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ABSTRACT

This is a study of how the Department of Criminal Justice Services (DCJS)
attempted to implement a major crime initiative, the Comprehensive Community
Corrections Act (CCCA). The aim is to explain the implementation process in DCJS with
reference to organizational models developed by Richard Elmore (1978). A careful
analysis of the day-to-day operation and decision-making processes of DCJS, with
particular emphasis on the implementation of the CCCA, shows that DCJS normally
corresponds with the expectations of the "organizational development" and
"bureaucratic process" models described in Elmore's typology of organi‘zations. Still,
agencies often must adapt to political and policy changes that might lead them to alter
normal operating procedures. In this case, we see that although DCJS generally
continued to act as it normally would, though time constraints, political considerations,

and interagency tensions altered the norms of agency operations and decision-making.
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Introduction

The central questions addressed by scholars of public administration deal with how
agencies implement public policy (see, for example, Sabatier (1986), Pressman:and
Wildavsky (1984), and Mazmanian and Sabatier (1989).) Traditionally, 'scholars;have
concentrated on the outcomes of the policy and process more so than the specific
mechanics of implementation. Williams (1976) argued that little research has been
conducted on the implementation of “social policies, programs, or projects or, on the
implementation process in a social policy organization such as a. federal agency’.
(Williams, 1976a, 286-287; see also Ingram, 1977, 499; and Williams, 1976c¢, 4). While
numerous studies of policy implementation have analyzed the proées;ﬁ, Lane . (1995)
argues that traditional approaches to policy implementation analyses-lack “a.theory
about the mechanism of implementation, [that is,] how programmes- [sic] should-be
handled in order that stated objectives could be achieved in terms of positiveputqpmves"
(Lane, 1995, 100). Thus, in this thesis, | rely on organizational theory as a way- to
studying the mechanics of implementation. The focus is on ‘how the-. Virginia
Department of Criminal Justice Services (DCJS) implemented the. Comprehensive
Community Corrections Act for Local-Responsible Offenders (CCCA). .

The CCCA, a major stateWide law, facilitates local involvement and provides
flexibility in responding to crime. This is accomplished by allowing localities to establish
a community-based corrections system tailored to fit individual local n_e"eds.1 This local

system provides the judiciary with sentencing options for certain miéden:ieanah‘t'si and

' The CCCA is a community corrections act. A community corrections act is "a statewide mechanism
included in legislation for involving citizens and granting funds to local units of government and community
agencies to plan, to develop, and to deliver correctional sanctions and services at the local level" (Harris,
1996, 199).
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nonviolent felons (known as “local-responsible offenders”-).2 The localities oversee the
provision of these options within guidelines set by the state. State funding, available
through DCJS, supports programs established under the authority of the,CCCA; Over
$8 million was awarded in fiscal year 1996 for programs established under the CCCA.
DCJS sets guidelines for program funding, monitors compliance, issues. program
regulations, and provides technical assistance for program operation. ARARERS (i S

The CCCA is a valuable case to examine the mechanics of policy implementation by
DCJS for three reasons. First, the CCCA was part of a politically charged:initiative
supported by the governor and attractive to state legislators. Second,the CCCA
replaced an existing program, the Community Diversion Act, making it-'subject:to
jurisdictional conflicts and potential intra-agency battles. Third, the legislation-mandated
that DCJS put the CCCA in place under a tight time schedule. These complexities make
the CCCA an intriguing case that provides further insight into how a statefagency_with
standard norms and procedures responds to external demands and internal pressures.

In order to understand how the agency responded to these three conditions; we
need to identify a theoretical framework. Richard Elmore’s (1978) four organizational
models provide the theoretical framework for analyzing program implementation, though

this case study offers several insightful corrections to Elmore’s framework. We: also
Yy

R

2 The differences between state-responsible offenders and local-responsible offenders are subject to
interpretation. In one sense, differences are based on the amount of time the individual is sentenced to
incarceration. In another, they are based on where the offender is housed (i.e., jail or prison). The question
is whether the offender should be considered state-responsible because of his sentence, orlocal-
responsible because of where he or she resides. In the area of community corrections, local-responsible
offenders may be considered those offenders who are under the supervision of a locally-operated
supervision program; state-responsible offenders may be considered those offenders who are under the
supervision of a state-operated supervision program. However, both state and locally operated supervision
programs are in the community. The differences between the two are based primarily on who oversees the
programs and what types of offenders are eligible for state or local placement.
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need to describe briefly how the agency operates in “normal” times to appreciate how
DCJS responded given the political context, policy changes, and time constraints.

The thesis argues that while DCJS operated as it normally would when implementing
the CCCA, it did alter some of its operating procedures. DCJS normally operates along
the lines of Elmore's “organizational development’ model, with some tendencies of the
"bureaucratic process” model. As Elmore defines the organizational development

model, we normally expect DCJS to operate from the "bottom-uc". In other words,
individuals in lower organizational levels have a great deal of inﬂuenceﬂc.\i/gl" thelrown
work and the direction of the agency. Organizational operations characitenstlcof[the
bureaucratic process model include the use of specialized units ande‘tendvard o‘cerﬂe't‘ing

routines. As DCJS implemented the CCCA, it met the expectations of the organ;;atl'cn)el
development model, and, to a lesser extent, the bureaucratic process model Externall
demands posed by political agendas, policy changes, and time constralnts contnbute to
DCJS's deviations from its normal mode of operation. The agency also dlsplayed

!

characteristics of other administrative forms. For example, a shlft |n admlnlstratlve
agencies resulted in behavior associated with Eimore's "conflict and bargaklnlnqg"m;nccjel “

Multiple sources of information were used in this case study. A revnew of DCJS
documents, files, and reports of the CCCA enabled me to trace the aéenc;/s formal
channels of authority and decision- makmg in the year following the CCCA's enactment
Interviews with five DCJS staff members reveal the attitudes, reactions,and roles of the

agency management and lower-level staff with respect to the implementation process.’

3 personal experience and observations also contribute to this project. | have beena significant player in
the CCCA implementation process. As an analyst in the Correctional Services unit of the Department, | am
responsible for most CCCA related activities. My involvement in implementing the CCCA has provided an
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Interviews were conducted with the Deputy Director of the Bureau of Program
Assistance, the Chief of the Correctional Services unit, and three of ‘the four analysts
within the unit.* (The Correctional Services unit has responsibility for administering the

CCCA, afact discussed in greater detail later.)®

Theoretical Framework: Elmore’s Models

Elmore outlines four organizational models for analyzing social _program

implementation (1978): systems management, bureaucratic process, orlgvé’rv\izatibhal

development, and conflict and bargaining. Each model emphasizes vdifferent feétufes of |
organizations and establishes distinct expectations for how agencieS':NOUId' implement |
policy. Elmore specifies four criteria, called propositions, for each model ;;}igéptréli
principle, distribution of power, organizational decision-making, and implementation
process. Table 1 categorizes the essential elements characteristic of each p\r‘_qpqsi‘t‘ipn
according to each model. The distribution of power and the decis‘ion‘z-‘r'nakiihé?Eféc?éés
within an organization are the two major propositions Elmore develops}', andtheydeﬁne
the main differences between the models. The other two proposific;;\s:: thecentral

principle and the overall implementation process, derive their charact‘eristic:ﬁ!sv;frdr‘rw"ihe

first two. The central principle states how organizations "should" operate if thé particiu|ar

insider's view for this project. It has also given me access to files, documents, and information that an -~
analyst from outside of the process may be unable to obtain. L e g s

4| am the fourth analyst in the Correctional Services unit.

*The Department's Director was recently named Deputy Secretary of Public Safety and was unavailable at
the time interviews were conducted. The naming of the Department's Director to the Deputy Secretary of
Public Safety is unfortunate because his views as both a political appointee and a relative newcomer to the
organization (within the past two years) may be quite different from those of the career bureaucrats
interviewed. (The Deputy Director has been with the agency for 23 years, the Chief for 12 years. The
analysts interviewed have been with the agency 3, 5%, and 19% years. | have been with the agency for 42
years.)
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model dominates agency functioning. The overall implementation process provides

what Elmore terms a "thumbnail sketch" of agency operations when implementing policy

(Elmore, 1978, 190).

Table 1: Matrix of Four Organizational Models of Social Program Implementation ,

Systems Bureaucratic Organizational - Conflict & - -
Management Process Development Bargaininé
Central Organiz. Operating Autonomy & -~ No common
Principle value- Routines control of own “purpose w/i
maximizing Discretion of work at lower organization
Organiz. goal- individual levels " Competition .
directed workers wli agency for
behavior resources ., ..
Common Ve
understanding
of policy
Distribution of Hierarchical Based on ‘Distributed at No single
Power w/i control - top specialization all levels o control o e
Organization sets goals & Top exerts Top provides Bargaining w/i
allocates tasks control thru resources for organization
other means lower levels T o
Resistance to No direct top
change by control over
lower levels details
Organizational Top-Down Top-Down Bottom-Up - - Not relevant .
Decision-Making Top sets Incremental Decisions on * Bargaining w/i
goals; lower Division b/t consensus of and among
decides how policy-makers group at lower "’ units/agencies
to meet & street level levels
bureaucrats - e
implementation Detailed ldentify Consensus Constant
Process objectives discretion and building b/t ._conflict over
Use of mgt. change work policy-makers | *'*~purposes and
controls to routines to and results
hold units conform w/ individuals - Series of
accountable _ policy. bargained
Well defined Magt. must _ decisions
standards of induce lower reflecting’ "~
performance levels preferences

and resources

Source: Elmore (1978) - Organizational Models of Social Program Implementation
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As shown on Table 1, implementation as “systems managemeht”v 6beratéé"dﬁ
Elmore's central principle that organizations function as value-maxirﬁiZihg units. .Thus;’
each task performed within the organization contributes to at least one “set q’f‘v well-
defined agency objectives. By focusing narrowly on a few spéciﬂc \objéctiv\e's,*tﬁé‘
organization's overall performance is enhanced. This model ;’an'ti_cifzates hierarchical
control, allowing top management to set goals and allocate specific tasks (designed to
meet these goals) to lower levels. Thus, direction and decisions’ﬂow from the top-down.
Lower-level staff have limited discretion in determining how goals are met.” Top
management controls lower-level discretion through various means,  including “well
defined performance standards.

The second model, implementation as “bureaucratic process”; operatés on’the
central principle that standard operating procedures and routines dictate organizational
behavior. As with the systems management model, decisions flow from the top-down.’
However, this model does allow lower-level staff to exercise "“relatively strong control
over specific tasks within their sphere of authority” (Elmore, 19%8,‘1 99).. Though lower-
levels seemingly have more authority than in the systems manageméhf model, authority
is restricted within the confines of standard operating routines. Thijs“;thé"iprimécyvbf"
standard operating routines ensures a top-down process is ‘maintained.”" Top
management exerts control through méans such as clearance procedures and reporting
requirements.

The bureaucratic process model has two distinguishing features which make it
unique. First, lower-leve!l staff resist change. They adhere to a “business as usual”

mode of thinking and must be induced to alter their operational methods. Upper-
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management bears responsibility for convincing lower-levels to- change “behavior.
Secondly, the bureaucratic process model provides a clear distinction between _policy-
makers and service deliverers. Upper-management ofﬁcialsvdecide‘how pqlifcivesi are
expressed in legislation, regulations, and guidelines. Lower-level staff act a;‘ service
deliverers attempting to convey upper-management decisions to the. org;ni:zation’s
clients.

The third model, implementation as “organizational develo’pment”, operates on the
central principle that individuals within the agency participate>actively in the agency's
tasks. In focusing on the basic psychological and social needs 6f individuals, this' model
"views implementation as a process in which implementors shape policies and claim
them as their own” (Elmore, 1978, 185). Unlike the previous models, the organizational
development model is defined by a bottom-up decision-making process and promotes
consensus building. Individuals and workgroups at lower levels have a high degree of
autonomy in developing policy and making decisions. Upper-management provides the
support and resources necessary for carrying out policies and decisions:

The fourth model, implementation as “conflict and bargaining”, cannot: be
conveniently described as either "top-down" or "bottom-up". Agencies that fit the conflict
and bargaining model lack a common organizational purpose. - Thus, these agencies
function as arenas of conflict in which competition for power and resources emerges.
The “temporary ability of one individual or unit to mobilize sufficient resources: to
manipulate the behavior of others” determines the locus of power within an organization
(Elmore, 1978, 217).

As Table 1 demonstrates, the characteristics of each proposition are not mutually
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exclusive; they may be present in more than one propositioh of a given model. . For
example, detailed objectives, listed in the implementation prc‘)position jo,fj,. the=sS/stems
management model, affect the goal-directed behavior of the neodel's Lcentr‘al ‘y;‘iikrinciple.‘;
Furthermore, the characteristics of each proposition are not necess‘arily_'limit‘e{c;"to one
model. For example, top-down decision-making is evident in both the‘s“ystems

management and bureaucratic process models.

Department of Criminal Justice Services (DCJS)

Before applying any theoretical models to the implementatioe of the CCCA, we need
a preliminary understanding of DCJS' structure and procedures.‘ The;agency usually.
operates in a manner consistent with the expectatioris" assocjated with” an
"organizational development” model combined with aspecfs of the "bureaucratic
process" model. As part of the Executive branch of government, DCJS covers every
aspect of the criminal justice system and serves as the CommohWealth’s crimir‘jval justice
policy and planning agency.6 One staff member describes D"Cf‘iJS as "a change agent
seeking to improve [criminal justice] system functioning" (stéff interview 2; 7/3/96).
According to staff members, the responsibility for initiatingk and setting policies is
distributed among all levels within the agency. The Director sets the course of the
agency by establishing the agencys mission and orgamzatlonal strueture b;.lt staff
interviewed agree that most of the agency's direction on speCIf c |ssues |s set by staff
working below the Director. | B

DCJS operates as a small agency (approximately 100 staff members) with four

8 DCJS is under the Office of the Secretary of Public Safety, a cabinet position of the Administration.
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primary divisions of responsibility: administration, operations, programaSSIstance and
research.” A Deputy Director oversees each division. The: Direc’tdii;l ‘aﬁ‘d(:f’l:'_)éputy
Directors assume upper-management positions. v
Characteristic of the bureaucratic process model, each unit e;ercisgs‘contro}l over a
specialized area of expertise. The Correctional Services unit,k whighladvmihistérs _the

CCCA, seeks to enhance state and local adult correctional systenﬁs.? The unit Apr"o,vides

funding and technical assistance to various community-based initiatives, as well as to .

programs operating in jail and prison facilities.® The unit seeks to féd‘déééduplliqati“oh“
and increase coordination among the various aduit correctional‘prggyré‘m;jaﬁn.cvi feiatéd_ ;
criminal justice components, such as the police (DCJS, 1994). As wi:t}h‘othe;ruu’n'iht‘s_fin the
agency, Correctional Services also provides information, advice, and fasg%stanée to

members of each branch of government within the Commonwealth.

7 The Bureau of Operations has responsibility for law enforcement and private security activities. The
Bureau of Administration provides internal support through finance, purchasing, central files, computer
assistance, and general grant administration activities. The Bureau of Program Assistance has
responsibility for juvenile justice, crime prevention, victim services, and adult corrections activities. The
Research Center has responsibility for conducting evaluations, developing jail population forecasts, and***"
developing a state-wide integrated criminal justice database. ,

8 Examples of programs currently or previously funded include: jail and prison based drug treatment "5 v
programs, jail-based electronic monitoring programs (which provide for the use of electronic devices to alert
supervising officials of an offender's absence from home), intensive supervision for state-responsible
probationers and parolees (which provides for surveillance of offenders and frequent face-to-face visits with
offenders), employment and life skills for offenders about to be released from jail and prison, alternatives to
jail for public inebriates, and pretrial services programs (which provide background investigations of - =
defendants prior to arraignments and supervision of certain defendants released from jail without the benefit
of bail.) For fiscal year 1996, the Correctional Services unit is funding over 60 specific grants totaling
approximately $13.5 million. ;
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Department of Criminal Justi

rvice

Governor

Secretary of Public Safety

b _ Agency Director - .
Department of Criminal Justlce Servnces

Chief Dep. Director
Bureau of Administration

Deputy Director
Bureau of Operations

Deputy Dlrector ‘
Bureau of Program [
~ Assistance ¢

- Deputy Director
Research Center -

Functional Units

Functional Units

Functional Units.

w/Chiefs & Analysts w/Chiefs & Analysts Ww/Chiefs and Analysts
I
I I I I
Chief Chief | ~ “Chief
Juvenile Services Crime Prevention -.Correctlonal Servnces -~ Victim Services |
Unit Unit - Unit : - Unit.
| | | T
Analysts Analysts - Analysts

The degree of upper-management involvement in DCJS actlvmes depends on the

political environment surrounding a given activity. For example, |f the actlwty generates

a lot of public or political attention, the Director assumes a more mvolved role in the

specific details of the activity. Programs that attract less public attention are left to the

discretion of the analysts. One example of limited Director involvement is in the area of

electronic monitoring, an early release option for sheriffs and jail administrators.
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Electronic monitoring is used for certain low-risk offenders in order to free_jai.l“ bed spéce
for high-risk offenders. Since electronic monitoring is an long standing gra'nt‘i brégram,
its political prominence is limited. DCJS funded several electronic monit'cifi;g:“é;;;jraMS
in 1994 with no input from the Director.

DCJS filters state and federal funds to local units of government in the form of grants
as part of its duties. Units within the Bureaus of Operations and Progry‘a"r‘ﬁAs{s\i;s;éhce
handle most grant activities. The specific unit responsible for grant acgtivit'ies‘;'c.iébends
on the purpose of the grant program.9 For example, all grant programs:addréSSIng
crime prevention activities are administered by the Crime Prevention u‘nit/. The CCCA is
administered as a grant program. o S

Standard operating routines, rooted in the lower levels of the agenc'y," di'ct’ayte\j the
general grant process. Analysts, the lowest level of the organizational structure,k,ére
responsible for interpreting legislative intent and any existing policies ,surrorundih'gié
specific grant area. They also do all things that are necessary t;vﬁf‘*maha‘g‘féf"r@rént
programs, including: developing program specifications and grant guidél‘iﬁés”‘," révieWihg
grant applications, determining funding amounts and priorities, apply‘in‘g ‘conditions to
grants, and monitoring grant programs for compliance.

The Director reviews grant guideline packages and signs letters annouhéing'fﬂdﬁdi'h'g
availability and grant awards. However, he relies on the expertise of other agency staff

to set the specific policies and make the necessary decisions. My experiéhéé héé been

9 Grants Administration (under the Bureau of Administration) is a separate unit that provides assistance toi
the individual units responsible for establishing grant programs and monitoring grantees. Grants T
Administration handles the disbursement of funds and all paperwork necessary for funds to be disbursed
and awards to be amended. This unit also reviews requests from grantees to amend budgets to ensure -7
that requests comply with state or federal guidelines. The analyst monitoring the grant has final approval as
to whether amendments can be made.
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that in many cases, the involvement of upper- and middle-managemeni ‘Iévels‘depends

on the comfort level of the analyst responsible for the work. The political envuronment

surrounding the grant program also factors into the level of management involvement :

The case study demonstrates how the CCCA affected agency procedures.

lementing the CCCA

In order to understand how DCJS implemented the CCCA, we must descrlbe the
political conditions and policy constraints with which the agency was operating ,
Agencies do not exist in isolation from external forces. To the contrary, they must adapt
to external pressures, some of which are relatively constant anci ea',sy,to,antit:ip'ate,
others are less predictable. As DCJS attempted to implement the CCCA, it had to
adjust to the expectations of elected officials, a shift in policy ju‘risdictionb_fcr commu:nity
corrections, and a rigid timetable. As we shall see, these conditions slightly altereci%’rhe

normal operating procedures of the agency.

Political and Policy Context

In September 1994, a special session of the Virginia General Assembly convened to
abolish parole and establish "truth-in-sentencing”. This specia:l__session was called by
Governor George Allen, the first Republican Governor in Virginia in 12 years. Governor
Allen ran a “tough on crime” campaign and assumed office determined to abolish parole
and establish "truth-in-sentencing”. "Truth-in-sentencing” seeks to ensure that the
actual sentence ordered by the court is served by the offender. Allen clearly wanted to

accomplish this goal during his first year in office. Thus, early into his terrn‘;*Allen



Implementing Public Policy 13

appointed a commission charged with fulfilling his "tough on crime" pledge.'

The Governor's initiative on crime threatened to undercut thepohcycraftedby
the Democrat-dominated legislature. The legislature had been develcébihg a S|mllar plan
for several years. In addition to abolishing parole and establishing truth-ln-sentencmg
the legislature included community-based supervision options (commonlyreferred ’ktoj és

;

community corrections) in its overall plan.'® Both the Governor and theleglslature faced
political pressure. Allen believed he was fulfilling the mandate of hlselectlonThe
Democrats were facing elections the following fall and could not afford to be labeled as
“soft on crime”. A battle ensued over whom would be credited for tr:t?gparo!kgiab'b!itip‘r]
plan, the Governor or the legislature. Negotiations resulted in the ékdf\ia_nc»:enjyent vathe
Governor's plan to abolish parole and establish “truth-in-sentendirig" as well as the
community corrections components developed by the Democrats. TheCCCA waé_ éart
of the overall package passed into law. :
DCJS faced two major obstacles in implementing the CCCA: tlme and a pre‘\j/iou‘s
policy. When the CCCA was signed into law on October 13, 1994, DCJShad only gight
months (until July 1, 1995) to put into place a system of locally de§igﬁe& and cbéféted
community corrections programs. This required a great deal of:pylaVnrf\ing, including:
identifying program structures and funding methods, and informing and educating local

government and criminal justice professionals. Technical amendments to the law were

necessary, as were resources to fund the resulting programs.

1%Community corrections is broadly defined here as any correctional program in which the offender resides
in the community, as opposed to a jail or prison facility. There is actually little consensus in the field on the
definition of community corrections. “Sometimes the emphasis in discussion of community corrections is on
noninstitutional programs, sometimes it is on local versus state program administration, sometimes it is on
citizen involvement, and sometimes the emphasis is on something else entirely” (Harris, 1996, 204).
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Another complication in the implementation process was that the CCCA replaced an.
existing policy. When the CCCA was enacted, the Community Dlversmn Act of 1980_
was repealed. The Community Diversion Act (CDA) was administered not by DCJS but~
by the Department of Corrections (hereafter referred to as Correctlons). Replacmg the
CDA with the CCCA altered several aspects of community cdrreetions policsr:-.
administrative jurisdiction, program operation responsibility, fundlng methodologles .
court procedures, offender eligibility, and local criminal justice board composmon and
duties. As we shall see further along in the thesis, the complrcatlons of replacmg the :
CDA with the CCCA affected DCJS’s operations. ’ | |

Under the CDA, Corrections operated 29 community-based prodrams, known es :
Community Diversion programs. These programs provided:n s‘h‘pbervisioni»’v ‘to{
approximately 5,000 offenders on a daily basis. Repealing the CDA meant ceasmg!
operation of the Community Diversion programs and leaving offenders wnthout*v
supervision. Furthermore, judges were left with a limited number of sentencrnd optlons
in deciding where to send offenders for supervision and punlshment Thus |n the mldst
of implementing a new program, DCJS also had to ensure the supervrsron of offenders
already under Community Diversion programming. In order to extend the prowsnon of
offender supervision, existing Community Diversion programs were ‘chavrged to.
restructure program operation. Such restructuring was done in eceqrdanCe yvitn the.

CCCA and DCJS program guidelines.
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Case Study - DCJS Implementation

The propositions of Eimore's four organizational models provide the foundatiqn_for‘-

480

4

analyzing the CCCA's implementation. The activities and policy decisions engaged in'
during in the CCCA's first year follow the procedural norms of policy implementation alnd
serve as the base evidence for the case study. As | noted earlier, DCJS norma‘\ljy

functions along the lines of the organizational-development model with sbme aspectsl ‘o'fn

the bureaucratic process model. Yet we began with the supposition thatthe polgiitiééilz
and policy conditions underlying the CCCA could very well alter the nd}mél _opielratiﬁé
procedures of the agency. Table 2 gives a systematic view o;f} L* how DCJS's
implementation of the CCCA corresponds with Elmore's structure (pres'enktéd: in ;Fa"b‘lef
1).12

A plus sign next to a specific element indicates a clear positive relatidnship with
Elmore's models, a minus sign indicates a lack of supporting evidenc‘é.r'j.:A cofnbinedﬁ
plus/minus sign indicates a positive relationship between the evidence andthe modelm
some respects and a divergence in others. Using Elmore's four models as a’framei\:fygjrk;
we see in Table 2 that the CCCA's implementation by DCJS cokr}jjf;)rmed;t tothe
organizational development model structure, while displaying severalk elements 6f~f‘thé?
bureaucratic process model. However, Table 2 also shows that eviaé‘nce frqﬁd_thiirs

study illustrates that aspects of all four models apply to DCJS. The remainder of this

" |mplementation activities typically include: planning, analyzing problems, awarding grants, disbursing.
funds, and collecting and disseminating information and data (Edwards, 1980, 2; see also Pressman and
Wildavsky, 1984, xxiii; Gordan, 1982, 453, Edwards, 1978, 292; Bardach, 1977, 58; and Williams, 1976a,
268).

12Ta?bles 3 and 4 in the appendix provide a chronological accounting of the activities examined for this
analysis and are often referred toin the discussion. These activities make up the elements of the case
study. Table 3 shows specific memoranda, meeting agendas, and presentations. Table 3 also shows who
presented the activity, as well as the leve! of initiation and development. Table 4 is set up in a similar
fashion and shows other activities such as planning, goal establishment, and program funding.
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section will describe how the case study supports each model."

Table 2: The CCCA and Four Organizational Models

Systems Bureaucratic Organizational Conflict &
Management Process Development Bargaining
Central Organiz. Operating + Autonomy & No common
Principle value- Routines contro! of own purpose Wi .
maximizing Discretion of work E organization
Organiz. goal- individual . Competition w/i
directed workers ©.7. agency for
behavior resources
Common PR TSI
understanding
of policy : S
Distribution of Hierarchical Based on + Distributed at | =/ 'No single
Power wii control - top specialization all levels control o
Organization sets goals & Top exerts + Top provides " Conflict & i
allocates tasks control thru resources for " Bargaining wii
other means lower levels .| .. organization ‘!
Resistanceto |+ Nodirecttop |« = =«
change by control over
lower levels details e bn
Organizational Top-Down Top-Down + Bottom-Up Not relevant
Decision-Making Top sets Incremental + Decisionson " | & - Bargaining wii
goals; lower Division b/t consensus of and among
decides how policy-makers group at lower units/agencies ; |-
to meet & street level levels Y
bureaucrats .
Implementation Objectives Identify + Consensus ~ Constant - .
Process Use of mgt. discretion and buildingb/t | confiict over ... .
controls to change work policy-makers ‘| " purposes and
hold units routines to and ; results '
accountable conform w/ individuals .~ | . gerigs of " -
Well defined policy. B bargained <
standards of Magt. must . decisions .,
performance induce lower " -reflecting < ..
levels “ preferences ™

_and resources

Source: Compiled by author based on results of the case study.

13 Unless otherwise noted, general references to the unit, Chief, analysts, and Deputy Director indicate the -

Correctional Services unit and the chain of command the unit follows.
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Organizational Development

In implementing the CCCA, DCJS operated in accordance with the organizational .

development model more directly than with any other model. As Tabie_ 2 illustrates, the

case study positively correlates with each element of this model.

The case study strongly supports the central principle characteristic of the

»iw

organizational development model. Autonomy at lower-levels w1th|n an organization

defines this central principle proposition. The model mterprets autonomy as ali-v‘

encompassing, meaning that "those who implement programs are inciuded in decrsmns

that determine the content of those programs" (Elmore, 1978, 209) ACtIVItIeS mvoived

in the content, or policy-making, function of this definition . : '”clude iegislative

amendments, program specifications, and funding decisions. Impiementatlon activmes

according to this definition, include technical assistance and program momtonng in the

general mode of operation for DCJS grant programs, the same mdtwduais perform both

B ~\.‘1~ ..»‘:
B

policy-making and implementation functions. As shown in Table 4, both functions mthe

case study were performed at the same organizational level. Analysts developed CCCA:

program specifics, introduced legislative amendments, and made funding decnsions‘

They also assisted localities in establishing programs and monitored programs for
compliance. | \ |
In accordance with the distribution of power proposition :‘ofe ,}the:’o‘rganizationali
development model, responsibility for final CCCA products wavs_distri\buted among vyaili’
levels of DCJS. Responsibilities in this example included ‘pres‘enting,'fsig‘ning‘,' and
reviewing documents. As Table 3 shows, presentations were made by analysts, the

Chief, and the Director. Furthermore, interviews confirm that the Director and Deputy
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Director relied on the Correctional Services unit to determine how to implement:the
CCCA. Direct control over the details of each implementation activity was not exerted
by either the Director or the Deputy Director. As Tables 3 and 4 indicate, analysts
developed the details of all activities. The Chief, Deputy Director, and Director facilitated
the attainment of goals and priorities (set by the analysts) by providing - support :and
resources. As one official pointed out, the middle and upper-management levels
functioned "primarily to support staff work, prevent interference, [and] serve as'a:buffer
from [the] politics” (staff interview 2, 7/3/96).

The evidence of this case study further upholds the decision-making propositionof
the organizational development model. This model emphasizes bottom-up approaches
to decision-making and consensus building. The Chief summarized the CCCA
implementation decision-making processes in stating:

Analysts were responsible for the bulk of the decisions and activities. " «. ...
Approval, blessings, were generally pro forma because in DCJS the
specific program expertise resides at the staff level. Once decisions were
made - at staff level - and alternatives considered - at Chief's level -
recommendations with excellent staff justification were advanced: for
expected approval (staff interview 2, 7/3/96).
As the Chief notes, the decisions regarding the implementation activities were made-at
the analyst level and advanced upward through the chain of command for support.
Tables 3 and 4 demonstrate that decisions to initiate most implementation activities
were made at the analyst level. On Table 3, for example, analysts initiated all but one of
the memoranda. Table 4 indicates that analysts initiated goals, planning teams, a

conference, and alternate funding processes. Implementation priorities were also

established at this lower level. The specific tasks necessary for implementing the CCCA
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were assigned neither by the Director nor the Deputy Director, put‘were:based;'on'.the
goals and priorities set at the lower level. The analysts identified the ‘necessary
implementation activities and made decisions to proceed with those activities.: Analy'sts
also determined the appropriate course of action to undertake. Regardless of who
actually presented, signed, or had final review of the work, the analysts-initiated most
activities and determined the steps necessary to fulfill them. Furthermore, analysts
decided information to include in all presentations, reports, and documentsiand even
determined which authority should sign the memoranda, including 'the Chief and the
Secretary of Public Safety. The format of memoranda may have been edited: by the
signing official, but the content and direction established by the  analysts:remained
essentially untouched.

The decision-making and overall implementation processes of ‘the -organizational
development model include consensus building, also upheld by evidence from:the case
study. The Correctional Services unit utilized a consensus process in setting the
specific goals and objectives, identifying the necessary steps to accomplish them, and
establishing priorities. A specific example of consensus building is found:in.the process
used for establishing priorities. The unit (analysts and the Chief) held a day-long retreat
to accomplish the task. Using a common consensus building technique, the group listed
all CCCA related activities, as well as other activities that existed before the policy was

passed. The group then prioritized each activity.

reaucratic Process

Evidence also supports elements of the bureaucratic process model. In relation to
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Table 2, the evidence from this study upholds the central principle and cjihst[ibqti'onw in
power elements of the model. However, the case study yields no evidence“ té sgpportn
the decision-making proposition and the overall implementation perspective -of.the
bureaucratic process model.

DCJS operated in accordance with the bureaucratic process model's . gentral
principle. DCJS typically utilizes standard operating routines which | ir}c?rporgtex
individual discretion for the grants process. Table 4 shows that theseﬂ rgutines were
generally followed for developing the CCCA grant application package. v

Yet, time constraints and the political environment may have caused thepepa}rfgmgqy;
to deviate from the standard routine in some respects (hence, | use a comb.iqct‘a‘cli_’,r’vs‘ymt‘_)g;l
on Table 2.) Table 4 includes an activity labeled “interim funding”, WhICh i§‘ Potﬂ,a,’
standard procedure. The grant application package for CCCA programmipgpoql}d‘not.
be developed and released in time to make grant awards for the new ‘.v;ﬁsvc:\‘a_lﬂpye_‘ar;;
Maintaining supervision for the 5,000 plus offenders under Community‘j Dlversmn
programming necessitated the adoption of an "emergency funding” measure. L’qcalvisigs'
were given interim funding without completing a grant application. Theyi.nt.e?r-irn }fu‘r‘\‘di?g’
allowed localities to continue Community Diversion programming for three months. A
complete grant application package was developed for funding the remaining nine
months of the fiscal year.

As Table 4 notes, the Secretary of Public Safety reviewed the grant p\ac}kage‘f
developed in June 1995. The Secretary's review marked a departure from standard
procedure. Under normal circumstances, the agency's Director has final review of grant

guidelines. The Director advanced the CCCA grant guidelines to the Secretary of Public
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Safety. Based on the fact that the CCCA was part of the Governor's highly-publicized
crime package, the political environment may be responsible for tHe v‘Direvce:tc.)ry"s'.fole in
advancing the package. The Secretary made no changes to the*d“c“)cumyeht:ah‘d thé
additional layer of review interrupted the standard process.

The distribution of power proposition provides more evidence supportmgthe
bureaucratic process model. As this proposition indicates, a‘ spéciéliiéa 'Uf{it (thbé
Correctional Services unit) was given control over implementation activities. The'unit is
responsible for state and local adult correctional programs such és the CCCA. |

Clearance procedures, budget cycles, and legislative procedureﬂéyénga'g{éﬂc'iu'“ih d‘Lir‘in‘g
the implementation period further uphold the distribution of poWér iriuthe biﬁfé‘éu¢fét'i!c
process model. Grant guidelines, for example, normally require the Diféctc)‘f'g""é'ppko'\/al
before being released. The Correctional Services unit, as indicated on Téblé"?i‘,"follov:ved
the procedure in seeking the Director's approval. In another exabmpie, tﬁe{ :Uhif had
responsibility for developing staffing patterns, budget requests, andﬁle»gislétiVe‘ pbropo:sal‘s
relating to the CCCA. Again, Table 4 shows that clearance procedUr;esétvééch‘lével in
the agency were used for advancing CCCA related proposals and requests to the
Governor's office.

The bureaucratic process model distinguishes between the policy-makers (defined
as those responsible for legislation, fegu|ations, and guidelines)j\énd"éyrhpl’dj\/‘e}és‘fthat
deal with the agency's clients. Such divisions of responsibility ‘do ‘not’ exist in the
Department as a whole. The personnel who monitor grants and provide technical
assistance to the field also develop grant guidelines, introduce legislative modifications,

and establish regulations. Table 4 indicates that analysts bore responsibility for each of
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these activities in implementing the CCCA.

In terms of the overall implementation process of this model, lower levels are

expected to resist new initiatives. No evidence from the'case‘ study upholds this

contention. To the contrary, the analysts within the Corréctional Sézrvi_cie:‘s; “unit
(according to one official) “accepted policy and decision-making respbnsibility wAiyth little

hesitancy” and began the process of implementing the CCCA imr'riediately' UbOn its

passage (staff interview 2, 7/3/96).

Tables 3 and 4 present additional evidence supporting the observation that the lower

levels within DCJS did not resist the CCCA. As shown on Table 3, analysts initiated and
composed memoranda, established goals, and developed plann}ingf té‘ari*ls"'du'ring' the
same month the CCCA was signed into law. The establishment of priorities followed ’the

next month. Each of these activities was initiated at the lowest level in the organization

without inducement from upper-management. As one staff member noted, l'f'analy'sts”

were very invested and contributed incredible time and energy" (staff ‘interview 2,

7/3/96). Another commented that the analysts "actually made it [the implementation of

the CCCA] happen" (staff interview 1, 7/2/96).

e anagemen

Examination of CCCA implemehtation activities reveals that there “were also

elements of the systems management model displayed by DCJS during the process..

As Table 2 indicates, evidence from the case study supports the model's central
principle and overall view of the implementation process. However, the model's

propositions of distribution of power and decision-making are not supported by the
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evidence.

The systems management model's central principle expects value-maX|m|zmg and;
goal-directed behavior to occur within the Department during pohcy lmplementatlon
These two elements assume that a “single, coherent set of ‘purposes expres;ed
through established goals and objectives, affects organizational behavnor (Elmore 1978 :
201). The CCCA “represents a progressive approach to the plahning,f adn_jinistration,}-
and implementation of community-managed programs throughdUt— Virginia",_(VCI;).DA{,
1994, 1). Thus, the policy conforms to the broad mission of DCJS and t9; ’the spgciﬁc’
purpose of the Correctional Services unit as this model anticipateé._ T

Specific implementation activities (listed on Table 4 in the Appendix) furtr;er su’bport
the value-maximizing and goal-directed elements. As Table 4 ﬁotes goals for CCCA
implementation were established in October 1994, shortly aﬂer the leglslatlon was:
passed. The development of planning teams followed the same month. In November1
1994, priorities for implementation were established.

The systems management model provides three criteria for assessing the‘overall
implementation process proposition. The CCCA fulfills ohe of }k.t‘he «crifer’ia: : ‘the’
establishment of objectives. In November 1994, analysts of the qurec@ional Se\rvic‘:e.s
unit produced a list of objectives (used to establish the priorities mke‘qtiqneéi‘garlig’r) for
the CCCA. The management controls for accountability and well deﬁngq stavndarclj:s ,°f

performance, the other two characteristics of implementation under the model, were not

displayed.
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Conflict and Bargaining

Limited support for the conflict and bargaining model appears on Table 2. Ewdence
fails to uphold the central principle, the distribution of power, and the overall
implementation process characteristic of this model. But a link betWeen tﬁé_‘;‘;’;sé and
the model appears in the organizational decision-making proposition.“ ke

Support for the conflict and bargaining model is found in ffads‘itiOn actlvmes
including transferring information, staffing, and funding from Corredtidrie“td DCJS As
noted earlier, the CCCA replaced the Community Diversion Act administered by
Corrections. Staff and financial resources previously dedicated to Communlty DlverSIonl
programs needed to be transferred to DCJS, but Corrections was reluctant to ldentlfy
those resources. DCJS' files contain several memoranda to Correctlons requestlng
information relatina to the Community Diversion program. Rather than glve DCJS
access to the information, Corrections rerouted requests to the programs refused to
identify staffing and funding resources, and delayed providing other ' requested
information. Furthermore, Corrections "provided mis-information [and]undermlned[the]
efforts” of DCJS (staff interview 2, 7/3/96). According to one DCJS:bf:t‘"lyeiel,i éor‘ree_t’i’ohe?
did not display "a positive attitude about the transfer with [Community  Diversion]
program directors" which only made the transition to CCCA programming more difficult
(staff interview 1, 7/2/96). Other DCJS officials interviewed shared this view 'of
Corrections' attitude. During the conference previously mentioned, a Corrections official
was given the opportunity to address the local officials in attendance!” Rather than

present a positive attitude of support, a Corrections Deputy Director publicly accused

DCJS of "stealing” the Community Diversion program "in the middie of the night". He
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continued on to say that "nothing is set in stone" and that "this could all.change"”;-
meaning that Corrections would regain administrative control of the pro‘gra,ni;_; (Députy

Director, Department of Corrections, DCJS conference, 4/5/95).

A statewide transition team, noted on Table 3, was organlzed to facmtate
discussions necessary for the transition between agencies. Representatlves from
DCJS, Corrections, and two other agencies (the Department of Plannlng and Budget-
and the Office of the Secretary of Public Safety) met several times to conS|der these'f
issues. DCJS controlled the agendas of the transition meetings, but Correctlons/exertedy‘
control by withholding important information. Corrections claimed exb;énditure‘s of‘.$é.1";
million for Community Diversion programming. Based on Correctiong': fnformatidh, thé‘.
legislature supported transferring $8.1 million from Corrections to DCJS. - DCJS Iéter
discovered that Corrections actually spent $8.4 million on programmlng plus $46 000 on
program insurance. The transferred funding also “failed to account for overhead‘
expenses [and] infrastructure costs (certification, training, management,‘information
systems, and fiscal services)" (DCJS, 1995, 2).

Conflict and bargaining between the two agencies continued oveﬁr staff ,resou'rces‘;
Despite Corrections' reluctance to identify staff resources, the lGeneral ‘iAésembly
transferred two positions to DCJS.™ Once the two positions were frahsférred,
Corrections quickly offered two indivfduals to DCJS. However, DCJS ‘coveted. the

positions, not the individuals occupying them. DCJS refused to accept the staff offered

by Corrections and insisted that vacant positions be transferred. - Thus, DCJS could

choose individuals to fill the positions.

e orrections originally stated that no agency staff were dedicated to Community Diversion programming.
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Conclusion

The principal aim of this thesis was to demonstrate how an agency ‘attempts to
implement a major policy initiative. Case study research limits our vcépa‘(c:itly‘*k)‘t:o?‘
generalize about policy implementation, but several important lessons emerge“"’fron;i thls
study that may be transferable to other government agencies operating undersumllar
conditions. The study also calls attention to several useful corrections fo Elmore’s
framework of organizational models, which may be expected when theoreticablyﬁzwzo'ydéylyé.}
are tested against a “real world” scenario. |

Three primary lessons emerge from the case study. First, despite the prevalénce of -
a single operational model, elements of other models are likely to emerge aé an égency.‘
implements a specific policy. The second lesson revealed in this case 'sfudy& is that:
independent vériables, such as time constraints, affect an agency’s normal,mod‘eia\".;
operation. Finally, this case study demonstrates that DCJS is not a sélf—containéd
agency and that external factors affect implementation. |

The case study analysis concludes that DCJS exhibited elements 'of:éécﬁ vnﬁodﬂelé
during CCCA implementation. Though DCJS generally conformed to the orgéhikzationévlﬂ
development model, with some bureaucratic process model tendencies, Cer;ain;aspects
of the other models were evident in this case. This finding validates Elmdre'g t‘hlqo>rie§._
Elmore suggests that agencies exhibit traits of muitiple models. As: Elrﬁore‘ nVches,‘
"every implementing agency probably has a set of management controls, a ‘ﬁr’m|y_
entrenched collection of operating routines, some process for eliciting the invglv‘jem’en_t of

implementors, and a set of internal and external bargaining relationships" (Elmore,

1978, 227).



Implementing Public Policy 27

The analysis also proves that DCJS altered certain behavioral norms. due to
circumstances specific to the CCCA's implementation. This deviation, too, is expected”
by Elmore. Elmore contends that certain situations may dictate one type of
organizational behavior, while other situations solicit another type. Therefore the
functional model utilized by an agency is often affected by a specific situation. . .

Evidence supporting the third lesson of agency operation suggests the Iimitatioh‘e of
Elmore's theoretical framework. Elmore is less concerned with external lnfluences than
internal organization Several sources outside of the agency affected DCJS s
implementation of the CCCA. Political pressure from the Secretary of Public. Safety;
provided one such source. Interviews revealed that the Secretary of Public Safety dld{
not understand the full magnitude of the CCCA. This is largely attributable to the
Administration's focus on violent crime, rather than non-violent crime. The Secreteryzlyj‘
was unclear on the extent of the CCCA's local and state implications. Becaus'e\;\of hIS
limited understanding, the Secretary hindered implementation. An example ofhow the
Secretary affected implementation activities surfaces in the conference referred to in
Table 4. The conference intended to educate local criminal justice and goyerhment‘
officials on the changes in the law and explain how to establish programs dnder. the
CCCA. The Secretary insisted on approving all presenters and conference topics,‘ thus
delaying finalizing conference details. Recognizing the event as an opportunity for the
Administration to present its early successes in a public forum, the Secretary\ ordered

the elimination of two scheduled presenters. The altercation allowed the Secretary and

15 Elmore does address external influences in his discussion. However, Elmore does not assess the role of
external influences on a single agency's behavior.
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the Attorney General platforms to highlight the Administration's "toug‘h on crlrﬁe‘
successes. The conference ended up being "misused as a political, rather than'j.f
educational, forum" (staff interview 2, 7/3/96). X

The Department of Corrections provided another external constraint on DCJS's
ability to implement the CCCA. As noted in the section on conflict aﬁd bargaiﬁihé';;
Corrections affected DCJS's implementation activities through resnstance negatlve’f:
attitudes, and mis-information. The mis-information and negative opinions from anotherj‘:
state agency caused additional fear and concern at the local level. Furthe_‘rr‘rngﬁrlé, |t
contributed to resistance of the programming changes necessary to carry‘dutfﬁ% law's
intent. DCJS staff received numerous phone calls and letters requesting’p‘éféo:ﬁgl vnsnts
to justify the CCCA's existence. This included discussing the policy implicﬁétioris and
explaining how repealing the Community Diversion Act would affect those e'rhp;loyed_lt;y_';'
Community Diversion programs. Several program staff contacted the"Sel‘c:‘retary}i of
Public Safety and legislative staff for clarification of the information and opmlonsthey
had received. These additional questions required staff attention, WhICh often‘meant
delaying other activities which were necessary for DCJS to implement the CCCA

Failure to account for external influences is not the only Iimitationfto_‘EImore"s
models. The case study further demonstrates that evidence upholding pn‘e‘;rﬁ‘odel may
also support another. For example; information presented on the gran‘fs process
characterizes both the bureaucratic process and organizational developm’e;\t" ‘fnodels.
Since Eimore provides no guidelines for weighing variables or dependencieé between
variables, the evidence supports each model equally which may make it difficult to

determine if one model reflects an agency's mode of operation more than another.
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Thus, Elmore's models provide a framework for examining how agencnes lmplement

public policy. These models offer an opportunity to compare how an agency functlons

under normal circumstances and with how it adapts to a major new lnltlatlve This case
study uncovers several factors that affect how an agency functlons WhICh do not flt
clearly into Elmore's organizational model classification. However such ﬁndlngs

generally confirm the expectations of Elmore, Lane, Sabatier, and other theonsts who

J:-

tend to agree that limitations exist in applying a single analytlcal model to pohcy

implementation. '® Many factors, both internal and external to the specuf c pollcy, affect

its implementation. Though agencies can adapt to these factors, changes in polltlcal"x

and policy conditions can alter the normal mode of operations of an agency charged

with implementing a major policy initiative.

®Elmore, 1978; Lane, 1995; and Sabatier, 1986; See also, Williams, 1976a; Edwards and Sharkansk'y,u '
1978; Edwards, 1980; Pressman and Wildavsky, 1984, and Wilson, 1989.
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APPENDIX

Table 3
CCCA Implementation Activities *
Date/Activity Presented/Signed Addressed To Initiated/Decided Developed By
or Reviewed By
10/12/94 Memo re: | Sec. of Public Local Distribution Analyst Analyst
CCCA Safety (SPS)
10/21/94 Memo Dep. Director Corrections Dep. Analyst Analyst
Rgst. CD! info. Director
10/21/94 Memo. Dep. Director SPS, Plan. & Deputy Director & | Analyst
re: Trans. Tm. Budget, Legis. staff | Deputy SPS
11/1/94 Trans. Tm. | Dep. Director Statewide Dep. Director Analyst
Meeting Agenda Transition Team
1/95 Presentation Director (made Public Sfty Sub- House Analyst
re: Implementation | presentation) Com. House App. Appropriations
1/95 Presentation Sec. of Public General Assembly | Legislation Analyst
re: 2005 Mstr Plan | Safety
2/17/95 Memo Director County Admin. Analyst Analyst
Intro. Dept. & City Managers oy
CCCA process
3/95 Presentation Director (made Commonwealth’'s Commonwealth’s Analyst
re: Implementation | presentation) Attorneys Assoc. Attorneys Assoc.
3/21/95 Trans. Tm. | Dep. Director Statewide Dep. Director Analyst
Meeting Agenda Transition Team
5/95 Presentation Director (made VA State Crime VA State Crime Analyst
re: Implementation | presentation) Commission Commission
5/95 Presentation | Director (made District Court Supreme Court Analyst
re: Implementation | presentation) Judges
5/95 Presentations | Chief (made Community Divers. | CDI Directors Analyst
(2) re: Implement. presentations) Directors Assoc. Assoc.
5/24/95 Memo Sec. of Public Directors DCJS &. | Analyst Analyst
re: Case Transfers | Safety Corrections
6/14/95 Memo Deputy Sec. of Chief Analyst Analyst
re: Insurance Public Safety cd
6/15/95 Memo Chief Community Analyst Analyst
re: Case Transfers Diversion Directors T
6/19/95 Memo Deputy Sec. of Corrections Analyst Analyst
re: Insurance Public Safety Director Vb
6/21/95 Memo Chief Corrections Data Analyst Analyst
re: CDI Info. Info. Mgt. Mgr.
6/21/95 Memo Chief Community Analyst Analyst
re: Misc. Issues Diversion Directors
7/20/95 Memo Chief CCCA Directors Analyst Analyst
re: Misc. Issues
7/25/95 Trans. Tm. | Dep. Director Transition Team Dep. Director Analyst -
Meeting Agenda i
8/95 Presentation Analyst (made District Court Supreme Court .- '[ Analyst .
re: Implementation | presentation) Judges e IR
9/95 Memo - | Chief County Admin. Analyst Analyst
re: Review process City Managers

*Unless otherwise indicated all positions are in the Deptartment of Criminal Justice Services. Deputy

Director refers to the Deputy Director of the Bureau of Program Assistance.
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Table 4
CCCA Implementation Activity Groups *
Date/Activity Presented, Initiated/ Developed/ Notes of Interest
Signed, or Decided By Written By
Reviewed
10/94 Goal Analyst Analyst Analyst Set by analyst; presented to
Establishment unit & above w/no question
10/94 Director Analyst Analyst 5 Teams (one actually had
Planning higher level of involvement
Teams & oversight)
11/94 Priority | Unit Unit Unit Nominal group w/i unit
Establishment
Began 12/94 | Administrative Legislation Analyst Several layers to go through
Program Process Act to have standards in place
Regulations (regulations) - ongoing
12/94 - 4/95 Director Analyst Analyst Some interference from
Conference Sec. of Public Safety
1/95 Code Governor Standard Analyst Complicated process
Amendments Process
1/95 Staffing Sec. of Public Standard Analyst Budget cycle "
Plan/Funding | Safety Process
Request Bt
4/95 Interim Director Analyst Analyst New idea; no standard
Funding process
6/95 Interim Director Analyst Analyst Used 1/4 of previous year's
Funding Base CDI contract
6/95 Grant Director & Standard Analyst SPS approval new. Due to
Package Dev. | Secretary of Public | Process high profile of program,
Safety (SPS) Director wanted to follow the
full chain of command.
7/95 Staffing Director Standard Chief & Dep. No DOC staff transfers;
issues Process Director placement of new positions;
losses due to cuts
Began 7/95 Analyst Standard Analyst Ongoing
Program Process CoL e
Monitoring
Began 7/95 Analyst Analyst Analyst Ongoing & i
Program o
Specs./Modif. i
8/95-9/95 Director Standard Analyst Analysts review of grants &
Grant Review Process determined funding. Chief
and Awards conceded to potential
political issue. Very unusual
9/95 Grant Director Standard Analyst & Standard | Coordinating b/t units for
Conditions Process DCJS grant develop. of grant conditions
conditions problematic < "
10/95 Legis. Director Legislation Analyst included history & 1st yr.
Report observations =

*Unless otherwise indicated all positions are in the Deptartment of Criminal Justice Services. Deputy .. L

Director refers to the Deputy Director of the Bureau of Program Assistance.
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the initial executive position paper on the subject, drafting legislative proposals, and working with
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