs relating to juveniles who

commit serious crimes.

Although the act does not specify the Program's

mary purpose, it can generally be categorized

as serving the dual function of research/demon-
4stration and service delivery. GAO's review,

which was made to determine how efficiently and

effectively the Office of Juvenile Justice and

Delinquency Prevention managed the Special

Emphasis Program, showed that the Office did not
recognize the need to operate these types of pro-

grams differently. GAO found that the Office's

policies and procedures primarily addressed serv-

ice delivery and virtually ignored research/
demonstration. (See pp. 1 to 10).

Various studies imdicate that several critical
elements are involved in successfully implement-

ing a resparch/demonstration effort. 'hese
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elements include: (1) conducting research on a
national scope issue; (2) developing a program
on the basis of research findings; (3) testing
and evaluating the program rigorously; and
(4) demonstrating it in several jurisdictions
with varying characteristics. Service delivery
programs, on the other hand, do not need the
same degree of testing and evaluation because
their purpose is to address a localized need
and not to show that the effort is effective
and can be implemented nationwide on a cost
effective basis. (See p. 9.)

GAO reviewed three research/demonstration
initiatives totaling $31 million in grant or
contract awards and found problems with the
design and management of two of them. Specifi-
cally:

- -Program announcements failed to clearly
establish research/demonstration as the
initiatives' purpose. (See pp. 11 to 13.)

- -Research was not adequately incorporated
into the initiatives' development and design.
(See pp. 14 to 17.)

- -Evaluation was not made an integral part of
the initiatives. (See pp. 17 to 21.)

- -Technical assistance was not always delivered
to grantees. (See pp. 21 and 22.)

--The amount and type of monitoring required
for research/demonstration programs were not
determined. (See p. 22.)

The third initiative GAO reviewed--Violent
Juvenile Offender--had a design which was more
compatible with research/demonstration condi-
tions. However, the Office cannot ensure that
this will consistently occur unless it rec-
ognizes in its policies and procedures that
research/demonstration and service delivery pro-
grams have different objectives and need to be
operated differently. Developing such procedures
takes on added significance in light of the re-
port of the Attorney General's Task Force on
Violent Crime. The Task Force's report recom-
mends that the Attorney General ensure that
adequate resources are available for research,

ii
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development, demonstration, and independent
evaluation of methods to prevent and. reduce
serious (-rime. (See pp. 9, 16, and 20.)

RECOMMENDATIONS TO
THE ATTORNPY GENERAL

GAO recommends that the Attorney General di-

rect the Administrator of the Opfice of Juvenile
Justice and Delinquency Prevention to establish
policies and procedures which recognize that
research/demonstration and service delivery
programs should be designed and managed dif-
ferently. With respect to research/demonstra-
tion initiatives, the Administrator should
ensure that

- -program announcements clearly establish:the
initiatives' purpose;

--research/demonstration initiatives are
developed on the bisis of research results;

- -evaluation is made an integral part of
research/demonstration initiatives;

- -technical assistance is available to grantees,
especially during key phases.

The Administrator should also determine whetner
research/demonstration programs should be moni-
tored the same as service delivery programs or
given closer scrutiny.

AGENCY COMMENTS

The Department of Jnstice commented on a draft
of this report by letter dated March 3, 1982.

(See app.)

The Department agreed with all of GAO's recom-
mendations and noted that the Office of Juvenile ,

Justice and Delinquency Prevention would develop
policies and procedures for eacn'type of pro-
gramming possible under the Special Emphasis Pro-

gram. However, it disagreed with GAO's conclu-
sion that research and demonstration programs had
not been adequately designed and managed by
pointing out that two of the three initiatives
GAO reviewed were not intended to be research/
demonstration programs.

Tear Shutt jjj



After reexamining available documentation on
the two initiatives, GAO continues to believe
that its position that the two initiatives were
research/demonstration-oriented is well-founded.
But regardless of what the initiatives were
supposed to be, it is clear that there was not
a common understanding among all participants
of the purposes to be achieved. The corrective
action promised should help to avoid confusion
in the future regarding the purpose of the
various special emphasis initiatives that are
funded under the program. (See pp. 24 and 25.)
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INTRODUC*ION

The Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention Act of 1974

(42 U.S.C. 5601 et lei.) was enacted'to provide the necessary

resources, leadersh n, and coordination to

--develop and implement effective methods of preventing

and reducing juvenile delinquency;

--develop and conduct effective programs prevent

delinquency, divert juveniles from the traditional

juvenile justice system, and provide critically needed

alternatives to institutionalization;

--improve the quality of juvenile justice in the United

States; and

--increase the capacity of State and local governments and

public and private agencies to conduct effective juvenile

justice and delinquency prevention and rehabilitation

progrgms and to provide research, evaluation, and tFain-

ing services in the field of juvenile delinquency

prevention.

To administer the provisions of the act, the Congress estab-

lished the OffiCe of Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Pre-

yention (OJJDP) within the Department of Justice.

The act authorizes Federal assistance to State and local

programs through formula grants and special emphasis grants or

contracts. Formula grants, which are awarded to States (and

territories) generally on the basis of their relative popula-

tion under age 18, are administered by the States and can be

used either to assist them in planning, establishing, operating,

coordinating, and evaluating projecta or to provide subqrants

and contracts to public and private agencies. Special emphasis

grants and contracts--the subject of this report--are adminis-

tered directly by OJJDP and can be awarded for varioun objec-

tives specified in the legislation, including

--developing and implementing new approaches, techniques,

and methods with respect to juvenile delinquency pro-

grams;

--developing and maintaining community-based alternatives

to traditional forms of institutionalization;

1



--developing and implementing effective means of diverting
juveniles from the traditional juvenile juAtice and
correctional system;

--improving the capability of public and private agencies
and organizations to provide services for delinquents
and other youth to help prevent delinquency;

--developing statewide programs through the use of subsidies
or other financial incentives designed to remove juveniles
from jails and lockups for adults, replicate programa
designated as exemplary, or establish and.adopt standards
for the imprOvement of juvenile justice within.the States;

--improving the juvenile justice system to conform to
standards of due process; and

--developing and implementing prevention and treatment
programs relating to juveniles who commit serious
crimes.

SPECIAL EMPHASIS PROGRAMS
'GENERALLY INVOLVE EITHER
RESEARCH/DEMONSTRATION OR
SERVICE DELIVERY

k-,

Although the act is not specific on the Special Emphasis
Program's primary purpose, it can generally be categorized as
serving the dual function of research/demonstration and service
delivery. For example, the first objective listed in the act
is "to develop and implement new approaches, techniques, and
methods with respect to juvenile delinquency programa." Thissuggests a research/demonstration purpose in that it aims to
create new knowledge and methodology. Another objective of
the program is to "improve the capability of public and privateagencies and organizations to provide services for delinquents
and other youths to help prevent delinquency." Although the
statement suggests research/demonstration in that funds might
bB used to show how agencies could more effectively provide
services, it could also be interpreted as providing funds to
increase servicesa service delivery purpose.

The act's provisions relating to funding considerations
also recognize both purposes. Among other things, the act
states that the Administrator of OJJDP should consider "the
extent to which the proposed program will incorporate new or
innovative techniques," as well as "the increase in capacity ofthe public and private agency, institution, or individual to
provide services to delinquents and other youth to help preventdelinquency."

2



Funding of program .

From fiscal year 1975 through fiscal year 1981, about

$223 milliot has been made avitilable for special emphasis pre-

vention and treatment programs. The money has been used to

fund various programs or initiatives that usually address an

issue of national scope. The following chart provided more

detailed information.

0
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Number of
Amount graKs/contraets

Initiat awarded ote a)

Deipstitutionalization
of status offeaders $13,835,261 22

1Diversion $11,830,605 35

School crime $ 9,412,111,7 4

Prevention-youth skills.
development, $16,601,680 45

Restitution $21,663,189 52'

Children in custody $ 6,640,053 6

Prevention research:and
development $ 2,267,906 8

it Removal of juveniles C:

from adult _jails and ilit

lockups $ 5,558,000 1

New pride replication $ 9,249,172 12

Violent juvenile
offender

Alternative educa-
tion (note b)

Youth advocacy

Others (note c)

'Total

$ 4,311,998

$10,944,352 17

$13,945,936 22

$51,133,161 190

$177,993,550 416

a/This figure includes refunding or conti,nuations.
%

b/The amount awarded fOr the.Alternative Education initiative
includes $3,000,000 contributed by the Department of
Labor's Office of Youth Programs.

c/This category includes a number of initiative& which were
not targeted iVu.zajor emphasi,s by OJJDP, such as Special
Emphasis Capacity Building,'Model Programs, Track II,
Unsolicited,(awards), and Miscellaneous Categories., These
initiatives funded State and local organizations for the
general purpose of preventing delinquency, developing and
using alternatives to the juvenile justice system, and improv-
ing juvenile, justice administration.

4
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The National Institute of Juvenile Justice and Delinquency

Prevention is the organization within OJJDP which has, among

its functions, the responsibility of providing for the evalua-

tion of juvenile delinquency, programs in order to determine

their results and egectiveness. The Institute awarded grants

or contracts totaling $12.1 million dollars from fiscal years

1975 through 1981 to evaluate all the initiatives except Re-

moval of Juveniles From Adult Jails and Lockups, Children in

Custody, and those in the "Others" category. Agency officials

told us that the two initiatives specifically mentioned above

were-not ev.lUated because they were not considered to be suit-

able for evaluation. Those initiatives in the "Others" cate-

gory had a limited scope and similarly were not evaluated.

OBJECTIVES, SCOPE, AND METHODOLOGY

We made our review to determine how effectively and effi-

cuiently OJJDP managed the Special Emphasis Program.

At OJJDP headquarters, we initially examined records

of all the special emphasis initiatives to identify specific

management problems. On the basis of the problems identified,

we selected three initiatives for indepth analysis--Prevention-

Youth Skills Development, Alternative
Education, and Violent

Juvenile Offender. Grant or contract awards for these three

.initiatives amounted to about $31 million.

We conducted our review between December 1980 and July

1981 at OJJDP,headquarters end at various other locations In

the Washington, D.C. area; Baltimore, Maryland; Chicago, Illi-

nois; New York, New York; Hackensack, New Jersey; Seattle,

Washington; and various locations in California, including

Los Angeles, Sacramento, San Francisco, San Raphael, Tulare,

and Venice. Special emphasis grantees, evaluators, contric-

tor.s, and subcontractors were located in these areas.

Each of the three initiatives we reviewed had been devel-

oped at different'times and were at different phases when we

started the review. This allowed us to obtain insight into

OJJDP's policies, procedures, and practices since the Program's

inception. The Prevention-Youth Skills Development initiative,

announced in November 1976, had almost completed the implementa-

tion phase; the Alternative Education initiative, announced in

February 1980, was in its first year of implementation; and the

Violent Juvenile Offender initiative, announced in May 1980,

had awarded contracts to two different organizations to deverop

and implement the initiative's two components. Another reason

fot selecting the Violent Juvenile Offender initiative vfas that

0,7JDP toed contractors, termed National Program Coordinators,

5



to manage all aspects of the project including program develop-
ment and design; proposal review, selection of subcontractors,
and programmatic and fiscal monitoring of the projects. These
functions were performed by OJJDP in previous initiatives.

The criteria for analyzing.the initiatives were obtained
from the Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention Act and
related legislative history, oversight hearings, regulations,
the Program's Operation Policy and Procedures Manual, and
agency studies. We also obtained additional criteria from
selected studies obtained through a literature search.

At OJJDP-in Washington, D.C., we interviewed numerous offi-
cials, including the Acting Administrator of OJJDP, the Director
of the Special Emphasis Division, the Director of the Formula
Grants and Technical Assistance Division, the Director of the
National Institute of Juvenile Justice andiDelinquency Preven-
tion, and the Program Managers for the Prevention, Alternative
Education, and VioleKt Ju4eni1e Offender initiatives. We also
reviewed the program and evaluation files for the three
initiatives.

To better understand the role that,private contractors had
in planning and developing special emphasis initiatives, we
interviewed officials and reviewed files from the American In-
stitute for Research and from several assessment centers that
are funded by the National Institute of Juvenile Justice and
Delinquency Prevention. The American Institute for Research
had been involved in the planning of special emphasis initia-
tives during the Program's early years. The assessment centers
were responsible for gathering, synthesizing, and asses4'ing
information on. specific juvenile delinquency issues. We
visited all four assessment centers: The Assessment Center for
integrated Data Analysis; the Assessment Center for Delinquent
Behavior and Prevention; the Assessment Center for Juvenile
Justice Systems; and the Assessment Center for Alternatives to
Juvenile Justice System Processing.

To obtain information on how well OJJDP managed the
initiatives, the evaluations, and the technical assistance
provided, we visited and interviewed representatives of 7 of
the 15 Prevention initiative grantees and 6 of jhe 17 Alterna-
tive Education initiative grantees. The grante"4s were selected
on the basis ofothe high levels of special emphasis funding
that the States in which they were located received.

We also visited and interviewed representatives of

--the National Program Coordinators for the Violent
Juvenile Offender initiative--th National Center for
Crime and Delinquency and the L. Miranda Corporation;

6



--4he evaluator of the Prevention initiative--the National

Center for Crime and Delinquency;

--the evaluator for the Alternative Education initiative

and.its subcontractor--the Johns Hopkins University's
Center for Social Oroanization of Schools and the Social

Action Research Center, respectively;

--the evaluator for the Violent Juvenile Offender initia-

tive--the ()RSA institute; and

--the technical assistance contractor for the Prevention

and Alternative Education initiatives--Westinghouse
National Issues Center.

Further, we interviewed by telephone the technical assistance

contractors for the Violent Juvenile Offender initiative--the
National Office for Social Responsibility and .the Center for

Community Change.
0 -

The review t'oas performed in accordance withiGAO's current
"Standards For Audit of Governmental Organizatipns, Programs,

Activities, and Functiona."'



04APTER 2

UNLESS OJJDP IMPROVES ITS POLICIES AND
PROCEDURES RESEARCH/DEMONSTRATION

INITIATIVES WILL ACHIEVE ONLY LIMITED RESULTS

Different 'studies have noted that research/demonstrations
in the social arena are difTicult to successfully implement and
must be rigorously designed and managed. 1/ OJJDP's pdlicies
and procedures for the Special Emphasii Program do not conform
to the design and management principles in that they primarily
address service delivery and virtually ignore research/
demonstration. As a result:

--Program announcements did not clearly establish the
purpose of initiatives that were intended to be
research/demonstration.

--Research was not adequately incorporated into the
initiatives' development and design.

--Evaluation was not made an integral part of the initia-
tives.

--Technical assistance was not always provided to
grantees.

--The amount and type of monitoring required for
research/demonstration programs were not determined.

We examined three research/demonstration initiatives
that the OJJDP has conducted under its Special Emphasis Pro-
gram and found that two will produce only limited results.
The third initiativA. may achieve better results since it had a
design which was more compatible with research/demonstration
conditions. However, OJJDP cannot endure that the improvements
noted in the third initiative will be consistently applied if
it does not recognize in its policies and procedures that
research/demonstratipn and service delivery programs need to be
operated differently.

1/Walter S. Baer, Leland L. Johnson, dward W. Marrow,
Analysis of Federally Funded Demonstration Projects:
Final Report-, R-1926-DOC (Santa Monica, Ca.: Rand Cor-
poration,41976); The Role of Demonstrations in Federal
R & D Policy (Washington, D.C.: Office of Technology
Assessment, 1978); Studies in the Management of Social
R,& D; Selected Policy Areas (Washington, n.C.:
National Academy of Sciences, 1979).

1,



Developing management Policies and procedures to ensurd

that research/demonstration initiatives are effectively designed

and managed takes on added significance in light of the report

of the Attorney General's Task Force on Violent Crime. The Task

Force's report recommends that the Attorney General ensure that

adequate resources are available for research, development,

demonstration, and independent evaluation of methods to prevent

and reduce serious crime.

OJJ0P'S POLICIES AND PROCEDURES DO NOT
RECOGNIZE THE NEED TO OPERATE RESEARCH/
DEMONSTRATION AND SERVICE DELIVERY PROGRAMS

DIFFERENTLY

Several critical elements are involved in the successful

implementation of a research/demonstration effort. In the case

of OJJDP, it should conduct research on a national scope issue;

develop programs on the basis of research findings; test and

evaluate the prograe rigorously; and demonstrate it in several

juzisdictions with varying characteristics to ensure successful

implementation in different jurisdictions. Ideally, before a

program can be implemented in different jurisdictions, it

should be demonstrated and proven effective by an independent

and rigorous evaluation. Service delivery programs, on the

other hand, do not need the same type of testing and evaluation

because their purpose is not to show that the effort can be
Implemented sucC4ssfully nationwide on a cost effective basis.

OJJDP needs to recognize/the differences between the purposes--
research/demonstration ahd service delivery--of the Special

Emphasis Program.

OJJDP's Operation Policy and Procedures Manual does

not address the need to operate research/demonstration and

service delivery programs differently. In fact, the policies

and procedures contained in the manual address primarily the

Special Emphasis Program's service delivery purpose and vir-

tually ignore research/demonstration.

The Special Emphasis Program's mission statement contained

in the manual recognizs that research/demonstration is one of

the Program's purposes by stating that the Special Emphasis
Division's responsibility is to test, demonstrate, and implement

program strategies. However, the manual does not provide any

guidance on how such programs should be designed and operated.

One unintended result of this omission is that the manual, by

prescribing conditions that are generally suitable for service

delivery, has highlighted elements that are not suitable for a
rese'arch/demonstration activity. **For example, the manual states

that:

--Each program initiative has focused upon delivery
system(s) in relatibn to specific categories of

9



1

juveniles to enhance accountability and measurability
of program activities/services./

--Sizeable grants have been awarded for multiyear funding
to support program continuity, to demonstrate Federal
commitment to program approaches, and to underscore the
scoperof the problem thus increasing national and local
attetion to the problem addressed.

--Goals and objectiyes for implementation have been
precisely defined to ensure focus and increase
accountability, but program design has been left to
applicants to ensure that projects would respond to
local conditions.

OJJDP has funded initiatives with sizeable grants, numer-
ous sites, and locally developed program designs--conditions
that various studies do not recommend for research/demonstra-
tions. An expensive project isonot easily replicated. Further,
an initiative which is conductea at numerous sites is also dif-
ficult to replicate because it is difficult to maintain the
controlled environment necessary for implementation and evalua-
tion. Moreover, allowing applicants to design their own pro-
grams without providing any additional guidance would complicate
evaluation and make it difficult to determine what needs to be
done to make a project work in other communities.

RESEARCH/DEMONSTRATION INITIATIVES RAVE
NOT BEEN ADEQUATELY DESIGNED AND MANAGED

Two of the research/demonstration initiatives we examined
were not adequately designed and managed. Our review surfaced
five major areas where inadequate design and management hampered
the achievement of research/demonstration. Specifically:

--Program announcements failed to clearly establish
research/demonstration as the initiatives' purpose.

--Relsearch was not adequately incorporated into the ini-
tiatives' development and design.

- -Evaluation was not made an integral part of the ini-
tiatives.

--Technical assistance was not always delivered to
grantees.

- -The amount and type of monitoring required for
research/demonstration programs were not determined.

As a result of inadequate design and management, the initia-
tives have encountered implementation and evaluation problems

10



that.will limit the,achievement of research/demonstration

objectives.

Program announcements did not

clearly establish research/demonstration
as the initiatives' lurpose

According to studies by the Rand Corporation and the Office

of Technology Assessment, all parties involved in a demonstra-

tLon progeam must share'a common understanding of the program's

purpose in order for it to be successfully implemented. 1/ OJJDP

uses the program announcement as the main instrument for in-

forming prospective
grantees/contractors of an initiative's

objectives. The announcement has two parts: the guidelines and

the backqround paper. The guidelines provide such information

on the initiative as: objectives, program strategy, application

requirements, applicant selection criteria, and evaluation re-

quirements. The background paper provides an assessment of

current research or a theory base.

The program announcements for two of the three demon-

stration initiatives we reviewed did not adequately establish

reseirch/dem stration as the initiatives' purpose. However,

subsequent so icitations for the evaluation of the initiatives,

as well as OJ P fiscal years 1979 and 1980 Program Plans and

technical assi tance documents, all identified these initiatives

as demonstraticins. Consequently, key parties placed priority on

different purposes, causing problems during program implementa-

tion.

The program announcement for OJJDP's Prevention initiative

,did not identify the initiative as a demonstration and inter-

mingled research/demonstration
objectives with service delivery

objectives. The Prevention initiative's objectives contained

in the program announcement were

"* * * to develop and implement new approaches, tech-

niques, and methods to prevent juvenile delinquency in

communities where youths are in great danger of becoming

delinquent through improving the ability of not-for-

profit youth serving agencies and organizations to

implement progrsms which increase or expand social,

cultural, educational, vocational, recreational, and

health services for youth."

1/WSlter S. Baer, Leland L. Johnson, Edward W. Marrow, Executive

Summary for Analysis of Federally Funded Demonstration Pro-

jects, R-1925-DOC (Santa Monica, Ca.: Rand Corporation,

April 1976) , p. 7; The Role of Demonstrations in Federal R & D

Polio (Whshington, D.C.: Office of Technology Assessment,

Ju y 978) , p. 51.
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The Alternative Education program announcement did identify
the initiative as a demonstration, but it, too, had service
delivery objectives. The program announcement for the Alternat-
tive Education initiative stated the effort was

"* * * a major demonstration program to prevent juvenile
delinquency through the development and implementation
of projects designed to keep students in schools, to
prevent unwarranted and arbitrary suspensions and ex-
pulsions, dropouts, pushouts, and truancy. The specific
objectives are:

(1) To develop and implement strategies and
techniques in Alternative Education in
public and private not-for-profit schools
which improve those education policies,
practices, and procedures which impact
services to youth.

(2) To upgrade the quality of existing alteqs1Eive
education by improving curriculum devel pment,
staff training, youth and parent participation,
and administrative policies and practices of
schools and school districts.

(3) To reduce the number of student dropouts,
truants, suspensions and expulsions in schools
and school districts where these programs operate.

(4) To prepare students for employment and/or suc-
cessful participation in post-secondary training
and education."

As these statements from the program announcements illustrate,
the research/demonstration initiatives had multiple objectives,
ut the research/demonstration purpose was not adequately de-
ined.

Failure to adequately establish the initiatives' pur-
pose can lead to implementation problems because the parties
responsible for implementing and evaluating the initiative may
not agr'see on what was intended. The following problems oc-
curred during the implementation of the Prevention initiative
which illustrate this point.

--The evaluator, the technical assistance contractor,
and the grantees disagreed on whether the initiative's
primary purpose was demonstration or service delivery.
The evaluator -and the technical assistance contractor
both viewed the initiative's primary purpose as demon-
stration while the grantees viewed it as service deli-
very. The grantees we interviewed told us that because

12



they understoop the PrevetAion initiative's primary pur-
pose to'be sex/vice delivert, they were confused by the'
evaluator's attempts to establish research/demonstration
requirements.

4

--The 'contractor responsible for providing technical
assistance to the Prevention initiative Noted in a
draft of its final report that grantees were con-
fused about OJJDP's goals for the initdative. The
contractor notdd that the grantees were confused
bcause. OJJDP, in emphasizing the number of youths
served, appeared to support a traditional service
delivery purpose for the initiative.

--The evaluator, the technical assistance contractor,
and the grantees disagreed on the target groa# the
grantees should involve. According to the evaluator,
the initiative should have involved only juvenile
delinquency-prone individuals in order to prove that
the initiative affected delinquency. The technical
assistance contractor and the grantees, on the other
hand, told us the initiative should involve all
juveniles.

According to the technical assistance contractor, the
grantees never overcame the confusion regarding the initia-
tive's purpose. In fact, both .tphe,eValpator and the technical
assistance contractor concludedin their preliminary reports
that the grantees generally provided traditional services to
only a small percentage of juveniles within the initiative's
target group.

Confusion also developed over the purpose of the Alter-
native Education initiative. For example, the evaluator,
in his analysis of the grantees' proposals, noted that certain
grantees lacked clear, specific objectives and evaluation
components. The evaluator told us that several projects'
objectives were service delivery-oriented and were too nebul9u8
for evaluation. Officials of one grantee in the Alternative
Education initiative told us that OJJDP had asked them to
accomplish objectives which were not part of their grant pro-
posal or workplan. They were concerned that their funding would
be terminated because of objectives they did not adopt or agree
to fulfill.

To ensure that parties responsible for implementing and
evaluating an initiative share the same understanding of the
initiative, the purpose must be clearly established.



Research has been missing from research/
demonstration initiatives

The OJJDP has not sufficiently incorporated research

into the development and design of its research and

demonstration initiatives. Research/demonstrations should

be based'on research findings to ensure that they are being

conducted in the areas of greatest need and are properly

developed and designed. 1/ Various studies have noted that a

demonstration should be started after determining through re-

search, development, and testing that the innovation to

be demonstrated has a high likelihood of working. These

studies noted that demonstrations which were started witNut

such a determination were not likely to be replicated. OJJDP's

program developmeneand design prodess only involved research

to a limited extent and, as a result, research/demonstration

initiatives were: (1) implemented as demonstrations without

being adequately researched and tested and (2) designed with

program requirements that did not support research/demonstra-

tion objectives.

The National Institute of Juvenile Justice and Delinquency

Prevention, the organization within OJJDP responsible for con-

ducting research on juvenile justice and delinquency prevention,

has had only a limited role in developing and designing special

emphasis initiatives. The Director of the.Institute told us

that the Special Emphasis Division has involved his organization

in the development and design of most special emphasis initia-

tives to Only a limited or moderate extent.

For two of the three initiatives we reviewed indepth, the

individuals hired to perform the research Were not involved in

program development and design. Instead, they collected.data,

assessedresearch, and prepared a background paper to support '

program decisionS Ohich had already been made. For example, an

official with the American Institute for Research, which was

responsible for planning, developing, and designing six pro-

posed initiatives including the Prevention initiative, told us

that OJJDP had already identified the initiatives and made key

assumptions pertaining to those initiatives before they had an

oppor-tunity to assess the research. The officials of the assess-

ment center responsible for analyzing available research and

1/U.S. Department of Justice, Aitorhey General's Task

Force on Violent Crime: Final Report, (Washington D.C.: GPO,

August 1981) , pp; 71-74: Michael Radnor, Robert Howard,

Durward Hofler, Evaluating An Implementation Process For a

Program Development S stem Model: Final Report to the Law

Enforcement Assistance A m iTTETTation, (Evanston, Ill.:

Center tor the Interd=iplinary Study of Science and

Technology: Northwestern University, January 1979), PP. 45- 464
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preparing a background paper for the Alternative Education
initiative'told us that their research assessment was not
conducted specifically for the initiative but rather was
conducted for an unrelated effort. Further, they told us that
they were not involved in designing the program requirements
for the Alternative Education initiative.

The following are some examples of how limiting research
in program development and design can cause problems.

--Two of the three initiatives reviewed indepth were
implemented as demonstrations without undergoing
the itt,rst steps in the program development process--
research and testing. In the Prevention initiative,
improper program development may have caused the ini-
tiative to be prematurely implemented. Preliminary
reports of the evaluator and the technical assistance
Contractor noted that the initiative had prematurely
promoted delinquency prevention before the concept
and trategies had been adequately researched and

undecrirood. Supporting this was the fact that after
the nstration initiative was begun, OJJDP in 1980
started an initiative entitled "Prevention Research and
Development" to test specific prevention strategies. Ih

the Alternative,Education initiative, inadequate program
development also caused problems with the initiative's
implementation. For example, the evaluator told is that
one grantee was promoting a strategy which research has
shown to be .harmful to juveniles. Further, the technical
assistance contractor who helped redraft the guidelines
told us that the original guidelines had to be redone
because the OaJDP was relying on antiquated Concepts
proven ineffective and discarded by the Department of
Education.

-=In the Prevention initiative, private nonprofit organi-
zations were required to be used to implement the ini-
tiative, but those organizations may not have been the
best suited for conducting research/demonstration.
Documents we reviewed indicated that this requirement
was established before the research had been asaessed.
The preliminary reports of the evaluator and the techni-
cal assistance contractor indicated that large private
nonprofit organizations may not be the best organiza-
tions to implement a demonstration since they te.nd to be
traditional organizations with little experience assess-
ing program impact and implementing programs in the poor,
high crime, inner city areaa where youth problems were
c,onsidered most severe. Additionally, the.evaluator
noted that the assertion that rKivate organizations
4
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were the most capable for carrying out the initiative

was not based on research.

--With the Alternative Education initiative, the background

paper noted that most strategies had not been adequately

tested and proven effective. Yet, the initiative's pro-

gram guidelines required potential grantees to incorpo-

rate the strategies discussed in the background paper,

Further, the background paper stated that the effective-

ness of alternative education programs will remain un-

known unless programs incorporate standardized measures,

rigorous evaluation design, and adequate followup time

frames. But,
a

the program guidelines did not require

them.

--With the Prevention initiative, we found that OJJDP

knowingly issued a program announcement which was

considered too vague and contained a program design

which was insufficiently rigorous. During internal

review, the Law Enforcement Assistance Administration's

Office for Policy Development criticized the guidelines

as being loosely drawn, not relating to the act's intent,

and based 9n faulty assumptions. The Administrator of

OJJDP acknowledged the guideline's deficiencies but

stated that the deficiencies would be corrected later

since they wanted to commit funds. Our analysis of the

initiative indicated this vagueness was never corrected.

The evaluator for the initiative told us*that the vague

guidelines encouraged the submission of numerous pro-

posals wbidh were similarly vague and lacking in rigor.

These examples illustrate how the failure to adequately tpse

program design on reslorch can cause the research/demonstration

initiatives to be improperly developed and designed.

The design of the Violent Juvenile Offender initiative,

part I, was based on research results. OJJDP involved re-

searchers in scoping the initiative. These researchers recom-

mended that the initiative be a research.and development effort

to test specific treatment strategies since so little knowledge

was available on violent juvenile crime. OJJDP clearly based

program requirements on the research assessment. The background

paper containing the research assessment provided potential

grantees with an introduction to the Violent Juvenile Offender

Research and Development Program, characteristics of violent

juvenile delinquency and offenders, juvenile justice responses

to violent juvenile offenders, and a discussion of the evalua-

tion riodel. Program requirements were linked to the model and

strategies were provided. Whether part II, the Prevention com-

ponent of the initiative, will be well integrated with research

is uncertain. It was still in development at the time of our

fieldwork.



The OJJDP needs to ensure that its researqh/demonstration
initiatives' program development and design are based on ade-
quate research. This is necessary so that program requirements
support a research and demonstration purpose.

Evaluation has not been made alc integrallpart
of researchidemonstration initiatives

The OJAI* has not made evalklation an integral part of the
Special Emphasis research/demonstration initiatives. With re-
search/demonstrations, evaluation is an indispensable aspect of
the Initiative since it is through the evaluation that a Federal
agency can gain better knowledge, determine the program's effec-
tiveness, and promote the replication of the programs. P. qtudy

prepared for OJJDP noted that evaluation should be made an inte-
gral part of the initiative if OJJDP is to avoid repeating past
errors. 1/ In the preface to that study, the Administrator of
OJJDP stated, that OJJDP was planning special emphasis programs
according to the model discussed in the skudy and making re-
search and evaluation an integral part of Zts special emphasis
initiatives.

For two of the three initiatives we reviewed, we found that
the evaluation was not an integral part of the initiative. The
Prevention initiative was not a mbdel of collaboration between
the evaluator and OJJDP. Although OJJDP was more supportive
of the Alternative Edutation initiative's evaluation, problems
still existed. Specifically, we found that:

--The initiatives lacked a standard controlled program
design which made them difficult to evaluate.

--The OJJDP did not adequately communicate the evaluation
plan and grantees' responsibilities for implementing,
the evaluation.

--The initiatives lacked grant award selection factors
which help weed out grantees whose projects could not
be evaluated or who are not capable and interested in
implementing research/demonstration initiatives.

--The OJJDP di:'d not involve the evaluators until after
the program had already been leveloped.

1/Department of Justice Office of,Juvenile Justice and
Delinquency Prevention, LaMar T. .Fmney, A Model for ths
Evaluation of Programs in Juvenile Justice, (Washing-ton,
D.C.: GPO, January lq//); p. 1.
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As a result, the evaluators had difficulty conducting a credi-

ble and controlled evaluation of the initiative and determining
,

program impact.

--10--Initiatives lacked a standard

controlled design

Establishing a standard controlled program design is

necessary to suCcessfully impleme:ft the evaluation and ,

achieve research/demonstration objectives. An initiatives

design should be sufficiently standard if the program's effec- ,-

tiveness_nationwide is to be determined. If the initiative

lacks ri Standard design, OJJDP may have difficulty proving that

the initiative is worth replicating sihce the site experiencing

successful results may have been effective.for reasons unrelated

to the Program. Further, to ensure that the research/demonstra-

tion initiative generates the best data possible on program im-

pact and its potential for replication, the'program.design should

establish as carefully 4 controlled environment as possible.

Specifically, various studies recommend that social experiments

adopt these elements of experimental design: (1) control and

) treatment groups composed of randomly assigned individuals,

(2) sample sizes of-sufficient magnitude to enabae estimates of

effect with preestablished confidence levels, (3) continuance of

the treatmen or a sufficient amount of tite for behavior ad-

justment, (
observation of behavior over a sufficient time

-,

to determin the ultimate response of the treattent, and (5)

administration ot the experiment and collection of data in a way

that does not contaminate resUlts. 11,4,-eze conditions, though

difficult to achieve, provide the modt definttive data on pro-

gram effectiveness-. .
/

Both the Prevention and Alternative Education initiativ,es

lacked a st1ndardized program design. The initiatives' program

designs, as contained in the program announcements, allowed'grant

applicants to develop,specific implementation strategies which

did not ensure that the programs could be credibly replicated.

The evaluators told us that, as a result, they could not provide

the beg_t data_on overall impact. Thiswas because each pro-

ject had a unique design and could not,be compared.

The evaluators told us they could not obtain the most

definitive data on program impact because the program require--

ments lacked the elements of experimental design. To obtain

the best dataavailable under, the circumstances, the evaluators

attempted to apply quasi-experimental techniques during program

'implementation. The evaluators had varying degrees of success

in persuading grantees to establish control and test groups

and administer a client impact questionnaire. Both evaluators

toldd us that had the evaluations and the action programs been,

better integrated from the start, they would have been able to

provide-better data'on program impact.

18
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Better communicatiOn of evaluation
requirements is needed

The OJJDP also needs to better communicate to the grantees
the evaluation strategy and the grantees' responsibilities for
the evaluation. The program announcements for both the Preven-
tion and Alternative Education initiatives did not adequately
describe the evaluation plan and the grantees' responsibilities.
For example, the program announcements did not inform the gran-
tees that they would have to administer a questionnaire and
place the juveniles in control and test grpri)s. -OJJDP had prob-
/ems conducting the evaluations. In the evention initiative
certain grantees refused to comply with evaluation requirements.
Further, in the Alternative Education initiative, the evaluation
questionnaire had to be modified before certain grantees would
comply. Also, two of the grantees in the Alternative Education
initiative told us that they would not have applied for funding
if they had known what the evaluation would entail. The gran-
tees we interviewed told us they were nat toldspecifically
what the evaluation requirements were until they received their
grant iwards. They believed they should have been informed in. -

advance of evaluation requirements.

Another example of the need for better conununicatioik in-
volves OJJDP's requirements that grantees set aside a percentage

'.of their grant awards for the evaluation. The prdgram announce-
ments for the prevention and Alternative Education initiatives
required that grantees allocate up to 10 percent and 15 percent,
reipectively-, of their grant awards for the evaluation. The
evaluators expected each grantee to set aside the full &mount.
The grantees we interviewed told Us they were confused by the
requirement and thought they were allowed t4.....set aside any
amount with the maximum specified. The OJJDP did not clarify
the confusion by uniformly enforcing the program guideline's
requirements.

Grant award criteria should include a
factor for evaluation issues

We found that the grant. awarQ selection criterAa for the
PreventiOh and Alternative Education initiatives lacked a factor
for determining whether the projec?ould be evaluated. The
evaluators for both initiatives tol us that, as a result, pro-
jects selected either could not be evaluatela or were inappro-
toriate for a controlled evaluation. To successfully implement
a research/demonstration initiative, the projects selected
should be capable of being evaluated and, the grantees should be
capable and experienced. The grant award criteria for initia-
tives should include a factor that will enable selection of
capable grantees and grantees with projects which can be
evaluated.

19
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Evaluators were not involved until

the programs had been developed

Although the evaluators were responsible for determining

the impact of the special emphasis initiatives, the evaluators

for two of the initiatives'were not involved in key program

development and design phases until after, the program had been

developed. Effective integration of the initiative and the

evaluation requires that the evaluator be involved in key

program phases before the program's inception, not afterwards.

The evaluators for the Prevention and Alternative Education

initiatives were not involved in key program and design deci-

_
sions including defining the target group, formulating a

theoretical statement of the problem, and developing a program

strategy and evaluation plan.' Further, they did not help tO

review the proposals or visit the grantees to determine whether

la

the grantees' projects compl ed with the initiatives' design or

would have problems obtainin data. The evaluators told us that

problems evaluating the init tives would have,been minimized if

they had been involved in program design, propo4el review, and,

grant award. They believed that the work\they had to perform

during program implementation, such as determining which projects

could be evaluated, persuading the grantees to adopt experimen-

tal designs, and installing different experimental designs

to yield the best available information, could have been avoided

or minimized.

The evaluation aspect was integrated better with the

Violent Juvenile Offender, part I initiative. The evaluator

helped: define the target population for the initiative, estab-

lish the theoretical model, develop the intervention strategy to

be tested, and establish the application procedures and selec-

tion'criteria. Additionally, the selection criteria toOk into

consideration the applicant's ability to be evaluated. While

part I of the initiative had not yet reached the implementation

stage at the time of our fieldwork, we believe that evaluation

problems will be minimized because the action program and the

evaluation were better linked.

To ensure that the special emphasis initiative's impact

and replication potential is supported by credible and convinc-

ing data, the-OJJDP needs to make the evaluation an integral

part of the initiative. It can do this by: requiring a stan- ,

°--dard, controlled program design; providing adequate information

in advance on tile evaluation strategy and the grantees' respon-

sibilities; requiring that grant award procedures include a

determination of whether the project cam be evaluated; and

encouraging selection of capable and experienced grantees.

Also OJJDP can further support evaluation by devising ways'to

involve the evaluator in program design, proposal review, and

grant award. The evaluation should not be viewed merely as a

20
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requirement. Rather, it should be viewed as an in4gral pert
of the program. If OJJDP cannot prove that the Special Emphasis
_initiatives are worth replicating, then its investment-in.
research and demonstration will have a minimal return.

Technical assistance has not always
been provided

Technical assistance has not always been available to special
emphasis grantees. Since researchrdemonstrations are:difficult
to implement, it is important that technical assistance be avail-
able. However, in both the Prevention and Alternative Education
initiatives, we found that grantees did not receive technical
assistance during key phases of the programs because of problems
in awarding the contract and in coordinating OJJDP's efforts.
,For example:

--The technical assistance contractor for the i'reVention
initiative was responsible for helping to develop thefl

.strategy for implementing the initiative bY providing
ihf,ormation on promising delinquency prevention theory
and 'practice., The contractor wai also responsible
for hplping State and local organizations implement
sound delinquency prevention-programs. To accomplish
this effectively, the technical assistance contractor
should have been involved early.. However, the contractor
was not on board until the initiative had been imple-
mented for 1 year. ,The technical assistanCe contractor
told usYthat-as a result, involvement in strategy develop:-
ment was minimalp

--With thp Alternative Education initiative, the Program
Manager was not apprised of the status of technical assis-
tance-efforts. The OJJDP planned to replace the original
contractor with another firm 7 months after the program
had been implemented. However, the original contract was
extended be6ause of problems encountered in au'iarding a
contract to the other firm. The Program Manager told us
she was unaware the contract had been extended or else
she would have continued referring requests to the origi-
nal contractor: An official of the contractor told us
they,were able to conduct only an assessment of the
grantees' needs and.would not have been able to hantle
additional requests because they wEre winding down their
activities. Due to the poor coordination between the two
divisions within OJJDP, the grantees did not receive any
technical assistance for at least 5 months during the
program's first year of implementation.

To ensure that technical assistance is available to gran-'
tees during all program phases, the OJJDP needs to better
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coordinate the technical assistance contracts with the special

emphasis research/demonstration initiatives.

Amount and type of monitoring needed

for research/demonstration initiatives
should be determined

As discussed earlier in this report, OJJDP's policies and

procedures primarily address a service delivery program. Since

OJJDP's policies and procedures governing monitoring also address

service delivery, a question exists as-to whether research/

demonstration programs should be monitored in the same manner as

service delivery programs or given closer scrutiny. rIJJnP needs to

address this issue.

Also, our review of the Prevention and Alternative Education

initiatives surfaced basic problems which need to be coirected.

With the Prevention initiative, no one person was responsible for

assessing grantee performance and project compliance. As a

result, no one made sure that quarterly reports were submitted on

time or 'used to assess grantee performance. Our analysis of the

Prevention initiative's quarterly reports shows that out of 144

reports required during the initiative's operation, 41 were late

and 59 were either never submitted or not documented in agency

files. Additionally, officials of one grantee told us they had

not seen a grant monitor from OJJDP and, furthqr, had no idea

who their grant monitor was. To find out, we contacted the Pro-

gram Manager of the Prevention initiative and several Special

Emphasis grant monitors, but nobody knew who was responsible for

monitoringcthe grant.

Our analysis of the monitoring of the Alternative Education

initiative over the 6-month start up pericid indicated monitoring

weaknesses. We found that out of 15 site visits required by the

monitoring plan for the 15 Altetative Education grantees, only

6 were conducted. The Program Manager told us she could not

conduct the required site visits due to travel cutbacks.

Special Emphasis Division officials acknowledged Monitoring

weaknesses but claimed they had been unable to monitor projects

adequately because of travel cutbacks and excessive workloads.

If this is the dase, OJJDP should explore alternative means of

keeping tradk of)grantees' progress and problems.

CONCLUSIONS

Unless OJJDP establishes better policies and procedures, it

will achieve only limited results through its special emphasis

research/demonstration initiatives. We found that due to in-

adequate policies and procedures, OJJDP has designed and

managed ,two of the three research/riemonstration initiatives

ineffectively.. Specifically:

22
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--The program announcements did not adequately establish
research/demonstration as the initiatives' purpose,
therefore, key parties had different views of the
initiatives' purpose.

--The initiatives' development and design was not
sufficiently based on research and, as a result, the
initiatives were not properly developed and designed
for a research/demonstration.

- -The evaluations might not generate sufficiently credible
and definitive data on program impact since the evalu-
ations were not made an integral part of the initiative.

- -The technical assistance to grantees was not available
since the Special Emphasis Division and the Formula
Grants and Technical Assistance Division did not ef-
fectively coordinatetechnical assistance.

- -The amount and,type of monitoring required for
research/demonstration programs were not determined.

The design of the third and most recently developed initiative,
Violent Juvenile Offender, part I, was more compatible with re-
search/demonstration conditions which indicates progress is
being madq7 However, OJJDP cannot ensure that progress will
continue be made o long as its policies and procedures do
not recogn ze that research/deMonstration and service delivery
programs need to be operated differently.

The need for improved policies and procedures becomes
more significant in light of the report by the Attorney
General's Task Force on violent Crime. The report recommends
that the Attorney General ensure that adequate resources are
available for research, development, demonstration, and in-
dependent evaluation of methods to prevent and reduce serious
crime. Also, by clarifying its policies and procedures, OLTJTIp
will place less of a burden on individual program managers to
adequately design and manage the special emphasis initiatives,

RECOMMENDATIONS

We recommend that the Attorney General direct the Adminis-
trator of OJJDP to establish policies and procedures which
recognize that research/demonstration and service delivery
programs should be designed and managed differently. With
respect to OJJDP's research/demonstration initiatives, the
Administrator of OJJDP shoilld ensure that:

--Program announcements clearly establish the initiatives'
purpose.

23
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--Research/demonstration initiatives are developed on the

basis of research results.

--Evaluation is made an integral part of research/

demonstration initiatives.

--Technical assistance is available to grantees

especially during key phases.

The Administrator should also determine whether research/

demonstration programs should be monitored the same as service

delivery programs or given closer scrutiny.

AGENCY COMMENTS AND OUR EVALUATION

The Department of Justice commented on a draft of this

report by letter dated March 3, 1982. (See app.) The Department

agreed that OJJDP's policies and procedures have primarily focused

upon development and implementation of service delivery programs

and that research/demonstration programs need to be operated dif-

ferently. It also-agreed with all of our recommendations and noted

that OJJDP would develop 'Policies and procedures for each type of

programming possible under the Special Emphasis program.

Although the Department agreed with our conclusion on the

need for policies and procedures,.' it disagreed with our observa-

tion that research and demonstration programs had not been ade-

quately designed and managed. The comments stated that this

conclusion was based on reviews of three initiatives, but that

two of them--Prevention and Alternative Education--were not in-

tended to be research/demonstration programs.

With respect to the Prevention initiative, the Department

justified its position on the basis that the program announce-

ment clearly said that the initiative xas intended to "increase

or expand social, cultural, educational, vocational, recre-

ational, and health services to youth." mhe Department stated

further that
research/demonstration was not mentioned in the

announcement because that was not its purpose. However, the

first part of the objective as stated in the announcement was.

"* * to develop and implement new approaches, techniques, and

methods.to prevent juvenile delinquency in communities where

youths are in great danger of becoming delinquent * * *." We

believe that this part of the objective connotes research/

demonstration.

With respect to the Alternative Education initiative, the

Department's comments serve to support our position by stating

that the initiative was "* * * A major demonstration program to

prevent juvenile delinquency through the development of projects

designed to keep students in school, to prevent unwarranted and

arbitrary suspensions and expulsions, dropouts, pushouts and

2 4
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truancy." Also, as pointed out on page 11 of our report,
solicitations for the evaluation of both initiatives, as well
as OJJDP's program plans and technical assistance documents
identified the initiatives as demonstrations.

We continue to bfqieve that our position that the two
initiatives were intended to be research/demonstration-oriented
was well-founded. Rut, regardless of what the initiative0
were supposed to be, it is clear that there was not a common
understanding among all particinanta of the purposes to be
achieved. The corrective action promised by 0J.InP should help
to avoid confusion in the future regarding the purpose of the
various special emphasis initiatives that are funded under this
program.

The Department stated that facts regading the role of the
National Institute of Juvenile Justice and nelinquency Preven-
tion were inaccurate. It noted that the Institute had assigned
a staff person to share responsibility for development of each
special emphasis initiative. We do not disagree with the
Department that a'staff member was assigned to do this. How-
ever, as noted on page 14, 'the nirector of the Institute told
us that the,Special Emphasis Division had involved the Insti-
tute to only a limited or moderate extent in the development
and design of most special emphasis initiatives.

The Department concurred that, research/demonstration pro-
grams should flow from research on a major issue, evaluation
should be an integral part of these initiatives, technical assis-
tance should be provided grantees, especially at key phases, and
monitoring should be intensive. It also offered several comments
to explain its actions or positions regarding evaluation, techni-
cal assistance, and monitoring issues discussed in our report.

The Department also noted that our recommendations appeared
to lump all the initiatives together leaving the impression that
the Violent Juvenile Offender initiative did.not adecuately
establish its purpose'in the request for proposals, was not based
on research results, and did not make evaluation an integral
part of the initiative. That was not our intent. W. had notel
in the draft report submitted to the nepartment for comment that
the design of the Violent Juvenile Offender, part I initiative
was compatible with research/demonstration conditions. We pointed
out that to help ensure that future recearch/demonstration ini-
tiatives will be designed to comply with such conditions, OJJnP's
policies and procedures should recognize that research/demon-
stration and service delivery programs need to be operated
differently.
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APPENDIX
U.S. Department of Justicf

APPENDIX -
.3i

Mr. William J. Anderson
Director
General Government Division
United States General Accounting Office
Wahington, D.C. 20548

Dear Mr. Anderson:

Wesitington. D C 10330

4111

This letter is in response to your request to the Attorney General for the comments of the

Department of Justice (Department) on your draft report entitled "The Office of Juvenile

Justice and Delinquency Prevention% Special Emphasis Program Has Not Realized lta Full

PotentiaL"
4

et
,

The Department agrees with all of the General Accounting 0 fine (GAO) recommenda-

tions. The Office of Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Proven ion (OJJDP) will develop

policy and procedures regarding purposes and standards for ch type of programming

possible under the Special Emphasis Program. In responding lo the draft report, our

comments are categorized into two sectionsone providing general comments and the

other providing comments by issue.
)

GENERAL COMMENTS

Focus on Service Delivery

The Department agrees with GAO's overall findings that OJJDP policies and procedures

have primarily focused upon development and Implementation of service delivery pro-

grams, and that research/demonstration programs need to be operated differently. In the

interest of perepectiNe, OJJDP considers it Important to note that GAO% conclusions do

not take into aecoUnt three _significant facts which have directed the focus of special

emphasis program tn(ngt

1) Subpart II, SectiOn 224 (a) of the Juvenile Justice end Delinquency Prevention Act

places a clear emphasis upon Congressional intent to support service delivery

Programs, Le., Section 224 (a) (3), (4), (5), (7), (9), (9), (11) and (12). This thrust is

further enhanced by amendments of 1977 and 1960 to Section 224 (c) which requires

that 30 percent of available fUnds go to private nonprofit youth-serving agencies,

Section 224 (d) which requires equitable distribution of funds to various categories of

youth, and Seetion 224 (a) which requires that 5 percent of spectal emphasis funds be

used to meet the special needs of U.S. Territories and Possessions.

2) Between 1975 and 1978, there was a dearth of reliable data upon whieh to base

demonstration programs in delinquency prevention and treatment. It has only been as

a result of new data, largely generated by the National Institute of Juvenile Justice

and Delinquency Prevention (NIJJDP), that research findings Are now becoming

available in the areas identified try Congress for special emphasis programming. Prior

to this thy, programs of necessity were based upon available state of the art

information.
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3) Congress and the public expect that funds allocated in a given fiscal year be obligated
in that fiscal year. The option of holding funds until the most reliable data become
available is not a viable alternative.

Design and Management of Research/Demonstration Programs

We have difficulty with GAO's finding that research and demonstration programt. hive not
been adequately designed and managed and do not feel that the information used supports
this concluiion. GAO's conclusions are based upon in-depth reviews of three initiatives,
only one of which was intended to be a research and development program, i.e., Violent
Offender Part I and Part IL

1. Prevention-Youth Skills Development

Cantrary to the GAO report, the program announcement for the Prevention-Youth
Skills Development initiative clearly states in the program objective (page 59 of the
announcement) that the program was intended to "increase or expand social, cultural,
educational, vocational, recreational and health services to youth." This program was
specifically designed to implement Section 224 (a) (4) of the Juvenile Justice and
Delinquency Prevention Act, which requires improving the Capability of public and private
agencies and organizations to provide services for delinquents and other youth to help
prevent delinquency. Research/demonstration was not mentioned in the announcement
because that was not its purpose, and statutory provisions clearly support OJJDP funding
service delivery programs.

State of the art information provided the basis for the program's strategies, but no clear
prevention modals were available from research in 1976 for testing. Evaluation was
provided for in the program announcement, but was not made an integral part of the
initiative because the evaluation grant had not been awarded when the program was
announced. A level of monitoring had been established consistent with the funds
expended, but other administrative priorities intervened which did not permit the planned
monitoring to take place. As a result of staff shortages and turnovex, several prevention
grants were subject to changes in monitoring assignments, but no grant was left without
an assigned monitor. Technical assistance is voluntary, and was available upon request
after the technical assistance contract was awarded. Some grantees made more use of
this assistance than others;

2. The Alternative Education Program

The Alternative Education Program announcement states in the objective state-
ment that it is a major demonstration program to prevent delinquency "by preventing
unwarranted and arbitrary suspensions and expulsions, dropouts, pushouts and truancy."
Unlike the Violent Offender Program, it was not intended to be a research program, but
one which would implement a number of promising strategies in varied school districts.
The evaluation design was not an integral part of the program design because the
evaluation grant had not been awarded when the program was announced. However, the
goals of evaluation were state4, and grantees were required to document support for
evaluation objectives. As with-the prevention program, research had not validated any
single model of alternative education when this prcgram was announced, but available
state of the art information was used as the basis for the program's strategies. With
respect to level of monitoring, this program is subject to an extensive program
development process funded through the evaluation grant, which was expressly developed
to support strengthening of the objectives. It has, as an integral part, an extensive
management information system. This system supports staff monitoring, and OJJDP feels
that the level of monitoring currently taking place is adequate.
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3. Violent Juvenile Offender Part I and II

Violent Juvenile Offender Part I and II is a research and development (R&D)
program, not research/demonstration as categorized in the GAO.report. Its objective is
to t program models based upon selected theoretical constructs. If research validates
thdt the models being tested have merit, future demonstration programs may be

-appropriate. Procedures for carrying out the work are outlined in the contracts awarded
for the developmental and implementation work to the National,Center for Crime and
Delinquency (NCCD) and L. Miranda, Associates. Both contracts provide for a high level
of monitoring, technical assistance, and administrative support:throughout the imple-
mentation phase.

Recommendations

As matter of practice, over the past two years, OJJDP has moved toward implementing
the recommendations of the GAO report, with increased priority given to testing program
models based upon research findings. Violent Juvenile Offender Part I and Part II,
developed in 1981 for implementation in 1982, the Prevention Research and Development
Program, developed in 1980, and the Replication of Project New Pride, an exemplary
program model being replicated in seven sites, are examples of this focus.,

While GAO recognizes that the Violent Juvenile Offender Program was developed as an
R&D program and that the evaluation and research requirements are stated in the background
paper, the report does not point out that the R&D requirement was clearly spelled out in
the Request For Proposals (RFP) which was jointly developed by OJJDP; National Council
on Crime and Delinquency, program coordinator; URSA InAitute, the national evaluator;
and the National Office for Social Responsibility, the technical assistance contractor.

The report's recommendation section appears to lump all the initiatives together, leaving
the impreesion that Violent Juvenile Offender Part I (1) did not adequately establish Its
R&D purpose in the RFP, (2) was not based on research results, and (3) did not make the
evaluation an integral part of the R&D initiative. None of these conclusions apply to the
Violent Juvenile Offender initiative.

OJJDP will formalize policy and procedures for development and implementation of the
several categories of programming possible under Section 224 (a) within the constraints of
increasingly limited staff resources and reduced travel funds, both of which will continue
to impose constraints on the level of monitoring poasible. Responsibility for establishing
precise procedures for monitoring has been placed with contractors to help fulfill OJJDP
monitoring responsibilities. NCCD has established such procedures already and the
contractor for Part U is expected to do the same. Finally, OJJDP wishes to note that
OJJDP priorities, as well as the expectations of Congress and the general public will
continue to influence the priorities for use of funds available for special emphasis
programs, and that our policies and procedures will of necessity be responsive to these
concerns,,,

0

The Attorney General's Task Force on Violent Crime has recommended that R&D be
viewed as an appropriate Federal function, and OJJDP will intensify its efforts to be more
responsive to this view. Further, the availability of more reliable data now makes it
possible to base demonstration programs upon research findings, and reduced funding
makes it necessary to narrow the focus and scope of special emphasis programs.
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COMMENTS BY ISSUE 1

APPENDIX

1. OJJDP's Policies and Procedures Do Not Reccrize the Need to Operate Research/
Demonstration and-Service Delivery Programs uifferently.

OJJDP concurs that the proceckires and policies provided in our Special Emphasis
Operations Manual focus largely upon service delivery programs. Violent Juvenile
Offender, one of three research/demonstration programs funded by OJJDP in the
past seven years-latha others were Prevention Researckrivelopment and Learning
Disabilitieshas u part of the cooperative agreement th NCCD, specifications
for development and management of Part 1 of this program. These specifications
include all upects of development, evaluation, monitoring and technical assistance.
The eontradt with L. Miranda, Associates has similar provisions for Part IL

The thrust of OJJDP's special emphasis programming has focused on system change
and support of national policy u reflected in the Juvenile Justice and Delinquency
Prevention Act. Accordingly, most of Its resources have supported alternatives to
incarceration (Deinatitutionalization of Status Offenders, Diversion, Restitution,
New Pride, and Jail Removal). Th. strategy for doing this is reflected in thcee
elements which are identified as not Peing suitable for research and demonstration
programs, La., targeting specific categories of youth, sizeable grants, multiple sites,
multiple year fUndthg, and program designs responsive to local conditions. The
latter provision recognized that no single model would work in every jurisdiction,
and that local support and participation in programs is directly related to the extent
to which local residents feel that the program responds to cceditions peculiar to
their Jurisdiction.

While program models have varied, OJJDP regards the enactment of state statutes
and codas to allow for alternatives to incarceration, like restitution and diversion,
as significant. The significance for national policy and large numbers of youth takes
on added importance when thus state statutory changes have been accompanied by
allocation of State funds to support these alternatives.

2. Research/Demonstration Initiatives Have Not Been Adequately Designed and
Managed

We take xception to the conclusion that research/demonstration initiatives have
not been adequately designed and managed, as only one of the three programs
examined in depth is classified by OJJDP u a fesearch/development program, i.e.,
Violent Juvenile Offender Part I and Part H. The other two programs which were so
classified, Learning Disabilities and Prevention Research/Development, were not
examined. Therefore, the finding that the program announcements failed to
establish researeh/deMonstration as the purpose, is inappropriate to Prevention-
Youth Skills and Alternative Education. Conversely, these were not conclusions
made about the Violent Juvenile Offender initiative, which is a research program.

3. ProKram Announcements Did Not Clearly Establish Research/Demonstration as the
- Initiatives' Purpose

As stated above, research was not the purpose of either Prevention-Youth Skillq or
Alternative Education. Therefore, it would have been inappropriate to have
included references to research/demonstration in the program announcement.

:I 3
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Prevention-Youth Skills was conceived and designed as a service delivery program to
implement Section 224 (a) (4), which requires improving the "capability of public and
private agencies and organizations to provide services for delinquents and other
youth to help prevent delinquency"; and Section 224.. (a) (e), which in 1977 required
"at least 25 per centum of funds available for grants and contracts ... to institutions
who have had experience in dealing with youth." A reference on page 14 of the
report, which questions the appropriateness of national youth-serving agencies
implementing this program, discounts the fact that this section of the legislation,
and these provisions specifically, were included for purposes of supporting national
youth-serving agencies in delinquency prevention activities.

Contrary to the view of the national evaluator, NCCD, the initiative was not
designed to test a theory of delinquency prevention.. In retrospect, the initiative
was not ideally suited to a national scope evaluation, and might more profitably
have been restricted to project level evaluation. The program office monitored
projects in relation to accountability for service delivery, a grant condition, and the
purpose of the program.

Alternative Education was not intended to be a research program. Rather, it is a
service delivery/demonstration program which states, in the program announcement,
as specific objectives: -

1) "To develop and implement strategies and techniques in Alterative Education ...
which improve those educational policies, practices and procedures which impact
services to youth."

2) "To upgrade the quality of alternative education program ...."

3) "To reduce the number of student dropouts, truants, suspensions and
expulsions ...."

4) "To prepare students for employment ...."

Adequate research findings were not available when the program was developed to
support a research/demonstration program. The program design drew upon current
state of the art information available to N1JJDP. The program was developed in
response to Section 224 (a) (6) which requires that "... model programs and methods
be developed to keep students in elementary and secondary schools." Consequently,
OJJDP was interested in evaluating a number of alternatiVe education models, as
opposed to a single model, further reflecting the wide var tion in the nation's
school districts.

OJJDP agrees that the objectives of some alternative edudation projects lacked
specificity. One of the specific tasks of Johns Hopkins was to work with each
project to make objectives more specific. Funds were made available to grantees
for this purpose.

4. Research Has Been Missing From Research/Demonstration Lnitiatives

Research has been incorporated in each initiative to the extent that valid research
findings were available. Facts regarding the roles of NIJJDP and the American
Institute for Research (AIR) in the development of special emphasis initiatives are
inaccurate.
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1) 141.IJDP has assigned a staff person to share responsibility for development of
each special emphasis initiative. This person is a workint member of a task
group, sharing full respcnsibility for develcpment of the program announcement.
HIJJDP hes also contracted for a backvound paper for each initiative, and the
assigned staff person has respomibility for enuring that this information is
available to support the design of the program.

2) AM was clentracted to provide Oats of the art work in six program areas, as a
preliminary step to completing the 1977 program plan. A change in administra-
tors resulted in sheliring this work, and work on alternative education was not
resumed until late in 1979, long after the AIR contract had terminated.*

S. Evaluation

Contrary to GAO's finding that evaluation is not an integral part of Alternative
Eduoation, the evaluation rent awarded to Johns Hopkins University, with a sub-
°entreat to the Social Action Research Center (SARC), Providas for an eataninva
Management information Eynon OLEO, regular on-site vieits by evaluation staff, and
an extensive prop= development process built upon NMI data. While the program
design varies In temperas to the peculiarities of local school condition, Johns
Hopkins hes a solid "valuation design which tracks similarities, as well as differ-
entiae, aerate gramme. OJJDP feels that the results will provide unfitl data an
what WM of alternative school models wort in relation to characteristics of varied
education systems. We would, however, armee that it would have been useful to
have hod the evaluation grant In place before the announcement was developed.

6. Technical Assistance

In both Alternative Education and Preirion, technical astAns wastis available,
bet wes/ie voluntary. Some grantees mare extensive o it than others.

7. Monitoring

One stte visit per program year, per project wee planned foe Prevention, but other
administrative priorities intervened and the sehoduls ern not possible. Staff
shortages and staff turnovrr resulted In the assignment of several different grant
monitors, but at no time was any Prevention grant without a grant monitor.

Similarly, one visit per school year was plenned for Alternative Education, and this
far, OJJDP Is co schedule with this plan. Staff monitoring Is supported by monthly
MIS reports, and more frequent site visits by the evaluation staff. Moreover, the
evalmtors conduct weekly telephone interviews-with grantees to update the MIS
data, and provide program progress reports to improve omits program management
OJJDP believes that the level of monitoring is adequate on Alternative Education
and, moreover, is all that our travel budget will allow.

C. Hamm mendations

OJJDP concurs with all of GAO's recommendation, La., that research/demonstra-
, tion programs should flow from researchon a major issue, evaluation should be an

Integral part of these intiatives, there should be a controiled design, and the grant
award should include the program's evaluability. We also agree that technical
assistance should be provided grantees, especially at key phases, and that monitoring
should be intensive.

C,A0 note,: The report ha o heen :lar 1 f led with rennoct to th19 comment .
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These are condition,s which have been s met in the Violent Juvenile Offender
,initiative, and the procedures for these donditions are explicit in the contractual
language of ther cooperative agreement with NCCD and L. Miranda, Assochited.

To avoid confusion in the future regarding the several categories of programming'
possible under special emphasis programs, OJJDP will develop policy and procedures
regarding purposes and standards for each type of programming.

Should you desire any additio
to contact me.

Sincerely,

rV"%jKevin D. Rooney
Assistant Attorney General

for Administration

185992

'nformation pertaining to our response, please feel free

4i
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